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ABSTRACT

Objectives: To identify the factors influencing the turnover intention of registered South Korean dental hygienists and analyze
the effect sizes. Methods: Overall, 54 studies based on criteria of PICO from 1 January 2000 to 11 January 2022 were extracted.
The factors related to turnover intention were applied to the ecological system theory and categorized. Subsequently, the effect
size of the correlations was comprehensively meta-analyzed by dividing it into protective and risk factors depending on the
negative or positive correlation direction. Results: For the overall effect size, the protective factor (ES,=-0.458) was higher than
the risk factor (ES,=0.352). In the protective factors, organizational commitment and perceived organizational support belonging
to the microsystem yielded the largest effect size. Furthermore, as for risk factors, burnout, job stress, work harassment, role
conflict, and emotional labor belonging to the microsystem showed a moderate effect size. Conclusions: Factors belonging to
the microsystem demonstrated a large effect size in both protection and risk factors for dental hygienists’ turnover intention.
Additionally, the factor showing the largest effect size was protective factor categorized into a microsystem.
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2 e oshEof HziH|o]EfH|o]A(OVID Medline & Pubmed), -5 2|sH2opdAlH|o]E{H|o] A (Excerpta Medica dataBASE,
EMBASE), *+2]0|t]o}(DBpia), thetelslshex|H91g 23] (KoreaMed), $H=15t&7JH (Korean Studies Information Service System,
KISS), 3h=+1-5-817 B (Research Information Sharing Service, RISS), $F=1}8}7]& 4 HAIE|(NDSL), =48] =A1¥HNanet), = H5 Y=
AFHNLK), H=+2]ste]|o]efHo] A (Korean Medical Database, KMbase), & ©]-85t0] 20008 1256 20221 1€7H4] 2ajel 2418 e
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S (‘dental hygienists’ [MeSH] AND ‘Korea’ [MeSH]) AND (‘turnover’ OR ‘intention’ [MeSH] OR ‘quitting’ [MeSH] OR ‘leave’ OR
‘occupation’ [MeSH] OR ‘employment’) = 7345} ct.
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KISS | KoreaMed | RISS | DBpia | NDSL | Nanet | NLK | KMbase | Pubmed | EMBASE
22 167 250 127 134 109 62 19 26

N
N
®

Records removed
» before screening:
Duplicate records removed (n = 781)

Records identified from
Databases (n = 1,064)

v
Records screened Records excluded
(n =283) (n =50)
v
Full-text articles assessed 179 articles excluded:
for eligibility > 1.No reporting of turnover intention (n = 113)

1
(n=233) 2. No correlation value (n = 31)

1 3. No survey [interventional, qualitative, others] (n = 13)

4. Study targets were not only dental hygienists (n = 10)

Studies included in review 5. Unclear statistics (n = 4)

6

7

6

(n=54) . Reporting of sub-factors of the related factors (n = 4)

Studies included in meta-analysis . Duplicate data set (n = 3)
(n=>54) .etc. (n=1)

[ Included ] [ Eligibility ] [ Screening ] [ Identification ] |

Fig. 1. PRISMA flow for the study
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Table 1. Characteristics of selected studies

