S22t WS35 X| M253 25, 20199 5¢

http://dx.doi.org/10.5977/jkasne.2019.25.2.197

Acad Soc Nurs Educ Vol.25 No.2, 197-205, May, 2019

UAUBOIN S D, HITA

e
MDAY, YUASAEA0 JALE TR0
0|3 &3

dFdge EFsta mE xEAPgS ok sty wuet
Feo] AF LAYsle]. o] wf oJAlhFo] FIAH O R o]Fo]
G TR, Al fEie APgeR ojold &
$)THRiesenberg, Leitzsch, & Cunningham, 2010). &322l 2]
AMREE PEANEY ARAEH A EEs AAATH,
AFtEeel 274 EYzd I dIF nA7] Wi

© Z98tHLee & Kim, 2010). o], 2|27]% F7} <l
oAM= o)5zle] Fogt ora%S AT TES <57
of ZAIGER AAFTo RN oAAES e TES %

== 3l tH(Korea Institute for Healthcare Accreditation, 2018).

A2 B

o,

SBAR(Situation, Background, Assessment, Recommendation)+
JCI(Joint Commission International)1% 71collA FLsHAl &
F3tE oilAE VMo R, AF8k(Situation), W7 (Background),
A} (Assessment), A|9H(Recommendation)S 2]1| 3t} SBARE
dn prasel ew o sl 948 D ol
o291 7t EaAolm 27489l S|AHaEe] A eshek Thomas

Bertram, & Johnson, 2009).

BB PPAEE AR A4 7% A
o] PPN FBARNY ARE T F AE AN U@
Fede A S T8 B, g A T

Azl - 0l4 Y - B2

el

SAte] FANA oAt E-S oty wWEel, T&F
s T8 3 B Ak E e AT ¢
Ql ko] HA s HQslthMcCaffrery et al., 2011).
AFE7d =3, AL 9+
o5 3 oA tiedst FAALETY] FAE S F
| =297] §<& @7otilo & Oh, 2016). £3], 2|
2% TA BAYE o F
ooz JAalaF V]&o

Kim, Park, & Kim, 2013). o]2]3F &

=

C
o

-~

=2

o
i=}

==

£

}

>
it
=

o > o

40w o M T o & — oy rd ofN ox

=
AALS Sl FAER

ol
-

o
o wx o rlr
oy
=
R
o,
)

£,

Qo oot

=
193

ol
-
o=

o

2AtHJo & Oh, 2016). 7tsd
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(Hong, Kim, & Son, 2016; Jo & Oh, 2016), 7tz
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Kim, 2017). SBARE 2JAta%o| it AAH &5 A3t

3, ARG AM(fac)d FHE Fu i eEIHelt

(Thomas et al., 2009). wlghd, FEHEYEL =iy 24

o8 JAFEY ilarBe EAVF YA FASE =2 F
]

QOB Z(Kim et al., 2013), SBAREAS & T84 oA}
A% 2d 2 9ie oAAE Ve FHAT)E o] e

olgfgt AN ES B 3y T Mo
HIAA Abazh =9 #]3 ltHLee & Kim, 2018). H]EA A}
kol Al AR, 71, e, A, 39S A2

=
=
Feldoln wyHel Feagor ha AR

b BN A
(Brunt, 2003). E3t&o]m vzl Alglo] WAEE HA

Ok
el tiAs] flelM ksAke] wisH Al T89 8

227F ¥ B2(Lee & Kim, 2018), tEthetES] v|#A Ala
g8 218 F e S5 A sido] Fasith

SBAR 9AIAE Z2a:E 83 AFE AHET Park
3} Choi (2018)& 7tz sy} 28hd EA1S T)/J o2 SBAR <
At ZROAS HLste] HIH AluA e, oAAEEE
= & T e EHEQA FA7F SBARYS RIS
1, Yoon#} Lee (2018)2 SBARE 2 &-3lo] 7r3rjshgel vl
B A, ataBHEgdol FAE AT Stk SBARE
A 83 AT oAkARE gt o4& Eolm, ARk
of tigk o] FrlEttn v F o7 A GelA FHFH L
2 H3¥ 3 tH(Panesar, Abert, Messina, & Parker, 2016).
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Anthony, Yastik, MacDonald®} Marshall (2014)7} 7)&3F &
gl =72 Jogt Oh (2016)7} 43t F=+ &l $H(Korean
version of Uncivil Behavior in Clinical Nursing Education,
K-UBCNE)2 AFH&-3}St). wlAl(Exclusion)8 < 584, 6, 7,
8, 9), BA|(Contempt)d S 5F3K(1, 2, 3, 5, 11), A& (Refusal)
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gom, E AoA+ Cronbach’s a=.90°]1t}.

