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Abstract

Pumpose : The purpose of this study is to investigate the level of satisfaction with clinical practice and nursing
professional value, and influencing factors in nursing students during experiencing clinical practice. Methods :
The data were collected for descriptive study from 200 students in I city from June 5 to 12, 2017. For data
analysis, t-test, ANOVA, Scheffe test, Pearson correlation coefficients, and Multiple regression were performed
using SPSS WIN 19.0. Results : Satisfaction with clinical practice was scored 3.59 points and nursing pro-
fessional values was scored 3.82 points out of 5 on average. Satisfaction with clinical practice was higher under
the age of 29(t=2.78, p =.014), male students(t=2.70, p =.008), and third grade(t=3.53, p =.001). Satisfaction
for clinical practice was positively related to personal relationship(r =.26, p = <.001), period of clinical practice
(r=.17, p=.019), and professional values(r =.576, p =.000). Nursing professional values was positively relate to
personal relationship(r = .34, p<.001), and colleague relationship(r =.20, p =.004). The factors affecting sat-
isfaction with clinical practice were grade(f =.236), gender(8 =.162), personal relationship(8=.172), & religion
(B=.145) and explained 13.8% of it. Satisfaction with clinical practice(g=.527) and personal relationship(8

=.209) explained 36.7% of nursing professional values. Conclusion : Based on the results of this study, to en-
hance nursing Professional values, it is necessary to improve the nursing student’s satisfaction for clinical prac-

tice and to explore the affecting factors on them.
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Table 1, Reliability Analysis & Factor Analysis of Satisfaction with Clinical Practice
Reliability Components
[tem . Sub-total Total
Variables '
No U2z Cronbach's Cronbach's ~ F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6
a a
1 Lead in an interesting direction 909 807 138 142 129 165 095
2 Assiduous guidance 909 764 120 106 325 015 129
3 Enough guidance 907 79 747 192 192 296 205 043
4 Lead attention to 908 ' 742 069 132 056 282 249
Guide f lication to Theoretical
g ouide Tor appleation 1o Theorgical - gng 704 144 Q078 259 -037 317
practice
Conducting a nursing care program 911 263 708 317 108 049 099
Priority of nursing application 912 090 697 174 -059 136 179
8 practical training of ward, patient 912 017 622 153 207 054 094
room work
i i 79
9 Nursing care attended by nursing 908 . 078 580 165 178 156 238
care
10 Categgnzed by practical practice 913 057 477 050 072 368 384
of curriculum
11 A new experience 913 -018 439 -113 324 388 045
12 Organization and parts adequacy 910 125 109 717 085 175 138
13 Locapon for lectures and gathering 909 149 o7 677 207 045 130
meetings 91
14 Numberl of students in the lab is 911 78 027 115 547 193 172 259
appropriate
15 Suited hours of practice by subject 909 313  -042 454 048 461 344
Th tension in th tical
1p 1o Properfension i ihe praclical - gng 234 168 432 250 384 176
place
N f i ith  th
17 Number of ‘meetings with the g 160 156 120 798 182 193
Number of Practice Journalists
18  Time-fitting 909 78 179 144 187 796 006 197
llecti ion ti H -
jg Colection session tme Fands-on g, 246 -010 145 629 239 123
experience and learning
20 Evaluation criteria Information delivery 9183 o1 090 036 071 068 863 009
21 Evaluation methods satisfaction 909 ' 075 152 365 214 657 112
90 Swtedlfor Subjectl matter practice 911 093 019 027 165 237 774
according to practical place
Diff i i linical 7
03 i ergnt experiences during clinical 910 76 185 136 313 138 -145 703
practice
24 Avalilability of learning materials .908 094 269 395 236 070 541
Eigenvalues 3374 2514 2477 2462 2257 2189
% of Variance 14,057 10475 10320 10258 9404 9121
Cumulative % 14,057 24533 34852 45110 54515 63,636
F1 : Practice instruction F2 : Practice content F3 : Practice environment F4 : Practice time F5 : evaluation F6 : Subject
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5. AHREA B o] mhE QAPAFTEE, s AR 2
0| t-test, ANOVA 9 Scheffé test(AEZAA)=E HA
#3E Ame ggsie] JHAsUEEst 1 sk
SR WA= ¥ dobEr] fJsl SPSS Ao ARk 54, tidAe] dAASTEE
WIN 19.0& o] gato] thga} 22 oz Baslyl 9 7 dEZee] 4 Pearson’s correlation
of. ohgARe) AuhE B4 Agel MESS P9 coefficient®, YAAGTHEELL B ALY G529l
a0, AR AAFAL T2 7S A B A2 Mean 2 Multiple regression analysis@® &4]35}3itt.
(Bat) 9 SDEEEHADE okl e, Ao drt
Table 2, General Characteristics of Subjects (N=200)
Characteristic Categories N % Mean -+ SD(Min-Max)
<29 184 92.0
Age
>30 16 8.0
. Male 21 105
Female 179 895
3rd grade 86 430
Grade
4rd grade 114 570
Religion Yes 115 574
No 85 425
<3months 27 135
Period of clinical practice 3months <, <6months 46 230
>6months 127 63.5
University hospital 118 59.0
Institution to work after graduation General hospital 60 30.0
The others 22 10
Yes 128 64.0
Role model
No 72 36.0
University supervisor 10 7.80
Target of role model* Head nurse 60 46 9
Practical nurse 58 453
Very good 32 16.0
Good 117 585
Personal relationship Moderate 51 255 S'SEZ(;'?S
Bad 0
Very bad 0
Very good 38 19.0
Good 103 515
Colleague relationship Moderate 58 275 3'9(1%%64
Bad 4 20
Very bad 0

