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Construction of the Structural Equation Model on Binge Drinking
among Korean Undergraduate Students

Seo, Ji Yeong

College of Nursing, Catholic University of Pusan, Busan, Korea

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to construct a structural equation model (SEM) that would describe the
binge drinking among Korean undergraduate students. Methods: Model construction was based on the theory
of planned behavior and prototype/willingness model, using the variables; intention, attitude, descriptive norm,
and prototype perception of binge drinking, alcohol use disorders identification test (AUDIT), and binge drinking
behavior. The analysis of data was done with both SPSS 20.0 for descriptive statistics and AMOS 20.0 for SEM.
Results: The binge drinking intention was found to have a significantly direct effect in influencing binge drinking
behavior. In addition, attitude, descriptive norm, and prototype perception of binge drinking were found to have
a significantly direct effect in influencing binge drinking intention. The final modified model yielded x°=374.2
(p<.001), df=174, x°/df=2.15, GFI=.87, AGF|=.82, NFI=.89, PNFI=.73 RMSEA=.07, and CFI=.94. Conclusion:
This study constructed a model that addressed the factors related to binge drinking and described the relationship
of these factors in influencing binge drinking among Korean undergraduate students. Findings from this study
can contribute to designing appropriate prevention strategies to reduce problem related binge drinking in under-
graduate students.

Key Words: Binge drinking, Intention, Behavior
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gttkal B 1 It (Chun, Sohn, Song, Lee, & Kim, 2003).
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A3 FolE(Ajzen, 1991)2 FFS A= P24
24 9% (intention) S AW} W, o=+ 3714 84 -]
% (attitude), F84 77 (subjective norm), A|ZHE A4
(perceived behavioral control)-¢ll 2J3 A& €= Ao]
ot Tt FHolv o5 59 Ay SOl g o=}
A7t A ko] Ar=o] 10% vk vk Har(Mc-
Millan & Conner, 2003)¢} T84 71H2 =8 oS5
32| F3rh= B al(Norman, 2011)E AlggEo|2ox A
VTS Aste die @A ok(Gibbons et al,,
1998)= =g o7 IAIFTE. o]l A (McMillan & Con-
ner, 2003; Rivis & Sheeran, 2003)-2 Al g o] 2] 3}
of FHA 1 diAlel 4 75 F ATV o=
AFE9 Qujsl= 7% (descriptive norms)2-
7S w AlggFol 2] PFolret 54 A5 o] &
| &3ich= Zlolrt, ¥¥/3 57432 % (Gibbons & Gerrad,
1995; Gibbons et al., 1998)olX= XZ-% U3 (prototype
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g AAE vt o 2 v 22 7MPd A BEE A8ttt
A, ﬁlQ“BEolLL I F5os
Z ooyt £8 FPF2 o= 5 I} (Johnston & White,
2003; Norman, 2011; Norman et al., 2007; Norman & Con-
ner, 2006; Woolfson & Maguire, 2010). B4, 22 A3 A
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F7382 8 (prototype/willingness model) 2] ¥4 (Norman
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2ol i3t 3o A= ou]sin, o= 74 Likert =, 127
wtoz PAE B0tk XZhE Qae] Al Az
Cronbach's a = 73~ 810]2tHGibbons & Gerrard, 1995).
T 2 Aol A71EAA Eao] the Balt 4w
HAZE wllg- o] o]& A A 11722, 11 A% Cron-
bach's & = 9309t} 3= Z=2 4 8 9, 10 £3Fe o
£ AjaRon, B4l £44E 28 BES o1 AR
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THE Fon, A T8 F ARHES F2A ¥4,
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HES FaA dod g TEA St A

rodzte] 7iQ1d B gl A Agto] A3 glom, 3=

Y BFE A7 Algehs 2lo] ofet 2377}
59 Ak AFstaL, U Ase disl A7AelAl
=E3A7IA ko, Ztzte] Adizho] Al AT olatel| Al AlF
HE 2 AEE 28] AR deN Fdet, 1
2Q7HE TP AlE s Al Ase AL A
S t7] S1sl B, Aeletal s F H7) A
o, 2219l AEAl=He g7 At &5
e AR $E A, AR s 370E Fol Ul R 2H
to]El= 2k AHAEct,

