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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of the study was to investigate the influences of job performance of dental hygienists
on emotional labor evaluation. Methods: A self-administered questionnaire was completed by 203 dental
hygienists working at dental hospitals and clinics in Gyeongnam and Busan from May 2014 and March
2015. The study instruments comprised general characteristics of the subjects (9 items), job performance
competency (44 items), and emotional labor evaluation (29 items) by Likert 5 point scale. Data were analyzed
by SPSS 21.0 program and AMOS 18.0 program. Results: Those who had turnover intention showed higher
scores in the dental treatment cooperation category and overall job performance than those who had not.
Higher job performance was shown in those who had more work experience and higher salary. The scores
of emotional labor evaluation were higher in the group of higher salary and team and department leaders.
The job performance had a significant impact of the emotional labor evaluation. Conclusions: The job
performance of dental hygienists had a significant influence on the emotional labor evaluation. Psychologic
stress by work caused the dental hygienists to have depression and lower quality of life.
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Table 1. General characteristics and working properties of subjects

Unit: N (%)

Characteristics Division N T %
Age 20-24 102 50.2
25-29 58 28.6
More than 30 43 21.2
Mean+SD 25.97+4.38
Marital status Single 176 86.7
Married 27 13.3
Education Diploma 160 78.8
Bachelor 34 16.7
Master’s degree 9 44
Location Big city 148 72.9
Small and medium city 55 27.1
Type Clinics 122 60.1
Hospital 81 39.9
Working hours Less than 8 hours 114 57.9
9 hour~10 hours 40 20.3
More than 10 hours 43 21.8
Mean+tSD 8.71+1.07
Except for major Yes 93 45.8
No 110 54.2
A major field of study Less than 1 years 74 37.0
1 year~2 years 42 21.0
2 year~5 years 47 23.5
More than 5 year 37 18.5
Mean+tSD 31.35+39.41
Assigned task Doctor’s office charge 171 84.2
Counsel 39 19.2
Coordinator 16 7.9
Administration 14 6.9
Etc 7 34
Position of workplace Team leader/head of department 48 23.6
Dental hygienist 147 72.4
Etc 8 39
Annual salary Less than 20 million won 52 34.0
More than 20 million won~less than 25 million won 67 43.8
More than 25 million won~less than 30 million won 15 9.8
More than 30 million won 19 12.4
Mean+SD 2,212.91+661.93
Performance evaluation Yes 55 27.1
system No 148 72.9
Total 203 100.0

*Excluding non-respondents
f Multiple responses
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Table 2. Job performance and working properties Unit: Mean+SD

Characteristics Division

. Preventive dental . N
Oral health education A Dental treatment assist Administrative support

Mean+SD t,F Mean+SD t,F Mean+SD t,F Meant+SD t, F

Age

Marital status

Education

Location

Type

Working
hours

Except for
major

3.3340.76" 10.24%** 319140.82% 9.04*** 3341076" 21.76*** 343+0092" 8.49%**
3.74£0.82° a<b 3.66£0.79° a<b 3.91+0.68° a<b 3.7740.90° a<b

3.88+0.66° 3.64+0.62° 4.05£0.51° 4.06£0.74°
3.5240.80 -2.11*  339+0.83 -1.86 3.60+£0.78 -3.64**  361+092 -2.17*
3.96+0.72 3.63+0.60 4.00:0.49 4.01+0.77

3.55+0.82% S5.44%F  341+0.81° 3.12*  3.65+0.75% 5.64%* 3654092 225
3414057 ab 3.3140.75 a<b 3.45£0.78" a<b 3.5620.89

Master’s degree 4.36+0.47° 4.04+0.68" 4.39+032° 4.26+0.56
3.63+0.74  2.15*  346+0.80 121 3.66£0.76  0.14 3712090 130

Small and medium city 3.37+0.89 3.31+0.80 3.64+0.77 3.52+0.92
3.49+0.79 -1.69 3.38+0.77 -0.88 3.6440.71 -0.37 3.6140.90 -1.00
3.68+0.78 3.4840.85 3.68+0.84 3.74+0.91

8 Hour less than 3.56+0.79  0.10 3424083 027 3.62+0.81 0.70 3.73+0.86  1.07

9 Hour~10 hour less than 3.58+0.70 3.35+0.82 3.76+0.62 3.61+0.88

10 Hour more than 3.51+0.81 3.48+0.69 3.58+0.75 3.49+1.06

3.63+0.79 1.21 3.5440.73  2.08*  386+0.60 3.71™** 3771083  1.62
3.50+0.79 3.31+0.85 3.48+0.83 3.57+£0.97
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Table 2. To be continued

Characteristics Division

. Preventive dental . N
Oral health education P Dental treatment assist Administrative support

Mean+SD t,F Mean+SD t,F Mean+SD t,F Meant+SD t,F

A major Less than 1 years 3324087 6.76™** 330+091 2.44 3.38£0.84" 9.66™** 348+0095" 4.38**
field of 1 year~2 years 3.44+0.67° a<b 3.30+0.63 3.59+0.60° a<b<c  348+0.94" a<b
study 2 year~5 years 3.78+0.69" 3.51+0.84 3.7740.75" 3.80:£0.89

