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The Influence of Job Stress and Job Satisfaction on Turnover
Intention for Male Dental Hygienists

Young-ki Kim™ and Ho-Jang Kwon

Department of Public Health, Graduate School, Dankook University, Cheonan 31116, Korea

The number of male dental hygienists has been continuously increasing in dental services, The purpose of this study aimed to identify the
relationship between job stress, job satisfaction, and turnover intention in male dental hygienists and to provide basic data to improve their job
satisfaction, The study population was 110 Korean male dental hygienists working for dental clinics or hospitals, The data were collected from
November 10 to December 7, 2015, After an explanation about the objective of the study, 110 questionnaires were distributed via email, and 97
responses were analyzed using SPSS, Overall averages of job stress, job satisfaction and turnover intention in male dental hygienists were 3,05,
292, and 3.47 out of 5, respectively, Some sub-factors of job stress, including interpersonal relationships at the workplace and future prospects
of dental clinics, were proven to have statistically significant negative influence on job satisfaction (p <0.001), Regression analysis was performed
with job stress and job satisfaction as independent variables and turnover intention as a dependent variable, Results showed that job stress had
a positive effect on turnover intention (p <0.,01) while job satisfaction had a negative effect on turnover intention (p <0.001), Job satisfaction was
revealed to have statistically significant negative influence on turnover intention (p<0.001), Some of sub-factors of job stress, including work
environment and future prospects of dental clinics and professional position, had a positive effect on turnover intention (p <0.05). The study showed
that higher job stress led to higher turnover intention, and higher job satisfaction led to lower turnover intention, Accordingly, job stress and job
satisfaction are critical factors for turnover intention in male dental hygienists.

Key Words: Job satisfaction, Job stress, Male dental hygienists, Turnover intention
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Table 1. The General and Job-Related Characteristics of the
Subjects

Variable Category Case (%)
Age (y) 23~29 40 (41.2)
30~39 51 (52.6)
40~49 6(6.2)
Education status College 42 (43.3)
University 40 (41.2)
Master 15 (15.5)
Marital status Unmarried 63 (64.9)
Married 34 (35.1)
Type of work place Dental clinic 64 (66.0)
Dental hospital 27 (27.8)
General hospital/ 6(6.2)
university hospital
Title Dental hygienists 45 (46.4)
Team leader 20 (20.6)
Section chief 18 (18.6)
Manager 11 (11.3)
Other 3@3.1)
Monthly income <150 7(7.2)
(10,000 KRW) 150~ 199 27 (27.8)
200~299 42 (43.3)
300~399 13 (13.4)
=400 8(8.2)
Job career (y) <1 8(8.2)
1~5 45 (46.4)
5~10 26 (26.8)
=10 18 (18.6)
Number of job change No 37 (38.1)
1~2 times 30 (30.9)
>3 times 30 (30.9)
Total 97 (100.0)

KRW: Korean Won.

2 3
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Table 2. Difference among the Subject in Job Stress, Job Satisfaction,

