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Abstract

Purpose: Nurse-physician collaboration has recently emphasized as one of important factors to improve quality
of patient care. In fact, health care professionals fail to collaborate fully with each other.

Method: In this study, we conducted survey about perception of nurse-physician collaboration for students.
Self assessment about collaboration by nursing and medical students was done through ACLS simulation.
Results: Although both groups agreed about importance of collaboration, their perception and ability to perform
it in actual situation showed difference. Concepts of collaboration defined by two groups were different each
other. Non-technical skill (NTS) such as communication could improve collaboration with nurse and physicians.
Conclusion: Since health professionals lack of opportunity to education about NTS, implement of NTS in curriculum
of medical, and nursing students could be considered.
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Table 1. ] A2 A i3 ¥Y ¢ A= AL
EE I A B = A —— o]~ L&)
1. QA 737 dAte] X EAIRS A Al 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
2. YA} A3 A Aol AFEE ALEo] AUk 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
3. A EA o gt g oAt} S AT FEsAI U 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
4. A9} H3 AT} AAAC AR ELo] Hch 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
5. JAAAG s Zmdt gtEme] FE3HA 2= 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
6. A9} 3 AE AAA FE5uAl Folulgirl 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
T
L. 2 AAAl A} k34 7he] PFo] duh} o] FoiFFU7? 1 2 3 5 8 10

2. 3kAbe] x| gRbHle] AR =T WAl vEEY7b 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
3. o] 31z}2] x| gHlAe] el o g ukEghy7p 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Table 2. General characteristics of participants
Number (%)
Sex
Male 26 (40.0)
Female 39 (60.0)
Age (years) 242432
Grade
Nursing student 3rd 30 (46.2)
Mdical graduate school student 3rd 14 (21.5)
Mdical student 5th 21 (32.3)
Simulation (total) 23
Team leader in simulation
Nurse student 9
Medical student 6
Medical graduate school student 8
Lo A% A AlEdlelde 3l Ayt AAl 3 ZFa gt A 8ol kA tK(Table 2).
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Table 3. Comparison of perception about nurse-physician collaboration and application in simulation

Before simulation After simulation p value
Q1. Planned together to make decision 8.53£1.71 6.73£2.32 <0.001
Q2. Open communication 9.23+1.11 6.47+2.51 <0.001
Q3. Shared decision-making responsibilities 8.22+1.85 7.12+2.89 0.002
Q4. Co-operated in making decision 9.35+0.97 7.31£2.14 <0.001
Q5. Both nursing and medical concerns were considered 8.73£1.36 6.97+2.41 <0.001
Q6. Decision making was co-ordinated 8.631£1.34 7.30£2.13 <0.001

by student t-test

Table 4. Difference between medical and nursing students about perception of nurse-physician collaboration

Nursing students Medical students p value
Q1. Planned together to make decision 8.77+£1.48 8.32+1.84 0.296
Q2. Open communication 9.10+1.27 9.32+0.98 0.430
Q3. Shared decision-making responsibilities 8.87+1.25 7.65+2.04 “0.005
Q4. Co-operated in making decision 9.20+1.13 9.47+0.79 0.265
Q5. Both nursing and medical concerns were considered 9.10+1.13 8.38£1.50 “0.036
Q6. Decision making was co-ordinated 8.90+1.27 8.41+1.33 0.139
"p<0.05 by student t-test
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The difference of perception of nurse-physician
collaboration between medical and nursing
student. Scores of questionnaire about collabo-
ration answered by medical students were higher
than those of nursing students. There was no
significant statistical difference of scores before
and after simulation in Q3, Q3, and Q6 for medical
students.
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Table 5. Difference between medical and nursing students in self assessment of nurse-physician collaboration

during simulation

Nursing students Medical students p value
Q1. Planned together to make decision 5.85+2.44 7.43£1.97 "0.007
Q2. Open communication 5.62+2.55 7.1142.29 "0.019
Q3. Shared decision-making responsibilities 6.46+2.52 7.63+1.96 "0.046
Q4. Co-operated in making decision 6.35+2.17 8.06+1.78 "0.001
Q5. Both nursing and medical concerns were considered 6.23+2.49 7.54%+2.19 "0.033
Q6. Decision making was co-ordinated 6.42+2.39 7.94+1.64 "0.008
"p<0.05 by student t-test
Table 6. Degree of satisfaction about care decision during simulation
Nursing students Medical students p value
QI. How much collaboration between nurses and physicians *
occurred in making this decision for this patient? 6.13+2.46 7.81+2.04 0.008
Q2. How satlsﬁe(.i were you with the way this decision was 6.17+2.35 7844181 *0.005
made for this patient?
Q3. HO\.V satisfied were you with the decision made for this 6.1742.67 77741.65 *0.016
patient?
*p<0.05 by student t-test
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