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Purpose: This study was performed to identify levels of clinical practice stress and coping strategies according
to the personality/behavior types of nursing students. Methods: The subjects of this study were 143 third- and
fourth-grade nursing students in 14 nursing colleges who had experienced clinical practice. The questionnaire
consisted of instruments to identify Dominance, Influence, Steadiness, and Conscientiousness (DISC) person-
ality/behavior types, clinical stress, and stress coping strategies. The data were analyzed using Cronbach’s a,
descriptive statistics, and ANOVA, using the SPSS 24.0 program. Results: The DISC pattern showed high priority
in Steadiness (48.3%), followed by Conscientiousness (21.0%), Influence (16.1%), and Dominance (14.7%), in
that order. The steadiness type showed the lowest level of stress among four patterns. Conclusion: This study
found that the personality/behavior types of nursing students differ. Additionally, different personality/behavior
types can be attributed to stress levels and stress coping behaviors. Based on these results, different personality
and behavior types of nursing students should be considered to manage their stress levels related to the clinical
practicum experience.
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Table 1. Participant Characteristics (N=143)
. . n (%) or
Characteristics ~ Categories M4SD
Gender Female 127 (88.8)
Male 16 (11.2)
Grade 3 45 (31.5)
4 98 (68.5)
Age (year) 21.9+1.6
Religion Christian 25 (17.5)
Catholic 26 (18.2)
Buddhist 7 (4.9)
None 85 (59.4)
Interpersonal ~ Good 95 (66.4)
relationships ~ Moderate 46 (32.2)
Bad 2(14)
Health status Healthy 96 (67.1)
Moderate 37 (25.9)
Unhealthy 10 (7.0)
Universities Seoul National University 38 (26.6)
Chung-Ang University 21 (14.7)
Yonsei University 21 (14.7)
Seoil University 15 (10.5)
Ewha Womans University 9 (6.3)
Hanyang University 9(6.3)
Seoul Women's University 9(6.3)
Sahmyook University 7 (4.9)
Kyung Hee University 6(4.2)
Sungshin Women's University 5 (3.5)
Korea University 3(21)
Subjective High 34 (23.8)
scholarly Moderate 84 (58.7)
attainments Low 25 (17.5)
Application High school grade 35 (24.5)
motivation Recommendation by others 29 (20.3)
High employment rate 28 (19.6)
Appropriate aptitude 24 (16.8)
Have a philanthropic job 15 (10.5)
Others 7 (4.9)
Good image on nurses 5(3.5)
Duration of 1 30 (21.0)
clinical 2 9(6.3)
practice 3 90 (62.9)
(semester) 4 9(6.3)
5 5(3.5)
Satisfaction Very satisfied 12 (8.4)
on major Satisfied 67 (46.9)
Moderate 40 (28.0)
Unsatisfied 18 (12.6)
Very unsatisfied 6(4.2)
DISC types D 21 (14.7)
I 23 (16.1)
S 69 (48.3)
C 30 (21.0)

D=Dominance; I=Influence; S=Steadiness; C=Conscientiousness.
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D=Dominance; I=Influence; S=Steadiness; C=Conscientiousness.

Fig. 1. DISC personality/behavior types and clinical practice stress score.

Table 2. Clinical Practice Stress Score (N=143)
DISC types
Variables D (n=21) I (n=23) S (n=69) C (n=30) F P
M=SD M=SD M=£SD M=SD

Environment for clinical practice 3.58+0.78 3.78£0.49 3.54+0.70 3.63+0.73 0.72 542
Unclear expectations of course/faculty 3.62£092 3.87+0.63 3.49+1.04 3.80+1.06 123 .303
Unclear role of student at clinical practice environment 3.86+1.24 4131081 4.03+0.92 4.00£0.98 030 .825
Lack of space and facilities for clinical practice 3.71+1.06 3.83f1.15 3.51+1.11 3.63+£1.03 057 .635
Hard to relate academic work and clinical work 3.24+1.14 3481095 3.39+1.17 343%+1.07 020 .900
When feeling work load is unrelated to educational purpose 3.48+1.33 3.61£1.31 3.2941.35 3.27+131 043 .730

Inappropriate role model 3.27+0.74 3.56%£059 3.46+0.74 3.57+0.84 0.80 .497
Lack of nurses' interest toward students 419+£093 4.30£1.06 4.20£0.92 4271091 0.09 .963
When watching nurses' lack of knowledge and education 233+0.73 2.87+£1.06 2.84+0.98 3.13+1.20 261 .054
When nurse passes trivial word load to students 3.33+1.28 3.30+£097 3.28+1.15 3.57+1.28 045 .719
When nurse is ignoring and talking down to student 3.33+1.49 3.83+0.83 3.62+1.40 343+122 0.67 571
When watching nurse is dependent on doctors 343+£1.29 3.65+1.27 3.62+113 3.67£1.30 019 .902
When nurses' practice is against nursing principles 3.00+£1.05 3.39£0.66 3.1940.91 3.33£0.99 0.85 468

