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US7|dat HIZESAIE ofcde| 2pj2sd, 2 ¢
UESEH
H o 3.5 o MY
kl % o7 st @Al Jele] ARAIZEo 2 (Bandura, 1993),
A7EREY9e FHA] dFeclez Agsrtu ATt
oo WM (Sheeran et al., 2016). Bandura (1993)+ A2 A7]| & 570
ARGl 2 S PIAH, SHAQA A EeS &~
e a7l F719 A7 2714 e HerlEA EY s XA 527 2L A9 IME
AA A o]l Al ¢ E wAlolH, Hldl] F83 AL Q9] hdE STMIATHA stk A dFE
FRYo R AL Fof afr] Wil o5 WA= FE 89 F sl $2(Choi & Yoo, 2011; Ji & Choi,
Z A Eolok 3F(Jung, 2006). E3F Ao oA A9l 2014)°l &l AlAIRZA7] 75 (World Health Organization, 2017)
710l mlel diiFer A7 Fde] dastAl FAE AU = Al 399 oo AEEe] $EFE /MK AYsiu
A gkol niAskA] Hret SBHZ' wgetn F& ALY E glem 200593 20159 Atoel] 18%0]d F7kalsithaL 6}‘”‘
FYsled vwi$ $23F Al7]o|tk(Park, Lee, & Hong, 2000). ok 199090l 2010 Atele] AAA £ e w=
E3] AL 77k Ulﬂﬂoﬂ Az 228 9 75T (Tbrahim, Kelly, Adams, & Glazwbrook, 2013), thglije] %L
Ao AAFHd dFe 7AA HER oAt A%l o T THES 30.6%E Ve WA A9 oF 173004 =
g B 2 AHLe ¥& F23dtkKang & Kim, 2000). < Addta e, AL e HlEl o =2
A2E SR8t Boshe @99 A5 P = Alely o] $-2& Holttu 3IYTKChoi & Park, 2013). L3 AF
Hete] ehdah vzt S7A71aL TRl AebddE FA o W= zpe]E HoledH|, EAE PSS It vt
3tn ZZA7)E WEe R He|A|E & Eo|thPender, 1987). e 55402 8 & g3 5 g Hxet et
ARTANE Bl AFRES ALY AR e 2E A I dAG wHHy, It it guizt Soz e =
711 Bsghh mep FHe dAgsta e AS A & 2Ef2 g 232 AP stk lung & Kwon,
7] SlsiAE d3AE Jhededr AASRgLlE sk 2013). Yu (2009)°] ol wEm, Aldel] weh e FEe
Aol FolEtte I e3slthPark & Kim, 2017). s &7 B A el 3504 7] wiEe] BAAE sy
w3k olegt AN FAet= o] i QA S HY, HEAAE MES BAA EARERHE 2E
9 e AgAon AZEAANE FAHA7L %Y dael by 2 gololga dgon], AEd s 23 2
S §A0] A S MAT(Kang, 2013). AXH - Aele] BAAG B A3 A ALEAL )
Aoz a8 MF AESHES ST BB 4TH @ W2 B 4T 5 Ao 9
o0 AW|asY, °2, ALEH, 25, oy
1) SEista 7ksdist oishlAy
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o]e} o] HAFHYP| A AT o] FIS
AL Fo@ WFHe 4L 2% 49972 vud
2(Choi & Yoo, 2011)7 158HA(Ji & Choi, 2014)< T/

d

|

-
B B
o

2 g dFE] 3191‘”’4, AL gz g AFE Zo}
E F gtk 53] 2 711%‘ FAES S XS eh=
73] dis] wl$ AAdste s sk mleol] A%
ez A L] g @Bl Hol oo AdEXEAE
vj-$- F83X ]”P(Park & Kim, 2017), 2t Rl 7178+
42%3] ke 7dgko] Tt Asheraft & Gatto, 2015). T3+ 15
AL et vZtsAE iAol Bls) ApLle] Akl
gt I AP E & <1 gom, TP &

