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<Table 1> Homogeneity of general characteristics between experimental and control group

- . Total(n=89) Exp.(n=44) Cont.(n=45) )
Characteristics Categories %) %) ) X p
Age 65-69year 38(42.7) 19(43.2) 19(42.2) 0.01 0.991
T0-74year 35(39.3) 17(38.6) 18(40.0)
Above Toyear 16(18.0) 8(18.2) 8(17.8)
Mean(SD) 70.68(4.47) 70.47(4.30) 70.88(4.66)

Education None 46(51.7) 24(54.6) 22(489) 033 0.848
Elementary 36(40.4) 17(386) 19(42.2)
Above middle 7079 3( 68 4( 89

Gender Male 37(41.6) 22(50.0) 15(33.3) 2.4 0.111
Female 52(58.4) 22(50.0) 30(66.7)

Monthly pocket None 25(28.1) 10(22.7) 15(33.3) 6.93 0.074
money Less than 10 25(28.1) 9(20.5) 16(35.6)
(ten-thousand Less than 10-20 18(20.2) 13(29.5) 5(11.1)
won) More than 20 21(23.6) 12(27.3) 9(20.0)
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<Table 1> Homogeneity of general characteristics between experimental and control group

Characteristics Categories Totrall(i;)) &) EX?I((;) )44) Cong.(i; ) ) X p
Pocket money Principal 42(472) 17(38.7) 25(55.6) 415 0.245
provider Spouse ( 5.7) 3( 68 20 44)
Children 404) 22(50.0) 14(31.1)
Other ( .7) 20 45) 4( 89
Martial ststus Married 59(66.3) 32(72.7) 27(60.0) 161 0.204
Widowed/separated 30(33.7) 12(27.3) 18(40.0)
Family type Alone 29(32.6) 14(31.7) 15(33.3) 140 0.705
With spouse 42(472) 23(52.4) 19(42.2)
Married son 12(135) 5(11.4) 7(15.6)
Other 6( 6.7) 2( 45) 4( 89)
Religion Protestant+Catholicism 10(11.3) 5(11.3) 5(11.2) 091 0.822
Buddism 38(42.7) 19(43.2) 19(42.2)
None 35(39.3) 16(36.4) 19(42.2)
Other 6( 6.7) 40 9.0) 20 44)
Occupation No 22(24.7) 10(22.7) 12(26.7) 0.18 0.667
Yes 67(75.3) 34(71.3) 33(73.3)
Health education No 76(85.4) 35(7955) 41(91.1) 2.83 0.122
Yes 13(14.6) 9(20.5) 4( 89)
Medicl diagnosis No 26(29.2) 10(22.7) 16(35.6) 177 0.183
Yes 63(70.8) 34(71.3) 29(64.4)
Current taking No 30(33.7) 11(25.0) 19(42.2) 2.5 0.086
medication Yes 59(66.3) 33(75.0) 26(57.8)
<Table 2> Homogeneity of dependent variables between experimental and control group
Characteristics Categories Totai(sr];;% ) EXp'((S];)M) Coﬁ((sr;@ t p
Self-efficacy Total 58.15( 9.76) 59.95(11.40) 56.40( 7.56) 1.72 0.880
Health Problem Total 23.10(12.50) 24 95(12.65) 21.28(12.21) 1.39 0.168
Eyes * Ears 2 32( 1.72) 45( 1.64) 2.20( 1.80) 0.69 0489
Respiratory 08( 2.79) 3 40( 2.97) 2 T7( 2.59) 1.06 0.289
Cardiovascular 2 78( 53) 2 93( 2.60) 64( 2.49) 053 0.596
Digestive 3A( 2.58) 63( 2.71) 06( 2.44) 1.04 0.300
Musculoskeletal 3 10( 1. 77) 3 29( 1.63) 2 91( L 89) 1.02 0.309
Skin 98( 1.27) 1.13( 1.24) 34( 1.29) 1.08 0.283
Nervous 2 49( 2.38) 2.79( 2.711) 2 20( 2.00) 117 0.242
Genitourinary 1 37( 1.32) 1.52( 1.42) 1.22( 1.22) 1.07 0.288
Fatigue 00( 1.57) 2.21( 1.60) 1.73( 1.51) 163 0.106
Farmers syndrome Total 5. 98( 361) 581( 3.62) 6.15( 3.64) -043 0.662
Quality of life Total 11871(17.12) 119.34(17.38) 11817(17.03) 0.33 0.737
Emotional state 29.77( 7.05) 29.11( 7.43) 30.42( 6.68) -0.87 0.385
Economic life 15.33( 2.88) 1545( 3.33) 15.31( 2.40) 0.23 0.816
Self-esteem 25.14( 4.97) 2540( 5.01) 24.88( 4. 98) 0.49 0.625
Physical state and function 26.66( 4.84) 26.90( 4.59) 2642( 5.12) 047 0.639
Neighbors relationship 11.23( 2.03) 11.47( 2.28) 11.00( 1.74) 1.10 0.271
Family relationship 1051( 2.38) 10.97( 2.59) 10.06( 2.10) 1.82 0.072
663%) 0.2 AP 0WPTETG Be Roz U L2WA72%), FiE Burt RBWEA27%). ARARA
etk 71 EARRE RRR EW EANE 471 & UL ZPoRE BUE Skt 934380, AS)
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p=0.046)<Table 5>.

