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

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

����� 
� Table of sex, age, education, income by ARS group

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

x2 = 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

x2 = 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

x2 = 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

x2 = 5.165 P = 0.740
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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 4.135 0.511

Gender
Male 270 4.193 0.503 2.20 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 4.178 0.559
60- 33 4.360 0.419

Education
Middle school 49 4.218 0.423
High school 362 4.160 0.496 0.52 0.595
College 359 4.144 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 0.591 2.13 0.08
200-250 68 4.279 0.427 (7.735) (0.117)
250> 60 4.210 0.472
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Note: M(mean), SD(standard diviation), ske(skewness), kur(kurtosis), Min(0%), Q1(25%), Med(50%), Q3(75%), Max(100%), ran(range), mod(mode)
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