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Purpose: To evaluate the applicability of Lasater Clinical Judgment Rubric (LCJR) as an evaluation tool for hypoglycemia
simulation practicum on Korean nursing students. Methods: The methodological study was done to evaluate the
reliability and validity of the LCJR. Based on Benner’s 4 levels of nursing grading rubric, ten items of the LCJR was
evaluated for interrater reliability and internal consistency. The content validity was tested by eight experts and
concurrent validity was done by Clark (2006)’s clinical simulation grading rubric. Fifty five video-taped cases of senior
nursing students in Y University were used for the reliability and concurrent validity of the LCJR. Results: The interrater
reliability was =90 (p<.001); Kendall tau b=87 (p<.001), and Cronbach’s alpha was .90. A value of item content validity
index of the LCJR was .97 and correlation coefficient between the LCJR and Clark’s instrument was .90 (p<.001). The
mean (+SD) of the nursing students' clinical judgment was 2.04 (+.50). Conclusion: The LCJR is a useful tool to examine
the simulation performance evaluation for improving competency among nursing students. The results indicated that the
LCJR may provide valuable information regarding clinical judgment of nursing students and thus, suggested to use to

develop a simulation-based education program.
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Table 1, Inter-rater Reliability of Lasater Clinical Judgment Rubric
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Well-planned intervention/flexibility

Focused observation
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Prioritizing data
Making sense of data
Calm & confident manner
Clear communication
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Table 2, Content Validity Index of Lasater Clinical Judgment Rubric

Experts in ftem Phase
Phase/ Items 1 2 3 4 5 8 71 P oV
agreement (-CVI) in agreement

Noticing 1.00

Focused observation 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 8 1.00

Recognizing deviations 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 4 8 100

from expected patterns

Information seeking 4 3 4 4 3 3 4 4 8 1.00
Interpreting 0.88

Prioritizing data 4 3 4 4 4 2 4 4 7 0.88

Making sense of data 4 3 4 4 3 2 4 4 7 0.88
Responding 1.00

Calm & confident manner 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 8 1.00

Clear communication 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 8 1.00

WeII—.legnned intervention 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 8 100

/ flexibility

Being skillful 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 8 1.00
Reflecting 1.00

Evaluation/self-analysis 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 8 1.00

commitment to 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 8 1.00

improvement

Average I-CVI = 97

Proportion relevant : 100 100 100 100 100 08 100 100 Mean experts

proportion = 98

4=strongly agree, 3=agree, 2=disagree, 1=strongly disagree
CVI= Content Validity Index
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Table 4, Descriptive Statistics of Clinical Judgment in Hypoglycemia Simulation of Nursing Students (N=55)
Minimum Maximum Standard Mean in StgnQardl
Phase/ ltems Mean - deviation in
value value deviation phase
phase
Noticing 2.08 063
Focused 1.00 3.00 216 0.74
observation
Recognizing
deviations from 1.00 3.00 2.07 0.72
expected patterns
Information seeking 1.00 3.00 2.00 077
Interpreting 1.99 0.53
Prioritizing data 1.00 3.00 196 0.61
Making sense 1.00 3.00 202 056
of data
Responding 2.09 0.54
Calm & confident manner 1.00 4.00 2.22 0.71
Clear communication 1.00 3.00 220 0.78
Well-planned
intervention/flexibility 1.00 4.00 1.98 0.76
Being skillful 1.00 3.00 1.96 0.51
Reflecting 182 0.51
Bvaluation 1.00 3.00 182 051
/ self-analysis
Total clinical judgement 1.00 3.00 204 0.50
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