<Table 3> Comparison of self efficacy between experimental and control groups

. Pre-test Post-test . difference
Variables Group MSD) MSD) Paired t p M(SD) t D
Self efficacy Exp. 59.95(11.40) 61.70( 9.29) 0.899 0.374 1.75(12.90) 0.203 0.839
Cont. 56.40( 7.56) 57.62(13.20) 0.710 0482 1.22(11.55)

<Table 4> Comparison of health problem between experimental and control groups

Variables Group Pl\r/[e( St]e)s)t Pﬁ(tstg)s L Paired t D dlﬁ?rs%me t p

Health problem: Total Exp. 24.95(12.65) 18.79(11.57) 3793 0.000 -6.15(10.77) 2969 0.004
Cont. 21.28(12.21) 21.86(11.52) 0.364 0.717 0.57(10.63)

Eyes * Ears Exp. 245( 1.64) 2.11( 1.49) -1.272 0210 -034( 1.77) 1568 0121
Cont. 2.20( 1.80) 246( 1.81) 0954 0.345 0.26( 1.87)

Respiratory Exp. 340( 2.97) 261( 2.61) -1.961 0.056 -0.79( 269)  -1.066 0.290
Cont. 2.77( 2.59) 257( 2.22) -0.520 0.606 -0.20( 2.58)

Cardiovascular Exp. 2.93( 2.60) 2.29( 2.31) -1.947 0.058 -0.63( 216) -1541 0.126
Cont. 264( 2.49) 2.71( 1.98) 0.209 0835 0.07( 2.13)

Digestive Exp. 463( 2.71) 3.72( 2.60) -2.051 0.046 -090( 293)  -2.040 0.04
Cont. 4.06( 2.44) 444( 317) 0.842 0.404 0.37( 3.00)

Musculoskeletal Exp. 329( 1.63) 2.06( 1.68) -4582 0.000 -1.22( 1.77) -4021 0.000
Cont. 291( 1.89) 300( 1.91) 0.467 0.643 0.09( 1.27)

Skin Exp. 1.13( 1.24) 1.04( 1.31) -0.418 0.678 -0.09( 144) 0616 0.539
Cont. 0.84( 1.29) 0.95( 1.06) 0.454 0.652 0.11( 1.64)

Nervous Exp. 2.79( 2.71) 2.68( 2.24) -0.304 0.763 7011( 247 -1.202 0.233
Cont. 2.20( 2.00) 264( 2.15) 1598 0.117 44( 1.86)

Genitourinary Exp. 152( 1.42) 1.06( 1.28) -2.316 0.025 704:)( 1300  -1.8%0 0.068
Cont. 1.22( 1.22) 1.26( 1.42) 0.240 0811 04( 1.24)

Fatigue Exp. 2.27( 1.60) 1.18( 1.40) -4.233 0.000 *l 09( 1700  -3326 0.001
Cont. 1.73( 1.51) 1.80( 1.35) 0.284 0.777 0.07( 157)
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<Table 5> Comparison of farmers syndrome between experimental and control groups