M
19
=2
=]
oo
of

£ A7 Wl ol
3t A& A, AT 2 579 AEEE SPSS/WIN

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Coefficient Correlations of Variables

MEE

20.05 o]gsto] £t oM, 2R H-L Amos 20.05 ©]
|sto] Attt 375 F 1R od B4 o)
sto] EAGaL, AT AFe FholAlE, REEATAT
(Nonnormed Fit Index, NNFI), ZAF A3t 215 9 2HRoot
Mean Squared Residual Approximation, RMSEA), & H]
WA A4 (Comparative Fit Index, CFI)Z &<15} 3t} &,
A 7 54 TY8E A5t B3] SAUdE o3
A& o]gsto] 72 YA HSS AAIGH A3 AUDIT
ofl gk 2 ollA vzl By o] Agert 7P E3tat o] 2
= v o2 7t Byl gk 7 HAS AT

-

M

1. G Hxte adtHel £4

m

AT IAE F 223 0 2 UubA 9l 542 Table 17 2
o}, AL ofx}7} 53.8%(120™) 019101, 13hdo] 19.3%(43
), 28hdo] 26.5%(59%), 38hdo] 17.5%(39%), 48hdo]
36.8%(821) o] Yit}. Yol 20th7} 85.206(190%) 0|0

(N=223)

Variables Categories n (%) or MESD Skewness Kurtosis — Attitude DN PP Intention ~ BD
Gender Male 103 (46.2)
Female 120 (53.8)
Grade 1st 43 (19.3)
2nd 59 (26.5)
3rd 39(17.5)
4th 82 (36.8)
Age (year) 20~29 190 (85.2)
>30 33(14.8)
School type College 73 (32.7)
University 150 (67.3)
Residential city ~ Seoul 72(32.3)
Other Cities 151 (67.7)
AUDIT AUDIT< 12 104 (46.6)
AUDIT>12 119 (53.4)
Attitude 19.84+6.49 -0.37 0.06 1
Descriptive norm 717192 0.18 -024 25 1
Prototype perception 41.17+12.48 -0.26 0.16 02 327 1
Intention 13.30£5.50 -0.43 -0.91 52 A9 .53 1
Binge-drinking 0.65+0.48 -0.61 -1.64 AT 39* 43 79%* 1

AUDIt=alcohol use disorders identification test; DN=descriptive norm; Pp=prototype perceptions; BD=binge-drinking.
*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2~tailed); **Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2~tailed).
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o] e} 1 3¢l E2aaL olo] Ase A
39| 7H A A BloluA] 9= A2 et dvky
22 7P B3 T Al BF | AR-E SAWS 7] At
23 #24 A3K(Table 1), HFE 7he] 44@4AI71 0.9 o) dold
tsa 49 EAI7E A1712 4 AtHCho, 1996). £ A7)
A 2270 &4 W 2 dREA AlS T 7P A UERd A
o] ZL-o|= o tigt HAY 3 o 73 7k =92
(p<.010)2 F 70 7te] AFAAA} w9 2 -5-oll= 7N
d 71 shE AlAs oF @k Bae (2011)2] 7l wi2}
Zgo|zo i3t o2 F3E AASHTE 1 9] W
09Kt Zom g B o] AR w4 7t thg34l 3] #A
£ oe Ao Aastgnt

= L
Aee=+

3. 7H8Y 2go| A

B o] 7P B (Figure Dol ot ARA5E x'=
564.1 (p<.001), df=181, x*/df=3.12, 712AFAG(Good-
ness-of-Fit Index, GFI) GFI= 80, A& A4 (Adjusted
Goodness-of-Fit Index, AGFI) AGFI=.74, RMSEA= 10,
NNFI= 86, CFI= 88 UElSITE &2 ¢I7-2] 7d 2] R3] e] &
#2571} 71EAe} vlmale] Ak o e ARherl ol
By o] gk Ao 2 Aehstirh(Table 2).