PAEE =S Ao JEPFTHCan et al., 2008). Kim, Lee2t
Son (2016)°] AFelA= et gl watrm A7t
gk A2 7401%: weltha sfe] HFH 217F5x1d9l e
zkol & ERle] & a7t Al

upeba] 04?011 M Adz7d ddete

FSAE AL ] A|EFR, 2 3 A9
, do% ?%MA FFellE

olx7 G

St ihﬂﬁl 4 9B oA % el g

BEAE A9 Aol WE 9FY Zzad AL AE
Anw F433A drh

o1 =5

¥ QTe e MEAd e AT,
& U AZEARAE dolun, AUAEe AZel me A
23099 FARES BA] Agolth FAA BAe

5 A l‘éﬁr HIZESAE ofoigel ot

2 °
b | =
AL} vtEAE AU A ', & 2 04

. s
ZA9)e) 4= Mwa

- EADI WBEAD i) dub B4 e A%
ZAY9 e Aol Mt

- EADT WAL Aol AFESR, $& D A%
2239 2ke] ARAE vhera.

- EADT MZEAD Arialel AREABIe] deas]
< selact

SH=7ts WK EkS|X| 24(3), 2018 8¥

oAtigel AN EEE, ¢
R E

sfetelr] 918 Hed 24} doln,

o Mo
tilo e rie
nd
ol
ol\

2
02{:,'4
o)
i

iv)

& 9= DAY KEH?“T% Criglell Ajet 21 AhPS of
o2 AFgsigith. FE

2Fg & G*power program 3.1 ©]

gate] AR S 71% 2 FEEe anar) s,
frel 05, A8 80, FHWS 154 A&alsls of F
FEFE B39HoR AEEth 2gES 1Esl] 170585
HlEalglon, o] Z o] uEe AEA 4(ZHE 2.4%)

7\}7132‘._% L-‘% Sherer, Maddux®} Mercandant (1982)7} 7]
S AnbA FgelAe] Ar|EE HEE Oh (1993)7F ¥g
Ak 7\}713%‘1: FHA=TE /\}“q“o} i EFE F 170
Tgor FHA 77 _rxqzq A 10EFe2 FAH 3l
[e]

4 A=z 173

H
A2 Rt Oy, s ‘uHT za*u}i A 7} =2

dukd A7 gl Eas vt E o Al
(1993)2] Aol A Cronbach's a: 80019, ¥
ronbach's ax= .87°]%it}

-
2
R
A =

o &

$-£° Radloff (1977)7} W23+ CES-D (Center for
Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale) =% Chon¥} Lee
(1992)7} g 3= CES-D HAEE AME3lth =7

Z 20202 A glom, T P 47T Gt
5}011:} Likert 44 HEZ 042 53| =84 14 <3P, 11

o JHF 1297, 28 AF 34, 3HL A i 57
AR At #2275 T &5 Adse Nt =5
< oulgity. B =79 A2 EE Chond Lee (1992)2 AT
ol]4] Cronbach's at .89°]%0a, £ <Ao|A Cronbach's a:
9101t

o

fo

Lo

O

173571891 Walker, Sechrist®} Pender (1987)7} 7H&t
A3 ALF] ETE Seo (1995)7F 43 =15 A
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&, =
14e A %A Frp, 28 HE %ﬁ] °‘E¥, 3u—8—
ofzb vy, 442 g aEob R "l 2o A%
TR FYPYEF =35 ouigth. # =] AFEE
Seo (1995)2] Aol A Cronbach's a: .900]%aL, ¥ A
4] Cronbach's a& .91°]{th

X2 7 ey

A8FF 717Ee 20179 119 2023 129 8L7HAIH L

o, QIO BRI AFgSte] AMA R ATl o]

FEE oS toR HERAE ANSdh AR
AR} A AT Pl ATEA D Fohyul, A7
Bel F Al olm@ RolE gles APt 75
Ask AARE B FAN AT Helel NPE we F
MREAE WFSgon Ak Age Sdck ARA A4

