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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of this study was to examine how the dentist’s servant leadership affects the hap-
piness index of dental hygienists. Methods: The subjects were 221 dental hygienists that have been working
at dental clinics or dental hospitals. The data were analyzed using SPSS Version 20.0 (IBM Co., Armonk, NY,
USA). An independent t-test and one-way ANOVA analysis were conducted to examine the difference in the
happiness index of dental hygienists according to general characteristics. The independent t-test was con-
ducted to examine organizational culture and happiness index according to upper and lower group based on
the mean score for servant leadership. Pearson’s correlation analysis was used to examine the correlation
among key factors. Multiple regression analysis was conducted to identify factors influencing the happiness
index of dental hygienists. Results: According to the analysis, there was a statistically significant positive
correlation between the dentist’s servant leadership, the organizational culture and the happiness index of
dental hygienists. However, a stewardship of the dentist’s servant leadership factors was not found to have any
correlation with the market culture. A multiple regression analysis was performed after including the dentist’s
servant leadership, the organizational culture and the happiness index of dental hygienists. Meanwhile, the
stewardship and community-building effect of the dentist’s servant leadership had a statistically significant
effect on the happiness index of dental hygienists. Consequently, a higher servant leadership factor in den-
tists was correlated with a higher happiness index of dental hygienists. Conclusions: The findings show that
the dentist’s servant leadership affect the happiness index of dental hygienists. Therefore, effective inter-
vention and education programs related to the dentist’s servant leadership and sound organizational culture
are necessary to enhance dental hygienists’ happiness index. Additionally, a follow-up study will determine
the causal relationship among the dentist’s servant leadership, the organizational culture and the happiness
index of dental hygienists, considering organizational members and the environment of the dental clinics.
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Table 1. General characteristics of subjects
Variables N %
Gender
Female 221 100.0
Age
20s 122 55.2
30s 83 37.6
over 40 s 16 7.2
Education level
College 140 63.3
University 55 24.9
Over graduate school 26 11.8
Workplace
Dental clinic 183 82.8
Over dental hospital 38 17.2
Working career
1~2 65 29.4
3~5 47 21.3
6~10 72 32.6
>10 37 16.7
Position
Staff 145 65.6
Team leader 42 19.0
General manager 34 15.4
Business hours (per week)
Under 40 102 46.2
40to 45 102 46.2
Excess of 45 17 7.7
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Table 2. General tendency of servant leadership, organizational culture and happiness index

Based on
iabl M D o
Variables can S 5-point likert scale
Servant leadership
Commitment to growth 13.89 438 2.78
Foresight 13.28 4.40 2.66
Stewardship 15.82 4.29 3.16
Community building 15.74 4.67 3.15
Total of servant leadership 58.72 15.94 2.94
Organizational culture
Clan culture 15.97 425 3.19
Market culture 13.99 3.74 2.80
Hierarchy culture 15.99 3.65 3.20
Adhocracy culture 13.52 4.13 2.70
Happiness index
Satisfaction of life 9.70 2.64 1.94
Positive emotions 9.13 2.95 1.83
Negative emotions 12.88 5.28 2.58
Total of happiness index 31.71 9.06 3.52
Commitment to
groyvth
1389
Community | o L N .
building 15 74 : 13.28 Foresight
1:5.82
Stewardship
Fig. 1. Servant leadership
Clan c_ulture
1597
Market . A Adhocracy
""""""""""""""" culture

culture 13.99 1352

15.99

Hierarchy
culture

Fig. 2. Organizational culture
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Table 3. Happiness index according to characteristics of subjects

Happiness index

Characteristics N Satisfaction of life ~ Positive emotions ~ Negative emotions Total

Mean+SD torF Mean+SD tork Mean+SD tork Mean+SD tork
®*) ®* ®* ®*)

Age

20s 122 9.47+2.83 2486 9.07+2.98 2.270 12.11£5.20 2.970 30.64+9.29 2.495

30s 83 9.78+2.32 (0.086) 8941275 (0.106) 1387536 (0.053) 32.59+8.65 (0.085)

=40s 16 11.00+2.42 10.63+3.59 13.63+4.83 35.2548.58

Education level

College 140 9.21£2.59° 7.627 8.67+2.93" 4.775 12.15+5.09"° 4.168 30.0449.13* 7.315

University 55 10.27+2.32° (0.001) 9.91+2.53> (0.009) 13 76+5.55" (0.017) 33.95+7.59° (0.001)

> Graduate school 26 11.08+2.88° 9.96+3.49° 14.92+5.09° 35.96£9.48"

Workplace

Dental clinic 183 9.10£2.97 2776 12.61£5.32 _0302 9.48+2.64 _1.648 31.1949.12 _1.862

> Dental hospital 38 9.26+2.92 (0.006) 14.16+4.97 (0.763) 10.76+2.39 (0.101) 34.18+8.49 (0.064)

Working career

12 65 9.46£2.62° 2.680 9.03+£2.66 0.728 12.80+525 1.716 31.29+8.96 2.048
3~5 47 9.66+2.61* (0.048) 9531319 (0.536) 12.81+5.13 (0.165) 32.00+9,00 (0.108)
6~10 72 9.38+2.79° 8.8142.90 12.14+5.24 30.32+9.14

>10 37 10.78+2.21° 9.4343.30 14.54+5.45 34.76+8.80

Position

Staff 145 9.73+2.47 1.078 9.17+2.89 0.033 12.61#4.93 1.775 31.5048.33 0.942
Team leader 42 9242303 (0.342) 9104338 (0.968) 12554554 (0.172) 30.88+10.57 (0.391)
General manager 34 10.12+2.84 9.03+£2.79 14.44+6.23 33.59+10.07
Business hours

