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Abstract

Purpose: Although many dental clinics have actively managed social network service (SNS), there
are few studies on the effects of messages produced by SNS of dental clinics. The purpose of this
study was, targeting Facebook messages of dental clinics, to examine the effects of messages on users
by types, and learn various variables that influence the effects of messages.

Methods: In order to measure the effects of messages produced by SNS of dental clinics, the types
of Facebook messages of dental clinics were divided into interacting type, information providing
type, and playing type, and users’ responses were divided into message attitude, image of dental
clinics, and word-of-mouth effect. Considering that the main users of Facebook are young people
aged 20-30 s, this study targeted Facebook users aged 20-30 s, performed a survey targeting 292
young people, and conducted two sample t-test, one-way ANOVA, and regression analysis by using
SPSS 190.

Results: It could be found that, among the types of Facebook messages of dental clinics, interacting
type has a positive effect in the aspect of image of dental clinics, information providing type in the
aspect of message attitude, and playing type in the aspect of word-of-mouth effect. Also, it could be
found that, among users’ responses, message attitude of information providing type has the greatest
effect on users’ Responses. Users having experience of seeing messages and having intention of
receiving dental information show more positive effects in the aspects of message attitude, image of
dental clinics, and word-of-mouth effect. And it was analyzed that as the rate of SNS use increases,
users’ Responses turns out to be more positive.

Conclusion: This study has a meaning in that it expanded the range of typical researches from
the media characteristics of SNS to the effects of SNS messages. The information providing type,
interacting type, and playing type messages have all had a positive effect on the user response. The
users who have experienced the dental facebook message expressed more positive response than ones
who have not. Frequent exposure of dental Facebook messages can be of interest to users.
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Table 1. Operational definition of message type

Message type

(Independent Operational definition Reference
variable)

A message that causes itself to be exchanged afterwards

Interacting . . Smith and Swinyard (1983)

type in a series of message exchanges to the extent that they e ] 997)
correspond to previous ones
. . . ' Rafaeli (1998)
Information A message that contains information about a brand's Blattberz and Deighton (2000)"
providing type  product or service Steuer (1992)
Playing type Messages that users are interested in and have fun with ~ Yang (2012)’
Bo-Ram Shin et al. : Study on Users’Responses to Facebook Messages from Dental Clinics. Implantology 2018
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Table 2. Operational definition of user response

User response
(Dependent Operational definition REEE
variable)
Message Preconceptions about certain facts that the user responds favorably — Lutz (1983) "
attitude or unfavorably when exposed to certain advertisements under

certain circumstances

A holistic and vivid impression created by the attributes conveyed
Image of from others Alvesson (1990)
dental clinics A collection of beliefs, thoughts, and impressions that people have ~ Kolter (1988)"
about an object

Interactions that occur while talking about a particular product
Word—of— with family members, friends, neighbors, and people you know by Engel, Robert, Roger

iR S chance (1969)"
It is not limited to linguistic communication, but rather has a Bayus (1985)"
personal influence among individuals or groups
Bo-Ram Shin et al. : Study on Users’ Responses to Facebook Messages fiom Dental Clinics. Implantology 2018
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Table 3. Q/A on Facebook of dental clinics

Variables n (%)

Experience of seeing messages Yes 104 (35.1)
No 192 (64.9)
Number of seeing messages Once a week 37(12.5)
Once a month 38(12.8)
Once per 3~4 months 21(7.1)
Once per 6 months 8(2.7)
Others 93.0)
No response 183 (61.8)
Types of messages . Dental event 63 (04)
X[nllnﬂii};)i? E}lllggts)want to acquire from facebook Dental common knowledge 40 (0.3)
Dental health education 22(0.1)
Treatment method 2(0)
Dental staffs or pictures of 11(0.1)
dental clinics
Others 12(0.1)
Reasons of no experience of messages No interest 48(16.2)
No need 29(9.8)
Not reliable 42(142)
Never saw messages before 130 (43.9)
Others 724
No response 40 (13.5)
Level of reliability of messages Very high 724)
High 50(16.9)
Normal 169 (57.1)
Low 56 (18.9)
Very low 11 (3.7)
No response 3(1.0)

Bo-Ram Shin et al. : Study on Users’Responses to Facebook Messages from Dental Clinics. Implantology 2018
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Table 3. Q/A on Facebook of dental clinics (Continue)

Variables n (%)

Problems of dental information Hard to deliver 79 (18.8)
(multiple choices) Lack of reliability 138(32.9)
Lack of diversity 85(20.2)
Hard to understand 41(9.8)
Insufficient content 54 (12.9)
Others 23(5.5)
Whether to receive dental information Yes 217(73.3)
No 78 (26.4)
No response 1(0.3)
Preferred messages Dental common knowledge 153(0.3)
Dental consultation 86(0.2)
Medical institute use 47(0.1)
information
Dental appointment 19 (0)
Self-diagnosis and first-aid 109 (0.2)
Dental event 137(0.2)
Others 12 (0)

