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Factors Affecting the Satisfaction for Medical Service and Reuse
Intention of Patients at Dental Clinic in Gyeongnam Province
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2Depar’[ment of Dental Hygiene, Silla University, Busan 617-736, Korea

This study was conducted to provide with baseline data with the purpose of increasing the values of medical services, Self-administered
questionnaire survey was conducted on 236 patients at a dental clinic follow-up visit in dentist clinic Gyeongnam area from June 2013 to August
2013, All statistical analyses were performed using SPSS. The motivation visiting the dental clinic is that the first one is introduction from the family
and friends, the second is accessibility, the third is conspicuity and the last one is awareness of the dentist, The main variables in the process of
treatment are service system, kindness, satisfaction of service, efficient of re-call system, The relief of discomfort at revisit show the highest score
in the process of implant treatment and intention of revisit hereafter do in the prostheses process, In the correlation between main variables, service
system and relief of discomfort at revisit (r=0,440, p <0.001), kindness and satisfaction of medical service (r=0.675, p <0.001), revisit hereafter and
satisfaction of service (r=0,387, p <0,001) and efficiency of re-call system and revisit showed the highest correlation, The influence on satisfaction
of dental service show meaningful level in kindness (p<0.001) and efficiency of re-call system (p<0.05). The intention of revisit is affected
meaningfully by relief of uncomfort (p <0.05), service system (p <0.05), kindness (p <0.01) and efficiency of re-call system (p <0.01). In summary,
the personal network of patients is most important variable at intention for revisit of dental clinic, As satisfaction of kindness and efficiency of re-call
system is higher, satisfaction of medical service and intention for revisit are shown higher, Therefore further research for improvement of satisfaction
for medical service and of intention of revisit at the dental clinic should be carried out,
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1. 2l FALE 8t EA

Q1 ALE] 8HE] EA)L Table 13} 2o} A2 A}, o=}
747} 50.0% 2 VERE AL, A% 41~ 504171 30.1% = 713
=7 Ueba, 31~404) 28.0%, 51~604] 18.6%, 304
ol3} 17.8% = o2 Vel 3H-2 thdtal £ o] 54.7%
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A e AFRZF - 3]AL0] 27.1% 2 7HF wgtoH, 714
FR 17.4%, 715 « 714 11.4%, 299 11.0%, A
9.3% 2 2 Uelyr).

Table 1. General Characteristics

Characteristic n (%)
Sex
Male 118 (50.0)
Female 118 (50.0)
Age (y)
<30 42 (17.8)
31~40 66 (28.0)
41~50 71 (30.1)
51~60 44 (18.6)
=61 13 (5.5)
Education level
High school 83 (35.1)
University graduates 129 (54.7)
Over graduate school of university 8(3.4)
Etc. 16 (6.8)
Income (10,000 KRW)
Under 100 55 (23.3)
100~ 300 112 (47.4)
300~ 500 58 (24.6)
Over 500 11 (4.7)
Occupation
Farming, fishing 7 (3.0)
Professional job 11 4.7)
Public official 8(3.4)
Office worker 64 (27.1)
Self employer 26 (11.0)
Technicians 27 (11.4)
Manufacture 20 (8.5)
Housewife 41 (17.4)
Students 22 (9.3)
Etc. 10 (4.2)
Total 236 (100.0)

KRW: Korean Won.

