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ABSTRACT Objective: To explore the impact of experiential teaching mode on the empathy, clinical
communication, and humanistic care abilities of undergraduate students majoring in midwifery. Methods:
Using random number table method, a total of 120 students from 4 classes of undergraduate midwifery
major in 2023 were selected. divided into control group (traditional teaching mode, 2 classes, n=58) and
study group (experiential teaching mode on the basis of control group, 2 classes, n=62). The result of
examination, empathy ability, humanistic care ability, clinical communication ability, and teaching
satisfaction of the two groups were compared. Results: The result of examination of both groups increased
after intervention, and the study group was higher than that of the control group (P<0.05). Cognitive,
courage, patience, tocal scores increased after intervention in both groups, and the study group was higher
than that of the control group (P<0.05). The scores of perspective taking, emotional care, empathy
increased after intervention in both groups, and the study group was higher than that of the control group
(P<0.05). The scores of establish harmonious relationship, varify feelings, joint participation, listen
sensitivety, confirm the patient's issue, transmitting effective information, total points increased after
intervention in both groups, and the study group was higher than that of the control group (P<0.05). The
overall satisfaction of the research group was higher than that of the control group (P<0.05). Conclusion:
The experiential teaching model can improve the empathy, clinical communication, and humanistic care
abilities of undergraduate students majoring in midwifery, while also increasing their satisfaction with the
teaching plan.
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Table 1 Comparison of result of examination (scores, xt s)

Groups Before intervention After intervention
Control group (n=58) 80.21+ 3.45 87.95+ 2.87*
Study group (n=62) 80.24% 4.32 93.63+ 3.78%
t -0.042 -9.223
P 0.967 0.000

Note: Compared with before intervention, *P<0.05.
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Table 2 Comparison of empathy ability (scores, x* s)

Groups Time point Perspective taking Emotional care Empathy
Control group(n=58) Before intervention 51.37+ 442 31.83+ 3.29 9.24+ 231
After intervention 59.82+ 5.51%* 39.36x 4.47* 13.47+ 2.36*
Study group(n=62) Before intervention 51.69+ 4.28 31.86x 3.73 9.18+ 2.57
After intervention 64.74+ 5.18** 4426+ 4.64*" 16.46% 2.42%*

Note: Compared with before intervention, *P<0.05. Compared with after intervention, *P<0.05.
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Table 3 Comparison of humanistic care ability (scores, xt s)

Groups Time point Cognition Courage Patience Tocal score
Control group Before intervention 67.36x 531 58.26x 8.27 54.75+ 6.56 180.37+ 6.27
(n=58) After intervention 75.78+ 6.28* 63.69+ 6.82* 62.08+ 5.31* 201.55% 5.53*
Study group(n=62)  Before intervention 68.56+ 6.33 57.89+ 7.46 54.38+ 491 180.83+ 7.48

After intervention

82.89+ 6.14**

72.68+ 5.67*

70.30% 5.24**

225.87+ 8.57**

Note: Compared with before intervention, *P<0.05. Compared with after intervention, *P<0.05.
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Table 4 Comparison of clinical communication skills(score, x% s)
Establish . ) ) Transmitting
) ) Confirm the Varity Listen Joint ) )
Groups Time harmonious ) ) ) o o effective Total points
. . patient's issue feelings sensitivety ~ participation )
relationship information
Control Before
) ) 12.23+ 2.35 11.67+ 2.43 9.03x 1.27 1241+ 238 8.01£ 1.46 1048+ 2.27 63.83t 6.12
group(n=58) intervention
After 15.25+ 14.22+ 12.36% 15.66% 11.92+ 13.87% 83.28+
intervention 2.47* 2.32% 2.29* 2.61% 2.53* 3.19* 7.27*
Study group Before
) i 11.94+ 2.17 11.77¢ 2.81 9.06x 131 12.68+ 2.37 7.93% 1.25 10.87+ 2.62 64.25+ 8.55
(n=62) intervention
After 18.81% 16.71% 15.38% 17.92+ 13.66% 16.82+ 99.31.%
intervention 2.25%* 2.92%* 2.27* 2.18* 2.31* 2.51* 6.39%*

Note: Compared with before intervention, *P<0.05. Compared with after intervention, “P<0.05.
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Table 5 Comparison of teaching satisfaction [n(%)]

Groups Very satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfy Overall satisfaction
Control group(n=58) 16(27.59) 31(53.45) 11(18.96) 47(81.04)
Study group(n=62) 25(40.32) 34(54.84) 3(4.84) 59(95.16)
. 5.803
P 0.016
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