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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The aim of this study was to examine factors influencing satisfaction with clinical practice in
dental hygiene students. Through this study, we suggested efficient guidance to increase satisfaction levels
with clinical practice. Methods: A self-reported questionnaire was filled out by 235 students of clinical
dental hygiene in Seoul + Gyeonggi * Chungcheong + Kyongsang and Jeolla province from June 9 to 30,
2017. The questionnaire consisted of questions on general characteristics (6 items), clinical practice charac-
teristics (7 items), ego-resilience (14 items), family support (24 items), teaching effectiveness(35 items),
and clinical practice satisfaction (30 items). Data were analyzed using SPSS 19.0. One way ANOVA, the
Scheffe Post-hoc test, and the Pearson correlation coefficients were reviewed, and a multiple regression
analysis was conducted. Cronbach’s alpha of ego-resilience, family support, teaching effectiveness, clinical
practice satisfaction were 0.784, 0.892, 0.954 and 0.935, respectively. Results: ego-resilience was 3.24
points, family support was 3.24 points, teaching effectiveness was 2.93 points, clinical practice satisfaction
3.44 points. The meaningful variables which influenced clinical practice satisfaction were the ego-resi-
lience, family support and teaching effectiveness. These factors explained 40.6% of the variance in clinical
practice satisfaction. Conclusions: One of the most significant predictors of clinical practice satisfaction in
dental hygiene students was teaching effectiveness. Therefore, a teaching program to improve eaching
effectiveness should be developed and applied.
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w24 125 fl5fl oothela 713822 1Y 3](IRB No: 1041490-20170515-
HR-008)2] 5-21-& Y11 A& ZIRgsk3It Abe 4422017 69 94FH 6H 309714 A& -
7471 - 2 - Ak - Aol 21918 Y T A IEGS AP Y 250785 HOF-E St
2717144 ARZALE AlS86ttt, 2 A 7] Cohen[12]7]50] W=} G*power 3.1.9= -85}
o] | AEA ) W77 7]9] G747 0.15 (0.02), 59455 0.05, A8 0.95 (0.90), =
(WIS T, ZJotteld, 715214, Wi, dutd B4, s 3 S 1771
Aebetals w 4 F2 A71= 20878010, HelES 1E{oto] 2508 A= Sk

=
TRAAN S B AR 155E A|Qlokal 2355 (Sl4E 94.0%) 5 45 HAILt

A= GEHRl B4 627, AFEA T2, AoretEA 14232 Block 2} Kremen[4]©]
sl 1 5{13]0] §lefet A5 & At F2of WA $4sto] ARESISIT. A=Y
Cronbach’s a+=0.76°]%111, & A4-9] Cronbach’s = 0.900]|1t}. 71X A] 22232 Moos2}
Moos[14]7} 7ESE, o][15]7F AR R A& 2 A4 0 BA 74 B gbsto] ARgSH3irh
A= A A 22, B7E 22, AEA 27|, A 2|12 2 e, AFES] Cron-
bach’s a+=0.910|0c} & 9] Cronbach’s a+=0.95°]%t}. W4G-84 35532 Reeve[16]
7Sk, A17]0] ARt AFEAE = A F-of 9| 77 - Belsto] ARESIGIT) At
T AT A S, HRIEA B OR A, AERAEA Y] 7-84, AEeix]A], w4 HrlE
AR, 9] Cronbach’s o= 0.950|3137, & 9179] Cronbach’s a+= 0.950]3ich A
HHEIE 3075k 0] 5{18]9] ATEAE o851, A7 g}, ASUE, ASA L,
57, ASARE AsE7t=E ISkt Y] SV 57 YAE He (vl 18]

1730l il 18} 573 = S50, a7t =25 Aot 7IEA1A], i 8-84,

1STE T 7 =2 718 oJu|6}al, =+-9] Cronbach’s a+=0.86°]%111, = $19] Cronbach’s
9304 fo]@itk<Table 1>.
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Table 1. Reliability of instrument scales

