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Abstract

Objective: To explore the effect of the combination of multiple teaching methods with students as
the main body in the standardized training of ultrasound bases. Methods: Students who partici-
pated in the ultrasound training in our hospital from 2016 to 2019 were selected as the research
objects, and they were randomly divided into 17 cases in the control group and 13 cases in the
experimental group. The control group used teacher-themed face-to-face training, while the con-
trol group used student-themed multimodal interaction. The scores (theoretical and practical)
and questionnaire results were compared between the two groups before and after training. Re-
sults: The written test, skill assessment and total score of the experimental group were higher
than those of the control group, and the difference was statistically significant (P < 0.05). The sa-
tisfaction of the experimental group was higher than that of the control group, and the difference
was statistically significant (P < 0.05). Conclusion: The standardized training of ultrasound medi-
cine in multi-modal teaching with students as the main body can improve the ability of regular
training physicians, and it is worthy of clinical promotion.
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Table 1. Gender, age and ability level of patients in the two groups
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Table 2. Comparison of skills performance and theoretical performance between the two groups before and after training
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Table 3. Comparison of questionnaire results after training between the two groups [cases (%)]
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Table 4. Two groups of teaching mode satisfaction survey [case (%)]
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