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An Exploration of the Student-centered Teaching Method in
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[Abstract] Objective To explore the role of student—centered teaching model in medical genetics teaching.
Methods 205 students of Grade 2011 majored in clinical medicine in Kunming Medical University were divided
into two groups. The teaching model selected by students was used in the experimental group to compare with the
teaching model selected by teachers in the control group. A questionnaire survey and a theoretical course examination
were used to assess the teaching effectiveness between the two groups. Results  The test result indicated that the
average score in the experimental group was significantly higher (P < 0.05) than that in the control group and the
questionnaire survey results showed that the majority of students were satisfied with the teaching model selected by
students. Conclusion The student—centered teaching model can effectively improve the quality of medical genetics

learning.

[ Key words] Medical genetics; Student—centered; Teaching investigation; Teaching practice

PRt g T — [ Xl PREA A R 2 T R 22
VEFIRSEREPE DS iR AR, AR S5 7E T n & Mg A%
PR L M . SO HLEE . 2T RIB A .
FOMTE LI P2 rh Z2 R RO b e e
AR, ORI, A TR
WA, FAIBWRIERZE. WA RO # R >
ek, $Reee -~ e, SR LA b L
SR, TEBCF IR i R A (R b A TR
PRI, MR A B R R ) R AR B A 2 Ty

[(E€WMHE] HXARB¥#ESTBHHE (31160425,

i, FRE R A e T LU IR, R0
I SES L BWILES €20 SR WEA iR St e Sl iDI (5

1 BBEFE

1.1 &

B EE R R 22 2011 G2l K [ 2% £l AR A=
205 %, HAJu, HRIE 102 4 (LK) 1
R LLZEAE b s, b — 2RI

31101616) 5 E& BT B2 Bk K 2 1 9% 2 ok 2 ok st B 1 1ot H

(2011JY37); RMHERIRFEE TASRENIHE (13013038)
[EZE®N] 22 (1973~ ), @, MmEABFETE A, Wit, BI#R, FEMNFEEGEEEEFE SR TAE.

[#Eif{E&E] Bl E-mail:cyx616@hotmail.com



mailto:E-mail:cyx616@hotmail.com

148 R ERKF%4H

F 34 %

103 & (WFREZH) SR RAZOT R o i 2 i
1.2 FHZFHERK

SEORA . DAZEAE R TG, FERRFETFIRET X 2R
HWATAICA G, TN RS G £
BRI A S X ARG B R sy
ST, DLERZZAERARIR S TR,
Je MR A 25 R A S B A A A ey

SERS AR FH LA IR 1 5 | i 82 &, L
ARt RN S = WA BT L IINES €2y S W N E X
R Bk, BRI RGNS BN 5 S
BT RRR BERAT A G X —F 0 L i 71, SR
Ja G AN AR TN, RS R O
T — B 1 AH DI 161 (4 ek R A2 T 8L 25 A o 2 A
FEAERR I F 5 S AR T 255K Fi N i S 7
BGR, ZEEMRIEROA T RIG I M, RE
PR NAS A T o0Ar. HaR, srBrBe. A 5R
W E BRI N A T2 )RR, =TI
MR, BN R R T SR AR
RS AR PTG T | S A DU RSR 1
YIARE AP FAR T, UdaRAE. 5
T8 YA NS R 1AL B 2 Pl = 24t A 2
ST A G ity () AT T VRN, kR R ) 2D fik
SCHR A 4 501 R A 1A,

XTHRZ . H A T DA Ry oo B 22 5=
H AR AEE =, B2 AR B = r .
1.3 HEMRTH

BT R I B 2t AL A PR — B R it
&, VBB, G TR Bt 200k
TANEM T TR (Al T A i SE a4 22 A LA
Teic s e .
1.4 Sit=sabiE

R SPSS B A TSI A, BRI
SURAYEAREZ (Xxs) FoR, HLEBCRA K5,
P<0.05 hZERAGTEE X

2 R

2.1 HEAXEFNRSAERZDT

S R BT A LR R 102
S E A 4 BRI B 7 R, e
SERIEE G, HRD SN Z AR B A5
(N2 SV C . DI 32 E9/0 2 B 7 AS: W
SEANEH B B U A AR PR RCR ZE AR
aikEE (K2 .

*1 ZEWNAEHFEFZHIEN (%)
Tab. 1 Evaluation on different teaching methods in
students (%)

WA i3 — N
ESUETE Sy 90.20 9.80 0
2R 67.65 29.41 2.94
[ 2 vz 27.45 52.94 19.61
W sy 15.69 65.69 18.62

F2 FEWNMESUABFRERMNITEERR
Tab. 2 Main reasons for dislike on role-play change

in class of students

ANEAR YRR LBl (%)
A PHERUOR 22 48.57
4] F Ak 28.57
% 35 NERA b AP B 2 14.29
TRZRAT BR Ay 2 i) 11.43

2.2 BERERMEITLE

SIS ZH RN R ZH 2525 B B 22 it 2 PR 22 1Al
Zitbi (R 3) ToR: SCIRLHM T80 X
H, SMEARBEERASRITEE XL (P<
0.05) .
2.3 HFEIERENRSEAERGRSH

SR A A IS ISR A S R SR 4K
BB A 2\l S 9145 G S e A SOk 2 > 2%
B, SRR, e e, IR im IR
ZEANINGRNS B 2 it AL R R AR W B, W20 B
I RAFRY 2R BTk, $& 1 T i TR DR 0]
HREST (GR4) .

#*3 ZHWASRABPILFEEXRELLE Xxs)
Tab. 3 Comparison of theory course test results bet-
ween the experimental group and the control

group (X=s)

4 n V-2 4
SR 102 86.01 = 10.75"
POpEESE] 103 79.31+17.24

55Xt A b, "P<0.05.



557 31 B2, A PR B B R AR A U 149

R4 ZHRAFPENROEEAEFEXHITN

Tab. 4 Evaluation on case-based teaching in Experimental group students
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