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Aim: To test the structural validity and internal consistency of one (A-scale) of the two Professional Nurse Self-Assessment Scale IT
(ProffNurse SAS II) scales among graduating Nordic nursing students with the goal of assessing their psychometric properties
when used separately.

Design: This study employed an explorative factor analyses to validate the ProffNurse SAS II A-scale items (1 =50) (self-assessed
clinical competence).

Methods: The data were analyzed using jamovi Version 2.3.21. The suitability of the data for the planned analyses was assessed
using established criteria for good model fit prior to conducting statistical tests. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to
examine the underlying structure of one of the two scales, given its application in a new population and the lack of prior
confirmation of its factor structure within this specific context. Internal consistency was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha.
Data Sources: Convenience sampling was used to select the participants among graduating nursing students in five Nordic
countries. Data collection was made digitally during 2021-2022. A total of 274 graduating nursing students from five Nordic
countries and 12 different universities completed the ProffNurse SAS II A-scale holding 50 items in local languages.

Results: EFA and parallel analysis elicited a five-factor solution accounting for 52.14% of variance in scores. Internal consistency
reliability was supported with Cronbach’s alpha of 0.960 for the ProffNurse SAS IT A-scale. The five factors were named Direct Clinical
Practice (1), Ethical and Collaborative Practice (2); Pharmaceutical Practice (3); Digital Coaching and Guidance (4); and Development
and Leadership (5). The A-scale with a reduced number of items (from 50 to 44 items) showed proper structural validity and internal
consistency for measuring self-assessed clinical competence and needs for further training among graduating nursing students.
Conclusions: The scale supports the study’s theoretical framework and competencies of the graduating nursing students.
Implications for the Profession and/or Patient Care: Self-assessment supports evidence-based practice and nursing education,
and the ProffNurse SAS II A-scale offers a valid tool for measuring clinical competence among graduating students.
Reporting Method: The STROBE checklist for cross-sectional studies was adhered to, as well as the COSMIN reporting guideline.
Patient or Public Contribution: Graduating nursing students from five Nordic countries contributed to the study by answering
the questionnaire.
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Summary

e What does this paper contribute to the wider global
clinical community?

> This paper introduces the use of the ProffNurse SAS
A-scale with reduced items (50-44), as an instrument
for assessing self-assessed clinical competence, now
applicable to graduating bachelor’s level nursing
students.

° Unlike existing tools, this instrument provides
a comprehensive holistic approach to measuring,
specifically clinical competence among nurses.

° It can be used by educational institutions to enhance
curricula and by healthcare organizations and clinical
teachers to assess clinical competence, identify
training needs, and support nurses’ professional de-
velopment to meet evolving healthcare demands.

1. Introduction

Registered nurses’ scope of practice can be defined as the
services that nurses are competent and authorized to carry
out when nursing knowledge, expertise, and compassion are
needed in patient care to achieve the best outcomes for
patients [1]. Registered nurses work in interprofessional
healthcare teams as authorized members focusing on their
specific scope of practice [1, 2]. Nursing competence is a key
concept which can be defined as the integrated knowledge,
skills, judgment, and attributes required of a nurse to
practice safely and ethically in a designated role and setting
[2]. Clinical competence, meanwhile, refers to the knowl-
edge, skills, personal values, and ethics which are demon-
strated through performance and linked to context and
external factors 3, 4], meaning that general nursing com-
petence is about overall professional ethics, responsibility,
and tasks, while clinical competence is more related to
specific concrete care situations.

Defining and evaluating nurses’ clinical competence is
complex due to the multifaceted nature of nursing practice
[5, 6]. As both the demands on healthcare and the system
itself are constantly evolving and changing to meet future
requirements, so will nursing practice and competences
[1, 7-9]. It is not just a question of a one-off change but of
getting used to the fact that nursing is a profession that
adapts to an ever-changing environment. Even though core
nursing activities such as promoting health, alleviating
suffering, contributing to a dignified death, and providing
holistic person-centered care are constant [10], the nature of
nursing activities evolves [8, 11]. The WHO also addresses
the quality of nursing education in words like “ready to
practice?” in the State of Worlds Nursing 2025 report [12].
Nursing is in a period where we constantly need to evaluate
how the knowledge and clinical competence acquired by
nursing students during their education correspond to and
are relevant to patient safety and the needs of future nursing
care, working life, and society [8, 13], as well as how
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continuous education can be measured to correspond to the
needs of clinical practice.

