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BACKGROUND & RATIONALE

- Simulation is essential in nursing education

to develop clinical judgment and decision-

making;

- Technological advances have enabled

immersive methods, such as holography, 

offering a new dimension of realism;

- Social presence and emotional engagement

may be enhanced through holographic

prebriefing;

- Few studies compare holography and video

simulation using standardized instruments.

PURPOSE 

Objective: Compare students’ perceptions of

effectiveness and social presence in

holographic vs. flat screen prebriefing.

HYPHOTESIS

Holographic prebriefing would enhance

confidence, learning, and presence more than

traditional video.

METHODS

This study employed a quantitative, quasi-

experimental design with two parallel groups: one 

using holographic patient simulation (H) and 

another using video-based simulation (F).

Design and Sample

The research was conducted at the University 

of Central Florida (UCF), School of Nursing, 

and approved by the Institutional Review 

Board (IRB). Data collection occurred from 

January to March 2025. 

127 nursing students randomly assigned to 

two groups: Hologram (n = 64) and Flat 

Screen Video (n = 63). Participants engaged in 

a clinical simulation scenario involving a 

pediatric patient, followed by a structured 

debriefing. Data were collected using a 

Demographic Survey, the Simulation 

Effectiveness Tool – Modified (SET-M), and 

the Social Presence Scale. Descriptive and 

inferential statistical analyses were conducted 

(t-tests and chi-square tests).
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CLINICAL SCENARIO

•Pediatric patient: 14-year-old "Nicole"

•Goals: health history-taking, communication, 

psychosocial assessment

•Duration: 10-min interaction, 5-min small

group, 20-min debriefing

•Tools: Proto hologram table vs. pre-recorded

videoMonica Lino1, PhD, BSN, RN, MSN, PhD; Desiree Díaz2, PhD, FNP-BC, CNE, CHSE, 

ANEF, FAAN;  Peggy Hill, PhD, RN, CHSE2, Jaqueline Lamanna2, PhD, APRN, ANP-BC, 

BC-ADM, CDCES, FADCES, FAANP

Exploring the impact of Holograms in Prebriefing on 

Nursing Students’ Empathy in Simulated Patient 

Care: a cross-over study
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DISCUSSION

Holography enhanced emotional expression 

and presence; Flat screen facilitated 

reflection and confidence during debrief; 

Both groups demonstrated learning, 

supporting blended approaches.

RESULTS – SET-M

These findings indicate that both

simulation methods were generally

perceived as effective by participants. 

However, statistically significant

differences emerged in specific

aspects of the debriefing dimension. 

All other dimensions (prebriefing and

scenario itens) showed no statistically

significant differences between groups, 

suggesting similar perceptions of

simulation effectiveness across most

aspects of the simulation experience. 

RESULTS – Demographics 

No significant differences between groups.

RESULTS – SET-M

These findings indicate that both simulation methods were

generally perceived as effective by participants. However,

statistically significant differences emerged in specific

aspects of the debriefing dimension. All other

dimensions (prebriefing and scenario itens) showed no

statistically significant differences between groups,

suggesting similar perceptions of simulation

effectiveness across most aspects of the simulation

experience.

RESULTS – Social Presence Scale

These findings indicate significantly higher perceptions

of social presence in the Hologram Group, particularly in 

items related to realism and engagement (Presence 1, 

Presence 3, and Presence 5), suggesting greater

perceived interaction and immersion in the holographic

simulation environment. 
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