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Effects on Clinical Judgement after Domestic Simulation
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Abstract The purpose of this study is a systematic literature review to investigate the effect of
clinical judgment after simulation practice in nursing students in Korea. The research
subjects were papers published from 2011 to February 2021, and the Korean
database, KmBase, Korea Research Information (KISS), and Science and Technology
Information (NDSL) were searched. ','Nursing debriefing' was searched. Out of a total
of 279 studies, the final 3 literatures were selected. All three studies were
non-randomized quasi-experimental studies, and the quality of the literature was
confirmed. As a result of the study, it was confirmed that the debriefing after the
simulation-based class showed statistically significant results for clinical judgment. In
order to see the effect of simulation-based education, it is necessary to design a
systematic interventional study in the future, and it can be suggested that field
practice and a comparative study of simulation are necessary.
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[Table 1] General Characteristics
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