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(62.7%),
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Paplau (1977)

, 1998).

1
24%- 48%
0.2%
( , 1998).
W o0d(1998) ,
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10%
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41%
, 25%
70%
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8 y 10 )
7 , 7 32
2000 9 5 9 15 50
1)
Rogenberg(1965)
self-esteem scale (1972)
10 4 3,5 8,9, 10 ,
10 40 )
Cronbach's a = 0.78 ,
8081
2)
(2000) 7 3
, 123 , 7 21 ,
Cronbach's a = 0.524 , 6062
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Window SPSS program (v.10.0)
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Pearson correlation
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1.

6,130 3 1579 (25.8%), 1 1782
(29.1%), 2 2706 (44.1%) ,

2826 (46.1%)
3304 (53.9%)

, 2437 (39.8%), , 2,014
(32.8%) . 4375 (71.4%) 76
(1.2%) . 2915 (47.6%),

3,165 (51.6%)
5704 (93.1%) , 7 :
490  (8%),
412 (6.7%)
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n=6130
() (%)
2915 476
(1) 3165 516
50 0.8
2382 389
55 09
1993 325
(2) 21 03
1579 258
100 16
3 1579 258
1 1782 29.1
2 2706 44.1
63 10
5704 93.1
/ 115 19
166 2.7
25 04
66 11
54 08
344 56
640 55
490 8.0
465 76
(485.1%) 377 6.2
358 58
348 5.7
317 5.2
403 6.6
321 52
237 39
412 6.7
(44.3%) 323 53
269 44
369 6.0
290 47
467 76
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1)
1634 (26.7%) . 842 (13.7%)
625 (10.2%), 1269 (20.7%),
691 (11.3%), 359  (5.9%) 458  (7.5%)
< 3>
n=6130
() (%)
842 137
625 10.2
1269 20.7
691 113
1634 26.7
359 59
0 0
458 75
252 4.1
T otal 6130 100.0
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1950 (31.8%)
2-3 1367 (22.3%)
: : 10
788 (12.9%), 256 (4.2%), 117 (19%), 139 (2.3%)

(17%) 102 (17%)

y 10 1 1
: : (26.7%)

- 28 -
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4>

(%)

n=6130,
10
2-3 4-5  6-7  8-9

1950 1640 508 217 65 549 904 297
(318%) (268%) (83%) (35%) (L1%) (90%) (14.7%) (4.8%)
1101 1367 707 323 142 548 1578 364
(180%) (223%) (115%) (53%) (23%) (89%) (27.4%) (59%)
456 688 470 340 184 783 2689 522
(74%) (112%) (7.7%) (55%) (3.0%) (128%) (47.9%) (85%)
327 435 335 269 153 788 3212 611
(53%) (7.1%) (55%) (44%) (25%) (129%) (524%) (10.0%)
125 119 105 77 47 256 4758 643
(20%)  (19%) (L7%) (13%) (08%) (42%) (77.6%) (10.5%)
104 43 22 33 14 117 5134 663
(L7%) (0.7%) (04%) (05%) (02%) (19%) (83.8%) (10.8%)
102 42 26 22 12 139 5117 670
(17%) (07%) (04%) (04%) (02%) (23%) (835%) (10.9%)
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10 40

28 653 (11.1%)
40 5 (0.1%) , 10 1
2743+ 403
5>
n=6130, : (%)
* )

10.00- 13.00 6 0 1
14.00 4 1 2
15.00 5 1 3
16.00 12 2 5
17.00 23 4 9
18.00 33 6 14
19.00 46 8 22
2000 104 18 40
2100 165 28 6.8
2200 228 39 107
2300 305 5.2 159
2400 381 6.5 223
2500 518 8.8 312
2600 534 9.1 403
2700 606 103 50.6
2800 653 111 617 27.43(x 403)
2900 588 100 717
3000 421 7.2 789
3100 337 57 846
3200 266 45 89.2
3300 220 37 929
3400 135 23 95.2
3500 114 19 97.2
36.00 77 13 985
37.00 58 10 995
38.00 22 4 99.8
39.00 5 1 999
40.00 5 1 100.0
Total 5871 100.0

missing 259
T otal 6130
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7 21
19 799 (17.5%)
21 773 (17.0%) , 7 1
17.96(+ 255)

