ZHEdsPYe] QS 2EGX Aolo) HE
AEdF ol +49 784 9Fad vz

Comparison of Factors Influencing the Simulation Utilization According

to the Difference of Stress in Clinical Practice of Nursing Students

Yoo Rim, Kweon

Department of Nursing, Ansan University, Associate Professor

UIRAVTATYIX] TEM, H4AH F4Z 2020 124
The Journal of Korean Nursing Research
Vol. 4, No. 4, Dec. 2020






[SNR SF27HS A X| M4 K4S 2020 128 ISSN(Print) 2586-2057 - ISSN(Online) 2671-5686
The Journal of Korean Nursing Research Vol. 4, No. 4, 85-96, Dec. 2020 https://doi.org/10.34089/jknr.2020.4.4.85

ZHEdsPYe] QS 2EGX Aolo) HE
AEdF ol +49 784 9Fad vz

243

otAtTstm, R4

Comparison of Factors Influencing the Simulation Utilization According

to the Difference of Stress in Clinical Practice of Nursing Students

Yoo Rim, Kweon

Department of Nursing, Ansan University, Associate Professor
Abstract

Purpose : This study was conducted to compare the difference of factors influencing the simulation utilization
according to the difference of stress in clinical practice of nursing students. Methods : The study design was a
descriptive research. 150 students were conveniently sampled from the senior nursing students who participated
in simulation classes. The contents of the self-reported questionnaire included confidence, clinical nursing per-
formance, immersion, satisfaction of simulation, and simulation utilization. Results : As a result of the study, it
was found that the satisfaction of major, satisfaction of campus life were statistically significantly lower in the
high stress group than low stress group. Factors influencing the simulation utilization were confidence and im-
mersion in the low stress group and satisfaction of major in the high stress group. Conclusion : This study could
be seen to suggest that the results of simulation education may vary depending on the stress in clinical practice

perceived by students.
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Table 1, General Characteristics according to Stress in Clinical Practice

Low stress group High stress group

Characteristics Categories (n=87) (n=63) x°(p) or t(p)
n(%) or M+SD n(%) or M+SD
Gender female 71(81.6) 58(92 1) 3.32(.095)
male 16(18.4) 5(79)
Age 2511+6.85 24 89+7 44 0.04(.848)
Satisfaction of major 4.05+0.61 3.75+0.62 2.95(.004)
Satisfaction of campus life 3.80+0.73 3.44+067 3.10(,002)
Academic achievement 3.98+0.63 3.94+044 0.47(642)
Reason about stress Nursing process 11(12.6) 8(12.7) 8.83(.050)
in clinical practicum Nursing knowledge 48(55.2) 27(42.9)
Communication 10(11.5) 19(30.2)
Building rapport 1(1.2) 1(1.5)
Nursing Skills 17(19.5) 8(12.7)
Preferred nursing subject Medical surgical nursing 39(44 8) 34(54.0) 5.46(.240)*
Maternity and Pediatric nursing 20(23.0) 6( 9.5)
Psychiatric nursing 15(17.2) 11(17.5)
Public health nursing 8( 9.3) 9(14.3)
Fundamental nursing 5(5.7) 3(47)
Preferred teaching method Practice in Lab 22(25.3) 14(22 2) 6.04(191)
Clinical Practicum 29(33.3) 13(20.6)
Lecture 24(27 6) 23(36.5)
Discussion 11(12.6) 9(14.3)
Team based learning 1(1.2) 4( 6.4)
* Fisher's exact test
2, AEJAZ} LEO 223} kO 122 W AL o BAFCR §OJdt Jolt gilth YAFES
WIFEARE, 29189l AlgRold ATt 5P AR L 25| Biko] 399047
=k A]-&-ﬂ]ollﬂ_ 2919 .ﬁ.g_lgl 2Jo] o7 AEHAV} =& OF 381047 ART 3o
W EAHoR folgh Aol AUtk FABYL ~
AvHe BAolA 2B A AFE fOT Aot AVl B 159 Fito] 3840.60HOR AE
U AR Yehd AFTEE, stuld s 27t =2 F 3.66(x0.58)F ot ke $A4
FHFOR FRAEAG AT <Table 2594 By 02 {7 Aol QIAUTh ABH O $UUEE L
AN, QPNESY S, £ABY, ARl £ 2B AT} e 2F] Ho] 433#06)HOR A
AuEE, ABHOIM £ F84 MPER BAF Edavt £ I8 414E0HHRT RO B
o FA ARAY e BYoA TEA TS Aoz {Fo3k Apol= Itk A=l =AY
Zate o ekttt 8§48 ~E AL S g HiE 432:049H, 2

