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Table 1. Subjective Hedlth Status according to General Characteristics and Work Type of Study Subjects

N(411)
Variables N(%) M+SD p

Gender Female 402(97.8) 3.08£0.76 0.463
male 9(2.2) 2.89+1.27

Age <24 120(29.2) 3.08+0.70 0.196
25~30 179(43.6) 3.01+0.83
30< 112(27.3) 3.18+0.74

Marital status Married 83(20.2) 3.20+0.69 0.086
Unmarried 328(79.8) 3.04+0.79

Education level College 225(54.7) 3.06+0,72 0.702
University < 186(45.3) 3.09+0.82

Monthly income <200 112(27.3) 3.07+0.73 0.369
200~249 153(37.2) 3.00+0.81
250~299 99(24.1) 3.15+0.72
300< 47(11.4) 3.17+0.82

Working hours 40> 300(73.0) 3.11+£0.75 0.134
40< 11(27.0) 2.98+0.81

Hospital scale Dental clinic 275(66.9) 3.07+0.80 0.865
Dental Hospital 70(17.0) 3.06+0.72

University or general hospitals 66(16.1) 3.12+0.69

Number of employees 5> 96(23.4) 3.13+0.77 0.066
5<~10> 92(22.4) 2.91+0.79
10<~15> 57(13.9) 3.00+0.89
15< 166(40.4) 3.16+0.70

Employment history 1> 80(19.5) 3.00+0.80 0.531
1<~3> 81(19.7) 3.00+0.82
3<~5> 61(14.8) 3.07+0.68
5<~10> 126(30.7) 3.16+0.76
10< 63(15.3) 3.11£0.76

Post position Head of department(team) 90(21.9) 3.13+0.78 0.420
Dental hygienist 321(78.1) 3.06+0.77

by t—test or one way ANOVA
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Table 2. Exposure to Hazardous Factors in the Working Environment according to General Characteristics

and Work Type

Exposure to hazardous risk factors(M+SD)

Variables Physical Biological Chemical Ergonomic Psychological
Factors Factors Factors Factors Factors

Gender

Female 291+0.87 3.57+£1.22 2.31£0.87 4.12+0.90 3.23+1.00

male 2361046 281£1.75 211+1.13 329+1.12 3.05+£1.29

p 0.058 0.070 0.490 0.007" 0.596
Age

<24 2.94+0.83" 3.66+1.11* 2.334+0.83 4.14+0.84 2.90+1.02°

25~30 2.32+0.85% 3.65+1.19° 2.32£0.85 4.10£0.93 3.26+0.97°

30< 2.25+0.95° 3.27+1.39° 225+0.95 4.05+£0.95 3.53+0.93"

P 0.040* 0.018" 0.740 0.753 0.000™"
Marital status

Unmarried 2.77£0.94 324+1.29 2.20+0.94 391£1.00 3.36£0.96

Married 2.94+0.85 3.63+1.21 2.334+0.85 4.15+0.91 3.19£1.01

P 0.121 0.010° 0.218 0.034 0.182
Education level

College 2.8940.90 3494125 2.2940.87 4.07+£0.93 3.15+1.01

University < 2.92+0.83 3.62+£1.22 2.33+0.87 4.14£0.89 3.32+£0.99

P 0.666 0.617 0.293 0.468 0.094
Monthly income

<200 2.92+0.83 351+1.14 2.35+0.81 4.04+0.86 291+1.03°

200~249 2.97+0.88 3.68+1.17 2.33+0.83 4.160.90 324+1.01°

250~299 2.86+0.90 3.49+1.40 2.234+0.96 4.09+1.01 3.42+0.97"

300< 2.75+£0.85 334+£1.28 2.29+0.96 4.06=0.87 3.54+0.81°

P 0.444 0.333 0.748 0.706 0.000™"
Workings hours

40> 2.92+0.82 3.56+£1.25 2.34+0.86 4.15+£0.88 320+1.02

40> 2.85+£0.95 3.52+1.20 2.22+0.90 3.97+0.88 3.30+£0.96

P 0.452 0.782 0.206 0.089 0.397
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Exposure to hazardous risk factors(M+SD)

Variables Physical Biological Chemical Ergonomic Psychological
Factors Factors Factors Factors Factors

Hospital scale

Dental clinic 2.92+0.93 3.42+1.26° 2.294+0.91 4.07+0.93 3.18+1.01

Dental hospital 2.841+0.65 3.85+1.05° 2.2540.69 411£0.82 3.294+0.95
University&Gerneral hospitals 2.91+0.81 3.80+1.22% 2.4340.88 420+0.93 3.34+1.02