® A7E Kelga 49 Eelilel A8 Mo, 2017-073)9] &
g we § AP AP Ao Felgoz
W oldl ggolut vlgo] mex] gor] AT Hof =3 9
4 22 Aol QAEA B} FFese ojw Hol
% glee FEe At A= AP T
slal A7} A19E AEAE $EYE 2R B F A3
dow, 98 RE Ant duddan. Anse A3
A7} Holgle Bakge] 38zt BpE dgol, eIzt
2 Fole e Aetn BEANFE AT AP
A,

o,
At

# 22 E SPSS WIN 22,0 57 ZE2I#E o] 83}
AR S e &
g A 4utA ‘3"3% W=, 9
A3, B AL o test, ttestE o] ST
g A AR, = 2 A
=t ﬁéﬁ, HFH2L, ANCOVAR EA319] T},
g A LRk SA we 1A
AZ317] Y3lo] t-test, ANOVAR EA
< Tukey testE A3}

Q‘g
R
A
>
oo
rﬂ

He

Looff oy nﬁ Aoz A

folr
b
12
o
=
)

382 ol 2 fob

[¢f
—_

4 AU A&, & 9 A%
== @1"4 7te] 174]%_" LolH 7] 913ke] Pearson's Correlation

QA NEAY A AREARN FBRAL
oluz] Slsle] WA ThEE AR Aldetdch

A+ dx

ZSH G HIZESA Y oLyl by

Am

M |:||

o

El

w2 = EAE A 84%(50.6%), HIZME
dAAFTEAL) AN 82H(49.4%) = F 1667 °|UTh
B2 HSAIGL 214 o|3h7t 467H(54.8%), 224 o] Fe] 38
(@s52%)010em, BHIZIZALEL 214 ©|37F 409 (48.8%),
224 ool 42(512%)C.7 F T EAFRoR #o3
x}Oh AATH=0.60, p=441). T AL FALL 18

207(23.8%), 281d 217(25.0%), 383 237(27.4%), 438t
d 207(23.8%)°19 2L, HIZIEALE L 18hd 2078(24.4%), 28t
3 217(25.6%), 33Pd 217(25.6%), 43Hd 207 (24.4%) .=
Fo2zh ghd W u e BAHoR {93 Aol ATk
0.07, p=995). AFUZLE FSAL 729(85.7%), BIZFEA
A 539(64.6%)°] TEBkaL Qo] NFAYE WEEe| H|gol

E=YTH=9.91, p=002). T FSALD 567(66.7%), BTt
SAYE 597H(72.0%)°] §lom, FAFHCR FoT Aol=
YERA] bt (=054, p=461). A= t5A D] =}
#-514:(42.9%), AFRIAF(29.7%), 7155AH27.4%) =1L, H
3 AL ] A AT36.6%), 715AH32.9%), A -315(30.5%)

com F el BAHoR felF Aol YATHI=2T3,
p=255). & & W £E=S F o EF 30-40%Ho] 7MY @
skom, §olg 2ol Holx| WUTHP=1.08, p=897). FL.
EE e F 7 BT FRY Ao gstou, 1tsAg
Aol R A9 HEo] ERTH=552, p=019). A4le] A
Zvele A7 E FEAg0] HE48.8%), =2(31.0%), Y

I
W0.2%) wolen, HIRIALE HE(524%), =&
(24.4%), FE232%) w02 F o] BAHoR {3
Aol $AATHA’=0.92, p=.632)(Table 1).

2 A HIZEE A ot el A |esH, $2
1]
AzAL vRtEAE oAl FAAd HANA FA7

2 Uit d3iEs, &5 XS FAlet

O
7] 98] FEAF B4 (Analysis of Covariance, ANCOVA)S Al

o
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A7 Eeihe EAL %

0
3.40+0.597 2.

