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1. A 2 & ZA¥sle ez H3nsln dokBlackburn &
Barnard, 1985: Jo. 1993).
oiTte ERM olg{g B dol gt A A FARAA FA 0
H oS g w¥o] slojgkn nldold] gt AMe
obFel A% W A&Holq vzl deln) e 2p=ro] Hrbol e AFr} Aaiglol sk}
el ZA  golue P4 B 2Z(Betz. g, ”%‘OP HEEddl YU nlEolE 93 H
Hunsberger, & Wright, 1994) Q17te} Aa} .« wbgdo) g 2=l sl ArerE Asist lojgted, 1 & vt
7 o] FoA]Y] SN e HEE @70l el st Al Jago R gale Zo] fsike dAeln, E
d 3oz eod watolsl= Tz A uigelse A e HallE 2R AFol uigoleld FHAYU 4
NHQA Hekn} ojojuglel AM HE dg 9 ogx3 & v]Hche ZolthLee. 1999).
oz e Adzeld BHEE AYY £ U= A3 Glass(199D) ¥ THAFES Fuct Aol 839
Trdoa £ 4 g, ol ERE e 251} fAM i a2 #
olge] wedz Bystn ulkole 4L A% & gettta afloen REAGH gaxiEe gy, 713,
7b FAe] Qlok el ulgole) wguIz:= 2 daxsne gig god 4 dvkm BuHm 9l
%R ER 2uE3 9lovi(Hong, 1997). ulZeMe o Modrin-McCarthy. Harris, & Marlar. 1997)

1984 9.4%14 10¢@ Fole 11%2
115}91‘”4-(1\4001'6 & Freda. 1998).
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olgeole HEE AFAEE DrIH 4lAe} FZH
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#ebdl Gt olelg S49 AE Sl By
A FFE 1111: Ao ¥asz led, A7) 49
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“uEoud ddorlE AR aan)
= L 7F1§‘2¥

2329 20014 59 72 4slY 20014 59 99 A4

2FY vlsele] gk PHARFe] FH AL A
el 2nrl sloiged dg] Aol s E v
ol &otofrie] A FF7EE Hugori(Haith, 1986:
Kim 5, 1999: Scafidi et al.,1986), 2c}t57]8} o}
ARAZE 29 E Aot Aeld rled A
EF 2SI, AFE g5t R s s}
Hee Heg HusHthBlackburn & Barnard,
1985: Field et al.. 1986: Field & Schanberg,
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1989: Jay, 1982).

2zue}e] vlgol R A4 A Foe i B
2o Aol g AFARE Kim(1996)2 225
Zzad (AR, nesend gner e
AAZE EAolA AFY F, AFF7I A 283
Aojele’ BEAHE O %ol Egoa i Kim,
Choi, Jung, Park & Lee(1999)% Field o &%
oAl S wl&olol Al B8 A R MFFNE
Uehlon AE#A Z2E(cortisol) EHlGIMT #9
g ato] 3 ettty Busiich

S, Lee(1999) € Field #iel = #HA=E
1048 AT 23, P54 REL d¥To] U=
FH Z83 Aoldls’ At 574131 o2 fostA
g, dd HE AF Fvke F U Ao
£o)ahr] @skttn &gk 19iel |+ (Kang, 1998:
Lee, 1984)dlAxE AzpatFel ATl ol /o
38 Jehix o ez Basigth

ols} o] HMg dAPolMe AT WHE OhYF
g1 awdA ofF 44 e ATE JehiA &
o ot a8BE ojfole 44 - 42 AP HAH
REEAE AR AL Y& oz G TEZ
TAE grax Ealzn ddn £ 4 Uk

olefl B ATy Field(1997)9 #zabE =4
&3 Ea1s Ba A 55vie Eaw, A
gollo] AFE BQ3lx vgole] g FAE 3
#2AE 22ad eE 9% AEE AFstaidn
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3. o7 7

1) #zAAEE AL 48 A
2ol dYAFF7H zolzt A Holoh
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Aeje] Bapo] 2ozt & Aold,

3) APZY HzFe A4AS ATFE Al W
el 7t & Aojch,
(D Agrn dzge] g AuEge o7t A
5 Aot}
(2) AgZ3 2o HF ZF5ol 2olzt e
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(3) AT d2FEe ArElTe] Holrt A&
Zoict.
4. 80 ol

