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Abstract

Clinical teaching quality assurance is determined by continuous evaluation. The purpose of this study was to evaluate the satisfac-
tion rate of clinical dentistry students with clinical teaching in Kermanshah University of Medical Sciences between 2015 and 2016.
In this descriptive-analytical study, 90 students (56.7% female) with an average age of 25.17 ± 3.15 years participated. The data col-
lection tool was a satisfaction evaluation questionnaire. To compare satisfaction levels between different parts, repeated measures
test and Bonferroni post hoc test were used. SPSS version 18 software was used to analyse data. The results showed that there was a
significant difference in satisfaction rate of fourth year students with teaching among sections of the faculty (P = 0.016). In general,
the students satisfaction rate with the clinical departments can be evaluated as moderate. Maximum cooperation of the professors
and accurate implementation of the educational curriculum can have a significant effect on increasing student satisfaction.
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1. Background

One of the methods for evaluating an educational sys-
tem is surveying student opinions, as they experience the
full effect of the teaching during their course (1, 2). As
the main recipients of the educational system, evaluat-
ing student satisfaction is one of the significant compo-
nents of the quality of education (3). Studies have shown
that in current dental school curricula, students do not
reach their predetermined educational goals (4). Thus, it
is necessary to evaluate the existing state of the education
continuously and identify its strengths and weaknesses
to achieve effective clinical education (5, 6). Studies have
been conducted to evaluate the views and satisfaction lev-
els of clinical interns of different medical sciences. Stud-
ies by Acasian et al. in Qom University of Medical Sciences
(7) and Tofighi et al. in Tehran University of Medical Sci-
ences (8) have shown student satisfaction with no aspects
of educational services. In conclusion, one can state that
all educational systems, especially medical education deal-
ing with the health of individuals and society, need contin-
uous evaluation (9). Although clinical skills are important
in dental education, it was evaluated much less than other
medical sciences.

2. Objectives

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the satisfac-
tion of students of dentistry in their last three years with
education to understand better the clinical educational
environment of the dentistry departments in Kermanshah
University of Medical Sciences.

3. Methods

The present descriptive–analytic study was conducted
on fourth-, fifth-, and sixth-year (clinical level) students
from the faculty of dentistry in the academic year 2015 -
2016. The samples entered the study using convenience
method. From each academic year, 30 students (90 stu-
dents in total, 56.7% female, 43.3% male) mean age of 25.17
± 3.15 years were evaluated. The inclusion criteria were
the start of internship and training course, having at least
two academic semesters at the faculty, and being satis-
fied with joining the study. Guest students, students who
had not started the internship or training courses and or
were unwilling to participate in this study were excluded.
The data collection tool was a questionnaire developed by
Sanatkhani et al. in 2009 to evaluate the satisfaction lev-
els of clinical students with education in the dental school
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(6). The questionnaire had two parts: the first included
the academic year, gender and GPA of the student and the
second part had 15 questions to evaluate factors related
to the professor and staff of the department, educational
goals and planning, educational facilities and equipment,
and the measurement method of student knowledge and
learning. Scoring for each question was based on the Lik-
ert scale with 1 for very weak to 5 for very good. After ques-
tionnaires were collected, data were entered into SPSS 18.0
(Inc., Chicago, Ill., USA); repeated measures test was used
to evaluate the satisfaction level with education offered by
different departments of the dental school. Kolmogorov-
Smirnov approved the normal distribution of data and
Bonferroni’s follow-up test was used for pairwise compar-
isons.

4. Results

In the present study, in the basic model for data analy-
sis, age, gender, year of admission, and GPA were consid-
ered as the independent variables, but due to the inter-
action between students satisfaction with education and
admission year (P < 0.001), data analysis was done sepa-
rately for the admission year of the students. The satisfac-
tion level of 4th year students with education in different
sections of the dentistry school was statistically significant
(P = 0.016): restoration had the lowest score and oral and
maxillofacial surgery had the highest score (Table 1). Com-
parison of satisfaction rate of 5th year students with educa-
tion in different departments of the faculty of dentistry did
not show a statistically significant difference (P = 0.334).
The repeated measures test showed that the level of satis-
faction of 6th year students with education in different de-
partments of dentistry faculty was not statistically signifi-
cant (P = 0.831) (Table 1).