2. Xt 3 ST
272 WY = F7]E Table 29} 2. A4 7}

Table 2. The Motivation for Visited to Dental

Variable n (%)
Accessibility 57 (24.1)
Conspicuity 29 (12.3)
Introduction from the family and friends 80 (33.9)
Introduction from a different dentist 2 (0.8)
Through advertising 12 (5.1)
Career of dentist 15(6.4)
Size of dental clinic 13 (5.5)
Recognition of dental clinic 28 (11.9)
Total 236 (100.0)

Table 3. The Main Variables in the Process of Treatment (n=236)

Variable Mean+SD F p-value
Service system (M=3.48) 2.811 0.040*
Implant 3.61+0.52
Periodontal 3.531£0.64
Prostheses 3.35+0.62
Regular dental check-up 3.37+0.58
Kindness (M=4.31) 1.067 0.364
Implant 4.41+0.64
Periodontal 4.23+0.55
Prostheses 4.27+0.65
Regular dental check-up 4.32+0.61
Satisfaction of dental service (M=4.33) 1.519 0.210
Implant 4.42+0.60
Periodontal 4.21+0.60
Prostheses 4.29+0.69
Regular dental check-up 4.39+0.59
Re-call system efficiency (M=4.11) 1.211 0.306
Implant 4.22+0.60
Periodontal 4.03£0.68
Prostheses 4.09+0.61
Regular dental check-up 4.05£0.09
Reuse intention (M=4.12) 1.567 0.198
Implant 4.17+0.47
Periodontal 4.00+0.52
Prostheses 4.22+0.64
Regular dental check-up 4.09+0.80
Relieve discomfort during reuse (M=3.15) 2.761 0.043*
Implant 3.30+0.66
Periodontal 3.00+0.70
Prostheses 3.22+0.66
Regular dental check-up 3.02+0.79

Patient number: implant=74, periodontal=66, prostheses=55,
regular dental check-up=41.

SD: standard deviation, M: mean.

The data were analysed by one-way ANOVA.

*p<0.05.
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Table 4. The Correlation of Variables

Variable Service Kindness Satisfactionl of Re—ca}ll. system . Reus.e di}::cl)lrfl\iigrt
System dental service efficiency intention .
during reuse

Service system -
Kindness 0.417%%** -
Satisfaction of dental service 0.357%** 0.675%** -
Re-call system efficiency 0.319%%** 0.335%%* 0.339%#* -
Reuse intention 0.384%* 0.433%%* 0.387%* 0.3467%** -
Relieve discomfort during reuse ~ 0.440%*** 0.278*** 0.251%%* 0.196** 0.313*** -

The data were analysed by Pearson correlation coefficient.
**p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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Table 5. Influence of the Satisfaction of Dental Service Value

Independence variable B B t P
(Constant) 0.950 0.657 <0.001
Kindness 0.611 0.606 11.157 <0.001

Re-call system efficiency 0.110 0.112  2.158  0.032

F=52.162, p<0.001, adjusted R’=0.475, predicted 68.9.
The data were analysed by the linear regression analysis. Do not
show variables that are not statistically significant (p > 0.05).
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Table 6. Influence of the Reuse Intention

Independence variable B B t P
(Constant) 1.303 4.349 <0.001
Relieve discomfort during reuse 0.110 0.130 2.084  0.038
Service system 0.148 0.149 2210 0.028
Kindness 0.202 0.209 2.658  0.008
Re-call system efficiency 0.159 0.167 2.741  0.007

F=18.465, p<0.001, adjusted R=0.286, predicted 53.5.
The data were analysed by the linear regression analysis. Do not
show variables that are not statistically significant (p > 0.05).

8 AE T&WSEE 3t A& A|2E, IAE, re-call
Al=® BEA, uAE F S, Ajo]§ Al ERH A
© SHHTE sho] £AF A Aol & A BAHN 4, AH]
2 A2E, AL re-call A|2E] EEAA SAHo R
frof gt FE 0 2 VENE AL, A o]§ oA HA WF 2] 28.6%
A= 233} ¢itH(adjusted R’=0.286). %, A o]-§ A] E-H 3|
2, Al A28, IA-E Q) re-call A|28] 842 A o]

