Impact of Chinese culture on nursing students’
critical thinking disposition — from the comparison
of the research results of Macau, Hong Kong,
Taiwan, Mainland, Japan, Australia and USA.

Kiang Wu Nursing college of Macau



Background of the study:

1.

Critical Thinking is considered as a very
important skill for nursing profession, and
probably for many other professions.
Many nursing academia endeavored to
enhance the critical thinking skill of the
students.

. We need to measure the critical thinking

disposition of our students in order to plan or
evaluate our interventions



Objectives of the study:

1. To identify the similarities in critical thinking
disposition of nursing students in Chinese
communities;

2. To study the similarities and differences in
critical thinking disposition of nursing
students in Chinese communities, Japan and
Australia.



Measuring instrument:

» California Critical Thinking Disposition Inventory

(CCTDI)

€ The CCTDI is based on expert consensus
characterization of "ideal critical thinker” in 1990s

&® 75 items

€ 7 subscales



FETERE

W N

~ Lh

A

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

HHEH RS BREEGITERTLEN S H R R A MENY
FEGTEMEEER AL F Y -

RIS - 1R B A SRR R -

B EHBA RSB RBEE -

EEE PR ERE - ERRENRETREE— BEREH -
Ei AR SR R BTN ) RO -

FREBEA AL TEARE: -

PG AT B - R T IEET -

U B B RS e FEARE T -
SRR R - TR TR -
(TR E G 8%~ BT - RED) R RREUEATIE R -
BRI AL AR EIR » TEGERE -

T BRI REE S -

BALRE AR — I (R R A E R ek -

TR ORISR AR B A B -
BB IRE TR - R BRI -

/SRR » R AR AR GER RS - RN e -

1

5




Measuring instrument (cont’):

» CCCTDI - 75 items, 7 subscales

® truth-seeking (12 items)
open-mindedness (12 items)
analytical (11 items)
systematic (11 items)
Inquisitiveness (10 items)
self-confidence (9 items)
maturity(10 items)

» Eventually, all subscales convert to a possible score of 10 to
60: =30 - negative, 31-39 - ambivalence, 40+ - positive
> l.e. total score with a possible range of 70 to 420
=210 - negative, 211-279 — ambivalence, 280+ - positive



Measuring instrument(cont’):

» Chinese versions
& Translated by academia of nursing in Taiwan
in 2002 — 75 items
& Translated by academia of nursing in other
Chinese communities since then — 75 items

€ Translated and modified to 70 items (7 items
in each subscale) by academia of nursing of
Hong Kong Polytechnic University and
mainland universities in 2002



Targeted study population

» Bachelor degree level pre-registration
nursing students of Chinese communities

» Bachelor degree level pre-registration
nursing students of other countries who
took part in cross-cultural studies with
Chinese communities




Sample included in this study:

»0One Macau study (&7 )—
>O0ne Hong Kong study (®* ~ * #)—
» Three Mainland studies — the studies with the
largest three samples
® L *® F ¥ JFx - 681 students —
€ P % F 4 ¥ —531 students —
€ 7o ¥ [ —296 students -
»0ne Taiwan (E] = & #*) and USA study —
»0ne HK (4 /& ~ %) & Australia study —
»0ne Mainland (& % % if ) & Japan study —



Data collection methods:

» The data of Macau is obtained from a sample of
about 500 nursing students studying in Kiang
Wu nursing college of Macau - the study results
has not yet published.

» The data of other communities are obtained
from the published studies of other researchers
which used CCTDI as the measuring instrument
of critical thinking disposition.



Table 1. Mean scores of CCTDI

Al B FHA &I T BBH 5Bl V82 Japan Aust USA

(with Aus) (with US)

(with Ja)

Truthseeking 36.7 31.9 31.3 31 387 358 38.1 314 349 35 39.2
Openmindedness 41.2 38.1 38.4 409 439 416 37.7 375 41.8 41.9 43.9
Analyticity 41.1 406 41.3 43 453 43.1 31.4 423 36.6 41.7 43.1
Systematicity 36.4 36.6 37.1 38.3 40.2 38.4 33.3 38.8 35.1 38.5 41.1
Self-confidence

of critical 39.4 38.3 40.3 425 429 39.3 29.3 445 33.1 40.7 47.3
thinking

Inquisitiveness  42.2 42.1 46.3 484 47.8 419 31.0 46.3 46.6 46.3 42.9
MEITG) & 385 37.0 363 395 43.0 39.1 425 36.9 437 43.6 45.7
judgment

Total 275 265 268 284 302 284 244 278 272 288 303




Table 1a. Mean scores of CCTDI

] J/E E& | adh L &8 s PEZ Japan Aust USA

(with Aus)| (with US) (with Ja)

Total 275 (265 268 | 284 302 284 244 278 272 288 303

» Total score with a possible range of 70 to 420
<210 — negative, 211-279 — ambivalence, 280+ — positive



