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Abstract

Objective: To explore the effectiveness of knowledge graph combined with CBL (Case-Based Learning)
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teaching method in forensic medicine teaching. Methods: A total of 26 students majoring in forensic
medicine who enrolled in our university in September 2021 were selected as research group, and the
other 29 students majoring in forensic medicine who enrolled in September 2020 were selected as
control group. Students from the control group received traditional teaching method, while the students
from research group adopted knowledge graph combined with CBL teaching method. The examination
scores, comprehensive professional ability, and course satisfaction were compared between the two
groups. Results: Test scores of the students from research group were higher than those from control
group (P < 0.05); students from the research group scored higher in comprehensive professional abil-
ity than those of the control group (P < 0.05); course satisfaction of the research group was higher than
control group (P < 0.05). Conclusion: Knowledge graph combined with CBL teaching method can effec-
tively improve the examination scores and comprehensive professional abilities, and enhance the
course satisfaction of forensic medicine students. It provides valuable insights and references for ed-
ucation reform in forensic medicine teaching.
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1. 5|8

RS E IR SR A RPN G FH . R RS RS 8, N Em ARt R, N
FUITRPLIEHE R 22 2B 1] TEHI T SR I B, VR e B kiR @ S 2 ia i i A sh & H
a5, FOA 2 DTRR A4 22 500 AR AN BT B2 T, 16 SRRk 2 0o i 25 SV IR 22 AN A I 75 SRtk — 54Tt
DR ¥ 2 27 3 B 20 et OB B B ey 223K (2] (3]

YN TR SR T HAREAFT RN H @R, MrEERSH e ER. S ENRERE,
HeB)) T B R HTAL 5 5 5 BT [4] SR PG AE J9 N T8 e %) B B2 2 B o), i 155 5 T iR e
SRR HZ MR AR R, VAT S E PR ENR S 1), & T RIAAFE R 22 0B R & R 2
HIEAR R[5]. B2 51%(Case-Based Learning, CBL) LA Gy FE A, DAZEA Ry, Ui /NH B 55
TG R FAE BRI R LR, BRI ARSI s R R R R, AR T R A AR B B R SRR
HEJ1[6] VEES: CBL #5 R]A %8 S B b (1) LAY SR 9 BN DR 0%, 7 AR BB 2491 2% > AT 3R B 1)
RN . HEFR AR e B 4RI R, R E APt B AR A R R AR e BT, R RS B R AR
[7][8]. FMIREREEC G CBL ZUAEEEE S H e N A etk — PR R . AR TR AR 5 CBL #
MGG IR N TR R R S, BERTPEROR . A AA BT E, NEEEBE S
BB IR MR E NS

2. WREFE
2.1. ARMR

PLERAZ 2021 4F 9 A NZFRNERSE T4 26 NASEIRA, DL 2020 4F 9 H N2 MVER STl
29 NASTIRA . SEaG A4 17 44, L9 %4, ik 20~22 %, “FHFR(21.385+0.571); XTHR4L 54 21
4, 8 4, RIS 20~22 %, FIYERN(21.340£0.614). WAL AETER] . ER LR L ZE R P>0.05). S

DOI: 10.12677/ae.2026.164657 335 HaidtE


https://doi.org/10.12677/ae.2026.164657
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

BRI, T

g R .
22. IR FZE

KGO A 1% SCER AN IRAAAEBObE . Ry . 20 KA DA K BUMFEL & 5 TR R — 86 K
F/NER

X HRALR A G o RSN AR AR HE 20 KNS B AR EAT R UHE, JREMWE, MR
RANFINT 5. WG AR, MBI,

SEIGZH R FH AR R A R0 2k F/2R NS S B, #UR I AR R AT SRR
EABB. BL R EMERE LT BEENE NG AT MM AR 7k % g i i AR ) — 4 AL
W R CREREE. R PRSP EAACEG, g BCERGIE; AR RN AR AR R
W, TR AIEMT D% R U H T AR AR B s PR 2 TR AR L B B R A RN
P A R G R . AR AT 2R B S 9 B RRINVE . AIRANER, B ESEREE TS W
JTZE N R PR P S S RN RA B S S, A R R R Bn e, AR . SRR
SE ROy BT S S M OC A E AT T . RN, BUTARYE /NHC RGO, mOERBI AT EE, Hag R
BRI O AR AL R R R AR S VAR kA 2 BIE . WS BUBAE R AR AR SR
21, DL SR 2T R
2.3. HEYRITFN

