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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of this study is to investigate the influencing factors on oral health related self-efficacy and social support in
high school students.

Methods: The subjects were 750 high school students in Jeonbuk by convenience sampling.. A self-reported questionnaire was
completed from April 3 to June 4, 2013. Except incomplete answers, 589 data were analyzed using SPSS 18.0 program for t-test,
ANOVA, post hoc Scheffe test, and multiple regression analysis. The questionnaire consisted 6 questions of general characteristics
of the subjects, 8 questions of oral health related self-efficacy, and 8 questions of oral health related social support. The instrument
for self-efficacy was developed by Sherer and Maddux and measured by Likert 4 scale. Interpersonal Support Evaluation List(ISEL)
was developed by Cohen and Hoberman and revised by Suh as oral health related social support in high school students, and
measured by Liker 4 scale. Cronbach’s alpha in self-efficacy was 0.768 and that in social support was 0.772.

Results: The good oral health behavior in the high school students was closely related ro self-efficacy and social support. Higher
self-efficacy and social support could make the students practice good oral behavior.

Conclusions: Higher self-efficacy and social support can influence on the good oral health behavior in high school students. So it is
very important to provide the continuous oral health education that can enhance self-efficacy and health promotion.
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Table 1, The General characteristics of the subjects
Classification N(%)
Male student 287(48.7)
Gender Female student 302(51.3)
First-year student 77(13.1)
Year Second-year student 384(65.2)
Third-year student 128(21.7)
High school 242(41.1)
Education level of father University 254(43.1)
Graduateor higher 93(15.8)
High school 306(52.0)
Education level of mother University 226(38.3)
Graduateor higher 57( 9.7)
Less than 30,000 won 170(28.9)
One month allowance Less than 30,000-50,000 won 274(46.5)
Less than 50,000-100,000 won 117(19.8)
More than 100,000 won 67(11.4)
Good 64(10.9)
Above average 193(32.8)
Sexual Under average 265(45.0)
Bad 67(11.3)
Total 589(100.0)

Table 2, Self—efficacy according to the general characteristics of the study subjects

Classification Mean+SD t or F(p-value")
Gender Male student 2.85+0.44 -0.682

Female student 2.87+0.44 (0.496)

First-year student 2.85+0.45 0.183
Year Second-year student 2.86+0.43 (0.833)

Third-year student 2.87+0.44

High school 2.83+0.40% 4.541
Education level of father University 2.86+0.43% (0.011)

Graduateor higher 2.95+0.53%

High school 2.85+0.40 2.520
Education level of mother University 2.86+0.39 (0.081)

Graduateor higher 2.95+0.67

Less than 30,000 won 2.84+0.39 0.906
One month allowance Less than 30,000-50,000 won 2.89+0.47 (0.438)

Less than 50,000-100,000 won 2.85+0.43

More than 100,000 won 2.83+0.45

Good 2.88+0.48" 2.899
Sexual Above average 2.92+0.43* (0.034)

Under average 2.83£0.42°

Bad 2.8240.47°

"by t-test or one-way ANOVA

*“The same characters are not significant by Scheffe multiple comparison
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Table 3, Social support in accordance with the general characteristics

Classification Mean+SD t or F(p-value’)

Gender Male student 2.63+0.49 597
Female student 2.61+0.49 (0.550)

Year First-year student 2.60+0.49 187
Second-year student 2.61+0.50 (0.829)
Third-year student 2.63+0.49

Education level of father High school 2.574+0.49° 10.616
University 2.60+0.50" (<0.001)
Graduateor higher 2.78+0.47°

Education level of mother High school 2.57+0.48" 8.984
University 2.624+0.49° (<0.001)
Graduateor higher 2.80+0.54°

One month allowance Less than 30,000 won 2.544+0.56° 3.516
Less than 30,000-50,000 won 2.62+0.49 (0.015)
Less than 50,000-100,000 won 2.66+0.37"
More than 100,000 won 2.71£0.55°

