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Abstract
Objective: To provide evidence for understanding and improving the status quo of clinical nurses’
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scientific research ability and professional identity, and to explore their correlation and influenc-
ing factors. Methods: 102 clinical nurses were investigated by using self-assessment scale of scien-
tific research ability and professional identity assessment scale. Fisher’s exact probability method
and Spearman correlation were used to evaluate the correlation between different dimensions of
nursing staff’s scientific research ability and professional identity. Results: There were significant
differences between the high, middle and low level of nurses’ scientific research ability and occu-
pational cognitive evaluation, occupational frustration coping and professional self-reflection (P <
0.05). There was no significant difference in occupational social support and occupational social
communication skills (P > 0.05). Conclusion: Research ability has a positive predictive effect on
professional identity, and improving research ability is helpful to enhance nurses’ professional iden-
tity. Therefore, nursing managers should pay close attention to the cultivation of nurses’ scientific
research ability.
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HOIL A [F] (Professional Identity) @& 422\ [F] () —Fp R I 2, 384000 Bir W HIPNE B € VP4, 2
PO R RINIESRIR 2, 24 B A G RS M ER B AR R A . R 2
B4 AR SERR I PR TAE AR ORI R E 40 1] AN )8, 5 8 3 R 2 1) 7 V2 AN B L ER R A S H B
GARITT, AT S LT b e R B ) 1) . — NP R HIE 6 0 (47 108 RE 8 SR A o = T R 1 R 5
X B E AR sg e, BRI K J T R I s BB AN R . R I R B BRI e
SR R R B EARDE, RN PPN B 0 E R AR 2 —[1]. IR LT gE A RE IR R —
Ho B TR RE 7, I 2 P O [ 25 A 1 T T R R RV AR AN T B ik, P AR SRAH G I R4
B LA TS LM SR I B EERE F7 40T ) RN U 44 4 45 16 0 DA R B 37 JBL 4k [2] . (EE, TEIRZHEZE
b, VIEEy LRI ARG Z . BRI R IE ISR sk Z G RHRE IR, s R
WERREIARL, RASEERW R E D3],

AWFFEE R 102 44 K Z EREIGK — &3 LT R A, R A Z BB LB A F SR GE 12 18]
IR FR, NRZEB AT RO E B AR 2 B AR . IURIE D R .
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2.1. IRMR
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1) —RBRHAER

KHERAEARCR: FEik. TR IR Y. . Al

2) BRI BPERRZER

EVE AR 2011 AE4RiI[4], 43 6 DNYERE, 5. RHFsREae 116 N4k H) SCERAE BIRE /(5 A5
H). WXS51ERESI(6 M E) MBEIAESIR M H) BRHTRESI(G MN% H) BHFRITHRESI(B %
H), 33015 H. KH Likert 5 iForik, ERRRMEB]. LW MB]. BEAMD], B/MEF] kM3
SRR 4~0 4, BeEidr 120 4. R s EN R BE T ER5E:  0~40 42 NAK/KSE, 41~80 4y
Sk, 81~120 43 AR /KF-. Cronbach’s o %04 0.861, 4EfE 50 HHK R%N 0.595~0.846, 4EfE
[AJAF 5% 2 %M 0.333~0.685 [5].

3) BOLINFIWERR

ZERR A6, 8 30 MR H, A “BULAEIEA” « “BRMEAESCRE” o B
oA R” « CBORHTR Y o BB RRE” 5 ANERE . KA Likert 5 ZiParik, 1 4rFondE
WARA, 5 RREEFE, SRR LB FRBGER . SRS EE 30~150 4y, Hrh
30~60 7 A& 4, 61~90 43 NIRAKAL, 91~120 43 AHEEdH, 121~150 43 Nimsr4. &K Ek Cronbach’s «
¥ 0.938, K4EFE Cronbach’s a Z2%0 4 0.720~0.911.

222 BESE

1) FOAEMB

I ER PR H YR, DAZYERE 2% B A 3~5 45 R e TR A AR AR . A VR 2
ER & H R ZWYERA “BRNETER 7 45, @& ZBEHCN 9 %, B 50 229 4347 Tl
. PRES R TR, Tl EDEE EF E4K Cronbach’s o RE/E 0.890; #&-4EFE ) Cronbach’s a R EE
0.708. 0.726. 0.777. 0.708. 0.714; H¥E AN GiRHRE ) B P& S44 Cronbach’s o ZEZ 0.967; 4L
() Cronbach’s a Z%%> %72 0.731. 0.851. 0.870. 0.897. 0.744. 0.775; it I W5 45 AT BEAF- 1 4 356
—HMEEE. A, AE R E A SUEEWCE TR AN R E W, BN IERE A O .

