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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of this study was to identify the types of ethics, professional intuition,
and ethical competencies of students majoring in dental hygiene and to provide appropriate
dental hygiene education by confirming the relationship between them. Methods: A survey was
conducted from March 2 to March 30, 2021 using a questionnaire, and the data were analyzed
using chi-square test, one-way analysis of variance, and Pearson’s correlation analysis. Results:
Regarding the ethics type, absolutists accounted for 36.1%, relativists for 33.8%, subjective for
16.5%, and exceptionalists for 13.5% of the respondents. Dental hygiene professional intuition
scored 3.53 points, and ethical competence scored 3.52 points. The points for professional intuition
and ethical competence according to the type of ethics were 3.64 and 3.61 for the absolutist, 3.55
and 3.53 for the relativist, 3.47 and 3.53 for the exceptionalist, and 3.27 and 3.37 for the subjective,
respectively. The propensity of idealism showed a positive correlation with dental hygiene
professional intuition and ethical competence (p<0.001). The tendency of relativism correlated with
ethical competence, and ethical competence correlated with dental hygiene professional intuition
(p<0.05). Conclusions: The implication of this study is that students majoring in dental hygiene
must have clear and high dental hygiene professional intuition and ethical competence in order
to demonstrate their potential positively. Therefore, ethics education and proper decision-making
training must be included in the dental hygiene curriculum.
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AP oI 43R 30.1%, 38hd 29.3%, 151 22.6%, 2513 18.0% % A Y57 Y BFo=z
37.6%, 2ol 5H] 27.9%, 141l FoF 21.0%, A|Q12] 3 13.5% 0| ith. 41 W=ie= W53t
62.4%, T 25lo] 37606, AT 7HsAL =2 60.9%, BE 28.6%, g 10.5% 0]t
<Table 1>.

Table 1. Differences in subjective career success, subjective well-being according to general
characteristics
Characteristics Division N (%)
Grade 1st 60 ( 22.6)
2nd 48 ( 18.0)
3rd 78 (1 29.3)
4th 80 ( 30.1)
Motive According to grades 74 ( 27.9)
Good job 100 ( 37.6)
Acquaintance’s recommendation 36 ( 13.5)
Good awareness 56 ( 21.0)
Major satisfaction Dissatisfied 100 ( 37.6)
Satisfaction 166 ( 62.4)
Vocational development possibility Lowness 28 ( 10.5)
Usually 76 ( 28.6)
Height 162 ( 60.9)
Total 266 (100.0)
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Table 2. Ethics type according to the characteristics of participants Unit s N(%)
Variables Ethical competence o
N Absolutist  Situationalist  Subjectivist Exceptionalist
Grade 0.561
1st 60 24 (40.0) 12 (20.0) 12 (20.0) 12 (20.0)
2nd 48 12 (25.0) 20 (41.7) 8(16.7) 8(16.7)
3rd 78 28 (35.9) 34 (43.6) 8(10.3) 8(10.3)
4th 80 32 (40.0) 24.(30.0) 16 ( 0.0) 8 (10.0)
Motive 0.221
According to grades 74 32 (43.2) 26 (35.1) 8(10.8) 8(10.8)
Good job 100 24 (24.0) 40 (40.0) 24 (24.0) 12 ( 2.0)
Acquaintance's 36 12 (33.3) 12 (33.3) 8(22.2) 4( 1.1
recommendation
Good awareness 56 28 (50.0) 12 (21.4) 4(7.1 12( 1.4
Major satisfaction 0.093
Dissatisfied 100 24 (24.0) 36 (36.0) 20 (20.0) 20 (20.0)
satisfaction 166 72 (43.4) 54 (32.5) 24 (14.5) 16 ( 9.6)
Vocational development possibility 0.001
Lowness 28 0( 0.0 12 (42.9) 16 (57.1) 0( 0.0
Usually 76 24 (31.6) 16 (21.2) 16 (21.0) 20 (26.3)
Height 162 72 (44.4) 62 (38.3) 12( 7.4) 16 ( 9.9)
Total 266 96 (36.1) 90 (33.8) 44 (16.5) 36 (13.5)
"by chi-square distribution
Table 3. Dental hygiene professional intuition according to ethics type Unit - Mean=®SD

Dental hygiene professional intuition

Vemlalies N PSC PF sC DHP VI ot

Absolutist 9% 3621065 4.181+0.64° 3641050  3.30+£0.45  3.29+0.85  3.6410.49
Situationalist 90  3471+0.56% 398+0.60° 370043  3.18+0.37  3.18+0.69  3.551+0.41
Subjectivist 4 3024062 3524047 3471046  325+£0.50  3.09+£0.70 3274041
Exceptionalist 36 320+0.62° 3801057  340+0.34  3.05+055 4514370  3.47+0.67
P 0.042 0.027 0.289 0.583 0.262 0.210

Total 266  341+0.63 3954062 3601045 3224044 3314183  3.5340.49

"by one-way ANOVA, ***The same characters was not significant by Bonferroni’s multiple comparison at a=0.05.

PSC: professional self-concept, PF: professionalism, SC: social consciousness, DHP: dental hygiene practice, VI:
vocational independence
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Table 4. Ethical competence according to ethical type Unit : Mean£SD
. Ethical competence

Variables N KVP EDMp FFA Total
Absolutist 96 3.86+0.40° 3.4510.40 3.2710.68 3.611+0.29
Situationalist 90 3.714+0.37° 3.49+0.37 3.23+0.47 3.5340.31
Subjectivist 44 3.40+0.25 3.48+0.29 3.18%0.29 3.37%+0.15
Exceptionalist 36 3.76+0.39" 3.41+0.46 3.20£0.58 3.53+0.28

p* 0.050 0.929 0.983 0.229

Total 266 3.71+0.38 3.45+0.39 3.22+0.52 3.52+0.28

"by one-way ANOVA, “*The same characters was not significant by Bonferroni’s multiple comparison at a=0.05.
KVP: Knowledge of values and principles, EDM: Ethical decision making, EBA: Ethical behavior and activities
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Table 5. The relationship between ethical propensity, dental hygiene professional intuition, and ethical

competence
Ethical propensi Dental hygiene .
Variables Idealism _— Rgllativism professionaf,i%tuiﬁon Bigsricel (Cong)petence
(r,p) (t,p) ,p) HP

Ethical propensity

Idealism 1.000

Relativism 0.713, -0.046 1.000
Dental hygiene 0.477,0.001 0.174, 0.160 1.000
professional intuition
Ethical competence 0.996, 0.001 0.890, 0.017 0.771, 0.036 1.000

"by pearson’s correlation co-efficient
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