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[Abstract]

Purpose: The purpose of this study is to investigate the improvement measures of dental technician practical
examinations.

Methods: A survey was performed on 37 professors through a questionnaire. The results were analyzed by SPSS
12.0. The collected data was analyzed by frequency and the chi-square test.

Results: The education compared to the satisfaction of practice examinations only differs in the method of
enforcement(p<.05). The evaluations on the ability to perform the job with practical subjects were inadequate
(37.8%). Questions with the most necessary work tools through the articulator was highest at 48.7%, Electric wax
carver was 32.4%, and heating clear was 3.5%.

Conclusion: There must be an improvement to increase the cooperation within the clinical department, while

considering the practical exam environment.

©Key words : Dental laboratory technology, Dental technician, Korean Dental Technicians' Licensing
examination, Practical examination

89 | A4 A &
ES

Mg BT H53F AH YT 4205

g+ | 2013129




| w2l - 2

LM 8

371 2R A7) 8 AE B jstela 3 ol4kol

AFHAL npxl & FarR A0 70 A7 EY (o8 =+
Aol A Alaiele 27IA 3l StAste] HARRH 2}
W] Hel5S WIS A5 WA BAF A4S
A, SR A RS F/IAEY 2)Eohy) WEE u
& M)A M| Fa A B A HEE
oZ M2 vigto g | BES ARSHAL g B
B 4TS BRI ol BE 0E AW s

FE A23802%). o] IFE F& +4 WY Aot E=
B 24 S A $EE AR T4 Y 7)5S 5)2A
Fe A 252 AR @i Edwin, 1965;

Giovanone, 1963).

34 197045 o)k kS Bl ol A4

5 ok Aol skt ey WES A= 1965
| 222 AAE 19739 249 16Y 535 =274}
W A254350 whek A 2| BAL WS FSsfopat 2t
7| SARR RN 4= AL E AT C=AT, 1998). &= 7]
APH FH o] TRE 27| FAF HE] FHES Y3 2
Ao} A wid A7] A0 Aol e gt

A7 AQIY $ 7less 2T 2 9t AEA
wE S5 2 WS AEe glon], ma WshE kg

[

AARE FE3] 58 & 4= Y= that UMY 1
o) AEstE AT WEL vkl gl Agolct
o7 sl FA7E WA Mok 1 MBI 2|4l
A= Fobiel et N | gAE ek WA
S ME AR Aol At Aol zaaiur

A ‘3—2 A ‘%}OP Oq?L 167H AFS

BAGE ST SAI71E 23
A7) ZAE 27FAIE B E AT (o] F,
2000), AI7|EAF 7 H I B AT (S,
2003), AH71EAF 7 AN AR (A

40 _cHoRAIIp7| 28|

B, 2007), =¢8] HAolm el =7 AR A = AF+HDE=
BAF Z7IAFY, 2002)7F QlTh, o]gdt AFER
HE 7]E 279 =95 Foto] RS aetsta
o|F Foll AHA 77 B Hek Apjo] o] Fojx|aL 9l
ok 2y ofg 7HA] o2 oA 7bA] A7IAIR e thgt
A= Zsjo] m)RI3E AlElol)

it 04%“:4011 A= XILMMP A7 Ao gt
= HO}O%

rﬂtsl— i

o

>
&

e

]_

=
|o

e
rlI.
it‘
E
N
OI'J
_a
©
N
:;l
N
K
o
ok
4>
flllo
o 2
o

P o
2
re
re
"
R}
Lol
%
=

s
-\1 U
[\}
(@)
5
s
H1
=
rir
{12
o
i
g
0.
_0|L
=
3
me

N
=)
N

]:l
J‘.:
¢
o
m>1
Sl
EN
S~
2,
re
i
{1
>,
o
o
lo
o
El rE

-
o
ol
I
El
Ho
N
- )
2
o
S~
5
rlr
N
_\:,_1‘
~N
o
)
f
4 re

a
O
)
Tﬁ
U

o X
ro
filo
N
—|>: 1
ot
=
[e]
i
Eha
4
ol
o,
¥R O

N o
ol
ol
rlr
=
2,
ol
ool
tlo
rg
=)
ol
A ¥
%
ol
ol
2
R
A=)
N
ofd
~
>
it
N
>

juj
1o
N
o
o
o
rsi'
N
by
i
Y
P
‘p
>
ot
pu

o
=2
2
o~

N
o
QL
32
£
e

@ Mg ofy

[
=
2 &

S

=2
o

> K
&
rﬁ
o
rﬁL
4
=
R
J;
N
oH
R
oH
)
‘%
>
oo
&
4>
o

oL
|o
U
¢
=
o
&
pacs
-
2>,
o
o
)
o
|o
U
QL
2
i)

