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Objective - : - This study is aimed fo determine opinions of medical teachers of the Facuity
of Medicine, Chulalongkorn University, about research on medical education.

Design : - Descriptive study.

Methods : - A questionnaire was construcied and distributed o 375 instructors of the
Faculty of Medicine, Chulalongkorn University in February 2002. They retumed
161 questionnaires (42.93 %) by the end of the'month. The data were analyzed

by SPSS for Windows version 8.0 and presented in frequency and percentage.

Results 1 Among the medical teachers, 100 were male (62.11.%)and 61 female (37.89%).

There were 42 instructors (26.09 %), 43 assistant professors (26.71 %), 65

associates professors (40.37 %) and 11 professors (6.83 %). The 44 (27.33 %)
medical teachers were from pre-clinic; 116 (72.05 %) from clinic; and 1 (0.62%)
did not identify themselves. 47 (28.18 %) of the medical teachers used ¢
read journals on medical education such as Academic Medicine and Medical
Education; and 88 (54.66 %) of the medical teachers thought that research

on medical education is a kind of research on medical science. Most of them

(95.65 %) said that research on medical education is necessary for Thailand
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because the results can be applied fo improve both the feaching and
feaming processes and curriculum development. When asked who should run
the research, 108 (67.08 %) of the medical teachers suggested those who are
interested in medical education. The main obstruclion is that medical
teachers themselves are not interested to do the research. Given that the
research is a part of academic promotion in the faculty, the number of
research papers will surely increase. One of the best ways fc promote
research on medical education is to count if as workload legible for academic
promotion. Other allernatives are namely: providing training course on research
on medical education and increasing the reward.

Conclusion : Most medical teachers of the Facuity of Medicine, Chulalongkorn-University
thought that research on medical education is valuable for both the improve-
ment of teaching and learning processes as well as curriculum development.
Another possibility that promofes research on medical education is to count
it as workload and a factor influencing academic promotion. Since the number
of medical teachers who returned the questionnaire were only 43 %, the result
cannot be used fo represent the opinion of the whole body of medical
feachers of the Faculty. However, the research should be taken as a pilot

study, a complete study should be carried out againin the future.

Keywords - © - Research on.medical education, Opinicns, Medical teachers.

Reprint request : Laisnitsarekul B, Medical Education Unit, Faculty of Medicine,
Chulalongkom University, Bangkok 10330, Thailand:
Received for publication. Octeber 15, 2002,



Vol 46 No. 12 ATuARiuTasRuTd Auzunrergas eRsonsalanIing s

das g e w 977
December 2002 WNM@ﬂ'ﬂim@ﬂﬂ'ﬁ“%ﬂﬂﬁﬂ'ﬂﬁﬂiﬁﬂﬁ'ﬂ

ygun aediinigine, feUssyy duseinsel, evus eSiiashues, aiggesd wadu.
ATHARAUT2IANINTTE AMsULNVEMEaRT JWacnIaiNwTIngde ANRenITuRATY
UHYEATERIANYT. IWIRINTAILIYET 2545 5.R;46(12): 975 - 84

cCONEEEN P MIAnSAgLssANAINEAN399A9 NAATUTEAMINRTE AOUSINE-
AARS WIBINIRINNTINENAE TUABN IR UNNLANRRATANE

sduuun1s@ee ¢ nosAnmudenssain

@l = s as ¥, & ¢ 2 @ a

F8nsfinun » gadeldafusyasuainuazgeliannaisdanzunnaaans

AN INgIaE 99U 375 A DudAsunun g 2545 uasld
SunaumueneduRuaey 910K 161 817U Aalufesas 42.93 Yeya

NUULARUNWHINBIATIsTeyandz sunsy SPSS for Windows
12855 810 mﬂ’mﬁﬁlugﬂmmﬁ uazinsgs

