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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of this study was to analyze the clinical practice experience and environment of dental hygiene
students, and to determine how these factors relate to their dental hygiene professionalism. The aim was to provide data
necessary to improve the clinical practice environment and promote professionalism in dental hygiene. Methods: A survey was
conducted in August 2023 among dental hygiene students from five randomly selected universities in the metropolitan area.
Data analysis methods included t-test, ANOVA, Pearson’s correlation coefficients, and stepwise multiple regression. Results: The
main influencing factors of dental hygiene professionalism were the quality of instruction in the clinical practice, opportunities
for learning, preparedness for students, and satisfaction with the practice institution (p<0.05). There was a significant positive
correlation between the clinical practice environment and all sub-items of dental hygiene professionalism (p<0.05). Conclusions:
The results of this study emphasize that the choice of practice institution is very important to enhance dental hygiene
professionalism, and close collaboration between universities and practice institutions is highlighted to improve the quality of
clinical practice guidance and opportunities for participation.
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Table 1. Clinical practice environment according to the participants’ clinical practice experience
Unit: Mean=SD

Clinical practice environment

Vs M%) WI QI PS oL Total
Educational system
3 years 157(55.5) 3.42£0.81 3.67£0.66 3.09£1.03 3.6210.68 3.45£0.70
4 years 126(45.5) 3.4410.68 3.71£0.62 3.05£0.95 3.64£0.72 3.4610.63
t(p) -0.271(0.787) -0.463(0.644) 0.374(0.709) -0.142(0.887) -0.854(0.932)
Field clinical practice institution
DC 79(27.9) 3.53+0.90 3.71£0.76 3.38+1.11° 3.6910.82 3.58+0.81
DH 74(26.2) 3.371+0.69 3.681+0.80 2.92+0.93" 3.6310.63 3.40£0.60
DCH 130(45.9) 3.40+0.70 3.40+0.67 2.98+0.99 3.59+0.65 3.41£0.60
F(pM) 1.001(0.369) 0.081(0.922) 5.381(0.005) 0.584(0.559) 1.894(0.152)
Satisfaction with the practice institution
<3.5 points 127(44.9) 2.95+0.61 3.27+0.53 2.52+0.79 3.20£0.58 2.99+0.48
=3.5 points 156(55.1) 3.82+0.63 4.03£0.51 3.52+0.92 3.98+0.58 3.84+0.55
t(p) -11.809(0.001) -12.245(0.001) -9.681(0.001) -11.226(0.001) -13.668(0.001)
Period of clinical practice
=< 9 weeks 118(41.7) 3.48+0.79 3.6710.66 3.10+0.99 3.61+0.74 3.4710.72
10-15 95(33.6) 3.33£0.72 3.6610.57 2.99+0.98 3.631£0.64 3.3710.61
=16 weeks 70(24.7) 3.4910.72 3.7510.71 3.06£0.96 3.6510.72 3.4310.67
F (pw) 1.354(0.260) 0.397(0.673) 0.587(0.103) 0.048(0.954) 1.699(0.185)
Total 283(100.0) 3.431+0.75 3.6910.64 3.07£0.99 3.631+0.69 3.4610.67

"by t-test, by one-way ANOVA

“’hy Scheffe’s post hoc analysis

Different superscripts indicate statistically significant differences at p<0.05.

"divided by median

DC: Dental clinic, DH: Dental hospital, DCH: Dental clinic and hospital

WI: Workplace interaction, QI: Quality of instruction in clinical practice, PS: Preparedness for students, OL: Opportunities for
learning in and through work
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Table 2. Dental hygiene professionalism according to the participants’ clinical practice experience
Unit: Mean®=SD

Dental hygiene p rofessi onalism

Variables NCO PSC SC PF DHP VI Total
Educational system
3 years 157(55.5) 3.75%0.63 3.48+0.73 3.7310.63 3.701+0.59 3.371+0.84 3.61£0.52
4 years 126(45.5) 3.82+0.64 3.4910.69 3.8440.60 3.80+0.63 3.4310.81 3.681+0.54
t(p) -0.925(0.356) -0.131(0.896) -1.447(0.149)  -1.369(0.172)  -0.647(0.518) -1.105(0.270)
Field clinical practice institution
DC 79(27.9) 3.81+0.66 3.61+0.86 3.8540.69 3.88+0.63" 3.5740.86 3.7540.59
DH 74(26.2) 3.82+0.70 3.41£0.67 3.83+0.61 3.764+0.57" 3.2540.87 3.6210.53
DCH 130(45.9) 3.75+0.59 3.44+0.63 3.70+0.57 3.6740.61° 3.3740.76™ 3.59+0.49
F(p") 0.369(0.692) 2.026(0.134) 1.764(0.173) 3.005(0.049) 3.069(0.046) 2.316(0.101)

