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[Abstract]

Purpose: The main purpose of this study is to develop assessment measutes for the quality of service for dental labs.

Methods: In order to construct the measure of service quality assessment for dental labs, relevant modifications were
extracted around theoretical studies, and the survey was conducted on dental technician workers through internet survey.
final scale questions were extracted through exploratory factor analysis and confirmed factor analysis of measurement
variables, the demographic characteristics of the subjects and the perceptual difference of dental labs were analyzed for the
extracted variables.

Results: The final five variants of the interactive factor analysis that include the ability to change employee growth,
reliability, responsiveness, materiality, interoperability, confirmatory factor analysis excludes variations in employee growth
wages, welfare benefits, by changing its name to network capabilities, the quality of service factors for the final dental labs
consisted of five variations: network competence, reliability, responsiveness, materiality and interoperability.

Conclusion : The service quality of the dental labs showed that the reliability of the product related to the dental
materials and the product production responsiveness related to the production order, the Materiality of the materials and
equipment of the dental labs, the Interoperability responsiveness related to dental orders, And the importance of network

capability to form a mutual network.

© Key words: Capability, Interoperability, Materiality, Network capability, Reliability, Responsiveness,
The quality of service for dental labs
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Table 1. Response Distribution by demographic characteristics of the study subjects
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(N=247)
Characteristic Frequency Ratio(%) Characteristic Frequency Ratio(%)
s Male 200 81.0 Jinju 45 18.2
ex
Female 47 19.0 Changwon 60 243
Business ]
20s 51 20.6 ) Gimhae 40 16.2
Location
30s 72 29.1 Busan 67 27.1
Age
40s 56 227 Ulsan 35 14.2
50s or over 68 275 below 2 million 35 14.2
Director 119 482 Average 2~3 million 58 235
Posit Manager 55 223 Monthly Wage 3~4 million 64 25.9
osition
Assistant Manager 36 14.6 (Korean Won) 4~5 million 37 15.0
Ordinary Technologist 37 15.0 5 or over 53 215
Table 2. Distribution of responses by company type of person surveyed
(N=247)
Characteristic Frequency Ratio(%) Characteristic Frequency Ratio(%)
below 1 years 52 211 Around recomendation 18 7.3
1~3 years 26 10.5 Price 20 8.1
T ti
Opening years 3~5 years 34 13.8 ransaciion The excellence of a product 118 47.8
motivation with
5~10 years 42 17.0 ) Personal relationship 32 13.0
main customer
10 or over 93 37.7 Geographical conditions 6 2.4
below 1 years 32 13.0 etc 53 215
Main customer 1~3 years 22 89 1~3 companies 65 26.3
average )
3~5 years 48 19.4 Number of 3~7 companies 52 211
number of years
) 5 ~10 years 62 251 customers 7~10 companies 36 14.6
of transactions
10 or over 83 33.6 10 or over 94 38.1
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Table 3. Exploratory factor analysis of dental lab service quality measures

Loading . . . Cumulative
- Gigen value Dispersion % distribution % Alpha
1) Wage .881
2) Educational benefits about job training 844
Employee  3) Welfare 824
growth  4) Training seminars between related businesses 807 4064 18:695 18:695 9%
5) The ties between related business groups .803
6) Labs atmosphere 613
1) Dental product fit 87
2) Dental product quality 857
Reliability ~ 3) Dental product aesthetics 793 4323 17.293 35.947 924
4) Dental technician’s reliability 752
5) Dental product reliability 686
1) Personalized service level .837
2) Kindness with product descriptions 781
3) Re—manufactualing required performance of dental products 74
Responsiveness 3.929 15.715 51.662 .846
4) Delivery date strict observance of dental product .640
5) The deadline for manufacture of dental product .616
6) Customer intimacy 564
1) The latest in equipment .845
2) Materials selection range 836
Materiality ~ 3) Awareness of dental Labs .808 3.874 15.497 67.159 914
4) Fame of dental Labs 794
5) Quality of materials 740
1) Re—manufacturing of dental product 843
Interoperability 2) Accuracy of model sent by customer 759 2.317 9.266 76.425 831
3) Ability to handle complaints with customers 612
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Table 4. Confirmatory factor analysis results

