
Original Research Article http://doi.org/ 10.18231/j.aprd.2019.003 

IP Annals of Prosthodontics and Restorative Dentistry, January-March, 2019;5(1):9-11 9 

Evaluation of prosthodontics practical teaching by dental students 

 

Moctar Gueye
1,*

, Agnes Gaëlle Kamdom Foko
 2
, El Hadj Babacar Mbodj

3
, Falou Diagne

4 

1Associate Professor, 2Part-time Dentist, 3,4Full Professor, Institute of Odontology and Stomatology, Cheikh Anta Diop University, Dakar, 

Senegal 

*Corresponding Author: Moctar Gueye 
Email: makhou1@wanadoo.fr 

Abstract 
Introduction: Student assessment is an effective tool for improving teaching performance. The purpose of this study was to analyze the 

prosthodontics practical teaching assessment by students of the Institute of Odontology and Stomatology in Cheikh Anta Diop University. 

Materials and Methods: This was a descriptive and cross-sectional study carried out among 103 students in Master 1 and Master 2 in 

dentistry. The variables observed included student supervision, preclinical work and evaluation of practical prosthodontics learning. The 

Likert scale graduated from 1 to 5 allowed a quantitative assessment. SPSS® software version 17.0 was used for statistical analysis. The 

comparison of averages used Student t-test. The risk of error has been set at 5%. 

Results: The majority of students (65.1%) found the number of teachers insufficient. Learning objectives were stated for 60.2% of the 

sample and evaluation procedures were specified for 41.7%. For 73.8% of students, a demonstration was made at each session. The video 

projector was used according to 69.9% of students. Concerning the certification evaluation, 66% of them disagreed with the final single 

formula. 

Conclusion : Given the limitations observed in student assessment, an evalution of its effectiveness would improve teaching performance. 
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Introduction 
The Student Assessment of Education is designed to 

identify and analyse the strengths and weaknesses of an 

education with a view to improve its performance. In the 

United States, it is an effective instrument for collecting 

students' opinions about the quality of teaching, while in 

Europe, ownership of the evaluation approach remains a 

difficult process.
1-5

  

African universities in the south of Sahara have not 

remained on the sidelines of this global trend to promote the 

quality of education. The Faculty of Medicine, Pharmacy 

and Odontology of Cheikh Anta Diop University has 

undertaken a series of pedagogical and structural reforms as 

part of an overall quality approach.
6
 At the Institute of 

Odontology and Stomatology, the Student Assessment of 

Education process is initiated with the evaluation of 

prosthodontics teaching. 

This study aimed to analyse the prosthodontics practical 

teaching assessment by students of the Institute of 

Odontology and Stomatology in Cheikh Anta Diop 

University. 

 

Materials and Methods  
This was a descriptive and cross-sectional study at the 

Institute of Odontology and Stomatology of Cheikh Anta 

Diop University in Dakar. The selection of the sample was 

made after an exhaustive recruitment among the 120 

students in Master 1 and Master 2. The study included 

consenting volunteer students enrolled in 2011-2012. The 

variables observed were related to socio-demographic data 

(age, sex, grade) and items related to the supervision, 

practical work and evaluation of the prosthodontics practical 

training during dental studies. Practical training was 

provided by 6 assistant professors in the Prosthodontics 

Department. The time credit is 3 hours per session, i.e. 96 

hours in Licence 2 and 156 hours in Licence 3. The self-

administered questionnaire is a synthesis of the evaluation 

questionnaire templates from a literature review.
7-9

 It was 

improved after the pre-test on a sample of 10 randomly 

selected Master 2 students. The students concerned had 

received the necessary explanations to understand the 

different items.  

The quantitative evaluation used the Likert scale
10,11 

graduated from 1 to 5. Each student had to assign to the 

items a score corresponding to the degree of agreement that 

could belong to one of the 3 categories specified by 

"Disagree", "Neutral" and "Agreement". The quantitative 

variables were described by their mean and standard 

deviation. The assessments were expressed in number and 

percentage in an evaluation report. The SPSS
®
 software 

version 17.0 for Windows was used for statistical analysis. 

A Principal Component Factorial Analysis with Varimax 

rotation was implemented to evaluate the structure 

underlying the items. The items in the domains had to have 

a factor load greater than 0.35 to be considered relevant for 

the evaluation of prosthodontics practical teaching. The 

psychometric analysis of the questionnaire to look for 

internal consistency of the items used Cronbach's α 

coefficient which varies between 0 and 1 and which is all 

the greater as the items are correlated with each other. A 

coefficient of 1 corresponded to a redundancy of items in 

the domain studied and a coefficient of 0 meant an absence 

of consistency. The internal consistency of a dimension was 

good if the coefficient was greater than 0.6.
11

 The Student t-

test was used for comparison of age averages by gender. 

The significance level was set at 5%. 

 



Moctar Gueye et al.  Evaluation of prosthodontics practical teaching by dental students 

IP Annals of Prosthodontics and Restorative Dentistry, January-March, 2019;5(1):9-11 10 

Results 
Among the 120 students enrolled, 103 completed the 

questionnaire, i.e. a response rate of 85.8%. The response 

rate was 68% in Master 1 and 98.6% in Master 2.  

Male students accounted for 54.4%, i.e. a sex-ratio of 1.2. 

The average age was 26.6 ± 2.2 years with a maximum of 

33 years and a minimum of 23 years. The average age was 

significantly higher for men than for women (p = 0.01), with 

27.3 ± 1.9 years and 25.8 ± 2.3 years respectively. (Table 1) 

In the sample, Master 2 students accounted for 66.9% of the 

total. Women accounted for 61.8% in Master 1 and 37.7% 

in Master 2. (Table 2) 

The items used had a factor load greater than 0.35. 

