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ABSTRACT

Using statistical data from the Korean Medical Dispute Mediation and Arbitration Agency, we summarized some dental cases
to provide fundamental information for planning systematic treatment and delivering adequate explanation during patient
counseling to avoid dental medical disputes. The current status of applications for dental medical dispute mediation is 246 cases
(18.8%) in 2017, 277 cases (21.2%) in 2018, 307 cases (23.5%) in 2019, 235 cases (18.0%) in 2020, and 244 cases (18.6%) in 2021,
with a 3.8% increase in disgrace compared with that shown in the previous year. Implants accounted for the highest percentage
of dental medical disputes at 23.0%. The mediation initiated by dental medical practices was approximately 60% on average.
Adjustment success rates of dental practices were 59.8% in 2017, 66.7% in 2018, 66.2% in 2019, 59.2% in 2020, and 67.8% in 2021,
in addition, the adjustment success rate of periodontal treatment was the highest at 80.0%. Minimizing medical accidents should
be a top priority to avoid medical disputes as much as possible; therefore, efforts are needed to build trust with patients.
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Table 1. Dental medical dispute mediation application status Unit: N(%)
Total 2017 2018 2019 2020(a) 2021(b) Compared’
1,309(100.0) 246(18.8) 277(21.2) 307(23.5) 235(18.0) 244(18.6) 3.8
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Table 2. Number of disputes by dental practice Unit: N(%)
Characteristics Total 2017 2018 2019 2020(a) 2021(b) Compared
Orthodontics 61(8.3) 14(11.6) 14(8.7) 8(5.3) 12(7.8) 13( 8.9) 8.3
Denture 14(1.9) 2(1.7) 5(3.1) 0(0.0) 2(1.3) 5(3.4) 150.0
Extraction 141(19.3) 21(17.4) 25(15.5) 30(20.0) 40(26.1) 25(17.1) -37.5
Prosthodontics 161(22.0) 27(22.3) 36(22.4) 36(24.0) 30(19.6) 32(21.9) 6.7
Implant conservative 168(23.0) 28(23.1) 44(27.3) 19(12.7) 39(25.5) 38(26.0) 2.6
Dentistry periodontal 124(17.0) 17(14.1) 24(14.9) 40(26.7) 22(14.4) 21(14.4) -4.5
treatment 38(5.2) 9(7.4) 5(3.1) 13(8.7) 3(2.0) 8(5.5) 166.7
Etc 24(3.3) 3(2.5) 8(5.0) 42.7) 5(3.3) 42.7) -20.0
Total 731(100.0) 121(100.0) 161(100.0) 150(100.0) 153(100.0) 46(100.0)
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Table 3. Adjustment status by dental practice Unit: N(%)
e arisics Initiation rate’ 2021

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Receipt Initiate Dismissal
Orthodontics 69.2 47.6 57.1 64.3 85.0 20(8.2) 17(11.3) 3(3.2)
Denture 43.8 56.3 61.1 714 61.5 13(5.3) 8(5.3) 5(5.4)
Extraction 65.9 67.6 57.1 76.6 64.7 34(14.0) 22(14.7) 12(12.9)
Prosthodontics 51.9 53.0 53.1 65.6 58.8 97(39.9) 57(38.0) 40(43.0)
Implant 56.1 59.0 55.3 51.5 56.9 65(26.7) 37(24.7) 28(30.1)
Etc 47.6 65.2 50.0 48.1 64.3 14(5.8) 9(6.0) 5(5.4)
Total 55.9 58.7 54.8 61.6 61.7 243(100.0) 150(100.0) 93(100.0)