Inconsistencies in assessment methods and tools across
countries and institutions highlight the need to establish
consistent and systematic approaches and to employ reliable,
valid instruments [14]. Previously several instruments for
assessing clinical competence have been deemed to have
questionable or inadequate content validity, underscoring
the need for further validation [15]. Therefore, continuous
research on instruments for assessing clinical competence
among nurses is needed. An instrument for assessing
competence is an important tool for nursing education, and
clinical practice [16] specifically when focusing on clinical
competence and thereby offering a standardized approach to
evaluating students’ skills, knowledge, and professional
performance, so-called “hands-on” competence [17]. There
are limited tools for the specific purpose of evaluating
clinical competence, and the availability of a well-validated
instrument supports objective assessment and contributes to
the overall quality of evidence-based nursing education and
practice [16].

2. Background

In order to ensure patient satisfaction and the functioning
of the health system from a global perspective adequate and
motivated nurses are needed, and improvements are
necessary to support nurses, especially new graduates on
their career pathways and increase retainment in the
profession [13, 18, 19]. Newly graduated nurses’ satisfac-
tion with their nursing education has been found to be
statistically significantly associated with their job satis-
faction, that is, satisfaction with their current job, the
quality of care, and the nursing profession [10]. At the
government level, research has proposed exploring and
discussing how nursing education can be harmonized
across regions and how to adapt curricula and speciali-
zation programs to current and future needs, for example,
emphasizing health technology and the development of
frameworks such as scope of practice [13, 20]. The Nordic
nursing labor market is characterized by a high degree of
mobility, with mutual recognition of qualifications en-
abling nurses to work across borders [21-23]. Nurses in the
Nordic countries generally enjoy strong professional au-
tonomy and are equal members of interdisciplinary
healthcare teams. The role of educational institutions as
contributors to nursing competence and as collaborators in
achieving workforce goals is essential [7, 13]. Measuring the
quality of education and the student’s clinical competence
can therefore be seen as a central part of quality assurance.

A well-validated instrument for mapping clinical com-
petence is valuable for the development of the nursing
profession, nurse education, and specialization studies
[16, 24] when combined with other methods. Several in-
struments for assessing nurses’ competence have been de-
veloped over the past decade also in within the Nordic
countries, for example, the Nurse Professional Competence
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Scale (NPC) [15, 24], the Nurse Competence Scale (NCS)
[25], and the for example ambulance NCS [26], which is
focused on a particular field. Yet, instruments available for
measuring specifically clinical competence are limited. A
scale that is measuring clinical competence might be more
beneficial for clinical practice than a scale focusing solely on
general nursing competence. Overall, selecting an appro-
priate scale can be complicated, and the context and purpose
need to be carefully considered [15]. An integrated holistic
view of competence or a combination of quantitative and
qualitative methods can reduce the risk of merely evaluating
tasks and skills when evaluating nurses’ clinical competence
[4]. Therefore, a holistic approach to assessment of clinical
competence has been promoted lately within the nursing
profession [27]. In addition, psychometric testing of an
instrument is highly important in order to ensure the results
collected are valid and reliable [18]. As assessment of ed-
ucation should be both reliable and valid, mapping using
well-tested instruments is an important part of this [19].
The Professional Nurse Self-Assessment Scale II
(ProftNurse SAS II) is a questionnaire designed to specifi-
cally measure self-assessed clinical competence among
nurses on a A- and B-scale of 1-10 [20-22, 28]. The A-scale
measures self-assessed clinical competence and the B-scale
self-assessed need for further training/knowledge on the
same item. The ProffNurse SAS II holds a strong theoretical
foundation as the Caring Advanced Practice Nursing Model
[29] serves as a theoretical framework, giving the instrument
a deductive approach [18]. The Caring Advanced Practice
Nursing Model is based on the International Council of
Nurses” (ICN) [30] and Hamric’s definitions [31] of the
central competence domains of Advanced Practice Nursing
and a three-dimensional view of knowledge [15, 24]. The
model defines knowledge as consisting of “epistémé” or
theoretical-scientific knowledge, “techné” or practical
knowledge, and “phronesis” or wisdom [32]. The three-
dimensional approach to knowledge originally stems from
Aristotle’s philosophy [33]. Leading to an approach where
nurses’ clinical skills are viewed as an intertwining of these
three different types of “knowledge,” visible in the nurses’
clinical competence and practice. The model emphasizes the
equality of the different types of knowledge (theoretical-
scientific knowledge, practical knowledge, and wisdom) in
an evidence- and knowledge-based clinical care reality fo-
cused on providing high quality care. Concepts of the Nordic
theory of caritative caring [29, 34] are grounded in the model
and the caring communion plays a central role in the Caring
Advanced Practice Nursing Model [19]. Concepts from the
model’s theoretical perspectives serve as philosophical ap-
proaches which take a holistic view of the patient and care
and have, therefore, been integrated into the ProffNurse SAS
II instrument [12]. In addition, the model identifies eight
core competences in Advanced Practice Nursing: Direct
Clinical Practice, Ethical Decision-Making, Coaching and
Guidance, Consultation, Collaboration, Case Management,
Research and Development, and Leadership [19]. Yet, the
core competences or domains of the model are adaptable to
all levels of nursing (Basic, Specialized, and Advanced

