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o, AVIRRAEA MR Aase RS sk o4 B AT PYARLEAY R A F Qe

FAREN BAE BE ATE FHE Aol Y AES selsty, v AR JIAEYE
ol ¥ ATE AYARNEAE oz MRA AT kel wAS Sohuy] 3 A AuA ATl

W} PPIAAY TS 2ALL, o Ee) JRUAZ e}

so] AARNBAES M9 AP G 017 Tt

ge PAY 5 A WSS P A8 71E ARE

A AEsklch B AT R 2450] PIARIEAY A

2 AAEATE S G A4S APigos A
o7 =5 Aagier B Ao BAL S8 eEe dne i
.

G*power>LZ 13| 23] f-25F 0.05, &7 FIHA7]
B AT AR AREALe vlwA AmAlgka) olakol Ak ¢l 0.30, AFY 0950% AATA Hajo] Lod TE
o

9 =
sy BAE setslr] Agolw. FAAA 542 v 7191 111780] a7 =] A= 7M7ts 713 2400E 99 %
¥} 2tk 33T
» kY] vl AL e A s ARE et WA, Aol ZE 271 A8 7P EA A AR A

g} Agtste] A7Re BAE dWstn 95 Faklem, 2070
o TR ks B9 7gRkE 7)1 S o v|ey Au7|F IPEARY &M AT Folell F2lste] 2071 7]
At g it s YRS Afolg Thoteitt ol Eete 7HIAEEAE A 106 S de® A
o AL Bl AR A s E e IAE gaFick
o}ttt
7 =
201 me
® H|FZ AL
o H7A Al AdEk AT e TP ARIEALY] vlRA Al R St
HIA AR RS Q1A = AEARD el QlolA 7] fl8ke] Kwon 5(2006)0] 7st H]94 An/dsd SH %
EARAS GAEAEE olFe W] fEte] EAE 71 TE ARSIt AEeA ol 1A = Aol Al A
71241 dck(self-regulatory judgment)= W&+ AllE LS B T ARl oS FEks vkt
T3 o7]a olF AbgEtE e ANAN Y 3 9 o] T X]Zqiﬂ 653 Ao 458, =N 673 Il
u]SFCHFacione & Sanchez, 1994). ¥ ¢+oX+= Kwon % WA 3T, AlFA 45, AR 45, JAAFT 3w, '
(2006)°] 7HEst vlgA] ALY SAETE ST HA5E T4 5w 5Zq A% F 35eo® FAEN A 357
ouletn] Hg7t &5 83 Al Eo] B35 9nlsitt oM FHi 17570% A7t 2S555 v|eY AaAdde] =
=& usit}, AMAGA] £ AIF|E Cronbach's = .89°]
o A A 5 o, B A= Cronbach's @ = 9302 LEIST
FEETHE AT B2 s E s 9
& EAE et A3 gikks AEshes IA4 S ® VoA 5
o] &t Choi, 1997). ¥ A7ollA<= Jenkins (1985)7} 702H&h THRAEEALY AT EHE S5 Slsto]
Al AbE 752 2 5(The Clinical Decision Making In Nursing Jenkins (1985)7} 73t AAFJAAA 5= 2 L(The Clinical
Scale: CDMNS)E Back (2004)°] W&l 43 =7 28| Decision Making in Nursing Scale)E Baeck (2005)©] Holst
49 As dustd W97t 2575 QA5 ol T8 AHEsIieH, = sidAtelAl AR S FE &
Fos gudith T AMES Sk ARSI
DG EE Y EE 40 P eR F 4000
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HE2 HA 4084 Ha 200802 FHH W47t =55
= oA s o] H3-S 2v|sith Jenkins (1985)7F Al
13 7ik FA] o] =R2] AIZ]EE Cronbach's a= .83 ©]%1
31, Back (2005)2] A-ollA= Cronbach's a= .77, & Al

S~

A E A A 97l Jmr@ T 9] FAEAIY] 15
7N 7ol Aol 3R Atele] FPIIAIG A AU A o
A AFEAS At § A A4S olsfsta ol &
Qs 207 71 FPHEITAF A4 106GlAl HEAE

