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Relationship between Degree of Clinical Satisfaction and
Experience on Performance for Dental Hygiene Students

Ok-Sun Choi, Gwang-Sook Ahn, and Hye-Jin Kim'
Department of Biology, Daejeon University, Daejeon 300-716, 'Department of Dental Hygiene, Dong-Eui University, Busan 614-714, Korea

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between degree of satisfaction and experience on performance in accordance with
the characteristics for the dental hygiene students, Dental hygiene students to 480 people from November to December 2014 and analyzed by
conducting a survey, The higher grade students were more satisfied with the degree of satisfaction on experience for clinical test performance and
clinical practice organization rather than the lower grade students, Also, the degree of satisfaction on major for the higher grade students has been
shown as relatively higher than the lower grade students, The factors that affecting the experience for clinical performance and the degree of
satisfaction for clinical practice were shown as grade, satisfaction for major and period for practice, In order to enhance the degree of satisfaction
on the clinical performance for students, it should be established the system for practice management considering the characteristics of clinical
practice by relevant organizations, Also, the dental hygienist who is responsible for dental education should manage his/her practice for students
actively, Meanwhile, the practice organization should improve and update the content of education through the consistent alliance with colleges
continuously.
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Table 1. General and Practice Related Characteristics by
Subjects (n=480)

Characteristic n (%)

College course

Three year corse 416 (86.7)

Four year corse 64 (13.3)
Grade

Sophomore 227 (47.3)

Junior in college 189 (39.4)

Senior in college 64 (13.3)
Gender

Male 11 (2.3)

Female 469 (97.7)
Type of residence

One’s house 296 (61.7)

Rented room 91 (19.0)

House of relatives 2(0.3)

Others 91 (19.0)
Degree of satisfaction for major

Dissatisfied 27 (5.6)

Normal 300 (62.5)

Satisfied 153 (31.9)
Practice organization®

University dental hospital 237 (24.5)

General hospital 110 (11.4)

Dental hospital 136 (14.0)

Dental clinic 322 (33.3)

Health center 163 (16.8)
Degree of satisfaction for practice

Dissatisfied 23 (4.87)

Normal 127 (26.5)

Satisfied 330 (68.7)
Determination of practice organization

College 253 (52.7)

Students 64 (13.3)

College+students 163 (34.0)
Degree of satisfaction for organization

Dissatisfied 10 (2.1)

Normal 181 (37.7)

Satisfied 289 (60.2)
Period of practice

Suitable 340 (70.8)

Should be extended 52 (10.8)

Should be reduced 88 (18.4)
Degree of satisfaction for practice quantity

Dissatisfied 30 (6.2)

Normal 189 (39.4)

Satisfied 261 (54.4)
Practice instructor

Responsible professor 60 (12.5)

Dental hygienist 384 (80.0)

Head of organization 36 (7.5)

“This is the only case of practice organization (duplication res-
ponse).
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Table 2. Degree of Clinical Practice by Organizations in Accordance with Practice Related Characteristics

Characteristic n GH/UDH DH/DC
Mean+SD t/F(p) Mean+SD t/F(p)
College course —7.458 (0.000%**) 6.232 (0.000%**)
Three year corse 416 1.19+1.07 2.15£0.76
Four year corse 64 2.30+0.45 1.46+0.98
Grade 297.997 (0.001**%*) 29.349 (0.001***)
Sophomore 227 0.44+0.09° 2.30%0.60°
Junior in college 189 0.07+0.05" 1.96+0.89"
Senior in college 64 2.30+0.44° 1.47+0.16"
Degree of Satisfaction for major 5.118 (0.001%***) 8.599 (0.001%***)
Dissatisfied 27 1.27+1.08 1.65+0.89"
Normal 300 1.23£1.17* 1.99+0.90
Satisfied 153 1.59+1.12° 2.26+0.67°
Degree of Satisfaction for practice 3.849 (0.022%) 5.082 (0.007*%*)
Dissatisfied 23 0.82+0.62" 1.95+0.72°
Normal 127 1.22+1.02° 1.87+0.83"
Satisfied 330 1.48+1.18° 2.14+0.85°
Determination of practice organization 20.850 (0.001***) 6.154 (0.002**)
College 253 1.04+0.14" 2.18+0.73¢
Students 64 1.84+0.98" 1.83+0.99"
College+students 163 1.62+1.12° 1.95+0.92°
Degree of Satisfaction for organization 3.204 (0.041%) 2.739 (0.066)
Dissatisfied 10 0.89+0.12% 1.86+0.83
Normal 181 1.20£1.10 1.94+0.80
Satisfied 289 1.44+1.18° 2.13+0.87
Period of practice 30.456 (0.010%%) 2.353 (0.058)
Suitable 340 1.49+0.15" 2.08+0.87
Should be extended 52 1.75+0.95° 1.98+0.93
Should be reduced 88 0.53+0.24" 2.15+0.65
Degree of satisfaction for practice quantity 10.369 (0.001***) 1.096 (0.335)
Dissatisfied 30 0.97+0.08" 2.04+0.54
Normal 189 1.10£0.09" 1.99+0.79
Satisfied 261 1.57+1.17° 2.11+0.91
Practice instructor 4.765 (0.009**) 4.683 (0.010**)
Responsible professor 60 1.09+0.89" 1.77+0.05"
Dental hygienist 385 1.31£1.11° 2.09+0.82°
Head of organization 35 1.09+0.16" 2.26%0.56°

GH: general hospital, UDH: university dental hospital, DH: dental hospital, DC: dental clinic, SD: standard deviation.

