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An effect of medical service of the dental hygienist upon patients'

satisfaction and the intention of hospital revisit
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ABSTRACT

Objectives : This study aims at analyzing the quality of medical service of
the dental hygienist upon patients' satisfaction and the intention of hospital
revisit in order to figure out the role of the dental hygienist to improve patients
satisfaction,
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Methods : Questionnaire survey was carried out to patients in dental hospital
and clinics in Seoul and Gyeonggi—do, Total 301 sheets except for insufficient
ones were analyzed and the results are as follows,
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Results : As for the correlation analysis between variables affecting patients
satisfaction, every variables showed significantly positive relation, and the
relation between medical treatment level of the dental hygienist and patients’
satisfaction had the strongest positive (+) relation (p<0.001). Oral health
education satisfaction by the dental hygienist and the medical treatment
satisfaction by the dental hygienist had significant influence on patients
satisfaction, a dependent variable (p<0.001). Hospital environment (p<0.000),
oral health education satisfaction by the dental hygienist (p<0.05), the
satisfaction of medical treatment level by the dental hygienist (p<0.05) and
patients’  satisfaction (p<0.001) had significant influence on the intention of
hospital revisit,

Conclusions : In order to improve dental medical service quality and the
intention of hospital revisit, the role of the dental hygienist is important, Thus,
it seems necessary to prepare specific education plan on the medical service
by the dental hygienist,

Keyword : dental hygienist, intention of hospital revisit, medical service,
patients' satisfaction
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Variables

Number of questions Cronbach's a

Hospital environment
Oral health education
Medical treatment level

Independent variables

Dependent variables Patients' satisfaction

Intention of hospital revisit

5 0.749
S 0.887
6 0.897
6 0.899
4 0.812




2.3. XlmEN

TR ARRO] SAREARE SPSS WIN 18,0 FAFL= 1]
olgstalon], AR IAS] b S4e Hlkee}

lo

=

HRE AR, 2 Q) SR we v
A UEE, WS ARARS WEE, A
SAAte] ARANGE WL, BAUEE, Aolg o4t

T ARl S ttest, 3R oldRl 7S One-way
ANOVAE AAJBISIL. o e15do] 75 194 olsfollA] Hlt=
7F ol A AdS AAskYlaL, L Aat dge] i
ey v, AePIAY] iR NS WESEE A
& etk 7ol 7ol One-way ANOVAS AIA]
SHolct. Egh Aol w2 AAePARe] HEAA|eE
Fhe, MK, Aolg oAk= s w=A] ool
e AA0] Kuscal-Wallis tests ARESEY.OH, Ao u}
& AolEoE test A FAle] ZRHHEA] ghot
Mann-Whitney tests AASFIEE 2|9V YAR] o] mAlr] A
of thet WiEeo] ok = HE 1Y) g wot
sl7) ol Toje] AlHEA(Pearson's  correlation  co-
efficient analysise AAIBFIL, A|APEANS] O mAH|A
7F gk gl Bel Aolgojatell ke nAleAl o
o] 9o CRESRAS ANEHCE

rl

3. A4H

3.1, TICHAIRIS| Ut £

Aokl ARHA B4 (Table 2)9F Al AJEe
b 34.9%, o2 65.1%= UeRgom, olEe 202047}
36. 9% 71 ko, TREOE 30-394] 28.2%, S04 o)

Table 2, General characteristics

g - 2ol - 018a]/ R|utplgAte] Qe MH|ATH EXUEE S HHKOIS Aol lxl= & 1167

13.0% =05 LBt E3E AIPFALS HE0] 48, 2%
7P W, UEo R U 36,9% -Oo& LERT

3.2. UkE SN0l I}2 ol@AMH|A TEE U

THOIZ <At
3.2.1, HEE UEEE
Aka o] ws HYehd VSR (Table 3)3} 7
of, A FAACR {3t Aol HolAl= gkarou,
AHL 194 a7l it 4.0310,67H 0= HUFY v

T7b 7F wmekom,) 40-49M] 3.8140.52%, 30-394] 3.80+
0.617, 504 o4 3.67+0,527], 20-204] 3.6310.627] =O&
SAHOE [Ofgt Aoz} UEPITHp(0.05). EFF AR
A Azt 194 ofsk= 2020419t H-2fgh AjolE Holch A
TR REO] Hat 3824061808 BYsy wEEE
7t 7P mob sAACE fFofRt Aolrb RS

