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(Table 1) Demographic characteristics of nurses b XA=&
(n=273)

B o79] 2b3E SPSS ver 100 Program |45k o}
Frequency Percentage s

Characteristics ltem N ©0 o] Bttt
(8]
D kA2 B shge) ek S wne wpes
under %5 103 377 .
26~30 112 410 %@E}' B -
31~35 98 102 2) 7heAl @ 7kastAe] AEY A AH4e Aoy BEHA
aee 36~40 10 37 SR
(years) N
Al~5 3 L1 ) 75AL 2 7hEEhe) AEH A Aol t-test® ] wE-
46 over 1 04 -
A F
N0 Tesponse 16 59 o s
H A S e ~EG A% 159 A3 24
b“ddll?sm 125 9 7] AT Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient® 2918}
catholicism 20 7.3
celigion protestant 23 84 Atk
€ none 30 29.3
others 8 29 V. 917z}
N0 Tesponse 17 6.2 '
. single 172 63.0 1. CHARREO| UHIE EA
zzaagal married 5 311 ' ==
N0 Tesponse 16 59
1) ZEsARe] U £
diploma 194 710 ) _
VAl duld EMe <F >3 72tk
educational  bachelor 5 209 e 4 SHE < >3 Ao
level graduate 6 29 BAVES] ol 26~30417} 41.0%(112%), 254 ol8l7t
10 TESpOSe 16 59 37.79%(103%) 2 AA Q] 787%7} 30t ol&te] THEAIRLH,
under 3 g1 297 Fae Bt H9%6(125%) = 7 Wkl 2 o Rt
3 over~under 6 m 282 29.3%@0%)E AAsAT. A& vlEe] 630%(172%)
dinical 8 Zzg:ﬁigg ?2 ?2 122 2 o old olgnh w&FEES 394 st £l
career ‘ TL0%(194) = 7H wotom, =& 3d mleke] 2979%(81
12 over~under 15 17 6.2
(vears) 15 over~under 18 7 96 ), 61 TIRko] 28294(TDE WA 2] 579%7F AE 6 TRke)
18 over 3 11 ARSI e 93t 304%(83%) = 7HE B
10 Tesponse 18 66 o, Yk 154%42%), S84 0] 139%6(387) 2 The- 4
medical 4 154 A= ARslgon vex] 7hE w9 109 Buke) v]45:E ]
surgical 33 304 o Uehhgio
ICU R 139
) ER 20 73 -
HUTtSng NUR 15 55 2) 7tEstAle] dhty B4
unt OR 18 66 HEshe) AukA Exe <E 259 2ok
OBGY*DR 23 84 2SS9 ol 21417} 42.206(73%), 20417} 33206(66
others 18 0 )2 249) 804%E AARGO0, AL oAk 90456172
N0 Tesponse 16 59

2 QRS A Fus Euvl 346%(604), 7%
A7} 22006(38%), A7t 87%(15H)E 3 Fwst £
o] F oLt Fuw 335%(E8W)E AAEh S 3dA
OR: operating room tshae] 7.726(131%) 2 QA7+ HldAke] & AR,
OBGY~+DR: obstetrics and gynecology+delivary room o]£¢] hd2 n% 38HA(T57%) 01tk 1k 4dAl et