Variables Group Pl\r/[i;[gs)t P;;(ZSS = Paired t p dllf/firseg;:e t p
Farmers syndrome Exp. 5.81( 362) 465( 3.21) -2911 0.006 -1.15( 2.64) -1.859 0.046
Cont. 6.15( 364) 6.16( 3.13) -0.09 0921 -0.01( 2.99)

are] Ao AdgTeo] A3 Hele 193434 43 e aHsor sk, FEd =9l AdSIZ2aYs
Fole 13059802 frelshAl Sk e uH(t=3.741, M w wE w910 FEd fFel wF, ok 7
p=0.001), ©WETL 11811FNA 1202082 BEA B dAwe ?—(Kong & Shin, 1996), 9l&
g% Aol 7} C}iﬁ}. A% AT F9 Aol BN 2 WoASE Aquls wHlel wESwe] ACho &
3 *Eﬁé.il | BHoh folahAl ZAaE ATht=2.250, Kim, 1996) 59 S4< iﬁ%}i, I A9 =919 A
p=0.027). FEA 2 ABYNE wgstiof Ptk JjEg 7 A

*bl Q9 319 4L AW A} Fo| Aoz AR FHIAE ddos Ak As F-F Pakst Oh
Az, AGE=2672, p=0009)2 AAFERS} 7] (20049 AFEFHE  uwgew St PRECEDE-
S(t=2570, p=0012)> g o7t Ue Ho=R PROCEED ®E&E ZFH&3ld w2y =9 A4z =g
Uehom, AAAY, AolEFE, oA, & 29e LA,

= g xol7t Sl ALz YEPdtKTable 6>

1659 APFAZLIRS AYFEA A7 PR
59 gehgo] APT V9 vEF 69O et

=4
V. = 9 ARTAM 713w G olf7t “ARFAZEIYe)
Bo Fomroldtt. Z2ae] FARE Y F Ue
B ATE vhe IS ol 6 ol FE = Ago e TIPS ANSEN FREY JEE
NS tdez 1657 =91 ARSAZZaHS ) A, AHE BT F Jde AREIS FAPs= Aol
W e9d ¥ 0 E9E PSSt 97Es 49T afdoletn AR, ot Zead FE FolE
o] tjz&tol Hlg] AEA S} FHFol FolshA A} BER AGEAE AEFHoE {AT F Ue Ao
A3, #el dol frolshAl A Ehb # Zzage) 4 A0 AmE
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<Table 6> Comparison of quality of life between experimental and control groups
. Pre-test Post-test . difference
Variables Group MSD) MSD) Paired t o) MSD) t p
Quality of life : Total Exp. 119.34(17.38) 13059(1599)  3.741 0.001 11.25(19.94) 2.250 0.027
Cont. 118.11(17.03) 120.20(1898)  0.583 0.563 2.08(18.44)
Emotional state Exp. 29.11( 7.43) 3322( 673) 3348 0.002 411( 815) 2672 0.009
Cont. 30.42( 6.68) 2048( 757)  -0.653 0517 -0.933( 9.59)
Economic life Exp. 15.45( 3.33) 1681( 1.84) 2397 0.021 1.36( 3.77) 1.100 0.274
Cont. 15.31( 2.40) 1591( 2300 1491 0.143 0.60( 2.70)
Self-esteem Exp. 2040( 5.01) 2722( 433) 2018 0.050 1.81( 597) 0.268 0.786
Cont. 33( 4.99) 2637( 547 1777 0.082 1.48( 561)
Physical state and function Exp. 26 90( 459) 2083( 562) 3428 0.001 2.97( 5.76) 2570 0.012
Cont. 26.42( 5.12) 2640 6.06)  0.029 0977 0.02( 5.21)
Neighbors relationship Exp. 11.47( 2.28) 11.83( 163)  1.058 0.296 0409( 256)  0.340 0.710
Cont. 11.00( 1.74) 11.22( 1.86)  0.6% 0.490 0.22( 2.14)
Family relationship Exp. 10.97( 2.59) 1154( 1.83) 1156 0.254 0568( 3.25)  0.274 0.785
Cont. 10.06( 2.10) 1046( 2.05)  1.082 0.285 0.40( 2.43)

