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[ Abstract] Objective To explore the application effect of the Mini-CEX evaluation model based on the
OBE concept in the clinical Practice teaching of neurology. Methods We Selected 100 students who will Practice
in the Department of Neurology from 2022 to 2023 as the research objects, and divided them into the experimental
group (7=50) and the control group (n=50). Under the guidance of the OBE concept, the experimental group was
guided by learning outcomes, refined the teaching objectives, and applied the Mini-CEX evaluation mode for
evaluation and feedback. In contrast, the control group adopted the traditional teaching mode. Combined with the
observation data, we analyzed and compared the data of various indicators of the two groups of students at the
beginning and end of the internship. Results At the end of the internship, the scores of clinical consultation,
Physical examination, humanistic medicine, clinical diagnosis, health consultation, organizational effect, and

overall evaluation of the experimental group were significantly improved and were higher than those of the control
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group. After the Practice, in terms of skill test scores, the experimental group scored higher than the control group,

the difference was statistically significant (P < 0.05), and the experimental group also scored higher in satisfaction

evaluation than the control group. Conclusion The Mini-CEX evaluation teaching model based on the concept of

OBE is applied to the clinical practice teaching of the neurology department, which can enhance the training effect

of students’ clinical practice skills.
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