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Abstract 

Background  Feedback is regarded as a key component of formative assessment and one of the elements with the 
greatest impact on students’ academic learning. The present study aimed to evaluate and compare students’ percep-
tions of the use of two feedback models, namely feedback sandwich and Ask-Tell-Ask (ATA), in teaching dental materi-
als science courses.

Methods  All undergraduate second-year dental students were invited to participate in the dental materials science 
practical session and were randomly allocated into two groups: Group 1 (feedback) sandwich and Group 2 (ATA). 
The session began with the teacher giving a short briefing on the commonly used dental materials, followed by a 
short demonstration of the manipulation of those materials. Students were then allowed to mix and manipulate the 
materials, and teachers provided feedback accordingly. At the end of the session, 16 close-ended (five-point Likert 
scales) and an open-ended questionnaire were distributed to students to evaluate their perceptions of the feedback 
given. Internal reliability of the questionnaire items was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha. Mean feedback scores were 
analysed using an independent t-test with ANCOVA for controlling gender and ethnicity. Thematic analysis was used 
to code the qualitative data.

Results  Sixty-nine students participated in the present study with the majority being females (72.5%) and Chinese 
(79.7%). Cronbach’s alpha analysis suggested removing three Likert-scale items, with the remaining 13 items being 
accepted. Generally, no significant difference was noted between the two groups (p = 0.197), but three items were 
found to be significant (p < 0.05), with higher mean scores in the feedback sandwich group. Moreover, no significant 
difference was noted between the two feedback models (p = 0.325) when controlling gender and ethnicity. The 
open-ended question showed that students in the feedback sandwich group expressed greater positive perceptions.

Conclusion  Although students generally had positive perceptions of both feedback models, they tended to favour 
the feedback sandwich. Neither gender nor ethnicity affected the students’ perceptions of the two feedback models.
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Background
Dental education has evolved from traditional pedagogy 
with major didactic information acquisition towards the 
accomplishment of learning outcomes in competency-
based education [1]. Dental students are expected to 
acquire certain competencies prior to graduation, and 
dental schools are responsible to ensure that future den-
tal graduates are qualified and competent to practise 
independently in a safe manner and committed to con-
tinuing professional development [1, 2]. Therefore, a rig-
orous and comprehensive assessment system focusing on 
the use of assessments for learning is required for such an 
educational system. It is also crucial to pay more atten-
tion to formative assessments rather than solely evalu-
ating students based on summative assessments since 
formative assessments may help steer students in attain-
ing the essential competencies [3]. One way to offer effec-
tive formative assessment is through timely, precise, and 
focused feedback [4, 5].

Undeniably, feedback is regarded as a key component 
of formative assessment and one of the elements with 
the greatest impact on learning [6]. Feedback is a system-
atic method for evaluating performances in relation to 
intended learning outcomes. To enhance students’ learn-
ing, high-quality formative feedback is designed to assist 
them to recall their previous actions and reflect on their 
current performance [7]. Moreover, feedback is effective 
in assisting and directing students towards more signifi-
cant self-directed assessment-seeking behaviour, which 
is essential in competency-based education [5]. Without 
detailed and helpful feedback to students, continuous 
performance enhancement may not be achievable. Nev-
ertheless, both teachers and students must possess the 
necessary skills to provide and receive feedback to ensure 
effective learning [8]. Research has shown that students’ 
academic performance is greatly improved through feed-
back. For instance, a previous study found that feed-
back enhanced the operative dentistry performance of 
preclinical dental students [9]. Moreover, another study 
found that dental students highly valued the feedback 
they received and linked it to increased individual perfor-
mance [10].

Feedback may be delivered in a variety of ways which 
include the feedback sandwich model and the Ask-Tell-
Ask (ATA) model. The term "feedback sandwich" appears 
to have originated in the 1940s [11], but it was not until 
Mary Kay Ash, the founder of Mary Kay Cosmetics, 
popularized it in her book "Mary Kay on People Man-
agement" [12], where she emphasised the significance of 
sandwiching criticism between compliments. Schwenk 
and Whitman then highlighted the feedback technique as 
a teaching strategy to enhance medical teaching in 1987 
[13]. The feedback sandwich model entails beginning 

with praise, offering criticism, and then concluding with 
positive comments [14]. It has been proposed that start-
ing and finishing feedback with praise enhances students’ 
comfort and trust, increases their tolerance to criti-
cism, reduces the potential harm that criticism can do to 
their self-esteem, and boosts their learning motivation 
[14, 15]. In addition, a previous study conducted among 
undergraduate healthcare students revealed that students 
preferred feedback beginning with a positive statement 
to capture their attention, followed by recommendations 
for improvement [8].

