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Introduction

The clinical skills training at medical schools provides the opportunity for future medical doctors to
deal with the client with proper care, diagnosis of the disease, first aid, treatment, nursing, treatment,
counseling to address the complexity of the problem solving and the ethical attitude of the doctor.

To achieve this objective, it is necessary to assess the level of knowledge, skills and attitudes students
have acquired.

Goal

To analyze assignment of basic clinical skills assessment and to identify the level of kknowledge and skills
students who have graduated second year medical program at “Ach” Medical University during 2016-
2017 academic year.

Materials and Methods

The study was used as a descriptive model to measure the reliability of the assignment, the difficulty
factor of tasks, and the Hoffsten’s scores based on the tasks and performance of each station and
compared with the indicators.

Results

Based on Hoffsten’s study on the success rate of examiners at the 5 stations, the Hoffsten’s score
level of clinical examination was 68 percent, the physical examination station was 64 percent, the
station’s diagnostic level was 71 percent, the laboratory was 70 percent and the nursing station was
70 percent.

Conclusion

At each clinical trial, the differential diagnosis of each individual clinical trial, clinical interview, nursing
station and visual diagnostic station (DF> 95), at the laboratory and at the physical examination
station, assess the student with a higher grade of difficulty factor (DF> 80) to the Hoffsten’s score of
the basic clinical skills exam is set to be 70 percent.

Pp. 80-82, Tables 2, Figures 4, References 7
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YHaacnan

AHaraaxblH CypryynuyablH 9MH3M 3yNH yp YafBapblH
CypranTt Hb MPIdOYNH 3MY HapbIr YANYYYIardTam
36B XapbLaX, 6BYMH IMI3MMIAT 36B OHOLUSOX, aHXHbI
Tycrnamx y3yynax, SMunax, CyBunax, 3eBenree erex
39par anueaa acyyanbir LOrloop Hb LUWMAAB3PSX
M3AM3N, yp Yadsapbir ONroog 30rCOXryh 3MYUH
MIPraXUMH  €C  3yWH XaHgnara TeneBLUyynax
30pUNroTonroop sABargaar.

Tyc 30purogoo Xypd axwnnaxblH Tyng OYTHbI
933MLLC3H M3AJ13r, YafBap, XaHanarbir aiMap TyBLUUHA
Oaliraar yHanax Wwaapanarata 6omk 6anHa.

Ay Anaraax YxaaHbl Nx Cypryynb Hb 2016-2017 OHbI

XWY33NUINH XKMNIIC 3XM3H AHaraaxblH canbapbiH
CypranTblH XxeTenbéepT 3MH3N3yAH yp 4aaBapbir
YHANax sBubiH wanranteir I 6a V pgamxkaaHg
sIByynaxaap TeneeneH axunnax, “Cyypb yp Yagsap’-
blH LWanranTbll HUAT 5-H epTeeTanreep 30XUOH
Ganryynx aHaraaxbliH canbapbiH Il gamxkaaHbl HUAT
97 oloyTHbIr Xampyynnaa.

OtoyTaHa smap TyBLUMHA M3AJ13N, YagBap, xaHgnarsir
33aMLLYYIK DarHa B3a? yr acyyanbir XapxaH 6oguTon
YHAM3X B3? GmMA YHIMraarad sax Xunx Ba3? GuaHui
XVMINC3H YHAMra3 36B YY? r3C3H acyyaang YHIra3Huim
GarmiixaH 6upg  OyxaH aHxaaprnaa XaHayymk
QXunnax Hb SMHAN3YWH CypranTbliH  YHIMI33HUA



CYOAITTAA, WNHXNITS2

CMCTEMUIH Xerkung Yyxan ad xondorgonTton bereeq
6ua Cyypb yp YagBapblH WanranTbiH 5-H epTeeHni
AaanraBap 00MOH TYYHUIA T'YAUITIANUIAH Y3YYyNanTag
AYH LWUWHXWUTI3 XUIK, YHINTI3HUIAX33 aprbir Laalumng
XODKYYN3X 30pMNroop SHAXYY cydanraar Xunnaa.