THF=2.24, p=136). =& 3}
SAYE H 17.01£10.003

93t Aol= BAO}\E}(F 0.03,

A3 Zd%ﬂ%‘if%

251£0348 02 7t3AG
EFITHF=7.14, p=.008).

EOEEE BES

B 3.3140.574, BIZEEA
57417% o= v«lfﬂ ztel =

15.83+9.297

JJ o %74175.2
p= 56).

ZAYE 2.67+0.35

AdiAel ARSI =4 v

733 (F=29.51,

§9, o,

E
Jo o2 A

A, HztsAE

p<001)¥} 2E# 2~ #A2|(F=4.74, p=031)A F w3t BA
Ao Fogt ztolE& Yeh tsAGe] vzt AL B3]
o =& A48 Btk v ZolA#A(F=0.00, p=995), &
(F=2.72, p=.101), 3 9KF=1.85, p=.176), TSI BA A =|(F=0.26,
p=609)FJolM = F I3t BAHR fFoldk ol §iR

THTable 2).

Table 1. Difference of General Characteristics between Nursing and Non—nursing Students (N=166)
Nursing Non—nursing
Characteristics Categories (n=84) (n=82) X 0
n(%) n(%)
Age (year) <21 46(54.8) 40(48.8) 0.60 441
>22 38(45.2) 42(51.2)
Grade Ist 20(23.8) 20(24.4) 0.07 .995
2nd 21(25.0) 21(25.6)
3rd 23(27.4) 21(25.6)
4th 20(23.8) 20(24.4)
Satisfaction with major Satisfied 72(85.7) 53(64.6) 9.91 .002
Dissatisfied 12(14.3) 29(35.4)
Religion Yes 28(33.3) 23(28.0) 0.54 461
No 56(66.7) 59(72.0)
Type of residence Parent home 25(29.7) 30(36.6) 2.73 255
Self-boarding/lodging 36(42.9) 25(30.5)
Dormitory 23(27.4) 27(32.9)
Pocket money <20 8(9.5) 5(6.1) 1.08 .897
(Ten thousand won/month) 20-<30 21(25.0) 20(24.4)
30-<40 27(32.1) 31(37.8)
40-<50 19(22.7) 17(20.7)
>50 9(10.7) 9(11.0)
Income source Dependent (parents) 78(92.9) 66(80.5) 5.52 .019
Independent 6(7.1) 16(19.5)
Perceived Healthy 26(31.0) 20(24.4) 0.92 .632
health status Moderate 41(48.8) 43(52.4)
Unhealthy 17(20.2) 19(23.2)

Table 2. Comparison of Self—efficacy, Depression and Health Promotion Behaviors between Nursing and Non—nursing

Students (N=166)
Nursing Non—nursing
Variables Subscales (n=84) (n=82) F Jo)
Mean£SD Mean+SD
Self-efficacy 3.31+0.57 3.40+0.59 2.24 136
Depression 15.83+9.29 17.01£10.00 0.03 .856
Health promotion behaviors Self actualization 3.08+0.43 3.040.45 0.00 .995
Health responsibility 2.47+0.48 2.06+0.46 29.51 <.001
Exercise 1.76+0.68 1.61+0.61 2.72 .101
Nutrition 2.35+0.59 2.20+0.58 1.85 176
Interpersonal support 3.12+0.43 3.11+0.44 0.26 .609
Stress management 2.86+0.50 2.69+0.50 4.74 .031
Total 2.67+0.35 2.51+0.34 7.14 .008
*One-way ANCOVA test (covariate: satisfaction with major, income source)
SH=Zts W Es|X| 24(3), 2018 8¥ 293
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ZSHYAD HIZSAYG 0fCHel UuHE SM0) B & HFEEFE-16 p=149) D SESA(136, p=176)
e A2SFHLIOl Ko| of e A7EANE FAdeR el Aole gt

