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ABSTRACT

Objectives: This research aimed to identify the influential factors that affect the satisfaction
of dental hygiene students' clinical training between college and university and contribute to
improvement in clinical practice quality. Methods: A self-reported questionnaire was completed
by 210 dental clinical hygienists from June 10 to August 30, 2018. Data were analyzed using
SPSS 22.0. An independent t-test, one-way ANOVA, Scheffe’s post-hoc test, and Pearson’s
correlation coefficient were employed, and a stepwise multiple regression analysis was
performed. Results: Regarding the influential factors of satisfaction with clinical practice among
dental hygiene students, in the case of college students, dental hygienist practice instructor
dummy, self-efficacy, satisfaction of school life, interpersonal relation was the increasing
order. In the case of university students, dental hygienist practice instructors, subjective health,
satisfaction with school life, and interpersonal relations was the increasing order. Conclusions:
The most influential factor of dental hygiene students’ clinical practice satisfaction between
college and university was the ability to form interpersonal relationships. Therefore, to increase
the satisfaction of dental hygiene students with clinical practice between college and university,
external sources and efforts to emphasize internal sources are required.
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3| 21928(8htk 578 9) VAl T = S HI(p=0.033), A5A] = (p=0.006), S FLTEE
(p=0.001), T2 27 (p=0.014)0llA] F-2]gt zto]7} AL, FAYEE V152 st o, AEA =
= AL A =S o] EA] el SagEntE s PRSI Hsolch et ‘BRSSP R
O A LER L, 302191 24742 ZA73siey 7 Bs ot Bt w7 Lrebdth 484 2] 9488}t shgel
WA TS = ASA & (p=0.004), S LTS & (p=0.001), T84 Q1 7 (p=0.001)0l|A] f-el gk =}
0|7} UL, AHA| Z = AT JAIAR | A e i?ﬂ Lrebstth. Sl A= = RS ol A 7]

Uelkan, FaEe) 272 Aelek 7} 7gela) ek Bk A Uttt Table 2>,

UMM BEE, AI|HSY, A 5, I

r

(3l T =217 &5 7Hr=0.505), Q1A 53 (=0.503), B2 9=
(1:0.590)% YAfal = 9 5ol %( )] AFHIAIS LFERITE S-S 7ho] Akl = 21|

Table 1. Satisfaction with clinical practice, self-efficacy, interpersonal relations and major satisfaction

between college and university students Unit: Mean£SD
Characteristics Total ~College students(N=113) University students(N=107) tm)
Satisfaction with clinical practice 220 3.27+0.54 3.63+0.71 -4.295(0.001)
Self-efficacy 220 3.411+0.63 3.55+0.73 -1.596(0.112)
Interpersonal relation 220 3.68+0.54 3.66+0.69 0.155(0.877)
Major satisfaction 220 3.5610.59 3.7040.63 -1.848(0.066)
" by the t-test
Table 2. Satisfaction with clinical practice between college and university students Unit: Mean£SD
Chatacteristcs  Division y Collgestudents torFy Universiy students ot
Grade 2 36 3.14 +0.64 -1.620 37 3.57 £0.69 -0.589
3 77 3.32 £0.48 (0.108) 70 3.66 +0.72 (0.557)
Year <21 92 3.29 +0.51 1.212 50 3.43 +0.70 -1.604
=22 21 3.14 £0.64 (0.228) 57 3.66 £0.74 (0.112)
School work <2.9 36 3.31 £0.52 0.675 26 3.70 £0.74 1.217
credit =3.0 77 3.24 £0.55 (0.501) 81 3.50 £0.72 (0.226)
Housing type  Home 55 3.37 £0.49 2.162 52 3.53 £0.74 -0.242
Live alone 58 3.16 +0.56 (0.033) 55 3.57 £0.72 (0.809)
Practice Dental hygiensts 94 3.33 £0.51 2.829 96 3.62 £0.70 2.927
instructor Others 19 2.95 +0.58 (0.006) 11 2.96 +0.70 (0.004)
Economic Bad 14 3.48 £0.65 1.291 18 3.56 £0.91 0.505
level Average 94 3.23 £0.51 (0.279) 82 3.53 £0.69 (0.605)
Good 5 3.29 £0.75 7 3.82 £0.74
College life Dissatisfaction 9 3.04 +0.38° 12.620 8 3.09 +£0.55* 12.305
satisfaction Average 79 3.15 +£0.48° (0.001) 64 3.37 +0.63° (0.001)
Satisfaction 25 369 +055" 35 3.99 +£0.73"
Subjective Unhealthy 8 3.55 +0.71% 4.430 7 3.11 £0.47° 10.710
health Moderate 71 3.15+0.51° (0.014) 51 3.30 +0.68* (0.001)
Healthy 34 343+051° 49 3.87 +0.68"

