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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>.
EE Avid, 5] ol 18R 3.3, 28R4 3.1, 38t
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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
Q5 SHA7IHA A9 B S S5517] sl o=t 382 FFE nA Aor AY7Eh dvtd &
e AEe MOzl AUAFAS] thIE AW Aol tE meAs EH0) Aol s 2k ol
HaFHor =Qsha Fgafop 6}@[8] ool Aol WP HA] WEANA FHI SRR Rlel BeH
£ ALY o T Bedish ASWI sIES a7, A=l weae] B/ et BARHEeR folwt
NERQlT BRAUICZ AN FYS A0l oks Aol BPEd) ol Ashd U4 JEAgEY] I
2ol BAE sterstedch 2o] 2 A0R Yeht Ak vl g T, s

WA A FALE WS AH|A FEATE QA A of w2 AP AujA FHo] g tEtal Bk Zat vt
%7 B20] A 93] WL AT mEI mALde] (109 APAIE A F glow] SeEA Al
AFshe WA BR § - 2O AuAE AFFOR  wstuA AL AHS 9Ia wo] &M oE UA
W shggeld B1A - AN WES dEAARE AR H3 98 AN F ok
olw] 1 FRwEr} ok o Zs) 2 4 ok ARt WAGHEL. To] ALE T Ei HUAS F8) A
ASAHI A FH| B ASE AHE Ad, wSAHA A PA Ao] 7|gjol o r S5 HojAA 1 AR E A

F24 5% W 3 A4 307 o9, Sk felo
2 A4 322 AYBEEc ¥ debtou B4
7, K, BEAS Fikuck Wobk Aol SAkH
Haper vlass u, AR, BYRY HS
ggor @7t A2, H[15]e ATHA Bek ke
o ANE Byt ol AL B A9, B, S,
AT FAo] BUSH shot w]i7| 2 Hs17t ol
7] WlEolet AZPEL. B o|efdt Avh oRl Auls
£ Bosbl AT w83 WOl dhet A=, w5
9] S8, SE] el diet A% At
S QIAET 9heS WA 4 ik B3l AFUA U

4 ulEslol W TRt A, 27§ Bela B89

ol thel Boldoln B4 BAS el Aeolsl,
Y A HPHE Er Aul2el e FHEA S0

2k

Aol A oAl & ojulaiet. o] H{16]S

IAHUES AFZo|L} AH|AS Tl v, FH7) AEsl=
Tl 7 Abgolut ol 5 AHE, Aul2 A1R)9] Aol disk
17 Ffole] Az 9 QLEAZ EA wet L xo

]

H2 N ooz o &

oo Rlopoh
o lo
o 12
o 5y
N
Ogolﬂ
_grl

BgomA Fuf A Eol st Pl Fof BT
Aol Hrig AHolslgt U3 Wk TS
Mo g oJAIGH= Ao & uf, YRS T

ﬂ°ﬂ sl 7 7l e Al omifa
W Aul Y Ete) unE S
HhgolTl7]. ae) sty
uzRR ﬁEjL]—, SHYPTELE 54 = ZJEE

H v

b}

1 itl _1

J
r
N

ﬂd
Y,
%
i
fu
i)



556 * J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2016; 16(4): 549-57

o thet WIEESL A Bk A - A4, SR - A
T4 AQlefA e Ao 2Rl ol 3 F{17]
3 2ok A[18]9] BTN TKUHTI} £25E SYE
S} S91ol7} 31 Holo] SIS Aleat shao] Zolut
%, EARSo] Eokrhe ATHIeh WA sHeic,
Qb Sxate] wlmelAt Ashd Ao, AAIA
ool Ewsh Thh A Uehb 7hge)
¥24% PHITAS Bt o o
1972} 41209 ¢hieh ulZgh Aake Mgt ol
FL 4049) SIS el 2ol Gl el W o
SAuIAS 78] YEe] olejd Hag F24
Sl Aulz) F49] Stmed) Lz A3How
=Qlsjo} stuf RolRrkE SP ARl AEHOR o)
SHIA sHe meint o] Alaislolor & Ao Az
ok Aulz 0 A Ajole] QLA AARS0H
o 7312 gele QXE oleg A ofgith et
B} B8] WAL EAo] shITHEO] M WA
7 Rol Aot whe Acka Fgsigon, ol[l]E 4
S 4YIR) S} A% AL SO G Aol Al
Fo] ShRkEe] fo3F g mlATkn Busigr) £
AT mEAH|2 EAT SRS Eol] IS
Bkt Ash BAHCE W folstaty] ol ol
ofe] ATALSL SARIICH28,1021]. oleid He A
dhato] Qlabeie] gz Qe oot Bl B A
7HHBEOR Q3 WAL dulgel S SHO
2 5t 9, FORIIE HIEste] BA, WPAHIL, B
A, R8T 5 St Adte] AW S MEE 24t
2 Aste] WAL EAS AN Sla AR B
SHIL Gl FHsECh @ AHs Edo] SH uks

=2 AN h
o] At FaEe Yohur] 9lste] P WEES 4
_]

r’l

EEOEILOBE
IO
d

7}

e X my
1o ©
koo

+

4
fru
ol
- 2
toh
M
2
%
i)
o
AU
2
o
ol
l-lI,
olo
o,

o
N
N

ol

)

2

|o

Jo

10

et

i

fru

N

op

ok

2

o

) ok

dob

o,

T
T
olo o

Nogl‘(‘
o o2
o
T
2
™

o i
&)
Rl i
]

[e]
5
S
o

o

ok oX
fo

>
oX

fl

. webd St SAJEL ApEsl] mE 9A 5
FAlol ARA Ak Al Aulz, A
HlEsle] 070 WAES FEAD 4 Y
Zhwz magolok & Aoltt.