AEAY elgel Dud S0 e 4RSS
2 fold Aol glgle

=
WAF=2.77, p=047)l uwe} BAHC

= 3
p

d

o, A3 3 athdol 1] W) BRI )
ok} WHA AY(=-1.52, p=.133), ABVEE(=1.94, p=.066),

F1(t=-0.42, p=.679), TAIE(F=0.24, p=791), & &
E(F=0.60, p=663), E=ZA(=-049, p=.626) 2 |Z}€
JEN(F=2.93, p=. 060)01] e ALEAYPYE EARcR
gk zfol= gk

HIZIGAIE oo dubd S4d me A3
AR (=251, p=014)°] w2} FAHC= {3t i}o]#

3, PAF=321, p=027)lM = BAHCR feldt %
o

et =k e A7 A dE(F=6.41, p=003)°]
AR freldt zhol7h yehskon], A3y At A
AF3HE F5olgka SHT ool HEa volztn

, A5 A3 4shdo] 28hde] wla) ARER

B8

Az

u}
Z]

o

SRT PR ABFABA P W AFVES
(t=1.54, p=.127), Zl(t=148, p=.143), FAZENF=1.07, p=347),

ZSAIgn H|IZESAHE o Hg°| esd, 2
9|

AL A AEeT AEAPAE AR
2 frol @ g AaaAst Jderi=51, p<00l), AZFH
oA

= AESHT Aol E(r=.54, p<.001),
A7 (=24, p=032), FU¥r=26, p=017), HABA =X
(=38, p<.001), Z2E&2x #H|(=52, p<.001)olA o 3
FAZY A3, BH A ETEE e FERAE BolA
0}0}1\-

7@74]% Al &3 AAFE Y 3t
Fro)et Rol AATAA(=-29, p=009)S Hou, =
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Table 3. Difference of Health Promotion Behaviors by General Characteristics of Nursing and Non—nursing Students

(N=166)
Nursing Non—nursing
Characteristics Categories (n=84) (n=82)
Mean+SD t/F(p) Tukey Mean+SD t/F(p) Tukey
Age (year) <21 2.62+0.30 -1.52(.133) 2.42+0.33 -2.51(.014)
>22 2.74+0.39 2.60+0.33
Grade Ist* 2.57+0.31 2.77(.047) a<d 2.52+0.37 3.21(.027) b<d
2nd’ 2.66+0.32 2.33+0.30
3rd’ 2.63+0.34 2.56+0.36
4th* 2.85+0.37 2.64+0.28
Satisfaction with major Satisfied 2.70+£0.36 1.94(.066) 2.55+0.33 1.54(.127)
Dissatisfied 2.55+0.22 2.4340.36
Religion Yes 2.65+0.40 -0.42(.679) 2.60+0.38 1.48(.143)
No 2.69+0.32 2.48+0.32
Type of residence Parent home 2.70+0.39 0.24(.791) 2.58+0.36 1.07(.347)
Self-boarding/lodging 2.68+0.30 2.49+0.32
Dormitory 2.63+0.38 2.46+0.34
Pocket money <20 2.64+0.38 0.60(.663) 2.71+0.44 1.86(.149)
(Ten thousand won/month) 20-<30 2.59+0.37 2.4140.31
30-<40 2.73+0.35 2.48+0.29
40-<50 2.72+0.35 2.50+0.36
>50 2.64+0.26 2.76+0.39
Income source Dependent (parents) 2.67+0.35 -0.49(.626) 2.49+0.32 -1.36(.176)
Independent 2.74+0.25 2.624+0.42
Perceived Healthy" 2.80+0.34 2.93(.060) 2.74+0.38 6.41(.003) a>b,c
health status Moderate® 2.64+0.34 2.44+0.28
Unhealthy” 2.57+0.32 2.43+0.34
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HIZIS A oAl A7 253 A5 9 e SA8 L
2 3 o) AAAA S B a1(1=46, p<.001), 3573
g oM E A7 a5t a Aokl Er=62, p<.001), I
A AR (=42, p<.001)olAx o] ZAAAT den, v
ANEFAH A, %, 94, 2Ed 2~ HEe AHd
AE HolA] eksk