On the other hand, the ATA feedback was designed as 
a notion for bidirectional feedback that facilitates feed-
back conversation [7]. It was first implemented at the 
Cleveland Clinic in 2005 to assist teachers in enhancing 
medical students’ reflective and self-evaluation abilities 
[4]. The three-step ATA feedback system is a learner-cen-
tred strategy for altering and reinforcing the behaviour. 
In the first step, the teacher would request the student to 
evaluate his or her performance, followed by the teacher 
acknowledging and giving comments on the student’s 
performance based on the teacher’s observations. Subse-
quently, the teacher probes the student’s comprehension 
and encourages them to develop a strategy for improve-
ment [16].

Dental materials science is a crucial preclinical course 
in most undergraduate dental programmes that inte-
grates the concept of chemical engineering and materi-
als science into the field of dentistry [17]. Future dental 
graduates should be competent in selecting, mixing, and 
manipulating commonly used dental materials to provide 
better oral healthcare services to the public. It is reason-
able to assert that understanding the manipulation and 
clinical application of dental materials enhances clinical 
competency [18]. One may hypothesise that feedback 
given during teaching dental materials science courses 
would possibly enhance students’ competencies in mix-
ing and manipulating dental materials. Nonetheless, it 
is still scarce in the literature where the strength of the 
evidence rests and what the most effective feedback for 
the teaching of dental materials science courses among 
undergraduate dental students would be.

Nevertheless, it is critical to consider individual differ-
ences that may affect how feedback is received and per-
ceived when evaluating students’ perceptions of various 
feedback models. Ethnicity is an important factor, as a 
previous study showed that cultural values and norms 
can influence attitudes towards feedback. According to 
the study, Asian medical students typically respond bet-
ter to feedback that is given in a respectful and positive 
manner [19]. Gender may also play a role in feedback 
preferences, with male students generally preferring 
elicitation feedback over female students [20]. Thus, the 
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present study aimed to evaluate and compare students’ 
perceptions of the use of two feedback models, feedback 
sandwich and ATA feedback, in teaching dental materials 
science courses, while controlling for the possible effects 
of gender and ethnicity.

Methods
Sampling and participants
The present study was conducted among Year 2 Bachelor 
of Dental Surgery (BDS) students at the Faculty of Den-
tistry, Asian Institute of Medicine, Science and Tech-
nology (AIMST) University, Malaysia, with the ethical 
approval code: AUHEC/FOD/2023/17. All 70 students 
were invited to participate in the dental materials sci-
ence practical session. To avoid potential bias in group 
distribution, each student was randomly allocated into 
two different groups using a computer-generated ran-
dom number: Group 1 – feedback sandwich and Group 
2 – ATA.

Design and setting
The dental material science practical session took place 
in the faculty simulation laboratory. Students were 
divided into three batches and each session lasted around 
two hours. The session began with the teacher giving a 
short briefing using a PowerPoint slide presentation on 
commonly used dental materials in clinical settings. 
This is followed by a short manual demonstration on the 
manipulation of the materials performed by the teacher. 
The session included mixing and manipulating dental 
composite resin, glass ionomer cement, zinc oxide euge-
nol cement, calcium hydroxide cement, alginate impres-
sion material and zinc oxide eugenol impression paste. 
The content of the practical session was discussed and 
validated among the faculty members of the department 
to ensure that the learning activities were in line with the 
course learning outcomes, which was further approved 
by the department head. Next, students in the feedback 
sandwich and ATA groups were given the opportunity to 
mix and manipulate the different materials by themselves 
at their respective stations. A total of six stations were 
set up for them to manipulate the six different types of 
materials and the students were given 10 min at each sta-
tion. During the session, teachers closely monitored each 
student’s performance at the respective station and pro-
vided feedback accordingly. This included evaluating the 
students’ skills in mixing the materials step-by-step and 
manipulating the materials within the manufacturers’ 
recommended setting time.

Prior to the session, two teachers (feedback provid-
ers), who were also faculty lecturers with post-graduate 
dental qualifications, read, familiarised, and practised 
by themselves with characteristics of effective feedback 

in the dental education context. They discussed vari-
ous interpretations to align themselves with the timing 
and language style while delivering the feedback. For the 
feedback sandwich group, the first teacher adopted feed-
back sandwich model proposed by Schwenk and Whit-
man in 1987 [13], where positive feedback was given 
by the teacher to students based on their performances 
on the manipulation of each type of material before 
and after the negative or constructive feedback. Thus, 
positive feedback serves as a cushion for negative ones. 
Meanwhile, the ATA feedback model was employed by 
another teacher who first asked the student to self-assess 
his or her performance on the manipulation of different 
types of materials, followed by feedback from the teacher 
and reinforcement on the steps that the student did well. 
Finally, the teacher asked the student to develop a plan to 
improve their future performance.

