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The Effect of the Degree of Incivility Experienced in Clinical
Practice of Nursing College Students and the Stress Coping
Strategy on the Formation of Nursing Professional Value
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Abstract The purpose of this study is to investigate the degree of rude experienced by nursing students
during clinical practice and to investigate the impact of incivility and stress coping strategies on nursing
professional value formation. Research instrument were measured using incivility, stress coping strategies,
and nursing professional value. Data analysis was performed using SPSS WIN 20.0. The results of the study
were as follows: First, among general characteristics, there were significant differences in the degree of
incivility in cases of gender, grade, satisfaction with clinical practice, satisfaction with clinical practice
environment, and experience of incivility among clinical practice. In addition, the difference of nursing
professional value showed significant difference according to major satisfaction, clinical practice
satisfaction, and clinical practice environment satisfaction. Second, incivility is correlated with
problem-solving(r=.36), social support(r=.26), avoidance(r=.25), and nursing professional value(r=-. 16). The
results of this study suggest that satisfactory clinical practice environment and clinical practice
experience are important for establishing nursing professional value of nursing students.
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Table1. General Characteristics of Subjects (N=290)

Variables Categories N(%)
Male 36(12.4)
Gender
Female 254(87.6)
3rd 196(67.6)
Grade
4th 94(32.4)
Very good 56(19.3)
Good 150(61.7)
Interpersonal
relationships Moderate 7726.6)
Poor 5(1.7)
Very poor 2(0.7)
Upper 158(54.5)
Satisfaction with ’
major Middle 96(33.1)
Low 36(12.4)
Very good 17( 5.9)
Good 106(36.6)
Satisfaction with
clinical Moderate 119(41.0)
practice
Poor 41(14.1)
Very poor 7(24)
Very good 8( 2.8)
Good 84(29.0)
Satisfaction with
clinical
practice Moderate 124(42.8)
environment
Poor 66(22.8)
Very poor 8(2.8)
Yes 55(19.0)
Friends
No 235(81.0)
Yes 27( 9.3)
Professor
No 263(90.7)
Yes 154(53.1)
Patient
No 136(46.9)
Inciv_ility
experience Yes 162(55.9)
Nurse
No 128(44.1)
Yes 38(13.1)
Doctor
No 252(86.9)
Yes 101(34.8)
Nurse
assistant
No 189(65.2)
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Table 2. Degree of Incivility, Stress Coping Strategies,

Table 3. Differences among Incivility according to

Nursing Professional Value in Subjects (N=290) Genera | Characteristics (N=290)
Variabl Min-M MeansSD Incivility
arlaples IN—IViax leant
Variables Categories N t/Fp)
Mean(SD) Sche?fe
Incivility 1-5 2.63£0.82
Male 36 | 211710 | _, 0
Problem solving 1-3 1.83#0.36 Gender «.001)
Female 254 | 2.71(.807) ’
Sursss Social support 1-3 196039
Strotagies PP T 3rd 196 | 253(820) | ...
Avoidance 1-3 188037 Grade ath o | 28s076n) | (002
Se concept of 1-5 3.55¢0.61 Very good 56 | 268(763)
_ Good 150 | 2.82(826)
Social awareness 1-5 3.63+0.57
mz;&?ﬁﬁg@l Moderate 77 2.74(.776) (05471;)
Professionali _ .
Nursing r%esnsd?g}%ésm -5 3.57:0.55 Poor 5 2.72(.825)
profe?géonal
val
nuren g ke 1-5 3541050 Very poor 2 | 242(707)
Originality of Upper 168 | 2.63(.819)
ey 1-5 3.44+0.82 Satisfaction ) 0.55
nursing with major Middle 9% | 261(87) | (tog
Total 3.56£0.52 Low 36 | 2.77(759)
Very gooda 17 | 2.56(917)
3.3 HAIRIO] UBHY EM0| M2 233tolx{o| Satisfacton Goodd 106 | 25088 |
o Moderatec 119 | 257(712) | (001)
] N 4] mE FATE Table 3% cnce it
- practice Poord 41 | 3.19(799)
2t AJd(t=-4.20, p<.001), $d(t=-3.15, p=.002),
. e ~ Very poore 7 2.80(1.14)
UFAEFIEE(F=4.89, p=001), WIAEHE W=
o ol5} i]—ol7]- o101 = u Very good 8 2.78(.498)
= = XA ° =
E(F=4.91, p=001)ol14 Feigh M= Satisfaction Good 84 | 238(832)
LA shllo] Baste [ mo] AdlEL Ao with
SR ofshe] FeRtE B el Buoke 2oR dlinical Moderate 124 | 2627339 | 4o
1} o 3 3] =10 5 e i i .
Uepgtor, 3ehdE T} 48do] RHEE o wol 4F emﬁ;gﬁrf:m Poor 66 | 2.89(847)
A 1} Z
O]'L o= L}E]' q EF— O]Ac}}é]. O" EH?J' ‘;"l’——'Eﬂ' Very poor ) 3.20(1.16)
UBolg}y1 octst Ao o8 71AF wo] A sh
Lokl SEe Aol RS 7MY ol ves | 55 | 3050626
Aoz Yepton AR ZAT} JAASTE ] Wt Friends &
T SHE Aol Brhn S Aduct e A4 o | %8| 29
7w Aow Uehieh IS F TS AR ves | 27 | aoemen |,
Professor N
AR 2FH(t=4.26, p<.001), AE AZ=a4(=2.90, No | 263 | 259(800) | O
p=004), AHt=6.05, p<001), ZTtZAHt=12.96, Yes | 154 | 280(749) |
pC001), JAKt=3.64, pC001), TFERFAF Bl H2el Pt e | s | 23aren | €000
H(t=6.18, p{.00D)olA F2Jst Xfo]7} AR Incivility
experience Yes | 162 | 3.07(.646) 1296
B i Nurse (<_0'01>
34 THARIS) U S| T2 ZHSHSXBOIRO| No | 128 | 207(659
gdte] et BHo] wE 1sABEABe ves | 38 | aonems |
Doctor e
Table 4% Z_:}q’ ﬁ%ﬂ’E‘E(F 4 70 O O), ?:]l/\cl—}é]_ No 252 256(817) «001)
FUEL(F=6.60, p<001), YL T=EE
R Yes | 101 | 3.02(687)
(F=9.20, p<.001)°lIA F2Jgt Zkel7h AN Nurse 6.18
assistant (<.001)
No | 189 | 243(812)