6>
n=6130, : (%)
* )
7.00 0 0
8.00 0 0
9.00 1 2 3
10.00 21 5 7
11.00 51 11 19
12.00 77 17 36
13.00 140 3.1 6.6
14.00 182 40 106
15.00 329 7.2 178 17.96(x 255)
16.00 347 76 255
17.00 512 112 36.7
18.00 597 13.1 498
19.00 799 175 67.3
20.00 716 157 83.0
21.00 773 170 100.0
T otal 4557 100.0
missing 1573
T otal 6130
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26.56 1851
16.67
ANOVA
.000
7>
n=6130,

(meant SD ) F sig.
(n=802) 2783+ 4,05
(n=598) 27.80+ 3.99
(n=1221) 27177+ 402
(n=659) 2757+ 4,05 )

9.351 .000

(n=1574) 2709+ 3.96
(n=350) 27.12+ 412
(n=0) -
(n=433) 2656+ 4.10
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8>

n=6130,
F sig.
(meant SD )
(n=802) 18.32+ 253
(n=598) 1851+ 252
(n=1221) 18.45+ 2.32
(n=659) 18.28+ 2.33
39.280 000
(n=1574) 17.98+ 241
(n=350) 17.02+ 264
(n=0) -
(n=433) 16.67+ 2.90
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Duncan test

Scheffe method

0.05

1,23

2 6534 1
(p=.000). 1 3 1.1956 1
(p=.000). 2 3 5422 2
(p=.040).
< 9>
Sig.
Group3 .
Group1 1.1956(*) .2057 .000
Group2 6534(*) 1155 .000
Groupl
- B534(*) .1155 000
Group2
Groups 5422(*) .2140 040
Group2 - 5422(*) 2140 040
Group3
Groupl
- 1.1956(*) 2057 000
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Duncan test 0.05
1,2 3,4
Scheffe method , 1
2 3784 1
(p=.000). 1 3 05422 1
(p=.000). 1 4 1.7692 1
4 (p=.000). 2 3
1.0449 (p=.000). 2 4
1.3908 (p=.000). 3 4 3459
0.05 (p=.301).
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10>

Sig.

Group4 17692(%) 1345 000

Groupl Group3 14232(%) 1491 000
Group?2

, 3784(*%) 8.278E- 02 000

Group4 1.3908(*) 1316 000

Group? Groups3 1.0449(*) 1465 000
Groupl

, - 3784(*) 8.278E- 02 000

Group4 3459 1808 301
Group?2

_ *

Group3 , 1.0449(*) 1465 000
Groupl

, - 14232(%) 1491 000

Groups3 - 3459 1808 301
Group?2

_ *

Groups , 1.3908(*) 1316 000
Groupl

, - 17692(%) 1345 000
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11>

n=6130
2-3 4-5 6-7 8-9 10
mean mean mean mean mean mean mean
(+SD) (+SD) (+SD) (£SD) (+SD) (+SD) (+ SD)
2778 27.21 2738 27.24 2787 26.86 27.80
(+ 407) (+408) (392 (*420) (+367) (+411) (+405)
2769 27.14 27.16 2747 27.00 2754 28.00
(+ 403) (+4.18) (+397) (*392) (+406) (+374) (£ 409)
2776 26.78 26.09 26.94 2741 27.10 2751
(+ 402) (+424) (395 (395 (+402) (+395 (+ 408)
2175 2671 26.74 2683 2672 27.02 2740
(+ 402) (¢ 431) (+399) (375 (+398) (+401) (+ 406)
2753 27.15 26.16 2632 2664 2539 2767
(+ 401) (+425) (415 (+388) (+383) (+432) (t4.11)
2750 26.69 2659 2565 26.82 2641 2747
(+ 405) (402 (£551) (@ 370) (+324) (+452) (£ 400)
2752 26.67 26.12 25.12 2559 2508 26.94
(+ 402) (+403) (+484) (@*373) (+270) (+427) (t423)
__ 280
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10 2 9
U shape
12>
n=6130
2-3 4-5 6-7 8-9 &

