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ABSTRACT

This study was performed with the questionnaire survey on mercury knowledge and mercury exposure
avoidance behavior, which was conducted among 1076 dental personnel in September, 2004.

As for the factors effecting the mercury knowledge, it seems that they are closely related with the person-
nel's educational backgrounds, and their understandings of causing environmental hazardousness in the dental
offices. And also, the factors effecting the behavior of mercury exposure avoidance are strongly connected
with the knowledge points on mercury, the knowledge of air states in the dental clinic offices, the use of pin-
cettes and gloves in squeezing, and rubber dam and gloves in mulling, the experience of environmental
education on mercury, etc.

In the survey, the higher points in mercury knowledge is closely related with the higher points in the beha-
vior of mercury exposure avoidance. Nevertheless, the very fact that the lower points in the behavior among
personnel takes on the aspect of the relatively higher points in knowledge on mercury may be understood that
the generally acquired knowledge on mercury cannot be the critical factor of the behavior of mercury exposure

avoidance.
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Table 1.General Information of participants
Number %
Dentist 295 27.4
Occupation Den_tal hygienist 518 48.1
Assist. nurse 231 21.5
Others 32 3.0
S Man 195 18.1
ex Woman 881 81.9
20~29 675 63.3
Age 30~39 284 26.6
Over 40 108 10.1
High school 232 215
. College 509 47.5
Bducation ) iversity 225 210
Grad school & over 106 10.0
v ¢ Less than 1yr. 147 13.9
ear o
involvement lyr~ 6yr. 567 53.8
Over 6yr. 340 32.3
Dental college clinic 115 10.7
General hospital 123 11.4
Work place Dental hospital 159 14.8
Dental clinic 635 59.1
Public health center 43 4.0
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Table 2.Individual informed levels on mercuy

Meanz standard
deviation P-value
Dentist 70.22:8.30
Occupation Dental hygienist 72.54.94 0.0001**
Assist. nurse 68.588.17
Less than 1yr. 69.988.06
Career  1lyr=-6yr. 70.78:8.03  0.014*
Over 6yr. 72.08:8.58
Dental college clinic 71.286.68
General hospital 70.387.48
Work place Dental hospital 71.368.59 0.761
Dental clinic 71.0%8.59
Public health center 72.277.35
High school 68.04-8.64
Educati College 72.15:7.99  0.0001***
ucation yniversity 70.84:7.94
Grad school & over 72.887.25
20~29 70.37#8.39 .
Age  30-39 72.46:7.83 00001
Over 40 71.8%7.65

Yinformed levels on mercury: measure 1082§.05, **p< 0.01,
***p <0.001
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Table 4.Correlation between informed levels on mercury & mercury exposure avoidance on each guestion

Mercury exposure avoidance question Correlation coefficient
1. Read the amalgam treatment guidebook before using amalgam -0.074*
2. Check the amalgam mater with its lid, sealing of the capsule and its fixation 0.063*
3. Arrange for Inteclinic Ventilation, treating amalgam 0.026
4. Being careful with amalgam for children and pregnant women 0.080**
5. Remove mercury remained on amalgam with tweezers not a bare hand 0.100**
6. Use both removal cloth and rubber dam in order to mulling amalgam 0.169***
7. Make sure patients wear rubber dam -0.003
8. Wear a mask, treating amalgam 0.171***
9. Wear gloves, treating amalgam 0.103***
10.Use enough water spray, treating amalgam 0.066*
11.Use suction to remove amalgam remnants 0.126***
12. After refilling amalgam, amalgam remnants in the carrier are well treated 0.126*+*
13.Deposit amalgam remnants in a capped container 0.199%**
14.After using amalgam, treat the remain properly 0.192***
15.After refilling amalgam, put the gloves in disuse each time 0.102***
16.After refilling amalgam, wash hands each time 0.154***
17.After using amalgam, treat the remain as indicated in the Waste Matter Disposal Regulations 0.176***
18.After using amalgam, ventilate the indoor air 0.048

19.Take regular lessons on environmental harmful objects including heavy metals like mercury — 0.073*

*p < 0.05, *p< 0.01, **p<0.001
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Table 5.Multiple Regression Analysis of mercury exposure avoidance levels during treating amalgam

Regression

Variable/category coefficient Standard error t value p value VIF*

Occupation

Dentist (reference group)

Dental hygienist 0.97 0.97 1.01 0.3132 15

Assist. nurse -1.67 1.17 -1.43 0.1522 1.6

Year of involvement -0.07 0.07 -0.96 0.3353 1.1
Work place

Dental college clinic (reference group)

General hospital -3.84 1.80 -2.14 0.0328* 2.0

Dental hospital -1.26 1.73 -0.73 0.4673 2.3

Dental clinic -4.56 1.44 -3.16 0.0016** 3.3

Public health center -3.56 2.28 -1.56 0.1184 15
Informed levels on mercury 0.19 0.05 3.99 0.00071*** 11
Inter-clinic indoor air

Bad (reference group)

Good 7.12 1.77 4.03 0.0001*** 1.0
Tweezers and medical gloves for removing

mercury remnants

Don't use (reference group)

Use 3.37 0.91 3.72 0.0002** 11
Rubber dam and medical gloves for mulling

Don't use (reference group)

Use 5.69 0.96 5.90 0.0001*** 11
Amalgam remnants deposit

Uncapped container (reference group)

Capped container 7.47 1.38 5.41 0.00071*** 1.1
Education on environment

Never (reference group)

Taken 1.68 0.85 1.98 0.0476* 1.1
Mercury
Exposure avoidance

Don't try (reference group)

Try 4.61 0.84 5.52 0.0001*** 11
Mercury exposure avoidance method

Don't know (reference group)

Know well 5.35 1.20 4.45 0.0001*** 12

R-square : 0.2522 F value : 20.06

*VIF (variance inflation factor) : a method to indicate multicollinearity<*@.05, **p<0.01, ***p <0.001
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