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W, AFH 02 A= 9 i Eres et
1. 7o ey raEeEe Ao Aol A& JIg=
X7 €}t o8 W, BA 2L 7 EA A
o5d ARt 9 JAFTxY Rk A ow7) 824, e, 514, 9394, 7lex T oy HFe]
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g Mulze] 2R S a7k rh A EzAA oA FTrte] o BYAG ATl A4 vEhe
H| 0] A S 93 =89 SR AFEAV|gs g Ark. 2Ejsle] 22 FALE o] AT EE Y-
B AQEAAKRITER AlddE H2S 283stu L2 ZTEAIE " AT B5A0 475
At} ol AFHoR FYslr] st AqEAS < 71thsk7] ol@tH(Cho, Hong, & Kim, 2001).
Ale 718H R ERAQ JAaFed T Al A AEAL 1] 22 g 7)ed g sEE 7t
ERlozA ] e FHo] Fasitt T AERIEC] o 2AsA dFE FAsH, 5
UIARES Thekgt SA6A o] Al didRE Al 1=o] Affe7t aFEe A9E LaH, A&
I A5A BAE st 289 875 FAAFT 2 del ARg]gh= Q1AEE(cognitive domain
olo} 3l FAld vl AR dHE BAS learning) % 78585 (psychomotor domain learning)
FAslodol slBRE AR FPS 9ste] TTALEAA Tl o] Rt Weis & Schank, 2002). H¥3
A ETHE 4Aoth(Ahn, 2007). 53] A|9HE 7+5 %58 (professional caring competence)< 3}t
AAIe] tdAE dlRRe] W, YRS ofE £ A A3} 7)ol glol] AT, 2lodF 3 1zt
g 59 #AE B¥H R A3 e HMISeR = MAen A& 2] U & e 78
ol57] tiglolA FHA BAE FuAl e 9rki S ¥} (Thorkildsen & Raholm, 2010). A&
20] g3l (Whetten & Cameron, 1999). = d A AR 71A7F 2 d4le o] Fo] WHshEwA
FAES] AV HRdE HHEA] ekan, oAl A o gt Ade Bes FAdstn, Algd gk A
o)z kom & dZ4] (solution—focused) 2] tha} & 9145l (Weis & Shank, 2002), U432 <A
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d= UIEAE E%aL, 2= $ekom (Jeong,
2007), g 234 JrtanES e AT S
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A&7} 71golo] ATAE, Feloa A Qe
NdHoln H&Es T4t g § de T8
@51 (Thorkildsen & Raholm, 2010), ©] A7l

A& Dagenais®t Meleis(1982)7} sl Oh 5
(2009)°] W93 Nurse Self-Description Form
(NSDF) 2.2 Z%3t Hpoltt,

o, o7 3O
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Yol 5 golun SilbEEHol WEY BY
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e doloe] BFHod HE AL We=

Agagnt. aeln At dAEtE ATEAd Sl
shn Aoz Felgrhs AEEINE st

3. 7T

1) Jr ey SH=TF

Whetten®} Cameron(1999)¢] 7H&3at =]z <]
A% Ae ZARETF(Diagnostic Surveys for
Supportive Communication)& Oh 5(2008)°] ¥
qat A AMSIAT AAE oataBe dA A7t

1—_7]]. —3}._‘—_—_
9/]/\}1\—%% Elscls (Whetten & Cameron, 1999).

79 &2 ATAT Aol H|doA gAkaF
o] dx], vAslA] ¢ka, weHelA] ¢deor KA
© L] JatnT, ARl o AZAe] e
A%3 A& Yalad 2ol A gglm A=A A
Ao Xt 2082 74 Hol sler, 4 &%
& Likert®d 64 =2 J90E "ok dett

13-l A "wl$- Fef@l 63704 HA 2084 FHa
1208744101, H47t =655 i tangsdo] w2
AL 9ugt} AlFxE Oh 5(2009)2 AFoMe
Cronbach’s a=.86 ©|1, & A4 Cronbachs
= .880|3lt}.

