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ABSTRACT

Objectives: This study was to compare the self-evaluated outcomes of communication competency in
dental hygiene process of care in the students of a dental hygiene department with the teaching evaluation, and
to confirm the difference of communication competency by the evaluator. Methods: This study attempted to
confirm the value and usefulness of self-evaluation and teaching evaluation on the communication com-
petency. The subjects of this study were 43 junior students who took a course of dental medical commu-
nication at the dental hygiene department of a university located in ‘A’ city, and the self-evaluation and
teaching evaluation were conducted using the evaluation paper which was modified from the commu-
nication evaluation tool in the previous studies. The collected data were subjected to the correspondence
sample t-test to compare the difference between the communication competency self-evaluation before and
after the education, and after communication education, while an independent sample T-test was conducted
to compare the differences between the evaluators. Results: The student’s self-evaluations before and after the
education showed the statistically significant difference, moreover, the post-education competency scores
were improved mostly in all the items more than the pre-education competency scores. The score of self-
evaluation was higher than that of the teaching evaluation in all items except one question in the case of
history-information collection stage. Conclusions: It is confirmed that there is an effect to allow the
students to improve their communication competency in the dental health communication education in the
dental hygiene department. To evaluate the student’s communication competency, the mutual complement
of self-evaluation and teaching evaluation should be confirmed in parallel each other.
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HEake that Zth<Table 1>.

Table 1. Contents of evaluation

Steps Categories

I. Introductions-
relationship formation

II. Case history-
information collection

III. Examination-
implementation of
dental hygiene

IV. Closing

1) Checking the patient’s information
2) Greetings and Introduces self

3) Makes eye contact with a patient
1) Uses open questions

2) Uses follow-up questions

3) Summarises and reflects back patients’ statements to check understanding
4) Avoids technical language

5) Rephrases questions if necessary
6) Shows empathy

7) Makes eye contact with a patient
8) Turns towards patient

9) Listening closely

10) Shows interest and evidence of listening

1) Explains what inspection process

2) Ensures patient comfort

3) Explains what patient’s condition

4) Avoids technical language

5) Gives reassurance

6) Checks patient’s understanding

7) Invites questions from patient

8) Reaction what thoughts, emotions, and values of patients
1) Clearly signals ending of the consultation

2) Consideration what patient’s decision

3) Determine whether decisions will be followed
4) Check for additional questions

5) Explains what will happen next
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Table 2. General information on the subjects

Division N %
Total 42 100.0
Gender
Male 3 7.1
Female 39 92.9
Age
21 4 9.5
22 34 81.0
23 2 4.8
24 1 24
28 1 24
2. 2|21l RLAO|E 1] 21t =, A7FHY o] WhE 2|ldeta]afdoire] FLIAHo[A
HF 20|

Aol ARUA| A 18 AT, 27871l ke el vl o] AR A4 e

https://doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.2018.18.01.139



144 -« J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2018;18(1):139-51

Aolg RAFH ATH= TR} Lrh<Table 3>,

Table 3. The difference in communication skills according to education Unit: Mean+SD

