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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of the study was to investigate the influence of humor sense on job satisfaction and turnover intention in
clinical dental hygienists.

Methods: A self-reported questionnaire was filled out by 277 dental hygienists in Chungnam from May to June, 2014. The
instrument for humor sense was adapted from Thorson and Powell instrument by Lee and 20 questions. Each question included
humor making and preference for humor and scored by Likert 5 scale. Cronbach’s alpha in the study was 0.869. Job satisfaction was
adapted from Smith Job Description Index and included task requirement, collaborate support, manager support, promotion, and
wages and score by Likert 5 scale. Cronbach’s alpha in the study was 0.827. Turnover intention was developed by Lee and 5
questions was score by Likert 5 scale. Crobach’s alpha was 0.712 in the study.

Results: The average of humor sense was 3.33, average of job satisfaction was 3.20, and average of turnover intention was 3.05. The
sense of humor had a positive effect on turnover intention.

Conclusions: This result will provide the high productivity and high quality of life in clinical dental hygienists. Humor sense is the
important factor that support the job satisfaction and decrease the turnover intention.
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Table 1, Reliability analysis

Variable N of Questions Cronbach’s alpha
Sense of humor 20 .869

Job satisfaction 20 827
Turnover intention 5 712
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Fig. 1. Research Model
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Table 2, The general characteristics and work characteristics

of the respondents Unit : N(%)
Characteristics Categories N (%)
Age <25 117 422
(year) 25-29 93 336

30-34 39 141
>35 28 10.1
Education College(3yr) 195 704
Bachelor(4yr) 68 24.5
Graduate school 14 51
Marital status Single 202 729
Married 75 271
Income <160 97 35
(Unit : million  160-199 100  36.1
won) 200-249 47 17
=250 33 119
Position Acting 189 68.2
Head 88 31.8
Llength of clinical <5 150 542
experience(year) 5-9 77 278
=10 50 18.1
Type of Individual 90 325
dental clinic Joint open 39 141
Dental hospital 140 505
General, university hospital 8 2.9
Department General treatment 150 542
Prosthodontics 20 72
Surgery or implant 16 5.8
Pediatric Dentistry 19 6.9
Orthodontic 32 116
Reception, Counseling 40 144
Duty hours <8 53 191
(hour) 8-9 168  60.6
=10 56 202
The number of <30 124 448
patients per day 30-49 90 325
(persons) 50-69 31 112
=170 32 116
Work type The five-day workweek 183  66.1
The six-day biweekly 44 159
The six-day workweek 50 18.1
Operation type  Standup posture 137 495
Sit down posture 140 505
Strength of work Tolerable 146 527
Hard 109 394
Wants to quit 22 79
Rest of work Restless 85 307
Sometimes rest 171  61.7
Often rest 21 7.6
Total 277 100.0
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Table 3, Descriptive statistic and correlation of variables

Characteristics Range Mean SD 1 2 3
Sense of humor 1-5 333 040 1
Job satisfaction 1-5 320 0.38 .192" 1

Turnover intention ~ 1-5  3.05 0.65 .073 -.540"" 1

“p<0.01, ""p<0.001
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Table 4, Effect of sense of humor on job satisfaction
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Characteristics Categories B S.E B t P

Sense of humor 197 058 210 3.371 0017

Age <25 -.097 157 -127 -.617 538
25-29 -216 .143 -.269 -1.507 133
30-34 -122 .106 -112 -1.148 252
>35

Education College(3yr) .186 111 225 1.681 .094
Bachelor(4yr) 202 118 230 1.718 .087
Graduate school

Marital status Single -.141 .072 -.166 -1.955 .052
Married

Income <160 .096 114 122 .846 .398
160-199 011 .104 .014 .109 914
200-249 .083 .096 .083 .872 384
=250

Position Acting -.028 .077 -.035 -.366 715
Head

Length of clinical <5 .063 129 .083 486 .627

experience 5-9 .120 111 142 1.082 .280
=10

Type of dental clinic Individual -.022 .146 -.027 -.148 .882
Joint open -.003 153 -.002 -017 .986
Dental hospital -.019 .148 -.025 -.126 .899
General university hospital

Department General treatment 155 .084 204 1.851 .065
Prosthodontics .068 123 .046 .549 .584
Surgery or implant 181 124 112 1.464 .145
Pediatric Dentistry 228 120 152 1.908 .058
Orthodontic 116 .102 .098 1.146 253
Reception, Counseling

Duty hours <8 -.005 .080 -.005 -.063 .950
8-9 -.087 .063 -.113 -1.385 167
=10

The number of <30 .090 .079 118 1.131 259

patients 30-49 -.041 .084 -.050 -485 .628

per day 50-69 182 .104 152 1.742 .083
=70

Work type The five-day workweek -.017 .065 -.021 -.257 797
The six-day biweekly -.135 .080 -.131 -1.700 .090
The six-day workweek

Operation type Standup posture .016 .051 021 304 761
Sit down posture

Strength of work Tolerable 197 .098 260 2.002 046"
Hard .145 .096 187 1.513 132
Wants to quit

