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[Abstract]

Purpose: This study has been carried out to help to enhance the measures of interprofessional collaboration
between Dental personnel and dental technicians, and between dental technicians themselves through the analysis
of recognition of interprofessional collaboration between dental technicians.

Methods: The subjects in this study were 130 dental technicians who were self-written questionnaire. The results
were analyzed by SPSS 12.0. The collected data was analyzed by frequency and Correlation.

Results: As a result of examining the correlation analysis of each question to explore the factors that affect
interprofessional collaboration recognition of dental technicians, the group which received criticism from dental
personnel showed negative (-) correlation in the interprofessional collaboration recognition (p <0.05). The
following groups showed positive (+) correlations in the recognition of interprofessional collaboration : the group
who replied that they can utilize information on the patients associated with the prosthesis production (p <0.01);
the group who thinks that they are sharing common goals (P <0.01); and the group who replied that Dental
personnel are familiar with patients (p <0.01). The following groups also showed higher positive (+) correlations in
the recognition of interprofessional collaboration : the group who replied that they frequently discuss patient’s
information with Dental personnel (p <0.01); the group who thinks they have mutual confidence in one another (p
<0.01); the group who thinks that cooperation among their colleagues in dental technique laboratories are being
done well (p <0.01); and the group that has high job satisfaction (p <0.01).

Conclusion: Effective communication and team work between human resources for providing medical service of
the facility are essential for safe and high-quality medical service to patients. Further, such elements are directly
connected to efficiency of the entire team. The reliability between dental technician and Dental personnel for
cooperation should not be neglected therefore continuous interests in inter-cooperative partnership is required.
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Table 1. Perceptional on interprofessional collaboration according to general characteristics

varialele N (%) M SD p-value
Male 77 (59.2) 2.78 1.08
7
Gender Female 53 (408 283 103 89
<24 15 (11.5) 3.20 1.01
25~34 85  (654) 2.81 106 »
Agelyear) 35~44 24 (85 229 90
45 < 6 (4.6) 3.67 .81
. Married 40 (30.8) 2.85 1.07
Marital stat 2
artal siatus Unmarried 90 (692 278 105 723
. <College 112 (86.2) 2.73 1.04
Education level University< 8 s 32 10 O
{ 13 (10.0) 3.23 92
1~2 32 (24.6) 2.81 .96
3~4 26 (20.0) 2.58 1.30
Careertyear) 5~6 29 (23 27 s M
7~8 15 (11.5) 3.07 1.22
o< 15 (11.5) 2.67 1.11
Porcelain 81 (62.3) 278 1.09
i filling/crown 37 (28.5) 2.86 97
Responsibilties partial/full denture 9 (69 256 101 107
polishing 3 (2.3) 3.33 152
dental lab 82 (63.1) 273 1.05
type of workplace General Hospital dental lab 26 (20.0) 317 .98 303
clinic dental laboratory 22 (16.9) 3.05 1.09
* p€0.05
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Table 2. Perception on interprofessional collaboration according to type of workplace

o

A= 67.7%(@88%8)7F T 2HTH 1 Fel B Az

glof Aol QleoR Ry we Hurt 2 A nA

[¢]

: 9 tymes -
variable N(%) SO A M SD t/F  mp-value
Yes 50(385) lab 62 3.17 .88
. . hospital's 26 3.00 69
Job satisfact | 50(385 \ 1.080 343
ob satistaction usual S01385) s 22 336 90
No 3031  fotal 130 3.17 85
Yes 56(43.1) lab 82 3.32 1.12
receive hospital's 26 3.65 1.01
criticism from colleague usual 49(37.7) clinic’s 9 314 3 1.559 214
No 250192 fotal 130 3.35 1.06
_ Yes 55(43.3) lab 62 3.27 1.08
receive o
criticism from Dental usual  47(36.2) hos.p.lt,als 20 350 9 640 529
personnel clinics 22 3.18 1.00
No  28(215)  fotal 130 3.30 1.05
f | collab Yes 76(58.5) lab 62 2.77 1.1
interprofessional collaboration .
between dental technicians  usual  43(33.1) hols.p.nr,:zls gg 5'69 '83 759 470
and dental personnel clinics 05 1.0
No 33254)  total 130 2.80 1.05
Yes 48(37.0) lab 62 3.26 91
interprofessional collaboration hospital’'s 26 3.04 87
between colleague usual 57(43.8) clinic's - 397 76 656 521
No 250192  total 130 322 88
I f o Yes 36(27.6) lab 62 2.72 95
can utilize information on the P
patients assoprociated with ~ usual 47(36.2) hor‘gtgls gg gi 12(7) 3521  .032*
the prosthesis production clinics . .
No 47362  fotal 130 2.90 1.04
Yes 32(24.6) lab 62 2.55 1.03
, hospital's 26 285 83 «
sharing common goals usual  41(31.5) dinic's 2 393 119 4031 020
No 57(438)  total 130 272 1.04
Yes 35(19.3) lab 62 2.56 87
Dental personnel hospital’s 26 2.85 .88 o
are familiar with patients usual - 54(41.5) clinic's 29 397 107 5493 .005
No 51392  total 130 274 94
Yes 24(185) lab 62 2.38 .88
frequently discuss h ital 26 292 89
patient's information usual 48(36.9) Ols.p.l,a ° o 3'32 1-08 10.489 .000™*
with Dental personnel clinics ' :
No 58(44.6) total 130 2.65 98
Yes 88(67.7) lab 62 3.88 92
patient information is hospital's 26 3.79 72
important (received from usual  36(27.7) linic 2 4'00 '75 596 553
dental personnel) clinics : :
No  6(4.6) total 130 3.87 85
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tymes

