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ABSTRACT

Objectives: This study aimed to investigate the digital literacy and major satisfaction levels of dental hygiene students and
identify the interrelationships between them as well as the factors related to major satisfaction. Methods: An online survey
was using a structured questionnaire was conducted with 223 dental hygiene students. Digital literacy and major satisfaction
were measured using a 5-point Likert scale, and correlation and multiple regression analyses were performed. Results: The
participants’ digital literacy averaged 3.87 points, and their major satisfaction averaged 3.82 points. The digital literacy factor
related to major satisfaction was critical thinking skills (3=0.747, p<0.001). This indicates that the higher the critical thinking skills,
the higher the major satisfaction. The explanatory power of the model was 63.7%. Conclusions: Critical thinking skills as a factor
of digital literacy were found to influence dental hygiene students’ major satisfaction, suggesting that a curriculum that can
increase critical thinking can improve major satisfaction.
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Table 1. Exploratory factor analysis on digital literacy scale

Subfactor Items Subfactor name
Technical use Critical thinking Participation and representation Ethics Cronbach’s a
Factor 1  Digital literacy 1’ 0.831 0.128 0.092 0.244 0.929
Digital literacy 2 0.852 0.109 0.131 0.071
Digital literacy 3" 0.740 0.195 0.124 0.158
Digital literacy 4 0.845 0.183 0.083 0.183
Digital literacy 5 0.837 0.220 0.133 0.144
Digital literacy 6 0.727 0.247 0.157 0.219
Digital literacy 7 0.633 0.351 -0.096 0.373
Factor 2 Digital literacy 9 0.262 0.713 0.243 0.007 0.706
Digital literacy 10° 0.219 0.766 0.114 0.101
Digital literacy 11 0.207 0.734 0.024 0.220
Factor 3 Digital literacy 17° 0.029 0.137 0.862 0.055 0.776
Digital literacy 18" 0.293 0.135 0.725 0.011
Digital literacy 19° 0.083 0.049 0.835 0.114
Factor 4  Digital literacy 25 0.256 0.140 -0.014 0.831 0.834
Digital literacy 26 0.242 0.139 -0.006 0.856
Digital literacy 27 0.164 0.044 -0.150 0.793
Total 4.713 2.046 2.160 2.459 0.878
% variance 29.450 12.790 13.490 15.360
% cumulative variance 29.450 71.100 58.310 44.820

"a reverse question
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin(KMO)=0.897, Bartlett=2006.535, p<0.001
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Table 2. Exploratory factor an alysis on major satisfaction scale

Subfactor name 5
Sulbiciion ftems Curriculum Relationship Perception Chorlsachis@
Factor 1 Satisfaction 1° 0.774 0.252 0.302 0.895
Satisfaction 2 0.704 0.297 0.221
Satisfaction 4 0.767 0.261 0.208
Satisfaction 5 0.761 0.221 0.287
Satisfaction 6 0.809 0.258 0.152
Factor 2 Satisfaction 13" 0.251 0.799 0.135 0.844
Satisfaction 14" 0.185 0.806 0.212
Satisfaction 15" 0.238 0.756 0.154
Satisfaction 16 0.340 0.718 0.126
Factor 3 Satisfaction 18" 0.273 0.175 0.799 0.870
Satisfaction 19" 0.156 0.211 0.867
Satisfaction 20° 0.399 0.149 0.818
Total 3.444 2.807 2.450 0.915
% variance 28.700 23.390 20.410
% cumulative variance 28.700 52.090 72.500

"a reverse question
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)=0.894, Bartlett=1619.015, p<0.001

50] 7|58 Aik= <Table 3> e}, H A1 2lE{2{Al= 3.874 o2 YePson, 519] Q QI #2] 4.654], 7164 AHE-4.074, H]
A ARAL 3.804, Fol 9 H3 2,694 02 UERATE. HEThE-2 3.82740|20 0, 51 QI 2= BARES 3.974, aatghE 3857, Q1 ATk
S

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of digital literacy competency and major satisfaction

Variables Min Max Mean=+SD
Digital literacy competency 1.75 5.00 3.87£0.58
Technical use 1.29 5.00 4.07£0.76
Critical thinking 1.33 5.00 3.80+0.74
Participation and representation 1.00 5.00 2.69£1.08
Ethics 1.00 5.00 4.6510.65
Major satisfaction 1.50 5.00 3.821+0.67
Curriculum 1.75 5.00 3.85+0.72
Relationship 1.00 5.00 3.97£0.85
Perception 1.00 5.00 3.6910.81

Min=Minimum; Max=Maximum; SD=Standard Deviation
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Table 4. Differences in major satisfaction according to sociodemographic characteristics

