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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of this study was to investigate role-activity factors, ideal-value factors
stress and stress amount relationship in clinical practice of dental hygiene students. Methods: The
participate in this study were 231 dental hygiene department students. the survey was conducted
from August 24 to September 30, 2018, using a structured questionnaire(1040460-A-2018-036). The
collected data were compared and analyzed using a ANOVA and multiple regression. Results: The
factors affecting the amount of stress were investigated. Role and activity factors stress in case of
too much assignment, repeat simple and funtional work, ideal and value factors stress in case of
utilized as a subsidiary work practice institution rather than clinical practice, lake of awareness that
the training institution is a trainee. Conclusions: School institution and departments form organic
relationships with industries. Uniform training guidance for each training institution does not
help with diversity or creativity and problem-solving skills. It gives some autonomy to the training
guidance of training institutions, also a clear standard for the contents of the training. we need a
system that can provide and evaluate basic guidelines for what students can do in clinical practice.

Key Words: Clinical practice, Dental hygiene students, Ideal-value factors, Role-activity factors,
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Table 1. General characteristics of the subject

Characteristics Division N(%)
Grade 2 120(51.9)
3 111(48.1)
Major satisfaction Dissatisfaction 16 ( 6.9)
Average 85(36.8)
Satisfaction 130(56.3)
Number of clinical practice 2> 119(51.5)
3< 112(48.5)
Total 231(100.0)

WAES] A Q1A S A HEA AEA 2 “4'0] 45.9% = FAF 134%, 7L 2] A 40.7%K
| kel 64.5% 2 THEFE Y 16.9%, A 2HE Y 18.6% Tt T ASE7 =5
2 71.9%2 L 4.8%, W5 234%ECt Hotal, 2ok gatet BAlE ES 66.7%= HE 30.7%, L
2.6%ETHIQIT ALOEE of e TR 641962 BURE 10.8%, HE’ 251000 EQET XAGH 247
T= -y 77.9%E O Ti6.5%, BE15.6%RTHEgEoH AlH7} of B e 77,906 2 ofUTY 6.5%,
HEF 15.6%ECHEA ZARE T Table 2>.
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Table 2. Subjective perception of clinical practice

Characteristics Division N(%)
Practice area Changwon area 106(45.9)
Busan area 31(13.4)
Other areas 94(40.7)
Practice institution type University hospital 39(16.9)
Dental hospital 43(18.6)
Dental clinic 149(64.5)
Practice atmosphere Bad 11( 4.8)
Average 54(23.4)
Good 166(71.9)
Relationship with dental hygienist ~ Bad 6( 2.6)
Average 71(30.7)
Good 154(66.7)
Practice satisfaction state Dissatisfaction 25(10.8)
Average 58(25.1)
Satisfaction 148(64.1)
Friendly practice guidance No 15( 6.5)
Average 36(15.6)
Yes 180(77.9)
Achievement state No 15( 6.5)
Average 36(15.6)
Yes 180(77.9)
Total 231(100.0)

Table 3. Role-activity fsctors stress level

Division Mean=+SD
Errands not relate to practice 1.83£1.02
Repeat simple and functional work 2.34£1.03
The division between nursing assistance and work unclear 1.75+1.04
Boring practice period 1.8540.93
Lake of your theory and skills 2.22+1.02
No experience in various treatment by situation 2.16£1.05
Assessment of trainees in the clinic 2.06+1.08
Frequent mistake when performing work 2.26£0.90
Patient inquiries related to care 2.12+0.86
Too much assignment 2.04£1.00
Average 2.06£0.66

Table 4. Ideal-value factors stress level

Division Mean+SD
Difference between clinical practice and knowledge learned at school 2.5610.86
Clinically diverse learning limitations 2.33+1.11
Utilized as a subsidiary work practice institution rather than clinical 2.42+0.95
practice

Lake of awareness that the training institution is a trainee 2.06£0.92
There is no clear division for dental hygienist work 1.941+0.94
Knowing knowledge does not apply clinically 2.251+1.66
Average 2.26£0.73
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o] 749 91! Zltkol s ¥, 55 ZchollA] 7 Lhebot, 1AEH A E(pe0.001)2)] 79 1T 3
ol uls} T3] Sk, B Aol S| LIERAL, A7 o Rp<0.001)0) 739 B Zitol] usH Ak,
B ol | LR 7S AR 0 2 60l Lpehdrh. o7 2.9) A At Agul ol
(p<0.001)olA B8, = kol u]a) Sk kol 7] Utehdar, W 4| (p0 00Tl B
T3P o] vlsh 131 SET¥ ekl A Uk, 57 BAE 0.2 folshA Uebon], Scheffe
testo] AFEAE AT} ATk prO.054-0] T Aol 2l 2ol gl Ao ek
5.0 A= 10) A9 XTSIA A (pO00DONH, oV 71 201 AERA0) A9 MR
9471(p<0.05), ZITF YA ok A (p<0.05), A1 o R(p<0.001)00 Ak 2k o) 3polh zAbelo] £
202 geojnjsi] Leptti<Table 5>

Table 5. Role-activity factors, ideal-value factors stress according to subjective perception of

