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Purpose: This study was to test the reliability and validity of a Drinking Refusal Self-Efficacy Questionnaire-Revised
(DRSEQ-R) in Korean college students. Methods: The DRSEQ-R was designed to assess an individual’s belief in their
ability to refuse drinking alcohol by Oei et al. (2005) and consisted of three factors (social pressure, opportunity, and emo-
tional relief). A methodological study design with an exploratory factor analysis for validity and correlation coefficients for
reliability was used. DRSEQ-R was translated into Korean and a translation equivalency was obtained. DRSEQ-R was
tested with a sample of 201 college students in Korea. The subjects consisted of 106 males and 95 females. Principal com-
ponent factor analysis was used for construct validity and Cronbach’s alpha was used to evaluate for internal consistency
of the instrument. Results: The factor analysis showed three factors explaining 66.3% of total variance and the corresponding
factors were emotional relief (48.01%), drinking contextual opportunity (11.18%), and social pressure (7.14%). The internal
consistency was acceptable (Cronbach’s alpha=.937). All three factors of DRSEQ-R negatively correlated with alcohol
dependency and a heavy drinker showed a lower DRSEQ-R than a moderate drinker. Conclusion: Based on the findings,
DRSEQ-R is a reliable and valid instrument to measure for drinking refusal self-efficacy in Korean college students.
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Low %5 124 2 St Table D).
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Drank in the past 2% 129 o] Al H=
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Factor 1 * Emotional refief ' 934
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7 \Whenifeel frustrated 751 932
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13 +When | feel upset 784 931
16 * When | am feeling down 735 932
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19 . Whenlfeelsad 744 932
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ot When |-am watching TV 540 937
3 < Whenlam having lunch 551 936
5 - When l am on the way home from school 566 936
‘ When I'amistening to:music or reading 389 : 938
.. When'l.am by myself 558 936
- When' have just finished playing sport 497 837
- When| firstarrive home 615 935 -
_ Social pressure ~ : 878
_ Whern}am'ata party 643 934
- When someone offers me'a drink 658 934
- Whenmy boy/girl friend is-drinking 614 935
- .. When my friends are drinking 714 933

- When | am at a nightclub/concert
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3.93(1.34)
5.39(0.73)

Emotional relief
Opportunity

Social pressure 3.59(1.30)

A . i (O 96) .................................

Alcqhol dependency -54* - -50*  -58* . 62
*p<.001.
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Table 5. Group Differences on Subscales and Total Score of the
DRSEQ-R by Alcohol Dependent Pattern

Normal 432(1.29) 558(62) 3.91(1.30) 467(.91)
Physical problems-  323(90)  526{.48) 3.03(83) - 3.93(.47)
related drinkers

Alcohol abuser 319(1.17) 501(.88) 286(1.07) 3.77(83)
Alcohol dependent . 1.82(80) 3.60(.88) 2.15(1.11) 257 (.86)

Group comparisons
(F 15.99* 17.07* 11.29* 19:.91*

*p<.001.

AR AT 4 Qe Y a50E ST -
+ RN -84 g =
3 DRSEQ-RY AlF|%® ¥ P4 =g .
AUDITY| 93l 49 Y7L & =oke] g £4& 53
FAeEE AT HAstglct, a’iEA A3 DRSEQ-RY

7HE AoE Uehgy, FEAME ZF Bt MA| 29
o) AFAG7E A HEY fETY] 1
7l

st Qloii Felrt gl

Fahule] A4S ARt BREAS B0 Y gehgE
2 A% 93 RO R SR A Bl A
A

Qg 7hR= Aoz Els|9ir),

27|eF e E 4557 Yol LAl dag ofEwelel 1e
A BEHoAE 47 o= DRSEQ-R ¥ Al 7HA] sR5ta
A7k} AFEAIE7E A YERY DRSEQ-RS] THHENT = (dis—
criminant validity)7} =the A& 1T = Ut @& S
FAR RSN S5 7 AATATE rhe A2 Ajotas
7 ol23 T AE B3l on] deA AMdoltHLee & O,
1993; Oei et al., 2005: Young et al., 2006). & Lol A}
Zro] AUDIT® 9J3t &g 22w DRSEQ-R 7t =24
= DRSEQ-RY BHE =8 &9+ Azt & & §irh

