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X 1. Internal Consistency Reliability of Each Category in Clinical Evaluation of Nursing Management

Activity of Senior Nursing Student.

Range of Score

Cronbach’s Alpha

Nursing Mana gement Activity No. of Item
Min.-Max. Self Evaluation H.N. Evaluation
General Nursing Practice 13 13~65 0.75 0.76
Interpersonal Relation 11 11~55 0.76 0.75
Independent Activity 7~35 0.79 0. 80
Unit Management Activity 7~35 0.78 0.79
Implementing Nsg. process 6~30 0.79 0. 80
standardized item alpha=0. 95822
# 2. Comparison of Mean Scores between Head Nurse Evaluation and Self-evaluation
. - : Mean Standard
Nursing Management Activity Type of Evaluation score Deviation T. P-value
. . Head nurse 3.94 0. 46 _
General Nursing practice Self 4,09 0. 48 1.62 0.112
Interpersonal Relation Hesaetifnurse 2 ?g 8 gg —1.69 0.099
Independent Activity Head nurse 348 950 0.17 0.863
yrs .. Head nurse 3.69 0.56 _
Unit Management Activity Self 3.78 0.63 0.69 0. 494
Implementing Nursing process Ht-:saec}fnurse g gg 8 gg —1.61 0.114
Head nurse 3.81 0.39
Total Self 3.94 0.47 —1.41 0. 166
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I 8. Pearson’s correlation of Self-evaluation and
Head Nurse Evaluation.

Nursing Management Activity T. P-value
General Nursing Practice 0.1769 0.120
Interpersonal Relation 0.5680 0. 000*
Independent Activity 0.3263 0.013*
Unit Management Activity —0.120 0.468
Implementing Nursing Process 0.3046 0. 020*
* p<0.05
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Abstract

A study on clinical evaluation method,
of nursing student in nursing manage-
meni practice

Park, Sung Ae* Lee, Byung Sook**

The main purpose of this study were; to deter-
mine the reliability and validity of evaluation tool
administeréd to the nursing student in nursing man-
agement practice,; to identify the effective evaluation
method of nursing student in nursing management

practice.



The subjects were 46 senior nursing students at 2. In comparison of mean scores, there is no signi-

Department of Nursing, College of Medicine, Seoul ficant difference between head nurse evaluation
National University in 1983. and self-evaluation.
The evaluation tool was analyzed according to 3. The nursing management activities which have
evaluation method; self-evaluation. and head the correlation of self-evaluation and head nurse
nurse evaluation. evaluation were in the activity of interpersonal
Also individual item of evaluation tool was an- relation, independent activity and implementing
alyzed by item analysis in order to determine the nursing process.
evaluation area, and appropriateness of the test item In general nursing practice and unit manage-
used. A Summary of the results is as follows; ment activity, there was no correlation of self-
1. The reliability and validity of evalution tool - evaluation and head nurse evaluation.

were relatively high both in self-evaluation and

head nurse evaluation.
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