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Analysis of motivations for the major selection, the adjustment to university life
and their effects on academic dropout intention among the dental technology
students
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Article Info Purpose: The following study seeks to ascertain the motivations behind students’ academic

Received October 23, 2020 major selection and to identify the obstacles they encounter in the transition to university

Accepted November 16, 2020 life, with the objective of providing information necessary to adapt well to the university and
the course. Thereby, we aim to supply basic resources needed in the development of a uni-
versity adaptation program to prevent academic dropout.

Methods: Between October 1, 2019 and November 29, 2019, a self-administered question-
naire was distributed to a study sample consisting of students currently attending dental
technology courses in Gangwondo and Gyeonggido. A total of 474 (94.8%) responses to the
questionnaire were received and used for the final analysis.

Results: Factors including major selection motivation, intrinsic motivation (p<0.001), aca-
demic adjustment (p<0.001), social adjustment (p<0.01), and institutional adjustment
(p<0.05) all had negative relationships with academic dropout intention. Personal-emotional
adjustment (p<0.001), however, showed a positive relationship with dropout intention. The
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MATERIALS AND METHODS
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Table 1. General characteristics of study subjects (n=474)

Table 2. Factors of major selection motivation (n=474)

Classification No. %

Sex

Male 252 53.2

Female 222 46.8
Grade

st year 108 22.8

2nd year 136 28.7

3rd year 134 28.2

4th year 96 20.3
Academic continuation intention

Yes 314 66.2

No 160 33.8
Economic support for the major at home

Very poor 10 2.1

Poor 50 10.6

Average 192 40.5

Good 146 30.8

Very good 76 16.0
Major satisfaction

Very poor 19 4.0

Poor 59 12.4

Average 234 49.4

Good 132 27.9

Very good 30 6.3
Grade point average

<1.9 19 4.0

2.0~2.9 152 321

3.0-3.9 258 S54.4

24.0 45 9.5
Admission types

Rolling 294 62.0

Regular 140 29.5

Additional 40 8.8
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Variable Mean Staf\d?rd

deviation
Intrinsic motivation 3.08 0.93
Extrinsic motivation 3.17 0.78
Sum of factors of major selection motivation 3.12 0.80

Table 3. Factors of adjustment to university life (n=474)

Variable Mean Star_1d§rd

deviation
Academic adjustment factors 3.23 0.59
Social adjustment factors 3.33 0.60
Personal-emotional adjustment factors 2.76 0.68
Institutional adjustment factors 3.41 0.69
Sum of factors of adjustment to university life 3.11 0.34

Table 4. Factors of academic dropout intention (n=474)

Variable Mean Staf\d:.ard

deviation
Economic burden factors 2.45 0.94
Loss of interest factors 2.40 0.99
Negative friendship factors 1.69 0.82
Uncertain future factors 2.30 0.90
Loss of confidence factors 2.25 0.86
Academic deterioration factors 1.96 0.80
Sum of factors of academic dropout decision 2.23 0.78
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Table 5. Relationships between gender, grade and the factors of academic dropout intention (n=474)

Sex Grade
Variable F
Male (n=252) Female (n=222) 1st (n=108) 2nd (n=136) 3rd (n=134) 4th (n=96)

Economic burden 2.41(0.96) 2.50(0.90) -0.963 2.30(0.89) 2.51(0.92) 2.46(1.01) 2.52(0.90) 1.345
factors

Loss of interest 2.34(1.02) 2.47(0.95) -1.407 2.27(0.95) 2.45(0.94) 2.40 (1.08) 2.47(0.99) 0.900
factors

Negative friendship 1.68(0.82) 1.69 (0.82) -0.200 1.59 (0.72) 1.83(0.90) 1.60(0.82) 1.70 (0.80) 2.346
factors

Uncertain future 2.30(0.9¢) 2.31(0.83) -0.209 2.14°(0.84) 2.36™(0.89) 2.24%(0.96) 2.48(0.88) 2.832*
factors

Loss of confidence 2.16(0.89) 2.35(0.84) -2.389* 2.08°(0.75) 2.40°(0.89) 2.20(0.93) 2.30°(0.81) 2.928*
factors

Academic 1.91(0.84) 2.02(0.75) -1.550 1.92°(0.66) 2.12°(0.89) 1.88°(0.81) 1.90°(0.77) 2.628*
deterioration
factors

Total 2.18(0.81) 2.29 (0.74) -1.467 2.10(0.70) 2.33(0.80) 2.19 (0.84) 2.30(0.73) 2.166

Values are presented as mean (standard deviation).
***The same character was not significant by Tukey & Duncan multiple comparison at ¢:=0.05.

