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ABSTRACT

Objectives : 'To figure out the status of infection control (IC) in dental healthcare
field and to propose the way for improvements through assessment about cognition
of the clients,

Methods : Study subjects were 151 patients who visited H dental health
organization (DHO) of the four DHO in Busan city. The questionnaire survey
performed from November 10 to December 7, 2010,

Results : 1. 43.0% of consumers were interested in perception and experience
in the infection control, and 38,4% were related behavioral changes in the infection
control, 2, In the clients survey, the major considerations about the performance
for IC were hand washing(73,5%). 3. There was significantly higher in middle—aged
to think for ages infection prevention behaviors recognized as important to wear
safety glasses, 4. In the confidence for dental care organization according to
gender and age, appearance and outfits of staffs was the highest major
consideration items,

Conclusions : Infection control closely related to the clients' satisfaction and
credits, therefor changing of interest, cognition and attitude for the client's
IC have to be emphasized,
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Table 1. Subject characteristics (N=151)

characteristics division N (%)

gender male 69 (45.7)
female 82 (54.39)

age (years) <30 44 (29.1)
31-49 71 (47.0)
>50 36 (23.9)

education level under high—school graduate 63 (41.7)

over college graduate 88 (58.3)
visiting type first visiting 37 (24.5)

re—visiting 114 (75.5)
visiting purpose oral surgical care + 61 (40.4)

prosthetic care

conservation treatment + 70 (46.4)

periodontal care

counsel 20 (13.9)
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Table 2, Comparison of recognition and experience for infection control by gender (N=151)

gender [N (%)]

characteristics division N (%) male female p
(n=69) (n=82)

recent interest yes 65 (43.0) 25 (36.2) 40 (48.8) 0.166
no, unknown 86 (57.0) 44 (63.8) 42 (51.2)

behavioral change yes 58 (38.4) 23 (33.9) 35 (42.7) 0.313
no, unknown 93 (61.6) 46 (66.7) 47 (57.9)

closely and observed(yes) 25 (16.6) 9 (13.0) 16 (19.5) 0.398

inquire dental staffs(yes) 3(2.0 2 (29 1(12 0.880

considerations for choosing(yes) 22 (14.6) 9 (13.0) 13 (15.9) 0.798

cleanliness check(yes) 22 (14.6) 9 (13.0) 13 (15.9) 0.798

reuse check(yes) 17 (11.3) 5(7) 12 (14.6) 0.241

unpleasant experience yes 12 (79 6 (8.7 6 (7.9 0,992
no, unknown 139 (92.1) 63 (91.3) 76 (92.7)

by chi—square test
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Table 3. Comparison of recognition and experience for infection control by age (N=151)
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age [N(%)]

characteristics division N(%) <30 31~49 >50 p
(n=44) (n=71) (n=36)
recent interest yes 65(43.0) 5(11.4) 37(52.1) 236390  <0.001
no, unknown 86(57.0) 39(88.6) 34(47.9) 13(36.1)
behavioral change yes 58(38.4) 6(13.6) 32(45.1) 20(55.5) <0. 001"
no, unknown 93(61.6) 38(86.4) 39(54.9) 16(44.5)
closely and observed(yes) 95(16.6) 92(4.5) 18(95.4) 513.9) 0015
specialized doctor treatment (yes) 3(2.0) - 3(4.2) - 0.173
considerations for choosing(yes) 22(14.6) 204.5) 14(19.7) 6(16.7) 0.075
cleanliness check(yes) 22(14.6) 2(4.5) 13(18.3) 7(19.4) 0.080
reuse check(yes) 17(11.9) 12.7) 9(12.6) 7(19.4) 0.047"
unpleasant experience yes 12(7.9) 3(6.9 709.9) 2(5.6) 0.700
no, unknown 139(92.1) 41(93.2) 64(90.1) 34(94.4)
by chi—square test
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Table 4, Comparison of recognition and experience for infection control by visiting type (N=151)
visit [N(%)]
characteristics division N(%) first visit re—visit p
(n=37) (n=114)
recent interest yes 65(43.0) 15(40.5) 50(43.9) 0.870
no, unknown 86(57.0) 22(59.5) 64(56.1)
behavioral change yes 58(38.4) 13(35.1) 45(39.5) 0.782
no, unknown 93(61.6) 24(64.9) 69(60.5)
closely and observed(yes) 25(16.6) 9(24.3) 16(14.0) 0,227
specialized doctor treatment(yes) 32.0) 12.7) 2(1.8) 0.750
considerations 22(14.6) 5(13.5) 17(14.9) 0.953
for choosing(yes)
cleanliness check(yes) 22(14.6) 4(10.8) 18(15.8) 0.633
reuse check(yes) 17(11.3) 2(5.4) 15(13.2) 0.319
unpleasant experience yes 12(7.9) 513.5) 76.1) 0.275
no, unknown 139(92.1) 32(86.5) 107(93.9)
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Table 5. Comparison of recognition of behaviors for infection prevention by gender (N=151)