120] Wito] 7.85(+1.25)

Hog AEH AT 2o O 7.52:1.32)HH T} =gt

EFAv} =8 I8 430045802 993 2po]=
31 tH(Table 2).
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Table 2, Differences of Confidence, Clinical Performance, Immersion and Simulation Utilization according to Stress in Clinical Practice

Variables M=+SD Source Type Il sum Mean t(o)
of squares squares
Confidence Low stress group  7.85+125 Corrected Model 2228 3 743  057(.450)
(n=87) Intercept 95.75 1 9575
Satisfaction of major 13.58 1 13.58
Satisfaction of campus life 0,02 1 0.02
High stress group  752+132 Stress 088 1 088
(n=63) Error 224 64 146 154
Total 9166.10 150
Corrected Total 246 91 149
Clinical Low stress group  399+047 Corrected Model 409 3 136  1.84(177)
performance (n=87) Intercept 28.22 1 28.22
Satisfaction of major 1.58 1 158
Satisfaction of campus life 0.11 1 0.11
High stress group  381+047 Stress 0.38 1 0.38
(n=63) Error 29 94 146 0.21
Total 2328 81 150
Corrected Total 34.03 149
Immersion Low stress group  384+060 Corrected Model 168 3 056 197(162)
(n=87) Intercept 3595 1 3595
Satisfaction of major 025 1 025
Satisfaction of campus life 0.04 1 0.04
High stress group  3.66+058 Stress 0.69 1 0.69
(n=63) Error 51.40 146 0.35
Total 2180.49 150
Corrected Total 53.08 149
Satisfaction of  Low stress group  4.33+061 Corrected Model 235 8 078 1.63(.204)
simulation (n=87) Intercept 4289 1 4289
Satisfaction of major 042 1 042
Satisfaction of campus life 014 1 0.14
High stress group  414+064 Stress 0,63 1 0.63
(n=63) Error 56,14 146 0.39
Total 2767 .86 150
Corrected Total 58.49 149
Simulation Low stress group  432+049 Corrected Model 1.29 3 043 012(732)
utilization (n=87) Intercept 4573 1 4573
Satisfaction of major 116 1 1.16
Satisfaction of campus life 0.06 1 0.06
High stress group  430+045 Stress 0.08 1 0.03
(n=63) Error 3162 146 022
Total 282005 150
Corrected Total 3292 149
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Table 3, Correlation of Confidence, Clinical Performance, Immersion, Satisfaction of Simulation, and Simulation Utilization according

to Stress in Clinical Practice

Variables Clinical performance Immersion Satisfaction of simulation Simulation utilization

Low stress group  Confidence 53(<.001) 48(<.001) 31(.004) 58(<.001)
(n=87) Clinical performance .34(,001) 23(.036) .31(.003)
o) Immersion 33(002) 56(<001)
Satisfaction of simulation 38(<.001)

High stress group  Confidence .60(<.001) 30(.016) 44(< .001) 47(<.001)
(n=63) Clinical performance 20(122) 18(.161) 41(,001)
(o) Immersion 31(012) 05(.721)
)

Satisfaction of simulation
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Table 4, Influencing Factors on Simulation Utilization according to Stress in Clinical Practice
Low stress group (n=87) High stress group (n=63)
B SE Jéi t p B SE Jéi t p
Constant 19,69 5.65 349 001 30.38 6.30 498 < 001
Satisfaction of major -0.06 0.95 -001  -006 950 276 1.21 0.32 228 027
Satisfaction of campus life 0.39 078 005 050 619 -1.32 1.07 017 123 223
Confidence 0.20 0.06 0.39 359 001 0.13 0.07 0.29 192 060
Clinical performance -0.07 013 -006 -056 580 018 0.16 0.16 112 268
Immersion 0.33 0.10 0.34 338 001
Satisfaction of simulation 0.26 0.14 0.16 180 076 017 0.18 012 094 351
Adj R? 0.42 0.27
Fo) 11,30(< ,001) 4.76(,001)
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