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Table 1. General characteristics and job—related characteristics of the study subjects

Characteristics N(%) M+SD
Agelyear) <25 62 33.9 28.4+6.52
25~29 67 36.6
30~34 24 13.1
35< 30 16.4
Marital status Single 131 76.1
Married marriage 52 28.4
Academic career College 136 74.3
University 39 21.3
Graduate school 8 43
Service hospital Dental office 75 41.0
Dental Clinic 96 52.5
General hospital 12 6.6
Position General 139 76.0
Director’s 15 8.2
Manager 29 15.8
Work career(month) <36 58 31.7 79.54+74.55
37~72 50 27.3
73~108 30 16.4
108< 45 24.6
Experience in turnover Yes 61 333
No 122 66.7
Degree of turnover Often 35 19.1
Sometimes 105 57.4
No 43 23.5
Work intensity Normal 84 45.9
Strong 74 40,4
Very strong 25 13.7
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Table 2. Research subjects' adverse economic conditions and organizational socialization scores

M=£SD
Variable Characteristics Question
Total Average
Adversity quotient 20 58.60+9.16 2.93+0.45
Personal control power 5 15.80+2.98 3.16£0.59
Individual initiative 5 16.58+3.09 3.32+0.62
Situation impact range 5 14,93+3.76 2.98+0.75
Situational sustainability 5 13.86+3.66 2.77+0.73
Organizational socialization 38 123.40+12.82 3.25+0.34
Personal characteristics 8 30.37+3.71 3.79+0.34
Group characteristic 8 28.64+3.79 3.58+0.47
Occupational identity 3 10.34+1.94 3.45+0.64
Performance of duties 5 16.91+3.32 3.38%£0.66
Job satisfaction 4 12.57+2.34 3.14+0.58
Organizational immersion 5 13.97+£3.28 2.79+£0.65
Exhaustion 3 13.56+3.38 4.52+1.12
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Table 3. A Study on the Reverse Index and Organizational Socialization according to the general
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characteristics and job—related characteristics of the study subjects

Adversity index

Organizational socialization

Characteristics
M=+SD t/F(p) M=SD t/F(p)
Age(year) <25 58.07+8.80 2.374 121.50+12,09° 9.290
25~29 56.97+8.52 (0.072) 121,06+ 11,51° (0.000)""
30~34 60.56+ 11,07 121,58 +10,25°
35< 61.75+8.98 133.98+14,15°
Marital status Single 57.62+8.73 2,123 121,78 +11.81 3.221
Married marriage 61.05+9.81 (0.147) 127.48+14.40 (0.074)
Academic career College 58.18+£8.96° 3,112 122.46+12,15° 8.655
University 58.45+9 98" (0.047)" 123.05 12,44 (0.000)"
Graduate school 66.39+4 43" 141.07+14.48"
Service hospital Dental office 57.67+9.902 0.986 123,82+ 14,24 4,534
Dental Clinic 58.98+£8.893 (0.375) 121.83+10.97° (0.012)"
General hospital 61.30+5.594 133.33+13.63"
Position General 58.00+9.17 1.274 121,74+11,96° 5.425
Director’s 59.93+9.08 (0.282) 126.34+14.48" (0.005)"
Manager 60.77+9.03 129.80+14,04°
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. Adversity index Organizational socialization
Characteristics
M=*SD t/F(p) M=*SD t/F(p)

Work career(month) <36 58.18+£9.34 1.187 121.38+£12.06° 5.320
37~72 57.78+9.75 (0.316) 123,38+ 11,04® (0.002)"
73~108 57.48+£6.91 118.61+12.10°
108< 60.79+9.49 129.21+£14.27°

Experience in turnover  Yes 58.09+8.81 0.719 122.29+12.05 3.611(0.059)
No 59.60+9.81 (0.398) 125.61+14.08

Degree of turnover Often 54,33+10,60" 5.196 113,10+9,52¢ 22,935
Sometimes 59.97+8.71° (0.006)"" 123.81+10.06 (0.000)""
No 58.75+8.03" 130.78 £ 15.61°

