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I.M B

FAoz 9% a7t st dF IrldMe B
g netoz Astn Jod, A fevee WA
7z o8 ol g I7HHA FAS AlYsin
gtk B uddx FasEds gelel feigd] ol
8 A3Rez R wet 4U3e FI&E AFA
Q) #AE Bolu FadEd J4UAF Fd&l Sl
= APE st Jokh ole A AAHA FAH, $
ve}t 3 o9y} ohch

FAe AT APFES Eoledl 7o E Bt of
Y, AgARRess g 48 7An o ¢
guele] A4S e FAEE A8 20009 °lF Hgel
g AE 195 71Es1om(Korea National
Statistical Office, 2004), ¥do2 I& A - A
EAdE 3z 53Yd olze RAeR FHHI U
(Ministry of Health and Welfare, 2002).

49 gl daiME Be AT AF 8
3 gtk ojBE Fdo] YA fAFNE ¥R F
dJATE A% Zrletn Jdow, 53] Fade AL F
dol AAeNA vAE Ggrr) o 2tk & F ok
Hadzlele AR, 23, 47l ol oFF fHsA 4%
2 gL Aeolng @) &o Bl e 43 AF9
=245 B 4% 1 SAEE0 o A
ax Aade B2 FAANFG 43, 2 FAEE U

A RARRa a

g5 ogjue} Ade] ARe 1 ox v Hogx 4%
3 Ha & ¢ Aelrh.

B Aade] FA-L Qs miXe IRt ofY
g Fdago] vy Ar)7t =1 UckKo, 1992)=
Aol gk Fad A7) FAL ArleE A
N7\ D(Lebowitz, 1992), ¥F AAXY o3& 2
& 4 Jom(Hunter, Croft, & Parker, 1986), &
3 2o} thE <kEHE9] sleAdel 7] W gl
= ol&u} ‘gateway drug® e|A YH(Torabi &
Bailey, 1990). #4d wgho] FAAMFE Azgt
2 el I og2E FIE e S0 2F B
=, A4, delxE e PAdde] FABA FAA
oz fodie], a2 AF AN olao] folr]
o Zo]tHThe American Cancer Society, 2001).

F22A-LEHEIE 1088 5E 2001872 A4
F FAE Al o fehvelel AHad FAEL
dal mEatale]l A9 19886 23.0%1A A 10d
Zp H3: 35.5%7HA F/HIE Helort Apdeldle
24.8%2 EolA 109 AR v]&3 £Fo] HYoY F
2 Z=gAe] AL 1988ddl 1.8%<1A 20014l
6.0%2 39} o4 Bt A ozt nFRYe] Bee
1988 =0 2.4%, 200139} 7.5%=2 Au¥iv U1,
349 A% 22 AZIEt 297t Blen dEd
Bk 94 AR 2o P Aol 22 A7
= gL 158w 283(32.6%). AL 5%

* eAld BAARAZ aAEAL A A A2 E-mail: jkleo@yonsei.ac.kr)

e Axddta Bdggeat iy
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@ 18hd(9.6%)°ltt.

F45Ae vnd 44 2AHAT S AL o
o) otk 3 FAAF ddo] WEFE UAH A
AR ABH A A E GFe] 7] WEd] 394
‘§° RAade gRer se Aol Anzo|rh utEhA
d A7le] FAE AlEEHRA @EE gta, olv] &4
3 Y ALdE B9E IS fuHoEy ¢
Ay Uze 253 22 9oz s dstes 2
& osta AHElTFEeIM Y olgE ol FHAY
12 4 JEE so} @ch(Lee & Rhee, 1993).

Had A7)e] §4e 1 2 smAgdont -y
A 53 23y #He] Jom(Reimers. Pomrehn,
Becker, & Lauer, 1990), o|&g @RS 4%
gt FAAEA 7A€ B FAA dEe

g glth W HadEe FAEE BF
o, ATEY 2dzZzod 2 A Mds] AsiA

E A5 198 #AE 2n e FH 83 8

Zo Ul ¥EHQ ols =LA =

T

ﬁrﬂﬂbmloo
o
o

2ajo) Wad Hold,
A8 Agaql wek A2l AU K seag
3 g2HQ AU ok AR BEPEE Aol
@ itk
o £ A7E ZUE Wi 2AY Bl F- 2

Qg ados AYEe FA%EH F FAA W A
2 HE, 71597 2 dude § Ode 8d=q @
ooz Had Fdu 2L Axd] Fog 7124
ABRE A|F3tax FHEUG.

o] Aol A @7 FAL o3} 2o}
A, A7NE F - 25HYE] FIALHE AR

s, A7 £ UIEDAS FAATe Fd U
A4, BEst m9A, 7AEB7 Fol B Aol
g 249

AR, AR 3 FAAS FAAHel vIXE A¥e
A5 < shetect,

l‘ﬂ.

