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Abstract

Objective: To construct a teaching model of Nursing Management based on the concept attainment
model and evaluate its application effects. Methods: A total of 90 nursing undergraduates from two
parallel classes in a nursing college were selected as participants. The experimental group (n = 45)
received concept attainment model teaching, while the control group (n = 45) received traditional
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teaching. Scores of knowledge mastery, practical ability, clinical decision-making and judgment abil-
ity, communication and collaboration ability, and course satisfaction were compared between the
two groups after teaching. Results: The experimental group scored significantly higher than the con-
trol group in all evaluation dimensions. The most significant improvements were observed in prac-
tical ability (t = 5.83, p < 0.001, d = 1.46), clinical decision-making and judgment ability (t = 5.21, p <
0.001, d = 1.29), and communication and collaboration ability (t=4.87,p <0.001, d = 1.16), all show-
ing large effect sizes. For course satisfaction, the experimental group scored 89.9 * 4.2, significantly
higher than the control group’s 70.3 + 5.4 (p < 0.01). Conclusion: The teaching reform of Nursing
Management based on the concept attainment model effectively addresses the traditional teaching
dilemma of “tedious theory and lack of practical relevance”, significantly improving students’ prac-
tical ability and course attainment, transforming a theoretical course into an applied course with pro-
fessional value. This model provides a reference for teaching reform of other theoretical courses in
nursing education.
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Table 1. List of four-step teaching process and corresponding teacher-student activities in the concept attainment model
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Table 3. Evaluation indicators and weights of scenario-based simulation assessment

¥ 3. FIREME RN e SN E
PO YESE RAEELN BE WPl o B

] R BE 71(20%) KRR REJ1(25%) 5 SR8 BE J1(30%)
PAT SRR 11(25%)

MR RS I (E RS BE . WERHY . Sl e, 7RIS

SEEkRE 100%  0~100 %%  0.89

100%  0~100%r  0.87

fe B S5 RIS SR 20 )
M ERE LI W E (20%)~ Wﬂﬁz&ﬁgé%) TSR (25%) . HIBA 100%  0-1004F 0.8

234. REEHSSIHESE

B VAN THEIZSCREEL 5 44 % RN B REE K 30 %A TN 1E1T . 1B S E % 2
LHTEVE, FEEVPE AT, R SPSS26.0 /T4, THEVRILA(x £5)FIR, 4L BRI kT
FEAR t AR50 THEURRLERA 25 . DL p<0.05 AERBGI#E N, MM EKH Cohen’sd (0.2 7/ 0.5
. 0.8 K)o

2.4. MIEEE

FEIER TR AT, WEAE A RS 53 (5 LR AL IR AL A A R4 T VEAAR Rt 701
FIEH) » DLOSIBRUH, FrR R TNE S H B IR N ZESR . AR RS LD
PEAEAT ST SN o DA PR R B2 AR OB EE , BF TT 8 (L 3 T AR A R IR 5 et B4 L2 4, R il ey
LR R e G, R AE TR — DR IR A 2 A R i 5 S AU [ O BE & AR A A s e R (B A
SEREHE . RO EEIAEIA LI TR, Rk 2 I T 55 EE, DUl IR R4 A 2R A [R5
FRECH R HeA BEIRIBUR] -

3. &R
3.1. FRFEERE BRI

PR AR BN R AR AP L ARV, AT C B e ERt o R RPN S5 Lol B RlER AR, %
S ARIE B PSRRI . R T ZE R TG S N RGP B R S
REGTEATTEE, AR HAE 4.

Table 4. Comparison of baseline data between the two groups of students
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Table 5. Comparison of learning outcomes between the two groups of students
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