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Clinical Performance Ability of Nursing Students in Clinical Competence

Jung Sun, Kim' - Sun Jung, Park’

IDepartment of Nursing, Gangneung Yeongdong University, Professor

ZDepartment of Nursing, Yeoju Institute of Technology, Assistant Professor
Abstract

Purpose : The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between teaching effectiveness and sat-
isfaction of clinical practice which improve the clinical performance of nursing college students and to develop
a program of nursing education which can enhance the clinical performance of nursing students. Methods : A
cross-sectional survey was conducted on a sample of 199 students enrolled in a 4-year undergraduate nursing
program at one college located in Gangwon-do and two universities at Gyeonggi-do, with a practicum experi-
ence at least one semester. Data were collected by convenience sampling using self-reported questionnaires that
consisted of general characteristics, teaching efficiency, satisfaction of clinical practice clinical performance
ability. Data were analyzed with descriptive statistics, t-test, ANOVA, correlation, and Multiple regression
analysis. Results : The results showed that the satisfaction of clinical practice had a positive effect on clinical
performance, and the effectiveness of instruction showed a positive effect on clinical performance. Clinical prac-
ticum satisfaction and Teaching Effectiveness had an impact on clinical performance of 42.8%. Conclusion :
Therefore, in order to enhance the clinical performance of nursing college students and to nurse competent
nurses on the basis of the results of this study, the optimal clinical training education program should be ach-

ieved by improving the satisfaction of clinical practice and teaching efficiency of nursing college students.

Key words : Students Nursing, Satisfaction, Effectiveness, Clinical Competence
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Table 2, Different of Satisfaction of Clinical Practice, Teaching Effectiveness, Clinical Competence of Nursing Students  (NV=199)
satisfaction of clinical practice Teaching Effectiveness Clinical Competence
Variables [tems n
M+SD torF p M=SD torF p M+SD torF p
Concir 5 10050£1626 o 16369:1946 . 1520842698 o o
143 101.89+12,01 170.16+32 86 153.36+17.36
20~24 184 101.29+12,01 163.99+19 28 163,17+37 64
Age 25~29 10 1010041439 248 086  16429+2934 121 300 1303542278 196 144
30< 5  11283+1183 17816+2374 166,83+18.42
' Healty 84 154 29+17 47 166.22+21.19 130.09+11.71(H)
oncton Mo % MO9:179 255 081 16086+1951 216 118 9873:1154M) 357 00
Bed 10 164.37+35.20 17512+39.25 108.37+24 30(L
High 38 98.80+14,33 163,91+25 96 150,83+22 36
grades Middle 139 10309+1255 206 130 1666142031 245 089 1551841739 233 100
Low 22 99.18+892 15345+2041 146401639
very satisfied 32 101.09+18.88(H) 164.81+30.64(H) 155.72+29 93(H)
Colege  setifed %2 1062115700 177.81228560) 1611252247
Life Norma 88 10310+9.71(M) 447 002 16420+1587(M) 540 000 15422+1467(M) 454 002
Safisfaction Unsatisfactory 40 9460+1148L) 15308+1781 143.23+1398(L)
very dissatisfed 7 9588+10821) 16077+2461 14344425 19()
very satisfied 16 98.75+16.62(H) 153.75+32 97(H) 146.73+32.45M)
. satisfied 60  10526+12.96(H) 17060+2447(H) 157.01+19 86(H)
Cateocion N8 101 102141041M) 660 001 1G3T1:1TM) G4T 010 1SAO7EISION) 447 002
Unsatisfactory 18 92 75+10.25(L) 155,55+15 .80 142 10+14 17(M)
very dissatisfied 2 8252+148501) 1425041060 121,00+19.79()
very satisfied 47 101.38+1543 1646.89+27 33 16597+23 44
Reftionship_Sfed 72 1031851141 168111995 | 1532851743
with a Norma 43 100656+1057 173 144 16090+1835 095 433 156120+1503 103 398
friend Unsatisfactory 35 9700+1153 1530041769 14333+2843
very dissatisfied 2 8150+16,26 15000 13500
Relationship
between a
head nurse 110 1009012 57 162.62+21 44 152.81+18 42
and a general
nurse
Relatonship
with people in
Practical e areas 08 10446+1377 170.92+23.82 156.75+20 93
(doctors, 087 45 110 347 0527 664
REES examination
room staff)
Patient and
carer 50 103,50+9,56 165,94+18 22 150,94 +98 65
relationships
Relationship
with Practical 11 99.00=14.77 165,36+25,60 150,10+20.35

Friend
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Table 2, Different of Satisfaction of Clinical Practice, Teaching Effectiveness, Clinical Competence of Nursing Students(continued)
(N=199)

satisfaction of clinical practice Teaching Effectiveness Clinical Competence
M+SD torF p M=£SD torF p M=SD torF p

Variables ltems n

Theoretical

professor 15 97.93+17.25 161.93+26.40 147 46+22 33

35 100,77+8.74 162.60+20,18 1561.42+18.69

9 100.22+6.61 163.66+£9.26 151.22+10.13

Practical
professor

Education
Team Leader

Main practical
institution head 8 95.37+20.1 166.50+35.64 158,62+16.51
practice | onuton hea : 1 138 243 : : 054 772 : 21 4090 871

nurse
Leader e

Full-time
+Head nurse
-+general
nurse

128 103.00+102.55 165.26+21,40 163,71+£19.13

1 12400 200.00 180.00

Practical
assistant

Etc 1 970, 161.00 180.00
University 15 1006042273 164.80+32 58 148.20+21 22
hospital

general hospital 21 98.19+10.48 156.61+12.25 145 19+13.90

University
Hospital +Gene 33 102.02+11,10 165.45+18 .65 155.36+15.69
ral Hospital

University
Major Hospital +Med
hospital um General

Hospital

22 1063+948 057 679  4pg59+1786 111 352  45p54+1596 159 178

University
Hospital + Gene
ral Hospital
Medium
General
Hospital

107 10,207+12,08 165.43+23 49 1656.40+218.77

a : Duncan Post Hoc Tests(H>L)

Table 3, Correlation Between Satisfaction of Clinical Practice, Teaching Effectiveness, Clinical Competence of Nursing Students

(N=199)
Satisfaction of clinical practice Teaching effectiveness Clinical competence
(o) (o) (o)
satisfaction of clinical practice 1
Teaching Effectiveness 80 1
9 (p<.001)
4
Clinical Competence 59 6 1

(o< 001) (o< 001)
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