,16,



12058 3] 2] A)18¢ A|13, 2006

it

/\6] °©

T o H T .ﬂx.uuMLiyﬂw._
7 ]ﬂ%%%%%ﬂﬂ%%nﬁd#ﬂoﬁﬂﬁo =K FE %
TRXTS KT FTR G BN NK L E O I TG
s TUREIREESDIELE %%ojmqqgwq%¢f,ngg LEEE
o DyEYRTELE SE=2F . ! B o i F =2 O r o
B 2 e e BB HEEN Doy s A =T &% TR I
= Tt ny )l = oy I o H ) 2T
ﬂMOWauHuuMimm@AM%Eﬂ%aﬁma%lo_oﬁﬂaT%zula,ﬁ% _tau%@h% = i
wqﬁg%i@g%QMgWMm@ﬂ%%ﬁ@ﬁ%m@mmm%%%ﬂggwﬂ T8
T N o S = 2o o Hw oy o I g . - " ) ol
do,muﬁ;%%o_%v_s%quf iﬂd Eaao._oﬂu 7O..Mﬂcu| TR Wy 2% W
B Hr X e S AL Ty Tow D WMo T LwE B
ewHE g LD E uLlﬂro,_oio_%HH o w ¥ %,ﬂlié,%ﬁ% Vo o
= o ® o %ﬁéméimﬂ_ﬁ 20 Q= o i CIG T e T S o/
ww%%aﬁw%wgmwwﬁ&%%gﬁ%%%w%%ﬁﬁmiwﬁy%lgwww£%%
© o HEREERER D g 5 o & Tk S e BTN o
Jiolﬂ]ﬁ_o S 7 = aTiioiﬂqoﬁaogA%o 6%?%& ™ R d.LuAi 5
g B EET R s F R e M TR NS B D ®E W NS
T , r o 5E T Mg g
MH_HM#%ﬂﬁ%%%%%%@&W%%WE%&&Q&W%MM%E@amwwmanm@%wnm%iﬁ
mwooomro70 &moﬂaﬁa N ﬂumﬂ_#o J-ﬂﬂml_.‘&. ion_tua Jl,o|i ol ~ - ap ﬂ_ovia
H o RO - E; T A N & 7o o RO T o 7o ST T g o\ n o
%%@@Wﬂm”yi%W%iEg%%%ﬂ%%iﬂ%%%ﬁ%ﬂ%%ﬂ%%%ﬁgwww
BT I I N S ) Ao B e om o N = on i
o o9 7§ prs o &) o M ) P TR A K =) Ho o o Mo — <
o ;X oF XA%A1 o X ﬂz%ow;lﬂ&n%u& Ko LOE%%EJOEEH
%ﬂ%ﬂ}wﬁ%m,@u&mﬁwﬁ%%Moﬁm%%%pcmﬂ%mo}W%%%M%quﬂﬂmﬂﬂmm:%ﬁ |
(R P N - ol R EP Ty Brse oA
_1aﬂﬂﬂﬁﬁ2@%a_ze_a o do o o mezl,mlhhuw T o g N T A
I o g or:%lﬂ%i X Blo T ®E T =
R T S g o ﬂnn,%wl__/.awﬁ T BN U ur
g Gl = S S

Ll l B o o N ooy B
, (T R R o K LT L
B oE = oﬂaﬁﬁﬁﬂ_tohﬂzfmﬁﬁﬁd%NT urm%;:.ﬂ#mﬂ H o
T E W ﬂﬁnurwaﬁm;e%gm% %M%%M:ﬂ%ﬂ%agwA BPEAAEE £
s A I R T LT I oK B e T 5 WY S °
zoﬂ*l,.ﬂ o o ol iy N WS X = oy Joo X o ol to & =° I W N M )
BRI LT QAERENISCs HEviagh EELe B Tv PR al
Q % B ® o R 5 b
oo~ = xR ﬁ%%%hﬂﬂﬂxﬂz SRR R B S o 2T
]‘mvll.lATAT LCOE IFJE,,IAEOW‘I iy ‘mWM,A‘_ W UHM_%HOE ,w‘m.lqmmnﬂdl&lﬂ!
LI S A PEE MR e WE%%MML_taw_@%urpln aofw?%ﬂﬂﬁm
RN MﬂquqzHO#EMVHaﬂ,wzﬂ%wi%%@ﬂ&wo TR Y
N 0 - B0 = o) - ) ]