Sample Publication Related factors Measurement for turnover
1st author (yrs) size type Protective factors Risk factors intention Qa (/15)
Kang BW (2002) 1190 JA 12 N/A 11
Kang BW (2002) 213 JA 19 NR 11
Kang BW (2003) 346 JA 8§, 10, 14, 15, 21, 24, 18 N/A 10
26, 27,29, 30
Kang OH (2006) 356 JA 6,7,12, 16,21, 24, 5,18, 30 Seo Y] & Go JU (1995) 9
26,31, 32
Yoon MS (2006) 348 JA 14,18, 21, 24, 26, NR 9
27,29
Go EJ (2009) 280 JA 5,7, 14,16, 21, 26, 6,30 Kang OH (2004) 10
28
Kawk MH (2010) 217 Thesis 14,26, 27,28 Seo EH (2002) 1
Kim GY (2010) 217 JA 12,27,31 31 Michaels & Spector (1982) 12
Shin SJ (2010) 135 JA 12,21 Michael & Spector (1982) 12
Yoon JA & Lee HJ (2007)
Choi HN (2010) 152 JA 12,19, 21 17,22 Moon SJ (2010) 11
Heo SE (2010) 222 JA 17,22 Min BH (2010) 11
Yeon MR (2011) 143 Thesis 12,16 Lee SR (2005) 11
Kim JS (2012) 201 JA 8 Kim YR (2007) 10
Lee CS (2012) 175 JA 21,31 31 Lee SM (1995) 11
Choi W] (2012) 316 Thesis 28,29, 31, 32 NR 11
Ko GH (2013) 261 Thesis 21 22 Seo EH (2003) 11
Kim JM (2013) 191 Thesis 13,17 Ju JH (2009) 11
Lee MH (2013) 200 Thesis 22 NR 11
Moon SJ (2013) 298 Thesis 13,22 TuJH (2009) 11
Park SY (2013) 206 JA 5 Kim YR (2007) 11
Lee SM (2013) 311 JA 21, 28, 31, 32 Choi W] (2012) 11
Yun HK (2014) 214 JA 12,21 18 Kim SJ (2007) 11
Lee JH (2014) 257 JA 1,3,23 NR 11
Jeon JH (2014) 277 JA 21 11 Lee SR (2005) 11
Choi JH (2014) 243 JA 8,15 6, 18, 28, 30 Lee SR & Park SL (2006) 11
Min HH (2015) 281 JA 9,16 Lee SR (2005) 11
Min HH (2015) 415 JA 9,12,21 17,22 Seo YJ & Go JU (2002) 11
Park YN (2015) 227 JA 12,14, 21 22 Yeon SK (2012) 11
Oh HS (2015) 326 JA 13,17 Park SM (2013) 11
Jeong KY (2015) 215 JA 13,17 Kim JM (2013) 11
Kim CR (2015) 270 Thesis 5,21, 26, 31 13,17 Michael & Spector (1982) 12
Ji MG (2015) 270 JA 16,21 Lee SR (2005) 11
Min HH (2016) 202 JA 12,21 6,17,22 Seo YJ & Go JU (2002) 12
Lee MR (2016) 169 JA 21 Go EJ et al. (2009) 11
Ji MG (2016) 221 JA 12 17,22 SeoY] & Go JU (2002) 10
Han SY (2016) 516 JA 21 17,22 Lee GH (2004) 12
Doe Y] (2016) 169 Thesis 21 Yeun EJ & Kim HJ (2013) 12
Kim YK (2017) 229 JA 21 22 Park HS (2002) 10
Son JL (2017) 240 JA 23 Seo YJ & Go JU (2002) 10
Kim YW (2018) 199 JA 1,2, 4,5, 16, 20, Kang IJ (2015) 11
21
Noi SM (2018) 223 JA 21 13 Lawler (1983) 12
Yoon GS & Kim SY(2010)
Min KH (2019) 200 JA 12 Kim JH (2010) 11
Seong MG (2019) 374 JA 25 21 Gwon SB (1995) & 12
OhJS (2001)
Kim HJ (2019) 311 Thesis 5,12 21 Lee JH (2014) 11
You EJ (2019) 220 JA 12, 20 Kim NH & Park JS (2015) 12
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Table 1. To be continued
Sample Publication Related factors Measurement for turnover
Ist author (yrs) size type Protective factors Risk factors intention Qa(/15)
Ku HY (2020) 225 Thesis 21 Park HS (2002) 11
Kim JI (2020) 202 Thesis 12 17,23 NR 10
Yoon NN (2020) 380 Thesis 14, 31 Moon SJ (2010) 12
Yoon SU (2020) 259 JA 21 13 Seo EH & Lee MS (2002) 12
Ryu HK (2020) 203 JA 14,16, 21, 26, 28, Go EJ (2009) 12
32,34
Choi HY (2020) 256 Thesis 21 23 Heo HJ & Lee SK (2018) 12
Choi MS (2021) 150 JA 33,21 NR 11
Kim HH (2021) 159 JA 14 22 Choi HN & Lim SR & 12
Cho YS (2010)

N/A=Not available, NR=Not reported, JA=Journal article

QA=Quality assessment (15 items of critical review form developed by Law et al[34] were used)

Related factors: 1=Year, 2=Education, 3=Total career, 4=Position, 5=Positive psychological capital, 6=Negative attention, 7=Self-
growth, 8=Self-esteem, 9=Happiness index, 10=Motivation factors, 11=Sense of humor, 12=Organization commitment, 13=Emotional
labor, 14=Interpersonal relationship, 15=Support, 16=Professionalism, 17=Burnout, 18=Role conflict, 19=Empowerment, 20=Perceived
organizational support, 21=Job satisfaction, 22=Job stress, 23=Work harassment, 24=Decision, 25=Job performance, 26=Reward,
27=Welfare, 28=Work environment, 29=Work scope, 30=Work burden, 31=Internal marketing, 32=External environment, 33=Leisure
time, 34=Job dissatisfaction

54wo] i BHIES to 2 EWwERS 015t Axf, HAAQl Bixrt xp=0 2 Wk 718 SRlstith. Trim-and-Fill[35] o2
SIS 7SI, 143 9] 2912 27151tk a3t 7]= B 7 0.429(95% CI=0.374~0.480)011 A B Z0.496(95% CI=0.445~0.544)
o )