Nursing), based on the idea that the same care activities are
performed at different levels, with the advanced level being
characterized only by deeper and broader caregiver com-
petence within the specific area [19, 28].

ProffNurse SAS II has not yet been tested on graduating
bachelor-level nursing students and may benefit from
shortening to increase response rates. Additionally, a mod-
erate negative correlation has been found between the A-
(self-assessed clinical competence) and B-scale (need for
further training/knowledge), meaning that low clinical
competence correlates with higher need for further training/
knowledge on an item and vice versa (Eronen et al. sub-
mitted). Therefore, structural validity and internal consis-
tency was tested specifically for the A-scale.

3. Aim

The study aimed to test the structural validity and internal
consistency of one 50-item (A-scale) of the two ProffNurse
SAS II scales among graduating Nordic nursing students.

4. Methods

4.1. Design, Setting, and Sampling. The data for the study
came from a cross-sectional study [35] and was collected
digitally between the years 2021 and 2022 from graduating
bachelor level nursing students in five Nordic countries and
12 different universities. The data were collected using
a convenience sampling method, twice a year, at the time of
graduation, resulting in a total of four data collections. Only
students at bachelor’s level were included. At the national
level, one member of a Nordic research group (a Nordplus
funded project) from each country was responsible for
obtaining research permission, student recruitment, and
data collection. The invitation letter and the anonymous
questionnaire link were published on a learning platform in
Norway and sent digitally to graduating students via their
student email, through a contact person, or directly in other
countries.

A total of 2869 nursing students who were graduating
from different universities, university colleges, or universi-
ties of applied sciences in Denmark, Finland, Iceland,
Norway, or Sweden were invited to participate in the study.
Of the 839 students that responded, 339 answered only the
background questions, and the remaining 500 answered at
least some of the questions on the ProffNurse SAS II scales.
A total of 274 students from 12 different universities had
completed the A-scale with no missing items. A larger group
consisting of 326 questionnaires (including an additional 52
incomplete questionnaires) was also analyzed at the be-
ginning of the process for comparison. The missing A-scale
items in these incomplete questionnaires were shown to be
missing completely at random (MCAR). All A-scale item
means of the 274 complete and the 52 incomplete answers
showed no statistically significant differences between
groups. As the results were quite similar, it was decided to
use only the responses with no missing items (n =274) for
the statistical tests. Answers to B-scale items were omitted.
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4.2. The Instrument. The ProffNurse SAS II questionnaire is
a further developed and modified version of the previously
validated ProffNurse SAS I questionnaire [36-39]. The in-
strument contains 6 components: Direct Clinical Practice,
Professional Development, Ethical Decision-making, Clin-
ical Leadership and Cooperation and Consultation, and
Critical Thinking. The 50 items included measures both self-
assessed clinical competence (A-scale) and the need for
turther training (B-scale) on two scales among nurses. The
instrument is intended to be used at different educational
levels, as it holds a holistic approach and addresses core
clinical competencies/domains [29]. The instrument asks for
(a) self-assessment of clinical competence on a scale of 1-10
(A-scale), where 1 indicates low and 10 high competence,
and (b) needs for further training (B-scale), where 1 in-
dicates low and 10 high need for further training on each
item [21, 22].

