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X (stepwise multiple logistic regression analysis
ofmf ArgwisEe] tidh FdE(entry
0.1, AAG=F(emove level)S 0.2% 3o, Z}
t)3t Akl gl 0]9] 95% A F P FEkgie)

o aH 54 2 A
BEARE 4994o]n], 455047} 66.1%0]%lck 7] Eo]

94.1%0]91 0, 1Eo|37} 54.7%010tk 715 240 2E
A JFEEAEY] Fgels 3009Ho] A (Korean
Statistical Office, 2003)0] 55.1%= H] W% A e %33}

National

WAL 25.4%, A} 1%l QAT e Akt
& 9Lsvelglom, FRYANNFE 2550Igleh AzE A%
e BE TS TS Bolghkn HE b 78%e19ick
AFARY 2NHAFRAB) P AL 669%019,
fUes AR o9 Bt 21915 ARl A

ek Aol Q= A= 62.7%0130aL, A= 7 A T o U A
(Table 1) Individual characteristics and experiences of study subjects (n=236)
Variables Frequency(n) Percent(%)
Age(years) 45-50 156 66.1
=51 80 33.9
Meant SD 49.914.8
Marriage Married 222 94.1
Unmarried 14 5.9
Experience of Yes 216 91.5
pregnancy No 15 6.4
No response 5 2.1
Meant SD 2.5%1.1
Education High school and below 129 54.7
College and above 105 445
No response 2 0.8
Monthly income) < 300 106 449
(10 thousand Won) = 300 130 55.1
Occupation Haven't 148 62.7
Have 88 373
Type of occupation Nothing 148 62.7
Teacher 60 254
Nurse 28 11.9
Perceived health status Good 87 36.9
Neutral 97 41.1
Bad 51 21.6
No response 1 0.4
Experience of Have 158 66.9
Cervical cancer screening Haven't 78 33.1
Experience of Have 33 14.0
other cancer screening Haven't 177 75.0
(Table 2) Behavior- specific cognitions and affect of study subjects
Variables(# of items) Possible range Actual range Mean SD Mean by items
Perceived benefits of action(11) 11-44 22-44 36.8 4.7 33
Perceived barriers of action(11) 11-44 11-39 222 4.8 2.0
Perceived self-efficacy(17) 17-68 33-68 50.4 6.4 3.0
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(Table 3) Breast cancer screening and repeat screening by individual characteristics and experience

Screening* Repeat screening=
Variables Yes No x3(p) Yes No x*(p)
(n=135) (n=101) (n=36) (n=99)
Age(years) 45-50 83(53.2) 73(46.8) 3.01 24(28.9) 59(71.1) .56
=51 52(65.0) 28(35.0) ( .083) 12(23.1) 40(76.9) ( .455)
Marriage Married 3(20.0) 12(80.0) 9.27 2(66.7) 1( 1.0) 2.73
Unmarried 130(60.2) 86(39.8) ( .002) 32(24.6) 98(75.4) ( .099)
Experience of Yes 132(59.5) 90(40.5) 7.78 34(25.8) 98(74.2) 2.51
pregnancy No 3(214) 11(78.6) ( .005) 2(66.7) 1(33.3) ( .113)
Education High school and below 76(58.9) 53(41.1) Sl 15(19.7) 61(80.3) 483
College and above 57(54.3) 48(45.7) ( .477) 21(36.8) 36(63.2) ( .028)
Monthly income) < 300 62(58.5) 44(41.5) 13 14(22.6) 48(77.4) .98
(10 thousand Won) = 300 73(56.2) 57(43.8) ( .718) 22(30.1) 51(69.9) ( .322)
Occupation Haven't 88(59.5) 60(40.5) .83 17(19.3) 71(80.7) 6.98
Have 47(53.4) 41(46.6) ( .364) 19(40.4) 28(59.6) ( .008)
Type of Nothing 88(59.5) 60(40.5) 6.08 17(19.3) 71(80.7) 6.98
occupation Teacher 37(61.7) 23(38.3) (.048) 15(40.5) 22(59.5) ( .030)
Nurse 10(35.7) 18(64.3) 4(40.0) 6(60.0)
Perceived health Good 52(59.8) 35(40.2) 12.02 12(23.1) 40(76.9) 813
status Neutral 44(45.4) 53(54.6) ( .002) 12(27.3) 32(72.7) ( .666)
Bad 38(74.5) 13(25.5) 12(31.6) 26(68.4)
Experience of cervical Have 116(73.4) 42(26.6) 51.34 28(24.1) 88(75.9) 2.70
cancer screening Haven't 19(24.4) 59(75.6) (<.0001) 8(42.1) 11(57.9) ( .101)
Experience of Have 24(72.7) 9(27.3) 4.35 13(54.2) 11(45.8) 11.15
other cancer screening Haven't 94(53.1) 83(46.9) ( .037) 19(20.2) 75(79.8) ( .001)
* removed no response
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(Table 4) Reasons for taking mammography or not