Standard Error

Fisher's z transformed correlation

Fig. 2. Funnel plot of standard error
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1) o]2lelx B35 2 Qlo] A4 a1t

ojAelwet P Ho aRle] HA GatAr|= 04582 4 gh= et Ho8Rl2 I gto] 9%5.7%=2 w340l 5384 e Axt
Q=961.59(p<0.001)= LEht $ALo] FatA7)7} o] dAjojefal & 4> Qlo B e G} By o 2 RASIICE 7ilo] AolEF4te Aol
T21 2912 9504 AlZ]17tol| A EAA 0 & QoJgt antE 71X Z o & Urepdt), 71 o] H gl 9Qle Bukz o & 97mo|l, gt
7] %ol 7 2 2912 22 ZU(ES =0.595)°1 Tt AYeAAE =715 2418 A, m|AIAIA|ES =0.492), SHAAIES =0.377), AAA
(ES,=0.346), 7HRI(ES =0.272) =02 LpERSTE. o Zol el F3F o) a3la7|E Hehd Ho g ole AuHe, nlAJAIA|o] 22 2U(ES =
0.595), 2| AR/ (ES =0.566), 2| FTHE(ES =0.497), 71Q19] AF71/878/8 (ES =0.423), SXHAIAS] BAHES =-0.417), 2AAS] UiFnAE
(ES=0.346), S7HlA12] ZHA27(ES =0.339), A (ES =0.331), mlA|AAIQ] #2244 (ES =0.331), 7H1] YEA]4(ES =0.321), 1]
AAIA|2] SIBAI(ES =0.320), Yt H E(ES =0.312) <20| ATt<Table 2>.
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Table 2. Characteristics of selected studies

95% CI Heterogenei
Related factors k n ES, T U ) g (Sy
Individual (Demographics characteristics)
Self - growth 2 636 04237 -0.357  -0.485  -11.33 0.0 0.68
Self - esteem 2 589 -0.249 0.138  -0.570 -1.27 95.6 22.79"
Positive psychological capital 4 986 01697  -0.066  -0.267 -3.23 64.4 8.42"
Happiness index 2 696 03217 -0253  -0.387 -8.76 0.0 0.0
Subtotal 10 2,907 02727 0178  -0.361 -5.53 85.6 62.30"
Micro (Occupation)
Organization commitment 15 4,405 05957 -0.520  -0.661  -12.28 90.2 143237
Interpersonal relationship 8 2,160 03207 0236 -0.39 -7.15 764 29.66
Support 2 589 0.2687 0085  -0.433 -2.85 81.0 5.26*
Professionalism 6 1,462 03317 0213 -0.439 -5.28 81.4 2692
Empowerment 2 365 03127 0202 0415 -5.37 223 1.29
Perceived organizational support 2 419 0.566 0497 0.628 -13.04 0.0 0.00
Job satisfaction 27 7,083 04977 -0.409 -0.577 -9.58 952 54525
Decision 3 1,050 0181 -0.023  -0.331 -2.24 85.6 1397
Subtotal 40 10,969 04927 0429  -0.551 -13.19 936 61361
Meso (Work)
Reward 7 2,020 04177 0312  -0.511 -7.20 86.9 45.74™
Welfare 4 1,128 0.2437  -0.100 -0.376 -3.29 85.6 20.77"
Work environment 5 1,327 03397 -0.226 0.443 -5.61 78.5 1857
Work scope 3 1,010 03317 -0.093  -0.532 -2.69 93.7 32.00"
Subtotal 10 2,864 03777 0280  -0.467 -7.14 88.4 77.87"
Exo (Hospital)
Internal marketing 7 2,025 03467 0260 0426 747 76.1 25.09"
Total 42 11,491 0458 0382  -0.528  -10.50 957  961.59"

k=number of studies, ES=effect sizes of correlation coefficient, CI=confidence interval, p<0.05, p<0.01, " p<0.001
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Table 3. Effect size of related risk factors according to ecological system

5 .
Related factors k n ES, Lowezs % CIIIpper A T Ig/eot)erogenegy
Individual (Demographics characteristics)

Negative attention 3 725 01427 0.077 0.22 4.02 66.0 5.89
Micro (Occupation)

Emotional labor 8 2,002 03077 0.223 0.387 6.90 74.7 27627

Burnout 12 3,152 0464~  0.375 0.544 9.16 89.4 10347

Role conflict 4 1,159 03227 0.259 0.382 9.50 29.0 4.23

Job satisfaction 2 439 0.137 -0.105 0.363 1.11 84.1 6.30

Job stress 13 3,322 04277 0.329 0.516 7.81 91.2 137.03™

Work harassment 4 955 0.335" 0.200 0.457 4.69 80.4 15.27

Subtotal 29 7,359 0388 0.332 0.442 12.32 876 225607

Meso (Work)