mean mean mean mean mean mean mean
(+ SD) (+ SD) (+SD) (+SD) (+SD) (+SD) (+ SD)
18.22 17 .64 17.98 18.29 18.19 17.98 1852
(* 25.2) (= 2.62) (+ 250) (£ 239) (£ 253) (+ 220) (+ 243)
18.33 17 .46 17.82 18.00 18.30 18.30 18.38
(= 257) (= 2.69) (+ 254) (£ 241) (£ 222) (£ 239) (+ 239)
18.39 17.06 17.33 17 .67 1791 18.18 18.16
(= 246) (= 2.73) (+ 263) (£ 259) (£ 227) (£ 230) (+ 247)
18.43 16.86 17.18 17.24 17 .49 17.88 17.96
(= 240) (= 2.78) (+ 272) (£ 270) (£ 253) (+ 232) (+ 246)
18.25 16.92 16.04 16.16 16.65 16.58 17.13
( 242) (= 2.82) (+ 280) (£ 276) (£ 263) (+ 293) (+ 269)
18.14 16.95 15.36 15.14 1532 15.69 16.96
(= 246) (= 2.92) (+ 284) (£ 265) (£322) (+390) (+ 260)

18.14 17.10 15.95 14.80 15.38 1750 16.59
(= 246) (= 2.84) (+ 278) (£ 309) (£ 287) (+261) (+ 284)
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.000

.002

ANOVA
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13>

sum of df mean . sig.
squares square
Between Group 34554 6 57.590 3541 002
Within Group 9084458 5586 16.263
Total 91190.12 5592
Between Group  458.05 6 76.341 4.698 .000°
Within Group  89731.21 5522 16.250
Total 90189.26 5528
Between Group  781.99 6 130.331 8.021 .000°
Within Group  87303.29 5373 16.249
Total 88085.28 5379
Between Group  960.08 6 160.013 9.882 .000°
Within Group  85625.39 5288 16.192
Total 8658547 5294
Between Group  599.33 6 99.889 6.158 .000°
Within Group 8533942 5261 16.221
Total 85938.75 5267
Between Group 187.32 6 31.220 1918 074
Within Group  85259.78 5239 16.274
Total  85447.09 5245
Between Group  464.87 6 77479 4767 .000°
Within Group  85060.77 5233 16.255
Total 85525.64 5239

‘p< 0.05
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ANOVA 000
14>
n=6,130
saunres square Fo sig.

Between Group 37071 6 6179 964 000
Within Group 28000897 4370 6.409

Total 9119012 5502
Between Group 490.28 6 81714 12797 000
Within Group 2757120 4318 6.385

Total 2806147 4321
Between Group 939.22 6 15654 2489 000
Within Group 2624282 4173 6.289

Total 2718204 4179
Between Group 125138 6 20856 33367 000
Within Group 2560006 4097 6.251

Total 2686045 4103
Between Group 151530 6 25255 4121 000
Within Group 2489169 4062 6.128

Total 264069 4068
Between Group 105866 6 176.44 1918 000
Within Group 2500890 4037 6.195

Total 2606756 4043
Between Group 98850 6 164.75 2660 000
Within Group 2500297 4037 6.193 26,601

Total 2500148 4043

"p< 0.05
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pearson correlation

(p=0.000).

< 15>

0.155

Pearson Correlation 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed)
5871
Pearson Correlation 155(**) 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) 000
4387 4557

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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A bstract

Relationship between the level of Sexual Contacts and
Self- Esteem, Self- Assertiveness of Teenage Girls

Who Have or Had Boyfriends.

