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<Table 1> Participants' demographic characteristics

(N=206)
Mean (Range) or Frequency (%)

Current students Graduates
(n=152) (n=54)

Age (years) 27 (23 ~ 39) 32 (26 ~ 37)

Job

Tertiary hospital 112 (73.7) 32 (59.3)
Secondary hospital 11 (72) 2 (37
Clinic 2 (13) 2 (37
Other 6 (10.5) 16 (29.6)
None 12 (7.9 4 (74)
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<Table 2> Satisfaction on overall RN- BSN program (N=206)
ltem Current students Graduates t 8
(n=152) (n=54)
Faculty 42 4.2 11 91
Facilities (classroom, etc.) 3.8 3.8 .39 .70
Interpersonal relationship with colleagues 3.8 3.6 2.05 .04*
Resources (library, computer lab, etc.) 3.8 3.5 1.64 .10
Overall curriculum 3.5 3.9 -3.12 .002*
Faculty meeting 2.7 2.9 -1.42 .16
Preceptorship 2.6 2.9 -1.80 .07
Clinical practicum 2.3 2.7 -2.50 01%*
Mean 3.3 3.4 .35 .58

* Interpretation: Higher score indicates higher satisfaction.
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<Table 3> Improvement since RN-BSN program: Current students vs. graduates (N=206)
ltem Current students Graduates i B
(n=152) (n=54)
Professionalism 43 42 1.37 17
Self-study capability 43 42 -.86 .39
Critical thinking 42 4.1 75 46
Understanding global health issues 42 3.8 2.63 01*
Collaboration 42 3.8 .56 57
Interpersonal relationship 42 3.6 1.06 .29
Motivation to learning 3.9 42 -1.35 18
Communication 3.9 3.8 .19 .85
Decision making 3.8 4.0 -1.12 .26
Ethical application in clinical practice 3.8 3.8 -28 18
Self-satisfaction 3.7 4.1 -.84 40
Nursing skill performance 3.7 3.8 -1.49 .14
Recommendation to friends/colleagues 3.6 4.1 .06 95
Better nursing practice provision 3.6 3.7 -1.10 27
Total 4.0 3.9 .03 41
* Interpretation: Higher score indicates one's performance improvement.
<Table 4> Curriculum evaluation (N=152)

Agree (%)

Neither agree nor disagree (%)

Disagree (%)

Goal 66.4 283 4.9

Description of goals 61.5 30.6 7.9

Content organization 50.1 283 21.5

Faculty-student activities in class 67.1 24.0 8.9

Faculty evaluation 61.9 27.6 10.4

Clinical practicum 35.1 34.0 30.0

Facilities 48.9 32.1 19.0

Student evaluation 34.7 35.5 29.1
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<Table 5> Students' differences in curriculum: Present

vs. wish (N=152)

Iltem Present Wish t p

Goal 2.6 2.8  -8.898 .000
Description of goals 2.5 2.8 -5.895 .000
Content organization 2.3 2.7 -5.460 .000
Faculty-student activities in class 2.6 2.8 -8.997 .000
Faculty evaluation 2.5 2.5 -10.927 .000
Clinical practicum 2.0 2.5 -10.243 .000
Facilities 2.3 2.7 -9.409 .000
Student evaluation 2.0 2.5  -7.740 .000
<Table 5>°lM= AAHLESL 2RSS o] By
otk 87) BE Qdeln) 2w val X ARE e
M g mE GEEE f98 Aold RATE FAH
ANFES APt DAk e mrBrkLon
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ghde] 213 HHLS <Table 67 2t} 2t 999 715 2
F7F t=27] el 49 3+ 2polE doprr] flate] BR O
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o] zteli= qllvh @R wBH, SAkaEe] Hilo] 7
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3
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resent
0.5 - P
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<Figure 1> Students' differences in curriculum: Present vs. wish
<Table 6> Outcome evaluation: Comparison of students by grading (N=152)
. . Junior (n=71) Senior (n=81)

Domain (Possible range) Mean (SD) Score Mean (SD) Score ! P
Communication (20~120) 90.1( 9.8) 45 87.9( 9.6) 4.4 1.34 18
Leadership (40~200) 155.4(15.4) 3.9 154.3(16.3) 3.9 40 69
Professionalism (19~95) 71.6( 8.9) 3.8 70.4( 7.6) 3.7 .93 .35
Clinical performance (61~244) 208.8(28.7) 3.4 213.9(23.5) 3.5 -1.15 25
Critical thinking (27~135) 103.5(11.6) 3.8 101.5(11.0) 3.8 1.06 29

Total 3.9 3.9
42 SRS WS A| 14(1), 20084 6
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<Table 7> Outcome evaluation: Current students vs. graduates (N=206)
Domain (Possible range) Current students (n=152) Graduates (n=54)
M * 8§D Range Score M =+ 8§D Range Score
Communication (20~120) 88.9( 9.7) 61-119 44 90.1( 8.4) 75-110 4.5
Leadership (40~200) 154.7(15.8) 98-197 3.9 160.9(17.8) 127-216 4.0
Professionalism (19~95) 70.9( 8.1) 43- 94 3.7 74.0( 7.5) 61- 91 3.9
Clinical performance (61~244) 211.5(26.0) 105-244 3.5 213.6(27.4) 124-244 3.5
Critical thinking (27~135) 102.3(11.2) 69-144 3.8 103.7(10.7) 79-129 3.8
Total - 3.9 - 3.9
FUAE P, o, AeARelr w& FHs K v Al mAo] =EA, web gtee] Aeow ey
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A Study on Evaluation of an RN-BSN Program in a Nursing School

Oh, Ka Sil” - Lee, Kyung-Ja" - Kim, In-Sook"

- Kim, Hee-Soon"

- Oh, Eui-Geum? - Lee, Ju Hee®

1) Professor, College of Nursing, Yonsei University
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Purpose: The purpose of this study was to evaluate the overall RN-BSN program, current curriculum, and
student outcomes in one nursing college. Method: A cross- sectional survey was used for current students (n=152)
and graduates (n=54). Three different instruments were used in this study; K-Regis University RN-BSN Program
Evaluation Tool, Curriculum Evaluation Tool, and Outcome Evaluation Tool. Result: Results showed that overall
the program was satisfying to current students and graduates. However, curriculum evaluation showed that clinical
practicum and nursing skill courses were generally unsatisfying, indicating further changes in these areas. Graduates
showed higher leadership and professionalism than current students in the outcome evaluation. Conclusion: The
current study indicates a need for further studies such as review of the RN-BSN program philosophy and
education method, or program evaluation by periods. Additionally, there is a need for a strategic plan to develop

the RN-BSN program in the future.
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