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ABSTRACT

Objectives: This study aims to suggest the future direction to improve dental hygienists' competencies to
communicate with patients to increase the compliance and dental service satisfaction, based on the analysis
of survey data given to patients on dental hygienists' communication patterns with patients. The findings of
this research is aimed to serve as the basic data for future researches on related area. Methods: A survey was
conducted to ordinary people with experiences of receiving dental treatment in Gwangju and Jeonnam from
July 29th 2017 to September 10th 2017. 224 copies of the questionnaire were used for final analysis.
Results: The scores of each communication pattern (informative, friendly, and authoritative patterns) of
dental hygienists perceived by research subjects were as follows: 3.76+0.76, 3.47+0.62, and 2.64+0.70
respectively. In the effects of communication patterns on the compliance of patients, it was found that the
informative communication pattern (3=0.227, p=0.008) and friendly communication pattern (3=0.216,
p=0.012) had positive (+) effects. Conclusions: Thus, the results of this study verified that dental hygienists'
communication patterns are important elements affecting patients' compliance and their satisfaction. For
the smooth patient-centered bilateral communications, it will be necessary to continuously develop
educational programs related to dental hygienists' communication, and also to have continuous researches
targeting patient groups for the comparison to meet dental service satisfaction.

Key Words: Communication types, Compliance to treatment directions, Dental hygienist, Satisfaction with

dental service
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2 G AR ot E T AP IATe] A O] A H| 2] REEEE, A2 A] A0
=g dofy] flote] Kefietal Ag-&2]9199] 49][1041485-201707-HR-001-2015 714 2017
9 79 2997 9U 109714 B, Aol AF=stal 2|fellA 21285 ok Aol 9= 20t
B 60t71A] AFOIE-S thito 2 AE Safsgirt. AS 4=505}7] o] Mo ATE A1} 8-S A
okl dte] £2]AQl aEE FAs e o)l FoRt kee tVdor ArE s
FEO] T71= ANOVA 7|50 2 G*Power 3.1.9.25 0185101 2155 0.05, F7Haw37] 0.25,
A 0.90 $F0 2 AFESlo] 20792 AYE AN EHES VEfslo] 25082 T oz AR
S vljasto] Ao] E7HsR 2ha 2655 A|9JRh 22455 TR Ahm 2 FEolglt.

2, A

B A70) 7 QUPHR) B4 67, OKRAEHE 182, ATl AHLA RS 2059,
RANPIAE 132902 TGS Liken 57 A Sejston Q=L 83} 2507
<Table 1>.

Table 1. Credibility of research tools

Characteristics Division Number of question Cronbach’s a

Communication types  Informative 6 0.872
Friendly 6 0.836
Authoritative 6 0.812

Satisfaction Professional technique area 8 0.882
Education area 11 0.915
Reliability area 10 0.927

Compliance 13 0.760
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3. 24YY

3= 2= IBM SPSS Statistics 21.0 (IBM Co., Armonk, NY, USA)2 ©|-&5}o] 245}
o}, guba] E4of whE A ePIALY] SAAE-RE-S SH B v (ttest), FHURA] FAREA
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ot 7] 2faf] AATHEZA(correlation analysis)S Z-8-019 0™ #|E2] 02 2|17 AH]| ALt 2] 72
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1. 2[ePEAL] SAAE RHE B

AW IR 1A | PPAL OAkAF - Aol A AEARSA, K12HA, H91A oakA
E99 B2 712} 3.67+0.63, 3.47+0.62, 2.70+0.67 0% LRIt ARAFA A AE-G ol A
7V =A veid R AP U7t dotok & Hatel dief o]-fet FAE & ARt
o}.°(3.82:+0.78)°] 1 71 WA ek R AP PARE QAP o2 A HE W7HE olslist
31 Q=] FRIRITE(3.43+0.88) AT}, 71814 SAtA-E-R-3ollA 7FE =7 Ut @52 <279
AIARE UiA Z-SHA tisiErt(3.79+0.75) 0101 7F WA et 32 U= AFRQ] o715 A
VPIAPIA ZAF-EA B 4 9= A 2Th(2.90+1.03) Tk BHA AT REoNN 7H =
Al et 32 2| Pk T2 tieE Feofl Uitk (3.12+0.89) 0101 7P WA veRd 7
-2 A LPIAE Fam W= Tl Wf o)A S-20] HHFokR] 9=Th(2.46+0.94) iTI<Table 2>.
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Table 2. Communication types

Characteristics Mean+SD Min-Max
Informative 3.67+0.63 1-5
The dental hygienist clearly explains if | and my family ask something about my oral 3.77+0.73 1-5
status

The dental hygienist fully explains the reason and procedure of the test I should get ~ 3.82+0.78 1-5

The dental hygienist checks if I have completely understood the medical information 3.43+0.88 1-5
from the doctor

The dental hygienist explains the reason and side effects in case of taking medicine ~ 3.65+0.86 1-5

