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Abstract

Background: Resuscitation is a life-saving measure usually instructed in simulation sessions. Small-group teaching is
effective. However, feasible group sizes for resuscitation classes are unknown. We investigated the impact of
different group sizes on the outcome of resuscitation training.

Methods: Medical students (n = 74) were randomized to courses with three, five or eight participants per tutor. The
course duration was adjusted according to the group size, so that there was a time slot of 6 minutes hands-on time
for every student. All participants performed an objective structured clinical examination before and after training.
The teaching sessions were videotaped and resuscitation quality was scored using a checklist while we measured
the chest compression parameters with a manikin. In addition, we recorded hands-on-time, questions to the tutor
and unrelated conversation.

Results: Results are displayed as median (IQR). Checklist pass rates and scores were comparable between the
groups of three, five and eight students per tutor in the post-test (93%, 100% and 100%). Groups of eight students
asked fewer questions (0.5 (0.0 – 1.0) vs. 3.0 (2.0 – 4.0), p < .001), had less hands-on time (2:16 min (1:15 – 4:55 min)
vs. 4:07 min (2:54 – 5:52 min), p = .02), conducted more unrelated conversations (17.0 ± 5.1 and 2.9 ± 1.7, p < 0.001)
and had lower self-assessments than groups of three students per tutor (7.0 (6.1 – 9.0) and 8.2 (7.2 – 9.0), p = .03).

Conclusions: Resuscitation checklist scores and pass rates after training were comparable in groups of three, five or
eight medical students, although smaller groups had advantages in teaching interventions and hands-on time. Our
results suggest that teaching BLS skills is effective in groups up to eight medical students, but smaller groups
yielded more intense teaching conditions, which might be crucial for more complex skills or less advanced
students.
Background
Cardiac arrest remains the leading cause of death in
Europe [1]. Without treatment, the cardiac arrest survival
rate declines by 5.5% per minute [2]. Early and effective
cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR) can improve patient
prognosis [1]. However, in reality CPR quality is reported
to be poor even for health-care professionals [3]. There-
fore, it is essential that medical students learn CPR as part
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of their curriculum. Simulation training is able to improve
student skills and might improve patient outcomes [4,5].
The time tutors can spend with students and the avail-

ability of resuscitation simulators is limited. Therefore,
understanding the impact of assigning a defined number
of students to a tutor and simulator is vital. Problems
associated with larger groups might be that the “teacher
gives a lecture rather than conducting a dialog” and that
“students cannot be encouraged to talk except with diffi-
culty” [6]. Tutors may believe that students in smaller
groups perform better and therefore perform better
themselves (Pygmalion effect) [7]. Smaller groups could
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Figure 1 Randomization flow-chart. Flow-chart of all 82 participants
entering the randomization. Between the first and second observation
(O1 and O2), students received the BLS training intervention in the
assigned group size (X3, X5, X8).
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benefit from a more intensive dialog with their tutor,
which could lead to more interaction in terms of ques-
tions and tutor interventions. Most studies investigat-
ing the influence of group size on student satisfaction
show a preference for small group teaching [8-12]. On
the other hand, students in larger groups can observe
other classmates performing resuscitation. Observational
learning is a major contribution to the acquisition of
motor skills and could therefore provide an advantage for
students in larger groups [13].
At this time, the effect of different sizes of groups on

the effectiveness of CPR simulation training remains
unclear. Rezmer et al. recently investigated the impact
of different group size on a post-simulation oral exam
and questionnaire [14]. However, they only investigated
relatively small and comparable groups of two to four
students and did not use outcomes related to the resusci-
tation quality or teaching session itself. Although studies
using problem-based education found that there was less
student participation in larger groups, there remains a lack
of knowledge considering medical education [15].
This knowledge gap is surprising as specifying the opti-