Satisfaction with the practice institution”
<3.5 points 127(44.9) 3.4740.59 3.02+0.53 3.524+0.59 3.49+0.58 3.16+0.74 3.331+0.46
=3.5 points 156(55.1) 4.04+0.55 3.8610.61 3.99+0.57 3.96+0.55 3.59+0.84 3.89+0.45
tp ) -8.313(<0.001)  -12.509(<0.001) -6.619(<0.001)  -6.838(<0.001)  -4.531(<0.001) -10.118(<0.001)
Period of clinical practice
< 9 weeks 118(41.7) 3.71+0.68 3.51+0.75 3.72£0.67 3.6610.64 3.33£0.88 3.59£0.59
10-15 weeks 95(33.6) 3.80£0.54 3.38£0.67 3.86£0.52 3.81£0.56 3.49£0.78 3.611+0.48

=16 weeks 70(24.7) 3.891+0.66 3.57+0.71 3.77£0.65 3.78%0.63 3.41+0.76 3.691+0.54
F(p") 1.849(0.159) 1.530(0.218) 1.327(0.267) 1.520(0.221) 1.728(0.115) 1.488(0.228)
Total 283(100.0) 3.7910.64 3.48+0.71 3.7810.62 3.751+0.61 3.4010.83 3.641+0.53

‘by t-test, by one-way ANOVA

“’hy Scheffe’s post-hoc analysis

Different superscripts indicate statistically significant differences at p<0.05.

"divided by median

DC: Dental clinic, DH: Dental hospital, DCH: Dental clinic and hospital

PSC: Professional self-concept, SC: Social consciousness, PF: Professionalism, DHP: Dental hygiene practice, VI: Vocational
independence
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Table 3. Correlation between the clinical practice environment and the dental hygiene professionalism

Variables Clinical practice environment Dental hygiene professionalism
WI QI PS OL PSC SC PF DHP VI

Clinical practice environment

WI 1.000

QI 0.733" 1.000

PS 0.618" 0.594" 1.000

OL 0.728" 0.779™ 0.655" 1.000
Dental hygiene professionalism

PSC 0.566 " 0.592" 0.475™ 0.593™ 1.000

SC 0.7417 0.809™ 0.900™ 0.884 0.603™ 1.000

PF 0.452" 0.507" 0.392" 0.528" 0.744™ 0515 1.000

DHP 0.449™ 0.529" 03507 0.492" 0.708™ 0.484™ 0.792" 1.000

VI 0.265" 0.279" 0.218" 0.250" 0402 0.279™ 0.418" 0.430™ 1.000

"p<0.05, p<0.01,  p<0.001, by Pearson’s correlation coefficient

WI: Workplace interaction, QI: Quality of instruction in clinical practice, PS: Preparedness for students, OL: Opportunities for
learning in and through work

PSC: Professional self-concept, SC: Social consciousness, PF: Professionalism, DHP: Dental hygiene practice, VI: Vocational
independence
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p<0.01) =22 UeRgtti<Table 4>.

Table 4. Factors influencing the dental hygiene professionalism

Variables B SE B t P Tolerance ~ VIF
(Constant) 1.458 0.129 11.726 <0.001

Quality of instruction in the clinical practice 0.212 0.058 0.255 3.673  <0.001 0.326 3.066
Opportunities for learning 0.197 0.054 0.257 3.629 <0.001 0.314 3.182
Preparedness for students 0.090 0.029 0.168 3.084 1.002 0.530 1.886
Satisfaction with the practice institution 0.102 0.037 0.173 2.722 1.007 0.390 2.564

R*=0.562, Revised R*=0.556, F=7.411, p=0.007, Durbin-Watson=1.718

"by stepwise multiple regression analysis

Excluded variables: educational system, field clinical practice institution, period of clinical practice, workplace interaction
within clinical practice environment
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