variale N(%) e N M SD t/F  mp—value
Yes 24(185) lab 62 2.52 .98
N hospital's 26 2.73 .66 o
Job satisfaction usual 51(39.2) clinic's o 393 (02 4923 .009
No 55(423)  total 130 2.68 96
*0¢0.05, **p¢0.01
—lab: dental lab, hospital: general hospital’s lab, clinic: clinic’s lab
LA el FYulgk Apol & Hol= AVER ERFTHp<0.001)(p<0.01).
= w42 o} o] ot Aol chelel AAUEY
HH 23 7]34lo] 3.27(x1.0703, Aol 7154 3. 2FX| BHIO| [UE 2R &Y B0 e 214
0] 3.14(+1.20)8, A 17]547F 2.72(£.95)F 0| < AT 7)) 9 Ax A A3 AR e SEAE
™(p<0.05), "&-59] HxF- ol et Aol el x|t o] QIAS FAA, RAH SHORE FEH] flal A=
o 7]5Ao l 3.23(£1.19)8 0= 7 =9tHp0.05). Utk e 7HEUSF = Sty 2 YA = glet oF HEglet
A2t og7 Qlgo] hAbof| tisf A &ar Qlrkal Azt Loy 2 A2t Table 3).
2] of o] giaiAle 2ol 7] @ Ale] 3.27(+1.07)3 2 2 ol dis Al 2= qlEoR 2E 6
o7 A7) FA 2.56(+2.56)8 Y 7|34 80%)e] A7 SAE AzhE v A o] O‘EP %%
2.85(+.88) KT} tha =9kom(pd0.01), AE w=of 5kl A FEjof webss Ao 7]E4ol 3.0
o e A= %% %@}oﬂﬁ N/ Fa7t 247 (£ 6DHOE B 2EAET fofuaA B
2.38(+.88)A 1}, 2.52(+.98)H &2 G-ou|sHA WA U (p<0.05).
Table 3. perception on job—related experience according to type of workplace
erganizatienal culture N(%) tymes werkplace N M SD t/F mp-value
dental lab 82 3.17 64
i Y 119(91. ; ' '
experience , 6s  T19(915) general hospital's 26 3.00 49
the unrealistic expectations dlinic's 2 309 42 .881 417
from colleague . :
No  11(B5) total 130 312 58
dental lab 82 3.16 69
i Y 11 2 ; : :
experience , es 116892 general hospital's 26 327 66
the unrealistic expectations dlinic’s 2 3.09 61 444 643
from dental personnel : :
No  14(108) total 130 317 67
Yes 98(75.4) dental Iap ’ 82 2.74 .66
. general hospital's 26 2.88 65
the praise of colleagues S 2108 126
N 30(04.6) clinics 22 3.05 A48
© ' total 130 282 64
Yes 80(615) dental Iap , 82 2.49 72
the praise general hospital's 26 254 90 «
S 4135 .018
of dental personnel No  50(385) clinic’s 22 300 61
© ' total 130 258 76

*p¢0.05, **p(0.01
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Ojot o14) 715Alo] 7+ 7.81(+1.69), 7.27(+2.41)H 0.2 7} =&
DA e 2 rekl gred et B4 Rake Uehy Xzhold 7@l alr| g4 mr
BH ol ol BE AoolH BAKOR Gojulst  dRao] wrk Qxek 98-S o 4 UK Table 4).
Table 4. workload and job performance of dental technicians
variaele N M SD t/F p—value
dental lab 82 718 1.88
. general hospital's 26 7.81 1.69
hysical workload S 2.580 .080
Py clinics 22 6.59 1.91
total 130 7.21 1.87
dental lab 82 6.54 2.30
. general hospital's 26 7.27 247
emotional workload S 974 .381
clinics 22 6.59 244
total 130 6.69 2.36
dental lab 82 744 1.78
job performance general hospital’'s 26 8.04 1.50 1917 51
of dental technicians clinic's 22 7.05 2.12 ' '
total 130 749 1.81
*p¢0.05, **p¢0.01
5, IS DIEY OIAIO) WL O|X|= Q01 EA ok 2hAtol| gt R o]-8T 4= lrkal 't +H(p<0.01)
A3 YEEHel it Qo] GFS w3 BAES S TFE| BEES TS oty P 7
291G doluy] o3, ARHTY ANS BHAUFR L (p<.0D0] FRAL <143 )] FRTAS wr,
HAg o2 B s AEE vt 23} 9 A2 o)z Qlo] gkt tiaf & Uil Irkal Hdt &
2 Q1] Mo R 927k AU o] ARAL] & (p<0.0DT A o sl X} R Q12 o]
(0)2] A ETHp<0.05). T3 2d A2kt i okl gt H(p<0.0D), A2t o= 1 at A Al=gict
Table 5. Correlation analysis between individual items
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
2. criticism from dental personnel 583 1
3. can utilize information on the patients .011 -.155 1
4, sharing common goals -127 -149  503* 1
5. familiar with patients -116  -076 490" 622" 1
6. frequently discuss patient's o ok ok
information 135 028 497" 481 565 1
7. patient information is important .034 095  -092 .003 .063 137 1
8. have mutual trust with dental Jok sk ok Jok sk
personnel -132 -249 429 556 479 500 0.81 1
9. interprofessional collaboration _ ook - ok ok . ok
between colleague 099 -262 .368 308 357 329 .10 318 1
10. job satisfection =271 =280 209 312" 324  320** 263* 488"  322™ 1
11. interprofessional collaboration
between dental health care -047 —-182* A7 408 443" 310™ 039  B29™  520** 204

personnels

*p¢.05, **pd.01, **pd.001
1. criticism from colleague
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