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Analysis of the Image and Likability of the Nurse
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Purpose: The purpose of this study was to investigate nurse images and likability that were perceived by various
groups in the general population. Methods: Using cross-sectional descriptive design, six groups of people were
invited to participate in the survey. The participants included nurses, physicians, nurse aids/technicians,
patients/caregivers, college students, and the general public. A total of 1,530 individuals were drawn from 42
hospitals nationwide. Bhargava’s likability questionnaires and the Ward Nurse Image tool were used. Results:
Compared with other groups, patients and caregivers had higher scores for likability and better nurse image than
other groups. Most respondents perceived nurses are clean and caring, but many individuals still had the image
that nurses are submissive. Conclusion: To improve nurse image, perceptions from various groups of people need
to be considered and programs develop to show the positive aspects of nursing and nurses.

Key words: Nurse, Image, Likability

. M 2 A& W-&E A (content analysis)3} Tt A A1, dj=
iAo B]Z] ZF3 A oAb X&A 0w | FA A QL

W2 Ao R E . 53] TV B3 oAz oA}
ol A= A lolu Fke] 54 di el Hisl 2= A, off v At Al ol E =L, bl gl of A o™

9 olire] FA= olsichl, whebd Ajslo) 7

H= BAEE WA BAE QI Cunningham(4]= o] 2]t 7+
A, B, "=, Al Soll et Fde AR ol s = Al tigt o] A7} FHH o' HolFA DA -2
A2 THE ofu|A|7F P4 E 4 leH2], I k= Wi B ThaL FBEHA], HEZE £ o] 0 2 A 2] Lo YA
75ttt A 9] ofu] X7} ZFZALY] o] X & It ol ikl

ottt
745 AJo] thgt o] ] %)= Aldjol] we} wls}ar 9lek, Kalisch

E
%3}, prime-time of] HFE TV Al2]= 4 7|6} S5

A

1

A ol wkE 6701 0] 75 ALoh 4667 0] ol Abe] A E o} Kalischl5, 6K AlT] M& 1FEALe] ou] A& HAlah

FR0{: ZI3AL 0[0IX|, 2&:=

Corresponding author: Son, Heesook
Red Cross College of Nursing, Chung-Ang University, 41 Heukseok-ro, Dongjak-gu, Seoul 06974, Korea.
Tel: 82-2-820-5998, Fax: 82-2-824-7961, E-mail: hson@cau.ac.kr

2 g 2014 WIS ALE|0IA SHIS X0 TS ZhsALe] ojofXjof CHEF EAF G| U,

1 20153 5& 202 / AARR(Z|Y: 20151 6& 22 / AIRHbEY: 20154 68 26

- 169 -



ZtsAte| oo x|}t SZE B4

F=t, 1854WHE 1919W A8| Q] HA}, 1920EH g
19298 o] 1] A (Girl Friday), 19408 €] 19458 o] F=¢1%
(Heroine), 1946¥5-E] 196549 o] U (Mother), 1966
FE] 19824 A A Ak (Sex object) U 1983 0] T HLE] =
ZHE7}H(Careerist) 2 ——rL-‘:l‘é]—OﬂE} E3] 7+3A12] o]u] 7|9
M A A9l S & AL 1975W of| AJZFE A3} “m
7] AR ok A7 S E} P}t & FAlat 5] 7t
ZAF= A
o

oo
ox Y

[e}
AL A S HEstkaL, 7HsHA o] Bl !
O 2 HALE o] Sl A Tt A B
sh=t 7157

2| Kalisch 5{812] 2001 @3} 2004 21 E] Yo A 2] 71

SAFE ofu] 2] FA o] o5k, of 70%2] QIE Ul Afo] E7}
A A olal 1k o] 2fAtR HALEGlew 60%7F &7
vk Ael7to] Qlom S8 9l AlE| Wil BRI o g
HAFE QT Yot 49 F3F FSARe] shE Ao =3