Turnover Intention according to General Characteristics

Variable Category Job stress Job satisfaction Turnover intention
Age (y) 40~49 2.77+0.783" 3.53+0.245° 2.97+0.371
30~39 2.98+0.387" 2.94+0.629" 3.50+0.609
23~29 3.18+0.408" 2.80+0.682" 3.52+0.633
F-value (p) 3.664* (0.029) 3.465* (0.035) 2.192 (0.117)
Education status College 3.10+0.426 2.84+0.708 3.52+0.611
University 3.05+0.339 2.95+0.596 3.45+0.611
Master 2.89+0.653 3.04+0.659 3.43+0.678
F-value (p) 1.258 (0.289) 0.626 (0.537) 0.168 (0.845)
Marital status Unmarried 3.10+0.407 2.89+0.653 3.47+0.626
Married 2.96+0.484 2.98+0.660 3.49+0.606
t-value (p) 1.422 (0.158) —0.621 (0.536) —0.129 (0.897)
Type of work place Dental clinic 3.02+0.448 3.01+0.642 3.40+0.637
Dental hospital 3.12+0.440 2.74%0.695 3.62+0.562
General hospital/university hospital 3.08+0.317 2.75+0.418 3.61+0.574
F-value (p) 0.486 (0.617) 1.864 (0.161) 1.336 (0.268)
Title Manager 2.73+0.575" 3.05+0.506™ 3.32+£0.634
Other 2.74+0.549" 3.72+0.752° 2.89+0.419
Dental hygienists 3.12+0.353% 2.79£0.602"° 3.56+0.575
Section chief 2.99+0.459" 3.32+0.402° 3.37+0.643
Team leader 3.17+0.424° 2.66+0.775" 3.560.672
F-value (p) 2.774* (0.032) 4.887** (0.001) 1.285 (0.282)
Monthly income (10,000 KRW) <150 3.32+0.307 2.67+0.638 3.83+0.653
150~ 199 3.09£0.420 2.79+0.752 3.44%0.610
200~299 3.09+0.416 2.96+0.558 3.46x0.617
300~399 2.88+0.559 2.96+0.773 3.58+0.665
=400 2.78+0.340 3.27+0.527 3.15£0.449
F-value (p) 2.118 (0.085) 1.176 (0.327) 1.286 (0.281)
Job career(y) <1 2.95+0.272 2.96+0.342 3.46+0.396
1~5 3.15+0.442 2.87+0.752 3.53+0.661
5~10 3.07£0.374 2.86+0.664 3.51+0.616
=10 2.82+0.504 3.10+0.451 3.29+0.588
F-value (p) 2.638 (0.054) 0.616 (0.606) 0.710 (0.548)
Number of jobchange No 3.13+0.390 2.77+0.598 3.63+0.587
1~2 times 3.03+£0.426 2.93+0.672 3.38+0.646
>3 times 2.97+0.496 3.10£0.675 3.38+0.602
F-value (p) 1.261 (0.288) 2.226 (0.114) 1.965 (0.146)
Total 3.05+£0.437 2.92+0.654 3.47+0.616

Values are presented as mean+tstandard deviation.
KRW: Korean Won.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01; Duncan: a<b<c.
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Table 4. Correlations of Job Stress, Job Satisfaction and Turn-
over Intention

Variable Mean SD
Stress ~ Working environment 3.34 0.653 ] Job Turnover
‘ . Variable Job stress . . . .
Professional position 3.14 0.523 satisfaction intention
Future prospects 2.94 0.558 Job stress 1
Interpersonal relationships 2.57 0.713 Job satisfaction —0.569%** 1
Total 3.05 0.437 Turnover intention 0.572*%%*%  —0.668*** 1
SD: standard deviation. *%%p <0.001.
Table 5. Multiple Regression Analysis of Job Stress Factors Influencing Job Satisfaction
. Job satisfaction
Variable 2
B SE Beta t p-value F R
(Constant) 5.631 0.403 13.957 <0.001 15.097***  0.396
Interpersonal relationships —0.090 0.086 —0.090 —1.050 0.296
Future prospects —0.412 0.115 —0.352 —3.593%%** 0.001
Professional position —0.202 0.089 —0.220 —2.262% 0.026
Working environment —0.218 0.112 —0.174 —1.940 0.055
SE: standard error.
*p<0.05, ***p<0.001.
Table 6. Multiple Regression Analysis of Job Stress Factors Influencing Turnover Intention
X Turnover intention
Variable 3
B SE Beta t p-value F R
(Constant) 3.647 0.560 6.517 <0.001 47.015%** 0.500
Job stress 0.400 0.125 0.284 3.200%* 0.002
Job satisfaction —0477 0.084 —0.506 —5.702%** <0.001

SE: standard error.
**p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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Table 7. Multiple Regression Analysis of Job Stress Factors Influencing Turnover Intention

Turnover intention

Variable 3
B SE Beta t p-value F R
(Constant) 0.771 0.388 1.990 0.050 13.695***  0.373
Interpersonal relationships 0.068 0.086 0.078 0.788 0.433
Future prospects 0.405 0.110 0.366 3.672%** <0.001
Professional position 0.237 0.108 0.201 2.194%* 0.031
Working environment 0.179 0.082 0.190 2.181* 0.032
SE: standard error.
*p<0.05, ***p<0.001.
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