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StH(Korean Accreditation Board Fotes AtetAn, dHEusHIH ASVIFdE F
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£ 8 sdd UsAEA g 23T = FEAI "GAIE ATHKABONE, 2017). ol ze)/de] 243ts A5
= 248} Z(Han, 2014; Hwang, Kim, & Chu, 2015)°] 7t o] A togEdMe AF3EY ATdHS Hesid
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AFRTANE 87t Slo] AFuse] Beke] HAdTHKo 2l Feu S A 7z A2 FAstn 59
et al, 2013; Lim, 2015). 53] &t FF=rb A EolA st EAShe A dAudE s FHE & o
WA FRiske ATl e aAke A8 dE gt (Lasater, 2007a; Lim, 2015; Oh, 2015; Shim, 2012).
gt FeAQ ZAEA S HA 9 FQAAE A ts U AlEEolAdG B Ag AFE AT EH, tidAle
Fgol| 9lo] mj¢ F 23 thKim, 2014; Tanner, 2006). D RA A|FEH o7 BAdele A5iS B8 ke
dadEold tsApt FESe @xke] A AR P8 g, A Alnet EANEEE Y, g A
(&7, BAAL Z2 AFEANE dlddsiAY 22Uy, 28 A7 A, A% r)e 993 H$5(Eun & Bang, 2016;
e AAE gEAY HygE WY 52 #xpkgo] ATA Han, 2014; Hur & Song, 2015; Lim, 2015; Yang, 2012) %
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o =&
o 482K (MY 25-447), & BT 13.44+1.714CHS] 9.25-16
el LCR =79 #4 o 9g 47) ﬁih&i A
CHARKIQ] QIS EM oxldele] AAPFL 9.85:1.528(8Y 6-127), F FF
T2 329051400t o] AAHTL 6.89+1.217
AT el 0o, B olshgelsl 4 dYE (091 48%), F EYHTE 344060971905 WY
22.71£2.034101A T}, ZFaAlel gk A2 382 1787H(86.0%), AAFTFL 12.98+1.998(HS 8-167), = FIP- 3.25+0.49
R 2%(10%), & A7 BA WS 27H(13.0%) 0% Holgith. ARdele] AARTL 693,048 48%), &
e PR etk 1078(51.7%)°] Ta7h 9t $ TREEL 3.47:0.52 100 ) SR T ARGl
@3, 7SN 559(26.6%), AT 337, Eu 12%(5.8%)°] 71 =1, ¥-gg 9ol 7t WA UERsTH(Table 2).
ek ol ABeeld el TIE Folut de Y
Yee P 132769.043]010 108 O Ho4 A7) CHARREO| EQIZFEAs=a0| M2 0]
T Srede 749+1.794, TASIATY S 7.41£1.60
A, tgBeg o] onigls A2 8.53x1.53H o2 e Bolzte AFTelrER Arsl® asYse PR
wok wSg Auke] AA 103 HHoR HRgE iErs 42.32+5.058 (89 27-53%)01 oM, 1827(87.9%)°] -, 25
Ztae AF(7.99+1.777), AlEdlolAd A&5(7.92+1.88%), ©]& H(12.1%)°] BEo2 FI7IEAtKTable 1). Ao 5d 5
FA(7.66£1.82%]), U F(7.1622.178)2] £o =7 el o] FHE HFsKo-187 F=, 193617 HE, 374 o ¢
(Table 1). Fyste] ztelE *‘Jﬁlﬁl&}t} A AP EA40A] At
s5Y5Y a7t 5% g0 wgelsel agdl vy
CHAMRIQ| QlAMmCHE M= AlEdeld dF 7:‘??;! S F(p=4060), TlB2F F7go] om|gl
= ARME=867), ol UFE(p=785) FEA o =
tidate] gads 117 ol ek AAE TS 36,44+ Sk, Hot ol(p=855), AVIFEA AFeEH(p=279), &4
Table 1. General Characteristics, Clinical Judgment, and Performance Ability for Tracheal Suction of the Subjects
(N=207)
Variables Categories n(%) Mean+SD Range
Age 22.71+2.03 21-43
Positive 178(86.0)
Thoughts on nurses Negative 2(1.0)
No ideas or Others 27(13.0)
Christian 55(26.6)
.. Catholic 33(15.9)
Religion Buddhist 12(5.8)
None or Others 107(51.7)
Simulation experiences (times) 13.2749.04 10-35
Self-directed learning skill 7.49+1.79 0-10
Problem-solving ability 7.41+£1.60 0-10
Debriefing process was meaningful 8.53+1.53 4-10
Noticing 3.2940.51 2-4
Interpreting 3.4440.60 2-4
Clinical judgement Responding 3.25+0.49 2-4
Reflecting 3.4740.52 2-4
Total score 13.44+1.71 9.25-16.0