2) A5y =T

Dagenais®} Meleis(1982)7} 7W&slal Oh %
(2009)°] WHAsle] AHg-3F Nurse Self-Description
Form& AMESIAT) o] =7+
#4, 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, 12, 16, 17, 18, 19%3}),
AF-EE(1, 2, 3, T2, 1Y, 13, 14, 15
o2 FRE 3, AXAES FFFFeR T
to] ARSSHAY e FSY iR AR

Aretsdet. o] AFellME T AA ArE
. & 1989 R 7] glen, ARl
GErao] e Al gt oudAE &
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Aol A “wl§- Holuty 58742 A 954-lM Hu
12087441018 A7t 255 AEd @55l =
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4gele sets de
, BEAIA HEAE
e, A4 Al B F o ARl 5

o 8%E 153

FH9 AE SPSS PackageS o]&ste] HAAEA
2] 39

D) AQEAZISALE] dwkd 543} ikhged, A
4 e dee NE, 9is 97, 259
S AbESh. AkhEed SHETM 7Y
A 2 A T Azsl] ZAssn

2) el A wYd vAE 9% tF
AN

b GrrEsY WEE Xt SHEs Fol
A WSrE, T, A3, AFAL Wee 7
F(dummy variable)H2lstlon, 4L HA
EE FCH7E ol AdAHT WA HE S
WA (stepwise) & A3t

Im. A7 Zat
1. AFCiYRte| Ety S

AT EAe] B AR 40.0410191H 30, 40
7 72.0% % kol dolial, oAz thi-iel
©m(98.7%), 71€c] 123%(80.4%)°10tt. Fu=
71507t 60H(39.5%) 22 7 Bska, Fue 47
H(77.3%)22 7P gsken 494 Zio] 2
(18.7%), WELdESd/Agte] 69 (4.0%) co= ‘Jr
Bt A9 e 20%(13.1%), F4F 57H(37.3%),

Table 1. General Characteristic of the Subjects N=153
Characteristics Contents n(% M=SD Range
Age* 20-29 (27 3) 40.0+ 7.84 25~57

30-39 68(45.3)
40-49 40(26.7)
>50 10 0.7)
Sex Male 2(1.3)
Female 151(98.7)
Marital status Married 123(80.4)
Single 30(19.6)
Religion* Protestant 60(39.5)
Buddist 3(15.1)
Catholic 20(13.2)
None 9(32.2)
Education* 3 year AD 116(77.3)
4 year BSN 28(18.7)
MSN above 6( 4.0)
Region Seoul 0013.1)
Pusan 7(37.3)
Incheon 6(30.1)
Gyeonggi 0(19.6)
Length of work 60 months < 5(17.0) 142.1+¥92.44 1~392
experience in 60 months ~ 120 months 0(27.2)
months* 120 months ~ 180 months 35(23.8)
>180 months 7(32.0)
Length of time 12 months < 3(29.7) 28.3+34.07 1~252
in months in 12 months ~ 36 months 1(42.1)
present position* 36 months ~ 60 months 6(17.9)
>60 months 5(10.3)

* Excluded no answer
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A 469(30.1%), 471 308 (19. 6/)i ekt SRE 3.64eR FHEG ot wE ot A
th & 27AYe W 1420€ela, @ Bk 2 AN P 22 HeE e 232 T
T 738 e B 2870t AR Eobele el W (3.82)019a o
For UedRde] ¥Fs w2, d3e FHsH
2. ATCHLRL oMaE SH MEHSH Busta AFsor @ e A=A A FPstaat
she oA (3.80) 0100, 7P w2 HeE v &
1) rtassd &2 Ale] 7R ololtolE dvht F535IH dvht
AT gARe] fataEsee Het 90.34 1%l er B ARSI 9%E A Zoleka AskEA
A 864, Hx 11649 MeIE Uehilie. 3 g el (3.37) 10Tk
ToRE 45508 F3HT oRF = etk
AtaE sl 7 B AE vl B Y 3. et SYof| mE oALESH HEXSH
= url-m ol fla FHI7F A AlgES vskelAl
etk (5.07)01%a, 1 e e datasd AFodate] dutd EAo] wE oiiged
Bl *M%H PI7Ee AEts AU i AeAsgte] WS AT gl 7
o (5.05) 0108, 7P B HeE vkl 232 F, AFo] Wobdel wet AkhE HASTTE ke
e uel Ziiig sl o e A Hete] 74 #, 30thet 40th o]de] A= iLoﬂH frel @ izt
1

29l F=wS Frh"(3.31) ] ATt

2) HAEAed o frefg 2 H ‘%E‘rlﬂ‘”ﬁ‘r(F 2.817, p=AO41)4
Agidare] dEdsHe W 68.4%01%0eH AEAeH 2 2FAYG wetd zelrh giflen, 9
HA 5034 i 9039 WSS Hehhddth T AaEsE I TRVAR A3t FAtAS 3l ol