Sexual Good 2.70+0.54" 7.630
Above average 2.68+0.47" (<0.001)
Under average 2.59+0.46
Bad 2.45+0.57°

“by t-test or one-way ANOVA
*The same characters are not significant by Scheffe multiple comparison at p>0.05

Table 4, The affecting factors in the self efficacy

Classification B SE 5] t p-value”
Constant 1.405 0.122 11.543 <0.001
School dental health education 0.042 0.029 0.045 1.476 0.140
Oral examination -0.038 0.029 -0.043 -1.319 0.187
Oral care products 0.042 0.028 0.048 1.517 0.130
Preventive treatment 0.028 0.029 0.030 0.968 0.333
Subjective oral health status 0.067 0.027 0.081 2.466 0.014
Past oral health-related behaviors 0.267 0.032 0.288 8.428 <0.001

R?=0204  F=28269 (p<0.001) Drubin-Watson=1.853
"by multiple linear regression analysis
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Classification B SE 15 t p-value”

Constant 1.524 0.133 11.465 <0.001

School dental health education 0.074 0.034 0.070 2.205 0.028

Oral examination 0.055 0.034 0.056 1.633 0.103

Oral care products 0.001 0.033 0.001 0.032 0.975

Preventive treatment 0.042 0.034 0.041 1.241 0.215

Subjective oral health status 0.142 0.031 0.152 4.615 <0.001

Past oral health-related behaviors 0.276 0.036 0.264 7.723 <0.001

R’=0.130  F=18.941 (p<0.001) Drubin-Watson=1.907

“by multiple linear regression analysis

H7] H3l vs3HEA S HARE Aik= <Table 5> 2 A B7L S A7) 2l 5ol tigh gHile] &

oh SHL PARAWS §, 2T AR, B 7 JRithe ojulolne PAAREAS I8 shmeld A4
AR BABSI AU A Ao AT § ST SIS e FBRAS ¥ 5 s ek

S Fe Ao Uehith shpdrdmge] gl s o] gl W&o ATETE & 4 9

(B=0.074)8] 4773041 AR81A 227} gkor, Faa Qb SAlo] w2 R AE)E A7)o) ol

TS e r=(B=0.142), I FHRAEEY B, B ISeEo] 5255 0] Uees ddd

b WEREB-0276) T AR A7 ol AIA Ak 4 e Aom Hebeh A 49, %

A= Aow L}E}w T A RS At AslEe] ABlE AA7E B9l W w8 Aow Rt
AeL 13.0%0H, 37 TFa7BAR(6=0264) T Gerald= A5 ol 7|Zste], 7hEah 22 14

Ao g UeldTti<Table 5>.

a2 st Hujs AlRte] gorns St
AT 7)7F 290, v sk o 7 AAIERe] sk} &l
Ao m} 7HA AlE9 A7) Zrlske] e AR
Zo}-AlZo|u A7 ]A] 2|2 o] 71817 Al&Sh= Al7]
otk o] A]7]o|| LHlE AR ALLL Alste] HAadY]
A2 WLE A SUE fust sae ssow 3fod

R

2HlE AT Sael B $IR 4714 T

Ang T2 A 08 Fuo] 43 Fold 4 gk
[e]

& g A wd
o] %048 HHE ST o
ofshurt TAAT A7 G

ok A7 A7) B wiE
B HE HFHOE T 4 ek B AYOZ,
A7F AN F23t sl Al A2 w A

So FHHOR BAYS Mol Zop). A Hmo| WS
So] w24 4| Esglol FRIH: Ak 144

d SAY] F83 =

ol
)

