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The effects of College life stress, Career decision-making
self-efficacy, Maturity of Career attitude of New Nursing Students
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Abstract This descriptive survey was conducted to identify the factors that affect college life stress,
career decision self-efficacy, and career attitude maturity of new nursing students. This study enrolled
227 first-year students attending nursing departments at five universities in Metropolitan D and
Gyeongsangbuk-do. Data was collected from September 10 to September 31, 2020. Data analysis was
based on frequency and percentage, mean and standard deviation, t-test, ANOVA, Pearson's correction,
and Multiple Linear Regression. Our results indicate a stressful college life adaptation (r=-0.620, p<0.001)
and a negative correlation with career decision self-efficacy (r=686, p<0.001), whereas career attitude
maturity (r=345, p<0.001) was observed to be positively correlated. Multiple regression analysis
determined that interpersonal relationships were major factors with a statistically significant impact
affecting the nursing freshman's adaptation to college life (8=0.050, p=0.032), college life stress (8=-286,
p<0.001), and career-determining self-efficacy (8=0.463, p<0.001). The explanatory power of the model
was 52.7% (F=18.361, p<0.001), and the most influential factor for college life adaptation was determined
to be career decision self-efficacy. Our results indicate that to improve the adaptation of new nursing
students to college life, it is necessary to develop programs that enhance the career decision self-efficacy
and help manage college life stress.
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Mean(M+SD) 22.26£5.28
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School Vocational high school 13 5.9
- t
B (E—?LQ] -/1\—@ = X]’EQ] EZ‘]X{E]—E‘ SPSS 22.0 cnoot ypes School qualifying exam 2 0.9
program< -85t #4310t B 5 23
1) ?——-l]ﬂ'@ 1_51 SK 3O lgﬂ“, E"‘:-‘;lji]' cIh= ‘ —EJ‘E‘ o] According to grades 51 23.3
- - According to aptitude 61 27.9
25 °£| _E_,ﬂ'o]—y\l:]-
51 — Admission Considering the 84 38.4
2) thdAe] EH% AY A _L'ﬂ A, A2EA A7 851, motives employment rate ’
;ﬂiEHEAé T:H‘C_Z' % "EL 7]§57:“§ Recommendation 18 8.2
BA519T} Erc. 5 23
3) Qits B4 wiE eggAEdA, A2AY Nursing L2 182 | 840
- o ~ department | Secon 22 10.0
A7las, NEdEdsE, depigg o) pmen (X .
£ t-test?t ANOVAZ EA35199 00, A HZ0 ranking [T 4 18
Z scheffe’s tests A5} Parents 57 26.0
4) AR QSIS AEF A, AZ2ZEAY Ar|asd, Who influenced | Friends 23 105
he choice of |School teacher 29 13.2
AZEEASE, sgkEe 7k A= !
EH qi ’] ] department By oneself 102 46.6
Pearson’s correlation® & A5}t ~ 3 3.7
5) HdAY] dEEEA GO FTFE vXE 82 Less than 3.0 24 11.0
Multiple Linear Regression®. 2 45}t Ggi\gi :Se 3.00-3.49 57 26.0
semester 3.50-3.99 77 35.2
4.0 or more 61 27.9
Very satisfied 60 27.4
3- E??E:’EI' Academic More than satisfied 153 69.9
Satisfaction | Partly good 6 2.7
3.1 %tll_fx-l Eg Not at all satisfied - -
Aixlol Ao U o o Very satisfied 22 10.0
drare] e FA 6778(30.6%), AR 1527 Colese [ satisfed 175 79.9
(69 4/)01 U:] YAy 2226/‘1]93\]:]' e iy Not at all satisfied 22 10.0
RYL WA TEtR} 1995(90.9%), YK Very good 0| 157
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Table 2. College life stress, Career decision-making
self-efficacy, Maturity of Career attitude

and Adaptationto College Life (N=219)
Variables Range M+£SD
College life stress 1-4 1.65+.41
Career decision-making self-efficacy 1-5 3.80+.46
Maturity of Career attitude 1-5 3.12+.37
Adaptation to College Life 1-5 3.24+.53
3.3 OEII:I_I'I_'|I qA | |:|:|-E [HoI-AHszl'AEE"A I|§741‘|
A7 |E5Z, FZEHEMAE  [HEHEmS0)
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Table 4. Correlation of College life stress, Career
decision-making self-efficacy, Maturity of
Career attitude, Adaptation to College

Life
1 2 3 4
Variables
(o) o) p) (o)

1 1 -.663** -.269* -.620*
2 1 334 .685*
3 1 345"
4 1

*pC.05, *pC.01

1. College life stress

2. Career decision-making self-efficacy
3. Maturity of Career attitude

4. Adaptation to College Life
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Table 3. Difference in college life stress, career decision-making self-efficacy, maturity of career attitude and
adaptation to college life according to general characteristics

(N=219)

