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ABSTRACT

Objectives : The purpose of this study was to examine the problems with the
current practical examination, to suggest some of the right directions for that
and to facilitate the improvement of the exam,

Methods : The subjects in this study were the selected professors involving
professors in charge of practice and the selected clinical dental hygienists who
had ever served as the graders of the national practical exam,

Results : A direct practical test was required in the national practical exam
(77.3%), and educational facilities(79.2%)(p<0.05). They didn't put confidence in
the national practical exam(81,0%) nor viewed the items about the removal and
detection of dental calculus as appropriate(58,5%), either, Specifically, the items
were considered to be more inappropriate by the professors in charge of
practice(74,3%) than by the other professors and clinical dental hygienists(p<0,05).
Concerning ways of administering the national exam, the largest group preferred
that a professional evaluator should evaluate students in person by visiting their
colleges(66.8%).

Conclusions : The above—mentioned findings illustrated that both of the dental
hygiene professors and the clinical dental hygienists thought the current national
dental hygienist practical exam would absolutely be necessary since it exerted
a great influence on education and educational facilities, and that the national
exam should be improved to gain more confidence, to solve comprehensive
problems and to ensure the efficiency of administration,

Key Words : comprehensive dental hygiene management, national practical
examination, prophylaxis
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AR A7IARd o] AP YA ol A= PRkt w54 Of, 25292 PR At A EA]%fo] 807
Aol n|Al= F, A g7l Hish 1A=l (45.290), UHE A= A7 1A 2o] 177(26.2%), A7 |HF
HH BAJow oY, A7t A or AE A = AdA o] 227 (31.4%) 22 EF x|9ol| Hla] wWok
£ el A EALS- SPSS(Statistical Package for the (Table 1).
Social Science Version 12,0) 3£ & 1818 o]8-510] A7t
Wk Ak, QAP EAPE R AR Z| 2 PEAL =7} 2. Tt AR EHed
SR SIS R4 S AL S BRSO oy ey sl A7) HAEE Bof A5
7] Sfaf WlmEtA e AREAS AASRT 23120 2 2419 (77.3%)0] Al7|AJ&l0] W asirka ook
o, a&llas AVHY s B skt 207 41.4%),
o1 )gljg-ll 9 Qs 177(24.3%) = 65.7%7F BAskhal 5F¢ o
oj9& FesA] ghrhal Tk it 14.3%300), > 2
1 UHEE EN Qsjct 1027(57.600, - Fasiet 551%'}(31.1%) o
88.7%7F AHAu} A7]E HEehe AkEoe 25]d ¢
AP A 3127 Foll A AAAITSPEAF 17778 (56.7%) 2 got 208 o5kl 9olon], X WAulE thekely o
O 7P WoraL, AR AAH S mE 313947 1597 = olu} e 1 asieh 2418 (36.9%), WS- 1 Qsh} 141
Comnos sl dubdme GAMASENE S0l ) 50z B astis gure) sl Do) s
S 71 RSk Sl s 09 G g0 e s mag o2 gRekon Rl Aol
38 (43002 7 =94t A

@17]7]'—9— 6—1015] O] 116‘11 2 L}E}ﬁi}(p(OOS) (Table 2).
15

(37.2%)E 7P wokom the 11-15%0] 817H(26.0%)°]

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the subjects Unit: N(%)
Variable Classification Dental clinic p?jfr;irsaolr P‘I;cr)c;))fheyglsa;(:s total p—value

Age 30 45(25.4) 203.0) - 7(15.1) €000
31-39 102(57.6) 31(47.7) 26(37.1) 159(50.7)
40-49 29(16,4) 26(40,0) 38(54.3) 93(29.9)
50 < 1(0.6) 6( 9.2) 6( 8.6) 13(4.1)

Career period {5 31(17.5) 17(26.2) 14(20,0) 62(19.9) 0.056
6-10 60(33.9) 21(32.3) 35(50.0) 116(37.2)
11-15 49(27.7) 18(27.7) 14(20,0) 81(26,0)
16-20 19(10.7) 4( 6,2 7(10.0) 30(9.6)
21 < 18(10.2) 5(7.7) - 23(7.4)

Area Seoul 17( 9.6) - (4.1 18(5.8) <0.000
Gyeonggi 25(14.1) 17(26.2) 8(11.4) 50(16)
Gangwon 4 2.3 2031 - 6(1.9)
Chungbuk (17 5(7.7) 4(5.7) 12(3.9)
Chungnam 12( 6.8) 9(13.8) 7(10.0) 28(9.0)
Kyungpook 20(11.3) 5(7.7) 8(11.4) 33(10.6)
Kyungnam 16( 9.0) 6(9.2) 13(18.6) 35(11.2)
Jeonbuk 40(22.6) 6(9.2) 6( 8.6) 52(16,7)
Jeonnam 40(22.6) 13(20.0) 22(31.4) 75(24.0)
Jeju - 203.0) 1( 1.4) 3(1.0)

