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Application of 5A teaching model combine with dynamic feedback in
the training of nurses for Da Vinci robotic surgery

FAN Rui, BIAN Mei, WANG Jingrong, GAO Lili, LIU Ting, SHI Wen

(Department of Anesthesia and Surgery, the Second Affiliated Hospital of Air Force Military Medical University, Xi’an 710038, China)

Abstract Objective: To explore the efficacy of the “Analysis, Aim, Accomplishment, Assessment, and Advancement” (5A) teaching
model combined with dynamic feedback in the clinical training of nurses for Da Vinci robotic surgery. Methods: 98 operating room
nurses with over 3 years of clinical experience requiring targeted training were selected. They were randomly divided into the conventional
group (n=49) and the 5A group (n=49), the conventional group received traditional standardized training, while the 5Agroup received
5A teaching model combined with dynamic feedback. Assessment outcomes, critical thinking, self-directed learning ability, healthcare
communication skills, and job competency were compared between the two groups. Results: After training the two groups of nurses were
all gained significant improvements in assessment scores, critical thinking disposition inventory scores, self-directed learning readiness
scale scores, interdisciplinary team communication assessment scale scores, and operating room specialist nurse competency questionnaire
scores compared with those before training (P<0.05). Notably, the 5A group showed superior outcomes compared to the conventional group
(P<0.05). Conclusion: The 5A teaching model combined with dynamic feedback can effectively enhance professional knowledge and
comprehensive competencies of nurses in Da Vinci robotic surgical nursing education, which has a satisfactory educational outcomes and
can be clinically promoted.
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WL N TR RGN IEF B 55 AR 59 B AR,
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AT W SA ZEEBIL G S B AL, B
KW BFNENE A, O S5A ZFl, 5
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BAER R ZAL, BT R B DL 2E ) Ak, il
32 BHHCE N SO BN H bR, RS R
PRI BCIE AL, PRUETZERL S B 0] P 58 LB, I mT
SCERASPEAL 222 SE R (Accomplishment ) - M4
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Table 1 Comparison of general data between the two groups of nurses [n (% ) , x =s]
TE EHMA (n=49) 5A 4R ( n=49) iy’ & P&
Mal (B %) 16 (32.65) /33 (67.35) 19 (38.78) /30 (61.22) 0.400 0.527
Fi (%) 25.25+2.05 25.76 +2.23 1.179 0.241
THEFER (F) 3.97+0.46 3.86+0.42 1.236 0.219
S0 (TR AR 28 (57.14) /21 (42.86) 24 (48.98) /25 (51.02) 0.656 0.418
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MR IR ER R R . ORI THeENT
Jei R R ) 1 A B T R R PR AN, A g
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1.4 GitZ27hE AUREEHE R SPSS 22.0 i
P93, R IR ERFOR % = Hr
M2 (z+s) I, AT R5; THECR R R
FBEL CEAEL) [n (%) 1 BB, 17 ) * K0
P<0.05 FRZEFAGI2HE L.

2 #HR

2.1 IR ST HeFRI AL EE ST S A S
B, ZRIGEIEE L (P>0.05) 5 #Hed)a g
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2AEIRIERE S BEEHT A R RRE 2 2R AT BA
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22 BB NG B AL 12 5 VAl PR B 3 A5 T
MBS E T AN, HSAHESTHEMY, 25
B FE X (P<0.05) , WS,

F2 BWAPLTEZRESILE (x5, &)
Table 2 Comparison of assessment outcomes between
the two groups of nurses (x+s, scores)