1) 27 e #7004 Balse) QAel 22w
d FoAlz A=FE 9 (Choi, Kim.
Park, Choi. & Lee, 1990 £ ddMe=
Field whdel ojsl %912 sl melFE ¥
Ma mriEe &7 437 Fohg2 s 2
telg AlA, é#*lﬂ: aHFEY ASeE2
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2) #zAtel: Alijolel £HN F27A] A2l #F
A fde WEE u|ste(McCain, 1992},
AT Anderson E(1990)0] 1RhsH
*J qrt2 dAAE UH Zi%?& FHA
Se7tA] 12942 BEF g ool
DAY A ﬂqi}kl“ 4 7%
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(Figure 1) Research Design
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Social Sciences)
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student t-test& A
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SPSS(Statistical Package for the
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QRN FIATE B HYT 1690 99
o T3 BAAFE WA we R 17904 8%
of: 9m)olgich. el AT Ala AFE LRl

B 1543.252115.13g(1357g~1799¢),

Tl %

T 1571.18=167.41g(1320g ~1836g) °IUch.

4873 cnlfu el
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e ot/ el of,

el 7] 2,

245 34
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(Table 1> Homogeneity Test of General Characteristics between Experimental and Control

Group (n=33)
Variables Experimental Gr. Control Gr.
(n=16) (n=17) )
x° or t p
M=SD or N M#£SD or N
Premature

Sex{(M/F) 9/7 8/9 279 598
Single/Twin 14/2 16/1 .437 509
Gest. Period(Weeks) 31.59+2.91 31.02x3.04 .549 587
Apgar score

1min 5.13%£2.13 4.94%1.92 261 796

Smin 6.9%2.46 6.71%1.69 317 753
Days of Adm. 35.25%£28.75 37.94+£31.46 -.256 .800
NPO days 2.44 £2.97 2.65%2.47 - =220 .828
Birth weight(g) 1467.50£288.56 1441.24+382.16 222 826
Baseline B.W.(g) 1543.25%115.13 1571.18%167.41 -.555 .583
Feeding amount

{cc/day) 265.49+39.21 264.35%42.0 081 936

Mother

Age 28.63x4.96 29.94*6.10 -.677 .503
Delivery type
Vaginal delivery 8 7
Induction 0 1 1.096 578
C/S 8 9
Complication

Yes 11 9 2.659 103

No 5 8

- 706 -
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{Table 2) Comparison of Daily Body Weight Change between Experimental and Control

Group (n=33)
Day
T 1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9 10 Source F P
Exp. Gr.
Daily 12.8 27.1 23.0 24.1 336 296 266 274 293 272 Group 2865.051 .0001
;;i:ls(}:) +186 *189 *17.8 *19.2 *274 *31.5 *+230 +273 +17.2 =308 Time 948.59 0001
(mean 26.119.0) Group®Time 4077 .0001
Cont. Gr.
Daily 13.3 12.7 14.0 8.76 16.8 12.1 16.3 191 124 329
WOt 184 4274 +18.8 %210 <222 *206 ~18.9 180 <191 *15.0
gain(g)

(mean 15.9+8.5)

% oololu A%, £ g UdF YUS 47 5o
WE SHe FARSE fol@ Aol Holx] st}

(Table 1).
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% 23 Yejolre] B 229 LY 3

ofN fo
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—_

A FeE MolE UEIUTHF=40.77. p=.

0001). x&

F RN 1Y #FEAE Fie 2

T 26.1x9.0g, WERT 15.9x85g22 #9ol
o7 lPe & (L= 36.586, p= .0001). Al
7Hd& XA UK Table 2).

A 27K T AT gz viggAes Aoy

CCEESS

[§t

Ael7h Slg Zoltiete THdE

oY

e An ol YAAIE AT hEF 3

f=Sr = SLN

of g olE HAom(y? =28094, p=
00D). eFolm T2t Fidefel o3 2ol E
UERIITH 2* =20.435, p= .001).

°d - oF

AAlE HEE(d: 19.0%, F

23.5%)0] EF(H: 18.8%, ¥ 19.6%)Ech

CESERL

2538 Aelde gee A7t F

AR Rejstd Wel A2 7ML A=

(Table 3) Comparison of Behavioral State between Experimental and Control Group  (n=233)

Morning Afternoon
Pre Post Pre Post.
Behavioral
State Exp.Gr.Cont.Gr. Exp.Gr.Cont.Gr. Exp.Gr.Cont.Gr. Exp.Gr.Cont.Gr.
No. Ne. No. No. No. No. No. No.