2) XTHENRFETH

BN A RFEEERTS . BEARE M. mEAN . SRS AR AR A H A,
PRI E N BN LERFE RN NGBREE, ISR E SIS REUS, T2 ORE (] 15 2 I AARAER
RO A, IR s N A AT RO, A H R EER TR g — (Rl
2.2.3. RF SPSS 26.0 X AT S EIREEI T4

S ERSR ] IE SR, e ESMH(X£s)Em, KT ZEMH, EESGRIHIM (P25,
P75)]13 7, KM Kruskal-Wallis #5365 T1H50508ER FH n(%)#7r, i Fisher #iI#E%i%. X Superman
FAZEAR R RECE VALY BN SR BE 7 ST RIAS R 4E BT A G . P < 0.05 N2 R St 25 e

3. R
3.1. REERARPNFAKEIFEAG—RIARHAERS T
REEFEN BARFRGACF O EA G, EFER. TIEER. ERSm. RE RSB %t
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PR T AR R TS AN T T 2 RS2 (P > 0.05), 7EERFR. femne i & AN LA T
ERWEGITFERE (P <0.05), W “E£17.

Table 1. Comparison of different research level of nursing staff in different demographic characteristics
%= 1. FEARTERIIKEETREA OFFERRILLER

WiH i S PEREN K HKP Rk P 1H
N 102 48 36 18
ERE 29.00 29.00 29.00 31.00 0,942
[¥, M (P25, P75)] (27.00,32.00)  (28.00,31.00)  (27.00,33.00)  (26.75, 35.00) :
<5 4 21 (20.5) 9 (18.8) 12 (33.3) 0(0)
5~<10 4F 54 (52) 28 (58.3) 15 (41.7) 11 (61.1)
TARE R[4 (%)] 10~<15 4 18 (17.6) 9 (18.8) 5(13.9) 4(22.2) 0.271
15~<20 4 5 (5.0) 1(21) 3(8.3) 1(5.6)
>20 4 4 (4.0) 1(2.1) 1(2.8) 2(11.1)
I HRFR 90 (88.2) 45 (93.8) 31 (86.1) 14 (77.8)
R[4 (%)] L HRFR 9(8.8) 2(4.2) 5 (13.9) 2 (11.1) 0.090
IR AR 3(2.9) 1(2.2) 0 2(11.1)
R} 76 (74.5) 36 (75.0) 28 (77.8) 12 (66.7)
A2 P[44 (%)] 0.673
AR 26 (25.5) 12 (25.0) 8(22.2) 6 (33.3)
ez 36 (35.3) 23 (47.9) 11 (30.6) 2 (11.1)
= 1[4 (%)] 0.016
AF UL E 66 (64.7) 29 (52.1) 25 (69.4) 16 (88.9)
<4000 5 (4.9) 0 4(11.1) 1(5.6)
4001~6000 69 (67.6) 39 (81.3) 21 (58.3) 9 (50.0)
AU [4(%)] 0.015
6001~8000 26 (25.5) 8 (16.7) 11 (30.6) 7 (38.9)
>8001 2 (2.0 1(2.1) 0 1(5.6)
B & 9(8.8) 3(6.3) 3(8.3) 3(16.7) .
[ )] i 93 (91.2) 45 (93.8) 33(9L.7) 15 (83.3) '
W 99 (97.1) 45 (93.8) 36 (100.0) 18 (100.0)
ST AR R B 0.288
AR 3(2.9) 3(6.3) 0 0
ik 14 (13.7) 11 (22.9) 0 3(16.7)
PONF K R -
[44(9%)] ikd 39 (38.2) 14 (29.2) 19 (52.8) 6 (33.3) 0.0288
filvE 49 (48) 23 (47.9) 17 (47.2) 9 (50.0)
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3.2. REERIFEARRIAFERSS
R ERESHEN GBI R 95 (119.14 + 18.16) 12 5 MEEG /M5 IL, 1306 T &4k, Jirh
WO N RIPEA 4 A4S 0 e, L “R 27

Table 2. The score of 5 dimensions and total score of nursing staff’s professional identity

