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Table 1, Ethical Propensity and Ethical Values according to General Characteristics(N=251)

Ethical Propensity Ethical Values
. Dental
Division N(%) Idealism Relativism  Human Life  Partnership :;?:;::1 Hygiene
Work
M=SD M=+SD M=SD M=SD M=+SD M=SD
Male 17 6.8)  3.67£0.76 3424072 2.61+0,57 3.65+0.88 3.17+£041  3.49+0.36
Gender Female 234(93.2) 3.83+0.58 3.42+0.54 2.83+0.55 3.75£0.68 3.20+041 3.50+0.47
0.283 0,991 0.103 0.558 0.762 0.886
Martial ~ Married 158(62.9)  3.87+0.56  3.41+0.58 2.88+0.53 3.77£0.67 3.24+042 3.55+0.45
status Unmarried ~ 93(37.1)  3.73+0.63  3.44+051 2724057 3.69+0.72 3.13+038  3.42+0.49
0.073 0,668 0.025" 0.394 0.040" 0,043
20~29 91(36.3)  3.73+0.52° 3.31+0.53* 2.89+0.54b 3.73%0.63* 3.21+039 3.50+0.45
Age 30~39 141(56.2)  3.84+0.64" 3.50+0.56° 2.82+0.54b 3.69+0.73" 3.18+0.43  3.48+0.49
40~ 19(7.6)  4.11+0.41> 3.36+0.58° 2484059 421+049" 326+038 3.66+0.36
0,032 0.046% 0.012 0.008" 0,687 0.266
~3 84(33.5)  3.75+0.59 3.41+0.58 2.88+05lb 3.71+0.64® 324+041 3.45+0.46
3-6 102(40.6)  3.81+0.61  3.41+0.55 297+0.50b 3.62+0.74° 3.19+041  3.49+0.51
Career 7-10 29(11.6)  3.94+0.54  3.54+0.48 2.44+050° 3.88+0.72% 3114041  3.58+0.43
11~ 39(14.3)  3.91+0.56  3.38+0,57 2.52+0.59" 4.06+0.52b 3.20+042 3.60+0.35

0.379 0.646 0.000"" 0.007"" 0.498 0.296
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Ethical Propensity Ethical Values
. Dental
.. . .. X . Patient .
Division N(%) Idealism Relativism Human Life Partnership . Hygiene
relation
Work
M=SD M=£SD M=SD M=SD M=£SD M=SD
College 90(35.9) 3.92+0.63 3.44+0.61 2.80+0.65 3.86+077° 3.26+0.44 3.57+0.52
Educati
1 ufa ' University  138(55.0)  3.76+0.56  3.4140.50 2.85+0.48 3.6140.62° 3.184039  3.46+0.42
evel
master < 23(9.2) 3.77+0.62 3.36+0.63 2.70+0.54  4.08+0.57° 3.08+0.37 3.51+0.46
0.147 0.818 0.412 0.002" 0,111 0.211
Dental b b
Clini 170(67.7)  3.93+0.56 3474057 2.76+0.56* 3.84+0.65 3.17+0.40  3.55+0.47
inic
Dental b b
. 69(27.5)  3.62+0.60® 3.32+0.54 293+0,53* 358+0.74* 3.27+0.44 3.39+0.47
Workplace ~ Hospital
University
and General — 12(4.8) 3.42+0.52° 3.26+036 3.03+0.40° 3.25+0.,53* 3.15+0.33 3.47+0.16
Hospital
0,000 0,106 0.042" 0.0017" 0.212 0,066
Staff 163(64.9)  3.79+0.60  3.35+0.57° 2.87+0.52* 3.71£0.65% 3212040 3.52+0.46
Dental .
. 36(14.3) 3.81+0.52 3.59+0.40° 3.04+0.44° 3,53+0.73* 3.22+0.45 3.43+0.53
.. coordinator
Position Team
24(9.6) 3.8840.67 3.56+0.51*° 2.53+£0.57" 3.85+0.73® 3.20+036 3.56+0.38
Leader
Head 28(11.2) 3.96+0.58 3.50+0.58 2.46+0.66° 4.10+£0.72° 3.09+044  3.43+0.49

