ISSN 25861816
SYHH=EX| M7H HM4S pp, 45-51, 2017 DOI : https://doi,org/10.22156/CS4SMB.2017.7 4,045

ZkS sHlo| ok2 22F J|Alm} XJAIZH| 28t S5HX

=1 L

o
a7

A
el=
Zgtistm ZhEstut

Convergence Study on the Drug Dose Calculations
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Abstract The purpose of this study is to find the level of drug dose calculations and confidence of nursing
students who completed fundamental nursing. After receiving informed consent, questionnaires and drug dose
calculation paper of 152 subjects were collected. The data were analyzed using SPSS 19.0. The mean+SD of
drug dose calculations was 7.46+£1.97 on a scale of 10, the mean score of male students was higher than
female’s(t=3.64, p=.001), and the mean score of science was higher than vocational’s according to high school
departments(F=5.11, p=.007). In the score of confidence, the mean+SD was 4.12+1.12 on a scale of 6, the
mean score of male students was higher than female’s(t=8.94, p=.001), and the science was higher than
humanity or vocational(F=6.28, p=.002). There was a positive correlation between drug dose calculation and
confidence scores(r= .32, p=.001), and explanation rate of confidence on drug dose calculation was
10.2%(p=0.001) in regression analysis. This suggests that nursing students need to improve drug dose
calculation ability by strengthening confidence.

Key words : Convergence, Drug Dose, Calculation, Confidence, Nursing Students
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Table 2. Differences on Mean scores of calculation and confidence (N=152)
Sex High school department
Total Male Female t/Flp) Hurrenities® Science” Vocational® Flo),
Scheffe
Drug Scores of oral 4.06(.019),
dose e (oS 0.83+0.28 0.96+0.10 0.80+0.10 4.50(.001) 0.83+0.27 0.87+0.27 0.62+0.30 by ¢
calcula Dilt ;
tions S(')t‘};g; 0 038+040 | 065037 | 034037 | 310(001) | 039:040 | 040:040 | 018034 | 150(226)
o ) 4.62(011),
Fluid infusion 0.85+0.21 0.90+0.22 0.84+0.20 1.29(.197) 0.80+0.23 0.89+0.17 0.75+0.29 b ac
Insulin volume 0.80+0.40 091029 0.77+0.42 1.97(.055) 0.72+0.45 0.87+0.34 0.64+0.51 3.16(.045)
Pediatric dose 0.91+0.29 1.00£0.00 0.89+0.13 3.95(.001) 091+0.28 0.94+0.24 0.64+0.51 5.66(.004)
Confid | Tad sooes d dwg 11(.007),
. - 746+197 8.78+1.45 722197 3.64(.001) 7.17£1.96 7.84+1.84 6.09+2.26 by ¢
Qonficence an o 8.61(.001),
- 474134 5.81+0.49 455+1.36 7.94(.001) 461+1.38 5.04+1.16 3.39+1.59 b ¢
Conficence on
diLiien of. soluiian 220+1.50 3.76+£1.92 1.92+1.24 4.45(.001) 1.93+1.29 2.73+1.63 227+1.51 1.50(.225)
Confidence on | 4oy 100 | 570:050 | 4656122 | 644(001) | 456:124 | 506£100 | 430+149 | +1EOT)
fluid infusion b> a
Caifienes e 4544150 | 578:060 | 420+161 | 7800001 | 434+166 | 487:139 | 300xrs | 0.
insulin volume b) ac
Confidence on | 444173 | s78:067 | 384¢170 | 9430001) | 391:178 | 4dgries | oeoxiss | M0
pediatric dose b c
VO] E37E 6 4126112 | 530:060 | 3904106 | BOAO00N | 390+106 | 437¢106 | 33etar | 02002
confidence b) ac
Table 3. Correlations among Major Variables 3. E.E‘—’-l
(N=152)
Total scores of 2 AT 78 ss 9E vkl 1% s okE
Variables drug dose Total scores of
calculations confidence L5 ALty ZAe getely] flske] FaEHAT
ol QA7 BTG, FAA B, ST D F%
Total scores of drug = ol% Qgk 1l Aolokgeko y3lEl= 5RIATHE &
dose calculations 1 , s & 3 2ot 0» FS Egshe 5AAMTHE
Total scores of 032(001) . T2 s SHYAMHTE S A3 At 15299
confidence - PR FFEAAE 7461970 0.2, AT L] 2]}
Rl A7) vlwello] F217 A, ok S 2
Table 4. Effects of confidence on total scores of A& F7Fek 7ks gta 28hd SHAY ti/de] ATtell A 67%
drug dose calculations . (N=152) o] AYFS Wt APnrE = F4s mort
e T e [13]. Sl aRs Aroked, ST FU%
T oolgEl KEF W solok@Ek AALAS ZA1A] 8
(Constan) | 5.145 580 8.864(.001) V&Y B B Lokerg AR EE A 2
MEE 2~0o] WA= Lo A
Confidence | 562 136 20 | 4133001) e Aol B Agh S JloR e, ©f
R=.102 F=17.078 p<001 T FTAFJEE AT 7P okt AT A e
= te A9 w77l desiig)
Ay okx S. A A= 193 ) o= =23 e
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