Fol Ao Teld 4 gl A Anthoh
fo 3 el HAZk lon elthRtel @
2, SIS ES] e ATET Aol Ik
SRS Qg v 4 gt thacls
AsA Eat 7, dweiel 4 o ols o
20lo] tste] Weke ARG U/ olelyl
2 vhgoE GF Ao 24 dhaat
o tlptE Fof SRS} meAHLe]
S B3 At BaF Ao Az,

]

o o
o &

Ho 2
_E>z o o
4 N l>’ f‘s re
2 o4 [°

y o
M ox
oo @

0 o rE oX
[

o 2o
N
H1 o

w2
tlo ]
T
I i
re
"

)
e,

>

b4

Ak

iy
=
o
X
L

WHAHIA FE pES 3.1 0%, 8

do (L 2
1o ©
(o 5
24 o
2 4
>3
Y
32 _‘;10
EU Y
S =
S I
o
2 o
=
©
i
K3
off
y
2
o
it

ST}
32 fo n2
o x

ok

S
o
s
fT
1
i)
H

S| BAHOE G213
2 )R fole Belx 3, vheA, SHIAL B
o] BAROR O3 WA Ag3to] Beld o]
252, WA, B, Tl 24 oM
F57h ) vehbs 43S Noth 2EHOE By
Al Fo] SRS A ol A 4
7) QIBIAI St SAs}, apEste] B WA RS
3 B 00 BAES F5A2 4 9t o)
b e SUT Bado] aE

L

O

K

(]

Acknowledgements

3 QI 20164 A RAT S sHel ] Ao
2 olFol3e.

References

1. Shim WG, Choi HG. A study on the structural relationships
between internal marketing and organizational performance
in university. Social Science Studies 2014; 38(2): 93-124.

2. Kim JH. The effects of college educational service on student’s
employability. The Journal of Vocational Education Research
2011; 30(1): 203-23.

3. Lee KC. A study on the effect of evaluative criteria in college
education service on service quality, student satisfaction and
behavioral intention. [Doctoral dissertation]. Seoul: Univ.
of Sangmyung, 2006.

4. Choi MC. A study on the customer satisfaction of the tourism



10.

11.

12.

13.

education service quality and relationship. [Master’s thesis].
Pusan: Univ. of Dong-A, 2003.

. Choi KH. An effects of evaluation on the satisfaction and

behavioral intention in tuorism education. J Consumption
Culture 2005; 8(1): 135-52.

. KIM SH. The impact of service quality in college on students’

satisfaction and loyalty. The Civilization journal 2015; 16(2):
5-29.

. Park KH. The influence of perceived educational service

quality on students satisfaction and relationship marketing
of students majoring in dance. J Physical Edu 2009; 48(6):
463-73.

. Park JS, Shin SE, Kim JH. The effects of university education

service quality factors on the students’ satisfaction, intention
of continuing studies, and word-of-mouth. J Asia Marketing
2002; 4(4): 51-74.

. Hwang BJ, Kim JY. A study on measurement of the education

service quality in university and improvement of the customer

satisfaction. J Business Edu 2002; 27: 1-26.
Kang MS, Park SK. Assessing the effects of service quality
on student satisfaction, trust, commitment and loyalty; the
case of university education. J Korean Academy of customer
satisfaction management 2011; 13(1): 129-49.
Lee PJ. A study on measurement and improvement for the
service of education and administration in the university.
[Doctoral dissertation]. Seoul: Univ. of Kyonggi, 2007.
Han ES. An analysis of local college education’s academic
satisfaction. J Edu Admin 2003; 21(3): 379-99.
Hwang, CS. A study of satisfaction levels of adult learners
under the credit bank system in lifelong education institutes

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21

at universities & colleges. [Doctoral dissertation]. Seoul:
Univ. of Sejong, 2004.

Yu JG. A study of educational service quality in university.
J Korea Service Management Society 2013; 14(3): 79-104.
Choi KH. The structural relationship of service evaluation
in tourism education of universities. J Tourism Sciences
2008; 32(2): 13-37.

Lee KC, Lee MS. Study of cause and effect model among
variables related to service quality for enhancing productivity
of university education. Productivity Review 2007; 21(2):
1-35.

Hwang MY, Jang GW, Won BY. Relationship between
educational satisfaction and lerning participation in dental
hygiene students. J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2015; 15(6):
1091-7. http://dx.doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.2015.15.06.1091.
Cho MS, Kim CS. The relationship between the satisfaction
levels of education and practice in the dental hygiene students.
J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2014; 14(5): 649-58. http://dx.doi.
org/10.13065/jksdh.2014.14.05.649.

Park CH, Yoo YS. The effects of educational service quality
on student satisfaction and career exploration behavior —
focused on secretarial departments in junior college. J
Business Management 2006; 24(2): 33-60.

Shin SH. effect of part-time employment experience on
adaptation to university life in dental hygiene students. J
Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2015; 15(6): 1033-41. http://dx.doi.
org/10.13065/jksdh.2015.15.06.1033.

Kim BD. The effects of medical service quality on custormer
behaviors. J Social Science 2010; 15: 3-34.