Non— Standardized
standardized S.E. CR. P path
path coefficient coefficient
1) Educational benefits about job training — 0.970 0.031 31604 *** 0.974
2) Training seminars between related businesses — C:E;vk:(i?i:il;s 0.844 0.033 25213 *** 0.907
3) The ties between related business groups — 1.000 0.931
1) Dental product fit — 0.953 0.042 22845  *** 0.913
2) Dental product quality — Reliability 1.000 0.937
3) Dental product aesthetics — 0.864 0.048 18033  *** 0.814
1) Kindness with product descriptions — 0.962 0.053 18070 *** 0.897
2) Personalized service level — Response 1.000 0.905
3) Re—manufactualing required performance of dental products ~ — 0.902 0.068 13347  *** 0.719
1) The latest in equipment — 1.000 0.909
2) Materials selection range — materiality 0.941 0.035 2655  *** 0.97
3) Quality of materials — 0.757 0.038 20165 *** 0.857
1) Re—manufacturing of dental products — 1.000 0.810
2) Accuracy of model sent by customer —  Interoperability 0.682 0.060 11459  *** 0.716
3) Ability to handle complaints with customers — 0.777 0.058 13476 *** 0.852
x*(p) X3/ df RMR GFI AGFI RMSEA NFI T CFI
Model .05 20 (.05 .9 .9 .08 .9 .9 .9
Fit 468.386 (.000) 5.855 .053 .822 733 140 .868 .852 .887
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Table 5. Verification of correlation and discriminability between variants

Network

Capmaiies Reliability Response materiality Interoperability Conceptual AVE Alpha
1) @) @) @ (5) 5= el
(1) - 191 274 222 244 .950 864 954
2 437 - 158 247 347 962 894 917
() 523 397 - 148 264 .905 763 87
(4) A71 497 .385 - 275 944 850 931
(5) 494 589 514 524 - 932 821 831
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Table 6. Verification of discriminant validity and Inter—dimensional correlation
factor order Measure content Mean SD weight
Educational benefits about job training 5.90 1.08 0.974
Training seminars between related businesses 5.93 1.01 0.907
Network Capability
The ties between related business groups 5.85 1.16 0.931
Total 5.89 1.04
Dental product fit 6.68 0.66 0.913
Dental product quality 6.61 0.68 0.937
Reliability
Dental product aesthetics 6.54 0.67 0.814
Total 6.61 0.62
Kindness with product descriptions 6.39 0.80 0.897
) Personalized service level 6.35 0.82 0.905
Responsiveness
Re—manufactualing required performance of dental products 6.27 0.93 0.719
Total 6.34 0.76
The latest in equipment 5.99 1.07 0.909
Materials selection range 6.10 0.94 0.971
Materiality
Quality of materials 6.31 0.86 0.857
Total 6.13 0.90
Re—manufacturing of dental product 6.25 1.08 0.810
Accuracy of model sent by customer 6.48 0.84 0.716
Interoperability B ] )
Ability to handle complaints with customers 6.46 0.80 0.852
Total 6.40 0.79
Total 6.27 0.61
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Table 7. Perception difference in dental lab service quality by demographic characteristics

C’\;ep:\afltc:i'l’ilt(y Reliability Response Materiality Interoperability Total
M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
Male 595 102 667 059 646 064 622 081 647 079 635 054
Sox Female 567 109 636 068 58 100 579 117 607 072 594 077
To) 1.627 2,861 4103*** 2.381* 3,185 3.418**
(105) (.006) (.000) (.021) (.002) (.001)
20s 583 097 6277 08 616 078 602 113 624 08 610 078
30s 606 111 6622 061 617 099 614 093 651 060 630 065
Age 40s 595 096 664° 054 632 054 608 065 629 079 626 040
50s or over 573 106 683% 027 666° 050 625 086 648 091 639 055
o) 1.329 8.688%** 6.514*** 743 1796 2.216
(.266) (.000) (.000) (527) (.149) (.087)
Director 608 090 678° 035 649 056 632 066 656° 065 645 043
Manager 568 132 65 073 638 090 595 098 621 098 615 070
bosiion, ASSstnt Manager 585 084 667 048 596 083 6i® 106 64 052 620 054
Ordinary Technologist 568 1.08  6.16° 095 614® 088 582 113 614 098 599 086
o) 2617 1.077* 5.602** 4.274%* 4,281 7.284%*
(.052) (.000) (.001) (.006) (.006) (.000)
City 591 103 67/ 046 639 064 623 08 645 08 635 05
Business Metropolitan City 588  1.05 638 074 626 090 600 095 632 076 617 072
Location o) 198 4.726"** 1.277 2.019* 1.255 2.187*
(843) (.000) (203) (.045) (211) (.030)
below 2 million 604 091 6280 080 632 074 60% 095 632 073 621 068
Average 2-3 million 599 097 67 050 616 083 634 090 64 064 633 063
Monthly 34 million 575 115 65 080 645 057 593 090 6112 107 616 058
Wage 4-5 million 602 082 656° 044 619 100 588 092 64 074 622 065
(Korean 5 or over 578 117 68P° 031 650 067 636° 076 667 046 642 055
Wor) o) 902 4,722% 2123 3.307* 4.058** 1.642
P (.464) (.001) (.079) (012) (.003) (164)
Total 580 104 661 062 634 076 613 090 640 079 627 061