The ProffNurse SAS instrument has previously been
evaluated for content validity and reliability (Cronbach’s
alpha values ranged from 0.737 to 0.940) [21, 28], and the
ProffNurse SAS II has been assessed for internal consistency,
obtaining Cronbach’s alpha values of 0.936 for the A-scale
and 0.979 for the B-scale [37], and translated from Nor-
wegian into Swedish, Finnish-Swedish, Finnish, Danish,
Icelandic, and English [40]. The previously conducted
translation process have been carried out over several stages
and involved linguistic specialists, proofreading, blinded
back translation, pilot testing, comparisons, and adjustments
based on expert assessment.

The instrument thus consists of two scales, 50 items each
and moderate negative correlations (e.g., r=-0.34 and
p =0.001) between the A-scale and the B-scale have been
found in previous studies that used the ProffNurse SAS
questionnaire with different samples [37, 41]. A further
cross-sectional study (Eronen et al. submitted) also found
a moderate negative correlation (r=-0.47). In the latter
study, 8 of the 10 items with the highest mean scores for self-
assessment of clinical competence had the lowest mean
scores for need for further training. Similarly, eight of the
items with the highest mean scores for need for further
training were also among the 10 items with the lowest mean
scores for self-assessment of clinical competence. This
pattern indicates that the students provided a fairly reliable
evaluation of their self-assessed clinical competence and
need for additional training. Based on previous findings, the
questionnaire is undergoing psychometric tests only for the
A-scale, with the goal of finding out whether instrument is
possible to be used and further developed by retaining only
the A-scale (self-assessment of clinical competence). There
have been problems with the response rate and in future
studies a shorter questionnaire could result in an increased
response rate, as shorter versions come with several
benefits [42].

4.3. Data Analysis. Data were analyzed statistically using
jamovi (Version 2.3.21) [43] software. Little’'s MCAR test
was performed with the R program [44], using the “naniar”
package. To evaluate the structural validity and internal
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relationships of a scale when no clear hypothesis exists about
underlying dimensions exploratory factor analysis (EFA)
can be conducted [45]. As the aim was to examine the
underlying structure of one of the two scales in a new
population EFA was deemed suitable, instead of proceeding
to confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) [46].

While EFA does not have the same formal model fit
indices as CFA, there are still several statistical criteria
(Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO), Bartlett’s test of sphericity,
factor loadings, eigenvalues, scree plot, and parallel analyses)
to evaluate the adequacy of the factor solution and good
model fit that can be adhered to [47]. Established model fit
criteria were applied to assess the suitability of the data prior
to performing statistical analyses [48]. Data analysis was
conducted following the steps: assessment of suitability of
the data, factor extraction and factor rotation, and in-
terpretation. The KMO index of sampling adequacy and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity were used to confirm that the data
were suitable for factor analysis [49, 50]. Principal axis was
used as the extraction method and parallel analysis was
utilized to assist in the decision concerning the number of
factors to retain and compared with a scree test [50, 51]. The
assumption was that the factors could correlate with each
other, which is common in psychology and social sciences,
for example. Therefore, instead of orthogonal rotation
methods, the oblique rotation method Oblimin was chosen,
which allows for the correlation of factors to be taken into
account, when conducting EFA [42, 50, 52]. The factors were
indeed found to correlate with each other, with a median
correlation of 0.33, which supported the choice made. An
adequate sample size was ensured by requiring at least five
participants per item [46]. Cronbach’s alpha values were
used to measure the internal consistency both of the in-
strument as a whole and of each of its constructs, and the
acceptable level of reliability was set at > 0.7 [53].

4.4. Ethical Considerations. The study was carried out in
accordance with relevant ethical guidelines and regulations
[54-56]. Research permission was obtained from all partici-
pating universities in accordance with their policies by
members of the research group in each of the included
countries. The data were collected in collaboration with
a Nordic research project that was approved by the Norwegian
Center for Research Data (NSD; Norsk senter for for-
skningsdata/Nr. 803827). An ethical review was not required,
as no sensitive data were collected, the respondents were adults,
and the data received from the project did not include any
confidential information. The respondents were informed
about voluntary participation and anonymity in a cover letter
included in the e-mail with the web-based questionnaire. When
feasible, students were provided with verbal information about
the study, considering the restrictions imposed by the
COVID-19 pandemic. By answering the questionnaire, the
respondents gave their consent to participate. Respondents
were assured that participation in or withdrawal from the study
would not affect their grades, as they were about to graduate
and had completed their studies and participation was via an
electronic questionnaire.
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5. Results