0.480 0.046" 0.000"" 0.008" 0.521 0.546
Christian 542150 3.95+0.61  3.57+0.59 2.92+0.50 3.79+0.70  3.13+0.38  3.56+0.51

Catholic 34(13.5) 3.76£0.53  3.33+£0.53 293+£0.55 3.60+£0.85 3.25+042 3.52+0.48
Religion  Buddhism 24(9.6) 3.50+£0.67 3.43£0.56 297+£048 352+0.70 3.14+£045 3.39+0.55
No religion  138(55.0)  3.84+0.56  3.38+0.54 2.73£0.57 3.80+£0.63  3.22+0.41 3.49+0.43

Etc 1(0.4) 3.90+£0.00 3.40+£0.00 244+0.00 400+000  338+000  3.38%+0.00
0.036" 0.209 0.060 0.264 0.543 0.649
Satisfied 133(53.00  3.90£0.60 3.46+0.58 278+0.56 3.82+0.71 3.27+0.41* 3.55+0.51

Job
S:ﬁfacﬁ Moderate 11043.8)  3.74+0.56  3.38+0.51 2.85+0.54 3.68+067 3.12+0.39" 3.45+0.41
N on
Unsatisfied 8(3.2)  3.59+0.77 3.33+£0.70 2924059  3.38+0.42 3.02+0.32° 3.36+0.38
0.060 0.510 0.534 0.082 0.006"" 0.136
Ethics  veg 182(72,5)  3.80+0.62 3.41+0.55 2.86+053 3.73+0.72 3.18+0.41  3.46+0.51
Education
. No 69(27.5)  3.86+0.50 3.43+0.58 2.70+0.60 3.77+0.59  3.24+0.40  3.60+0.32
experience
0.522 0.843 0.030° 0.713 0.331 0.039"
Total 251 3.82+0.59  3.42+0.55 2.82+0.55 3.74+0.69 3.20+041  3.50+0.47

Values are presented as mean + standard deviation,
p—value was calculated by t—test or one—way ANOVA,
“p<0.001 , "p<0.05
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Table 2, Ethical Types according to General Characteristics

Ethical Type N(%)

Characteristics Division
Si Ab Su Ex v

Gender Male 1(5.9) 11(64.7) 4(23.5) 1(5.9) 0.034
Female 53(22.6) 159(67.9) 15(6.4) 7(3.0)

Martial status Married 37(23.4) 109(64.1) 9(5.7) 3(1.9) 0.171
Unmarried 17(18.3) 61(35.9) 10(10.8) 5(5.4)

Age 20~29 25(27.5) 58(63.7) 6(6.6) 2(2.2) 0.241
30~39 23(16.3) 99(70.2) 13(9.2) 6(4.3)
40~ 6(31.6) 13(68.4) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)

Career ~3 16(19.0) 56(66.7) 9(10.7) 3(3.6) 0.150
3-6 27(26.5) 62(60.8) 8(7.8) 5(4.9)
7-10 2(6.9) 26(89.7) 1(3.4) 0(0.0)
11~ 9(25.0) 26(72.2) 1(2.8) 0(0.0)
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Characteristics

Division

Ethical Type N(%)