W @A, A9 o] A s

’

o Y fob

A4l
Kl
=
S|
&

1 o]\ =

fE

i

2 9] o]u]|X| = Z7}3k |
ShttaL Harshict.
2t Abe] ofu| A= thAdAtel] whet oS 4= Qlek. ol &
H, AAHG0Y), FE2A(361), M FEB0Y) 9 3
THEQ7THE o= B oH| A& HE AR

o] oluR|E 7H4 FAHZ o7 QA5 Waters[101&=
LT 71 2 AR A ToAbe] B w2 &4
U 7HE B2 7hs @AgollA] v
&2, Haa gl dukele of JOE ot °4%L[11]°11A1L
)
=

of s Al el olu] xS Zhar QlglrHI2) Lt 7k
EEAEE 7hEALe] o]n| (S djR|2 FHH o X

4 Aok gel4e 484 1992 A4HT00, He

ZFE 3|7 AlRa Ak o] QK| she ZhEALe] ofn]
A A8 bl of3hwli17], 109 % 9% O11%)0] THEA}
£ AbBl A 0@ QUANHE 2e'e] 3, 8407} TEARE A
B A4 23 Bake] BAIS Sdste] 2ok 1 SR

o
<
K3
N
S
of,
ofy
0/0]
of,
o
)
1-01,
%

= i A= 4= 9l

e

o ot 3 P ALR Y ARl oS 2 4
SR A B2 BAL o|uA] FA o 8T G 7]

2
ol
A
)
o
e
ay e
o
o
i
9\1"
=2
r\l

k3 Abe] olu) 2] & A
BANE T Qle}, wat
J] E}\loﬂ H;Hx% o

qu— B 1:1 :UHXJ‘_] E§‘~
At e PE/\Poﬂ sl 572 olH
AL Aukel, &2, B o2} -5 oAt
of wet th=A Q1A Sh= Ao 2 HAEQIH, T d-
Apol| et A-gH At e 2F ohE 80t olyet A
:rl A AFHA 0] 7] wio] A+ Aol Lyt Ol
5}, Yozt ZhAbe] thgtk o] A ak At E 1AL TF
E/\P"ﬂ et = B A= 744 sﬂﬂx] St
t}. Bhargava[l9l= AFHE2 £ ==
I A7)ef SR USE AL AEE ?:*S’Jﬂtﬂ SHE
(likability) & oof gtthal 743ttt whebA o
AL QUAISH= IFEALE] o] u| A& FAlo| FAHA LR
EA5h= Zlo] Bastth &, (tS A } 1] fﬂ% 7J§/\P94
ojul x| ¥yt oprz} o7 ?izo*oﬂ/ﬂ

3) A+
o1t}
4) AR ofu|z] FEE Hpof ukE Zjo| 5
o1t}
. oy
1, 7 4A|

- 170 -



AZES T 21(2), 20154 8%

RN L S ENE LY

AR EA, P W NS Ao 2 ARo] A
= o

2 3198w, F 1,290 [2010] AHEE| It whEkA] 2 A
E20%2 1E5tgS o £ 1,530
3

-

=2

X

rr

B

=2

um o
1

ez HERAME kel whebA] ZF Z15-& oF 252

O 2 P A= A A gE SHe= £ o)
Aok A= A9 AL/AH/7A 7], FAY A/, A
/3774 H B/ A/ AFE ) AQor FEstar
Bl AL 1,00084F o4, 500~10008 A u]gE 500
A uwte g LRSI A9 WA 5 e shr] st
o] Z 427 LS AT F B AUNTARS o] P 2 o}
A S5 At A oo 53t sl 7]kl
TH8he (FSAL, QAL te R RAL/ O m 2Rl 9 gt

ato] MBS Ak}
3oy

1) ZESAL U=

s Ake] 33 s 579571 Y8l Bhargaval1917F A A|

ol AAIE WS ATt o] Fof AAE =

AAAE oAl 7HA] 7] &, KA, A, olebd, o
J

= I
=/, Brold e S 22 8t
Q
[e)

o
foie

of, A4 3910] 7k AL

o 2% 1Ak EPE SHETRA B 13709 2] A
S gick, 137 £go] thste] A0 AR HEHe 7
Kgstel ZHaabel That Bk B0 WEEGES A%
shodeh. W AUE A2 109 o4 Bl 7k A} 6w 7 2t
3} 5 L Aol 1B BPEES ZsHs )
o g FakolA] 4 HER TS SR 43, e
3 3%, ErehA) ke 27, A ErgatA ghe 180