Questionnaire design
The questionnaire used in the present study was devel-
oped and modified from previous similar studies [21, 22]. 
It consisted of 16 close-ended questions and an open-
ended question to evaluate students’ perceptions of the 
two different feedback models. Each close-ended ques-
tion had five responses using a five-point Likert scale, 
ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The 
scores distribution was strongly agree: 2, agree: 1, neu-
tral: 0, disagree: -1, and strongly disagree: -2. The open-
ended question was: What do you think work well in the 
feedback given? Content validation of the questionnaire 
was performed by two experts (faculty members) and the 
internal reliability of the questionnaire items was evalu-
ated using Cronbach’s alpha. A coefficient value of > 0.7 
was deemed acceptable reliability.

Data collection & analysis
At the end of the session, the questionnaire was dis-
tributed using an online Google Form after obtaining 
informed consent. The collected data were analysed 
using IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) for Windows, Version 29.0. (Armonk, NY: IBM 
Corp., USA). The mean feedback scores were analysed 
using an independent t-test. Furthermore, an adjusted 
mean using ANCOVA for controlling gender and ethnic-
ity was employed, and thematic analysis was used to code 
the qualitative data.

Results
A total of 69 students participated in the present study 
with a respondent rate of 98.6%. Among the 69 students, 
50 being females (72.5%) and 19 being males (27.5%). 
The ethnicity of the students was predominantly Chi-
nese, accounting for 55 (79.7%) students. The study 
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consisted of two intervention groups: the feedback sand-
wich group (34 students, 49.3%) and the ATA group (35 
students, 50.7%), respectively. Cronbach’s alpha analysis 
suggested removing three Likert-scale items: “The feed-
back given makes me feel discomfort during the session”, 
“The feedback given makes me feel threatened to improve 
my knowledge and skills in dental materials”, and “I 
feel uncomfortable when teachers provide direct feed-
back without praise”, with the remaining 13 items being 
accepted. Hence, the maximum and minimum scores 
were 26 and – 26.

Responses from all the 13 items were scored and 
summed. The difference in perception scores between 
the feedback sandwich group (mean score = 24.7) and 
the ATA group (mean score = 23.2) was not statistically 
significant (p = 0.197) as listed in Table 1. Moreover, the 
result remained unchanged even after controlling for 

the effects of gender and ethnicity (p = 0.325). However, 
based on the individual item comparison in Table  2, 
significant differences between feedback sandwich and 
ATA groups were noted, particularly for item 2 "The 
feedback given allows me to improve my performance in 
mixing and manipulating dental materials" (p = 0.036), 
item 5 "The feedback given motivates me to improve my 
technique in mixing and manipulating dental materials" 
(p = 0.024), and item 12 "I enjoyed the way the teacher 
provides feedback during the session"(p = 0.019). Notably, 
the mean scores for each of these three items were higher 
in the feedback sandwich group than in the ATA group, 
suggesting more favourable perceptions in the feedback 
sandwich model than the ATA model.

Although students in both feedback groups generally 
had favourable perceptions of the practical session, it can 
be seen from the open-ended question that students in 

Table 1  Comparison of the mean feedback scores between Ask-Tell-Ask and feedback sandwich Models with controlling for potential 
confounders

♦ Independent t-test with equal variances assumed
♯ Adjusted mean using ANCOVA controlling for gender and ethnicity
╪ Bonferroni adjustment for 95% confidence interval for difference

Model n Mean (SD) Mean diff. (95% CI) t stat (df) p-value♦ Adjusted mean♯
(95% CI)

Adjusted mean diff. 
(95% CI)╪

F stat♯
(df)

p-value♯

Ask-Tell-Ask 35 23.2 (5.17) -1.4 (-3.7, 0.7) -1.3 (67) 0.197 19.3 (16.0, 22.5) -1.1 (-3.2, 1.1) 0.98 (1,64) 0.325

Feedback Sandwich 34 24.7 (3.98) 20.3 (16.8, 23.8)

Table 2  Differences in perception on feedback sandwich and Ask-Tell-Ask models

s.d. standard deviation
○ Independent t-test with equal variances assumed
* Significance at 0.05

Questionnaire Items Feedback Sandwich
mean (s.d.)