Total 177(56.7) 65(20.8) 70(22.1) 312(100.0)
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Table 2. Need for a practical test Unit: N(%)
Need for a practical test
Very Need Not need Absolutely do Total p—value
necessary not need
Dental clinic 55(31.1) 102(57.6) 3(17) - 177(100.0)
General professor 14(21.5) 24(36.9) 10(15.4) 3(4.6) 65(100.0)
Prophylasds 17(24.3) 20(41.4) 9(12.9) 1(1.4) 70(100,0) 0.000
professor
Total 86(27.6) 155(49.7) 22(7.1) A4(1.3) 312(100.0)

3. w0 0|X|l= Gt
A7IAIRI0] A9 EDI ago] vl PR A &
2 1778014 1617 (91.0%)0] G2 0.2 Azkakal 919l

o olubS 49T (75.4%) W A7) A 617 (88,4%)
o io] waert AvjAge] A EhHT} 8o YIS

o) 2 cal STk (Table 3).

4. AN D|xl= HE
A7IARlo] P Ehat wsAl ol WA= GRS S
A} 79.29Q1 24770] G0l Aval stglon, 4 146
(82 59%), A7l 57 (81.4%), URFIE 4418 (67.7%)
O R U} HE 21550l A7IAR 9] daidat 3 A
7]/\]950] AQEHT WS W WSA A JERS w23
Aokl AzZksh= ZloR LFERITE(Table 4).

5. =71 &l7|Aldo]f| chst Az

A A 2527 (81.000)°] =7FaLAlof] TRk Al=)7} St
AL gGrpskar §lglom, ol {Litsks AT YAL 1471
(83.000), A7) 4> 567 (81.2%), LHkwS> 497 (75.6%)
o] Wit} Fi= - Srhar S AR AlRYE|L Q= =7t

A7IARe] Tt Al e ofe- Sokon) SAA C= fofs)
A= FQkTH(Table 5).
6. 27t MINE =0l MY

A AAEAL Q= AZIA Q1 A AAAL A AR
7t |2 PIAF =7t *‘71*1%44 FPEOF HAeA| ol thafiA]
£ AA| SHAR] 58.5%91 18210 AAsA] Qriil 51,
37.6%¢Q1 1179yko] 24 O}Eh spolct. AR Ads)
A gths S ARt 528(74.3%0) 02 TP =
Qhom, o ARk, QA TREAL o' o7k Ao

7F Q1 ATHp(0.05)(Table 6).
Table 3. The impact of the practical exam to dental hygienist education Unit: N(%)
) Impact of education on dental hygienist
Variable Total p—value
Very large Large Small Very small

Dental clinic 69(39.0) 92(52.0) 13(7.9) 3(.7) 177(100,0)
General professor 26(40.0) 23(35.4) 9(13.9) 7(10.8) 65(100.0)

. 0.003
Prophylasds 19(27.5) 42(60.9) 34.3) 5(7.9) 69(100.0)
professor
Total 114(36.7) 157(50.5) 25(8.0) 154.8) 311(100.0)
Table 4, The impact of the practical examination and dental hygiene education facilities Unit: N(%)

Impact of educational facilities
Total p—value
Very large Large Small Very small

Dental clinic 4927.7) 97(54.8) 29(16.4) 2.1 177(100,0)
General professor 16(24.6) 28(43.1) 12(18.5) 9(13.8) 65(100.0)

. 0.001
Prophylaxis 21(30,0) 36(51.4) 6(3.6) 7(10,0) 70(100,0)
professor
Total 86(27.6) 161(51.6) 47(15.1) 18(5.8) 312(100.0)
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Table 5. Confidence in the national practical examination Unit: N(%)
Confidence in the national practical examination
- - Total p—value
Very high High Low Very low
Dental clinic 7(4.0) 23(13.0) 114(64.4) 33(18.6) 177(100,0)
General professor 5(7.7) 11(16.9) 35(53.8) 14(21.8) 65(100.0) 0997
Prophylaxis professor 4(5.8) 9(13.0) 34(49.9) 22(31.9) 69(100.0) )
Total 16(5.1) 43(13.8) 183(58.9) 69(22.2) 311(100,0)
Table 6. National practical examination adequacy of the items(Removing calculus, Calculus detection) Unit: N(%)
Practical test adequacy of the items o] p—value
Vary good Good Poor Vary poor
Dental clinic - 83(46.9) 89(50.3) 52.8) 177(100.0)
General professor 3(4.7 17(26.6) 42(65.6) 23.1) 64(100.,0) 0.001
Prophylaxis professor 11.4) 17(24.3) 51(72.9) 11.4) 70(100.0) ’
Total 4(1.3) 117(37.6) 182(58.5) 8(2.6) 311(100.0)
7. 2l TN EXIFE

= vAHer
o] EARRAL SHA AL F71A fEak FA,
ek s e) HAp) ZARRAL SEste] Hietusg
3laL Sbe B Aol Al ARellM =2 o Ale 2AR
O Aol b A7 olelo] VA F
=, AV AR 53 5= AR 2ARL
SHBHITH Table 7).

