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Abstract

Objective: The meta-analysis method was used to explore the differences of self-efficacy among intern
nurses in gender, urban and rural areas, educational background and whether they were only child-
ren or not. Methods: By searching and screening literature, a total of 18 articles were included. Re-
view Manager5.3 software was used for statistical analysis. Results: The scores of self-efficacy of un-
dergraduate nursing students were significantly higher than those of secondary vocational nursing
students (Z = 3.14, P = 0.002). The scores of self-efficacy of college interns were significantly higher
than those of secondary vocational interns (Z = 2.09, P = 0.04). However, there was no significant dif-
ference in the scores of self-efficacy between male and female interns (Z = 0.99, P = 0.32). There was
no significant difference in self-efficacy between urban and rural nursing students (Z = 1.33, P = 0.18).
There was no significant difference in self-efficacy between interns and only-child nurses (Z = 0.69, P
= 0.49). There was no significant difference in self-efficacy scores between undergraduate and ter-
tiary nursing students (Z = 1.70, P = 0.09). Conclusion: Among interns’ self-efficacy, the scores of un-
dergraduate interns and college interns in self-efficacy were significantly higher than those of sec-
ondary vocational interns. There were no significant differences in gender, urban and rural areas,
and whether they were only children. Among the gender differences, because there are fewer boys
who study nursing and the sample size collected is limited, there is a big discrepancy between the
sample size of girls and boys. The data may be biased, which needs further confirmation.
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Figure 1. The process of document retrieval and screening
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Table 1. Specific information tables included in meta-analysis literature

F 1. AN meta SHCEREIRIMEER

Wt .3 ¥ WX B4 A W RN AR RE Rt AT EAETFL
JiEEssE, 2012 GSES  #HEREF AL (hAE)R) I 52 68 53 21
TR, 2014 GSES  MREHE iy 63 113 147 55 121
XU4E4E, 2010 GSES  $ERFFL(HAUMR) NA 35 35
%%, 2017 GSES R4 L (b T i 96 88
JHRIE%%E, 2018 GSES LR AN 33 30
A%, 2008 GSES IR E th & 111 115
%%, 2016 GSES BE2EfE 5 bt 5 98 98 5
HEELE, 2009  GSES L e AR 190 135 123 99 180 145
fk[H#E, 2018 GSES i i3 %R 41 276 175 148 66 251
TKPEAGSE, 2014 GSES  FEBTF(EMIMR)  BGHE, EIK 217 62
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ZHUE, 2018 GSES it FHR 18 218 86 150 91 145
WA IH%%, 2018 GSES PHEHE A NA 8 135 61 8 58 42 5 44 99
TAH&FR, 2012 GSES  HEERKHZEMR 7 63 34 46
FJE3E, 2019 GSES  WHIRPEER 544 T 107 493 210 298 92 205 395
JREEEAE, 2016 GSES EAq=prid e 17 177 3299 63
W%, 2018 GSES PEUEY 3 i 30 619
EXTINIT& A, 2014 GSES i [E fg g OBl 4% 8 L5 37 56 21 53 19 24 69
BE& T, 2011 GSES  rABHi Ak NA 9 85 40 54 48 46

e AEE RIS —1EE.

3.2. Meta BHERFFHE)

K 2 ABAEM VS LAH A BRURER IR B INR 8 B SR SCRRIEAT b, 45 R ER
¥’ =91.31, P<0.00001, KR BEHLBON A . 208 B WMD = 1.24, 95% CI A(—1,23,3.72), P=0.32.
KA AAAERE R

3 IREEZE VS R AT B RABR BRI AR . X GIN 10 B AR SCRERIEAT b, SRR
x> =38.66, P <0.00001, KR BEHLN A, 208 8 WMD = 0.69, 95% CI SA(—0.33, 1.71), P=0.18.
KA AAAE R E R

4 A7 2o 28 VS AT 2o 2 B BROSRE I AR AR I 8 I T AN 7 RS T 0 STHRIEAT 4 AT
LERLEIR f* = 48.97, P < 0.00001, KR FHBEHLAR AR L 208 8 WMD = —0.51, 95% CI }(-1.95, 0.93),
P=049. RPAWARAFELEZES.

