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The influence that the medical service quality of
the dental clinic affects to the patient satisfaction and use intention

In-Ho Jeong, Sook-Jeong Lee*, Byung-Sik Kim**, Young-Dae Park***,
Kyung-Ja Ji*¥***, Ji-Young park***** Hye-Kyung Hwang****** Jong-Hwa Lee

Department of Dental Laboratory Technology, Gimcheon University, Department of Dental Hygiene, Gimcheon University*
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[Abstract]

Purpose: This aim of this paper is to research the influence of customer satisfaction and reutilization on Dental
hospitals and clinics of medical service quality.

Methods: The study examines 140 Patients who received treatment in Daegu from 1 July 2012 to 30 July 2012.
The methods of research were used to factor analysis, reliability test using Cronbach’s « factor, correlation analysis,
multiple regression analysis and spss/win18.0.

Results: The factor of quality of care has the highest impact on customer satisfaction. the influence of reutilization
depends on the highest reliability and the physical environment was significant.

Conclusion: To improve customer satisfaction and reutilization is required to maintenance of hospital facilities,
medical services mind and quality of care. The medical service providers are important to develop patient education
programs, self-development and customer satisfaction training techniques.

Key words : customer satisfaction, dental clinic, medical treatment service quality, reutilization, service
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O (Ware et al., 1978 ; Strasser®} Davis, 1991), A]H]
~ EAT} BAVEL 2o Yo metoy

Zelthamlfl]- Bitner(1996)+ AH|A F4 9] 2|7+ AA|
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Davis, 1991).
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711 QB ARIAEA Q9L SR o] GRS 1]
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1-1. 9J&AY| % T8
w0 A(+)2] 9

1-2. AEHHl SR

% :
1-4, Qiﬂi‘ﬂl %’é TR T AEAn A SR

ol B Jare .

1-6, ORANAEY 7489 F Aol § omi 24
wrE o] (9] kS v A ol

742, ORI AE A AL Aolgole] ke u]
Z 740]1:]—

9-1. SRAHIAE THAQ F oJRo] AL Aolg
ofizef) (+)o] A mE Aol

9-2. OJRAHIAZA LA @0l F HYo] AL
ol g-ojrof (+)¢] Y-S mA Aol
2-3. oEAMH|AEA T 0l F BE]F LS Ao]

FHo| PANZFI} Aol § Eof| vl FTF

FelE] ()] JaFE 1] Holch,
2-4, ABAHIAED FHAQ F AEARIAE Aol
Folwo] e GFL w2 Aol
2-5. ARAHIAEY FHAQ) F VAHSE Aol g

oo H+)9] FF= mE Aol

4 X2 M2 2 =
= A= A6 A
Cronbach—a A5 ©]-&3H AR|% HF AT 24
87 S& AAISH 2T, SPSS/WIN 18.0&
&ok3itt,

1. DALY R s £7

AN GAES A SAA B4l me &2 712,
2 JA7} 28.6%, oA T1.4%=2 A7} wokom,
ARz 30th7} 61.4%, 20tH7}F 31.4%, 1]l 40tH

A)

ol4Fo] 7.1% 59 olgirt, stele HETFol ol
75.7%, 11Z0|5}7} 24.3%2] <=0] AT},

AL FH7F 63.6%, HAT20] 16.4%, 3|AHA0]
10.7% 9 =ollem, AIE3leE 43] o]l
57.9%, 2710] 32,1%, 2-33]7} 10.0% %02 Lrepgt}
(Table 1).

2 Q0I=M gl MBI AT

SRR AEA 274 =0l it Bl E A3 S5t
of =3 Ae7]2Q] 15-gkeigen value) 1.0 o4, &
2l quHxl% 0.4 ol%—% 7102 A QRS A
o7 FEE e 67) a1
Z BA YL 69.859%0] A tHTable 2).

SRR AFAY] aEAE Fol Eeld ore 4,
A2, EE4 3, AR A, DS, Aolgo=
of tigh A¥ttA EAAT, omo A A=A
0.607(p=0.01). E212 274 0.193(p=0.05), AEAH] 2
0.411(p=0.01), F&EHS 0.509(p=0.01), Aol-&2jx=
0.243(p=0.0D) 0.2 {314 Yephshom A=A Al
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A2 0,508(p=0.01), Z1-|-$- 0.408(p=0.01), Ao|&- o|ZAH|AEH Y a9l gt AFE EAAT=
9] 0.243(p=0.0D)22 % ﬁlﬁlﬂ = AR YERY (Table 4¢} A}, omAH|AFH 0 S0 210 etk Al
o}, B4 AEAHIA 0.276(p=0.002] Al =® 2443 Cronbach—a #o] 222 A 0.9246, 4l

o= vepgth Aeauias 2% m% 0.389(p=0.01), 24 0.872, B2)& 874 0.759, AdAn|2 0,751, A4
Aol 8-k 0.179(p=0.05)<] Al FHoE YERLS & 0.713, Aol-&2%= 0.8262.2 67 FA4L9 BF Al
o, WAHST} Aol golw= 0.180(p=0.05)2] HAs = AGTt 0.601441 Ao& Uehd 73 AlA glo] =
o2 YERITHTable 3). T+ AREsHITE,

Table 1. General characteristic of the subjects

Classificatien Item N %
Male 40 286
gender
Female 100 n4
20-29 44 314
age 30-39 86 61.4
=40 10 7.1
. (High 34 24.3
education
=College 106 75.7
housewives 89 63.6
office worker 15 10.7
job specialized 23 16.4
individual business 5 3.6
etc 8 57
first medical examination 45 321
dental clinic visit 2-3 14 10.0
>4 81 579

