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The Dental Hygienists’ Perception of the National Practical
Examination

Da-Kyung Ko and Sung-Suk Bae "

Department of Dental Hygiene, Hanseo University, Seosan 31962, Korea

The purpose of the present study was to examine dental hygienists’ perception of the current national practical examination, This research was
performed using 199 self-reported surveys answered by professors of dental hygiene studies and clinical dental hygienist, Frequency analysis,
chi-square tests, and analysis of variance were performed by using IBM SPSS Statistics ver, 20,0, The results revealed that many of the respondents
consider the current national practical examination to be neutral, They did not think that the current national practical examination questions are
useful for assessing occupation-centric integrated clinical practice ability and counseling techniques for patient intervention, The professors of
dental hygiene studies believed that among the research tasks required as mentioned in the national practical examination questions, dental
polishing and tooth brushing education are of paramount importance, whereas clinical dental hygienists believed that ultrasonic scaling is the most
important (p <0,05). Most of the professors of dental hygiene studies reported that they conducted skills education for dental polishing and tooth
brushing education, while most of the clinical dental hygienists reported that tasks actually performed in the clinic included impression taking, model
fabrication, ultrasonic scaling, and explaining treatment precautions (p<0,05), Therefore, these tasks can be effectively carried out with the
improvement of the national dental hygienist practical examination,
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Table 2. Recognition of the National Practical Exam by Duty Place

Duty place
Variable University or college (n=101) Dental clinic (n=98) xz p-value
Positive Neutral Negative Positive Neutral Negative
Necessity 85 (84.2) 8(7.9) 8(7.9) 70 (71.4) 19 (19.4) 909.2) 8.243 0.051
Appropriacy 36 (35.6) 39 (38.6) 26 (25.7) 28 (28.6) 52 (53.1) 18 (18.3) 5.347 0.118
Fairness 39 (38.6) 42 (41.6) 20 (19.8) 35(35.7) 55 (56.1) 8 (8.2) 7.107  0.029

Values are presented as n (%).
The data were analysed by chi-square test, p <0.05.

Table 3. Evaluation of the Current National Practical Exam ltems

Duty place
Variable University or college (n=101) Dental clinic (n=98) Xz p-value
Positive Neutral Negative Positive Neutral Negative
Instrumentation capability 92 (91.1) 9 (8.9) 0 87 (88.8) 10 (10.2) 1(1.0) 1.147 0.563
Clinical practical skill 30 (29.7) 37 (36.6) 34 (33.7) 15 (15.3) 28 (28.6) 55(56.1) 11.158 0.004
Problem-solving skill 18 (17.8) 26 (25.7) 57 (56.4) 909.2) 32 (32.7) 57 (58.2) 3.576  0.167
Comprehensive dental 18 (17.8) 28 (27.7) 55 (54.5) 11 (11.2) 32 (32.7) 55 (56.1) 1912 0.385
hygiene management

Counseling technique 14 (13.9) 14 (13.9) 73 (72.3) 5(@.1) 22 (22.4) 71 (72.4) 6.025 0.049

Values are presented as n (%).
The data were analysed by chi-square test, p <0.05.
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Table 4. The Importance of the National Practical Examination ltems by Duty Place

Duty place
Task University or college (n=101) Dental clinic (n=98) p-value
Positive Neutral Negative Positive Neutral Negative

