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— | Adviory board Form ation

L iterature review
Focus group hterview

<«—— Review by Adveory board

<«— Content Valdity by nurse manager

Confirm ation

Satisfaction w ith preceptrship(post)

v
Selection of Focus G roup
Phase 1 y —
CCET 1st CCET " Devebpment
Devebpmen
t v
| 2nd CCET" |
Developm*ent
— | Last CCET  Devebpment |<7
: Preceptor evaluation
Phase 2 Preceptor :New Nurse education
CCET
Validation New nurse : Clinical performance(pre & post)
Valdity testing
CCET" * Core competency Evaluation Tool

(Figure 1) Research Procedure
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(Table 1) Preceptor’s core competencies identified through focus group interview

Classification Contents

- Role model in patient care(Respect of patient’s individuality, Patient-centered nursing care)
- Observing of policies and providing nursing care based on job description
(Standardized knowledge)
Function as role model - Role model in ethical aspect
- Self management(Physical, Psychological)
- Self development as a professional nurse
- Leadership (Organized and systematic thinking)

- Enough information about policy or custom of each department

- Reliable interpersonal relationship (with patient and coworker)

- Relationship with new graduate (Allowing open mindedness, considerate expression and
Function as facilitator giving concern)
for socialization - Humanity (Affection for human being, formation of rapport, considerate mind)

- Positive attitude

- Accurate judgement about the right and wrong

- Reflection on self activities

- Individualized education (According to the preceptees’ level and learning style)

- Effective teaching skill (Effective instruction skill, provision of systematic knowledge,
Function as educator connection of theory and practice)

- Facilitator for preceptee to get necessary information

- Accurate explanation of scientific rationale

- Job relationship (Expressing personal concern and guiding preceptee to be interested in

L. . . nursing and giving effective and constructive feedback)
Effective job relationship . . L. . .
- Human relation (Treating preceptee as customer, giving praise and encouragement, protecting
between preceptor and . . .
o preceptee from affront and waiting with patience and trust)

rec . . . C
precep - Dealing with preceptee according to the individual character and style

- Gradual and effective weaning at appropriate time
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Development and Validation of the Core Competency
Evaluation Tool for New Graduate Nurse’s Preceptor

Kuwon, In Gak™* - Jung, Kyoung Hee™ - Cho, Hye Sool*
Hwang, Ji Won™ - Kim, Ji Young™ - Jeon, Kyoung Ok*
Sung, Young Hee*

Purpose : The purpose of this study was to develop a
core competency evaluation tool of the preceptors training
new graduate nurses and to determine the validity of the

developed instrument.

Method : This study was conducted in 2 phases. In phase
I, preceptor’s core competency list was developed through
literature review, focus group interview, and review by
nursing directors and nurse menagers. In phase II, 60
preceptors were evaluated with the developed instrument
and categorized into excellent, good & poor core competency
groups. For validation of the instrument, new graduates’
clinical performance improvement and satisfaction with

preceptor were compared between excellent and poor group.

Result : The data were analyzed by SPSS P.C and the

results were as follows.

1) Preceptor's core competencies were classified into
three domains; Role model(10 items), Socialization
facilitator(8 items), and Educator(16 items), and each
item had four point system of “strongly agree” to
“strongly disagree”. Cronbach’a of the instrument was
416

2) Comparison of clinical performance improvement and
satisfaction with preceptor of the new graduates
trained by excellent and poor preceptors revealed that
new graduates clinical performance improvement

(p=015) and satisfaction with the preceptor(p=.005)

*Samsung Seoul Hospital
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were significantly higher in the excellent core

competency preceptor group than the poor core
competency preceptor group.

Conclusion The validity of the preceptor's core

competency evaluation tool developed in this study was

confirmed. Therefore, this tool can be effectively utilized for

education and evaluation of new graduates’ preceptors in

clinical settings.
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