5.1. Construct Validity. The construct validity of the Proff-
Nurse SAS II A-scale was examined using EFA. The data
were found to be suitable for analysis (KMO =0.940, Bar-
tlett’s test X*>=7571, and df=946 (p <0.001)). At first, the
parallel analysis yielded a four-factor model, but after
considering the theoretical background of the questions and
analyzing the factor loadings, a five-factor model was
considered the most accurate. Furthermore, the number of
factors within +1 range of the estimate can be considered as
viable candidates [51]. The five-factor model included digital
competence as a unique factor, which was not included in
the four-factor model, after considering theoretical per-
spectives as well as statistical analysis. Additionally, four
items that were classified as specific to Advanced Practice
Nursing (items nos. 28, 31, 32, and 39) would have been
dropped in the four-factor model. One example of an item
concerning Advanced Practice Nursing which was consid-
ered important to retain is item no. 39, I am cognizant of
when my medical knowledge is insufficient when assessing
patients’ health conditions.

Items that were identified as weak (factor loading < 0.4)
were investigated and accurately considered from a theo-
retical perspective, before deleting and continuing the
analysis [36, 42]. Based on the three EFAs conducted the
research group chose to retain items with a factor loading of
> 0.35. In the first EFA, all 50 items in the ProffNurse SAS II
A-scale were included. The second EFA was performed with
the 48 items which remained after the first EFA. The third
EFA was performed with the 44 remaining items.

The first factor, Direct Clinical Practice, explained 16.41%
of the total variance (eigenvalue =7.22). The second factor,
Ethical and Collaborative Practice, explained 17.80% of the
total variance (eigenvalue=7.83). The third factor, Phar-
maceutical Practice, explained 4.17% of the total variance
(eigenvalue = 1.83). The fourth factor, Digital Coaching and
Guidance, explained 5.45% of the total variance
(eigenvalue =2.40). The fifth factor, Development and
Leadership, explained 8.31% of the total variance
(eigenvalue = 3.66). The five factors accounted for 52.14% of
the total variance. To interpret the theoretical substance of
the factors the variables that loaded the strongest on each of
the factors were checked and compared with the theoretical
perspectives, the clinical core competencies that form the
basis of the Caring Advanced Practice Nursing Model, which
serves as the theoretical framework [29].

5.2. Internal Consistency Reliability. The internal consistency
of the ProffNurse SAS II A-scale was checked using
Cronbach’s alpha (n =274, A-scale, no missing items). The
alpha value of the A-scale was 0.960 and the alpha values of
the five factors ranged from 0.841 to 0.937. The alpha value
for the first factor (Direct Clinical Practice) was 0.932 (13
items), for the second factor (Ethical and Collaborative
Practice) 0.937 (22 items), for the third factor (Pharma-
ceutical Practice) 0.843 (2 items), for the fourth factor

(Digital Coaching and Guidance) 0.884 (2 items), and for the
fifth factor (Development and Leadership) 0.841 (5 items).

The results of the EFA of the ProffNurse SAS II A-scale
are presented in detail per factor and per item in Table 1. The
excluded items are presented in Table 2.

6. Discussion

The aim of the study was to test the structural validity and
internal consistency of the ProffNurse SAS II A-scale among
graduating (Bc) Nordic nursing students (n=274) and to
possibly omit the B-scale (the need for further training). EFA,
using parallel analysis, identified five underlying factors in the
data. The reliability of the internal consistency was proven by
Cronbach’s alpha which was 0.96 for the ProffNurse SAS II A-
scale, which exceeds the limit for clinical reliability for in-
struments. Thus, the A-scale with a reduced number of items
(from 50 to 44 items) showed proper structural validity and
internal consistency based on the results of the statistical analysis.