= 2. B ARBRAGAE 5 MEER A REAENER

YEE I H LT (47) WFRIFSP[M (P25, P75))/(X ) 1345 %(%)
O HITEAY 45.00 35.00 (33.00, 40.00) 77.78
B A 2 S R 30.00 23.00 (19.00, 25.00) 76.67

AN e i 30.00 25.00 (22.00, 27.00) 83.33
AR Z LISy 30.00 23.00 (19.00, 27.25) 76.67
Ol B 3R A 15.00 12.00 (9.00, 15.00) 80.00
BV IA A2 55 150.00 119.14 + 18.16 78.33

3.3. XEEKRIFEAGRMENNBITESS
KR BERBEEN BRI GE /7 505 (48.30 £30.11) 4y, AbT K, H, BROEES . BFEt
RE IR0 ) UK I RE ST 4EFE 1Sy fefk. L “32 37 &

Table 3. Scores and total scores of 102 nursing staff in 6 dimensions of scientific research ability
< 3.102 BB ARRMEES 6 MEEBHREDIER

HEFE I H BT (57) LFRIE P [M (P25, PT5))/(X ) 1355 %(%)
i UK I e T 12.00 6.00 (5.00, 9.00) 50.00
SCHRE R R 20.00 11.00 (7.00, 14.00) 55.00
RHF LI RE 20.00 5.00 (3.00, 10.00) 25.00
B SE e RE 24.00 7.00 (4.00, 12.00) 29.17
FORHb#E RE 20.00 5.00 (3.00, 10.00) 25.00
W EERE 24.00 6.00 (0.00, 12.00) 25.00

3.4. REEIFEARPAAREAR BRI g8 K EREIELE

ERM R R K = b, BN E P B ERME A TP R Bk R B 3R R =
MUESE 7 R A G (P < 0.05) 0 HRMVAESSCRE S B AT S A Re AN 4E 5 22 7 0 Givt 22 (P >
0.05). WL “# 4”7 .

Table 4. Comparison of professional identity of ICU nursing staff in different levels of scientific research ability [M (P25, P75)]
# 4. 1CU P A BHRARI ZE A B R a2 S17K EHEIELE[M (P25, P75)]

Flutae 1% RO AED VAR it & e AN e a1
AT 48 34.50 (31.00, 36.00) 24.00 (21.00, 25.00) 24.00 (22.00, 26.75)
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Fh K 36 36.00 (31.00, 41.75) 23.00 (19.00, 25.00) 24.00 (20.00, 29.00)
KT 18 40.50 (37.50, 44.25) 22.00 (20.00, 26.50) 24.50 (23.00, 30.00)
Kruskal-Wallis y{# 25.065 1.642 1.509
P{E <0.001 0.440™ 0.470™
Rt e 1% HRN b A8 417 7 %of NS ES 925 NN
K 48 23.00 (18.00, 24.00) 9.50 (9.00, 12.00) 115.00 (108.00, 121.00)
2K 36 23.50 (18.25, 29.75) 12.00 (9.25, 15.00) 117.00 (102.00, 140.75)
7K 18 27.00 (23.75, 30.00) 15.00 (13.75, 15.00) 127.00 (122.00, 139.50)
Kruskal-Wallis y{¢ 12.308 29.936 15.721
P 0.002 <0.001 <0.001*

35. XEERIFEA GBI EENSRIGAR Z B X1

KRB BN G RERESI 1 6 NERZ SR INFE 7 MR R L R 57 . Foe, &£
ZN PSS SR

Table 5. The correlation between research ability and professional identity of ICU nursing staff (r)

= 5. ICU P38 A B Rt e SER AL IA R Z (B B9 A8 52 1 (r)

T H PO ESET Bkt scRE Bldb e isige Bk Ry B AR

i) L LA A 0.171" -0.102 -0.224 0.088 0.282"
SCHR BRI RE 0.353" -0.401" -0.252 0.099 0.668"
BHIF SRR 0.067" —0.465 -0.303 0.034 0.767"
RBHIF S B RE 0.659" —0.583" -0.065 -0.001 0.494"
TR AL 2 e 0.641" -0.512" -0.156 -0.038 0.579"
WX EIERE 0.650" -0.528 -0.314 0.163 0.838"

W TRREAGEFE (P <0.05).

