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ABSTRACT

Objectives: To investigate how dental hygienists who have never used a digital oral scanner
perceive the impression acquisition and evidence needed for prosthesis planning by using a
digital oral scanner. Methods: From July 1, 2017 to December 31, 2017, subjects from Daegu,
Gyeongsangbuk-do, Korea, were selected. The purpose of the study was described to dental
hygienists who had never used a digital intraoral scanner. Questionnaires were distributed
to the students selected. Of the 137 questionnaires distributed, 93 were used in the analysis
after excluding 44 completed questionnaires that had errors or missing answers. Results:
Of the respondents, 33.7% (36/93) were aged >30 years, 68.8% graduated from a 3-year
vocational college course, 33.5% were aged =33 years, and 61.3%. At present, our center
has the largest number of clinics (92.5%). The difficulty of impression taking using the digital
oral scanner significantly differed (p<0.05) according to age and current occupation (p<0.05).
Impression taking using a digital oral scanner significantly affected the present workflow
of dental hygienists and their interest in sharing information about future use of digital oral
scanner (p<0.01). Conclusions: If more routes are available to access digital intraoral scanners
and more systems are developed for clinical use, the digital intraoral scanner could become
digitized in the dental system; thereby, the existing impressions could be replaced with digitized
impressions. With digital intraoral scanners, the expansion of the business of dental hygiene can
be expected.
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o) 57|82 2| 2tel e 61.3% = 7 Wkl 2|2 32.3%, thelE Y 5.4%, 71EF 1.0%<=0] 3 om, &)
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EAAT A HAE QUGS Al o] Eollxt= AR IRFe] AT 254 o4 304 mRto] 3194 02
7P = vehd tAE Qg5 0]59} o]z} 20| Y= A 02 ZAE|THpP<0.05). ZEsH e
A tist £ 3.08%. T2 5 o 104 m|Rk 3,014 0 & =7 Uehgt ot fofgh afol= %i%i
o, TR 57|t X|PE e 3058 02 A Uehgton, @ RR A= Z]efollA] 3008 02 =7
LFERLEA] -2t ko] & B TH(p<0.05)<Table 2>.

3. 2 E40f| mE SXUTA CIXE Z2AHL0|E A HrH=2

Rul

ARG TR QUIAE A B IOl = ZARVIALS] A7 25A] m]Rto] 3077, 2153122 tist
A AEH 4004, 322 5 mIRE 3174, TRl 572 71EH 4,007, FA) E Al wlAE 3,50
o= ¥ L%E}”OL} DRrz| St At CiAE VIS EH =Rk ot Aot igict
<Table 3>.

4. LU S0 E CX[E FZ2AIL0IE ALMS Al 24=doj| Chist
ol4]

TAE AT E QRS Al 940l thet Q1AL ZAfrigte] @1e 254 o] oA 304] o
gl 3754, 21Eetele 4] Tl 3687, TRARS 54 Hlek 3714, 2Roles |2 7|et

(=53]

Table 1. The general characteristics of the subject

Characteristics Division N7 %

Age <25 30 32.3
<30 27 29.0
30=< 36 38.7
Mean=+SD 28.31£5.48

Education College graduation 64 68.8
University 25 269
Attending graduate school 1 1.10
Graduate school graduation 3 3.20
Mean=+SD 1.39+0.68

Clinical career <5 32 344
<10 28 30.1
10< 33 35.5
Mean=+SD 8.03£5.67

Duty organ Dental clinic 57 61.3
Dental hospital 30 323
General hospital S 540
Others 1 1.00
Mean=+SD 1.46+0.65

Duty part Reception desk 6 6.50
Dental treatment room 86 92.5
Others 1 1.00
Mean=+SD 1.95+0.27

Total 93 100.0

" Excluding non-respondents
" Multiple responses
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4,007, A T A HlAT 41490 2 71 Uehstou} 2ube SA3} TixY PATUol 8 ey
TS A 9420 chet Q1A g0l Ato]7} gi{Ti<Table 4>

Table 2. Difficulty of making a digital impression from a point of view of a operator

Difficulty of making a digital impression

Characteristics  Division

N Mean=+SD t/F p*
Age <25 30 2.90+0.96" 4.107 0.020
<30 27 3.19£1.00°
30=< 36 2.49£0.97°
Education College graduation 64 2.73£0.95 0.928 0.431
University graduation 25 3.08+1.13
Associate's degree 1 2.00£0.00
Graduate school graduation 3 2.83+1.26
Clinical career <5 32 2.94+1.05 2.021 0.138
<10 28 3.01£0.93
10=< 33 2.55+1.00
Duty organ Dental clinic 57 2.75£0.95 1.117 0.347
Dental hospital 30 3.05£1.12
General hospital 5 2.40+0.89
Others 1 2.00+1.01
Duty part Reception desk 6 1.83t1.12° 3.251 0.043
Dental treatment room 86 2.8940.97%
Others 1 3.00-£0.00”
" by one-way ANOVA

*The same letter indicated no significant difference according to Duncan test at a=0.05

Table 3. The inconvenience of making a digital impression from a point of view of a patient

