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Table 1, Reliability of competence of dental hygienists

Variables

the number of sentence

Cronbach’s alpha

Perception of Dental Hygienist
Kindness of Dental Hygienist
Knowledge of Dental Hygienist

4 0.686
6 0.907
8 0.913

Table 2, Average of dental hygienist's competence, revisit, and recommendation intent

Variables Mean£SD
Perception of Dental Hygienist 3,58%.60
Kindness of Dental Hygienist 3.99+.60
Knowledge of Dental Hygienist 4,02+,52
Satisfaction of Patients 4.02%.65
Revisit intent 4.03%.69
Recommendation intent 4,03%.69

23, AI2EM

A2 A7 dake] dubael S49d Exe)
2|2 ALl gk FHIAE, FEE, A X %),
W, AR, FU 71 Aol Tres
FA43 BARREM (analysis of variance: o3}
ANOVA/tukey) 0.2 AA3FAL, *|34$AAFe] &
o} ] P, A U THe)E 71e] 7ol
S TS, oS WS kel BAHE Paorns
Ao R AR, Skt
i g TR Ed FFS vAE agle SRS
H(Stepwise)ol] 23t T3] FEA] (Multiple regre-
ssion analysis)S AAIBFAY. A8 A 2] SPSS
Sl (Version 18.0) Z2I35 o] &s3ct.

A

3.1, X|zteldAtel oztnt ExXlHFE, MHEE

o ARl B

£l

A| 72 YALe] ekl TRk et Q1A= 3.58
A 1~9), JHEE 3,997, A% 402702
2| o] A2 pg Ads] =7 kA

a1, ko] ELE 4,027, A=} 34
SRz 742t 4035010, w3 BAle Q14
SofA] R[] HAAQ] Aol X BAE
FEFe v A 37730 TP =

AL, FEes AR FE e w3 7
Jatal wESHA sl F3ck 7t 4.09X49i 7%‘
=5k o ], A e XA AR Ui7E &

o] st ol F3Avk e} ilTMW}: Ur
of 7 el whe et A RE el &

of Awsl FAF7} 242t 407802 7Y =9k
TH(Table 2).

w9
ofr
F

o >\1 M}r

ofr
-

3.2, AFCHEALL
QALY A=
AT IRt WAl Bl wE x| 7914
Abe] e oA EAte] 1M Ee} X Ert
4,098, 412802 ofz}e] 3,937, 3.96FHT}
oA TRIL(Pp<.01), AHL QA=) A=
oAl 244 ©]3K3.3974, 3.88%)9} 45~5441(3.68
A, 4115)9 Aoled  fods Helon
(p<.05), A== 244 ©]8K3.807), 25~34A

kol Sdo e x|o



302 « DMK A 22 X|

Table 3. Difference of dental hygienist's competence by general characteristics

Variables N(=469) Perception Kindness Knowledge
Gender
Male 179 3.59%.67 4.09%£.59* 4,121 54
Female 290 3.57%.55 3.93%.59 3.96£.50
Age(yr)
<24° 79 3.39+.64" 3.80+.59” 3.88+.517
25~34" 150 3.58+.56 3.90+,61 4.00£,52
35~44" 92 3.64£.57 4,04£.56 4.05£.48
45~54" 90 3.68+.64 4.14%.58 411£55
55<¢ 58 3.55%.60 4,16%.54 4.09%.51
Marital status
Unmarried 207 3,58+,61 3,87+ 61%* 3.98%.54
Married 262 3.62%.59 4.08%+.57 4.05%+.51
Job
employee/public official 126 3.67%.63 4.14%.59" 4.17%.54”
professional 79 3.65%.50 3.82+.62 3.95%.50
housewife 70 3,44+ 59 3.83%.58 3.92%.54
student 104 3,50£.57 3.97+.57 3.95%.48
own business 63 3.59£.03 4,03%.53 403151
others 27 3.59%+.71 4.15%.63 4.07+.54
Visit of Dental Clinic
<3' 197 3.53+.63 3.93%.63” 4,01+, 54
46" 87 3.61£.55 3.93%.56 3.96+.48
7~10° 76 3.61£.60 4,05£.56 3.99£.50
n< 109 3.62+,56 4.11%.60 4.12%53
Monthly income
£100° 72 3.52%,61 3.98%.62 4.01£.54
100~199" 11 3,55%.58 3.88+.57 3.90t.51
200~299° 124 3.58+.56 4,02%,59 3.97%.52
300~499" 115 3.60+,61 4,04£,59 4,08+,49
500<° 47 3.66£.69 4,05£.66 4,19£.56

Trtest: *p<.01, **p<.001
Anova/tukey HSD: ?p< 05, a<d “p<.001, ap<d.e, "p<.01, a>b,c, ’p<.01, a>b,c,d “p<.05, a<d