College life stress

Career
decision-making

Maturity of Career
attitude

Adaptation to College

Life

Characteristics self-efficacy
M=SD t/F(p) MxSD t/F(p) MzSD t/F(p) M=SD t/F(p)
o Male 3.18+.52 -951 3.75+.47 -1.100 3.06+.37 -1.554 2.57+.38 -582
Female 320+.53 | (048) |38+ .45 (.274) 3.14+.36 (.123) 2.61+.36 (.562)
19-21A4] * 3.25+.53 3.82+.46 3.13+.34 2.61£.35
_ b c .333 - 378 1.750 2.159
Age 22-24A 3.15+.48 (717) 3.78+.35 (.686) 3.20+.54 (176) 2.71+.44 (118)
Over 25° 3.21+.57 3.74+.49 3.03+.37 2.50+.39
General high school® 3.23%.54 3.81+.46 3.11+.34 2.87+.52
Vocational high school’| 3.15+.46 608 3.69+.41 318 3.25+.66 847 2.68+.54 2.780
School types School iy (AGIO) (A812) (A469) (.042)
S 3.50+.31 | 3.80+.27 | 3.19%.16 | 2624.09 | Db, ¢, d
Erc.! 3.47+.43 3.75+.49 3.23+.17 2.58+.35
According to grades® 3.30+.53 3.77+.54 3.10+.39 2.55+.39
According to aptitude® | 3.35+.51 3.97+.38 3.13+.37 2.52+.37
- 1 3.263
Adrr.ussmn Considering the . 3.14+.52 1.906 374+ .42 (013) 3.154.34 674 2.65+.35 1.929
motives employment rate (111) a by d e (610 (.107)
Recommendation® 3.17+.57 3.67+.47 3.03+.33 2.69+.33
Etc. 3.06+.69 3.64%.36 2.98+.56 2.78%.45
N First 3.24+.53 3.81+.46 3.12+.35 2.57+.37
Nursing
department | Second 317249 | 1710 [375%40 | 2211 31135 | 2503 | 267+32 | 5308
Admission | Third 3.07£.39 | (160 | 354127 | (088) | 295424 | (059 | 269417 | (078)
ranking
' Etc. 3.75+.67 420£.73 3.56+.98 2.99+.48
Parents” 3.26+.54 3.81+.49 3.16+.41 2.65+.39
Wﬁo . Friends 3.09+.59 3.65+.46 3.17+.51 274445 | 4105
mnriuence -
the choice |School teacher® 3.28+.41 (2?2) 3.78+.49 (ZZ; 3.11+.32 (Z;(S)) 2.60+.25 d)E;O(]):?)C
department | BY oneself 3.23+.54 3.84+.43 3.22+.23 2.89+.53 e
Ete.© 3.36+.59 3.72+.37 3.12+.37 2.51+.32
Less than 3.0° 3.00+.59 3.74+.46 2.84+ .41 2.47+.36
GPA of the |3 09-3.49" 321446 | 2580 |381+48| 44 | 310232 | 6287 | 264+37 | a2
previous " (.044) (‘7 43) (.000) ( 30 6)
cemester | 3-50-3.99 3.23%.53 | gyn, b, o| 38447 | € 317439 | gya b, ¢ | 260£38 | ©
4.0 or more’ 3.34+.54 3.77+.41 3.18+.30 2.61+.34
Very satisfied® 3.03+.76 4.05+.46 3.18+.43 2.55+.42
) 5.515 13.828 3.935
Academic | yore than satisfied® | 3.174.49 | (005) | 371%.41| (ooo) | 3.08+.29 | (oz1) | 2.61+.33 723
Satisfaction ®. ¢ ab, ¢ b, ¢ (.486)
Partly good® 342457 | 3° 3.75+.66 : 3.43+.97 ’ 2.70%.65
Very satisfied® 3.07+.60 4.12+.44 3.22+.40 2.49+.39
4.748 6.735
College Satisfied” 320251 | (010) | 37744 | (oon | 311x34 | 90 | 260+35 | 1419
satisfaction ®, ¢ b, ¢ (.:394) (.244)
Not at all satisfied® 3.53+.52 atb, 3.69+.47 ’ 3.11+.52 2.67+.46
Very good® 3.09+.77 4.05+.32 3.18+.48 2.80+.46
Interpersona | Good” 3.12£.56 | gy |378145| 4527 3.11£35 | |59 | 2.60%.35 3.196
: (404) (004 (368) (0z4)
relationship | Partly good® 3.23+.54 : 3.62+.49 | da b, ¢ | 3-17%.32 . 2.50+.36 | dya, b, ¢
Poor ¢ 3.37+.46 3.56+.73 2.82+.50 2.33%+.17
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Table 5. Influencing Factors on Adaptation to College

Life

Spec. B S.E B t p
(constant) 1.330 | .497 2.676
Sex .017 | .056 | .015 .308 .758
Age .009 | .036| .013 .256 .798
School type .082 | .051| .082| 1.620 .107
Admission motives -.046 | .026 | -.087| -1.803 .073
Nursing department | 57 | 44| 066 | 1.284 | 200
admission ranking
Who influenced the 11\ | 10| o5l -1.183 | 238
choice of department
GPA of the previous | 05 | 07| 089| 1773 | 078
semester
Academic satisfaction | -.027 | .064 | -.025| -.428 .669
College satisfaction -.037 | .035|-.052| -1.031 .304
Interpersonal 050 | .050|.050| .998 | .032
relationship
College life stress -.373 | .084 | -.286| -4.444 | (001
Career
decision-making 539 | .080 | .463 | 6.773 (001
self-efficacy
Maturity of career 117 | 077 081| 1512 | .132
attitude

R?=.558 Adj. R?=.527 F=18.361 p(.001
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