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Abstract In order to examine the characteristics having influence on the satisfaction with clinical practice for
the effective clinical practice, this study analyzed the satisfaction with clinical practice in accordance with the
characteristics of major practice conditions, targeting 228 students of Dental Hygienics with experience in
clinical practice in Daegu and Gyeongbuk region. In case of 4-year major practical conditions, high satisfaction
with major, when students could choose the hospital for practice, and when there were lots of dental hygienists
in the hospital for practice, the satisfaction with clinical practice was high(p<.05). In case of 4-year course,
high satisfaction with major, and when there were lots of dental hygienists in the hospital for practice, the
satisfaction with clinical practice evaluation was high(p<.05). In case of 4-year major practical conditions, high
satisfaction with major, dental hospital, when students could choose the hospital for practice, and when there
were lots of dental hygienists in the hospital for practice, the satisfaction with interpersonal relation was
high(p<.05). In case of 4-year course, high satisfaction with major, and when students and school could choose
the hospital for practice, the satisfaction after practice was high(p<.05).
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Claim parents
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20-21
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Score

Major selection |Employment
3.0-34

Male

Study Subjects

Gender
Age
motive

124(55.7%)H o2 &
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(Table 2) Satisfaction of Clinical Practice

Division M+SD Standing
1. Clinical practice place has a good Practice plan for student 2.85+0.86 9
2. Clinical practice place makes a good learning atmosphere 2.75+0.94 10
3. Clinical practice place is equipped with instruments and equipment as appropriate 3.30£0.94 2
4. Clinical practice place felt the tension 3.60+0.90 1
Sdtl}i:zgz‘s of 5. Clinical practice place is a place for clinical lectures and conferences 3.15+1.01 6
environmental 6. Clinical practice leaders taught well. 3.03£1.01 7
7. Subject practice placement period is appropriate 2.98+0.95 8
8. Practice student numbers in one place is adequate 3.15+0.85 5
9. The contents of the practical training is appropriate. 3.16+0.90 4
10. Practice contents are suitable for clinical training purposes 3.17+0.97 3
Total 3.11+0.60
Satisfaction of 1. Practice homework was appropriate for the purpose of practice 277+1.04 2
practice 2. No stress caused by the amount and information of the homework 2.71+1.00 3
assessment 3. The practical assessment was reliable based and objectivity 2.95+0.94 1
Total 2954041
1. Clinical practice leaders are friendly to students 2.66+0.95 3
I;th?;(;rcliﬁg 2 I had a good relationship with the dental hygienist. 3.00£0.85 2
3. I was harmonious relationship with the practice students 3.45+0.88 1
Total 3.04+0.72
1. T felt absolutely required clinical practice 3.74+1.02 1
2. The knowledge learned in school were applied properly. 3.07+0.92 4
After practice |3- It was a great help to the school lectures. 3.18+0.90 3
satisfaction |4, It became confident in the dental business 317+0.79 5
5. (After training)The content to major in Dental Hygiene 3.01+0.97 6
6. I felt a duty to continue studying, even after the employment 3.58+0.96 2
Total 3.29+0.69
Whole total 3.10£0.97
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(Table 3) Satisfaction of Practice environmental and evaluation in accordance with the practice

conditions characteristic

Satisfaction of Practice satisfaction of practice
Characterization Division N(%) environmental assessment
M+SD p-value M+SD p-value
3 year 148(64.9) 2.99+0.54 - 2.87+0.39 .
school system 4 year 80(35.1) s3e064 | 000 509:040 | %
Dissatisfaction 37(16.2) 295054 2.83+0.40"
Major Satisfaction Usually 88(38.6) 3.17055" 0.000" 302037 0.000™
Very satisfied 103(45.2) 3.44+0.73" 3102044
Dental University Hospital 117(51.3) 3.350.72 2.92+0.39
. . General Hospital 13(5.7) 3.04+0.68 2.91+0.49
Hospital practice place |y o1 Hospital 47(206) 3.35+0.92 0597 3.06:0.48 0183
Dental Clinic 51(22.4) 3.18+0.72 2.92+0.35
Options of practice hospital | > 42(18.4) 3.32+0.64” ’ 3.06£0.43
School 147(64.5) 3.22+0.58” 0015 2.60+0.41 0.065
Self+School 39(17.1) 3.53+0.60" 3.00£0.36
Own house 123(539) 3.14+0.65 2.98+0.39
Residence when hospital practice|Someone else’s house 79(34.6) 3.09+0.53 0.702 291+0.34 0.458
Other 26(11.4) 3.0620.61 2.93+0.45
<30 minutes 119(52.2) 3.03+0.54 2.89+0.39
Distance from hospital practice |31-60 minutes 89(39.0) 3.23+0.67 0.051 3.01+0.43 0.097
>1 hour 20(8.8) 3.11+0.59 2.99+0.37
. Yes 222(97.4) 3.10+0.60 _ 2.94+0.41
Whether dental care experience No 6(26) 3584070 0.057 3192047 0.151
<5 63(27.6) 3.06:054° 2902033
Dental hygienist numbers 5-20 95(41.7) 3.03+0.60" 0.017" 2914043 0.046°
>20 70(30.7) 3.29+0.62° 3.05+0.43"
. <3 93(40.8) 3.06:0.57 2.92+0.40 .
Dentists numbers >4 135(59.2) 3.15£0.62 0.298 2.97+0.42 0428
The number of <60 91(39.9) 3.07+.0.53 0391 2.89+0.37 0103
patients per day average >60 130.1) 3.14+0.65 : 2.98+0.43 o