e BHA

65.49 +3.27

5A 48 tE
66.25 +3.45

P{E
0.266

1.119

|
=

z

st

HEip
D%
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an

85.14+4.05" 90.27+4.11° 6.223 <0.001

k

S

53.46+453 52.73+4.45 0.805 0.423

|
=

BIE
SR

U IS T 13
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an

80.41+3.67° 84.45+4.16° 5.098 <0.001

W SEAAFRTHIE, "P<0.05
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Table 3 Comparison of critical thinking between the two groups of nurses (x+s, scores )
R KIS
e tE P{E tE P{E
A 5A 4H HEHIZE 5A
SkEE 41.46+4.13 42.27 +4.32 0.949 0.345 48.76 +3.72° 52.11 +3.34° 4.691 <0.001
BIEFF IR 40.12 +4.83 40.75 + 4.64 0.658 0.512 47.72 +4.02° 51.89+3.71° 5336  <0.001
DT 38.72+3.57 38.14+3.48 0.814 0.417 46.55 +3.07° 50.12+2.72° 6.093  <0.001
Rt 34.58 +3.67 35.13+3.77 0.732 0.466 44.57 + 4.43° 49.26 + 4.49° 5.205 <0.001
BiEM 36.55+4.53 37.16+4.58 0.663 0.509 44.69 + 3.67° 49.17 + 3.54° 6.150 <0.001
a5 39.48+4.26 38.77+4.15 0.836 0.405 45.62 +4.03" 49.78 +3.72° 5340  <0.001
A 37.46 +3.26 37.94+3.31 0.723 0.471 47.27 +3.68" 51.12+3.61° 5.228 <0.001
BB 268.37 +7.51 270.16+7.14 1.209 0.230  325.18+6.41"° 353.45+567° 23.124  <0.001
e HFEAZEAAAL, "P<0.05
F4 FAPLTBERFIENLE (x5, 7))
Table 4 Comparison of self-learning ability between the two groups of nurses (x s, scores)
HEH BE
U= tE P{E tE P{E
EHE 5A 48 EHE BA 4R
FEhE 40.62 +5.33 41.37 +5.42 0.691 0.491 51.08+6.22° 58.35+5.18° 6.287  <0.001
SEREE S 31.79+4.79 31.13+4.71 0.688 0.493 41.59+4.11° 46.73 + 3.86° 6.381 <0.001
BHHES 28.79 +4.47 28.14+4.38 0.727 0.469 36.58 +4.07° 41,12 +4.02° 5556  <0.001
EEFT 14.568 +2.37 15.13 +2.67 1.078 0.284 17.12 £3.13" 20.26 +2.29° 5679  <0.001
TP 31.85+4.13 32.33+4.18 0.572 0.569 40.79 + 3.87° 4517 + 4.24° 5.707 <0.001
“H5F3 11.48+1.76 10.97 + 1.65 1.480 0.142 14.68+1.91° 16.98 +1.72° 6.264  <0.001
ISECYiN 169.11+5.17 159.07 +5.83 0.036 0.971 201.84+5.83° 22861+6.27° 21.887  <0.001
T HREABARiL, P<0.05
F*5 WHIPTEFGEREILE (x+s, 57)
Table 5 Comparison of doctor-nurse communication ability between the two groups of nurses (x s, scores)
R 2 ENS]
i E tE P{&E tE P{E
A 5A 48 A BA 4R
GEXR 11.12+1.63 10.87 £1.72 0.739 0.462 14.58 +1.24° 16.22 + 1.48" 5.946 <0.001
& 25.29+3.79 25.73 +3.87 0.569 0.571 32.70+3.41° 36.81+3.52° 5870  <0.001
HEHE 19.09 +3.47 19.54 +3.58 0.632 0.529 23.40+4.17° 27.03+3.61° 4.607  <0.001
BB 55.50 + 4.06 56.14 +3.71 0.815 0.417 70.68 +3.47° 80.06 + 4.59° 11.411  <0.001
e HFEAAEATAL, "P<0.05
25 RALBEES HFAIWATARELRH LML 3 8

T30 4% 4 VRO S B AR o LU B, 22 5 it
B (P>0.05) 5 e fa M TR E LR AR
T3 1) 45 4 FEVE Iy S AR 7 2w T U, H SA
Him THUA, ZRrA5157EL (P0.05)

3k 6,
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Table 6 Comparison of post competency between the two groups of nurses (x+s, scores )
R HHE
Qe tE P{E tE P&
EHE BA ¢ EHAE BA 48

R =57 21.06 +3.63 20.37 +3.42 0.968 0335  25.17+335°  2821+327° 4546  <0.001

TWAE 22.19+4.13 2277+424 0686 0494  2808+3.87° 32.12+3.69° 5289  <0.001

FARIPEREE 55.12 +5.37 54.14+5.18 0.919 0360 74.75+507° 80.67+522° 5695 <0.001

FAREHFALLIRE 12.78 +2.27 13.165 +2.46 0.774  0.441 165.87+3.12"°  19.30+2.74° 5782  <0.001

SAB IR EE 13.25+2.53 13.06 +2.28 0.391 0.697  15.69+3.07 19.17+£2.74° 5920  <0.001

PN 17.18 +3.16 17.82 +3.35 0.973  0.333  21.89+283  2478+241° 5442  <0.001

HBA S 1EBE 7.48+1.36 7.84+1.31 1.335 0.185 9.27 +1.62° 11.05+1.72° 5273  <0.001

BB 149.06+4.58 149.15+4.73  0.096  0.924 190.72+6.88° 214.30+8.36° 15245 <0.001

e HRABCEEFAELL, "P<0.05
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