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Sleep 284 331 307 304 294 283 326 271

(62.2) (67.7) (64.7) (64.0) (64.7) (58.9) (69.9) (58.1)
Inactive 86 72 131 87 87 111 90 98
awake (18.8) (1471 (27.6) (18.3) (22.9) (229) (19.3) (21.0)
Active/ 86 86 36 84 73 88 50 97
restless (18.8) (17.5) (7.6) (17.7) (16.1) (181} (10.7) (20.8)
x? 3.684 28 094 3.491 20.435
P 0.158 0.001* 0.175 0.001°

Total
Pre Post

Exp.Gr.Cont.Gr. Exp.Gr.Cont.Gr.
No.  No. No. No.
(%) (%) (%) %)
578 616 633 575

t63.5) (63.3) (67.3) (61.1)

173 183 221 185
(19.0) (18.8)  (23.5) (19.6)

159 174 86 181
(17.5) (17.8) (9.15) (19.2)
0.058 39778
0.971 0.001"
* P05
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(Table 4> Comparison of Heart Rate(/min), Respiration(/min), and O, Saturation(%)

between Experimental and Control group (n=33)
Experimental Group Control Group t P
(Mean®S8D) (Meant8D)
Heart Rate 150.33%+4.43 154.22£5.73 -2.174 037"
Respiration 40.63£2.37 42.66%£3.43 -1.966 058
0O, Saturation 96.52*+1.21 94.73%£2.05 3.080 .005*
*PCOS

(x? = 39.778, p= .001)(Table 3).

A 37Md: HETE gz T‘i TAz=E AT F Aeld
hgoll foj gt Aol A& Aol e S A
A ZAn 474AF F ALUESFE AEF0
150.3324.43 3]/min. thZT0] 154.22%5.73
¥/mineg EAXRoZ #8 Aeolz Uit
(t= -2.174, p= .037).

LEF z2ge] AT 3 sEsE dEde

40.63%2.37%)/min, ™EFo] 42.66+3.433]

/min22  felg Holg  Holx R(t=

-1.966, p= .058).

AY23 dizde] BT F 4233se 480
0] 96.52+1.21%, thZ&To] 94.73+2.05%%2 AR
22 fol@ alolE vellRitHe= 3.080, p= .005).
kA A3 7HdE BEHo 2 AR5t Table 4).

V. = 2

AFe A% ude] #Hrte A% shiel xFon,
Djeropoll Al w2 iﬂ%"?ﬂ” YN B B REF
A Zori #E-E 7t E $ gion B}

#AEe] vlgole] A FErlel thak 7] dha)
FE8E Aol gEAA g FAAFTL vlEAG wk
2 45AHM gastrin® insuling £E1E Z71A]7]
i, ol &Y d3ge] EekAE AE3E S
2EBex ghg ZAolE BaEss Rdog Busa g
(Lee. 2000).

2 47 295 duua, 2ixF
of ZZA=E A B RwEn o
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e FAF2 felw Z}O]% B .

olelgt 2= #zkat= AT ¥ A% AFFE
et o8] AF(Field et al., 1986: Field &
Schanberg, 1989: Haith, 1986: Kim, 1996 Kim

et al. 1999 Scafidi et al.. 1986: White-Traut
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- Abstract -

Effects of a Sensory Stimulation
on Weight Gain, Behavioral State,
and Physiological Responses in
Premature Infants

Song. Hee-Seung” - Shin, Hee-Sun*”

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to
examine the eftects of sensory stimulation on
premature infants.

Method: Thirty three premature infants
admitted to NICU of D University Hospital in
C city were randomly assigned in two groups
(Experimental group: 16, Control group:17).

For the experimental group, tactile and
kinesthetic stimulation developed by Dr. Field
was applied 2 times a day for 10 days.
Behavioral state was measured using the
Anderson Behavioral State Scale (ABSS). IHeart

" M. 8. N.. NICU staff nurse. Dankook University
Hospital
** Assaciate Professor. Dankook University

et dEeteAl A3 A4

rate. respivation. and oxvgen saturation were
obtained for each infant before and after
sensory stimulation.

Hypothesis testing was done using the x*
test, student t-test, and repeated measures of
ANOVA.

Result:

Hypothesis 1: There was a significant
difference 'in  the daily body weight gain
between experimental and control group (F=
40.77, p=.000D.

Hypothesis 2 There was a significant
difference in the frequency of ‘inactive awake
state” between two groups (x° = 39.778, p=
.001).

Hypothesis 3¢ There were significant
differences in the mean of heart rate and O
saturation between two groups (t= -2.174, p=
037 t= 3.080. p= .005). However. there was
no  significant difference in  the mean of
respiration  rate between two groups (t=
-1.966. p= .581).

Conclusion: The effectiveness of a sensory
stimulation on weight gain and behavioral state
in premature infants was supported. Further
study is recommended to develop a sensory
stimulation method as an independent nursing
intervention for premature infant.

Key words | Sensory stimulation. Premature
infant



