ohRotu EASSX| H31A K22, 2018 8
» J Korean Soc Sch Health Vol. 31 No. 2 88-97, August 2018

z0/g" - M|

FuYsa pastt, FYhetm e

Development and Effectiveness of a Profanity Intervention Application

Mi-Kyoung Cho' - Gisoo Shin’

'Department of Nursing Science, College of Medicine, Chungbuk National University,
?Red Cross College of Nursing, Chung-Ang University

ABSTRACT

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of a profanity intervention application on inter-
personal relationship ability, aggression, and empathic ability among female middle school students. Method: The
subjects of the present study were freshmen students at a girls’ middle school in Gyeonggi-do. The profanity inter-
vention application was implemented from November 20th to 27th, 2017. The pre- and post-tests were conducted
one week before and two weeks after the intervention, respectively. The study was designed as a randomized con-
trolled study and the collected data were analyzed using SPSS/WIN 23.0 (Chicago, IL). A homogeneity test be-
tween the two groups was performed using x? test, Fisher’s exact test, independent t-test, and ANCOVA. Results:
The two groups were found to be homogeneous in the pre-test. After the implementation of the profanity intervention
application, aggression significantly decreased (F=20.17, p<.001) and interpersonal reactivity (F=5.92, p=.023)
and empathy (F=11.10, p=.003) significantly increased in the experimental group compared to the control group.
Among the factors related with aggression, verbal aggression, anger, and hostility significantly decreased in the
experimental group. Meanwhile, among the factors of interpersonal reactivity, empathic concern and per-
spective-taking significantly increased and, among the factors of empathy, cognitive empathy significantly in-
creased in the experimental group compared to the control group. Conclusion: Based on the findings of the present
study, various intervention programs that can consistently improve the moral and ethical sensitivity of students
should be presented starting from elementary school to prevent verbal violence in adolescents.
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Table 1. Homogeneity Test for General Characteristics between the Two Groups (N=39)
Experimental group Control group
Characteristics Categories Total (%) (n=19) (n=20) x’ort p
n (%) or M£SD n (%) or M£SD
Religion None 22 (56.4) 11 (57.9) 11 (55.0) 0.60* 819
Christian 12 (30.8) 5(26.3) 7 (35.0)
Buddhist 5(12.8) 3(15.8) 2(10.0)
Inmate Parent 38 (97.4) 19 (100.0) 19 (95.0) 0.98* 513
Father 1(2.6) 0(0.0) 1(5.0)
Sibling Yes 37 (94.9) 18 (94.7) 19 (95.0) 0.01* 1.000
No 2(5.1) 1(5.3) 1(5.0)
Economic condition Good 3(7.7) 2 (10.5) 1(5.0) 1.35* 1.000
Moderate 35 (89.7) 17 (89.5) 18 (90.0)
Poor 1(2.6) 0(0.0) 1(5.0)
Sleep problems Yes 2(5.1) 0 (0.0 2 (10.0) 2.00* 487
No 37 (94.9) 19 (100.0) 18 (90.0)
Smoking Yes 3(7.7) 3 (15.8) 0(0.0) 3.41* 106
No 36 (92.3) 16 (84.2) 20 (100.0)
Drinking Yes 6 (15.4) 4(21.1) 2(10.0) 0.91* 407
No 33 (84.6) 15 (78.9) 18 (90.0)
Average internet use <216 26 (66.7) 13 (68.4) 13 (65.0) 0.05 1.000
time (hours/day) >217 13 (33.3) 6 (31.6) 7 (35.0)
2.17+1.45 1.32£0.48 1.35£0.49 -0.22 826
*Fisher's exact test.
Table 2. Homogeneity Test for Outcome Variables between the Two Groups (N=39)
. Experimental group (n=19) Control group (n=20)
Variables t 4
M=*SD M=SD
Interpersonal reactivity index 2.43%0.52 2.51£0.37 -0.51 .616
Fantasy 2.65%0.78 2.70£0.66 -0.21 .837
Empathic concern 2.45%0.70 2.64+0.45 -1.00 326
Perspective-taking 2.48+0.41 2.66%0.65 -0.99 330
Personal distress 2.16+0.80 1.98+0.85 0.69 494
Aggression 2.75%0.60 2.43+£0.57 1.76 .087
Physical aggression 2.43+0.62 2.13£0.62 1.49 144
Verbal aggression 2.92+0.93 2.74+0.68 0.68 503
Anger 2.88+0.75 2.53+0.68 1.55 131
Hostility 2.92+0.88 2.54+0.93 1.31 197
Empathy 3.66+0.48 3.75%£0.51 -0.55 .585
Emotional empathy 3.6710.51 3.80£0.54 -0.72 477
Cognitive empathy 3.68+0.57 3.69£0.62 0.00 .997
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.015, F=12.23, p=.002) .2 L} e}t
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Table 3. Comparisons of Outcome Variables between the Two Groups (N=39)
Experimental group (n=19 Control group (n=20
Variables Test time E group ( ) group ( ) F p
M=£SD M=£SD
Interpersonal reactivity index Pre 2.43+0.52 2.51+£0.37 5.92 023
Post 2.6710.40 2.4910.36
Fantasy Pre 2.651+0.78 2.7010.66 0.25 624
Post 2.7310.52 2.64+0.68
Empathic concern Pre 2.45+0.70 2.64+0.45 6.81 015
Post 2.78+0.65 2.52+0.53
Perspective-taking Pre 2.48+0.41 2.66£0.65 12.23 .002
Post 3.111£0.44 2.6610.57
Personal distress Pre 2.16+0.80 1.98+0.85 1.75 198
Post 2.04+0.67 2.14+0.72
Aggression Pre 2.75+0.60 2.43+0.57 20.17 <.001
Post 2.30+0.46 2.62+0.46
Physical aggression Pre 2.43+0.62 2.13£0.62 1.24 277
Post 2.48+0.61 2.361+0.55
Verbal aggression Pre 2.92+0.93 2.74+0.68 18.03 <.001
Post 1.92+0.72 2.76+0.58
Anger Pre 2.88+0.75 2.53+0.68 10.29 .004
Post 2.23+0.55 2.57+0.46
Hostility Pre 2.92+0.88 2.54+0.93 7.51 011
Post 2.42+0.46 2.8610.83
Empathy Pre 3.6610.48 3.75+0.51 11.10 .003
Post 4131046 3.85+0.45
Emotional empathy Pre 3.67+0.51 3.80+0.54 0.11 739
Post 4.07£0.56 3.95+0.52
Cognitive empathy Pre 3.68+0.57 3.6910.62 4.49 .045
Post 3.95+0.46 3.6310.46

Note. ANCOVA conducted with covariates of pre-test values.
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