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Abstract

Purpose: To evaluate the effectiveness of problem-based learning (PBL) compared with traditional
lecture-based learning (LBL) in the training of radiology interns. Materials and Methods: Forty-two
radiology interns at The First Affiliated Hospital (Yijishan Hospital) of Wannan Medical College
were enrolled and randomly assigned to the PBL group (n = 21) or the LBL group (n = 21). The PBL
group received problem-driven instruction, while the LBL group received conventional lecture-
based teaching. Teaching effectiveness was evaluated across three dimensions: process indicators,
outcome indicators, and subjective feedback. Results: The PBL group outperformed the LBL group
on process indicators, including class attendance, class participation, task completion, and stage-
based test scores (P < 0.05). On outcome indicators—final examination scores, radiology report
writing quality, case analysis ability, and image interpretation accuracy—the PBL group also scored
higher than the LBL group (P < 0.001). In addition, the PBL group reported greater course satisfac-
tion (P < 0.05). Conclusion: PBL improves the quality of radiology internship training by fostering
active learning, enhancing practical skills, and promoting clinical reasoning. It offers a reference for
reform in radiology intern education.
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Table 1. Comparison of baseline characteristics between the two intern groups before training
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Figure 1. Comparison of learning outcomes between PBL and LBL teaching methods in radiology intern training
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Table 3. Comparison of learning outcome indicators between the two intern groups
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Table 4. Comparison of course satisfaction between the two intern groups
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