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Abstract

Objectives: The purpose of this study was to investigate the perception of workplace bullying
in the dental hygienists to use them as basic data for improving the organizational relationship
of the dental hygienists. Methods: The subjects were 302 dental hygienists that had been
working at the dental clinics and dental hospitals. These data were analyzed by SPSS Version
20.0 (IBM Co., Armonk, NY, USA). Factor analysis was used for exploratory and confirmatory
data. Independent t-test and one-way ANOVA were used to find out mean differences for verbal
violence, improper business, and improper work environment according to characteristics
of subjects. Results: Upon the study results, there were statistically significant differences
between the verbal violence and working patterns according to the mean differences of the sub-
factors on subject’s characteristics. Also, there were statistically significant differences between
the improper work environment and all of subject’s characteristics. However, there was no
statistically significant differences in the improper business. The factor analysis showed that the
Workplace Bullying of the dental hygienists was composed of three elements, namely 'verbal
violence', 'improper business,' and ‘improper work environment.” The validity of the model
examined by a confirmatory factor analysis satisfied most of the relevant requirements. The
Cronbach's aplha shows a good reliability. Conclusions: In conclusion, it was proven that dental
hygienist's Workplace Bullying measurement tool had high validity and reliability. Furthermore,
this study can be used to improve dental hygienists' organizational relationship. Therefore, by
identifying the recognition of the dental hygienists, this study can contribute to affect a positive
influence in the dental hospitals.
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Table 1. Characteristics of the subjects

Characteristics Division N(%)
Age (y) <25 120(39.7)
26~30 120(39.7)
31~35 29(9.6)
=>36 33(10.9)
Education level Junior college graduate 184(60.9)
University graduate 90(29.8)
Over graduate school graduate 28(9.3)
Dental clinic 212(70.2)
Work Dental hospital 83(27.5)
University (General) hospital 7(2.3)
Career (y) >36 49(16.2)
1~3 98(32.5)
3~5 57(18.9)
5~20 53(17.5)
10 45(14.9)
Main job Assistance 264(87.4)
Imformation desk 34(11.3)
Management 4(1.3)
Position Head 37(12.3)
Team leader 46(15.2)
Staff 219(72.5)
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St A= A|AISHICE Aghe 2]49] 754—: root mean square error of approximation (RMR)=0.082, root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)=0.095, comparative fit index (CFI)=0.934, goodness of fit index
(GFI)=0.905, adjusted GFI (AGFI)=0.855, normed fit index (NFI)=0.913, incre-mental fit index (IFT)=0.935, Turker-
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Table 2. Factor analysis of the workplace bullying

Item Factorl? Factor2P Factor3¢ Communalities
W1 0.822 0.254 0.205 0.622
W15 0.783 0.291 0.234 0.708
W14 0.750 0.223 0.099 0.720
W7 0.694 0.412 0.261 0.733
W4 0.670 0.501 0.091 0.577
W8 0.319 0.784 0.202 0.758
W11 0.238 0.765 0.300 0.786
W10 0.412 0.749 0.237 0.752
W9 0.491 0.579 0.022 0.782
W18 0.097 0.087 0.877 0.642
W19 0.081 0.307 0.754 0.786
W17 0.373 0.143 0.695 0.670
Eigen value 6.344 1.397 0.795

Ratio of total variance 52.871 11.638 6.627

explained (%)

Cumulative tatio (%) 29.221 52.872 71.135

averbal violence, PImproper business, Improper work environment
*by exploratory factor analysis
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Fig. 1. Model of confirmatory factor analysis

Table 3. Modification model fit index

p d.f. X? GFI AGFI RMR RMSEA NFI IFI TLI CFI
<0.001 51 190665 0905 0.855 0.082 0.095 0913 0935 0915 0934
d.f.: degree of freedom, GFI: goodness of fit index, AGFI: adjusted GFI, RMR: root mean-squared
residual, RMSEA: root mean square error of approximation, NFI: normed fit index, IFT: incremental
fit index, TLI: Turker-Lewis index, CFI: comparative fit index.

*by confirmatory factor analysis

Table 4. Reliability of the assessment tool for measuring workplace bullying

Variables Items Cronbach's a

Workplace bullying Verbal violence 5 0.897
Improper business 4 0.856
Improper work environment 3 0.814
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Table 5. The actual conditions of workplace bullying
Variables Mean=+SD
Inappropriate reservation management (W19) 3.10+1.442
Pressured not to use welfare system (W17) 3.0141.366
Passing jobs (W8) 2.52+1.246
Restriction on medical/maternity leave (W18) 2.444+1.377
Callous and suspicious attitude (W4) 2.32+1.209
Excluded from certain task(s) due to lack of qualification (W9) 2.18+1.203
Discrimination among colleagues (W7) 2.144+1.140
Lack of cooperation from other colleagues (W10) 2.09+1.064
Lose one’s temper or scream (W1) 2.04+1.116
Oversurveillance and/or inappropriate interference (W11) 1.97+1.026
Talking behind the back (W14) 1.92+1.114
Sarcasm and insults (W15) 1.91+1.135
averbal violence, Pimproper business, cimproper work environment
Table 6. Perception difference of workplace bullying to characteristics of subjects
. . ... F1 F2 F3
Characteristics Division N Mean+SD t/F p* Mean®SD t/F p* MeantSD t/F p*
Age 25 120 11.06+4.81 1.353 0.257 893+4.01 1978 0.117 8.65+3.293b 3.760 0.011
26~30 120 10.8614.63 9.00£3.56 9.07+3.47>
31~35 029 9.97+5.10 8.28+3.71 7.9343.432b
36 033 9.3914.26 7.33+3.43 6.94+3.402
Work place  Dental clinic 212 10.33%£4.73 -2.026 0.044 8.75+3.89 0.255 0.799 8.27+3.398 -2.232 0.026
Dental hospital 090 11.5314.62 8.6313.47 9.23+3.464
Career (y) 1 049 11.16+5.79 1.617 0.186 896+4.60 2.382 0.070 8.69+3.23> 4.571 0.004
1~3 098  10.46+4.791 8.73£3.71 8.76+3.36P
3~5 1107  10.2744.443 9.14+3.45 9.02+3.52b
5~20 045 9.04+4.178 7.40+3.45 6.8713.092
Position Head or manager 037 9.58+5.03 0.310 0.818 8.05+3.72 0.826 0.439 7.86*3.322a 3.134 0.045
Team leader 046 10.28+4.42 9.11£3.36 9.63+3.60P
Staff 219 10.42+4.84 8.75+3.86 8.45+3.392b

SD: standard deviation.
*by Independent t-test and One-way ANOVA, Scheffetest a<b.
F1: verbal violence, F2: improper business, F3: improper work environment
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