N ® gt AEMEﬂ%oﬂammﬂwnwoﬂ%ﬁ%%mﬂwwmﬁoﬁ%%mwdr.%urw@r._f%%i
7%ﬂ%%% ﬂﬁﬂﬂiwlmiw%ﬁ%m%%cﬁﬂqum;mﬂmeﬁ%ﬁ%n@n;w
" — g 2 o o~ = — o o 7
SR h T Ew i%%m@imﬁﬂzﬂwmﬂ%#ﬂq %;oﬁaze_m%#%ﬁ%%o%o_
xR E o w E%mzﬂiwﬂﬁwﬁ%%mgm@aurwwqmﬂﬂomwmﬁm%yDﬂ%egmﬁmﬂn%w
o o K7 mLtﬂL B- Jl,m.L%oLh o BN oA _.mi\,mal}w} e XA
. o )| No & ™ ~ Q P dmﬁlr] dlﬂﬂ g 7w o o FE
TR oy U fo N oo T % g PE W OE N g e X o X g BN S o
Spiersgz TV ﬂ]%ﬂ%%@.mm%}wmyzyiﬁaﬁ%wmg;%im@%ﬂﬂ
waﬂﬁjuaﬂmz _tﬁurmﬂmﬂmﬂam ﬂwvmuﬂumﬂﬂ%&ﬂ&owwﬁwﬂouLn,unwnmﬂmeﬁzﬂamaﬂm
I%Lo;%.imao%%qﬂ@i Ty HEYE L Lo g c}vko,1oﬂ1
m%%%4AMW4%%@.wmﬁwq ﬂﬂ@%?@%@ﬂ4@gm%%%ﬂ%ﬂ@ﬂa
u;mmﬂﬂa_z%fikﬂ%gJ%mgMﬂﬁﬂsﬂaﬂwlEizo#m@mg%pgg il
dAlN..ﬁ;ou‘mﬂ]rw‘wﬂ_n.%oWllﬁ# @M_Q‘AI ﬁ]r‘__E_EM_nH.#O_ﬂO VL]L&JL‘W‘W;AX
I %ﬁ,_o_.,oh7iwmed|B ;bmoWﬂwm7ANN#_HMMWWG|ﬂﬁ@ﬂAHE&% o

R TR T ) g2 b o N % .
AP S-S S R B
AR do 4 W S

171 A&

O]

29 Y8 ¥3

,17,



o, F&Y =9 ARTIATRIYPL FE =AY
TES o 2 o olde] WAS whed XA
¢l Aoz AEHTh

TE =019 o] He AAEXZRaY AN F 4
Frol dETrt fosA 4 ez vyt
oy Are 5 Z2IYS AN F 09 e
o] Z7tsldthe A7 E=HChoi, 1998 Kim, 1995

Stevenson & Topp, 1990)¢} B AxAxrE Ax3kA
t}. wbde]l Kim3 Jung(2000) delde Ady

HET ol 4} A AeE F93 ol Ak

are] deo] 319 49 FolAe HAdE AAGE <}
7150l FostAl 7K Ao 2 yERth Choi(1998)

o] Aol M, AolEFgd, AALE} YT
o], Kim(1995)¢] dAFoxe AANY, AolEFzt A
A7153 e L AEBAN FolEA S48 Ae=w
etk £ AFeMe AlEFHE {93t Aot
AgPATers AolEFire] FsiAl St

o2 yeh, FF zelEFS A 4
AgE Fste] v A7E AAE "aie] 9

A ] =
AAEo]l ARFAZZ I

P

¥

,18,

e
2
—
Lo,

ro

o
MU
2

o

L

off %

R

2
-
i
2

N
=
@
o Lo

of [o mN
oy

oN ¥ ©° H

9

lo @~

A 8ok ore 2
—
=

S of 2 & @ o ALK
)

