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Abstract

Objective: To investigate nursing students’ self-efficacy in Xinjiang area as well as the status level
of clinical communication ability of nursing students, and to analyze the relationship between the
general self-efficacy and clinical communication ability of nursing professional students. Methods:
Using the general condition questionnaire, general self-efficacy scale and clinical communication
ability of nursing professional students scale, 194 nursing students were surveyed. The relation-
ship between general self-efficacy scale and clinical communication ability of nursing students
was also explored by using regression analysis. Results: The interns’ general self-efficacy score
was 2.71 + 0.57, lower than the adult norm, of which the minority nursing students’ self-efficacy
scored higher than the nursing students of Han nationality (P < 0.05); boys’ self-efficacy was high-
er than girls’ (P < 0.05); nursing students’ professional communication ability score was 84.62 +
14.15, which is in the medium level; there is a positive correlation between nursing students’ gen-
eral self-efficacy and clinical communication skills by using Pearson correlation analysis (r =
0.327, P < 0.01). Conclusion: The interns’ self-efficacy is lower than the norm, which is above the
medium level, and the clinical communication ability of nursing students is in the medium level;
all need to be further improved. At the same time, improving nursing students’ general self-effi-
cacy helps to improve nursing students’ professional clinical communication ability; nursing edu-
cators should take effective intervention measures to improve the level of nursing students’ self-
efficacy, so as to improve clinical comprehensive core competence of nursing students.
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2.1. ARMER

2015 4 5 H, EHCHIE S EARFEN 2 =g SR GE 1 AT RIERD) L 58 2] %4 194
MNERW TN G PR 2048 % +1.81 %, AFE32 N, K& 99 A, #1163 A, k106 A, 7>
B 88 N, B4 17 N, &P 177 A
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KA BEREDE, HENNEAFE—-REE. —RERBEEEER. P AET B LI R e 77
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1) —MERHAE R, GRFEER. MWl Rk, 20, 2EEMAE TS,

2) — B FRALAE R (GSES), KM h i GSES, Hi Schwarzer. 5K&#¥. JLEMEIT, £ A4 B[S
PAK 25 AR Tt Fint b B SChie GSES A R A7 BSR40, GSES BN —EiE R %08 0.87, HIMEE
4 0.83, GSES 1] 10 Mk H FIER B0 MK RZE N 0.60~0.77. ZEKIL 10 Nk H, kB ETANIER,
BB BARIEN 15y, BmEN 45, AT L ARWBAGE ORI, 1-2 4R EE MWK, 2~3 5K
B EEORGE, 3~4 RHBELIER E. 508G, —MRERBEEGELT

3) YA LGV IERE NI ER, HPHHAFTEEN T LT[6]5% ALL Rogers 1 “ LU
NAFG” WERONAEZE gnt], ZERANEHAXBIFER, ARCIFELAELREO N%H) BB
(5 MEH) BB EG MEH) LRZ 5@ ANEH) EEERUEEG MEH) BAEEZG A
), JL6 N 28 MEH, BUSTRAKME N 28 70, Il 112 73 . &K H Liker Scales £,
4 SERQ = MAEM, 2 = /R, 3 = WM, 4 = SR, ZERNIT 3 A2
Cronbach’s a 4 0.84, SEFRNEINMERE N 0.84, %H T EIMMKRE N 0.61~0.85, BAH RIFHIE
FERGREE, 19500k, RIGRIGERE ).

23. WERE

TEFFAERENSE ST R EE 10 AN H BT MG TR EE, WA RTHUS A 501 FE, WE SR HSE i 55
IS B, DIEid Ay IEHS W4, NRIE R R e M, Mg S R, HFHIEE AN R,
WIR B IR K TR 3RS, Hodh 4k HBVRE KT 20%4 T LAGIBR . JER T 194 43, [FIU 194 4y, [AIYSCE
N 100%, 530004 194 4y, HREN 100%.

24. GFEHRE

K Epidata3.0 sg N B, B 87 5, F spss20.0 G -4 B A7 F 38 11 20 #7 LA % Pearson #H <20 #,
K ge /K HE o = 0.05.

3. &R
3.1 —fIER

LB IS ) A 104 44, SFHGERS N 2048 % + 1.81 %, ARl 32 4(16.50%), K+ 99 £
(51.03%), 1% 63 4(32.47%), WL 106 A (54.64%), /LEijE 88 A (45.36%), Fi4: 17 A(8.76%),
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DR S5y 9(2.90 £ 0.59) 7, UK S/ R B354 t85, P <0.05 (t=-2.95P<0.03), HH%
T ER, DR B RS & TOORY A B ER955(3.10 £ 0.54) 7, LA L3850 (2.74 +
0.58)%%, P <0.05(t=-2.46, P <0.015), W% 1.
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W 4,

