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Effects evaluation of national training on standards for parasitic diseases
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Abstract :Objective To improve standardization awareness of professionals in provincial center for disease control and pre—
vention (CDC) and understanding of important standards to build standards teaching staff of provincial CDC for application
of standards being better and more widely to evaluate the effect of national training on standards for parasitic diseases. Meth—
ods The course had various forms including interaction between trainees and trainers the mutual help among trainees a
face—to—face training given by standards drafters. Professionals being engaged in the prevention and control of parasitic dis—
eases participated in a one—day training course. The efficacies of the training were evaluated pre /post the training course
with test. Results There was a statistically significant increase in the scores of parasitic diseases related knowledge (58.3
+21.0 vs.85.7 £8.4;P <0.01) with an increase by 47.0% . In total 12 questions 75% of rate of correct answers in—
creased after the training(P <0.05). Conclusion The various training methods receives favorable comment unanimously.
The effect of national training on standards for parasitic diseases is remarkable. The knowledge for standards of parasitic dis—
eases improves after the short—term training. It is neccessary to facilitate the application of a wider range of promotion.
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