8. Z7HATZIA[R T Maket

A -SHAF 122539, 200)2 HYAZ|AF L] 74 Fofo
HI O & 7 WA 8 fA|ell 22 olekal 819l 118
8(37.9%) 2| FPIAF] E5EE, 337 (10,600 SHAR
HAls a5 olet stolnt, WA AR BFF 7HA
7IAE A EokR A a9 AYAe]
spolom 11 thgo] A A dldEE, AR 71ss
g, AAEA B ASE oldlrh dRtueE 2
Al B AEE, AP S3eE], EARREAE A
2, A2 (0l 7|esd £08 AV|diues 9 2

1o

<Al s dsd, AaePirte] S, SARREEA 2

g

&, AA ) 7ssd o= AdEolof sh=

Table 7. Current practical test problems(Multiple responses) Unit: N(%)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Dental dlinic 43 42 16 110 6 45 40 8l 76
9.4 9.2) (3.5 (24.0) L3 ©.9) &.7) (17.6) (16.6)

General professor 17 22 14 50 2 24 14 24 27
8.8) 1.3 (7.2) (25.8) L0 (12.4) (7.2) (12.4) (13.9)

Prophylaxis professor 29 26 21 54 8 23 14 29 26
(12.4) R 9.0 23.1) 3.4 ©.9 6.0 (12.4) (R

1, Test items

2. The complexity of the item

3. The scoring method

4. The deviation between the scoring committee

5. Timetable for implementation

6. Differences in the way the university education

7. Training manual absence

8. The fairness of the scoring committee lacks

9. Regularly workshop members of the scoring committee
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Table 8. Practical test in the future to improve the share of the direction of the field Unit: N(%)
The direction of improving the national practical examination p—
1 2 3 4 5 6 Total value
Dental clinic 11(6.2) 75(42.4) 64(36.2) 15(8.5) 4(2.3) 8(4.5) 177(100,0)
General professor 609.2) 20(30.8) 32(49.2) 4(6.2) 1(1.5) 23.1) 65(100,0) 0.014
Prophylaxis professor 16(23.2) 23(33.9) 26(37.7) 22.9) 0(0.0) 22.9 69(100,0) ’
Total 33(10.6) 118(37.9) 122(39.2) 21(6.8) 51.6) 1239 311(100.0)
1. The patient's ahility to solve problems
2. The comprehensive ability of the dental hygienist
3. Comprehensive problem—solving ability
4. Prophylaxis technology
5. Patient counseling skills
6, Patients motivated skills
stloLt FAA SR fFofotAlE ATH(Table 8). Ol TRl caseT| L AR T A= Y
off sl Akt uf *‘7IE* 4 9 e o} Q1] k9]
9. I7HA7IAIR HoH AR B AN g7 tekE Hrsto] H7kehe

A7ATH Aol HEEI AL ke 23 )
o] WK W A7 AN AN E o] BE thgle]
FAR B8 AN T dee) 3% ABIRS Bk
SflIZAl, ela A il B N
ol AR BEIGE o)43 Aol AT 4 Gl

l:ﬂ—l:H o] 66 hE 7}7& Al iﬁ}

st

of st aseﬂﬂﬂii ]
T a=et A BIAE AEH7L ofek
[e]

L 36.8%% 74+ 1;3

= !
WHse] 1S W the o MBSOl Qs

Table 9. National evaluation of the practical test methods Unit: N(%)
Survey group
Classification Dental General Prophylaxis Total p—value
clinic professor professor
Evaluation method 1~ Very good 11(6.3) 9(13.8) 22.9) 22(7.1)
Good 102(58.3) 36(55.4) 47(67.1) 185(59.7)
Poor 46(26.9) 17(26.2) 18(25.7) 81(26.1) 0.152
Very poor 16(9.1) 3(4.6) 3(4.9 22(7.1)
Total 175(100.0) 65(100.0) 70(100.0) 310(100,0)
Evaluation method 2~ Very good 24(13.6) 11(16,9) 10(14.5) 45(14.5)
Good 38(21.6) 18(27.7) 13(18.8) 69(22.3)
Poor 102(58.0) 31(47.7) 41(59.4) 174(56.1) 0,842
Very poor 12(6.8) 5(7.7) 5(7.2) 22(7.1)
Total 176(100,0) 65(100,0) 69(100.0) 310(100,0)
Evaluation method 3 Very good 1709.8) 9(13.8) 16(23.2) 42(13,6)
Good 68(39.1) 13(20.0) 23(33.9) 104(33.8)
Poor 46(26.4) 30(46.2) 20(29.0) 96(31.2) 0,003
Very poor 43(24.7) 13(20.0) 10(14.5) 66(21.4)
Total 174(100.0) 65(100.0) 69(100.0) 308(100.0)

® Evaluation method 1 : Professional evaluators visit and evaluate each college

® Evaluation method 2. Certified by the educational process at the university of Islands
® Evaluation method 3 : Case written test and a test for comprehensive dental hygiene care
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