* N=128
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B AghAkake] AuHA Q] 294] ©]8} 1847(92%). 30
Al 01 16 (8%)0] B, 8L o3z} 179(89.5%), WAk
21%(10.5%)°] At} 48Hd-2 114%H(57.0%), 35142 86
H(43.0%)°] 1, %‘—ﬂﬂ- C}J% shago] 1159H(57.5%), <1l
5%el9t Y F YAsts A
1188(59.0%), %) 60 (30%),

71ek oA, FHY, aﬂﬂﬂﬂ} 5ol 228(11%)°1 9
1, QAL A 717 370 wlgto] 279(13.5%), 3
~671E 46%H(23.0%), 671 oA} 1277 (63.8%)°] XA T}

A do] gl SHYo] 1287(64.0%)°] A1,
SR hARTE A Y 2k EAe SRE 8

Aol 609(30.0%), ABHZEE A} 587(45.3%)0] QiT). o
AW 28 ofF b, Fry, ‘WFothef 22
329(16%), 11799(58.5%) 2 51(25.5%)0] <5}
3, ek, B9 mcks giglon] BEat 38
Hololtk. Frote] AL b Frh, Ty,

=0 cgpmcpol zhzk 387(19.0%), 103 (51.5%), 55
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HAGUIEES HEHEATO GG DA 2 29
O 103 > 2]a AN
2. EH}\]?‘]- ] O]}\]- ‘E‘L‘_‘!I—'E" 71_'9"7{_1_ —!Pf_ T
A
A BAAT QPUASVEEL BF 359019
o] 5191990 ML A AITo] 38080 71
Sk, A4t 3584, AE

NEAZAT +22 Bt %
o YRl 7130 B4 42740] 7P =94, ks
Aol g3t 3.974, 7t59] %jl'ﬁs*é 3.92%, A2 Aot

3. QY ol e QA RS
AR Kol
B AT thAAe) Qube Saef] nhE QAMAST
20| AfolE HATH AvH: (Table 42 ). A7
3k 204] o517} 361402 304] ol4pe] 331 mrk

EUIL(t=248, p=.014), JHo A= HY 3.85%,
oA 3.567 02 Jalao] EQkrht=2.67, p=.008).
o A= 33hd 3727, 43Hd 3494 08 3810

st
(255%) R 4820%)°] SHIAL, WP mehs ¢l BOR|(=3.53, p<.001), TR} A Yol 366
Ao FHHae 3915 0]l tK(Table 2). A, Tt s el 3495 o= Fuvt Q= A
Table 3, Satisfaction with Clinical Practice and Nursing Professional Values (V=200)
M=+SD Minimum Maximum

Satisfaction of Clinical Practice 3.59(0.47) 238 5

Practice contents 3.55(0.52) 250 5

Practice guidance 3.54(0.68) 1.60 5

Practice time 3.80(0.66) 2.00 5

Practice subjects 3.51(0.63) 1.00 5

Practice environment 3.58(0.62) 220 5

Practice evaluation 3.67(0.72) 1.00 5
Nursing Professional Values 3.82(0.47) 217 8

Self-concept of the profession 3.86(0.56) 2.00 5

Social awareness 3.50(0.70) 1.80 8

Originality of nursing 4.27(0.58) 3.00 ®

Professionalism of nursing 3.92(0.54) 233 8

Roles of nursing service 3.97(0.60) 2.00 )
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o] E=9ktht=2.66, p=.006). AUAAI%57|7 A= 370
< ulgk 3.627, 3~671Y 3.79%, 671Y 0|4k 35180
2 3~670d AGA AT 370 vintolut 67 o]
ArE T £9F0 ™ Scheffe testof| 4] -2 0] AR E S
thF=1.38, p=.002). tjQlTA 7} o}F £ Aol
384707 22 Al 35870 B =9row, Scheffe
testo]l A -g-2] o] Q1A E QLHF=7.38, p<.001).

i dAte] At B4 whg 7t R A 2o 2jo]
2 243 A3}, 294 o]al7} 3.847 0.2 304] o]Ae)
3.617 B} =9ki(t=1.82, p=.071), G4 3.967,

