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Abstract

Objective: To explore the application effect of information-based hybrid education and teaching
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methods in neurology nursing. Methods: College students of 2018 and 2019 from the nursing
department of a nursing school in Beijing were divided into the experimental group (44 stu-
dents from class 2019) and the control group (43 students from class 2018). The experimental
group adopted the mixed teaching mode of information, while the control group adopted the
traditional teaching mode of the past. Neurology nursing theory skills assessment scores,
teaching quality and teaching satisfaction of the two groups were compared, with P < 0.05 indi-
cating statistically significant differences. Results: The performances of the 2019 grade nursing
students of the Luhe Clinical Medical College of Capital Medical University were better than the
2018 grade data of the control group, and the difference between the two groups was statisti-
cally significant (P < 0.05); in addition, the teaching quality and teaching satisfaction evaluation
scores of the experimental group were higher than those of the control group, with statistical
significance (P < 0.05). Conclusions: The application of information-based teaching mode in
neurology nursing teaching can obviously improve students’ knowledge level and the quality of
neurology nursing teaching, laying a certain foundation for deepening the reform of teaching
mode.
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Table 1. The age, sex and place of origin of the two groups of nursing students were compared
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Table 2. Comparison of neurology theory and skill operation scores of two groups of nursing students
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Table 3. Two groups of students’ evaluation of the quality of teaching
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Table 4. Two groups of students’ evaluation of teaching satisfaction
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