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x 4+ 8.2 & op
M 2 Adgt 98-S FA Hh(Lasiter, Marchionde, & Marchiondo,
2012; Prato, 2013).

7o Hed A2 FodllMe dsusate] el gk ks
7o) K (Lasiter et al., 2012; Prato, 2013) Zt&3tAjo] 32
Aoy dAEFS Bl oAU AHH HsETE FoAlM A¥ste toAte] g PEE Hudka jovt
Betal Aegdo 2N toAtEAY 7|EAQ] TEHE ZEA (Anthony & Yastik, 2011), oA E txgAdo] Ttaws
FthKang, Kim, Kim, Oh, & Lee, 2015). ti¥¥-2] 7+5384Y Aiolvh dBAFAN Ae Fuldd 2 G dsixe
S EEolA ?J*o*él%ol g AL A YA A9l &zl vt glk 53], 5ol JdAFelA e
o2 HfFY Aolm T TE Peet tuev)e] whHE, AtREE Adske FeEldte A4S getste A dRAEE
AEAA 75 9 20 2o, AN e] BiAFE F el #4E WA ® ohdet tsEgo] miefe] tsAL
o7 ®He 2EYHXAE stz Ati(Wallace, Bourke, 7F H9S o Feg PEs AieE wsdte 247 2

Tormoehlen, & Poe-Greskamp, 2015). ©|2]3t ~E# A Qo= Zolt}.,
A9Aeln B AY T o8ele BEGe o5 AW sty e] qEgrdo] sojordt oAl T PF
st FEEAYAl oA 7R AAAQ A Bt Al glsta raate] Fedte] gAY towso] mlAe
174, #4, a=a 2 T4 AgA oeess ¢ F 3l Gl tig A7E T AsiMe FARTE Bisia
TH(Babenko-Mould & Laschinger, 2014). Al gkgl w0 o] X E|ojol dTHTecza et al.,
Hoel, Giga®} Davidson (2007)S QAHd<golA] FAGala 2015). Anthony®} Yastik (2011)2 4’5ol 2hadAgo]
gz gtk wAle] zizsAel dwkAQl Adelgn ASARTEH F@ste FEldel dig AAAFE EUE F
1929, Ferns®} Meerabeau (2009)S 7tS3tAio] Qi< 205730 AT wHo o] FH3 AE S =T (Uncivil
& gt BEART 2IS5AA B AE ol ZHg wt Behavior in Clinical Nursing Education [UBCNE] Scale)’ S 7H
e g Ttk FEFAA FSARe] BE Aol T watgla, aRIEA T FFAS Bl s S AAT 2%
Eﬂﬂ gPEo 15 e ~EY A Qolojw(Wallace et gto & $743}o] UBCNE ScaleE ¢H/d3+I thAnthony, Yastik,
. 2015), AR 715} onR] A A eirt 1, MacDonald, & Marshall, 2014). Z2Ju x| F7A] IUoll& o]
7t ol Aody HAAY B4, 1gjn S HETAR 3 of 22 AFEF7L 7l & AFAELS Anthony$} Yastick
goll FHAR FEFoR Agate] kor FTALRAS G (2011)9] %7] UBCNE Scales =] wWdstay =79 4l
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Step of DeVellis” scale L Scale .
& Content of organization . Objects
development (items)
: ‘ Approval to tool developer ‘ ‘ Anthony M. ‘
l
‘ Forward translation ‘ ‘ Three bilingual nurses ‘
I-1II.
u ! UBCNE
Determine the 20
measurement (20) A nurse who majored in English
Back translation literature and Nursing science, and a
nursing professor who experienced at
U.S. hospital
!
L1 | revi . . .
V. Ttem pool reviewed Content validity (1) Seven nursing faculties
by expert
! K-UBCNE (20)
: ‘ Face validity ‘ ‘ Fifteen nursing students ‘
!
: ‘ Content validity (2) ‘ ‘ Five nursing faculties ‘
V. Consider inclusion of
validation items \
Construct validity K-UBCNE
(exploratory factor analysis / (2016-13)
confirmatory factor analysis)
l
I Two-hundred ing student:
VI. Administer items Criterion-related validity E 3S) WOMUNCIEEs MuTsing stucents
|
Reliabili
VII. Evaluate the items . cliabi lt[y
(internal consistency) K-UBCNE
l (13)
VII. Optimize Scale length‘ ’ Confirm to Korean version

