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Abstract This study was a descriptive study, analyzing the clinical judgment process that occurs in a simulation of
practice education for nursing students applying to LCJR. Subjects were two nursing college students in S city. Fever
scenario and apnea scenario, including mock patient, were implemented. Data collection was conducted between
September, 2013 and December, 2014. Data analysis was performed using descriptive statistics, paired t-test, and
Pearson's correlation of PASW statistics 18.0 program. The result of this study revealed that the clinical judgment
scores of nursing college students were 30.50 for males and 29.32 for females. Nursing Clinical judgment score for
the apnea scenario was higher than the score for the febrile scenario, and nursing students' self-evaluation and
professors' evaluation showed a significant correlation with respect to the responding domain. In comparison the
student and faculty ratings, domain of interpreting and domain of reflecting were significant This study will provide
educators with foundational knowledge of program development to enhance nursing students' clinical judgment
abilities. We suggest more discussion on their nursing practice and judgment during debriefing session may be
beneficial for students.
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Table 1. General characteristics and LCJR (N=389)
Clinical Judgment Process Score
Category n % Noticing/12 Interpreting/8 Responding/16 Reflecting/g _ Clinical Judgement/44
(Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) Mean SD
Gender Male 24 6.2 7.79(2.60) 5.33(2.67) 10.75(2.69) 6.63(3.31) 30.50(2.77)  5.07
Female 365  93.8 7.50(2.50) 5.18(2.59) 10.32(2.58) 6.32(3.16) 29.32(2.67)  5.66
Total 389 100 7.51(2.50) 5.19(2.60) 10.35(2.59) 6.34(3.17) 29.39(2.67)  5.63
Scenario Apnea 106 27.2 8.24(2.85) 5.47(2.83) 11.07(2.85) 6.42(3.29) 31.20(2.84) 474
Febrile 283  72.8 7.24(2.29) 5.09(2.29) 10.08(2.38) 6.31(3.05) 28.71(2.61)  5.79
Experiences of  Yes 175  45.0 7.42(2.47) 5.14(2.57) 10.25(2.56) 6.16(3.08) 28.97(2.63)  5.13
critical thinking  No 214 550 7.58(2.53) 5.23(2.62) 10.43(2.60) 6.49(3.24) 29.73(2.70) 5.9
Experiences of  Yes 276 71.0 7.59(2.53) 5.11(2.55) 10.32(2.58) 6.30(3.15) 29.32(2.67) 543
CPR education ~ No 113 29.0 7.30(2.43) 5.41(2.70) 10.41(2.60) 6.44(3.22) 29.56(2.69)  6.10
Table 2. LCJR Subscale Scoring of Instructor (N=389)
Noticing Interpreting Responding Reflecting Sum
Noticing 1
Interpreting 622" 1
Responding 680 6817 1
Reflecting 407 286" 417" 1
Sum 857" 806" 911" 600" 1
Table 3. LCJR Subscale Scoring of Student self-evaluation (N=219)
Noticing Interpreting Responding Reflecting Sum
Noticing 1
Interpreting At 1
Responding 7357 740” 1
Reflecting 518™ 516™ 540" 1
Sum 885" 862" 921" 7107 1
Table 4. Comparison of student and faculty ratings on LCJR (N=138)
Domain Item Student score In;tcrgrcetor . »
Mean SD Mean SD
Overall Clinical Judgement 29.34 5.80 29.14 5.46 0417 677
Noticing Focused Observation 2.54 78 2.59 .69
Recognizing deviations from expected patterns 2.53 .69 2.46 .63
Information Seeking 2.73 75 251 .73
Subtotal 7.80 1.86 7.55 1.69 1.563 120
Interpretation Prioritizing data 2.75 .79 2.60 72
Making sense of data 2.56 71 242 .64
Subtotal 5.30 1.31 5.02 1.17 2.229 .027
Responding Calm, confident manner 2.65 .82 2.65 74
Clear communication 2.61 .76 2.62 78
Well-planned intervention/flexibility 2.70 .83 2.50 74
Being skillful 242 .63 2.50 .60
Subtotal 10.38 2.36 10.27 2.29 537 592
Reflecting Evaluation/self-analysis 2.78 .66 3.12 71
Commitment to improvement 3.08 72 3.17 .69
Subtotal 5.86 1.21 6.30 1.30 -2.980 .003
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