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Exploratory Study on Scales of Nursing Education Outcome

Lee, Hyang Yeon' - Oh, Ka SiP - Ahn, Yang Heui® - Lee, Sook Ja* - Kim, Inja®
'Professor, Kyunghee University - Researcher, East-West Nursing Research Institute, Seoul, Korea; *Professor, Ulaanbaatar University,

Ulaanbaator, Mongol; *Professor, Yonsei University, Wonju College of Medicine, Wonju; ‘Professor, Korea University, Seoul;
*Associate Professor, Daejeon University, Daejeon, Korea

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to identify and evaluate outcome measurement scales of nursing education such
as communication, professionalism, leadership, and critical thinking. Methods: A methodological study design was used to
evaluate the reliability and validity of the scales. Survey was done to the students (n=407) enrolled in baccalaureate nurs-
ing schools. Using convenience sampling method, we tried to include all grades of students. Internal consistency, conver-
gent validity and group comparison were used to evaluate the reliability and validity of the scales. Results: All scales were
reliable and valid. Only convergent validity of the scale to measure critical thinking was relatively low. It suggested that
critical thinking skill and disposition might be measured separately. Also it was inefficient to measure the nursing educa-
tion outcomes with separate scales. Conclusions: It is recommended to develop a new integrative scale to measure nursing
education outcomes. Also it is necessary to set the norm of nursing students to evaluate nursing education outcomes for
the quality control of nursing education.
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Table 1. Construct Validity: Convergent Validity (N=161) Table 2. Construct Validity: Group Comparison
Communi-  Professional- Critical . Post hoc
il ism (Yeun et ;fsi? thinking” Variables Group Mean=+SD F -
(Rhetsen Il)  al., 2005) P (SMLQ)
Scale - Communi- Freshmen 83.18+868* 670 .00 1,23<4
") ") ") (b} cation Sophomore ~ 81.66+8.53°
Communication .24.(.00) Junior 83.67+8.74°
(SCI) Senior 86.54+7.81¢
Professionalism 23(.00) o S pEg
(NSDF) ............. T T AT LIS S L TR T NP TP PR S PRSP T ST R
Leadershi 16 (.04) Leadership ~ Freshmen 1563.20+19.58 594 .00 2<4
SALl P a Sophomore  147.13+17.32
Critical thinking ~06 (.45) Junior 147.92:£14.23
06 (. : N
(Yoon, 2004) Senior 19501£1598
Total 150.56+£16.73
"the instrument developed by researchers. Professional  Freshmen  6848+1041 341 .02  2<4
SCI=Supportive Communication Index; NSDF=Nurse Self-description value Sophomore  66.72+9.39
Form; SALI=Self Assessment Leadership Instrument; SMLQ=Self Man- Junior 67.44+8.61
agement Leadership Questionnaire. Senior 70.26+8.12
g Chosiag
sEEE 2 J1Wsly] 9ste] AlEE 7 BLE0] Abk Critical Freshmen 99.82+1091 720 .00 123<4
THEYES TS| fisked Al - =9 A thinking Sophomore  96.90+10.99
T YAAEL r=24 (p=.00), AEATHL r=23 (p=.00), Junior 99.47+9.52
- — i .08+9.
AL =16 (p= 00 EAMCE Qojstact wlwA A Senior . 10308£945
B B Total 99.91+10.35
I r=-.06 (p= 452 SHEFEE 9J5te] ARG =7t
SBHAE FAXN R F-o5HA] QSkthTable 1),

() e vy
FARLES FEe] Slet e
gt A= AR Yl 714 Aol Bhd tgi 2po]7} 912 Ao]
2Rz Z1galo] shdo] mhe Aol v
EQ_Q,] _i_z-lﬂ—o] j__% 7} ©.0]5
v 43hde] 447} mE
3 23bol 1 S IR A 45p] T S
vlato] felail e ACE Uekitrh, AEst HEA
43P9) 471 7 skoLt o0 Aok gl 1B 23
gt 4shd o 4shdo] gshduct fojsil A4t it
(Table 2).
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B4 A oaAT 24 =3 Cronbach's oAl87 772
Uebgth A28 34 T4 Cronbach’s a7} 870190
t} =8 ZAHE1E Cronbach's aAlS7} 948 =7 Uel

Table 3. Reliability of the Scales

Instruments ltems Cronbach’s a
Communication 20 .78
Professionalism 19 87
Leadership 40 94
Critical thinking
Total 27 87
Intellectual eagerness/curiosity 5 84
Prudence 4 54
Self-confidence 4 58
Systematicity 3 68
Intellectual honesty 4 64
Healthy skepticism 4 55
Objectivity 3 51

wit} HEA AbaL 24 T2 Cronbach's aﬁ]-’?—ﬂ' 872 1}
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