e H|HA AlmAEF

Yoon (2004)°] N3t 277 &gl w|wkH
AAGA/S7 A 5EFH(13, 15, 20, 21, 22), AFA 45342, 4,
14, 18), AA1ZF 4%3K(17, 19, 23, 27), AAA 3%
22 34 423, 5, 24, 26), ARG 3|94

A= SBAR 218 JuA] Z=AhE slol=aglel @ Wz
7hol= 2Rle] 712 ARRE ARSIt 48hd tsoied) 3
HolA AdAFA FL3 ZraAS Heste] JFAEA
ZEtER Stk dHl At A ZFSAR A Ashir] vt
F7HE ATk PSAT Aol e 1w w59, AEE
A 20 o] sAEo] sle 3913 I T
HY®E ASS uskrh 23 He& 7oA uf- Bdet

12, 16), A3 323G, 6, 8)°] 7M1 FFS e o 43, ‘Bteiey 33, ‘BbdebA Rk 24, vl BFEebA]
o} Likert 5% =2 AL 1-1358<H, 47t =& 2th 1dem Hristed g EYE A S(content validity
FE HRA AlnAdEe]l w55 gt = AEEA] A index)= 0.88°]tt. T3t Alve] Qo gk do] Fas)
F =& Cronbach’s a=84°]om™, ¥ Ao A& Cronbach’s e AL wkdste] g5 2] S8, B Aug
a=.880] ATt o] A& "Hege] JTd F U=F usléS B
B
o UG ~EH~
Beck¥} Stiavastava (1991)7} 7WZ&ti Kim¥} Lee (2005)7} o1 Xish A&}
T4 - Begt =S ARgsisivh AFus 84 5%, vk
AolAl X3 4 2d 6%, HAE 45 FH 42, Ul B dge A7 390o] Wy dd dEed dEde
A 25 433, BA4eke] 25 5EFeR F 247 3otk ;I F F 2F BF AZAA A FEAd, Bad Ay
Likert 53 =2 HFHAE 1120808, 47t 2555 g, AE 2Bl 9 didRte did BA4S e
WEdF 2Ed vt 18 AS Audtt = A Al o} 20189 8¢ 13 A3e] gite] el AL dx
FE¥E Cronbach’s a=91°]eH, & AFAE Cronbach’s TS O wdoM ALAZRAIE AAE Y. Aol Al QAL
a=85°] Atk 2% ZRIWE 16083 APsisitth 2 2 FAH W
€ 3w PHE gy 2o A BolAE Akl i
o A% T2y Ade olalah] 9 EuRron aIAl kg U
B AT oapas ZEIFE Kesten (2011)9] SBAR 9] 27, SBAR ZzIfle] gt ztsderMe] =9 widE A
AeE TRaRE Fuste] 2R FRELA AFAEA WaA dAeE TRagdde GPaEAdIAe 7R
g OgoR AHgdtm Yt SBAR dAMAE TRl 2 <l ool dAAA Fr wgss B4 34 % 9
stof, Ztooehel] Al AT SHATH(Table 1). SBAR Z= T ole Y 52 AW, S 3 2%S SBAR B9
a9s BAsk ¥ A¥EYE, 189, 52, 55, & e WEE fER wiFsisith 3ol 122 gdste]
AFE, 18t A8Yg aEAE AFaach =, Ui H3 fRlES EMIE SBAR 9%, 7t 2HE A5 SBAR
e, AT, S8R, Ao, AtzelabyE, hEts IR st vHFEldA s SBAR ZE2I3d tia] -
BN HAse NEEAE AP AFE s 1 A & ZAaA EQdoklnh 2018 8¢ 279 7H 99 7
Table 1. Communication Program
Categories Contents Time Methods
- Need for effective communication
Introduction - Understanding of the participants 30 minutes Lecture
- Introducing SBAR
- Basic etiquette in practice
- Circumstances of a symptom Lecture. discussion
SBAR program - SBAR by symptom 100 minutes roie I >
- SBAR examples pay
- SBAR role play
Finish - Debriefing 30 minutes

SBAR=Situation, Background, Assessment, Recommendation
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FRE AR SPSS24 RIS o] §5te] EAETH
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ChAIRt) i S4 U STA

oA giigalke]l dubd AL Table 294 2t} tigAle]

yole 20254171 417(82.0%), Zu7F gl3°]

e 3.0 o4 - 3.5 ols7} 21%(42.0%) = 71
idzte] deay) dizate] vol(x’=10.66, p=

30 (60.0%),
= e

384), (X

=06, p=815), TH=243, p=657)C EAHoZ fFold 2}

o7} glol BAHTOR ek,

oitaE T2 aHS S| A independent t-testS AA|
=

A9t F A9 e o|d AT E
A

]7(40 0_0/]

