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Abstract This study was conducted to examine the effects of a Kahoot!-based class, a game-based
student response system, on nursing students’ learning commitment, academic stress, and academic
performance self-efficacy. Nursing students were assigned to an experimental group (n = 44) and a
control group (n = 44), and pre—post changes following the Kahoot!-based intervention were compared
between groups. The intervention was implemented from March 3 to April 11, 2025, and the collected
data were analyzed using SPSS Win 28.0. The results showed that, compared with the control group,
the experimental group demonstrated a statistically significant increase in learning commitment and a
statistically significant decrease in academic stress. In contrast, although academic performance
self-efficacy tended to increase in the experimental group, the between-group comparison of change
scores did not reach statistical significance. In conclusion, the findings suggest that a Kahoot!-based
class, as a game-based student response system, may vyield relatively immediate effects on
process-related outcomes such as students’ participation and affective responses, whereas deeper
belief-related outcomes such as self-efficacy may be less likely to show significant change with a
short-term intervention. This study is meaningful in that it multidimensionally evaluated the educational
effects of a game-based student response system within the context of nursing education.

Key Words : game-based student response system, learning engagement, academic stress, academic
self-efficacy, nursing students
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{Table 2> Homogeneity of Dependent Variables in

Pretest
N=88
) Exp. (n=44) | Cont. (n=44)

Variables Mean+SD Mean+SD w s
Learning 2.90:0.51 | 3.00:055 | 090 | .370
commitment
Academic 421096 | 416:077 | -028 | .783
stress
Academic
performance 4.37+0.46 4.48+0.51 1.05 297
Self-efficacy

Exp.=Experimental group; Cont.=Control group; SD=standard deviation
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S g4y AEsH  HIRR
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(Table 3) Difference of Dependent Variables
between Two Group

N=88
Variables Grou| Pretest | Posttest ) Diﬁ‘erencet or
p | MeantSD | Mean+SD P Mean+SD 97
e |2.90:051|3.44:060] , 219 |0 5ar0.86
Learning .001) -
o 50 2.73.008
Cont.|3.00+0.55(3.05+0.60 . 0.05£0.83
(.690)
3.99
| Exp. |4.21£0.96|3.5240.82 ) e |-060£1.16
Academic «.001) v
Stress 2019 2.99.004
Cont.|4.16+0.77|4.20£0.84 (848) 0.03£1.15
pcademic | Exp. |4.37¢0.46|457:050] 179 |020t0.75
(.080)
performance 0.5 1.03| .304
Self-efficacy|Cont.| 4.48+0.51|4.51+0.66 (865) 0.03+£0.82

* P05, ** P01, ***P(.001
Exp.=Experimental group; Cont.=Control group; SD=standard deviation
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