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ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Content Analysis of Course Plans Presented by Teachers in the School
of Health of Mashhad University of Medical Sciences (2012-2013)

Background: Course plan is among the useful tools to improve
the quality of education. This study is conducted to analyze the
content of course plans presented by teachers in the School of
Health of Mashhad University of Medical Sciences.

Methods: In this cross - sectional study, 98 out of 102 course
plans of second semester of the academic year 2012-2013 were
evaluated. The data was collected using a checklist containing 11
dimensions. Data was analyzed using descriptive and analytical
Statistics .

Results: The average score of evaluation was 23.2 * 32. A
significant correlation was observed between faculty gender,
employment status and evaluation scores of their course plans
(P<0.001). The greatest shortcomings were related to
dimensions of educational assistance tools (64.3%), objectives
(51%). The dimensions of Goals in the lesson plans (92.9%),
outline (90.8%), gained the highest scores.

Conclusions: Most of the course plans contents were in an
acceptable level although there is a room for improvement in the
quality of the course plan content.

Keywords: Course plan, Faculty, Content analysis, Education
quality
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INTRODUCTION

Teaching is a two- sided procedure in which student and
teacher interact with each other. Teaching content
evaluation is a useful tool for improving education quality,
and it is used to judge capacities and weaknesses of an
educational program. In fact, evaluating quality of an
educational program is a feedback about how the education
process was performed in different steps (1).

At present a considerable proportion of Gross National
Product (GNP) is allocated to higher education. Assurance of
the fact that educational goals, programs, and performances
of universities are in correct trend, is a national priority (2).
As a building engineer design a map for his work before
actual building process, a teacher should design an
educational map including content, method, media and
training aids before starting to teach (3). Using a standard
course planning based on proper scientific principles reduce
duplication, diminish haste and delay, provide a logical order,
inform the students about their improvement, and instruct
how to teach and how to learn (4).

If the educational plans and practices are on time and
properly organized, the educational process will be effective
(5). This specification made the educational performance
more logical and improves the student’s motivations (6).
The main goals of lesson plan development are organizing
educational activities of an instructor, facilitating learning
process for learners, providing a communication way, and
also helping educational institutes to assess teacher’s
performances. Considering the importance of developing a
lesson plan, ability in lesson plan development and
presenting appropriate lesson plan are required skills for a
capable teacher), which all of faculty members of
MUMS required to acquire them (7, 8). The following
questions must be addressed in every course plan:

1-  What have students to learn?

2- What type of teaching method is used?

3-  How students will be evaluated? (Evaluation tool and
type of questions)

4-  The time schedule for teaching (how much time)?

5-  Place of teaching? (3)

Harden believed that teachers should address ten aspects
in their lesson plan: 1- The community needs in relation to
the training program, 2- Aims and objectives, 3- The
Instructional content, 4- Organize content 5- Instructional
strategies, 6- Teaching methods 7-students assessment, 8-
Relation to certain parts of the, 9- Educational context, 10
management (9).

Hun and Liu also pointed that determining specific teacher,
lesson content, teaching tools, teaching method and
assessment, are the most important characteristics of a
lesson plan (10).

Some studies introduced lesson planning as a main part of
preparing teachers for teaching which help them teach
better and more effective. (11). in other studies students
stated that having a clinical course plan by the instructor
can averagely effect clinical education problems (12).
Studies have shown that the most important factors
related to teacher for the best use of time to reach

learning objectives are, teacher skills in employing proper
teaching methods, considering students opinion in
determining exam time, and providing lesson plan at the
beginning of semester (13). Bazrafkan et al. in their
research regarding lesson plan concluded that there is a
significant relation between lesson plan and educational
progress (14). Since lesson plan is the basis for education,
has essential role in shaping the learning, and since
teaching must be based on scientific principals, it is
necessary that lesson plan develop based on academic
principles. The present study was conducted with the aim
of evaluating content of specialized course plans
presented by teachers in 2011 in SOH of MUMS.

