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Table 1. General Characteristics (N=128)
Division N(%)
Male 69(53.9)
Gender
Female 59(46.1)
20—29 17(13.3)
Agely) 30—49 34(26.6)
50—64 77(60.2)
‘ <3,000 62(48.5)
Monthly average income >3.000 <5.000 28(21.9)
(1,000 KRW)
>5,000 38(29.7)
<High school graduation 62(48.5)
Educationa level L )
> University graduation 66(51.6)
Regular worker 75(58.6)
Type of employment
Irregular worker or unemployed (student) 53(41.4)
) Married 99(77.3)
Marital status
Unmarried or divorced (widowed) 29(22.6)
. . <2,000 49(38.3)
Expenditure of implants 2,000 <4.000 4162.1)
(1,000 KRW)
>4,000) 38(29.7)
Dissatisfaction 8(6.2)
Satisfaction with implant Usually 34(26.6)
Satisfied 86(67.2)
Total 128(100)
3.2, X|2jo|2 7|k MEHQO| =9 & A=t AFHEH X7 AuA Qold]| el
ok, A7} o]

Aol 27|17 AdEacle] s Faws um wwm o)20] 480802 71
) §_7<]4 gokz% ;(].xlo 4/\}4 3137}
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Table 2. Importance Score for Dental Selection Factors(I-5 score)

factors

Items Mean+SD

Dental accessibility

Convenience of transportation

Convenience of transportation
Total 3.76+0.31

Latest medical equipment

Comfortable waiting room

Physical environment

Dental scale
Dental interior
Total 3.89+0.22
Reputation of acquaintances

Reputation as a dentist

Dental image

Dental brand name

Total 3.81+0.24

Dentist’'s educational level
Dentist’'s age

Dentist’s sex

Image of dental staff

Aappearance of staff
Appearance of a dentist
Total 2.78+0.28
Dentist’s technique
Attitude
Kindness of dentist
Kindness of staff
Whether night treatment
Total 4.42+0.20
Reliability

Dental service

Low expenses of treatment

Basic dental element

Payment method of medical expenses
Total 4.00+0.23

Convenient parking

Cleanliness

Recommendation of acquaintances

3.86+0.95
3.73+1.13
3.69+1.05

4.62+0.59
4.31£0.68
3.70+£0.82
3.46+£0.99
3.38%£0.85

4.24+0.72
3.93+£0.83
3.25+1.03

3.58+0.96
3.19+0.99
2.47+1.00
2.47+0.88
2.18£0.89

4.80+0.51
4.55+0.61
4.43+0.62
4.34+0.62
3.98+£0.79

4.56+0.61
4.17£0.68
3.68+0.85
3.59+0.96

by descriptive statistics

A, Xlﬂr AU 23} 7] 2B Q A0 Haps SAFOR
Fol5HA =9 TtHp<0.05), Ao el
229] 2ok 2 A7) 2,939 07 20~294(2.31

) Hot SAE o= folstA #3kTtHp<0.05). 50
3009+ wTkel 79 A e] =24 28 H7t 3.9

Ao Z 5009y o]A(3.694) Hr} EA Ao E {05k
Al 590 (p<0.03), X3} 7]E 8 A0 A= 3009+ 7

vho] 4,127 0 & 5007k ©]4H3.78%) Wt BAIA o2
L9015} =3 tHp<0,05)(Table 3.
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Table 3. Difference in Importance regarding Dental Selection Factors according to General Characteristics
and Implant Characteristics

Dental selection factors

Division Convenience of ~ Physical . Image of Dental Basic dental
transportation  environment Dental image dental staff service element
General characteristic
Male 3.58+£0.88 3.78£0.55 3.68+0.63 2.73£0.64 4.30£0.50 3.87+£0.45
Gender Female 3.96+0.81 4.02+0.53 3.95+£0.62 2.82+0.82 4.56+0.36 4.15+0.47
P 0.014" 0.013" 0.015" 0.468 0.001" 0.001°
20-29 3.72+1.14 3.94+0.49 3.67£0.65 2.31+0.81° 4.44+0.49 4.10%0.55
Agely) 30-49 4.00£0.71 3.77£0.58 3.80+0.70 2.66+0.64% 4.46+0.41 3.96+£0.51
50-64 3.66.85 3.94+0.55 3.84+0.61 2.93+0.70° 4.40+0.48 4.00+0.45
I 0.157 0.319 0.602 0.003" 0.802 0.587
<3,000 3.80+0.93 3.99+0.52° 3.77£0.63 2.75+0.81 4.46+0.42 4.12+0.48°
Monthly average 23,000 393079  3.95+0.63° 3884073  2.79+0.62  441+0.67  4.04+046°
income <5,000
(1,000 KRW) >5,000 3.57£0.79 3.69+0.50° 3.81+0.58 2.81£0.66 435+0.31 3.78£0.42%
P 0.225 0.027° 0.766 0.943 0.495 0.002"
< High school