mal group size is an everyday task in paramedic education,
in public training and at medical schools. Therefore,
we investigated the influence of different sizes of group
including three, five or eight students per tutor on success
of basic life support (BLS) teaching, important resuscita-
tion quality features and the teaching session itself. We
furthermore assessed self-perception of the participants in
order to investigate the discrepancy between objective and
subjective measures.
Methods
Study design and setting
We performed a prospective, randomized and double-blind
simulation study. This study was conducted in the 2012/
2013 winter term at the Medical Faculty of the University
of Tübingen, Germany. The term “simulation” refers to the
general simulation of a situation using a manikin, while the
contents of the BLS training were defined according to the
2010 ERC guidelines [1].
Participants and randomization
A total of 123 fourth year medical students participating
in a resuscitation class were asked to take part in this
study. Thirty-six students declined and five students
were excluded because of health complaints. Eighty-two
students were included in the randomization process
using the sealed envelope system. Eight students were
randomly excluded to standardize group sizes. A total of
74 medical students were allocated to groups of three
(X3, n = 30), five (X5, n = 20) or eight (X8, n = 24) students
per tutor (Figure 1).
Basic life support training
Each group of students participated in BLS training
provided by one of four trained tutors. The tutors were
experienced in teaching emergency medicine and followed
a standardized curriculum. Two tutors were medical stu-
dents with paramedic experience, and two were anesthesia
nurses. All tutors were blind to the intervention and out-
come parameters. The tutors were permuted among the
different group sizes to avoid a tutor bias. Each tutor was
assigned to one group and taught his three, five or eight
students in a separate room.
The training comprised a theoretical introduction for

five minutes followed by a practical demonstration of
assessment, chest compression and bag-mask ventilation
each for five minutes. The tutor was provided a detailed
instruction about the structure and contents of the
training in order to standardize teaching (Additional
file 1). Throughout the training, he guided the partici-
pants, provided feedback and answered questions. Each
student was allowed to train assessment, chest com-
pressions and bag-mask ventilation individually before
practicing a comprehensive BLS resuscitation. The
total training time was calculated to facilitate the
amount of participating students (20 minutes intro-
duction + 6 minutes practical training per participant,
including hands-on training as well as time needed for
rotation, familiarization and individual questions) and
was videotaped and audiotaped from two different an-
gles (Samsung Full-HD-Camcorder, Samsung Electronics
GmbH, Schwalbach, Germany).

Objective structured clinical examination measurements
Before (pre-test) and after (post-test) receiving the BLS
training detailed above, all participants had to conduct
an objective structured clinical examination (OSCE) to
assess their BLS skills [16]. The BLS training and the
OSCE took place on the same afternoon. The students
were asked to perform BLS resuscitation on a manikin.
The instruction included information about the patient
and about the required task, but no details about how
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these skills should be performed. Instructions were read
to the participants, and an additional printed instruction
sheet was available for the participants. OSCE sessions
were videotaped and audiotaped from two different
angles, and resuscitation performance was measured using
a Resusci Anne Advanced Skill Trainer (Laerdal Medical
GmbH, Puchheim, Germany).

Outcomes
The primary outcome was performance measured by a
modified Brennan checklist that was updated to the
European Resuscitation Council 2010 guidelines (ERC
2010) [17,18] (Additional file 2). The checklist consisted
of 14 equally weighted items [19]. All items were rated
on a four-point scale where four points is indicative of
the best score and one point is the lowest achievable
score. The checklist included the assessment of the
general approach, assessment, chest compression and ven-
tilation. The quality of chest compression was calculated
using objective manikin data. To pass the OSCE, a partici-
pant had to earn at least three points on average for the
checklist (in total 42 out of 56 points). The checklist was
validated by two physicians and is available as online sup-
plemental material. Two trained paramedics blinded to
the study question and intervention rated the participants
using the video and audio recordings. If there was signifi-
cant internal disagreement, videos were discussed until a
consensus was found.
A secondary outcome was the objective resuscitation

quality as proposed by Kramer-Johansen et al. [20]. We
measured the mean compression rate, compression
depth, “duty cycle” and the percentage of compressions
completely released using the Laerdal PC Skill Reporting
System (Version 2.4.1, Laerdal Medical GmbH). We fur-
thermore report the percent of students whose mean
chest compression depth and rate was within the ERC
recommended ranges. Breathing parameters were not in-
cluded due to technical problems with the manikin.
During the BLS training session we recorded the num-