Al
=

Cronbach’s a

SD
0.42
0.49
0.42
0.50

Mean

Item

Characteristics

0.784
0.892

0.954

3.24
3.24
2.93

14
2

235
235
235
235

Ego-resilience

Family support

35

Teaching effectiveness

0.935

3.44

30

Clinical practice satisfaction
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Table 2. Level of scales according to general characteristics Unit: Mean+SD
Characteristics Division N Ego- tork Family —torF Tea'ching tork E:;I;f:el torF
resilience ®*) support (p*) effectiveness  (p*) safisfaction ®*)
College course Three year course 184  3.22+0.41 -1.334 3.23+049 -0.352 3.46+£0.50 -3.208 3.41+£0.51 -1.565
Four year course 51 331046 (0.184) 326051 (0.75) 3.7140.46 (0.002) 3.53+0.48 (0.119)
Grade 3 183 3224041 -1.341 3.2320.49 -0.535 3.46+0.50 -3.164 3.41+0.51 -1.669
4 52 3314046 (0.181) 3.27+0.51 (0.593) 3.7140.45 (0.002) 3.54+0.47  (0.096)
Economic Bad 39  3.20+£048 1.935 3.08+0.55" 4.060 3.47+0.63 0319 3.47+£0.54  0.111
level Average 175  323£040 (0.147) 3.25+048 (0.018) 3.53+0.47 (0.727) 3.43+049  (0.895)
Good 21 341047 3.45+0.40° 3.47+0.48 3.4240.59
Order of First 100 3.26+0.42  1.698 3.27+0.50 0913 2.98+0.44 2253 3.47£0.52 0.617
desired Second 80 3.25:040 (0.168) 3.1840.48 (0.435) 2.90+0.38 (0.083) 3.45+0.47 (0.605)
application ;14 19 3.03+0.51 3.15+0.46 2.73+0.38 3.36+0.50
Others 36 3.27+0.40 3.31+0.54 2.95+0.42 3.35+0.55
The On the aptitude 16  3.29+0.41 0415 3.24+0.64 2342 3.14+045 2.578 3.56x0.57 2.142
motivation of ~ beaten
major select  The high 155 324£042 (0.798) 3.23£0.46 (0.056) 2.94+0.41 (0.038) 3.46£0.48 (0.076)
employment rate
By invitation others 28 3.294+0.45 3.46+0.51 2.96+0.39 3.50+0.60
High school grade 25 3.16x0.39 3.08+0.47 2.74+0.42 3.20+0.43
considerations
Others 11 3.19+0.50 3.10+0.63 2.84+0.34 3.26+0.60
Interpersonal ~ Moderate 119  3.11+040 -5.015 3.17+#0.50 -2.151 3.43£0.50 -2.825 3.33£0.52 -3.286
relationships  Good 116  3.37+0.40 (0.001) 3.31:0.48 (0.032) 3.61£0.49 (0.005) 3.54+0.46 (0.001)
}Slz:f;“ive Unhealthy 12 335£0.52 2.833 325+0.56 1593 3.60+0.65 3.550 3.38£0.53  3.885
Moderate 130 3.18£041 (0.061) 3.19£0.49 (0.206) 3.44+0.50° (0.030) 3.36£0.52* (0.022)
Healthy 93 3312042 3314048 3.6140.46" 3.55+0.46°

*by t-test or one way ANOVA, ab=a=b: scheffe post hoc test

4. YA BZE, OISR, JIZAIR|, RAESATO| A2

P BHEEste] JTTAS HH, Aol a=0.161), 7EAA(r=0.164), T4EEH
(r=0.642)-2 §- 917 () 9] BTIAZ Lehieh. SYHSE 7h0) JTVAZ 19 Hofetzge
P1EAIA)(1=0.350), A4-EBH1=0.283) 2 FLOIGH () 0] ATIAS ek, 1S A A

FE73(=0.240)3} IRt A (+) o] FEAIS HEFIT<Table 4>.
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Table 3. Level of scales according to clinical practice characteristics

