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Abstract

The Team-based Learning Orientation Questionnaire for Undergraduates was developed to inves-
tigate 400 undergraduates. Results showed that firstly, the general situation of current undergra-
duates’ orientation of TBL was at critical level, especially the mean scores of emotional and beha-
vioral orientation were low. There were 66.5% students clearly recognizing the value of team-based
learning (TBA), but only a few students liked to use it. Secondly, students of different genders and
majors had significant differences in cognitive orientations of TBL, while there was no significant
difference in emotional and behavioral orientations. Thirdly, the main factors that leaded stu-
dents not to like TBL were having difficulty to get opinions’ unity, few teamwork opportunities,
and so on. On the contrary, main factors leading students to like it were great help via team learn-
ing, more actual opportunities for team learning. These two reflected that teamwork effect and
team learning opportunities decide whether students use it or not. The study will inspire us to
change undergraduates’ solo learning model, drive students to use team-based learning effectively
and realize high quality higher education.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics on undergraduates’ TBL orientation

1 RFEFF I MEERER

N Min Max Mean SD

I EIEL ) 400 2.20 5.00 4.05 0.51
TR IRE ) 400 1.25 475 3.18 0.63
A7 ELA 400 2.20 5.00 3.80 0.47
RN RS 400 2.48 477 3.68 0.42

Table 2. Scores’ distribution of each dimension (sum and percentage)

2. REENSENSHER(ARME L)

TAHIELA] 1 I HL 7] 17 LA RNk
1~2.99 (<l FL18) 10 (2.5%) 126 (31.5%) 12 (3.0) 25 (6.2)
3~3.99 (Im FHE A A7) 124 (31%) 212 (53.0%) 225 (56.2) 279 (69.8)
4~5 (>l FHH) 266 (66.5%) 62 (15.5%) 163 (40.8) 96 (24.0)
Table 3. Differences in Undergraduates’ TBL Orientation Among Different Genders and Different Majors
72 3. AEMH. Bl 24 FBAF S BEHIZE S (M + SD)
N 175 B 7] A7 L)
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& 412 +0.47 3.22+0.62 3.80+0.46
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R 411 +0.49 3.21+0.61 3.82+0.47
R 3.99+0.55 3.15+0.66 3.79+0.48
T(df = 398) 2.19* 0.88 0.66

FE: *FR p<0.05; **FER p<0.01;

**ARIR p < 0.001, Tl
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Table 4. Differences in undergraduates’ TBL orientation among different grades
4 FEIFREXFEFNFE I EZES(M + SD)

R IHIHL [F) 17 IR 7] A7 LA
K— 4,08+.51 3.20+.68 3.83+0.47
- 4.02+.53 3.15+.55 3.79+0.49
K= 4.06+.51 3.20+.65 3.78 £ 0.45
F 0.509 0.264 0.441

Table 5. The main reasons on why some undergraduates don’t like TBL (frequency)
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Table 6. The main reasons on why some undergraduates like TBL (Frequency)
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