LZHRMFRIEE ], Anhui Agric. Sci. 2019,47(13) :275-277

PBLEFZEEHRENFREZFZHHNEH

B, AE R

CRATIR 2, IR 434025)

WE ATREZHBAVDFZIRBEBNHFIREAREEFHAR ,ARKIZIKRFIHHFFR 2016 B FELFAE AR L, EFHK
AW FRERF PN T 695 T (problem-based learning, PBL) # & 3 KR A K F X F, AR EF, 8% PBLEF R F 4
EAE MM A (88.7+4.5) o, B4 S TH%HF ), FAASHRMEITE T, F A PBLEF X & (89.5%) B4 3 TH%
R (81.0%), FFREW, EEHMAEYFIRETF B A PBL H 3 EA 8 T A F AT T B, 3BT 5007 F 3 ISR A,
REeFANEAER,

KR FHURAM S PBL A R REHE HERE
hEHES S-01 XEARIRE A

XEHE  0517-6611(2019)13-0275-03

doi ; 10. 3969/. issn. 0517-6611. 2019. 13. 083

Application of PBL Teaching Method in the Teaching of Animal Microbiology

YAO Min, PENG Ben-ying, HUANG Ting-hua ( Yangtze University, Jingzhou, Hubei 434025)

Abstract In order to improve the teaching quality and classroom teaching effect of animal microbiology course, this study selected students in
animal science specialty in grade 2016 in School of Animal Sciences, Yangtze University as research subjects, problem-based learning (PBL)
method was introduced in the classroom teaching of animal microbiology course, its teaching reform was explored. The results showed that the
comprehensive assessment score of students received PBL teaching method was (88.7+4.5) ,which was significantly higher than that of tradi-
tional teaching method (80. 0+4.2). Analysis of feedback questionnaire survey showed that students’ satisfaction degree to PBL teaching
method was 89. 5% ,which was significantly higher than that of traditional teaching method (81.0% ). The results showed that PBL teaching
method in animal husbandry microbiology course was helpful to stimulate students’ learning enthusiasm, widen the breadth of knowledge, pro-

mote teamwork ability, and improve the comprehensive quality of students.
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