Bo-Ram Shin et al. : Study on Users’ Responses to Facebook Messages from Dental Clinics. Implantology 2018
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Table 4. Correlation between interacting messages and Users’ Responses

Interacting messages

Correlation (p-value)

Message attitude Image of dental clinics Word-of-mouth effect
Users’ responses 0.421 (.000)* 0.485 (.000)* 0.505 (.000)*

*; Statistically significant with p<0.05
Bo-Ram Shin et al. : Study on Users’Responses to Facebook Messages from Dental Clinics. Implantology 2018
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Table 5. Regression Analysis on interacting messages and Users’ responses

Variables B SE Standardized 8 t p-value
Interaction message attitude 1.932 291 445 6.643 000
Interaction_image of dental clinics 1.541 342 355 4.508 000
Interaction word-of-mouth effect 818 240 182 3.405 001"
R’ Power of explanation: 0.973, Adjusted R’: 0.946; *: Statistically significant with p<0.05; Standardized B: Influence
Bo-Ram Shin et al. : Study on Users’Responses to Facebook Messages from Dental Clinics. Implantology 2018

5. JEAIS H|A| 2]} 082S Zte| 24
1) BEAE HA 2|2} o] G- ZHe] AAHTA

= AEAE HAA]E ol A -R-OI ]t 4R (B<0.05) A HHIAE H 3T Table 6).

Table 6. Correlation between information providing type messages and Users’ responses

. Information providing type messages
Correlation (p-value)

Message attitude Image of dental clinics Word-of-mouth effect
Users’ Responses 375 (0.000)* A1 (0.000)* 463 (0.000)*

*: Statistically significant with p<0.05
Bo-Ram Shin et al. : Study on Users’ Responses to Facebook Messages from Dental Clinics. Implantology 2018
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Table 7. Regression analysis on information providing type messages and Users’ responses

Variables B SE Standardized 3 t p-value
Provide information-message attitude 2.339 388 573 6.034 .000*
Provide information-image of dental clinics .990 434 240 2282 023*
Provide information-word-of-mouth effect 710 297 .160 2.389 018*

R’:0.968, Adjusted R’: 0.936; *: Statistically significant with p<0.05
Bo-Ram Shin et al. : Study on Users’Responses to Facebook Messages from Dental Clinics. Implantology 2018
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Table 8. Correlation between playing type messages and Users’ responses

Playing type messages

Correlation (p-value)

Message attitude Image of dental clinics Word-of-mouth effect
Users’ responses .259 (0.000)* 311 (0.000)* 402 (0.000)*

* : Statistically significant with p<0.05
Bo-Ram Shin et al. : Study on Users’Responses to Facebook Messages from Dental Clinics. Implantology 2018
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Table 9. Regression analysis on playing type messages and Users’ responses

Variable B SE Standardized 3 t p-value
Play-message attitude 2.017 412 524 4.900 000"
Play-image of dental clinics 697 AT72 178 1.476 141
Play-word-of-mouth effect 1.171 293 270 3.998 000"

R’:0.965, Adjusted R*: 0.931; *: Statistically significant with p<0.05
Bo-Ram Shin et al. : Study on Users’Responses to Facebook Messages from Dental Clinics. Implantology 2018
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Table 10. Regression analysis on interacting type, information providing type, playing type messages,
and Users’ response

Variable B SE Standardized 8 t p-value
Interaction-message attitude 1.046 0.298 0.241 3514 0.001"
Interaction-image of dental clinics 0.746 0.344 0.172 2.167 0.031"
Interaction-word-of-mouth effect 0.376 0.260 0.084 1.446 0.149
Provide information-message attitude 0.511 0.393 0.125 1.299 0.195
Provide information-image of dental clinics 0.191 0.391 0.046 0.489 0.625
Provide information-word-of-mouth effect 0407 0.311 0.092 1.308 0.192
Play-message attitude 0.675 0.374 0.176 1.805 072
Play-image of dental clinics 0.042 0.399 0.011 0.106 0916
Play-word-of-mouth effect 0.208 0.310 0.048 0.670 0.504

R’:0.965, Adjusted R’ : 0.931; *: Statistically significant with p<0.05.
Bo-Ram Shin et al. : Study on Users’Responses to Facebook Messages from Dental Clinics. Implantology 2018
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Table 11. Comparison between the item of pushing “Like” and Users’ responses

] Push “Like” F
Variable (p-value)
Interacting type 32.66 3572 39.92 4291 47.86 ((2)%3(2)?*
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Information 16.040
N R
messages ) : ~ - : 1,2,3<4,5°
. 8.566
Playing type 3248 37.24 38.64 41.35 44.84 (0.000)*
messages (105) (7.68) (744) 9:67) (11.97) 12.3<4,5°

*: Statistically significant with p<0.05; §: Result of multiple comparison by Scheffe
Bo-Ram Shin et al. : Study on Users’Responses to Facebook Messages from Dental Clinics. Implantology 2018
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