Tynxyyp yr:
XYHOWAH 33par

Hawngeaptan Oampgan, 6ocro OHoO,

3opwunro

Cyypb yp 4agBapblH LWanrantaHg AaanraBpbiH AyH
LLUMHXWIT33 XUIAX

X3parnaraaxyyH, apra 3ym

Bug cypanraanbl  axungaa ‘A4’ AYUC-uiaH
AHaraaxbliH canbapeiH |l gamxaadnbl Cyypb yp
YagBapblH WanrantelH 5 epteeHu HuAT n=111
3MH3M3YMH TOXMONZON faanra.ap, TYYHO Y3YYI/CaH
OKOYTHbI aMXWUMTBIH TOOH M3A33MaNUIAT aluurnas.

- boawuT y3naruiiH eptee n=25 gaanrasap

- OMHan3ymH n=25

Jaanrasap
- [lypc oHOLWOrooHbl epTee n=16 gaanrasap

- JlabopatopuiiH eptee n=20 gaanraeap

AapununarbiH epTee

- CyBunaxynH eptee n=25 gaanrasap

Cypanraar HarsH ariHbl [JecKkpunTvMB 3arBapaap
AaanraBapblH HangBapTan Gangan, XyHO XeHreHun
3apar (The difficulty factor), wanranTteiH 6ocro oHoo
(Hoffsten method) TorToox apryygbir awwurnan
epTee Tyc OypuiiH gaanraeBap, TYYHWA TyWLSTrang

Tynryypnad  GonoBcpyynant  XumK,  Wanryyp
Y3YYNanTyyaTan XxapbLyynaH cyanas.

Yp AyH

Cyypb yp uYagBapblH LianranTblH  HanWgBapTan

Bananbir 5-H eptee Tyc Oyp 433p WanryynaryabiH
TYWUSTIAMMWIAT CyAnaXx y33xa4 3MHIN3YH sipununarbiH
epTeeH HangBapTan barpan (KR=0.92),
wanryynarygbliH 033g oHoo 100, goog oHoo 38,
6oaMT y3naruiH epTeeHd HamaeapTan Gangan
(KR=0.93), wanryynaryabiH 93g oHoo 100, goon
OHOO 20, AypC OHOLLNOrOOHbI epPTeeH HangBapTan
6apan (KR=0.86), gsag oHoo 100, moom oHoO
63, nabopatopuilH epTeeHn HamaeapTain Gangan
(KR=0.89), nasg oHoo 100, soon oHoo 30, cyBunaxymH
epTeeH Hanaeaptan 6angan (KR=0.89), o33 oHoo
100, poon oHoo 62 6anB (XycHarT 1).

Table 1. The reliability coefficient of basic clinical skills exam

Ne Station Case Students  Max. score MK bAlE, S.tdi Rl
score score deviation KR

1 Clinical interview 25 97 100,0 78,7 38,0 13,52 0,92

2 Physical 25 97 100,0 70,1 20,0 16,55 0,93

examination

3 Diagnostics 16 97 100,0 82,1 63,0 9,88 0,86

4 Laboratory 20 97 100,0 78,1 30,0 11,87 0,89

5 Nursing 25 97 100,0 85,1 62,0 10,43 0,89

Cyypb yp 4agBapblH LlanrantblH epTee Tyc (n=19) xyHa, 8 xyBb (N=8) xaMrnH TOXMPOMXTON, 35

OypuiH XyHOUAH 33pruir xaT xyHg (DF<0,3), xyHa
(DF=0.31-0.59), xamrunH Toxupomxrton (DF=0.60-
79), xeHreH (DF=0.80-0.94), xat xeHreH (DF>0,95)
F3COH y3yynanTasp eprtee Tyc Oypasp cyanax
Y33X34 AMHIM3YWMH epTeeHuin 25 paanraBpbiH 7
XyBb (n=7) fgaanraeap xyHA, 9 xyBb (nN=9) xaMrvmH
TOXMPOMXTON, 27 XyBb (N=26), X3T X6HreH 57 XyBb
(n=55) paanraBapyyn, 00OWT VY3M3ruiH ©PTEeHUN
25-H paanraBapbiH 3 xyBb (n=3) x3T xyHg, 20 xyBb