Work burden 3 879 02137 0.089 0.33 3.33 729 7.39°
Exo (Hospital)

Internal marketing 2 392 0.106 -0.043 0.25 1.39 55.1 2.23
Macro (Environment)

External environment 3 983 0.259" 0.105 0.401 3.25 85.0 13.307
Total 34 8,658 03527 0.295 0.405 11.43 885 28621

k=number of studies, ES,=effect sizes of correlation coefficient, CI=confidence interval, p<0.05, "p<0.01,  p<0.001

J
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Bt vl ZR(ES=0.438), H=HES =0.395), 4~ EH(ES =0.381)=0l et S7=H 2= 1H44] (ES =0.631), A1k 11[42] (ES=0.549),
1[45] (ES =0.450), ©][43] (ES =0.444), =} SH46] (ES =0.417), Michaels¥} Spector(40] (ES =0.364)2] E7- <=0 & Z}Q1=| Qi T}<Table 4>.
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Table 4. Effect size of protective and risk factors according to categories

. . 95% CI
Characteristics k ES, Tower Upper Q, )
Protective Publication year
2000 - 2010 10 0.417 -0.526 -0.294 5.67 (0.059)
2011 - 2015 13 -0.347 -0.486 -0.192
2016 - 2021 19 -0.546 -0.636 -0.442
Publication type
Journal article 32 -0.489 -0.561 -0.411 1.96 (0.161)
Dissertation 10 -0.351 -0.523 -0.152
Location 11 -0.381 -0.544 -0.191 2.59 (0.459)
Metropolitan area 17 -0.530 0.634 -0.407
Non - metropolitan area 4 -0.395 0.618 0.114
Nationwide 10 -0.438 -0.519 -0.349
Mixeda
Measurement tool 3 -0.364 -0.430 -0.293 77.79 (< 0.001)
Michaels & Spector (1982)
Seo YJ & Go JU (2002) 3 -0.549 -0.595 -0.500
Park HS (2002) 2 -0.631 -0.684 -0.572
Lee SR (2005) 3 -0.444 -0.501 -0.382
Go EJ et al. (2009) 2 -0.450 -0.528 -0.365
Moon SJ & Han SS (2010) 2 -0.417 -0.485 -0.344
Risk Publication year
2000 - 2010 6 0.311 0.234 0.385 4.26 (0.119)
2011 - 2015 16 0.312 0.220 0.400
2016 - 2021 12 0.421 0.334 0.502
Publication type
Journal article 25 0.333 0.269 0.394 1.02 (0.312)
Dissertation 9 0.402 0.281 0.510
Location
Metropolitan area 9 0.315 0.243 0.394 2.05(0.561)
Non - metropolitan area 16 0.386 0.293 0.472
Nationwide 2 0.409 -0.066 0.733
Mixed” 7 0.299 0.188 0.403
Measurement tool
Michaels & Spector (1982) 2 0.321 0.307 0.349 39.37 (< 0.001)
Seo YJ & Go JU (2002) 2 0.404 0.321 0.481
Ju JH (2009) 2 0.452 0.379 0.520

k=number of studies, ES=effect sizes of correlation coefficient, 95% Cl=confidence interval, Q,=Q between groups, *=metropolitan+non-
metropolitan area
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Table 5. The ranking of all factors related to turnover intention

Rank Related factors ES, p

1 Organization commitment -0.595 <0.001
2 Perceived organizational support 0.566 <0.001
3 Job satisfaction -0.497 <0.001
4 Burnout 0.464 <0.001
5 Job stress 0.427 <0.001
6 Self - growth 0.423 <0.001
7 Reward -0.417 <0.001
8 Internal marketing 0.346 <0.001
9 Work environment 0.339 <0.001
10 Work harassment 0.335 <0.001
1 Professionalism 0.331 <0.001
1 Work scope 0.331 0.007
12 Role conflict 0.322 <0.001
13 Happiness index 0.321 <0.001
14 Interpersonal relationship 0.320 <0.001
15 Empowerment -0.312 <0.001
16 Emotional labor 0.307 <0.001
17 Support -0.268 0.004
18 External environment 0.259 0.001
19 Welfare 0.243 <0.001
20 Work burden 0.213 <0.001
21 Decision -0.181 0.025
22 Positive psychological capital 0.169 0.001
23 Negative attention 0.142 <0.001

k=number of studies, ES~correlational effect size
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