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The Relationship between Perceptions of Nursing College Students regarding
Clinical Practice Environment and Related Variables

Choi, Gui Yun

Associate Professor, Department of Nursing, Ulsan College

Purpose: This study was to identify the perceptions of nursing student on the clinical practice environment and
related variables. Methods: The subjects of this study were 180 nursing students from a college participated in
clinical practice at four regional hospitals. Data was collected with the questionnaire tool for the perceptions of
clinical practice environment. Results: The students highly satisfied in the major had significantly high perception
in innovation, personalization, student involvement, and clinical practice satisfaction. The students with a low level
of stress and a clearly named guidance nurse were significantly high in the perceptions of task orientation,
innovation, personalization, student involvement, and practice satisfaction. Clinical practice environment variables
such as task orientation, innovation, individualization, personalization, student involvement, and practice satisfaction
were significantly correlated with each other. In student characteristics, the main variables directly influencing the
perceptions of clinical practice environment were religion, the level of stress, and the method of guidance.
Conclusion: Understanding the students' perspective would be valuable for promoting a positive clinical practice
environment. Developing a cooperative system between the college and educational hospitals is necessary for

effective clinical practice education.
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Table 1. General and clinical characteristics of subjects

(N=180)
Characteristics Categories n (%)
Gender Male 9 (5.0)
Female 171 (95.0)
Grade 2nd 92 (51.1)
3rd 88 (48.9)
Religion Yes 90 (50.0)
No 90 (50.0)
Motivation for Interest 53(294)
applying to nursing  Job 70 (38.9)
Grade point 16 (8.9)
Advice of others/etc. 41 (22.8)
Satisfaction in Unsatisfied 16 (8.9)
major Moderate 63 (35.0)
Satisfied 101 (56.1)
Level of stress Low 76 (42.2)
Moderate 50 (27.8)
High 54 (30.0)
Interpersonal Moderate 60 (33.3)
relationship Good 120 (66.7)
Method of Without the named 121 (67.2)
guidance nurse
With the non-fixed 39(21.7)

named nurse
With the named nurse 20 (11.1)

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of the variables on clinical

practice environment (N=180)
Variables M +SD Min Max
Task orientation 3.58+ .51 2.14 4.71
Innovation 2.20£.60 1.00 4.14
Individualization 2.69+.55 1.43 4.14
Personalization 2.84 £ .81 1.14 4.86
Student involvement 336+.54 1.86 4.86
Satisfaction 2.93 £ .46 1.86 4.20
Total 293 + .46 1.86 4.20
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Table 3-1. Differences of perception on clinical practice environment according to the general and clinical characteristics

(N=180)
. Tasl? VF () Innovation vF (p) Individualization VF (p)
Characteristics Categories orientation Duncan Duncan Duncan
M+ SD M+ SD M+ SD
Gender Male 3.59+ .42 2.63+.71 2.94 + .60
.04 (.967) 2.27(.024)" 1.37 (.173)
Female 3.58 +£.52 2.18 +.59 2.68 + .54
Grade 2nd 3.54 + .52 2.12 + .56 2.68 +.56
-.98 (.328) -1.78 (.077) -40 (.691)
3rd 3.62+ .51 2.78 .63 2.71+.53
Religion Yes 3.63 + .51 2.21+.62 2.68 +.54
1.39 (.165) 21 (.832) -41 (.683)
No 3.53 + .51 2.19+ .58 2.71+.56
Motivation Interest 3.68 £.50 2.91+.63 2.71+.53
fi lyi
of APPYINE - yoh 3.54+ .50 212+ 56 270+ .63
to nursing
Grade point 345+.59  L200313) 9344 56 L19(313) 2.67+.50 05 (:986)
Advice of 3.54 + .52 2.16 +.62 2.68 + .42
others/etc
Satisfaction  Unsatisfied 3.46 + .50 1.96 + .57 248+ .52
in major *
! Moderate 3.54 + .49 .88 (417) 2.09 £ .51% 4'0: i’%lg) 2.68 + .51 1.61 (.203)
Satisfied 3.62 +.53 2.30 +.63° 2.74 + .57
Level of stress Low 3.63 +.57° 2.40 + .59° 2.85+.58"
& T &
Moderate 3.67 + .48° 3.55 (031) 2.09 +.59° 8.48 (.000) 2.72 + .50° 9:00(.000)
a>b a>b a>b
High 3.43+ .43 2.01 +.54° 246+ 45°
Interpersonal ~ Moderate 3.49 + 47 2.18 + .51 2.65+.53
relationship -1.76 (.081) -.28 (.783) -.69 (.492)
Good 3.63 +.53 2.21+.64 2.71+.55
Method of Without the 3.51+ .48 2,11+ .49° 2.67+.52°
guidance named nurse
. b b b
With the 3.63 +.56 758 (.OOI)T 2.21+.71 8.79 (.OOO)T 2.60+.57 409 (018)*
non-fixed a>b a>b a>b
named nurse
With the 3.96 + .48° 2.69 +.73° 3.01+ .56

