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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of the study was to investigate the satisfaction towards clinical training institution according to clinical practice
contents in the dental hygiene students.

Methods: A self-reported questionnaire was completed by 382 dental hygiene students of five colleges in Busan, Ulsan, and
Gyeongsangnam-do from August 20 to September 30, 2013. The data were analyzed using SPSS WIN 20.0 program for t-test, one-way
ANOVA, and Pearson’s correlation analysis. The questionnaire consisted of the general characteristics of the subjects and the satisfaction
towards the clinical training institution. The satisfaction was composed of 44 questions including the general satisfaction, practice contents,
practice guide, training time of practice, training environment, practice evaluation, and personal relationship by Likert 5 point scale.
Results: The students were most satisfied with the practice contents of the dental university hospitals. The dental hospital and dental
clinics were the most satisfied choice in the personal relationships. Public health center dental clinics bestowed the students with the
most satisfied practice guidance, time, environment, and evaluation. Practice contents and practice time were the most influential factors
to dental hygiene department satisfaction to the students.

Conclusions: In order to enhance the clinical practice satisfaction, it is necessary to have the continuous relationship with the clinical
training institution. The practice satisfaction is influenced by the contents and environment of the clinical training institution.

Key Words: clinical practice satisfaction, clinical training institution, dental hygiene student
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Table 1, General characteristics of the subjects

Characteristics N %
Grade Lower than 2.9 58 15.2
3.0-34 138 36.1
3.5-39 143 374
Higher than 4.0 43 113
Economic level Low 22 5.8
Middle 328 85.9
High 32 8.4
University after graduation No 247 64.7
Yes 135 353
Motivation to choose Easy to work 204 534
the department Recommendation of others 109 28.5
Choose for yourself 46 12.0
By the score 28 7.3
Satisfaction with major Much dissatisfaction 5 1.3
Dissatisfaction 105 27.5
Satisfaction 260 68.1
Much satisfaction 12 3.1
Total 382 100.0

Table 2, Characteristics of clinical practice

Characteristics N %
Clinical practice period Reduce than the current 89 233
Appropriate 268 70.2
Prolong than the current 25 6.5
Satisfaction with practice institution Dental university hospital 80 20.9
Dental hospital and dental clinics 197 51.6
Public dental clinics 105 27.5
Reason for satisfaction Feeling an interest in practice 87 22.8
Because of environmental education 81 21.2
Because contents of practice 67 17.5
Because human relationships 64 16.8
Because guidance of practice 54 14.1
Others 29 7.6
Satisfaction with Much dissatisfaction 5 1.3
clinical practice Dissatisfaction 70 18.3
Satisfaction 297 77.7
Much satisfaction 10 2.6
Total 382 100.0
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Table 3, Satisfaction with clinical training institution by general characteristics

skl Ale g

{Xe)

pu

29608 wrEL7} 71 Uk
L= SFAAIA 0] 3.0-3.4004 3372
4.0 1 o 3182 WHEE T} 1A W
wl Xy - ofdoA] e
EHkE0] 245, EXHE 3,17, Tk 3.38% {-9J5t xlo|7} Q)
AEH(p<0.05), HA A o ETHE
3.24, T 335, W&
ASTHEE 71 =9t p<0.05)<Table 3>.

F£o] 2.84, EUIE
W 33924 S vk uhe)

Dental university

Dental hospital

Public dental

Characteristics hospital and dental clinics clinics el
Mean+SD Mean+SD Mean+SD Mean+SD
Grade Lower than 2.9 3.0940.45% 3.2240.64 3.24+0.61 3.2140.60%
3.0-34 3.30+£0.39° 3.37+0.50 3.40+0.56 3.37+0.50°
3.5-39 3.35+0.54° 3.32+0.55 3.37+0.67 3.35+0.59%
Higher than 4.0 2.96+0.41° 3.21+0.53 3.34+0.64 3.18+0.55°
F 6.207 1.575 0.824 4.949
p-value” <0.001 0.195 0.481 0.002
Economic Low 3.454+0.35 3.32+0.49 3.11+0.66 3.28+0.53
level Middle 3.23+0.50 3.32+0.54 3.38+0.61 3.32+0.56
High 3.20+0.38 3.26+0.61 3.37+0.65 3.30+0.60
F 1.530 0.175 1.748 0.157
p-value” 0.219 0.839 0.176 0.855
University No 3.22+0.48 3.284+0.53 3.35+0.58 3.30+0.54
after graduation Yes 3.294+0.50 3.36+0.58 3.384+0.68 3.35+0.60
t -1.033 -1.371 -0.401 -1.394
p-value” 0.303 0.171 0.689 0.164
Motivation Easy to work 3.24+0.50 3.30+0.55 3.38+0.60 3.31+0.56
to choose the Recommendation 3.25+0.43 3.33+0.57 3.40+0.65 3.34+0.58
department of others
Voluntary choice 3.30+0.50 3.324+0.50 3.19+0.61 3.27+0.54
By the score 3.19+0.62 3.35+0.48 3.38+0.63 3.33+£0.57
F 0.168 0.127 1.236 0.418
p-value” 0918 0.944 0.296 0.740
Satisfaction Much 2.86+0.25 2.45+0.49" 3.30+0.29 2.844+0.53"
with major dissatisfaction
Dissatisfaction 3.18+0.50 3.17+0.52° 3.35+0.60 3.24+0.55
Satisfaction 3.26+0.49 3.3840.54° 3.37+0.63 3.35+0.57°
Much 3.59+0.36 3.34+£0.47° 3.3120.63 3.39+0.51°
satisfaction
F 1.934 8.357 0.057 5.178
p-value” 0.126 <0.001 0.982 0.001

