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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of the study is to investigate the relationships between multiple intelligence, academic self-efficacy, satisfaction
with major in dental hygiene students.

Methods: A self-reported questionnaire was filled out by 490 dental hygiene students in Jeonbuk from March to April, 2015. The
questionnaire consisted of 119 questions of multiple intelligences, 28 questions of academic self-efficacy, 5 questions of satisfaction
with major by Likert 5 scale. Data were analyzed by descriptive statistics, Pearson’s correlation test, and stepwise multiple regression
test using SPSS 18.0 program.

Results: The students had the highest score in interpersonal intelligence(3.57) and the lowest in naturalist intelligence(2.66). There was
a positive correlation between the multiple intelligences, academic self-efficacy and satisfaction with major(p<0.05). The impact of
multiple intelligences on academic self-efficacy was influenced by logical-mathematical intelligence, intrapersonal intelligence, musical
intelligence, bodily-kinesthetic intelligence, and linguistic intelligence(p<0.05). The variables that had an impact on multiple
intelligences and satisfaction with major were interpersonal intelligence and intrapersonal intelligence(p<0.01).

Conclusions: The development of multiple intelligences can enhance the satisfaction with the major, quality of education, academic
self-efficacy in the dental hygiene students.
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Table 1, Multiple intelligence, academic self—efficacy, and satisfaction with major
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Division N Min Max Mean+SD
Musical intelligence 490 1.43 5.00 3.3240.67
Bodily-Kinesthetic intelligence 489 1.00 4.77 2.81+0.70
Logical-Mathematical intelligence 490 1.00 4.47 2.67+0.59
Spatial intelligence 490 1.07 4.67 2.92+0.61

Multiple T .

intelligence Linguistics intelligence 489 1.15 4.90 3.08+0.57
Interpersonal intelligence 489 1.67 4.78 3.57+0.48
Intrapersonal intelligence 490 1.56 5.00 3.17+0.51
Naturalist intelligence 490 1.00 4.77 2.66+0.74
Total 490 1.79 4.23 3.02+0.40
Task difficulty preference 490 1.00 4.80 2.67+0.58

Academic Self regulatory efficacy 490 1.50 4.90 3.13+£0.51

self-efficacy Confidence 490 1.00 5.00 3.0840.65
Total 490 1.50 443 2.95+0.39
Satisfaction with major 490 1.00 5.00 3.344+0.89
Whether to hope for a change of major at present or not 490 1.00 5.00 3.43+0.95

Satisfaction Expected prospects for the major field of study 490 1.00 5.00 3.82+0.80

with major Satisfaction with major to outward show 490 1.00 5.00 3.69+0.81
The necessity of major for the attainment of the purpose of life 490 1.00 5.00 3.57+0.90
Total 490 1.00 5.00 3.56+0.70
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Table 2, Relationship between Multiple intelligence, academic self—efficacy, and satisfaction with major

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Musical intelligence
2. Bodily-Kinesthetic intelligence  0.42"""
3. Logical-Mathematical 0.18™" 045
intelligence
4. Spatial intelligence 026 056" 057
5. Linguistics intelligence 046" 042" 035" 042"
6. Interpersonal intelligence 039" 028" 0137 030" 064
7. Intra-personal intelligence 028" 032 026" 031" 056" 050
8. Naturalist intelligence 012" 023" 033" 038" 0307 0147 027
9. Task difficulty preference 011" 0267 0557 0377 023 010" 028" 022
10. Self-regulatory efficacy 0137 0147 02877 021" 0497 04177 0437 018" 0277
11. Confidence 0.06 0127 004 007 03177 02477 0157 000 0147 0217
12. Satisfaction with Major 012" 008 003 014" 021" 0297 032" 002 004 025 014"
Multiple ir*ltelligenci:**%& Academic self-efficacy 9~11, Satisfaction with major 12
p<0.05, p<0.01, p<0.001 by pearson’s correlation analysis
Table 3. The affecting factors on the academic self—efficacy
Variable B 163 SE t p-value®
' (Constant) 0.921
gf:flzri‘lficulty Logical-Mathematical intelligence  0.488 0.498 0.047 10388 <0.001
Intrapersonal intelligence 0.200 0.177 0.053 3.742 <0.001
R?=0.332
F=29.653
p-value*=<0.001
(Constant) 1.135
Musical intelligence -0.090 -0.119 0.033 -0.119 0.008
Bodily-Kinesthetic intelligence -0.081 -0.112 0.036 -0.112 0.024
Sffllziﬁ‘ﬂamry Logical-Mathematical intelligence ~ 0.185 0215 0.041 0215 <0.001
Linguistics intelligence 0.278 0311 0.052 0.311 <0.001
Interpersonal intelligence 0.197 0.186 0.055 0.186 <0.001
Intrapersonal intelligence 0.201 0.202 0.047 0.202 <0.001
R?=0.334
F=29.923
p-value*=<0.001
(Constant) 2.260
Confidence Musical intelligence -0.122 -0.128 0.049 -2.505 0.013
Linguistics intelligence 0.431 0.379 0.075 5.734 <0.001
R?=0.127
F=8.682

p-value*=<0.001

by multiple logistic regression
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Table 4, The influencing factors on the satisfaction with major

R
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Variable B yo] t p-value®
(Constant) 1.717

Satisfaction with major Interpersonal intelligence 0.284 0.196 3.336 0.001
Intrapersonal intelligence 0.381 0.281 5.255 <0.001

by multiple logistic regression
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