AR VM AR AT BRI, BRI SRR RN LA R TN S . O
FTIRA(100 43): JE I BE R NN AZ AR E TN A B AR R . @ BRE(100 F3): i
HIRFE LR L F AR AR ERTE . © HREHEZ(100 4): it B ARG A% 5 A ke 2 Pk
Ko, BREAE . AL B OIS S B R N ERERRE . @ ZZEREIVFN(100 43): RA BAT
WL E RV ER, B ESE R, MIREARE ). BIBUMERE ) L% B 468 15T
WA ©® BEEHRERE(%): KA BTRITNEEHREREREITE LA, &80 hIEEH
B R AR AN, KRR WA RO AR, LUR R AR LA < 100% 1 FIHE R
2.4. GHERE

FIH SPSS 26.0 Gtit A A X Bm BEAT 0. THRTUR AR + ARiEZE (X +5)F0R, dIRLECR
RS THEBTRI LT 2 LEFoR, ARLEBCR A 2 . P <0.05 R ZRBA IR

3. fIRER
3.1. FAFEEERRESELE

S AH 2 AR AR BT BRSBTS T R, Z R B A G AR (P <0.05).
W 1.

Table 1. Comparison of examination scores between two groups of students (point, x s )

F 1. MEFEERRGHLRGY, Y+5)

=] S (n = 26) X} R (n = 29) tE P
BT 87.756 + 3.031 84.782 +3.277 3.424 0.0012
I 87.346 + 4.997 82.138 + 6.749 3.221 0.002
HReH 85.040 + 4.879 81.500 + 3.733 3.095 0.003
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3.2. WEFAEZES RN EER

SO SR S R AME . RS RE T F A RE I RN R 2 Y RE 0% T AL T X R,
ERBEHGIHE (P <0.05). WLE 2,

Table 2. Comparison of comprehensive professional ability between two groups of students (point, X +s )

F 2 MEFELZEAENLRGY, v+5)

=] LI (n = 26) X} R (n = 29) tE P

) EE M 19.064 +0.704 18.345 + 1.492 2.202 0.032
HREEL RN 28.462 +1.479 26.759 +2.207 3.259 0.002
A M RE 19.244 +0.932 18.241 +1.633 2.702 0.0092
PR SY ) 28.423 +1.186 26.241 +1.924 4.902 <0.0001
SF 95.192 +3.247 89.586 + 7.256 3.899 0.0003

33. MEFEHFHEEL

SEIGLH 2 FUE R LN 96.15% (25/26), T AT HRAAN) 75.86% (22/29), ZEREA G FER (P =
4.54, P<0.05). W% 3,

=

Table 3. Comparison of teaching satisfaction between two groups of students (n, %)

3. MAFEHFHEELERGIE, %)

HA) B EHEWHR WE 7=

SEIGAH 26 20 (76.92%) 5(19.23%) 1 (3.85%)

payie| 29 5 (17.24%) 17 (58.62%) 7 (24.14%)
4. +1ig

BERHARE SR, B2 @R FUEEEAA W FRE DRI, WRE A B e ik
HUBT R S 2R . R B A R NIk R S U O AR A TR B T RS o R P B S R A R
WHE AR Z 9], FIREE B S A S, SR A2 RNERK R, U A2
PORFIRG K, & T RIAAAE R 2RI HIR R & I E A FMA R, EEYHE D 2INB(5]. EE
5 CBL #0795 5 58 SE B I SR B RN TR B30, 2 A G4 27 ) MR AT SR B i R TR ) o 8 38
R e B RE, BEELF B A SRR o, BRSBTSl 2 S A T
TER 2 AL [7] (8] [10].