ber of questions asked by each participant, the amount of
tutor interventions (e.g. hand placement corrections) per
participant and the effective hands-on time of each indi-
vidual participant defined by the time actively spent with
the manikin. Question/answer dialogues were defined as
“a dialog between tutor and trainee. It consists of a ques-
tion from the trainee to the tutor and its matching answer
by the tutor. Every question is counted”. Comments not
related to the resuscitation training (“unrelated conversa-
tions”) were counted for each group of students. These
variables were also reported by the two video raters.
Although the students received identical teaching re-

gardless of the group size, we also collected data on their
self-assessment in order to measure the Hawthorne-effect.
Before and after the training, all participants were asked
to assess their BLS skills on a continuous numeric scale
from zero to ten with ten being the best self-assessment.
In addition, we asked for potential confounders during the
pre-assessment (age, gender, previous training as a
paramedic or other training, month elapsed since the
last resuscitation training).

Statistical analysis
Variables following a Gaussian (normal) distribution are
expressed as mean and standard deviation (SD). Non-
normal distributed variables are indicated as median and
interquartile ranges (IQR). The Kruskal–Wallis analysis
was used to test multiple groups, the Wilcoxon signed-
rank test to compare two paired samples and the Mann–
Whitney U test to compare two unpaired values. In all
other cases two-tailored Student t-tests were used.
We calculated the interclass correlation (ICC) for each

human-rated checklist item to assess the inter-rater agree-
ment, based on the results of each individual student [21].
As we measured individual skills, all statistical calculations
are related to individual participants if not stated
otherwise. A p-value < .05 was considered statistically
significant. If multiple groups were compared, we used
Bonferroni correction to protect against Type I errors.
The OSCE score was regarded as a quasi-continuous
variable to perform statistical analysis. Analyses were
performed using JMP (version 10.0.2, 64 bit, SAS Institute
Inc., NC, USA). ICC(3,1) was calculated using R (Version
3.0.0) and the irr package (extension package for the R
software, in order to calculate the inter-class correlation)
[22,23]. Graphics were created using Prism (Version 6.01,
GraphPad Software, Inc., CA, USA).

Ethical considerations
Participation was voluntary, and written informed consent
was obtained from all participants. All participants in this
study received a small gift after completion. Students not
participating in this study had no disadvantages regarding
the BLS course. The study was approved by the ethical
committee of the University of Tübingen (Reference 539/
2012) and conducted in accordance to the Declaration of
Helsinki (Seoul 2008).

Results
Baseline characteristics
Inter-rater agreement was high with a median ICC of .83
for the checklist items individually assessed by two raters.
The characteristics of the students are shown in Table 1.
Five datasets were excluded because of technical problems
with the manikin or video recording (three in the X3, one
in X5 and X8). In a post-hoc power analysis, we could de-
tect a 4-point OSCE score difference with n = 18 for each
group, α = .05, 1 – β = .8 and standard deviation = 2.84.



Table 1 Baseline characteristics and demographics

All students X3 X5 X8

Total (n) 69 27 19 23

Age, Median (IQR) 24 (23 – 28) 24 (23 – 27) 23 (22 – 27) 24 (23 – 28)

Female, n (%) 41 (59%) 16 (59%) 14 (73%) 11 (47%)

Months since last resuscitation training, median (IQR) 33 (23 – 45) 37 (24 – 47) 36 (22 – 45) 32 (22 – 43)

Paramedical qualification, n (%) 10 (14%) 3 (11%) 3 (16%) 4 (17%)

Other medical qualification, n (%) 11 (16%) 4 (15%) 2 (11%) 5 (7%)