(Table 3) The psychometric analysis of the internal 

consistency of the items assigned to the "Practical Work" 

domain a Cronbach's α coefficient of 0.64 with an average 

of 3.41 ± 0.3. (Table 4)  

The majority of students (65.1%) found the number of 

teachers supervising the practical work sessions insufficient. 

Teachers were available according to 46.6% of the sample. 

The learning objectives were defined at the beginning of the 

session according to 60.2% of the students and the 

evaluation procedures specified according to 41.7% of the 

sample. For 73.8% of them, a demonstration was made by 

the teachers at each session. The briefing relating to the 

practical work session was presented using a video projector 

according to 69.9% of the students. About the certified 

learning assessment, 73.8% of them disapproved of the final 

single formula. (Table 5) 

 

 

Table 1. Age and gender distribution 

Gender  Age (years) P-value 

Mean  Standard deviation Minimum Maximum 

Male (n = 56) 27.3 1.9 23 31 0.01 

Female (n = 47) 25.8 2.3 23 33 

Total 26.6 2.2 23 33 

 

Table 2. Distribution by gender and academic level 

Gender Academic level Total 

Master 1 Master 2 

n % n % n % 

Male 13 38.2 43 62.3 56 54.4 

Female 21 61.8 26 37.7 47 45.6 

Total 34 33.1 69 66.9 103 100 

 

Table 3. Relevance factor analysis of evaluation items 

Pedagogical area Items of Assessment Factor load 

Supervising rate The number of teachers is sufficient 0.568 

Teachers are available in practical work 0.395 

Practical work Objectives are defined at each session 0.606 

Valuation procedures are specified 0.548 

A demonstration is made at each session 0.397 

Teachers use the video projector 0.397 

Certificative evaluation The single evaluation is a good formula 0.570 

 

Table 4. Psychometric analysis of assessment areas 

Pedagogical area Mean ± standard deviation Cronbach's coefficient α 

Supervising rate 2.28 ± 0.41 0.7 

Practical work 3.41 ± 0.3 0.64 

Certificative evaluation 2.6 ± 0.52 0.56 

 

Table 5. Evaluation report on prosthodontics practical teaching 

Pedagogical area Clinical Evaluation Items Assessment 

Agree Neutral Disagree 

n (%) n (%) n (%) 

Supervising rate The number of teachers is sufficient 26 (25,2) 10 (9,7) 67 (65,1) 

Teachers are available in practical work 48 (46,6) 20 (19,4) 35 (33,9) 

Practical work Objectives are defined at each session 62 (60,2) 12 (11,7) 29 (28,2) 

Valuation procedures are specified 43 (41,7) 20 (19,4) 40 (38,9) 

A demonstration is made at each session 66 (73,8) 11 (10,7) 16 (25,5) 

Teachers use the video projector 72 (69,9) 11 (10,7) 20 (19,4) 

Certificative evaluation The single evaluation is a good formula 22 (21,3) 5 (4,9) 76 (73,8) 
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Discussion 
The selected items are relevant to evaluate 

prosthodontics practical teaching when their factor load is 

above 0.35.
11-13

 The items making up the pedagogical field 

of supervision have a better internal coherence than the 

items of practical work. As for the items in the learning 

assessment, their low internal consistency calls into question 

the performance of the assessment made by students.
11

 It 

then seems necessary to reinforce the internal coherence of 

the items composing the pedagogical domains by consulting 

teachers or organizing focus groups with students. 

Similarly, the administration of the questionnaire in several 

stages would help to identify pedagogical areas with a high 

degree of internal consistency.
11,14

 

The sample is characterized by a male predominance. 

The results do not reflect the global trend towards the 

feminization of dental studies.
15

 This difference is related to 

the fact that the survey was carried out among students at 

the end of their training, while other studies on the same 

subject concerned all students in the entire dental cycle.
12

 

Most students feel that the number of teachers is 

insufficient and less than half of the sample find them 

available during the practical work sessions. It appears that 

the supervision rate for practical education is deficient, 

which is confirmed by the allocation of the lowest average. 

The unsuitability of the supervision ratio is linked to the fact 

that it is the same team that ensures from the 2
nd

 to the 6
th

 

year of study, in addition to the practical work, the lectures, 

the clinical teaching, as well as the direction of the research 

work. Their high workload considerably reduces their 

availability. To carry out a comprehensive evaluation of 

teaching, it would be more appropriate to carry out a critical 

analysis taking into account all the other dimensions and 

pedagogical and research activities of teaching staff. 

The majority of students say they are aware of the 

learning objectives. Similarly, Abraham
16 

reported that 96% 

of medical students felt that the objectives of the practical 

work were well stated. In addition, more than 2 out of 3 

students report that teachers use a video projector and 

perform a demonstration to prepare for the practical work 

session. The use of the docimological approach and adapted 

didactic tools constitutes a pedagogical process conducive to 

better practical learning and effective preparation for its 

evaluation.  

The certification evaluation is not well appreciated by 

the students who gave it a low average. Most of them 

disagree with the final single assessment. Given the 

recommendation to use reliable instruments for the learning 

assessment process
17

, it is important to focus on a method of 

assessment through continuous monitoring. 

 

Conclusion 
The management of student assessment is part of the 

overall process of improving and regulating higher 

education. Given the limitations observed in the evaluation 

of prosthodontics practical teaching by students, an 

assessment of its effectiveness would make it possible to 

take political decisions in favour of effective teaching. 
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