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Background & Obijective: The use of traditional clinical evaluation methods is one of the most
critical challenges in obtaining professional competence and self-efficacy in clinical
performance. This study aims to investigate the clinical self-efficacy of final-year nursing
students by comparing a 360-degree evaluation method with a conventional evaluation method.

Materials & Methods: This quasi-experimental study was conducted on 65 final-year nursing
students at Abhar School of Nursing who were selected by census method and randomly divided
into two control and experimental groups. In the beginning, the participants completed the
clinical self-efficacy questionnaire then a briefing session was held for the experimental group.
In the next step, a clinical evaluation of the experimental group was performed using the 360-
degree standard form for two weeks. Furthermore, a routine evaluation method was used for the
control group. At the end of the internship, both groups completed the clinical self-efficacy
questionnaire again. Data were analyzed in SPSS software (version 25) using ANOVA, paired,
and independent t-tests.

Results: It was shown that the total self-efficacy score of the students in the experimental group
increased after implementing the 360-degree method (P=0.003). Moreover, the clinical self-
efficacy scores in the control and experimental groups revealed that the scores in the
experimental group were significantly higher than those in the control group (P=0.024).

Conclusion: According to these findings, the use of the 360-degree evaluation method
positively promotes students' clinical performance self-efficacy. Therefore, it is suggested that
educational managers consider this evaluation method more and more as a comprehensive,
appropriate, and efficient method for clinical courses.
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Introduction

past 50 years. It has caused nurses to have fewer

The deployment The World Health Organization has
introduced evaluating and promoting nurses' clinical
skills as two basic principles to ensure care quality (1).
In other words, clinical skills development is the
primary concern of nursing schools and care provider
systems (2). From the perspective of educational
experts, nurses' poor clinical skills and performance are
attributed to the gap between their theoretical and
practical knowledge. This issue has been considered an
unsolvable and significant challenge in nursing for the

chances of using the theoretical and practical
knowledge gained during their studies after entering the
clinical field. A few years after graduation, nurses are
further away from their past academic reserves (3). Due
to this reason, clinical education is a mandatory and
essential period of nursing education (4). From the view
of nursing education planners, clinical education is the
primary basis of nursing education (5). They believe
that the deep gap between theoretical and clinical
education negatively impacts students' clinical
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performance and does not allow them to show their
competence and skills (6).

The focus of nursing education, especially clinical
education, is to cultivate self-efficacy and bring
students to the highest level of learning (7). Self-
efficacy refers to a person's judgment of his/her ability
to perform a work or task successfully (8). In addition,
it regulates the process of stress (9) and compatibility,
followed by increasing self-confidence and a sense of
well-being among nursing students (10).

The result of self-efficacy improvement is the training
of scientifically aware and clinically capable nurses. In
the long run, it will develop the quality of care services
and increase patient satisfaction (11). Even though
training nurses with high competence and self-efficacy
in the clinic is the primary mission of nursing schools,
there are challenges in achieving this goal. One of the
most critical challenges is the nursing students' current
clinical evaluation method (12).

Nowadays, evaluation is an integral part of the
teaching-learning process related to and carried out
with the training. The main focus of the evaluation
process is learning guidance instead of the
classification of students and their comparison (13).
Despite the variety of evaluation methods used in the
training process, the limited evaluation domains can
still be considered the most significant weakness (14).
Since, traditionally, the student is evaluated only by the
relevant instructor, there is a possibility of bias and
personal taste in the evaluation process. Due to the
presence of a high number of students in the internship
groups, it is complicated and, in some cases, impossible
to assess students' clinical competence and self-efficacy
at the same time using an evaluator (15).

In recent years, the 360-degree evaluation method has
been considered to assess learners' performance in
professional and communication skills (16). It can be
included to mention the application of this method for
health care training in the medical professions (17),
physical examination of nursing students (18), and
performance of midwifery students (19). Different
evaluators are an essential feature of this evaluation
method.

