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ABSTRACT

Objectives: This study was conducted to test the critical thinking tendency, clinical practice
satisfaction, and clinical performance, and analyze the factors impacting clinical practice
satisfaction and clinical performance of dental hygiene students. Methods: The study
conducted a written survey during the period between 30 July ~20 August 2019, among 3rd
and 4th year dental hygiene students from Seoul, Gyung-gi region, who had taken clinical
practice courses. Using SPSS 22.0 program (IBM SPSS statistics, New York, USA), the study
analyzed the final 174 cases. Results: Dental hygiene students scored 3.33%0.43, 3.48%0.83,
and 3.30%0.58 for critical thinking, clinical practice satisfaction, and clinical performance,
respectively. The clinical thinking score was higher when their study performance was good
(p<0.001), clinical practice satisfaction was higher when their major satisfaction was satisfactory
(p<0.001), higher when their relationship with their clinical practice partner was good, and the
clinical performance was better when the students’ major satisfaction was good (p<0.001). The
study performance yielded better results when their study achievement was better (p<0.05).
Clinical practice satisfaction (r=0.156) and clinical performance (r=0.393) showed a positive
correlation with critical thinking, and clinical performance had a positive correlation with clinical
practice satisfaction. The impact factor for clinical practice satisfaction appeared to be clinical
performance (p<0.05) and major satisfaction (p<0.001), and the factors impacting the clinical
performance were among the sub-causes of critical thinking (p<0.05), intellectual fairness
(p<0.05), watchfulness (p<0.05), clinical practice satisfaction (p<0.05), and major satisfaction
(p<0.01). Conclusions: Results of the study showed that for dental hygiene students, critical
thinking, clinical practice satisfaction, clinical performance, and major satisfaction were the
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impact factors affecting the students’ clinical performance. Therefore, the study recommends that
development of educational programs and operation of a field-based curriculum is necessary to
improve critical thinking, clinical practice satisfaction, and major satisfaction.

Key Words: Clinical performance, Clinical practice satisfaction, Critical thinking, Dental
hygiene
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Table 1. General characteristic of the subjects