4. g

4.1. REERIFEAGRNENBEIR

“F 1 ERER, ARBWHRERIPEEANR, EFER. TAEFER. Bail. 26 ERE .
SR T AR A S LA 2 R TS (P > 0.05). ACE By BN SURMIF g 77 4T A 25K
PG, 5 504(48.30 £30.11) 4. b, FERMGIERE ). BT RE IR SCE1ERE S = AN 1R
&, ARKH T2,

HIFEFEREZ: (1) HATRERPHEAERZHAPIREE N E, B CREE AR IE g N4 22
BEARB®RR, 2HPE . REELMIERY LR EZE KRG IBEFRRTII7]. ARREE R
W, VIR TIAEL 26 i, 5 25.50%; LRL 76 44, o 74.50%; s TiARE 72 6, 5 70.60%; LR}
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30 Bil, 5 30.40%. AHKHEE BN RIS K, FERSEERBE SRS, RENRER2
KM A BATAR SR BRI OGERAE , AR A A 3R 2 8 ORI Ko 2T B (A5 L R BT A 2 i
PRAEHIE ) BRI Sk Z BT 4, 8 GORN BB AL PETT I RE VBN 5. (2) NS, BT IR RS B AR %
fERE AL A EN 53 P BRI BE /) VA 213271 (3) ERBLAEIE IR BRI A A J5 W IS EA =, 25
FrE A E G RIFRIEAR, shbB R T &3, e sk Z mF A4 22 05 2 L E Rl A
A5 (4) WHFCHE Y, HusZE R [ A L B A% O RE TSR 3R o AR TR VE 5 ) et
X, BRI IR DR, AEN TR AR, AT WA S84 5 0BV X S 3R R AR H 32222
R NE LR A $E TS [8]. (5) BIACRERRE2 —~RERMERETE =R R, BN L=+
B TARRL . fEIXAGIURT RE S B L3-TT B S BT E 7T X REAR K.

AU TR B R e iR P B WA B R I =ML U E R R EA G E
(P < 0.05), HAREMRERERZ: (1) REPEBVHREAEREFP BT RR SR e, ER— 5
PEN GERIE LR S A, (HIZIFAEREMRIILIEIRANE — 0. FEEH AT RIS m& &
AREHE K, RPN ORI RS EHE . BRI, ELRESRE, IEERPHEE SRR
WK FERCHERREA T, REWGRFIILERONE, Higma B K, R ZHI A SRR
A I AR AR SR H S T 2, BIRSRETT E ISR (2) BHITRE J1KT I8 KA Nl R
W QUBEEYT . WIFUTT AR SR L In) U DR BE 70 DL ROR 2R BTV TR 22 1158 2 AN ERE, IR EERE ) IR
FATE R BRT YK Z b SR, BRI TT AAE — @ FE R BERM RN 53 AR 1, ik — o
SRAMEHIT R AR IR 2 B Al W ORAATTREDS LVE T 5L AR, Al R s fl, A E 24 7
BNBIRHE I, KI5 R e BERMERE 7T (BRI SE T . () MR AN E BRI B 5L 5 (% 1%
HR g 2 BN AR08 (SRS S, X ES R BRSSO B e AR T iR
MAEZETT T SEAF I3 SBOR A AT e B D3 BI3E — A OB 0 ARG, A AT HOA B S HA
bR AN TAE R, 3E 0 AT e e A8 A AT Tl AT B (KB SR, 4G 2 S R B (K % A5 77,
S BN AT SRR B EGRE, BAERIT S, TAE — @R L L AR BE R RE 1 i3RI

PN GL BRI e T B 3 B ARG QU AR ACT B 2 OCE EA R . R EER, K
PEN SR BRI A BT in, (EHARIERETIR A T RURAKCT, SRS AE B XK M Z B R
BOK[9]. B, G Hoh b TH i BN BRI RE, DR BN A% O RE T, DO 2T
T A o 7 AR DRI T ()7 T BB RET 85, IXANBUAA T RITHE ST, AR T84
R e 22 4, ELA AT RERZI B A NHRML ) B3 B2 R AR A R . BR e BN 03 0% AL R BN
REIRHE SR, T8 2 07 T RRMIEEE I, InsRp R 225, ALK BRI N L, REETHP B
SIRHIE S RE[10].

4.2. REEBFEA SR BEZEILR 534

FE% 2, KEEERE 102 43 HAT BN FIVEE (7590 (119.14 £ 18.16)%), T shasdlk T,
B R PO TP £ SR AR 3T R0 = 2k FE A5 Ko TR SRR o i, HR
INFIAL T 5K, Hh At &S A i, BRI 8 k.