a, b : Scheffe’s Multiple Comparison(alb, a=.05)
*p¢.05 **p{.01 **pd.001

H40H HM3Z 20183 _

157



sslaclds duine, vEsiacre) Foe mE
OITLEABHA] EAlo] wlala] 0149 2jol7} glo] Za
12]A0] Ao g o 2z

T

/\
o) wepy $AHe R ﬂa 2l

=

(i
o
ox
o
=y
o,
o
)
S
S
O
(10
=
r d
_\9
o
N
N
N
u)
%
_|>i
H

S A9 A o] wketA] A5 0
2 O3 2149] Holzh hekkom, drtolAu, 40
o) ofshurhs 500 oliel A, Uuk HARrks 4
A5 A9 AN L FHAel o R4S Q45
e,

el A9t A, AR, Ao, APRaS

wheb BAHOR olgt Ql4le] Zfolz} pEhgton],
A% Aol ufebdE A4
SRl gt £ FaAE A4

200~300%F ¥o|AY 5008 ¢ o]
T3 dist S 84S 7t

4. X|}7|5 4 HEHOIE
RIS

X718 42 MH|A

Ak, HA A9 /\111]/\ Z2)
1 "WH% AAAE, F Aol Bt A | 5,
T AFA L] AHE7], Aol ueba] AR 5]
25t q14}e] zfo]7} LpehdthTable 8). 7147
= NGA o] 5~10do]AY 1 w|gkel -5

l-ﬂJ

]'o]' 2

158 oot x| at7| 293 |

r:lJ

3 A% Qlapzo] ekton], F AdAete] 3
Aol W Sl wfebis 1~39Q] A9 b e Faw
Qake tretjgon], F Adxeke] AeElol dsl
e 71 B9 71 e FRE S e,
A Aol Wbl s 7~1070 GAIR] A 7P 2w

Q1A]o] werom, 1~370 JAI%l B 7 T ok 14

o] =9k

shlaclE® A, vEYI AR tebe )
A7, = AALe] A A 5, 5 ARt
AelE7], AA ol wheba] ] folgt Q141 2t

o7} Uebth /MaB g d=e 9B Yol 5~10E°]
A 19 kel A 7 At Faw Qlilge] o
ehetalon], 3 A ere] Hat A | ol webs=
Id mukel A9 M w8 8% A4S UEe
o, = A A te] Agfs 7)ol sl 7HEA A4S 7t
FEe T FES b}EM% Ak A A Smof] whekA

= T~1070 AAIQD A5 7P S8k QlAo] Heke
1~37] QA2 A 7% 0% Ql4lo] 9kt

Ao el AAAE, = AHete] Bt 7
A d %= F Aot AE ol weks Ads] &
4?& 1410] ol 7k vpekigeh, AR MRS AUA
~1099] A% 71 on, 1d~3del A4S 7t
ot TR QA o] UEGlon, 5= A A%t
o] Hat A & ol webA = 1~34Q B 7FE
< TAE A Yehilen, = AF et A
7o dhslixl= 7HAR) A 7MW S e
Ehf e,

SHAY A= = AALte] Bt AY | 5,
AejHete] AefE7], ARl whebA dFs] 2
gt Q1419) pol7h yehytet, 5 Az ote] Bt A
d geof) wEbAE 1~3d9] A9 7P e 2aw Q14
S vehfiglen, & AAete] Ais7)ol el
7HARQL 79 7H e Fa® s v gleh A
of webds 3~7A AAIS AL P Faw 914

| ok

FaAY A9 ARAE, F AdhHeke] B A
W 4, F AdHere] AdE7), Aehxdol whebd 4
S5] folet Qlale] Aolzh Lebgit, A ER s