<40 102 9.964229 1.664 9.67+2.59° 3.613 13.5844.70° 4.131 33.21£7.74° 4.562
40~45 102 9.59+2.83 (0.192) g 7743.18> (0.029) 12.71+5.70° (0.017) 31 0749.77> (0.011)
>45 17 8.76£3.29 8.06+3.21° 9.71£5.03° 26.53+10.17°

*by independent t-test and one-way ANOVA
®The same superscript letter denotes the same subgroup by post-hoc Scheffe test
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Table 4. Organizational culture and happiness index according to servant leadership of dentists

Unit: Mean+SD

Happiness index

Organizational culture

Negative

Hierarchy Adhocracy Satisfaction Positive

Market

Clan

N

Variables

Total

emotions  emotions

culture culture culture of life

culture

Servant

leadership

105 13.56+4.26 13.01+4.21 14.23+£3.67 11.2443.77 8.47+2.52 11.28+5.13 7.93+2.89 27.68+8.28

Lower group

116 18.16+2.83 14.87+3.02 17.58+2.83 15.58+3.29 10.81+2.23 14.33£5.01 10.22+2.59 35.35£8.19

Upper group

t(p*)

-6.925
(<0.001)

-3.741 3801 3,741 7336 -6.195  -4.470
(<0.001)  (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001)

(<0.001)

9332
(<0.001)

*by independent t-test
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Table 5. Correlation between major factors
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= A2 AT

XAl

AHE ZEA 8
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/\’
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it i Market  Adh Hi hy tisfacti Positi Negati
Variables Commitment e T T Com'ml'mlty Servan? Clan culture arket dhocracy ierarchy ~ Satis a.ctlon OSlt.lVe ega. 1ve
to growth building  leadership culture culture culture of life emotions  emotions
Foresight ~ 0.764** 1
Stewardship 0.709** 0.671%* 1
Community 0.769%* 0.784**%  0.735%* 1
building
Servant 0.903** 0.898**  0.866%* 0.920%* 1
leadership
Clan culture 0.650%* 0.597**  0.602%* 0.707** 0.714** 1
Market 0.340%* 0.434**  0.080 0.314** 0.327** 0.265%* 1
culture
Adhocracy  0.622** 0.621**  0.451%* 0.588** 0.637** 0.680** 0.531** 1
culture
Hierarchy  0.552%* 0.586**  0.514** 0.600** 0.628** 0.587** 0.484** 0.530** 1
culture
Satisfaction 0.539** 0.517*%*%  0.541%** 0.591** 0.611** 0.570** 0.162* 0.428** 0.466** 1
of life
Positive 0.475%* 0.420*%*  0.459** 0.509** 0.520** 0.392%* 0.080 0.310** 0.318** 0.638** 1
emotions
Negative ~ 0.292** 0.324**  0.374** 0.348** 0.373** 0.247** 0.039 0.243** 0.233** 0.449** 0.514%* 1
emotions
Total of 0.482%* 0.477**  0.526** 0.541%* 0.565%* 0.438** 0.096 0.368** 0.375%* 0.761** 0.812%* 0.881%*

happiness
index

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 by Pearson’s correlation analysis
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Table 6. Influential factors on happiness index

Satisfaction of life

Positive emotions

Negative emotions

Variables

B SE B8 t VIF B SE B8 t

P*

p* VIFE B SE B t p* VIF B

Servant leadership

Commitment to 0.046 0.058 0.077 0.797 0.426 3.399 0.127 0.072 0.189 1.773
growth

Foresight 0.034 0.059 0.057 0.572 0.568 3.604 -0.006 0.074 -0.009 -0.078
Stewardship 0.068 0.055 0.111 1.233 0.219 2.969 0.060 0.069 0.087 0.873
Community 0.110 0.060 0.195 1.844 0.067 4.079 0.197 0.074 0.311 2.662
building

Organizational culture
Clan culture 0.145 0.055 0.234 2.640 0.009 2.877 0.002 0.068 0.003 0.028
Market culture  -0.055 0.051 -0.077 -1.062 0.289 1.945 -0.086 0.064 -0.108 -1.345

Hierarchy 0.083 0.055 0.115 1.522 0.129 2.107 0.025 0.068 0.030 0.361

culture

Adhocracy 0.001 0.055 0.001 0.016 0.987 2.675 0.011 0.068 0.016 0.165

culture
F (7*)
R
Radj

DW

10.884 (<0.001)
0.291
0.264
2.151

19.281 (<0.001)
0421
0399
1.933

0.078 3.399 -0.087 0.139-0.072 -0.624 0.533 3.399 0.087 0.212 0.042 0.409 0.683 3.399

0.938 3.604 0.126 0.143 0.105 0.885 0.377 3.604 0.155 0.218 0.075 0.710 0.478 3.604
0.383 2.969 0.277 0.133 0.226 2.087 0.038 2.969 0.405 0.203 0.192 2.001 0.047 2.969
0.008 4.079 0.18 0.143 0.159 1.256 0.210 4.079 0.486 0.218 0.251 2.228 0.027 4.079

0.977 2.877-0.134 0.132-0.108 -1.016 0.311 2.877 0.013 0.202 0.006 0.065 0.948 2.877
0.180 1.945-0.166 0.123 -0.117-1.343 0.181 1.945-0.306 0.188 -0.126 -1.626 0.105 1.945
0.719 2.107 0.068 0.131 0.047 0.519 0.604 2.107 0.176 0.201 0.071 0.878 0.381 2.107

0.869 2.675 0.176 0.131 0.138 1.347 0.179 2.675 0.188 0.200 0.086 0.943 0.347 2.675

5.284 (<0.001)
0.166
0.135
2.086

13.748 (<0.001)
0342
0317
2.174

B3: standardized beta
*by multiple regression analysis
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