Hetol X AT A AZ7E ARE DL ot
£ A% nox ang Ao, Ao e A
3)8 AA7 A7) B WA ARFR ABFA|
A2 IS ek ojeh el H90] oA
w7k spye] el dstel BTt HES s $A
off 3w AAle] PE A4 W o] shelA] Jee
£ X Ao Vehd uf gick. wlebd] e} maje] 1
7()sz7sz] o) HU]— /\]-Q]Z—l ;(];(]g 0]7] g&]gﬁ 1:}7Lx4o] HI—
o] E/\HQO—]O}: o]-:q 7]— :,561—6} 7-71—7—]71—ZZ]_L§1
S Jfustel 4AY FAALEAANS S0 A
2 5 = sn: afok & Zolc.
A A7) Bl e viAe acle o
FA7A

o

to

-

N
O
%
3 &
ﬂ
-
A
z
o
é
>
5
mh’.
i)
g
r o)
1
X
2

v
e

H

o, 3 PAAREERds AR 2]

o3t QRS T A0 UEpgT) Sk 1734
£24%, I PAARBANY} BESE | B

= Ao Yelydth Lusk 512 3T ¥J_
Ao Eslo] 222} AR AAFHE =

s = g_o]o] ]71-Q 217 _ggﬁo]o% ol:q Fakus 7]18)_4

Ao A7) Tqto] B4 TAAREAB 43

11)(;
J‘.:éo

\1

N

Am7} B4 dehgth ZHeh 498 pREAgE nE
7] B IARAYS AT =842 Ay 557
o] & Ao vtk & §00] Aeld AL

5 AAEAL AR RS W A7) mete AR
W, RS EE A S5, A ARl $4
SHAE

Hom golgt HH)el Uehstk. olefst At



134 * J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2015; 15(1): 129-35

g B2 A7) EST AN R0 2HARRE, 3
7 TR DE Belo] gk Wk, 7}
A3} SpolA ZpA ARG T BAYINES
FANZ 5 Ak WEe BAsL 1 AR A T
AR A S ERHOR £ 5 Uk ASH

TR 3
Eokon, FuE A S W

: }
HAY} BEGE TR AB1E QA7 okals
A0 etk PR A7) Tt AEA 2
BE 3 PAAREE W97 Be4E B ek
SR ALE S W St 1 PN
BRE4E A7 A8A A7} obleks A oA
e ol & A A s Aol ol el
S0 A AZIAR) AT Bk Bagk 2
2 o 4 gtk %, 2HhE SHolt Aol WA TS

g

A910] 45 A=} b 0= AzkEch Conn?) e
I ARG AAEASI AR AV otk

siglom, ofe] eipelE B TAARRALE 2
7) B ARl AXS FAAAFARS) 5 A Ao
ke
J'

Lolgt kS m|z|= Ao JEhtow, 713t A 1}

A FRUBBIURE, 47| Bt A A 23
o B ok Sk, ) PRI T
& 73k weby 15l 73% AL 31

2p5)7] ol FAAole] Axz et axga% Bohe
A3 Gl Aot EFIT i, AT, LAY G ol
MRS Sl gl mRBe) X3 glomE AbalH A2t

—Orl"
K
©
i
of
:?g
-
ol
)
ol
o|\
2
o%
do
lo
b
2
fo

|
i
Hir
19
4

}OP 7‘4 *PQX“\] Aol F&F= lelL

T HgRt 34*544 AE AlA = ofoF 3t
Ade F3 & A7 AdSel 2

A ojzIgt Zﬂ Hofl = Etstal A4

of ZHE % 7*741“4 S0l E 5 Aex: A

o Aop ETHI AR AXE wY e T84

L
tlo

[\S)
4
o3l
P
N
i
)
_|>i
X
or
ol
S,
5
e
o L
i)
i',
e
fo
-0

2

rJ

)

-

oL

Y

0.

o

=

i=

X
ol ©

2

oyl

rJ

i

ot

1o

[$)

~ O
e
oo fo rle

)
rﬂt
:L
N
52
(o]
ﬂk
N
N
o[r
3
Hlr
i)
x
rlr
WY, o
o

ool ATATE mlTol B uj TAALAE A

57 ALB|A 229 W vkl glom, 1Az
et JEHolr] elre A EuE ABH AAS
EoPAoRsl7| wiZol, Aadr|e] 2] et ARRlE A
Aol] dish ©f ol £53] HFAHAE o Hrka Azl
njefe] FHor e Fa3 A9 Fadso] 4
B 2] megh AlE A o] SHIE A7
) 5300 FAT 42 Q= 7|l AR ANS =2
0] ez, BRHoR AgHelokicta AREC

oy
N

References

1. Choi J, Kim MY. Factors influencing health risk behavior
in high school students. J Korean Acad Child Health Nurs
2009; 15(2): 182-9. http://dx.doi.org/10.4094/jkachn. 2009.
15.2.182.