by t-test or one-way ANOVA

*®The same characters are not significant by Scheffe multiple comparison at a=0.05
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Table 4, Satisfaction with clinical training institution by clinical characteristics

Dental university Dental hospital Public dental

Characteristics hospital and dental clinics clinics Total
Mean+SD Mean+SD Mean+SD Mean+SD
Clinical Lower than the current 3.09+0.50* 3.09+0.57° 3.26+0.57° 3.16+0.58
training Appropriate 3.2540.48% 3.3740.49° 3.38+0.49" 3.35+0.54
period Higher than the current 3.56+0.40° 3.430.79° 3.66£0.79° 3.530.67
F 4.667 9.750 3.197 12.859
p-value” 0.010 <0.001 0.042 <0.001
Reason for Interest in practice 3.38+0.62 3.3240.52 3.4240.52 3.37+0.53
satisfaction Good practice contents 3.25+0.50 3.344+0.57 3.36+0.57 3.33+0.61
Good educational 3.28+0.43 3.25+0.61 3.36+0.61 3.30+0.57
environment
Good personal 3.00+0.50 3.28+0.55 3.29+0.55 3.23+0.58
relationship
Good practice guidance 3.20+0.43 3.46+0.46 3.384+0.46 3.38+0.53
Others 3.34+0.43 3.1740.48 3.254+0.48 3.24+0.55
F 2.570 1.469 0.434 1.712
p-value” 0.028 0.199 0.825 0.129
"by one-way ANOVA
“*The same characters are not significant by Scheffe multiple comparison at a=0.05
Table 5, Satisfaction with clinical training institution by clinical contents
Dental university Dental hospital Public dental
Characteristics hospital and dental clinics clinics Total F p-value”
Mean+SD Mean+SD Mean+SD
Satisfaction with 3.47+0.67 3.3840.66 3.16+0.76 3.32+0.71 15.121 <0.001
practice contents
Satisfaction with 3.15+0.80 3.52+0.79 3.55+0.84 3.45+0.82 17.367 <0.001
guidance
Satisfaction with 3.4340.71 3.16+0.83 3.444+0.74 3.3240.78 14.197 <0.001
practice time
Satisfaction with 3.124+0.63 3.044+0.73 3.21+0.77 3.12+0.72 4458 0.012
practice environment
Satisfaction with 3.04+0.71 3.20+0.84 3.30+0.80 3.20+0.80 6.707 0.001
practice evaluation
Satisfaction with 3.20+0.76 3.65+0.76 3.58+0.83 3.53+0.80 21.847 <0.001
personal relationships
Satisfaction with 3.2440.75 3.37+0.71 3.59+0.81 3.4240.76 15.214 <0.001

clinical practice
by one-way ANOVA
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Table 6, Relationship between the general characteristics and satisfaction with clinical practice

. practice practice practice practice practice personal S.atisfa.ctilon

G izhiss contents guidance time environment evaluation relationships A chlmcal
practice
Grade 0.042 -0.044 -0.012 -0.047 -0.051 -0.027 0.007
Economic level -0.021 0.000 -0.026 0.004 -0.019 0.033 -0.005
University 0.071" 0.010 0.071" 0.031 -0.016 0.038 0.028
after graduation
Satisfaction 0.116™ 0.050 0.068" 0.047 0.119"™" 0.085" 0.074"
of department
Practice period 0.142™ 0.085" 0.213™ 0.083" 0.145™ 0.088" 0.132""
p<0.05, "p<0.01, “'p<0.001 by pearson’s correlation analysis
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