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Opinions about Oral and Maxillofacial Pathology Course

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Investigating Students’ Opinions about Oral and Maxillofacial
Pathology Course in Mashhad School of Dentistry (2009-2010)

Background: oral and maxillofacial pathology is one of the major
courses in basic sciences relating dentistry to medicine and is the
basis of learning many clinical sciences. Since the periodic
evaluation is important in identifying issues and solving them, in
this study, students’ opinions were used to gather useful
information for better planning in this course.

The purpose of this study is to investigate students’ opinions
about oral and maxillofacial pathology course in Mashhad School
of Dentistry.

Methods: This is a cross-sectional study conducted in Mashhad
School of Dentistry in 2009-2010 academic year. All students
attending their third years of study or more, who had taken oral
and maxillofacial pathology course and were willing to answer the
questions participated the study. The study was done on 250
students, field method was used for data gathering and the data
gathering tool was a researcher made questionnaire, and census
was used for sampling. After collecting data, they were coded and
analyzed by SPSS 13.

Results: According to the results of this study, 63.2% of students
had complete to relative satisfaction with the theoretical
pathology course, and 81.6% had complete to relative satisfaction
with the practical pathology course. Students mentioned the
diagnosis of oral diseases as the main application of this course,
Conclusion: By using students’ opinions about Oral and
Maxillofacial Pathology course in this study, in addition to
improving students’ satisfaction by increasing participation and
minor modifications in examination methods, we can hope an
improvement in teaching quality.

Keywords: student of dentistry, oral and maxillofacial pathology

Aty 3,90 4D Mpaiio (S julid BISWEIS (3U gl BTN w30
YYM-AR dass S 33 ©y90 5 S8 g B (wlidd ol (owpd
P e 5990 3 (S Dy g S g ey s Conlaisyy 1 Bud g Al
51 sln 5 039 (S35l 5 Sy Bl 1 oS 23l o 4l pole
ogud (sl 0y90 byl &5l dagi b wdl e (SRS g0 colie 5l ()l
Mol g (objgel sy g8 5 i BB )3 )3 gl G (jsel sl
b ad o bgotild Sl aoyp bodllas pl 3 o) 29390 MU
0035 S o ol (edjsel 388 slb (o) aoby Can (ol CleMb]
P Oygoy Soyples lligiul o Jhjsel 2)50 > plgmdilsy e

e (S5l 0aSiil>

Aputie (S5 35105 0180 3> A4S 039y shniogd — gaaie g4 | dalllas oyl 1 gy
Okl adSeadllas @y dgy9 Jlme Chpdy o WAL luass Jle
03,8 Bl g0 5 S8 g o> (ulih gl o3 & 390 Yl & pgs (Sl
YO sy p oS adlae cpl o amib 1y OVl 4 0655wl 4 bled g L9
SleMbl gygl 3,85 3l g e SledMbl (gy9l5,3 ogus i pbl gl
S g Goledie B9y Cogo & S5 Hged 5 g wBle G deliduy
e o3l b g ond ()5S g (69l e o oddele doliiuwyy oSS 5l yu
285 )3 5)lol oy 4525 3,90 o Jlal 9 SPSS (el 381 p s WY
ol wgyd &yl 0555 51 bgmmisls I ZEY/Y imgt ol ol ollys 1l adly
B JolS Cold, Llos bt o] Logyd ) ogos j ZAVS 5 (o)l kit
okl S e S by 5 QUIZis oy93 lloeal B 2l g 1) eas
38 cpyndn bl wges Sleidn (Bigel kS o s |y gl
W3ged leis lad sl (g)lew pasiin ) Glad awlid | o2

ool yd 5590 Jluo b alasly 5> bgoeils @l )l 5l ealitul b 2 g S Aol
Sl cols)y sy oogde (iagh cpl 2 o g Sy lad wlid
5 pain Sy o 2 prils 5 e ol Sl b ol
ROV NI JCIN K SR YW VIR VoA I IS ST H ES A B S]

