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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of the study is to investigate the influence of education service quality on major satisfaction in the dental hygiene
students.

Methods: A self-reported questionnaire was completed by 271 dental hygiene students in Seoul from April 1 to 20,2016. The questionnaire
consisted of general characteristics of the subjects(6 items), education service quality (27 items), and major satisfaction of students(23
items). The instrument for education service quality was adapted from Parasuraman and modified by Park & Lee. Likert 5 point scale
adaptation included physical environment, reliability, responsiveness, certainty, empathy, class * professors, administrative * facilities,
and school activities * accessibility. Cronbach's alpha test in the study was 0.956 in education service quality and 0.951 in major
satisfaction.

Results: The education service quality was 3.1 points. The lower grade students tended to have the higher education service quality
(p<0.001). The satisfaction to class * professors was 3.2 points. The education service quality had a significant positive relation to major
satisfaction. The satisfaction was positively influenced by physical environment, responsiveness, certainty, and empathy.
Conclusions: A positive motivation to education service quality leads to major satisfaction. A variety of strategies are very important
to enhance the education specialization.

Key Words: dental hygiene students, education service quality, major satisfaction
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Table 1. General characteristics of the subjects
Characteristics Division N(%)
Gender Male 14( 5.2)
Female 257(94.8)
Grade 1 93(34.3)
2 91(33.6)
3 87(32.1)
Religion Yes 77(28.4)
No 194(71.6)
Choice reason of dental hygiene School record 42(15.5)
Occupation 189(69.7)
Recommendation 40( 1.8)
Economic level High 71(26.2)
Average 175(64.6)
Low 25( 9.2)
Pay for tuition Support by parents 192(70.8)
Part-time work 45(16.6)
Scholarship 121(44.6)
Loan 52(19.2)

*Pay for tuition: plural response
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Table 2. Distribution of education service quality level (N=271)
Characteristics Division Mean+SD
Education service quality 3.1+0.5
Physical environment 3.1£0.6
Furnished with new equipment including beam projector classrooms, computers, 3.3£0.8
lab equipment
Compared to other departments lab is more excellent laboratory facilities of our 2.9+0.8
major departments.
Convenient facilities including classrooms and department office room 3.1£0.8
Combination of facilities and curriculum 3.3+0.7
Sufficient educators 3.4+0.7
The facilities are accessible at any time. 2.4+1.0
Reliability 3.24+0.6
The future of the students seems to be promising. 3.240.8
The department of dental hygiene is enough to trust. 3.140.8
Major education is well provided. 3.4+0.7
Instructional materials are well provided. 3.24+0.8
Education contents and job searching will be helpful to the students. 3.1+0.9
Table 2—1, Distribution of education service quality level (N=271)
Characteristics Division Mean+SD
Responsiveness 3.1+0.7
The education service system are easy to contact for course registration. 2.9+0.9
Professors are the best consultant and counsellor for the students. 3.3+0.8
Training staff(professors, lecturers, administrative personnel, assistants, etc)will give a 3.240.8
rapid feedback to the needs of students, at any time.
Training staff tried to help the difficulties of the students. 3.3+0.8
The complaints and questions are quickly received and responded. 2.940.8
Certainty 3.0+0.7
Professors and lecturers are ready to give sufficient knowledge of dental hygiene education. 3.5+0.8
The students feel satisfaction with dental hygiene lecture. 3.3+0.8
Training staff (professors, lecturers, administrative personnel, assistants, etc.) are polite 3.4+0.8
and courteous to the students.
Training staff (professors, lecturers, administrative personnel, assistants, etc.) try to help 3.4+0.8
students interested in the class.
Professors try to trust the students and make them professionals. 3.4+0.7
Empathy 2.940.7
Professors try to pay attention to the students. 3.0+0.8
The students’ opinion was reflected on 3.0£0.9
educational activities and events.
Academic calendar, course registration, and 3.140.8
curriculum outline are provided to the students.
The academic needs of students are fully understood. 2.940.8
The customized education for the students is developed by each level. 2.9+0.8
The educational programs are developed for skills and aptitude of the students. 2.840.8
3.4, 2514 3.1, 351 292 Sho] WeiE moAH|A £ 3002 Utk vSAS 181 3.5, 281 3.1, 381 2.9
o] oAt 7G| o|GlaL, AFHYOR Scheffe FFAT 2 ek Scheffe FE A BejA 3, A, WAL
150] 2, 35PANTE A Ueht BASAoR ojg o] 77} 18hdo] 2, 3shART} %A Ueht SA Mo Sold

£ HrHp<0.001). WA HA £49] sk 9l & ZfolE Htkp<0.001)<Table 4>.
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Table 3. Satisfaction level of students (N=271)
Characteristics Division Mean+SD
Satisfaction level of students 3.1£0.6
Class * Professors 3.240.6
Satisfied with the learning objectives of the major classes 3.3£0.8
The satisfaction with the laboratory classes 3.4+0.8
Satisfied with the liberal arts classes 2.8+1.0
Satisfied with the grading system and fairness 3.1+0.8
Satisfied with the class size 3.240.8
Satisfied with the attitude and teaching contents of professors 3.4+0.7
Satisfied with the attention for the students 3.3£0.8
Satisfied with the faculty 3.3£0.8
Counselling with the professor about carrer guidance 3.2+0.8
Table 3—1. Satisfaction level of students (N=271)
Characteristics Division Mean+SD
Administration Facilities 3.0+0.6
Satisfied with the facilities and equipment of classrooms
. . . 3.240.8
(including laboratories)
Satisfied with the library or the gym 3.0+£0.9
Satisfied with cafeteria, canteen, and amenities 2.6£1.0
Satisfied with resting area 2.8+1.0
Satisfied with the administration service 3.240.8
Satisfied with the service attitude of administration staff 3.240.8
Satisfied with enrollment and certificate issue 3.240.8
Satisfied with counselling, chapel, and seminar participation 2.9+1.0
Satisfied with scholarships study abroad, overseas service, and non-smoking area  3.0+0.9
School activities * Accessibility 3.0+0.7
Satisfied with university event including dental hygienist ceremony and conferences  2.9+1.0
Satisfied with the university life activities 3.10+0.8
Satisfied with the geographical location of university 2.9+1.0
Satisfied with transportation convenience 3.1£1.0
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Table 4, Education service quality according to general characteristics