Unit: MeantSD

.. s .. tor F Family torF Teaching  torF Clinj.cal or F
Characteristics ~ Division N Ego-resilience ") T, (%) effectivencss (o) p.ractlc.e ")
satisfaction
Number of 1 94 322044  0.137 321+0.52 0375 3.55+0.45 1283 3.43£047  0.164
clinical 2 118  3.25+0.42  (0.872) 3.24+048  (0.888) 3.47+0.55  (0.279) 3.45+0.53  (0.849)
expetience 3 23 3244041 3312047 3.630.39 3.39+0.48
The result of an ~ <2.9 80  3.15£045 2385 3.11£0.56  -2.679 3.39+0.56  -2.853 3.34+0.53  -2.198
examination >3 155  3.29+0.40  (0.018) 3304045  (0.008) 3.58+0.45  (0.005) 3.49+0.48  (0.029)
College life Dissatisfaction ~ 27 3.07+0.53 2721 2924057  6.676  3.08:047° 22.583 2.98+0.34*  23.200
satisfaction Average 120 3.25:0.40  (0.068) 3.26+0.45°  (0.002) 3.47+0.45° (0.001) 3.40+0.47° (0.001)
Satisfaction 79 3.29+0.40 3.310.50° 3.74+0.47* 3.660.48%
Satisfaction Dissatisfaction 25  3.00£0.42°  5.675 2.99+0.52° 3912  3.19+0.48" 16.860 3.04+0.35* 15.841
with major Average 102 3.23£0.43"°  (0.004) 3.23:0.43  (0.021) 3.41x047° (0.001) 3.37£0.47° (0.001)
Satisfaction 108 3.310.39" 3.29+0.53° 3.70+0.46" 3.59+0.50%
Practice Dental 225 3244042 0722 323£049 0270 3.53+0.50  1.844 3.45:0.50  2.622
instructor hygienists
Others 10 3.34£0.44  (0.471) 328052  (0.788) 3.23+0.41  (0.066) 3.03:0.37  (0.009)
Practice place ~ Dental clinic 80  3.15£045  2.084 327+049 0361 3.51£044  3.130 3.41£048  0.853
Dental hospital 58 3.31+0.35  (0.103) 3.25+0.51  (0.781) 3.56+0.51  (0.026) 3.47+0.45  (0.466)
General 71 325+0.44 3.21+0.49 3.59+0.48° 3.48+0.52
hospital
University 26 3.32+0.39 3.18+0.48 3.25+0.61° 3.32+0.63
dental
hospital

*by t-test or one way ANOVA, ab=a=b: scheffe post hoc test

Table 4. Correlations among clinical practice satisfaction, ego-resilience, family support, teaching

effectiveness

. Clinical ti - . Teachi
Characteristics 1n1c'a pr?‘c ¢ Ego-resilience Family support ea'c 1ng
satisfaction effectiveness
Clinical practice 1
satisfaction
Ego-resilience 0.161%*
Family support 0.164* 0.350** 1
Teaching 0.642%* 0.283** 0.240%* 1
effectiveness
*p<0.05, **p<0.01 by pearson’s correlation analysis
5. XML SHC| 2IOIEII, TREAIR), MABEA0| IS RS0 Y32 D3l 29
A 9V8EL o] S T JdS & FHHES Aot Ad(t=2.484, p=0.014), 7}

RIS o] () JFE F
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ZExte] Z5Aof| A= Durbin-Watson HAAG= 1.87201/4412 &Rlste] 27 1Adto] §lla,
TARMI= 0.840~0.987=2 1.00]ot2 HERL OB 9] HEP2 {OJgt H{Jo]3) Om(F=54.206,
p<0.001), FAFEERRUVIF)2 1.000~1.147% 102 FA] ot A IS s HEES
F4aR o, Aolelely, 71817, 1 a8 SYHsR Asl] o sl A
oHeh 2985 o8 ey 0 B e S Ao AA-0161). 7157

2|(8=0.164), WR-27(5=0.646) w=0| 1L, 7P Y= = A2 wrmesdolsion, 41

22 40.6%°] {TI<Table 5>.

Table 5. Influencing factors of clinical practice satisfaction

Characteristics B SE I6] t p* VIF
(constant) 1.194 0.250 4.776 0.001

Ego-resilience 0.191 0.077 0.161 2.484 0.014 1.000
Family support 0.167 0.066 0.164 2.540 0.012 1.000
Teaching effectiveness 0.651 0.054 0.646 2.134 0.001 1.147

R=0.413, Adjusted 2*=0.406, F=54.206 (p<0.001), Durbin-watson: 1.872

*by multiple regression analysis at a=0.05
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ollAt=3.344, A[171:23.67H 22 2 Aol A v S vyehe. of2fet dih=spiso] 2|t
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