RANTSANEY . AnenItimeLLILARL0N ThimwaT IR MY 100 AU Aniludesas
62.11 (huwaviiianay 61 AW AaTuSanas 37.89. ANNAUWIN
nNaTImMsiueiaase 42 auamiuioeas 26.09 dludrsamansianse
43 AU Anilufasns 26.71 WusasAaAs1917e 65 AU AniTlufaeay
40.37 uauitlupnansanel 11 au Aadluieess 6.83 AtureTeauay
44 Ay vTafasAz 27.33 87910 NIAATNNUEAATIN AnAnIdIIL
116 AY VidadaEaz 72.05 N1RINANABTINNARTN Sa1a7s 1 AuTINIA
2YIMNIRINMIART A ADINAE AU 47 AY WTaFBERE 29.19 1Ag

ANUIITANIEANUUNNLAVAATANS) 191 Academic Medicine LA

Medical Education. ARIAIPEI1IY 88 ALYTE Teeas 54.66 And)
nsAdEA g AaasAnEudun1s3Ran N ImeEAgasnsunng
1iianiie Anasrsddoulngy (Geens 96.65) thudinaTaRsmUNTE
AaansAnsuTufeudmsunlszoeine iesonusanaseaanso
WanndfurlanseuaunisdaniaFeuntiaey uRsNSHRIUMANGAT
@anwdmnilpsanihugfuiasey Tunsadeduumenans
Anwr Aneze 910 108 A Wiedeeas 67.08 uuzidaandug
Faulaluanduunmeransinm gulazsavanAsanaselisgula

14
4 s = =

flazinidasiinll uAfWISHA LUWNEAIERANIAITONN [UYe




978 ysgum seaiinaine uasaue Chula Med J

FoumienngaTanns Bedisuaussaun3saasiuninty 3ain
Tanlunisduaiun saus e ABATAn Aen se e TE
Frunmgaanafneuessilsznounil lunssuaunsAnnssey
B UaNTTIne dwiasauy hun nrsavangmrevs
AN NN AU IEANAAZANE T taznT IdT 19T

GELl Sk AnRTERQIzUNEAaRF 9sInsalnvIneae doulun/Andieau
s munneransdne JanAaiaroun llfufurzenszuoaunis
§AnasdeunisaenLasnIsimsngas Faniiazduaiuliingg
sEA e asAnE RN nTuAen s sansy T mAsEA
unneransAnm iesilszneuviilunssuaunisfameze wie
YA UULUSNNTTINGG Lﬁ@\v@’;nﬁmquﬂqum’ AUSUNNEIANRAT
ayiasnsaluiingnay Tifteedasas 43 AReuuuusoLnIY Auiiua
n1s3deaviiannsaagiwinds dnuduasuAndiudaulug vee
purasEhiouun eehelaianeniseiiaadmiunisinyniases
auposTaziinsfnmpomAasiuresnanansd  AnzumeAnans
gl nende AideenAsei e ansAnmsalyly
2UIAR




Vol 48 No. 12
December 2002

Medical education in Thailand began at the
same time with Medicine. Modern medical education
developed in 1922 when Prince Mahidol of Songkia
donated his personal funds to construct buildings
and sent young instructors to study overseas. The
Rockefeller Foundation also responded to the request
of Prince Mahidol by funding the development of

™ Since then medical

medical curricula programme.
education in Thailand has been secured. Currently,
there are 14 medical schools throughout the country.
Moreover, there have been seven conferences cn
medical education, held at national level during the
past 40 years. The conferences had the significant
impact upon the development of medical education
in the country. Important changes such asinnovation
of curriculum has been initiated after recommendations
were raised during the conferences: The Faculty of
Medicine of Chulalongkorn University was established
in April 22, 1947.-1t was officially opened-on June
11, 1847 at King Chulalongkorn Memorial Hospital,
affiliated with the Thai Red Cross Society. On
October 1%, 1867, the school was transferred to
Chulalongkom University and renamed “The Facuity
of Medicine, Chulalongkom University.”® In 1971,
the Facuity of Medicine, Chulalongkern-University
set up Medical Education Unit (MEU). The function
of the Unit was to advise members of the faculty on
developing curriculum to accommodate the needs
of the country. When the World Health Organization
(WHO) was looking for a site to establish a Regional
Teacher Training Centre in South-East Asia, and it
was found that MEU would be most appropriate. For
this reason, WHO selected ten medical doctors
from the members. of the Faculty to study medical

