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The effect of Korean dentist's stereotyping on service behavioral
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Accepted : 19 February, 2013 jectives | The number of North Korean refugees is remarkably increasing nowadays

and there are many social and cultural issues related to their settlements in Korea,
Stereotyping of group is generally unique and has influences on emotions and behaviors,
The aim of this study was to investigate the relationship among stereotyping, emotion
and service behavior of South Korean dentist towards North Korean refugee,

Methods : Questionnaires for stereotyping, emotions and service behaviors were devised
based on previous researches, Two—hundred and eighteen Korean dentists were randomly
chosen and questionnaires were distributed, Correlation analysis, reliability analysis and
primary component analysis were performed, Student t—test and one—way ANOVA were
done to elucidate differences according to demographic factors, To examine the relationship
among constructs, regression analysis was performed,
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110—768, Yeongun dong, Chongro—ku, § to South Korean dentists to change their negative stereotyping and emotions toward North
Seoul, Korea, Korean refugees although their service behaviors are not affected at the moment,
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Table 2. Factor analysis of stereotyping
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Factors items Factor loading Eigen value Variance (%) (Cr ;:g:::.iya )
fastidious .806
thwarted 702
cunning 685
sensitive 684
1. thrawart & keen —2houlous 610 5.506 17.486 884
emulous .668
calm 664
keen .659
faddish 655
rude 56
filthy 723
shallow 681
2. rebellious CAPTLCIONS 664 3,647 11,39 778
ignorant 654
rebellious, 525
trustless 453
polite 748
3, affinity gracious .60 2,782 8,694 710
) dutiful .686 ) : ’
friendly 601
cautious 748
4, purity blunt 741 2.192 6.849 716
pure, 689
dominant 656
5. pessimistic selfish 652 2.190 6,845 .696
pessimistic 591
frugal .828
6. frugality persistent 714 2.041 6.377 706
enthusiastic 642
e sacrificial 852
7. sacrificial dodicated 85 1.640 5.126 .696

Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy(KMO)=0,832
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Table 3. Factor analysis of emotion

Seto|2Faol oist 1FHFE0| MH|A #S=0f D|Xl= FE 49

Factors items Factor loading  Eigen value Variance (%) ( Cror:l::ct:)rl::;ya )

angry 846
hateful 840
unpleasant 812

1, hatred 3.518 27,060 873
fearful 676
uneasiness 671
discomfort .600
affection .863
like 810

2. kindness missing 787 3.319 25.531 875
pleasant 769
respectable 634
) pitable 845

3. pity 2.180 16,766 .639
sad 844

Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy(KMO)=0,829
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Table 4. Factor analysis of service behavioral intention
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ulg AolA olFA Agle) Auls sl ojgt At
Aol e Satoleanlo] djgt s xM ol
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= 332 UEhYH (Table 3), (Table 4)9} 7t}

Factors items Factor Eigen Variance reliability
loading value (%) (Cronbach's a )
Willingly going out of his/her way to make o0
North Korean refugees satisfied,
B . Performing all those tasks for North Korean

1. role—prescribed o tht, are required of himyhis .860 2.293 45,861 845
Fulfilling responsibilities to North Korean
refugeesas specified on the teller job description
Voluntarily assisting even if it means going 876
beyond job requirements

2, extra—role 1.569 31382 T4

Often going above and beyond the call of duty

when serving North Korean refugees

.81

Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy(KMO)=0,674
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Table 5. Mean, standard deviations, and intercorrelations among study variables,

s1 s2 s3 s4 s5 s7 el e2 e3 b1 b2
sl 1
s2 a0 1
s3 084 — 379%* 1
s4 B25FF 316%F .035 1
S5} 28k 019 301FF 275%* 1
s6 — 134  258FE  — 114%  — 157 104% 1
s7 —185%% —231%F  2U9FF —119%  129%% 027 1
el 108%  BI13FF - 079 253FF — 043 229%F  — (092 1
e2 158FF — 4047 503 079 165%F  —198%F  981FF  — o4 1
e3 —280%F 485 — 980k  — 138%F  —110% 483" - 019  546FF — 450%* 1
bl 023 —105% 200%* 081 204 014 062 —285%%  187FF - 086 1
b2 —089 —104%  200%% — 1347 1% 023 239%F - 050 2847 010 239 1
Mean 3002 2680 3078 3026 39505 3163 2670 219 2,740 2701 3795 2696
SD o716 5405 0239 6340 0937 6527 0738 o719 5930 9487 5473 7489

Note: *p € 0.05, *p ¢ 0.01.

s1: thwarted & keen, s2: rebellious, s3: affinity, s4: purity, s5: pessimistic, s6: frugality, s7: sacrificial

el: hatred, e2: kindness, e3: pity, bl: role-prescribed, b2: extra-role
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Table 6. Regression analysis results (independent variable: stereotyping)