(p€0.05), AREA] Ad, SRS = fofgk AolE

|t AALS| Ol AH|A DIEE

AWk S0 w2 ALPEARe] omAR|Al] SR
Qlof| et U (Table 4)9F 7} A|TLPRIALS] 7}
HANS WEes FANCR fOgE Aol Holxl= o
QYoLh, AHePPAS] AEAA e W A 194
ofsl7l Wt 417H0.6280% T =QLom, 40494
3,800,565, 30-39A] 3.86+0.647%, S0A| ©JAF 3.79+0,50%,
20-204] 3.7340.69%] ¢=o& FAHOE {FORE Ao7} L
EPATHp(0.05). E3H A4 A, 194] ofsh= 20294
oF 504 ot frofet AolE Helek ey AW, At

o W
no
bl

Characteristics N %

Gender Male 105 34.9
Female 196 60.1

Age <194 29 9.6
20—29 11 36.9

30-39 85 282

40-49 37 12,3

>50 39 13.0

Dentistry common sense Low 11 36.9
Middle 145 48.2

High 45 15.0

Total 301 100.0
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Table 3. Satisfaction of hospital environment according to the general characteristics

Characteristics M=£SD torF p—value*
Gender Male 3.71+0.58 —0.713 0.476
Female 3.76+0.62
Age <194 4,03+0.67" 3,051 0.017
20-29 3.63+0.62
30-39 3.80+0.61*"
4049 3.8140,52*"
>50 3.67+0,52""
SD;?;;SW COMMON 1 oy 3.70+0,61° 3.196 0.045
Middle 3.8240,61*"
High 3.58+0.57°

Analyzed by the T—test for two groups and One—way ANOVA for three or more groups,
* P The same letter indicates no significant difference by Scheffe test at a =0.05,

Table 4, Satisfaction of medical treatment by the dental hygienist

Oral health education Medical treatment level

UL M+SD torF  p-value M=SD torF p—value’
Gender Male 3.8140.67 —0.679 0,497 3.77+0.68 -1.177 0.240

Female 3.86+0.61 3.87+0.61
Age <194 4,10+0.67 1.613 0.171 4.1740,62 12,944 0,012

20-29 3.79+0.61 3.73+0.69"

30-39 3.84+0.62 3.8640,64™"

40-49 3.83+0,67 3.89+0,56""

>50 3.77+0.60 3.79+0.50°
Dentistry common | 3764061  1.467 0,932 3.8240,69 0.153 0.858
sense

Middle 3.90+0,63 3.83+0,62

High 3.8640,47 3.88+0,60

Analyzed by the T—test for two groups and One—way ANOVA or Kruscal-Wallis testfor three or more groups.
P The same letter indicates no significant difference by Mann—Whitney test at a =001,
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Table 5. Patients’ satisfaction and the intention of hospital revisit

Patients' satisfaction

Intention of hospital revisit

Characteristics Mann—whitney's U or *
+ + —
M=+SD tor F p—value M=£SD Chi—Squre or F p—value
Gender Male 3.8440,67 1,177 0.240  379+0,74 8961.0 0,063
Female  3.91+0,62 3.97+0.64
Age <I194]  4.33+0.57 15178 0,004  4.21+0.67 7154 0,198
20-29  3.83+0.64"" 3.83+0.70
30-39  3.89+0.63"" 3.89+0.63
40-49  3.83+0.62"" 3.93+0.68
>50 3,7840,59" 3.90+0.59
Dentistry
common Low 3.85-+0.65 0,510 0,601  3.81+0.76 1.844 0.160
sense
Middle  3.90+0.66 3.97+0.64
High 3.95+0,52 3.95+0.59

Analyzed by the T—test or the Mann—Whitney test for two groups and One—way ANOVA or Kruscal—Wallis test for three

or more groups,

> : The same letter indicates no significant difference by Mann—Whitney test at « =0.01,
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Table 6. Correlation of the variables

Variables vi v2 v3 v4 v5
Hospital environment(vl) 1
Oral health education(v2) 0,502~ 1
Medical treatment level(v3) 0.678~ 0.757 1
Patients satisfaction(v4) 0.607 " 0.756 0.774~ 1
Intention of hospital revisit(v5) 0.636 0.674 0.699 0.733" 1

" p<0.001
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Table 7. The affecting factors on the patients’ satisfaction

Independent variables B SE B t o}
Constant 0,424 0.148 2,862 0,006 R=0671
Hospital environment 0.102 0.048 0.097 2,120 0.035  Adi. R’=0.668
_ F=202.267
Oral health education 0.385 0.052 0.380 7.360 0.000 p=0.000"
Medical treatment level 0.418 0.056 0.421 7.432 0.000

240,05, "p<0.01, “p<0.001
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Table 8. The affecting factors on intention of hospital revisit

Independent variables B SE B t o}
Constant 0.202 0.174 1162 0. 246m R=0,617
Hospital environment 0.248 0.056 0.221 4,425 0.000 Adj. R=0.612
Oral health education 0.166 0.066 0.153 2.524 0.012 F=119,291
Medical treatment level 0.157 0,071 0.147 9.211 008 P00
Patients' satisfaction 0.395 0,067 0.369 5.880 0.000

20,05, 0,001
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