Nursing as a Major 7.99+1.77 2-10
Satisfaction Theoretical courses 7.66+1.82 2-10
stactio Clinical practices 7.16£2.17 2-10
Simulation practices 7.92+1.88 1-10
Poor (< 19) 0(0.0)
Performance ability for tracheal suction Fair (19 - 36) 25(12.1) 42.32+5.05 27-53
Good (> 36) 182(87.9)
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s (p=7121), 1S3 AT TEE(p=685), QIEF = A WEEr=172, p=017), AXZ Al EFolH HHF VEHE
T(p=.053)9} AlEEolA HF TEHEE@E=822) SUAT = (=154, p=033), W33 EANEA5H =185 p=010)7 »
T BAACE fo AolE Holxl sttt dAdddE e seold dF WHE(r=245 p=001), JZE3 AlEdeld 4
FAErAEY 457t 959 agel BEolstel g & VEE162, p-025)01Ak olglelE ABdold AsF
Hlell AAp=214), AALH@p=362), AHNFG(p=031), & TELel BAHCR folg 4TS Hole FEL tEy
G(p-218), J2ILE-T88)e04] 2% A ehgeh BA P el dniQe AIS13, p<ool), AMIFEY o
Ao ol AolE A H(t=-2.18, p=031)°l AT JEbst 58 (=527, p<.001), EAHEE5H (=599, p<001), 7+53t A
THTable 3) T (=551, p<.001), °olEFY TEE(r=510, p<.001)2}
U (=487, p<.001)°] K Table 4).
IATEI T} EOIZHEFHSO| AT
oj
— =
ddddH FRtsageHe] ARge A =044,
p=530), ARG (1=.039, p=362), NG H@=.146, p=.049), o] A+ Lasater (2007a)7}F Z0egh dgdd® FHE
RHED A (=057, p=418), FZFH (=059, p=399) = e} (LCIR)y= A&sto] Algdolddsa drely 33dol e
wom, BAACRE Folgt AABAE WG GelM T ket FeigAel A ERItsFdsEe] FHAAE
A Bk AT SAHCR fogt FHdE Hole etelr] ffs) Almetslen, F2 A7Z23E EUE tat
FEe BANASE142, p-050)7 B A% WE Po] =elaint.
T(r=224, p=002)2 YEPSTH %W @ o] ARG F Tanner (2006)= AAg 7taF3d& g e oA
AFOR fogt JAAAESE HQ FEL AX| 9} A& oA FEAA G HAHAEA  FeN(noticing), FFold] Ee A
Table 2. Total and Mean Scores of Clinical Judgment (N=207)
Categories Min—Max Total Scores Mean Scores
- Mean+SD Range Mean%SD Range
Noticing 3-12 9.85+1.52 6-12 3.29+0.51 2-4
Interpreting 2-8 6.89+1.21 4-8 3.44+0.60 2-4
Responding 4-16 12.98+1.99 8-16 3.25+0.49 2-4
Reflecting 2-8 6.93£1.04 4-8 3.47+0.52 2-4
Total 11-44 36.44+4.82 25-44 13.44+1.71 9.25-16
Table 3. Differences in Variables according to the Performance Ability for Tracheal Suction (N=207)
Performance ability for tracheal suction
: Fair Good
Variables (n=25) (=182) t yo)
Mean=SD
Age 22.78+2.26 22.70+2.01 0.18 .855
Simulation experiences (times) 11.90+3.49 13.47+9.58 -0.74 460
Self-directed learning skill 7.87£1.52 7.44+1.82 1.09 279
Problem-solving ability 7.52+1.34 7.39+1.64 0.36 721
Debriefing process was meaningful 8.48+1.47 8.54+1.54 -0.17 .867
Nursing as a major 8.13+1.77 7.97£1.77 0.41 .685
Satisfaction Theoretical courses 7.57£2.04 7.68+1.80 -0.27 785
Clinical practices 7.96+2,01 7.05+2.18 1.90 .053
Simulation practices 8.00+2.24 7.91+£1.83 0.23 .822
Noticing 3.20+0.54 3.30+0.50 -0.91 362
Interpreting 3.20+0.65 3.48+0.59 -2.18 .031
Clinical judgment Responding 3.13+0.53 3.26+0.49 -1.24 218
Reflecting 3.44+0.39 3.47+0.53 -0.27 .788
Total 12.97+1.65 13.51£1.71 -1.25 214
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(interpreting), =L “J3ol] 24| A 3le 3524 (responding),
ghake]  whg oMol HHAg g
(reflecting)®] 47}A] 845 AASFH Y. o] me} B