51

dependent Independent Unstandardized Tolerance R2 Adiusted R2 F value
variable variable coefficient B P )
hatred 290 267 12.271
constant —, 266 —.700 484
1, thwarted & keen 113 1.348 179 028
2. rebellious .304 3.734 .000* AT
3. affinity 385 4,462 .000* 7168
4, purity 206 2.773 .006* 544
5. pessimistic -135  —2.080 .039* 626
6. frugality 126 2.134 .034%* .909
7. sacrificial —.094 —1,383 168 767
kindness 267 242 10,914
constant 1,465 4,253 .000%*
1. thrawart & keen 129 1.699 091 028
2 rebellious —.234 -3.170 002 047
3. affinity 146 1,857 .065 768
4. purity —.021 —.304 761 544
5. pessimistic —.124 —2.102 .037* .626
6, frugality 154 2.876 .004% .909
7. sacrificial 301 4,896 .000%* 767
pity 241 215 9.504
constant 793 1.493 137
1, thrawart & keen -454 3874 .000* .528
2 rebellious 430 3.774 .000* 547
3. affinity 179 1,479 141 768
4. purity 040 384 702 544
5, pessimistic .008 .085 932 .626
6, frugality .505 6.102 .000* .909
7. sacrificial 037 .395 .693 767
Note: *p < 0,05,
Table 7. Regression analysis results (independent variable: emotion)
dependent Independent Unstandardized Adjusted
variable variable coefficient B P Tolerance  R2 R2 F value
role—prescribed 132 120 10,884
1, hatred —.250 —3.878 .000* .866
2. kindness 206 3.055 .003* 992
3. pity 172 3.617 .000%* .870
exra—role .240 229 22,497
1, hatred 178 —1.998 047 .866
2. kindness 122 7.167 .000* 992
3. pity 047 718 AT74 .870
Note: *p < 0,05
TS 2 9l A0R U], 17 o] B4 BE 35, QITLEEIY EM0| M2 X0}
el sofel 511 Holt EAShs AR U &y apspopuge] Ak 54 afl, 2 o
B9l B W HER A BTN Thol] o L nioren 1 sl ~msle) Sl
. . - 1o volaTm e od, T o < =y
e A8 HERE W, SRS e SO T sgiolezeniol oe s, 44, Avla Wil )
off =7 201 Q= Ao® FAEQIT Tlefu AH|A 3] o]/} QJ=A= ook}
AR =2 4 AN
0] o] FAAT, AR Eofof M= @ Qlof| QlotA A
7k Aok EA5H) 9Re 2O Lepdth(Tble 9,
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Table 8. Regression analysis results (independent variable: stereotyping, dependent: service behavioral intention)

depgndent Indep-e ndent Unstaqd_ardized t o} Tolerance R2 Adjusted R2 F value
variable variable coefficient B

role—prescribed 133 104 4,586
constant 2.417 6.109 .000
Lo thwarted & =247 —2.837 .005%* 028
keen
2. rebellious .008 100 921 47
3. affinity 184 2.049 042 768
4, purity 178 2.298 .023* 544
5, pessimistic 110 1,626 .106 .626
6. frugality 132 2.151 .033* .909
7. sacrificial .049 .692 490 167

extra—role 158 129 5,609
constant 1115 1.943 .053
1, thrawart & keen —.031 —. 242 .809 028
2 rebellious —.066 —.536 .93 47
3. affinity .332 2.542. .012% 768
4, purity -.150 —1.333 184 .44
5, pessimistic 136 1.377 170 .626
6, frugality .034 .383 102 1909
7. sacrificial 268 2.611 .010* 167

Note: *p € 0.05.

Table 9. t—test comparison of stereotyping, emotion, and service behavioral intentions(nationality)

North Korean Refugee South Korean
I, Stereotyping
Means(S.D) 2.76(.54) 3.96(.48)
1, thwarted & keen t /D 210,092/.000
o rebellions Means(S.D) 2.91(,55) 2.44(,49)
- t/p 9,829/.000
3. affinity Means(S.D) 2.85(,44) 3.32(,48)
- t/p —10,325/.000
4 puity Means(S.D) 2.82(.60) 3.24(,60)
: t/p —7.127/.000
5. pessimistic Means(S,D) 3.44(.64) 3.57(.54)
) t/p —2,252/.025
) Means(S.D) 3.47(.58) 2.84(.56)
6. frugality ¢/ p 11.212/.000
7 ecrificial Means(S.D) 2.63(.55) 2.71(.59)
: t/p —1,615/.107
II. emotion
Means(S.D) 2.33(.57) 2.06(.54)
1 hatred t/p 5.172/,000
) Means(S.D) 2.40( 51) 3,10(,44)
2 kindness t/p —15.352/.000
3 ity Means(S.D) 3.29(.77) 2.07(,69)
t/p 17.116/.000
III. service behavioral intention
1. role—prescribed Means(S.D) 3.76(.53) 3.84(.56)
: t/p —1.530/.127
o extraole Means(S.D) 2.65(.79) 2.74(.71)
- t/p —1,256/.208