Ask-Tell-Ask
mean (s.d.)

p-value○

1. The feedback given allows me to improve my understanding of the technique in mixing and 
manipulating dental materials

1.91 (0.288) 1.74 (0.443) 0.065

2. The feedback given allows me to improve my performance in mixing and manipulating dental 
materials

1.91 (0.288) 1.71 (0.458) 0.036*

3. The feedback given allows me to reflect on my technique in mixing and manipulating dental 
materials

1.85 (0.359) 1.80 (0.406) 0.569

4. The feedback given encourages me to learn more about dental materials science 1.76 (0.496) 1.77 (0.426) 0.952

5. The feedback given motivates me to improve my technique in mixing and manipulating dental 
materials

1.94 (0.239) 1.74 (0.443) 0.024*

6. The feedback given allows me to identify my mistakes in mixing and manipulating dental materi-
als

1.88 (0.327) 1.74 (0.443) 0.141

7. The feedback given makes me feel enjoyed during the session 1.85 (0.359) 1.69 (0.471) 0.102

8. The feedback given allows me to be well-prepared into clinical setting 1.62 (0.493) 1.66 (0.591) 0.764

9. The feedback given allows me to think beyond what is being taught in the classroom 1.59 (0.557) 1.60 (0.497) 0.926

10. I am able to pay close attention to the feedback given during the session 1.82 (0.387) 1.74 (0.443) 0.424

11. I prefer the teacher to provide positive feedback and praise during the session 1.24 (1.017) 1.03 (0.857) 0.364

12. I enjoyed the way the teacher provides feedback during the session 1.85 (0.359) 1.60 (0.497) 0.018*

13. The feedback provided by the teacher is uncleared 1.59 (0.783) 1.60 (0.497) 0.941
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the feedback sandwich group expressed greater positive 
perceptions. In the feedback sandwich group, students 
enjoyed the session and felt more confident when posi-
tive feedback was provided before and after the negative 
feedback. Some of the quotes are as follow:

“The feedback given by the lecturer was useful. The 
doctor (teacher) praised us first and then pinpointed 
our mistakes. It really boosted our confidence as a 
year 2 student who is practicing the mixing of the 
restoration material, as a first timer.”

“The feedback that Dr gave was very clear and moti-
vating, I think a teaching way like this let me feel 
really enjoy and comfortable.”

On the other hand, students in the ATA group appreci-
ated the explanation and feedback given by the teacher 
based on their performance. Some of the quotes are as 
follow:

“Teacher gave good feedback and comments.”

“Dr’s explanation was clear, and everyone had the 
chance to do well…”

Discussion
The present study is the first of its kind to compare the 
perceptions of undergraduate dental students towards 
two different feedback models during a dental materi-
als science practical session, namely the feedback sand-
wich and ATA. Undeniably, providing useful and effective 
feedback is crucial to dental education as it can encour-
age active learning and promote the accomplishment of 
specific learning outcomes [7]. Effective feedback can 
assist students in reflecting on their learning experience 
and identifying areas where there is a gap between antici-
pated learning outcomes and the actual outcomes [5]. It 
is important to emphasise feedback in dental education 
as effective feedback perpetually promotes good clini-
cal practice in dental settings [23]. A learning cycle that 
lacks feedback leads to stunted knowledge growth among 
learners, which may later have detrimental effects on 
overall patient care [24].

Although generally both feedback models received 
positive perceptions with no significant difference among 
undergraduate students, three questionnaire items were 
found to be significantly different between feedback 
sandwich and ATA models based on the individual ques-
tionnaire item comparison. The majority of the students 
in the feedback sandwich group (mean score = 1.91) 
agreed that the feedback given allows them to improve 
their performance in mixing and manipulating den-
tal materials as compared to students in the ATA group 

(mean score = 1.71). Such a finding is in accordance with 
a previous study conducted among third-year medical 
students who agreed that feedback sandwich would help 
to improve their performance on clinical note-writing 
[15]. Similarly, another study comparing the feedback 
sandwich and learning conversation structured meth-
ods in competency-based basic life support training for 
healthcare students was carried out in the United King-
dom [25]. The study showed that all healthcare students 
who received feedback using the feedback sandwich 
model concurred that it had improved their ability to 
perform basic life support.

