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Abstract

Objective: To analyze the effect of Team-Based Learning (TBL) and Problem-Based Learning (PBL)
methods on medical students’ neurology teaching. Methods: 278 seven-year program students
majoring in clinical medicine in the medical college of Zhengzhou University were recruited as the
subjects of small-scale experiment teaching from Sep. 2015 to Jan. 2016. All students were ran-
domly distributed into three groups, which were TBL teaching method group, PBL teaching me-
thod group and control group with traditional multimedia teaching. At the end of semester we
asked them to do a questionnaire survey and assessment of the theoretical knowledge to compare
teaching effects. Results: The qualified questionnaires were 253, the statistical analysis showed
that the TBL teaching method and the PBL teaching method had inspired student’s learning inter-
est, deepened their understanding of theoretical knowledge and increased their ability of prob-
lem-solving and cooperation, especially the TBL teaching method (P < 0.05). The qualified test
papers were 271, the statistical analysis showed that students in the TBL teaching method group
and the PBL teaching method group had higher average score (P < 0.05) and top score(P < 0.05),
especially in TBL group (P < 0.05). Conclusion: The effect of TBL teaching method and PBL teach-
ing method are better than that of traditional multimedia teaching, and TBL teaching method is
better than PBL teaching method. And medical students give a high acceptability to TBL teaching
method and PBL teaching method, especially TBL teaching method, so TBL teaching method
should be popularized.
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Table 1. Comparison of students’ evaluation of three teaching modes

L FEN=MEFETFN IR

25 TBL PBL e 0N
n 83 86 84

WOR 5 1 04(%) 77.9%* 46.3 27.0
PORHEER ENRHLAR (%) 69.3%* 45.9 30.5
P R A 4 JEL 4 (%) 58.2* 56.3 21.7
F T 1) j e ) (%) 66.2** 42.9 22.9
HIREL R S2FR (%) 49.4* 52.7 18.9

P VB BE71(%) 66.3%* 438 19.8
k28R A Z T (%) 67.5%* 51.2 20.6
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Table 2. Comparison of performance evaluation of theoretical knowledge of students in neurology
72 2. FHERERHRFEILMIREZRGSGILE

20 5 TBL PBL (I E2 N
n 90 90 91
SEHI4 87.8* 81.3 75.1
b4 =Tk 95* 91.5 90.0

*TBL 2 Lb#% PBL AHAIME G B0 40 B3 172 (P < 0.05).
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