The dental hygienist informs the reason and process of the dental treatment 3.78+0.77 1-5
The dental hygienist provides information about the use of clinic 3.5540.83 1-5
Friendly 3.47+0.62 1-5
The dental hygienist seriously pays attention to my words 3.33+0.77 1-5
I feel that the dental hygienist sincerely understands my pain 3.41+0.83 1-5
The dental hygienist encourages my hope that my oral status could get better 3.48+0.85 1-5
I feel like I can freely talk about my personal story to the dental hygienist 2.90+1.03 1-5
I think that the dental hygienist accepts me as a human being 3.60+0.75 1-5
The dental hygienist treats me kindly 3.79+0.75 1-5
Authoritative 2.70£0.67 1-4.83
The dental hygienist makes me follow the direction unilaterally 2.94+0.90 1-5
The dental hygienist often cuts off my story when having a conversation 2.51+0.96 1-5
The dental hygienist mainly leads conversations 3.12+0.89 1-5
The dental hygienist often uses medical terms that I cannot understand 2.66+0.91 1-5

The dental hygienist is not interested in my opinion, feeling, and worry about my disease 2.49+0.98 1-5
The dental hygienist does not fully reflect my opinion to the process of treatment 2.46+0.94 1-5

Descriptive statistics

A9 A & S5 gttt AT oY} A e 4 A] DeiA) A ot
1 71713.8240.66, 3.82:40.68 % 7P 57 LEret 0 o A QYA U7} A 2.0] 5043 olsfs}

QM=) BRRIGITE 713,540,028 71 e o 2 Uehdh. AP dd el 71 el B
20 AT S 3 AR o] 20} 71 3.8840.682 7 e LEhton <23}
SPIRVE Ap4lo] B4 Q= Hriete] S ol Holiert 7} 3. 5840.81 2 7P We w0

ERFTH<Table 3>.
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Table 3. Dental service satisfaction

Characteristics MeantSD  Min-Max
Professional technique area 3.74+0.50 2-5
The dental hygienist skillfully handles work with skilled technique 3.76+0.64 1-5
The dental hygienist fully knows what actions and attitude should be taken in 3.66+0.65 1-5
emergency of dental treatment

The dental hygienist asks/evaluates the treatment effect after the treatment ends 3.51+0.83 1-5
The dental hygienist accurately performs the dentist's direction and prescription 3.86+0.65 1-5
The dental hygienist safely performs the dental hygiene process 3.78+.065 1-5
The dental hygienist quickly responses to my symptoms 3.82+0.71 1-5
The dental hygienist systematically handles work in order 3.7420.65 2-5
The dental hygienist handles work greatly enough to make mee feel safe 3.78+0.65 2-5
Education area 3.7240.54 2.18-5
The dental hygienist sometimes presents helpful opinions 3.68+0.73 1-5
The dental hygienist does not disregard me in case when providing a medical 3.82+0.66 1-5
explanation of my disease

The dental hygienist talks about the expected treatment effects 3.68+0.76 1-5
The dental hygienist explains a certain condition with easy words 3.78+0.71 2-5
The dental hygienist informs me what to do in accordance with the treatment plan ~ 3.81+0.36 1-5
The dental hygienist checks if I have understood the importance of treatment 3.554+0.02 1-5
The dental hygienist makes me feel comfortable to ask questions anytime 3.66+0.75 1-5
The dental hygienist provides kind explanations in case when performing the 3.82+0.68 2-5
dental hygiene process

The dental hygienist helps me to understand/accept my oral disease 3.69+0.75 2-5
The dental hygienist slowly talks about education or something else, so that [ can ~ 3.75+0.73 2-5

easily understand it
The dental hygienist has accurate knowledge about what he/she is talking about 3.79+0.72 1-5

Reliability area 3.76+0.56 2.1-5
The dental hygienist shows the maximum interest to me as much as he/she can 3.58+0.81 1-5
The dental hygienist kindly treats me as much as my expectation 3.71+0.72 1-5
The dental hygienist carefully listens to my words and answers to them 3.80+0.71 1-5
The dental hygienist makes me comfortably visit during the period of dental treatment 3.79+0.72 2-5
The dental hygienist treats me as a human being 3.88+0.68 1-5
The dental hygienist is good at keeping his/her words 3.80+0.67 1-5
The dental hygienist fairly treats all the patients 3.80+0.73 2-5
The dental hygienist considers my opinions and demands 3.75+0.74 2-5
The dental hygienist replies to me whenever asking for help 3.79+0.68 2-5
The dental hygienist fully understands my problems 3.734£0.74 1-5

Descriptive statistics

https://doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.2017.17.05.943
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Table 4. Dental care compliance

Characteristics Mean+SD  Min-Max
Dental care compliance 3.72+0.53  1.77-5
In case of dental treatment, | take the prescribed medicine only following the 4.10+0.59 1-5
doctor's direction

I take medicine after fully understanding its effects and side effects 3.59+0.88 2-5

