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Abstract This study examined the influence of academic self-efficacy of Faculty-student inter
action and peer relations. The subject were collected from 289 dental hygiene students ] regio
n, three colleges of between November 5, December 30, in 2018. The data was analyzed by
descriptive, pearson correlation coefficient and multiple regression. Faculty-student interact ion
was correlated with peer relations(r=.434) and had a positively correlation with academic self -effi
cacy(r=.282) with improved of major satisfaction and higher academic performance, a much mo
re vigorous active faculty-student interaction and peer relations of level of academic self- effi
cacy. The results reveals to develop program co-relationship in order to improve academic self
-efficacy.
Key Words : Faculty-Student Interaction, Peer Relations, Academic Self-efficacy, Dental hygiene
students, Convergence
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Table 1. General characteristics of subjects

Characteristics Division N %
Tyear 66 228
2years 98 339
Grade
3years 95 329
dyears 30 104
24.0 21 80
Academic performance 30~ 39 192 733
<29 49 187
Satisfies 126 436
Satisfaction of college life Moderate 143 495
Dissatisfied 20 6.9
Satisfies 155 53.6
Major satisfaction Moderate 118 208
Dissatisfied 16 55
Life's work 74 25.6
Ideas on the occupation of dental hygienist The economic job security 133 46.0
Until marriage potential job 82 284
Possible, | want to leave home dental hygienist 0 0
Total 289 100.0
Table 2. Reliability of instrument scales
Characteristics Min Max Mean+SD Skewness Kurtosis
Faculty-student interaction 2.00 5.00 3.761.545 0.076 -0.180
Peer relations 2.75 4.95 3.73+435 0.311 -0.090
Academic self-efficacy 2.00 4.20 3.08£.360 0.473 0.425
Subject difficulty preference 1.00 4.86 2.75+.561 0.018 0.497
Self control efficacy 2.40 4.70 341458 0.391 -0.346
Confident 1.50 5.00 2.94+574 0.458 0.856
3.3 W-sh HEHE, WA, StHH Y| A FPgA A7|asH (=309 sheled F
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Table 3. The relation of faculty-student interaction, peer relations, academic self-efficacy

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Faculty-student interaction 1
2. Peer relations 434" 1
3. Academic self-efficacy 282 309™ 1
4. Subject difficulty preference 2110 -.003 635" 1
5. Self control efficacy 204" 400” 638" 73" 1
6. Confident 184" 209" 718" 215" 221" 1
" €0.01
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A

17.8%= Yepth 3% (4£-0.139, p<0.05), &
A4 oF9]E(£=-0.336, p<0.001) AP H S
(#=-0.225, p<0.01), W5~ FTAE(£-0.159,
p<0.05)2 stAd Ar|asiel SAHCE Fo3t
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ZH5E(£0.164, p<0.05), 159 YT A5 2
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Table 4. The effect of academic self-efficacy in faculty-student interaction

- Academic self-efficacy Subject difficulty Self control efficacy Confident
Division VIF
B Vi t p B Vi t p B Vi t P B Vi t p
(corstant) 3.018 14546 €001 3390 9.8%8 €001 3073 11.169 <001 2623 7421 <001
Mejor satisfaction .083 139 om .047 .075 .080 1.044 297 .030 .040 523 .601 157 164 21 .03%6 1.855
Satisfaction of college life .060 101 1.452 148 107 n7 1.582 115 113 .150 207 .039 049 .051 692 489 1.707
Academic performance(Ll vs HI) -.308 =336 3949 (001 -357 =260 -2.778 .006 -283 -243 -2.740 .007 -295 -202 -2.222 .027 2541
Academic performance(M/l vs HI)  -.179 -225 2667 .008 -333 -269 -3.008 .003 -141 -140 -1.591 113 -091 =07 -7% A28 2496
Faculty-student interaction 106 169 2611 .010 .43 .041 641 522 146 73 2728 .007 109 103 1.591 .013 1.305
2 ) 2 )
R =0221 Adjusted R =0.127 Adjusted 2 2 2 2
2 " 2 " R =0156 Adjusted R =0.109, R =0.115 Adjusted R =0.066,
R =0.178,  F=5.166 , R =0080, F=2609, F=3354", DW:1.749 F=2.364", DW:2.107
DW:1.990 DW:2.004

" p(0.01 ™ p(0.001
*py multiple regression analysis
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Table 5. The effect of academic self-efficacy in faculty—student interaction according to Academic

performance
Academic self-efficacy
Division High level(n=28) Middle level(n=206) Low level(n=55)
B s t p B V4 t p B ¥V t )
(Constant) 3.861 5219  .000 2.628 10.963 .000 2.698 5790  .000
Grade(3 vs 1) -570  -.698 -3.062  .009 .056 075 880 380 -010 -015 -064  .949
Grade(2 vs 1) -483  -616 -2464 027 -008 -011  -.127 899 184 299 1248 219
Major satisfaction 294  -470 1853 045 085  -137  1.543 125 .026 .060 308 760
Faculty-student interaction 193 301 1333 024 166 247 3.127 002 -026 -049 -316 754
p=0.010 R2:0.775 Adjusted R2:0.567, F=3.720", R2:0.162 Adjusted R2:0.105, F=2.851", R2:0.224 Adjusted R2:—.022, F=0.911,
Durbin-Watson:2.424 Durbin-Watson:1.814 Durbin-Watson:2.334
" p0.01
*by multiple regression analysis
343 MBUSE0| M2 DA-Y 4SO  yehgou BESALE olgd I 7S
SIA A gsdol Olxls g Aet 23, SRS AEA(£-0.533), S9H
-3 Aaatgo] BQF AR WAE  Roh 4AANN(F0.387), Baoh S HERg