- Major satisfaction
Characteristics N(%0) NeanTsh F >
Gender
Women 218(97.8) 3.8040.66 1.647 0.101
Men 5(2.2) 4.30%0.76

Discipline
Three-year system 166(74.4) 3.7910.65 0.924 0.356
Four-year system 57(25.6) 3.89+0.72

Part-time job experience
Yes 46(20.6) 4.06+0.64 2.872 0.004
No 177(79.4) 3.75+0.65

High school type
Academic high school 160(71.7) 3.82+0.66 2.444 0.089
Vocational high school 56(25.1) 3.7310.67
etc 7(3.1) 4.31+0.69

Grade
1st 73(32.7) 3.8210.63 1.696 0.169
2nd 91(40.8) 3.9140.63
3rd 54(24.2) 3.6910.76
4th 5(2.2) 3.4510.68

High school GPA
High 22(9.9) 3.58+0.58 1.653 0.194
normal 141(63.2) 3.860.69
Low 60(26.9) 3.80+0.63

College GPA
>4.0 39(17.5) 3.93+0.69 1.167 0.323
3.0-4.0 123(55.2) 3.84+0.69
2.0-3.0 50(22.4) 3.6910.64
<2.0 11(4.9) 3.68+0.41

Average monthly income
<400 72(32.3) 3.624£0.72° 4.093 0.009
400-<600 68(30.5) 3.91+0.59"
600-<800 47(21.1) 3.9940.47%
>800 36(16.1) 3.7910.82"

Motivation for choosing major
Hobby and aptitude match 30(13.5) 4.19+0.59" 3.953 0.009
Recommendation of the people around one 72(32.3) 3.75+0.70"
Along with the grade 17(7.6) 3.67+0.79
Successful employment 104(46.6) 3.7840.62°

When to choose a major

Entrance into a school 19(8.5) 4.10+0.70° 3.368 0.019
2nd grade in high school 40(17 9) 3.99+0.54°
3rd grade in high school 99(44.4) 3.7940.69%
After the college entrance exam 65(29 1) 3.660.66"

Perceived health
Unhealthy 42(18.8) 3.65+0.66 4.307 0.015
Normal 93(41.7) 3.74£0.69"
Good health 88(39.5) 3.97+0.62°

by t-test or one way ANOVA (Duncan) test at a=0.05

P"means by different characters that there are significant different; SD=standard deviation; GPA=grade point average
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Table 5. Correlation between digital literacy competency and major satisfaction

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 |
Digital literacy competency

1. Technical use 1.000

2. Critical thinking 0.109 1.000

3. Participation and representation 0.270" 0.045 1.000

4. Ethics 0.481" 0.147" -0.075 1.000
Major satisfaction

5. Curriculum 0.088 0.719™ -0.052 0.161" 1.000

6. Relationship 0.110 0.709" -0.011 0.153" 0.613" 1.000

7. Perception 0.058 0.520" 0.085 0.020 0.598" 0.458"

'p<0.05, "p<0.01,  p<0.001, by Pearson correlation coefficient

Table 6 . Factors related to major satisfaction

. . Model 1 Model 2

Variables Division B 5 p*) B 5 (p*)
DSC  Part-time job Yes 0.165 0.100(0.141) 0.106 0.065(0.142)
Income 400-600 0.209 0.145(0.057) 0.116 0.080(0.098)
600-800 0.286 0.175(0.021) 0.157 0.096(0.046)
>800 0.165 0.091(0.217) 0.083 0.046(0.336)
Motive Recomm endation -0.334 -0.234(0.022) -0.098 -0.069(0.294)
Grade -0.376 -0.150(0.070) -0.195 -0.077(0.149)
Em ployment -0.314 -0.235(0.024) -0.161 -0.121(0.070)
Choice 2nd -0.081 -0.047(0.652) -0.068 -0.039(0.559)
3rd -0.196 -0.146(0.237) 0.027 0.020(0.804)
After exam -0.326 -0.222(0.056) -0.148 -0.101(0.176)
Perceived health Normal 0.033 0.024(0.785) -0.028 -0.021(0.715)
Good health 0.206 0.151(0.101) 0.105 0.077(0.191)
DL Technical use -0.007 -0.008(0.873)
Critical thinking 0.674 0.747(<0.001)
Participation and representation -0.030 -0.049(0.277)
Fthics 0.031 0.030(0.539)

F=3.134, p<0.001 F=25.300, p<0.001
adj. R’=0.103 adj. R=0.637

"by multiple regression analysis
Dependent variable=Major satisfaction; Data were analyzed Multiple regression analysis; DSC=Demographic sociological
characteristics; DL=Digital literacy
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