81702 Jahao] =okrh(t=143, p=.155).
3.887, 431 37802 3314 0]
p=.137), }—ﬂj} 9= shAo| 3.84
Fgo] 3.80% 013l F-2gt 2to]
EATHE=0.60, p=.552). Y3577k A
370wk 3.897, 3~671Y 3.894, 671 oAk
2, 3~6719o] 7H E9kou folgh Zpol=
F=0.22, p=.363). teloA 7} o} =2 Al
| 22 AFF 380" 5Tt w=9FO ™ Scheffe test
o] o] QA YTHF=14.74, p<.000). =7
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Table 4, The Differences of Satisfaction with Clinical Practice and Nursing Professional Values

Satisfaction for Clinical tice

Nursing Professional values

Characteristic Categories
M+SD tor F(l Scheffe M=SD t or F(p) Scheffe
A <29 3.61+048 248 3.84+0.46 182
e
9 >30 3314039  (014) 3614050  (071)
Male 3.85+0.40 267 3.96+0.70 143
Gender : ’
Female 356+047  (.008) 3.81+043 (.155)
3rd grade 3.72+0.48 353 388+0.45 149
Grade . :
4rd grade 349+045  (001) 378+048 (.137)
o Yes 3.66+0.47 2.66 3.84+0.46 060
Religion . .
No 349+048  (.006) 3.80+0.48 (552)
Period of dinical < 3months 3.62+0.58 a8 o 3.89+0.49 02
eriod of clinica a<
3months <, <6month 3.79+0.35 : 3.89+0.34 :
practice monts =, months : ' (.002) b>c : ’ (.363)
>6months 3.51+046 3.79+0.50
Institution to University hospital 3.60+0.46 . 3.83+0.48 -
work after General hospital 357+044 (é%) 3.81+0.41 (.958)
graduation The others 355+057 3.84+0.56 '
Yes 3.62+0.46 118 3.87+0.46 183
Role model : :
No 354+048  (241) 374+047 (.069)
University supervisor 365+042 385+017
Target of role Head nurse 3.66+052 0.19 3.89+0.50 024
model Practical nurse 358+040 (458 3.85+042 (.353)
The others 359+047 3.81+047
b | very good 384+048 3 418+0.51
ersona 7.37 1474
. , + . >b 3.80+0.38 ) >b
relationship good 3982045 gy @ SUED. (< 001) @
moderate 3.45+0.44 3.65+0.51
very good 3.68+0.42 400+0.44
Colleague good 3.58+0.45 71 3824040 335
relationship moderate 355+053  (549) 3.76+058 (.020)
bad 3.48+0.59 3.39+£0.47




Ae ol 575 FRQWHF=335, p=.020), g
=0 At =7t A o] Scheffe testoll A {01432 Q14
2] ekt

qatel delels Eaetel wAel YARw
2 Ha(r=61, p<.001), YAALIZE L Tl
(=26, p<.001)%} A% 2
o AAFTA 7} Qlch 7 E AR TS el (r=
34, p<.001), FEEA (=20, p=.004), JFd5TE
(r=.58, p<.001)e} FAAAAS HATHTable 5).

Table 5, Correlation of the Relationship Among General Characteristics,

OIAMAIATIZ E oL 7hE A BTt kS n]x]= Q9o 31

PAAGUEES} T ABA T dF FFasl
2 shobsly] 918) folat WP A4 HolE Hel o
BhAQl B4 F AP, shd, telal QAALIZ
% BBAEE ZPHGDunmy variable) A2k 4
BIAZ AAHE WSS o] gkl thEal e A
= Axstch HAEAE 93 BEAS Aud
A}, QUGS E] et FAEHA L] W9l 913
~.982& 0~10]1, VIF= 1.0I8~1.110& 7]Z&%]0

S 97 gof HEFEAol ot o Aulelzte] Ak

go] W mojF ek 2kHEA] A} Dubin Watson
AAATE= 17192 20] 7171 mE o] 9 }ak7ko] 2}
1ol gle Ao veht B A BE

Satisfaction with Clinical Practice and Nursing Professional values

Personal Colleague Period of clinical ~ Satisfaction with Nursing
relationship  relationship practice clinical practice professional values
Personal relationship 1
61
Colleague relationship (<'. 001) 1
09 06
Period of clinical practice (_éOS) (_;112) 1
26 10 17
Satisfaction with clinical practice (<.,OO 1) (.'1 62) (,b 19 1
Nursing professional values 34 20 09 8 1
9p (<.001) (004) (204) (< 001)

Table 6, Effect Factors on Satisfaction with Clinical Practice and Nursing Professional Values

Variables Categories B SE B torF P
Constant 3.354 61.86 <001
Grade 222 063 236 3.51 <001
Satisfaction of Gender 247 105 162 3.34 001
Clinical Practice Personal relationship 218 057 172 250 013
Religion 137 088 145 218 030
R*= 155, Adj, R°=.138, F=898, p< 001
Constant 1885 9.05 <001
Nursing Satisfaction of Clinical Practice 529 058 527 9.07 <001
Professionalism Personal relationship 267 074 209 3.60

R®= 373, Adj. R*=.367, F=5856, p<.001
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