59 139%H 649 179744 24

ey AAS ANl XY
ez SAHAG A9 Wl o
Sotm 49 64 Saol 2 ETPEES

stod WAl 2,083 Wsto] HEZALE ANT F A
2o YU $wF 1.870%(det 9417, =829
W)e AF PANYE AFagd 4E2AAE o
23E Ba At ulR - £AREE dgen, &
22zt ZAE A4stE ez A
Atk Rrgoz AYHES du £UY ARE AT
24 S AbgetA BE AYL o lre}ow $9A
Holel NARRI} =F5x] Gxg 9 SEU S
o] 2HET Eo|EE FHch ‘

o=

of

2. AFo] ALZE di

1) o uEe) A4 5

g4 sasel FAgHe danE tes 2ol 3t
As eReigd. () WATLE WAt A,
@ FAFAT: B 9 AARst £ A0 AR
@ e A3 e, (3) WEeE A ANE
Aol gtz ERANT. 9% BAY 29 T
£ (1) 24 §94st (2) IAFAAE FAToR
(3) MFAAE PFAF L ARFAAT. olglo] F
Qo U@ A4, A= Sl s 2ART B
gz AZYHLIERE SFET. FHAA A4

#%, $ERT T AN,

2) dii e Sulgeql

g s SuAgedERe AP A
BEE, A, uUe "ol & F e Ald
AR 5& zAlsch i S m¥BA Al
e A7EIS /AE B 52 Ha S43
23R AN AH 232 FrHI)E TR &
Fagony, Fao iy WAl =E 83001t &
Zxo] 7% A AvAoz UFPYAYTE &
Mol Bdoz sl AR R, e A3
A7\ &% 29% s 48 Kim(2001)°] AH:-&
AR A E5RY AFETE & dd A 3,
Bolalad ARl AA 12709 B FelA AF,

T3 FQ, A7 g FrdIe] 43, B A%
ojuf 2EY A, AAAHQ AAWHE distd 5832
z 848 236 M 1 23A 1R &
AaAct, Egol g Wz s 646010t

3) td FAEY 7HE8E 8
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g FASe B8 RE EREH FAY
»rde §d R $FAY, NFHEAE, rEdR

—Hi_
o WAz, Redate] fA] g wE= Tol e}

A, ARPY ANEsE 5o dFEFH FL U
AeEy HETFES A8 Al t-test, Chi-
square test®} EAEA(ANOVA)E &%z, A%
o AP 29% A3yl 8 logistic regression
analysisZ ssict. BAEA4 S A5k SPSS 12.0 for
windowsE AHg&-stitt.

m. o7 &z
1. CHAEHMS ] MY, By Eee
oretsel AA FANHE Svinn, Jete 2

(Table 1) Smoking Status by Grade

Az A A17d A2E

¢ A3 79 & #Ho| gl A7t 55.5%, A%y B
L 69.4%2 2N, AA F4E 5t e B¥

£ 9ol A% 10.5%, A3 Fee 8.2%% =
At Table 15, 2 ¥ AR A e FAS
ou dAe J9A ot Aded A g
33.9%, AL 22.4%2 ZAHETH

8wel neme TR FAEE 2 dA

g9 A% FANY AE 1.9% 15HAA A+
19.8%% Aoz AU

ook

2. Uty SM(HUde) o] e FAHF Xol2H

del Qi 543 AZAHe) 1E FAB
SlelME algtgel Wal Pehgel Eston olag 44
Aole BAHCR felstdd. dung nsdust 59
TE pRSEE W LEH) SR Ve LAY
of B Aoz Uehgon o o] 94 FAHCE &
Sleiit. SFine) FARYY BAY Aolde @
A eFA R SFAYA FAAYel B Rew 2
Asiels BARoE feld Aolrt FASA, FH
A AR E FHHOZ 44 oA gE 25
sy5e FAMen AAE e 289 SyER ¥