g g Sb g lad Ll el ¢ (S0l goeiily 1 gulS s 2314

FME] 4;2 mums.ac.ir/j-fmej

PP o A gl G ol W sl U B Ao
o ed WM—/\RO_J,JN (I.JI d’ ap Il 9 ecld) (..é.ﬂ
D a3 B s W S s e WD s
2l al o BI85 e s gl W G el S Sbldd s
1L ) W il oeldf Lol e s i ) G el
adlol 3 oLd Mu'ﬂu;w:‘;,:f,yaguw(.,,mai@n
Al 02D LS 00 oyl Slddl f Ul ) C‘"' P it 9 Anladl
W 3 aas_o s Y aslll b e p s U e el )
PUT AR RTINS JE Oy N [y SUCRpr S IPR . R e WU 7
ol LAY sl _Las LoD \TAA-A] L o ale g ol Y
PPl b Al LS 1l 5 et U il |yl e o )
ol Al g A LI ek (‘ﬁ"“ a\f,a.;.)»,wu(,m
a adiar S b Sl peea b So. e a0
Sl Jtay SPSS 13 [“4 Pl b Y gl
o i U e NS G I e 0ld :&:um
e (.V,';_ = e SN o 1) S LW
Srso Ll QUIZ sl | a1 il e 1 ablf el 1) et
5 D o ad L oL ol A 1 L) s s
o) I ) penled S il g Yo U 15D 5 Sl Y
o P Rl D a0l 02D
PP b ol s S o U LT o coliz, W I 12 18z,
U,,od;nld;;J,wnJna&ww,guﬂgaeﬂ;rﬂuw
olihs il a5 ol S o Ul e oLl S s Lo
e el (il P e P el
a2 U 5 o ) L i D) i et I Ll

s ol sl (S e sl @3 s g0 e @S S Ane
bt S b o oL S
SIE e S 50 5 0ol (S 2o sl 5 o 1l S S
e B8 S A, ol S i Sl -.'J’ru:?dtﬁ:‘ «
o ok 1S5z -y I s S8 ol Sp s 25 S g
sk e sl 0SS Dl sl e o 2y 2 0P 8 Ol !
obhi S Wb g ol o ot S e GRS el o e Sy
Andes G - Sy U ae S ol SU S (S S S il
C 5 5 ol e IS
plsl e s Sl sl 5Ll 2 o Gelo S sl (B S sy
o L LS LS S8 8 ellb o5 ST Jl s oo ol o8 S 52
o G ol LS e p o e B pslen (S e ool e e I
S S S o 5 B s ol (S S Db el e 5
S S o S sp i S s 2l el el (2 0l
S o ol Db dad g So by o Gl ) o
c“Wngln&edg)w' S olebl v e USG5
255 S e o 1S LB gl Lasie 55l JuSo o bt sy Sk
u’“‘ﬂSLf‘Sd‘L.JJ’ s WA e S Sl (S e I sl
-t Vst oo 05 (S swlen S w0080 035 v S pp50
I pkne ot m ol Yo w2 o 5 Ll 55l o o ol 1y
A S s o S5 Jals G 050 S e oS S b e 5 S 0l S
oblen (S e sl wse A I Ja3 1 B oS

JUNE 21, 2014 W 3



FUTURE of MEDICAL EDUCATION JOURNAL

INTRODUCTION

According to the constitution of the Islamic Republic of Iran
and the World Health Organization’s goals, reaching health
for the whole nation is necessary. Considering this fact, the
main aim of the Ministry of Health and Medical Education is
to reach, maintain and improve people’s health. It is
obvious that training dentists should be in accordance with
this aim (1). The curriculum of dentistry which has been
used in dental schools throughout the country has been
approved on May 20, 2000. In recent years, reviewing the
curriculum of general dentistry seems inevitable, and
measures have been taken in this regard. The new
curriculum has been introduced to schools of dentistry (2).
Periodic evaluation of the curriculum is of great importance
in identifying issues and solving them.

Since students are the main receivers of dentistry education
and directly face its issues, their experiences and points of
view about the content, structure and quality of education
are considered as a main part of quality control of the
curriculum, its evaluation and a great resource for decision
making (3, 4).

Oral and maxillofacial pathology deals with the nature and
features of diseases concerning the oral and maxillofacial
region. Thus, pathology is important regarding health care
in medicine and dentistry. It is obvious that all dentists,
general and specialist, should have adequate information
about pathogenesis, clinical presentations, treatment and
prognosis of oral diseases (5).

In the curriculum of dentistry, pathology is considered as
an important basic science relating dentistry to medicine
and is the basis of learning many principles «of clinical
courses. In the current curriculum, this course has six
theoretical and practical units, and in the new curriculum,
along with the practical course, the theoretical course
includes systemic diseases, ~diagnostic dentistry, tooth
decay, pulp and periapical diseases, which deals with the
origin, diagnosis, control and management of patients with
lesions in oral and maxillofacial region and its reports are
considered as gold standard in diagnosis (5, 6). A study by
Grogoriam in 2002 showed the importance of basic sciences
in solving clinical issues by dentists. Pathology, as a
theoretical science, has a close connection with the clinic.
Today, many new methods as tissue biochemistry, electron
microscope and radioisotope are available for pathologic
studies (7).