K5 AARRHA VS KL H H RAGERE IR . @ XTI 13 B0 7SSkt AT b, 45 R EoR
x> =100.93, P <0.00001, X 1R A BEHLR BB R R8N  WMD = 0.99, 95% CI }(—0.15, 2.13), P =0.09.
RHPA R AFERE Z R

Kl 6 AAFRHA VS L4 H FRAGERE AR . @GN 11 BT SCRIEAT 8T, 45 SRR
x> =123.18, P < 0.00001, [KIIHR B LN AR AL . 208 WMD = 2.54, 95% CI 24(0.95, 4.12), P = 0.002.
R R E 2R

B 7 KRB VS B B AR I AR . @ I 11 R R SCERIEAT b, R EOR
x> =48.77, P <0.00001, [HULRFHFEHLLNARAL . & & WMD = 1.10, 95% CI 4(0.07,2.13), P=0.04.
R IRAAE R E 2R

WA Lk Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
%%2016 314 1.82 5 2432 451 98 12.9% 7.08 [5.25, 8.91] -
7K [F]3#2018 21.94 6.36 41 2423 502 276 12.7% -2.29 [-4.32,-0.26] ]
Z= 4152018 2244 4.02 18 2544 482 218 12.7% -3.00 [-4.96, -1.04] -
WA 1H%%52018 32 4.69 8 2788 45 135 11.1% 4.12[0.78, 7.46] -
FIHE32019 321 48 107 301 5.7 492 13.5% 2.00[0.96, 3.04] -
52016 31 54 17 274 58 177 11.9% 3.60[0.89, 6.31] -
41452018 27.03 5.42 30 2968 521 619 12.7% -2.65 [-4.63, -0.67] -
2011 258 32 9 243 35 85 12.5% 1.50 [-0.72, 3.72] N
Total (95% Cl) 235 2100 100.0%  1.24[-1.23, 3.72] ?
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 11.49; Chi? = 91.31, df = 7 (P < 0.00001); I* = 92% }_20 _150 (') 1=O 2(::
Test for overall effect: Z=0.99 (P = 0.32) g A

Figure 2. Forest plot of self-efficacy of the boys group vs the girls group
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IRBL A Mean Difference Mean Difference

__Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI

JiEF%2012 293 6.9 52 247 47 68 8.6% 4.60 [2.42, 6.78]

TR uIE52014 25.62 5.1 63 2599 5.09 113 10.6% -0.37 [-1.94, 1.20] /T

452008 2546 453 111 23.63 447 115 11.9% 1.83[0.66, 3.00] -

%%2016 2448 4.58 98 282 54 5 3.4% -3.72 [-8.54, 1.10] -

42009 244 48 190 249 5 135 12.2% -0.50 [-1.58, 0.58] -

5K 32018 2485 589 175 2458 527 148 11.8% 0.27 [-0.95, 1.49] T

2 H 152018 26.84 4.92 86 24.26 451 150 11.6% 2.58 [1.31, 3.85] -

% 1H%52018 28.59 4.45 61 27.75 4.79 82 10.7% 0.84 [-0.68, 2.36] T

BT 4E2014 23.65 5.88 37 2495 4.87 56 8.3% -1.30 [-3.58, 0.98] -

2011 244 33 40 245 37 54 11.1% -0.10 [-1.52, 1.32] -

Total (95% Cl) 913 926 100.0% 0.69 [-0.33, 1.71] ?

