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Abstract

Background:

Across different types of programs and educational levels 

(undergraduate, RN-BSN, graduate), there is no standardized 

method nor instrument for clinical evaluation, and many 

clinical evaluation instruments are created and used by faculty 

and lack established reliability and validity. 

Methods:

A research synthesis was conducted on the topic of clinical 

evaluation of nursing students through 2015 resulting in 177 

research articles and dissertations. Of these, 14 were studies 

that conducted psychometric evaluations of clinical evaluation 

instruments. Data from these studies are included here. 

Findings:

The studies were published 1981-2014. All of the studies were 

articles published in nursing journals and used quantitative 

methodology. Five of the studies were conducted in the United 

States; three in the United Kingdom, and the remaining six 

studies were conducted in Australia, Canada, Egypt, Taiwan, 

and Turkey. A total of 11 studies were conducted with 

undergraduate nursing students, two with graduate students, 

and one with both levels. 

A variety of statistical analyses were used to determine 

reliability and validity of investigator developed and 

established instruments. Most of the studies analyzed 

instruments that address student competence or clinical 

performance in broad areas. Specific competency topics 

included psychiatric/mental health nursing, anesthesia care, 

cultural competence, and interpersonal communication. 

Two of the studies evaluated the reliability and validity of 

Objective Structured Clinical Examination (OSCE).

Most studies determined the instruments evaluated were 

reliable, and those testing validity found factors with 

substantial loadings that accounted for reasonable variance. 

However, some instruments lacked reliability or convergent 

validity with standardized outcomes. Although the studies 

were conducted in several countries, use of instruments cross-

culturally should be performed with caution, as psychometric 

findings can be specific to sample and setting.  

An integral step to the transformation of nursing education is 

the use of evidence-based evaluation methods with sound 

psychometric properties. This includes the use of clinical 

evaluation instruments and methods with established reliability 

and validity, and those with cross-cultural relevance, to serve 

students from diverse backgrounds and experiences. 

Increased knowledge and use of clinical evaluation methods 

with sound psychometric properties may lead to the 

advancement of nursing education through standardization of 

clinical evaluation.

Reference
Competence 
Focus Instrument

Scale
Characteristics

Sample
Country

Sample
Size Reliability Validity

Squier (1981)
psychiatric
nursing

normative rating
scale

24 item, 7 point Likert
scale

UG
UK

30
Poor inter-rater 
agreement across
items

1 factor explained 70% of   
the variance

Donoghue &
Pelletier (1991) general

Clinical Performance Assessment 
Instrument (CPA)

4 dimensions; 5-point
Likert scale

UG
Australia 109

Correlations from 2
assessments low Not determined

Krichbaum et al. 
(1994) general Clinical Evaluation Tool (CET)

10 items; 5-point 
Likert scale

BSN
USA 48 α =  0.83-0.97

Variables significantly related
to CET scores

Bondy et al. 
(1997)

psychiatric
nursing

Psychiatric Nursing Performance Appraisal 
Instrument (PsychNPAI)

73 items; 5-point 
Bondy scale

BSN
USA 51

Total score α = 0.96, 
8 subscales
α = 0.81-0.92 Content validity assessed

Fitzpatrick et al.  
(1997) general King's Nurse Performance Scale

53 items; 5-point
Bondy scale

UG
UK 99

Total score α = 0.93; 
3 subscale α = 0.70-
0.74

8 factors eigenvalues > 1; first
factor explained 43.5% of the
variance

Hardcastle
(1999)

mental health 
nursing

Eastbourne Assessment of Practice Scale
(EAPS)

4 criteria; 5-point 
rating scale; 3 stage
evaluations

GRAD
UK 14 raters

Inter-rater r = 0.88
(p<.05) Not determined

Norman et al. 
(2002) general

program-specific tools; Nursing 
Competencies Questionnaire (NCQ); 
Key Areas Assessment Instrument (KAAI)

NCQ 78 items; 4-point
Likert scale; KAAI 2 
items; 5-point scale

UG
Scotland

257  
nursing;
43 
midwifery

NCQ total α = 0.96,  
subscales α = 0.59-
0.89;
KAAI α = 0.80-0.95

Unable to determine 
convergent validity

Klakovich & Cruz
(2006) communication

Interpersonal Communication Assessment
Scale (ICAS)

23 items; 4-point 
Likert scale

Faculty   
UG/GRAD
USA 531

α = 0.96
3 factors explained 60% of 
the variance

Karayurt et al. 
(2009) general

Nursing Student Clinical Performance 
Evaluation Scale 26 items; 1-10 scale

UG
TURKEY 97 

total score α = 0.97; 
subscales α = 0.87-0.97

3 factors with loads from 
0.58-0.89 explained 75% of 
the variance

Walsh et al. (2010) general

Novice Objective Structured Clinical 
Examination (OSCE)

25 items; 0-4 Likert
scale

UG
CANADA 565

Factor 1 α = 0.93
Factor 2 α = 0.71

2 factors with loads 0.93 and
0.77

Selim et al. (2012)
psychiatric
nursing

Objective Structured Clinical Examination 
(OSCE) and OSCE evaluation questionnaire 11 OSCE stations

BSN
EGYPT 76

Internal consistency
ranged 0.29-0.80
all significant

OSCE score sig. corr. with  
clinical evaluation, final oral 
and written exams, and 
course grade

Hsu & Hsieh 
(2013) general

Competency Inventory of Nursing Students
(CINS)

52 items; 7-point 
Likert scale

BSN
TAIWAN 599 α = 0.96

6 factors with loads 0.91-0.98
explained 70% of the 
variance

Jeffreys & Dogan
(2013) cultural care

Cultural Competence Clinical Evaluation
Tool (CCCET);Clinical Setting Assessment
Tool-Diversity and Disparity (CSTAT-DD)

3 subscales (25, 28, 30
items); 10-point scale

UG
USA 161

Total scale (student) 
α = 0.99; subscales
α = 0.97-0.98

content validity index 0.91

Collins & Callahan
(2014)

nurse
anesthesia 
care

program-specific clinical evaluation
instrument

17 items; 4-point 
Likert scale

GRAD
USA

137
Not determined

3 factors explained 66% of 
the variance.  No correlation
with National Certification 
Exam 
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