Medical history 90 (89.1) 11 (10.9) 0 49 (50.0) 40 (40.8) 9(9.2) <0.001
Dental history 95 (94.1) 6 (5.9) 0 54 (55.1) 35 (35.7) 99.2) <0.001
Medical record 98 (97.0) 3(3.0) 0 59 (60.2) 29 (29.6) 10 (10.2) <0.001
Vital sign 93 (92.1) 8(7.9) 0 45 (45.9) 37 (37.8) 16 (16.3) <0.001
Right-angle technique 91 (90.1) 10 (9.9) 0 61 (62.2) 27 (27.6) 10 (10.2) <0.001
Bisecting-angle technique 93 (92.1) 8(7.9) 0 76 (77.6) 20 (20.4) 2 (2.0) 0.012
Radiograph developing 88 (87.1) 13 (12.9) 0 30 (30.6) 27 (27.6) 41 (41.8) <0.001
Radiograph film array 85 (84.2) 16 (15.8) 0 30 (30.6) 25 (25.5) 43 (43.9) <0.001
Impression 99 (98.0) 2 (2.0 0 77 (78.6) 19 (19.4) 2 (2.0) <0.001
Modeling 98 (97.0) 3 (3.0) 0 71 (72.5) 22 (22.4) 5(.1) <0.001
Fixed instrument grinding 94 (93.1) 7 (6.9) 0 31 (31.6) 40 (40.9) 27 (27.5) <0.001
Fixed scoch grinding 93 (92.1) 8(7.9) 0 30 (30.6) 43 (43.9) 25 (25.5) <0.001
Ultrasonic scaling 98 (97.0) 3(3.0 0 85 (86.7) 13 (13.3) 0 0.008
Periodontal instrumentation 99 (98.0) 2 (2.0 0 73 (74.5) 22 (22.4) 3@3.1) <0.001
Crown polishing 100 (99.0) 1(1.0) 0 66 (67.3) 28 (28.6) 44.1) <0.001
TBI 100 (99.0) 1 (1.0) 0 77 (78.6) 19 (19.4) 2(2.0) <0.001
Fluoride 98 (97.0) 3(3.0) 0 57 (58.2) 35 (35.7) 6 (6.1) <0.001
Sealant 99 (98.0) 2 (2.0 0 65 (66.3) 30 (30.6) 3(3.1) <0.001
Rubber dam 97 (96.0) 4 (4.0 0 56 (57.1) 32 (32.7) 10 (10.2) <0.001
Tofflemire 91 (90.1) 10 (9.9) 0 51 (52.0) 38 (38.8) 9(9.2) <0.001
Gingival retraction 83 (82.2) 18 (17.8) 0 61 (62.3) 30 (30.6) 7(7.1) 0.001
Temporary crown 95 (94.1) 6 (5.9) 0 72 (73.5) 22 (22.4) 44.1) <0.001
Temporary filling 91 (90.1) 10 (9.9) 0 50 (51.0) 32 (32.7) 16 (16.3) <0.001
Temporary cement 77 (76.2) 24 (23.8) 0 61 (62.2) 24 (24.5) 13 (13.3) 0.001
Treatment permit write 84 (83.2) 17 (16.8) 0 60 (61.2) 29 (29.6) 9(9.2) <0.001
Precaution explain 90 (89.1) 11 (10.9) 0 68 (69.4) 21 (21.4) 99.2) 0.001
Orthodontic wire operating 60 (59.4) 41 (40.6) 0 51 (52.0) 32 (32.7) 15 (15.3) <0.001
Sterilization 98 (97.0) 3(3.0) 0 71 (72.5) 16 (16.3) 11(11.2) <0.001

Values are presented as n (%).
The data were analysed by one way ANOVA test, p <0.05.
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Table 5. Professor of Dental Hygiene Practice Education and Clinical Dental Hygienist Job Performance

Duty place
Task University or college (n=101) Dental clinic (n=98) p-value
Yes No Yes No

Medical history 90 (89.1) 11 (10.9) 92 (93.9) 6 (6.1) <0.001
Dental history 95 (94.1) 6(5.9) 91 (92.9) 7(7.1) <0.001
Medical record 98 (97.0) 33.0) 96 (98.0) 2 (2.0 <0.001
Vital sign 93 (92.1) 8(7.9) 55 (56.1) 43 (43.9) <0.001
Right-angle technique 91 (90.1) 10 (9.9) 75 (76.5) 23 (23.5) <0.001
Bisecting-angle technique 93 (92.1) 8(7.9) 93 (94.9) 5(.1) <0.001
Radiograph developing 88 (87.1) 13 (12.9) 28 (28.6) 70 (71.4) <0.001
Radiograph film array 85 (84.2) 16 (15.8) 22 (22.4) 76 (77.6) <0.001
Impression 99 (98.0) 2(2.0) 97 (99.0) 1(1.0) <0.001
Modeling 98 (97.0) 33.0) 97 (99.0) 1(1.0) <0.001
Fixed instrument grinding 94 (93.1) 7 (6.9) 39 (39.8) 59 (60.2) <0.001
Fixed scoch grinding 93 (92.1) 8(7.9) 39 (39.8) 59 (60.2) <0.001
Ultrasonic scaling 98 (97.0) 33.0) 97 (99.0) 1(1.0) <0.001
Periodontal instrumentation 99 (98.0) 2 (2.0 75 (76.5) 23 (23.5) <0.001
Crown polishing 100 (99.0) 1(1.0) 94 (95.9) 44.1) <0.001
TBI 100 (99.0) 1(1.0) 93 (94.9) 5.1 <0.001
Fluoride 98 (97.0) 3.0 80 (81.6) 18 (18.4) <0.001
Sealant 99 (98.0) 2(2.0) 70 (71.4) 28 (28.6) <0.001
Rubber dam 97 (96.0) 4 (4.0 68 (69.4) 30 (30.6) <0.001
Tofflemire 91 (90.1) 10 (9.9) 73 (74.5) 25 (25.5) <0.001
Gingival retraction 83 (82.2) 18 (17.8) 79 (80.6) 19 (19.4) <0.001
Temporary crown 95 (94.1) 6(5.9) 92 (93.9) 6 (6.1) <0.001
Temporary filling 91 (90.1) 10 (9.9) 82 (83.7) 16 (16.3) <0.001
Temporary cement 77 (76.2) 24 (23.8) 96 (98.0) 2(2.0) <0.001
Treatment permit write 84 (83.2) 17 (16.8) 93 (94.9) 5.1 <0.001
Precaution explain 90 (89.1) 11 (10.9) 97 (99.0) 1(1.0) <0.001
Orthodontic wire operating 60 (59.4) 41 (40.6) 67 (68.4) 31 (31.6) <0.001
Sterilization 98 (97.0) 3.0 96 (98.0) 2 (2.0) <0.001

Values are presented as n (%).

The data were analysed by one-way ANOVA test, p <0.05.
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