Moreover, a significant number of students in the feed-
back sandwich group (mean score = 1.94) agreed that 
the feedback provided motivated them to improve their 
technique in mixing and manipulating dental materi-
als as compared to students in the ATA group (mean 
score = 1.74). This can be explained by self-determination 
theory, acknowledging the importance of motivation as 
a mean to achieve learning goals [26]. The development 
of intrinsic motivation is thought to benefit greatly from 
effective feedback [27]. Intrinsic motivation is the ten-
dency to perform an action out of pleasure or delight, for 
its own sake, or without receiving any kind of external 
rewards or incentives [28]. It is believed that intrinsically 
motivated students perform better in their academic 
learning. In fact, several studies have evaluated the effects 
of positive feedback on students’ motivation and revealed 
that positive feedback improved their motivation as it 
reinforces a sense of competence among students [29, 
30]. Indeed, beginning and ending with praise while giv-
ing feedback builds trust and comfort in students’ learn-
ing processes, increases their acceptability of negative 
feedback, and motivates them to participate in the learn-
ing process [31–33]. However, when using the feedback 
sandwich model, one should be cautious because positive 
comments can dilute negative ones, causing corrective 
comments to be overlooked.

Surprisingly, most of the students in the feedback 
sandwich group (mean score = 1.85) agreed that they 
enjoyed the way the teacher provided feedback during 
the session as compared to students in the ATA group 
(mean score = 1.60). This is also supported by the open-
ended responses whereby students in the feedback sand-
wich group enjoyed the session and felt more confident 
when positive feedback was given before and after nega-
tive feedback. Scholars have argued that adopting the 
ATA model for feedback improves students’ account-
ability for their learning since they must begin the feed-
back dialogue with their own self-evaluation [16, 34]. 
The combination of self-evaluation and external feed-
back from teachers will help students hone their self-
evaluation skills. This method is also claimed to be more 
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student-centred which facilitates self-reflection and skill 
evaluation [4]. However, such an argument contradicts 
the present findings as students in the current study 
seemed to enjoy ‘sugar-coated’ positive feedback. Thus, 
the authors hypothesized that Asian students prefer 
praise and positive feedback in learning over a learner-
centred feedback approach. Previous research indicated 
that Asian students are more praise and token oriented 
[35, 36]. Another plausible explanation could also be the 
fact that feedback sandwich model was found to be easier 
for teachers to understand and practice [25]. It is reason-
able to argue that a teacher would be able to effectively 
implement the specific feedback model among students if 
they have a solid understanding of it. Nevertheless, such 
an argument must be confirmed or refuted by comparing 
these two feedback models when teaching more sophisti-
cated practical sessions.

In addition, no significant difference was noted when 
comparing the total perception scores obtained from 
the two feedback models while controlling potential 
confounding effects of gender and ethnicity. This find-
ing defies previous research highlighting that male and 
female students had distinct interests and learning styles. 
Male students tend to be more engaged in their learning 
and interact with teachers more than their female coun-
terparts [37]. Male students were also found to have the 
propensity to pay more attention to their environment 
and external factors, whereas females are more prone to 
shift their attention inward and reflect their thoughts, 
feelings, and behaviour [38]. Furthermore, ethnic vari-
ations may affect students’ learning preferences. For 
instance, a small-scale study among Malaysian students 
indicated that Indian students place greater value on cor-
rective feedback in oral communication compared to 
Malay or Chinese students [39]. Despite that, the present 
study did not identify any significant effects of gender 
and ethnicity on total feedback scores at the univariable 
level. Nonetheless, it is important to acknowledge that a 
disproportionate distribution of participants across these 
categories may have influenced the present results. With 
a smaller number of male students than females, such 
an imbalance could contribute to the lack of significance 
observed in the present study. Furthermore, most stu-
dents were Chinese, which reduced ethnic diversity and 
could have influenced the lack of substantial impacts. 
The present study analysed these potential confounders 
in a multivariable analysis to obtain adjusted mean scores 
for both feedback techniques, providing a more accurate 
representation of differences in perceptions than crude 
mean scores.

In general, both feedback models have several advan-
tages and disadvantages. The feedback sandwich mod-
el’s proponents contend that beginning and concluding 

with specific praise builds the receiver’s comfort and 
trust, increases their openness to criticism and reduces 
the potential harm that criticism might do to their self-
esteem [15]. Discouraging criticism that undermines self-
esteem lowers learning and performance [40], especially 
in young students (preclinical year students, for instance) 
who may not be emotionally mature. In contrast, oppo-
nents of the feedback sandwich model asserted that it 
obscures the essential point of the feedback since stu-
dents receive more positive feedback than negative, 
leading them to overlook the corrective comments [15, 
40]. Moreover, such a feedback model does not provide 
recommendations for improvement or specific details 
of the learner’s strengths. [40]. On the other hand, the 
ATA model requires students to initiate the feedback 
conversation with a self-reflection to evaluate their per-
formance and identify knowledge gaps before receiving 
feedback from teachers. Students are more receptive to 
corrective feedback when they have self-identified areas 
for improvement, and assessment becomes a shared 
responsibility between teachers and students [4]. Stu-
dents’ feedback-seeking behaviours frequently increase 
as they become more self-reflective [41]. However, cau-
tion should be exercised when using the ATA model, as 
students may be subpar on unguided self-evaluation [42].

