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ABSTRACT

Objectives: This study aims to alleviate dental hygienists’ job stress caused by emotional labor, lower their
turnover rate, improve the working environment, and offer better quality of services by understanding
correlations among emotional labor, job characteristics, job stress, and turnover intention. Methods: A
survey was conducted in the subjects with dental hygienists who were working at general hospitals, dental
university hospitals, and private dental clinics located in Seoul, Gyeonggi, and Chungnam by the conve-
nience sampling method from June 1 through 30,2017, and the collected data were analyzed using by SPSS
Windows Ver. 22.0 (IBM CO, Armonk, NY, USA) and AMOS 21. As the statistical analysis methods,
convergent validity test, structural equation model analysis and model goodness of fit were conducted using
independent samples t-test, one-way ANOVA, path analysis, and confirmatory factor analysis. Results: It
turned out that the more dental hygienists’ deep acting of emotional labor and the more their workload of
job characteristics, the higher their job stress got, and that the higher their job stress, the higher their
turnover intention got. Conclusions: As a method of lowering dental hygienists’ turnover intention, they
may resolve emotional disharmony with their own problem-solving method, but it is necessary to develop and
support organizational culture for the improvement of working environment. Dental hygienists’ organi-
zations should implement the measures to minimize their turnover rate and job stress level by allocating
appropriate workload.
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7] 1ol ol ZFok= Z1TPIAF 10750l Al AR ZARS AAlst @6f9] 7hsAdo] Je Fes
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o|-gottt. A Al Y £ 7e T AR St gt EA O mHE A s, &
FEA, AFAEA, o] 2oL o] Zfoli= ek TF Ao Al S 9ol =3 H 737 (Independent samp-

il
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Table 1. The general characteristics of the subjects

Characteristics Division N %
Total 202 100.0
Age (yr) 20-29 123 60.9
30-39 57 28.2
=40 22 10.9
Marital status Married 59 29.2
Unmarried 143 70.8
Working hours <8 hours 66 31.0
29 hours 132 69.0
Turnover experience Yes 102 50.5
No 100 49.5
Number of turns 0 time 100 49.5
1 time 45 22.3
=2 times 57 28.2
Career (yr) <1 16 7.9
1-<3 52 25.7
3-<5 39 19.3
5-<10 40 19.8
=10 55 27.2

Table 2. Emotional labor, job characteristics, job stress, turnover intention by general characteristic

Cl.laracteri- Division Emotional labor  Job characteristics Job stress Turnover intention
stics MeantSD p°  MeantSD p° MeantSD p°  MeantSD p°
Age (yr)  20-29 3.46+0.36 0.454 3.38+0.44 0.338  2.98+0.52 0.136  2.93+0.80 0.527

30-39 3.47+0.38 3.49+0.38 2.98+0.56 2.92+0.94

=40 3.57+0.47 3.41+0.71 2.73+0.62 2.71+£0.72
Marital Married 3.53+0.41 0.156 3.45+0.51 0.509  2.88+0.61 0.257  2.78+0.83 0.917
status Unmarried 3.45+0.37 3.40+0.44 2.98+0.51 2.95+0.83
Working  <8hours 3.53+0.43 0.109 3.46+0.53 0.309 2.82+0.53 0.029 2.76+£0.81 0.610
hours 29 hours  3.44+0.35 3.39+0.43 3.00+0.54 2.97+0.83
Turnover Yes 3.53+0.38 0.020  3.44+0.49 0.407 2.97+0.61 0.518  2.98+0.88 0.197
experience No 3.41+0.37 3.39+0.43 2.92+0.47 2.83+0.77
Number of 0 time 3.41+0.37* 0.021  3.40+0.44 0.793  2.93+0.47 0.841 2.8240.76 0.383
turns 1 time 3.47+0.37° 3.44+0.46 2.97+0.60 3.01+0.93

