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AIM: The aim of the study is to evaluate the perceptions of medical students about educational environment in a medical 
college. 
OBJECTIVE: To assess the perceptions of students about the teaching pattern and curriculum.
METHODOLOGY: This is a cross sectional study conducted among third and fourth year MBBS students of Saveetha 
Medical College & Hospital ,Chennai using DREEM scale.Comparison of mean DREEM domain scores is done.The study 
is done for a duration of 6 months.A total of 255 students were given with DREEM questionnaire and data was analysed 
using SPSS version 15.P-value of < 0.05 was considered significant.
RESULT: The response rate was 85.33percent.The total mean DREEM score was 108/200 (54%). The total score of SPL 
domain was 28.16/48 (58.66%).The total score of SPT domain was 22.21/44 (50.47%) and of SASP was 18.68/32 
(58.37%).The
total score of SPA domain was 22.71/48 (47.31%) and that of SSSP was 14.77/28 (52.75%). For SPL, SPT, SASP and SSSP,
the domain scores were > 50%. However for SPA domain the score was < 50%.
CONCLUSION: There was an overall positive response of total DREEM score.Certain problem areas and issues were 
identified which requires a further exploration and preparation of a new action plan.
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INTRODUCTION
Medicine is a profession that requires the acquisition and 
mastery of a large body of knowledge and clinical skills as 
well as high standards of professionalism in both behaviour 
and attitudes demonstrated both within and outside the 

1academic setting .Medical students need to develop wide 
ranging skills andaptitudes to meet the health care needs of 
the patients and society that they intend to serve.Medical 
educational environment includes factors such as physical 
environment(e.g., classroom and equipment), teachers, 
colleagues and other student support systems that can 
motivate a medical student to engage in learning.Assessment 
of student's perception on educational environment may 
provide medical schools with barriers and opportunities for 
improvement of  learning experiences in medical 
students.Hence, a study was undertaken to determine the 

10,11association of scores with factors such as gender , place of 
13 12 residence and year of study and to assess the medical 

educational environment.

METHODOLOGY
After obtaining approval from the institutional ethics 
committee, this cross sectional study was carried out over a 
period of 3 months.DREEM questionnaire has been used to 
collect the information about the educational environment.

INCLUSION CRITERIA:
Ÿ Medical students of third and final professional year
Ÿ Medical students who consented for participation

EXCLUSION CRITERIA:
st nd 

Ÿ Medical students of 1 and 2 professional year
Ÿ Medical students who didn't consent for participation.

DREEM questionnaire was admitted to all the selected 
students (via inclusion/exclusion criteria) after briefing for 
instructions. Information regarding demographic and other 
personal data such as year of study, gender, place of 
residence (hosteller /day -scholars) was collected in an 
anonymous manner. The DREEM instrument is a 50 item 
inventory, consisting of 5 sub-scales

Ÿ Students' Perceptions of Learning (SPL): 12 items (items 

1,7,13,16,20,22,24,25,38,44,47 and 48) maximum score- 
48.

Ÿ Students' Perceptions of Teachers (SPT): 11 items (items 

2,6,8,9,18,29,32,37,39,40 and 50) maximum score- 44.
Ÿ Students' Academic Self Perception (SASP):8 items (items 

5,10,21,26,27,31,41 and 45) maximum score-32.-Students' 

Perceptions of Atmosphere (SPA):12 items ( items 

11,12,17,23,30,33,34,35,36,42,43 and 49) maximum 

score- 48.

Students' Social Self Perceptions (SSSP): 7 items (items 

3,4,14,15,19,28 and 46) maximum score- 28.

Students are asked to read each statement carefully and to 

respond using a 5 point like ranging from strongly agree to 

strongly disagree.It is important that each student applies the 

items to his/her own current learning situation and responds 

to all 50 items.Items are scored as follows: Strongly agree- 4, 

Agree- 3, Uncertain- 2, Disagree- 1, Strongly disagree- 

0.However,9 of the 50 items (number 4,8,9,17,25,35,39,48 and 

50) are negative statements and should be scored as:Strongly 

agree- 0, Agree- 1, Uncertain- 2, Disagree- 3, Strongly 

disagree- 4.Statistical package of social sciences(SPSS) 

version 15 was used for statistical analysis.