AHIE TR RN B AT CBL #U RIS I BIHT N ] TR 2 B Sk, A T g B0 7 ik s R4
MIFCEROR: $Em VAR RS, T T AR S Btk RIREB A RE . BIBNMERE T A%
e E MUERE /IS T MR & RE ST, 1R T 2R . ZRE FIRENE 3 b 01 #O7HI%S
wo BEDSNTES RIFAABCR EEARDY: — AR T E T IRFERFR m EE A = 81, Horp
KRR SRS TRUREM .« SR FRINRERMAE, BeE AR RN, 1B T ¥
FHELRRURN) ESIRE, A T2ER L RGEHPIARER, REFIME, KRR
S BT DL S SR D A, AR BISRAL g, W “ =24 - Bl - e - o7 A Ak i B A A,
Z = w HIWGEVEDS 5 S e AR, AR T DA L 2R A % 2R S A I 4 8 B, ST BL 1 SR L AL 1)

DOI: 10.12677/ae.2026.164657 337 HHHRE


https://doi.org/10.12677/ae.2026.164657

BRI, T

RE), RS K ER RS RIRE A . . AIREIE S CBL #3456, WL T S5 AR 5 (IR E LA
B2 A NEREE PA R AR, S8 AT S R, X — BT T AR G R 1B P AU A 51
MERGRIRIG T AL, AEATDUBRL “RIR A - 601 - HEH - BB R” e e SRR,
FHMRES . SR BAEEEGRIBURT. = MRERSE AT B AR BB B2 T
PalE B2 T ARG S HVEE A BB A R B R &R, IRE N B LU S B A A R N Z oM E
R G2 M 2 %, R BRI S 5ihie, AR S 5 HREK, 200E - A0
I HEONER, b2 X R B R IR T . RSB E U, E N F TR 1 RR B R
BROIFERE D EES: . B eI AR B S 2 TR EEET TR R, 4RRY,
FOAR IS SORF T R BB AR B3, ARG G RN A Rk [11]-[13]. Lk
SR G ARSCHIBE TEAE RAH — B PEAlE 7 AT SO AR W AT YA G R AT Sk . A WETTda T, AR
IR R AR B SRR B T R B D T AR IS S HEA N KIIEIE, PG 1 AMEA R A7
fif 8 G 2B RFNRNES IR AR A SR 2 ST R N5 BACEE b, R 5 2 (KA 55 0 T M S
AR AR M AR B IR 5 2 SRR ER A, TS 2 ) R AR [14] [15]0 SB35l = R BB R R
Sk, BB GG SN AR RTS8, EAR R IR R SR T E B R RIERMANRIERE S
ZIRESI[6]o BTBARNF B RMFE ZENFIRI, CUE LB YRS N2 > B = T HE 22
BT, SCRFE )8 NIRIR S SE IR LB AR PPRIE D M I ok SR 2% DL TR B S A2 3] [16].
R RONA D TSR 1 22 B BRSO . 2B H VO SR A B B HAE AT T (10 SE Bk S5 R, AT BL
NIFEFHE AN FRPAUEESS 5.

EMEAER RS, ZHEENEE SR A B 2] — LE X, 0. CBL #5 10 SE it 7 UM AN 2 A 4%
N ZWEE], A - AL - A2 AIFERZRER S, #OASt . GHA —E W ZIRBUIF A
#&EMECT RS, AE KT HEORKE TR e iBka . [k, RISk CBL #UAAREI, Al
AR BRIk, DR IR B A RGHAT; ISR BOM N A AR AR HUa B, a5 ) 1Y
SRR IR IRTHEUF BRI RO TR SR . AN, AR FUBAEAEE JRIRYE, W REACEARXT
ANHRYET BBk, FTRERCMAWT FUAE R IAMIENE: M P fabr th 22 A B VPSS, FTREAFAEMT FT45 R
FWPEBRM R . ARRATIF I T B HERL . KRR SLIEHTTT, RN N E 2 M2t dabs, L&
WA HE BRI A ZHETHE R & R A A

£i b, FRERE AN CBL #UAk I & N W] AR sk B 28 b 22 A 2 ST RS, 3R> B
o, AR SR MBIBNMERE S, e ML e YRR ), RN ST 1 ARE A
TN R R, BB UNEE S EE GRS 55 %

EHEWH

2023 SEVT U4 B S AR A ORI 708 W H (JXTIG-23-13-7); 2025 4Es i B R K SE R 0 i
WF 7L H (Jgkt-2025-99).
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