(Unit : persons, (%))

Characteristic

Nonsmoker

A person experienced
p p Current Smoker

smoking

Male 149(75.3) 49(24.7) 0( 0.0)

1st Female 138(36.3) 22(13.7) 0( 0.0)

Subtotal 287(80.2) 71(19.8) 0( 0.0)

Middle Male 121(63.4) 66(34.6) 4( 2.1)
school 2nd Female 140(84.4) 5(15.0) 1( 0.6)
grade Subtotal 261(73 1) 91(25.5) 5( 1.4)
Male 9(61.0) 52(33.6) 5( 3.4)

3rd Female 113 73.9) 32(20.9) 8( 5.2)

Subtotal 202 67.6) 84(28.1) 13( 4.3)

Male 1(46.6) 41(31.2) 29(22.1)

1st Female 73(52.9) 43(31.1) 22(15.9)

Subtotal 134(49.8) 84(31.2) 51(19.0)

High Male 61(48.0) 51(40.2) 15(11.8)
school 2nd Female 82(57.7) 47(33.1) 13(9.2)
grade Subtotal 143(53.2) 98(36.4) 28(10.4)
Male 25(21.7) 45(39.1) 45(39.1)

3rd Female 71(53.4) 32(24.1) 30(22.6)

Subtotal 96(38.7) 77(31.1) 75(30.2)

Male 516(55.5) 315(33.9) 98(10.5)

Total Female 636(69.4) 205(22.4) 75( 8.2)
Total 1,.152(62.4) 493(38.1) 173( 9.4)
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(Table 2> Smoking Experience by General Characteristics and Health Behavior (Unit : persons, (%))

A person

Characteristic Nonsmoker experienced Current xt p
. Smoker
smoking
Male 516(55.5) 315(33.9) 98(10.5)
Sex Female 636(69.4)  205(22.4) (8 8787 .00
Middle school 761(73.8) 252(24.4) 18( 1.7)
Grade High school 390(47.9)  269(33.0)  155(19.0)  20r97L 000
Nondrinker 611(90.0) 68(10.0) 0( 0.0
A]‘coh'ol A person experienced 440(59.3) 2717(317.3) 25( 3.4) 698.515 000
drinking drinking
Current drinker 100(23.8) 173(41.2) 147(35.0)
Taking a meal Yes . 621(69.1) 216(24.0) 62( 6.9
regularly Medium 324(59.6) 172(31.6) 48( 8.8) 55.717 .000
No 172(49.7) 114(32.9) 60(17.3)
Taking exercise  Yes 382(58.2) 219(33.4) 55( 8.4) 14.477 001
regularly No 739(64.9) 285(25.0) 114(10.0) ) ’

Folut EEE A & Fol BAFARANE Aol7t

UEhiA gtout BA FRAEE 258

< ez AU

3. gugold oE SAFEHY Xol24

gasgsel snedel he FAAYe wAE B
W Smagel deel BEsA 2e 2o deld F9
Aol ¥ Aoz ZAHYT FANLE @ Hol
7 9gich SFgAel golae 4ol R HaEel
47o) & HYERT FARYe) EE AO2 2A)

deos BAFHCE foF Aozt UUH. U

ol

(Table 3) Smoking by School Related Factors

Z A4de] vx B2 ABAME gle 2t =
ASEn FA74P0) ¥& Aoz AEUR AR
2 {3 Aol Y€ AT A E
RSB BFBAE FETF FAE A e 22
2 ZAEAT, %—74]1—‘1__%5 Felstio.