*p<0.05.

Table 6. Relationships between academic continuation intention, economic support for the major at home and the factors of academic dropout intention

(n=474)
Academic continuation intention Economic support for the major at home
Variable Yes No t Very poor Poor Average Good Very good F
(n=314) (n=160) (n=10) (n=50) (n=192) (n=146) (n=76)
Economic 2.23(0.84) 2.89(0.97) 7.745%**  3.00°(1.31) 3.01°(1.03)  2.68™(0.83)  2.22"(0.83) 1.89°(0.85)  19.833***
burden factors
Loss of interest 2.07(0.84) 3.05(0.93) 11.608***  2.23°(1.11) 2.34°(0.99) 2.62°(0.90) 2.247(0.94) 2.23°(1.18) 4.012**
factors
Negative 1.59 (0.74) 1.88(0.94) 3.631%**  140°(0.88) 1.63°(0.74)  1.89°(0.89) 1.59°(0.75)  1.43°(0.68)  5.792%**
friendship
factors
Uncertain future  2.03(0.81) 2.84(0.83)  10.116**  218*(1.21)  2.17°(0.82)  256°(0.87) 2.12°(0.85)  2.07°(0.96)  7.056***
factors
Loss of 2.01(0.80) 2.73(0.78) 9.480*** 213" (1.12)  2.12°(0.79) 2.48°(0.83)  2.12°(0.82) 2.01%(0.91) 6.329***
confidence
factors
Academic 1.80 (0.76) 2.27(0.78) 6.286*** 1.77°(1.02)  1.91°(0.78)  2.22°(0.83) 1.79°(0.72)  1.69°(0.67)  9.714***
deterioration
factors
Total 1.99 (0.71) 272(0.67)  10.802*%* 2.13°(1.02) 2.20°(0.75)  2.47°(0.74) 2.08°(0.73)  1.98°(0.81)  8.291%**

Values are presented as mean (standard deviation).
2beb5The same character was not significant by Tukey & Duncan multiple comparison at o=0.05.

*%p<0.01, **p<0.001,
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Table 7. Relationships between major satisfaction and the factors of academic dropout intention (n=474)

Major satisfaction

Variable
Very poor (n=19) Poor (n=59) Average (n=234) Good (n=132) Very good (n=30)
Economic burden factors 3.34°(1.07) 2.80° (0.96) 2.57"(0.86) 2.14%(0.84) 1.68°(0.88) 18.256***
Loss of interest factors 3.55°(1.02) 3.20°(0.96) 2.54°(0.87) 1.86° (0.70) 1.38°(0.67) £49.509***
Negative friendship factors 2.34° (1.04) 1.99% (1.01) 1.72" (0.80) 1.50" (0.68) 1.17°(0.36) 10.637***
Uncertain future factors 3.19°(.093) 2.99°(0.93) 2.43°(0.78) 1.86°(0.71) 1.347 (0.65) 40.929***
Loss of confidence factors 3.04%(0.88) 2.79°(0.86) 2.39°(0.76) 1.87°(0.75) 1.29° (0.47) 34.565%**
Academic deterioration 2.60°(0.91) 2.42(0.83) 2.07(0.75) 1.64™ (0.68) 1.23°(0.39) 24.439%**
factors
Total 3.11(0.73) 2.82°(0.73) 2.36°(0.66) 1.83°(0.64) 1.34 (0.50) 48.300%**
Values are presented as mean (standard deviation).
abedabbeciThe same character was not significant by Tukey & Duncan multiple comparison at 0:=0.05.
***p<0.001.
Table 8. Relationships between grade point average, admission types and the factors of academic dropout intention (n=474)
Grade point average Admission type
Variable <1.9 2.0~2.9 3.0~3.9 24.0 F Rolling Regular  Additional F
(n=19) (n=152) (n=258) (n=45) (n=294) (n=140) (n=40)
Economic burden 2.76 (1.26) 2.50(0.92) 2.43(0.92) 2.31(0.96) 1.256 2.50 (0.95) 2.42(0.91) 2.23(0.91) 1.686
factors
Loss of interest 2.94°(0.86)  2.54*(0.97) 2.36™(0.99) 1.91°(0.90) 6.902%** 2.44.(0.99) 2.40(0.98) 2.09(0.98) 2.251
factors
Negative friendship ~ 1.95(1.09) 1.72(0.78) 1.68(0.84) 1.52(0.73) 1.327 1.73(0.86) 1.65(0.77) 1.50(0.71)  1.548
factors
Uncertain future 2.51(0.82) 2.35(0.85) 2.32(0.94) 1.97(0.87) 2.514 2.34°(0.89)  2.33°(0.94) 1.96°(0.79) 3.276*
factors
Loss of confidence 2.76°(0.89)  2.33(0.79)  2.23*(0.88) 1.887(0.85) 5.700** 2.31(0.86) 2.22(0.88) 1.97(0.80) 2.837
factors
Academic 246°(1.00)  2.09(0.71) 1.90*(081)  1.67°(0.76)  6337*** 2.05°(0.80) 1.84™(0.80)  1.78°(0.73)  4.343*
deterioration
factors
Total 2.65°(0.81)  2.32(0.72)  2.21°(0.79)  1.89°(0.78)  5.604**  2.28°(0.78) 2.21°(0.78)  1.967(0.74)  3.205*