gender [N(%)]

characteristics division N(%) male female p

(n=69) (n=82)

wearing gloves significantly correlated 5.3 4(5.8) 11.2) 0.214
important 66(43.7) 27(39.1) 39(47.6)
very important 80(53.0) 38(55.1) 42(51.2)

wearing mask significantly correlated 4(2.6) 3(4.4) 11.2) 0.307
important 67(44.4) 33(47.8) 34(41.5)
very important 80(53.0) 33(47.9) 47(57.3)

protective eyewear significantly correlated 35(23.2) 16(24.2) 19(24.3) 0.164
important 77(51.0) 40(58.0) 37(45.1)
very important 39(25.9) 13(18.9) 26(31.6)

wearing gowns significantly correlated 11(7.3) 7(10.1) 4(4.9) 0.331
important 85(56.3) 40(58.0) 45(54.9)
very important 55(36.4) 22(31.9) 33(40.2)

hair, nails significantly correlated 4(2.6) 3(4.4) 11.2) 0.091
cleanliness important 62(41.1) 27(39.1) 35(42.7)
very important 85(56.3) 39(56.5) 46(56.1)

hand washing significantly correlated - - - 0.935
important 40(26.5) 18(26.1) 22(26.8)
very important 111(73.5) 51(73.9) 60(73.2)

main protect subjects  medical staff 1(0.7) - 11.2) 0.628
patient 12(7.9) 6(8.7) 6(7.3)
both 138(91.4) 63(91.3) 75(91.5)

responsibility dental director 13(8.6) 6(8.7) 7(8.5) 0.520
head hygienist 8(5.2) 4(5.9) 4(4.9)
responsible staff 6(4.0) 4(5.9) 2(2.4)
all staff 124(82.2) 55(79.6) 69(84.2)

* by chi—square test
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Table 6. Comparison of recognition of behaviors for infection prevention by age (N=151)

age [N(%)]

characteristics division N(%) <30 31-49 =50 p
(n=44) (n=71) (n=36)
wearing gloves  significantly correlated 5(3.9) 3(6.9 11.4) 12.9) 0.476
important 66(43.7) 21(47.7) 31(43.7) 14(38.9)
very important 80(53,0) 20(45.5) 39(54.9) 21(58.3)
wearing mask significantly correlated 4(2.6) 2(4.6) 11.4) 12.8) 0.552
important 67(44.4) 23(52.9) 29(40.,9) 15(41.7)
very important 80(53.0) 19(43.1) 41(57.7) 20(55.6)
protective significantly correlated 35(23.2) 15(34.1) 8(11.3) 12(33.3) 0015
eyewear
important 77(51.0) 22(50.0) 41(57.9) 14(38.9)
very important 39(25.9) 7(15.9) 22(30,9) 10(27.9)
wearing gowns  significantly correlated 11(7.9) 409.1) 3(4.2) 4111 0.370
important 85(56.3) 26(59.1) 37(52.1) 22(61.1)
very important 55(36.4) 14(31.8) 31(43.7) 10(27.9)
hair, nails significantly correlated 4(2.6) 3(6.8) - 1(2.8) 0.273
cleanliness important 62(41.1) 17(38.6) 29(40.9) 16(44.4)
very important 85(56.3) 24(54.6) 42(59.1) 19(52.9)
hand washing significantly correlated - - - - 0.787
important 40(26.5) 13(29.5) 17(23.9) 1027.9)
very important 111(73.5) 31(70.5) 54(76.1) 26(72.2)
main protect medical staff 1(0.7) 12.3) - - 0.535
subjects
patient 12(7.9) 3(6.9) 709.9) 2(5.6)
both 138(91.4) 40(90.9) 64(90.1) 34(94.4)
responsibility dental director 13(8.6) 2(4.6) 709.9) 4(11.1) 0.119
head hygienist 4(2.6) - 1(1.4) 38.9
hygienist 4(2.6) - 22.9) 2(5.6)
responsible staff 6(4.0) 3(6.9) 1(1.4) 2(5.6)
all staff 124(82.2) 39(88.6) 60(84.5) 25(69.4)

by chi—square test
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Table 7. Comparison of behaviors for infection prevention by visiting type (N=151)

visit [N(%)]