Baseline characteristics and demographics for all students included in the data analysis. Values are shown for all students and for students in groups of three (X3),
five (X5) or eight students per tutor (X8).
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OSCE assessments and resuscitation quality
In the baseline assessment, we found comparable
OSCE scores in X3, X5 and X8 (Figure 2, X3: 39.0 (IQR
36.0 – 43.5), X5: 40.0 (IQR 34.0 – 41.5), X8: 39.5 (IQR
36.0 – 43.5), p = .46), corresponding to pass rates of
41%, 16% and 35% at a pass level of 42 points). OSCE
scores at post-test were similarly high among groups of
three, five or eight students per tutor (X3: 48.0 (IQR
46.5 – 49.5), X5: 47.5 (IQR 45.0 – 50.5), X8: 47.5 (IQR
45.0 – 49.5), p = .96), corresponding to pass rates of
93%, 100% and 100%. Chest compression rates and depths
at post-test were mostly within the recommended ranges.
We detected no significant differences in the number of
students that were within the recommended ranges for
compression depth and frequency. All objective resuscita-
tion parameters are reported in Table 2.

BLS teaching session
We found statistically significant differences in the time
for each individual participant to practice BLS skills. The
effective individual hands-on time was comparable for
participants in groups of three and five students, but
lower for participants in groups of eight students per
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Figure 2 OSCE scores pre- and post-test. OSCE scores at pre- (A) and p
(X8). Before the BLS training, many students were below the pass rate of 4
students from all groups passed the OSCE.
tutor (X3: 4:07 min (IQR 2:54 − 5:52 min), X5: 4:32 min
(IQR 3:41 − 6:08 min), X8: 2:16 min (IQR 1:15 − 4:55 min,
X3 versus X8: p = .02, X5 versus X8: p = .006, Figure 3A).
Participants in groups of eight students per tutor were less
likely to ask questions than classmates in groups of
three students per tutor (number of question/answer-
dialogs per student in X3: 3.0 (IQR 1.0 − 5.5), X5: 2.0
(IQR 0.5 − 3.5), X8: 0.5 (IQR 0.0 − 1.0), X3 versus
X8: p < .001, Figure 3B). Groups of five or eight students
were more likely to conduct unrelated conversations than
groups of three students (number of unrelated conversa-
tions in group X3: 2.9 ± 1.7, X5: 16.0 ± 7.0, X8: 17.0 ± 5.1,,
X3 versus X5: p < .001, X3 versus X8: p < .001, Figure 3C).
The teaching interventions by the tutor for each stu-
dent were comparable among the groups (X3: 3.5 (IQR
2.5 − 11.0), X5: 8.0 (IQR 4.5 − 9.5), X8: 2.5 (IQR 1.5 − 14.0),
Figure 3D).

Self-assessment
Before the training, participants self-assessments were
comparable among the groups (X3: 3.0 (IQR 2.0 − 4.0),
X5: 3.0 (IQR 2.0 − 5.0), X8: 3.0 (IQR 2.0 − 6.0), p = .82).
Following the training session, students in groups of eight
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ost-test (B) in groups of three (X3), five (X5) or eight students per tutor
2 points in total (dashed line). After the training, the vast majority of



Table 2 Objective resuscitation quality

Variable Assessment All students X3 X5 X8

Compression depth [mm] (mean ± SD) Pre 48.2 ± 10.7 50.1 ± 10.0 40.5 ± 11.1 52.4 ± 7.7

Post 54.5 ± 5.3 55.6 ± 6.1 52.7 ± 4.7 54.8 ± 4.5

Compression depth (% within range) Pre 31,9% 40,7% 15,8% 34,8%

Post 69,6% 55,6% 78,9% 78,3%

Compression rate [1/min] (mean ± SD) Pre 102.8 ± 21.9 106.0 ± 22.6 98.6 ± 21.6 102.2 ± 21.7

Post 113.6 ± 11.1 112.9 ± 10.9 108.6 ± 8.0 118.5 ± 11.9

Compression rate (% within range) Pre 29,0% 33,3% 21,1% 30,4%

Post 66,7% 70,4% 78,9% 52,2%

Duty Cycle [%] (mean ± SD) Pre 46.5 ± 7.5 45.1 ± 8.0 49.5 ± 7.2 45.6 ± 6.6

Post 45.4 ± 5.0 45.0 ± 6.1 45.3 ± 4.6 46.0 ± 3.8

Compressions completely released [%] (median (IQR)) Pre 99 (73 – 100) 99 (67 – 100) 99 (47 – 100) 98 (86 – 100)