=2times  3.40+0.39° 3.44+0.51 2.97+0.63 2.95+0.86
Career (yr) <1 3.29+0.40* 0.035 3.26+0.38 0.526  2.83+0.38 0.354  2.61+0.58 0.227

1-<3 3.5240.35° 3.394+0.42 3.08+0.52 3.10+0.84

3-<5 3.4440.37° 3.46+0.45 2.90+0.62 2.80+0.85

5-<10 3.38+0.35° 3.40+0.45 2.92+0.56 2.88+0.88

=10 3.57£0.41° 3.47+0.54 2.93+0.57 2.88+0.81

“by the independent t-test or one-way ANOVA test at p<0.05
2 The same characters was not significant by Scheffe test
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2513 th<Table 3>, <Fig. 1>.

Table 3. Emotional labor, job characteristics, job stress turnover intention, path analysis, confirma-
tory factor analysis result (convergent validity)

) Feasibility analysis
Configuration . ;
construct Metric Standar dlZﬁd x CO.HSTTl.lCt
factor validity reliability
Emotional ~ Deep Deep acting 1 0.903 10.261 = 0914 0729
labor acting  Deep acting 2 0.782 9593
Deep acting 3 0.663 8338 ™
Deep acting 4 0.673 Fix
Surface  Surface acting 1 0.690 9793 ™ 0.888  0.666
acting  gyrface acting 2 0.685 9.706
Surface acting 3 0.829 11.688 **
Surface acting 4 0.812 Fix
Job Workload Workload 1 0.759 482 ™ 0.823 069
characteristics Workload 2 0.767 Fix
Job Job discretion 1 0.699 8.800 " 0.845 0648
diseretion o}, discretion 2 0881 9043
Job discretion 3 0.711 Fix
Jobstress  Job stress Job stress 3 (Relationship conflict ) 0.508 6.459 " 0675 0517
Job stress 5 (Organization system) 0.721 Fix
oo i Tl s 05 0
Turnover intention 2 (Work culture) 0.501 Fix
™'p<0.001
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Fig. 1. Structural equation model (standardized estimates)

i), RS, G, AR Ao] A|TeIYALe] AR Ao QJaRS H AT AR

) o=

[¢] -
E|2Tt o]l ofieof A= Y BRIsh] fIet 27 A P EA 2 <Table 4>9F AT, 215

t=3.802, p<0.001)2} FFHIEFSAG=0.332, HFEESA=0.354, BFLA}=0.105. =3.371,
p<0.001)°] FAH & oA Uyl 217 AEe| 2o} o] 4] o)k o] A= FAA & fof5HA|
UERITH E23H14=0.909, Bl EZ=3A415=0.931, EZ=922}=0.160. t=5.819, p<0.001). =, A4
& 5 WHRIeL AR5 5 Gl Beas AFAEH AT A Ueital AR AE AT}

Fo 5 oAt w2 A0 ' UERIT<Table 4>.

Table 4. Regression weights (model-default model)

Path Standardized estimates Unstandardized estimates SE t r
Job stress < Deep acting 0.321 0.403 0.106 3.802 ™
Job stress — Surface acting 0.195 0.201 0.087 2.310 0.021
Job stress — Workload 0.332 0.354 0.105 3371 **
Job stress <~ Job discretion 0.085 0.081 0.077 1.052 0.292
Turnover intention <— Job stress 0.909 0.931 0.160 5819 **

*:

“p<0.001
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1o

Judgment
Good
Good
Low
Good
Good
Good
Good
Low

Result
189.097 (p<0.001)

0.901
0.860
0.935
0.045
0.058
0.918
0.863

Interpretation standard

p<0.05

0.1-0.08/Normal
0.08-0.05/Good
<0.05/Adequate

=0.9
=0.9
=09
<0.05
=0.9
=0.9

Table 5. Model fit verification

Model fit
GFI
AGFI
CFI
RMSEA
TLI

NFI
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