Burden of clinical practice activity 3.48+0.85 3.60£0.66 3.77+0.64 3.61+0.78 112 .342
Too much work load during clinical practice 3.48+1.21 391+£1.08 4.01+£1.06 3.77+£1.19 135 .260
When assigned uneducational work which is unrelated to nursing 3294131 3571084 3.70+£1.09 3.53+1.22 075 .525
Too much academic work load 4481075 4.26+1.05 4.59+0.67 4.23+1.01 178 .153
When feeling prepared for potential crisis 2.67+1.39 265+1.15 2771105 290£1.09 027 .845

Interpersonal conflicts 3.35+1.07 3.58+1.05 3.784+0.77 3.63+1.11 123 .302
Watching conflicts between nurse and other ward staffs 290£1.18 291£1.04 3.12+096 3.20£1.27 051 .673
Conflicts with teaching staff 343+£1.50 3.61+1.34 3.70+117 3.47+148 034 .79
Peer conflict or competition 3.81+1.47 4.00£1.35 4.12+0.99 4.00£1.20 038 .758
When blamed for other student's faults 3.24+155 378+131 4.19+1.03 3.83+1.34 339 .020

Conflict with patients 298+0.81 3.2840.85 3451087 3371079 1.69 .172
Difficulty making relationship with patient 3.24+t1.26 3.30+1.11 3.35+1.10 3.40+1.19 0.09 .965
Threatening of physical damage from patient 2.71£1.35 3224117 329+113 357+£1.10 226 .084
When patient is hostile to students 3144128 348+112 3.67+1.15 340*+116 120 311
Patient's disregard and distrust toward student's nursing practice 3.10+1.14 3.13+1.14 3.68+1.09 3.13+1.31 281 .042
When patient is requiring unreasonable request 2.71+1.06 326+1.05 3.25+1.13 3.37+096 174 .162

Total clinical practice stress score 3.32+0.57 3.56%£052 3.584+0.58 3.56+0.66 1.07 .364

D=Dominance; I=Influence; S=Steadiness; C=Conscientiousness.
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Table 3. Stress Coping Strategy Score (N=143)
DISC types
Variables Dn=21) IMm=23) S@n=69) C@n=30) F P
M=SD M=£SD M=£SD M=SD

Active coping 3.60+0.46 3.67+0.40 3.64+054 3.56+0.63 024  .865
I tried to analyze the problem in order to understand it better 3461096 3.49+095 3.49+0.95 3.48%0.95 0.96 415
Bargained or compromised to get something positive from the situation 3.55+0.90 3.57+0.89 3.59+0.89 3.56+0.90 0.29 836
Talked to someone who could do something concrete about the problem 4.03£0.94 4.04£0.92 4.00+0.92 4.03+£0.93 288  .038
Realized I brought the problem on myself 3.53£0.99 3.50£1.00 3.50+1.00 3.54+0.99 028  .842
Changed something so things would turn out all right 3.551£0.83 3.57£0.81 3.59+0.81 3.57+0.83 0.63  .595
Drew on my past experiences; I was in a similar situation before 3541093 3.53£095 3.54+0.95 3.55+0.93 1.44 234
Passive coping 3.00+044 3201031 2.84+044 3.06+0.39 227  .083
I tried to see things from the other person's point of view 4.00+0.83 4.00£0.82 4.00+0.83 3.99+0.83 1.08 361
I felt that time would make a difference -the only thing to do was to wait 2.91£1.12 2.88+1.13 290+1.13 291+1.12 115  .331
Went along with fate; sometimes I just have bad luck 259+1.17 2.61+1.16 2.62+1.18 2.61+1.18 0.48 .694
Went on as if nothing had happened 255+1.11 251+£1.11 254+1.12 257+1.12 0.11 .954
Tried to look on the bright side of things 2.88+1.11 294+1.12 294+1.11 290+1.12 0.15 .930
Slept more than usual 3.56+1.27 357+1.26 3.59+1.25 3.56+1.27 1.59 195
I expressed anger to the person (s) who caused the problem 273+1.24 2714123 272+1.24 272+1.24 196 122
Tried to make myself feel better by eating, smoking or drinking 2961142 2971142 296+142 297+142 336  .021
Avoided being with people in general 2.60£1.31 2.64£1.31 261+1.31 260+1.30 7.03 <.001
Took it out on other people 2.09+£1.08 2.09£1.06 2.08+1.07 210+1.07 208  .106
Ignored what had happened 3.27+0.99 3.26+096 3.24+0.97 3.26+197 253  .060
Accepted it, since nothing could be done 3.48+1.01 3.51+£1.00 3.51+1.00 3.49+1.11 1.86 139
I tried to keep my feelings from interfering with other things too much. 2.95+1.35 3.00+1.34 2.88+1.34 292+1.33 043 733
Ijogged or exercised 241+1.31 2991038 245+1.33 243+1.31 0.38 770
Total coping score 3181036 3.20£0.32 3.08+0.35 3.21+0.37 1.32 269

D=Dominance; I=Influence; S=Steadiness; C=Conscientiousness.
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