B AL SRR R RN [FH. B LB S BT TAE MR 55 2 e Mk Fis sk
RN R [11]. ZAEE A BRI R F N [ B A ) % 5 51 e AR R B, — AN SR
TAERRSE, S LA O A FUR BT T4 . RN, SRR e 50l AT B b Rxt AR
IR R, A R T AR BRI A R T Bl T A St 47— M A IR B Y B 5 S B 2 B[ 12]
FE % 5 R 1 2 T AR B R AR BB . BeAh, U RTHES BRI L, S
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B TARREEIEORA, Zznd LIPNAFR R 2 —[13]. B, &g RS, @il
SEML, BRI STER, WP ERAAR B A

BNV FI VAN B9 20 B I AT fiE -5 97 BN B3 B0 A FH 08 AR 45 2 78 00 R 4% A B 37 B ) et A7 R 25
K[14]. EAZIORE, Zard L BN EA R g s8[15]. S 455, BARESR =T LR PNIA
[ Bt i Ao, XA LR BN AHMEL S TR EEZ A E R R, 2RI RS L i) TAERR LA &
KRR, W2 HMRAR E SR ERRE. SmRRAAWEEER, ik EPEmb R,

PP R 6 77 IV [ B P 2 T AE AR OC[16] . 477 RIXT R 7 A2 i AE THI 0 PR HE « Pkt i ok
W, REMSAT R BG4 T B A I SREUBAT B U LR 1) REL AR RE 1 2N R P4TT RO RE AR
AR B B TAE P IO BRI, WIREHE R 5 B Te ). HAt, #2774k sUseE ek
XA SN A ) TAE BRI, B2 H 85 N AR P B A 2. K, %
AR IR R AR AT R B A B B PO A BB B 2R PR SE a3k 7 2 i MV O [P T AN L] 3 i
Bl i BIANEBAF ISR TT 03 TR BT 507, 5 B AR AT ST AR AR A0 25 A0 R R EXH AL
AT A 5 A T X PR RN ) SRR BEIRR AT B L i BE AN AL

4.3. REERFEA GBI EEN SRAGARIRIHEXM

LA, EEPEREARWIKTE TR, BOLAR RS 2R BA G055 (P < 0.05), Hrf, Bkila
PR B oo RO B 3R =N B S 522 7 (P < 0.05), BUINEIPEAN AR B B
BAEREEEEREP < 0.001). BNMEASEA . B E 3R SEFIEHT A8 5 548 5 (] U PLRE /T« TRk IR
BRe 1. BHFITEE ). BIFSCERE 7). BURMGEERE /1. W SCSIERED) Z M EAGFHK K R BOIARITE
AR LB RE 1. BERHMEFLRE ) 0SS 1R RE ) BAT A S (r = 0.659, r = 0.641, r = 0.650); HMK 3k
SOBAESCHRBE L 6E J1. RIF R THRE ). WU SRR S 2 AR SR SR R o

HRNVAN En AR, B RSB RE T 1 s A B e 1 3R AR 2 T O E BIPER - HR A i i iR
IF 57 B 8 AE A T4 P 2 AU 10 A 0 18] AT R R e 35, WM B I e D7 el A H b e 3P H AR g VA
MATTRE S ZE R G Bl Hh B8 A e PR I R, s ORI FH B TR A SR o TR Z20 B R e s R N D 3
FRERS AR S BRI 2 M BOMF R, BN B AR SR 5 B B SE PR 7o, (e EE A H S5 4
AR IR ELAERE o R ) A TR B 5 1 RN 53 I S AT o RS E, xR N TE IR Bl ) A5 15 A AT
FE TG BRI BE I R R AN, T 4R N TE 22 ARG 70 R[] 25 R 2R R 1)

BRN, [ 6  SBRE J75R ORI N GBS VA4S B OO TAE . WF A BB AR, IR BIAELE 1 1) BRI AS
S, KRR, XS B A R BT RE A D B BN LA . 3R SRR R B
MNZ R E QIR Bttt B giae 1, SR WA AEN Ot s, HiEMmg, Mk
FHIE A BRI 1 R 221

PN %1 ki ANIEE - Norey i =4 Y N Ea LA NS I S ) B AN N S (E R R SRS NN E b a s
). EAERERE, RUOATHRRTHR— =R N QA FEAESmA R, SOm s
IR, AR TR 25 B KFEAYE, FEHETE Z RITHLN, DARG SRS 0 AR R A I 1

£ E&WA
5@ ARFE R B R RITE (465 202301).
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