(3.90%)9}F 45~54M1(4.147), 554 oPd(4.168) A FoAdEe BAtk(p<.01). AFHEE3lge 2
o] ool -o]4S HOITHp<.001), AEE Aol A 33] o]8H(3.93%)9k 113] o] d(4.11%)
HAAL A 7)E0] 408" 02 n|E9] 38741 o] ZoollA] FoldS EATHp<.05)(Table 3).
o} §-oEHAl E=A(p<.001), AP AL A

IAAFTAGIDE ARAGED, T 33 ATCHARI] Yol SN0 2 BR}
G.837)ste] Aololr] el melorip< IS, HYS Y PHIE
O, AHEE S FRAGITDS ARY ATl dukeel S5 a4uE, A

(3.95%), BAG.9278), FHG.o5R)eke] Apole W W Priejale] ol AHel Pxle] &
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Table 4, Difference of patients' satisfaction, revisit, and recommendation intent by general characteristics

. - . e . . Recommendation
Variables N(=469) Satisfaction Revisiting  intentions ) ]
intentions
Gender
Male 179 4.12%.63* 4,124 71* 4,14+ 69*
Female 290 3.97£.65 3.97£.67 3.96%.68
Age(yr)
<24 79 3.90+.65 3.89+.70 3.86+.71"
25~34" 150 3.99%.65 3.99%.66 3.94%.74
35~44° 92 4,05%.60 4,08%.65 4,10%.59
45~54° 90 4.06%.61 4.02+.75 4.14%.63
55<°¢ 58 4.17+.65 4.22+.68 4.19£.66
Marital status
Unmarried 207 3.99£.65 4.00%.70 3,95+ 74*
Married 262 4.05%.64 4.05%.68 4.09%.64
Job
employee/public official 126 4.14%.63 422+ 68" 4.17+.69”
professional 79 3.96%.50 3.96%.63 3.91%.64
housewife 70 3.90%.59 3.87+.72 3.81%.77
student 104 3.99%.63 3.92+ .63 4.01%.62
own business 63 4.03£.62 4.11£.68 4.16£.60
others 27 4,07+.78 3.80+.85 4,04%.85
Visit of Dental Clinic
<3 197 3.95+.70" 3.96+.74” 3.97+.75
4~6 87 3.92+.60 4.01+.66 4.00£.65
7~10° 76 4,04%.64 3.97+.61 4,05%.56
1< 109 4,224 57 4.19+.65 4.13%.68
Monthly income
£100" 72 4.01£.62 3.94+ 71 3.99+ 70
100~199" 111 3.96+.67 3.94%.72 3.94%.73
200~299° 124 3.96£,64 4,04£,66 4,06%£.60
300~499" 115 4.06+.61 4.03+.66 4.01£.70
500<° 47 426+.71 4,32+.70 426t 74

T-test: *p<.01, *p<.001

Anova/tukey HSD: l)p<,01 a<e, 2)p<,01 a>cd, 3’)p<,01, a,e<c, 4)p<.01, a,b<d, s)p<,05, a<d, 6)p<,05, abp<e

Akl AHHEo|wrl 4124, TR}
414802 oJzte] 3,974, 3,968 ET} froaHAl
ERAL(P<.01, .05), AHE THZolA] 244
o|3H(3.8675)2}F 554 ©1%(4.197) <] zfoloA]
e HPom(p<.01), AEL FHEA
71&0] 409802 w|&9] 3958 HT} 25
EATHP<.05). AP A=A F|Ate -

rA4.2273) 3 F7(3.967), HY(3.873)%
o] Aol frojid Hlal(p<.01), 7%=
Srtel - FHAE7H), Add@ 16T S5
(3.8173)2ke] zfolellA F-4dS HTHp<.01).
WEslre SRS 33] o]sk(3.95%),
4~63](3.928)9} 113] od(4.2274])¢] ZpololA]
o3 B (p<.0D), Aol e 33 ofs)
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Table 5. Difference of dental hygienist's competence and patients' satisfaction, revisit, and recom-

mendation intent

. Patients' o Recommendation
Variables N(=469) ) ) p Revisit intent p )
satisfaction intent
Perception
A 228 87%.6 82+ 74 86+
group 3.87 .’9 000" 3,82%.7 000" 3.86x.73 000"+
B group 241 4.17%.57 4,22%.58 4.19%.61
Kindness
A 195 73+.61 75%.66 74%.66
group 95 3.73%, 000+ 3.75%. 000" 3.74=, 000%
B group 274 4,23%.60 4,22+ 64 423163
Knowledge
A 12 + 80,61 +
group 3 3.79%.55 000 3.80L, —7 000° 3.79.59 000
B group 157 4.48+ .57 4.47£.58 4.50£.62

A less than average group, B: more than average group, *p<<.05, *p<.01, **p<.001

Table 6. Correlation between competence of dental hygienist and patients' satisfaction, revisit, and

recommendation intent

. X Patients' L Recommendation
Variables Kindness Knowledge o Revisit intent )

Satisfaction intent
Perception 393 324" 322 367 327
Kindness 741 578" .516% 569
Knowledge 612 574 602
Patients' Satisfaction 688" 675%
Revisiting intent .695™*

*p<.01

(3.963)<} 113] o]3(4.197) <] Apolellx] 214
S Bom(p<.09), €U A E A
1009+ W|9k(3,944), 100~1999+1(3.9474) 2
S00%H o)/ (4.327) <] zfo]olA] Frefm|gt Apo]
HTHP<.05)(Table 4).