e © e
[l
il
u
)
tlo
9
op
ol

)
o
o
3
H

A3EA o]tz Hs] fesiA
ATHE=-2969,  p=0.004). 73 EA 2
e 2K ZAAC=-4021, p=000D)} =
(t=-3.326, p=0.00D)7} {23t o7} Y= Ao
2 Yeigen, w3 A, {7, A% - A
37)A, 3%, 273A, vl - AAE Fog Zolr}
RE AoZ e

3. RIS AgTo] dxadl ws fesiA
THt=-1.859, p=0.046).

e e Aol izl Hs frolaA Frtet
ATHt=2.250, p=0.027). el Ao 3ty Fd
e AXAE(=2672,  p=0.009)2}  AAAFE}
715 (t=2570, p=0.012)°] FJ3 o]}
RAog Yehon, ZANL, AolEF, o],
NEBAE ol olrt gle o2 Yehdth

rr

49

Zal

, &

FH2H

o)
IR



ofe] AT FE UL 9% AASHZE=aHL
At AFEAY} FRES A HY AS F
AAFIed BHAR] FAZ AFHUG w2y A3F
Az ade F& =059 A353e Y3 fF&sH
482 F JS Aolg AlsHM, A FE AY9 I,
BEg 5 e o] AFEolel & Alolth
References

Baek, Y. H, Yeom, J. W, & Han, S. S.

(2001). Effect of therapeutic recreation
program on physical fitness, body
composition, physical self-efficacy and

activity of daily living to elderly people with

senilis disease. Korean J Geronto, 11(3),
15-23.

Brody, E. M. (1997). Long-term care o older
people: a practice guide. New York: Human

Science Press.
S. O, Pak, Y. J, Lee, S. J, & Park
E. S (199). A
status in the elderly. J o Korean Acad
Adult Nurs, 11(3), 499-510.
Cho, S. Y, & Kim, J. J.
health  promotion

Chang,
study on perceived health
o

(1996).

assessment

A study on
of the
in Korea. J Korean Community
Academic  Society, 10(2),

needs
rural elderly
Health
146-161.
Choi, L (1999).
‘poor medical
newspaper. http://www.nongmin.co.kr

Nurs

S. Problem

environment.

of rural elderly

Nongmin

Choi, J. A. (1998). An effect of dance movement
training on  menopausal  discomforts,  blood
lipid level, and quality of life in menopausal
women. Thesis, Seoul National University of
Korea, Seoul.

Greig, C. A, Young, A. Skelton, D. A. Pippet,
E. F, Butle, M. M, & Mahmud, S. M.
(1994). Exercise studies with elderly
volunteers. Age & Ageing, 23, 185-1&9.

Jin. Y. S. (2002). Aging and Exercise. Geronto,

6(1), 307-316.

,19,

A1zt

Al

383)% A184 A1E, 2006

Joo, K& S, Kim, H J, Lee, S. H, & Min, H

Y. (1996). A Comparative study on medical
utilization between Urban and Rural Korea.
Korean J o Preventive Medicine, 29(3),
311-329.

Jung, N. S. (2001). A study on the real
problem of the senior in the rural area and
a welfare countermeasure for them. Thesis,
Keimyung University of Korea, Daegu.

Kim, C. G. (1995). Effects of exercise program

on physical fitness, self-efficacy instrumental

of daily living and quality of life
among the
Reprinted from The J
College, 45(4), 1201-1214.
Kim, E. J  (2002).

farmers syndrome.

activities
elderly.
of Catholic Medical

institutionalized

influencing  the
the Korean

Factors

J o
Community Nurs, 13(4), 817-825.