Division Before education After education p*

Introductions-relationship formation

Checking the patient’s information 4.98+1.52 5.31£1.31 0.274
Greetings and Introduces self 4.60£1.30 4.90+1.44 0.002
Makes eye contact with a patient 5.14+1.33 5.62+1.28 0.015
Total 4.90+1.21 5.27+1.09 0.051
Case history-information collection
Uses open questions 4.43+£1.12 4.52+1.15 0.638
Uses follow-up questions 4.52+1.11 5.29+1.11 0.401
Summarises and reflects back patients’ 4.93£1.96 6.95+1.64 0.357
statements to check understanding
Avoids technical language 4.64+1.14 5.48+1.21 0.001
Rephrases questions if necessary 4.24+1.26 4.71x1.15 0.020
Shows empathy 5.31x1.37 5.31£1.33 1.000
Makes eye contact with a patient. 5.57+1.23 6.05£1.05 0.020
Turns towards patient 5.64+1.22 6.17+£0.79 0.011
Listening closely 5.81+1.23 6.10+1.16 0.096
Shows interest and evidence of listening 4.36+1.42 4.71£1.33 0.217
Total 4.94+0.97 5.30£0.76 0.023
Examination-implementationof dental hygiene
Explains what inspection process 4.45+1.10 5.76£1.07 <0.001
Ensures patient comfort 4.71£1.23 5.43+1.34 0.002
Explains what patient’s condition 4.45+1.13 5.14+1.22 0.002
Avoids technical language 4.50+1.15 5.45+1.38 0.002
Gives reassurance 4.74+1.27 5.02+1.38 0.257
Checks patient’s understanding 4.83£1.18 5.14£1.35 0.146
Invites questions from patient 4.36+1.05 4.52+1.45 0.505
Reaction what thoughts, emotions, and values 4.50+1.15 5.00+1.26 0.026
of patients
Total 4.56+0.94 5.18+0.91 <0.001
Closing
Clearly signals ending of the consultation 5.00+1.23 5.38+1.36 0.107
Consideration what patient’s decision 5.12+1.27 4.57+1.29 0.018
Determine whether decisions will be followed 5.02+1.19 4.98+1.17 0.809
Check for additional questions 4.90+1.39 5.00+1.28 0.697
Explains what will happen next 4.90+1.26 5.38+1.30 0.089
Total 4.99+1.07 5.06:0.96 0.679
*by paired t-test
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Table 4. The difference in communication skills according to evaluators Unit: Mean:SD (N=42)

Division Self evaluation Professor evaluation p*

Introductions-relationship formation

Checking the patient’s information 5.31£1.31 3.88+1.62 <0.001
Greetings and Introduces self 4.90+1.44 3.62+1.54 <0.001
Makes eye contact with a patient 5.62+1.28 5.36+1.05 0.311
Total 5.27+1.09 4.28+0.94 <0.001
Case history-intelligence collection
Uses open questions 4.52+1.15 3.55+1.83 0.005
Uses follow-up questions. 5.29+1.11 6.00£0.66 0.001
Summarises and reflects back patients’ 4.69£1.70 3.14+1.44 <0.001
statements to check understanding
Avoids technical language 5.48+1.21 5.38+1.49 0.750
Rephrases questions if necessary 4.71£1.15 4.24+1.69 0.136
Shows empathy 5.31+1.33 5.12+1.29 0.508
Makes eye contact with a patient 6.05+1.05 5.81+1.04 0.302
Turns towards patient 6.17+0.79 5.21+1.64 0.000
Listening closely 6.10£1.16 5.98+0.95 0.609
Shows interest and evidence of listening 4.71£1.33 4.83+1.49 0.701
Total 5.30+0.76 4.92+0.74 0.025
Examination-implementationof dental hygiene
Explains what inspection process 5.76£1.07 4.71£1.70 0.001
Ensures patient comfort 5.43+1.34 3.19+1.61 <0.001
Explains what patient’s condition 5.14+1.22 3.76+1.80 <0.001
Avoids technical language 5.45+1.38 5.31£1.56 0.659
Gives reassurance 5.02+1.38 4.19+1.23 0.005
Checks patient’s understanding 5.14£1.35 3.55+1.96 <0.001
Invites questions from patient 4.52+1.45 2.74+1.25 <0.001
Reaction what thoughts, emotions, and values of 5.00+1.26 4.79+1.15 0.421
patients
Total 5.18+0.91 4.02+0.80 <0.001
Closing
Clearly signals ending of the consultation 5.38+1.36 5.31x1.53 0.822
Consideration what patient’s decision 4.57+1.29 4.12+1.51 0.145
Determine whether decisions will be followed 4.98+1.17 4.24+1.70 0.024
Check for additional questions 5.00+1.28 431+1.94 0.058
Explains what will happen next 5.38+1.30 4.19+£2.02 0.002
Total 5.06+0.96 4.43+1.39 0.019

*by independent t-test
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