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Abstract

Objective: To explore the application effect of root cause analysis method in outpatient nursing
teaching. Methods: A retrospective analysis method was used to sort out the 24 nursing interns
who were in the outpatient practice rotation in our hospital from June 2019 to March 2020. The
satisfaction degree of the outpatient theory, operation assessment and teaching questionnaire
was sorted out, the root cause was analyzed, and take the corresponding measures and implement
them, improve and establish a system related to teaching, conduct theoretical and operational as-
sessments on students when they leave the department, and conduct timely teaching effect evalu-
ations. Evaluate and track the effects of the intervention from June 2020 to March 2021. Results:
From June 2020 to March 2021, the relevant intervention measures were implemented according
to the root cause analysis method. The scores of outpatient nursing interns’ theory, skill operation
assessment, and nursing students’ satisfaction with clinical nursing teaching were all higher than
those of the control group. Compared between the two groups, the difference was statistically sig-
nificant (P < 0.05). Conclusion: The root cause analysis method is used in the teaching manage-
ment of outpatient nursing interns, which helps to improve outpatient nursing students’ compre-
hensive ability in clinical internship and their satisfaction with nursing teaching.
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Table 1. Basic situation of 20 outpatient interns in our department
= 120 i iSSP E AR LI EARER

TiH kS 4 Rl LE (%)
T (F)

<18 3 15%
18~22 17 85%
]

i 8 40%
N 12 60%

ANBFEH
2 20 100%
&
PR RS (47)
<60 0 0%
60~70 10 50%
71~80 7 35%
81~90 3 15%
>90 0 0%
BAE RS (or) (: IRAEIR BT A RS, #RAE 2> < 85 3 MIAHAZAS Ked)
<85 0 0%
85~90 14 70%
91~95 6 30%
>95 0 0%
PR BRI RE () (. AR IR B AR OGO, R < 90 43 I AT R EEAR)

<60 2 10%
60~70 9 45%
70~80 6 30%
80~90 3 15%
>90 0 0%
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Figure 1. All possible “fishbone diagrams” for nursing students’ poor grades in the subject
assessment and low satisfaction with teaching
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Table 2. The examination results of the two groups of nursing students
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Table 3. Evaluation of the teaching effect of the two groups of nursing students
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