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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of this study is to investigate the influencing factors on oral health related self-efficacy and social support in
high school students.

Methods: The subjects were 750 high school students in Jeonbuk by convenience sampling.. A self-reported questionnaire was
completed from April 3 to June 4, 2013. Except incomplete answers, 589 data were analyzed using SPSS 18.0 program for t-test,
ANOVA, post hoc Scheffe test, and multiple regression analysis. The questionnaire consisted 6 questions of general characteristics
of the subjects, 8 questions of oral health related self-efficacy, and 8 questions of oral health related social support. The instrument
for self-efficacy was developed by Sherer and Maddux and measured by Likert 4 scale. Interpersonal Support Evaluation List(ISEL)
was developed by Cohen and Hoberman and revised by Suh as oral health related social support in high school students, and
measured by Liker 4 scale. Cronbach’s alpha in self-efficacy was 0.768 and that in social support was 0.772.

Results: The good oral health behavior in the high school students was closely related ro self-efficacy and social support. Higher
self-efficacy and social support could make the students practice good oral behavior.

Conclusions: Higher self-efficacy and social support can influence on the good oral health behavior in high school students. So it is
very important to provide the continuous oral health education that can enhance self-efficacy and health promotion.
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Table 1, The General characteristics of the subjects
Classification N(%)
Male student 287(48.7)
Gender Female student 302(51.3)
First-year student 77(13.1)
Year Second-year student 384(65.2)
Third-year student 128(21.7)
High school 242(41.1)
Education level of father University 254(43.1)
Graduateor higher 93(15.8)
High school 306(52.0)
Education level of mother University 226(38.3)
Graduateor higher 57( 9.7)
Less than 30,000 won 170(28.9)
One month allowance Less than 30,000-50,000 won 274(46.5)
Less than 50,000-100,000 won 117(19.8)
More than 100,000 won 67(11.4)
Good 64(10.9)
Above average 193(32.8)
Sexual Under average 265(45.0)
Bad 67(11.3)
Total 589(100.0)

Table 2, Self—efficacy according to the general characteristics of the study subjects

Classification Mean+SD t or F(p-value")
Gender Male student 2.85+0.44 -0.682

Female student 2.87+0.44 (0.496)

First-year student 2.85+0.45 0.183
Year Second-year student 2.86+0.43 (0.833)

Third-year student 2.87+0.44

High school 2.83+0.40% 4.541
Education level of father University 2.86+0.43% (0.011)

Graduateor higher 2.95+0.53%

High school 2.85+0.40 2.520
Education level of mother University 2.86+0.39 (0.081)

Graduateor higher 2.95+0.67

Less than 30,000 won 2.84+0.39 0.906
One month allowance Less than 30,000-50,000 won 2.89+0.47 (0.438)

Less than 50,000-100,000 won 2.85+0.43

More than 100,000 won 2.83+0.45

Good 2.88+0.48" 2.899
Sexual Above average 2.92+0.43* (0.034)

Under average 2.83£0.42°

Bad 2.8240.47°

"by t-test or one-way ANOVA

*“The same characters are not significant by Scheffe multiple comparison
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Table 3, Social support in accordance with the general characteristics

Classification Mean+SD t or F(p-value’)

Gender Male student 2.63+0.49 597
Female student 2.61+0.49 (0.550)

Year First-year student 2.60+0.49 187
Second-year student 2.61+0.50 (0.829)
Third-year student 2.63+0.49

Education level of father High school 2.574+0.49° 10.616
University 2.60+0.50" (<0.001)
Graduateor higher 2.78+0.47°

Education level of mother High school 2.57+0.48" 8.984
University 2.624+0.49° (<0.001)
Graduateor higher 2.80+0.54°

One month allowance Less than 30,000 won 2.544+0.56° 3.516
Less than 30,000-50,000 won 2.62+0.49 (0.015)
Less than 50,000-100,000 won 2.66+0.37"
More than 100,000 won 2.71£0.55°

Sexual Good 2.70+0.54" 7.630
Above average 2.68+0.47" (<0.001)
Under average 2.59+0.46
Bad 2.45+0.57°

“by t-test or one-way ANOVA
*The same characters are not significant by Scheffe multiple comparison at p>0.05

Table 4, The affecting factors in the self efficacy

Classification B SE 5] t p-value”
Constant 1.405 0.122 11.543 <0.001
School dental health education 0.042 0.029 0.045 1.476 0.140
Oral examination -0.038 0.029 -0.043 -1.319 0.187
Oral care products 0.042 0.028 0.048 1.517 0.130
Preventive treatment 0.028 0.029 0.030 0.968 0.333
Subjective oral health status 0.067 0.027 0.081 2.466 0.014
Past oral health-related behaviors 0.267 0.032 0.288 8.428 <0.001

R?=0204  F=28269 (p<0.001) Drubin-Watson=1.853
"by multiple linear regression analysis




Table 5, The affecting factors in the social support
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Classification B SE 15 t p-value”

Constant 1.524 0.133 11.465 <0.001

School dental health education 0.074 0.034 0.070 2.205 0.028

Oral examination 0.055 0.034 0.056 1.633 0.103

Oral care products 0.001 0.033 0.001 0.032 0.975

Preventive treatment 0.042 0.034 0.041 1.241 0.215

Subjective oral health status 0.142 0.031 0.152 4.615 <0.001

Past oral health-related behaviors 0.276 0.036 0.264 7.723 <0.001

R’=0.130  F=18.941 (p<0.001) Drubin-Watson=1.907

“by multiple linear regression analysis
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