Usually, in addition to the teacher, the evaluation is
done by peers, hospital ward officials, patients, and the
individual (20). Therefore, one of the most important
goals of using the 360-degree evaluation method is to
examine the abilities and skills of students in

communicating and interacting with the patient, the
patient's family, peers, and staff (21). In the 360-degree
evaluation method, the student is evaluated
simultaneously by several people and from different
angles, and the student's strengths and weaknesses are
well revealed (9). The combination of these factors and
limited research on applying this method in nursing led
the researcher to plan this study to compare the effect
of the 360-degree clinical skills evaluation with a
conventional evaluation method on nursing students'
self-efficacy.

Materials and Methods

Design and duration

This quasi-experimental study with a pretest and
posttest design and a control group aimed to investigate
the clinical self-efficacy of final-year nursing students
by comparing a 360-degree evaluation method with a
conventional evaluation method from February to
December 2021.

Participants and Sampling

The participants of this study included all nursing
students in the fourth year of nursing (seventh and
eighth semesters) of Abhar School of Nursing and the
research environment, internal medicine, surgery, and
emergency educational centers of Al-Ghadir, Bu Ali
Sina, and Emdadi hospitals. The sampling method was
a census, and sample allocation was conducted in the
form of control and experimental groups in a simple
randomized manner based on the even or odd first digits
to the right of the student's number. Based on the
lottery, participants with even digits and holders of
individual digits were assigned to the experimental and
control groups. The willingness to participate in the
study and passing at least 100 units of the total number
of nursing undergraduate units were considered the
inclusion criteria. On the other hand, non-participation
and cancellation of attending the justification course
were the criteria for the exclusion from the study
(Figure 1).

Tools/Instruments

Data collection tools included demographic
characteristics forms, standard 360-degree evaluation
forms, and self-efficacy questionnaires in the clinical
setting. The demographic characteristics questionnaire
included age, gender, semester, grade point average,
passed courses, and hospital units.
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The standard 360-degree evaluation forms were
designed in 2016 by Saheb Al-Zamani et al. The
questionnaires included such five areas as interpersonal
and communication skills, teamwork/co-working,
professional behavior, service commitment, and
medical ethics. Each question was scored on a Likert
scale from 0 to 5 and was given to the student,
instructor, ward manager, ward nurses, peers, and
patients to answer. In a study by Saheb al-Zamani et al.,
the correlation values between 360-degree evaluation
scores and the mean scores of theoretical and clinical
courses were 0.32 (P=0.005) and 0.448 (P=0.001),
respectively. The correlation between the subtests was
also significant, and the correlation of the related total
score was significant and more robust than the
relationship of each subtest with the total, indicating the
optimal theoretical structure of the test. The reliability
of the test was calculated by Cronbach's alpha
coefficient of 0.78 (22). In this study, the reliability of
the questionnaire was calculated using Cronbach's
alpha of 0.92.

The self-efficacy questionnaire in clinical practice was
designed by Cheraghi et al. in 2005 and has 37
questions based on four areas of the nursing process
(Patient examination: 12 questions; Nursing Diagnosis
and Care Planning: 9 questions; Program implementation:
10 questions; and Plan evaluation: 6 questions) on a
five-point Likert scale from 0 to 100 (not at all 0-29,
not sure 30-49, relatively sure 50-69, sure 70-89, and
completely sure 90-100). Individual scores range from
37 to 185, and a score of 0 to 37, 37-74, 74-111, 111-
148, and 148 and above indicates very poor self-
efficacy, poor, moderate, good, and very good self-
efficacy, respectively (23).

In a study conducted by Cheraghi et al., the concurrent
validity of the "clinical practice self-efficacy" with the
"general self-efficacy” tools represented their
appropriate validity (P<0.01, r=0.73). Furthermore,
Cronbach's alpha coefficient (0=0.96) showed the
appropriate internal consistency of the final instrument,
and Cronbach's alpha coefficient for the four domains
was calculated between 0.90 and 0.92. The retest with
a two-week interval showed good instrument stability
(r=0.94) (24). Ina study conducted by Salimi et al., they
determined the validity of the questionnaire through
content validity and its reliability by the internal
matching method. Cronbach's alpha coefficient was
calculated at 0.83, indicating the optimal reliability of

the instrument (25). The reliability of this questionnaire
in the present study was calculated using Cronbach's
alpha method as 0.89.