Note: based on mean value on a 5 likert type scale(1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree)
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Table 10, t—test comparison of stereotyping, emotion, and service behavioral intentions(gender)
Female (n=70) Male (n=148)
stereotyping
Means(S.D) 2.66(.59) 2.80(.52)
1. thwarted & keen t/ p ~1763/ 0719
9 rebellious Means(S.D) 2.99(.46) 2.87(.58)
: t/p 1.546/.124
3 affinit Means(S,D) 2.89(.54) 2.84(3.79)
: v t/ p 721/ 473
4 puity Means(S.D) 2.75(,63) 2.86(.58)
- P t/ p —1.215/.926
5 it Means(S.D) 3.45(.74) 3.44(,59)
. pessimistic t/ p 084/ 934
. Means(S.D) 3.51(.59) 3.44(.58)
6. frugelity t/p 833/.406
.y Means(S.D) 2.71(.53) 2.59(.56)
7. sacrificial t/ o 1487/.139
emotion
Means(S.D) 2.44(,65) 2.29(.52)
L. hatred t/ p 1.479/.142
. Means(S.D) 2.44(.45) 2.38(.53)
2. Kindness t/p 837/.403
3 it Means(S,D) 3.40(,74) 3.24(.77)
- P t/ p 1.476/.141
service bahavioral intention
1 role—proscribed Means(S.D) 3.80(.65) 3.73(.47)
- OO t/p 759/.449
9 extra_tole Means(S.D) 2.84(.80) 2.56(.77)
’ t/p 2.504/.013
Note: based onmean value on a 5 likert type scale(I=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree)
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Table 11, ANOVA comparison of stereotyping, emotion, and service behavioral intentions

5) 5-10 10¢ 15¢
stereotyping
Means(S.D) 2.62(.57) 2.83(.47) 3.09(.36) 2.82(.69)
1. thwarted & keen Duncan's test L H H H
t/p 5.356/.001*
Means(S.D) 2.89(.60) 2.89(.49) 3.10(.47) 2.82(.62)
2. rebellious Duncan's test - - - -
t/p .994/.397
Means(S.D) 2.83(.43) 2.80(.40) 3.14(.44) 2.98(.60)
3. affinity Duncan's test L L H H
t/p 3.817/.011
Means(S.D) 2.73(.64) 2.86(.55) 2.98(.59) 3.11(.48)
4, purity Duncan's test L H H H
t/p 2.257/.083
Means(S.D) 3.50(.77) 3.37(.51) 3.60(.47) 3.28(.47)
5. pessimistic Duncan's test - - - -
t/p 1.252/.292
Means(S.D) 3.44(,63) 3.47(.56) 3.46(.60) 3.64(.26)
6. frugality Duncan's test - - - -
t/p .409/.747
Means(S,D) 2.67(.57) 2.53(.52) 2.79(.38) 2.67(.78)
7. sacrificial Duncan's test - - - -
t/p 1,552/.202
emotion
Means(S.D) 2.30(.63) 2.28(.43) 2.49(.45) 2.76(.59)
1. hatred Duncan's test L L H H
t/p 3.294/.021
Means(S.D) 2.24(.52) 2.48(.43) 2.65(.45) 2.72(.59)
2. kindness Duncan's test L H H H
t/p 8.028/.000%
Means(S.D) 3.40(.83) 3.10(.69) 3.34(.78) 3.58(.51)
3. pity Duncan's test H L L H
t/p 3.088/.028
service behavioral
intention
Means(S.D) 3.77(.60) 3.70(.47) 3.96(.53) 3.69(.30)
1. role—prescribed Duncan's test - - - -
t/p 1.348/.260
Means(S.D) 2.64(.87) 2.70(.73) 2.47(.51) 2.63(.87)
2. extra—role Duncan's test - - - —
t/p .454/.715

