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The Effects of Clinical Practice Satisfaction on Image of Dental
Hygienists in Dental Hygiene Students

Yang-Keum Han and Han-Hong Kim'T

Department of Dental Hygiene, Health Institute of Technology, Daejeon 34504,
'Department of Dental Hygiene, Gangdong College, Eumseong 27600, Korea

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between image of dental hygienists and clinical practice satisfaction of dental hygiene
students, The subjects in the study were 706 female students who majored in dental hygiene at randomly selected colleges, which were located
in Daejeon, Ulsan, and North Chungcheong province, Data were gathered using structured questionnaires from October 20, 2014 to April 13, 2015,
The major findings of the study were as follows: The average of satisfaction with clinical practice was 3,32, The average of image of dental hygienists
was 3,55, As for clinical practice satisfaction by general and practice characteristics, there were statistically significant difference according to
degree of satisfaction for major, as for image of dental hygienists, there were statistically significant difference according to grade, degree of
satisfaction for major, number of clinical experience, practice organization and admission motive, The relationship of image of dental hygienists and
clinical practice satisfaction was analyzed, and clinical practice satisfaction had a significant positive effect on image of dental hygienists, As a result
of analyzing which variables affected image of dental hygienists, it’s found that image of dental hygienists were under the influence of number of
clinical experience, practice organization and clinical practice satisfaction, Clinical practice satisfaction influenced image of dental hygienists,
Therefore, dental hygiene students are given a chance to have positive image through well-structured clinical practice,
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Table 1. General and Practice Related Characteristics of Subjects
(n=706)

Characteristic n (%)

Age (y)

<21 435 (61.6)

=21 271 (38.4)
Grade

2 351 (49.7)

3 355 (50.3)
City type

Big city 500 (70.8)

Small city 206 (29.2)
Admission motive

High school grade considerations 71 (10.1)

Aptitude considerations 79 (11.2)

Invitation of others 177 25.1)

Considering the high employment rate 352 (49.9)

Good impression for dental hygienists 27 (3.8)
Degree of satisfaction for major

Very satisfied 46 (6.5)

Satisfied 291 (41.2)

Moderate 313 (44.3)

Unsatisfied 52 (7.4)

Very unsatisfied 4 (0.6)
Number of clinical experience

One time 351 (49.7)

Two time 355 (50.3)
Practice organization

Dental clinic 323 (45.8)

Dental hospital 383 (54.2)
Practice instructor

Dental hygienists 632 (89.5)

Dentist 46 (6.5)

Dental assistants 28 (4.0)
Difficult relations of practice

Clinical dental hygienists 388 (55.0)

Patients & caregivers 182 (25.8)

Practice colleague 18 (2.5)

Practice instructor 60 (8.5)

Colleagues of other occupations 58 (8.2)
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Table 2. Mean Scores of Image of Dental Hygienists and Clinical
Practice Satisfaction of the Subject (n=706)

Variable Mean+standard deviation
Clinical practice satisfaction 3.3240.46
Practice curriculum 3.73+£0.63
Practice contents 3.09+0.49
Practice guidance 3.32+0.63
Practice environment 3.47+0.58
Practice time 3.34+0.77
Practice evaluation 3.09+0.81
Image of dental hygienists 3.55+0.42
Traditional 3.92+0.58
Social 3.32+0.56
Professional 3.67+0.51
Personal 3.21+0.39
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Table 3. Image of Dental Hygienists and Clinical Practice Satisfaction on the General and Practice Related Characteristics of the Subject
(n=706)

Variabl Clinical practice satisfaction Image of dental hygienists
anabie Mean+SD p-value Mean+SD p-value
Age (y) 0.559 0.774
<21 3.33+£0.45 3.54+0.41
=21 3.31£0.48 3.55+0.44
Grade 0.172 0.013*
2 3.30+0.46 3.51+0.42
3 3.35+£0.46 3.59+0.42
City type 0.001%* 0.368
Big city 3.41+0.46 3.57+0.44
Small city 3.2740.44 3.52+0.39
Admission motive 0.158 0.039*
High school grade considerations 3.34+0.41 3.50+0.43"
Aptitude considerations 3.42+0.48 3.65+0.36"
Invitation of others 3.34+0.50 3.57+0.44°
Considering the high employment rate 3.30+0.44 3.51£0.42°
Good impression for dental hygienists 3.21+0.52 3.65+0.49"
Degree of satisfaction for major 0.003** <0.001***
Very satisfied 3.36:0.62" 3.82+0.45°
Satisfied 3.40+0.46"" 3.68+0.41"°
Moderate 3.27+0.40™ 3.43+0.37"
Unsatisfied 3.18+0.50" 3.32+0.40"
Very unsatisfied 3.27+1.16" 3.25+0.94"
Number of clinical experience 0.161 0.009%*
One time 3.30+0.46 3.50+0.42
Two time 3.35+£0.46 3.59+0.42
Practice organization 0.954 0.003**
Dental clinic 3.32+0.45 3.49+0.42
Dental hospital 3.32+0.47 3.59+0.44
Practice instructor 0.346 0.114
Dental hygienists 3.331£0.46 3.56+0.42
Dentist 3.31£0.48 3.49+0.43
Dental assistants 3.20+0.42 3.40+0.36
Difficult relations of practice 0.011* 0.012*
Clinical dental hygienists 3.28+0.45" 3.52+0.42*"
Patients & caregivers 3.41£0.46" 3.63£0.43
Practice colleague 3.32+0.44" 3.46+0.33"
Practice instructor 3.27%0.49" 3.45+0.44"
Colleagues of other occupations 3.42£0.47° 3.61£0.39"

SD: standard deviation.
*““Values are significantly different using the Scheffe method at 0=0.05.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p <0.001, statistically significant by t-test and one way ANOVA.
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Table 4. Correlation between Image of Dental Hygienists and Clinical Practice Satisfaction
Variable Image of dental hygienists Traditional Social Professional Personal

Clinical practice satisfaction 0.574%%% 0.468%** 0.294%**% 0.468%*** 0.214%**

Practice curriculum 0.372%%%* 0.327%%* 0.265%*%* 0.327%%%* 0.205%*%*

Practice contents 0.339%** 0.252%*% 0.261%** 0.252%%% 0.209%**

Practice guidance 0.351%** 0.281#%** 0.309%** 0.281%*%* 0.143%%*%*

Practice environment 0.431%** 0.365%** 0.368*** 0.365%*%* 0.214%*%*

Practice time 0.351%** 0.341%** 0.309%** 0.281%*%* 0.143%%**

Practice evaluation 0.280%** 0.169%** 0.266** 0.169%** 0.052
**p<0.01, ***p <0.001, statistically significant by Pearson correlation coefficient.
Table 5. Affecting Factors on Image of Dental Hygienists

Variable B SE B p-value

Number of clinical experience (1/2) 2.611 0.992 0.099 0.009**
Practice organization (clinic/hospital) 2.987 0.994 0.112 0.003#**
Clinical practice satisfaction 0.471 0.031 0.496 <0.001***
Practice curriculum 2.583 0.243 0.372 <0.001%**
Practice contents 1.521 0.159 0.339 <0.001%**
Practice guidance 0.908 0.081 0.390 <0.001***
Practice environment 1.638 0.129 0.431 <0.001%**
Practice time 2.005 0.202 0.351 <0.001%**
Practice evaluation 1.511 0.195 0.280 <0.001%**

R?=0.496, adjusted R*=0.360, F=11.932, p<0.001

SE: standard error.

**p <0.01, ***p<0.001, statistically significant by multiple regression analysis.
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