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Z 28 g
(1983)e <f3ll 7= o] Park¥} Seo (2010)7F ®IQbstar wie} = A 77, FAA 72, AHETE 60, BAHZEETE 72,
Ae o gie @ NFEE HE3 2w A7y & ZAA ~Eld 76, A4 76, AFSA AA] 65 olth E
E# 2 X (perceived stress scale: PSS)E ARE3IATE A ZhH Aol A Cronbach's ae .86°|No, dkeldde #2172+ 79,
ZEHAE ARl delld Bdehs ddE 2EHAR A% S84 T4, diAEH 62, AARATE 74, 2AH 2E
He ARE s o 7 Bge Ad g9 Feoke 76, A 80, AFBA A 65 o] STk
el digk Apale] AT Aztel disiA o FAIskske] 2}
Aol duht A4 a8A =713 AzkeleAe] digh AEo o THA P&+
2 FAEY glow RBAA 43 FAHA 2] F e FHA PYES Z4357] $18ke] Lyubomirsky 9k Lepper

AN
o
ol
-
A

AFs doldv Azd uf ZHst

TR AL A Aol Y g HoldA Fert
1 sl Aom dAE A WHAslE dEL d=35ta
243 BAE AEgHow fHste ARE At 75
B3 2 10232 FAFo] glon, A Azt A
AANHE Likert2] 53 HE(0=43 ddch 4xd=m)- A5
ANHE H7t =855 BF A" ~Eds Awrt =
S5 9u|gt)l Park¥ Seo (2010)2] 7oA €] Cronbach's a
T 82FAA A7 77, FAH A7 74)0l0en, B At

#19] Cronbach's ai= .86(F-4% X7 87, TAA A7} 84)°]

A== Braskamp, Wise®} Hengstler (1979)2] =75
Kim¥} Ha (2000)7} 4 - B3t & 27839 A3Ee
T T FuntE #3S AQg 18-S AMEsth B =
v AEsty gHre] sk duky e w2 cdyk s 7
£, Aol digk AEA 1Ael digh IANEE sEE A
ot deE wH gl g cwHwE 3739, ag-shA
o] HANE 35O 4709 Felalom FAEY o
v, 53 Likert =24 A7t o575 doUSE2rt 55
S vt} Kim3} Ha (2000)2] AgolA =+t A= A
2= Cronbach's a¥= .920]0a, E A0 Cronbach's a:

91o]At

THE ”Eﬁ“i Yang, Kim, Yu, Parkﬂ Lee (2015)7}
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ai .84(Yang et al, 2015)°]M#E‘1 3119992l Cronbach's a
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S =48] 49 o AR 74 Likert HE(1=v]$
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A 28%7HA oA, AT SR FEA 8] 55 9
nghe}, Ete] AFEE Lim (2004)2] Atell A Cronbach's a
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o] Aitsl ddo] IEI 2 =T AAEA FolE HIF
T AUtk ARE Algsta zeHRl MHEoE Uskth =
g e Ase V8ol fAEY Fasiges ool B
Aea dyEAomnt AAgEy dydy ®na § oHrd
Aol xekd e v FoME Wi FPE AT

2 2184419k shdS 48hdo] 11278(56.0%), 3%t 88H
(44.0%)0] 3L FaE Furt 1249(62.0%) 22 7HF Eokth
A28 AA A 0 AET) 162H(81.0%) 02 71wk

2 307 Y7t 639(31.7%) 0%
7V Bdkem, = viAlE Slee o 2~43]7) 8778(43.5%) 2
2 7P gtk FdHe Aol e AUt 1867(93.0%)
o7 oo AHAHL 35~4.00] 87HME3.5%)E T
Bt AZE ARAHE 25 A9 1127(56.0%) S

= 7V warek

<Table 1> Demographic Characteristics and Differences in Subjective Happiness (N=200)
Variable Categories n % Mean+SD t or F(p) Scheffe
Gender Female 199 99.5 5.03£1.03
Male 1 0.5 4.75+0.00
Age(yr) 21.84+0.89
Junior 88 44.0 4.89+1.09
Grade Senior 12 56.0 5.13£0.97 1.65(.100)
Christian 36 18.0 5.11£1.10
.. Buddhism 11 5.5 5.18+0.94
Religion Catholic 29 14.5 5.2340.94 0.86(:465)
No religion 124 62.0 4.93+1.04
Perceived High 4 2.0 5.06+0.99
SNV — Middle 162 81.0 5.04+0.99 0.08(.923)
Low 34 17.0 4.96+1.25
Dormitory 59 29.5 5.03£0.99
Residence Rent 84 42.0 5.06£1.05 0.19(.828)
Parental house 57 28.5 4.95+1.04
<19 28 14.1 4.96+1.07
Allowance 20 ~ 29 56 28.1 4.88+1.13
(10,000won 30 ~ 39 63 31.7 5.16+£0.92 0.66(.622)
/month) 40 ~ 49 35 17.6 5.07£1.03
> 50 17 8.5 5.15+£0.97
No 27 13.5 4.84+1.15
<1 /month 78 39.0 4.96+0.93
Alcohol 2~ 4/month 87 435 5.14£1.07 075(:526)
2~ 3/week 8 4.0 5.06+1.15
No 186 93.0 5.07£1.01
Smoking Past smoker 12 6.0 4.35+1.28 2.86(.060)
Current smoker 2 1.0 5.38+0.88
< 3.0° 12 6.0 4.23+1.11 5.19(.002) a<c,d
Grade point 3.0 ~ 35° 78 39.0 4.86+1.04
average 3.5 ~ 4.0° 87 435 5.28+0.95
> 40° 23 11.5 5.07+0.98
Poor® 22 11.0 4.42+1.09 11.01(<.001) a<c,d
Perceived Moderate” 112 56.0 4.87+1.03 b<d
health status Good* 56 28.0 5.39+0.80
Very good’ 10 5.0 6.13+0.68
SH=27ts WS ES|X| 22(3), 2016 8Y 297



