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The importance of using a structured debriefing model in simulation

is well established and forms a pivotal phase in experiential learning
[1-4]. There are several notable structured debriefing models designed to
promote individual and team reflection [2,5,6]. In 1998, the Scottish centre
debriefing model (SCDM) was developed by the Scottish Centre

for Simulation and Clinical Human Factors (SCSCHF). It is a learner-
centred, multi-phased, facilitated reflection tool, widely used across
Scotland. This Key Concept article explains the SCDM structure:

o Reactions: ‘How are you feeling?’ This phase allows space for
participants’ emotional reactions to the simulation to be expressed.

It allows the dust to settle from the emotional energy of the scenario
before moving into more analytical phases. At this point, the debriefer

is gathering information about the level of learner engagement and
challenge experienced; mindful they may need to acknowledge, validate
and/or defuse some of the stronger reactions if required. Once emotions
have been expressed and validated, the learning conversation transitions
into the Agenda setting phase.

o Agenda: This phase seeks to create a learner-led list of items of interest
based on their perception of what they experienced and observed and
can be completed in a matter of minutes. This is the learners’ space and
while the facilitator may guide and clarify, they will not add their agenda
or observations in this phase.

There are several approaches that might be deployed to generate the learners’
agenda, including plus/delta [7], guided description or open questioning.

At this point there is agreement within the group to limit the discussion,

to focus together on populating a list to be discussed later in the debrief.
Another key function of this phase is the opportunity to allow everyone

into the conversation, whether they were in the scenario or observing.

In a constructively aligned scenario, the learners will express interest in
discussing the elements related to the intended learning objectives (ILOs) and
so these elements will appear on the learner-led agenda. Once elements of the
ILOs have been raised as agenda items, and all participants have had a chance
to contribute, the Agenda phase is complete and the conversation transitions
into the Analysis phase.
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o Analysis: In this phase, the debriefer retains a more active facilitative
role, actively guiding discussion around each ILO in turn, using the
generated agenda items as a springboard. To guide this phase, the SCDM
is explicit about the following three analytic devices:

e Frames-based questions: Each of the selected themes are explored
using observations and curious questioning as part of a frames-based
approach [5].

o Video: Where appropriate, signposted video from the scenario is used to
facilitate conversation, aid recall and promote analysis.

e Microteach: Where it is clear that the requisite knowledge or lived
experience is not in the debrief space, the facilitator can offer a short
didactic microteach to fill the gap. This device is only deployed as
required and for an experienced debriefer using constructively aligned
content, will often not be required.

e Take-Home Messages: The concluding phase of the SCDM is a collection
of the learners’ take-home messages. These are designed to be as
practical and actionable as possible from the learners and in their own
words. This is also a localized evaluation of whether the faculty have
effectively designed and delivered a constructively aligned simulation
learning event (and may help identify previously unidentified learning
opportunities) for participants [8].

Acknowledgements

We would like to acknowledge Julie Mardon, Michael Moneypenny and Joel
Burton (the Scottish Centre for Simulation and Clinical Human Factors) with
whom this debrief model could not exist.

Authors’ contributions

Lead author - responsible for writing the article. All authors - responsible for
collaborating in and editing the work as well as developing and promoting the
Scottish Centre Debrief Model itself.

References

1. Palaganas JC, Fey M, Simon R. Structured debriefing in simulation-based
education. AACN Advanced Critical Care. 2016 Feb;27(1):78-85.

2. Eppich W, Cheng A. Promoting Excellence and Reflective Learning in
Simulation (PEARLS): development and rationale for a blended approach to
health care simulation debriefing. Simulation in Healthcare: Journal of the
Society for Simulation in Healthcare. 2015 Apr;10(2):106-115.

3. Dieckmann P, Molin Friis S, Lippert A, Ostergaard D. The art and science of debriefing
in simulation: ideal and practice. Medical Teacher. 2009 Jul;31(7):e287-e294.

4. Fanning RM, Gaba DM. The role of debriefing in simulation-based learning.
Simulation in Healthcare: Journal of the Society for Simulation in
Healthcare. 2007 Jul;2(2):115-125.

5. Rudolph JW, Simon R, Dufresne RL, Daniel BR. There’s no such thing as
“nonjudgmental” debriefing: a theory and method for debriefing with good
judgment. Simulation in Healthcare: Journal of the Society for Simulation
in Healthcare. 2006 Jun;1(1):49-55.

6. Jaye P, Thomas L, Reedy G. ‘The Diamond’: a structure for simulation
debrief. The Clinical Teacher. 2015 Jun;12(3):171-175.

7. Cheng A, Eppich W, Epps C, Kolbe M, Meguerdichian M, Grant V. Embracing
informed learner self-assessment during debriefing: the art of plus-delta.
Advances in Simulation. 2021 Jun 5;6(22):1-9.

8. Biggs J, Tang C. Teaching for quality learning at university what the student
does. 4th edition. Society for Research into Higher Education, Open
University Press, Berkshire. 2011.

© The Author(s). 2023 Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-Share Alike 4.0 International License
(https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit
to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The Creative Commons Public Domain
Dedication waiver (http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/) applies to the data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated).


https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.54531/lvxq6860&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2023-04-18
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2424-0482
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/﻿
http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/﻿

