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Objectives : The purpose of the study is to investigate the awareness and influencing factors
of class evaluation in dental hygiene students, This study will establish the measures for educational
quality improvement and basic data for effective way of education,

Methods : A self-reported questionnaire was filled out by 968 dental hygiene students in Busan,
Gyeongnam, and Ulsan from August 26 to September 6, 2013, SPSS 19.0 was used for statistical

Results : Senior students felt the necessity of class evaluation improvement, In class evaluation
items by grade, evaluation entity was the most significant factor, The students answered that

Gokcheon—ri, Ungchon—Myeon, Ulju—gun | teaching sincerity was the most important factor in class evaluation,
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Conclusions : The students thought that class evaluation depended on the entity and sincerity
of the class contents,
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Table 1, Factor Analysis Results of Perceptions of class evaluation among participants

Evaluation Reliability of

Utilization of

Methods of Encouraging

Factor . . . . L Overall
entity evaluation evaluation evaluation participation
Cronbach's @ 0,787 0.553 0.790 0.531 0.565 0.811
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Table 2. Necessity of class evaluation by year of participants

Category N % Mean SD p—value
Class
1 376 33.8 3,71 792 ,
2 229 23.7 3.82* 849 013
3 363 37.5 3.89 .389
Total 968 100,0 3.80 .849

*p <0,05, by one way ANOVA
*Mukey's multiple range test
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Table 3. Perceptions of class evaluation among participants

Category Mean SD
I think class evaluation done by students is necessary 3.81 846
Evaluation I conduct the evaluation after careful reﬂection on the class 3.7 183
entity I have sincerely conducted class evaluation 3.85 7159
I &think clas:s evaluation is a method of evaluating the abilities of professors as 381 46
instructors ’ ’
I have conducted class evaluation because it is required for viewing my grades 3.49 906
Reliability I ter.ld to givg favorable evaluation if I personally like the professor, even if he or 315 898
of shg is ngt a highly competent }ecturer ‘
evaluation I give higher scores on my major classes than general education classes 2.89 910
My expected grade on the class affects the results of my class evaluation 2.74 910
The amount of homework and tests affect the results of my class evaluation 3.18 904
The results of class evaluation will be reflected in the promotion and performance 333 373
evaluation of professors ’ ’
The results of class evaluation should be exposed to students 3.39 942
The results of my class evaluation properly reflect the educational quality of the class 39 355
The college administration will take the results of class evaluation seriously 3.26 960
Utilization Professors will take the results of class evaluation seriously 3.45 .935
of Professors will take into account the student opinions suggested in their class 399 931
evaluation evaluation ) )
Professors will utilize the results of class evaluation to improve their lecture
. 3.36 874
capability
The college administration should notify the results of class evaluation to professors 3.69 192
Professors will adjust their method of evaluating students by reflecting the results of 329 820
their class evaluation ’ :
I think the quality of class has improved after the evaluation has been conducted 2.92 879
Methods (Class evaluation is necessary in the middle of a semester as well as at the end 3.13 935
of Class evaluation should be conducted by the student body instead of the college
. . . 2,93 .889
evaluation administration
The level of my interest in the class affects the results of my class evaluation 3.501 839
Encouraging The type of teaching methods (ex, lecture, practical training, seminar, etc.) affect the 339 835
participation results of class evaluation ’ )
The level of class difficulties affects the results of class evaluation 3.21 807
Total 3.04 355
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Table 4. Major factors of class evaluation items by year of participants

. . Reliability of Utilization of Methods of Encouraging
Evaluation entity . . . -
Category evaluation evaluation evaluation participation
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Class
1 3.70° 049 3.07 450 3.31 A41 2.98 .669 3.35 540
2 3,85 659 3.10° 491 3.35 .46 3.01 174 3.32 .626
3 38 .64 32 547 3.32 589 3.10 807 3.34 653
p—value 002 001 627 017 175
Total 3.79 .612 3.13 .003 3.32 025 3.04 .749 3.34 .605
"p<0.01, “p0.001, by one way ANOVA
*Pykey's multiple range test
Yo7t Aol Jake mFIck 7} 2,747 08 7P WAl U QO] gt Zrefef o] A, Aolad o, Ul
ERSOL, wekb o Agabo] o £ g L Qe & 9 R ko) FAACE fFogt Aolzh Qlqlth
7} 2.89%

J

89H, eyt o] F =}l 9] o] FE UL A (p€0.05)(Table 5).
7} 2

o o= — = O'L—
3. stdol| mE Zel"rtol| st A= 23 M55 110 AT A 1E IS A
Shdof wh ool ot 214 18hd 3,707, 28k T O] ARIATE YeraL, Aol kgt 7kef Al
3.85%1, 351 3.8501 0 & Uelt &, Ao rtel glof st go] AtAlelA] 03655 71 Zdst ko] RS o
A ApAlO] FAERE AR} Yol 7ol /34| Ysof gttt Helon o5 W& FAXCER  RFOsItH(p(0.01)
AP 204 S 9l A0 Uehda, 4lE S (Table 6),
o] S8 88l 7ked A ehdola] BrlaA| g a8le] $A
Aoz ol Aol7k olekp.0n. Bk A 19} £ o T0}
| 3,074, 2814 3,10, 3814 3,228 0.2 tEht shdol o= X "L
Qo 1 i & 5
Seras el et ARl SARSE AT an g ga0le) diste] 19)ehael
2 0]0] '
HePE S 0.000 (bl . Ast 591 068E Toz Aalellct
- - - tfeke} 3o 759l Aok, ws, ARRlEAL 7HeH] a0
4. HIEHo mE Zefmrt 22l ALO. o] PRl = i e
- S = T 0. 37le] Areolet s 1ilo] o] 1 AEE o
B7EA Ol w2 7Rl A9l F Ao Aol 3F 22 o)ie Aty 3} 22 P o]o] 7} tfslo| A Bl
3.853@2% 7}7% =7 ‘%‘%‘xm %PS’JFHEO; BUAE 380 o 1 gprre ofsle] AA|EIL Q= Zholm o] Hjat THAle]
i, el o 381, e W AN 3%, o m 9, wesslsAlE B gjekE o)A E By AA
SHYEY] ol fieiz 3.58%0]9lom ARHA At 7Fo)e of djsle] Eo-8 A Talii)l ofg] hA] WSS AEshal
Table 5. Factors of class evaluation by evaluation entity
Teaching Class content Encc_>u_rag!ng Slncern.y of Level of class
sincerity and methods participation teaching recommendation P~
Category of students attitude value
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
gti;uamn 38 706 379" 607 358 539 386 605 38 623 019"

"p<0.01, by one way ANOVA
**ykey's multiple range test



Table 6. Correlation among factors affecting class evaluation

Erteae Evaluation Reliability of Utilization of Methods of Encouraging
entity evaluation evaluation evaluation participation
Evaluation entity -
Reliahility of evaluation 098 -
Utilization of evaluation 322" 365 -
Methods of evaluation 176 239 170 -
Encouraging participation 251 338" 421 150 —

T_Lhe data were analysed by Pearson's corelation statistics
p<0.01
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