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Abstract

Objectives: The purpose of this study is to investigate whether the ethical climate affects
the job satisfaction of the clinical dental hygienists. Methods: A self-reported questionnaire
was filled out by 207 dental hygienists. The data were analyzed by t-test or one-way ANOVA,
multiple regression analysis, and Pearson’s correlation analysis using IBM SPSS Statistics 19.0
program. Results: The factors affecting the job satisfaction of the general and ethical climate
were the work experiences, the completion of vocational ethics education, the self interest
type, the friendship type, the rule and the procedure type. When working experience and
vocational ethics education are completed, self interest type and friend type have improved job
satisfaction as the score increases, while job satisfaction is lowered as the rule and procedure
type are increased. Conclusions: Since healthy ethical climate correlates with job satisfaction,
it is necessary to establish an ethical climate in order to improve the job satisfaction of clinical
dental hygienists. Efficient and stable management of ethical climate within dental clinics can
be achieved when mutual interests are emphasized and respected rather than obedience is
empathized to hospital regulations, procedures and policies.
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Table 1. Verification of ethical climate differences according to general characteristics

Characteristics Division N Mean=+SD torF p*
Age >25 63 3.25+0.31 1.089 0.355
25-30 98 3.251+0.35
31-35 23 3.284+0.36
36=< 23 3.381+0.28
Education College degree 123 3.2510.33 1.329 0.267
University 68 3.28+0.33
Graduate school 16 3.39+0.40
Religion Protestantism 28 3.25£0.38 0.952 0.435
Catholicism 19 3.1910.34
Buddhism 14 3.421+0.34
Irreligion 142 3.27£0.33
Other 4 3.2+0.17
Marital status Un married 150 3.2510.32 -1.145 0.253
Married 57 3.31+0.36
Clinical experience <3 years 59 3.241+0.32 0.728 0.574
3-5 years 4 3.27£0.32
6-8 years 45 3.25£0.37
9-11 years 21 3.241+0.34
=12 years 28 3.36£0.32
Pay <200 88 3.25£0.31° 3.447 0.034
200-249 88 3.24+037
=250 31 3.41£0.27
Ethical standards ~ Very firm 33 3.351+0.36 1.737 0.179

Confused from time to time 71 3.224+0.34
Change with circumstances 103 3.27£0.32

Job ethics education Yes 125 3.1310.46 1.219 0.224
No 82 3.00£0.36
*by t-test or one-way ANOVA

*b¢ denotes the same subgroup by Scheffe test analysis
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Table 2. Verification of job Satisfaction differences according to general characteristics

Characteristics Division N Mean=+SD torF p*
Age >25 63 3.12+0.44° 4.785 0.003
2530 98  3.01+042°
31-35 23 3.04£0.38°
36=< 23 3364033
Education College degree 123 3.08£0.38" 5.181 0.006
University 68 3.02+0.45
Graduate school 16 3.39+0.52°
Religion Protestantism 28 3.01£0.47 0.798 0.528

Catholicism 19 3.04+0.48
Buddhism 14 3.23£0.39
Irreligion 142 3.08£0.41
Other 4 3.241+0.39
Marital status Un married 150 3.06+0.41 -1.367 0.173
Married 57 3.15+0.44
Clinical experience <3 years 59 3.12£0.42° 3.012 0.019
3-5 years 54 3.01+0.43
6-8 years 45 2.97£0.38
9-11 years 21 3.13+0.48°
=12 years 28 3.28+0.37°
Pay <200 88 3.104+0.44° 4.654 0.011
200-249 88 3.00£0.42°
=250 31 3.26+0.32°
Ethical standards ~ Very firm 33 3.30+0.50" 5.666 0.004
Confused from time to ime 71 3.03+0.45
Change with circumstances 103 3.0510.35°
Job ethics education Yes 125 3.131+0.46 2.266 0.025
No 82 3.00+0.36
*by t-test or One-way ANOVA
abededenotes the same subgroup by Scheffe test analysis
Table 3. The ethical climate perceived by the research subject
Division Mean=+SD Rank
Self interest type 3.241£0.51 7
Efficiency type 3.36055 2
Friendship type 3.12£0.56 8
Company interese 3.05+0.38 9
Team play type 3.431£0.60 1
Personal morality type 3.25+0.53 6
Social responsibility type 3.36£0.51 3
Rules and procedure type 3.29£0.57 5
Law and professional code type 3.31+0.34 4

https://doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.20180051



520+ J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2018;18(4):515-24

6. LY E4 8 R2ISEV AT TE| 0[K|= S

oh‘ﬂ_]-JIE ]