>

1) 2R £37%
FhaA mH ol 12 WRE fE Ao ol2H )

7, =24 g3 2 A (modification index)E o8
3k9itk. 44571 10 ool 9
A QAL o] vt eaksel sl exhd o2
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5] 0 X~
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o] FRAE SH8stel B Y-S sk

2) 7 By A=

2 Aol £ By AT AFE x'=374.2 (p<
001), df=174, x*/df=2.15 o2 Agst Ao Vehton,
GFI= 87, AGFI= 82, 58 EA4>(Normed Fit Index, NFI)
NFI= 89+ AdTEs WSstAe It ARt 7HRE 9
A%=Hr} 34 ZHo]9la, RMSEA= 07, CFl= 94, NNFI=
92, 7V Z 2324 (Parsimonious Normed-Fit Index,
PNFI) PNFI=.73, Zx}Hd 2505 (Standardized Root
Mean Square Residual, SRMR) SRMR= 05& 3AFTEFS
RHEsl itk (Table 2).

3) 7 2y g FRAT Fo8 AF 2 AN

B Ao 7MdA B elA AR 77l BE FellA] 470
o] B2t Hreofgh Ao = et om, A9 47} 2ot 774
& Figure 2-A9} 2t} AR o] TS| 3§
I Z5ome IS F= A a9 ] 5 4 F 8
A% A¥= Table 33 2}, F3905+ L2385 Ay
7} =S5 (y 11=28, p=.002), 7|1&TH A5t 5545
(721=.306, p=.003), & AZd 93 A7t =575y
31=.25, p=.027) &/ et o, A a3t AR
frolatqiet. 3o wel gt Z3E %, 7, 2 A48
L] A EL2 46,809}, F3 B2 Tt =45
F(B12=.82, p=.004) A Uekston, A5 &yt SAA S
2 oAl VRt aL, 2 (y 12= .23, p=.002), 71&Tt
H(722=29, p=.002), 2 AZtd LA (7 32=.21, p=.027)
2 7 2L Rl Ao R JEhgoH, 595 (B12=
82, p=.004), ZLEE(y12=23, p=.002), & 7]&7H
(722=206, p=.003)2 F Z7} FrJstdirt. = A&l
gk F2ole, Z3EE, 7T, 9 A1Z4E 930 Ay
2 64.8%9c}.

f
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(]

4) AUDIT 239 3l =& x}o] AZ
T By oA ZZo o} -5 5ol YIS vA= a2l
(o]

ol thall AUDIT A+¢] 123} AUDIT 3+ 22 7¢

¢

9o m, 1 A= Table 37 2t} HWA] AUDIT
TR (Figure 2-B)& AR, Z3o5E=
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x1=bad/good; x2=harmful/beneficial; x3=unpleasant/pleasant; x4=unenjoyable/enjoyable; x5=unhealthy/healthy; x6=binge-drinker of the friends/
peers; x7=frequency of binge-drinking; x8=smart; xX9=confused; x10=popular; x11=immature; x12=cool (sophisticated); x13=self-confident; x14=
independent; x15=careless; x16=unattractive; x17=dull (boring); x18=considerate; yl=engagement possibility of binge-drinking; y2=intention of
binge-drinking; y3=binge-drinking behavior; y 11=attitude—binge-drinking intetntion; y 21=descriptive norm—binge-drinking intetntion; y 22=
descriptive norm—binge-drinking; y31=prototype perceptions—binge-drinking intetntion; y 32=prototype perceptions—binge-drinking; 312=binge-

drinking intetntion—binge-drinking.