Rest of work Restless -.059 110 -.072 -.536 592
Sometimes rest .051 .096 .066 531 .596
Often rest

F(p) 1.981(.002)

R 212

p<0.05, ""p<0.001
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Table 5, Effect of sense of humor on turnover intention

Characteristics Categories B S.E B t p

Sense of humor .058 .092 .036 .634 527

Age <25 681 249 518 2.739 007"
25-29 724 226 526 3.202 002"
30-34 567 168 304 3.374 .001™
>35

Education College(3yr) -276 175 -.194 -1.578 116
Bachelor(4yr) -329 .186 -218 -1.768 078
Graduate school

Marital status Single .141 114 .096 1.234 218
Married

Income <160 -.254 .180 -.186 -1.410 .160
160-199 -012 .164 -.009 -.075 .940
200-249 -.087 151 -.050 -578 .564
>250

Position Acting .090 122 .065 739 461
Head

Length of clinical <5 -.133 204 -.102 -.654 514

experience 5-9 -235 175 -.162 -1.337 183
>10

Type of dental clinic Individual -.061 231 -.044 -.265 791
Joint open -230 242 -123 -952 342
Dental hospital -234 233 -.180 -1.002 317
General university hospital

Department General treatment -.320 132 -.246 -2.419 016
Prosthodontics -.009 195 -.004 -.047 .963
Surgery or implant -.142 .196 -.051 =724 470
Pediatric Dentistry -270 189 -.105 -1.427 155
Orthodontic -.142 .160 -.070 -.883 378
Reception, Counseling

Duty hours <8 -.119 126 -072 -939 .348
8-9 .053 .099 .040 .536 .593
=10

The number of <30 -353 125 -270 -2.815 005"

patients 30-49 -.146 132 -.105 -1.103 271

per day 50-69 -347 165 -.168 -2.101 037
=170

Work type The five-day workweek .018 102 .013 181 .857
The six-day biweekly .109 126 .061 .867 387
The six-day workweek

Operation type Standup posture .053 .081 .041 .656 512
Sit down posture

Strength of work Tolerable -.848 155 -.652 -5.461 .000™
Hard -631 152 - 475 -4.162 .000™
Wants to quit

Rest of work Restless .198 173 141 1.142 254
Sometimes rest 278 152 .208 1.825 .069
Often rest

F(p) 3.665(.000)

R? 332

p<0.05, "p<0.01, ""p<0.001



Table 6, Effect of job satisfaction on turnover intention
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Characteristics Categories B S.E B t P

Job satisfaction -772 086 -450 -8.998 .000™

Age <25 656 215 499 3.056 002"
25-29 573 197 417 2.916 .004”
30-34 484 146 260 3.321 .001™
>35

Education College(3yr) -.171 152 -.120 -1.127 261
Bachelor(4yr) -221 .161 -.147 -1.378 .169
Graduate school

Marital status Single .029 .099 .020 288 174
Married

Income <160 -239 154 -.176 -1.552 122
160-199 -.058 141 -.043 -410 .682
200-249 -.066 130 -.038 -.506 613
>250

Position Acting .059 .106 .042 555 .580
Head

Length of clinical <5 -.070 177 -.054 -.399 .690

experience 5-9 -.119 152 -.082 -778 437
>10

Type of dental clinic Individual -.150 .199 -.108 =753 452
Joint open -.296 .208 -.159 -1.422 156
Dental hospital -.368 .198 -283 -1.863 .064
General university hospital

Department General treatment -219 115 -.168 -1.900 .059
Prosthodontics .070 .169 .028 412 .681
Surgery or implant .008 170 .003 .049 961
Pediatric Dentistry -.082 .165 -.032 -.498 .619
Orthodontic -.045 .139 -.022 -324 746
Reception, Counseling

Duty hours <8 -.134 .109 -.081 -1.226 221
8-9 .005 .086 .004 .055 .956
>10

The number of <30 -.309 108 -237 -2.850 005"

patients 30-49 -.199 115 -.143 -1.735 .084

per day 50-69 -251 142 -122 -1.761 .080
=170

Work type The five-day workweek -.006 .088 -.005 -.072 .943
The six-day biweekly 014 .109 .008 124 901
The six-day workweek

Operation type Standup posture .068 .070 .052 975 331
Sit down posture

Strength of work Tolerable -.700 136 -.539 -5.167 .000™
Hard -524 132 -395 -3.975 .000™
Wants to quit

Rest of work Restless 152 .150 .108 1.013 312
Sometimes rest 319 132 239 2.419 016’
Often rest

F(p) 7.315(.000)

R? 498

p<0.05, "p<0.01, ""p<0.001
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Table 7. Mediation effect of job satisfaction

Path zZ p
Sense of Humor — Job Satisfaction — Turnover Intention -3.177 0017
"p<0.01
Table 8, Result of hypothesis test
Hypothesis Result
H1 Sense of humor will have a positive effect on job satisfaction. Adopted
H2 Sense of humor will have a negative effect on turnover intention. Rejected
H3 Job satisfaction will have a negative effect on turnover intention. Adopted
H4 Job satisfaction will have mediator of turnover intention and humor. Adopted
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