§ olAbol FAHQ e mAE Ao M Pk

a

2k

S Yol T I BAH| A L] Ae] HEEE o], Lo}
7} Aolg Jrte] AR £5 FFA1717] $18te] AAle} et
A BE W e He Fr1E AT M a2 e
ATk} 74 =7 vrebsta, A el e A, woll & HolA,
A3} o - o] 9e] QA E 02 YEptth Lee'e] g0
A A9 AEgh o] §72 919 207t 7bg A
Bt B2 A9 fALE A7E YR Jang'Ye] AT
oA o2 AU AE AET g aASTe] A AR F
Q% ogr|@ Mee] Auddo] Hu, o]d FPxte] F
AL AFIA fA o= F 2T 29lo] Ha o gAH|A vk
Z5d] JFL A 22o g folF AAE Yeh it
3 B35} gich o @A H| 20 WSS Bl o gAH A
A&H o o] gsta Q1A VI EYAS o] 2l A
o2 BojA 3, o 77|BlNE FALAL FEsle] 34
Azt AAPAL E53] sHe 543 duFFAL
BAE Za8ttn YztEt. Lee 579 Ao HYL
At o7t Arle] 2o 7t A e,
50| Y 2 o] g3he AL o 8H AT Yol
irta B ust gk, ol o] Agle] AL 1 uA
nlAEo] dad Aoz yztert.

Fo AAXEAAY 98 A= Al2E, I-E, o5
Mu| 2 YE T re-call A|28 E84, Alo]4 Al EHAN A
= YERE A5RAG A Hrt 7 =4 e, ¥
oJAlE BAE X gAA oA 7 = vept &
ol FtUS SUHHAL Y= AR R &S
t7] f1gk X7 o] A 2] A o] 4ls}E o
= A2s Ao g Az,

o] FAAA oA AB] 2 A]2FLE A o]
(r=0.440, p<0.001), AAEE o FAu] A
(r=0.675, p<0.001), o]2 0|2 & Bt =+=
9JAH(r=0.387, p<0.001), re-call A|2~8] &
A o]-& 2]AHr=0.346, p<0.001)%} 7} =2 A
e gich Bt X)3hel 919 Aol ] AshAx
Fhst o 87| go] Folytel ue} wAjT BE Az
DB3}3to] AAA 2 #e|d dart i A s
o gL 9 o] PAHH & AUE ol Q.
7F ek, QA H 2 A oA A A Q) Al ekl
T e s 2 vl e 29 ZloR AZH
t}. Sung} Moon'¥ 9] Ao M= 14 @9l 3 A4 YA}
9] A L7} RS9} o] vkl Barste] 2|3 o] X
2 SAjete] HFo] B AAX g o] EAS 1#ste] A
AFAQ =go] HQ 2 slal, FAE FaL A& AHl =
2 AFstas s w s Bl Dashchn shgick o}
o1} A WA re-call A28 AUl AE B BAoh
£ QAFo] o FARA L2 o4 Bart Yrka

1

e o
(oo
M o |

ot 0% 2 g
X,
i
Jo
2

o (m 2 ok
Lo

fr

>

E‘ O]

[

N ox
o i
T

i
()

bore

3

>
M
r'l
=L
i
=)

AJCO i)

o ot o X

oo 1

w B S ook

ot o, oxl

f
J
Aol 8 o> rlo o gy oo

AL

2
o

tate] 7 A9 JFL uHE Ao g wustgdn?, o
FAH|20] AL o] Bxpo] AR o i3 BEE
W] A o] § 5L Hojol S aol gt B

g v d stEr o v X= g3ke A9} re-call
A zE E8AoA folg FE o2 Ve, Aol At
o m] X JaFL Aol g Al BH &, AH| A AlxE], A
=, re-call Al28] &AM frojat FEo = eyl
Lee 5702 o@ijn| 2o gt BEL <lA g2lo] Aad
7 91Hth A Yehgtian 218t Leegt Min™ <]
AFN T Mo 27T e A LAk F HYe] A4
7} oJate] WAL wl$- F 25| AZeichE A9E Uehy
o] AAEE X7 o Au2 F Wz Ao| g Al
F2@ A7} glokar & gick. Moon 5779 Ael|A
A2 Aol JFe n]HE Qoo o] g AT} fel e
HolE Aoz Huate] AlxEle] Fo A4S Vbt B
9, o B 20 AR WA 2 BAS oA ke
st Zeadoz ogMux A UEe g Al Aok 2



