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ABSTRACT

Objectives: This study was conducted to develop a dental hygienist's job satisfaction scale and to
evaluate its validity and reliability. Methods: A total of 34 preliminary questions were composed
based on the components commonly defined in previous studies and in-depth interviews. Results:
The results of the study were practice activity, professional satisfaction, income, working conditions,
patient relations, and co-worker relations using the exploratory factor analysis. Goodness of fit of
the model assessed using confirmatory factor analysis generally met the criteria. On verification
of the internal consistency, the Cronbach's alpha for the factors were as follows: 0.821 for practice
activity, 0.822 for professional satisfaction, 0.847 for income, 0.765 for working condition, 0.743 for
patient relations, and 0.747 for co-worker relations, which implied that the measurement tool was
reliable. Through exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, a total of 24 items for six factors:
six items for practice activity factors, four items for professional satisfaction, three items for income,
four items for working conditions, three items for patient relationships, and three items for co-
worker relations. Conclusions: Based on the aforementioned results, the validity and reliability of
the dental hygienist's job satisfaction measurement tool were satisfactory. Thus, it may be used for
assessing the job satisfaction of the dental hygienists in future.
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Table 1. General characteristics

Characteristics Division N(%)
Age (yrs) 20-29 163(47.4)
30-39 136(39.5)
=40 45(13.1)
Marriage Unmarried 213(61.9)
Married 131(38.1)
Education College 164(47.7)
University 133(38.7)
>Graduate school 47(13.7)
Workplace Dental clinic (dentists 1) 106(30.8)
Dental clinic (dentists >2) 169(49.1)
=Dental hospital 69(20.1)
Career (yrs) <4 101(29.4)
59 150(43.6)
>10 93(27.0)
Current work experience <2 116(33.7)
(yrs) 24 134(39.0)
=5 94(27.3)
Position General 182(52.9)
Team leader 77(22.4)
Chief 85(24.7)
Total 344(100.0)
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Table 2. Factor analysis of job satisfaction

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Commumalities
A9 0.818 0.097 0.059 0.080 0.108 0.022 0.701
A4 0.773 0.118 0.082 0.110 0.049 0.131 0.651
A5 0.656 0.178 -0.182 0.186 0.413 0.228 0.602
A10 0.513 0.169 0.179 0.318 0.355 -0.016 0.550
A7 0.508 0.084 0.331 0.195 0.281 0.161 0.517
A6 0.467 0.076 0.353 0.231 0.339 0.113 0.529
A23 0.009 0.745 -0.029 0.141 0.225 0.147 0.649
A25 0.128 0.714 0.174 0.117 -0.110 0.204 0.624
A22 0.152 0.690 0.300 0.059 0.270 0.032 0.666
A21 0.145 0.648 0.201 0.120 0.343 0.189 0.650
A24 0.273 0.617 0.166 0.140 0.181 0.139 0.554
Al 0.141 0.186 0.840 0.163 0.057 0.035 0.792
A2 0.023 0.055 0.838 0.082 0.113 0.028 0.752
A3 0.030 0.326 0.762 0.139 0.077 0.020 0.713
Al5 0.185 0.140 0.084 0.763 0.092 -0.015 0.651
Al6 0.156 0.122 0.121 0.747 0.084 0.064 0.623
Al13 0.100 0.100 0.121 0.707 0.132 0.131 0.626
Al4 0.127 0.087 0.267 0.615 0.071 0.323 0.522
Al17 0.059 0.173 0.161 0.192 0.760 0.127 0.690
Al8 0.255 0.256 0.069 0.033 0.756 0.139 0.696
A19 0.274 0.256 0.016 0.121 0.585 0.234 0.552
A29 0.23 0.113 0.067 0.077 0.153 0.792 0.715
A28 -0.072 0.254 -0.015 0.137 0.152 0.750 0.674
A3l 0.327 0.177 0.057 0.153 0.123 0.688 0.653
Figen value 2.974 2.873 2.628 2.516 2.253 2.109

Ratio of total 12.390 11.971 10.951 10.483 9.387 8.788

variance explained (%)

Cumulative ratio (%) 12.390 24.361 35.312 45.796 55.183 63.971
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Table 3. Modification model fit index
P CMIN/DF GFI AGFI RMR RMSEA NFI CFI IFI TLI
Model <0.001 2.180 0.883 0.852 0.045 0.059 0.854 0.914 0.915 0.900

dft degree of freedom, GFI: goodness of fit index, AGFI: adjusted GFI, RMR: root mean-squared residual, RMSEA: root mean
square error of approximation, NFI: normed fit index, IFI: incremental fit index, TLI: Turker-Lewis index, CFI: comparative fit
index
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Table 4. Correlation coefficients among variables
Professional

Characteristics Practice activity satisfaction Income Working conditions  Patient relations
Practice activity 1
Professional
satisfaction 0.539" 1
Income 0435 0.530" 1
Working conditions 0.636 0.503" 0.504™ 1
Patient relations 0.714~ 0.704~ 0.359" 0.493" 1
Co-worker
relations 0.557" 0579" 0.226" 0.483" 0.601"
“p<0.01, ™ p<0.001, by pearson’s correlation analysis
Table 5. Result of multiple regression analysis
Construct Item B S.E CR p B AVE Construct
Reliability
Practiceactivity 9 1 0.647 0.515 0.864
4 0.843 0.085 9.910 ok 0.637
5 0.830 0.088 9.454 ok 0.601
7 1.011 0.097 10.371 ok 0.673
10 1.042 0.098 10.655 ox 0.698
6 1.103 0.104 10.585 ox 0.691
Professional satisfaction 23 1 0.638 0.499 0.831
25 0.949 0.103 9.211 ok 0.583
24 1.145 0.109 10.472 ok 0.684
22 1.37 0.121 11.310 ook 0.758
21 1.211 0.103 11.735 0.801
Income 1 1 e 0.888 0.650 0.847
2 0.884 0.057 15.491 ok 0.771
3 0.908 0.059 15.328 i 0.764
Working conditions 15 1 ok 0.675 0.475 0.783
16 1.034 0.102 10.189 ok 0.680
13 1.293 0.122 10.635 0.723
14 0.971 0.103 9.394 ook 0.613
Patient relations 17 1 0.740 0.959 0.815
18 0.913 0.085 10.796 ok 0.665
19 0.845 0.075 11.316 0.704
Co-worker relations 28 1 ok 0.636 0.591 0.812
29 1.134 0.113 10.020 0.751
31 1.136 0.115 9.914 ook 0.731

*p<0.001, S.E: Standized regression weight, C.R.: Critical Ratio, AVE: Average Variance Extracte
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Table 6. Reliability of the assessment tool for measuring job satisfaction

Characteristics Items Cronbach’s a organization fit

Practice activity 6 0.821

Professional satisfaction 5 0.822

Income 3 0.847

Working conditions 4 0.765

Patient relations 3 0.743

Co-worker relations 3 0.747

Total 24 0.909
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