The inconvenience of making a digital impression

Characteristics  Division

N Mean=+SD t/F p*
Age <25 30 3.07t+1.16 1.073 0.346
<30 27 2.65t1.15
30=< 36 2.761+1.09
Education College graduation 64 2.73+1.11 0.815 0.489
University graduation 25 3.041+1.22
Associate's degree 1 4.00%0.00
Graduate school graduation 3 2.67£0.57
Clinical career <5 32 3.174+1.08 2.606 0.079
<10 28 2.5411.03
10= 33 2.74+1.18
Duty organ Dental clinic 57 2.82+1.22 1.147 0.335
Dental hospital 30 2.9310.99
General hospital 5 2.10+0.65
Others 1 4.00£0.00
Duty part Reception desk 6 3.50£1.76 1.1598 0.318
Dental treatment room 86 2.78+1.08
Others 1 3.00£0.00

" by one-way ANOVA
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5. 2ehd E40f| 2 CXIE 2 ZAL0|18 LIS = 7|zt

HA" A0 VRS £ 7[diadtelA = Eee]|e] Hald, Feldiet dA|ulo|EQ
AR RS QVSANS, X 52 0] Thedl, 2kt R, SR N A, X E, AR2AR U <
2 7hs, <9 4 Aol theh 2 02 ZATVgRRe] )1 2541 o) 3041 m|to] 3.584, 2|55t
2 43A st S 3447, TR HL 59 0|9k 3.397, TRel 27| 2| kel 3468 02 A U
Eptout ot xto 7} gloltt. T Fii A= HlAA 4.33- 02 7 = YERsom, ghxje] o+
T SRR dHUTE Bohe vlaTolA gAY A7 H0l 8 VSRS & 7|t &k o5t
7 ZAEIIEHp<0.0L)<Table 5>.

6. YU S0 U}2 = CIX[HAZATHL] ZHotEE 3 Mo E Q14

FT AN B B A S Q1A of| M= ZAMIRRS] 15 254 o) 304 m]Rte] 3.70
A, 252 494 st E 3784, 2742 5 1|9k 3644, TR BT X2 3.63%,
A G HlAT 4678 02 =7 UrEbgt o, Shxkg el At 75 Gk gxjete] 4~
A& A F55to] 252 she tlaTolN 5 tRETAINY Rt A H 37 3] gof 7ofl this]
FroJsAl ZAFEI RATHp<0.01)<Table 6>.

Table 4. Recognition of the benefits of digital impression

Recognition of the benefits of digital impression

Characteristics Division

N Mean=+SD t/F p*
Age <25 30 3.58+0.57 1.233 0.296
<30 27 3.75+0.76
30=< 36 3.5110.49
Education College graduation 64 3.58t0.63 0.481 0.694
University graduation 25 3.681+0.57
Associate's degree 1 3.00=%0.00
Graduate school graduation 3 3.6310.24
Clinical career <5 32 3.71£0.73 0.989 0.376
<10 28 3.5040.52
10= 33 3.58+£0.52
Duty organ  Dental clinic 57 3.67£0.63 1.717 0.169
Dental hospital 30 3.531+0.57
General hospital 5 3.11+0.89
Others 1 4.00+0.31
Duty part Reception desk 6 4.14£0.65 2.636 0.077
Dental treatment room 86 3.57£0.59
Others 1 3.45+0.00

" by one-way ANOVA
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Table 5. Expected effect after digjtal impression

Characteristics Division Recognition of the attitude of digital impression rn:ilqng

N Mean=+SD t/F p
Age <25 30 3.21+0.77 1.801 0.171
<30 27 3.58£0.91
30< 36 3.23+£0.80
Education College graduation 64 3.2910.85 0.252 0.860
University graduation 25 3.441+0.79
Associate's degree 1 3.00£0.00
Graduate school graduation 3 3.22+1.35
Clinical career =5 32 3.394+0.45 0.322 0.726
<10 28 3.37£0.76
10= 33 3.23+0.81
Duty organ  Dental clinic 57 3.46£0.82 2.447 0.069
Dental hospital 30 3.1410.84
General hospital 5 3.20+0.45
Others 1 1.67£0.00
Duty part Reception desk 6 4.33+1.21° 5.151 0.008
Dental treatment room 86 3.26+0.77%
Others 1 3.00£0.00"

" by one-way ANOVA
*The same letter indicated no significant difference according to Duncan test at a=0.05

Table 6. Recognition of attitude and preference for future digital impression

Recognition of preference for digital impression

Characteristics Division

N Mean+SD t/F p*
Age <25 30 3.55+0.74 0.352 0.704
<30 27 3.70+1.01
30=< 36 3.54+0.74
Education College graduation 64 3.55%0.82 0.942 0.424
University graduation 25 3.78£0.76
Associate's degree 1 3.00£0.00
Graduate school graduation 3 3.17£1.44
Clinical career <5 32 3.64£0.97 0.107 0.898
<10 28 3.59+0.72
10< 33 3.55%0.76
Duty organ Dental clinic 57 3.63£0.89 0.311 0.817
Dental hospital 30 3.57£0.74
General hospital 5 3.40£0.55
Others 1 3.00£0.00
Duty part Reception desk 6 467+052" 6117 0.003
Dental treatment room 86 3.51£0.79"
Others 1 3.500.00"

" by one-way ANOVA
*The same letter indicated no significant difference according to Duncan test at a=0.05
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