o ope} 43 22T Aol welr EARE, 45
AHE Ao, YL gE o R FEAIL A TLE 7+ DRSEQ-R
2 A 74A] sHEa”1e] HaatolE A ESt AUDITE E4f

hEi7HE3tEIX| 38(2), 2008 4¥



350

o Y-S FEY AE7)ES AXZE Kim 519999 A+
of oJshdH F7go] 127 ol w AlA|, A, AR BAlE
IR FHA on| o] “FA 2572, 157 o4+ o) DSM-
Vol gt “A7& A Ao’ 2 2671 oY o “dT g o
< AE = Qloka Sk, 1 A3t 2F 7k TAA Rl At
o}& Xo|# DRSEQ-RY dISEFE A 948 A= et
Wrh &, €32 9F Ig0] gFE & A g2 &
ANE 15 G2 AR Fol 2EE T DRSEQ-RY A7t
A Rk AL o] =t o YA Fof WL 4
U YEE oE LS AT = U= AR g =7
4= 9t} Connor, Young, Williams?} Ricciardelli (2000)+

SFAUEEY] VYIS oI B AR 5 9 AT

Hgol B2 NS A L Frishe 2202 283 4 9l
ohal Agstgint. & Aol v vieh o] EAd o5
E8 2= = 5] %9 DRSEQ-Re oj8f 54 &5
ARE S| Hohd 25 0|58 432 BRIt &+ 9
= A8 es A¥E 4 908 % DRSEQ-R2 S5PHE At

% 9 Brtehed] $-85HA AHSE 4= 9l Aol
DRSEQ-RZ ol o] AMgsHA] e =2 g7 A
Aol o3l ARt o2 AMgE o AR 9 B A%
2 Aol el AZ A==t Sjol A S5/38tol digt
olfiE7e S| fl3l 7 YRS Z AR EHI Q= &
2 DiClemente 5(1994)0] 7|3t AASEZ} i}, o] =&
HPHQ 1Y SFYFANA €2 &S A o 4 3le
Q1) A4S 2A37] I3t A2 A o=to] Y B E =
ollA Ag317) 48] AASEE Kim (1996)0] Wgksle] 2541
7|Ee Axehs BALE AFSEI Qlr}, MYE o] AME
I Qs AASE: ZAEA R AAE $AF FA, ARlE ¢
g A4 1F, a9 9 2% 5 Y 19E S5
Fohs Aol disl] 22 sEeto 2 FAFe] e =R
A7t 2 &5 FFANESH] 52 AL ugich
570l i3t Bandura (2004)9] A7l

o
A2 AR 4 G BUER 998 F

o -H

X

ol

TE O, AL 7Rl $& W, A=t ERE wo] 259 A
2 7% 9 238 Wi f 32 AEHI e =7t
AASEE S HOlA Hehtes 59548 2 43 AAS
o) TR o= ZeH o] QojN EFE SR} of

p1)

o

B2 tEsts|x| 38(2), 2008 43

VRIS SFARIA S AR ES LS S ]olE Al
Hojck, ojfgt FHo|A & |, DRSEQ-R2 UWhISe]

SFARETHE B3] AT BHoR SRSt #¥E

B RS 9% 4 Ao &5 o zR IR 2t

F A7 Sl f-85H 28 = 9l Aol

3, 2

e

oA DRSEQ-R2) 3ha.9l 4
SR EHEA HAEH 2hE0] EAS
A da, 428918 25 713, A3ad2 AFA

o
oM
o
[d
)
Hu

19012 HX

P

eloz WSt ¥ molAe o] & ATeME 2el
W AR e ARun, AN o) Aol B Hape] 3
w202 3| Ueeth, ) el s 71slet Al

