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Related factors to satisfaction of patients visiting dental hospital
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Revised 1 June, 2013 Objectives : The quality of service is considered as the difference between services that customers
Accepted : 5 June, 2013 perceive and expect by using SERVQUAL model and the basic data for the effidency of management

of dental hospital and clinics, the differentiation strategies of dental medical institutions and the
improvements on quality of service are provided.

Corresponding Author Methods : Subjects were 469 patients who visited six dental hospitals and clinics in

Kim Chang Suk Daegu-Gyeongbuk regions, Questionnaire consisted of five items such as type, reliability,

Department of Dental Hygiene responsiveness, certainty and empathy properties, Data were analyzed using SPSS 12,0 program
in this study.

Ulsan College
101, Bongsu—Ro, Dong—gu, Ulsan, 682-715 Results : Women had high satisfaction scores of medical services in certainty and empathy
properties, 40s and higher had the highest score in the type property. 30s had high score in
the certainty property. For expected service satisfaction, 30s had the highest score in dental
practitioners and administrative staffs. For reuse of current medical institution and intent for
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+82-10-4004-3862 recommendation, certainty property and factor of dentist and dental practitioners had high scores,
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E—mail : cskim@uc.ac kr Conclusions : Medical institutions should make every effort to get the dentists or dental
practitioners have the medical knowledge at a high level, a kindness for patients and trust from
patients,
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Table 1, General characteristics of the study subjects
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Category N %

Gender

Male 263 56.1

Female 206 43.9
Age

20 under 166 35.4

30 132 28.1

40 over 171 36.5
Educational background

High school 197 42.0

College 272 58.0
Fxperience for visiting the current medical institution

First visit 212 45.4

Second visit 256 54.6
Experience for visiting the other medical institution

Yes 352 75.1

No 17 24.9
Reason for visiting the current medical institution

Recommendationby the family 100 21.3

Recommendation by neighbors and friends 217 46.3

Recommendation by the other medical institutions 32 6.8

Advertising / Internet 36 7.7

Others 84 17,9
Total 469 100.0
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Table 2. Comparison of service satisfaction scores depending on general characteristics of subjects

GrlEaey N Tangibles Reliability Responsiveness Assurance Empathy Total
M=+SD M=£SD M=+SD M=+SD M=SD M=+SD
Gender
Male 263 3.79+0.62 3.81+0.61 3.80+0.63 3.96+0,60 3.69+0,63 3.80+0.53
Female 206 3.87+0,50 3.89+0,49 3.82+0,50 4,10+0,48 3.79+0,50 3.89+0.39
p—value 0,101 0,106 0,692 0.010° 0,040° 0043
Age
20 under 166 3,72+0.65 3.80+0.67 3.73+0.66 3.89+0.71 3.67+0.69 3.75+0.59
30 132 3.84+0,50 3.88+0,49 3.85+0.51 4.114+0.43 3.77+0.45 3.87%0.36
40 over 171 3.92+0,53 3.86+0,50 3.84+0,53 4,08+0,51 3.77+0.56 3.89+0.42
p—value 0,006~ 0.375 0,130 0,001 0.250 0.015
Education
background
High school 197 3.82+0.59 3.84+0,58 3.80+0,57 4,01£0,61 3.76+0,60 3.82+0.49
College 212 3.83+0,56 3.85+0,55 3.81+0.59 4.03+0.55 3.71+0.56 3.80+0.45
p—value 0.936 0.910 0.797 0.674 0.432 0.994
Experience for
visiting the
current medical
institution
First visit 213 3.80+0,62 3.82+0,61 3.76+0,60 3.95+0,62 3.71+0,63 3.80+0.53
Second visit 256 3.85+0,53 3.86+0,52 3.84+0,56 4,08+0.53 3.75+0,54 3.87+0,43
p—value 0.285 0.532 0.143 0,024* 0.480 0.170
FExperience for
visiting the other
medical
institution
Yes 352 3.80+0,60 3.83+0,58 3.78+0.60 3.98+0,59 3.71+0.61 3.81+0.50
No 17 3.89+0,49 3.88+0,53 3.89+0,48 4,13+0.53 3.79+0.48 3.914+0.40
p—value 0.120 0,432 0.043° 0013 0,146 0.046°
Total 469 3.83+0,57 3.84+0,56 3.81+0,58 4,0240,58 3.73+0,58 3.84+0,48

" p<0.05,

" .01
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Table 3. Comparison of expected service satisfaction scores depending on general characteristics of subjects