Table 1: guide for overall score interpretation

RESULT
A total of 300 questionnaires were distributed and 255 

responses were collected. Response rate is 85.33%. Out of the 

255 responses 126 were females(49.4%) and 129 were 

males(50.59%)

Day-scholars were 171(67.05%) hostellers were 84(32.94%). 
rd th 3 year students were 148(58.03) and 4 year students were 

107(41.97%)
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Score Interpretation

0-50 Very poor

51-100 Plenty of problems

101-150 More positive than negative

151-200 Excellent



The total mean score of DREEM at Saveetha medical college 
and hospital, Chennai was 108/200(54%).Table 3 shows the 
analysis of total scores for all domains with reference to 
independent variables.The independent variables taken into 
consideration for the study are gender , year of study and the 
place of residence (hosteller/day scholar).

Table 2: Total DREEM score with reference to gender

Table3:Total DREEM score with reference to place of 
residence

Table 4: Total DREEM score with reference to year of 
study
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Domain Male Female P-value

SPL 28.19 28.09 0.838

SPT 24.21 24.46 0.608

SASP 19.09 18.31 0.444

SPA 20.97 21.45 0.731

SSSP 14.72 15.72 0.087

Domain Hosteller Day-scholar P-value

Domain rd3  year th4  year P-value

SPL 27.89 28.95 0.033

SPT 24.41 24.45 0.061

SASP 18.17 19.19 0.026

SPA 22.60 22.81 0.886

SSSP 14.59 15.74 0.284

SPL 28.38 27.94 0.064

SPT 23.32 24.44 0.854

SASP 18.84 18.50 0.071

SPA 23.10 21.60 0.795

SSSP 14.34 14.23 0.047

Table 5: Individual score of SPL domain

Table 6:Individual score of SPT domain

Table 7:Individual score of SASP domain

Table 8:Individual score of SPA domain

Item Male Female Hosteller Dayscholars rd3  year th4  year

1 I am encouraged to participate in teaching sessions 2.50 2.43 2.48 2.46 2.39 2.55

7 The teaching is often stimulating 2.45 2.37 2.39 2.42 2.37 2.45

13 The teaching is student centered 2.39 2.31 2.36 2.34 2.36 2.34

16 The teaching helps to develop my competence 2.83 2.85 2.90 2.78 2.78 2.90

20 The teaching is well focused 2.85 2.90 2.91 2.86 2.83 2.93

21 The teaching helps to develop my confidence 2.78 2.78 2.79 2.77 2.74 2.83

24 The teaching time is put to good use 2.05 1.98 1.96 2.04 2.04 2.00

25 The teaching over emphasises factual learning 2.96 2.92 2.91 2.95 2.90 2.98

38 I am clear about the learning objectives of the course 2.23 2.20 2.26 2.19 2.12 2.32

44 The teaching encourages me to be an active learner 1.19 1.96 1.94 1.94 1.78 2.10

47 Long term learning is emphasised over short term 
learning

1.74 1.82 1.90 1.72 2.12 1.96

48 The teaching is too teacher centred 1.50 1.55 1.58 1.50 1.46 1.60

No. Item Male Female Hostellers Dayscholars rd3  year th4  year
2 The teachers are knowledgeable 2.58 2.55 2.59 2.55 2.43 2.71

