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Validity and Reliability of the Korean Version Scale of the Clinical Learning Environment,
Supervision and Nurse Teacher Evaluation Scale (CLES+T)

Kim, Sun-Hee' - Yoo, So Yeon? - Kim, Yae Young?

'Department of Nursing, Daegu Catholic University, Daegu
*Department of Nursing, Kyungil University, Gyeongsan, Korea

Purpose: This study was conducted to evaluate the validity and reliability of the Korean version of the clinical learning environment, supervision
and nurse teacher evaluation scale (CLES+T) that measures the clinical learning environment and the conditions associated with supervision and
nurse teachers, Methods: The English CLES+T was translated into Korean with forward and back translation. Survey data were collected from
434 nursing students who had more than four days of clinical practice in Korean hospitals. Internal consistency reliability and construct validity
using confirmatory and exploratory factor analysis were conducted. SPSS 20.0 and AMOS 22.0 programs were used for data analysis. Results:
The exploratory factor analysis revealed seven factors for the thirty three-item scale, Confirmatory factor analysis supported good convergent
and discriminant validities. The Cronbach’s alpha for the overall scale was .94 and for the seven subscales ranged from .78 to .94. Conclusion:
The findings suggest that the 33-items Korean CLES+T is an appropriate instrument to measure Korean nursing students'clinical learning environ-

ment with good validity and reliability,
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Table 1. Parameter Estimates, Convergent, and Discriminant Validity of Korean CLES+T N=217)
Factors [tem no B or variance B SE Critical ratio 0 CR AVE
F1 0.53 .09 5.82 014 82 .66

1 1.00 74 .015
2 0.99 .70 10 9.72 .039
3 0.80 .62 10 8.44 011
4 0.75 .63 .09 8.30 .004
5 0.96 67 1 8.60 .021
6 0.73 53 1 6.96 .006
F2 0.58 .09 6.82 .005 87 82
7 1.00 82 .026
8 0.99 81 .08 12.63 014
9 1.01 81 .08 1211 .026
F3 0.41 .07 6.09 .006 .87 .79
10 1.00 76 .015
1M1 0.88 66 .09 9.47 019
12 1.18 78 11 10.48 010
13 1.1 81 10 10.91 018
F4 0.27 .06 4.30 .006 83 .70
14 1.00 .59 .004
15 1.19 73 15 7.82 012
16 1.06 71 15 7.19 .018
17 1.07 .70 15 7.29 .009
F5 0.43 .07 6.28 012 94 91
18 1.00 74 .025
19 1.21 75 e 11.33 .004
20 1.20 79 10 11.88 .006
21 1.27 83 10 12.60 .009
22 1.26 87 10 13.20 .020
23 1.16 .80 10 12.09 016
24 1.23 84 10 12.66 .007
25 1.16 83 .09 12.59 .005
F6 0.48 .06 7.59 .006 92 .89
26 1.00 .86 .021
27 0.99 .86 .06 15.42 013
28 1.09 .83 .08 14.62 .008
F7 0.45 .09 4.84 .006 .86 78
30 1.00 .62 .007
31 0.96 67 1 8.35 .002
32 1.19 78 A3 9.09 .006
33 1.34 87 14 9.84 012
34 1.14 .80 12 9.21 .003

CLES+T=Clinical learning environment, supervision and nurse teacher evaluation scale; SE=Standard error; CR=Construct reliability; AVE=Average
variance extracted; F1=Pedagogical atmosphere; F2=Learning environment; F3=Leadership style of the ward manager; F4=Nursing care on the
ward; F5=Supervisory relationship; F6=Nurse teacher’s the integration of theory and practice; F7=Nurse teacher’s relationship and cooperation.

https://doi.org/10.4040/jkan.2018.48.1.70 www, jkan.or.kr



WHO [18]¢] =+ quj;v,}- A8 7toleglle] ulgt AAs L AA
3k 379 dimAlet 37H9] RGAe]

10‘5 Lﬂﬂ—l US| T ZHo| )
Qg3 tadsge dAlE
2PH| £ T4 diwi
I}, BE sHRGHolA epderold ui¢- EFEgEE U
, B 2] WgEldT X|4=(Content Validity Index [CVI])

