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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of this study is to investigate the use of happiness index in dental hygienists. This study can be used to
improve the quality of life and the turnover intention in the dental hygienists.

Methods: The subjects were 281 dental hygienists in Seoul, Gyeonggi-do, and Chungcheong province. A self-reported
questionnaire was completed by the subjects. The questionnaire consisted of 7 questions of general characteristics of the subjects, 7
questions of dental hygiene performance, and 9 questions of happiness index. The instrument for happiness index was modified from
Suh and Koo. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.850 in the happiness index measure by Likert 7 scale. The instrument for professionalism was
modified from Baek and consisted of 25 questions measure by Likert 5 scale. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.694 in the professionalism.
The instrument for turnover intention was modified from Lee and consisted of 5 questions measured by Likert 5 scale. Cronbach’s
alpha was 0.712 in turnover intention. Data were analyzed using SPSS 18.0. for one way ANOVA, Duncan posthoc test, Pearson
correlation coefficients and hierarchical regression.

Results: The means of happiness index, professionalism and turnover intention of subjects were 4.44, 3.06 and 3.05, respectively.
The happiness index was higher in those who are married(4.66), those who have high income, and those who have careers in dental
hygienists(4.61). There were significant differences in the happiness index by the average daily working hours, place of treatment,
work intensity and off duty hours.

Conclusions: This study suggests that improvement of the happiness index in clinical dental hygienists requires the continuing and
systematic education program and administrative support that can reduce the turnover intention.
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Table 1, The general characteristics of the respondents

DIsiE / YMKmIRKIAS| R0 BHS ikl 291 - 3

Characteristics Categories N %
Age <25 117 41.6
(year) 25-29 94 335
30-34 42 14.9
=35 28 10.0
Education College(3yr) 197 70.1
Bachelor(4yr) 69 24.6
Graduate school 15 5.3
Marital Single 204 72.6
status Married 77 274
Income <160 99 352
(Unit : million 160-199 100 35.6
won) 200-249 49 17.4
=250 33 11.7
Position Acting 192 68.3
Head 89 31.7
Llength of <5 150 53.4
clinical 5-9 79 28.1
experience(year) =10 52 18.5
Type of Individual 94 335
dental clinic Joint open 39 139
Dental hospital 140 49.8
General, university hospital 8 2.8
Total 281 100.0
Table 2, The work characteristics of the respondents
Characteristics Categories N %
Department General treatment 153 544
Prosthodontics 20 7.1
Surgery or implant 16 5.7
Pediatric Dentistry 19 6.8
Orthodontic 32 11.4
Reception, Counseling 41 14.6
Duty hours <8 53 18.9
(hour) 8-9 172 61.2
=10 56 19.9
The number of <30 128 45.6
patients 30-49 90 32.0
per day 50-69 31 11.0
(persons) =70 32 11.4
Work type The five-day workweek 184 65.5
The six-day biweekly 47 16.7
The six-day workweek 50 17.8
Operation type Standup posture 140 49.8
Sit down posture 141 50.2
Strength of Tolerable 149 53.0
work Hard 110 39.1
Wants to quit 22 7.8
Rest of Restless 85 30.2
work Sometimes rest 175 62.3
Often rest 21 7.5
Total 281 100.0
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Table 3, Degree of happiness index, professionalism, turnover intention