6.1. EFA. The use of EFA was central for evaluating the
structural validity of the scale within a new sample context.
Given that only one of the two original subscales (the A-scale)
was employed, and the sample differed demographically from
those in previous studies, it was important not to assume the
original factor structure would replicate. The importance of re-
examining psychometric properties when changing a ques-
tionnaire or applying it to new populations is, therefore, jus-
tified. This approach allowed for a data-driven evaluation of
item performance and factor structure without imposing prior
constraints, ensuring the scale’s appropriateness and in-
terpretability within the new sample among graduating nursing
students. EFA acts as a necessary step to examine structural
validity and internal consistency before confirming or applying
the one-scale version more broadly [57]. As EFAs are to be used
to discover factor structure and explore underlying structures at
a specific dataset without any hypothesis or prior models [47].

The five factors capture over half of the patterns or
information found in participants’ responses, which is
considered acceptable [58]. As factor analysis attempts to
identify the set of factors that represent the underlying
relationship among a group of related variables the variables
that had the strongest loading on each factor were con-
sidered when interpreting the theoretical substance [46].

The number of items on the ProffNurse SAS II A-scale
was reduced from 50 to 44 based on factor loadings (> 0.35),
taking into account the current needs of the healthcare
setting [59] (e.g., caring for patients in a digital environ-
ment) and theoretical consideration by the research group.
Further studies conducting CFAs are needed in the future to
confirm the theoretical basis and the validity and reliability
of the developed version in broader contexts.

6.2. ProffNurse SAS II A-Scale as a Clinically Reliable
Instrument. Internal consistency can be defined as the in-
terrelatedness among items [60]. The internal consistency of
the factors, as measured by Cronbach’s alpha, ranged from
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0.84 to 0.94, thus exceeding the commonly accepted
thresholds for clinical instruments. Values above 0.70 are
acceptable for new scales, > 0.80 for well-established in-
struments, and > 0.90 indicate good internal consistency
reliability [42, 53]. The factors with the most items, Direct
Clinical Practice and Ethical and Collaborative Practice,
achieved alpha values above 0.90. Factors with fewer items
showed slightly lower alpha values (> 0.80), suggesting
acceptable reliability but with potential for improvement
through item revision or expansion in future studies.

6.3. A-Scale as the “Only” Scale. As such, the A-scale (A-
scale = self-assessed clinical competence, where 1 indicates
low and 10 high competence in each item) of the ProffNurse
SAS IT instrument shows potential to be used separately from
the B-scale (B-scale =need for further training) to also in-
vestigate need for further training. As low self-assessed
clinical competence seems to indicate a need for further
training or knowledge within the same area [35]. There are
several potential benefits to using the developed version
containing only the A-scale, for example, a markedly shorter
questionnaire which may lead to higher response rates [42]
in future studies. However, it is important that no key items
are left out given the theoretical background and compe-
tences that may be considered relevant for, for example,
digitalization [11, 59] and pharmacological knowledge,
where a gap have been found in previous studies
[35, 37, 39, 41].

6.4. Theoretical Perspectives and the Five-Factor Solution.
EFA confirmed the five-factor solution as the most appro-
priate based on theoretical perspectives and consensus
among the research group. The five-factor solution is sup-
ported by the Caring Advanced Practice Nursing Model [29]
and philosophical approaches involving a holistic view of the
patient and care [10]. The model identifies eight core
competences in Advanced Practice Nursing: Direct Clinical
Practice, Ethical Decision-Making, Coaching and Guidance,
Consultation, Collaboration, Case Management, Research
and Development, and Leadership. The ProffNurse SAS II is
designed to specifically measure self-assessed clinical com-
petence from a holistic perspective among nurses at different
educational levels. The theoretical foundation of the in-
strument is based on clinical core competences, and
therefore it is deemed suitable to be used at different edu-
cational levels including advanced level [38]. These core
competences arising from the theoretical foundation were
shown to be appropriate to describe the factors. As such,
when naming factors both the items that loaded strongest
(> 0.35) and those which were supported by scientific theory
were used.

The five-factor solution was considered important also as
it retained four more items that were significant for the role
of advanced practice nurse than the four-factor solution.
Leaving those items out (items nos. 28, 31, 32, and 39) could
have restricted the use of the instrument to graduating
nursing students, which was not the purpose. Choosing the
five-factor model makes the instrument more adaptable to

Nursing Research and Practice

different educational levels e.g. basic, specialized, and ad-
vanced level professional roles. As the intention is not to
develop the instrument so it will be restricted to a certain
setting (e.g., graduating nursing students), but to confirm its
reliability and validity for various settings, educational levels,
and professional nursing roles beyond the previously applied
settings, and to potentially shorten the questionnaire
[37-39].