Since students are rather uninterested in learning the
material of this course, efforts should be made in this
regard so that they learn better. A study by Jahantigh et al.
in 2010 investigating educational needs of restorative
dentistry by alumni opinions showed that there are some
deficiencies in the restorative course (2). In the study of
Sanatkhani et al. regarding students’ opinions about
teaching and evaluation method in clinical courses in
Mashhad School of Dentistry, students believed that there is
no significant difference in teaching and evaluation
methods among different departments (8). Henzi
investigated the dentistry curriculum in different schools of
dentistry in the United States and Canada in 2007 and
concluded that students are satisfied with their educational

experiences in general (9). Unfortunately, no study has
been done about basic sciences.

Investigating students’ opinions helps better planning to
improve the educational quality of the pathology course by
modifying the volume, content, number of units and
teaching hours of the course. In a study by Moezi in 2009,
89% of the participated students confirmed the efficiency of
evaluation by professor and 53% believed this has positive
impacts and mentioned scientific knowledge and teaching
method as features of a good professor (10).

The purpose of this study was to investigate students’
opinions about oral and maxillofacial pathology course in
Mashhad School of Dentistry in 2009-2010 academic year to
be a basis for future studies.

METHODS

This is a cross-sectional research conducted on 250 students
of Mashhad School of Dentistry. who were passing their
third to sixth years of study in 2009-2010 academic year.
Census was used for sampling. All students in their third to
sixth years of study, either were passing or have passed the
pathology course, and were willing to answer the questions
participated the study. Students who have passed oral and
maxillofacial “pathology in other universities were not
participated. Also, students could be excluded from the
research while answering the questions if they were not
willing. to continue. Field method was used for data
gathering; and data gathering tool was a researcher made
questionnaire consisted of 21 questions, which was
designed by consulting with oral and maxillofacial
pathology members of faculty. The questionnaire was
consisted of closed and open-ended questions covering
different aspects of teaching oral and maxillofacial
pathology.

For validation, the questionnaire was presented to four
faculty members of the oral and maxillofacial pathology
department and their opinions were included in the
questionnaire. To investigate the reliability of the
questionnaire, a pilot study was conducted on 40 students
in two sessions with two-week intervals; the reliability
coefficient was upper than 70 percent. In the second
semester of the 2009-2010 academic year, unnamed
questionnaires were distributed among students of third,
fourth, fifth and sixth years. Students were informed about
the subject and goals of the questionnaire before filling it.
After gathering the questionnaires, they were coded
(multiple choice questions were coded based on the
number of choices) and were descriptively analyzed using
statistical software and tests.

Variables investigated in this study were the students’
attitudes toward different aspects of theoretical and
practical courses of oral and maxillofacial pathology, and
their success rate in passing the course, which were
calculated using the frequency of answers to each question.
These questions were about students’ opinions regarding
the necessity of passing oral and maxillofacial pathology
course, the number of course units, schedule, teaching
method, examination method, application in other fields of
dentistry, and the effectiveness of this course in diagnosis
and treatment of patients.
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SPSS 13 was used for data analysis. Descriptive statistics
including frequency distribution tables, central tendencies,
indexes of dispersion, and statistical charts were used for
data description.

RESULTS

This study was conducted on 250 students of Mashhad
School of Dentistry who have passed theoretical and
practical courses of oral and maxillofacial pathology. All
students were included completely and answered the
questions.

88 (19.68%) of all students failed to pass the pathology
courses 1 and 2 at the first time. They believed the most
important reasons for failure were being uninterested in the
lessons (44.3%), high volume of the course material
(37.1%), and difficult examinations (22.9%); only 18.6%
mentioned improper teaching as the cause of their failure. A
great number of students (42.4%) believed that the number
of units of theoretical pathology course are too high, while
54.4% stated that the number of units of practical pathology
course is appropriate (Table 1). In this study, most students
(52%) believed that the volume of the pathology course
material is not in accordance with its number of units (each
unit equivalent to 17 hours) and it’s heavy.

Most students (68.8%) believed that it is better to pass
theoretical and practical pathology in the third year, like the
current curriculum. (Table 2).