REECES

r =]
2L
o
>

=

1=
(il
18

FBFRQ, ol 71129 Ases BT o B

RESEL

clinical practice Unit-Mean®SD
Characteristics Division R(;le and activity Ideal and value
actors stress factors stress
Practice area Changwon area 2.03+0.63" 2.2610.78
Busan area 1.83+0.69° 2.01£0.70
Other areas 2.1840.66" 2.34£0.68
F/p 3.594/0.029 2.345/0.098
Practice institution type University hospital 2.151+0.62 2.211+0.69
Dental hospital 1.960.60 2.2310.96
Dental clinic 2.0710.68 2.28+0.67
Flp 0.842/0.432 0.182/0.834
Practice
atmosphere Bad 2.301+0.46™ 2.32+0.78
Average 2.38+0.61° 2.48+0.61
Good 1.95+0.65" 2.19+0.76
F/p 10.585/0.001 3.290/0.039
Relationship with Bad 1.98+0.31 2.251+0.58
dental hygienist Average 2.3940.57 2.4540.65
Good 1.91+0.65 2.17£0.76
Flp 14.578/0.001 3.602/0.029
Practice
satisfaction state Dissatisfaction 2.54+0.53" 2.59+0.68"
Average 2.30+0.62* 2.45+0.64"
Satisfaction 1.8940.62° 2.13+0.74°
Flp 17.812/0.001 7.301/0.001
Friendly practice No 2.59+0.36" 2.791+0.47
guidance Average 2.46+0.47" 2.5740.59®
Yes 1.9440.66" 2.15+0.74°
F/p 16.319/0.001 9.718/0.001
Achievement state No 2.56£0.55" 2.5110.74
Average 2.33£0.61° 2.524+0.62
Yes 1.92+0.63 2.15+0.74
F/p 14.190/0.001 6.486/0.002
"by one-way ANOVA

**hy post hoc Scheffe test mean with sam letters are not significantly different(p<0.05)
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Table 6. The correlation of variables

x1 x2 x3 x4 X5 X6 X7 x8
x1 1
x2 0.475" 1
x3 0.385" 0.665" 1
x4 0.325"7 03537 -0.255" 1
x5 0298 03647 02717 07417 1
%6 0.3737 04077 -03127 07417 0.668" 1
x7 -0.318"7 038" 0295  0.69 06697  0.714" 1
x8 0.3507 -0.3547 02647 04947 0445 0584 0426 1

x1: Stress amount, x2: Average of role-activity factors stress, x3: Average of ideal-value factors stress,
x4: Practice atmosphere, x5! Relationship with dental hygienist, x6: Practice satisfaction state, x7:
Friendly practice guidance, x8: Achievement state

“p<0.01, by pearson correlation analysis
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Aol ZA7} Q= 7 0 2 mhoke|m | Durbin-Watson 2} 1.808%} 1.8712 7|5 74l 20f] 2745}l 49
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o885 AEF| AT AR Fo| GRS Tl 2910 FAlo] o] U BR(B027974 %, B
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Table 7. The factor affecting of stress amounts as role and activity factors stress

Division B S.E B T p  Tolerance
Invariable 0.419 0.167 2.512 0.013

Errands not relate to practice 0.112 0.062 0.134 1.814 0.071 0.569
Repeat simple and functional work  0.201 0.057 0.243 3.501 0.001 0.642
The division between nursing -0.078 0.055 -0.095 -1.417 0.158 0.690
assistance and work unclear

Boring practice period -0.027 0.065 -0.030 -0.420 0.675 0.617
Lake of your theory and skills -0.104 0.077 -0.124 -1.357 0.176 0.371
No experience in various 0.088 0.062 0.108 1.428 0.155 0.537
treatment by situation

Assessment of trainees 0.108 0.062 0.136 1.748 0.082 0.510
in the clinic

Frequent mistake when 0.017 0.076 0.018 0.228 0.820 0.477
performing work

Patient inquiries related to care 0.086 0.067 0.086 1.269 0.206 0.674
Too much assignment 0.235 0.060 0.273 3936  <0.001 0.643

R=0.319, Adjusted R*=0.288, F=10.311, p=0.001, Durbin-Watson=1.808
"by multiple regression analysis

https://doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.20200063



692 - J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2020;20(5):685-95

Ot
ukd

)

oVd-7Hx1 8] AER|ATF AERA Fof YRS nIA|E 89102 PR A7 R E o] U]
8302602 747, A7 1k Aok AARF(B0242)%] 7392 Lt T Table 8>.

Table 8. The factor affecting of stress amounts as ideal and value factors stress

Division B S.E B T p  Tolerance
Invariable 0.844 0.180 4690  <0.001

Difference between clinical -0.095 0.069 -0.096 -1.372 0.171 0.720
practice and knowledge learned at

school

Clinically diverse learning 0.056 0.058 0.072 0.966 0.335 0.638
limitations

Utilized as a subsidiary work 0.240 0.076 0.266 3.134 0.002 0.491

practice institution rather than

clinical practice

Lake of awareness that the training  0.226 0.075 0.242 3.028 0.003 0.553
institution is a trainee

There is no clear division for -0.015 0.067 -0.017 -0.227 0.821 0.662
dental hygienist work

Knowing knowledge does not 0.020 0.032 0.038 0.612 0.541 0.896
apply clinically

R=0.210, Adjusted R*=0.188, F=9.902, p=0.001, Durbin-Watson=1.871
"by multiple regression analysis
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