Post 96 (65 – 99) 97 (60 – 100) 95 (69 – 99) 97 (59 – 99)

Objective resuscitation quality, reported as proposed by Kramer-Johansen et al. [20]. Values are shown for all students and for students in groups of three (X3), five
(X5) or eight students per tutor (X8). For compression depth and rate, we furthermore report the % of students within the recommended range [1].
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classmates had a lower self-assessment than participants
in groups of three or five classmates (X3: 8.2 (IQR 7.2 −
9.0), X5: 8.0 (IQR 7.9 − 9.0), X8: 7.0 (IQR 6.1 − 9.0). X3
versus X8: p = .007, X5 versus X8: p = .03).

Discussion
In this prospective, randomized and double-blind simu-
lation study, we investigated the impact of different
group size on the effectiveness of resuscitation training
and on the training session itself. We found that teach-
ing BLS skills was effective in groups of three, five or
eight medical students per tutor. After the training, all
groups had high OSCE pass rates of over 90% and had
comparable OSCE scores. However, we observed a re-
duced individual teaching focus in larger groups. Although
tutors were told to spend the same time practicing for
each individual participant, students in groups of eight
classmates had less hands-on time to practice BLS skills.
This difference might be due to a higher proportion of
“observational learning” or due to a subjective time pres-
sure in the larger groups. Furthermore, students in larger
groups were less likely to ask questions and had a lower
subjective self-assessment.
The results of this study have important practical impli-

cations. For teachers at medical schools or in paramedic
education, assigning a certain number of students to a
tutor is an everyday challenge. In doing so, it is important
to find a balance between a teacher-intensive small group
setting and classes with more students per tutor. Although
evidence to support this decision is limited, this work
provides an additional reference for teachers to make
an evidence-based choice. While we could not detect a
difference in gain of performance in larger groups of
eight students, there was a decline in teaching quality
(less hands-on time and more unrelated conversation).
Our study population already had fairly good resuscitation
skills in the pre-test, so there might be a ceiling effect.
Thus it is justifiable to teach BLS skills with medical
students in group sizes up to eight students per tutor if
smaller groups are not feasible. For more complex skills
or a less advanced audience, the decline in teaching qual-
ity in larger groups may lead to a suboptimal teaching
result.
In our study, the majority of all participants did not

pass our OSCE before receiving the standardized BLS
training. In the post-test assessment, more than 90% of
students passed the OSCE. Although this effect can be
explained partially by the fact that the students perform-
ing the post-test OSCE already knew the scenario and
had some activation of prior knowledge from the pre-test,
this effect alone is unlikely to be sufficient to explain that
most students pass the second OSCE. Aside from the fact
that the resuscitation quality was already included in the
OSCE checklist, we also assessed the quality parameters
individually. The objective resuscitation quality increased
in all groups from the pre- to the post-test, still we ob-
served variances in the different group sizes. The main
learning success is indicated by the checklist items asses-
sing clinically important aspects as the general pace, the
assessments and the ventilation success [1]. Another
important finding was that pass rates in the post-test
were comparable among groups of three, five or eight
students per tutor. This has important medical impli-
cations, because one could state the students from all
groups are “safe to practice” [24].
There is evidence from interactive education sessions

