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A Study on Some 4-year Dental Technology Students Perceptions of
Field Learning Environment(FLE)

Kyung—Sook Hwang
Department of Dental Technology & Science, Shinhan University

[Abstract]

Purpose: This research was to examine some 4-year dental technology students perceptions of field learning
environment(FLE).

Methods: This study was conducted from October 15th to November 30th, 2017. 163 copies were used as the final
analysis data. We surveyed questionnaire 163 of some 4-year dental technology students. The collected data were analyzed
using SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Science) 22.0 for windows, and frequency analysis, chi-square test analysis, and
correlation analysis were performed.

Results: Satisfaction of practicing educator 3.88, satisfaction of clinical practice 3.49, major satisfaction 3.34, and
university life satisfaction 3.25. Factors influencing satisfaction with clinical practice were clinical practice place, number of
clinical practice sites, work done in clinical practice, and difficulties (p < .05). There was a significant positive correlation
between satisfaction with clinical practice and satisfaction with major (P < .05).

Conclusion: The results of this study, we were able to check the current field learning environment(FLE) and actual
condition of students. Through the investigation of the desired clinical practice, it is anticipated that it will be possible to

provide a field learning environment suitable for the course of the field desired by the user.
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Table 1. General characteristics

Characteristics Variables N Percentage(%)
Gender Male 77 472
Female 86 52.8
Age 20~24 9P 56.4
25~29 70 42.9
More than 30 1 0.6
School grades Less than 2.5 1 0.6
Less than 2.5~3.0 18 14.1
Less than 3.0~3.5 82 387
Less than 3.5~3.9 44 28.8
More than 4.0 18 17.8
Total 163 100.0

2. AFMBXIS BETO) 2T AFE
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Table 2. Satistaction of students

Variables N % M + SD.

College Life Satisfaction very unsatisfied 7 43 3.25 £ 0.925
unsatisfied 18 1.0
middle 80 491
satisfied 43 26.4
very satisfied 15 9.2

Maijor satisfaction very unsatisfied 5 3.1 3.34 = 1.026
unsatisfied 29 17.8
middle 58 35.6
satisfied 48 294
very satisfied 23 141

Satisfaction of clinical practice very unsatisfied 1 0.6 3.49 + 0.965
unsatisfied 23 14.1
middle 63 387
satisfied 47 28.8
very satisfied 29 178

Satisfaction of practitioner educator very unsatisfied 2 1.2 3.88 = 0.866
unsatisfied 6 3.7
middle 42 258
satisfied 73 44.8
very satisfied 40 24.5

Total 163 100.0

Likert 5 point sales(Min 1, Max 5)
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Table 3. Field leaming environment(FLE) and field practice satisfaction

Variables N % B
Number of field Practice 1 81 49.7 457
2 11 6.7
3 60 36.8
4 11 6.7
Field practice time Year 3 Semester 2 2 1.2 19
Grade 3 Summer Vacation 1 6.7
Grade 3 Winter Vacation 92 56.4
Year 4 Semester 1 33 20.2
Grade 4 Summer Vacation 25 15.3
Field practice period 4 weeks 4 25 229
6 weeks 125 76.7
8 weeks 34 20.9
Number of field Trainees Less than 5 a4 27.0 .049
5-9 49 30.1
10-15 37 22,7
16-19 8 49
More than 20 25 15.3
Field practice distance Less than 30 min 38 233 232
30~60 min 96 58.9
60~120 min 27 16.6
More than 120 min 2 1.2
Field practice education leader Chief 62 38.0 166
Part chair 75 46.0
New employee 26 16.0
Problems Distance 23 14.1 .002
Communicate with teachers 15 9.2
Incorrect work time 50 30.7
Delivery and other works 52 31.9
etc. 23 141
Field practice place™ Dental laboratory 148 747 022
College hospital of dental laboratory 21 10.6
Dental Clinic of dental laboratory 23 1.6
Dental Industry Company 5 25
Foreign dental laboratory 1 0.5
Tried it in practice™* Cr. & Br. 44 135 014
Build up 30 9.2
Model work 108 33.2
3D Printing & CAD/CAM 34 10.5
Practice 62 19.1
Delivery and other works 47 14.5
Total 163 100.0

* Multiple responses, N(%) = 198(100.0%)
** Multiple responses, N(%) = 325(100.0%)
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Variables N % P
Very bad 25 .000
Is the theoretical content of pad 23 141
school education sufficient for usually 84 515
field practice? good 44 27.0
Very good 8 49
Model work 33 20.2 .028
Wax up 9 55
iig?:;eigighhgizj E:‘Cﬁce’ Occlusal Theory and Morphological Theory 28 17.2
supplemented in school class 3D Printing & CAD/CAM 57 35.0
Theory of prosthetic subjects 18 1.0
none 18 1.0
Very unimportant 4 25 049
Participation and importance of unimportant 12
field practice in deciding the field  usually N 25.2
of employment after graduation important 92 56.4
Very important 24 14.7
Environment / Facilities Equipment 57 17.6 .019
The most satisfying part of education 69 214
the field practice education Close distance 76 235
environment™ Communicate with teachers 64 19.8
Welfare 57 17.6
Total 163 100.0
* Multiple responses, N(%) = 323(100.0%)

142 cioix|at7| 298| x|



ofat A o= 2= e,

AR 4WA] 271 g8kt spAle] X

Table 5. Desired field learming environment(FLE)

A

SR (FLE)of 3t

Variables N % P
Desired number of field practice 1 53 325 449
2 94 57.7
3 13 8.0
4 3 1.8
Desired field practice time Year 3 Semester 2 12 74 .070
Grade 3 Summer Vacation 25 15.3
Grade 3 Winter Vacation 91 55.8
Year 4 Semester 1 1 6.7
Grade 4 Summer Vacation 24 14.7
Desired field practice period 2 weeks 8 49 .001
4 weeks 103 63.2
6 weeks 43 26.4
8 weeks 9 55
Desired field practice place Dental laboratory 108 66.3 812
College hospital of dental laboratory 24 147
Dental Clinic of dental laboratory 21 129
Dental Industry Company 8 49
Foreign dental laboratory 2 1.2
Desired field practice education leader ~ Chief a4 252 712
Part chair 99 60.7
New employee 17 10.4
etc. 6 3.7
Total 163 100.0
p<.05
6. BEEG Z10| AtItm| Table 6. Correlation between Satisfaction
Total: 163(100.0%)
AT tgte] dEhYBIEE R AFUEE 5 bl L
z5 7J;94 174]%_ E@ T Gﬂ’ 7EH4' e %%%"J%QJ College Life Satisfaction 1
WS Tl obo] AR woln|, WapAgEs MRS o
Col ATUEE 7hol] oFe] Ao 744 A Liekyt Satisfact?on of field F)-ractice A4 755 1
Satisfaction of practitioner . ok o
tHP<0.5) educator 3397408 316 1
**pC.05
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