= g7hstA shal 2F 3ol Hisl 34 oo = etk A

oo
&
oft
1
Do)
&
o
o)
2
)
2
<
=N
&
<
5
[oN
@]
g
i
= o

U
o} WeEIGE A AT} nE 3Ho] CVI 0.85 ©]
i

woe
A7 5] A EE 089302 FolHOnR o] £ £
olek. wheba] ZhEak

2) Z¥sAt olo|x|

2154 ol 8|22 24817] 918 Ward 2117} AP Ward
Nurse Imageo] di5to] 7iaape] 371 WL shtolgh 71
B A} o|u] R =Tt (Ward Nurse Image-Korean version)S
ZRsteict. e A= A AR 110 =
AehTL Flolo] @4 3810 Y=ol ahof W]
WA S BN Y R B st bt
o2 ofoje} ghtolol] L% SET 14 221007 o el
= 9 Fseleh. o ¥l oA =2 HS Edje 2
A At 3R10] ThA| HIE S & 5], =4 9 Kt
o A 2 Solg Ward olu] 4 E77} SAF AT}
HgHon A shtolat Ward 7h8 AL o] v x| T

AL ougict,
Ao A9l gt=roldt kS A} o]u|R] 9] Cron-
bach's A= 8460 & A w7} AZEE I}

4, X|24EHR

A2 4557] <1 C e}

19](1041078-201408-HR-114-01) & "o} A| Y x|

AL, QAL ZES 2 FAL/ OB E 208 9 3R}/

_1?_94 A =ZE o 01 2
s

re
-
El
1o
re
-
Mo
o
do

1o
o~
lo ¢

ds

fol 32 rio
loy

(T < 1

H1-=2 ©

ol
-

ox. rH ‘{)‘

do o X
)
oz
|o
oy
>
HU
i "
4
i)
o
R
Hu)
)
o
2N
ol
o

o fot
of
o
o X

-171 -



ZtSAte] ojojX|et SHE 24

=]
o= o] & 1,53077F s 2= e F 1,51257} 9]
o] 98.8%9] SHES A 24U v 57 &
O 1,507 7F 4ol A

o
L
123
flo
N
-z

[rt
2
o
o
=

NI
o\

A7 BAL SPSS version 21.0 for windowsE A&}
of 45Tt
D AT A BAS Aol MEEE ol
stof jshact

1. Chedxle] etk £

AL AFR}] ARbA] EA8 Table 13} ), £4] tjA)
2 7FEAK251), ©JAK250), 7FE 2 AL/ Q) 5 E £2918(216),
A}/ B 5 2H218), theHY(261), YHII(311) 2.2 & 1,507
ot oe R 212 MR B2 du} 57| £
st AHES o] 4 o] 98915 (65.6%), A F-3E= 20-68A]

Bt 359112541901, 20~39A47F 958 (63.5%) 2
2 7P gt sk 5shl E¢olshrt 5441
(36.1%) 0130 ThE o]0l 46178 (30.5%)°] AT}, 5+
Al = A A2 A/771/R174 0] 619 (40.9%) ©] 1.0
] BT 500014 1,0009]9F BAt=71 4197 (44.8%)
O g 7P Egtth & 22 109 o] 81714468 (62.29%)
O 211 o] dETh Wttt

fu

2. ZiSAjol| chigt S22} olnix| H= H xjo|HE

Zrsatell digh Zh oAb stEet ofm|A] Fris

Table 29} Zt}, IFo Al thet S SR/ HE A7t
4431%6.068 02 713 =9ro ] 7FEAH41.99+5.067),
OJAH41.3245.697), UH1(39.78+5.927), tehAY(39.10+
5.7774), S 2 RAY ) m E 212 (38.95£5.617) =019
oh, ZtSAto] tht o|ml A EFF EAY/H A7} 196.80+
3075802 71 =9k om 7FE AH190.49+ 24 547), T
SHY(180.59+23.287]), YREQI(179.53£26.78%]), 7t%
ZEAL/ QB H 2919 (179.15£28.147), 2 AH177.89+
22.29%) <=0]%ltt. ScheffeE o] &3 AFS- B4 A3l 5
TEEe te 2T Ay 2200 sk, dutel ko) 7t
SAZF AL, TP oA T SEAY/ H S A7 (-0 81 A =9k
o, It 2 HAY R R 21, ey H ot A =3k
i, SabE ) SRR}/ H 5 AF 7L FA A 02 5051 A T
(F=28.97, p<.001). o|u] A o] sl A= EAY/ H 522} 7F
IAZE QAL Zte R RA O R Q1Y tiehy, dukel
of Hlsf SAA o= {-o)5HA =SkTtHF=18.37, p<.001).