DO
S
o
[mm
(@)
ruﬁs
OO

14
=
bu
i
fir
i'.
=)
N
ok
L
)
=
&
isci)
1o

toh
2
NI
)
1%
ot
El
4>
(AT
2
)
nx
Fd
1o
@
2
o
nx
of.
ol
o
ox,
1o
¥o

¢

Q

‘T

filo

fo

o

o

2

lo

ZJ-I‘

X

o

N

°

lo

ul
w2 K

E

1o

]
I
b
i)
oo
ofl
N
m

f

e

ofj

w

s

ol

ofy

o U

reE

©

%

>

ol

ol

A

o

o

—_

ol

1o

olo
=

T3

mo foh Rl

rl

)
fo

<t

w

3

of,

1o

wx

Fd

=

[e]

i
Mr o
4%
P'L

2
RN

2 o1 ER

Qo AE AEAE AN E L] TAl K]
TR AN AEAL Ao ouddes
o] AFZ 95 WHE0|R MBS W] YEE 7))

AIZIEAR A7IAE Al R A AT AR



A7) 34 A71A1E AALe] B AL AT

o g5 F7H 4 AEsksict Inc., Chicago, I, USA)& o]&ste] A8ttt 2t &
AR B2 el B4 et AR 8EFelA ¢ Wt MESS Aoto] SHAIE Hluwstglon
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£ AW FA AZIAE SR T AR 55, A7 AlstSAct

AlE el Tt AR 8RS, AVIAIE JlAlel et

ZAE 1350l el 278 §lol AQlE- st 1e]

AT AL A7) L A et e o LA =t

T, A7) eAF Aol weh AE 8RS U1t

ARES Zgstadnt. 4= A4S 918ke] Cronbach's 1. AFLEKIL] B E8

alpha coefficientg ©]-&sto] #4519t} 1 A} v AA| ZAFR AL 37 9] YN E/JS Table 1.3} &

mofl Bt =% 0.859, EFgAoll et =9 0.838C.2 W ot A RE WA 26%8(70.3%), o1AF7F 1178(29.7%) -

A YA &7t =& 2O F LT 2 @A7E gidth A% 464171 7P WekaLe7.6%),

304] o|5H= B E gl Ao Yehytl rjZA"e

3. EMEE 109 0|37} 48.6%= 714 wokom m8AEE 11-20
34E AeAtRe SAZEIH(SPSS 12.0; SPSS |o] 40.5%, 21-30°] 27.0% 2 & YERsiT
Table 1. Distribution of general characteristics
Characteristics Classification Person(n) Percentage(%)

Male 26 70.3

Gender
Female 1 29.7
<25 0 0.0
26-30 0 0.0
31-35 2 54

Age

36-40 3 8.1
41-45 7 18.9
46< 25 67.6
<5 9 24.3
6-10 9 24.3
11-15 5 135

Career(yr)
1620 1 2.7
21< 5 135
error 8 21.6
<10 9 24.3
Education 11-20 15 405
Career(yr) 21-30 10 27.0
31< 3 8.1
Total 37 100.0
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Fig. 1. Responsible subject of respondent
2. G A|BE]1] U= X7 |[SA AT A BEEE A A% (Likert 5—Point scale)® B3} T 1 A7} A
A1F AF gt BRES o AXG A7 FA7IE.78), ABHHEE.38), FAEAG.32), A4
3 WEEof wWet AR A, SAEA, AR (3.08), Aldd2(2.73)8] AR Ol = F Al
A, AFAL, ABA7IS AL BES HAE 5 7h MBS ok AR YeRdThTable 9.
Table 2. Satisfaction of practice examination
Likert scales
ltem Method of Question of Method of Position of Period of
enforcement exam scoring exam exam
Score 3.38 3.32 3.08 2.73 3.78

g el T2 A7IAY BEE WA

tlo

AARE A3k thaat ZthTable 3).

Table 3. Education career compared to the satisfaction of practice examination
Unit: Person(%)