. 3.74+0.91 3.96+£0.53 3.76£0.72 2.74%0.76 436+0.54 4.05+0.44
graduation

Education level > Universi
ucation feve MVEISIY 5071084 3834057 3854056 2814070 4484036  3.95+051

graduation
» 0.554 0.615 0.058 0.424 0.100 0.159
Regular worker ~ 3.79+0.78  3.84+057  382+0.64 283071 4414049  3.89+045
Type of Irregular worker
employment unemz)rloyed 3724097 3974052 3794064 2714076 444041  4.16+048
(student)
P 0.667 0.185 0.755 0.361 0.686 0.002"
Married 3764081  3.89+0.57 3874062  2.86+0.72  441+046  3.97+0.48
Unmarried
Marital status ~ ordivorced ~ 3.76+1.05  3.90+051  359+0.66  248+0.68  446+046  4.09+0.48
(widowed)
» 0.152 0.442 0.637 0.293 0.378 0.963
Implant characteristic
<2,000 3764083  378+053 3714059  261+058  444+040  3.96+0.43
Expenditure of 2000 3834092  3.94+056 3854071  2.84+082 4344060  3.96+0.48
implants <4,000
(1,000 KRW) >4,000 3.68+0.86  3.99+0.56  3.89+0.62 2924077 4474035  4.10+0.53
» 0.735 0.190 0.417 0.105 0.417 0.320
Dissatisfaction ~ 3.38+1.08  4.10+0.60  4.08+056 2504091  475+026  431+0.42
Satisfaction with ~ Usually 3534099 3761047 3614054  270+056 4341040  3.88+0.43
implant Satisfied 3884077 3934057 3864067  283+0.76  442+048  4.02+0.49
» 0.055 0.198 0.066 0.361 0.076 0.061

"p<0.05 statistically significant by t—test or ANOVA analysis(Scheffé, a<b)
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ABSTRACT

Dental institution selection factors for implant surgery among
young adults aged 2064 years

Bo-Young Park - Yu-Bin Oh - Jeong-Min Kim - Chae-Rin Kim -
So-Ryung Eo - Yu-Jin Jang - Ju-Hyun Choi - Mi-Suk Yoon"

Department of Dental Hygiene, Shinhan University

Background: This study was aimed at investigating factors influencing the selection of dental institutions for
implant surgery among young adults (age: 2064 years) and identifying differences in these factors according to
general characteristics.

Methods: We conducted an internet survey for approximately 2 months, from April to July 2022, and analyzed
data from a total of 128 people. Dental institution selection factors included three items of convenience of
transportation, five items of physical environment, three items of image of institution, five items of image of
dental staff, five items of dental service, and four items of basic dental elements. The importance score for each
item was investigated on a five-point scale.

Results: The importance score for each dental institution selection factor was the highest for dental service (4.42
points), followed by basic dental element (4.00 points), physical environment (3.89 points), image of institution (3.81
points), convenience of transportation (3.76 points), and image of dental staff (2.78 points). The importance score for
each item was the highest for dentists’ technique, followed by cleanliness, reliability, and dentists’ attitude. Women
had higher average scotes for all factors compared to men, with statistical significance in scores for convenience of
transportation, physical environment, image of institution, dental service, and basic dental elements (p< 0.05).
Conclusion: To attract patients seeking implants to a dental institution, attention should be paid to the patients’
institution selection factors. In addition, the environment of a dental institution should be created in such a way

that it favors patients’ selection factors.

Keywords: Dental institutions; Selection factors; Implants