Characteristics N M SD Range Cronbach's alpha

Happiness Index 281 4.44 0.84 1~7 0.852

Professionalism 281 3.06 0.27 1~5 0.693

Turnover intention 281 3.04 0.65 1~5 0.715
Table 4, Correlations among variable

Variable Happiness Index Professionalism Turnover intention

Happiness Index 1

Professionalism 0.396 1

Turnover intention -0.320" -0.228" 1

*p<0.001 by pearson's correlation analysis



Table 5, Difference in happiness index according to general characteristics

UM [BIPMIAI| S=X 0l HEIS DIRf= 221 5

Characteristics Categories N Mean SD tor F p-value’
Age <25 117 4.36 0.77 2.623 0.051
(year) 25-29 94 4.36 0.84
30-34 42 4.064 0.84
=35 28 4.73 1.00
Education College(3yr) 197 4.36" 0.85 3.852 0.022
Bachelor(4yr) 69 4.57% 0.76
Graduate school 15 487" 0.86
Marital Single 204 435 0.80 -2.699 0.007
status Married 77 4.65 0.90
Income <160 99 4.35% 0.73 4.585 0.004
(Unit : million 160-199 100 431° 0.85
won) 200-249 49 4.59® 0.89
=250 33 4.85" 0.89
Position Acting 192 4.35 0.78 -2.548 0.011
Head 89 4.62 0.93
Length of <5 150 4.31° 0.75 5.024 0.007
clinical 5-9 79 4.49® 0.91
experience(year) =10 52 4.72* 0.91
Type of Individual 94 4.47 0.87 2.579 0.054
dental clinic Joint open 39 4.65 0.82
Dental hospital 140 4.33 0.80
General, university hospital 8 4.93 0.98
Total 281 4.44 0.84
“by t-test or one-way ANOVA
a<b, ab=a=b : Duncan
Table 6, Difference in happiness index according to work characteristics
Characteristics Categories N Mean SD tor F p-value’
Department General treatment 153 438" 0.76 2.816 0.017
Prosthodontics 20 4.11° 0.77
Surgery or implant 16 4.13% 0.52
Pediatric Dentistry 19 454 1.08
Orthodontic 32 4.62° 0.85
Reception, Counseling 41 475° 1.01
Duty hours <8 53 4.69" 1.00 3.155 0.044
(hour) 9-10 172 438" 0.76
=10 56 4.36° 0.88
The number of <30 128 4.56 0.85 1.958 0.120
patients 30-49 90 4.29 0.69
per day 50-69 31 437 0.91
(persons) =70 32 4.44 1.04
Work type The five-day workweek 184 441 0.86 0.458 0.633
The six-day biweekly 47 4.54 0.81
The six-day workweek 50 4.44 0.79
Operation type Standup posture 140 434 0.78 -1.989 0.048
Sit down posture 141 4.54 0.88
Strength of Tolerable 149 457" 0.82 14.083 <0.001
work Hard 110 4.42° 0.80
Wants to quit 22 3.61° 0.70
Rest of Restless 85 417" 0.86 11.556 <0.001
work Sometimes rest 175 4.49° 0.77
Often rest 21 5.07° 0.89
Total 277 4.44 0.83

by t-test or one-way ANOVA
a<b, ab=a=b : Duncan
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Table 7. Factor of affecting happiness index

Characteristics ~ Categories Model 1 + Model 2 e Model 3 *
A(t) p-value Bt) p-value At) p-value

(constant) 557 (13.65) <0.001 4.67 (896) <0.001 223 (257 0.011

Age <25 043 (131 0.192 026 ( 0.78) 0.435 046 ( 1.46) 0.146
25-29 0.17 ( 0.58) 0566 023 ( 0.77) 0442 046 ( 1.59) 0.114
30-34 0.11 ( 0.49) 0.628  0.11 ( 0.50) 0.617 021 ( 1.00) 0.317
>35

Education College(3yr) -0.33  (-1.41) 0.160 -0.28 (-1.23) 0.220 -027 (-1.28) 0.203
Bachelor(4yr) -0.16  (-0.65) 0.519 -0.08 (-0.33) 0.739 -0.08 (-0.36) 0.719
Graduate school

Marital status  Single -0.15  (-1.02) 0308 -0.15 (-1.01) 0315 -0.06 (-0.42) 0.675
Married

Income <160 -0.48  (-2.05) 0.041 -033 (-1.35) 0.177 -041 (-1.83) 0.069
160-199 -0.45  (-2.09) 0.038 -0.38 (-1.71) 0.089 -0.38 (-1.82) 0.070
200-249 -0.25  (-1.27) 0.206 -0.20 (-0.98) 0330 -0.24 (-1.27) 0.205
=250

Position Acting 0.08  (0.49) 0.623 017 ( 1.03) 0306 0.28 ( 1.80) 0.073
Head

Llength of <5 -0.32  (-1.15) 0.250 -0.18 (-0.64) 0.520 -0.27 (-1.06) 0.289

clinical 5-9 -0.12  (-0.53) 0.594 -0.06 (-0.28) 0.780 -0.13  (-0.60) 0.550

experience >10

Type of Individual -043  (-1.39) 0.166 -0.40 (-1.28) 0203 -0.42 (-1.44) 0.152

dental clinic6  Joint open -0.25  (-0.76) 0.448 -0.20 (-0.61) 0.546 -0.27 (-0.88) 0.378
Dental hospital -0.60  (-1.95) 0.052 -048 (-1.54) 0.124  -048 (-1.63) 0.104
Gerneral university hospital