3. AUk SFE Froll U= X0l

% 54 A3 SRy mERte] A9 LEARE olepH ol
o] 3% ) WE g4 T2 YA 1ESe] ul3) 7
Batol that BHE W47t BA Uebeh B3 1154

<

7 1ES Aol reAks HAo] gt € YA
1071 ol FEA o2 o2 didxtEol Hal 3%
B7F 47 = A vrebyi

1 9] h3Aks Ho] glot gk 52 Uyl 3
7F42(3.4310.82)%= 2B AH3.15+0.86)2F T SHAY (3.14+
1.42)¢] B7hdapEo 24 el th(F=21.082, p<.001).
S A= ot oltt gl oA FEAK3.6410.78)
oF OJAH3.6410.74) 0] H7PpE ISR FAL Y o5 K
Z218(3.29+0.72)3 U¥EI(3.36+0.87)2] H7FH¢E

rr

-172 -



AnziE

H32 21(2), 20154 8#

o} =7 el th(F=7.715, p<001). ‘TFEA= Y7t &

FAUEL ATHET L F5

7]_7@

v e

PV IR L)

S 9JAH3.93£0.67)2] &
2(3.55+0.72), tjst

2(3.59+0.74), LEI1(3.68+0.74) 2] H7MASHT} =7

L 14, TFEEA] 1H§_

RLY 9 ‘Ei‘_*
EHz] (58341,

2 (5.70+
$="(5.691+2.97),

A 1
HEO B )9 (5.65+1.42) 9] £20]9]

(5.91%+237)0]1 1, 3=
A5k

1.13), 4=5 ‘;d-l0171-o]
+

LR TH(F=21.783, p<.001). FE 23, A7) FEeFAd o=
370+163H 02 S G5 7H WY V€=
4. tHAXIo| = o|o|X| F-rofl = xjo|HH 3570 @ 5 Bt 64 ol o2 SHE FEol Al i
Az PO ARE AL/ R SR T O R ZEO AR -
el R onlA] F4 W Aol AA ATHE Table B 29, BBk A] 9= (6.08£0.86), W5 33, ‘4l
4o ek, At AL ofmlA] Hatda7t 7P TS F-=d7(6.05£0.85) 0 & F 7] ol laL, B/ R E A}
Table 1. General Characteristics of the Respondents (V=1,507)
Nurse Doctor NA/MA P/C us GP .
ota
Characteristics ~ Categories (n=251) (n=250) (n=216) (n=218) (n=261) (n=311)
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
Gender Male 2(0.8) 177 (70.8) 55 (25.5) 72 (33.0) 85(32.0) 127 (40.8) 518 (34.4)
Female 249 (99.2) 73(29.2) 161 (74.5) 146 (67.0) 176 (67.4)  184(59.2) 989 (65.6)
Age (year) 20~39 168 (67.0) 210 (84.0) 133 (61.6) 59 (27.1) 252 (96.6) 136 (43.7) 958 (63.5)
40< 81 (32.3) 39 (15.6) 79 (36.6) 157 (72.0) 1(0.4) 169 (54.3) 526 (35.0)
Missing 2(0.7) 2(0.4) 4(1.8) 2(0.9) 8(3.0) 6(2.0) 24 (1.5)
M=£SD 35.4%9.3 335+7.8 35.3%19.1 47.2%£129 22,0129 4271122 359%125
Education < High school 66 (20.3) 145 (58.0) 64(29.7)  112(51.3)  2061(100.0) 107 (34.4) 544 (36.1)
Associate degree 112 (44.6) 105 (42.0)  152(70.3) 105 (48.2) 204 (65.6) 66 (4.4)
University 71 (28.3) 1(0.5) 718 (47.6)
> Graduate school 2(0.8) 176 (11.7)
Missing 3(0.2)
Place of Seoul/Gyeonggi/Incheon 103 (41.0) 111 (44.4) 89 (41.2) 73(33.5)  110(42.1) 133 (42.8) 619 (40.9)
work or Gangwon/Chungcheong 44 (17.5) 39 (15.0) 38 (17.0) 43 (19.7) 46 (17.6) 48 (15.4)  258(17.1)
dwelling Gyeongsang 54 (21.5) 58(23.2) 52 (24.1) 58 (26.6) 61 (23.4) 80 (25.7) 363 (24.1)
Jeolla/Jeju 38 (15.1) 42 (16.8) 37 (17.1) 42(19.3) 44 (16.9) 49(15.8)  252(16.7)
Missing 12 (4.9) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 2(0.9) 0(0.0) 1(0.3) 15 (1.2)
Hospital size >1,000 71 (28.3) 68 (27.2) 60 (27.8) 71 (32.0) 270 (28.9)
(beds) 500~1,000 110 (43.8) 110 (44.0) 94 (43.5) 105 (48.2) 419 (44.8)
<500 70 (27.9) 69 (27.6) 62 (28.7) 42(19.2) 243 (20.0)
Missing 0(0.0) 3(1.2) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 3(0.3)
Work <10 126 (50.2) 206 (82.4) 114 (52.8) 446 (62.2)
experience >11 123 (49.0) 44 (17.0) 99 (45.8) 206 (37.1)
(year) Missing 2(0.8) 0(0.0) 3(1.4) 5(0.7)
NA/MA=Nurse aid/Medical assistant; P/C=Patient/Caregiver; US=University student; GP=General public.
Table 2. Differences of Likability and Image of Nurses in Groups (V=1,507)
Nurses® Doctors” NA/MA* p/C! Us* GP' F (p)
Variables .
M=£SD M=ESD M=£SD M=£SD M=£SD M=£SD Scheffe
Likability 41,99£5.06 41.3245.69 38.95+5.601 44.31%6.06 39.10+5.77 39.78+5.92 28.97 (<.001)
c,e, f<a<d
c,e<b<d
Image 190,49+ 24,54 177.89£22.29 179.15%28.14 196.80%30.75 180.59+23.28 179.53%+26.78  18.37 (<.001)

