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ABSTRACT

Objectives : The purpose of the study is to investigate the relationship between the satisfaction
levels of education and clinical practice in the dental hygiene students and to provide the basic
data for the improvement of satisfaction with major,

Methods : A self-reported questionnaire was filled out by 487 dental hygiene students in Busan,
Gyeongnam, and Ulsan, Data were analyzed by SPSS 19.0 program,

Results : Those who chose the dental hygiene by themselves tended to have higher
satisfaction(p¢0.05).  Those who chose the major by teacher's advice tended to have higher
satisfaction for the clinical practice(p(0.05). The satisfaction level between the education and
clinical practice was equally proportional to each other, Multiple regression test showed that the
influencing factors on satisfaction level included major satisfaction and lecture satisfaction(p<0.05).
Conclusions : Satisfaction with the major influenced on the dlinical practice performance,
More systematic approach for the better curricula can bestow the students satisfaction with the
major in the future,
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Table 1, General characteristics of the study population (N=328)
Classification N %
High school Academic school 422 86.7
Business school 65 13.3
Residential area In the location of college 313 64.3
Other than the location of college 174 3.7
Experience attending school Yes 31 6.4
No 456 93.6
Number of practical training Once 102 20.9
More than two 385 79.1
Practice location Dental clinic 451 92.6
Dental hospital 36 7.4
Residence while practicing Home 409 &4.0
House of relatives 3 0.6
Boarding house/living alone in the rented house 75 15,4
Reason for choosing the major By choice 97 19.9
By teacher's suggestion 35 7.2
Suggestions from parents/friends 92 189
To find a job 229 47.0
By the score 34 7.0
Grade Higher than 4.0 51 10.5
3.5~3.9 203 4.7
3.0~3.4 173 35.5
Lower than 2.9 60 12.3




Table 2. General

characteristics of the study population and status of major satisfaction

Classification

Does not 2 p—

satisfy

Usually  Satisfies Total x
value

High school

Residential area

Total

FExperience
attending school
Total

Number of
practical training
Total

Practice location

Total
Residence while
practicing

Total
Reason for
choosing the major

Total
Grade

Total

Academic school

Business school

Total

In the location of college

Other than the location of college

Yes
No

Once
More than two

Dental clinic
Dental hospital

Home

House of relatives

Boarding house/

living alone in the rented house

By choice

By teacher’s suggestion
Suggestion from parents/friends
To find a job

By the score

Higher than 4.0
3.5~39
3.0~3.4
Lower than 2.9

69(16.4) 20348.1) 150(35.5) 422(100.0)  2.529 0.282
7(10,8)  29(44.6)  29(44.6)  65(100.0)
76(15.6)  232(47.6)  179(36.8)  487(100.0)
49157 151482)  113(36.1) 3813(100.0)  0.170 0.918
27(155)  81(46.6)  66(37.9) 174(100.0)
76(15.6)  232(47.6)  179(36.8)  487(100.0)
5(16.1) 13(41.9) 13419 381(100.0) 0.474 0.789
71(15.6)  219(48.0)  166(36.4)  456(100.0)
76(15.6)  232(47.6)  179(36.8)  487(100.0)
1514.7)  45(44.1)  42(41.2) 102(100.0)  1.089 0.580
61(15.8)  187(48.6)  137(35.6) 385(100.0)
76(15.6)  232(47.6)  179(36.8)  487(100.0)
70(15.5) 212(47.0) 169(37.5) 451(100.0)  1.392 0.499
6(16.7)  20(55.6)  10(27.8)  36(100.0)
76(15.6)  232(47.6)  179(36.8)  487(100.0)
68(16.6)  185(45.2)  156(38.1)  409100,0) 7.694 0.103
1(33.3) 1(33.3) 1(33.3) 3(100.0)
79.39  46(6L3)  22(29.3)  75(100.0)

76(15.6)  232(47.6)  179(36.8)  487(100.0)

5(6.2  38(39.2)  54(85.7)  97(100.0) 32.060 0,000

8(922.9)  14(40.0)  13(87.1)  35(100.0)
1203.00 45489  35(38.0)  92(100.0)
40(7.5)  121(52.8)  68(29.7)  229(100.0)
1(82.4) 14412 9265  34(100.0)
76(15.6)  232(47.6) 179(36,8)  487(100,0) 3
369 14275 34667 5110000 36210 0,000
26(12.9)  94(46.3)  83(40.9) 203(100.0)
3117.9) 92632 50289  173(100.0)
16267 32539 122000  60(100,0)
76(15.6)  232(47.6)  179(36.8)  487(100.0)

Values are presented as n(%), Statistically significant differences by x ° test,  p<0.001
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Table 5. The relationship between satisfaction levels with education and clinical practice

Satisfied
with
environment time guidance personal
relationships

Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied A rr . .
with the  with  with  with  with  with  with Sausfied Satisfied Satisfied
department major facilities lectures faculty training contents

Satisfied

with the -
department
Satisfied
with major
Satisfied ) )

with 2837 208 -
facilities

Satisfied ) ) )
with 4827 460 565 -
lectures

Satisfied ek e ok ek
with faculty 314 .351 .256 438 -

Satisfied ) ) ) )

with 2047 9880 9520 3190 196 -

training

Satisfied )

with 8160 338 248 36 o1t T84 -
contents

SatISﬁed ) 337*' ‘ 97 2>~' ‘ 227>v . 274 ' 22O> ' 725::»:: . 722 _
environment

v -

tsiitlfﬁed o557 293" 48 3080 2287 se1 591 sor -

Satisfied 259" 938" 189" 805" o™ 03T e 612" et -
guidance
Satisfied

vith 239" a18" T 26" 205" 95T se6T s 5T 617 -
personal

relationships

Statistically significant differences by the pearson correlation coefficient, p<0.0L

Table 6. Multiple regression analysis to test the effects of satisfaction levels with education on the satisfaction
levels with clinical practice

e e The clinical tests satisfaction
Classification

B S.E t p—value
1.144 5.454 000
Satisfied with the department 179 157 2,798 005
Satisfied with major 130 119 2.147 032
Satisfied with facilities 073 .087 1.691 .092
Satisfied with lectures 173 139 2.342 020
Satisfied with faculty 078 094 1,952 052

Adjusted R =0,181  F=21,030 p-value = 0,001

SE: standard error,

The data were analysed by multiple regression analysis.
00,05 " p<0.001
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