Note: UBCNE (Uncivil Behavior in Clinical Nursing Education)

K-UBCNE (Korean version-Uncivil Behavior in Clinical Nursing Education)

NIS (Nursing Incivility Scale)

<Figure 1> Research procedures based on DeVellis’ scale development.
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25 SH0| AMMSUIM HHsi=s FalE SR SH=TO| EEre} MET

< TAERES WUkl F2 Wielw Huslde A 291 32 .70tk
o =¥49l 89l% %5604 F2E g 4 gonz
(Sousa & Rojjanasrirat, 2010), 21w 3]l varimax 3|7 <] () gelz QoA
g FEEHE AF"“b‘?‘”‘ﬂﬂable ). 29 IfrEk(eigen 1A @RI ogd It Hd FEE AT
value)o] 1.0 ©]/4Ql A F AA W F AwEE H&0] 5% 7] 93te] A1-&-3}=E(Shin et al., 2010; Williams et al., 2010),
o199 AL AgRGon], B BEACl 03 olgelwy B Aot g4 2QRMe Fd A4E K-UBCNE %
Hdl .9l A ddix|7t 40 o] 32 AEEA BrT 1670 23, 370 gl s AR a1t A4
upebd 7] g gl AR TP 2 edl Yo He7ke HAES] de] AMOS 21.0 Z2I#E o] &ate]
o] 047l 2333} £315, g gRle] o|Fer F3 gl 2dEA skt
® 2177 23199 aMe ALsta 167 #del diEiA
Tl QR1EA & A3t O 27] #1H 29124
w7 3 Sy B9 A%gws B e BE
@ 23 ©2A1 Qo1& Fhol A F(x/df), AthAEA|9=<] goodness of fit index [GFI],
221 g2 QIR AN 167] Fdo] 37le] eqlow B root mean square residual [RMR], root mean square error of
FEATE 891 12 67 B3, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10)°]1 821 19 approximation [RMSEA], F#4 %4 normed fit index
o3 A= vE&S 17.96%°]1A T 291 2+ 571 &3, 2, [NFI], comparative fit index [CFI], Z2&]al ZFE&EA]42I
4, 6, 1401, 221 20f 23] A== HES 16.96%°]|ATh adjusted goodness of fit index [AGFI]E &-83F &<1& 99l
29l 32 70 2311, 12, 16, 18, 20)°m, 221 3] <fsf A A AASITE o] W, FholAlE2 pkel 05ET 2 A5
BEE HEE 14.68%010 01, FAA golEM o A A A2 b Gt Aol7h 05ET Zolok Shal, GFI, AGFI, NFI=
BE BE2 49.61%c10th 22k E4A aQlEA el AAl 4 FHa J00]%delolof skt 900 deld mEe] A=t
FEE 84093, 9HE Byl 89l 12 .79, 89 2% .79, 2o thWilliams et al., 2010). Z7] 217 QA EMox 23
<Table 1> First Exploratory Factor Analysis of UBCNE" Scale (N=200)
ltems Component
1 2 3
2. Rolled their eyes at you 77 18 .16
1. Embarrassed you in front of others .76 13 .05
6. Was flippant when talking to you .68 23 17
4. Used an inappropriate tone when speaking to you .65 32 -.02
14. Raised their voice when speaking to you 57 .02 35
17. Talked about you behind your back A7 12 41
8. Avoided giving you report .04 .76 13
5. Avoided taking report from you .16 .68 .09
9. Appeared annoyed when you asked a question .06 .68 .34
7. Appeared bored when receiving report from you 24 .65 .05
10. Made you feel you were not important to the patient's care 17 .61 .19
3. Gave you an incomplete report 12 42 .04
20. Refused to help you .16 25 72
12. Ignored you when you asked a question 12 .30 .64
18. Did not pass on patient information that you should have been aware of .05 .19 .62
16. Told you to go ask your instructor -.01 .04 .56
11. Walked away when you were talking to him or her 15 -01 52
19. Told you that you were incompetent 41 .16 A48
