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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to analyze the current status of team learning in engineering education. For this, literature review
and survey were used. The survey was conducted with 16 professors and 627 students in engineering college. Based on the results,
team should be organized in consideration of various characteristics and competencies for effective team learning activities in engineering
education. And in the team learning operations, it is necessary to make the conditions for students to immerse in team learning through
the activation of communication of team members, tightening management of free riding in team learning, and optimizing team learning
period. It is necessary to use the team learning evaluation method in harmony with the team, individual and peer evaluation.
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Table 3 Contents of survey questionnaire
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Table 6 Comparison of appropriate number of team member
between professors and students
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Table 22 Comparison of team learning necessity between
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