4013 - X2 e MH|A & BEEe THOIE QM0 OjXlE e 29

Zolt}. Jeon 572 AT oA Azfol§ BA7L Frlehs
AH[ 2 AL A o] g oxe} #AHo] 9lon, Ao § oEE
o) z7| el A Bkl ik /8 A el BAS 7HAF T Bl
7} et S A 2E ATkt Al =77 F = Ao
Fesitta wustdnt. vepd 847} A7hais Au s
7EA| 7} ol g Al = A whE o) A o] 8- fAte]] T A1 o
F2 vlxE Aoz A7Eo] Bate] A mobg Al dshe
A 7FE EoE dart gioka Azt

2 =g IARE ATHIAE AP Ao 7 sl
ol Ra9T, AAH o= ZzAbE W dTolc). oo $-
gutet AA X Fej o] e E vHdstA Kt A
7HAAL itk % B2 5 S5 st AsHg 9
o9 E4ol uket BAYES ARakstel BANZ S A
o]-& oJAtel] ojwgt JFE miA=A AR & dart A
o3 Atz ooz darMua A BEEe Aol g
SIAbE ol7] 1) 5 Aul el delat Fo 2 el
5% A% B H|AE AlFste] o mAH| A FEo] 3}

slofob g Ao 2 Azhec

r

2 %

B ATE 20139 6¥9 1095E 89 154714 B o
A Ao Pof| Lt AT} 2368 tFo =2 A
221t Qg |2 A 59 A o] & 2] Aol H] X
BYF 8Z ZAFSE] 2| g A H| A FF ALl Al YA
H| 2 Aol Hagh ARl AXPES AlAlstaL, X3 <]
EAH|E v A Bop U2 X3 S A H|AE A6t
of Aol oAt TAFAQ YRS ER A} gt X3
E WEsH He 571 A7u 7159 A2 et
7V =A vebstaL, Al F2A, el Z #ojA], X3
- oo QAR ¢o = YEiTh AH| A Al2E, 214
5, 9 EAH|A IE L re-call A| 2B B&A, Alo]4 Al B
Hal| A YSHE A5G NN D57 73 =A el
o] oik= BE X s34 oA 7HE =7 vE

U 2 WA 7] AAAAIE Au| 2 Al 2" Aol &
EA & 2(r=0.440, p<0.001)¢} I H == ol g2 gt
Z%5(r=0.675, p<0.001), o] EAH| A NEE =

¥

€ 9JAKr=0.387, p<0.001), re-call A|2=¥] §-&AL g
=2 A3
%

>

A o] 4 2 AHr=0.346, p<0.001)} 713 =
ZHA I ek EA 2 A ST v A&
AE(p<0.001)¢} re-call A|2=H &-84(p<0.05)4 #
ot F£F o2 YELyT Aol § oJAtel mlX& k2 Al
o] A] B3 A (p<0.05), AH] 2 A 2= (p<0.05), 14

E(p<0.01), re-call A|2=8] & (p<0.0D)olA G235t
G0z e o] A%E SR u 48RS
o Aol g A BAF AR UEY F LG 8210
2 ek A0 e, oBAns 2 nEse 3
F Aol g SlAbol v A= % 20le AHES} recall A2
9 E2A O BEES £ 5SS A BEE
S} FF Aol g AP} 7 ekt Aoz S
ole] elgAulx A WEE DA} PRl Aolg oAE
PHAD 5 Gl PehS BT B BT A7

ool o} & Zlo2 47Hr}.