P 0.816 0.007™ 0.430 0.583 0.449
Number of Employment

5> 2.64+0.92° 3.45+1.30 2.22+0.93 4.51+0.97 3.15+1.00

5<~10> 3.08+0.92° 3.38+1.29 239+0.93 4.18+0.93 3.29+1.00

10<~15> 3.10+0.83" 3.64+1.17 2.35+0.85 4.00+0.91 3.14£1.06

15< 2.89+0.78" 3.67+1.18 2.29+0.81 4.06+0.87 3.27+0.99

P 0.001°" 0.234 0.550 0.582 0.664
Employment history

1> 2.60+0.72° 336+1.19 2.094+0.76 3.83+0.91° 2.72+1.13¢

1<~3> 3.14+0.83° 3.75+1.01 2.45+0.80 4.24+0.80° 3.22+0.85

3<~5> 3.12+0.76° 371£1.16 2.42+0.79 422+091® 3.16+0.82°

5<~10> 2.94+0.89% 3.62+131 2.33+0.95 4.17+0.91% 3.40+1.04*

10< 2.69+0.99° 325+1.42 2.25+0.97 4.00+1.00" 3.61+0.86

P 0.000™" 0.060 0.078 0.023" 0.000""
Post position
Head of department(team) 2.67+0.97 3.12+1.36 2.10+0.99 4.024+0.99 3.494+0.97

Dental hygienist 2.97+0.83 3.67+1.17 2.36+0.83 4.12+0.89 3.15£1.00

P 0.005" 0.000"" 0.012° 0.352 0.005™

p<.05, p<.01 ‘p<0.001 by t—test or one way ANOVA
a,b,c Different letters denote there are significant difference between groups by tukey ANOVA

3.3. XYL oieIg aolat Futy AL Table 33} 2t} 4 2Q0(=—008), A7HE
HAZPATEN O] ALTA a}2] 4.0l(r=—.099), 4174 20lh=122)¢] =ZHE
Aot FANTLQAT FUA A AT ok &0) ATIAS Lrehitthp<0.05),

Table 3. Correlation between Exposure Level of Hazardous Risk Factors in the Work Environment and
Subjective Health Status

Variables Subjective Physical Biological Chemical Ergonomic Psychological
health status Factors Factors Factors Factors Factors
Subjective health status 1
Physical Factors —.098" 1
Biological Factors —.062 5237 1
Chemical Factors —.042 560" 501 1
Ergonomic Factorss *_099* ,390** ,568#" ,377:2"" 1
Psychological Factors -.122" 3707 4197 4387 4247 1

“p<.05, “p<.01 by pearson’s correlation analysis
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Table 4. Effect of Exposure to Hazardous Risk Factors related to Work Environment on Subjective Health

Status
B S.E. B t p
(Constant) 3.660 0.248 14,765 0,000
Physical Factors —0.084 0,044 —0.096 -1.930 0,054
Biological Factors —0.038 0.031 —0.061 —1.236 0.217
Chemical Factors -0.037 0,044 —0.042 —0.840 0.402
Ergonomic Factorss —0,083 0.042 —0.099 —1.999 0.046"
Psychological Factors -0.110 0.038 —0.145 —2.866 0.004™

R?=0.238, adj.R*=0.038, F=3.016, DW=1.847

“p<.05, “p<.01, “p<.001 by multiple regression analysis
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ABSTRACT

Relationship between hazardous risk factors and subjective health conditions
in the working environment of dental hygienists

Hyoung-Joo Kim - Jun-Yeong Kwon - Hee-Jung Lim"

Department of Dental Hygiene, College of Health Science, Eulji University

Background: This study was aimed at investigating the type of work of dental hygienists and identifying factors
affecting the subjective health status according to hazardous risk factors in the working environment.

Methods: From May 15 to 31, 2019, we surveyed 411 dental hygienists working at dental hospitals in the
metropolitan area. SPSS 25.0 was used to perform the frequency analysis, t-test, one-way analysis of variance,
Pearson’s correlation analysis, and multiple regression analysis.

Results: Regarding factors related to the degree of exposure to hazardous risk factors in the work environment
and subjective health status, the more exposed the ergonomic (p<0.05) and psychological (p< 0.001)factors, the
worse is the subjective health status.

Conclusion: The results of this study suggest that the working environment should be improved for dental

hygienists such that they can perform their duties in a safe environment.

Keywords: Dental hygienist;Hazardous risk factors;Subjective health status;Working environment