Table 2. Factor analysis of medical treatment service quality

Facter analysis

Medical treatment service - i . .
quality questien medical reliaiility physical ceunseling kindness

quality circumstance  service actien U I
employee satisfaction 849
patient administration .830
treatment stand by report 754
resulting explanation .690
dentist was kind 147
dentist satisfaction 723
medical expenses explanation 75
reflect opinions 760
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Facter analysis

Medical treatment service

quallty questien ualty IR O nce “service ®  acten Teutiizatien
faith employees 854
dentist reliability 835
dental appointment 623
treatment management 550
interior facilities 832
amenity 726
hygienic 719
hospital waiting room 715
dentist counseling 812
discriminate service 755
staff counseling facilitate .610
staff kindness action 837
customer engineering 677
reuse technology .883
recommendation 857
eigen—value 8.602 2.571 1.938 1.496 1.334 1.286
RA(%) 37.399 10.283 7.751 5,985 5.335 5.144
Total R¥(%) 69.859
Table 3. Inter—construct correlations of medical treatment service quality
Facter analysis M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
medical quality 3.685 .611 1
reliability 3.563 .828 B07** 1
physical circumstance 3.788 400 193* 0.152 1
counseling service 3510 630 A1 bog* 276" 1
kindness action 3.861 380 509" 408 016 389" 1
reutilization 2.782 1.289 243" 323" -0.097  .179* .180* 1
Table 4. Reliability coefficients c_>f scale medical 3. UXIDEE Q% Q0
treatment service quality
Facter Item Crenieach’s « A efmAp o] Role A aas o ekl <
medical quality 8 924 el A AR, SeA 8, e, S A
reliability 4 872 o]-g-2lro] AR H(+)2] g3 u|A Aolek= 7t
physical circumstance 4 759 A A8 Slwe] Hol 17t 4.700((p=0.000)°-2 7Hd
counseling service 3 751 1-10] A= vhd A=A 12k -0.931(p=0.354), =24
kindness action 2 713 27 14k 0.464(p=0.643), FEAHI 2 tgk 0.453(p=0.652),
reutilization 2 826 WA 3k 0.303(p=0.762), Aol-&2x= tgk 1.296
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(p=01972 7Hd 1-2, 1-8, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6& /14=e  AAS S8 A4S B2 o fole Jaracle %3
o oRAHAE 20 F BAUE dueo] g g BlFIAe chewt Utk

=0 Ao oz o] Aol Aoz UeEPYthTable 5).

S AmEY A mrz M3 AT F=7.365, 40 (AR = -0.396+0.845(2 2] 2)-0,125(41%]
S8 0,001 o|B % fol suold] AARFE AFG ) +0.009(F 2 H $4)+0, 071 HA u] )+
2 oF 2 glon] B|AmFC] HHL 94.9%0]9ic}, 3 0.077(AAG-3)+0.087(H o1& =) +e

Table 5. Multiple regression analysis of customer satisfaction

ool independent variale cootiont®)  SE (evalue)  hyeihests
(constant) -396 1.054  -376(.708)
medical quality (hypothesis 1-1) .845(.480) 180  4.700(.000) Accept
reliability(hypothesis 1-2) —125(-.097) 135 -.931(.354) Reject
sglﬁ:}gggn physical circumstance(hypothesis 1-3) .099(.037) 214 464(.643) Reject
counseling service(hypothesis 1-4) .071(.042) 157 453(.652) Reject
kindness action(hypothesis 1-5) .077(.027) 255 .303(.762) Reject
reutilization(hypothesis 1-6) .087(.105) .067 1.296(.197) Reject
F=7.365 p=0.000 R=249 Adjusted R=.216
4. THO| & 2l BB L2! 2 Ao 2 YePGTHTable 6).
XA SEA | AFAE L] QAEAAIE Sal ZelH 9 3R Aol et A HAAT F=4.206, 12
2o A AR, 294 &4, AaAfrs, JddE, A ShE 0.001 o|B& {943 5% A 3| A2 A9tst

olg-olo] Ao gl F(+)2 S nA Aolgle S Y 4 gloH, IARF Y AL 13.6%0]%tt. I

7 AAAR A=do] t3f 2.414((p=0.017), £ &  FAAI £948 HAAE EUE T Fo5 dFeelE X
7 13k —2.037(p=0.044)& 7} 2-2, 2-30] AHH= wt eF 3] A A2 oS

H, 229 A t3F 0.699(p=0.486), AHAH|IA t3k

o

0.451(p=0.653), Z1AHE tak 0.460(p=0.647)Z 7Hd (Aol 2w)Y = +1.927+0.161(2]7 2] 2)+0.408(A]
2-1, 2-4, 2-5%= 71A4=SlG AuAuAEd 29§ =4)-0.552(E =4 #)+0.09108 FAHI2)+0.150(-
Aol g-ojmol @] M =2 A2 AlFA, =24 Adlo)te

Table 6. Multiple regression analysis of reutilization

oo independent variaile cootiont®)  SE (evalue)  hyethests
(constant) 1.927 1343 1.435(.154)
medical quality (hypothesis 2-1) .161(.076) 230 .699(.486) Reject
reliability(hypothesis 2-2) .408(.262) 169 2.414(.017) Accept
reutilization physical circumstance(hypothesis 2-3)  —552(=.171) 271 —2.037(.044) Accept
counseling service(hypothesis 2-4) .091(.044) 201 451(653) Reject
kindness action(hypothesis 2-5) .150(.044) 327 460(.647) Reject

F=4206 p=0.001 R=136 Adjusted R=.103
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