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ABSTRACT Objective: To discuss the efficacy of CBL based standardized patients for probationersin forensic sursery. Methods:
Selected 112 five year clinical undergraduate medical students who were practicing in our hospital from June 2014 to June 2015, They
were placed into the study group and the control group by random number table, 56 cases in each. The study group was given CBL teach-
ing method, while the control group was given traditional teaching method. One month later, theoretical and technical achievements were
evaluated. And the degree of satisfaction of probationers and teachers were investigated by questionnaire. Results: In the skills assessment
and case analysis, the score of the study group was significantly higher than that of the control group (P<0.05). There was no significant
difference in theoretical achievements (P>0.05). In "active classroom atmosphere", "interest in learning", "to combine theory with prac-
tice"and"the formation of correct clinical thinking", the satisfaction of study group was significantly higher than the control group (P<0.
05). In the investigation of teachers'satisfaction, the efficiency of case teaching method of study group was higher than that of the control
group (P<0.05). However, in terms of ease of implementation was significantly lower than control group (P<0.05), it was no significant
difference in the "maneuverability" (P>0.05). Conclusion: Comparing with the traditional teaching mode, the CBL based SP has more ad-
vantages. It is worth to spread the CBL teaching method based on SP, because of it being more intuitive to show the characteristics of cer-
tain diseases and make students consolidating the memory of basic knowledge through practicing.
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Table 1 Comparison of knowledge and skills between two groups

Groups N Theoretical achievements Skills assessment Case analysis
Control group 56 85.60+ 5.21 78.45% 2.63 80.23% 6.30
Study group 56 82.62+ 4.33 72.33% 6.12 76.45% 5.11
t 0.889 2.103 1.748
P 0.189 0.020 0.043
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Table 2 Comparison of students'satisfaction between two groups[n(%)]

Stimulate interest in ~ Combination of theory = Formation of correct

Groups N Active class learning and Practice clinical thinking
Control group 56 45(80.36) 40(71.43) 45(80.36) 46(82.14)
Study group 56 30(53.57) 29(51.79) 28(50.00) 35(62.50)
x? 9.081 5.018 12.051 5.397
P 0.000 0.025 0.000 0.020
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Table 3 Comparison of satisfaction of teachers [n(%)]

Groups N Teaching efficiency Maneuverability Ease implementation
Study group 10 8(80.00) 8(80.00) 6(60.00)
Control group 10 3(30.00) 8(80.00) 10(100.00)
x? 4232 1.371 5.000
P 0.040 0.242 0.025
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