@ Aol wolx 9o} HAEH Yxe] FAHol Y

2 TKTable 2).
OIAIAE m2=2Mo| 1 AHS

rarE ZRaHE AA & T AFTI dERae] vl
243 3= Table 33 2tk

A1 raE 22O wSS e D&
< A e oiAES G T FEde 9 ARE
OM
SIPAE 2ade ZHdoA ZIHt=-6.09, p=<001)7}
= &4 2 ettt ek Al 1 7R AR EH AT
AYe] FYge HiE 2733543) 2T FHT 30.03
@#3.08)c1ck. FeElshe] k8]l T A"E ddvw EHT
4.43(£1.66), ThEZT BT 6.93(£1.39)(t=-5.04, p=000)°]%}

A 2 W YakaE 22O &S W e

Pk

lH

%0

2 1o
¥

Ho

S wx] gre g ARtET BlBA AlmAddko] =& Aot}

H9A Al Aeke A7y gzre oyt EARo =
FoJekA] FUTHt=0.06, p=953). WA, Al 2 7PELS 7)7tE
ek

Ao BBA Al S FH 100.24(28.77) ET 3
T 96.83(£7.86)°| T

vl Al ko] ah9ecle 4 :
p=043)S AT W 14.29(2.03), HET HF13.38(FFA
2 1.74)010em, AAZ 394 (=764, p=000) NI I
T 1524(243), UET HT 14551640k ABA
(t=2.57, p=019) AT H 12.35x1.23), =T H
11.55(x1.15)°] Tk

A 3 7 rAE Z2ad psS ve s oS
< 2] & gdAEY AdAE ~Eda7F g Flolth

Table 2. Homogeneity Test of General Characteristics of Participants (N=50)
Total Exp. Cont.
Variables Categories (N=50) (n=21) (n=29) X Jo)
n (%)

20-25 41 (82.0) 17 (81.0) 24 (82.8)

Age (years) 26-30 6 (12.0) 3 (14.3) 3 (10.3) 10.66 384
31 or higher 3 (6.0) 1 (4.8) 2 (6.9)

Religion Yes 20 (40.0) 8 (38.1) 12 (41.4) 0.06 o
No 30 (60.0) 13 (61.9) 17 (58.6)
Less than 2.5 1 (2.0) - 1 34
2.5 or higher, less than 3.0 8 (16.0) 2 (9.5) 6 (20.7)

Grade 3.0 or higher, less than 3.5 21 (42.0) 9 (42.9) 12 (41.4) 243 .657
3.5 or higher, less than 4.0 13 (26.0) 6 (28.6) 7 (21.1)
4.0 or higher 7 (14.0) 4 (19.0) 3 (10.3)

Exp.=experimental group; Cont.=control group
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ZSOSHE0| AMAUS0M ZElste FallE, HIEE AlDME AMUSAEY AN AAE Z2IY0| 0|X= &1

r

frolatal &3heh(t=-0.61, p=547). webA A 3 7Hd2 714+ Ueh2lth. Hong 5(2016)2 K-UBCNEZ AHEat oL}, 12
Atk N Bgoz Zisle] ALE3E Fagdo] 10.54(27.35)2 Ve
AFTel s AEHAE HT 70.9013.10) tET B dAFoxe] Felge] o A UEgEE &4 F Utk ¢
T 69.86(x11.39)°] k. Bz AGAA 38hde] 4shdrth FHIgE o s
(Kim, 2017), oigt4go] Fetuet Fedhs o =rle A3

= 9| o] 9lthJo & Oh, 2016). wetd £ Aolr 2tz vigtw 3
shdol] At T ATAYE ez ATE Psr] ul

2 AT adigAe] Adste FaElE HiE Al ol FHlge] Aot =A vt A€ 345 Hong
WHEF 2Edzd tigh AL E 2ROl F3E Jet 5(2019)] AT 38hd S ETHE 48d FAYEC] F
sto] Ztoojgiel AAES PN F e VIEARE dEe o wie Aod AU dhdo] g} A& 5
Algstazlr AA = Ak FEAe g A5S dlof she 35T HWee 4 Sl
A7AY, JAAE ZTROUS A4 T AT dd ANE OE F 7] Wi ols wddle wiEdTE & 2
FollA Adshe FHge BAFRE fodt Aolrt Ut 7v Stk T s F Ado]l A@TA BA
(t=-6.09, p=000). Cynthia, Sara®} Rosemary (2013)& 97+3 Aoz FostAl e TtHt=-5.04, p=<.001). Hong 5(2019)]
I fAEE AU E B3l oxtaES dgehd tadE ATollMe Flge] 599 F ulA(=-2.98, p=.003)e} H
AEo] ABAFAA LT ¢ e Fuddel dAE &4 Al(t=-2.88, p=002)= EAAcR foslgdoy), AZL EA
Al 4 dotn &kt Sanner-Stichr$t Ward-Smith (2016) Aoz GolakA] YolX(t=-1.23, p=219) & AT} Aolgt A
AAYE F&lH A Zzao] tasSe] 434 HE 2ok @& ATl Tl s gk 4
g & e g uFd T 5 de T 7 o] @o] o]Folx]#| gFol(Hong et al, 2016; Kim, 2017; Kim