METHODS

In this descriptive and Analytical cross-sectional study all
the lesson plans of specialized courses presented in SOH
of MUMS were investigated. The list of all specific courses
was collected from education office, which based on that
their lesson plan was collected from the Education
Development Office (EDO). The lesson plans which were
not available in EDO, was gathered by contacting teachers.
Finally, due to un-cooperation of a few teachers the lesson
plans of 98 courses from total of 102 courses were
entered the study.

To analyze the content of the lesson plans, a committee
included an expert form SOH EDO, and two faculty
members were formed. The evaluation was performed by a
two part checklist, which was validated in the previous
study (15), consist of 16 questions. The first part (5
questions) of the check list included name of educational
group, the degree that lesson plan was developed for,
academic position of teachers, gender and employment
status of teachers (being a faculty member or not) and the
second part (11 questions) included questions about
existing of course plan introduction (general information),
goals, objectives, content and sequences (time table) of the
teaching, teaching strategies (teaching method),
educational  tools, students responsibilities and
assignments, student final evaluation method (formative
or summative, final and midterm exams) and references of
the course. These questions were designed as a Likert 4-
scale (good, average, week and not apply with scores from
three to zero respectively). Therefore each checklist could
have a score from zero to 33.With considering mean and
standard deviation (SD), the lesson plans with score
between 26.41-33 were considered as good, those with
scores between 0-20.01 were considered as weak, and
lesson plans between these two groups were considered
as average (20.01- 26.41). The collected data were
analyzed by SPSS v16 wusing descriptive statistics
(frequency, percent, mean and SD), independent t-test,
and ANOVA at 0.05 significant level.

RESULTS

The mean score of 98 evaluated courses was 23.21 +
3.2. 22.4% of providers were mentors, 75.5% were assistant
professor, and 2% were associated professor. Regarding
employment statues 75.5% were faculty member and 24.5%
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were not faculty member. 79.6% of instructors were male
and 20.4% were female. 17.3% of lesson plans belonged to
master degree, 73.5% to bachelor degree and 9.3% to
undergraduate degree. T-test showed a significant
difference between genders for lesson plan evaluation
scores (p<<0.001) (the mean score of lesson plan presented
by men and women were 22.74 * 3.3, and 25.05 *2.1
respectively). Table 1 shows the lesson plans content
evaluation based on teacher’s demographics.

Based on content analysis of lesson plans, items are
specified as shown in table 2.

In 25.5% of lesson plans the introduction part had
weaknesses; most of them were related to unspecified
instructor (33%), and unspecified number of course unit
(30.9%) and the least weakness belonged to target group
(1%). The result of overall evaluation of lessens plans were
as follow 12.2% weak, 74.5% average, 13.3% good.

DISCUSSION

The present research is a descriptive and analytic cross
sectional study in which the content of lesson plans
presented by teachers of SOH of MUMS was evaluated.

Results showed that the most weaknesses in lesson plans
components were related to describing of following items:

teaching aides, goals, specific goals, student’s responsibilities,
assignments and way of evaluation. Few studies have been
conducted on content analysis of lesson plan, which the most
common deficits were as follow respectively: undefined
method of student evaluation, style of writing and using
inappropriate verbs in specific goals, and not requesting
prerequisite course (14-16). However in some studies
student duties and assignments, and teaching method had
fewer weaknesses (15, 17, 18).

In the present study the overall goals, topics, time schedule,
and references items had the best situation among lesson
plan items. In Delgoshaei study also overall goals had the
best condition among lesson plans items (15). Other
studies reported that overall goals and time schedule had
the most errors (16, 17).