Si Ab Su Ex r
Education level ~ College 21(23.3) 59(65.6) 7(7.8) 3(3.3) 0.931
University 27(19.6) 95(68.8) 11(8.0) 5(3.6)
master < 6(26.1) 16(69.6) 1(4.3) 0(0.0)
Workplace Dental Clinic 38(22.4) 124(72.9) 5(2.9) 3(1.8) 0.001""
Dental Hospital 15(21.7) 38(55.1) 12(17.4) 4(5.8)
gz;zfllg;iial 1(8.3) 8(66.7) 2(16.7) 1(8.3)
Position Staff 48(29.4) 95(58.3) 15(9.2) 5(3.1) 0,004
z;tt;‘ilnator 1(2.8) 32(88.9) 2(5.6) 1(2.8)
Team Leader 1(4.2) 20(83.3) 2(8.3) 1(4.2)
Chief 3(14.3) 23(82.1) 0(0.0) 1(3.6)
Religion Christian 7(13.0) 41(75.9) 5(9.3) 1(1.9) 0.176
Catholic 11(32.4) 21(61.8) 2(5.9) 0(0.0)
Buddhism 1(4.20) 17(70.8) 4(16.7) 2(8.3)
No religion 35(25.4) 90(65.2) 8(5.8) 5(3.6)
Etc 0(0.0) 1(100) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
Job Satisfaction Satisfied 30(22.6) 92(69.2) 7(5.3) 4(3.0) 0.549
Moderate 22(20.0) 74(67.3) 11(10.0) 3(2.7)
Unsatisfied 2(25.0) 4(50.0) 1(12.5) 1(12.5)
Ethics Education  Yes 38(20.9) 119(65.4) 18(9.9) 7(3.8) 0.099
Experience No 16(23.2) 51(73.9) 1(1.4) 1(1.4)
54(21.5) 170(67.7) 19(7.6) 8(3.2)

Si . Situationalist, Ab . Absolutist, Su : Subjectivist, Ex
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Table 3, Ethical Values according to Ethics Type

e 9o2 Aol At ARt A A4F)
o XS T A0, BAe| A Tefshn A

Ethical Values

. Dental
. . Patient .
Division N Human Life Partnership . hygiene
relation
work
M+SD p M=+SD p M+SD p M=+SD p
Ethics Type
Situationalist 54 2924051 0359  3.78+0.62 0.000”  327+043 0,257 3.48%043 0.000"
Absolutist 170  2.78+0.57 3.82+0.68 3.19+0.41 3.59+0.44
Subjectivist 19 2.89+0.31 3.16+0.67 3.10+0.37 2.99+0.36
Exceptionalist 8 2.81%+0.84 3.224+0.51 3.05+0.32 3.03+0.55
Values are presented as mean =+ standard deviation,
p—value was calculated by one—way ANOVA.,
“p<0.001 , “p<0.05
Table 4, Factors Influencing Ethical Values
B SE B t p
Ethical Propensity
Idealism 225 .034 444 6.680 .000"™
Relativism —.058 .036 —.107 —1.612 .108
Married status -.076 .036 —.123 -2.120 035"
Position —.044 017 —.154 —-2.651 .009”

R?=0.210, Adjusted R*=0.197, F=16.346, p<0.001

multiple regression analysis
“p<0.001 , "p<0.05
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ABSTRACT

The Effect of Ethical Propensity of Dental Hygienists on Ethical Values

Jun-yeong Kwon' - Hyoung-Joo Kim” - Na-yeon Tak® - Kim, Hee-jung Lim*
'Department of Dental Hygiene, Kyungwon University
?Department of Dental Hygiene, College of Health Science, Eulji University
®Departmaent of Dentistry, Kyung Hee University.

Background: Dental hygienists emphasize the ethics of healthcare workers. To effectively cope with various
ethical conflicts, it is necessary to establish a reasonable ethical value system. Therefore, this study intends to use
basic data to develop ethics education programs and ethical value evaluation tools.

Methods: We conducted a questionnaire survey targeting dental hygienists between January 1 and 15, 2023. A total
of 251 people’s responses were analyzed with SPSS Win 25.0, to perform frequency, t-test, one-way ANOVA, and
multiple regression analysis.

Results: The idealistic propensity (3.82 points) was higher than the relativistic propensity (3.42 points), and the
absolutists showed a deontological position in the partnership area and dental hygiene work relationship area(P <
0.001). Regression analysis of factors affecting ethical values revealed that idealism (3=,444, p=0.000), marital status
(=-0.123, P = 0.035), and position (3=-0.154, P = 0.009) were significantly related to ethical propensity.

Conclusion: It is necessary to develop an ethics education program that considers the ethical propensity of dental
hygienists and establish firm ethical values by implementing situation-oriented ethics education that can respond to

many changes and conflicts.

Key words: Dental Hygienist, Ethical values, Ethical type