Table 2. Level of Competency in Supportive Communication

ltem Score

Mean+SD

1. Understanding clearly when it is appropriate or not 4.74+ 76
2. Helping others recognize and define their own problems 4.82+ 78
3. Being completely honest in the feedback 4.48+ 94
4. Solution focused feedback 4,31+ 95
5. Negative feedback 3.31£1.17
6. Correcting someone’s behavior 4.25+ 94
7. Being descriptive in giving negative feedback 4.27+ 91
8. Always suggesting specific alternatives 4.29+ 94
9. Reinforcing other people’s sense of self-worth and self-esteem 5.05+ .75
10. Conveying genuine interest 4,75+ 76
11. Not talking down to those who have less power 5.07+ .81
12. Conveying a sense of flexibility and openness 4.84+ 74
13. Striving to identity some area of agreement 4,70+ .84
14. Always being my specific feedback 4.42+ 82
15. Not dominating conversations 4,50+ .83
16. Taking responsibility for my statements 4.46+ 93
17. Usually responding with a reply that indicate understanding 4,66+ .75
18. Generally asking "what” questions 4.42+ 81
19. Holding regular, private meetings 4.54+ 95
20. Being clear about coaching or counseling 4.38+ .82
Mean+SD(Range) : 90.3+9.42 (86-116) 451+ 47
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Table 3. Level of Competency in Professional Competence

lterns Score

Mean+SD

1. Your drive 3.47+.72
2. Your reliability and dependability 3.80+.66
3. The degree to which you remain objective and impersonal 3.50+.69
4. Your ability to change 3.562+.70
5. Your ability to grasp ideas 3.47+.71
6. Your ability to inform others 3.41+.74
7. Your ability to stay with a problem persistently 3.69+.77
8. Your desire to adapt yourself 3.80+.64
9. Your independence to thought and action 3.61+.74
10. Your resourcefulness in thinking and action 3.68+.77
11. Your ability to discriminate between the relevant and the irrelevant 3.73+.59
12. Your ability as a leader 3.41+£.72
13. How sociable you are 3.74+.73
14. Your overall interest 3.82+.77
15. How sensitive you are 3.67+.70
16. Rate your desire to master 3.60+.68
17. Your desire to add to the available insights 3.62+.70
18. Your intuitiveness 3.72+.64
19. Your power to create 3.37+.68
Mean*SD(Range) : 68.4+8.59 (50-90) 3.60+.45

Table 4. Differences in Supportive Communication Competency & Professional Competency

by General Characteristics N=153
Communication competency Professional competency
Characteristic Category F/t F/t
M=SD Tukey P M=SD Tukey
Age(years) 20-291 87.2+10.92 4.5569 .012 70.2+ 9.66 428 653
30-392 88.0+ 9.72 (2*3) 69.0+ 8.49
>403 92 .4+ 8.68 68.1+ 8.54
Gender Male 89.0+ 7.07 -.194 .847 73.5+12.02 837 .404
Female 90.3+ 9.47 68.4+ 8.58
Marital status Married 90.7+ 9.20 .986 .326 68.1+ 8.50 -.873 .384
Single 88.8+10.32 69.7+ 9.01
Religion Yes 90.5+ 9.46 374 772 69.8+ 9.36 917 434
No 89.6+ 8.94 67.4+ 7.74
Education 3-year AD 90.3+ 9.22 .019 .985 67.8+ 8.82 -1.299 .196
4-year BSN 90.3+10.12 69.8+ 8.09
Region Seoul 85.5+ 9.16 2.817 .041 64.8+ 9.89 3.465 .018
Pusan? 92.3+ 7.89 (1*2) 71.0+ 8.70 (1*2)
Incheon® 89.5+ 8.74 67.6+ 8.06
Kyeonggi* 90.8+12.13 67.2+ 7.14
Length of work 60 months < 91.1+ 8.94 1.820 146 70.8+ 8.63 1.228 .302
experience in 60~ 120 87.8110.34 68.3+ 9.05
months 120 ~ 180 89.56+ 8.80 66.5+ 7.70
>180 months 92.3+ 9.30 68.56+ 8.81
Length of time 12 months < 90.9+10.24 .130 .942 67.8+ 9.50 268  .88b
In months in 12 ~ 36 90.3+ 8.23 68.56+ 8.23
present position 36 ~ 60 90.2+ 9.70 69.7+ 8.32
>60 months 91.7+10.37 69.0+ 9.40
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ERREAEIERESS

