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Abstract

Objective: To explore the application effect of simple standardized patient + micro-class teach-
ing in gastrointestinal system surgery nursing teaching. Methods: The second-year students of
nursing major in a medical university in Xinjiang province were randomly divided into the con-
trol group and the experimental group. The control group adopted the traditional teaching
mode, and the experimental group adopted the teaching mode of “simple standardized patient +
micro-class”. The teaching effect was evaluated by theoretical assessment and critical thinking
skills test. Results: In the theoretical assessment of nursing students in the two groups, the total
of theoretical scores, single choice, multiple choice, fill in the blank, noun explanation, simple
answer and case analysis were compared. The total score of theoretical scores in the experi-
mental group was 82.586.15 points, while the total score of theoretical scores in the control
group was 75.233.65 points. The difference was statistically significant (P < 0.05). The scores of
single choice, fill in the blank, explanation, short answer and case analysis in the two groups
were statistically significant (P < 0.05). The total score of critical thinking ability and the score
of 5 dimensions of nursing students in the two groups were statistically significant (P < 0.05).
Conclusion: The application of simple standardized patient + micro-class teaching in gastroin-
testinal system surgery nursing teaching of nursing students in higher vocational colleges can
improve their interest in learning, enhance their understanding of teaching content, and im-
prove their comprehensive ability through the selection of real cases and standardized patients'
role playing.
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Table 1. Comparison of theoretical assessment results between two groups of nursing students ( X + S , scores)
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Table 2. The scores of critical thinking ability of nursing students in two groups were compared ( X + S , scores)
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