ICU: intensive care urnit
ER: emergency room
NUR: nursery room
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{Table 2) Demographic characteristics of nursing A9 243%42%)E ARSI, o|5& EF 43hdon o
students m=173) T Al EEA mEr)L A ehd 2817 Bk G o
%o) A% Y= SOl
Characteristics ltem  Frequency(N) Percentage(%)
0 6 382 2. EAlS ZhEEMO| QAL WRA| Xzt AER
21 73 42.2 20| Chet 2A
22 24 139
agelyears) o 3 17
o 4 2'3 ABANS} a0 AL AHA] Adshe ~Ed
’ 5. mals WS <X 3 7k
% over 3 17 o tigk B3 Hae <GE I Zrh
HEAte] GG 2EY AT 400140 R =2 Al &
sex fejale 17? 92: Fe gllont, astel das AEHATE 40010 2
male X
= Apd B3 71EAle FEAS "=A12), EA
pdien g WA GESAe) QEE ARG, DEAN B2
catholicism !
. (4.02), ‘TrestAd it g J2He FAIUOD' R ekt
religion protestant 38 220 ) ) e o
- . s ABAS) PP 2EA2T 300150 YL wHGL
others 9 12 FQyer vestod, esge] ey AEHATL
o8kl B3 gglck
educational  college 131 B 30 1"} ) i e
orAHO Sl sy 1= zJo| =
leVel university 42 243 Z__ /\]'94' Z_E‘]—g ] X]AO]-C "o ed ._____Eﬂ.__ ]' ]E
P ; 2z 2AsE B9 B FolA AR BE, T)s
educational third(3yr 131 5.1 B} _ .
A BE B WA ‘7S ANZFE A e E'j_/lkjl
orade fourth(dyr) P 43 g BE RAGE Wi HZrE s A 9] 7
(Table 3> The comparative analysis for the stress item between nurses and nursing students
Nurses(n=273)  Students(n=173)
Item content t D
Mean+SD Mean+SD
1. education room deficiency 2.98+.89 3.06£1.02 =344 731
2. manual deficiency 345483 3.24+.93 2831  .005*
3. tool and equipment deficiency 356+.89 3.21+.94 4411 000***
4. unfit hospital environment 372+92 3.36+1.01 4378 000***
5. the difference of theory and clinical practice(teaching) 350+.84 3.49+.94 655 BbI3
6. the indifferent attitudes of nursing students(nurses) 3.25+1.04 412491 -7.083  .000%**
7. the patient’s complaint about nurses 363+99 361+£91 1303 194
8. the improper appellation about nursing students 3.36+1.04 3.92+.98 -3.892  .000%**
9. the insincere answer of patients 348+92 35795 119 906
10. the rejection of nursing student’s nursing activities by 358+91 4.06+.83 -4.467  000%**
patients or caregivers
11. no support with other medical persormel 3.65+87 351191 2.638  .009*
12. the disregard of other medical personnel about nursing 3.66+1.00 4.01+1.04 -2.603 010
students
13. the discrimination between nursing students and medical 3.71+1.05 3.71+1.16 1021 .309

school students

*p< 05,

**p<005, ***p<0001



56

(Table 3) The comparative analysis for the stress item between nurses and nursing students(A14)

Nurses(n=273)

Students(n=173)

