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The Effect of College Life Stress and Self-efficacy on Well-being of
Nursing Students during the COVID-19 Pandemic

Jung Im Kim

Associate Professor, Department of Nursing, Kyungdong University

ABSTRACT

Purpose: The purpose of the study was to investigate the effect of college life stress and self-efficacy on the
well-being of nursing students in the COVID-19 environment. Methods: The subjects of the study were 247 senior
nursing students at K University in W City. Data collection was conducted during the period of in-school practice
from July 27 to August 10, 2020, using a structured questionnaire. For data analysis, SPSS/WIN 23.0 was used
to conduct the t-test, ANOVA, correlation and multiple regression. Results: Factors affecting the subjects’
well-being were grades (t=3.07 p=.002) and major satisfaction (t=2.16 p=.032) among general characteristics.
College life stress (t=-5.05, p<.001) was found to have a negative effect on students' well-being, and self-efficacy
(t=6.91, p<.001) was found to have a positive effect (F=46.97, p<.001). Conclusion: As a result of the study,
college life stress was found to have a negative effect as a factor affecting the subjects’ well-being, while
self-efficacy was found to have a positive effect. In conclusion, in order to improve the well-being of nursing
students, it is necessary to try various methods to improve self-efficacy and relieve college life stress.

Key Words: Stress; Self-efficacy; Well-being; Students
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Table 1. General Characteristics of the Subjects ~ (N=247)

. . n (%) or

Characteristics Categories M+SD

Age (year) 22.57+2.08

Gender Male 58 (23.5)
Female 189 (76.5)

Grades 2.5 points or less 5(2.0)
3.5 points or less 122 (49.4)
4.5 points or less 120 (48.6)

Health Very Unhealthy 11 (4.5)
condition Unhealthy 34 (13.8)
Moderate 84 (34.0)
Healthy 89 (36.0)
Very Healthy 29 (11.7)

Major Very dissatisfied 9(3.6)
satisfaction Dissatisfied 29 (11.7)
Moderate 84 (34.1)
Satisfied 110 (44.5)

Very satisfied 15 (6.1)
Employment Undecide to work 26 (10.5)
status Searching for empolyment 202 (81.8)

Employed 19 (7.7)

On-line major Very dissatisfied 17 (6.9)
classes Dissatisfied 75 (30.4)
satisfaction Moderate 82(33.2)
Satisfied 59 (23.9)

Very satisfied 14 (5.6)
Campus Very dissatisfied 30 (12.1)
practical classes  Dissatisfied 56 (22.7)
satisfaction Moderate 101 (40.9)
Satisfied 55 (22.3)

Very satisfied 5(2.0)

Table 2. Level of College Life Stress, Self-efficacy and Well-

being (N=247)
Variables Min Max M=SD
College life stress 10 98 44.63+22.45
Self-efficacy 21 40 30.631£4.77
Well-being 22 70 48.6119.06
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Table 3. Difference on College Life Stress, Self-efficacy, Well-being according to General Characteristic (N=24T7)
. College life stress Self-efficacy Well-being
Characteristics
M=SD torF (p) M=SD torF (p) M=SD torF (p)
Gender Male 373141868 829 32284552 930  49.97+6.96 171
Female 46.87+23.07  (004) 3013442  (003)  48.19+9.60 (192)
Grades 2.5 points or less 67.40+3.29° 3.22 28.80+4.38 6.27 40.40+2.19% 14.65
3.5 points or less 4577421070 (038)  29.65+4.82  (002)  46.0619.28°  (<.001)
4.5 points or less 4252423 45 a<b 31.71£4.53 51.54+7.99" a<b
Health Very Unhealthy 57.45+22.80° 24.05 28.4313.24° 20.37 47.91+13.72*° 9.04
condition Unhealthy 57.35421.34° (<.001) 29.24+434" (<.001) 4341+882°  (<.001)
Moderate 56.32+20.83°  a<b 2943+335°  a<b,  4635%£651"°  a<b
Healthy 36.60%15.63° 34.25+4.65"" a<c 51.30+8.53"
Very Healthy 25.48+19.79° 37.82+4.85° 53.24+10.68"
Major Very dissatisfied 73.331+24.62° 16.18 24.8913.69 10.17 31.78+8.19% 19.56
satisfaction dissatisfied 54.69420.03%° (<.001) 29.93+236° (<.001) 4510+£8.62°  (<.001)
Moderate 4893+21.81° a<b,  2933+441° a<b,  46.79+854° a<b,
satisfied 40.22£19.43°  b<c 31.7745.07>°  b<c 51171742  b<c
Very satisfied 16.20+8.86° 34.40+2.95° 56.87+6.47°
Employment Undecide to work 57.19+26.81° 5.57 27.62£5.73" 6.86 41.81+8.51° 9.04
status Searching for empolyment ~ 43742148  (004)  30.87+£450°  (001)  49.26+821°  (<.001)
Employed 36.84+2097°  a<b 3226+4.78° a<b  5095%+1381°  a<b
On-line major Very dissatisfied 49.76+19.83>°  12.24 32.59+5.66 5.22 48.3511.32 2.67
classes Dissatisfied 5591423.81° (<.001) 29.08+4.65 (<.001)  46.32+9.92 (.033)
satisfaction Moderate 43.0242159%° a<b<c 30.26+4.39 48.87+8.85
Satisfied 36.10+16.73*° 32.3714.80 50.08+9.30
Very satisfied 23.29+8.13" 31.43t3.46 53.43t7.19
Campus Very dissatisfied 52.37+24.37° 18.26 30474576  22.21 47.97+9.48*° 10.96
practical Dissatisfied 58.34123.78° (<.001) 27.46+258" (<.001) 4313+622°  (<.001)
classes Moderate 445241816 a<b,  3019+433"° a<b,  49.2449.09° a<b<c
satisfaction Satisfied 2853+15.71*°  b<c 34114£4.06™ b<c 52424844
Very satisfied 23.801+12.60° 37.80+1.10° 59.20+9.86°
a, b, c=Scheffé’ test.
Table 4. Correlation between College Life Stress, Self-efficacy, and Well-being (N=247)
. College life stress Self-efficacy Well-being
Variable
r(p) r(p) r(p)
College life stress 1
Self-efficacy -.67 (<.001) 1
Well-being -.68 (<.001) 68 (<.001) 1
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Table 5. Factors affecting the Well-being of Subjects

(N=247)

Variable Well-being

B SE B t p VIF
(Constant) 17.50 5.39 3.25 .001
College life stress -0.13 0.03 -0.32 -5.05 <.001 2.440
Self-efficacy 0.78 0.11 0.41 6.91 <.001 2.153
Grades 247 0.80 0.15 3.07 .002 1.402
Health condition 0.83 0.47 0.09 1.91 .057 1.439
Major satisfaction 1.13 0.52 0.11 2.16 .032 1.656
Employment status 0.59 0.93 0.03 0.64 525 1.185
On-line major classes satisfaction 0.57 0.50 0.06 1.13 259 1.958
Campus practical classes satisfaction -0.88 0.53 -0.09 -1.65 .099 2.086

R=.612, Adj. R’=.599, F=46.97, p<.001, Dubin-Watson=2.036
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