Lee Sun Kyoung
Dept. of Nursing
The Graduate school

Yonsei University

This is a cross-sectional descriptive correlation study that aimed to
understand the relationship between the level of sexual contacts during the
dates and psycho-social factors in teenage girls who have or had boyfriends.
The purpose of this study was to describe the relationship between sexual
contacts and self-esteem and self-assertiveness .

The subjects of the study were 6,130 teenage girls who have or had
boyfriends. They were selected convienently 12,733 teenage girls from 254
secondary schools located in 7 large cities and 9 provinces in Korea.

A structured questionaire was used it included items one general

characteristics, the levels of sexual contacts, self-esteem and self- assertiveness.
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Seven levels of sexual contacts were rated they were holding a hand, putting
arms around each other's shoulders, kiss, french kiss, touching breast, petting
genitalia, and sexual intercourse during the dates. Self-esteem and
self-assertiveness were measured by the* Self-esteem scale” of Rogenberg
(1971) and the questionaires developed by S. B. Chang et al(2000), respectively.

The self-reported questionaires were collected from October 2, to October
28, 2000 and analyzed by using SPSS 10.0 Program. The data were analyzed
by descriptive statistics, reliability, One-way ANOVA with Duncan method &
Scheffe method.

T he results of the analysis were as follows.

1. An average Percentage of the respondents who have (46.1%) or had
(53.9%) boyfriends was 48.1% (n=6,130) and the most common sexual
contact during the dates was french kiss (26.7%, n=1,634). While 7.5% (458)
of respondents had a sexual intercourse, 13.7%(842) of respondents didn't

have any sexual contact during the dates.

2. Distribution of starting point of the first sexual contact demonstrates
that 1,950 respondents (31.8%) held partner's hand at the first date and 1,367
respondents (22.3%) put arms around each other's shoulders at the 2nd or
3rd date. Sexual contacts such as kiss, french kiss, touching breast, petting
genitalia, or sexual intercourse were experienced mostly at the later than the
10th date. However, surprisingly large number(1.7%) of respondents had

genital contact and sexual intercourses at the first date.

3. The means of self-esteem and self-assertiveness scores of the

respondents who have or had boyfriends are 27.43(x 4.03) and 17.96(x 2.55),
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respectively. The range of scores for self esteem was 10-40, 40 with most
self esteem. The range of scores for self assertiveness was 7-21, 21 with

most self assertiveness.

4. As sexual contacts proceeded, the means of self-esteem and
self- assertiveness values decreased. In detail, the respondents having no or
light sexual contacts (kiss, putting arms around each other's shoulder,
holding a hand) had similar self-esteem values(p< 0.05). However, ones
having relatively intensive sexual contacts (french kiss, touching breast)
showed significantly lower self-esteem values(p< 0.05). Same trend has been

obtained for self-assertiveness value.

5. The higher values of self-esteem and self-assertiveness values the
respondents had, the later they started the moderate sexual contact (kiss,
french kiss) during the dates. Interestingly, among the respondents having
intensive sexual contacts (petting genitalia, sexual intercourse) during the
dates, those who experienced the such contacts at the first date or later than
10th date have higher self-esteem and self-assertiveness values than ones
experienced the such contacts during the 2nd 9th dates, giving U-shape

curve.

6. There was a significant relationship between self-esteem and

self- assertiveness in girls who have or had boyfriends(P< .001).

In conclusion, the research shows that self-esteem and self- assertiveness
values are significantly related with the sexual contacts of the teenage girls
who have or had boyfriends. These results strongly suggest that proper sex

education program for teenage girls should contain the program on
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improving the self-esteem and self-assertiveness. We believe that sex
education program is the one of the best ways to prevent the unwanted

sexual contacts and pregnancy of teenage girls.

Key word: teenage girls, dates, the level of sexual contacts, self-esteem,

self - assertiveness
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