Table 1. Nursing students self-efficacy situation analysis

=1L IPEARMEERRAD(X £5s)

iH H BRALRER(4)) t/F P
B 2.66 + 0.56 B

B PRI 290 £ 0.59 2.95 0.03
o 5 3.10+0.54

P 531 % 2744058 —2.46 0.015
i 2.72 +0.60

AT % 580+ 0,58 -2.79 0.025
g 2.65+0.63

27 K& 2.84+0.54 4.998 0.027
KE 2.77+0.63

Table 2. Our practice nursing students’ clinical communication ability of nursing students in each factor score
3 2. BB IPEFERWFEIRKRABENSEFES (=194, 7 Xxs)

T H R/ ME =N 1 HithgmmE  BME £ bR (ETIES
Vil RE ) G 57 109 112 84.62 + 14.15 75.56%
AN R 6 24 24 18.39+3.74 76.62%

RO 11 20 20 16.47 £ 3.16 82.33%
VNN 12 18 20 15.69 + 3.47 78.47%
HEZY 4 12 16 10.63 +2.81 66.41%
A UE R 4 10 12 8.27 +£2.04 68.89%
ORIz 10 18 20 15.18 + 3.67 75.90%
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Table 3. A student nurse, nursing clinical communication situation analysis

7= 3. PPEFEEAIGKDBRENRAS(S X +5)

i H I PRIE B RE 73 (47) t/IF P
. be3 85.27 £ 12.45
.
Rt AR 8437 4 14.98 0.376 >0.05
PESI: ” 88.50+17.02 0781 >0.05
; b’s 84.55 + 13.53 ' :
b 83.27 + 15.46
FhA T2 o 8533 + 13.89 2.301 <0.05
g 80.01 + 11.52
VT KE 83.23+15.18 5.241 <0.05
AF 86.53 +12.18

Table 4. Practice nursing students self-efficacy and the practice of nursing clinical communication ability of nursing stu-
dents

7 4 EIIPE BRRERS L SIPE IR T IGARIDERE NBIR X ME(n = 194)
SIS AR BB sORARE  KFEZE REARER RIEKZ AEENES

GSES -4y 0.113 0.132 0.187 0.091 0.087 0.102 0.139
P <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
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RNKG PR S A T E G SR, 2T AR R R S (9], AT, TR AR R AR % R v LRSI
IRAP A AR A T AR, PR A AR T R [10]. E AR AR A1), Tl
Verg s WECEITMEN . Bl RSy, SEIRE 5 NMAREFE B RAEEEAE G, I, $HAERE 2T &
I PRy B0 b SR AL G “ Ui I, RORVEY A2 B RALGRBIAS TSy, fEULEEAE b, Wil 2
BFE TR RS ARY, EACHRINATIS, WEHEE O, e EL LN,
SRR AT FIE RN, AFEERI AR B BRARRESEAFI, oD R S ST 4 AR v TR
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PEI B PRIEE BE S0 25 B 715 20 S W S S PP AR B R I RV RE S kA B v, U LR
HF 25 B PRVA I o S A% AT A5 S8 05 IR I PR BE J A e g5, AT 0B R aE /1 59 E T 542
AR R FREIIE A O, L EAE S B AR, ARARIF NS B Bl R HE), sz
X R ER, SEURERBRKFE RGN L, RIS 5 RS0 AR XG0 2 AR
etk o ASFIRALG G B LR RIIERE T S ER PR RERMAE T LA K P <005 SAFRR
TRBANEANEA R F P>0.05. HAl, m%E#8E 0 HRREFRHEIERF e ok, FERFIRILSE . HiRIm %
M RRESRAA 4], TR FERINRAERE I FONB BEAA 1— 30 “ &0 8E 77 [15].
XHPAETT S, BT E S B R R AR, i PRVA I8 RE 7 O AR AR Heyh B S pod R v i 23k — 2D o
I 2~ ImAREOMEAESE I Bod A, EEE TR A B o) R8I ae ), 1R Ssecliik
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4.3. SEIHEIPEE ISR DERENS—R B R AERHEEHE

SRR, AR E BRI SE S P AR I B R IR PRIA I /) 2 IEAHOR P < 0.05, #77E B BALRE
SRR, HAP BV IR PRV IE RE bl . H AR T NRIR BEJI ST R Z IR &R, 248 “ N
T B S B 75 A A BT B0 5088 25 58 BRI TARAT N B S RE/% 7 [16]. Bandura ) B HAAREEL LA
N, AR B EBAERN AT AT — MR EAE . A AR MBS KRR AR[LT]. Fril, B0
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U PR B I RVAE BE 3R TY, S 239 AR LA e e 1Y) 1 BB SR 6 56 ) i AR e oA O, BT
THIAS S > 3o R 3 3 (1 VROHE S 3T, B 30 2 5 R RO B, AT s 47 2L eyl AR 3 (R i 70 49
BFEe. My E LI ARIL R BE ST R THESE ST 9 ARG 1 I 2R S SR, i SORT LASE 3 2R )
B RERR . EHE TGN, RWERE, RUKEASERE.

5. ING
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