More than 5 year 3.91+0.72° 3.69+0.64 4.13+0.47° 4.0620.70°
Positionof  Team leader/head of 3.88£0.70° 5.38**  372+0.72° 4.52%  4,07+0.55" 10.45*F* 416x0.60" 10.59%**
workplace department a<b a>b a>b a>b

Dental hygienist 3.4840.80 3.33+0.81° 3.53+0.78" 3.50:£0.94°

Etc 3.28+0.72° 3.25+0.75° 3.45+0.73° 3.59:0.89"

Annual salary Less than 20 million won ~ 3.30+£0.86%  7.64*** 3324088* 4.71** 331+0.77° 9.85%** 347+099* 5.57**
More than 20 million won~ 3.40+0.81* a<b 3.1940.79" a<b<c  3.54+0.80° a<b 3.48+0.83" a<b
less than 25 million won

More than 25 million won~  3.89+0.53" 3.684+0.59™ 4.01+0.41° 3.88+0.67

less than 30 million won

More than 30 million won ~ 4.20+0.66" 3.89+0.52° 4.27+0.45° 4.300.59
Performance  Yes 3.69+0.68 145  3.48+0.80 0.65  3.72+0.66 0.76  3.76+0.82  1.00
evaluation  No 3.51+0.83 3.40+0.81 3.63+£0.79 3.62+0.94
system
Total 3.5620.79 3.4240.80 3.65+0.76 3.66£0.91

by t-test or one-way ANOVA
£p<0.05, *%:p<0.01, **%p<0.001

**The same letter indicates no significant difference according to Duncan test at «=0.05
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Table 3. Emotional labor evaluation and working properties Unit: Mean+SD
o o Emotionally labor status Customer-related work
Characteristics Division
Mean+SD t, F Mean+SD t,F
Age 20-24 4.05+0.66 139 351047 029
25-29 3.9240.72 3.46+0.56
More than 30 4.13+£0.49 3.53+0.45
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Table 3. To be continued

Emotionally labor status Customer-related work

Characteristics Division
Mean+SD t,F Mean+SD t,F
Marital status Single 4.00+0.66 -1.37 3.49+048 -0.75
Married 4.19+0.53 3.57+0.58
Education Diploma 4.05£0.62  0.44 3.49+0.51  0.59
Bachelor 3.96+0.58 3.52+0.41
Master’s degree 3.89+1.21 3.67+0.51
Location Big city 4.06+0.65 114 357+049  3.33**
Small and medium city 3.94+0.63 3.32+0.47
Type Clinics 401+0.66 -0.54 3.46+0.51 -1.64
Hospital 4.06+:0.62 3.57+0.45
Working hours 8 Hour less than 3.99:069 053 3.50+048  0.50
9 Hour~10 hour less than 4.11+£0.53 3.44+0.49
10 Hour more than 3.984+0.59 3.55+0.51
Except for major Yes 3.98£0.66 -0.84 3.48£0.50  -0.66
No 4.06+0.64 3.524+0.49
A major field of study  Less than 1 years 406+0.70 035 3.49+0.50  0.37
1 year~2 years 4.05+0.63 3.47+0.48
2 year~5 years 3.95+0.60 3.49+0.46
More than 5 year 4.06+0.63 3.584+0.56
Position of workplace  Team leader/head of department ~ 4.16£0.57 139 3.62+0.51*  3.40%
Dental hygienist 3.99+0.68 3.48+0.48" a<b
Etc 3.90+0.21 3.17+0.49°
Annual salary Less than 20 million won 4124059  2.16  345+051° 3.75%
More than 20 million won~ 3.90+0.63 3.43+0.48" a<b
less than 25 million won
More than 25 million won~ 4.13+0.66 3.38+0.49°
less than 30 million won
More than 30 million won 4.21+0.58 3.84+0.52°
Performance evaluation Yes 4.18+0.59 2.05* 3.61+0.49 1.90
system No 3.97+0.66 3.46+0.49
Total 4.03+0.65 3.50+0.49

by t-test or one-way ANOVA
#9<0.05, **p<0.01
**The same letter indicates no significant difference according to Duncan test at @=0.05
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x=4.635 (p=0.462), df=5, x */df=0.927, GF1=0.991, AGFI=0.973, CFI=1.000, TLI=1.002, RMSEA=0.000

X1: Oral health education X2: Preventive dental treatment
X3: Dental treatment assistance X4: Administrative support
Y1: Emotional labor status

Fig. 1. Effects of emotionally labor on job performance evaluation (N=203)

Table 4. Model parameter estimates, dismissed ratio, multiple correlation squared value (SMC)

Path Standardized coefficients CR SMC
Job performance —  Emotional labor evaluation 0.278 3.507*** 0.077
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