%, galgd ot WFHIA Fotm, dHo| v
. 2RE EolE Aol %’i S5, n-aAz A
%}% A%7F 28 @ Beuck FAZYe] e A
o2 zAE

A

K

4. 7F88Z000 e FHFH XolE2Y

BFAES HEA AR FARYY WS A7
2R 4gsEdl goide 485 —:"EO] EEXENE TE

(Unit : persons,(%))

A person

. Current
Nonsmoker experle.nced Smoker z? p
smoking
Level of satisfaction High 457(67.0) 178(26.1) 47( 6.9)
with school life Medium 475(63.2) 212(28.2) 64( 8.6) 47.377 .000
Low 190(51.1) 124(33.3) 58(15.6)
High 230(79.0) 53(18.2) 8( 2.7
School record Medium 682(63.1) 313(29.0) 85( 7.9 94.826 .000
Low 199(47.3) 146(28.5) (181)
. Yes 342(66.7) 129(25.1) 42( 8.2)
Counseling Teacher ) 774(60.2)  385(29.9) 127( 9 9) 6.542 038
High 394(64.8) 175(28.8) 4)
Companionship Medium 345(63.0) 143(26.1) (10 9) °~  10.459 .033
Low 347(60.6) 163(28.4) 63(11.0)
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(Table 4> Smoking by Home Surroundings Factors

stz etalA] A17d A2

(Unit : persons,(%))

A pgrson Current
Nonsmoker experienced 1t p-value
. Smoker
smoking
Highest 47(73.4) 12(18.8) 5(7.8)
High 177(67 6) 73(27.9) 12( 4.6)
Economic status Middle 731(63.5) 325(28.2) 96( 8.3) 52.766 .000
Low 155(55 0) 86(30.5) 41(14.5)
Lowest 23(39.0) 19(32.2) 17(28.8)
Both 994(64.0) 433(27.9) 127( 8.2)
Parents One 100(56.2) 51(28.7) 21(15.2) 23.738 .000
None 41(48.8) 26(31.0) 17(20.2)
, . Yes 654(60.6) 311(28.8) 115(10.6)
Parents’ smoking No 479(65.3)  199(27.1) 5( 7.5) 6.631 036
Yes 794(66.2) 323(26 9) 2( 6.8)
Family concord Medium 299(58.5) 44(28.2) 8(13.3) 53.374 .000
No 39(36.8) 46(43.4) 21(19.8)
Level of satisfaction High 834(67.1) 316(25.4) 2( 7.4)
with parents Middle 243(55.4) 141(32.1) 5(12.5) 45.570 .000
Low 57(43.2) 53(40.2) 2(16.7)
o] B2 Aoz ZAEUR FAHCIZE {F Aol 5. BoX|4, EHelcof mE HEAAHYY Xfo|EH

RoFs 215} rudale] 74 Rl pAsiadr
T B OE go] AX v A4/ 284 ¥ A¥
8o} FAACE folsiA FAAEEe] w2 ez 24}
sS4t

rrdo] FAL e Z9oM Rrde] FAE kA
ke Aguct Aol FAZFFl e A AU
3 EAFAoRE fAAY AolE RAh EF FAEC
wle JMREEsg FA787e #Ege el 3
28z gy SEE To] 13 &2 TR F9F
o] e Aoz ZAHYD FANLEE RfJF 2o
2 ngoh. 2uge] Ao digd BE Fzel oA
t rrgsel #AAd] dsld BEHA ¥ FEC]
nuygste] fAd dsty wEdhe FAE Bl FA
AYo] B Aoz ZAHUL, FTAAcER:E #F
Aol & H Tt

i op o

o) g ANz FAo B BE, Aokl
gt FAAYe) ol Aelrh leAE Aond, WF
Aol the 5 2ol ¥d FAAHel gL Aoz 24}
93 o= FAHCE #F Aoluch FAHEo
SOIME HFATC] ThE Foll N FQehzel TP
A7k BAACE R AolE Ushid Edoh A
b7 BANANE WAFAZ BAHCE Rel
) e WaE vehigle

6. B9 Y& 0

Il
N
),
i
)
=1
™
X,
to
ot
rg_l‘
@]
Qu
[oH
w0
-
=
o
i
rx
i
gL
R
5

A2 NFATO UF olPAFE W) Akl
Qe dd nex ge 2& WEAE, Dol U

(Table 5) Smoking Status by Knowledge, Attitude (N=1870)
A person
Nonsmoker experienced Current Smoker F
smoking P
Mean1SD MeanzSD Mean*SD
Knowledge 44.8424.39 43.10+5.46 42.1145.01 35.077 .000
Attitude 45.11+5.05 40.6616.49 30.05+5.28 535.480 .000
Self-Efficacy 18.65+3.07 18.0213.46 16.24£3.49 41.386 .000
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Agol e 29 A4 §9¢ Hu e 2 FIT
2 wRafich A, SYUFE ) oEIYA A

2 3y HARY Jo fe B
sl ea] GRE motstuxt UEFARAY X8
Yu5So] tsf AudA BN AU E3E
w9} Buel HA(DEE)d] g Pearson FHAF7}
0.6172 AdHez Etou tFFdAde 2Ae o

E Aoz Jgyd.