3 2pol7} JATHF=3.465, p=.018). = FAXA £ 24 34 (solution—focused), 21oigt H|Ao|H]
o ZFate B sAPE MEAY 25 teAbEt oJrra%e] A (congruence), BIHSAY B8R
ranE Y Heot ATl =4 %3 = R A< (descriptive), FEaFe] 9
AlB(validating), A2 <& (specific), %59
4. SASSHOo| MEEsHo| o|x= dF 24 (conjunctive), &l et A (owned), A
A2 733 (supportive listening)9] 871 £4E& 714
ESHHTRE AtaEsY oldd dwkA SRS 3 glen, gidAtete] A dAE olFE A =
(%, &5, Tu, 24838, AFA, F 497 A& Fa tt (Whetten & Cameron, 1999). %]
2 dA AE7IhE XIS stepwise WA A ortaEe FEAlAle 4 FEr]&olg)
Wl ofele] HF RYeME HEA e Feelle & 4 9Jed Lim3 Kim (2008)9] #Y =Z4E
2 NI ARoITHF=317.76, p=.001). & sALe] AT S AR A AAF €
AT eHol EoE a8jn A¥o] ders A AteE7IE] 7P e Aer vkt ol2is A3t
A5l 2 2o vekth JikaGedol A € AsAEdAE AAH SatiE 7Ee] FE53 =
Ao tigk w2 32.9%01%0eH, d¥e] F s vl Zolgt & < vk 28y BAlE e
7¥A 2.5%57VIR T & 39140 o3 dEe BRI E T2A AGAS] SN A GFRE|
35.4%°10tk. AT TYH ARe] AHEHIS W A AZae| e =S Algeta, T3 BAds Fe] F
te34dde] BAle BAPA8 = (Variance inflation 4 9ge J3sln v AQEAZAEAE
factor)7} 1.039 #=2 Uehllol tsaidd 4le ARAA YAtaE T ol Hrh 2o Zlow A
AATE. Zrgitt, ZtsAbe] oAtaETIES tidAtekel A5
WAEE 2 FAE fste] aela AR #
v.= 2 AZRE A3le] 7|EFHeR F9= He J|go|ng
oo g wHI FHL AEHHOoR o|Fojzof T
o] A= BN 27 3Rl HASAE did Ao Attt
o LT TYH ARATHS dolha YAtaE o] AFolM AHEAZTALY AEATHE B
sl AEH s nAe dFE ARt 68.440|9len EIPET 3.68oT HE oo
o] AFlA BUATALY] JAlrFEH e BT bttt o] dAFelMel 4 =7 R 43 Oh &
+ 90.3"0|a, T 45802 F3b o)t & (2008)<] 1tellA] RN-BSN Z4A& Hit 74.0%,
T2 Uepiglet. o] dyaret §dd mye S YT 3,142 Yeht RN-BSN 948 @
Oh 5(2008)¢] A RN-BSN Z94& #H < FEoldtt. AAde v eud Bo e
90.14, 3% 4.58 02 A9 fARE FE<1 Ao < BAtsA] HAEATES BYslel a6t A
2 YeRth ol RN-BSN £S04 1Ha g 5o o, old] ¥-g317] 913 wo] of2] w3l F
A 2F8taL ' AFEe] tiFEelr] Wil FeR de Folo] o]FoAaE oy ddAer wEe
AtgELh o] AFolA AMES A A Al SHE FEdS F2T 4 JthKwon, 2001 Yang, 2005).
Table 5. Factors Affecting on Level of Professional Competence N=151
Independent Professional Competence
variables B SE B R’ Adj R? t p VIF
Competency in 0.56 0.06 0.61 .334 .329 8.64 .001 1.03
supportive
communication
Age -0.19 0.07 -0.18 .364 .354 -2.48 .015 1.03
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ABSTRACT

Effects of Competency Level in Communication on Professional
Competence of Public Health Nurses

Ahn, Yang Heui(Professor, Department of Nursing, Wonju College of Medicine, Yonsei University)
Kweon, Eun Kyung - Choi, Eun Seong - Gu, Eun Jin(Student, Department of Nursing, Wonju College of Medicine,

Yonsei University)

Purpose: The study was done to describe competency level in communication and
professional competence of Public Health Nurses and to test effect of competency level in
communication on professional competence of Public Health Nurses (PHNs). Methods: A
correlational research design was used and 153 PHNs working at nine Public Health Centers
(PHCs) in four Metropolitan cities agreed to participate. Participants completed a structured
questionnaire measuring the study variables with socio-demographic characteristics. Data
were analyzed using descriptive statistics and multiple regression analysis with the PAWS
Statistics 18. Results: The mean of competency level for communication and professional
competence were above average for the test instruments utilized (90.3 and 68.4
respectively). The level of communication competency differed by age and location of PHCs,
and professional competence differed by location of the PHCs. The level of communication
competency was the most important affecting professional competence and explained 32.9% of
the professional competence. Conclusion: Nurses with better communication competency had
more professional competence. In the future, repeated study is needed, and communication

program is needed to develop and train PHNs to improve their professional competence.

Key words : Communication, Professional competence, Public health nurses
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