ool AW ule} Hol/k YEAE v AT, & PoIFRB(F0.14) HIHB| BEA-E
A3l MEoH Yool B-s uagol s 012308 Uehgrh Table 6.
A Alasgel nAE gl i e 3o
Table 6. The effect of academic self-efficacy in faculty-student interaction according to Major
satisfaction
Academic self-efficacy
Division Satisfaction(n=155) Medium(n=118) Unsatisfaction(n=16)
B s t p B V4 t p B ¥V t o

(Constant) 3.239 10.713 .000 2.456 7.461 .000 2.924 3415 .042
Satisfaction of college life 091 123 1.558 .021 .067 .090 934 .353 .078 188 .358 744
Academic performance(LI vs HI) -.536 -.533 -4.461 .000 -.088 -.115 -.745 458 420 712 1.024 .381
Academic performance(Ml vs HI) -.328 -.387 -3.235 .002 -.081 -.120 =791 431 709 1.202 2.152 120

Faculty-student interaction 108 41 1.677 .046 .088 146 1.319 190 -.255 -.529 -.981 399

2 2
R =0.221 Adjusted R =0.143
Durbin-Watson:1.757

F=2.837",

2
R =0.154 Adjusted
Durbin-Watson:2.178

2
R =0.039, F=1.335,

2 2
R =0819 Adusted R =0.095 F=1.132,

Durbin-Watson:2.223

" p0.01
*by multiple regression analysis
HI : High level, MI: Middle level, LI: Low level
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EoHAE Aoz dlEod, st #AT &
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Zo] AYALSFE(F=-0.278, p<0.01), WS-
3a-go] 5| o]Fo|d4E(£-0.335, p<0.001)
EoHAE A0E I E3 St it A4l
e A0 AAELFF(4=-0.202, p0.05),
Aol WETPE(£-0.181, p<0.05), T-29] A5
Zhgo] &s] o] Fo]A5E(£0.162, p(0.05) Eot
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N K

Table 7. The effect of academic self-efficacy in Peer relations

. Academic self-efficacy Subject difficulty Self control efficacy Confident VIF
Division 5 P : 0 5 P 0 5 P : 0 5 P : 0
(Constant) 2.810 12.890 (.001 3.926 10.821  <.001 2.429 8.658  (.001 2.308 6.189  <.001
Major satisfaction 101169 2427 .016 .095 .102 1.369 172 .048 .063 .891 374 173 181 2.430 016 1.738

Academic performance(Li vs HI)
Academic performance(MI vs HI)

Peer relations

-310 -.338 -4.026 <.001 -.372 -.260 -2.903
-169 -213 -25563 .011 -339 -.274 -3.073

177 215 3635 <.001 -.114 -.089 -1.407

.004 -278 -.239 -2.808 .005 -.295 -.202 -2.241 026 2.532
.002 -122 -121 -1435 153 -.079 -.062 -.698 486 2.501

160 352 335 5609 (001 .214 162 2563 011 1.252

2 ’ 2 2 ’ 2 2 ’ 2 2 ’ 2
R =0.238 Adjusted R =0.197, R =0.132 Adjusted R =0.085, R =0.22 Adjusted R =0.179, R =0.128 Adjusted R =0.080,

F=5.700"", DW:2.062

F=2.779", DW:2004

F=5.200"", DW:1.827 F=2.665", DW:2.143

" p0.01 ™ p(0.001
*by multiple regression analysis
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SRS S50] 25 47 Holse, e SRES
7He Ra1ggo] glol A7) wmaols 23 A7) a%
7o) Wb AT Uehiith 191 shAjuto g %
A9 Y5 AN A|2E AP FAH
Zo] 31 w4oke] 45 AGo] won, by
242 Rope Ao AR olB3lE o=
FAASY A9, A72E A A5G BAGNA
e £ ATWAE O, oL AZTA 4
2014 Bgo] foom, A7|2Ho] ALHAAL &
o) Ho AF AR Qo zAe] HBiizo] FFL
FL 02 vepdd,