ZAAY FHARML FUARE FHAFE, A,
shd, Aotas, FAd P A R HE=RFT B
2} 7ie] B4 B 89, &F, FEAA H4AL
HAHQ S£EAR 5 uAxe] AZyeet #AFd 89,
G BER, w4y, Adast #F 2 TE9
#4 = fagd 89, AALE, REse FA4E,
7AZE7he] 342 ¥mole] #AC W wEHE T A
g 291S EPUsE BASUT 4 ¥MFE: BAA
g IARNRYE S ALs] dd) ol&s HRn. AE
& Odds Ratio(OR)S 95% Alge¢Fez ¥t
Ao od]l -2 Log likelihood® 1099.75%1
predicted correct® 86.3% At &<l Chi square-
estol ol@ 2A2E FARARYL ¥°=527.13, /]
#5p=0.00022 AFIHIE AU

EQol s FAAHoE felF 820 ZE(OR=
2.42, p{.01), ¥9H=8+(0OR=.88, p{.01), &F

(OR=13.15, p<.01), 3H 55X (OR= 1.66,
p<.01), 88 (OR=.61, p<.01)°lAt.

V.= 2

2 d7e Bdx 9/ 2A9e] F - 2T E AA
g diiez F94H € 93 3dE A¥ 89E¢
gdotEnz At o] AFE WIS FALHE
By A4 HEZAE Fal FopRgte ® ol
g AWAES BARE A7) W 2227 &
%3 FAAHE AA FA8ue g At U F
oleh. & el o2 uy B AP E Hesh
A T AERAL A Gdojut &8 FAE F
3 Uze 23 5 HYgozn FAARE 2 3
3l %@ch: 2% A7) dadd. =g B d7e
A= G 2AGe F- 253 AAE Wiz &2
AFetR7l BB A3 Age AAd FA daMe
WEAS 7Y B a9 2AE fehvde Aad A
Az dvsiA)e ddde oj2lige]l US A

B d79 ZA#E HE F - T ANFIES
9.4%°19, @849 4% 10.5%, AL 8.2%%Hwt
gt FAAEIAA IFY AS SEAL 44.5%,
3L 30.6%7F FF AYe] Ue Rz AU
w3 stwEsE A Fime A$ 94 1.8%. 9

(Table 6) The Result of Logistic Regression Model to Explain Smoking

Independent variable

Dependent Variables Smoking(0: no, 1: yes)

OR 95% C.1."Y

sex(0: fernale, 1: male) 2.42** 1.75- 3.36

Individual grade(0: middle school, 1 high school) 1.01 12~ 1.43
characteristics Self-efficacy(0: low 1: middle or high) 1.02 .96- 1.08
Knowledge(0: low 1: middle or high) 1.01 98- 1.05

Attitude(0: low 1: middle or high) .88 86- 91

Alcohol drinking(0: no, 1: yes) 13.15** 7.85-22.02

Health behavior Taking a meal regularly (0 no. 1: yes) 1.35 .90- 2.02
Taking exercise regularly(0: no, 1: yes) 1.66** 1.18- 2.32

Satisfaction{0: no, 1: yes) .92 78- 1.08

School Tife School record(0: low 1: middle or high) 61** A47- .79
Counselling teacher(0: no, 1: yes) .84 59-1.19

Companionship(0: poor, 1t good) 1.00 .95- 1.04

economic status{0: low 1: middle or high) 91 13- 1.12

Home living with parents(Q: no, 1: yes) 98 .50~ 2.02
surroundings Family concord(0: poor. 1: good) .98 79-1.23
Satisfaction with parents(0: no, 1: yes) .94 .76- 1.15