Several flaws were noted in the present study. First, 
the students were recruited from a single institution, 
and thus, the findings could not be generalised to all 
Malaysian dental students. Future research should 
include students from different dental schools in the 
country as well as comparing with students from other 
nations. It is worth noting that dental degrees are 
offered as post-graduate programmes in some countries 
and students’ previous educational backgrounds, matu-
rity and life experience may affect their perceptions and 
utility of various feedback models [43]. Second, teach-
ers’ attitude and tone when providing feedback may 
unintentionally influence the students’ perceptions. It is 
also wise to explore teachers’ perceptions of using these 
two feedback models in teaching dental materials sci-
ence courses. Third, the extent to which the mixing and 
manipulating of dental materials skills are retained is 
obviously of great significance, but it is uncertain from 
the results whether the appropriate feedback model 
would have an influence on skill retention. Moreover, 
the present study was conducted among preclinical 
year dental students and the findings might be different 
if it was conducted among clinical year students. Future 
studies can be conducted to explore dental students’ 
perceptions of the use of various feedback models in 
clinical settings. A recent systematic review stated that 
limited feedback models (10%) have undergone empiri-
cal evaluation, and little is known about comparing the 
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effectiveness of different models on students’ academic 
performance [44]. In addition, the impact of various 
feedback models on student’s attitude towards infec-
tion control and professionalism in the clinical setting 
should be assessed whenever possible. Future studies 
should also consider longitudinal research to compare 
the effectiveness of different feedback models with 
additional models that may be considered such as the 
Pendleton and Feedforward models.

Conclusion
Although students generally had positive perceptions 
towards both feedback models, it is apparent that stu-
dents tended to favour the feedback sandwich model 
more. Moreover, neither gender nor ethnicity affected 
the students’ perceptions of the two feedback models. 
Nevertheless, future studies should be conducted on a 
larger population and compare different feedback models 
on students’ academic performances, as well as assess the 
views of teachers in using feedback in their instruction.

Abbreviations
ATA​	� Ask-Tell-Ask
BDS	� Bachelor of Dental Surgery
AIMST	� Asian Institute of Medicine, Science and Technology University
SPSS	� Statistical Package for the Social Sciences

Acknowledgements
The authors thank Chua Kah Hoay who kindly arranged the logistics for the 
current study.

Authors’ contributions
GSSL contributed to study design, data collection, data analysis, research 
administration, and drafting the article; WWT contributed to data collection, 
data analysis and drafting the article; HH contributed to data analysis, and 
article preparation; CCF contributed to data validation and review the manu-
script. All authors read and approved the final version of the manuscript.

Funding
The current study received no funding.

Availability of data and materials
All data generated or analysed during this study are included in this published 
article.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The study was approved by the Asian Institute of Medicine, Science and 
Technology (AIMST) University Human Ethic Committee (AUHEC) with the 
approval number: AUHEC/FOD/2023/17. Informed consent was obtained 
from all participants included in the study. The study protocol conforms to the 
ethical guidelines of the 1975 Declaration of Helsinki. All subjects’ rights were 
protected, and all data was kept confidential.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Author details
1 Department of Dental Materials, Faculty of Dentistry, Asian Institute 
of Medicine, Science and Technology (AIMST) University, 08100 Bedong, 
Kedah, Malaysia. 2 Department of Dental Public Health, Faculty of Dentistry, 
Asian Institute of Medicine, Science and Technology (AIMST) University, 
08100 Bedong, Kedah, Malaysia. 3 Medical Education and Research Develop-
ment Unit (MERDU), Faculty of Medicine, Universiti Malaya, Kuala Lum-
pur 50603, Malaysia. 

Received: 25 March 2023   Accepted: 16 June 2023

References
	1.	 Chuenjitwongsa S, Oliver RG, Bullock AD. Competence, competency-

based education, and undergraduate dental education: a discussion 
paper. Eur J Dent Educ. 2018;22(1):1–8.

	2.	 Yip HK, Smales RJ, Newsome PR, Chu FC, Chow TW. Competency-
based education in a clinical course in conservative dentistry. Br Dent J. 
2001;191(9):517–22.