Note: based on mean value on a 5 likert type scale(1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree)
Duncan’ s multiple range tests: means with the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level.
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20s 30s over 40s
stereotyping
Means(S,D) 2.60(.54) 2.80(.52) 3.11(,53)
1. thwarted & keen Duncan's test L L H
t/p 7.946/.000*
Means(S,D) 2.82(.61) 2.92(.51) 3.20(.43)
2. rebellious Duncan's test L L H
t/p 3.711/.025
Means(S. D) 2.85(,38) 2,84(,45) 2.97(.53)
3. affinity Duncan's test - - -
t/p .719.488
Means(S.D) 2.63(.66) 2.88(.54) 3.30(.46)
4, purity Duncan's test L L H
t/p 11,057/.000*
Means(S,D) 3.38(.80) 3.47(.56) 3.52(.37)
5. pessimistic Duncan's test - - -
t/p .567/.568
Means(S,D) 3.42(.65) 3.46(.57) 3.72(,26)
6. frugality Duncan's test L L H
t/p 2,029/.134
Means(S.D) 2.71(.54) 2.58(.57) 2.56(.51)
7. sacrificial Duncan's test - - -
t/p 1.376/.255
emotion
Means(S,D) 2.30(.64) 2.27(.48) 2.94(.43)
1. hatred Duncan's test L L H
t/p 12,247/ .000*
Means(S,D) 2.21(.54) 2.45(.48) 2.59(.41)
2. kindness Duncan's test L H H
t/p 4.452/.013
Means(S.D) 3.31(.89) 3.23(.71) 3.64(.41)
3. pity Duncan's test L L H
t/p 2.356/.097
service behavioral intention
Means(S.D) 3.62(.52) 3.84(,55) 3.76(.29)
1, role—prescribed Duncan's test - - -
t/p 4.128/.017
Means(S.D) 2.47(.81) 2.79(.75) 2.44(.75)
2. extra—role Duncan's test - - -
t/p 4.939/.008

Note: based on mean value on a 5 likert type scale(1=strongly disagree and S=strongly agree)

Duncan’s multiple range tests: means with the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level,
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Table 13. t—test comparison of stereotyping, emotion, and service behavioral intentions(past experience)

Yes No
stereotyping
Means(S.D) 2.77(.59) 2.76(.53)
1, thwarted & keen t /D 115/ 908
9 rebellions Means(S.D) 2.86(.09) 2.91(56)
: t/p —.499/.623
. Means(S.D) 2.83(53) 2.86(.42)
3. affinity t/p — 989/ 774
4 purity Means(S.D) 2.63(.47) 2.85(.62)
' t/p —1,989/.048
5, pessimistio Means(S.D) 3.66(.79) 3.40(.60)
) t/p 2.152/.032
. Means(S.D) 3.39(71) 3.48(.56)
6. frugality t/p —.682/.499
7 crificial Means(S.D) 2.38(.60) 2.67(53)
‘ t/p —2,834/.005*
emotion
Means(S.D) 2.10(,47) 2.38(.57)
L. hatred t/p —3.039/.004*
. Means(S.D) 2.58(.56) 2.36(.49)
2. kindness t/p 2.181/.035
3 pity Means(S.D) 3.07(.81) 3.33(.75)
’ t/p —1,795/.074
service behavioral intention
1. role—prescribed Means(S, D) 3.83(55) 3.73(59)
] t/p 1,514/.131
9 extrarole Means(S.D) 2.82(.63) 2.62(.81)
i t/p 1,660/.103

Note: based onmean value on a 5 likert type scale(=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree)
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Table 14, t—test comparison of stereotyping, emotion, and service behavioral intentions(Hospital type)

general hospital local clinic
stereotyping
MeansS.D) 2.66(.50) 2.96(.57)
1. thwarted & keen t/ p —3.924/.000*
2, rebelli Means(S,.D) 2.83(54) 3,05(.53
. rebellious t/ D —9,763/.006*
» Means(©.D) 2.98(45) 27080
3. affinity t/ p 3.845/.000%*
. ity Means(S.D) 2.72(.58) 3.03(.60)
. purt t/ p *3612/000/z~
; - Means(S.D) 3.41(71) 3.50(.45)
. pessimistic b/ p —1.092/.276
] Means(S.D) 3.39(.61) 3.62(,52)
6. frugality v/ p —2.776/.006*
o Means(S.D) 2.71(.55) 2.47(.53)
7. sacrificial b/ p 3,064/.002*
emotion
Means(S.D) 2.34(.58) 2,32(,55)
1. hatred t/ p .282/.'178
. Means(S.D) 2.51(.50) 2.16(.44)
2. kindness t/p 5.071/.000*
- Means(S.D) 3.32(.74) 3.23(.82)
. pity t/p .809/.491
service behavioral intention
e oreccriied Means(S.D) 3.73(.58) 3.81(.42)
. role—prescri ¢/ p —1,184/.238
> extratol Means(S.D) 2.72(.76) 2.52(.82)
. extra—role ¢/ p 1,730/.085

Note: based onmean value on a 5 likert type scale(1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree)
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