b,c,e,f<a,d

NA/MA=Nurse aid/Medical assistant; P/C=Patient/Caregiver; US=University student; GP=General public.
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics and Differences of Each ltems of Likability of Nurses in Groups (V=1,507)
Total Nurses" Doctors” NA/MA® p/c’ Us® GP' F (p)
Variables .
M=£SD  Rank M+SD M+SD M=SD M=SD M=SD M=SD Scheffe

1 Nurses have no bias 3.32+0,99 11

2 Nurses keep their 3.85£0.85 2

promises

3 Nurses care for you 3.70£0.75 8

4 Nurses make one's life  3.82+0.75 3
more valuable in
specific situation

5 Nurses have humane 3.86+0.69 1

consideration for

others

6 Nurses do things and ~ 3.75%1.35 6
don't have a plea for

compensation

7 Nurses are altruistic 3.49£0.84 10  3.64%0.78 3.64%0.74
8 Nurses explain 3.7840.75 4 4.03%0.56 3.76%0.08
complicated medical
knowledge to help
one understand easily
9 Nurses share valuable  3.71+0.74 7 3.99+0.57 3.75%0.67

information and
knowledge with
others

10. Nurses resolve the 3.69010.77 9
problem that I want to

fix

11 Nurses provide
resources that I need

3.78+0.73

V)1

3.15+0.86 3,16+0.84

3.95+0.69 3.83%0.65

3.8810.58 3.65%+0.79

3.83£0.69 3.97+0.68

3.97£0.63 3.89%0.59

3.81£0.76 3.87%£2.69

3.8010.06 3.8310.72

3.8610.61 3.93%0.67

3.17%£0.78 3.89+0.91 3.14%t1.42 3.43+0.82 21.082 (< .001)
a,b,c e f<d
a,e<f

3.0110.61 40.8+0.75 3.83%+1.37 3.7910.66 7.952(<.001)
c<a,d
f<d

3.5110.69 4.03+0.72 3.58%0.79 3.62+0.75 17.296 (< .001)