	3.	 Holmboe ES, Sherbino J, Long DM, Swing SR, Frank JR. The role of 
assessment in competency-based medical education. Med Teach. 
2010;32(8):676–82.

	4.	 French JC, Colbert CY, Pien LC, Dannefer EF, Taylor CA. Targeted feedback 
in the milestones era: utilization of the Ask-Tell-Ask feedback model to 
promote reflection and self-assessment. J Surg Educ. 2015;72(6):e274-279.

	5.	 Tekian A, Watling CJ, Roberts TE, Steinert Y, Norcini J. Qualitative and 
quantitative feedback in the context of competency-based education. 
Med Teach. 2017;39(12):1245–9.

	6.	 Havnes A, Smith K, Dysthe O, Ludvigsen K. Formative assessment and 
feedback: Making learning visible. Stud Educ Eval. 2012;38(1):21–7.

	7.	 Vijayan K. Feedback in medical education: a neglected domain. SBV J 
Basic Clin Appl Health Sci. 2022;6(1):16–7.

	8.	 Alfehaid LS, Qotineh A, Alsuhebany N, Alharbi S, Almodaimegh H. The 
perceptions and attitudes of undergraduate healthcare sciences students 
of feedback: a qualitative study. Health Prof Educ. 2018;4(3):186–97.

	9.	 Shah DY, Dadpe AM, Kalra DD, Garcha VP. Videotaped feedback method 
to enhance learning in preclinical operative dentistry: an experimental 
study. J Dent Educ. 2015;79(12):1461–6.

	10.	 Davis S, Duane B, Loxley A, Quigley D. The evaluation of an evidence-
based model of feedback implemented on an undergraduate dental 
clinical learning environment. BMC Med Educ. 2022;22(1):588.

	11.	 Proceedings: Forest Products Safety Conference. 1945. [https://​books.​
google.​com.​my/​books?​id=​RctDA​AAAIA​AJ]. Assessed 5 May 2023.

	12.	 Ash MK. Mary Kay on People Management. New York: Grand Central 
Publishing; 1981.

	13.	 Schwenk TL, Whitman N. The Physician as Teacher. Baltimore: Williams & 
Wilkins; 1987.

	14.	 Henley AJ, DiGennaro Reed FD. Should you order the feedback sand-
wich? Efficacy of feedback sequence and timing. J Organ Behav Manag. 
2015;35(3–4):321–35.

	15.	 Parkes J, Abercrombie S, McCarty T. Feedback sandwiches affect 
perceptions but not performance. Adv Health Sci Educ Theory Pract. 
2013;18(3):397–407.

	16.	 Saeed M, Isnani AC, Khan SA, Khamis N. Students’ Feedback about Feed-
back; Have our PBL tutors started the shift towards a dialogic Ask-Tell-Ask 
approach? Pak J Med Sci. 2020;36(7):1698–702.

	17.	 Lin GSS, Tan WW, Afrashtehfar KI. Exploring the learning experience of 
high-performing preclinical undergraduate dental students: a qualitative 
study. Educ Sci. 2022;12(11):801.

	18.	 Gali S, Shetty V, Murthy NS, Marimuthu P. Bridging the gap in 1(st) year 
dental material curriculum: a 3 year randomized cross over trial. J Indian 
Prosthodont Soc. 2015;15(3):244–9.

	19.	 Marambe KN, Edussuriya DH, Jayawickrama D. Feedback provided by 
clinical teachers during undergraduate medical training: a Sri Lankan 
experience. Asia Pacific Scholar. 2020;5(3):20–7.

	20.	 Geçkin V. Do gender differences affect foreign language anxiety 
and preferences for oral corrective feedback? J Theoretical Educ Sci. 
2020;13(3):591–608.

https://books.google.com.my/books?id=RctDAAAAIAAJ
https://books.google.com.my/books?id=RctDAAAAIAAJ


Page 8 of 8Lin et al. BMC Oral Health          (2023) 23:417 

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your researchReady to submit your research  ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

	21.	 Gonzalez E, Parkes J. Perceptions and clinical applications of feedback 
type. J Dent Sci Res Ther. 2019;3(1):1–9.

	22.	 Bing-You R, Ramesh S, Hayes V, Varaklis K, Ward D, Blanco M. Trainees’ 
perceptions of feedback: validity evidence for two FEEDME (Feedback in 
Medical Education) instruments. Teach Learn Med. 2018;30(2):162–72.

	23.	 Prastiyani NHN, Felaza E, Findyartini A. Exploration of constructive feed-
back practices in dental education chairside teaching: a case study. Eur J 
Dent Educ. 2020;24(3):580–9.

