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Abstract

Objectives: The purpose of this study was to evaluate the perception of dental hygienists
and look for ways to inform the dental hygienist correctly by investigating factors influencing
the perception of dentalhygienists. Methods: The final analysis population for this study
was composed of 302 adults aged 20 years or older who were living in Seoul or Gyeonggi-
do. Statistical analysis of the collected data was conducted using the SPSS WIN 22.0 statistical
program. Results: When factors influencing perceptions of dental hygienists were investigated,
educational background beyond high school (p<0.05), educational background beyond college
(p<0.001), occupation (student, p<0.05), title (dental hygienist, p<0.01), and whether dental
hygienists offered comfort during treatment (yes, p<0.001) were found to exert statistically
significant influence. In other words, participants with educational background beyond high
school and college, student, participants who call the title dental hygienists, and participants
who felt comforted by dental hygienists during treatment had better perceptions of dental
hygienists. Conclusions: Based upon the results as mentioned above, It will be needed more
training to enhance the skills of a dental hygienist patient response. Also participants who felt
comforted by dental hygienists during treatment had better perceptions of dental hygienists.
This indicates a need to devise ways to better foster the ability of dental hygienists.
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Table 1. General characteristics of the subjects

Characteristics Division N %
Gender Male 114 37.7
Female 188 62.3
Age {20 yrs 48 159
20-29 yrs 98 32.5
30-39 yrs 36 119
40-49 yrs 59 19.5
=50 yrs 61 20.2
Education =< Middle school 34 11.3
High school 176 58.3
= University 92 30.5
Job Employee/official 50 16.6
Self-employment 37 12.3
Profession 38 12.6
Student 125 414
Housewife 51 16.9
Visits within the last 5 1 time 36 11.9
years 2-4 times 111 36.8
59 times 55 18.2
=10 times 100 33.1
Dental institution type  Dental clinic 268 88.7
Dental hospital/etc. 34 11.2
Total 302 100.0
Reason for dental visit* Regular oral examination/scaling 130 25.9
Cavity tretment/extraction 187 37.3
Fluoride application/sealant 31 6.2
Endodontic/prothetic treatment 73 14.6
Orthodontia treatment 33 6.6
Dental implant 24 4.8
Aesthetic treatment 8 1.6
Etc. 15 3.0
Total 501 100.0

*Multiple response
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Table 2. Factors related to dental hygienists

Characteristics Division N %
Whether your family has a Yes 41 13.6
dental hygienist No 261 86.4
Total 302 100.0
Cognitive path TV/Radio 21 8.7
Internet/Communication medium 36 14.9
Friend/Family/neighborhood 133 55.0
Newspaper/magazine 3 12
Etc. 49 20.2
Total 242 100.0
How to distinguish dental Task 59 49.6
hygienist Costume 41 34.5
Nameplate 8 6.7
Title 11 9.2
Total 119 100.0
Name when calling dental Nurse 79 26.2
hygienist Teacher 109 36.1
Sister/Brother 32 10.6
Dental hygienist 36 119
Etc. 46 15.2
Total 302 100.0
Table 3. Perception of role of dental hygienists
Characteristics Division N %
Task* Oral health eduction 113 17.4
Preventive task 78 12.0
Dental assistant 214 33.0
Scaling/radiography 120 18.5
Consultation about treatment 67 10.3
Receipt/acceptance 45 6.9
Etc. 11 1.7
Total 648 100.0
Work place* Dental clinic/hospital 286 48.2
Public health center 123 20.7
School dental clinic 74 12.5
Dental laboratory 26 4.4
Pharmaceutical company 24 4.0
laboratory 20 34
Dental equipment production company 25 4.2
Dental insurance company 15 2.5
Total 593 100.0
Years required for graduation ~ High school greaduate 5 1.7
3-years college 104 34.4
2-years college 23 7.6
University 118 39.1
Academy 6 2.0
Do not know 46 15.2
Total 302 100.0
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Table 4. Treatment experience realated to dental hygjenists

Characteristics Division N %
Medical service* Scaling 175 22.0
Dental assistant 165 20.7
Receipt/acceptance 113 14.2
Reservation 98 12.3
Oral radiography 55 6.9
Consultation about treatment 90 11.3
Preventive task(fluoride application/sealant) 42 5.3
Oral health education(tooth brushing method) 44 5.5
Etc. 14 1.8
Subtotal 796 100.0
Whether felt comforted by dental yes 144 47.7
hygienists during treatment No 158 52.3
Complaints No 153 50.7
Unfriendly tone and attitude 46 152
Immature skills and knowledge(lack of 35 116
professionalism) ’
Apperance or dress 9 3.0
Insufficient communcation with patients 34 11.3
Lack of confidence 10 33
Lack of hygiene management 8 2.6
Etc. 7 2.3
Good point No 70 23.2
Unfriendly tone and attitude 140 46.4
Professional skills and knowledge 31 10.3
Apperance or dress 12 4.0
Consultation ability, patients management 18 6.0
Confidence 14 4.6
Thorough hygiene management 7 2.3
Etc. 10 3.3
Total 302 100.0

*Multiple response
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Table 5. Opinions on dental hygienists

Characteristics Division N %
Task Preventive dental therapist 95 31.5
Dental assistant 145 48.0
Oral health educator 40 13.2
Coordinator 22 7.3
Required qualities Friendly service spirit 73 24.2
Professional skills and knowledge 166 55.0
Apperance 9 3.0
Commitment to a job 23 7.6
Integrity and responsibility 31 10.3
Image determinants ~ Neat outfits and looks 42 139
Slim body 15 5.0
Smiley face 53 17.5
Attitude or tone of patients 192 63.6
Development factors ~ Professional skills and knowledge 124 41.1
Ability to communicate with patients 82 27.2
Service spirit 28 9.3
Oral health education, reinforce of preventive 43 159
therapy )
Good image formation 20 6.6
Total 302 100.0
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Table 6. The perception of dental hygienists by general characteristics

