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Table 1. Demographic profiles for survey respondents

Characteristics Items N %

Gender Male 62 34.1
Female 120 65.9

Agelyr) 20-29 134 73.6
30—-39 40 22.0
Over 40 8 4.4

Educational level High school 35 19.2
College/University 131 72.0
Graduate school 16 8.8

Types of dental hospital visited Private Ccinic 166 91.2
University hospital 5 2.7
Public health 3 1.6
General hospital 8 4.4

Types of treatment Oral surgery 18 9.9
Periodontitis 10 5.5
Preservation 24 13.2
Prosthesis 17 9.3
Braces 27 14.8
Implant 9 4.9
Oral medicine 18 9.9
Others 61 33.5
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics for the measurement items

Construct Items Mean+SD
1. In thinking about my relationship with the hygienist, I enjoy interacting with the 331+ 858
employee, ’ ’
Fnjoyal?le 2. The hygienist creates a feeling of warmth in our relationship. 3.63+.849
interaction L
(M=3.519. 3. The hygienist relates well to me 3.50+ 813
SD=845) 4. In t.hin.king about my relationship, I have a harmonious relationship with the 3 48+ 865
hygienist,
5. I am comfortable interacting with the hygienist, 3.66+.802
Personal 1. I feel like there is a bond between the hygienist and myself, 3.11+.963
connection 2. 1 look forward to seeing the hygienist when I visit the dental hospital, 3.07£.992
(M=3.025, 3. The hygienist has taken a personal interest in me, 2.79+1.068
SD=1.014) 4. T have a close relationship with the hygienist. 3.13+£1.000
1. Based on all of my experience with the dental hospital, I am satisfied with the 370+ 788
dental services it provides, ’ ’
Treatment 2. My choice to use the dental hospital was a wise one, 3.63+ 849
satisfaction . . .. .. .
(M=3.687, 3. Overall, I am satisfied with the decision to visit the dental hospital, 3.72+.789
SD=.800) 4. 1 think I did the right thing when I decided to visit the dental hospital for my 3 69+ 784
needs,
5. My overall evaluation of the services provided by the dental hospital is good. 3.70+.794
1. The hygienist was honest in his/her service to the patients, 3.70+ 781
2. The hygienist's promises are trustworthy, 3.71£.777
;l;uj; 699 3. The hygienist did not make any false claims. 3.77+.766
SD= 800) 4, The hygienist listened carefully to the patient's story. 3.76+.798
5. The hygienist was honest, 3.72+.782
6. I have confidence in dental hygienist. 3.53£.877
Intention to 1. I encourage friends and relatives to visit the dental hospital, 3.51£.933
information 2. I recommend the dental hospital whenever anyone seeks my advice, 3,304,928
sharing 3. When the topic of dental service comes up in conversation, I go out of my way 333+ 935
(M=3,375, to recommend the hospital, ' ’
SD=.925) 4. I would recommend the dental hospital to my friends. 3.37+.899
1. Whenever I visit a dental hospital, I will choose the hospital where the hygienist 3 43+ 971
who took care of me is working for, ’ ’
Intention to 2. When I visit a dental hospital, my first stop will be the hygienist who treated me, 3.32+.940
revisit 3. I would not consider switching to another hygienist, 3,361,963
(M=3,349, 4. 1 like the hygienist who took care of me. 3.35+£.950
SD=.950) 5. The hygienist who took care of me is the best, 3.27+.970
6. Of all the hygienists at the dental clinic, the one who took care of me is the one 336+ 910
I like the most. ’ ’
3.3, EMEX QOlHA <0,05), KMO Z%£=0.958(>0.7)%] 2102 Lpejyt

ELE

[ R=PSKe)