853t £ Foll =] Aol 3R] e AR Gofet oA

S )

rlF

)
Ral
18
1o
o,
ox
I

ool
2
flo Ho

(U of [/« R 1)

woo Mo

ol roL

) oo
I o i
< ) M

ol j%l

flo 2

4 L

oXl ox

o i)

ii}. ol

N

ol

o

)

ki

el

S
o
)
Rl

gl A vt QXSS B71E AN SEES Shasl

2) AMENEE

A 519 3427, 57] A 8R10 = Sholut o] e
St AREEAIE ERlolr] S5l 217719 AR R SR QQlEA]
S A3Y5tItt bootstrappings oF RE Eg&ko] BF5} IAAST
049010l ot Bl R4l 42 1334.20 (A= 517,
p<001), NC 258, SRMR 07, TLI 79, CFI 81, RMSEA 09 (low
08, high 09), BIC 175383& #, TLI, CFI7} 7]%0] Batslx] &
9k1l, RMSEAE ‘T 4| &2 AE (mediocre fit)S BTt
a1, SF ZHe] BEHSE ofg] 88l <l
7] wiizo] EAE golEA o= Aj2

w2 2 PRI B

Az A= Aotk

oN
x
ol
40
B
re
oN
=2
[o1%

upetd o2 217719 AR 2 AA| 3453 A QQlEA
ARSI FHQREA, promax®FS FE3I30ch Q174
grolshr] 93t Kaiser-Meyer—Olkin (KMO)ZF 91
2 7|1Zx]21 80 ol4tollom, Bartlettd] A AFAR Al
Fhol 461348 (R 561, p<.001), olulx] g3y thzpAle] 4
WAL 8201/¢e2 Yeht Q914 Abgo] Hgtollct HA| 34
EY] QAT 10139 8RS 718 E T/ 3010] $
EX 54 oo g 71F01 30 ojAdolglar, sHEl
= AT oo 2 40 019 7IES J
on, FEFH] FuAT] 71EQ Bhadle] 500139 3

rulo

h]:l

=

s
K<l

=

i_,] bsps| }‘6]

‘:'o]'

£ 29 B9 57V} QgWIe Fa3 2ol yuBA 2 1
A1 ok Aot 2t

o]% thA] 7821 34239 BP0 FRIF QYwAlE sIgith
ngo] HIA=E et Ak o 96266 (K= 506, p<.001), NC
1.90, SRMR .06, TLI .88, CFI .89, RMSEA 07 (low .06, high
07) o2 FRA7|o] kg = 29} TLI, CFI Al<Je YR &
=7t 71% mo} o} BIC 1441472 ¢ Wobd Bgo] of 7F
oL, & 2 7F 9] Afolet Awe xlolE S At A}
FE7h 1170 2ok felabA] & ROMHTHpCO0D. etk

FRIR7} vl oA T NS Rt AR} 7He] AT ¢l
HPAE Aot ARSIt waeby 23 29%13 30819] &jn]
£ AESS, A7t E A8 B Rl47t 7P Heke
o, 35}t IAAFET 29 A=65, p=007; & 30H 1=167,
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Table 2. Correlation Matrix among Factors of Korean CLES+T and among Clinical Learning Environment, Clinical Practice Stress, and Korean

CLES+T N=217)
Total CLES+T (o) F1 () F2 () F3 (o) F4 (p) F5 () F6 () F7 () CLE (p)
F1 3(<.001) 48(009)  46(012) 43(007)  55(006) .53(006) .47 (.005)
2 7 (<.001) 41 (<.001) 51(016) .60(013)  47(003)  .38(015  .33(016) -
F3 7 (<.001) 40 (<.001) .46 (<.001) 70(012)  48(023)  41(012)  .32(012)
F4 0 (<.001) 40(<001) .52(<.001) .54 (<.001) 54(009)  46(003)  33(.007) -
F5 82 (<.001) 51(001) 46(<001)  .44(<001) .50(<.001) 42(003)  .41(005)
F6 3 (<.001) 38(<.001) .34(<001) .35(.001) .39(001) .37 (.001) 71 (.002) -
F7 6 (<.001) 35(<001) .32(<.001) 32(<001) .35(001) .38(<.001) .57(.001)
CLE 9 (<.001) 51(<001) .54(<.001)  .49(<.001) .49(<001) .62 (<.001) .29(<001) .36(<.001) -
CPS  -.14(.004) -18(<001) -.10(035) -.05(287) -.03(503) -.08(120) -.10(042) -13(008) -.08(082)

The upper part of the diagonal is the correlation coefficient with the error removed.

The lower part of the diagonal is Pearson’s correlation coefficient.