Education Career(<15) Education Career(16=) P-value
Method of enforcement
Very dissatisfied 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
Dissatisfied 16.3) 4(222)
Usually 1(57.9) 3(16.7) 0.032
Satisfied 6(31.6) 1(61.1)
Very satisfied 1(5.3) 0(0.0)
Total 19(100.0) 18(100.0)
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A7) A A7IA Y Aol BRE AL AT
Education Career(<15) Education Career(16<) P-value
Question of exam
Very dissatisfied 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
Dissatisfied 2(10.5) 3(16.7)
Usually 10(52.6) 5(27.8) 0.306
Satisfied 7(36.8) 10(55.6)
Very satisfied 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
Total 19(100.0) 18(100.0)
Method of scoring
Very dissatisfied 0(0.0) 1(5.6)
Dissatisfied 5(26.3) 4(22.2)
Usually 10(52.6) 3(16.7) 0.059
Satisfied 4(21.1) 10(55.6)
Very satisfied 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
Total 19(100.0) 18(100.0)
Position of exam
Very dissatisfied 1(6.3) 0(0.0)
Dissatisfied 7(36.8) 9(50.0)
Usually 6(31.6) 6(33.3) 0.632
Satisfied 5(26.3) 3(16.7)
Very satisfied 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
Total 19(100.0) 18(100.0)
Period of exam
Very dissatisfied 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
Dissatisfied 16.3) 0(0.0)
Usually 5(26.3) 3(16.7) 0.653
Satisfied 12(63.2) 14(77.8)
Very satisfied 1(5.3) 1(5.6)
Total 19(100.0) 18(100.0)

W% 49E 159 059} 169 oJAoR TR BE  Hpa bt Aaeus.2m), B4 A%
SH= AR Ayt Al ol A RE R0t 2ol 7t 9l (60 ZAR7H70.3%), % Hel= 4
A2 eI THp 05) 7H45.9%), FAEE T 1097 A7 £ 9F 80

2 AH37H48.6%) 8] 2 WERh 9ol 7k

3. TRl A1l U= X7 [SAL AT A EfDYS =T, I’Lﬂﬂ = FAl gkar A g5 7k

A7 SAE A7IAE B/l Wt o= Table = H43.2%), NASEF P =) AHT

3.1} 22 A7t Uepsit), AlAIRE 150+0] &gt 7}(37.8%)4 oM Hgolehs SHel 7 =8t
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Table 3. Validity of practice examination
Unit: Person(%)

Very Inadequ-— Approp— Very Missing

. Usually ) . Total
inadequ—ate ate riate appropriate  values
Exam time 1(2.7) 2(5.4) 10(27.0) 21(56.8) 3(8.1) 0(0.0)
Possibility of work ability
assessment of the 0(0.0) 8(21.6) 1(29.7)  16(43.2) 12.7) 12.7)
current test subjects
Passing score 0(0.0) 2(5.4) 5135)  26(70.3) 4(10.8) 0(0.0)
Range of questions items 0(0.0) 5(13.5) 12(32.4) 17(45.9) 2(5.4) 12.7)
Possible the evaluation (100?)7)
of the ability to perform .
the job with a practical 4(10.8) 14(37.8)  10(27.0) 8(21.6) 12.7) 0(0.0)
subject
Passing rate 1(2.7) 7(189)  10(27.0)  18(48.6) 12.7) 0(0.0)
Articulators work of 5135 943 16432 7489  0(0.0) 0(0.0)
non-use
Circumstances of exam 3(8.1) 11(29.7) 14(37.8) 9(24.3) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)

4. IH ARSI 1 UE XU [FALET A THASA A& gshe s7el =4 U tHTable 5).
A7 2ZPAT ARGl thiet Az ollAl=

- _ Table 5. Degree of difficulty adjustment
o] gt Sxko] 46.0%2 7HA E9kom malof o o v

A AN 82.4%, NN mgel A BN FEE FECEESE
(e
AR
21.6%% FERATHTable 4). Performed of a clinical model 3 8.1
Table 4. Improvement of carving examine Performed of a standard
- 15 405
mixed model
Person Percentage e
(n) (%) Maintain the current 19 514
Articulator occlude 12 324 Total 37 100.0
Non—Articulator occlude 8 216
Maintain the current 17 46.0 ES A7|AE FrPERel thet AEolA= w gzt
Total 37 100.0 A H7P7) 83.8%= WES HAEA] HIHEZRTIA])
16.2%5t WX o} A7) % AF gjote] BHEL A
dolw 24o] Bk AROME BPGAE 514%, E  7INF B FFS i 22 AR gehs AL
ZEFRFOR AAE 40.5% IFRFOR ANE &4 AUHTable O).
8.1%2 Ul 277 Aokt bz e dae
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Table 6. The direction of the evaluation of the practical test

371 AL A7IAE el B 2 AT

Table 7. The most necessary work tools

Person Percentage

Person Percentage

(n) (%) (n) (%)

Occlusal concepts to the 31 838 Articulator 18 487
evaluation Handpiece 0 0.0
Complete restorations .
including occlusal evaluation 6 16.2 Electric wax carver 12 324
(casting) Heating clear 5 135
Total 37 100.0 Porcelain furnace 2 54

CAD/CAM program 0 0.0
w3 jE WA 1 s SgsT ge 0 7 1000

A= w77} 48. 7%= 7V A UE e H7|x
ZY=(32.4%), Heating clear(13.5%), Porcelain
furnace(5.4%), CAD/CAM program(0.0%), W=1]A
(0.0%)2} =4 2 UreFtth(Table 7).
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5. &7|%E X XNEIHMO| 2402 2H

A7 d Q-] Bet B9 F AVINE 4 E
-] et AZolAe F3RA(80014~90m )7}
46.0%% 71 =9koH, 700]14~80 ulu} 60°14~70 m]
gt 22k 27.0%, 24.3%2) &&= UEFHtHTable 8).

