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ABSTRACT

Objectives : The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between
the degree of family support and the degree of satisfaction in clinical practice
by dental hygiene students,

Methods : In this study, convenience sampling was conducted in 272 dental
hygiene students from 3 dental hygiene colleges in South Jeolla Province, from
October 4 through 15, 2010, A survey was conducted by using structured
questionnaires, The data was analyzed by t—test, a one way ANOVA, and Pearson
correlation coefficient,

Results : Family support according to general characteristics showed a significant
difference by economic status(p<0,001), satisfaction of major(p<0.01), and
interpersonal relationship(p<0.05). Satisfaction degree on clinical practice
according to general characteristics showed a significant difference by satisfaction
of major(p<0.05) and interpersonal relationship(p<0.05). The relationship between
generally perceived family support correlated with the degree of satisfaction in
clinical practice(r=,154, p<0.05).

Conclusions : It was found that a higher degree of satisfaction in clinical practice
depends on a higher degree of family support, Therefore it is required to program
development to improve satisfaction level of clinical practice by family support,
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Table 1. The general characteristics of the subjects Unit: N(%)
Variables N* %
Age
22 and less 216 79.4
More than 23 56 20.6
Religion
Yes 155 or.4
No 115 42.6
Economic status
High 37 13,7
Middle 188 69.9
Low 45 16.7
Interpersonal relationship
Good 176 64.9
Not bad 93 34.4
Bad 2 0.7
Satisfaction level with major
Satisfied 134 49.8
Moderate 112 41.6
Unsatisfied 23 8.6
Motivation of choosing dental hygiene
Considering their own aptitude 21 26.0
High employment rate 179 66.1
For the result of the examination 4 15
For encouraging from others 13 4.9
The others 4 15
Total 272 100.0

No response except for the Frequency test
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Table 2. Degree of family support Unit: M£SD
Variables M=+SD
1. My family are supporting each other, 3.81+0.81
2. My family can say something whatever it is, 3.61+0,97
3. My family makes a harmony each other, 3.89+0.88
4. My family keep our mind on planning any matter, 3.36+0.86
5. My family spends lots of time at night or weekend together. 3.11+1.13
6. My family talks about private problems, 3.34+2.07
7. My family encourages each other to be independent, 2.97+0.85
8, My family give emphasis on the rules we should follow, 2.85+0.,90
9. When my family does something at home, we put lots of efforts on it. 3.1440.78
10, My family shares the information if it is important, 3.63+0.93
11, My family talks about political and social problems each other, 2.924+0.97
12, My family usually share the moment when we decide something, 3.294+0.96
13, My family has discussions about something easily, 3.03+1.03
14, My family has regular ways when we do something, 2.99+0,89
15, My family has a sense of unity, 3.46+0,94
16, Each of my family has clear position and duty., 3.18+0.91
17, Punctuality is important for my family. 3.20+0.97
18, My family spends lots of time together and takes much concern for the family, 3.43+1.00
19, Learning something new and novelty is very important for my family, 3.07+0,89
20, My family comes to an agreement when we decide something, 2.75+0.87
21, When my family has discordant opinions on a matter, we try to keep peace and solve it spontaneously., 3.25+0,92
22. When my family speaks something, we feel what he or she has in mind and wants to say., 3.17+0.89
23. My family encourages each other in supporting each member's rights, 3.3610.88
* 94 If anyone of my family complains on something, someone will be angry. 3.27+0.96
* 925, My family doesn't do what they should do from time to time, 3.134+0.81
* 96, Sometimes my family spends time in vain at home, 3.50+1.00
Total average 3.26+0,59
* Reverse conversion
There are missing values in variables,
Cronbach's Alpha=0,927
Table 3. Satisfaction degree on clinical practice Unit: M£SD
Variables Cronbach's Alpha M=SD
Clinical practice content 0.781 3.02+0.78
Clinical practice period 0.795 3.54£0.,75
Clinical practice guidance 0.866 3.36£0.83
Clinical practice environment 0.851 2.91+0.90
Clinical practice evaluation 0.786 3.19+0.76
Total average 0.907 3.25%0,60
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Table 4. Family support according to general characteristics Unit: M*£SD
Variables M=+SD tor F p—value

Age
22 and less 3.23%0,55 —1,086 0.281
More than 23 3.34%0,71

Religion
Yes 3.31+0,58 1.886 0,237
No 3.17+0.58

Economic status _
High 3,55%0.57° 8.268 0,000
Middle 392540,53
Low 3.03+0,70"

Interpersonal relationship
Good 3.33+0,56" 3.906 0.021"
Not bad 312+0.61"
Bad 3.04+1.16™

Satisfaction level with major
Satisfied 3.3740,58" 7.023 0.001"
Moderate 318+0,57"
Unsatisfied 2,95+0,57°

Motivation of choosing dental hygiene
Considering their own aptitude 3.330.77 0.562 0.691
High employment rate 3.25+0.58
For the result of the examination 3.65+0.80
For encouraging from others 3.23£0,50
Ete 3.22+0,55

T p0.05, 7 p.0L T pd0.00L

p value is calculated by t—test or one—way ANOVA
b The same character indicates no significant difference by Scheffe test at a« =0,05

Table 5. Satisfaction degree on clinical practice according to general characteristics Unit: M£SD
Variables M=+SD tor F p—value

Age
22 and less 3.25+0,57 0.345 0.731
More than 23 3.22+0.68

Religion
Yes 3.29+0,58 1,571 0.117
No 3.18+0.61

FEconomic status
High 3.34+0.48 0.634 0,531
Middle 3.23+0.61
Low 3.21+0,62

Interpersonal relationship
Good 3.3140,59° 3.375 0.036"
Not bad 3114058
Bad 32040,14"

Satisfaction level with major
Satisfied 3.3440,58" 3.991 0.020°
Moderate 3154059
Unsatisfied 3.0840,63"

Motivation of choosing dental hygiene
Considering their own aptitude 2.99+0.73 1,511 0.052
High employment rate 3.30+0,57
For the result of the examination 2.97+0.72
For encouraging from others 3.22+0.55
Etc 2.87+0,61

" p0.05

p value is calculated by t—test or one—way ANOVA
*®: The same character indicates no significant difference by Scheffe test at « =0.05
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Table 6. The relationship between family support and part of satisfaction degree on clinical practice (N=272)
family satisfaction practice practice practice practice practice
support degree content period guidance  environment evaluation

family support 1
satisfaction 15 " 1
degree
practice
142 739 1
Content sk ek sk
practice period 229 646 473 1
practice
suidance .023 812 .466 412 1
pra?tlce 060 79 0 . 450" . o795 . 656" 1
environment
practice 130 8" 413" 329" 458" 502" 1
evaluation
" p0.05, " p0.01
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