o= " Journal of Korean Clinical Nursing Research
.4 Vol.24 No.3, 303-312, December 2018

ISSN (Print) 1598-9186 | ISSN (Online) 2287-3694
https://doi.org/10.22650/JKCNR.2018.24.3.303

0
S
k>

ZE0{0] [HDt Bt
10l DIXls @Y

g4y 5txg?
Vol el 25 30g, D Alek e ks skt R

Impact of Response to Violence and Resilience to Burnout in
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Purpose: The purpose of this study was to identify the relationship between response to violence, resilience
and burnout and to investigate the factors that affect burnout in emergency room nurses. Methods: Data from
237 nurses in 15 emergency rooms were collected using a structured questionnaire. Data were analyzed using
SPSS 23.0, and the analyses included descriptive statistics, t-test, Mann-Whitney test, ANOVA, Kruskall Wallis
test, Pearson correlation, and hierarchical multiple regression. Results: Burnout was positively correlated with
response to violence and negatively correlated with resilience in emergency room nurses. Response to violence
(B=.466, p<.001), resilience (3=-.308, p<.001), and religion (3=-.131, p=.011) were significant predictors
of burnout, and they explained 39.9% of emergency room nurses’ burnout. Conclusion: Response to violence
and resilience were identified as significant factors affecting burnout in emergency room nurses. Therefore, it
is necessary to develop strategies to cope effectively with violence and to develop programs that can strengthen

resilience.
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Table 1. Characteristics of the Participants (N=237)
Characteristics Categories n (%)
Gender M 26 (11.0)

F 211 (89.0)
Age (yr) 21~29 134 (56.5)
30~39 76 (32.1)
>40 27 (11.4)
Marital status Single 163 (68.8)
Married 74 (31.2)
Religion Yes 76 (32.1)
No 161 (67.9)
Education level 3-year college 98 (41.4)
Bachelor 78 (32.9)
4-year college 52(21.9)
Master 9(3.8)
Position General nurse 190 (80.2)
Charge nurse 26 (11.0)
Head nurse 21 (8.9)
Total career (yr) <1 36 (15.2)
1~<3 52(21.9)
3~<5 36 (15.2)
5~<10 59 (24.9)
>10 54 (22.8)
Career in emergency department <1 62 (26.2)
1~<3 73 (30.8)
F<5 35 (14.8)
5~<10 52(21.9)
>10 15 (6.3)
Perceived risk of violence I do not feel any risk 4(1.7)
I sometimes feel at risk 136 (57.4)
I feel often at risk 75 (31.6)
I always feel at risk 18 (7.6)
I don't known 4(1.7)
Frequency of violence experience (week) None 38 (16.0)
1 127 (53.6)
2 36 (15.2)
3 20 (8.4)
>4 16 (6.8)
Absent from work due to physical violence Yes 5@21)
No 232(97.9)
The person who caused the violence Patient 165 (69.6)
Patient's family 59 (24.9)
Doctor 10 (4.2)
Others 3(1.3)
Types of violence experienced 1 stage violence (word, swer word) 165 (69.6)
2 stage violence (language threat) 59 (24.9)
3 stage violence (physical threat) 1(0.4)
4 stage violence (physical demage) 9(3.8)
Others 3(1.3)
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Table 2. Response to Violence, Resilience and Burnout among Participants (N=237)
Variables Categories M=SD Min Max Range
Response to violence Emotional responses 3.11+0.82 1.00 5.00 1~5