Z 20 9
40] 3.0 Tgkel shaJo] 3.5~403 40 o4Fel AenT: F FEOE #=2400 AatRol
A gEgre] WRATHF=5.19, p=.002). A 7€ ARSI} F
At vhs Frhn gzishs shgol duitkn $HY Shgn Fo GEgel GEe nAE 89e dohus] sk |
o, Azke A7dEE wig S SHE Sho] mgolet AR FHH PE FoT TS Fe dvH 54, 2
ST ARG A AEge] Al YERTHF=11.01, A= 2EHAEAA, FAH), AU, 397 oned
p<.001)(Table 1). 23 skl gisk S1A1A FAEA S Akt Table 3)
2 wA FARA Bl ojF RS BEFAA
S iSOl X|ZtEl AER A HIOFE, A g Ay, HERD 39 %S Durbin-Watson©] 1.866 %
3| SEE Y FEY WS FE 20 TPHE ghom 9AF 3 ARAt vt B F gle
v, desdds 24 23 33 (tolerance) = 0.1017
Ztadfeidel AzdE AEHS dewsis, glhawe o vrEREAL, BAFARIANVIF)E 10mvhe 2 vEeR) o
Foha @Bl Bite Table 29 ATk AZE ZEdA 4 FAYY BAV Qi Ao® FAEch web g9RaS
EE 22120384, AEUEHEEE 39520517, B Algatr] fe 71 27HEE S5 AT
3.60£0.417, F34 A5 FH HiFE 21.11x4.13%0x magAE R Wsiege] EAFow folsiA yehdt, 7t
7 HAER Bk w Wit 50341037 ISck Tyl kg WRE A% 9ol felsl Frhskgon,
<Table 2> Descriptive Statistics of Research Variables (N=200)
Variable Categories Mean+=SD Range
Stress Negative perception 2.38+0.77 0-4
Positive perception 2.05+0.61 0-4
Total 2.21£0.38 0-4
Major satisfaction 3.95+0.51 1-5
Resilience Self confidence 3.64+0.63 1-5
Relationship 3.80+0.58 1-5
Positivity 4.05+0.63 1-5
Coping ability 3.40+0.75 1-5
Social support 3.96+0.60 1-5
Emotional regulation 3.20+0.63 1-5
Structured style 2.92+0.87 1-5
Total 3.60+0.41 1-5
Subjective happiness ltem 3.03+1.03 -7
! pp Total 20.1144.13 4-28
<Table 3> Hierarchial Linear Regression Analyses Results
Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
b SE Beta 0 b SE Beta yo) b SE Beta 0
(Constant) 2.75 0.37 <.001 5.18 0.72 <.001 2.33 0.79 .004
Perceived health status 0.51 0.09 .36 <.001 0.27 0.08 .19 .001 0.17  0.08 12 .025
Grade point average 0.23 0.09 17 .009 0.07 0.08 .05 348 0.04 0.07 .03 554
Stress_positive perception -0.52 0.11 -31 <.001 -0.33 0.10 -.20 .001
Stress_negative perception -0.36 0.08 =27 <.001 -0.26 0.08 -20 .001
Major satisfaction 0.35 0.12 17 .003 0.07 0.12 .04 539
Resilience_self confidence 0.39 0.10 24 <.001
Resilience positivity 0.28 0.10 17 .005
Resilience social support 0.24 0.09 .14 011
R’ 17.1% 43.1% 53.4%
Adjusted R’ 16.3% 41.7% 51.4%
R’ change 26.0% (p<.001) 10.3% (p<.001)
F(p) 20.32(<.001) 29.42(<.001) 27.35(<.001)