Ak AEA = EAPE A7 719

] Cronbach's a = .73°.% e Lo Wy 3535 7
e wloR AEkES Sly, 10678 WE F s5E
Xz £Z 1015358 95%)2] AeA & AEgHe] E58d 175
AL 1005(SEE: 99%) S A8 4o o3Ik
VA7) 2w e 2012 29 195H 2012 39 23
AR Y BB FA AHNIARI AN SR CHAIKIE o3t 22| 17
IARREAE PO olFolzik
<Table 1> General Characteristics of the Study Participants (N=100)
Variables n(%) M+SD
<35 13(13.0)
<35~39 36(36.0)
Age (year) <4049 44(44.0) 40.28+5.59
>350 7( 7.0)
. Married 85(85.9)
Marital Status Unmarried 14(14.1)
.. Yes 74(74.0)
Religion No 26(26.1)
Diploma 30(30.6)
Educational background Bachelor 35(35.7)
>Master 33(33.7)
<10 8( 8.1)
<10~14 26(26.
Clinical career (year) <12 19 4?24? i; 16.49+5.23
>20 22(22.2)
<2 14(14.6)
<2~4 24(25.0
Home health care career (year) —5.9 47549 0; 5.724+3.30
>10 11(11.5)
Position Home Health Care Nurse 88(88.0)
Home Health Care Director 12(12.0)
Full time 75(75.8)
Employed status Part time 24(24.2)
<30 10(10.0)
< ~
Income (million won) ;ig 4313 ;;828;
>50 27(27.0)
Hospital 12(12.2)
Type of hospital General hospital 43(43.9)
Superior general hospital 43(43.9)
Educational program ;ZS gzgzg;
Y 2.
Activity of quality management NZS ggE; 2;
Nursing 65(65.0)
Belong to department Medical 15(15.0)
Others 20(20.0)
Important of critical thinking ;Zs ﬁg;g;
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A= 83%7F T3t SHd

T<Table 1>.
CHAIRIS] HIEHS AFDAIEIT} QLAOIARIE S

idAte] njeA AluAdEE S A, A Bato] 3.69+.39
Hog vehon, s9elae Avn, BH4Y(3.94+.49),
A A ZEH3.91+.49), 71H4(3.90+.42), AAFTH3.77+.59), A%
(3.74£.56)°] AAEFRY FA UEREon, 2)4d(3.25+.69),
TAX(3.41+.54), AAA(3.61+.49) HAADHRT} S Ao
Z YEPIU<Table 2>.

date] A3 A s AAHE 3.48+227 0%
Elgton, a9jgoduly Avnd, 7px e Exe] tid A=
(3.69+.38), “gHell tigt Akl A= AR tigh U3}
(3.61£.33), A= H7ls} A)H7K3.58+.38) A Hrr)
=7 YElsioL, dijkyl Mo dist 2AK3.05+£.26) WA
Batoll vlsl] v 210 UERTtcTable 2>.

<Table 2> Mean Scores for Critical Thinking Disposition, Clinical Decision Making (N=100)
Variables M=£S8D Mim Max
Critical thinking disposition 3.69+.39 2.20 4.86
Intellectual integrity 3.91+.49 2.50 5.00
Creativity 3.25+.69 1.00 5.00
Challenge 3.41+.54 2.17 483
Open-mindedness 3.90+.42 2.67 5.00
Prudence 3.74+.56 1.50 5.00
Objectivity 3.61+.49 2.25 475
Truth-seeking 3.77+£.59 1.33 5.00
Inquisitiveness 3.94+ .49 2.40 5.00
Clinical decision making 3.48+.22 3.00 4.08
Evaluation and re-evaluation of consequences 3.58+.38 2.60 4.50
Canvassing of objectives & values 3.69+.31 2.90 4.60
Search for information 3.61+.33 3.00 4.50
Search for alternatives or options 3.05+.26 1.80 3.70
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3.824.41 4O F 354 uwlqk
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B Abg

A abnel Fe4 W vwE Akt
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urh e R0 vehge v
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= AR ALY v AlmAlERS 373137807 FQ
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REEEE
thgzre] Qe Sy 71Ezks 7]

TP RAENEALY] 3.46+42 7KL} B
Ao 7 YEPt<Table 3>.