XyBb (N=34) xeHreH, 57 xyBb (N=33) X3T X6HreH, aypc
OHOLUSIOrOOHbI 6pTeeHUn 16 paanraBapbiH 8 XyBb
(n=8) xamruiH TOXMPOMXKTOW, 26 XyBb (N=25), X3aT
XOHreH 66 xyBb (N=64) naanrasapyyg, nabopaTtopuinH
epTeeHui 20 gaanraBapblH XaT XyH4, 1 xyBb (n=1), 4
XYBb (N=4) XYHA, XaMruiiH TOXMPOMXTON 1 XyBb (nN=1),
39 xyBb (nN=38) xeHreH, 55 xyBb (N=53) X3T XOHreH
AaanraBpyya TyC Tyc 333k OaviHa (XyCHarT 2).

Table 2. The difficulty factors in station

The difficulty factor
Ne Station - - : Students
n Very difficult n Difficult n Convenient n Easy n \Very easy
1 Clinical interview 0 0% 7 7% 9 9% 26 27% 55 57% 97
2 Physical examination 3 3% 19 20% 8 8% 34  35% 33 34% 97
3 Diagnostics 0 0% 0 0% 8 8% 25  26% 64 66% 97
4 Laboratory 1 1% 4 4% 1 1% 38  39% 53 55% 97
5 Nursing 0 0% 0 0% 6 6% 17 18% 74 76% 97
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WanrantelH epTeeHyyaunr gaecaH rax y3ax 6ocro
OHOOr 5-H epTeereep wWanryynaryabiH Y3yyrcaH
amxunTag yHOacnaH XoddcteHuin apraap cyanax
y39x34 OMHaN3yMH epTeeHnin 6ocro oHoo 68 XxyBb,

Aabrg percen tage (%)

L W Students

Rating percontage (%)

: Ny Students

Figure 3, Diagnostics

Xanuamx

BuoHun cyganraang wanrantblH epTee Tyc GypuiiH
SMH3N 3YyWH TOXuonzon pJdaanraBpblH  XYHOWWH
39par snraaran Gaviraa Gereeq cyypb yp YafBapblH
LWanranTbIr AaBcaH rax y3ax 6ocro oHoor 70 xyBuap
TOrTOOX BONMOMXKTON 3K Y3C3H Hb B.OWYHro0 HapbIH
2007 oHA XUIC3H OMHAN3YMH yp YadBapblH YHINI33
cypanraaHel yp ayHg 6ocro Hb 70 yen acyymxuiH
epTeeHeec (71.0) Bycag epTeeHYYAUAH XYHOWIH
39par xamrumH ToxmpomxkTon (55.0-66.0) 6GavHa
F3C3H Yp OYHT3M ToXupY banHa.

LyrHanTt:

1. WanranTblH HangBapTaw 6angan 5 epTeeHni
CTaTUCTMKWIAH XyBbA a4 xonborgon Oyxun
sANraaryn xaHrantram TyBLUMHA OaiHa.

2. WanranTtbiH epTee Tyc GYpUIH 3MH3N 3yWH
TOXMONZON [JdaanraBpbiH XYHOWAH  33par
Anraatai  Oyloy 9SMHAN3yMH spwununara,
CYBUNaxymH epTee, AYPC OHOLLMOrOOHbI
epTeeH xaT xeHreH (DF>95), nabopartopu
fornoH 60OWT Y3NArMIH ©pTeeHd XeHreH
Hytoy (DF>80) g33Lu y3yynanTTan SMHIN3YWH
TOXMONZoN AaanraBpaap OKYTHbIM YHIMC3H
6anHa. Cyypb yp 4YagBapblH Llanrantbir
JaBcaH rax y3ax 6ocro oHoor 70 xyBuap
TOrToOX Gonomxrow HarHa.
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