One new factor arises in the five-factor solution which
can be seen important considering technological develop-
ment [11, 59] within the healthcare sector. As the healthcare
sector is undergoing rapid developments due to factors such
as technology and digitalization, nursing education is also
evolving in a progressive manner [61]. Previous studies have
found knowledge gaps within eHealth [35, 37, 41]. The five-
factor model retained items on the factor named Digital
Coaching and Guidance, which can be seen as particularly
valuable to the present and future of the nursing profession
[59, 62, 63].

6.5. Excluded Items. The shortened version contains 44
items instead of 50. Of the six excluded items (factor loading
< 0.35), three did not load on any of the factors in the EFA
(for factor loadings, see Table 2); e.g., item no. 47, I give
health promotion and illness preventive recommendations in
accordance with national guidelines to patients, might be too
self-evident, as nurses are required to adhere to national
guidelines in their everyday work. In addition, item no. 37, I
consult other professional experts when required, could po-
tentially be covered by item no. 38 on cooperation with other
professionals, while item no. 35, I experience a division of
responsibility between the physician and me as a nurse, might
be unnecessary considering cooperation is asked about
elsewhere (e.g., item no. 38). Item no. 13, I develop and
administer health-promoting and illness-preventive actions
for patients, was close to the loading limit (0.357) but after
discussions within the research group it was decided to
exclude the item due to similarities with several other
questions on similar themes, for example, I identify patients’
health problems (item no. 4) and I take patients’ physical
health needs (illness, pain, disabilities, etc.) into account when
assessing and planning for the health and life situation of
patients (item no. 23). The last excluded item (no. 50), I
report all incidents in accordance with the actual patient
safety system, could be considered to be covered by item no.
33, I am correct and accurate in speech and writing. Pre-
sumably, the exclusion of items measuring the same thing
succeeded. It must be taken into account that when using
self-assessment, some answers become a matter of personal
interpretation also for the respondent. Excluded items are
presented in Table 2.

6.6. Self-Assessment as a Measurement Tool. As the scale only
measures clinical competence from the perspective of the
nurse, this means that, in addition to personal in-
terpretation, the bias associated with self-assessment [64, 65]
must be taken into account; for example, there might be
variations depending on whether the respondents are
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nursing students or experienced professionals, and whether
they are too critical of themselves or over- or undervalue
their competence [65-68]. As such the setting and sample
need to be considered carefully when applying the in-
strument. Studies show that self-assessment is a proper and
well-functioning method when participants are used to self-
assessment and when it is pointed to a specific area of
knowledge, for example, nursing, and not general knowledge
across different areas [64, 69]. Despite some limitations,
considering self-assessment as a method the instrument can
easily provide valuable information on the clinical compe-
tence of nurses and their need for further training.

6.7. Future Research. The ProffNurse SAS II A-scale with
reduced number of items (from 50 to 44) shows proper
structural validity and internal consistency and may,
therefore, also be applied among nursing students, in ad-
dition to the variety of nursing settings where the ProffNurse
SAS II already has been applied [36, 38-40]. Using the
shorter ProffNurse SAS II questionnaire would be preferable
in the future considering increasing response rates. Due to
the development within the profession the instrument may
require updating, changes, and new items in order to
measure self-assessed clinical competence as accurately as
possible, specifically about digital care and competences
needed to care for patients remotely and via different
eHealth solutions [9, 59]. The need for revisions and the
introduction of new questions might be needed quite fre-
quently, in addition to conducting CFA.

6.8. Practical Relevance. Both educators and employers can
benefit from the shortened version of the ProffNurse SAS II
instrument, which uses a theory-based holistic approach to
evaluate the development of clinical competence of nurses
and to assess the relevance of education to the needs of the
health sector. Moreover, the information obtained can
positively impact on the career path of nurses if taken into
account by leaders in healthcare organizations, clinical
educators, and educational institutions, for example, when
planning mentoring, further training, and specialization
programs. It can also provide healthcare educators, super-
visors, clinical educators, and healthcare leaders with timely
information about the clinical competence of nurses, along
with other methods. The ProffNurse SAS II A-scale can be
completed by registered nurses, advanced practice nurses
[36-39], or as part of nursing education as the theoretical
basis supports the broad applicability of the instrument,
considering that core clinical competences are general in
nature [29].