#rsl'

_I

24
e

o
AL

_v;

oBL



M=ol 1~5¢

o] et o, & AeAete] Byt A d 4o w}
A= 1~34, 5~108Q A 7 W Saw 9l
jEHﬂW“ ], 3 A ete] Alslo] dhaliAl

}PL“’ZEE””“’%ﬂﬂaq
H%EW% 7~1078 LA

= 71491

7|2 Ao

1
R,

o] 7

M T8

NYAe, & AfHokel Bz
57), 719A 0] we}

_4

A7) 4 AL

2= MdAdEel 3~10d 4
~

of whakA= 1~104<Ql
UERiglen 1d mjvkel

24l

o

Table 8. Perception difference in dental lab quality of service quality for dental labs
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Network

Sroiy Reliability Response Materiality Interoperability Total
M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
below 1 years 6.21° 088 6.62* 0.67 0.67 0.55 6.37° 0.81 6.69° 0.37 6.46° 0.45
1— 3 years 5.87%® 1.22 6.33° 0.83 0.83 1.21 5.542 117 6.36°° 0.84 6.0% 0.84
Opening 3 — 5 years 5532 1 6.55®  0.67 0.67 0.64 5.75° 0.90 6.022 1.16 6.06° 0.73
years 5 — 10 years 6.05° 1.09 6.83° 0.29 0.29 0.87 6.48° 0.57 6.14° 0.82 6.34° 0.49
10 or over 579 098 661 059 0.59 0.68 6.15° 086 649 0.69 629° 059

F(o) 2.747* 2.709* 1.589 7.628%** 5.566*** 3.564%**

(.029) (.031) (.178) (.000) (.000) (.008)

_ below 1 years 6.50° 0.66 6.79° 0.39 6.54° 0.51 6.54° 0.65 6.73° 0.38 6.62° 0.40
cu’\sﬂtaolr:er 1— 3 years 5552 1.41 6.03? 1.01 5.79° 1.30 5.39° 1.10 6.24° 0.94 580 0.88
average 3 -5 years 5.83 1.01 6.51° 0.78 6.22° 0.82 6.29° 0.84 6.31° 0.60 6.23° 0.64
number of —10 years 5.84° 1.02 6.73° 0.31 6.47° 0.52 5.88° 0.86 6.18% 1.03 6.22° 0.47
years of 10 or over 58% 101 66 054 63° 071 627 084 65 071 633 060

ransactions o) 3.658* 7,233 4.481% 8.314%** 3.489** 6.750***
(.006) (.000) (.002) (.000) (.009) (.000)
Around recomendation  6.00° 0.84 678> 043 637 069 652° 087 670° 075 647 055
) price 4822 1.1 6.07° 0.82 5.93 1.33 4.87° 0.76 5,002  0.90 5.342 0.71
T:;::m" Product excellence  6.00° 095 674 050 63% 065 633 079 658 064 64P 045
with main Personal relationship  5.89° 1.22 6.72° 044 629° 082 6.00° 0.81 6.39° 0.75 6.26° 0.64
customer etc. 602 096 644* 075 63% 067 612 085 642° 058 628 060
(o) 6.496™** 7.531%** 1.645*** 15.200*** 24.688*** 17.055***
(.000) (.000) (.164) (.000) (.000) (.000)
1—3 companies 6.26° 0.91 6.66 0.59 6.52° 0.58 6.33° 0.81 6.64° 0.57 6.48° 0.53
Number 3—7 companies 5.922° 1.01 6.66 0.42 5.99° 1.00 6.08° 102  624® 083 6.18® 0.61
of 7—10 companies 5392 11 6.65 0.70 6.52° 0.58 5.69° 0.87 5.96° 1.09 6.04° 0.61
customers 10 or over 5.82® 103 6.54 0.70 6.33° 0.72 6.20° 0.85 6.48° 069 627 0.63
F(p) 6.062** 756 5.905** 4316™* 7.237** 4,.890**
(.001) (.520) (.001) (.005) (.000) (.003)
Total 5.89 1.04 6.61 0.62 6.34 0.76 6.13 0.90 6.40 0.79 6.27 0.61

a, b : Scheffe’s Multiple Comparison(ab, a=.05)

*p{.05 **pd .01 ***pd 001
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