5. Discussion

The results of the present study show that student
satisfaction with periodontics, fixed prosthesis, movable
prosthesis and pediatrics was higher than with the other
sections. Restoration, oral diseases, endodontics and or-
thodontics were the least favorable. The results of the
study by Tofighi et al. (8) showing that satisfaction with the
pediatric department and the lack of satisfaction with or-
thodontics were consistent with the results of the present
study. Although this consistency is not significant, due to
the difference in satisfaction measurement method, in re-
search implementation and in conducting the study in two
different times and places, this difference in results is not
unexpected. Similarly, the results of studies by Eslamipour

et al. (9) and Tabatabaei et al. (10) were different from the
results of this study, which can be justified due to differ-
ences in the facilities and procedures of each faculty. In
such studies, the best approach is to examine the causes of
satisfaction considering the factors affecting the students’
view.

One of the important factors in satisfaction of students
is the number of professors and their attendance and su-
pervision in the departments. The results showed that the
highest score in this area was for periodontics, fixed pros-
thesis and mobile prosthesis; students were least satisfied
with restoration and endodontics. Given the importance
of this factor, it is observed that the satisfaction of the fac-
tors related to the professor has led to a general increase in
the satisfaction of these sections or vice versa.

In Eslamipour et al. (9), the highest satisfaction of the
students was with professors of orthodontic and periodon-
tics and the least satisfaction was with professors of the
prosthetic and restorative departments. Their results also
stressed the importance of the role of the professor in stu-
dent satisfaction with the sections. In the present study,
the students evaluated the time and quality of demonstra-
tion in the restoration section as weak and in the fixed
prosthesis section as desirable. In the study by Sanatkhani
et al. (6) regarding the time allocated to demonstration
and its quality, the highest satisfaction was for the oral dis-
eases section and the least was for periodontics and pros-
thesis.

The next effective factor is the existence of equipment
and facilities in the departments. According to the results
of this study, the students evaluated periodontics, surgery
departments as favorable in this regard, and the radiol-
ogy section as weak, which has good consistency with the
general satisfaction of students with the departments. In
Tabatabaei et al. (10), students were most satisfied with
the orthodontics department and the least satisfied with
the endodontics and surgery sections. Student satisfaction
with the equipment and facilities of these units was incon-
sistent with the overall satisfaction of the sections, which
shows the importance of the role of equipment and facili-
ties compared with the role of the teacher.

In the present study, students were most satisfaction
with radiology and surgery sections, in the time devoted
to each section and the timing and adjustment of patients,
and least satisfied with restoration and oral diseases. In the
study by Tofighi et al. (8), 75% of the students considered
the time for apprenticeship in pediatric and radiology sec-
tions enough, and 41.7% stated the duration of orthodontic
training as short. Students seem to need more time in the
sections that have longer and varied clinical work, and the
lack of timing and conditions will increase their dissatis-
faction with that section.
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In addition, in the present study students had the high-
est degree of satisfaction with the transparency of the
goals of the fixed prosthetic section and the least with oral
diseases section. Zamanzad et al. also stated that lack of ed-
ucation in accordance with established goals is due to low
satisfaction of medical students from some sections (11).
Regarding the cooperation of nursing staff with students,
the highest satisfaction was with the surgical section and
the lowest with fixed prosthesis and oral diseases. Students
from Babol University had the highest level of satisfaction
with the nursing section of oral health, which was differ-
ent from the results of the study (10).

Concerning the necessity of conducting written tests
and OSCE, the radiology and periodontics sections were
most urgent and the endodontics and oral diseases were
the least urgent ones. In a study conducted at Kerman
school of dentistry, Faryabi et al. (12) stated that the clini-
cal evaluation of the departments increases student stress
and reported that only 30% of the students consider OSCE
exams positive and 20% agreed with conducting practical
tests.

5.1. Conclusions
According to the results, restoration, oral and max-

illofacial diseases, endodontics and orthodontics depart-
ments of dentistry of Kermanshah University of Medical
Sciences had the lowest acceptability among students. Ac-
cording to students, the most important factors with this
dissatisfaction are related to the role of the professor, tim-
ing, and facilities and equipment to some extent. Thus,
more cooperation of professors and the accurate imple-
mentation of educational curriculum in the department
with a mean score lower than the average can have a sig-
nificant effect on increasing student satisfaction.
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