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Reliability and Validity of the Clinical Judgment Rubric on Simulation Practice
with a Post-operative Rehabilitation Case

Oh, Hye Kyung

Department of Nursing, Daegu University, Daegu, Korea

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to evaluate the reliability and validity of the clinical judgement rubric on
simulation practice with a post-operative rehabilitation case. Methods: Methodological study design was used to
evaluate the reliability and validity of the clinical judgement rubric on simulation practice. The participants were
35 students in a college of nursing. Results: There were showed reliability and validity of the clinical judgement
rubric on simulation practice with a post-operative rehabilitation case. In terms of internal consistency, the Cron-
bach's a for all columns was .821. Factor analysis showed that planning, intervention and evaluation domains
with Eigen values of 69.87% were bound, unlike the original tool where four factors including noticing, inter-
pretation, responding and reflecting domains were bound. Convergent validity was established by the correlation
between the total clinical judgement score and critical thinking disposition before and after simulation practice.
Discriminative validity was established by the correlation between the total clinical judgement score and simulation
effectiveness score. Conclusion: The findings of this study suggested that clinical judgement rubric on simulation
practice is reliable. Repeated studies are needed to objectively evaluate the clinical judgement rubric of simulation

practice for applying various clinical situations.
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Table 1. General Characteristics of Participants (N=35)
Characteristics Categories n (%)
Age (year) 20 1(2.8)

21 22(62.9)

22 8(22.9)
23 2(5.7)
25 2(5.7)

Simulation experience (times) 1 21 (60.0)
2 0(0.0)

>3 14 (40.0)

Completion of course Yes 33 (94.3)
associated critical thinking No 2(5.7)

Table 2. Verification of Reliability of Clinical Judgment Rubric
using Post-operation Rehabilitation Case

Categories Cronbach's &
Noticing 0.60
Interpreting 0.60
Responding 0.71
Reflecting 0.70
Total 0.82
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Table 3. Factor Analysis of Clinical Judgment Rubric using Post-operation Rehabilitation Case

Phase Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

Noticing Focused observation 0.65 0.05 0.40
Recognizing deviation from expected patterns 0.78 0.31 -0.36
Information seeking 0.77 0.28 0.10

Interpreting Prioritizing data 0.68 -0.37 0.18
Making sense of data 0.88 0.26 0.02

Responding Calm, confident manner 0.11 0.67 0.01
Clear communication 0.07 0.63 0.01
Well-planned intervention/flexibility 0.11 0.89 0.26
Being skillful 0.35 0.56 0.50

Reflecting Evaluation/self-analysis 0.24 0.37 0.71
Commitment to improvement -0.07 -0.02 0.94

Proportion of variance 37.97% 17.76% 14.14%
Cumulative of variance 37.97% 55.73 69.87%
Table 4. Convergent Validity of Clinical Judgment Rubric using Post-operation Rehabilitation Case

Variables X1 X2 X21 Y1 Y2 Y21

X1 1

X2 -.02 1

X21 - 79% 620 1

Y1 38" -.09 -.35¢ 1

Y2 .00 18 11 49 1

Y21 37" -.27 45 - 43* 56™* 1

X1=1st Post-practice Clinical Judgment Rubric Score; X2=2nd Post-practice Clinical Judgment Rubric Score, X21=X2-X1; Y1=Pre-practice Critical
thinking Score, Y2=Post-practice Critical thinking core, Y21=Y2-Y1; *p<.05 *p< .01 **p<.001.
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Table 5. Discriminant Validity of Clinical Judgment Rubric using Post-operation Rehabilitation Case

Variables N1 11 R1 Rel X11 Y11 N2 12 R2 Re2 X22 Y22
N1 1

I1 52k 1

Rl 35 065 1

Rel .00 34+ 18 1

X11 61 80** 87 49 1

Y11 .04 .02 -.07 .16 .02

N2 A2 -.05 .10 -.16 .04 1

12 .09 .06 13 =27 .04 A6 1

R2 -.01 -.06 -.09 -.25 -.18 22 A45% 1

Re2 .09 -.20 A2 -.05 .07 =22 -.01 .29 1

X22 .10 -.08 13 =27 .01 68 80%* 69 31 1

Y22 17 -.06 14 -12 .09 37 18 -.04 -.08 .01 .04 1

N=noticing; I=interpretation; R=responding; Re=reflection; X11=1st post-practice clinical judgment rubric score; X22=2nd post-practice clinical
judgment rubric score; Y11=1st post-practice simulation effectiveness, Y22=2nd Post-practice simulation effectiveness; *p< .05 *p< .01 **p< 001.
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