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Response Bias and Reliability of Patient Satisfaction Survey

Young-Sik Cho'
Department of Dental Hygiene, Namseoul University, Cheonan City 330-707, Korea

ABSTRACT Patient satisfaction is now recognized as a outcome indicator of health care quality. The objective of this
research was to evaluate a patient satisfaction survey instrument specially applicable to dental care, and to examines the
reliability and the effect of response biases on reported satisfaction. The acceptability of satisfaction as a quality indicato
was qualified by several measurement problems. The patient questionnaire was administered in four different study
samples to examine the consistency of data. Cronbach's alpha was used as the measure of internal consistency. A
aquiesent bias was found in the sample of 80(20%) respondents. Response biases affacted level of measured satisfaction.
Highly acquiesent respondents were older, less well educated than nonaquiesent subject
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Table 1. Response rates of study sample

Category  No. of distributed No. of response % of response
Pilot study 200 161 80.5%
Group A 500 455 91.0%
Group B 500 170 34.0%
Group C 500 160 32.0%
Group D 500 71 14.2%
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Table 3. Table of sex, age, education, income by ARS group
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Table 2. Cronbach coefficient alpha of scale

All site

Scale 0.933 0.938 0.936 0.925 0.928
Subscale 1  0.850 0.847 0.870 0.822 0.873
Subscale 2 0.907 0.900 0.931 0.892 0.927
Subscale 3  0.843 0.844 0.881 0.817 0.806
Subscale 4 0.492 0.551 0.397 0.426 0.485
Subscale 5 0.469 0.484 0.419 0.424 0.453
Subscale 6 0.581 0.553 0.650 0.476 0.592

Group A GroupB GroupC GroupD

2. SEM7iE AMslelEty sS4
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Sociodemographic characteristics Category NA (%) MA (%) HA(%) Total
Sex Male 108(85.04%) 16(12.60%) 3(2.36%) 127
Female 197(76.95%) 50(19.53%) 9(3.52%) 256
x?=3.425 P =0.180
Age 20~29 96(87.27%) 14(12.73%) 0 110
30~39 100(76.92%) 24(18.46%) 6(4.62%) 130
40~49 61(75.31%) 15(18.52%) 5(6.17%) 81
50~59 35( 2.33%) 7(16.28%) 1(81.40%) 43
60~ 11(64.71%) 61(35.29%) 0 17
x?=13.642 P =0.092
Education Middle School 14(60.87%) 9(39.13%) 0 23
High School 131(75.61%) 33(19.30%) 7(4.09%) 171
College 147(84.48%) 22%(12.64%) 5(2.87%) 174
x?=11.786 P =0.019
Income <100 68(79.09%) 15(17.44%) 3(3.49%) 86
(10,000 WON) <150 66(77.65%) 17(20.00%) 2(2.35%) 85
<200 41(75.93%) 11(20.37%) 2(3.70%) 54
<250 31(81.58%) 7(18.42%) 0 38
>250 34(11.26%) 3( 7.69%) 2(/5.13%) 39
x? =5.165 P =0.740
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Table 5. Moment for scale and subscale
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Table 4. Mean, standard deviation of scale

Variable N Mean SD F-value P>F
Sample
GroupA 438 4.168 0.481 0.42 0.655
GroupB, C 320 4.162 0.513 (0.54) (0.764)
GroupD 71 4135 0.511
Gender
Male 270 4193 0.503 220 0.139
Female 530 4.138 0.484 (2.77) (0.096)
Age
20-29 210 4.066 0.444
30-39 293 4.181 0.449 3.42 0.009
40-49 175 4.156 0.573 (19.50) (0.001)
50-59 75 4178 0.559
60- 33 4360 0.419
Education
Middle school 49 4218 0.423
High school 362 4160 0.496 052 0.595
College 359 4144 0.491 (1.18) (0.554)
Income
<100 179 4.096 0.510
100-150 196 4.182 0.466
150-200 117  4.117 0591 213 0.08
200-250 68 4.279 0.427 (7.735) (0.117)
250> 60 4.210 0472

() : Chisq, Prob>Chisq by Kruscal - Wallis test

Likert 55 A== T4H F3EPHE] P 41602
507 HolH i FYgel HFH & A=Y BEE BA
o} B A L] HFe AXHHT] A H|AP(4.47), AL
(4.42), SHAEF(4.35)0] ‘9F%(4.21), A1A'(3.88)H.Tt =Sk
o} H]8-(3.88) 7P B S BATh S9IFHE Aol