*"“The same characters was not significant by Scheffe’s test at=0.05.

#p<0.05, **p<0.01 ***p<0.001.
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Table 3. Experience of Clinical Test Performance in Accordance with Practice Related

Characteristic n GH/UDH DH/DC
Mean=SD t/F(p) Mean=SD t/F(p)
College course —8.458 (0.000%**) 6.167 (0.000%**)
Three year corse 416 0.94+0.28 1.76+0.63
Four year corse 64 1.9210.34 1.19+0.95
Grade 297.331 (0.001%*%*) 21.942 (0.001%*%*)
Sophomore 227 0.34+0.71° 1.83+0.50°
Junior in college 189 1.65+0.57 1.68+0.74°
Senior in college 64 1.92+0.34° 1.19+0.95"
Degree of satisfaction for major 2.709 (0.068) 7.461 (0.001%*%*)
Dissatisfied 27 1.02+0.88 1.53+0.78"
Normal 300 0.99+0.90 1.61£0.74°
Satisfied 153 1.21£0.89 1.87+0.55°
Degree of satisfaction for practice 2.907 (0.056) 2.294 (0.102)
Dissatisfied 23 0.68+0.89 1.75+£0.64
Normal 127 0.99+0.88 1.57+0.72
Satisfied 330 1.12+£0.94 1.73+£0.70
Determination of practice organization 15.918 (0.001**%*) 3.095 (0.046%)
College 253 1.04£0.16° 1.76£0.63°
Students 64 1.84+0.92° 1.56+0.76°
College+students 163 1.63+1.12° 1.62+0.77°
Degree of satisfaction for organization 2.636 (0.073) 1.034 (0.357)
Dissatisfied 10 0.76+0.02 1.16+0.65
Normal 181 0.96+0.89 1.62+0.69
Satisfied 289 1.14+£0.94 1.72+£0.04
Period of practice 29.954 (0.001%%*%*) 2.846 (0.059)
Suitable 340 1.17£0.91° 1.69+0.72
Should be extended 52 1.46+0.79° 1.47+0.77
Should be reduced 88 0.44%0.76" 1.76+0.53
Degree of satisfaction for practice quantity 7.092 (0.001%***) 0.567 (0.556)
Dissatisfied 30 0.82+0.56" 1.81+0.46
Normal 189 0.90+0.09" 1.68+0.04
Satisfied 261 1.214£0.93° 1.68+0.74
Practice instructor 4.483 (0.012%) 4.592 (0.011%)
Responsible professor 60 1.38£0.92° 1.49£0.84"
Dental hygienist 385 1.03£0.92° 1.70£0.69"
Head of organization 35 0.86+0.23" 1.93+0.49°

GH: general hospital, UDH: university dental hospital, DH: dental hospital, DC: dental clinic, SD: standard deviation.
““The same characters was not significant by Scheffe’s test at=0.05.

#p<0.05, ***p<0.001.
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Table 4. The Factor that Affecting Degree of Satisfaction for Clinical Practice Test Performance

Division B Standard error B t p
Constant 1.110 0.301 3.714 <0.001
Satisfaction for performance 0.047 0.056 0.045 0.835 0.404
Satisfaction for major 0.203 0.050 0.187 4.058 0.000%***
Satisfaction for organization —0.052 0.060 —0.046 —0.856 0.392
Period for performance —0.135 0.037 —0.177 —3.692 0.010%*
Satisfaction for performance quantity 0.050 0.055 0.051 0.902 0.367
Practice instructor 0.016 0.059 0.011 0.265 0.791

R’=0.360, adjusted R*=0.118, F=11.631, p<0.001

**p<0.01, ***p<0.001.

Table 5. The Factor that Affecting Experience for Clinical Practice Test Performance

Division B Standard error B t p
Constant 1.268 0.295 4.297 <0.001
Satisfaction for Performance 0.052 0.056 0.050 0.932 0.352
Satisfaction for major 0.200 0.050 0.184 3.974 0.000%**
Satisfaction for organization —0.051 0.060 —0.046 —0.851 0.395
Period for performance —0.148 0.036 —0.195 —4.079 0.000%**
Satisfaction for performance quantity 0.049 0.056 0.051 0.888 0.375
Practice instructor 0.007 0.057 0.005 0.115 0.908

R*=0.392, adjusted R?=0.185, F=7.293, p< 0.001

wip < 0,001,
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