Most students were relatively satisfied with the teaching
methods (Table 3). Regarding educational improvement
methods, 42.9% of students chose quizzes, 16.5% chose
only lecturing, 8.2% chose question and answer, and 25.3%
chose teacher-student participation.

Regarding the evaluation methods, most students (86.6%)
preferred multiple-choice questions (Table 4).

Regarding the application of oral pathology course’s results
in other dentistry fields, students believed that it is mostly
applicable in the diagnosis of oral diseases and least in
prosthesis (Table 5).

Regarding the necessity of oral pathology in dentistry, the
following topics were believed to have the most importance
respectively: identifying diseases of the oral cavity and
maxillofacial diseases (25%), no-necessity (18.7%) and
identifying pathologic lesions microscopically and how to
diagnose them (14.6%) (Table 6).

DISCUSSION

Periodic investigation of teaching and evaluation methods is
significantly important in identifying issues and solving them.

Table 1. Students’ opinions about the number of units of theoretical and practical pathology course
Students’ opinions Total
Course Is low Is high Is appropriate have no idea Frequency
Frequency (percent) Frequency (percent) Frequency (percent) Frequency (percent) (percent)
Theoretical
pathology 1 and 2 15 (6) 106 (42:4) 101 (40.4) 28(11.2) 250 (100)
Practical
pathology 1 and 2 25 (10) 64 (25.6) 136 (54.4) 25 (10) 250 (100)

Table 2. Students’ opinions about years when it is more appropriate to pass theoretical and practical oral

pathology

Students’ opinions

Same as current Should be continued

curriculum to fourth year
No. 172 38
Percent 68.8 15.2

Should be continued

Total
Should be continued Frequency

to fifth year to sixth year
23 17 250
9.2 6.8 100

Table 3. Students’ satisfaction with the methods of offering courses in theoretical and practical pathology
Students’ opinions Total
Course Completely satisfied Relatively satisfied Unsatisfied Frequency
Frequency (percent) Frequency (percent) Frequency (percent) (percent)
Theoretical
Pathology 13(5.2) 145 (58) 92 (36.8) 250 (100)
Practical
Pathology 33(13.2) 162 (68.4) 55 (22) 250 (100)
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Table 4. Students’ opinions about examination types proper for the oral pathology course examination

Students’ opinions

Examination type ~ Multiple-choice Written Tests Blank-filling Matching OSCE
Frequency 214 17 26 57 4
(Percent) (86.6) (6.9) (10.5) (23.1) (1.6)

Table 5. Students’ opinions about the application of oral pathology course’s results in other dentistry fields

Students’ opinions

) o sl
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Frequency 178 104 50 23 17 7 6 3 1
(percent)  (74.8) (43.7) (21) 9.7) (7.1) 2.9) (2.5) (1.3) (0.4)
Table 6.
Student’s opinions Frequency (percent)
Identifying diseases of the oral cavity and maxillofacial diseases 12 (25)
No necessity 9 (18.7)
Identifying pathologic lesions microscopically and how to diagnose them 7 (14.6)
It is not necessary for a general dentist, but it is important as a special field. 6 (12.5)
It is very applicable in case that the teaching method would be modified. 6 (12.5)
It is valuable as a basis for other courses. 6(12.5)
As a physician, it is necessary to have general information. 2(4.2)
Total opinions 48 (100)
Universities should constantly improve their educational  professional institutions, alumni, faculty —members,

quality (11). In Iran, first efforts for continuous evaluation
of higher education were made in 1978 (8). In some
studies, opinions of graduate dentists were used to evaluate
educational system. Stewardson et al. investigated the
ability of dentists in root canal therapy using their own
feedbacks; subjects believed that their problem is mostly
due to being unfamiliar with new techniques and
equipment (12).

In 2011 Sivamalai et al. investigated teaching pathology
using online digital microscope based on feedbacks of 53
medical students of James Cook University in their fourth
and fifth years (13). Semyari et al. conducted a study in
2002 to investigate the efficiency of restorative and
periodontology departments in reaching educational goals;
the results showed that a review in curriculum and
educational system seems necessary (14).

Most studies about dentistry curriculum are conducted on

educational officials and dentists. There are few studies
focusing on opinions of dentistry students (15). It seems
that it is a better idea to evaluate educational system using
students’ opinions, since they are currently facing the
issues, therefore they can easily offer their opinions and
solutions. Furthermore, students are more easily accessible
which makes the information richer and increases validity
and reliability. Henzi et al. investigated curriculum of some
dental schools of North America in 2007 (9). In this study
we investigated students’ opinions about different
educational aspects of oral pathology course. The data
gathering tool was questionnaire. The advantage of
questionnaire is that it is more affordable and less time
consuming and gathers a rather large amount of
information. Also, it is easier to analyze questionnaire’s data
compared to other methods (3).