education in the United States of America.’
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Subsequently, on July 1%, 1988, the Faculty of Medicine
of Chulalongkom University has been designated as
WHO Collaborating Centre for Medical Education. The
terms of reference have been outlined as follow: A} To
actas a resource centre in providing advisory service
and participating in activities related to Human
Resources for Health (HRH), in line with Health for All
Strategies; B) To develop and collect training materials
in Human Resource Development for Health for All; C)
To organize -and conduct activities and training for
professionat health teachers to support the Health for
All strategies in the country and the South—Eést Asia
region: and D) To coordinate and / or collaborate with
other WHO centres for HRH. A proposed work plan of
2001-2004 was to conduct research on various projects
on development of manpower in healthcare, e.g.
development of community-targeted and problem-
based curriculum, production of manpower for
healthcare, learning- materials on health science,
evaluation of the healthcare reform movement in
Thailand: impact on guality, efficiency and equity,
etc.” After 30 years of MEU's activities within the
Faculty of Medicine, Chulalongkorn University, the
researchers would like to study their opinions, about

research on medical education.

Objectives

This study is aimed to study opinions of
medical teachers of the Faculty of Medicine,
Chulalongkorn University about research on medical

education.

Materials and Methods
The research design in this study was

descriptive. The study population was medical
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teachers of the Faculty of Medicine, Chulalongkorn

University during 1-28 February 2002. A questionnaire

was designed and distributed to 375 medical teachers”

and 161 of the guestionnaire forms (42.893 %) were
returned. The data were analyzed by SPSS for
Windows version 8.0 and presented in freguency and

percentage.

Results

1. The resuits showed that among the 161
medical teachers who returned the forms, 100 were
male {(62.11 %), and 61 female (37.89 %). There were
42 instructors {26.09 %), 43 assistant professors
(26.71 %), 65 associate professors (40.37 %), and
11 professors (6.83 %). 44 (27.33 %) medical
teachers were frcm pre-clinical departments, 116
(72.05 %) from clinical departments; 1 (0.62 %) did
notidentify their departments of affiliation. The general

characteristics of the medical teachers are shown in

Chula Med J

to read journails on-medical-education such as
Academic Medicine and Medica!l Education; and 88
(54.66 %) of the medical teachers thought that
research on medical education:is a kind of research
on medical science. Most of them (85.65 %) said
that researches on medical education-are necessary
in Thailand because their results can be applied for
the improvement of teaching and learning processes
and curriculum development {Table 2.].

When they were asked who should be
responsible to do the research, 108 (67.08 %) of
the medical teachers suggest that those who are
interested in medical education. The main obstacle is
that medical teachers themselves are not interested
to do this kind of research. If the research could be
applied for academic promotionin every department,
the number of research papers should increase. One
of the best ways to promote research on medical

education is to-accept it as a factor in academic

Table 1. promaotion.
2.47(29.19 %) of the medical teachers used

Table 1. The general characteristics of medical teachers.

ftem f %

Sex Male 100 62.11
Female 81 37.89

Academic Position instructor 42 26.08
Assistant Professor 43 28.71
Associate Professor 65 40.37
Professor 11 ‘ 6.83

Department Pre-clinic 44 27.33
Clinic 116 72.05
No identified 1 0.62

Remark: f= Numbers of medical teacher
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Table 2. Opinion of medical teachers toward medical education research.
Yes No N/A
fem g % f % g %
Do you use to read medical education 47 29.19 111 68.895 3 1.86
research journals such as Academic
Medicine and Medicine Education?
Do you think the medical education 88 54.66 56 34.78 17 10.56
research is a kind of medical sciences
research ?
Is the medical education research 154 95.65 2 1.24 5 3.1
necessary in Thailand and Why ?
Remark: f= Numbers of medical teacher, . N/A = No Answer
Table 2. (Cont.) Opinion of medical teachers toward medical education research.
iterm § %

Who should do the medical education research ?
(can choose more than one answer)

- All medical teachers 36 22.36

- Those who interested 108 67.08

- Educator, Researcher 62 38.51

- Cther 14 8.70

= No Answer 1 0.62
The main obstruction to do the medical education research is :
(can choose more than one answer)

- The medical teachers do not interest this kind of research. 109 67.70

- They do not know how to do. 59 36.65

- The papercan not used for academio- promotion. 43 26.71

- - Other 27 16.77
Should the medical education research be applied for academic prometion ?