& Park, 2018) ¥ AT} vlwalE ©l, oz Iyt w

by
AL BRAAG e RS FIAAE o, FF AT 0@ s
pz]

a3 Fdof tigt vEALE AL
o Z97 oed B At St R Add gt} ks gEES A4S T ARk BACA 9
T 31.90(7.95), T H130.52(x3.50) 0.2 Yeh) 3t AAREe] o2 o] 7] wEo|(McCaffrery et al., 2011), ¥
o A5 W 1IN ARL FAAS W e FFES ol B BN uAHL AFBE wn, dFe =
Table 3. Homogeneity Verifications and Posttest Comparisons between Two Groups (N=50)
Homogeneity verification Posttest comparisons
Categories Exp. (n=21)  Cont. (n=29) Vo Exp. (n=21) Cont. (n=29) Vo
Mean=+SD Mean=+SD Mean+SD Mean=+SD
Incivility 31.90+7.95 30.52+3.57 -3.77 (.059) 27.33+5.43 30.03£3.08 -6.09 (<.001)
Exclusion 12.67+3.84 11.79+1.97 1.41 (.175) 10.86+3.15 11.48+1.55 -0.86 (.398)
Contempt 12.90+3.40 11.31£1.77 1.84 (.081) 12.0542.92 11.62+1.84 1.33 (.198)
Refusal 6.33+2.03 7.48+1.45 -2.09 (.051) 4.43+1.66 6.93+1.39 -5.04 (<.001)
Critical thinking 96.10+6.24 94.62+8.51 1.73 (.092) 100.24+8.77 96.83+7.86 0.06 (.953)
Intellectualeagerness/curiosit 17.00+1.81 16.93+2.96 0.99 (.336) 17.95+2.74 17.62+2.85 -0.39 (.701)
Prudence 13.33+£1.65 13.83+1.58 0.09 (.931) 14.29+2.03 13.38+1.74 2.16 (.043)
Self-confidence 14.35+1.90 13.254+2.17 0.20 (.841) 14.55+2.01 14.24+1.81 0.46 (.653)
Systematicity 11.24+0.94 9.71+1.72 3.94 (.198) 10.43£1.50 10.11£1.77 1.83 (.084)
Intellectual/fairness 14.86+1.98 15.21+£1.52 -0.35 (.731) 16.00+1.76 15.2442.43 1.82 (.084)
Healthy skepticism 14.33+1.46 14.69+1.95 0.20 (.841) 15.2442.43 14.55+1.64 7.64 (<.001)
Objectivity 11.00+1.38 11.62+1.24 -0.51 (.618) 12.35+1.23 11.55+1.15 2.57 (.019)
Clinical practice stress 72.05£10.36 68.76£10.51 2.38 (.861) 70.90+13.1 69.86+£11.39 -0.61 (.547)
Clincal environment 17.48+2.79 17.38+3.21 0.72 (.480) 17.71£3.38 17.38+3.05 0.42 (.676)
Undesired role model 17.57£3.03 17.31£3.72 -0.30 (.768) 17.62+3.87 17.31£3.97 -0.40 (.695)
Assignments and workload 13.33+£2.29 12.72+2.20 0.59 (.560) 13.48+2.14 12.90+2.41 1.56 (.134)
Interpersonal relationships 9.05+2.27 8.97+2.46 -0.51 (.616) 9.33£3.17 9.10+2.64 -1.31 (.204)
Conflict with patients 14.62+3.79 12.3843.84 1.28 (.214) 12.76+3.87 13.17+£3.76 -0.08 (.940)

Exp.=experimental group; Cont.=control group
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The Effects of a Communication Program on Incivility,
Critical Thinking, and Clinical Practice Stress Experienced by
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Purpose: To identify the effects of a communication program on nursing students’ incivility, critical thinking, and

clinical practice stress. Methods: A randomized control group pretest-posttest study was conducted. Fifty randomly
selected nursing students were divided into experimental and control groups. A 160-minute communication program
was applied to the experimental group and a second survey was conducted two weeks later, shortly after their
clinical practice. Results: There was a statistically significant difference in the incivility experienced in the clinical
practice after application of the communication program, and refusal in the sub-categories of incivility was
statistically significant in this group. Conclusion: It is necessary to foster communication skills for nursing students.
Communication programs reduce incivility. Therefore, nursing educators need to recognize the importance of
communication during clinical practice and consider incorporating it into their regular curricula.
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