References

1. Ji KJ, Park CM: A study of the effects upon satisfaction, in-
tention to revisit and perceived value by cerebrovascular di-
sease patients through the quality of medical services. J
Health Serv Manage 7: 53-67, 2013.

2. Mascarenhas AK: Patient satisfaction with the comprehen-
sive care model of dental care delivery. J Dent Educ 65:
1266-1271, 2011.

3. Lee YK: The impact of customers’ perceived prosocial be-
haviors of customer-contact employees on the evaluation of
service quality, customer satisfaction, and customer volun-
tary performance. J Korean Mark Assoc 16: 105-125, 2001.

4. Jeon ES, Choi YJ, Hwang SH: The effect of dental service
quality on service value, consumer satisfaction and consumer
royalty. J Dent Hyg Sci 13: 246-253, 2013.

5. Zifko-Baliga GM, Krampf RF: Managing perceptions of
hospital quality: Negative emotional evaluations can under-
mine even the best clinical quality. Mark Health Serv 17:
28-35, 1997.

6. Whetesll GW: Total quality management. Health Financ 18:
12-20, 1991.

7. Megivern K, Halm MA, Jones G: Measuring patient
satisfaction asan outcome of nursing care. J Nurs Care 6:
9-24, 1992.

8. Ko EJ, Lee YH, Heo SJ: A study on factors related to
satisfaction level with dental services. J Dent Hyg Sci 10:
393-411, 2010.

9. Bower MR, Swan JE, Koehler WF: What attributes deter-
mine quality and satisfaction with health care delivery? J
Health Care Manage Rev 19: 49-55, 1994.

10. Choi SI, Kim DI: Relation with hospital quality of service,



J Dent Hyg Sci Vol. 15, No. 2, 2015

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

customer satisfaction, reuse. J Korean Contents Soc 10:
344-351, 2010.

An ES, Shin HS: Patient perception and satisfaction of dental
services. J Korean Acad Dent Health 35: 162-170, 2011.

Lee KY: Factors affecting the satisfaction level of ortho-
dontic patients with dental service. J] Dent Hyg Sci 9: 1-8,
20009.

Jung WK, Lee HY, Lee YH: Satisfaction of quality of
medical services and intention to reuse in orthodontic pa-
tients. J Korean Acad Dent Hyg 16: 99-114, 2014.

Jang JY: Dental health services patient satisfaction analysis. J
Korea Acad Industr Coop Soc 14: 6395-6402, 2013.

Lee MA, Kim IH, Baek SH: Perceived consumers satisfaction
with nursing and medical service and hospital revisiting
intent. J Nurs Admin Acade Soc 9: 403-414, 2003.

Aharony L, Strasser S, Greenberger D: The patient satis-
faction process: Moving toward a comprehensive model.
Med Care Rev 50: 219-248, 1993.

Myers BA: A guide to medical care adminstration, concepts

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

and principles. Am Public Health Assoc 5: 44-54, 1969.
Sung JM, Moon YM: According to the dental hygienists care
services of patients satisfaction. J Dent Hyg Sci 11: 741-747,
2011.

Jeon JH, Min HH, Kim Y'S: Relationship between satisfaction
of dental service, value quality, and reuse intention. J Korean
Soc Dent Hyg 14: 765-773, 2014.

Park JS: Think the health care hospital inpatient quality, satis-
faction, service value, I think the relationship between reuse.
J Korean Hospital Manage 7: 123-151, 2002.

Lee HN, Sim HS, Kim GY: Association of quality of dental
care service on the level of patient satisfaction. J Dent Hyg
Sci 11: 383-393, 2011.

Lee GS, Min KM: The research about the influence of me-
dical service when choosing the dental clinic. J Dent Hyg Sci
8: 51-56, 2008.

Moon GT, Yu SH, Ju AH, Kim DK: Dimensions of consumer
ratings of a hospital outpatient service quality. J] Korean Prev
Med 33: 495-504, 2000.