7. Strengths and Limitations

7.1. Sampling and Generalizability. First, with regard to
sampling, the sample consisted of graduating nursing stu-
dents in different universities in the Nordic countries, but
the number of participants from different countries was not
equal, and a convenience sampling strategy was used. The
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Nordic countries vary in size and different numbers of
institutions provide nursing education in each, for example,
Iceland has only two universities and both were included,
while the other countries have several and not all could be
included due to time constraints. As such, the sample
consisted of graduating nursing students from the Nordic
countries as a region, meaning participants should not be
considered fully representative of the population. Self-
assessment can lead to bias, which needs to be addressed
and can raise questions about the generalizability of the
results.

Additionally, response rates were lower than desired,
given the large number of potential responses. More rep-
resentative samples from different stages of education are
needed in future studies to test the psychometric properties
of the ProffNurse SAS II A-scale. As the results are restricted
to the Nordic region, further validations are required to
support the five-factor solution of the ProffNurse SAS II A-
scale in other geographic settings. It also needs to be con-
sidered that the Nordic region follows the same European
Union (EU) directives and has similar education for nurses
at the bachelor level. It is possible that the questionnaire and
the items work differently when applied outside the EU area.

Second, there are several viewpoints regarding what
constitutes an adequate sample size for conducting factor
analysis. The sample size (n = 274, A-scale, no missing items)
can be seen as a limitation, as the response rate remained low
compared with the number of potential responses. Despite
this, based on different viewpoints, the data used in this
study seem to fulfill the requirements of 150+ with at least
five cases of each variable [52, 46] considered adequate for
conducting exploratory factor analyses. The 274 survey re-
sponses included in this study had no missing items, which
can be seen as a strength, especially because the missing
values in the other returned surveys were MCAR and no
differences were found between the item means of complete
and incomplete answers. Including imputed responses
(n=326) in the statistical analyses was also evaluated but as
the results were quite similar, only responses with no
missing items were retained for the psychometric testing.

7.2. Parallel Analysis. Parallel analysis was chosen for de-
termining the number of factors in EFA as it is considered
the most appropriate method [50-52], and the numbers of
factors should range between 1 of the estimate [51]. The
parallel analysis yielded a four-factor model; however, after
discussion among the research group and considering
theoretical perspectives, this was changed to a five-factor
model, still an acceptable number, which can be seen as
a strength. Third, the chosen model has two factors with only
two questions, which can be considered a weakness. They
were theoretically discussed and decided on to retain.
Finally, the conditions of the model chosen based on
factor analysis are in principle partially contradictory to each
other: the proportion of overall variance in the data that is
accounted for by the solution should be as high as possible.
The number of factors should be as low as possible. The
model should contain as many large and small loadings of
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absolute value as possible. The factors should have
a meaningful interpretation [45].

An important strength of the study is the adherence to
the STROBE [70] checklist for cross-sectional studies and
the COSMIN reporting guideline [71] (checklist as Sup-
porting file (available here)), thereby ensuring standard of
methodological accuracy, transparency, and reporting
quality.

8. Conclusion

The ProftNurse SAS II A-scale, a shortened version of the
original instrument, has shown good structural validity and
internal consistency for assessing self-assessed clinical
competence and training needs among graduating bachelor-
level nursing students. While several tools exist to measure
nursing competence, instruments specifically targeting
clinical competence from a holistic, theory-based perspec-
tive remain limited. The updated ProffNurse SAS II ad-
dresses the gap and can now be used to evaluate competence
development at the bachelor level. The results provide
valuable information on how training matches the com-
petence needs of clinical practice. In addition, the results
contribute to the nurse’s career path if they serve as a de-
cision-making basis for healthcare leaders and clinical ed-
ucators, especially when planning mentoring and
specialization programs. Further research, including studies
with broader, non-Nordic samples and CFA, is needed to
validate  the instrument’s factor structure and
generalizability.
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As the data for this study were collected using
a cross-sectional design, the STROBE checklist was followed
to ensure that all essential items for reporting cross-sectional
studies were addressed. Furthermore, because the study
focused on the evaluation of measurement properties, the
COSMIN reporting guideline on measurement properties of
PROMS was also applied to provide transparent and stan-
dardized reporting of measurement studies.
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