CLES+T=Clinical learning environment, supervision and nurse teacher evaluation scale; F1=Pedagogical atmosphere; F2=Learning environment;
F3=Leadership style of the ward manager; F4=Nursing care on the ward; F5=Supervisory relationship; F6=Nurse teacher’s the integration of theory
and practice; F7=Nurse teacher’s relationship and cooperation; CLE=Clinical learning environment; CPS=Clinical practice stress.
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ThA] 7221 33E39] BEo FIF 49l %éﬂ% 3 & rge]
IS 7K AT} f 84846 (RHi= N

SRMR 06, TLI .90, CFI 91, RMSEA 06 (low .05, high 07).2
re A o2 AT BE 7Ed| $e6idct BIC 1316512
Tl Rob Byo] o] 1hEsiRla, & B3 7 <] Rtolet R

R0l e ATk, AT} 307 BASIIAEE feleb 2 v

77

5 299 RYPOR PN BYES 4% wEtgEE
SoIsigic BE 2P B2 SAAS0E BAHCE Rl
7 53~8T0I910m, FGRIE} 82 olfols, BREAFEERIS

7t 66 o), A E3t oHEQQ1 7 Pearson?J %?_7414?% %
2 63 KOODoIA Zd 82 KO0DL.Z K919 4
SlcH(Table 1, 2). E3F 0X}E AT 991 7+ A

OFRITHp< 001). 32~712 819] £ WHEIIEE 216k il(Table 2), 821
Table 3. Item Analysis and Internal Reliability of Korean CLES+T (N=434)
[tem . Differencein « if item  Alpha
Subscales o M SD SE Skewness  Kurtosis ITC SC (%) deleted (95% CI) M SD
Pedagogical 1 2.84 0.96 .05 0.00 -0.39 70 100 79 83 1644 432
atmosphere 2 2.51 1.02 .05 0.49 -0.32 62 100 80 (.81~.86)
on the ward 3 2.79 0.96 .05 0.08 -0.48 63 100 .80
4 3.41 0.89 .04 -0.25 -0.01 58 100 81
5 3.00 1.04 .05 -0.03 -0.49 61 100 81
6 1.90 0.97 .05 0.98 0.32 .50 100 83
Learning 7 3.38 0.93 .04 -0.30 -0.20 75 100 78 .86 1033 243
environment 8 3.45 0.90 .04 -0.46 0.25 75 100 78  (.83~.8)
9 3.51 0.92 .04 -0.38 0.03 .69 100 .83
Leadership style 10 3.68 0.82 .04 -0.55 0.47 .66 100 .80 84 1462 284
of theward 11 3.81 0.84 .04 -0.60 0.42 .62 100 82  (.82~.86)
manager 12 3.58 0.92 .04 -0.54 0.42 70 100 .79
13 3.57 0.85 .04 -0.34 0.26 73 100 78
Nursing care on 14 3.25 0.89 .04 -0.11 -0.13 51 100 76 78 1434  2.58
the ward 15 3.65 0.82 .04 -0.68 0.90 .60 100 71 (.74~.81)
16 3.71 0.79 .04 -0.76 1.27 .64 100 .69
17 3.73 0.83 .04 -0.38 -0.05 .56 100 73
Supervisory 18 343 0.89 .04 -0.44 0.27 74 100 94 94 2500 6.49
relationship 19 2.88 1.06 .05 0.11 -0.62 77 100 94  (93~.95)
20 2.81 0.98 .05 0.19 -0.39 79 100 94
21 3.16 1.00 .05 -0.19 -0.30 83 100 93
22 3.26 0.94 .05 -0.34 0.03 81 100 93
23 3.18 0.94 .05 -0.27 -0.12 .80 100 93
24 3.13 0.95 .05 -0.13 -0.14 82 100 93
25 3.17 0.92 .04 -0.19 -0.08 .80 100 93
Nurse teacher's 26 3.88 0.77 .04 -0.50 0.45 75 100 .81 87 1154 2.1
integration 27 3.87 0.78 .04 -0.51 0.42 75 100 81 (.84~.89)
of theory and 28 3.79 0.83 .04 -0.51 0.24 74 100 .82
practice
Nurse teacher's 30 3.30 1.02 .05 -0.38 -0.33 .60 100 .85 .86 1690 3.88
relationship 31 3.62 0.94 .04 -0.50 0.06 .65 100 83  (.83~.88)
and 32 3.38 1.01 .05 -0.15 -0.52 .67 100 .82
cooperation 33 3.14 0.99 .05 -0.05 -0.22 76 100 .80
34 3.46 0.91 .04 -0.43 0.38 67 100 82
Total items 1.90~3.88 0.77~1.06 .04~.05 -0.76~0.98 -0.62~1.27 .50~.83 100 94 94 109.14 17.74
(.93~.95)