Q) A SAd)el o3l A1 47 A

jiad
i)
5
L
=
»n
[
of

w2
ofr
i)
2

ZAEL & 5 o}, Yukel, i, EEE FEA
o] thAIR}E R3] DRSEQO! thet 2184 ZAitE v|wet

Oel 5(2005)9) A& HHEY, ¥Fgo F=H WA &

2 guigla} Ao A= 3HAR 2l 5 emotional reliefe] A

o] 714 kot U=E FEAIAE opportunity®] 4
welo] 71 7 Ueht 958 35 5 2 s getd &
FARESH Haclo T TN iG] &
It AL ¢ 4 9l 3%, 8%, BERY A K M)
o2 Feio]l T =ES AN, BTE FHAS Oy
o FREFAE 2AW 5 4WY a4 RN ARS F
E4 EL QRIS TR ARESRS F4T 5 1389

SRS FholE 4= Qlrt, o] F TEA| =& BF AASE
2 ARgslgont aHER 138 & duelE tider S
FolAe] ARESE 243 479 =5 AASEE AR
U 223} 2H4S AR A 42 DRSEQE AHE3HL 1%l
Hkelo) &AM A2 24517 Y8l AASEE ARt
2 A= vt A7 g 47) Asiide AR Eeh,

= &5 7Hdrinking refusal self-efficacy)¥t 258%

o L ue L

s

it

<A
ZHalcohol abstinence self—efficacy)S 201 U AojoA=
TaEojop & Zojrt,

SEALESTL g FEol2: AA S5390 ¥
1) x4 ElthBaldwin, Oei, & Young, 1993; Oei & Jardim,
2007). &3] e & A 7|37t @) e 259 &
FARESHL o|F S5YS Ao Fag 4TS 5
=} & Ao HAl S5A- s 9 SRRy 43
ojEr 7he] ATTA EAolA ABA ¢ aQlo|HE F &
SFEAD s ABTASTE A YesthE A
SRS Fishe A gEo] wotd SFARASH
| wrold 9)7]o) AsHA B g7 ojEPR o] wartsA

o Y
>

flo 2
o

sl
4o mx

[+



ron
Hi
=
10
0z
o
2
0%
I
e
ge
P
X
X
i
or
oy
H
-
1o
r=
i
H1
L=}
m
on
H
oy
0Pt

SUS

&g AR Aujolt), ofe} go] 2 oot
RSEQ Re| EABFET £ R &
SR R REE )
§¢%w

=20 FAAY 2 FHE Jg2 9X|519
| £ RS B AlFEs Heg
I =, & DRSEQ-RO] 3= thshg<)
she Bxog f4abl 249 + 3
o} 2 Seuete] 14d S5EHS 2
ezl Hsixe DRSEQ-Rel Z@=o] ol 147
Z, Al 71 shadd ojsle] ke F47del et Wl
FhEad Ao wokerh ANA s, S27)3] A3
A o) Lt sl 3

o 2
o>~ H
oL
r{o

ojL-
AR

o 8o
o,
to
o
—l>
T
o
B
b N

1
o
o ﬂ-l_,

18 m
o ob

fo

r£

Ar i

rE

o
1L,
a

A

N
o[r 4
U\l ){n

o oY
N olN
<L
]
s
ﬂl]O ﬂ-l?x’f

rR o fr e j
2w W
2= I-n(j >4
R o

oZ olr‘

N

rJE ra
Y
o

SxAEES RS A% 4 9

= FFo THANEURE FHsh) Y= zg_ L opz
A7l ot SRAZEST ot AYEAT FEH 99l
B B 2Ry F30 2 BAYEe] é7h_§ o]0}
Aok g Aoz Azker,
22 ¥ Mo
A= Qei 52005)0] kst SAR a7 EHET