Some of the present study results are similar to other
studies and some are different. The causes of these
differences were included the following:

First, there is no unique and standard tool for content
analysis of lesson plan or course plan, which leads
universities to use different methods for evaluation process
and therefore reach heterogeneous results. Some studies
indicated that providing standard format to teachers, and
supervising the quality of preparing, presenting and

Table 1. Course plans content evaluation based on teacher’s demographics

Mean (SD) P Value Statistical test
Undergraduate 26.55 (.0.52)
Degree Bachelor 22.25(2.7) <0.001 F=14.5
Master 25.52 (3.7)
Mentor 23.18 (3.6)
Academic level Assistant professor 23.13 (3.09) >0.05 F=1.03
Associated professor 26.5(4.9)
Faculty member 22.58 (3.3)
Employment statues <0.001 T=3.9
Not faculty member 25.20 (2.06)
Environmental and occupational
health 22.19 (2.6)
Department Health and health care management 24.23 (3.3) <0.001 F=9.4
Epidemiology and vital statistics 29.66 ( 0.5)
Table 2. Evaluating items of Course plans presented by teachers of SOH
Item situation Lesson plan item N(%)
. Teaching aides 63 (64.3)
Items with most weaknesses L i . o
Objectives and problems in writing objectives 50 (51)
) Definite overall goal 91 (92.9)
Items with the best scores . )
Definite topics 89 (90.8)
Time frame of teaching sessions 86 (87.8)
. Teaching method 74 (75.5)
Items with most weaknesses . .
Students responsibilities and assignments 60 (61.2)
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performing lesson plans by teachers, are important in
providing better lesson plans in universities.
Second is the lack of workshops or the differences in
quality of training provided by universities in regard to
lesson plan. Soltani in his study stated that performing
lesson plan workshop has considerable impact on teachers
in cognitive aspects (17).
Third, the probable reasons for differences could be related
to difference in sample size, teachers’ lack of motivation
and having managerial and executive positions by
them. results of the Saberiyan et al study showed that
despite the fact that teachers believed developing a lesson
plan is effective in increasing quality of teaching, but 29.4%
of women indicated that the high load of work and lack of
knowledge regarding lesson plan preparation, and 25% of
men stated that the high load of work and lack of
motivation, are reasons for not developing a lesson plan
(19). This study also showed that in 64.3% of lesson plans
the students responsibilities and assignments are not
defined clearly. Delgoshaei mentioned that 40.7% of
teachers did not clarify students’ responsibilities in their
lesson plans. Teachers may provide proper information for
students about what they suppose to do before class and
therefore prepare them for class (15). Sheikhzade pointed
to a few common characteristics about student’s
participation in teaching process, including:
1-The importance of learning style,
2- Students participation in teaching process and accepting
responsibility of learning,

3- Analyzing and critical thinking,

4- Interactive and multilateral interaction between
students, and between students and teacher,

5- Cooperation and group activity instead of learning
competitions

However in inactive teaching method, the teacher has the
main responsibility, cooperation and interaction between
groups does not exist, individual differences is not
considered and teaching activity is mainly performed by
teachers(20). One study showed that students, who were
actively involved in teaching process, were more successful
in learning (21).

Results showed that the employment status and gender,
affect course evaluation score. Similar study showed that
gender is effective but employment status did not
significantly changed course evaluation score (15).

Other results of this study showed that there is a significant
relation between evaluation score with educational degree
that course belongs to, and department (educational
group) (p<<0.05). The mean of course evaluation score did
not show significant differences for academic position of
teacher, but Delgoshaei showed significant difference (15).
One of the most important limitations of this study is the
limited number of studies about content analysis of lesson
plan in country; most of the studies are about lesson plan
therefore we confined to use those studies in discussion
part. Furthermore since lesson plans of common and
practical courses were not provided in time schedule given
to teachers, only content of specific courses were evaluated.
Based on this study results the quality of content in most
items of lesson plan, were in accepted limit. However since
lesson plan is a prerequisite of learning, and it is a way for
inducing enthusiasm, recognizing teaching methods and
teaching goals; paying more attention to developing lesson
plan is essential. Authorities with emphasizing on better
development of lesson plan can effectively impact teaching
process. For optimize use of lesson plan it is recommended
that after performing practical educational courses, it is
emphasized that all the teachers provide lesson plans which
are developed based on proper writing style and content.
This could be an effective step in improving teaching
process.
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