Table SelA9t o] S Ao] w2 wo-3hg 4
sA180] S114 Ao TN BHAHHL
ZoR 49 Wrto] FoolA AHEt 4TS
o] SHld A7l mEel mIAE Aao] 3A Lhehet.
H34-3619) AT ARA o o] TS
W] YL o BHOR WIS AATERYOR
BASH A E SEAE7]E AR o5 BoA
AP WASEA hE2 oIt sseke
HeAe Aoz 53 A SolA 49T
A SA-shRIe] A8 ofst Aut shgluel
A BT} stol ] folmIst Ao]7t Sl Aoz Ut
Soh Je)3 2 oAl 13hdo] 2, 33hdo] i o
14 A7 Eso] BT, FB7IY ATINE Lt
2 S4o) w2 3H A7l as7e Ashdo] mahd
of ulel Shia ArlEsgel A vhebdeh 1ot
98 AEEES At A Sl

tlo
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el Wele wetolng shA|9] Zjo] Bt 771919
g1} B4 wE Aol AtEHE

Table 69142t Zo] HFo] Tk FdolA i
S8 A5 A-go] YA A7 857l v A= IF
of tha &4 yEhgth 2 A9 AgurErs dut
Aol E/JollA HH 1557 (53.6%) 2.2 Ayto]io] gt
Z3itte Aglon, 3819 F&AT digAe A
SHEES Wp-SHIAS A AT A E HFTEY
AL Qg A3 BAHCE |Yu|dt YFS
A AR Yo, WY JoAE-2 {9
ulsl] Z3h. FAE AJBBIEY w4 A
5282 J5 Aol WEE FEg et AINEE
7b =3kom, &[4019 A9l MIFNSE = wa-5H4Y
e Ago] deige] Qui7t itk Axel 2ot
oj2|3t AE v R A5 B Mo thet Wt
o] SEAYA AT =1 149 T2 A= AlF
5= oty ARH o= S A7 A B3 Y
et AmEnh Fl41]9] taoieh AJAYe] shiA
A7 asds hEgEHEo AfoMe AN
o] FHEA 355808 HEOXIO H4HE Hon,
ATNEEE= BAFAY oHRo = Ql5) ety
A w5-3HY W9IAE AT IAE U E TA
B0l T52 & 4 o] Wel o] dasitiar A
EHth B3 g A8 sl A|asAt, AF
TS Folgt A AduTATE AATHA2L

A P8l e gd g, 94 Ar|a
A, ATUEE g2 A thfst =2 o] A4
HOF o|FolFo} gt

Table 70142} Zo] wTA7} e 7| a53
o uX= FFIAE AZol WSotal, TP Ho] A
AHLSE, W2k AT J52go] Edoi, o
A 27| &s7ro] AT sl o] HRket w
oA StugEY TS M= AAE HIlC
o, 70 we} g d Ar|asda AenSeete]
Aol #gt AF-E9] W7o folgt ARAAE B
FoUTH43].

ZH4419] AollA sty ol WA= e
3% 55] A A3 fulstaia, H45] 59 A
SFH FA O] SRS LASE AolEFAo] oA
o, SHAGH 7t AT 1 BEE THAE e
A= 9 AAMA, XA, A2d gt A

or

F8% 8Qlojetn & 4 et
£ A70] ZuolA] BHl ejgel s FPse tha
A degel 93 A7 agel 9 FAL
@5ote] FE JEargol dargelr sEAe 4
FolH 3349 Ego] i, T}, BrLol A7
S0 v B4t 40A8T O B T 99
ATSAAE, £ A7E F K §Ye TE
A7stel ARHOE WY YBAE Hrhe
WA YR A I | 2 Gl et
298 Ba
£ A7 AT Aol AN AYArAchetn
AEHS AT AT TG Or, B
SPY JEAET LOWA} ol 822 S 7
&S] G FULA Te)3 -5 4R
83 9T £HAL Fe AN HTAE
LA e 23} maste] B aTe] AnE 2uist
shee] SAZE Aglom, dEE Sold theyE
choet WeISe] T2 WA-5p JEagTt LA
of ther A7t 243 APsIod Ak

tlo

ekl 2 =
o

5. 28

£ A7 AAEH Tl skl SIS e
2 w55y, WA Jszgo] g A asdt
of WA S wototaat A

AR, W~ FoAE-L 71e8A A 3.76%,
AAE 3734, S8 A|asie 3.087H0 =
Ueht BEoldog Uehgtt

A, 154, WA, S Arjasiel &
HAGE 24 A Wy JoFE2 19T
(r=.282), 719 3191891 & A712E A57Hr=.274),
ZAFAIH(r=.184)3F &9 AAFA AL, WA= g
A A7) 557 (r=.309), 119 st918el F A7|=2d
F57Hr=.400), AAZHr=209)T ZAQl AuAAS
Bk

AR, w4-sH8 Jszgo] 98 A7 asdtol
u2)E FFPo| A= AFNEHE(F=.139, p=0.05), Y
A2 3198(B=336, p<0.001) TAAH FHHR
=225, p<0.01), W=~y F52H8(=.159, p<0.05)
2 AH A aso] BAHCE JFE vAE A
o2 YEpgt

A, Z-BA7E 94 A7 asdol nAe IF
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oA

£ AFUEE(B=.169, p=0.05), A H ot

(8=.338, p<0.001) A4 FAH(B=.213, p<0.05),
W9IA(B=.215, p0.001)E A Ar|assol] &
AFoZ A njAE= AoZ YERtT
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