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=Abstract=

Perception on curriculum
reformation and curriculum
evaluation of medical school

Purpose: The aim of this study is to
identify the elements of success in
curriculum reformation using focus group
interview and faculty survey.

Methods: We 105
questionnaires that were collected from
450 faculties in
College of Medicine from September 1 to

analyzed the

Yonsei University

September 12, 2005. The interview of

focus group was conducted to 105

faculty and students using 10 interview
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questions from July 25 to August 29,

2005. The data of focus group interview
and faculty survey were analyzed by
content analysis, frequency and per-
centile.

Results: 66.7% of faculty have pointed
out that it is right a direction of new
curriculum but there are some problems
in curriculum management. The most,
frequently addressed problem in the new
curriculum is as follows: ability of self-
directed learning(15.3%), deficiency of
faculty understanding(10.5%). The faculty
comments on the improvement areas of
new curriculum such as curriculum
revision(8.6%), efficiency of curriculum
management(6.7%), reward and incentive
The focus

groups pointed out the important fac-

system of education(6.7%).

tors of curriculum reformation such as
horizontal and vertical integrity between

subjects, improvement of student achi-
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evement test, enhancement of self-directed
learning, responsibility and authorities
of course director.

Conclusions: It should be concluded,
to succeed curriculum reformation,
which the purpose of curriculum refor-
mation announces obviously and mana-
gement group should effort continuously
so that professors may understand the
new curriculum. The course directors
have to responsibility and authorities
operating the subjects and the univer—
sity should develop the students” evalua-
tion system and faculty performance

appraisal system.
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Table 1. Participants of Focus Group Interview
Focus group Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
Date July 25, 2005 Aug. 8, 2005 Aug. 22, 2005 Aug. 29, 2005
No. of
Participants ] & 56 .

course directors
associate dean

Characteristics

teaching faculty in
basic and clinical
science

representative of
students
program
coordinators

teaching faculty in
PBL, selective,
society and
medicine course
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Table Il. Evaluation Questions for Focus Group

Questions

_ What do you think about the basic structure of curriculum?

. Is horizontal and vertical integrity suitable between subjects 7

_ Are faculties satisfied with their teaching responsibility?

1
2
3. Is the problem-based learning administered as basic concept and purpose of PBL?
4
5

_Is the students achievement test being implemented according to the purpose of new
curriculum?

6. What are changed the relationship between faculty and students?

7. What evidence is there that teaching contents targeted for change have actually
changed?

8. Are students achieving basic knowledge and skills, and so on using self-directed
learning?

9. Does this curriculum have basic elements, such as human resources, space, necessary
teaching materials and supporting system?

10. Does course director have the authorities to adjust subjects?
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Table Ill. Faculty's Perception about Curriculum Reformation

Questions el
N=105 %
. Do you know the purpose and content of new curriculum?
Yes 87 82.9
No i|i7: 16.2
No response 1 150
. To what extent do you feel the publicity activities to raise the understanding
of faculty about new curriculum ?
A great extent 29 27.4
Some extent 47 44.3
Little extent 29 27.3
. Do you believe that curriculum reformation from conventional curriculum
to integrated and problem based curriculum is proper thing?
Very well 36 34.3
Neutral 27 25.7
Not at all 30 28.6
No response 12 114
. To what extent do you change your teaching contents and slide?
Fairly well 34 32.4
A little bit 54 51.4
Not at all 8 7.6
No response 9 8.6
. In your opinion, What defines the curriculum reformation?
.It is wrong a direction of new curriculum and there are some problems 10 95
in curriculum management. ’
.It is 1'ight a direction of new curriculum but there are some problems 70 66.7
in curriculum management.
.It is right a direction of new curriculum and there aren't any problems 16 15.9
in curriculum management.
No response 9 8.6
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Table IV. Problems Areas and Improvement Methods of Curriculum

Problem areas N % Improvement areas N %
Ability of self-directed learning 16 15.3 | Curriculum revision 8.6
Deficiency of faculty's understanding 11 10.5 | Efficiency of curriculum management 1 6.7
Lack of teaching hours 7 6.7 |Reward and incentive system of education 7 6.7
Loose connection between educational 6 57 Faculty development for changing of 6 57
objectives with curriculum " | faculty recognition '
o . Feedback about curriculum management
Unbalance of teaching time among subjects 5 4.8 . 6 5.7
and evaluation
Insufficiency of teaching resource 4 3.8 |Investment of human resource and finance 5 4.8
Too heavy a burden of faculty 3 2.9 |Improvement of student achievement test 5 4.8
Needs for continuation of curriculum 3 2.9 | Content consultation before starting subject 4 3.8
Content sequence between freshman and 5 99 Emphasis the student autonomy and A 38
sophomore " | responsibility ’
Inappropriateness of PBL enforcement time 3 2.9 |[Introduction of faculty track system 4 38
Improvement of faculty performance
Inefficiency of block lecture 3 29 ; . i 3 29
appraisal
Inad f assessment system about .
. eq’uacy X a.s er.l .s')s F 3 2.9 | Reduction of facultys workload 3 29
faculty s educational activities
Inefficiency of selective courses 3 2.9 |Provide students with learning guide 2 19
Collecting and reflecting the will of
Content relevance between faculties 2 19 e e 2 19
faculty and students
Others 12 11.4 | Others 4 38
No response 21 20.0 | No response 34 324
Total 105 100.0| Total 105 100.0
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