Table 2. Mean scores and (Rank) of CCTDI of Chinese communities

Mean  (Rank)

of 8 U
Truthseeking £ 45 £ 4p 344 (1)
Systematicity & & i it 4 374  (2)
I\fajt:rE|\t3%(JL0)1;i judgment 39.1 (3)
o ot 05 @
Openmindedness = < & {8 39.9 (5)
Analyticity 4 17 it # 41.0 (6)
Inquisitiveness -+ 4x 43.3 (7)
Total 275 265 268 284 302 284 244 278 275

» All subscales with a possible range of 10 - 60
» =30 — negative, 31-39 — ambivalence, 40+ — positive



Table 2a. Mean scores and (Rank) of CCTDI of Chinese communities

Al | FE BE ) adl | WL E9H BH PHZ Mean (Rank)
(with Aus) | (with US) (with Ja) |of 8 U
Truthseeking 36.7 (2) 31.9 (1) 31.3 (1) 31.0(1) (38.7 (1) 35.8 (1) 38.1 (6)31.4 (1)| 34.4 (1)
Systematicity 36.4 (1) [36.6 (2) 37.1(3)|38.3(2)|40.2 (2) 38.4(2)33.3 (4)38.8(4)| 37.4 (2)
J!\Sgg:;';?]’t()f 38.5 (3) [37.0 (3) 36.3 (2) | 39.5 (3) |43.0 (4) 39.1 (3) 42,5 (7)36.9 (2)| 39.1 (3)
fﬁ'tfcc;?':;'ﬂi?ﬁg o 30.4 (4) [38.3 (5) 40.3 (5) | 4255 (5) |42.9 (3) 39.3 (4) 20.3 (1) 445 (6)| 396 (4)
Openmindedness 41.2 (6) 38.1 (4) 38.4 (4)| 40.9 (4) |43.9 (5) 41.6 (5)37.7 (5)37.5 (3)| 39.9 (5)
Analyticity 41.1 (5) |40.6 (6) 41.3(6)|43.0(6)|45.3 (6) 43.1 (7)31.4 (3)42.3(5) 41.0 (6)
Inquisitiveness  42.2 (7) [42.1 (7) 46.3 (7)|48.4(7) |47.8 (7) 41.9 (6) 31.1 (2)46.3 (7)| 43.3 (7)
Total 275 | 265 268 | 284 | 302 284 244 278 275

» All subscales with a possible score of 10 to 60:
=30 — negative, 31-39 — ambivalence, 40+ — positive



Table 1. Mean scores and (Rank) of CCTDI of cross-cultural studies

HA =l P5%* Japan Australia USA Mean (Rank)

(with Au) (with US) (with Ja) (with Main) (with HK) (with Taiwan) Of 8 U
Truthseeking 31.3 (1) 31.0(1) 314(1) 349(2) 350(1) 39.2(1) 34.4 (1)
Systematicity 37.1(3) 383(2) 388 (4) 35.1(3) 385(2) 411(2) 374 (2)
Maturity of judgment 36.3 (2) 39.5(3) 36.9(2) 43.7(6) 436(6) 457(6) 39.1 ()
Sﬁ'tfc‘;(l’?:]'ﬂi?ﬁg o 403(5) 425(5) 445(6) 331(1) 407(3) 473(7) 396 (4)
Openmindedness 38.4(4) 409(4) 375(3) 41.8(5) 41.9(5) 439(5) 39.9 (5)
Analyticity 41.3 (6) 43.0(6) 423(5) 36.6(4) 41.7(4) 431(4) 410 (6)
Inquisitiveness 46.3 (7) 48.4(7) 463(7) 46.6(7) 463(7) 429(3) 433 (7)
Total 268 284 278 2172 288 303 275




Discussion:

The most noteworthy difference between nursing
students in Chinese communities and nursing
students of other three culture are in the subscales
of maturity of judgment.
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Discussion(Cont’):
A study of student prosthetists and orthotists Iin

Hong Kong obtained similar results as the
nursing students of Chinese communities

YearO Yearl Year2 Year3 8 Nursing
Truthseeking 32 31 30 34 34.4
Openmindedness 37 38 40 40 39.9
Analyticity 39 41 42 41 41.0
Systematicity 36 37 36 39 37.4
Self-confidence of CT 39 39 38 41 39.6
Inquisitiveness 40 41 44 45 43.3
Maturity of judgment 35 35 33 42 39.1
Total 2959 263 262 282 215




Disscussion (cont’):

» The relative low in critical thinking disposition
scores and the problem in maturity of judgment
may be a common issue among university
students of Chinese community.

» During the planning and implementation of
transformation from teaching-centered to
learning-centered pedagogy for Chinese
university students, awareness of and attention
to these issues may be needed.



Welcome of
questions and comments