15. Did not involve you in a patient care decision you should have been involved in 25 29 37
13. Made snide remarks about student nurses 28 .01 34
Note: UBCNE is Uncivil Behavior in Clinical Nursing Education
KMO(Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin)=.85, Bartlett's test: x°=1150.840 (p<.001)
SH=Zts WEEs|X| 22(4), 2016 119 541
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<Figure 2> Second confirmatory factor analysis
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<Table 2> Second Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Reliability of Each Factor (N=200)
Factor tem No. StandgrQized Corjcept Extractiqn distributed GreToells el
(Name) coefficients confidence index
8 .64
9 71
Eiztli;én 5 62 83 50 7
7 61
10 .60
1 71
2 .76
Eicr:ferm; 6 67 83 50 79
4 62
14 52
20 78
;aecffl";f i) 68 80 58 68
18 Sl
R AEY ulEl3.18+0.60), EA1(3.14+0.65), 717(2.60+0.60) (2013)2 Vel =7AMTESA ASdTelA AAdeR
ol e ASEY WyiE ASE e Wl Slo
WEEEE HFo| ZslEolol dvtn FFsiiet. oo &
o Al EA4 we ddHAFAA sAIRRE AFs) $TE DeVellis (2012)¢] =770 2Hgol| whet A= HE
= e Aol Wrt ofye} WREYE, HMEYE, YR, SAETE
AT RS AR5 5% o FrHdEe W = AAA R HE313
22.55419921, 22417} 43.0%, PP 8.5%c]Uct A 5ol %‘*JQS@W BSARTH Aske Feldtel
o] P HTH(t=-6.98, p<.001), 22417} 244 ] K THF=4.90, el Sy 7Hdolu o] 8o (7] wiie] £ =79 7
p=.003), LRFEtYo] AYRRTK(=-2.94, p=.004) LA FeAA YEE Rl fa WA 2] A eQlwA s AAls
ToARFE Afshke Tl =0t EAACR frolsh Aed FE3 oAb o2 tEEAe] s ve Ao
E3Th @9, EEAYEe] AEFAN Fede BEE Akt F315 USAte A ag ARtsd vE 3
Al 2E3AK3.48+0.77), SA H 5 2H2.85+0.96)2] o] AN 7R &e Ho| ke g9l Ralgko] 4omvtoz Ag)
Aan, didAte] SRS EE AFTEE(3.67£0.76), A/FEE i, w7 oAb W7E Qe 3ol vell el e g
TEE(3.1840.76), WFAEF FATEE(2.96+0.75) oAt 2ol Uk, £F19 FFsAls YolAl FeaitiaL g Zo] 3l
PIds UEE(F=862, p<00D)et dYHEF WANHE the Qo] olFer RIHEHJTE FAZ FA7} oHtt
(F=7.75, p<00D)ellx] EEatAt Bgolzta w3l o] sitiete 232 AAste d7abel A A A
ThE ]—‘:— A HETE I FolM THEAIREE AEsE T EXA 235K Sousa & Rojjanasrirat, 2010). AFAE &
gto] A=} folsl/] =9kthTable 3) g5 AENNS o, £33 FH5S ALdse gz ey
2t G A olEistedl Felvt slvkn ddsila,
= 9| 72 £39e B, B32 5 fA1E Adez dd
sto] FAACE AT #& 15 BT ALt AAg
K-UBCNE SAET Jjjde| aiH=Er EM 47le] 2818 AW B UBCNE Scaleol A= 231173 A A5}
3 yeA] 37 3 12839 ¥ UBCNE Scaleol] *3}a}
ARl AFE HeiMe A= B B P58 = A=, ols BAA 89l B o|8F ZAV} ofd ik
TE AHEStE Aol wi§- Fe3ith Shin §(2010)2 2007 o] odte] 2918 &3t WiRlolr] wEolth
3} 200813 9] Journal of Korean Academy of Nursing®l #AE g, olu] QQltxy) Y AfdE FEEH Q%19
=EES BAY A3 279 AHEs wug wRd v P4 AR AAAFE AU QRN AN
7o) BEEE Hud m=Re 362%e BFee mrel B Ed wrel 994 H R 5 do(Willans &
Bl Wik 7]Ee] S7bEeloltE ekt 9k Kang Onsman, 2010). ZL2}sto] 2w 8-Sl varimax 2] gk
=7t st x| 22(4), 2016 11
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<Table 3> The Difference of Incivility in Accordance with the General Characteristics