Quantile Q1-
M SD ske Kur Min Q1 Me Q3 Ma ran Q3 mod
d X
1 4.42 0.53 -1.38 4.95 1 4 4.5 5 5 4 1 5
2 4.47 0.58 -2.04 8.20 1 4 4.6 5 5 4 1 5
3 3.88 0.68 -0.40 -0.10 175 35 4 4.25 5 3.25 0.75 4
4 3.42 0.86 0.14 -0.44 1 3 35 4 5 4 1 3
5 4.35 0.70 -1.54 4.81 1 4 4.5 5 5 4 1 5
6 4.21 0.89 -1.35 2.21 1 4 4 5 5 4 1 5
4.16 0.48 -0.68 1.09 19 3.89 4.2 4.55 5 3.1 0.66 3.9

Note: M(mean), SD(standard diviation), ske(skewness), kur(kurtosis), Min(0%), Q1(25%), Med(50%), Q3(75%), Max(100%), randd(nyade)



Journal of Dental Hygiene Science Vol. 3, No. 2, pp. 83~88 (2003) 87

B, ARSI T ARG BEATE 050l A3 T Ut AR RSB FS BA UESES MIT £ Yo}
7ol mFH o) Y= WHH L W IPCE 5. 2 A7 AFeb] oAk B4, ARFUAYY T

A4 EE $RAA okl 2o 3ol vehdoh
o o e BPAE BAUSE 2 F3e 0] 44 /IF

o
off
=25

% Stk AAE 59 AwolA Bit 4.0 oS
w) e wEe] the golth. Zehd Azl sl

1 Iy

1 o
o

PABAE TR o ISR 2k T W

o X g o
o y
Mo
IN

$9Hde] vEhg ¢ gk, BuE B4 o) ARE F9 33 400131 9@ W5 SN we] Firol vherd
A, SR 1RS WASY] MR HEOR MREA & A% BA Ao wisslE 4,
S JPsAel vk E¥ @A Weskn Ark HE A WA OE PANDE FYATE £ UBFEL BT
FAsA e Hsol wh S5 R J1g0)A gom %) vEest o ekl
SReYALS HelwA, Ao thehd S Atk 98 4 Atk BB gRAonrE 298 B 4 REts
3 85T WE SHNAY R ol Al $HE  Folg MEel ANE £ NS HHAE AU
opst mAAALY] aN e AN ol A% delde 2 BuEEe] Sgdste] SA A el gl uE
ARe AR OR HEHT W S 4TS 2T £ BuSe YE /Fe| grl ey,
2k O 2 TS PAUDE 2Ae] vwAT BLNS
TSR SHAAL Fol7] Sl U4 e B Alep Bk ol lgel wEE 248 AAeln W ol
g PIoE HES RAS Rk, SUAL A 2 ) FAE A M g0l BRG] WE £ES HA
o HlgHe 2 2 oY, SRR SHEel 0 ekl Jlo] ohlzhs ARl olEt AelH e
o] W o] BAZE H3 Ge SEMEDIDERCESEEERNE R ISR
FRAEES AHBI] S SHAA] BB 0B WE  gol wuh BEsE ST o8 713 2Alsh 24} 2
o g P, S/ BATL BHM Adste Wi B 31, 35 awE Bael 2 AN B9 w30] Ao

=8 s},
w4 ¥ ATE Bol 0 2e 2RS AAd
7 3, AuEE 34 el At %E

=)= U s st ue) A3yel a7
1

N A5 *J?M] = 0817 EH @A oMXq (
0.920, A4 (58+5)2 0.858, xJng(espg)t 0.667, H]%(?;% EA, e} siAH e Hae = JEpen, AR
=) 04942 YERSTH o o AAHE Rk Rpelo] ok wEE e v Wik
AR =7 e SRR AlRnE T ke & WH ALY @Az AT HYE, A=E, S5
B8-S $Ae, 35 5 59oF T Zlo|g. ¢#¥HEE A E s a3E #FsATH
AZEE A3 Li, EE SHEA ¢ AnE Yo FAERE 2AR] HEMY, AEA, FANS Eo)V]
FAAY, FHH EFOE tiAlstoof Fhot. AsiM= HEe] wigEe} o] AL, SHHAY &
2 Brre] AIARRA AT AL A 5S H7t HE FAdke B9 Fasht deditt & SRS B
ap7] Slste] FebA o] W} wHY, SH R Hetdt # st S =) o3 R R FH Hu, U o8
HES A5y e daEe AvbEe EIEAHS 713 Atele] FAHINE B9 SH AR Wyt A A
Zgate] AR ft GAHES 7ol zbelE AFEsilh TE9 da4s AVlstz Ao
ALE]RITEHE B0 wmhE SIS ES] Atol=
olgt Axtg Buelal vk HYREEY SEA A, IS 2 of
T, L5FE] WE Zfols VA ggker, %oaow
1% zbo](P<0.01y}t YERRLTE. Ao g7 AATE 93 IAVHE 2ALe] SAE
SR AES] Wit 41607 FHEo 7 Holw L FY/ E gt Hrtelr] et 389 diERAE AAEST