¢} DRSEQ-RE S| S tii 22 w0) Aol el
EE HS A EA ol AT diiRbE ALA|
A 494 ek et A7) = ) 494 die IARE &2
L chstel] A3t F2l Fi tistAl F 201%S gz s
o A= £ 7172 20073 6% 18YRE 27971A P, A
UFHE F P A3, AJUE oot 7AYo T3HE T
7330 FUATRE Egste] Hase s 9 @z3le 3
S7E 7S] A A4 4 —E’-Z]E 3l AmE 8
ot AT =TEN ARESHE O $(2005)0] 7 H‘L o=
7-& Wjkgt DRSEQ-R& A}%ﬁ} i, & A3
AUDITE ol83lo] 47E& JEes ZA3 }93‘:}. T@% e
+ SPSS WIN 12.0 programZ ©|-€3}9 Cronbach’s alpha
A4, item total correlation Al FAEEA 9 varimax 3]
o 93t g5 29184 Pearson correlation coefficient,
ANOVA testE AAsHt A 22 WAYHAYT item-
total correlation®] A Ul B 2249 Agwr} =2 A
o2 Uehdal, iAol 2AREAT varimax 33
A A=t FARBHA Al 7H2] a.9lo] F&E0] A 3
&, 55713, AF o yysigltt AUDITE &A%
B HEolAe ded s ey e gAZon

=
fLs

351

eI 42 el DRSEQ-Rel 3 et 8744

AEA. ¥28 3

d % 57317 Hsf =]
A B8R T Sl Xﬁfﬂ 5?7} o A%E AYg o =9
oA 7FF gol 88313 QlE DRSEQ-RE Hujjol 28317
A3l el gol L2He T ddde ez AF
= 9 BgE A7 AR A7t d = A ol
3k DRSEQ-R 7N4H 031 9)o)8 ztt} shzch 18y
=l TFAMES TS AWE & s g i
24 = %* ATE BT FF SFEWHIYE e
Foll digh HdEA € 2Qugadsd 22 &

REFERENCES

Aas, H., Klepp, K. 1, Laberg, J. C,, & Aaro, L. E. (1995). Predicting
adolescents’ intentions to drink alcohol: Outcome expectancies
and self-efficacy. Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 56, 293-299.

Babor, T. F., Caetano, R., Casswell, S., Edwards, G., Giesbrecht, N
Graham, K., et al. (2003). Akohol: No ordinary commodity? research
and public policy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Baldwin, A. R., Oei, T. P., & Young, R. M. (1993). To drink or not
to drink: The differential role of alcohol expectancies and drink-
ing refusal self-efficacy in quantity and frequericy of alcohol con-
sumption. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 17, 511-530.

Bandura, A. (2004). Health promotion by social cognitive means.
Health Education 8 Bebavior, 31, 143-164.

Choi, M. S., Im, M. Y., & Yoon, Y. M. (2002). A predictive model
compatison by sex for alcohol consumption behavior among Kore-
an university students. fournal of Korean Academy of Nursing, 32,
77-88.

Connor, J. P, Young, R. M., Williarns, R. J., & Ricciardelli, L. A.
(2000). Drinking restraint versus alcohol expectancies: Which is
the berter indicator of alcohol problems? Journal of Studies on
Alcohol, 61,352-359.

DiClemente, C. C., Carbonari, J. P., Montgomery, R. P., & Hugh-
es, S. 0. (1994). The Alcohol Abstinence Self-Efficacy scale. Jour-
nal of Studies on Alcobol, 55, 141-148.

Kim, J. S., Oh, M. K,, Park, B. K., Lee, M. K., Kim, G. J., & Oh, J.
K. (1999). Screening criteria of alcoholism by alcohol use disor-
ders identification test (AUDIT) in Korea. Journal of the Kore-
an Academy Family Medicine, 20, 1152-1158.

Kim, O. S. (1999). The effects of loneliness on alcohol drinking, smok-
ing, and health perception in college students. Journal of Korean
Academy of Nursing, 29, 107-116.

