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Table 1. Homogeneity of General Characteristics of Subjects and Dependent Variables (N=70)
Experimental group Control group
Characters Classification (n=34) (n=36) X3/t )
n(%) or Mean£SD n(%) or Mean£SD
Age 23.32+0.52 24.89+0.67 18.04 386
Gender Female 31(91.2) 33(91.7) 005" 942
Male 3(8.8) 3(8.3)
Satisfaction of nursing science Very good 5(8.8) 2(5.6) 3.72° 293
Good 12(35.3) 14(38.9)
Average 14(41.2) 19(52.8)
Not good 5(14.7) 1(2.8)
Expectation of simulation study 6.18+1.52 5.97+2.54 8.98 344
Satisfaction of clinical training 6.76£1.58 6.92+1.52 4.03 .554
Grade point average(GPA) 4.0 ~ 45 2(5.9) 4(11.1) 332° .505
3.5 ~3.99 3(8.8) 3(8.3)
3.0 ~ 349 21(61.8) 22(61.1)
2.5 ~ 299 8(23.5) 5(13.9)
below 2.49 0(0) 2(5.6)
Critical thinking disposition 3.42+0.29 3.53+0.25 -1.38 171
Self-efficacy 3.24+0.43 3.32+0.42 -0.66 S12
* Fisher's exact test
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Table 2. Differences in Critical Thinking Disposition and Self-Efficacy between Experimental Group and Control Group

(N=70)
Variables Group Pre—test Post—test Difference ¢ o
Mean+SD Mean+SD Mean+SD
Critical thinking Experimental Group 3.42+0.29 3.69+0.20 0.27+0.26 370 <001
disposition Control Group 3.53+0.25 3.56+0.17 0.03+0.29
Experimental Group 3.24+0.43 3.68+0.13 0.44+0.25
Self-efficacy 4.01 <.001
Control Group 3.3240.42 3.38+0.35 0.06+0.15
Table 3. Differences in Clinical Judgement between Experimental Group and Control Group (N=70)
Experimental Group Control Group
Variables (n=34) (n=36) ’
(Items) Mean+SD Mean+SD P
(Item average) (Item average)
Cognition(2) 7.15+1.89(3.58) 6.85+1.73(3.29) 2.16 <.001
Interpretation(3) 9.40+0.59(3.13) 9.06+0.76(2.82) 3.40 .001
Response(2) 6.66+1.19(3.33) 6.39+1.17(3.55) 2.05 .005
Reflection(4) 11.94+1.24(3.00) 10.09+1.09(2.52) 2.67 <.001
Total(11) 35.15+2.89(3.20) 32.39+3.22(2.94) 3.76 <001
468 sH=7ts M 3ts|X| 23(4), 20174 11
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The Effect of Debriefing using Reflective Questions and Writing in
Simulation Training”
- Post Operative Care of Abdominal Surgery

Bang, SulYeong" - Eun, Young?
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Purpose: The purposes of study was to evaluate the effect of debriefing using reflection questions and writing

on the critical thinking disposition, self-efficacy, and clinical judgement ability in simulation of post-operative care
of abdominal surgery. Methods: The research method was a nonequivalent control group no-synchronized design.
The study period was from August 22 to 30, 2016. The subjects were comprised of 34 people in the experimental

group and 36 in the control group. In a simulation session for post-operative care of abdominal surgery, the

treatment of the experimental group was to debrief for 30 minutes using Lasater's reflection questions and writing.

For the control group, a typical debriefing was conducted in the same environment. Results: Critical thinking

disposition, self-efficacy, and clinical judgement were significantly higher in the experimental group than the

control group. Conclusion: To enhance the critical thinking disposition, self-efficacy, and clinical judgement of

nursing students in simulation, it is recommended to debrief using reflection questions and writing.

Key words: Patient simulation, Self efficacy
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