Work intensity Normal 59.82+8.84 2.860 125.69+12,82° 7.028
Strong 58.48+8.32 (0.060) 123.59+11,42° (0.001)""
Very strong 54,89+ 11,65 115,10+ 13,80°

*p<0.05, *Fp<0.,01, *¥*p<0,001

by the Independent one—way ANOVA test at a=0,05

a, b, ¢, d Means followed by Scheffe’ multiple comparison
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Table 4, Correlation between the Reverse Index and Organizational Socialization of the Study Subjects

Personal Group Occupational Performance Job Organizational Exhanstion Organizational
characteristics characteristic identity of duties  satisfaction  immersion socialization
Personal 190" 200" 2277 3287 276" 236" 266" 406"
control power .010 007 002 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000
Individual 218" 2917 336 149" 326" 467 2007 465"
initiative .003 .000 .000 045 .000 .000 .007 .000
Situation 186" -.067 —.009 057 033 041 188" 102
impact range 012 368 .899 441 659 578 011 169
Situational .085 018 071 123 102 180 200" 183"
sustainability 255 .807 339 097 170 015 .007 013
Adversity 2427 145 2027 2227 249" 3157 309" 395"
quotient .001 .050 .006 003 .001 .000 .000 .000

#p<0.05, **p<0.01
by the Pearson’s correlation coefficien
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Table 5. General and job—related characteristics, and factors that influence organizational socialization by

adverse events index

B S.E s t p
Constant 74.809 9.685 7.724 .000
Age .380 374 .190 1.018 310
Experience in turnover .007 .032 .042 227 821
Degree of turnover 5.970 1.282 .300 4.657 .000
Work intensity —1.900 1.187 —.102 —1.601 11
Personal control power 788 .296 180 2.662 .009
Individual initiative 1.083 272 255 3.982 .000
Situation impact range —.010 .250 —.003 —.041 967
Situational sustainability 063 .263 018 238 812

R%:0.416, F(p) :

17.091(0.000)

by multiple liner regression analysis, 95% confidence interval
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ABSTRACT

The Influence of adversity quotient on organizational socialization
among dental hygienists

Young-Sun Kim - Jung-Hwa Lee”

Department of Dental Hygiene, Daegu Health College

This study analyzed 183 for dental hygienists working at dental hospitals and clinics in Daegu to survey
organizational socialization of them. The adversity index of the study subjects averaged 58.6019.16 points out of
a total score of 100, with the highest individual initiative of 16.5813.09 points, and a low of 13.86£3.66 points
for continuity of the situation. Organizational socialization averaged 123.40£12.82 points out of 190, with the
highest personal characteristics of 30.37%3.71 points, and the lowest occupational identity of 10.34%1.94. The
adversity index of the participants was significantly higher in graduate school or higher (F=3.112, p=0.047), the lower
the intensity of their work (F=2.860, p=0.060), and the more often the degree of turnover (F=5.196, p<0.006). In
organizational socialization, age (F=9.290, p<0.001), educational background (F=8.655, p<0.001), and higher position
(F=5.425, p=0.005) were significantly higher when working in hospitals (F=4.534, p=0.012). The higher the position
(F=5.425, p=0.005), the higher the work experience (F=5.320, p=0.002), the lower the turnover (F=22.935, p<0.001), and
the highrer the intensity of the work(F=7.02, p<0.001). The study subjects’” organizational socialization showed a
significant correlation with the adverse event index (r=0.395, p<0.000). The regression analysis using organizational
socialization as a dependent variable showed that the degree of turnover (3=0.300, p<0.001) had a significant effect
on organizational socialization. The total explanatory power of this variable was 41.6%, with significant effects
on individual initiative (3=0.255, p<0.000) and personal control (3=0.180, p<0.009) among the adverse events index.
The above findings confirmed that a high adverse event index of dental hygienists has the effect of increasing
organizational socialization. Dental hygienists' adversity index is average, meaning they live a smooth life in smooth
conditions, however, when major adversity arises, organizational socialization is highly necessary. In addition, to
strengthen the organizational socialization of new dental hygienists, as well as experienced dental hygienists, a
customized program should be administered to raise the adverse index of dental hygienists, and provide a human

management tool through regular confirmation of the program.
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