Journal of Digital Convergence ISSN 2713—6434 / eISSN 2713—6442
Vol. 18. No. 10, pp. 297-305, 2020 https://doi.org/10.14400/JDC.2020.18.10.297

HEEA Y 2 AN, -S4 A,
AFNEET} 47 2220 MAE 9F

Influence of Stress Coping Type, Professor—student Interaction,
Major Satisfaction on Life Stress of Nursing Students
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Abstract The purpose of this study was to investigate Stress Coping Type, Professor—student Interaction,
Major Satisfaction on Life Stress of Nursing Students. The data were collected using questionnaire from
146 nursing students, May 27 to May 30, 2018 at a college in the J city. The analysis of the data was
done through SPSS 20.0/window statistical analysis by descriptive statistics, t—test, ANOVA, Pearson’s
correlation, and multiple regression. Upon examining the correlation between Life Stress and
Professor—student Interaction, Major Satisfaction the correlation was significant. The result of the
multiple regression indicates the Professor—student Interaction(B=—.34, p<.001) predict 29.5%(F=9.70 ,
p<.001). Based on the results of the study, it is expected to be used as basic data for various programs

to improve professor — student interaction of nursing students
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Table 1. General/Health behavior characteristics (n=146)

Characteristics Categories n %
Male 13 8.9
Gender
Female 133 91.1

Grade 1st 41 28.1

2nd 40 27.4

3nd 30 20.5

4th 35 24.0

High 17 11.6
Economic status Middle 120 82.2

Low 9 6.2

Protestantism 51 34.9

. Budism 4 2.7

Religion

Catholic 15 10.3

etc. 76 52.1

Parents 90 61.6
Residence status Dormitory 39 26.7

Live alone 17 11.7

Yes 34 23.3
Group activity

No 112 76.7

Yes 61 41.8
Think of absence

No 85 58.2

Satisfied 58 39.7
Intgrper;onal relation Moderate 36 58.9
satisfaction

Difficult 2 1.4

Family 38 26.0

Friend 99 67.8
Main advisor

Superior 4 2.7

etc. 5 3.5

Yes 124 84.9
Part—time

No 22 15.1
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Table 2. Frequency of each variable (n=146)

Variables Items M+SD

Life Stress 50 2.1240.71

Stress Coping Type 3.13%+0.50

Active Coping 3.81£0.79

—Problem focuse 3.72+0.74

—Socially supported 24 3.91£1.08

Passive Coping 3.71£0.69

—Affective coping 3.33£0.81

—Make a wish 4.0940.90

Instructor— student interaction 18 3.38%0.67

Major Satisfaction 18 3.59+0.55
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Table 3. Life Stress, Stress Coping Type, Instructor—student Interaction, Major Satisfaction according to General