Az E {8t 2o 7} QA TH(p<0.05). TEREA

, 0% 5 ths o] Sf2io] | e

=

- X 2teP gLl et Q1A o] A=

2| 7}2] A Ato]) ST Q1 Alof| A

74 09]— o]—/\H

Characteristics Division ]Ob. . DEMEGHERIN ;s Influence  Deveolpment Revisit
recognition _ dentistry _ impression
Gender Male 114 4.12+1.66 2.44+1.93 3.59+1.13 3.60+1.08 3.85+091 3.931+0.97
Female 188  4.26+1.56 2.661+1.98 3.661+1.02 3.640.92 3.8810.92 3.85+0.93
t(p*) -0.698(0.486) -0.951(0.343) -0.569(0.570) -0.413(0.680) -0.247(0.805)  0.749(0.454)
Age {20 yrs 48 4.25+1.58 2.33+1.91 3.7940.82 3.601+0.89 3.98+0.86 3.831+0.86
20-29 yrs 98 4.14+1.65 2.8442.00 3.72£1.07 3.78+0.82 3.89+0.80 3.96+0.91
30-39 yrs 36 4.11£1.69 2.78+2.02 3.58+1.13 3.641.02 3.8310.88 3.8910.95
40-49 yrs 59  4.39+1.45 2.631+1.98 3.5611.09 3.51+1.04 3.7810.95 3.90£0.85
=50 yrs 61 4.15t1.65 2.18+1.84 3.46+1.15 3.51£1.09 3.85t1.11 3.75£1.15
F(p®) 0.292(0.883)  1.354(0.250)  0.947(0.437)  1.056(0.378)  0.342(0.849)  0.475(0.754)
Education < Middle school 34 32412022 1.82+1.64*  3.5010.93 3.471+0.96 3.74+0.93 3.65+0.77
High school 176 4.16+1.64>  2.55+1.95P  3.62+1.09 3.71+0.90 3.851+0.94 3.8610.99
= University 92 4.65+1.13> 2914201 3.71+1.05 3.52+1.06  3.96+0.85  4.00+0.90
F(p®) 10.557(<0.001)  3.973(0.020)  0.499(0.608)  1.677(0.189)  0.840(0.433)  1.834(0.162)
Job Employee/official 50 4.14+£1.66 2.7312.01 3.6510.93¢  3.47£0.95 3.61£0.90?>  3.82+0.87
Self-employment 37 4.35£1.50 2.73+2.01 3.70+1.222  3.59+1.07 3.97£1.01¢  3.9740.99
Profession 38 437£1.48 2.8942.02 3.53+1.20®>  3.61+1.00 3.58+1.03¢  3.53%1.11
Student 125 4.23+1.58 2.541+1.95 3.824+0.95¢  3.79+0.81 3.98+0.80°  3.98+0.85
Housewife 51 3.98+1.76 2.18+1.84 3.20*£1.11>  3.41+1.15 4.00+0.96¢  3.86+1.04
F(p*) 0.457(0.767)  0.926(0.449)  3.316(0.011%) 1.947(0.103) 2.886(0.023%) 1.872(0.115)
Average 302 4.21+1.56 2.58+1.96 3.631+1.06 3.631+0.96 3.87+091 3.8810.94

*by the t-test for two groups and one-way ANOVA (post-test Scheff) for three or more groups.
abcThe same character indication shows that there is no statistical significance.
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Table 7. Factors affecting perception of dental hygienists

Division B SE B t p* VIF
Constant 15.238 1.441 10.572  <0.001
Gender(Female vs Male) 0439 0512 0.048 0.859 0.391 1115
Age( <20 yrsvs =50 yrs) 0648 1.280 0.053 0.506 0.613 3974
Age(20-29 yrs vs =50 yrs) -0.677 1.151 -0.071 -0.588  0.557  5.267
Age(30-39 yrs vs =50 yrs) -0.196 0971 -0.014 -0.201 0.841 1.796
Age(40—49 yrs vs =50 yrs) 0.259  0.795 0.023 0326  0.745 1.803

Education(High school vs <middle school 2324 0900 0256 2.584 0.010 3.567
Education(=university vs <middle school 4092 1008 0421 4.059 <0.001  3.902

Job(employee/official vs housewife) 0320 0864 0.027 0370 0712  1.902
Job(self-employment vs housewife) 1.695 0923 0.124 1837 0.067 1.659
Job(profession vs housewife) -0.016 0939 -0.001 -0.017 0987 1.759
Job(student vs housewife) 2635 1228 0290 2146 0.033 6.634
Title(nurse vs etc.) 0.161 0778 -0.016 -0.207 0.83 2121
Title(teacher vs etc.) 1.251 0746 0134 1.677 0.095 2327
Title(sister/brother vs etc.) 0.860 0.960 0.059 0.897 0.371 1.582
Title(dental hygienist vs etc.) 3.083 0946 0223 3260 0.001 1.703
Task(preventive dental therapist vs coordinator)  0.787  1.001 ~ 0.082 0.786 0432 3914
Task(dental assistant vs coordinator) 0.095 0960 0.011 0.099 0921 4.171
Task(oral health educator vs coordinator) 0.712 1.115 0.054 0.639 0523 2590

Comforted at the time of treatment (yesvsno) 2424 0492 0271 4923 <0.001  1.097
R=0.222, adj.R*=0.169, F=4.229, p<0.001, DW=1.954
*by multiple regression analysis
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