Figure 1. Hypothetical model with parameter estimates for binge drinking.

Table 2. Comparison of Fitness of Statistics for the Modified Model (N=223)
Indices n X df  x*df  GFI ~ AGFI RMSEA  CFI NFI ~ NNFI SRMR  PNFI
Hypothetical 223 564.1 181 312 80 74 .10 88 83 86 .06 71
Modified 223 3742 174 215 87 82 .07 94 89 92 05 73
AUDIT >12 119 311.7 174 1.79 82 76 .08 .90 .79 .87 .07 .66
AUDIT< 12 104 2714 174 1.56 81 74 07 93 84 92 .06 .70

AUDIT=alcohol use disorders identification test; x*=chi square; dF=degree of freedom; GFI=goodness fit index; AGFI=adjusted goodness of fit
index; RMSEA=root-mean square error of approximation; CFI=comparative fit index; NFI=normed fit index; NNFI=nonnormed fit index;
SRMR=standardized root mean square residual; PNFI=parsimonious normed of fit index.
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Table 3. Parameter Estimates for Modified Model and Standardized Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects (N=223)

Endogenous Exogenous Direct Indirect Total .
variables variables effect (p) effect (p) effect (p)

Total Intention Attitude (y 11) .28 (.002) .28 (.002) 47
(n=223) DN (y 21) .36 (.003) .36 (.003)
PP (y31) .25 (.027) .25 (,027)

Binge-drinking Attitude (y 13) -.03 (.829) .23 (.002) .23 (,002) 65
behavior DN (y 22) .00 (.914) .29 (.002) .26 (.003)
PP (y32) .82 (.004) .21 (.027) .21 (.035)
Intention (312) 82 (.004)

AUDIT > 12 Intention Attitude (y 11) 13 (1463) 13 (1463) .30
(n=119) DN (y 21) 47 (.002) 47 (.002)
PP (y31) .10 ((537) .10 (.537)

Binge-drinking Attitude (y 13) .05 (.752) .07 (.368) .07 (.368) 27
behavior DN (y 22) -.09 (.636) .24 (.006) .29 (.090)
PP (y 32) .51 (.015) .05 (.437) -.04 (.883)
Intention ($12) .51 (.015)

AUDIT< 12 Intention Attitude (y 11) .39 (,001) .39 (.001) 48
(n=104) DN (y 21) .21 (.056) .21 (.056)
PP (y 31) 31 (.022) 31 (.022)

Binge-drinking Attitude (y 13) -11 (.475) .33 (.001) .33 (.001) .70
behavior DN (y 22) .03 (.815) 18 (.054) .07 (.632)
PP (y 32) .85 (.002) .27 (.020) .30 (.036)
Intention (312) .85 (.002)

AUDIT=alcohol use disorders identification test; SMC=squared multiple correlation; DN=descriptive norm; PP=prototype perceptions; y 11=attitude
—binge-drinking intetntion; y 13=attitude—binge-drinking intetntion—binge-drinking; y 21=descriptive norm—binge-drinking intetntion; y 22=
descriptive norm—binge-drinking; y 31=prototype perceptions—binge-drinking intetntion; y 32=prototype perceptions—binge-drinking; 12=

binge-drinking intetntion—binge-drinking.
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Figure 2. Path diagram of the modified model.
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x1=bad/good;
x2=harmful/beneficial;
x3=unpleasant/pleasant;
x4=unenjoyable/enjoyable;
x5=unhealthy/healthy;
x6=binge-drinker of the
friends/peers;
x7=frequency of binge-drinking;
X8=smart;
x9=confused;
x10=popular;
x11=immature;
x12=cool (sophisticated);
x13=self-confident;
x14=independent;
x15=careless;
x16=unattractive;
x17=dull (boring);
x18=considerate;

yl=engagement possibility of
binge-drinking;

y2=intention of binge-drinking;

y3=binge-drinking behavior

*p<.05 **p< 01
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