N %

Reasons for taking Feeling unhealthy 67 49.6
mammography(n=135) Free of charge or discount 23 17.0
See the advertisement 7 52

Recommendation of family 5 3.7

Recommendation of others not family 4 3.0

After hearing other's occurrence of breast cancer 4 3.0

Other reasons 20 14.8

No responses 5 3.7

Reasons for not taking Feeling healthy 45 44.6
mammography*(n=101) No chance to take mammography 24 23.8
Feeling shame to take mammography 19 18.8

Uncomfort procedures 17 16.8

Feeling bothering 16 15.8

No time to take mammography 14 13.9

Worry about the results 10 9.9

High cost 6 5.9

* Multiple responses
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<Table 5>.
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(Table 5) Breast cancer screening and repeat screening by behavior- specific cognitions and affect

Screening* Repeat screening*
Variables(# of items) Yes No (o) Yes No (o)
(n=135) (n=101) P (n=36) (n=99) P
-1.649 -2.029
i i + + + +
Perceived benefits of action(11) 37.214.7 36.214.7 ( 101) 38.614.0 36.814.9 ( 044)
Perceived barriers of action(11) 21.214.9 23.614.4 3831 213143 21.25.1 ~110
1V T 1 AAAR, .04, (<0001) JESyaI=ELS LR, ( 912)
1.240 -.013
i 3 + + + +
Perceived self-efficacy(17) 49.915.8 50.1£6.5 ( 216) 49.915.1 49.916.4 ( 990)
* MeantSD
(Table 6) Factors related to the breast cancer screening
Variables B SE Wald o) Odds ratio(95% Cl)
Age* .80 32 6.16 .013 2.22(1.18-4.17)
Perceived barriers of action -12 .03 13.16 <.0001 .89( .83- .95)

* Age : 45-50=0, = 51=1
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(Table 7) Factors related to the breast cancer repeat screening

Variables B Wald P Odds ratio(95% Cl)
Education* 1.01 4.90 .027 2.75(1.12-6.71)
Experience of other cancer screening** 1.61 10.17 .001 5.00(1.86-13.44)

* Education : High school and below=0, College and above=1,
Experience of other cancer screening : No 0, Yes=1

OAAHOR=5.00)7} 59k 27| 7ARAEHE S HEo] o] &gt}

<Table 7>.
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Purpose: This study was to investigate the characteristics and related factors of breast cancer screening and
repeat screening, and to propose nursing interventions to increase the rate of breast cancer screening and repeat
screening. Method: Study subjects was 236 women residing in the community, teachers and nurses who were
older than 45 were recruited. Data was collected with self administered questionnaires from July 1st to August
31st, 2003 and analysed using SPSS/WIN 10.0 with X’test, t-test, and stepwise multiple logistic regression at a
significant level of =.05. Result: The breast cancer screening rate was 57.2%, and repeat screening rate was
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15.3%. With the multiple logistic regression analysis, factors associated with mammography screening were age
and perceived barriers of action, and factors related to the repeat mammography screening were education level
and other cancer screening experience. Conclusion: Based on the results, we recommend the development of
anintervention program to decrease the perceived barrier of action, to regard mammography as an essential test in
regular check-up, and to give active advertisement and education to the public to improve the rates of breast
cancer screening and repeat screening.
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