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A Study on Determinants of Dental Clinic and Satisfaction of Dental Service in
High School Students
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The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between dental decision factors and
dental service satisfaction of the high school students. The study participants consisted of 300 high
school students in some regions. A total of 288 were used for the final analysis, except 12 with
insufficient responses. The data was analyzed by using SPSS 18.0 program. According to general
characteristics, if there was no scaling experience, orthodontic treatment, high satisfaction with school
life, the higher the subjective oral health status, the higher the satisfaction of the dental hospital.
Hospital decision factors according to the general characteristics of the subjects most frequently
answered that employee service satisfaction was important. As a result of testing the correlation
between hospital decision factors and medical service satisfaction, there was a significant positive
correlation between medical service satisfaction, such as facility, recommendation of others, use
procedures, service adequacy, employee service satisfaction. As a factor influencing dental hospital
satisfaction, subjective oral health was shown as a good criterion, and usage procedures and staff
service satisfaction showed positive relevance. Continuous trust builds up is important to improve
patient satisfaction.
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Table 1. General characteristics of the subject

Characteristics Division N %
Sex Male 134 464
Female 154 53.6

16(first grade in high school) 115  39.8

Age 17(second grade in high school) 94 325
18(third grade in high school) 79 277

House income (300 67 232
(10,000 Korean 300= and {500 140 484
won) =500 81 280
Scaling No 88 30.4
experience Yes 200 69.6
Purpose of Orthodontics 54 19.0
dental visit Others(orthodontic exclusion) 234 810
Family satisfaction 271 841
satisfaction dissatisfaction 17 59
School satisfaction 248  86.2
satisfaction dissatisfaction 40 13.8
L good 150 521
SUbligg}/ti oral normal 116 403
bad 22 7.6

Total 288 100
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Table 2. Dental satisfaction according to general

characteristics
Characteristics Division Mean  SD  t/F(p*)
Sex Male 21.25 412 0.34
Female 2098 385 (0.561)
16
Age (1st grade in high school) 2109 404 1.47
17 (0.231)
(2nd grade in high school) 2160 413
18
(3rd grade in high school) 2056 364
House income {300 2069 3.46 116
(10,000 Korean :
won) 300< and (500 2100 425 (0.319)
=500 2164  3.86
Scaling No 2175  4.06 3.34
experience Yes 2083 391 (0.069)
Orthodonti 2246 415
Purpose of O(ih;):s‘cs 7.92
dental visit (otehodontic exclusion) 2079  3.87 (0.005)
Family satisfaction 21.21 4.01 3.32
satisfaction dissatisfaction 1941 298 (0.070)
School satisfaction 2142 403 11.08
satisfaction dissatisfaction 1920 298 (0.001)
Subjective good 2187 386" 652
oral health normal 2044  3.81" (0.002)
bad 1945 461°

*pby t-test or one-way ANOVA
A,Bthe same subgroup by Tukey test at @=0.05
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Table 3. The hospital decision factors according to general characteristics