2. Broadbent JM, Thomson WM, Poulton R. Oral health beliefs
adolescence and oral health in young adulthood. J Dent Res



10.

11.

12.

2006; 85(4): 339-43.

. Goo YM, Kim YH, Kim IS, Kim HJ, Park IS, et al. Oral

health education. 2nd ed. Seoul: Komoonsa; 2008: 17.

. Petersen PE, Jiang H, Peng B, Tai BJ, Bian Z. Oral and

general health behaviors among chinese urban adolescents.
Community Dent Oral Epidemiol 2008; 36(1): 76-84.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/.1600-0528.2007.00375.x.

. Nam KH, Park JH. A study on the relationship of empowerment

with job satisfaction and organizational commitment
perceived by nurses. J Korean Acad Nurs Adm 2002; 8(1):
137-50.

. Bandura A. Self-efficacy: social foundations of thought and

action: a social cognitive theory. Englewood Cliffs NJ:
Prentice-Hall Inc; 1986.

. Lee YJ. The effects on the leisure activity types, self-esteem

and aocial aupport types of psychosocial well-being for the
elders. J Lesiure studies 2005; 3(1): 21-44.

. Suh YO. Health promoting lifestyle, hardiness and gender

role characteristics in middle-aged women. Korean J Women
Health Nurs 1996; 2(1): 119-34.

. Yarcheski A, Mahon NE. A causal model of positive health

practices: the relationship between approach and replication.
Nurs Res 1989; 38(2): 88-93.
Lee HS. The demand and actual condition of oral health
education for dental hygienists. J Dent Hygiene Sci
2006:12(2): 95-104.
Sherer M, Maddux JE. The self-efficacy scale: Construction
and validation. Psychol Rep 1982; 51(2): 663-71.
Cohen S, Hoberman HM. Positive events and social supports
as buffers of life change stress. J Appl Soc Psychol 1983;

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21

22.

S| Tz

2 K| S5t ARE XIXjol F2 0lxi= 221« 135

13(2): 99-125. http:/dx.doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1982.51.2.663.

. Suh MJ. A study on factors influencing the state of sdaptation

of the hemiplegic patients. Korean Acad Nurs 1990; 20(1):
88-117.

Gerald Caplan. Support systems and community mental
health: lectures on concept development. New York:
Behavioral Publications; 1974.

Lee WY, Yang Jk. A study the parent's knowledge and
attitudes concerning the dental health of their children. J
Korean Acad Pediatr Dent 1975; 2(1): 57-66.

Jung YH. Relationship between children's dental caries and
mother's dental health care in elementary school[Master's
thesis]. Cheongju: Univ. of Korea national, 1995.

Lusk SL, Ronis DL, Hogan MM. Test of the health promotion
model as a causal model of construction workers' use of
hearing protection. Res Nurs Health 1997; 20(3): 183-94.
Kim SK, Kim YS. Public health dentistry : an oral health
promotion behavior model for primary school children. J
Korean Acad Dent Health 2008; 32(4): 563-74.

Choi EJ, Song YS. The association between oral health
behavior intention and self-efficacy of dental hygiene
students. J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2012; 12(3): 485-93.
Cho YS. Hwang YJ, Bae HS, Kim SY. Effect of oral health
education practice and self-efficacy of teacher on oral health
attitude. J Dent Hyg Sci 2009; 9(1): 99-108.

Conn VS. Older adults and exercise: path analysis of
self-efficacy related constructs. Nurs Res 1998; 47(3): 180-9.
Lee GJ. Factors affecting activities for oral health
promotion[Doctoral dissertation]. Daegu: Univ. of Daegu
Haany, 2011.



