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Abstract

Purpose. This study was conducted for provide basic data to improve satisfaction of campus life
that investigated survey on the socio-demographic characteristic and campus life stisfaction of the
dental hygiene students in Gyeongnam and Busan region.

Methods. The research subjects are the total 220 and it was analyzed with structured questionnaires.
The collected data was analyzed by IBM SPSS ver. 20.0, a statistical program (IBM Co., Armonk,
NY, USA) for the frequency and percentage, ANOVA, Hierachical regression. The result is as
following.

Results. It was investigated to affected campus life satisfaction by in case of female student(3
=-0.232), in case of employment preparation([3=-0.193), in case of household economical poor sta-
tus([3=-0.188).

Conclusions. As the results of the research, it is considered necessary the expansion of the system-
ized, in order to increase the campus life satisfaction, improvement to the university administration
and welfare for the emotion of girl, development program for interview skill and smooth inter-

personal relationship, support major costs and living expenses.
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Table 1. Socio-demographic characteristic

(n=220)
Characteristic Frequency
(%)
Male 8(3.6)
Gender
Female 212(96.4)
1 year 73(33.2)
Academic 2 year 45(20.5)
year 3 year 48(21.8)
4 year 54(24.5)
A grade over 32(14.5)
B grade over 102(46.4)
Grade
C grade over 74(33.6)
D grade under 12(5.5)
Study 65(31.8)
Focus of Personal relation 64(26.8)
campus life  Employment preparation  86(39.1)
Dating 5(2.3)
Household Poor 39(17.7)
economical Middle 157(71.4)
status Rich 24(10.9)
<30 116(52.7)
f::rkiojggey 31-50 89(40.5)
>51 15(6.8)

32, HiEEY HEe

Qe BEEe] A4 BEo 28780
AT T Bk HukAel ety
22 3.05%], distuse] A2 2.85%, ik
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AFE] 21tHTable 2).

Table 2. Campus life satisfaction
Characteristic M+SD
Overall university life 3.05+0.53
lity of universit
Campus life QUAlty of university ) o5, 062

. . education

satisfaction
University administration 2 70£0.65

and welfare
Total 2.87+0.51

SD: standard deviation.
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Table 3. Campus life satisfaction according to socio-demographic characteristics

Campus life satisfaction

Overall university life

Quality of university

University
administration and

Characteristic education
welfare
M=+SD p-value M+SD p-value M+SD  p-value
Male 3.60+0.50 .. 3.58+0.70 v 3432043 00017
Gender 0.002 0.001 N
Female 3.03+£0.52 2.82+0.60 2.67+0.64
1 year 3.08+0.54 2.79+0.65 2.75+0.66
i 2 year 2.98+0.49 2.75+0.66 2.57+0.72
Academic Y 0.521 0.065 0.074
year 3 year 3.11+0.44 3.06+0.43 2.57+0.53
4 year 2.99+0.61 2.84+0.67 2.84+0.63
A grade over 3.03+0.55 2.75+0.77 2.59+0.68
B grade over 3.03+0.50 2.89+0.56 2.67+0.58
Grade 0.962 0.627 0.479
C grade over 3.07+0.57 2.86+0.65 2.75+0.72
D grade under 3.06+0.52 2.72+0.54 2.88+0.53
Study 3.12+0.57 2.93+0.74 2.81+0.72
F f Personal relation 3.11+0.44 3.02+0.49 s 2.79+0.60 .
oeus oF , 0.097 0.004 0.039
campus life Employment preparation 2.97+0.53 2.69+0.58 2.54+0.60
Dating 2.70+0.65 2.53+0.45 2.68+0.54
Household Poor 2.80°£0.47 2.59%0.65 2.52%£0.70 .
. . ) 0.001
economical Middle 3.09%+0.48 0.003" 2.88"+0.56 0.003 2.67'+0.56 x
status Rich 3.19°+0.78 3.12b+0.81 3.14°+0.87
<30 3.07+0.52 2.88+0.63 2.75"+0.67
P k t *
OCRELMONEY 31 50 3.0240.56 0793  2.7740.62  0.129 257059 0.026
(per month) X
>51 3.06+£0.44 3.09+0.54 2.99°+0.64
p<0.05, “p<0.01, “'p<0.001
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Table 4. The factors influence of campus life satisfaction
Campus life satisfaction
I t
nd.ependen Model 1 Model 2
variable
B B t p VIF B B t P VIF
Invariable 3.547 19.791""  0.000 3.604 20373 0.000
Gender 20.699 -0258 -3.893"  0.000 0985 -0.628 -0232 -3.580"" 0.000 0.952
(Female=1)
A )
cademic year 105 0.004  -0.065 0948 0980 -0.006 -0.006 -0.086 0932 0975
(4 year=1)
D
Grade(D grade 00 0018 0260 0788 0990 0132 0059 0917 0360 0.961
under=1)
Focus of campus
life(Employment -0.200 -0.193 -3.024"  0.003  0.981
preparation=1)
Household
economical 0249 -0.188 -2.808" 0.005 0.893
status(Poor=1)
Pocket money
0.129 0.064 0998 0319 0.971

(=51 =1)

R?=0.066, adjusted R*=0.053
F=5.101, p=0.002

R’=0.154, adjusted R’=0.126
F=5.499, p=0.000

Durbin-Watson=1.785

#p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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