In the curriculum of Mashhad School of Dentistry, there are
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two theoretical pathology courses (2 units each) and two
practical pathology courses (1 unit each). Most students
believed that the number of units for theoretical pathology
courses 1 and 2 is too high and only 6% mentioned that this
number is low, whereas for practical pathology courses 1
and 2, most students (54.4%) believed the number is
appropriate. More than half of all students (52%) believed
that the volume of the pathology course material is not in
accordance with its number of units (each unit equivalent to
17 hours) and it's heavy. To explain this, we can say that
most students emphasize on clinical sciences and are less
willing to basic sciences, which arises the need to put more
emphasis on informing students about the importance of
basic sciences. No study was found that have covered all
mentioned factors. It seems that the abundance and
wideness of the course material along with lots of
memorizing subjects can explain why students are
uninterested in this course which leads to failure in gaining
proper grades. According to the results of this study, more
that 63% of students were moderately to completely
satisfied with the teaching method of theoretical pathology
course, and 82% with the teaching method of practical
pathology course. Also, students were more satisfied with
the teaching method of practical pathology course which
may show that students are more willing to perform
practical tasks. Thus, theoretical courses must be taught
with methods that attracts students.

Mojabi’s study in 2002 in Ghazvin Dental School showed
that 43.3% of students were satisfied with their pathology
department. Also in this study, 43.3% of students evaluated
the planning of practical course as moderate (16). Semyari
et al. in 2003 most students had more issues in the theoretical
courses of restorative than in practical courses (14).
According to this study, students mentioned these methods
as the best to improve educational quality, respectively:
periodic examinations, teacher-student participation, and
only lecturing. In a study by Talebi et al. in 2010, 67% of
students believed that in teaching clinical. pathology,
question and answer method is ‘more effective than
traditional method, 36.5% of students mentioned that
learning through group discussion is more effective than
lecturing, whereas 30% were not satisfied with group
discussion (17). Current study showed that only 8.2% of
students were satisfied with the question and answer
method, whereas 42.9% believed that periodic examination
is more appropriate in improving educational quality. In a
study by Delaram et al. in 2009, 57.6% of participated
faculty members used lecturing and question and answer
method, 10.8% used only lecturing method and the rest
used a combination of these along with lectures by
students, group discussion, problem solving, ward rounds
and practical training (18).

According to this study, pathology course findings are most

applicable in these fields, respectively: oral diseases
diagnosis, oral radiology, oral and maxillofacial surgery,
whereas they are least applicable in these fields,
respectively: prosthesis, restorative, and orthodontics.
Although it seems that pathology has no direct relationship
with other fields of dentistry, it does not mean that this field
is not necessary for general dentists. Since general dentists
are the first who visit oral patients, it is very essential for
them to be familiar with pathology for screening and early
detection of malignant lesions. As Grogorian mentioned in a
study in 2002 that increase in theoretical information of
dentists leads to better solving of clinical issues, and
pathology, as a theoretical science, has a close connection
with clinic (7).

According to this study, 86.6% of students preferred
multiple-choice questions for the examination, and only
1.6% preferred OSCE questions. In a study by Noohi et al. in
2008, 84.3% of clinical faculty members participated in the
study mentioned evaluation of clinical skills through OSCE
as essential (19). In the study of Delaram et al. most faculty
members used written tests and multiple-choice questions
and 38.2% always held mid-term examinations and 88.3%
considered final examination as the most important
evaluation method (18).

Considering unique features-of the pathology course, like
being basic, difficult material and low income, measures
should be. taken to attract more people to continue
education in this field.

CONCLUSION

According to the results of this study, students mentioned
these reasons for failure in pathology course, respectively:
being uninterested in the course material, difficult material,
and difficult examinations. Most students believed that the
number of units of theoretical pathology course is high,
whereas for the practical pathology course, number of units
is appropriate. This study showed that most students are
satisfied with teaching method of theoretical and practical
pathology and suggested periodic examinations, teacher-
student participation as methods to improve educational
quality and mentioned multiple-choice questions as the best
examination method.

Students believed that pathology course is mostly applicable
in oral diseases diagnosis, oral radiology, and oral and
maxillofacial surgery and mostly believed that the pathology
course materials were rarely used in diagnosing and
treatment of patients.
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