Gk
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AdAE o<l 28hd oIt Y] AlvEleE A

LCIR®] A2z} B 453 AFoa mehde]
Hr} E9TtHAdamson et al, 2012)E ZAIME o=
g F e AAR AFNAE dEsdEAo|BR o} A
|

7
$23 28hdol} 33PN BYL E A 431d

S |, Ha (2014)%} Eun
BF LCIRE A89 ddx

Jr
o%,
i
e
fr
i
=

3}
T4 LCIRS 288 Agwol HAAFE] 22585 = Hhgd ool 7P w3 AEGGNA 7P WA veRd wi
3., Eun?} Bang (2016)°] A7l4 LCIRZ A&3 AT = dFelMe wked el MY sk 38l ARG A
Z TP 1LSHEOE B4 vesth FoollA 18 71 ol hitE 23S Hth Lasater?} Nielsen (2009)2]
43 (e BAE Q7o AABE 298 ATlAE weddel A wgka, ANGgel M s
(Lasater, 2007a)°]u} EA-oFg37t & (postpartum) Al E&o]A el 2 A9} zjo]E 2tk Adamson 5(2012)¢] AT
%9 AW 38 BEoehde 28 BF 20468 (Lasaster  GIME B AT BAsl HRAde] Y mgort AR
& Niclsen, 2000)BEFE 4] Uehdth ofe] A7E0A 94 %o 45E mel oo Ashdd fagedoldn nahd
Beeo] golshll Uehd ol AFUAA Shdel mE o4 AAgYon et ¥ A7g Hold AnE ugrh
Zpo] wjiolgtal AZITE Ha (2014)9] AFtldats 28] olgAl Tt AF}E Hele 7HEF Z olfie W e
A BAZ AR B4 sel Wi ClERYE o5 S A, A9 ATsdAe ATAel weASe] Andoz
Table 4. Correlations between Clinical Judgment and Performance Ability for Tracheal Suction (N=207)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
o) o) o) 1o o) rp) o) ) o) rp) o) ro) (o) (o)
1. Clinical judgment 1
2. Clinical judgment: 876 1
Noticing (<.001)
3. Clinical judgment: 641 477 1
Interpreting (<.001) (<.001)
4. Clinical judgment: 908 688  .524 1
Responding (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
5. Clinical judgment: 763 616 343 586 1
Reflecting (<001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
.073 .015 .054 .095 11 1
6. Debriefi
cbriefing process (311) (834) (456) (187) (.125)
7. Self-directed learning 069 010 .023 105 .079  .506 1
skill (.347) (.891) (.748) (.149) (.278) (<.001)
2. Problem-solvine abili 142 .088 .072 185 .094 466 173 1
o 5 Vi
e MY 050) (222) (321) (010) (193) (<.001) (<001)
9. Simulation experiences 012 .000 -013 .020 .013 125 132  .143 1
(times) (884) (.996) (.865) (804) (871) (.113) (.095) (.068)
10. Satisfaction: Nursing .070  .003 062 102 059 509 469 471 122 1
as a major (331) (964) (389) (158) (414) (<.001) (<001) (<.001) (.121)
11. Satisfaction: .042 .009 .026 .063 .033 428 423 456 118 .800 1
Theoretical courses  (.561) (.906) (.716) (381) (.651) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (.134) (<.001)
12. Satisfaction: Clinical -013  -.037 -.058 .042 -034 .338 391 A17 .088 .580 582 1
practices (855) (609) (423) (559) (.641) (<.001) (<001) (<001) (264) (<.001) (<.001)
13. Satisfaction: 224 172 154 245 162 513 527 .599 .076 551 .510 487 1
Simulation practices  (.002) (.017) (.033) (.001) (.025) (<.001) (<001) (<.001) (.332) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
14. Performance ability .044 .039 .146 057 -059 068 -048 -044 017 -019 -006 -.090 .018 1
for tracheal suction  (530) (.572) (049) (418) (399) (344) (514) (544) (831) (796) (930) (214) (.804)
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Simulation-based Clinical Judgment and Performance Ability for
Tracheal Suction in Nursing Students”

Lim, Kyung-Choon"

1) Associate Professor, College of Nursing, Sungshin Women's University

Purpose: This study was conducted to explore the relationship between simulation-based clinical judgment and
performance ability for tracheal suction in nursing students. Methods: With a convenience sampling, 207 nursing
students participated in this descriptive study. Lasater clinical judgment rubric was used for self-reported clinical
judgment in addition to observe the skill of tracheal suction using a checklist. Data were analyzed by descriptive
statistics, t-test and Pearson's correlation coefficients using the SPSS/WIN 22. Results: A scenario with pneumonia
patient was developed to observe the skill of tracheal suction during simulation-based practices. Then self-reported
clinical judgment was scored. The mean score of total sum of clinical judgment, total mean of clinical judgment,
and performance skill were 36.444+4.82, 13.44+1.71, and 42.324+5.05, respectively. Statistically, students having good
skills in suction showed significant differences in clinical judgment of interpreting (p=.031) compared to students
having fair skills. Conclusion: The results of this study show that a structured debriefing method utilizing Lasater
clinical judgment rubric is helpful. Also, simulation-based practice related to adult nursing in the respiratory system
was useful for increasing the core basic skills among nursing students.

Key words: Patient simulation, Judgment, Clinical competence, Nursing students
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