Characteristics Division N %
Grade 3 114 65.5
4 60 34.5
Major satisfaction Dissatisfied 15 8.6
Normal 68 39.1
Satisfied 91 52.3
Academic achievement Bad 25 114
Moderate 103 59.2
Good 46 26.4
Interpersonal Bad 4 236
relationship
Moderate 61 35.1
Good 69 39.7
Total 174 100.0
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Table 2. Critical thinking, clinical satisfaction, clinical performance according to general characteristics
- . Critical thinking Clinical practice satisfaction Clinical performance
Characteristics Division
Mean+SD  t/F D Mean+SD  t/F D Mean+SD  t/F D
Grade 3 3.324+0.40 -0.745 0.458 3.51+0.76 2.612 0.448 3.24+0.59 0.129 0.720
4 3.3710.48 3.4110.94 3.43£0.55
Major satisfaction Dissatisfied 3.12+0.41 2.829 0.062 2861091 11.677  <0.001  2.84+0.39"  9.814 <0.001
Normal 3.31+0.38 3.27+0.68" 3.20+0.59
Satisfied 3.391+0.46 3.73+0.82" 3.461+0.54"
Academic achievement Bad 3.08+0.48"  11.211 <0.001 3.16+0.80 2.675 0.072 3.20%0.56" 3.071 0.049
Moderate 3.30+0.39" 3.49+0.81 3.25+£0.58™
Good 3.5540.41° 3.63£0.85 3.48+0.58"
Interpersonal Bad 3.20+0.33 2.891 0.058 3.14+0.82° 4.654 0.011 3.22+0.61 1.170 0.313
relationship Moderate  3.35+0.38 3.554-0.69" 3274051
Good 3.40+0.50 3.610.89 3.38+0.62
Total 3.33+0.43 3.48+0.83 3.30£0.58
"by t-test for two groups and one-way ANOVA (post-test Scheffe) for three or more groups
**The same letter indicates no significant difference by scheffe test at a=0.05
Table 3. Subfactors of critical thinking according to general characteristics
Intellectual passion . L
Characteristics Division /Sound skegticism Intellectual fairness Watchfulness Objectivity
Mean+SD tF p MeantSD #F p MeantSD F p  MeantSD F p
Grade 3 3.01£0.52 -0436 0.664 3.33+0.42 -0.521 0.603 3.67£0.61 -0.428 0.670 3.24+0.61 -0.726  0.448
4 3.06%0.71 3.37£0.48 3.72£0.65 3.324+0.71
Major Dissatisfied 2.92+0.60 0.656 0.520  3.10+041 2.834 0.062 3.53£0.53 1543 0.217 2934+0.75" 3426 0.035
satisfaction  Normal  2.99+0.50 3.39+0.40 3.62+0.55 3.22:061%
Satisfied 3.08+0.65 3.36£0.47 3.7610.68 3.37+0.64°
Academic Bad 2.86+0.61" 6.671 0.002 3.15+0.61° 3.716 0.026 3.46+0.68" 5999  0.003 2.844+0.74* 9.506 <0.001
achievement  \joderate  2.9540.52° 3.35+0.40 3.63+0.59" 3.27+0.57°
Good 3.03+0.59" 3441038 3.94+0.58" 3.51+0.65"
Interpersonal  Bad 2.89+045 1.698 0.186  3.25£0.43 1.266 0.285 3.541+048" 3.561  0.031 3.11+0.59  1.669 0.192
relationship  \foderate  3.1040.53 3.3740.40 3.620.65" 3.3240.61
Good 3.05+0.69 3.38£0.48 3.8340.65 3.3240.70
Total 3.03%+0.59 3.35+0.44 3.69£0.62 3.2740.65
“by t-test for two groups and one-way ANOVA (post-test Scheffe) for three or more groups
**The same letter indicates no significant difference by scheffe test at a=0.05
4, HITHH A, AMAUSURE ) QlitpilsEizio] Akt
M AR, QPASTISE, QPeaseitie] ARTAL <Table 49 2. PRUEVEE
(r=0.156, p<0.05), Y4353 (=0.393, p<0.001)- HJHA] Alal gt o) /AP gl A 02 Let
Ko, QAR S IAPAEZ =} o] JTTAY} 9= 0.2 Leletrhe=0.262, p0.00D).
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Table 4. Relationship between critical thinking, clinical practice satisfaction, clinical
performance

Variables Critical thinking Chmgal practice Clinical performance
satisfaction

Critical thinking 1

Clinical practice satisfaction 0.156 1

Clinical performance 0.393" 0.262"

'p<0.05,” p<0.01, by pearson’s correlation analysis
Table 5. Factors affecting clinical practice satisfaction

Variables B SE B t p
(Constant) 1.584 0.542 2.924 0.004
Intellectual passion/ 5 0.108 0.144 1.876 0.062
Sound skepticism

Intellectual fairness -0.038 0.158 -0.020 -0.239 0.811
Watchfulness -0.091 0.121 -0.068 -0.747 0.456
Objectivity 0.023 0.124 0.018 0.185 0.853
Clinical 0.233 0.114 0.164 2.040 0.043
performance

Major satisfaction 0.370 0.09 0.289 3.846 <0.001
R’=0.407, adj R*=0.135, F=5.519, p<0.001

"by multiple regression analysis at a=0.05

Table 6. Factors affecting the clinical performance

Variables B SE B t P
(Constant) 0.842 0.367 2.296 0.023
Intellectual passion/ ) ;3¢ 0.073 0.036 0.492 0.623
Sound skepticism

Intellectual fairness 0.199 0.105 0.155 1.895 0.049
Watchfulness 0.190 0.080 0.203 2.367 0.019
Objecﬁvity 0.047 0.083 0.053 0.571 0.569
Clinical practice 0.105 0.051 0.148 2.040 0.043
satisfaction

Major satisfaction 0.194 0.066 0.214 2.952 0.004

R™=0.497, adj R™=0.220, F=9.154, p<0.001

"by multiple regression analysis at a=0.05
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