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Stress of Noise on Dental Technician

Lee Ju Hee

Department of Dental Laboratory Technology, Daejeon Health Sciences college

[Abstract]

Purpose: Production of dental prosthesis by a dental technician causes a loud noise. Thus, we investigated stress of
dental technicians due to a noise using a structured questionnaire.

Methods: A survey was conducted on working dental technicians across the country from July 2013 to November
2013; among 200 sets of survey distributed, 166 were completed and returned, and excluding the 11 that deemed
unsuitable, 155 sets were used for statistics. The program SPSS 19.0 was used to analyze the correlation among the
collected data.

Results: The stress of noise was found to be 2.83/5 points (2.93/5 for physical stress, 2.72/5 for emotional stress).
Recognition of noise was found to be 2.71/5 points (3.39/5 for recognition of noise, 2.64/5 for accidents caused by
noise, 2.29/5 for experiencing disability due to noise). For general items, the highest stress were shown for the
following catogories: by gender, females (p=.008); by position, chief engineer (p=.033); by monthly pay, 2.51M-
3.0M KRW (p=.023); by interior comfort, ‘very unpleasant’ was the highest recognized (p=.014). For the effect of
time exposed to noise, its stress (p=.000) and recognition (p=.000) rose with increase of time.

Conclusion: Dental technicians performs tasks in work environments exposed to extreme noise. This research
attempts to re-emphasize the necessity for improving the work environment for noise and provide measures of
blocking noise and precaution.
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Table 1. General characteristics of study subjeotﬁ_15
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N %
Crown&Bridge 19 123
Dental porcelain 46 297
Partial denture 11 71
Duty Full denture 13 84
Orthodontics 3 1.9
Implant 4 26
CAD-CAM 8 52
Complex(3) 51 329
8 hours 24 155
Working 910 hours 70 452
hours 11-12 hours 39 252
12 over 22 142
4 people 69 445
5-8 people 41 265
No. of 9-15 people 30 194
employees
16—25 people 10 6.5
26 over 5 32
1.5 million won 16 103
1.51-2.0 million won 23 148
2.01-2.5 million won 32 20.6
Salary 2.51-3.0 million won 17 1.0
3.01-4.0 million won 29 187
4.01-5.0 million won 22 142
5.01 million won over 16 10.3
0—9years 65 419
10—19years 39 252
Job Career 54 s9years 33 213
30years over 18 1.6

N %
Male 121 781
Gender Female 34 219
20—-29years 21 135
30—39years 66 426
Age 40—-49years 35 226
50-59years 32 206
60—-69years 1 .6
Marriage Married 9% 619
Single 59 381
Type of dental  Dental laboratory 140 903
laboratory  Dental clinic laboratory 15 97
General engineer 55 355
Position Chief engineer 18 1.6
Manager 21 135
Director 61 394
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Table 2. Work environment of study subjects

N %
very fresh 19 123
fresh air  Fresh 52 335
level Usually 62 400
in room  ynpleasant 16 103
very unpleasant 6 39
1hour 21 135
2hour 22 142
noise time  3hour 40 258
4hour 29 187
Shour over 43 277
compressor 39 252
Ultrasonic Cleaner 16 10.3
noise Motor 27 174
mechine  Dust collector 64 413
Sand blaster 1 .6
Others 8 52
Crown&Bridge 21 135
Dental porcelain 31 20.0
Partial denture 54 348
noise part  Full denture 25 161
Implant 4 26
CAD-CAM 9 58
Others il 71
compressor 1 71
using major Ultrasonic Cleaner 4 26
mechine  Motor 47 303
long time  pust collector 88 568
Others 5 3.2
Periodic heath Do 77 497
examination  Don't 78 50.3
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Table 3. The physical stress of noise

N=155
ltems M SD
| hear ringing in ear due to noise. 239 .99
My_ hearing has deteriorated due to 297 106
noise.
| feel annoyed because of noise. 3.4 98
| have had stomach disorder during
. 296 131
the work. (gastritis, stomach ulcer)
The average physical stress 2.93 .816
My_ heart has become weaker due to 530 98
noise.
I feel anxious and angry because of 270 105
noise.
I hgve no peace of mind due to 277 107
noise.
I hgve become sensitive because of 312 106
noise.
The average emetienal stress 272 .88

The tetal average of the neise stress 2.83 .78
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Table 4. The recognition of noise

N=155
ltems M SD

| easily feel the noise around me. 365 .82
| have difficulty conversing with a 3014 90
person next to me.

The average perceived neise 339 .73
| make mistakes in the order and 05D 90
method of work.

| cause safety—related accidents. 2.75 .89
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ltems M sSD Table 6. Differences to Gender
The average accidents caused oy 264 78 Pesitien M SD F 3
neise ) ) General engineer 287 .87
| feel that | have hearing disability. 2.63 .93 Physical Chief engineer 344 86
. e 2.780 .043
| have received criticism or felt stress  Manager 283 .65
incor_wverjience due to_ reduced 558 % Director 286 75
\r/wveoarEng in everyday life apart from ' ' General engineer 244 83
' _ _ Emotional Chief engineer 312 .78 3534 016
Idir;aa\éeimrecelved freatment for hearing o7 4 stress  Manager o080 74 :
v oo Director 281 94
The average experiencing 229 68 General engineer 265 .81
disalility due te neise Total . .
- noise Chief engineer 328 76 2999 033
'rl;:es :tal average recegnition eof 271 54 stross Manager 082 60 .
Director 284 78
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Table 5. Differences to Gender

Table 7. Differences to job career

jel® career M SD F [
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Table 8. Differences to fresh level in room

fresh air level M SD F ]

very fresh 318 .80
) Fresh 321 69
Perr]c;(i—:;\éed Usually 350 68 2655 .035
unpleasant 368 70

very unpleasant 375 1.08
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fresh air level M SD F P

fresh air level M SD F P

very fresh 236 47 1hour 225 52
Total  Fresh 265 59 Total - onour 262 69
rffé)%gg; Usually 280 50 3234 014 reﬂ%(;gg\; 3hour 268 53 6.042 000
noise  Unpleasant 279 .53 noise 4hour 285 47
very unpleasant  3.02 .39 Bhour over 289 .40
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Table 8. Differences to fresh level in room

fresh air level M SD F P

1hour 222 .71

Perceived 2hour 272 72
noise 3hour 286 .81 8305 .000

4hour 314 52

5hour over 329 83

1hour 215 .80

_ 2hour 254 97
Emotional g 265 80 4361 .002

stress

4hour 295 74

5hour over 3.00 .90

1hour 219 70

Total 2hour 263 .76
noise 3hour 275 76 7.253 .000

stress 4hour 305 .53

5hour over 314 79

1hour 288 72

. 2hour 329 .86
Perceived g 341 73 4255 003

noise

4hour 346 46

5hour over 363 .7

Experienc 1hour 184 65

-ing Zhour 218 .65
disability ~ 3hour 220 66 5.035 .001

dueto  4nhour 24 72

noise Shour over 257 59
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