b,c,e, f<a,d

3.69%10.71 4.13%+0.75 3.67£0.79 3.73%£0.76 13,948 (<.001)
c<a<d
f<d

3.6810.69 4.17+0.69 3.75%£0.69 3.75%£0.72 17.055(<.001)
c<b<d
c<a
e,f<a,d

3.63£0.76 4.20%0.79 3.39£0.89 3.67+0.87 9.992 (<.001)
f,c<d
e<a,d

3.2940.72 3.55+1.11 3.51+0.73 3.36+0.87 7.715(<.001)
c,f<a,b

3.65+0.71 4.06+0.75 3.58%£0.85 3.64%+0.75 19.807 (< .001)
b,c,e, f<a,d

3.60£0.69 3.85+0.81 3.57£0.79 3.56%£0.77 15.562 (<.001)
b,c,e, f<a

¢, e, f<d

3.4910.75 4.10£0.77 3.4910.74 3.56%0.78 25.140 (<.001)
¢, f<b<d
c,e, f<a<d

3.55+0.72 4.11+0.74 3.59%t0.74 3.68%+0.74 21.783 (< .001)
c,e, f<b
f<d

c,e<a<d

NA/MA=Nurse aid/Medical assistant; P/C=Patient/Caregiver; US=University student; GP=General public.
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics and Difference of Each ltems of Nurse Image by Groups (V=1,507)
Total Nurses" Doctors” NA/MA® p/c’ us® GP' F (p)
Variables N
M*SD  Rank  M=%SD M=*SD M=*SD M=*SD M=*SD M=*SD Scheffe
1 Compassionate 499+1.31 28 514%1.26 5.17£1.08 4.81+£1.26 541%+1.41 4.60%+1.30 4.91%+1.39 12.010 (<.001)
-Indifferent ¢, f<d, e<a,b,d
2 Confident 5.23+2.65 19 5.391+0.88 4.65t1.11 5501493 5.74%+1.04 5.09%1.09 5.18%3.65 4,724 (<.001)
-Uncertain b<c,d
3 Strong 4.98+1.58 29 513%11.88 4871119 491*1.43 5.09%t1.63 5.19%+1.32 4.73%1.79 3.517 (.004)
-Weak f<e
4 Active 4.92%£288 31 533%£484 459%342 4.74+129 552+143 4751304 4.73%£1.32 4.057 (.001)
-Passive b<d
5 Responsible 5.69%£2.97 4 5991090 5.0411.31 5731428 6.3814,99 5.76%t3.26 5.44+1.12 5.687 (<.001)
-Irresponsible b,f<a,d
6 Scientific 5.03+237 25 530%1.75 5.10%1.65 4.80%+1.34 4841449 5271169 4.82%220 2,132 (.059)
-Unscientific
7 Logical 5.23+289 18 5.35£1.17 5.00£4.04 5.29%3.60 5.46*1.42 508*+1.44 527+382 0.835 (.525)
-Illogical
8 Professional 5.62+2.13 6 5.78%1.22 529%t134 549+106 6,13+3.63 5.68+1,44 542%2067 4,623 (< .,001)
-Technical b, f<d
9 Timely 5.62+1.94 7 5931092 534*t1.11 546%+1.06 6.25+430 5.55+1,18 5.35%£1.27 8.347 (<.001)
-Untimely b,c,e, f<d, b, f<a
10 Sociable 5.03+1.79 26 5.12%1.94 527+223 476%1.89 510+1.81 519%1.33 4.77%1.52 3.843 (.002)
-Unsociable
11 Calm 5.06+1.72 23 4.63£1.83 491£1.10 4.77£199 5.60%£2.10 5.31+1.32 516%£1.69 10.391 (< .001)
-Excitable b,c<d,c<e
a<d,e,f
12 Rational 4,88+2.13 32 5121419 485%t1.14 4,73+1.36 5,19%1.63 4,79+t1,32 4.68%£1,50 2,339 (.040)
-Intuitive
13 Leading 418%t239 34  453%1141 347%£345 4.29%t151 4.83+225 3.64+312 440%1.53 12,071 (<.001)
-Following b<a,c,d,f
e<a,d,f
14 Clean 591+£237 1 5.96£1.07 5.71£1.05 5.86%£4.46 6.19£1.10 5.97%£1.11 5.83%3.10 1.100 (.359)
-Dirty
15 Sensitive 5.59%£1.65 10 5.810.93 5551262 545%t229 6.05%1.16 5.32%+1.11 5.45%+1.08 6.418 (< .001)
-Insensitive c, e, f<d
16 Articulate 452+234 33 4671197 4571182 4531145 4.6814.67 4.2911.49 4.44%451 .998 (.417)
-Nonarticulate
17 Pleasant 5.15%£1,15 21 526106 5.03%£1.01 5.11%£1,18 5.76£1.22 4.79%£1.06 5.06%x1,16 19.717 (<.001)
-Unpleasant b,c,e, f<d
e<a<d
18 Flexible 4.99+1.67 27 4.99%+1,35 495+1.07 491%£1.24 5,53+1,38 4701221 4.96%+2.09 6.203 (< .001)
-Rigid a,b,c,e, f<d
19 Positive 5.05£1.66 24 5.1411.30 4.92£1.60 4.92%£1.23 5.44%+292 492+1.19 5.01%£1.30 3.472 (.004)
-Negative b,e<d
20 Compromising 4,93+1.78 30 5211220 4.77£1.05 4711123 559%3.04 4.69+1.20 4.76%1.29 9.701 (<.001)
-Confrontational b,c,e, f<d
21 Organized 5.441+1.10 16 5.65£0.99 5.14%£096 5.24+118 591%+1.14 532+1,11 5.43%£1,07 15.892 (< .001)
-Disorganized b,c,e<a,d,f<d
22 Prepared 561+t1.48 8 5751091 52841092 535+t1.16 6.237284 555+1.16 558+1.09 12,246 (<.001)