(N=200)

Incivility (Total)

Variable Categor n % MeanxSD
oo ° Mean+SD tof F
(0)
Male 29 14.5 2.50+0.48 -6.98
Gender
Female 171 85.5 3.12+0.43 (<.001)
21 51 25.5 3.08+0.48
a 4.90
22 86 43.0 3.14+0.41
Age(year) 22.55+1.84 (.003)
23 26 13.0 2.88+0.64 b
24<® 37 185 2.82+0.49
Yes 17 8.5 2.70+£0.57 -2.94
Transfer students
No 183 91.5 3.06+0.47 (.004)
Nurses 3.48+0.77
Patients or families 2.85+0.96
Incivility from person during clinical Instructor 2.69+0.85
practicum Peers 2.66+0.96
Doctors 2.44+0.91
Other employee 2.31£0.94
Dissatisfaction 9 4.5 3.15+0.28 %
Satisfaction in major” Moderate 69 345 3.67+0.76 3.08+0.48 ( ;‘3 6
Satisfaction 122 61.0 3.00+0.51 ’
Dissatisfaction® 32 16.0 3.21+0.55 8.62
Satisfaction of clinical practice™ Moderate® 101 50.5 3.18+0.76 3.10+0.43 (<.001)
Satisfaction® 67 335 2.84+0.50 a>b
Dissatisfaction® 50 25.0 3.19+0.45 775
Satisfaction of practice environment” Moderate® 110 55.0 2.96+0.75 3.04+0.45 (<.001)
Satisfaction” 40 20.0 2.80+0.56 a>b

“In regard of interpersonal relationship, ‘bad’ variable was excluded due to low number of observation
* For compare subcategories, these variables were classified with three groups. Very dissatisfaction group included in dissatisfaction, and very

satisfaction group included in satisfaction.
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Validity and Reliability of the Korean Version of a Tool to
Measure Uncivil Behavior in Clinical Nursing Education”

Jo, Su Ok" - Oh, Jina"

1) Master’s student, Department of Nursing, Graduate School, Inje Unviersity
2) Professor, Department of Nursing, Inje University, Institute of Health Science

Purpose: This study aims to develop a Korean version of a tool to measure uncivil behavior in clinical training
to examine the experiences of nursing students. Methods: The “Uncivil Behavior in Clinical Nursing Education
Scale” was developed by Anthony and Yastik in 2011. This study procedure was based on DeVellis’ instrument
development guidelines. Data were collected from 220 senior-year nursing students from four different universities
in four different locations. Two hundreds surveys were analyzed using SPSS software and AMOS. Results: Out of
20 questions, 13 were selected after reviewing the content validity, face validity, construct validity, and reliability.
The factors of the Korean version scale were specified as “exclusion”, “contempt”, and “refusal.” The general
characteristics of the subjects that showed significant differences in the occurrence of incivility were gender, age,
transfer student status, level of satisfaction with clinical training, and level of satisfaction with the clinical training
environment. Conclusion: The “Korean-Uncivil Behavior in Clinical Nursing Education Scale” was partially
modified to account for differences in language and culture, but its validity and reliability were verified. We
suggest that nurse educators and supervisors will be able to better understand the relationship between nurses and
nursing students in clinical training.
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