AuHA £ 9l 82 B 7} 2| Rl )X oJRke ot & A Sllmee AU A0 R ekt
om AL 511%E LERTH

Table 4. Job satisfaction perceived by the research subject

Division Mean+SD  Rank
1. think I'm in charge of important tasks 3.30£0.74 3
2.1 get intellectual stimulation and satisfaction through my work 3.17£0.70 8
3. There are many opportunities for professional development and 2.91+0.78 15
personal development
4.1 am satisfied with the work I have now entrusted to me 3.22+0.77 7
5.1 am interested in the work I am currently doing 3.13£0.80 9
6. I have many opportunities to use my knowledge and skills 3.26£0.76 5
7. Alot of creative ability is required to perform the task 2.8510.85 18
8. My work is not monotonous, varied, and changing 2.90+0.92 17
9. There is a lot of autonomy in performing the work 2.93+0.82 14
10. I am now highly motivated to work 2.99+0.84 13
11. The administrative system is designed to make things work efficiently =~ 2.9140.82 16
12. There are times when administration can hinder the service of 3.22+0.77 6
patients*
13. Sometimes I get a job order that is contrary to my judgment® 3.00+0.86 12
14. The superior is in support of my decision 3.12£0.67 10
15. My workload is so heavy that it is burdensome* 3.060.77 11
16. There is ample staff for the task 2.76+0.90 19
17. 1 get a lot of stress on the job* 2.58+0.85 20
18. The cooperation between the staff is not working well* 3.52+0.79 2
19. The team leader and the chief of the dental hygienist team are well- 3.27£0.79 4
cooperated
20. I work with a strong sense of responsibility for my work 3.56£0.69 1
Job satisfaction total 3.08+0.42

*reverse acid treatment item

Table 5. Results of multiple regression analysis of factors affecting to the job satisfaction

Social Law and

Variables . sell Comipetiy Efficiency Friendship Team Persor}al responsi Eavlles eiad professional 2

interest  interest play  morality bility procedure code Satisfaction
Self interest 1
Company interese 0.1400 1
Efficiency 0.3047* 02377 1
Friendship 0.488*7*  0.104 0.6677* 1
Team play 0.484*  0.069 0.624* 07407 1

Personal morality type 0.395*  0.039 0480  0.5757* 0.5717* 1

Social responsibility ~ 0.493  (0.109 0.591%*  0.630%*  0.680** 0.5407* 1

Rules and procedure  0.089 0236  0.228 0.141* 0138 0070  0277°% 1

(L:ggfnd professional o3y (005 26t 032607 0335 0213 03807 03357 1

Job Satisfaction 048977 -0.010  0.492°% 0.639% (0.589°% 0.380°% 0.522°%F -0.0090  0.193%* 1
*p<0.01, **p<0.05, **p<0.001 by pearson’s correlation analysis
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Table 6. Results of multiple regression analysis of factors affecting to the job satisfaction

Variables B SE B t p*

(Constant) 1513 0.287 5276 <0.001
Education_ university -0.044 0.046 -0.049 -0.947 0.345
Education_ graduate school 0.140 0.083 0.089 1.681 0.094
Clinical experience 0.036 0.018 0.116 2.058 0.041
Job ethics education_yes 0.142 0.046 0.165 3.115 0.002
Self interest type 0.163 0.052 0.197 3.120 0.002
Company interest type -0.037 0.059 -0.034 -0.627 0.532
Efficiency type 0.093 0.057 0.120 1.642 0.102
Friendship type 0.254 0.064 0.338 3.988 <0.001
Team play type 0.091 0.058 0.130 1.567 0.119
Personal morality type -0.058 0.051 -0.074 -1.151 0.251
Social responsibility type 0.115 0.063 0.140 1.832 0.068
Rules and procedure type -0.128 0.042 -0.173 -3.066 0.002
Law and professional code type -0.064 0.069 -0.051 -0.918 0.360

F=17.767, p<0.001, R? =0.545, adj. R*=0.514

*by Multiple linear regression
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