o MEE & Hwe BIE nr) s9¥we g
AT AT AP(4.47), HY(4.42), BA E5(4.35)°

T o2

517Hi91 |3}e] B ]| Al FHslgdon, 10170] S
393, YE7He] S8 A2, whHo uel 519

=

ox _ll)lt R
4 o e

OR(a21), A EEINT EUTE HIEEES Y B APeR BRun wE Uds $9Ae) B4 ne
o Fre Btk SNAE Aole] B, ARG W D @, A=, SHAAL Rols} BAE wwP] sl
Reslgiel Bl osue] ABTge] TgEel AT AU, t 4, BARA, shol Aol 43, Kuscal-Walls
PEEE S BT AR g d AR, A4S ANHATh o5 Bast 2w &8 HI%, o
BPE, HuEdd As sl FEAt G, HEwhEde) Asadt FYEA

O SAE BAVEE 2} Ae] vk Ao, Q) 1 ZY ©T BAB AA] 0% 59 w2e) AYnE
Hgn0] g Z4gk] 84 aa] H) B /& AT Hsk A3 o) R o] vE Qe AFms
A} AR, e SHE 2 Ao WARL Aah H 2w $Eg Belx 9o
A A% AY 75 FAh 2. % %o 2% Awel U 3 $9 AAFL 20%)]

E =
& Zge) e % 7 sFgel sRssteh WA, 9] B, 30§ FFo] wek frole Aol7k LekstHP<0.05).



88

1.

Response Bias and Reliability of Patient Satisfaction Survey

BB Ak el SAge
28 =ol7F YEh}A] @gton], 1ol ulal 209}

60t Atojel o]t =fo l e Sl }(P<o 01). 5
. Likert 58 Hxz 348 3P re] J4S 4162

= #4502 Rolnw $90) 458 e duel fu

£ 2o

BT Alole] WA, AAHESIG T AAHESIge]

%g
1

]_

O

21

=

Bt 05%e] ATe] Xgslel SPwpel g T

W% sgreh

i
o

Ak

9.

Ford RC, Bach SA and Fottler MD: Methods of measuring 10.

patient satisfaction in health-care organization. Health Care

Management Review 22(2): 74-89, 1997.

. Campen C, Sixma H, Friele RD, Kerssens JJ and Peters L1,

Quality of care and patient satisfaction - a review of measuring
instruments. Medical Care Research and Review 52(1): 109-133,
1995.

. Ross CK, Steward CA and Sinacore JM: A comparative study of

seven measures of patient satisfaction. Medical Care 33(4): 392-
406, 1995.

EE Apole] 4.

. Lasek RJ, Barkely W, Harper D and Rosenthal

Ware JE and Hays RD: Methods for measuring patients
satisfaction with specific medical encounters. Medical Care
26(4): 393-402, 1998.

GE: An
evaluation of the impact of nonresponse bias on patient
satisfaction. Medical Care 35(6): 646-652, 1997.

. Sitzia J and Wood N: Response rate in patient satisfaction

research: an analysis of 210 published studies. International
Journal for Quality in Health Care 10(4): 311-317, 1998.
Ware JE: Effects of acquiescent response set on patient satisfaction

ratings. Medical Care 16(4): 327-336, 1978.

. Pascoe GC: Patient satisfaction in primary health care - A

literature review and analysis. Evaluation and Program Planning
6(3-4): 185-210, 1983.
Steiber SR and Krownski WJ: Measuring and managing patient
satisfaction: Chicago, American Hosp Pub 1990.
Strasser S and Davis RM: Measuring patient satisfaction for
improved patient services. Ann Arbor, Ml : Health Administration
Press 1991.
Verweij TA, Oosterveld P and Hoogstraten J: Compliance in
dentistry : general adherence, specific adherence and perceived
dental health. Community Dent Oral Epidemiol 26: 394-399,
1998.

(Received December 6, 2003; Accepted December 24, 2003)