" by the t-test for two groups and one-way ANOVA (post- test Scheffé) for three or more groups
*»¢ The same character indication shows that there is no statistical significance
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0.157), A7|&-57HB=0.247), S YERIE T = RHEE w(3=0.252), tRI¥HAl 53 (8=0.255)<=C1 A,
7P BT T 2912 tiRlEA 580l loH, A2 38.0%0] ULt 4184 sHYe] itAlS =
o foJet FFE T FHHFES T 12236, p=0.027), ST = (=3.977, p=0.001), T

ANA 5 (=4.611, p=0.001)7F /gAE TE ol H(H) A FF2 T, AEA = (=2.348, p=0.021)

= 2OA 9 Fck ko] SA4ol= DurbinWatson A= 21692 2713/ 9] 2A)
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AL, 7V FFe = 22 HiRlwA sl om, A2 40.7%0] 2{tH<Table 4>.

Table 3. Correlations of instrument scales, clinical practice satisfaction, self-efficacy, interpersonal relations
and major satisfaction between college and university students

Characteristics Variables Satisfaction with Self-  Interpersonal Major

clinical practice efficacy relations satisfaction

College Satisfaction with clinical practice 1
students Self-efficacy 0.505** 1

Interpersonal relations 0.503** 0.609** 1

Major satisfaction 0.590** 0.556** 0.532%* 1
University Satisfaction with clinical practice 1
students Self-efficacy 0.419%* 1

Interpersonal relations 0.468** 0.737%* 1

Major satisfaction 0.755™* 0.542** 0.450™* 1

" p<0.01 by pearson’s correlation analysis
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Table 4. Affecting factors of satisfaction with dental hygiene students' clinical practice between college and

university students

Characteristics Variables B SE B t p* Tolerance VIF

College (constant) 1.569 0.300 5.239 0.001

students Practice instructor (dental hygienists vs others) -0.255 0.108 -0.157 -2.074 0.040  0.969  1.031
Self-efficacy 0.212 0.082 0.247 2.580 0.011  0.607 1.648
College life satisfaction(average vs satisfaction) 0.326 0.103 0.252 3.170 0.002 0.874 1.144
Interpersonal relations 0.255 0.095 0.255 2.690 0.008 0.615 1.626
R=0.402, Adjusted R’=0.380, F=18. 128(p<0.001), Durbin-Watson: 1.946

University (constant) 1.787 0.333 5.367 0.001

students Practice instructor (dental hygienists vs others) -0.433 0.185 -0.182 -2.348 0.021  0.930  1.075
Subjective health(moderate vs health) 0.269 0.120 0.185 2.236 0.027 0.816 1.226
College life satisfaction(average vs satisfaction) 0.495 0.124 0.321 3.977 0.001  0.858 1.165
Interpersonal relations 0.412 0.089 0.357 4.611 0.001 0931 1.075

R=0.430, Adjusted R=0.407, F=19.216(p<0.001), Durbin-Watson: 2.169
“by stepwise multiple regression analysis at a=0.05
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