" Initiate/(Initiate+Dismissal) X 100
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2|2 5zt 2 ko] S Y9 24852 <Table 4>2F 2tk 20171 59.8%, 2018 66.7%, 2019 66.2%, 2020 59.2%, 20211 67.8%=
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Table 4. Mediation success rate Unit: N(%)
Characteristics Total Agreement st abliskll\fr? srll?tlon I(\i]iiiz? ablishment Mediation success rate’
2017 76(100.0) 65(85.5) 5(6.6) 6(7.9) 59.8
2018 103(100.0) 75(72.8) 18(17.5) 10(9.7) 66.7
2019 106(100.0) 87(82.1) 11(10.4) 8(7.5) 66.2
2020 105(100.0) 67(63.8) 20(19.0) 18(17.1) 59.2
2021 133(100.0) 102(76.7) 14(10.5) 17(12.8) 67.8
Orthodontics (2021) 11(8.3) 8(6.0) 1(0.8) 2(1.5) 69.2
Denture (2021) 4(3.0) 2(1.5) 1(0.8) 1(0.8) 50.0
Extraction (2021) 25(18.8) 21(15.8) 1(0.8) 3(2.3) 73.3
Prosthodontics (2021) 30(22.6) 23(17.3) 4(3.0) 3(2.3) 73.0
Implant (2021) 31(23.3) 26(19.5) 1(0.8) 4(3.0) 60.0
Conservative dentistry (2021) 19(14.3) 16(12.0) 2(1.5) 1(0.8) 72.0
Periodontal treatment (2021) 9(6.8) 5(3.8) 3(2.3) 1(0.8) 80.0
Ftc(2021) 4(3.0) 1(0.8) 1(0.8) 2(1.5) 40.0
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Table 5. Amount of settlement and mediation decision Unit: N(%)
_ End of Under

Characteristics Total treatment Obstacle Dead treatment Ect

2017 Case 70(100.0) 22(31.4) 7(10.0) -(0.0) 38(54.3) 3(4.3)
Average achieved amount’ 3,228,858 2,275,000 8,571,429 2,970,266 1,033,333

2018 Case 93(100.0) 10(10.8) 15(16.1) -(0.0) 68(73.1) -(0.0)
Average achieved amount 4,611,352 2,943,000 13,973,333 2,791,554

2019 Case 103(100.0) 20(19.4) 3(2.5) 3(2.9) 76(73.8) 1(1.0)
Average achieved amount 3,449,321 1,236,980 5,566,667 10,783,861 3,697,222 500,000

2020 Case 89(100.0) 15(16.9) 7(7.9) 2(2.2) 62(69.7) 3(3.4)
Average achieved amount 3,896,449 2,664,992 5,476,968 31,500,000 3,237,424 1,583,333

2021 Case 117(100.0) 24(20.5) 12(10.3) 1(0.9) 76(65.0) 4(3.4)
Average achieved amount 4,185,009 1,679,050 9,363,775 50,000,000 3,597,810 3,387,500

Orthodontics Case 9(7.7) - - - 7(6.0) 2(1.7)

(2021) Average achieved amount 3,444,444 2,928,571 5,250,000

Denture (2021) Case 3(2.6) - - - 2(1.7) 1(0.9)
Average achieved amount 783,333 900,000 550,000

Extraction (2021)  Case 22(18.8) 5(4.3) 4(3.4) - 13(11.1) -
Average achieved amount 5,929,545 1,290,000 11,000,000 6,153,846

Prosthodontics Case 27(23.1) 3(2.6) - - 24(20.5) -

(2021) Average achieved amount 2,057,407 2,500,000 2,002,083

Implant (2021) Case 27(23.1) 4(3.4) 8(6.8) 1(0.9) 14(12.0) -
Average achieved amount 7,542,055 2,375,000 8,545,663 50,000,000 5,412,156

Conservative Case 18(15.4) 5(4.3) - - 13(11.1) -

Dentistry (2021)  Average achieved amount 2,712,132 1,061,000 3,347,182

Periodontal Case 8(6.8) 6(5.1) - - 1(0.9) 1(0.9)

Treatment (2021)  Average achieved amount 1,917,775 1,890,367 1,500,000 2,500,000

Treatment (2021)  Case 2(1.7) - - - 2(1.7)
Average achieved amount 1,150,000 1,150,000

Etc (2021) Case 1(0.9) 1(0.9) - - - -
Average achieved amount 200,000 200,000

"Unit: Won
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