Item content t D
Mean*SD Mean*SD
14. the insufficient knowledge 3.70+.92 3.96+.85 -1.971 080
15. the indefiniteness of clinical practice’s evaluation standard 346+80 3.77£.9% -2752 007
16. the personnel alternation of nursing students 375+ 94 3.93+1.02 -1.482 140
17. the difficulty of systematic training 383+.84 3.73+.91 1554 122
18. the difficulty of showing an example about qualitative mursing ~ 3.83+.83 356+.82 3659 000**
skills
19. the lack of proper cases 3.23+.86 3.46+.96 -1.860  .065
20. the training of laying emphasis on observation 3.26+.85 3.40+.92 -1.065 288
21. the difficulty of practical applications through theory and 349+ 82 3.52+88 319 750
knowledge
22. the difference of how to learn between nurse and nurse 3.36+.87 3.52+.97 =118 906
23. the discriminated training according to colleges 3.26+1.09 351118 =308 .79
24. the burden about the clinical practice(teaching) 343+.86 3.79+.96 -2.739 007"
25. the difficulty of clinical practice’s adaptation{education) by 3.05+.95 3.25+1.23 -583 56l
personal character
26. the deficiency of mursing knowledge 360+.94 4.02+.34 -3566  .000%**
27. the deficiency of nursing skill 344+101 3.90+.89 -334  .001**
28. the lack of independence to nursing activities 346+ 91 3.56+.95 -424 672
29. the assistant role of doctors 3.73+.88 3.73+.99 339
30. repetative work 3.73+97 3.88+.94 -1.074 28
31. the occurrence of emergency situation 334+.98 3.06+1.04 7953 .000%**
32. the intensive concern about the nursing activitis by caregivers 316+.95 3.06+1.04 1439 152
33. the unkind behavior of co-workers 3565+.9 345+.95 293 004**
34, the lack of co-workers’ knowledges 3.30+.91 31291 3592 .000%**
3b. the evaluation about oneself 3.68+.94 3.53+1.03 28714  006*
Total 352+55 355+.53 908 365
*p<0b, **p<005,  *F*p<0001
& U, 2Esgel Bd $ARE 5, BAY et Edas deyon 254 ur 7S] okt H B
rastAe] @ AR Bl o YT v, hesA JEgth Qs 2EFAE 89 Harshd {HeAlE
o g B Slmge] FA BEHE A% WANE, A4 ¢ DBEC] 35602 /1 wgon, 870 3mz A1
3 A ol AAAFAE) ) diek BEg, e AA dehgodt s dikldArt 38082 18 =4 vE
o] BE Uwr|ee] B CSHAAE I, ‘TR BIAE wlom el 3 Vg S A el tsAle EshA)
A, Fasl AARE, A6 e B 5 10 Bl mE 87890 & 2Eds 2dl9g wolFth
Al BAAL R Fog Ao} el AsANS (ke WG BHA AZdsle F 2EF
EASh EIel QS mHA 2EAAE Ads 2 AEE EA40R o8 Aolrh UK ggkont ez
© 8804 g HlmEAL <GE 49k Bk QS BEA EAS A7 34 (p=.002), WA #Ap=044), 15 EF(p-041)
sed e BEHE 58 B 45A sEds T A 2ol FALCR Feld Aolsh Uhhgth
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{Table 4) The comparative analysis on the stress factor between nurses and nursing students

Nurses(n=273)  Students(n=173)

Stress factor t D
Mean+SD Mean+SD
environment (factor 1) 3.44+.65 32771 3086 .002*
personal relations (factor 2) 354+.73 3.80+.69 2034 .oM*
teacher’s / student’s role (factor 3) 3.48+.57 361+.58 -915  .362
nursing action (factor 4) 3.56+.66 353+.62 2061 041%
Total 3.52+.55 3.55+.53 908 365

*p< 05, **p<00Bb

(Table 5Y The comparative analysis on the relationship between the subjects’ stress and their

demographic characteristics

Nurses(n=273)

Students(n=173)

Characteristics Characteristics
T p T p

age 019 71 age 131 098
marital state 060 349 sex 007 928
religion 002 980 religion 123 119
educational level 0256 103 educational level 117 140
clinical career 034 602 educational grade 109 169
nursing unit 151 018"

*p<05 r= Correlation Coefficient
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A comparative study of the stress that is perceived
by nursing students and nurses in
clinical nursing education
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Purpose : This study was performed to measure the level
of stress that is perceived by nurses and nursing students

and promote the effect of clinical nursing education.

Method : the questionnaire measuring the level of stress
was developed by researchers and distributed to 200 nursing
students and 300 nurses in three provincial city, Korea. The
data was collected by self-reporting from March 1 to 15 of
2002. For data analysis, SPSS/PC was used.

Result : The stress score of nursing students was higher
than that of nurses. But it was not significant different in
statistics. The items that had a significant difference
between two groups were 17 items among the 35 items. The
factors that had a significant difference between two groups
were 3 factors among the 4 factors. In relationship between
the subjects’ demographic characteristics and their stress,
the only nursing unit had a relationship to their stress.

Conclusion : The level of stress being perceived by
nursing students and nurses was no significant different in
statistics and the subjects’ demographic characteristics that
had a relationship to their stress was only the nursing unit.
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