*p{0.05 **p(0.01

" 959% confidence intervals
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g4 1.9%2, a5 A4e g 24.5%, 4
4 15.9%8 A F3TAELEH 37t 1988
QEE 200197k AAE FE& 2 g3 @A
n58Yel A 1988 23.0%04 A 10d ¢
A1 35.5%7A F/HE Boltyt Adsiele 24.8%
Z dolx 10d A vl &) HAou &2 %
Aol Ao 1988 1.8%c14 20014 6.0%= 3
H) o] &4l o] XY nEeY FI&E WIBH
7 Hsshd 8w A48 AFZRAEG 2E o=
ZAE A

B d7¢] Add w2l FAEEe 44, $A(FS
A D5, &F, TAAQ A4 HHHYD &5 F
o] gutzel 43} #Ao| glon ol Mo wiet 2}
o)7} gl FAAY, HE ¥ Rolaes FHsl F
A2 B EFAT Aloldle FAHCRE {AF Aol7t »
eh} A8 A7 Axe gxEAt. 221 Fude
29X E FASRFE, A4H, WS EolE A
Ade] a4 R wel Zojrt e Rez AR
on, FIRBA8dME FAE ALFE, TR F
ARE, B F4 4%, /HHER, FRse) Y=
So w} xol7l U Aoz ZAEUTH

A8 dF(Krohn, Naughton, & Skinner, 1986:
Reimers et al., 1990; Lee and Kim, 1992, Lee
& Rhee, 1993: Kang & Suh, 1996: Lee, Kwon,
& Lee, 2000: Kim, Kwon, Kim, Lee, & Kim,
2004)9M = A A £F, SHaggd ud EUF
Ax, H7 3 FRSE Alzte] Hol, BEo A &F,
B 384E, FIAAY $£F oM A7t e A
o2 zAlsle] B A7 #fAR dFEFAE EoFn
Atk

E3] Reimers $(1990)2 97w A F4& 3n
gAY FHAA 4 Aol A& ATy Addel vl
o] ¥4 Aeel A&Hoz JFS vA 1 Pl ¥
stel ojy =, Bmo| ZE(supervision), % ¥ &
5 o] 37l 379 FA7 B USE HAF
k. Reimers 5(1990)8 d7& &€ 4 /KU
e olaste Solii Hohd 71 Tm FAA
4 9% 998 welna ke A oo #E
=4

B A3, Reimers $(1990)9 |77} m{-aA s
FPUFES Tz Hade FudBd HEoEA
Agduate] 470 SuAd Avle] i UEE 2L

A g ztaetelA A17H A28

DAL A Fo% 29dES 2Bt QloiA
g ngsinat i £ &F, 24 &% 54 4
g Wl FAEve BAAAE AFoEH
FAE vRsld Fade ARYHE TR0 et
T Z fosgct aln £ d7e AgdrE
43 wusly dug, s, A3dYH F2
EARoz fen e L Bdsinx ojide aE
o] % IS EE ZARE T

Aade) FAEE BT dsliMe old A
ZAZ2 oY} A EANHE FPHelsted o)
E YalXe o AGAlY FadEe FA4 mAe
89le] RARIAE wetdle Aol FARURE F83ir)
B dea Fdazgor AAG EWees d4
AEAH HF2 SFRFE, TAFAY AT, 89
B F9x4], FAUEZ d%n, dmARSeERE
FAGNEE, YA, IFEAE UFE UL
ARBALdE AR, BEYze AAE HF
2 3] #A3ath

AX FAE e o] BN AnE BE S5,
FAAQ A, £FAE, gmAd, FIHz Fol F
o GFL A WEE ZAEY.

gutx oz Fadel Fho| myAA o dFTES
wethe A8 d7(Reimers et al.,, 19900 Lee &
Rhee, 1993)9] ZAatsl= el & A7oAE Sadd
dxe gtagze] a4 gL FE 22 et
E3], ozl n5add Aol dddEel e
e d3ke nixe Aoz ZANIAUT}. Reimers 5
1990)8 oM E Ruoe ALY Fert FA&H
AAAPS By 2 dFM e Rl Atelzt bt
A @ik, Kang® Suh(1996)9 d7olMe= detae]
S AFEANE, B IRIAE, EFdste A, *R
stel AY7 AT Foff o8 43S e Ao A
o] ¥ YA, FF/HF T JIE e A=
z2A1E 2 479 dxet A8t} Kim $(2004) 9
AN E &F. 7124, 439, 2Edx, A
29, FAPHEE, AF8R] To] FAARA 4FS
FE Aoz zAd v gded ol &F, dukdE,
729l So] FAo JE&E vlAe Aoz vepd B A
9] Aztsl dxjgle Aotk Lee, Kwon® Lee
(2000)2) TN FHojRo] P FE QUoRE
gehlel A% HE, 25w, 1P 79 FA, A%
Aol A% A4 HE, $FSH, A} A7 FA, ¥
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AR & 2 A7ARS §A