Kim, S. J. (1996). Modeling relapse of Alcoholism: male alcobolic in-
patients of psychiatric ward. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,

CHERZtE3t5|X| 38(2), 2008 48



352

Seoul National University, Seoul.

Korean Institute for Health and Social Affairs. (2006, July 20). The
Third Korea National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey.
Retrived September 27, 2007, from heep://knhanes.cdc.go.kt/
result/Result_03.aspx

Lee, N. K., & Oei, T. S. (1993). The importance of alcohol expectan-
cies and drinking refusal self-efficacy in the quantity and frequen-
¢y of alcohol consumption. Journal of Substance Abuse, 5, 379- 390.

Lee, W. ]. (2001). Drinking patterns of college students. Journal of
Korean Health Medical Sociology Association, 10, 79-96.

Morawska, A., & Oei, T. P. (2005). Binge drinking in university stu-
dents: A test of the cognitive model. Addictive Behaviors, 30, 203-
218. '

Naimi, T S., Brewer, R. D., Mokdad, A., Denny, C., Serdula, M. K.,
& Marks, ]. S. (2003). Binge drinking among U.S. adults. The
Journal of the American Medical Association, 289, 70-75.

Oei, T. P., & Jardim, C. L. (2007). Alcohol expectancies, drinking
refusal self-efficacy and drinking behaviour in Asian and Australian
students. Drug and Alcohol Dependence, 87, 281-287.

Oei, T. P., Hasking, P. A., & Young, R. M. (2005). Drinking refusal
selfefficacy questionniare-revised (DRSEQ-R): A new factor struc-
ture with confirmatory factor analysis. Drug and Alcohol Depen-
dence, 78, 297-307. '

Park, J. S. (2000). A Study on factors affecting problem drinking of
university students. Journal of Korean Public Health Association,
26, 393-413.

Slutske, W. S. (2005). Alcohol use disorder among US college stu-
dents and their non-college-attending peers. Archives of General
Pychiatry, 62,321-327.

Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration. (2001).
The 2000 National Household survey on Drug Abuse. Retrieved
September 12, 2007, from hup://www. samsha.gov/oas/nhsda

CHelztsets|x| 38(2), 20084 4&

#NHSDAinfo

Wechsler, H., & Kuo, M. (2000). College students define binge drink-
ing and estimate its prevalence: Results of a national survey. Jour-
nal of American College Health, 49, 57-64.

Wechsler, H., Lee, J. E., Kuo, M., & Lee, H. (2000). College binge
drinking in the 1990s: A continuing problem. Results of the Har-
vard School of Public Health 1999 College Alcohol Study. Jour-
nal of American College Health, 48, 199-210.

World Health Organization. (2004, April 12). Global status report on
alcobol 2004, Retrieved September 10, 2007, from http://www.
who.int/substance_abuse/publications/alcohol

World Health Organization. (2005). Alcohol, gender and drinking
problems: perspectives from low and middle income countries.
Retrieved September 10, 2007, from http://www.who.int/sub-
stance_abuse/publications/alcohol.

Yang, S. H.,, & Han, K. S. (2003). Drinking pattern, problem relat-
ed drinking, perceived stress, ways of coping, and symptoms of
stress of the female university students. Journal of Korean Acade-
my of Nursing, 33, 1057-1064.

Young, R. M. (1994). Expectancies and drinking behaviour: The mea-
surement of alcohol expectancies and drinking refusal self-efficacy.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Queensland.
Australia.

Young, R. M., Conner, J. P., Ricciardelli, L. A., & Saunders, J. B.
(2006). The role of alcohol expectancy and drinking refusal self-
efficacy beliefs in university student drinking, Alcobol and Alco-
holism, 41,70-75.

Young, R. M., Hasking, P. A., Oei, T. P., & Loveday, W. (2007).
Validation of the drinking refusal Self-Efficacy questionnaire-re-
vised in an adolescent sample (DRSEQ-RA). Addictive Behaviors,
32, 862-868.