-Unprepared

b, c,e, f<d
b<a<d
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics and Difference of Each ltems of Nurse Image by Groups (Continued) (V=1,507)
Total Nurses" Doctors’ NA/MA® p/c’ Us® GP' F (p)
Variables ,
M*SD  Rank ~ M£SD M=£SD M=£SD M=£SD M*SD M*SD Scheffe

23 Assertive 3.70£1.63 35 3.76+£2.68 3.85t1.10 3.89%+1.24 3.32%£1.66 3.74+£1.29 3.63%£1.32 3.611 (.003)
-Submissive d<b,c

24 Respectful 5.18£1.98 20 5.60£3,98 4.84+095 4.86*+1.14 571+1.29 511+1.25 5.06%=1.39 8.378 (< .001)
-Disrespectful b,c<a,d, e, f<d

25 Courteous 5.42%t1.75 17 5.60£1.01 520%£1.01 5.06%1.21 6,04%£1.54 521%£1.21 5.29%+1.26 21,976 (<.001)
-Discourteous b,c,e<a<d, f<d

26 Efficient 5.46%£1.22 14 573%£0.89 5.18+£0.99 5.17£1.13 597£1.13 5.38%1.12 540+1.12  19.622 (<.001)
-Inefficient b,c,e, f<d

c,e, f<a

27 Competent 5.44+1.22 15 571+1.03 533096 521%£1.29 569£155 578+1.11 531+£125  7.124(<.001)
-Incompetent ¢, f<d, b, ¢, f<a

28 Expert 5.61£1.18 9 5.69£1,15 5.42+1,05 5.39+1.22 6,061,11 566+1,25 553+1.17 9.945 (< .001)
-Novice b,c,e, f<d

29 Caring 5.83+1.02 2 6.08+£0.86 5.77£0.92 5.55£1.07 6.15+0.99 5.78%1,12 5.68%1,10 12,470 (< .001)
-Uncaring b,c,e, f<a,d

30 Self-directed 5114287 22 539%104 4.76%3.42 511%3.61 563%3.65 4.86*+1.22 503%3.15 3.091 (.009)
-Dependent

31 Educated 5.65+1.42 5 587+1.08 546%£1,99 547%£1.29 5931143 578+1,15 544+133  6.333(<.001)
-Uneducated b,c,e<d, f<a,d

32 Well-behaved 5571285 12 5.86%3.41 5541403 5.53£4.36 596%+127 533+1.22 532+1.25 2,160 (.056)
-Ill-mannered

33 Prompt 5.70£1.13 3 6.05+£0.85 5.47£1,03 5.50£1,11 6,15%£1,02 5.68*t1.14 5.46%1,32 18.687 (< .001)
-Tardy b,c,e, f<a,d

34 Dependable 5.58t1,19 11 5.90£0.98 5.39+1,04 5.34*+1,16 600132 547+1,19 5.43+1.27 13.866 (< ,001)
-Unreliable b,c,e,f<a,d

35 Skilled 551%1.23 13 577%1.03 541%0.98 5.29+131 579%t1.49 547%t1.14 5.40*+1.32 6.663 (<.001)
-Inexperienced b,c, f<d,c,f<a

NA/MA=Nurse aid/Medical assistant; P/C=Patient/Caregiver; US=
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