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.90; Chi* = 38.66, df = 9 (P < 0.0001); I>=77%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.33 (P = 0.18) -10 5 iﬁjz’fio oy 10
Figure 3. Forest plot of self-efficacy of the urban group vs the rural group
3. WELE VS KATH B AR RRAI R E
MWT & £ LS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup _Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl 1V, Random, 95% Cl
e 85%52014 2498 46 55 26.26 53 121 14.0% -1.28 [-2.82, 0.26] Bl
H #2009 244 51 180 249 45 145 153% -0.50 [-1.54, 0.54] -
7K [F]#62018 2461 6.03 66 24.67 525 251 13.8% -0.06 [-1.65, 1.53] -
2152018 26.64 4.81 91 2435 463 145 14.8% 2.29[1.05, 3.53] -
WA 1E%2018 292 45 44 2762 4.63 99 13.8% 1.58 [-0.03, 3.19] "
F/H32019 282 52 205 291 58 395 15.6% -0.90 [-1.81, 0.01] ™
BN Z2014 20.54 3.99 24 25.78 5.05 69 12.6% -5.24 [-7.23, -3.25] -
Total (95% CI) 665 1225 100.0%  -0.51[-1.95, 0.93] *
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 3.25; Chi? = 48.97, df = 6 (P < 0.00001); I* = 88% T & o v 1
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.69 (P = 0.49) BT AT
Figure 4. Forest plot of self-efficacy of the only child group vs the non-only child group
& 4. 0 FA4cdB VS JEAE F4otB B R SBERRRI AR MR E
AR X% Mean Difference Mean Difference
udy or Subgr an al Mean al eigh V. Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% CI
JiEIL%E2012 276 57 46 275 57 53 6.8% 0.10 [-2.15, 2.35]
Trqt%2014 26.69 3.93 29 2569 53 147 7.7% 1.00 [-0.67, 2.67] 1
X 4E4E2010 22 22 80 22 24 35 8.7% 0.00 [-0.93, 0.93] 1
X%2017 25.69 4.23 146 24.94 452 96 8.4% 0.75[-0.39, 1.89] T
RHRIE%52018 2446 4.34 34 22.65 4.57 33 7.0% 1.81[-0.33, 3.95] T
#2009 242 49 103 243 49 123 8.3% -0.10 [-1.38, 1.18] 1
K% %52014 26.54 4.77 247 2447 436 217 8.8% 2.07 [1.24, 2.90] -
WA 1E%2018 2817 42 58 275 452 42 7.6% 0.67 [-1.07, 2.41] T
FHE%2012 29.06 542 63 26.74 3.94 34 7.4% 2.32[0.44, 4.20] "
FIH32019 331 47 210 325 6.6 298 8.6% 0.60 [-0.38, 1.58] T
P 2016 277 63 32 284 54 99 6.5% -0.70 [-3.13, 1.73] 1
AN %2014 31.14 3.29 21 23.53 3.04 53 7.8% 7.61[5.98, 9.24] "
B PEE2011 244 35 48 286 75 46 6.6% -4.20[-6.58,-1.82] -
Total (95% CI) 1117 1276 100.0% 0.99 [-0.15, 2.13] ‘
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 3.68; Chiz = 100.93, df = 12 (P < 0.00001); I = 88% ’1 o 5 ;A 5 15
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.70 (P = 0.09) ) ) e —
Figure 5. Forest plot of self-efficacy of the undergraduate group VS the college group
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AF pty
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight
Ji%H4%2012 276 57 46 225 68 21 72%
X 4E4E2010 22 22 8 212 17 35 10.3%
%2017 2569 423 146 2475 409 88 10.0%
FEIRIE%2018 2446 434 34 2016 425 30 8.8%
12009 242 49 103 254 48 99 9.8%
K PEH %2014 2654 4.77 247 2332 468 63 9.8%
W 1E%2018 2817 42 58 308 1.92 5  9.0%
FH%2012 20.06 542 63 2602 48 46 9.1%
FJE3£2019 331 47 210 297 46 92 10.0%
FREN%2016 277 63 32 265 63 63 81%
AN IT4-2014 3114 329 21 1953 498 19 8.1%
Total (95% Cl) 1040 561 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 6.23; Chi? = 123.18, df = 10 (P < 0.00001); I* = 92%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.14 (P = 0.002)

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference

IV, Rand

m. 95% Cl

5.10 [1.76, 8.44]
0.80 [0.06, 1.54]
0.94 [0.16, 2.04]
4.30[2.19, 6.41]
-1.20 [-2.54, 0.14]
3.22[1.92, 4.52]
-2.63 [-4.63, -0.63]
3.04[1.11,4.97]
3.40[2.27, 4.53]
1.20 [-1.48, 3.88]
11.61[8.97, 14.25]

2.54[0.95, 4.12]

Figure 6. Forest plot of self-efficacy of the undergraduate group VS the secondary school group
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N b
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight
Ji%EH4%%2012 275 57 46 225 68 21 54%
XI4E4E2010 22 24 80 212 17 35 11.8%
%2017 2494 452 146 2475 409 88 11.0%
FEiRIA%2018 2265 457 34 2016 425 30 8.1%
EHH2009 243 49 103 254 438 99 10.4%
TKF%%2014 2447 436 247 23.32 4.68 63 10.6%
WA 1E%2018 275 4.52 58 30.8 1.92 5 8.4%
FH%2012 2674 394 63 26.02 48 46 9.4%
FE3£2019 325 66 210 297 46 92 10.5%
TREH%2016 284 54 32 265 63 63 74%
XN %2014 23.53 3.04 21 19.53 4.98 19 7.0%
Total (95% Cl) 1040 561 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.21; Chi? = 48.77, df = 10 (P < 0.00001); I> = 79%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.09 (P = 0.04)

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% Cl

Mean Difference

IV, Rand

m, 95% Cl

5.00 [1.66, 8.34]
0.80 [0.03, 1.57]
0.19[-0.94, 1.32]
2.49[0.33, 4.65]
-1.10 [-2.44, 0.24]
1.15 [-0.13, 2.43]
-3.30 [-5.35, -1.25]
0.72 [-0.97, 2.41]
2.80 [1.50, 4.10]
1.90 [-0.53, 4.33]
4,00 [1.41, 6.59]

1.10 [0.07, 2.13]
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Figure 7. Forest plot of self-efficacy of the College group VS the secondary school group
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Figure 8. Funnel plot of self-efficacy of the boys group vs the girls group
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Figure 9. Funnel plot of self-efficacy of the urban group vs the rural group
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Figure 10. Funnel plot of self-efficacy of the only child group vs the non-only

child group
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Figure 11. Funnel plot of self-efficacy of the undergraduate group VS the
college group
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Figure 12. Funnel plot of self-efficacy of the undergraduate group VS the
secondary school group
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Figure 13. Funnel plot of self-efficacy of the College group VS the secondary
school group
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