that the student participation is lower in larger groups
[15]. Looking at the teaching session itself, we found that
the amount of questions asked by students decreased as
group size increased. This could be explained partially
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Figure 3 Effect of group size on hands-on time, questions, unrelated conversation and tutor interventions. Graphical representation of
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by the fact that some questions are also asked by other
classmates in larger groups. This effect might account
for some questions, but not all questions a student in-
tends to ask. To confirm this, we calculated the amount
of questions asked per minute and found that it was
highest in groups of three and lowest in groups of eight
students per tutor. Consequently, the amount of unre-
lated conversations conducted within the groups in-
creased with group size. This finding further supports
the results of Wheelan et al. who reported that students
in larger groups participate and concentrate less than
students in smaller groups [15]. However, we only counted
the number of topic related/unrelated conversations and
did not perform an in-depth analysis whether the conver-
sation had an additional positive or negative effect (i.e.
improvement of group dynamics).
This lower participation might have some implications
on the students’ contentment and self-assessment. Kooloos
et al. found a lower student satisfaction in larger groups
compared with smaller groups [25]. The lower contentment
could lead to a negative Hawthorne effect, where students
in larger groups feel worse and therefore perform worse
[26]. Although we did not measure the satisfaction of our
participants, we found that students in groups of eight
classmates had a lower self-assessment than participants in
groups of three or five students per tutor. Remarkably, this
is despite the fact that all groups had a comparable OSCE
score. Therefore, the increased group size already had an
influence on the perceived learning success but not yet on
the performance of the medical students.
To our knowledge, this is the first prospective double

blind study to investigate the impact of group size on
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the effectiveness of a resuscitation curriculum measuring
the resuscitation outcome with an OSCE. Our results
are in agreement with previous data, although Rezmer
et al. only investigated students in relatively small groups
of two, three or four students per tutor in a retrospective
survey and post-simulation exam [14]. In contrast, Cooper
et al. focused on less practical and more theoretical skills
like taking a patient’s history [27]. In their investigation,
smaller groups seemed to perform better than larger
groups [27]. While our results are true for skills such as
BLS, they may not be applicable for more complex skills
as required for advanced life support resuscitations. In
more sophisticated settings, or in other target groups as
medical students, smaller groups might benefit from the
ability to ask questions and to focus on the teaching
session.
Strengths of this study are the prospective, randomized

and double-blind approach as well as the acquisition of
distinct outcomes: a checklist, objective manikin data (as
checklists are not sensitive for identifying poor chest
compression quality [28]) and observations recorded
during the teaching session itself. We used video- and
audiotaping to conduct the study in a double-blinded
fashion. Although the awareness of being video recorded
might change the behavior of the participants and tutors,
there is evidence that many people quickly forget that
they are being recorded [29]. A sophisticated resuscitation
manikin provided objective chest compression perform-
ance. Although we cannot provide ventilation performance
due to inaccurate manikin measurements in the breathing
parameters, the total ventilations count and the average
ventilation success as observed by the video raters are
included in the OSCE score. Another shortcoming of
our investigation is that a total of 36 students declined
to participate, which could result in a possible selection
bias. Though OSCE scores were comparable among the
different group sizes, there were some variations in ob-
jective chest compression parameters. More focus in
general should be put on objective resuscitation quality
because it is known to be poor even for professional
helpers [3]. As we only evaluated medical students, it
needs to be investigated if our results can be transferred
to other groups like lay-rescuers or paramedic staff.

Conclusions
This research showed that group size up to eight stu-
dents did not influence the teaching success of BLS
skills when measured on a distinct checklist to assess
resuscitation skills. However, smaller groups yielded a
longer practicing time, had more opportunities to ask
questions and conducted less unrelated conversations.
Therefore these results warrant careful interpretation,
as smaller groups may be advantageous for more com-
plex skills. Further studies are necessary to assess the
impact of group size on the teaching of more complex
skills and on long-term retention of the skills or teaching
a less advanced audience.

Additional files

Additional file 1: Teaching plan. The teaching plan that was used
during the BLS sessions. The plan was originally used in German
language and was translated for publication.

Additional file 2: OSCE checklist and guide for marking. The
checklist used for the OSCE rating as well as the guide for marking,
containing information about how each item should be rated.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no financial or non-financial competing
interests. Financial support for this study came from the “PROFIL” program of
the Faculty of Medicine, University of Tübingen.

