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Abstract

Objective: The objective is exploring the practical application of narrative education for teaching
TESEE .
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clinical nursing thinking. Methods: A total of 182 nursing students from 4 classes of grade 2020
were selected by cluster random sampling. Nursing students were divided into control group (92)
and intervention group (90) by coin tossing. The control group used case teaching mode for teach-
ing, and the intervention group used narrative education teaching on the basis of case teaching.
The scores of humanistic care ability evaluation scale before and after teaching were compared
between the two groups, and the reflection diary of the intervention group after teaching was
analyzed. Results: There was no significant difference between the two groups before teaching
(p > 0.05); after teaching, the scores of humanistic care ability evaluation scale of nursing students
in the intervention group were higher than those in the control group, and the difference was sta-
tistically significant (p < 0.05); three themes were extracted from the reflective diary of the inter-
vention group: narrative education improved the communication and expression ability of nurs-
ing students; narrative education improves the professional identity of nursing students; narra-
tive education improves the learning interest of nursing students. Conclusion: Narrative education
improves nursing students’ humanistic care ability, communication and expression ability, pro-
fessional identity and learning interest.

Keywords

Narrative Education, Clinical Nursing Thinking, Nursing Students, Humanistic Care

Copyright © 2022 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

1. 518

B ORI R A ) - D3 — 4 R B RA FAE, AT AR 7 B RE AT A
SR B3 NSO R[] IERYP S8 B (P T AR S T DA, P2 R
BB AT I SRR A b, BIREE SR, EARBIE. ASCH SR AT Rl
SR ARG 5 By SRR, FERLRER N B e (0 A SCOEPR BT PR 50
SCEEEURBIHOERE, BT RIL. A0 MR ORI, (R 2 T XHEN
SCRARRER 0K 96 . BUIHEIBNAUE . RSB 2 AL R 2207, e SR FE TR,
ST 5 \SCRT RS, LRI A SCRIACHVE, 4 BT A SO R 9 57, 53
S50 F012] [3]. ATF SO0 BUR SRR S B A B, I3 T — MR

2. ZINEH*E
21, — AR

K BT B LA AR P 7 V200 BT B8 T 6 R M L 2020 R A7 BEL T A 4 NBEZRIL 182 42 27 A NI T %
F, RJHPORE T 7 iR E 2 NP AR (92 N), HoR 2 NPT TRA(0 N). PR AAEE )
Fhe. RO LD. REIETE - RETRT I, ZRESH AR ((p > 0.05), AAWEHME. #
A2p A prif il (AR R . L ERFE S M )
22. %

HIBE FE 3 AN S8 Ot 4L R 0, BARTE I T

DOI: 10.12677/ae.2022.127364 2395 HaidtE


https://doi.org/10.12677/ae.2022.127364
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

XJite &%

2.2.1. XA

PUEETTR: WAREBE L TEAR IR T /A (R B 4E TR ) 55, HUMEE HeAst, ™
TR A T RIS o AR BT T B i PRI BB RS, 3 32 2, 3 i) v [ 2 245 R 45
fho BEME RGN (IR R B Y R B REER A N ) N RIRENS . il i RGN ETHE, IR AE R
FIARIEEAR, R PR I BB LERE J) I BB, O 5 R4 BN SO 0 2

2.2.2. FF4

TE R BEHIFERE 1R AU 28 #E ik

1) MFHFZMBE S H . AFRM TR IERIEAE . 4 R B BOM ) TAE S G 2256 DA
SRR A S [4] [5], AT DR EE AR A SRR DU, B0 WG B EARMER
2516] [7] [8]. HWFE/NHE R TAVE, @it kA A . MR IHEE. RERIESICENHEEM .
PR AR K BIN . A 18, JLRIAHSCER N %S, IEBEAE. ITRKBCERM I TR, ieHR
MIE R, 2058 I PRI EE 4R (AL =M

2) FUFH S N[O AUE I B HOF AR P BT IR R L R U, 4 5 A B

© WATRA TR WATAE ST, R TS5, FOMET o 8 B AR SR M g 5
BB #2F & . HEFFEEZEEM RN (AR « (EARBE) « (EERRE) %.

@ W EIMEM. b, FTELRRE RG] PIEERRE AR, USSR, BRG R
ER By

® BRI, HHERIEMGRE WS, 5 FEENEMTE— b BB g, %)
iR, WORSFENCOCHERK. SE A A miT RS, KRSAMIM. FERE, &
WH— 2 A RAREBNR 5 IFMUF . ARhREW S G 8, R EN AR, B4 5=
H CISE B2 ) I .

@ SEERTHERLS . FUTOIE B — A LT IUSL IR R FAE SE  B 5, fe TE DU A,
BHAT O, 5SRO NIRRT B . 47 AE 5 AR & 0 R B NI SR AT, 38 F BT R AR A
T SE AR AN R B8 69 A4

® PEREBHIC. #RsmPAEBSREHS, aTUSEEM. BN, BBk E ORI S
SR A O BT AT KRG, ZORE A SR, AR T RIAR TR,

2.3. Winiedr
2.3.1. PEASCXIRRENFE

K R UK[L014w Bl O 26 N SCOR MR BE PRI 3R, ZERIL 8 4E1% 45 % H, BT #ERESM
WHOKH) BEAET 4H) NEFMMNENG 4 H) BHEAMRIERE NS4 4 H) e SEARH
R4 % H). RO RIFIAEIG 44 H) (SRR EG 4 H) HERRFAEG 24 H). S4EESBAEEE
BT, A SCICPRRE JIRRGR . 4 BRSO R G 1 PR AR A P 1) 36 B R ORI BT R0 2, 40 S L P 4L
B R N SCRMBE J1PP
23.2. R FmEARE AR

Bl s o b T T4 s 8 g, FRE S
2.4, GHERE

K SPSS19.0 A #EAT 40T, KR £ FrEZE (X £5)FoR, AR ELECRH t K5, p<0.05H4

DOI: 10.12677/ae.2022.127364 2396 HHHRE


https://doi.org/10.12677/ae.2022.127364

XJite &%

T L
3. &R

3.1 PEAXXIFEITENEBRAESE R

SRR % 182 43, A 2% 182 45, IS AEIR Jy 100%. ST, PRI A
KWREIPFM BRI LR, ZRTESHE L (p > 0.05) W% 1; #¥4n, THAPAEMASCRIEEN
SRR B B TR R, ERA LS L (p < 0.05), W 2, SRR R T IR
AR

Table 1. Comparison of student humanities and nursing ability scale scores between the two groups before teaching (X +s)
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Table 2. Comparison of student humanities care ability scale scores between two groups after teaching (X +s)
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