	24.	 Amonoo HL, Longley RM, Robinson DM. Giving feedback. Psychiatr Clin 
North Am. 2021;44(2):237–47.

	25.	 Baldwin LJ, Jones CM, Hulme J, Owen A. Use of the learning conversa-
tion improves instructor confidence in life support training: an open 
randomised controlled cross-over trial comparing teaching feedback 
mechanisms. Resuscitation. 2015;96:199–207.

	26.	 Deci EL, Ryan RM: Self-determination theory. In: Handbook of theories of 
social psychology, Vol 1. edn. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications Ltd; 2012: 
416–436.

	27.	 Mabbe E, Soenens B, De Muynck GJ, Vansteenkiste M. The impact of feed-
back valence and communication style on intrinsic motivation in middle 
childhood: Experimental evidence and generalization across individual 
differences. J Exp Child Psychol. 2018;170:134–60.

	28.	 Deci EL, Ryan RM. The general causality orientations scale: Self-determi-
nation in personality. J Res Pers. 1985;19(2):109–34.

	29.	 Burgers C, Eden A, van Engelenburg MD, Buningh S. How feedback 
boosts motivation and play in a brain-training game. Comput Hum 
Behav. 2015;48:94–103.

	30.	 Feng Y, Jonathan Ye H, Yu Y, Yang C, Cui T. Gamification artifacts and 
crowdsourcing participation: Examining the mediating role of intrinsic 
motivations. Comput Hum Behav. 2018;81:124–36.

	31.	 Dohrenwend A. Serving up the feedback sandwich. Fam Pract Manag. 
2002;9(10):43–6.

	32.	 Hesketh EA, Laidlaw JM. Developing the teaching instinct, 1: Feedback. 
Med Teach. 2002;24(3):245–8.

	33.	 Bienstock JL, Katz NT, Cox SM, Hueppchen N, Erickson S, Puscheck EE. To 
the point: medical education reviews–providing feedback. Am J Obstet 
Gynecol. 2007;196(6):508–13.

	34.	 Gaster B, Edwards K, Trinidad SB, Gallagher TH, Braddock CH 3rd. Patient-
centered discussions about prostate cancer screening: a real-world 
approach. Ann Intern Med. 2010;153(10):661–5.

	35.	 McInerney DM. The motivational profiles and perceptions of schooling 
of Asian students in Australia. Kedah: UUM College of Arts and Sciences; 
2006.

	36.	 Bear GG, Chen D, Mantz LS, Yang C, Huang X, Shiomi K. Differences in 
classroom removals and use of praise and rewards in American, Chinese, 
and Japanese schools. Teach Teach Educ. 2016;53:41–50.

	37.	 Aguillon SM, Siegmund GF, Petipas RH, Drake AG, Cotner S, Ballen CJ. 
Gender Differences in Student Participation in an Active-Learning Class-
room. CBE Life Sci Educ. 2020;19(2):12.

	38.	 Kumar LR, Voralu K, Pani SP, Sethuraman KR. Predominant Learning styles 
adopted by AIMST University students in Malaysia. South-East Asian J 
Med Educ. 2009;3(1):37-46.

	39.	 Lobos CC, Yaacob A. Malaysian Secondary School Students’ Percep-
tions on Oral Corrective Feedback. Int Res J Modern Eng Technol Sci. 
2022;4(6):4945–9.

	40.	 Shute VJ. Focus on Formative Feedback. Rev Educ Res. 2008;78(1):153–89.
	41.	 Sandars J. The use of reflection in medical education: AMEE Guide No. 44. 

Med Teach. 2009;31(8):685–95.
	42.	 Ward M, Gruppen L, Regehr G. Measuring self-assessment: current state 

of the art. Adv Health Sci Educ. 2002;7:63–80.
	43.	 Simon JR, Howard JH, Howard DV. Adult age differences in learning 

from positive and negative probabilistic feedback. Neuropsychology. 
2010;24(4):534–41.

	44.	 Weallans J, Roberts C, Hamilton S, Parker S. Guidance for providing effec-
tive feedback in clinical supervision in postgraduate medical education: a 
systematic review. Postgrad Med J. 2022;98(1156):138–49.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.


	The use of feedback in teaching undergraduate dental students: feedback sandwich or Ask-Tell-Ask model?
	Abstract 
	Background 
	Methods 
	Results 
	Conclusion 

	Background
	Methods
	Sampling and participants
	Design and setting
	Questionnaire design
	Data collection & analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References