Data collection methods

After obtaining approval and permission to research
from the Ethics Committee of Zanjan University of
Medical Sciences, Zanjan, Iran, the researchers were
referred to the educational center to explain the goals
and method of research. They provided sufficient
assurance about the confidentiality of information after
obtaining permission from the center's managers and
introducing themselves. Subsequently, the researchers
divided the participants into experimental and control
groups. After obtaining written consent and completing
the demographic characteristics and self-efficacy
questionnaire in clinical practice, the researchers
reassured the students in both groups that this study was
merely a research project and that attendance in either
group had no effect on the instructor's evaluation score.
At the beginning of the study, a two-hour briefing
session about the evaluation method was planned and
conducted for the experimental group. At the end of the
session, a 360-degree evaluation educational pamphlet
prepared by library study and benefited from the
opinions of 10 faculty members of Zanjan and Abhar
School of Nursing and Midwifery was provided to this
group. In addition to students, researchers gave this
pamphlet to other evaluators (ward officials, nurses,
clinical instructors, and patients). They gave them oral
explanations of how to work and complete the
questionnaire. During two skill internship units (18
days), teachers, peers, hospital ward officials, patients,
and other nurses evaluated students daily in three
educational and medical centers of internal medicine,
surgery, and emergency wards. During this period, no
intervention was applied to the control group, and the
instructor continued to evaluate as usual. At the end of
the internship, both control and experimental groups
completed the self-efficacy questionnaires in clinical
practice.

Data analysis

Data analysis was performed after collecting data and
entering the latest version of SPSS software, using
descriptive statistics (frequency, percentage, and
mean+SD) and inferential statistics (ANOVA, paired,
and independent t-test).

Journal of Medical Education Development | Volume 15 | Issue 47 | 2022 29


http://dx.doi.org/10.52547/edcj.15.47.27
https://edujournal.zums.ac.ir/article-1-1662-en.html

[ Downloaded from edujournal.zums.ac.ir on 2025-12-08 ]

[ DOI: 10.52547/edcj.15.47.27 ]

Mousavi and Kamali: Effectiveness of 360-degree evaluation method on clinical self-efficacy of final-year nursing students

identified

65 final year nursing students were

v

» Excluded (n=0)

Random allocation of members to intervention and
control grouns (n = 63)

:

Routine evaluation (control) n = 33

!

I

360-degree evaluation (intervention) n = 32

completing the demographic characteristics and self-efficacy

Get routine evaluation (3 week) n =33

I

v

Holding a briefing

h 4

completing the self-efficacy questionnaire
and statistical analysis n= 33

Get 360-degree evaluation (3 week) n= 32

4

Figure 1. CONSORT flow diagram

Results

According to the results, the meantSD age of the
participants was obtained at 22.69+1.35 years, and
female students made up the majority of the participants
(64.6%). Most of them were in the seventh semester
(52.3%) and had a grade point average (GPA) between
15 and 17. The demographic characteristics of the
participants are listed based on experimental and
control groups in Table 1. According to the Chi-square
test results, no statistically significant difference was
observed between the two groups in this regard
(P>0.05).

In the first step, data normality was examined for
accurate inferential analysis. For this purpose,
Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistical test was employed,
and the results showed that the data collected from the
statistical point of view based on experimental and
control groups had a normal distribution (P>0.05).
Therefore, the use of parametric statistical tests to
analyze the data was unimpeded.

completing the self-efficacy questionnaire and
statistical analysis n= 32

According to the results, the mean£SD of clinical self-
efficacy score before the 360-degree evaluation in the
control group was 78.27+£17.52 in the range of moderate
level. Moreover, the mean scores of clinical self-
efficacy in the control group were moderate in
assessment and planning and weak in intervention and
evaluation. After implementing the 360-degree
evaluation method, the mean+SD score of clinical self-
efficacy in the control group was determined at
79.66+18.60, meaning it was in the range of moderate
level. Similar to pre-implementation scores, dimensions
of assessment and planning were moderate, and
dimensions of intervention and evaluation were in the
weak range.