- No 6 3.73

- Yes, for all department. 97 60.25

- Yes, for only medica! education. 53 32.92

- ‘Noanswer. 5 3.10
If the medical education research could be applied, do you want to

. do this research ?

- No 75 46.58

- Yes 64 39.75

- No answer 22 13.67
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Table 2. (Cont.)
tem f %

The best way {o promote medical education research is : {can
choose more than one answer)

- Training 80 49.89

- Medical education conference 64 38.75

- Acceptance it as a factor for academic position 84 52.17

- Exira reward 37 22.98

Remark: f= Numbers of medical teacher, N/A = No Answer

Discussion
Only 47 {29.19 %) of the medical teachers
claimed that they used to read journals on medical
education, in spite of the fact that the library of the
Faculty of Medicine, Chulalongkorn University has
journals of Medical Education since 1951, Academic
Medicine since 1988, and Medical Education of
1976-1999. Articles on medical education are also
available in Thai language, namely: Chulalongkorn
Medical Journal since 1973, and Siriraj Hospital
Gazette, since 1962.® However, 88 (54.66 %)
medical teachers thought that research on medical
education is a kind of research on medical sciences.
“Their reasons were namely: 1) it uses scientific
process in research methodology; 2) the content
involved medical science; 3) the results.can be
applied in medical school. Most of the medical
teachers (85.65 %) thought that research on medical
education is necessary in Thailand because it gives
the followings: (1) basic knowledge for planning and
developing education in healthcare profession; (2)
feedbacks about curriculum objeotivés, teaching
methods, evaluation systems; and (3) innovation of

medical education. Their opinions are relevant with

recommendations raised during the 1% - 7" National
Conferences on Medical Education.”™ When they
were asked ‘who should ‘do run the research; 108
(67.08 %) of the medical teachers suggested those
who are interested in medical education. Butin a
recommendation raised during the 2" National
Conference on Medical Education® suggests that
every medical school should establish a division of
research on medical education in order to evaluate
the quality of medical students, examination systems
and other problems concerning educational quality.
The main cbstacie to the research on medical
educationwere, namely: (1) medical teachers are not
interested in this kind of research (67.70 %); (2) they
did not know how to do it (36.65 %) and the paper
could not be used for academic promotion (26.71%),
respectively. Their reasons were as follows: (1) the
faculty dees not have any policy to promote research
on medical education, and they could not use it for
academic promotion. In case that the faculty staff did
not know how to run a research on'medical education,
the medical education unit, Phramongkutkioa College
of Medicine" has set up a workshop for the promotion

of research on medical education among medical
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teachers. One of the best ways to promote research
on medical education is by integrating it as a part of

academic promotion. Hongladarom®

suggests that
a medical teacher who works both in medicine and
in-medical education and has done a research.on
medical education deserves to receive eéxtra money
as well as academic promotion from the Faculty.
Wasi"® suggests that academic positions in medical
schools they should have a variety of professorship
in specialized fields such as Professors of Medical
Service, Professor of Education, Professor of Research,
and Professor of Development. Another way of
promoting research on medical education is through
the training in medical education. Bukkavesa "
reports that medical teachers have to pass a training
in medical education because it helps them to be
better medical teachers. Since cnly 43 % of medical
teachers responded to the questionnaire , the results
cannot represent the opinicns of the entire staff of the
Faculty of 375. However, this research should be taken

as a pilot study, a complete study is recommended

in the future.

Summary

This descriptive research is aimed to study
opinions of the staff members of the Faculty of
Medicine, Chulalongkorn University, in February 2002,
161 questionnaires (42.93 %) were responded from
the 375 medical teachers and the data were analyzed
for frequency and percentage. Most of the medical
teachers who responded to the guestionnaire thought
that research on medical education is valuable for the
improvement of the teaching and learning processes
as well as the development of medical curriculum.

Possible ways that can promote research on medical
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education were, namely: 1) to.integrate the research
is as a factor in academic promotion; 2) to set up
training courses in research on medical education; and

3) to award the researchers in the field.
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