AHE 5'-01 I Ao

B d3el Fo Ade osd 2t

A%, RGPS FIEL ANH2
Jetagel A% 10.5%, <1839l A% 8
dg slm g Ao FAEUGD.

4, A, FA(FHY, 15 T 9uH =4
I} SF /%, FAAQ 2 FHAQ £F T A3
ol wal FAeFEARE, AAALE, dAFAD)
2502 23 A7t gle Aoz ZAEIITH

AR, dadgnEgds, g4y, atls E4F A
AY 45 £ gmegld wet FAEMFAT, AAA
P ANEFAD) EARCE #F Aelrt dE A
o7 zAEt. '

s, A854E, Rrdel FAGYE, BRFART.
HREEE, Brclel #ANMY ILE § HEEER
ool wet FELEFATE, FAREE, AAFAD A
EARcz fod zol7t SlE AR ZAEU

OAA, E9x47 Bz glojde A2 HE F
We RS WFATH IA FY2, BAFAT B
o BARCE %98 Ao} AT Ao ZAHLc
s, AASS B4 gaez @ ASelie 4
2%, eEalR SRlgA, ol FISE AF T
QeE 5ol 93 BuY gdes ekt ¥
9 A3 &7 TAAA A4 FHE 5o FLD
sl $ARCE ﬂv} Wz zAEges, ot

2 9.4%°19
2%7} a4 &

%
ARoz fog ‘?*;w*-%lt} hadl ez LRI EHdAE
Z3e] A 58, FHAQ A4k EAY, FE
HE 5o}, nEdAel A% ¢F, WA, FHE
So] AR BHo| e AR AU

ol Axe ZF¥spA, FFA IFE T F8F
g989e 2F, #A4H, FAHE Folzt & F 3t
G RAQE Yoz g FURAEE, F49 A4
=& ANFIAY HEHSE fEdlde
12 2ain gHeiMz A d A
Had FAEE B3] HdsiMe Ax
slE2slm $Rsle) Juzte] Erhy =2

Aol mRle £ £ AP 3 S

l-
Nl

_-%
o F
e
)
%
-J)

N

ol

o r
01:%-‘
ne

4 e
30, ofi

T
ot

2,

PRl
olof 3

Eé

4 Lo
2‘.‘_’.

%
b

b4

Aol P BEETL Eolok e T 7 qart F
< 2= *éﬂé 2o Hais]ojof A},

2 Aol Rl 2Eel x&5o] gle A v
FAZ S delMe oS0l Fehdl FAY HeA
o] ¥7] wEol d¥bed 82 2AI}e Aol T2
sc}. Aado] g FAag Z2aPL FA Had
AR diF AR rde FadA dugle
EIRIE-TF, 2, @A §-o Ao U A4 % H
= WstE ;ista sgsolol & Aojth oR2¥ &F
of g mSolt FAA HAlet &5 T AL
Polee Tste TRHQA BAmfo] Wysolop &
Aot

References

Hunter, S. M., Croft, J. B., & Parker, F. C.
(1986). Biobehavioral studies in cardiova-
scular risk development. Causation of
cardiovascular risk factors in children, New
York: Raven Press, 223-253.

Kang, Y. J.. & Suh, S. J. (1996). Factors related
with the adolescent cigarette smoking. J
Korean Soc Health Educ, 13(1), 28-44.

Kim, B. J. (2001). The adolescent drinking
behavior and related factor analysis. Unpub-
lished master’s thesis, Seoul National
University, Seoul.