Physical responses 2.48+0.92 1.00 5.00
Social responses 3.39£1.56 1.67 5.00
Total 2.6510.82 1.00 4.73
Resilience Hardiness 2.30%+0.60 0.00 4.00 0~4
Persistence 2.41+0.58 0.00 4.00
Optimism 2.37£0.73 0.00 4.00
Support 2.87+0.66 1.00 4.00
Faith 2.04£0.68 0.00 4.00
Total 2.38+0.54 1.67 3.18
Burnout Emotional exhaustion 3.244+0.59 1.00 4.00 1~5
Depersonalization 2.84+0.93 1.00 5.00
Interpersonal relationships 2.661+0.81 1.00 5.00
Personal accomplishment 3.02£0.94 1.00 5.00
Total 2.92+0.60 2.14 3.62

o) JE = Table 20} 20} tlbA}e] ZeA ol gt Fuke o] & AR Urehdeh tARte) Ado] Folat Aol S 1
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Table 3. Response to Violence, Resilience, Burnout according to Participant's Characteristics (N=237)
Response to violence Resilience Burnout
Characteristics Categories 2 2 2
23 M+SD t/Z/F/x M4SD t/Z/F/x M+£SD t/Z/E/x
®) 12 12)
Gender M 1.90+0.69 -4.992* 263+0.58 6.195 2.661£0.68 -2.874*
F 275£0.78 (<.001) 235%0.53 (.014) 295+0.58  (.004)
Age (yr) 21~29° 251+0.76  5.331 2.35+0.55  7.390 293+0.63 -1.274"
30~39" 2.83+£0.82 (.005)  2.32+046 (.001) 296+048  (.203)
>40° 290£0.92 a<c 274060 ab<c 275%0.72
Marital status Single 259+0.78 3393  232+0.52 -2.776* 2951059 -1.274*
Married 2.80+0.88 (.067)  253%+0.55 (.006)  2.83x0.59  (.203)
Religion Yes 274+091 -0.987* 247+054 -0934* 2.79+0.54 -2.253*
No 2.61£0.77 (324) 234£054 (350) 297+0.61  (.024)
Education level 3-year college® 2631080 1957  230£0.55 4.001 2.91+0.60  0.885
Bachelor” 2.74+085 (121)  240+0.53  (.008)  2.92+0.62  (.449)
4-year college 2.49+0.78 241£048 a,b,c<d 2.87+0.56
Master” 3.11+0.71 2.93+0.54 3.22+0.48
Position General nurse 2.60+0.79 2174 2354053 8356 292+0.61  1.011
Charge nurse 2.86+094 (116) 235+0.55 (015)  3.00+046  (.366)
Head nurse 2.89+0.82 2.72+0.53 2.76+0.61
Total career (yr) <1 2184076 21.543" 2474053 18463" 2724063 5202
1~<3 25240.69 (<.001) 2394048 (<.001) 295+0.57  (.267)
3~<5 2.61+0.83 2.35+0.64 3.05+0.73
5~<10 2.86+0.80 2.18+0.46 3.00£0.53
>10 2.90+0.82 2.57+0.55 2.83+0.54
Carrier in emergency <1 2324080 231197 2464052 106517 280059 4.062"
department 1~<3 258+0.72 (<.001) 232+052 (<.001) 2.92x0.61  (.398)
F~<5 2.80+0.85 2.27£0.66 2.94+0.77
5~<10 2.93+0.78 2.341+0.46 3.02+£0.43
>10 3.07+0.87 2.78+0.50 2.93+£0.59
Perceived risk of None 3.15+1.44 2986 1.67+1.17 109057 2.99+036 14.604"
violence Sometimes 2.541+0.79  (.020) 2431048  (.028) 2994049  (.006)
Often 2.72+0.74 2.39+0.56 3.17£0.46
Always 3.16+0.86 2.29+0.62 3.39+0.53
Don't known 2.63+1.42 1.76+0.21 2.691+0.45
Frequency of violence No 253+094 80637 2314057 22707 292+051 6920
experience (week) 1 2.60£0.75 (.089)  240+0.49 (686)  3.06+048  (.140)
2 2.96+0.76 2.42+0.54 3.31+£0.47
3 2.77+0.96 2.30+0.52 3.11+0.45
>4 2.55+0.88 2.44+0.85 2.96+0.49
Absent from work Yes 268+149 -0.353* 275+0.74 -1.078*  3.07+£0.65 -0.729*
due to physical injury No 2.65+0.80 (724)  2.38%0.53  (.281)  3.07+£049  (.466)
The person who Patient 2.60£0.80 1.943 238+050 21837 3.05+048  1.893
caused the violence Patient' family 2.82+0.84  (.123) 2.35+0.65  (.535) 3.14+0.52  (.131)
Doctor 2.34%0.90 2.60£0.49 2.85+0.44
Etc 3.17+0.82 2.33£0.47 3.49+0.73
Types of violence 1 stage (word, swear word) 2581076 14847 2404049  1.097 3.03+049 02127
experienced 2 stage (language threat) 2.6910.76  (.686) 2351050  (.351) 3.07+0.48  (.976)
3 stage (physical threat) 2.78+0.97 2.36+0.68 3.09+0.53
4 stage (physical demage) 2.59£0.85 2.54%0.51 3.18+0.45