Unit: Mean=®SD

Education Physical
Characteristics Division service . Reliability ~ Responsiveness  Certainty ~ Empathy
g environment
quality
Gender
Male 3.4+0.5 3.3+0.5 3.4+0.5 3.4+0.7 3.3+0.7 3.3+0.7
Female 3.1+0.5 3.0£0.6 3.240.6 3.14£0.6 3.0+0.7 2.9+0.7
Grade
3.4£0.5® 3.3+£0.6* 3.4£0.6* 3.540.6™ 32408  3.120.7
3.1+0.6 3.1+0.6 3.2+0.6 3.1+0.7 3.0+0.7 2.9+0.7
2.9+0.4* 2.8+0.5 3.0+0.4* 2.9+0.5% 2.9+0.7 2.9+0.6
F=13.403 F=16.306 F=8.117 F=19.167
p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001
Religion
Yes 3.3+0.6 3.2+0.7 3.3+0.7 3.2+0.7 3.240.8 3.1+0.8
No 3.1+0.5 3.0+0.6 3.1+0.5 3.1+0.6 3.0+0.7 2.9+0.6
Choice reason of dental hygiene
School record 3.1+0.5 3.0+0.5 3.1+0.6 3.0+0.7 3.0+£0.8 2.9+0.6
Occupation 3.1+0.5 3.0+0.6 3.240.5 3.140.6 3.0+0.7 2.9+0.7
Recommendation 3.3+0.6 3.2+0.7 3.44+0.7 3.3+0.7 3.24+0.8 3.240.8
Economic level
High 3.24+0.6 3.1+0.7 3.2+0.7 3.240.7 3.0+0.8 3.0+0.8
Average 3.14£0.5 3.0+£0.3 3.240.5 3.1+0.6 3.0+0.7 2.9+0.6
Low 3.2+0.6 3.240.4 3.3+0.5 3.3+0.7 3.0+0.8 2.9+0.8
“p-value by t-test or one-way ANOVA
**“The same characters are not significant by Scheffé test at a=0.05
Table 5, The satisfaction of student according to general characteristics Unit: Mean=£SD
Characteristics ~ Division Sau:tfl?;;ﬁg of Class * Professors Adg: zllsigzgon SCthlcezzzgﬁgs '
Gender
Male 3.3+0.5 3.5+0.6 3.340.5 3.340.5
Female 3.1+0.6 3.240.6 3.0+0.7 3.0+0.7
Grade
1 3.3+0.6 3.4+0.6 3.240.7 3.0+0.8
2 3.1+0.6 3.24+0.6 3.0+0.6 3.0+0.7
3 3.0+0.5 3.1+0.5 2.8+0.6 3.0+0.7
Religion
Yes 3.240.6 3.440.6 3.1+0.7 3.1+0.7
No 3.1+0.6 3.240.6 3.0+0.6 3.0+0.7
Choice reason of dental hygiene
School record 3.04£0.6 3.1+£0.6 2.9+0.7 2.9+0.7
Occupation 3.1£0.6 3.2+0.6 3.0+0.7 3.0+0.7
Recommendation 3.3+0.6 3.2+0.6 3.240.7 3.240.7
Economic level
High 3.240.6 3.3+0.6 3.1+0.7 3.0+0.8
Average 3.1+0.5 3.2+0.5 3.0+0.6 3.0+0.7
Low 3.1+0.6 3.240.7 3.0+0.7 2.9+40.8




Table 6. Correlation coefficients between variables

Variables Service qughty of Physwal Reliability Responsive Certainty Empathy
education environment ness
Satisfaction of students 0.821" 0.707" 0.687" 0.672° 0.910° 0.740°
Class + Professors 0.809" 0.671" 0.663" 0.690° 0.787 0.702"
Administration - 0.738" 0.692" 0.612" 0.584" 0.881" 0.650"
Facilities
School activities * 0.677" 0.518" 0.603" 0.538" 0.844" 0.695"
Accessibility
'p<0.01 by Pearson correlation
Table 7. Regression analysis for satisfaction of students
Variables B SE 08 t p-value"
Grade -0.002 0.018 -0.003 -0.110 0.913
Physical environment 0.152 0.034 0.159 4.481 <0.001
Reliability -0.017 0.038 -0.017 -0.453 0.651
Responsiveness 0.099 0.031 0.110 3.145 0.002
Certainty 0.555 0.026 0.689 21.616 <0.001
Empathy 0.088 0.031 0.102 2.853 0.005
= (0.878 Adjusted R%*= 0.875 F= 315314 P<0.001

by multiple regression analysis at a=0.05
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