Table 8. Adjust the practical test pass rates

Person Percentage

Table 9. Passing the practical test standards

Person Percentage

(n) (%)
169 polis cut of 100 % 649
80 points out of 100 0 0.0
70 points out of 100 12 324
50 points out of 100 1 2.7
Total 37 100.0

(n) (%)
Maintain the current
(over 80~under 90) 17 46.0
over 70~under 80 10 27.0
over 60~under 70 9 243
over 50~under 60 1 2.7
Total 37 100.0
AZIAE A7)0 ek AR A= YA (100F
THYoll 60-)7F 64.9%= 7 w=okod, 1 o2 100

A el 703(32.4%)°] A tHTable 9).

46 _tHoHR 37| 28|
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1>

9] &4 2 YUERFTHTable 10).

Table 10. Scoring committee selected

Person Percentage

(n) (%)
Only professor 7 18.9
Professor + technician 30 81.1
only technician 0 0.0
Total 37 100.0
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0] 7:3& Wok= SH°] 29.7%=2 7V =4 YERdtt v, o #
(Table 11).
Table 11. Scoring personnel ratio (Professor: Technician) & A AIEAL ST A7l Hiek
ARee =&l st =W Aa]s A dighe] ws
Person Percentage
(n) (%) o W2z stof AE2Aks AAsld, BesS Al
55 6 16.2 Rt olf= SeuEt ARTISAE = 7ELAL ATZIA-
6:4 6 16.2 it A A4 22al A r)E s of
73 11 297 Fofo] ARagg @stal 97| mlZolr, =it A2
82 7 189 & AN BAR k= AT YES ERE X1
91 0 0.0 SAE AZIA- Ol el Hok et W8-S # whetst
10:0 / 189 I ARG 4= ks A FAAQ AEEE SE6
Total 37 100.0 osfalar Aefd 4~ Sl& Aolgh= 7|, 1Al A7)
AR TAAo] & AREY A7 =Estkar 1 A
A Hlmof] A AZoA= W & Btol a0 YR8 3Holsks Ao tle a3l uiolgl
48.7%% 7V =9t ch(Table 12). t} ol Fy ARy dtsla 9l x|y 2 st
Table 12. Frequency of scoring el A7IAE AR iRt Rt s sperstal
AATE 4= A= Holl L oJu|E Fofd 4= IRl
Person Percentage . . )
(n) (%) A7 o tigt SolA= AR Al7171 3.78
Once scoring 5 135 27 Eokou, AEFAE 27302 7P WA YEr
Averaging after scoring twice 18 487 WO H R A[GAA I of o] tigk A2 A E
Averaging after scoring three 9 243 Q3lt} o]+ A 5(2012)004 YA7FES] S AT
imes ' oh= Qx3hec
o oo e 5 135 A7 el 4] 3 BAe R HRsy
Total 37 100.0 9 B7F 7hssithar AashA] ¢b7] wizel oheskal
SHAQ ZAIE Sl BrhEofoF & Ao AZiELh
A4 vl et AR = T8 FH 7HA] Fo ol|at Aul X|u}7| BALEA Q] H3Fe 2B T 4= Q)
SH0] 62.2%= 7P &3k thTable 13). L A= A7) ofgle dAoleks wjE7(2006)2]
Table 13, Score distribution Aeke L HEhs ol

A7IAE A1 EHE A= Fox]7 Vi
E————— 1714 E M E] el A BAGA7E 46.0%2 7}

(n) (%) & Eotoy, Wl 520128 AFAT dTHES E
Each item equally distribution 8 216 YFA7F 15.3%= 7P ol w5yt e = A3
Important items weighting 23 62.2 £ =29t} o]83t 2T JAo| A LEF= i]iﬂﬁ]l/\}
etc 6 162 B3} ARE FHjshs @45 7ol o7 Hol7t AL
Total 3 1000 gleow ofejt AolE Zol7] Sistel AFw @Eﬂ 3
2% Aoz Az

o)51A(2011)9] AFdA|OA] Q8He REzTl 2|7t
7153 al5o] Aol g vlaet Ate] Aol AA A

e, A5 TS0l SET vlEol 50.0%% 7
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