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Clinical Judgment Force and Nursing Performance
Satisfaction by Application of Simulation-based
Myocardial Infarction Education
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{Abstract)

The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship between clinical
judgment and nursing performance based on myocardial infarction simulation applied
to nursing students . Method: 39 fourth grade nursing students participated in this
explanatory study with sampling of accommodations. The Lasater Clinical Judgment
Rubric has been used in self-reported clinical trials and satisfaction with judging
practices. Data were analyzed by descriptive statistics, t-test and Pearson’s correlation
coefficient using SPSS WIN 19. Results: Scenarios with myocardial infarction were
scored by self-reported clinical judgment. Total mean score of clinical judgment and
total mean value of clinical judgment is 4.17 + 0.80. Correlation Between Variables
After Simulation Practice is highly significant for providing positive clinical judgment
and satisfaction with nursing performance. Conclusion: The simulation-based practice
associated with adult nursing in myocardial infarction was useful for clinical
judgment and nursing performance satisfaction, which improved the core basic skills
of nursing students.
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Age 25(.252%516.)1 8 Before After
Variables simulation |simulation| ¢ D
Major Good | 22(56.4) Mean+SD |Mean=+SD
o Average | 17(43.6)
Satisfaction | 000.0) Noticing | 3.47+0.80 |4.1240.07|8.13 | €.001
Course 6.26+1.63 Interpreting | 3.43+0.48 |4.02+0.54|7.62|<.001
expectation (3-10) Responding | 3.82+0.44 |4.22+0.54|4.51|<.001

Practice 6.90+1.63 Reflecting | 3.88+0.47 |4.32+0.52(5.71|<.001

Satisfaction (4-10) Total 3.65+0.38 |4.1740.80|8.10 | .001

Good |14(35.9)

self
. Average |23(59.0)
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: - 3.3 UATEI} ZEARRIIY

Good |19(48.7)
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