b: unstandardized regression coefficient, SE: standard error.
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HE 2yol g AAA AR A, A PEgel o ol 3eHA Al A ZtE ~EY A A FA ol A
FE FE 21 AEH(B=12, p=025), ALE Z2EHZ 3 EEL A(B=42, p<.001)0] wiHEFE Z e Ao
A AZHB=-20, p=001), AZE 2EZ|2= FAH A7 2 v wiRee sRuEye 3, v
=-20, p=.001), 3|Ee2Ad 2pal7h(B=24, p<.001), 3JEetelA °] 13% S7tstdom, viZiRiee] 3]s & EA=
_3AR(B=17 p=.005), 3HEFEF ALS]H A A (B=.14, p=.011) AL W A7g¥ ~EHATL F R 1A= @3
o|9lal, SHWMFESY] AU GFgES Azt 3 EEEA, (B=-37, p<.001)°], 3|EeteS FAI8H7] He] FTHB=-.60
A7te ~Ed s 544 Az}, A48 2B~ FHAY A7 p<.001)Er} A oLl Sobel test fll A= folsk o=
S|l HerE A 3, SEeEAd AEA AR, A3H £ol ERLKZ=-5.67, p<.001), S|Ee o] X7H ~Ed 29 FH
At A QEuzte] fAlNA FEul a9l 2 EAE
FAE AR H3dEe gk FEASS 27.35(p<.001) At
2 g Fo3 AoE yehgon, AgEe 53.4%0]UT sk 3| Ay FHE AET e JEacldaE wiA
H AFuso diste] F3A 57l 5] Eehe] 4 9
X|ZEl AEQYAQL FEE SHE2H0A 3| =ER{MO| N EHE A5 A3 Table 5), 1HANA EEE F
7N = 2} #2 gu7d fFost JIgS mHE Ao LH(B=34,
p<.001), AIFUFHE7} #SFE FHH EolA| =
FHA YR FgE HA= M F ALE 2EH~ Aoz et 29AloA HAF3EEE A 35
of tigh s|EetEgo] A Putoe upanE ASe G Fo3t JEFS WA= Ao e p<.001),
A3NTable 4), 1GANAN A Z4H 2EHAE T34 P57t AERNELETl 2575 JRagido] Fo s ¢ F
frolst s v A= AoZ YERKB=-.60, p<.001), X|Z+¥ AT 3EANA] AFEES} A Al A
2EY 2L BREFE FHA &) molAe AS & F AFNEHEE FAY P5gtd foldk JIFS wxA Fort
Atk 29 Al A Z4E 2EaE vyl S5 A Sobel test AIHZ=5.65, p<.001), 3|EE-HA p<.001)<
3 JFS mRE Ao YEhKB=-54, p<.001), AZE W)= ste] FA GBI o8k JIgS = Aoz
ZEY 2T UEE FEEEo] ZoAeE AE ¢ T 3 e, Adewssel a7 i gte] dAleA 3 HekE Ay
<Table 4> Mediating Effect of Resilience on the Relationship between Stress and Subjective Happiness
; Independent 2
Step  Dependent variable variable b SE Beta t 0 R
L . (constant) 8.16 0.31 26.62 <.001
I Subjective happiness Stress -1.06 0.10 -60 -10.42 <001 33
. (constant) 4.74 0.13 36.66 <.001
2 Resilience Stress -0.38 0.04 -54 -8.92 <001 28
(constant) 3.17 0.77 4.12 <.001
3 Subjective happiness Stress -0.65 0.11 -37 -6.07 <.001 A48
Resilience 1.06 0.15 42 6.96 <.001
Sobel test Z= -5.67 (p<.001), SE: standard error.
<Table 5> Mediating Effect of Resilience on the Relationship between Major Satisfaction and Subjective Happiness
. Independent 2
Step Dependent variable variable b SE Beta t 0 R
L . (constant) 2.33 0.54 4.29 <.001
I Subjective happiness Major satisfaction 0.68 0.14 34 5.01 <001 A1
. (constant) 2.18 021 10.51 <.001
2 Resilience Major satisfaction 0.36 0.05 44 6.91 <001 19
(constant) -0.86 0.56 -1.53 128
3 Subjective happiness Major satisfaction 0.16 0.13 .08 1.24 218 .38
Resilience 1.46 0.16 .59 9.46 <.001
Sobel test Z= 5.65 (p<.001), SE: standard error.
sH=2ta WS sts| x| 22(3), 2016 88 299
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Factors Influencing Subjective Happiness in Korean Nursing
Students

Kim, Eun Man" - Yang, Young Hee? - Lee, Haeyoung® - Yu, Mi*

1) Professor, Department of Nursing, Sunmoon University
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Purpose: The purpose of this study was to determine subjective happiness related factors in Korean nursing
students. Methods: A purposive sample of 200 nursing students was recruited for the cross-sectional survey design.
The instruments were perceived stress scale, major satisfaction scale, resilience scale, and subjective happiness
scale. Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, hierarchical linear regression, and the Sobel test for testing
mediating effects. Results: The mean score of stress, major satisfaction, resilience and subjective happiness was
2.21, 3.95, 3.60 and 5.03, respectively. Perceived health status, stress positive perception, stress negative perception,
resilience_self confidence, resilience positivity, resilience social support had significant effects on subjective
happiness. Explained variance for the subjective happiness was 53.4%. Resilience had a partial mediating effect in
the relationship between stress and subjective happiness (Sobel test: Z=-5.67, p<.001). Also, resilience had a
mediating effect in the relationship between major satisfaction and subjective happiness (Sobel test: Z=5.65,
p<.001). Conclusion: Based on the findings of this study, nursing intervention programs focusing on improving
resilience are recommended to improve subjective happiness in nursing students.
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