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Table 1. Differences between Professor's Assessment and Students' First Self-assessment

Skill (module) Assessment Mean (SD) Difference  Df t 0

Checking blood presr Shadont T stessoment 2587y MR % e <o
e 22D on o an m
Sl Siadont oo sressoment e (len 1% aw <o
Antibiotics injection preparation g:z;zzstzr‘sﬁlzisZseslltz?::stessment 222 gf;; 1.02 89 4.24 <.001
Insulin injection preparation l;zge;st‘;,r'sﬁfts:Seslrf‘j:;‘:essmem 223 E?ZT; 1.12 89 5.78 <001
e 0Yn w anw
e Shadont T stasessment 6360100 OB ® am
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Table 2. Differences between Professor's Assessment and Students’ Second Self-assessment

PPt =1
(=R =3

2 ReXo)
oT

ARgSte] AR A9
F(301), s 2H3B0H)0Z lro] )
B7b Ag R sk,

ol E
X OH
Ny
s =

_}‘dmloé

0?
rj::I‘
2

=(301), =
i e B e i A
=157 &9

io

Anigic)

171

AL

Skill (module) Assessment Mean (SD) Difference  Df t Jo)
Checking blood pressure g:zgzsnst:'r‘sseiisr?;Szjei"l—tassessment Zgi 823; 109 8 633 <001
Aseptic technique g:zgzsnstz'r‘sseii)sr?cslsrsneel?-tassessment 2‘5)(7) gg; 047 89 233 022
Skin test g:zgzsnst:'r‘sseiisr?;Szjei"l—tassessment 22(2) 822; 0.68 8 409 <00t
Antibiotics injection preparation g:zgzsnstz'r‘sseii)sr?cslsrsneel?-tassessment 222 ggg 0.32 89 1.71 .091
Insulin injection preparation g:zgzzst:'r‘sseiisrf;STeel?-tassessment Zgz E?g:; 0.94 89 5.23 <.001
History taking g:zgzsnstz'r‘sseii)sr?cslsrsneel?-tassessment 323 823; 0.44 89 178 079
Total mean g:zgzsnst:'r‘sseiisr?;Szjei"l—tassessment 2(1)2 E?Zﬁ; 011 8 119 232
Table 3. Comparison of Professor's Assessment and First Students' Self-assessment According to Level of Score
Group Assessment Mean (SD) Difference Df t yo)
gl (30, Sttt it st s (11 wr o o®m w g
vy e O s
Ly (570 St it e amesnent eaae V¥ » 2w o

Table 4. Comparison of Professor's Assessment and Second Students' Self-assessment According to Level of Score

Group Assessment Mean (SD) Difference Df t yo)
. B Professor's assessment 6.92 (0.45)
High (n=30) Students' second self-assessment 6.94 (0.94) 002 29 0.10 0924
. Professor's assessment 6.11 (0.24)
Middle (n=30 -0.07 29 -0.44 0.665
iddle (n=30) Students' second self-assessment 6.18 (0.86)
Professor's assessment 5.21 (0.38)
IL =30 -0.26 2 -1.41 0.16
ow (n=30) Students' second self-assessment 5.46 (0.98) i i
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Figure 1. Changes of difference between professor's
assessment and students' self-assessment before (1st)
and after (2nd) reviewing checklist
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Analysis of Trends in Self-assessment of Performance
of Clinical Skills in Nursing Students after OSCE
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Purpose: The self-assessment ability of students is important in acquiring clinical skills. The study explored the
self-assessment behavior of nursing students after OSCE (Objective Structured Clinical Examination). Methods: The
participants were 90 nursing students. They assessed their performance just after an OSCE (assessment 1). They
were given OSCE checklists and re-assessed their performance level (assessment 2). Assessments 1, 2, and an
assessment by professor were compared and analyzed. Results: Students assessed themselves higher than professor.
But, when students were divided into three groups according to score level, different behaviors were evident
between the groups. The high-score group assessed themselves lower than the professor, while the mid-and
low-score groups assessed themselves higher than the professor. Students' self-assessment more closely
approximated the professor’s assessment when they were given checklists. The correlation between assessments 1
and 2 was stronger in high-score group and weak in low-score group. Conclusion: The study results indicate that
students tend to assess their skills higher than the professor, but their scores were more in line with the professor
when they were provided with checklists, and students’ self-assessment behavior differed in the different score
groups, suggesting a need for customized feedback and a concern for students with low scores.
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