Characteristics (N=146)
. . Instructor—student Major
. . Life Stress Stress Coping Type interaction Satisfaction
Variable Categori
D D D D
M£SD |t or F (Scheffe) M£SD |t or F(Scheffe) M£SD |t or Fl cheffe) MtSD |t or F(Scheffe)
G Male 2.2840.75| 72 | 397 |3.13+0.29| —-00 | .988 |330+0.77| 20 | .655 |3.16£0.68] 9.39 | .003
ender
Female 2.1140.71 3.14£0.52 3.3940.66 3.64%0.52
1st 1.82+0.52 | 4.44 .005 |3.07+0.63| .62 615 [3.654+0.51]10.33| <001 |3.87+0.52|10.00| <.001
(¢,d>a) (a,b>c,d), (a>b>c)
Grad 2nd 2.1240.69 3.16£0.54 3.6140.62 3.70+0.50
rade
3nd 2.28%0.77 3.2240.34 2.98+0.68 3.26+0.60
4th 2.34%0.78 3.1140.41 3.16+0.66 3.44+0.38
High 2.3340.88| 2.34 | .100 |316+0.57| 13 | .876 |3.63+0.75| 1.42 | .245 |3.64+0.58| .15 | .865
Economic status | Middle 2.07+0.67 3.134+0.50 3.36+0.63 3.58+0.54
Low 2.4940.81 3.214+0.46 3.2440.95 3.65+0.67
Protestantism |2.04+0.63| 2.16 | .960 |3.11+0.45| 42 | .739 |3.34+0.64| 1.63 | .186 |358+0.52| 1.19 | .315
Budism 2.1740.77 3.1440.58 3.42+0.66 3.57+0.55
Religion
Catholic 2.90+0.96 3.30%0.24 2.78+0.88 3.2840.87
etc. 2.1940.77 3.2440.56 3.5940.73 3.80+0.55
Parents 2.08+0.72| 2.73 | .069 |3.08+0.46| 1.78 | 173 |3.2940.61| 2.40 | .094 |356+0.55| 1.95 | .14
Residence status | Dormitory 2.05%+0.69 3.25%0.61 3.56+0.68 3.37%0.49
Live alone 2.49%0.67 3.2140.43 3.46+0.86 3.46+0.65
Yes 1.9340.58| 3.25 | .074 |3.02+0.62| 2.49 | 117 |34440.58| .27 | .601 |3.68+0.62| 1.15| .285
Group activity
No 2.18+0.74 3.17+0.46 3.3740.70 3.5740.53
Yes 2.36+0.69 | 3.50 | .001 |3.09+0.49| =86 | .392 |322+0.71|~2.58] .011 |343+0.56|—3.10| .002
Think of absence
No 1.9540.68 3.17+0.51 3.5040.62 3.71+0.51
Satisfied 1.9940.71| 3.88 | .023 1318+0.55| -518 | 597 |3.5640.59| 8.80 | <.001 |3.70+0.57| 3.32 | .039
Interpersonal (c>ab) (a,b>c) (a>c)
relation Moderate 2.1940.69 3.12+0.47 3.30%£0.67 3.544+0.52
satisfaction Difficult 3.2240.74 2.8840.65 1.860.51 2.8620.96
Family 1.91+0.62| 1.09 | .354 |3.12+066| 59 | .623 |[3.44+0.57| 49 | .688 |3.68+0.51| 2.23 | .088
Friend 2.1640.71 3.1740.48 3.4140.66 3.6140.52
Main advisor
Superior 2.09+0.91 2.90+0.27 3.07+0.90 2.93+0.69
etc. 2.51+0.61 2.99+0.23 3.64%0.93 3.3240.68
Yes 2.11+0.69| 20 | .655 |3.11+0.49| 2.63 | .107 |3.36+0.67| 0.94 | .335 |3.59+0.55| 0.09 | .766
Part—time
No 2.19+0.84 3.30%0.58 3.51%0.70 3.63+0.56
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Table 4. Relationship between variables (N=146)
Stress Coping Instructor— Major
Variables Type student interaction | Satisfaction
r(p)
Instructor— 193
student (138)
interaction :
Major 186 .550
Satisfaction (.025) (<.001)
. —.044 —.487 —.406
Life Stress (597) (<.001) (<.001)
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Table 5. Factors Influencing on Life Stress (N=146)

Variables B|SE| B | t | p Tgﬁ"a VIF

(Constant) 4.1 | .56 7.30 | <.001
Stress Coping Type| .06 | .10 | .04 | .55 | .583 | .945 | 1.06

Instructor —student
interaction

Major Satisfaction | —.21| .12 | —.16 [—1.80| .074 | .641 | 1.56

—.36| .09 | —.34 |—3.85| <.001| .643 | 1.56

Grade 03 .05 .06 | .69 | 495 | 797 | 1.26
Absence Thinking [—2.22| .11 | .11 |-2.02| .046 | .896 | 1.12
Satisfaction" 06 | 10| .10 | .56 | .579 | .918 | 1.09

1) Interpersonal relation satisfaction
AdjustR?*=.295 (F=9.70, p<.001)
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