Kim, E. Y, & Jung, K J (2000). The effects of
excercise cognitive  perception,

program  on

health promotion activity and life satisfaction

of elderly in senior citizen's center. J of
Korean Community Nurs, 11(1), 80-89.
Kim, H J, Kim, J. H, & Park, Y. H (2000).

influencing health promoting behavior
of the elderly. J o Korean Acad o Adult
Nurs, 12(4), 573-583.
Kim, J. H, & Pak, Y. S
rhythmical
physical fitness, self-efficacy and quality of
life in elderly. J Korea Community Health
Nurs Academic Society, 14(1), 12-25.
H Y, & Km S M
comparative study of health status
elderly. J
Nurs, 7(2), 244-256.
Lee, I B, Lee, Y. K, Chang,
& Cho, Y. C. (1999).

syndrome and its risk factors of vinyl house

Factors

(2000).

exercise

The effect of

aerobic program  on

(199%6). A

in urban

Kong,

and rural of Korean Community
S. S, Lee, S. G,

A study on farmer's

worker and farmer in a rural area. Korean J
of Rural Med, 24(3), 13-33.
Lee, K H, & Pak M Y.

(2001). Nutrient



intake of the rural elderly living in Kyungnam
. focusing on health and aging status and life

satisfaction. Korean J Community Nutrition,
6(5), 7T713-788.

Meng, K. H. (1980). A study on the farmer’s
syndrome in rural residents. Human Science,
4(10), 633-694.

Moon, S. S, & Nam, J. J. (2001). Health status
of elderly in Korea : focus on physical health

J

and disahility of elderly women.
Korean Geronto Society, 21(1), 15-29.

o the

Nied, R., & Franklin, B. (2002). Promoting and
prescribing exercise for the elderly. American
Family Physician, 65(3), 419-426.

Park, J. S, & Oh Y ] (2004). Health
promotion lifestyle and need assessment of
health  promotion program for the rural

elderly. J o Korean Community Nurs,
5-17.

15(1),

Roh, Y. J (1983). An analytical study on the
quality of life of the middle-aged in Seoul
Doctoral — dissertation, Yonsei  University  of
Korea, Seoul.

Shephard, R. J. (1993). Exercise and aging:
Extending independence in older adult.
Geriatrics, 48, 61-64.

Sherer, M., & Maddix, J. E. (1982). The
self-efficacy scale: construction and
validation.  Psychological =~ Report, 51, 663—
671.

Stevenson, J. S, & Topp, R. (1990). Effects of
moderate and low intensity long  term

exercise by older adults. Research in Nurs &
Health, 13, 209-218.

Walker, S. N. Sechrist; K. R, & Pender, N. ].
(199%). HPLP 1II. Nebraska: University of
Nebraska Medical Center.

‘Weider, A, Bordman, K, Mittelmann,
Wescher, D, & Wolff, H G. (1945).

service index. War Medicine, 7, 209.

B,

Cornell

,20,

- Abstract -

The Effect of Health Promotion
Program on Self Efficacy, Health
Problems, Farmers Syndrome and

Quality of Life of the Rural
Elderly

Fark, Jeong Sook* - Oh, Yun Jung+**

Purpose:
the
for

health
and quality of life.

The purpose of this study was to
of
elderly

identity effects a health promotion

program rural people on  self

problems, farmers syndrome
Method: The study was
control
The
12th,

subjects

efficacy,

a nonequivalent group pre—post
data collection was
2003

were

experimental design.

performed from April to August
2nd, 2003. The
Mari Myun Geochang Gun
four elders
and 45

group.

selected at

in Korea. Forty-
in the experimental
the
16-week health promotion
the

analyzed by
t-test,

program.

were included

elders included in
The

given

group were
control
was to
Data
xzftest,

10.0

group showed a

program experimental
descriptive
paired t-test with
Result: The
lower scores of
than
of
group. There

group. were
statistics,
SPSS/Win
experimental
health problems and farmers syndrome
the

quality of

control  group, and Thigher scores
life than the control
differences in self
the
that the health
elderly
the

reducing health

were no significant

efficacy. Conclusion: From above

results, it can be concluded

promotion program for rural is an

intervention for rural
of life

farmer’s

effective improving

elderly’s quality and

problems and syndrome. Therefore,
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development of strategy that can spread the Key words : Health promotion program,
health promotion program for rural elderly to Self efficacy, Health problem,
the elderly of other rural areas are needed. Farmers syndrome, Quality of life
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