ok

p<05 “p<0l "p<001 scheffe post verification: a>b

oW (p<0), Y s B SRR 200 23l A 305
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(Table 4) Relationship Satisfaction and Satisfaction of after practice in accordance with the practice
conditions characteristics

Relationship Satisfaction | Satisfaction of after practice
L L o
Characterization Division N(%) MESD p-value MESD p-value
3 year 148(64.9) 2.94+0.70 - 3.22+0.61 -
school system 4 year 80(35.1) 3.2240.72 0005 343+0.80 0025
Dissatisfaction 37(16.2) 293+0.71° 305053
Major Satisfaction Usually 88(38.6) 3.02+0.73 0.005" 3.31=0.74" 0.000"
Very satisfied 103(45.2) 3.37+0.61" 3.95+0.50"
Dental University Hospital 117(51.3) 2.93+0.69 3.35+0.72
. . General Hospital 13(5.7) 3.28+0.95™ . 3.04+0.92
Hospital practice place |1 Hospital 47(206) 3.30£0.78° 0013 335068 0238
Dental Clinic 51(22.4) 2.98+0.60™" 3.18+0.53
Self 42(18.4) 3.32+0.53° 3.32£0.78"
Options of practice hospital |School 147(64.55) 2.950,68" 0.012" 3.22:0.66° 0.044"
Self+School 39(17.1) 3.0620.92" 3.53+0.62"
Residence when hospital Own house 123(53.9) 3.06+0.80 ‘ 3.2910.?4
practice Someone else’s house 79(34.6) 2.94+0.53 0.176 3.28+0.60 0.317
Other 26(11.4) 3.24+0.78 347066
Distance from hospital <30 minutes 119(52.2) 2.94+0.71 3224054
. 31-60 minutes 89(39.0) 3.11£0.70 0.061 3.39£0.83 0.061
practice >1 hour 20(88) 330£0.80 332:0.72
Whether dental care Yes 222(97.4) 3.03%0.72 053 3.28+0.68 0.105
experience No 6(2.6) 3.22+0.72 ’ 3.75+0.86 ’
<5 63(27.6) 2.87+0.58° 316054
Dental hygienist numbers [5-20 95(41.7) 297+0.73° 0.002" 3.36%0.70 0.197
>20 70(30.7) 3.28+0.76" 3.31£0.78
Dentists numbers <3 93(40.8) 3.07+0.68 0595 3.26%0.65 0550
>4 135(59.2) 3.02+0.75 ’ 3.32+0.71 )
The number of patients per | <60 91(39.9) 3.01+0.67 0657 3.28+063 0657
day average >60 137(60.1) 3.05+0.75 ' 3.30+0.72 o

p<.05 “p<.0l scheffe post verification: a>b

(Table 5) Regression Analysis between Satisfaction of Clinical Practice and Practice conditions
characteristics

Model Non-standardized coefficients %S«?f(}ﬂglnztid t p
B ~The standard .error Beta -value
(Constant) 2793 19 16.252 .000
school system (3 year:0, 4 year:1) 019 065 114 1.667 097
Major Satisfaction(Dissatisfaction, Usually:0, Very satisfied:1) 199 059 217 3.357 0017
Hospital practice place(Hospital :1 Dental Clinic:0) 064 088 058 723 A71
Options of hospital practice(Self, Self+School:0, School:1) -167 064 -176 -2.603 010
(Own howse’ 0, Someone elscs hous, Other ) oo 0 R B
Whether dental care experience(Yes: 1, No:0) -374 184 -32 -2.032 | 043"
Dental hygienist numbers (<5, 5-20:0, >20:1) 070 083 075 915 .361
Dentists numbers ( 3:0, >4:1) 005 036 006 063 950
The number of patients per day average(<60 :0, >60:1) 015 080 016 189 850

#p<05  #xp<01 *+xp<001 by multiple logistic regression
a. subordination variable: Satisfaction practice F: 4.293 p: 0.000 R:0. 4.06 R2: 0.165
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