Authors’ contributions
MM had the idea for the study, organized and planned the investigations
and drafted the publication. AM helped to create the study design and
assisted in organizing and performing the investigation. SS, SV, AR and UT
acted as the blinded tutors and thereby helped in the data acquisition. PP
and LH were the blinded video raters and thereby helped in interpreting the
video and audio data. DH, AM, JR and PR have made substantial
contributions in interpreting the data form an emergency physician’s point
of view. AHW and SZ analyzed and interpreted the data regarding its impact
on medical education. NC helped with the study design, the data
interpretation and the writing. Beyond that, all authors have been involved
in critically revising the article and approving the published version.

Acknowledgements
The authors thank all participating students for their contribution. We also
thank Heike Dessecker-Maier and the physicians of the Department of
Anesthesiology and Intensive Care Medicine for their valuable help during
this study. The statistical support by Aline Naumann is highly appreciated.
We further thank Michael Mattes for critically proofreading our manuscript.
Financial support for this study came from the “PROFIL” program of the
Faculty of Medicine, University of Tübingen.

Author details
1Medical School, Faculty of Medicine, University of Tübingen, Geissweg 5,
Tübingen 72076, Germany. 2Department of Anesthesiology and Intensive
Care Medicine, University of Tübingen, Hoppe-Seyler-Straße 3, Tübingen
72076, Germany. 3Department of Internal Medicine VI, Psychosomatic
Medicine, University Hospital of Tübingen, Osianderstraße 5, Tübingen 72076,
Germany. 4Ärztezentrum Ostend, Ostendstr. 90, Stuttgart 70188, Germany.

Received: 27 August 2013 Accepted: 26 August 2014
Published: 6 September 2014

References
1. Koster RW, Baubin MA, Bossaert LL, Caballero A, Cassan P, Castren M, Granja

C, Handley AJ, Monsieurs KG, Perkins GD, Raffay V, Sandroni C: European
resuscitation council guidelines for resuscitation 2010 section 2. Adult
basic life support and use of automated external defibrillators.
Resuscitation 2010, 81:1277–1292.

2. Larsen MP, Eisenberg MS, Cummins RO, Hallstrom AP: Predicting survival
from out-of-hospital cardiac arrest: a graphic model. Ann Emerg Med
1993, 22:1652–1658.

3. Wik L, Kramer-Johansen J, Myklebust H, Sorebo H, Svensson L, Fellows B,
Steen PA: Quality of cardiopulmonary resuscitation during out-of-hospital
cardiac arrest. JAMA 2005, 293:299–304.

4. Soar J, Monsieurs KG, Ballance JH, Barelli A, Biarent D, Greif R, Handley AJ,
Lockey AS, Richmond S, Ringsted C, Wyllie JP, Nolan JP, Perkins GD:
European resuscitation council guidelines for resuscitation 2010 section
9. Princ Educ Resuscitation Resuscitation 2010, 81:1434–1444.

http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-6920-14-185-S1.docx
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-6920-14-185-S2.pdf


Mahling et al. BMC Medical Education 2014, 14:185 Page 8 of 8
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6920/14/185
5. Issenberg SB, McGaghie WC, Hart IR, Mayer JW, Felner JM, Petrusa ER,
Waugh RA, Brown DD, Safford RR, Gessner IH, Gordon DL, Ewy GA:
Simulation technology for health care professional skills training and
assessment. JAMA 1999, 282:861–866.

6. Jaques D: Teaching small groups. In ABC of learning and teaching in
medicine. Edited by Cantillon P, Hutchinson L, Wood D. London: BMJ
Publishing Group; 2003:19–21.

7. Rosenthal R, Jacobson L: Pygmalion in the classroom. Urban Rev 1968,
3:16–20.

8. Gill E, Tuck A, Lee DW, Beckert L, Multicultural Task G: Tutorial dynamics
and participation in small groups: a student perspective in a
multicultural setting. N Z Med J 2004, 117:U1142.

9. Fischer RL, Jacobs SL, Herbert WN: Small-group discussion versus lecture
format for third-year students in obstetrics and gynecology.
Obstet Gynecol 2004, 104:349–353.

10. Engleberg NC, Schwenk T, Gruppen LD: Learning styles and perceptions
of the value of various learning modalities before and after a 2nd-year
course in microbiology and infectious diseases. Teach Learn Med 2001,
13:253–257.