By |
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Table 3. The result of the exploratory factor analysis

i Component
1 2 3 4 5 6
ENJI1 .081 -.117 196 —.094 —.138 .530
ENJI2 .265 —.045 .078 —.057 —.031 .615
ENJI3 .008 —.091 .040 .055 .042 779
ENJI4 —.005 —.031 177 031 —.134 .646
ENIJIS .063 .072 —.021 .091 —-.176 711
PERCI —.090 —.030 .561 195 —.023 315
PERC2 .058 —. 111 771 .014 —.004 .092
PERC3 .063 .016 877 .034 .031 —.032
PERC4 —.002 —.095 623 -.019 —.246 124
TRTSAT1 192 —.170 —.022 .012 —=.519 130
TRTSAT2 .013 —.062 .098 130 =.719 .017
TRTSAT3 .031 —.033 018 —-.010 —.853 .063
TRTSAT4 .072 —.041 .001 .046 —.854 —.010
TRTSATS5 134 —.002 —.002 .056 —.677 (132
TRUST1 .601 —.071 —.058 057 —.078 156
TRUST2 .833 —.066 —.027 .050 .031 .031
TRUST3 .762 .051 .028 —.006 —.112 —.033
TRUST4 .705 —.145 .052 —.106 —.068 .075
TRUSTS .884 .041 013 .064 .003 .025
TRUST6 .640 —.003 .149 158 —.057 —-.032
INFINT1 146 —.534 —.036 .061 —.256 .045
INFINT2 .010 —.857 .068 .017 .008 .049
INFINT3 .007 —.895 .050 .019 —.032 .005
INFINT4 .026 —.639 —.015 .207 —.161 .004
INTRVT1 .203 —.360 .006 .408 .053 (118
INTRVT2 152 —.348 146 434 .061 .034
INTRVT3 .021 —.093 102 .604 —-.139 —.080
INTRVT4 .090 —.008 133 .709 —.080 —-.075
INTRVTS .081 —.022 .032 777 .032 .092
INTRVT6 —.001 —.086 —.081 .839 —.087 (111

Note, ENJI. Enjoyable interaction; PERC: Personal connection; TRTSAT: Treatment satisfaction, TRUST: Trust toward dental
hygiene; INFINT: Intention to share information, INTRVT: Intention to revisit
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Table 4. The result of the confirmatory factor analysis

Construct Measurement item Outer loading t—value AVE C.R. Cronbach’s o
ENIJI1 884 46,342 795 937 935
ENJI2 1903 46.463
Enjoyable
. . ENJI3 .879 29.475
interaction
ENJI4 .907 52.475
ENIJIS 884 37.396
PERCI1 915 52.463 842 1959 938
Personal PERC2 944 85.585
connection PERC3 .882 24,354
PERC4 1928 73.426
TRTSAT1 918 47.500 .879 .966 965
TRTSAT2 1932 68.594
Treatment
. . TRTSAT3 945 81.282
satisfaction
TRTSAT4 956 99.034
TRTSATS5 1935 66,190
TRUSTI 857 31.820 776 1959 942
TRUST2 .907 48,575
TRUST3 837 21,272
Trust
TRUST4 .886 41.369
TRUSTS 1923 52.138
TRUST6 871 42,081
) INFINT1 915 57.622 .879 958 954
Intention to INFINT2 1940 63.708
information
. INFINT3 952 95.264
sharing
INFINT4 .944 59.582
INTRVTI1 865 20.455 828 935 931
Intention to INTRVT2 911 26.291
revisit INTRVT3 1920 55.679
INTRVT4 943 96.446
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ABSTRACT

An exploration of the structural relationship of
dental hygiene-patient’s rapport, treatment satisfaction, trust, and
relationship continuity intention

Ga—Hyeon Kim - Cha—Young Lim
Department of Dental Hygiene, Vision College of Jeonju

Backgroud: The present study aimed to identify the antecedents to the development of dental service patients’
intention to maintain long-term relationships with dental hygiene services.The conceptual framework included four
constructs of patient rapport, treatment satisfaction, trust, and relationship continuity intention.

Methods: Our conceptual model was validated on the survey data collected from one hundred eighty-eight
respondents who participated in the study. A PLS-based structural equation modeling analysis was performed to
assess a series of proposed hypotheses.

Results: The results indicate that personal connection was a significant and positive predictor of treatment
satisfaction( = .853), which in turn, had a significant and positive impact on patients’ trust in dental hygiene
services(8 = .853). Furthermore, trust emerged as a significant and positive predictor of patients’ intention to share
information(8 = .743) as well as their intention to revisit(3 = .744).

Conclusions: The results of this study offer valuable insights and practical guidelines to improve patient retention

in dental hospitals and foster loyalty.

Key Words: Dental hygiene, patient retention, rapport, treatment satisfaction, trust