540 me o)

<Table 3> Critical Thinking Disposition, Clinical Decision Making according to General Characteristics & Home Health

care agencies' Characteristics (N=100)
Critical Clinical
Variables thinking t/F(,p) decision t/F(’p)
. " Schéffe ) Schéffe
disposition making
<35@ 3.42+.30 3.41+.24
<35~39" 3.82+.41 5.493(.002) 3.53+.22
Age(year) <40~49¢ 3.70+.30 b>a,c.d 3.49+.22 2.092(.106)
>509 3.37+.60 3.34+.18
. Married 3.71+£.41 3.49+.23
Marital Status Unmarried 356523 1.263(.209) 347422 0.192(.848)
.. Yes 3.69+.39 3.49+.22
Religion No 368440 0.109(.913) 345823 0.894(.373)
Educational Diploma 3.62+.31 3.46+.23
backeround Bachelor 3.71+.51 0.699(.499) 3.48+.21 0.787(.458)
ackgroun >Master 37332 3.53+.22
<10 3.43+.21 3.37+£.25
Clinical career <10~14 3.64+.40 3.52+.24
2. 1 . .
(year) <15~19 3.77+.35 073(.109) 3.47+.21 0.996(.398)
=20 3.65+.47 3.50+.22
<2 3.63+.31 3.51+.18
Home health
<2~4 3.62+.40 3.43+.21
;:azzr)career =5.9 3754 42 0.699(.555) 351423 0.940(.425)
Y >10 3.67+39 3.49+.23
. Home Health Care Nurse 3.67+.41 3.48+.23
Position Home Health Care Director 3.76+.24 -0.740(461) 3.54+.19 -0.933(353)
Full time 3.72+.36 3.50+.22
Employed status Part fime 36048 1.349(.180) 346522 0.758(.450)
<30 3.39+.49 3.33+.22
Income <30~39 3.68+.40 3.50+.24
(million won) <40~49 3.69+.32 2653(053) 3.45+.20 2.583(.058)
=50 3.79+.38 3.54+.20
Hospital® 3.77+.25 3.63+.21
Type of hospital General hospital® 3.65+.43 0.469(.627) 3.44+.21 3'65219;029)
Superior general hospital® 3.70+.40 3.49+.23
Educational Yes 3.68+.40 3.48+.23
-0.205¢(. -0. 932
program No 3.70+.38 0205(838) 3.49+.22 0.086(932)
Activity of quality Yes 3.69+£.43 3.45+.23
management No 3.68+.33 0.084(933) 3.54+.20 -1.964(.052)
Belone fo Nursing 3.64+.40 3.46+.22
de art%nent Medical 3.77+.29 1.408(.250) 3.50+.24 0.902(.409)
P Others 3.78+.41 3.54+.20
Important of Yes 3.73£.37 3.50+.23
critical thinking No 3.46+.42 2645(010) 3.38+.18 2137(035)
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Kwon (2007)2] SATolX= 367808 B A7A79) FAKS
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=9l AT A= 2ol ME &%t oA}
6145 o)Ak o 2 3 Wangensteen, Johansson, E Bjorkstrom
& Nordstrom (2010)8] A7-elA] California Critical Thinking
Disposition Inventory(CCTD)E &3+ H|#Z AluAdsHdo+
B 71330035 0% A Adoleta HERd o
(strong disposition>350, positive inclination 280-350, ambivalent
210-279, strong opposition), Hick, Merritt & Elsten (2003)<]
Aol CCTDIE &8 Hl#A ALuAdEe] Fdddase 70
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x% 295%4
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<Table 4> Correlation between Critical thinking disposition and Clinical decision making (N=100)
X X1 X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8
X. Critical thinking disposition 1
L . . 575 513 271 478 377 562 403 450 324
Y. Clinical decision making <001 <001 <01 <001 <001 <001 <001 <001 <0l
Y1. Evaluation and re-evaluation 481 418 182 438 318 482 358 341 279
of consequences <.001 <.001 ) <.001 <.01 <.001 <.001 <.01 <.01
Y2. Canvassing of objectives 364 385 294 136 242 343 222 328 221
& values <.001 <.001 <.01 ' <.05 <.001 <.05 <.01 <.05
. . 469 390 465 318 400 .340 366 350
Y3. Search for information 2001 2001 122 2001 <ol <001 2001 2001 2001
Y4. Search for alternatives 244 271 309 207
or options <.05 182 139 <.01 163 <.01 154 <.05 001