Department General treatment -0.09  (-0.50) 0.619 -0.18 (-1.08) 0.282
Prosthodontics -0.07  (-0.25) 0.805 -0.10 (-0.40) 0.691
Surgery or implant -0.29  (-1.09) 0276 -0.24 (-0.98) 0.327
Pediatric Dentistry 021 ( 0.79) 0428  0.19 ( 0.78) 0.438
Orthodontic 0.17  ( 0.80) 0426 0.13 ( 0.64) 0.520
Reception, Counseling

Duty hours <8 021 ( 1.19) 0.236 021 ( 1.28) 0.201
8-9 0.04 ( 031) 0.758  0.15 ( 1.19) 0.235
=10

The number <30 021 (125 0214  0.07 ( 043) 0.665

of patients 30-49 0.01 ( 0.07) 0.945  0.02 ( 0.09) 0.925

per day 50-69 020 ( 0.87) 0.387  0.05 ( 0.24) 0.811
=70

Work type The five-day workweek 0.11 ( 0.78) 0439  0.09 (0.071) 0.480
The six-day biweekly 0.16 ( 0.94) 0349  0.17 ( 1.08) 0.279
The six-day workweek

Operation Standup posture -0.05  (-0.42) 0.675 -0.09 (-0.84) 0.402

type Sit down posture

Strength of Tolerable 0.77 (3.61) <0.001 0.54 ( 2.56) 0.011

work Hard 0.74 (3.54) <0.001 053 (2.65 0.009
Wants to quit

Rest of work  Restless -047  (-1.98) 0.048 -0.25 (-1.14) 0.256
Sometimes rest -0.33  (-1.59) 0.113  -0.15 (-0.74) 0.461
Often rest

Professionalism 1.00 ( 5.40) <0.001

Turnover intention -0.22 (-2.78) 0.006

F(p) 2.001(0.016) 2.365(<0.001) 3.791(<0.001)

R’ 0.102 0.234 0.344

*. . . .
by hierarchical regression
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Ao, dib 54 T pjlo] W2 Aol EAle

[e]
T
Q) S T, YT F FAR A% 7
uJs) Ao] 25t 28w WEA47} e
TP} AR AT ol 40w E3kek Al o]59)
apEle AebE A0 L, dyE, AR A4,
of2o)er} BEA ] oS X RO Uehich AL
AL Bo4E HEALT} BolHT, AT e A9
o WRA47} oHon, offolEt FE4E YuA|4t
Adhs Ao Uehgrh
B A7) AL A Ao PANTSAIAE ik
2 B, AT duge] thersA goba] A

2,
i>n
or Bl omi for T

QIATSIAATE] B EA 5ol FE T 201 BRI

ched) oot gl

aE
PHALYAS] FBAF] G vHE 2L 7
ofsfel NP AT AR A A

589 2A A - A7) - 2R o] TRal AT
A 2818 toR 201449 69 195E 7Y 309744
A7171 44 AE2AFR O R ARE pRlsto] £4% Axt

ket 2 AnE A

1 AT PEANTYE 4447, HE G
) 3.06%, O|HR(5H)E 30450 pehgek

2. AT Qb EAle] T AEA|4 7)E]
146578, Aok ABSIYAHA. 620, St
TR £24E YRASE A et 1
23} AgolR, 54, H9) 2EAe] ue YA
ol folh Aol 2 ReTKp<0.05).

3. o] SRS wE PEA 7 ARG,
QR AL TR, TG 2 5 R

off wheh EA|Go] F-2J3t 2folE HATHp<0.05).
4. PEA|eL AR A3 Fofdt A JUHAE B3

31(r=0.396, p<0.001), SE-2|4=0} 0] 2] o] % (r=-0.320,

p<0.001), HE 2|24} 0] 2] 9] %(1=-0.228, p<0.001)

£ B ROfgt 58 AHAlE Hol= o0& Uehdth
5. IAIQIEARS BEA|o] IS HA= 8-S
2AgE Adt AR A FEA AHY FFS
A= Aog w9 1(p<0.001, 3>0), °o]ZYjw
FEA| o] F(-) ] FF n|A= Ao AetE
AtHp<0.01, B<0). T3k FZko] 3.791(p<0.001)& 1}
et SAAle] AfSt AoR AHEQlAL, RAIFO]
034402 34.4%9] &S Hrt

i = o

o

A TolAre] B Aol ke ulx]
Ak olxloles e A R4
4, olAolErt g nxe Aow
ettt webd] QARSI BEASRE 717
e e AN ek, olHoug v
aEreR A - Y4 Ado] Wad Ao 1t

Epdet:

d
ol n2
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