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ABSTRACT

Objectives: This research is to examine the relationship between dental hygienists' exposure to incivility
from doctors, bosses, colleagues, patients, their family and visitors, and their turnover intention. Methods:
The research was conducted using Nursing Incivility Scale (NIS) and a survey. The survey was conducted
from September 10 to October 20, 2015. 240 dental hygienists were conveniently sampled from Forty
dental clinics and offices in Seoul, Incheon, Gyeongi-do, and Chungcheog-do. Results: The dental
hygienists' exposure to incivility and turnover intention showed correlation (p<0.01), and its sub-factors, —
the incivility from colleagues, doctors, patients and visitors — are also correlated with their turnover
intention (p<0.01). The strongest factor affecting dental hygienists' turnover intention was incivility from
doctors (8=0.279, p<0.001), followed by colleagues (5=0.168, p=0.029), patients and visitors (3=0.148,
p=0.026). The modified explanation ability of this model is 24.9%. Conclusions: Dental hygienists'
exposure to incivility in workplace is highly correlated to their turnover intention. A program to educate
dental hygienists positive mental attitude, communication skill to deal with incivility, and stress reduction
method is therefore required in order to reduce their turnover intention.
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1. Fe] Bty EME

27709] FelE 812 EZRI Q152 X367 fIel A1EA(factor analysis)= A|94et 2
T}, et B2 3719] 519 8910 2 WHHAITTable 1>, 891 12 ‘T2 2198 FELp, <
Fol 71od51A] okt A5hS vhe A o] Qi 502 A UE 7ho] Refgo 2 HFoHglar, @

Table 1. Factor analysis of incivility questions

Factor loading

Factor name Contents

1 2 3
1. Incivility of staffs Factor 1 0.630
Factor 2 0.667
Factor 3 0.552
Factor 4 0.728
Factor 5 0.784
Factor 6 0.784
Factor 7 0.726
Factor 8 0.506
Factor 11 0.648
Factor 12 0.682
2. Incivility of doctors Factor 9 : 0.643
Factor 10 : 0.598
Factor 13 : 0.653
Factor 14 : 0.842
Factor 15 : 0.863
Factor 16 : 0.816
Factor 17 : 0.552
Factor 18 : 0.616
3. Incivility of patients and visitors Factor 19 : . 0.634
Factor 20 : : 0.752
Factor 21 : : 0.681
Factor 22 : : 0.747
Factor 23 : : 0.654
Factor 24 : : 0.681
Factor 25 : : 0.643
Factor 26 : : 0.685
Factor 27 : : 0.661
Eigenvalue 5.70 4.89 4.74
Dispersion variance (%o) 21.1 18.1 17.5
Cumulative dispersion variance (%) 21.1 39.2 56.8

¢-? indicates factor load less than 0.5
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Table 2. Incivility and turnover intention degree

Characteristics N Min Max Mean+SD  Cronbach’s «

Incivility 240 1.00 4.11 2.38+0.63 0.936
Incivility of staffs 240 1.00 4.30 2.06:0.69 0.903
Incivility of doctors 240 1.00 4.63 2.52+0.92 0.904
Incivility of patients and visitors 240 1.00 4.44 2.62+0.69 0.880

Turnover intention 240 1.00 4.50 2.80+0.57 0.639

3. YA S40]| wE Faifetat o[22l

A TLPPALe] UREA E/do] wiE et o] Aok S Ll A3k= <Table 3>} 2t
TS B, AgoA= 254 od~304] mlRte] 2.417 .0 2 7P =7 reltar sloflx)= 4]
A7 255702 7P = Ul B FEEe Aeldo] 2,463 02 XY 2.21 3 Ht
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7V =ttt 2 Gl E 1507 o1 AF~2007H njgto] 7P =9kl = 21 oA 107 1]
+2.437, 109 oVd~30 u]Tt2.377, 309 o 2.297 =0 2 YTt o] o= B Y]
of wjet x]#ke]Ylo] 2,86 02 AMHY 2.69HHT} A ZARE| o] Folgt ZjolE Hrh
(p=0.029). 71 £Jof] -2t 2tolE Kol (kAR AgdelAi= 254 od~304] Hlgte] 2.85% .0
2 7P =80, AolA=3d o d~10 mgto] 2.88% 0 2 71 =T

4. 2|22V EAPt FHShs F2ifetat 0|22 o 2t
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Table 3. Incivility and turnover intention according to general characteristics

o - Incivility . Tumover .
Characteristics Division p Intention p
Mean+SD Mean+SD
Age <25 105 2.35+0.64 0.843 2.79+0.56 0.761
25-29 82 2.41+0.67 2.85+0.57
=30 53 2.3940.57 2.754+0.58
Education level College 128 2.41+0.58 0.461 2.88+0.57 0.076
University 70 2.33+0.67 2.70+0.54
Master’s degree 13 2.55+0.66 2.91+0.82
etc. 28 2.26+0.73 2.65+0.48
Marital status Unmarried 196 2.37+0.65 0.141 2.81+0.58 0.271
Married 40 2.37+0.51 2.72+0.44
Dental office type Dental hospital 80 2.21+0.64 0.004 2.69+0.47 0.029
Dental clinic 160 2.46+0.61 2.86+0.61
Area scale A special city 38 2.36+0.56 0.475 2.99+0.73 0.157
Metropolitan city 82 2.40+0.65 2.78+0.55
Big city 94 2.3240.65 2.74+0.51
A small town 24 2.53+0.56 2.81+0.55
Career (years) <1 39 2.26+0.52 0.677 2.75+0.67 0.264
1-2 79 2.38+0.65 2.80+0.51
3-9 95 2.44+0.68 2.88+0.57
=10 22 2.34+0.60 2.58+0.58
Position of A staff member 179 2.37+0.64 0.356 2.82+0.59 0.702
workplace Team leader 32 2.49+0.56 2.79+0.46
Head of department 26 2.26+0.62 2.66+0.52
Monthly income ~ =1.0-<1.5 24 2.38+0.67 0.668 2.78+0.67 0.096
(million won) >1.5-<2.0 130 2.39+0.66 2.87+0.58
>2.0-<2.5 57 2.38+0.58 2.78+0.48
=25 15 2.31+0.50 2.44+0.43
Total number of <10 120 2.4340.66 0.541 2.85+0.66 0.218
staff 10-29 55 2.37+0.57 2.83+0.49
=30 62 2.29+0.63 2.70+0.43

“by the independent t-test or one-way ANOVA test at @=0.05

Table 4. Relationship between incivility and turnover intention

Incivility sub-factors

Total incivility 5 3 Turnover intention
Total incivility 1
1. Incivility of staffs 0.862" 1
2. Incivility of doctors 0.864" 0.6517 1
3. Incivility of patients and visitors 0.761" 0.482™ 04657 1
Turnover intention 0.507" 0430" 04677 0361" 1

"p<0.01 by pearson’s correlation analysis
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Table 5. The impact of incivility on turnover intention

Non-standardized  Standardized

coefficient coefficient t p  Tolerance VIF
B SE B
A constant 1.730  0.136 12.764 <0.001
Dental clinic (ref.=dental hospital) 0.051  0.069 0.043 0.740 0460 0948 1.055
Incivility of staffs 0.138  0.063 0.168 2.191  0.029 0531 1.883
Incivility of doctors 0.173  0.047 0.279 3.657 <0.001 0.538 1.859
Incivility of patients and visitors 0.121  0.054 0.148 2.141  0.026 0.725 1.380

R?=0.262, Adjust R>=0.249, F=20.856, p<0.001
“by multiple regression analysis at @=0.05
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