I do not stop the treatment or direction without consultation with a dentist 3.83+0.79 1-5
n case of having side effects during dental treatment, I talk with the dentist 4.02+0.68 1-5
In case of dental treatment, I carefully fulfill directions like no-smoking or no-drinking  4.09+0.78 1-5

I get regular oral examinations 3.20+1.01 1-5

I try to brush my teeth three times a day 3.95+0.74 1-5

I have my teeth scaled regularly 3.38+2.99 1-5

I visit the dentist on the appointed time schedule 3.78+0.33 1-5
(In case when I cannot visit, I call to reschedule the visit)

After receiving the dental treatment, I carefully fulfill precautions 3.89+0.76 1-5

I change my toothbrush on proper timing 3.63+0.88 1-5

I individually store my toothbrush in a spot with great ventilation 3.60+0.92 1-5

I fully follow the preventive oral health treatment (fluoride application, scaling, and 3.42+0.97 1-5
etc)

Descriptive statistics
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Table 5. Communication types according to general characteristics

Characteristics Division Informative  p° Friendly p Authoritative p’
Gender Male 3.65+0.65 0.715 3.46+£0.622 0.842 2.76+0.66 0.288
Female 3.68+0.62 3.48+0.62 2.66+0.67
Occupation Office worker 3.80£0.49 0.780 3.62+0.48 0.480 2.54+0.76  0.550
Engineer 3.63+0.58 3.45+0.57 2.71+0.66
Self-employed 3.96+0.66 3.60+0.66 2.48+0.71
Business owner 3.57+0.72 3.35+0.76 2.51+0.65
Student 3.50+0.60 3.53+0.67 2.72+0.81
Housewife 3.53+0.77 3.31+0.74 2.76+0.67
Unemployed 3.62+0.54 3.46+0.68 2.70+0.60
Other 3.62+0.60 3.4240.44 2.77+0.63
Education <Elementary 3.9740.74 0.150 3.83+0.70  0.159 2.63+£0.75 0.493
Middle 3.31+£0.93 3.15+0.89 2.36+0.50
High 3.64+0.34 3.46+0.59 2.62+0.69
=College 3.70+0.63 3.49+0.60 2.69+0.71
Income level High 3.83+0.73 0494 3.80+0.83 0.203 2.45+0.55 0.404
Middle 3.68+0.63 3.49+0.61 2.68+0.69
Low 3.59+0.62 3.35+0.59 2.56+075
Average monthly  >100 3.62£0.60 0982 3.65£0.72 0.726  2.58+0.70  0.470
income 100-200 3.64+0.58 3.40+0.52 2.59+0.73
(million won) 4300 3.63+0.60 3.52+0.53 2.82+0.81
300-400 3.70+0.69 3.49+0.64 2.65+0.66
400< 3.68+0.64 3.434+0.68 2.58+0.63
Importance of High 3.1740.75 0.011  3.03+0.75 0.275 3.10+1.02  0.392
communication  Middle 3312071 3.45+£0.69 2.63+0.66
Low 3.710.61 3.48+0.61 2.64+0.66

*by independent t-test or one-way ANOVA

Table 6. Correlation between communication type, dental care compliance, and dental service
satisfaction

Professional

Characteristics Dental' care Informative Friendly Authoritativ technique Education Reliability
compliance type type e type area area area

Dental care compliance 1

Informative type 0.392" 1

Friendly type 0.389" 0.700™ 1

Authoritative type -0.157 -0.149" -0.151" 1

Professional technique area 0406 0.637" 0.559"  -0.149" 1

Education area 0.375™ 0.633™ 0.578"  -0287" 0.744™ 1

Reliability area 0.408" 0.570" 0.541"  -0302" 0.714™ 0.859™ 1

*p<0.05, “"p<0.001 by Pearson’s correlation analysis

https://doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.2017.17.05.943
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Table 7. Factors affected dental care compliance with communication type

Characteristics B SD B t P

Informative type 0.187 0.292 0.202 2.314 0.022
Friendly type 0.188 0.081 0.199 2.285 0.023
Authoritative type -0.052 0.082 -0.062 -0.987 0.325

R?=0.149, Adj.R*=0.138, F = 12.854 p=0.000
"by multiple liner regression analysis

7. 2| SAH|A DERZ0|| O[3 = SAAE 23

AR Q1415E A HRIALS] 2| THo] B ATHIA BEEE of| B| x| OAIAE G50 & AH A
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H]i T AP S faEfEol HRAIFTHY B, AsHAd 74, A9 s
o] ohd 75%%5 1l ebgTh<Table 8>.

Table 8. Factors affected dental service satisfaction with communication type

Characteristics B SD B t P

Informative type 0.289 0.051 0.393 5.699 <0.001
Friendly type 0.215 0.052 0.287 4.164 <0.001
Authoritative type -0.123 0.033 -0.185 -3.699 <0.001

R?=10.470, Adj.R* = 0.463 F = 65.030 p=0.000
"by multiple liner regression analysis
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