X1. Intellectual integrity, X2. Creativity, X3. Challenge, X4. Open-mindedness, X5. Prudence, X6. Objectivity, X7. Truth-seeking,

X8. Inquisitiveness
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Ao g Vet 3541 ~404] mIRIRL tdRke] wlbA Akard S A= Fo® Yehded], el A58 oAbt £
- 382407 354 Rk 504 o] thAAtES & A TE el 259 ARtET AR sl 2 Ho=
o2 Ut} ol Park & Kim (2009)2] Aol % 31-35 velstth 28y sl A9 g g e ek
Al 3641 o] FTAF 25-304, 2541 mIRE IFEALECE FARE dde R A(Jung & Jung, 2011; Kang 5, 2011)
HlAA Afa/dako]l E9kd AP XSt Jung & Jung 3tS17] Wizl o 7|l SFeka Qv WeRE 54
(2011)9] A, Kang 5(2011)9] AelMes do] nj#Z ZARE A7 o] miwssd] Aldte] gl 3 AtE &
At P wA = W7 ofd Zlow ElE A sto] gl F a7} Qi
o= tErk # A9 ARl PRI SALS] BEa s TP SALE] HIA AR Qa5 R R
o] 40284191 Ao = w, WY Yelx Fshs FSAR BAAAE BAS A, nj3y A de] 257
AP gl xfolrt itk o) PARIBAIE 9FE IrpAHFEo] T2 FOE YENTL olF hEANE e
FH37] i Holk 3 o] Yol atE 2 Ast 5 A+ d 3 (Jung & Jung, 2011; Park & Kwon,
25 AFE FsE IMIHARENZARES o] o] W 2007; Kang 5, 2011)8} dx|ek= Aol whahr] 7Y A&
AoA Z]Qlgh}al & 4= Qv 5040 o4l 7Y AR ESAL NSAREE] FAA TS Asksly] flEiAE vl A
o] WA AL 3377 0F TP WSk, ole s W3EE FPATIE Ae] HS skl
o] EAE #H, AAZJA WHoRE Fojrh= H|eE] Akal
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Relationship between Critical Thinking Disposition and
Clinical Decision-Making Abilities in Home Health Advanced
Practice Nurses

Choi, Seong Mee" - Lee, Mi Kyoung”

1) Department of nursing, Samsung Medical Center
2) Graduate School of Clinical Nursing Science, Sungkyunkwan University

Purpose: Clinical decision-making carried out by nurses is a complex process that influences the quality of care
provided and various patient outcomes. This study examined the relationship between critical thinking disposition
and clinical decision-making abilities in home health advanced practice nurses. Method: The study had a
non-experimental correlational design. Data were collected from 100 home health advanced practice nurses in 20
hospitals. Results: The mean critical thinking disposition score was 3.69+.39 out of 5 and the mean score for
clinical decision-making abilities was 3.48+.22 out of 5. In this correlation analysis, a significant positive
correlation (r=.58, p<.001) was found between critical thinking disposition and clinical decision-making abilities of
home health advanced practice nurses. Conclusion: In order to improve the clinical decision-making ability of
home health advanced practice nurses, we need to improve their critical thinking disposition. In order to make this
change, appropriate training program are needed to increase the critical thinking disposition and clinical
decision-making abilities of home health advanced practice nurses.
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