named nurse

*p<.05; Tp<.0L
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Table 3-2. Difference of perception on clinical practice environment according to the general and clinical characteristics

(N=180)
. Tasl? VF () Innovation vF (p) Individualization VF (p)
Characteristics Categories orientation Duncan Duncan Duncan
M+ SD M=+ SD M =£SD
Gender Male 3.54+ .84 . 381+.73 346+.72
2.70 (.008)" 2.61 (.001)T 1.28 (.202)
Female 2.80 +.79 333+.52 3.10 +.83
Grade 2nd 2.87 + .85 3.39+.60 320+.79
44 (.662) .84 (.400) 1.29 (.198)
3rd 2.81+.77 332+ .47 3.04 + .86
Religion Yes 2.90 + .87 3.30+.55 3.13+ .85
93 (.352) -1.40 (.163) .12 (.908)
No 2.79£.75 341+.53 3.11+£.79
Motivation Interest 2.96 + .84 347+ .48 3.20+.89
fi lyi
of APPYIE - jop 2.81+.79 3.33+.59 3.01+.68
to nursing
Grade point 3.03+.72  L27(287) 34045  L48(22D) 329+ .85 96 (414)
Advice of 2.67+ .83 324+ .53 295+ .94
others/etc
Satisfaction ~ Unsatisfied 249 + 99° 3.13+.57° 244+ 69°
in major * * f
! Moderate 276 77" 2BCOTDT 33y, ygu  221CLLY) 3.07+ .83° 7:56.(.001)
a>b a>b a>b
Satisfied 2,95+ .79% 342+ .56 3.26+.79°
Level of stress Low 3.14 +.73° 3.58 +.52° 3.54+.72°
Moderate 277+ mb 1176 (000)" 332+ 480 1617 (000)" 307+ 68 282 (000)"
’ ’ a>b ’ ’ a>b>c ’ ’ a>b>c
High 249+ 87° 3.08 +.50° 2.57+.76°
Interpersonal ~ Moderate 2.84+.80 335+.53 296 +.77
relationship -.07 (.941) -22 (.825) -1.81 (.071)
Good 2.85+.82 3.36 +£.55 3.20+.84
Method of ~ Without the 2.73+.76" 334+.52" 3.06+.79"
guidance named nurse
. b b b
nwoﬁlﬁiz 2.87 + .88 7.77 (.000)" 324+ .55 469 (010)* 3.09 £.90 274 (.045)*
named nurse azb a=b azb
With the 3.47 +.69° 3.68 +.58" 3.54 & .80"

named nurse

*p<.05; Tp<.0L

-135-



AU eE| A A2l 4, Al E, 2009

JAREE |

Table 4. Correlation of variables on clinical practice environment

(N=180)

Variables Task orientation Innovation Individualization Personalization ~ Student involvement
r r r r r

Innovation 3367

Individualization 346" 4877

Personalization 4597 5887 5477

Student involvement 386" 395" 4927 5627

Satisfaction 4937 5327 466" 588" 5427

Tp<.01.

Fig. 1. Path diagram of model.
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