characteristics division N(%) first visit revisit p
(n=37) (n=114)
wearing gloves significantly correlated 53.3) - 5(4.4) 0.430
important 66(43.7) 17(46.0) 49(43.0)
very important 80(53.0) 20(54.0) 60(52.6)
wearing mask significantly correlated 4(2.6) - 4(3.5) 0.486
important 67(44.4) 16(43.2) 51(44.7)
very important 80(53.0) 21(56.8) 59(51.8)
protective eyewear  significantly correlated 35(23.2) 4(10.8) 31(27.2) 0.122
important 77(51.0) 22(59.5) 55(48.2)
very important 39(25.8) 11(29.7) 28(24.6)
wearing gowns significantly correlated 11(7.3) 2(5.4) 9(7.9) 0.204
important 85(56.3) 17(46.0) 63(57.6)
very important 55(36.4) 18(48.6) 37(32.5)
hair, nails significantly correlated 4(2.6) - 4(3.5) 0.104
cleanliness important 62(41.1) 11(29.7) 51(44.7)
very important 85(56.9) 26(70.9) 59(51.8)
hand washing significantly correlated - - - 0.324
important 40(26.5) 7(18.9) 33(28.9)
very important 111(73.5) 30(81.1) 81(71.1)
main protect subjects medical staff 1(0.7) - 1(0.9) 0.678
patient 12(7.9) 2(5.4) 10(8.8)
both 138(91.4) 35(94.6) 103(90.3)
responsibility dental director 13(8.6) 38.1) 10(8.9) 0.804
head hygienist 4(2.6) 12.7) 3(2.6)
hygienist 4(2.6) - 4(3.5)
responsible staff 4(4.0) 12.7) 5(4.4)
all staff 124(82.2) 32(86.5) 92(80.7)
* by chi—square test
o/Jo], Ao &= corff o)dollA], AY2 5 o] U sk o8 AH|A JAde] dx G
TS 7] AL fAle] TSk Z1 02 YERTE o] dto ofc},
A& ] TRk 7497t o Adat A dARiZollA] o Wk S 149 QoA EtRE =7 A= 7.9%%
O HE(p(0.001), 4 =49 FES o4 Ao A= Z19) mpAAL ALE |k & A7) o] AA
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Table 8. Comparison of confidence for dental health care center by gender (N=151)

gender [N(%)]

characteristics division N(%) male female p
(n=69) (n=82)
appearance, outfits specific no influence 5(3.3) 2(2.9) 3(3.7) 0.967
influence 98(64.9) 45(65.2) 53(64.6)
very influence 48(31.8) 22(31.9) 26(3L.7)
nametags specific no influence 26(17.2) 16(23.2) 10(12.2) 0.201
influence 93(61.6) 39(56.5) 54(65.9)
very influence 32(21.2) 14(20.3) 18(21.9)
gown hygiene white long gown 20(13.2) 11(15.9) 9(11.0) 0.094
upper and lower uniform 100(66.2) 39(56.5) 61(74.4)
upper only uniform 5.3 4(5.9) 11.2)
casual - - -
clean only 26(17.3) 15(21.7) 11(13.4)
hairstyle (men) surgical cap 29(19.2) 12(17.4) 17(20.7) 0.070
neat cut 81(53.6) 32(46.4) 49(59.8)
no relation 41(27.2) 25(36.2) 16(19.5)
hairstyle (women) surgical cap 13(8.6) 7(10.1) 6(7.2) .001"
neat cut 16(10.6) 12(17.4) 4(4.9)
tied mesh pin 83(57.0) 27(39.2) 59(72.0)
no relation 36(23.8) 23(33.9) 13(15.9)
overall cleanliness agree 99(65.6) 44(63.8) 55(67.1) 0.800
very reliable 52(34.4) 25(36.2) 27(32.9)

: by chi—square test
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Table 9. Comparison of confidence for dental health care center by age (N=151)

age [N(%)]

characteristics division N(%) <30 3149 = o
(n=44) (n=71) (n=36)

appearance, outfits specific no influence 5(3.9) _ 22.9) 38.3) 0.030
influence 98(64.9) 6ELe  AGTE 2689
very influence 48(31.9) 8(18.9) 98(39.4) 12334

name tags specific no influence 26(17.9) 12(27.9) 6(8.5) 8(22.9) 0 o
influence 9B6LO 2660 4620 20658
very influence 32(21.9) 36.9) 91(29.5) 822.9)

gown hygiene white long gown 20(13.2) 6(13.6) 3(4.9) 11(30,6) ot
upper and lower uniform 100(66.2) 98(63.7) 55(77.5) 17047 2)
upper only uniform 5(3.3) _ 92.9) 58.3)
casual _ _ _ B
clean only 26(17.6) 0@27 1055 5(13.9)

hair style (men) surgical cap 29(19.2) 7(15,9) 15(21.1) 719.4)  0.419
neat cut 81(53.6) 22(50.0) 42(59.2) 17(47.9)
no relation 41(27.9) 15(34.1) 143197) 19(33.4)

hair style (women) surgical cap 13(8.6) 49.1) 709.9) 256  0.20
neat cut 16(10.6) 36.8) 8(11.2) 5(13.9)
tied mesh. pin 8(G7.0 22600 46648  18(0.0)
no relation 36(23.8) 15(34.1) 1004.1 130.5)

overall cleanliness agree 99(65.6) 33(75.0) 16(64.9) 20(55.6) 0157
very reliable 59(34.4) 11(25.0) 95(35.9) 16(44.4)

by chi—square test
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