109 SSHE=EX| HM10¥ M3

Table 4. Differences among Nursing Professional Value
according to General Characteristics (N=290)

Nursing professional value
Variables Categories N =
Mean(SD) | F
Male 36 | 3.50(542) 816
Gender (4'15>
Female 254 | 357(522) ’
3rd 196 | 3.56(826)
Grade (Oggg)
4th 94 | 356(.764) ’
Very good 56 | 3.62(541)
Good 150 | 3.61(.533)
Interpersonal 1.60
relationships Moderate 77 | 3.45(467) (175)
Poor 5 3.46(.758)
Very poor 2 3.22(.568)
Upper 168 | 3.44(483)
Satisfaction Middle 96 | 347(439) | 470
with major (010)
Low 36 | 345(483)
Very good 17 | 2.56(446)
Good 106 | 2.51(.534
Satisf_action 0 ¢ ) 6.60
with Moderate 119 | 348(491) | (.007)
cllnlc_al
practice Poor 41| 319(356)
Very poor 7 3.34(1.00)
Very good 8 3.58(.707)
Satisfaction Good 84 | 3.78(532)
with 920
clinical Moderate 124 | 3.54(468) «oon
practice .
environment Poor 66 | 3.40(425)
Very poor 8 2.90(.821)
Yes 55 | 3.47(553) 144
Friends (152>
No 235 | 3.58(516) g
Yes 27 | 3.62(676)
Professor (05?8)
No 263 | 3.56(507) g
Yes | 154 | 3.59(.869)
Patient (Og'ég
Incivility No 136 | 3.56(.797)
experience Yes | 162 | 3.54(535) 091
Nurse (366)
No 128 | 3.59(.510) g
Yes 38 | 3.53(465) ~045
Doctor (654)
No 252 | 357(533) :
Ngrse Yes | 101 357(562) 024
assistant |\ | 189 | 356(510) (.808)
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Table 5. Relationship between incivility, Stress Coping
Strategies and Nursing Professional Value (N=290)

: Nursing prof
Incivility Prcgll:dienrg s siggglrt Avoidance |essional valu
) (o) (p) (e) °
r(p)
Incivilit 1 364 .260 .253 =141
vility (€.001) (€.001) (.001) (.016)
Problem 1 733 .675 .071
solving (€.001) (€.001) (.226)
Social 1 752 .073
Support (.001) (.217)
Avoidance 1 <égi>
Nursing
professional 1
value
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Table 6. Affecting Factors on Nursing Professional

Value (N=290)
Variables B Vi SE )
Constants 98.95 4.9 (%00(1)17)
Satisfaction b ol

with clinical 10.28 .16 3.53 (604)
practice” .
Satisfaction
with clinical 3.89
practice 729 22 1.87 «001)
environment?
Incivility -17 -12 0.08 (oam
Social support 754 23 1.90 ((30%81)
Avoidance -5.13 -13 240 (‘62247>
R?’=.15, Adj R’=.14, F=10.31, p{.001
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