Comparison of the clinical self-efficacy before and after
implementing the 360-degree evaluation method in the
control group showed no statistically significant
difference between the total scores and each of their
dimensions. However, in line with the central
hypothesis of the research on the effectiveness of the
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360-degree assessment method on the self-efficacy of
nursing students, the results of paired sample t-test
showed that the total self-efficacy score in the
experimental group increased by 10.46 points (Score
before implementation: 79.09+13.61, score after
implementation: 89.56+15.77). This score difference is
statistically significant according to the significance

coefficient obtained (P<0.05). On the other hand,
investigating the changes in the scores before and after
the clinical self-efficacy in the experimental group
showed that only changes in the scores of
implementation and evaluation were statistically
significant (P<0.05) (Table 2).

Tablel. Frequency and percentages of demographic characteristics based on experimental and control groups (Chi-square test)

Variable Experimental Control P-value*
Male 10 (31.2%) 13 (39.4%)
Gender 0.510
Female 22 (68.8%) 20 (60.6%)
7th 17 (53.1%) 17 (51.5%) 0.801
Semester 8th 15 (46.9%) 16 (48.5%) '
<15 3 (9.4%) 4 (12.1%)
_ 15-17 18 (56.3%) 16 (48.5%)
Grade Point Average 0.746
17-19 9 (28.1%) 11 (33.3%)
>19 2 (6.3%) 2 (6.1%)
<100 15 (46.9%) 18 (54.5%)
Passed course 0.702
>100 17 (53.1%) 15 (45.5%)
Non- intensi\ 14 (43.7%) 15 (43.75%) 0011
Hospital units Intensive 18 (56.3%) 18 (56.25%) '

* Chi-square

The scores of the experimental group before the 360-
degree evaluation were almost similar to those of the
control group. The results showed that the experimental
group's clinical self-efficacy MeantSD score before
implementation was 79.09+13.61. Their scores in
assessment and planning were at a moderate level, and
dimensions of intervention and evaluation were in the
weak range. A comparison of the clinical self-efficacy
scores in the control and experimental groups before
implementing the 360-degree evaluation showed no
statistically significant difference between the total
scores and their dimensions. Nevertheless, comparing
the clinical self-efficacy scores in the control and
experimental groups after implementing a 360-degree
evaluation to the independent sample t-test showed a
statistically significant difference.

In other words, the meantSD of the clinical self-
efficacy score of the experimental group after
implementing the 360-degree evaluation was
significantly higher than that of the control group. On
the other hand, it was understood that the scores of self-
efficacy after the implementation in the experimental
group in terms of assessment, intervention, and

evaluation dimensions were increased, compared to the
control group, and these changes were statistically
significant (P<0.05; Table 2).

Discussion

This study aimed to investigate the clinical self-efficacy
of final-year nursing students by comparing a 360-
degree evaluation method with a conventional
evaluation method. There was no significant difference
between the experimental and control groups in
demographic  characteristics. ~ The  statistically
significant difference in self-efficacy scores in clinical
performance between the control and experimental
groups was attributed to the use of the 360-degree
evaluation method, and it was not affected by
demographic characteristics. According to the study's
findings, the mean self-efficacy score in the clinical
performance of participants in both groups before the
intervention was moderate. In line with the present
study, the study conducted by Soleimani et al. showed
that nursing students in both groups had moderate
clinical self-efficacy before receiving the intervention
(26).
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Table 2. The results of the independent sample t-test and paired t-test to compare the mean score of the clinical self-efficacy in the
control and experimental groups

. Time Before 360 After 360 T (P-value)
Self-efficacy Group (Mean & SD) (Mean & SD)
Control 31.33+6.49 31.48 £6.77 -0.091 (0.729)
Assessment Experimental 31.81 +5.65 33.11+6.06 -0.73 (0.179)
T* (P-value) -0.32 (0.616) -1.08 (0.048)
Control 18.97 £3.43 19.89+4.01 -0.479 (0.286)
Planning Experimental 19.09 £2.72 20.26 + 3.17 -0.66 (0.202)
T* (P-value) -0.15 (0.929) -0.42 (0.334)
Control 17.10 +3.89 17.38 +3.93 -0.265 (0.470)
Intervention Experimental 17.06 £3.21 22.07+351 -2.84 (0.018)
T* (P-value) 0.045 (0.964) -5.15 (<0.001)
Control 10.87 +3.71 10.91+ 3.89 -0.053 (0.543)
Evaluation Experimental 11.13+2.03 14.12 + 3.03 -1.69 (0.044)
T* (P-value) -0.35 (0.587) -3.73 (0.002)
Control 78.27 £17.52 79.66 + 18.60 - 0.888 (0.381)
Total Experimental 79.09 £ 13.61 89.56 + 15.77 -5.926 (0.003)
T* (P-value) -0.210 (0.834) -2.310 (0.024)