. Dental Administrative Medical Medical
Category Dentist hygler_ust and staffs procedures expense o
assistant
M=SD M=SD M=SD M=SD M=SD M=SD
Gender
Male 263 3.79+0.66 3.89+0.71 3.8640.68 3534072 2.97+1.01 3.72+0.57
Female 206 3.82+0.59 4,04+0.56 3.9340.59 3,48+0.60 2.70+0.81 3.75+0.42
p—value 0,702 0.014" 0.259 0.360 0.002" 0,584
Age
20 under 166 3.77+0.72 3.8240.75 3.77+0.71 3.51+0.76 3.07+1.01 3.68+0,64
30 132 3.76+0.55 4.07+0.53 3.97+0.54 3.53+0.62 2.7140.84 3.76+0,37
40 over 1 3.8840.59 4,00+0.60 3.69+0,62 3,4940,62 2.75+0.90 3.77+0.46
p—value 0.137 0,002 0,007 0.874 0,001 0.202
Education
background
High school 197 3.85+0.68 3.95+0.70 3.9240.67 3,52+0.69 2.9340,94 3.76+0.55
College 279 3.77+0.59 3.96+0.61 3.88+0.61 3.50+0.66 2.79+0.93 3.7240.49
p—value 0,184 0.958 0,464 0,717 0.111 0.350
Experience for
visiting the
current medical
institution
First visit 213 3.79+0.67 3.90+0.69 3.9040.66 3.5240.72 2.99+0,98 3734058
Second visit 256 3.8240.60 4,0040,62 3,.8940.62 3.50+0.63 2.74+0.89 3.74+0.46
p—value 0,632 0.099 0,939 0.660 0.004" 0.902
Experience for
visiting the
other medical
institution
Yes 352 3.78+0.65 3.9440.66 3.83+0.65 3,5040,69 2.89+0.96 3714054
No 117 3.89+0.56 4,0140.61 4,0740.57 3.55+0.63 2.75+0.88 3.81+0,43
p—value 0,064 0.299 0,001 0.440 0.183 0,034
Total 469  3.80+0.63 3.95+0.65 3.89+0,64 3514067  2.85+0.94 3744051
.05, 7 pdo.01
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Table 4, Comparison of correlation coefficients between service satisfactions

Satisfaction | Satisfaction ||
Dental
TR Tangibles  Reliability Responsiveness Assurance Empathy  Dentist hygfd"'m Adm's':;;r:me pxz:;i‘?; fp;'.f::,
Tangibles 1.000“
. ¢ Reliability 0.572 1,000
if;ff" Repreivercss 05457 06387 1000
Assurance 0,622 0,632 0,717 1.000
Empathy 0,486 0.621" 0715 0,683" 1,000
Dentist 0,610 0.502" 0.482" 0,509 0.497" 1.000
Dental
hygienist and 0,615 053" 0.561" 0,667 0568 0638 L1000
assistant
Satisfa - Administratve ) g 0.546" 0,573" 0.630" 05187 oei”  079” 1,000
ctionl  staffs
Medical 0,435 0.446 0.463" 0,468 0486 0didT 0492 0477 1,000
procedures
0,053 0,193 0.189 0,417 0.237 0,090 0,080 0,055 0,450 1.000
EXpENSe

T p.0s, T p.0n

of5} 3,8200,75% -0l AT(p=0.002), AHHUe] Tft 71t 3, MH|A BEELO| FES Ok[= 9
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2.7520.90%, 300§} 2.7140.84% <=0]ATHp=0.001). & °  Saopy AshabA) Al 0,730 7V )8k ok@)e] Al
2713 01§ AF) 12 Jl) A2 BEEE @AM o154 ooz s uFA] 07172 7] ekt
27191 A7} 2.9940,98% .7 7] 2,7440,80F Hrt 2] on, o|EL BE EAMom Qo5 2ol el
5P S THp-0.0040, B e OR7|T o % ARl W o'

7|l Au] s W= g A loflA] RITE 7} 4.0740.5774 2.

2T 3,830,655 Kk -2l =3kth(p=0.001). 4. 3 O|27 | RHO |2 ool kS nlx[= QO

Table 5. Factors affecting the intent for reuse of current medical institution

b S.E B t p—value
Tangibles 0,025 0,068 0.020 0,366 0.714
Reliability 0.152 0,066 0,122 2.997 0022
Responsiveness 0.164 0.075 0133 2,182 0.030°
Assurance 0,332 0.077 0,270 4,395 0,001
Empathy 0.009 0.070 0,007 0,125 0,900
Dentist 0.161 0.059 0.143 2,712 0.007"
Dental hygienist and assistant 0,146 0,065 0,134 2.248 0,025
Administrative staffs -0.071 0,068 —0.064 -1.033 0.302
Medical procedures 0,016 0,051 0,015 0.305 0,761
Medical expense -0.024 0,031 -0.032 —0.774 0,440

Constant 0.357 0.211 1.689 0,002
R? =041 F=33113  p-value = 0,000

" .05, p0.01
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Table 6. Factors affecting the intent for recommendation of current medical institution

b S.E B t p—value
Tangibles 0,085 0,069 0,064 1,998 0,220
Reliability 0,010 0.068 0.008 0.150 0.881
Responsiveness 0.075 0.077 0.057 0.984 0.326
Assurance 0,424 0,078 0.323 5.414 0,001
Empathy 0.058 0,072 0,045 0.813 0.417
Dentist 0.147 0.061 0.123 2,433 0.015
Dental hygienist and assistant 0,132 0.066 0.113 1.980 0,048
Administrative staffs 0,045 0,070 0,038 0.643 0.521
Medical procedures 0,064 0.053 0,057 1.220 0.223
Medical expense 0.003 0,032 0,004 0,108 0,914
Constant —0.190 0.216 —0.881 0,379

R? = 0460 F = 40,624 p—value = 0,000

" .05, 7 pdo.01
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