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Abstract

Objective: To explore the impact of labor and delivery events on nursing students, to analyze the
influencing factors and their relevance to nursing students’ future practice intentions, and to pro-
vide a relevant basis for future improvement of nursing students’ incident response ability and
professional identity. Methods: 208 nursing students in obstetrics practice in our hospital were
investigated by event impact scale (IES). The impact degree of students in different groups with
different characteristics such as educational background, age and gender was compared by non-
parametric test, and the factors affecting the event impact of nursing students were analyzed by
stepwise regression. Results: Nursing students of different genders and emotional types have dif-
ferent impacts (p < 0.05), gradually Regression analysis showed that gender, education level, and
mood type were the main factors influencing the impact of events of nursing students (F = 12.810,
p = 0.000 < 0.001). The total IES score was correlated with willingness to increase practice hours
in the delivery room (r = 0.200, p < 0.05) and willingness to work in the operative technique of de-
livering a baby in normal labor (r = 0.310, p < 0.05). The greater the impact of the event on nursing
students, the less nursing students are willing to practice in the midwifery profession. Conclusion:
The delivery event has a certain impact on the nursing students. In order to reduce the impact of
related events, nursing managers and teachers should do early psychological intervention and
post-event psychological counseling for the nursing students, so as to increase the participation
and enthusiasm of male nursing students in the nursing operation of the delivery room. Nursing
students of different emotional types provide relevant post-internship education and psychologi-
cal counseling.
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Table 1. Single factor nonparametric test results (n = 208)
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Table 2. Results of stepwise regression analysis (n = 208)
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Table 3. Correlation analysis between future work willingness and total score of event impact
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