* Independent sample t test, ** Pair t test

Salimi et al. (25) and Bahador et al. (27) in their
descriptive-analytical studies, reported the mean self-
efficacy score in nursing students at 106 and 107,
respectively, indicating a moderate level of clinical self-
efficacy. Moreover, Pourteimour et al. showed that
more than 53% of nursing students had moderate self-
efficacy (28). Contrary to the present findings, the rate
of clinical self-efficacy of nursing students has been
reported at a high level in the studies conducted by
Albagawi et al. (29) and Motahhari et al. (30) and also
at a low level in the studies by Zhang et al. (31) and
Kassem (32).

Considering several factors affecting nursing students'
self-efficacy, it can be said that achieving different
results of levels of self-efficacy in various studies is
predictable and unavoidable, and factors, such as an
academic semester, type of internship, and instructor
can affect the self-efficacy of nursing students.

On the other hand, the current research showed that the
mean total self-efficacy score in clinical practice before
the intervention in the control and experimental groups

was not significantly different. The two groups were
homogeneous in terms of this variable. However, the
self-efficacy results in clinical performance after the
intervention increased dramatically in the experimental
group, indicating the positive effect of 360-degree
evaluation. Consistent with these findings, Samadi et al.
showed that the 360-degree evaluation improved
undergraduate students' clinical skills (8). Cormack et
al. stated that using this method has improved clinical
competence in master nursing students (33). Baradaran
et al. also pointed out that the use of 360-degree
evaluation increased the clinical performance of
midwifery students (19).

In addition, Mousavi et al. considered this method
helpful in evaluating the clinical skills of undergraduate
operating room students (34). In this regard, in their
study, Sadeghi et al. stated that using the 360-degree
evaluation method could provide more information
about nursing students' clinical performance using the
views of different evaluators (16).
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According to the findings of another study, the student’s
clinical self-efficacy scores were compared in the
experimental and control groups after the intervention.
The most remarkable improvement in clinical self-
efficacy was in the two dimensions of implementation
and evaluation of the care program. Gonzalez-Gil et al.
also described 360-degree evaluation as an innovative,
motivational, and integrated approach to nursing
students' clinical competence. Accordingly, being
patient-centered is one of the essential features of this
method; therefore, it can better evaluate the
implementation and evaluation of the care program
(35). Furthermore, in the experimental group before and
after the intervention, changes in the dimensions of the
patient's assessment and care program planning of the
dimensions of clinical self-efficacy were insignificant.
The findings of this section can be attributed to the type
of student internship during the research. In this way,
since the internship was a skill type, students' activities
mainly included implementing and evaluating the care
program. Therefore, the evaluation focused on clinical
practices, and evaluators have less considered the
dimensions of patient assessment and care planning.
One of the strengths of this study was the use of a
standard checklist for the 360-degree evaluation of
students. The most important limitation of the present
study was the short duration of the intervention.
Therefore, it is suggested that this method be
implemented in at least one semester to further illustrate
its strengths and drawbacks in future studies. On the
other hand, it is recommended that the effectiveness of
the 360-degree evaluation on the other clinical
variables, including clinical belonging and clinical
competence of nursing students, be investigated in
future studies.

Conclusion

The present study shows that using the 360-degree
evaluation method promotes self-efficacy in the clinical
performance of fourth-year nursing students. This
method can be used as a suitable evaluation method in
the clinical environment. The quality of clinical
performance of health care providers, especially nurses,
one of the leading and most influential health system
members, is an essential concern in any country.
Therefore, training efficient and skilled nurses is a
particular educational goal requiring a complete,
comprehensive, and accurate training program. In this
regard, the best training programs without a good

evaluation plan will lose their effectiveness to a large
extent. In the meantime, the evaluation of self-efficacy
in nursing students' clinical performance as the most
important expectation of the health system should be
considered by educational planners.
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