CLES+T=Clinical learning environment, supervision and nurse teacher evaluation scale; M=Mean; SD=Standard deviation; SE=Standard error;
[TC=Item-total correlation; Alpha=Cronbach’s alpha coefficient; Difference in ISC(%)=Percentage of success of item discriminant validity based the

differences in item-scale correlations.
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3) 2AEtgs 4.2& =7
FFolz CLES+TE: QAStsedst o) daalt slglon)  HF=7e ) 2910 33egeigion], 19910459 ags £
(r=.69, p<.001), FAESAEZ AL SO FHTAZE ATt 71, 627, 2921(F&<] &34, 383, 381t g
(r=-14, p=1004)(Table 2). A AR, 489), 4891(8%9] 1S, 489), 58%1(rH{uto|x]
sto] 7, 823), 6RAQAAEGAE1S9] 0|23} AR B
4) =LEA 3T, TSRNQVIASA = use] dijlAle e, 52z +
£99] SErdwol 5G9 WE xR B FUs] 9 A= Appendix D).
8 BgEAS MG A3}, EYEFS 1.90~388, EEHA: A 23 PFS 1908~388%, BEHERH= 0778~106%, &
077~1062 IS Zhe Bake gl Aoz Tyl g5 Foabe 04%~05%, dEs -076~0980190%, HEx —062~
-076~098% H& -062~127% BFEEE SIslict, 127013k, AA £ M| BFE 109144, BEFEHAH:= 17747
oo sy} IhEEIYT S ERlsP] 8l sHEele] o 27 o]ick(Table 3).
SHEQQ1e] LhHA] R v‘i—’%ﬂo FEASATO = 50~8301aL
(Table 3), 2 29| 33 5191993} th2 Feine] JeAS 21 = o
B} 2 3 2eRE gelst 4

ol 1\1-4}_}71]_’;:9] RECRR] 2uf
yS|

3}, BE 21007014 H3Holgir S0 Bt O 499 BYE Semto 2 2o KX/E

3 Mzl & gows w79l st el wgel o Yol

AZ AN 5 QES choystal Be e A4S ANIsHs 2ol

SHaolg CLES+T £70] WHQTh] A=l 8e 25 8 Basith19,20]. olol & dipolss =7e) Al 78] ehaegl uf

A2 Cronbachs o (95% CD&= 94 (93~95)0I91L, SHRS) &, 74, FAIES 22 2/l olgel Thesat o W/l
2 28} 78 (74~81oIA] Zch 94 (93~95)AcH(Table 3 c2A H BEet AFE A48 9L AASLA sigich

g A NS e A3, AR 23] 1C (95%

i)
R}
o L ot -
oo
ful

CD+= 78 (69~85)RaL, stFEAL o} 49 (32~62)lA Z|t) 48] oJsisiyion, ¢ =
72 (61~8Dt} SEM2 FA| B8] 02591, StRPHEL 25} eRA AHES 28 RV} 6RolAl U] dAiSns At
0350141 2]t 04790, A &g 95% SDCE= 070%aL, obF w2 &9 FAEGH sy £ 844 9 dix/ds HEs)
JqL 097014 1.32%cH(Table 4). & ZF AHE 7F A=E =2 397, AR SHETE =8 3, 45hd 7tadia o)A 2xt
Table 4. Test-Retest Reliability of the CLES+T (M=98)

Subscales Test M (SD) Retest M (SD) Difference Mean (SD) ICC (95% Cl) SEM SDC

F1 31(0.54) 3.40 (0.56) 0.02 (0.53) 72 (.60~.80) 0.35 0.97

F2 2. 74 (0.72) 3.05 (0.65) 0 (0.66) 72 (61~.81) 0.43 1.20

F3 3.44(0.81) 3.48 (0.88) 0. 07 (0.72) 63 (.50~.74) 0.43 1.20

F4 3.38(0.78) 3.54 (0.85) 0.07 (0.72) 63 (.50~.74) 0.39 1.09

F5 3.58 (0.65) 3.52(0.73) 0.05 (0.74) 66 (.53~.76) 0.47 1.32

F6 2 (0.81) 3.14 (0.89) 4(0.64) 49 (.32~.62) 0.40 1.11

F7 3 85 (0.70) 4.02 (0.67) 0. 07 (0.72) 60 (.45~.71) 0.45 1.26

Total 3.38(0.78) 3.54 (0.85) 0.07 (0.72) 78 (.69~.85) 0.25 0.70

CLES+T=Clinical learning environment, supervision and nurse teacher evaluation scale; M=Mean; SD=Standard deviation; ICC=Intraclass correlation
coefficient; SEM=Standard error of measurement; SDC=Smallest detectable change; F1=Pedagogical atmosphere on the ward; F2=Learning
environment; F3=Leadership style of the ward manager; F4=Nursing care on the ward; F5=Supervisory relationship; F6=Nurse teacher’s integration
of theory and practice; F7=Nurse teacher's relationship and cooperation.
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Mean score

Dashed lines mean 95% limites of agreement.
Figure 1. Differences in score between test-retest.
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Figure 1. Continued.
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