Accessibility Facility Recommended  Service Use Service adequacyEmplo\./ee S_erwce
. by others Procedure Satisfaction
Characteristics
meantSD t/F(p*) meanzSD t/F(p*) meantSD t/F(p*) meantSD t/F(p*) meantSD t/F(p*) meantSD t/F(p*)
Sex Male 3.29+0.98 -0.96 3.48£1.03 085 2.49+0.84 019 3.44:0.86 -0.03 3.12¢0.81 0.13 3.40+0.86 0.01
Female 3.4141.04 (0.337) 3.39+0.79 (0.394) 2.30+0.83 (0.051) 3.47+0.86 (0.767) 2.98+0.90 (0.172) 3.39:0.89 (0.938)
A 16(1st grade) 3.30:0.97 3.420.86 2.41:0.94 3.53:0.86 3.04:0.83 3.41:0.84
ge
(grade in 0.24 0.05 0.41 0.88 0.36 0.04
high 17(2nd grade) 3.40%1.06 (0.789) 3.43:0.84 (0.954) 2.42+0.78 (0.666) 3.37+0.88 (0.415) 2.99+0.91 (0.699) 3.39+0.95 (0.957)
school
) 18(3rd grade) 3.3711.01 3.46+1.06 2.3120.76 3.4610.82 3.100.86 3.380.85
House {300 3.660.84 3.29+0.70 2.300.78 3.35+0.74 2.98+0.78 3.1620.81"
10,000 30?;8”‘1 320:104 172 343:079 160 238:080 077 353:0.86 1.11 3.15:080 212 350:081° 344
Kor’ean (0.180) (0.204) (0.463) (0.332) 0.122) (0.033)
won) =500 3.30£1.08 3.56£1.20 2.4740.81 3.43£0.94 2.9140.87 3.41+1.01%
Scaling No 3.18t1.07 -1.91 368%#1.07 314 230+0.83 -1.21 3.61x0.89 203 3.12t090 1.01 3.62+0.83 296
experience Yes 3.43+0.98 (0.057) 3.32+0.80 (0.002) 2.43+0.84 (0.228) 3.39+0.84 (0.043) 3.01+0.85 (0.312) 3.30+0.88 (0.003)
Orthodontics ~ 2.96%1.11 3.83+0.70 2.41+0.75 3.4910.95 3.15+0.89 3.75+0.86
Purpose of Others -3.19 3.63 0.21 0.29 1.01 3.36
dental visit (orthodontic  3.44+0.97 (0.002) 3.34+0.93 (€0.001) 2.38+0.86 (0.831) 3.45+0.84 (0.771) 3.02+0.86 (0.316) 3.31:0.86 (0.001)
exclusion)
Family satisfaction ~ 3.38+1.01 174 3.4520.91 170 2.39+0.85 031 3.4610.85 ~0.05 3.05+0.87 064 3.41+0.88 135
satisfaction dissatisfaction 2.94+1.03 (0.084) 3.07+0.90 (0.108) 2.3240.73 (0.755) 3.47+0.96 (0.963) 2.91+0.78 (0.523) 3.12+0.84 (0.179)
School satisfaction  3.34%1.00 041 3.48+0.91 257 2.45+0.83 334 3.48+0.83 078 3.08£0.84 172 3.450.86 2066
satisfaction dissatisfaction 3.41+1.05 (0.686) 3.11:0.84 (0.016) 1.98+0.76 (0.001) 3.36:0.99 (0.438) 2.83+0.99 (0.087) 3.06:0.93 (0.008)
Subjecti good 3.26+1.06 991 3.53+0.94 336 2.43+0.84 168 3.460.87 0.06 3.05£0.83 120 3.49:0.84 286
ubjective . A8 3. . . . .
oral health normal 3.41+0.90 ©.117) 3.38i0.8SB (0.036) 2.39+0.86 ©.188) 3.45+0.81 (0.938) 3.080.87 0.302) 3.340.88 (0.059)
bad 3.70+1.13 3.02+0.97 2.080.70 3.52+1.01 2.77+1.01 3.05x0.98
*py t-test or one-way ANOVA
A,Bthe same subgroup by Tukey test at a=0.05
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Table 4. The correlation between dental satisfaction and hospital decision factors
Dental o . Recommend-e Service Use Service Emplqyee
: . Accessibility Facility Service
satisfaction d by others Procedure adequacy Satisfaction
Dental satisfaction 1
Accessibility .029 1
Facility 428*** -.024 1
Recommended by 180%* 049 350 1
others
Service Use A5gx 193% A% 220% 1
Procedure
Service adequacy 376%** 129% .303*** A39%** .BB2*** 1
Emg‘oYee Service 564 -.125* 626%% 377 475w 47200 1
atisfaction
*0(0.05, **p(0.01, **p(0.001
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Table 5. Factors affecting dental satisfaction

Multicollnea
Characteristics B B t %
VIF

ance
Sex 018 002 .045 964 835 1.198
Age -169 -034 -736 462 961 1.040
(ngasi()':‘ec;mvemn) 049 009 177 859 834 1.199
Scaling experience 154 018 365 7156 874 1.144
Purpose of dental visit -.481 -.047 -971 333 .888 1.126
Family satisfacton ~ -385 -.023 -452 652 .822 1.217
School satisfaction ~ -.922 -.080 -1.552 .122 785 1.273
Subjective oral health -.798 -.127 -2582 .010 .870 1.150
Accessibility 172 044 869 385 .838 1.19%4
Facility 168 .036 575 .b66 535 1.870
Rocommended by _227 -048 -850 391 678 1475
Service Use Procedure 946 204 2970 .003 448 2.231
Service adequacy 308 .067 970 333 442 2.261
Employee Service 4 o5 415 §341 (001 486 2.059

Satisfaction
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