HIZISAG oAtiAe] &3 A7sXEd9] e SAH

frolgk Fol APIA (=36, p=001)7} JEFL U% A

=)

O
o_?_“,“\/
M of oY o

2
AP Gl & Ao (=46, p<.
Hr=-25, p=.025), HAZA A A|(1=-.39, p<.001)= E—A
HAZY AR, v AR, %, ~Ed A #Ee
AE Ho|A| g THTable 4).
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1}713%1(%.27,
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29 7o)

fs4t,

w4

6._L}ﬂ A7

, A 2RI AN Variance  Inflation Factor)E 1.012-1.0332
o
=

dx] grolr tEaAde EAZL It HiztsAd

oAthdol e A7 &S B=40, p<.001), TI(B=-26, p=.007),
A 2vE A7 (B=25, p=007)7} e o 2 ettt
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1o
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B
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Table 4. Correlational Relationships among the Variables between Nursing and Non—nursing Students

J
23, Az ARt we A% AU
P& A3, 250 A 2AY 9

32%ATHF=13.76,

el AN, ¢
i<

(N=166)

Nursing (n=84)

Non-nursing (n=82)

Variables Subscales Self-efficacy Depression Self-efficacy Depression
r(o) r(o)
Health promotion Self actualization .54(<.001) -45(<.001) .62(<.001) -46(<.001)
behaviors Health responsibility .24(.032) .17(.129) .22(.051) -.08(.492)
Exercise 17(.114) -11(.333) 20(.071) -.19(.095)
Nutrition 26(.017) -13(251) 20(.074) -25(.025)
Interpersonal support .38(<.001) -.37(<.001) 42(<.001) -.39(<.001)
Stress management .52(<.001) -.37(.001) .20(.069) -.12(.277)
Total 51(<.001) -29(.009) A46(<.001) -36(.001)
Table 5. Influencing Factors of Health Promotion Behaviors (N=166)
Variables B SE B t 0 R Adjusted R F 0
. (Constant) 1.43 0.22 6.58 <.001
Nursing
(n=84) Self-efﬁcacy 0.19 0.05 27 4.20 <.001 .30 28 17.24 <.001
Grade (4th) 0.10 0.03 22 343 .001
(Constant) 1.45 0.21 6.90 <.001
Non-nursing ~ Self-efficacy 0.23 0.05 40 4.29 <.001 35 32 13.76  <.001
(0=82) Grade™ (2th) -0.20 0.07 -26 2.79 .007
Perceived health status 0.11 0.04 25 2.75 .007
*Dummy variables = Grade (referent: 1st)
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Self-efficacy, Depression and Health Promotion Behaviors of
Nursing and Non-nursing Female College Students

Jeong, Yeon-Hee" - Song, Min Sun?

1) Graduate Student, College of Nursing, Chungnam National University
2) Associate Professor, College of Nursing, Konyang University

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to compare the self-efficacy, depression, and health promotion behaviors
of nursing and non-nursing female college students, and to develop a program to improve the health promotion
behaviors of female college students. Methods: One hundred sixty-six females (84 nursing, 82 non-nursing) college
students participated in the study. Data collection was conducted between November 20 and December 8, 2017.
Data was analyzed using descriptive statistics, xz test, ANCOVA, t-test, ANOVA, Pearson's correlation coefficients
and stepwise multiple regression analysis with the SPSS/WIN 22.0. Results: The results of health promotion
behaviors of the nursing college students were higher than non-nursing college students (F=7.14, p=.008). Both
nursing and non-nursing college students showed a positive correlation between health promotion behaviors and
self-efficacy, and there was a negative correlation between health promotion behaviors and depression. Self-efficacy
was the most influential factor in health promotion behaviors for both nursing and non-nursing female college
students. Conclusion: In order to improve the health promotion behaviors of female college students, it is
necessary to educate individuals to help them improve their self-efficacy and be able to maintain healthy lifestyles
by perceiving and managing their own health conditions.
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