a,b,c,d= Scheffé test (same letter means significantly difference), *Mann-Whitney U test, TKruskall Wallis H test.
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Table 4. Correlation among Response to Violence, Resilience, Burnout (N=237)
Response of violence Resilience Burnout
Variables
r (p) r(p) r(p)
Response to violence experience 1
Resilience -16 (.012) 1
Burnout 52 (<.001) -41 (<.001) 1
Table 5. Predictors of Burnout (N=237)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variables
B (SE) § t(p) B (SE) § t(p) B (SE) B t(p)
(Constant) 2.554 21.112 1.936 15.052 2.879 14.187
(.121) (<.001) (.129) (<.001) (-203) (<.001)
i (female=1) 0.325 0.171 2.750 0.009 0.005 0.080 -0.070 -0.037 -0.671
(-118) (.006) (-110) (-936) (-104) (.503)
Religion* (yes=1) -0.160 -0.126 -2.029 -0.214 -0.168 -3.084 -0.167 -0.131 -2.554
(.079) (.044) (.069) (.002) (-066) (.011)
PVR™ Ido not feel any risk 0.856 0.186 2.985 0.576 0.125 2.276 0.326 0.071 1.355
a (.287) (-003) (.253) (.024) (-241) (.177)
PVR" 1 often feel at risk 0.225 0.176 2.741 0.130 0.102 1.797 0.121 0.095 1.783
- (.082) (.007) (.073) (.074) (-068) (.076)
PVR I always feel at risk 0.451 0.201 3.187 0.232 0.103 1.830 0.206 0.092 1.740
- (.142) (.002) (127) (-069) (-119) (.083)
PVR" Idon't known 0.258 0.056 0.901 0.259 0.056 1.034 0.035 0.007 0.145
- (.286) (.369) (.251) (.302) (.238) (.885)
Response to violence 0.365 0.499 8.441 0.341 0.466 8.374
experience (.043) (<.001) (.041) (<.001)
Resilience -0.340 -0.308 -5.771
(-059) (<.001)

Adj. R*=.104, F=5.571,p<.001 Ad,j. R*=314, F=16.412,p<.001 Adj. R?=.399, F=20.550, p <.001

Durbin-Watson=2.082

PVR=perceived violence risk, *Dummy.

(Variation Inflation Factor, VIF)+= 2§ 19| 1.015~1.049,
w3 27} 1.015~1.200, 28 3 1.040~1.2130. 2 ZE 10K T}
Zro} th5-3-41Ad (multicolinearity) 9] £A|71 1= A0 2
Elytth 2 339) A Durbin-Watson< 2.0822 29]| 7}71¢] Z+
Tol e ABBAVF G A0 2 Ueh 5P HES 1S
st
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HRom 104%2] Argeo] 3l LrEbgTh 2320
A L, ZYAFUA_AE =71A] gFerhet Z=7E o o
kg0 2270 FFE WA= A= VEbgon] 31.4%9]
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(o3

—
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