6 The teachers are patient with patients 2.34 2.20 2.30 2.34 2.36 2.30

8 The teachers ridicule the students 2.12 2.18 2.25 2.21 2.25 2.21

9 The teachers are authoritarian 2.11 2.20 2.16 2.15 2.17 2.15

18 The teachers have good communication skills with 
patients

2.08 2.26 2.22 2.12 2.24 2.10

29 The teachers are good at providing feedback to 
students

1.95 1.89 1.85 1.98 1.95 1.91

32 The teachers provide constructive criticism here 2.01 2.02 2.03 2.01 2.02 2.02

37 The teachers give clear examples 2.20 2.18 2.20 2.19 2.29 2.19

39 The teachers get angry in class 2.17 2.19 2.17 2.15 2.14 2.18

40 The teachers are well prepared for their classes 2.90 2.86 1.82 1.94 2.84 2.92

49 The students irritate the teachers 1.75 1.73 1.73 1.75 1.72 1.76

No. Item Male Female Hostellers Dayscholars rd3  year th4  year

5 Learning strategies which worked for me before 
continue to work for me now

2.43 2.38 2.48 2.34 2.43 2.39

10 I am confident about passing this year 2.48 2.49 2.54 2.44 2.29 2.69

22 I feel I am being well prepared for my profession 2.31 2.34 2.39 2.27 2.32 2.34

26 Last year's work has been a good preparation for 
this year's work

1.99 1.96 1.98 1.98 1.49 1.47

27 I am able to memorize all I need 1.38 1.82 1.60 1.60 1.48 1.72

31 I have learned a lot about empathy in my profession 3.40 3.47 3.40 3.48 3.21 3.67

41 My problem solving skills are being well developed 
here

2.50 2.41 2.45 2.47 2.54 2.38

45 Much of what I have to learn seems relevant to a 
career in healthcare

2.49 2.44 2.5 2.44 2.41 2.53

No. Item Male Female Hosteller Dayscholars 3rd year 4th year

11 The atmosphere is relaxed during consultation teaching 2.19 2.19 2,20 2.18 2.17 2.21



Table 2-4 indicate the total mean score of all independent 
variables with respect to each sub-scale.The total score of SPL 
domain was 28.16 /48 (58.66%).The total score of SPT domain 
was 22.21/44 (50.47%) and of SASP was 18.68/32 
(58.37%).The total score of SPA domain was 22.71/48 
(47.31%) and that of SSSP was 14.77/28 (52.75%). For SPL, SPT, 
SASP and SSSP, the domain scores were > 50%. However for 
SPA domain the score was < 50%.The highest score was 

th obtained by 4 year students for SPT domain and the score was 
28.95/48.The lowest score was obtained by dayscholars for 
SSSP domain and the score was 14.23/28. Individual score of 
each item in each domain is listed in table 5 to 9. Table 10 gives 
the information about total score interpretation of each 
student for each domain and also gives the number of 
students falling in each category.

Table 10: Guide for DOMAIN score interpretation

DISCUSSION
The main aim of the study is to compare the experiences of 

different groups of students with respect to their educational 

environment and to diagnose deficiencies in the 

curriculum.For this purpose, the DREEM questionnaire was 

found to be an effective and accurate instrument and is used 

all over the world for measuring medical educational 
21,22-23,24environment .

The overall DREEM score was 109/200 which shows that the 
students have an overall positive perception towards their 
educational environment. However, it showed a lesser score 

20 19when compared to studies conducted in Sweden , Australia , 
16 17Saudi Arabia and Canada .

When individual scores are interpreted domain wise 
(Table10),in SPL domain, teaching is viewed negatively by 
144 students and 106 students have a more positive approach 
towards learning .In SPT domain, 115 students are in need of 
some retraining and 125 students are moving in the right 
direction.In SASP domain,127 students scored between 9-16 
which indicates many negative aspects while 121 students are 
perceiving more on the positive side.In SPA, 130 students say 
that there are many issues that need changing(13-24) and 110 
students perceived a more positive atmosphere(25-36).In 
SSSP domain,145 students perceived it as not a nice place(8-
14) and 100 students feel that the educational environment is 
not too bad.When individual items are analysed, item no.36 - 'I 
am unable to concentrate well' of SPA domain was scored least 
by the hostellers.This issue needs further exploration 
irrespective of the cause and corrective measures must be 

8implemented .

CONCLUSION
This study is used to determine the association of low scores 
with independent factors like gender, year of study and place 
of residence which helps the management to identify the 
problem areas which can be solved with further exploration.
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125
10
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17 – 24 Feeling more on the 
positive side 25 – 32 Confident

5
127
121
2

SPA 0 – 12 A terrible environment
13 – 24 There are many issues that 
need changing
25 – 36 A more positive 
atmosphere 37 – 48 A good 
feeling overall

10
130

110
5

SSSP 0 – 7 Miserable
8 – 14 Not a nice place 15 – 21 Not 
too bad
22 – 28 Very good socially

5
145
100
5
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