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<Table 1> Homogeneity Test of General Characteristics and Dependent Variables (N=76)
o Exp. (n=41) Cont. (n=35) 5
Characteristics n (%) or MeantSD X ort p
Age (year) 22.12+5.02 21.06+1.79 -1.19 238
Male 7 4
Gender Female 34 31 0.49 533
Clinical competency 58.83£11.33 62.76+10.66 1.55 125
Self-effi Specific 5.00£1.40 5.05+1.24 0.15 .885
ey General 3.77+0.39 3.85+0.31 1.16 345
Exp.=Experimental group; Cont.=Control group
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<Table 2> Comparison between Experimental and Control Group for Mean Scores of Variables (N=76)
: : ; Exp. (n=41) Cont. (n=35)
Variables Simulation Mean+SD Mean+SD t 0
Sim 1 69.48+9.25 65.96+15.22 -1.24 219
Sim 2 82.68+6.44 82.10+10.55 -0.28 181
Clinical competency Sim 3 (week 8) 86.414+6.99 76.81+11.42 -4.33 <.001
Sim 4 88.91+10.01 83.30+8.67 -2.58 012
Sim 5 (week 16) 85.10£6.05 81.33+4.39 -3.14 .002
Specific Week 8 6.18+1.35 6.70+1.50 1.58 118
S ey Week 16 6.71+1.44 7.10+1.47 1.18 241
General Week 8 3.84+0.44 3.79+0.31 -0.57 571
Week 16 3.87+0.43 3.90+0.37 0.29 174
Educational satisfaction Week 16 4.18+0.56 3.99+0.53 -1.48 144

Exp.=Experimental group; Cont.=Control group; Sim=Simulation
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The Effects of Structured Self-Debriefing Using on the Clinical
Competency, Self-Efficacy, and Educational Satisfaction in Nursing
Students after Simulation

Ha, Eun-Ho" - Song, Hyo-Suk?
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2) Assistant Professor, Shinsung University

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to identify the effects of structured self-debriefing using 3S models on
the clinical competency, self-efficacy, and educational satisfaction in nursing students after simulation. Methods:
For this study, 76 third-year undergraduate nursing students from S university were invited. They were divided
into two groups, which consisted of a self-debriefing (SDG=41) group and an instructor-led debriefing group
(ILDG=35). Collected data was analyzed using Chi-square, t-test, and an independent t-test with the PASW
statistics 18.0 for Windows Program. Results: Clinical competency was generally high in the SDG, and statistically
significant differences between the SDG and the ILDG occurred after simulations 3, 4, and 5. There were no
statistically significant differences in self-efficacy and educational satisfaction between the SDG and the ILDG.
However, educational satisfaction in the SDG was slightly higher, while self-efficacy was low compared to the
ILDG. Conclusion: The results indicate that the method of structured self-debriefing using a 3S model can be
effective in improving clinical competency. Further studies need to be investigated.
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