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The value of SPARK learning platform in training residents of non—imaging major to interpret medical images
ZHU Xiangwen, ZHU Jiying, HAN Zhijiang. Department of Radiology, Affiliated Hangzhou First People’s Hospital , Zheji—
ang University School of Medicine , Hangzhou 310006, China.

[Abstract] Objective To explore the value of SPARK learning platform in cultivating the image interpretation ability
of non-imaging residents. Methods Toally 211 non-imaging residents who rotated in radiology base were divided into
experimental group and control group.Among them, 106 students in the experimental group received the teaching mode of
sub—specialized courses +SPARK course.In the control group, 105 students received the conventional teaching mode of
sub—specialized courses + 200 imaging diagnostic reports.The differences in the assessment scores and good rates of imag—
ing interpretation ability between the two groups were compared and analyzed, as well as the differences between different
grades. Results There was no statistical difference in the results of image interpretation between the experimental group
and the control group at the beginning of rotation (Z=0.87, P>0.05) , with the results of 60 (50,80) and 60 (50,70).
While there was significant statistical difference at the end of rotation (7=4.28, P<0.05) , with the results of 70 (60,
80) and 70 (50, 70).The overall good rate of the experimental group and the control group at the end of rotation was
41.51% and 21.90%, respectively, showing a statistically significant difference (x°=9.36, P<<0.05).There was no signifi—
cant difference in scores of imaging interpreation among different grades in the experimental group and the control group

(H=3.54,0.43,P>0.05). Conclusion SPARK learning platform can significantly improve the image interpretation capa—

bility of non—imaging residents.
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