Kim, K. H., Kwon, H. J., Kim, H. Y., Lee, J. H.,
& Kim, S. K.. (2004). A study on the variables
affecting  high  school girls’ smoking
experience. Korean J Youth Study, 11(3),
341-362.

Ko, J. J. (1992). The Influence of Knowledge af
Smoking and Attitude of Smoking on Smoking
Behavior. J Korean Home Manage Assoc,
10(2), 37-49.

Korea National Statistical Office. (2004). The
cause of death statistics in 2004-News
releases. Retrieved February 12, 2006, from
http://www.nso.go.kr/nso2005/bbs/report/rep
ort10/view jsp?currentPage =0&pageSize =10
&category_id=0&start_date=&end_date=&st

- 270 -



ype=title&stext=%BB%E7%B8%C1&content
_id=3343

Krohn, M. D., Naughton, M. J., & Skinner, W.
F. (1986). Social disaffection, friendship
patterns and adolescent cigarette use: The
Muscatine Study. J Sch Health, 56(4). 146-
150.

Lebowitz, M. D. (1992). Environmental conditions.
cigarette smoking and occupational conditions.
Textbook of adolescent medicine. W. B.
Saunders Company, 327-328.

Lee. K. O.. & Kim, M. (1992). A study of the
smoking of high school girls and its factor. J
Korean Soc Health Educ Promot, 9(1), 39-47.

Lee. S. G., Kwon, Y. Y., & Lee, K. H. (2000).
Smoking status and the related factors of
high school students. J Korean Acad Fam
Med, 21(8), 1042-1052.

Lee, Y. J.. & Rhee. J. A. (1993). Smoking status
and its related factors in male students of
middle and high schools in Kwangju. Korean J
of Prev Med, 26(3), 359-370.

Ministry of Health and Welfare (2002). "Smoking
cessation study.” Retrieved March, 1, 2006,
from http://www.nosmokeguide.or.kr

Reimers, T. M., Pomrehn, P. R., Becker, S. L..
& Lauer, R. M. (1990). Risk factors for
adolescent cigarette smoking. Am J Dis Child,
144(1), 1265-1272.

The American Cancer Society(2001). Cigarette
Use Among Teens Inches downward. Retrieved
February 5. 2006, from http://www.cancer.
org/docroot/NWS/content/NWS_1_1x_Cigarett
e_Use_Among_Teens_Inches_Downward.asp

Torabi, M. R., & Bailey, W. J. (1993). Cigarette
smoking as a predictor of alcohol and other
drug use by children and adolescents:
Evidence of the gate way drug effect. J Sch
Health, 63(7), 302-306.

AQApE a2 417 A2%

- Abstract -

The Impacts of School Life and
Home Surroundings on
Adolescent’s Smoking

Lee, Kyu-Sik*- Kim, Ju-Kveong™*
Lee, Dong-Hyun***

Purpose: Smoking has more injurious impacts
on teenagers compare to adults in that they are
in the growing stage with incomplete cells,
tissues, and organs. Usually smoking among
adolescent group is closely related to illegal
drug uses. Also, smoking in the youth drives
them to ill health in adulthood. so that they
will pay future national health cost. The
purpose of this study was to evaluate the
impacts of school life and home surroundings on
adolescent’s smoking. The result of this study
will be utilized to promote antismoking moods in
schools and homes. Method: Samples of the
study are all middle and high school students in
one community. The surveys were conducted
from May 13th to October 29th, 2004 using the
questionnaire developed by researchers. T-test .
ANOVA test, Chi-square test and logistic
regression analysis were performed to identify
the differences of teenagers’ school life and their
home surroundings between smoking and
non-smoking groups using SPSS 12.0 English
version. Results: The findings were that there
was a significant difference between smoking
groups and non-smoking groups related to school
life and home surroundings. Smokers were less
satisfied with their school work and had poor

school record and poor relationships with their

* Professor, Department of Health Administration.
Yonsei University
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friends. Smokers had more smoking parents and
don’t get along with and less satisfied with
their parents. Conclusion: In conclusion, the
teenagers’ school lives and home surroundings
have impacts on adolescent’s smoking. Therefore,
it is very important to include the factors

related to the teenagers’ school lives and home
surroundings in the smoking prohibition program
in order to promote antismoking.

Key words : Smoking, Adolescent, Personal
satisfaction
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