11. Cendan JC, Silver M, Ben-David K: Changing the student clerkship from
traditional lectures to small group case-based sessions benefits the
student and the faculty. J Surg Educ 2011, 68:117–120.

12. Willett LR, Rosevear GC, Kim S: A trial of team-based versus small-group
learning for second-year medical students: does the size of the small
group make a difference? Teach Learn Med 2011, 23:28–30.

13. Bandura A: Social foundations of thought and action : a social cognitive
theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall; 1986.

14. Rezmer J, Begaz T, Treat R, Tews M: Impact of group size on the
effectiveness of a resuscitation simulation curriculum for medical
students. Teach Learn Med 2011, 23:251–255.

15. Wheelan SA, Mckeage RL: Developmental patterns in small and large
groups. Small Group Res 1993, 24:60–83.

16. Harden RM, Stevenson M, Downie WW, Wilson GM: Assessment of clinical
competence using objective structured examination. Br Med J 1975,
1:447–451.

17. Brennan RT, Braslow A, Batcheller AM, Kaye W: A reliable and valid method
for evaluating cardiopulmonary resuscitation training outcomes.
Resuscitation 1996, 32:85–93.

18. Nolan JP, Soar J, Zideman DA, Biarent D, Bossaert LL, Deakin C, Koster RW,
Wyllie J, Bottiger B, Group ERCGW: European resuscitation council
guidelines for resuscitation 2010 section 1. Executive summary.
Resuscitation 2010, 81:1219–1276.

19. Whitfield RH, Newcombe RG, Woollard M: Reliability of the Cardiff Test of
basic life support and automated external defibrillation version 3.1.
Resuscitation 2003, 59:291–314.

20. Kramer-Johansen J, Edelson DP, Losert H, Kohler K, Abella BS: Uniform
reporting of measured quality of cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR).
Resuscitation 2007, 74:406–417.

21. Shrout PE, Fleiss JL: Intraclass correlations: uses in assessing rater
reliability. Psychol Bull 1979, 86:420–428.

22. Team RC: R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing.
300th edition. Vienna, Austria: R Foundation for Statistical Computing; 2013.

23. MGaJLaIFPS: irr: Various Coefficients of Interrater Reliability and
Agreement. In R package version. 084th edition. ; 2012.

24. Wass V, Van der Vleuten C, Shatzer J, Jones R: Assessment of clinical
competence. Lancet 2001, 357:945–949.

25. Kooloos JG, Klaassen T, Vereijken M, Van Kuppeveld S, Bolhuis S,
Vorstenbosch M: Collaborative group work: effects of group size and
assignment structure on learning gain, student satisfaction and
perceived participation. Med Teach 2011, 33:983–988.

26. Mayo E: The human problems of an industrial civilization. New York:
Macmillan Co.; 1933.

27. Cooper D, Beswick W, Whelan G: Intensive bedside teaching of physical
examination to medical undergraduates: evaluation including the effect
of group size. Med Educ 1983, 17:311–315.
28. Jansen JJ, Berden HJ, van der Vleuten CP, Grol RP, Rethans J, Verhoeff CP:
Evaluation of cardiopulmonary resuscitation skills of general
practitioners using different scoring methods. Resuscitation 1997,
34:35–41.

29. Martin E, Martin PM: The reactions of patients to a video camera in the
consulting room. J R Coll Gen Pract 1984, 34:607–610.

doi:10.1186/1472-6920-14-185
Cite this article as: Mahling et al.: Basic life support is effectively taught
in groups of three, five and eight medical students: a prospective,
randomized study. BMC Medical Education 2014 14:185.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit


	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Study design and setting
	Participants and randomization
	Basic life support training
	Objective structured clinical examination measurements
	Outcomes
	Statistical analysis
	Ethical considerations

	Results
	Baseline characteristics
	OSCE assessments and resuscitation quality
	BLS teaching session
	Self-assessment

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Additional files
	Competing interests
	Authors’ contributions
	Acknowledgements
	Author details
	References