35, X ziSMAte| oiztn}
9 PHO|Eoto| TR
EEEPABEED SR P =
Aoz}l %‘%J?%ﬁl% ;xmé—z—e SRR

34, x|ZeldAte] H=ol| ME SRR, X :
g2 U pHoT = 69.5%9] F2 JHAAE HAtK(Table 6)
A1) et whE fApvEIeel AT
£ % TR ARSI M, dw 36, EXUSTY fEE W FHo T &
Le|at AXE7E gatol el Bago] Hatnlekl g nlxls 2¢

ATERT FARE Lol AR Y TR} 2 ="
oAl =A YERETHp<.001)(Table 5). = 820& o] S8l SAFYHS o83 o
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able 7, Stepwise multiple regression about patients' satisfaction, revisit, and recommendation inten
Table 7. St Itiple reg; bout patients' satisfact t, and dat tent

Variables B B(SE) B t p-value
Patients' satisfaction Adj R*=.421
Knowledge .503 .065 .405 7.72 .000™*
Kindness 249 059 229 4.22 000+
Visit of Dental Clinic .049 019 092 2.60 010"
Perception .103 .042 .095 2.49 013+
Revisit intent Adj R*=.370
Knowledge .543 .072 412 7.53 000
Perception 205 046 178 4.46 _000%*
Kindness .163 065 141 2.51 012
Recommendation intent Adj RZ=,401
Knowledge 516 .070 393 7.37 .000%**
Kindness .272 .063 236 4.30 000
Perception 123 045 107 2.75 006

*p<0.05, *p<0.01, **p<0,001

o] T, JA-E, AT EoHA Y3l
F7F BT E ANEET} 29kt A=
oF # Qe Wge ARE, R, AR
o)L, AL 37%}. A AR] 22
ol =i, & IskaL glon, XEEFE A
oot okt e A Qs wgE
ANE, AT, AAE o], AWy

A Z Q2RI e e TREs} &gkt
(Table 7).
4. 1 &
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ABSTRACT

Relationship of between Dental hygienist's Competence
and Patients’ Satisfaction, Revisit, and Recommendation Intent

Young-Sun Kim

Department of Dental Hygiene, Daegu Health College, Daegu 702-722, Korea

In this research, the survey was conducted by 469 patients who visited dental clinics in Daegu
and Kyung-buk to investigate the relationship of between competence of dental hygienist and patients'
satisfaction, revisit and recommendation intent, The results were as follow;

1. As for the competence of dental hygienists (perception, kindness, knowledge), the average
was respectively perception 3.58; kindness 3.99, and knowledge 4.02. And patients' satisfaction
was 4,02, Revisit and recommendation intent was 4.03 each,

2. As for the difference of general characteristics and hygienist's competence, what represented
significant difference was as follows ; gender differed in kindness (p<<.01), knowledge (p<<.01),
and age in perception (p<.05), knowledge (p<.001), kindness (p<<,001), and marital status in
kindness (p<.001), and job in kindness (p<.01), knowledge (p<.01), and visiting dental clinics
in kindness (p<<.05).

3. When it comes to the difference of general characteristics and patients' satisfaction, revisit,
and recommendation intent, gender had a meaningful effect on patients' satisfaction<(p<,01), revisit
and recommendation intent (p<<,05); age and marital status on recommendation intent (p<<,01, ,05);
job on revisit and recommendation intent (p<.01); the frequency of visiting dental clinics on patients’
satisfaction and revisit intent (p<.01, p<.05); monthly income on revisit intent (p<<.05).

4. Concerning patients' satisfaction, revisit and recommendation intent according to the competence
of hygienists, the figure of those with above-average in perception, kindness, and knowledge reached
significantly high compared to that of those with below-average (p<<.001),

5. With regard to the correlation between the hygienist's competence and patients' satisfaction,
revisit, recommendation intent and patients satisfaction is most related to the knowledge of the
hygienist (61.2%), and revisit intent most to patients satisfaction (68.8%), and recommendation intent
most to revisit intent (69.5%).

6. As a result of multiple regression analysis to investigate the factors having an effect on patients'
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satisfaction, revisit and recommendation intent, the factors having effects on patients' satisfaction
are the knowledge, kindness, perception and the frequency of visiting dental clinics (R*=,421), What
has effects on revisit and recommendation intent is the hygienist's knowledge, kindness, and
perception (R’=,370, .401).

With above results, in order to enhance hygienist's competence, we need to clarify job identity,
build up the specialty, have the public perceive the work of hygienists exactly, provide personality

education to improve medical service and change the way of thinking positively,

Key Words: Dental hygienist's Competence, Patients' satisfaction, Revisit and recommendation intent