Values are presented as mean (standard deviation).

2be22The same character was not significant by Tukey & Duncan multiple comparison at o=0.05.

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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Table 10. Influences of factors of major selection motivation and adjustment to university life on academic dropout intention (n=474)

Variable B Standard error B t p
(Constant) 4,100 0.238 17.258 <0.007***
Intrinsic motivation factors -0.179 0.038 -0.214 -4.671 <0.007***
Extrinsic motivation factors 0.021 0.045 0.021 0.458 0.647
Academic adjustment factors -0.328 0.076 -0.246 -4.308 <0.007***
Social adjustment factors -0.169 0.063 -0.130 -2.680 0.008**
Personal-emotional adjustment factors 0.275 0.041 0.240 6.670 <0.007***
Institutional adjustment factors -0.151 0.060 -0.133 -2.520 0.012*

R’=0.500 F=77.894 p<0.007***

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.

368  https://doi.org/10.14347/jtd.2020.42.4.362



Soon-Suk Kwon: Dropout intention of dental technology students

1919 WEH|7L 31, 7|5AL £8-80] 1555 FEEEEC] Woll
e 239l ARoA dgke] 5EF 52 REE A&ot e 4
T} 201297 7R 4315 A8l Al 7P AR 29 5
£ Adtet Wehg Zolsh= A0 & FZ4EH, Kim S04 3=
7] 991 % et tigh Ak HHAnet AF, AANE €02 #A b
el A3t} Park 21904 sa-ETE o] 7M1, BAF o7} 7}
@A et Aols Xo7l o u 2 ol tigt 34 At Ha
3t Aoz wetdEr

Aol 2 sHJ 7] oA A EAe} skl BF ‘oY
o] "FsM B} Eokom, A A (p<0.05)0014 BAZCE &
I3t Zpoj7} ettt o= @AYol B #A UEhd Kim [24], Son
[419] a7k g5koy, Cho (2519 Aateh= A5ttt Parkdt
Kim [18] e &G4 Fetgo] SRt BE A e
wohy glon, oSt s x|&o) 9lo] ey at w4kl A4S
ZrgollA G wra20], JSHIES] SFAPA7 HFYERT 79
u|3HA ESITH271E AE 18 o, s So] R 8
2715 o £2 it} A4lo] Yok A Q3 Y sz A
gt B9 B B 479 dAR AZ6lr] diiel veRd 2
T2 ek

Shdof|A AR FAE 28hd 9 B 7] owrt 7P w1 43
38hd, ‘18hd’ o2 yehton, 8 (p<0.05), AHAIZ A
Al (p<0.09), SFAER’ (p<0.05)°lA BAZCZ {93t 2}o]7} LiE}
Wt o] Son [4], Kim S{11°14 13hd o 713 €2 = 27|15 5t
£ AoF vehd Avtele AutEu 43Md o S7HIcHE el
AR ol A7]3stte] A9 250 ) AFwatol tigt 244
Ql =fo] ZP=HA ZpAl0] HA o] gi=x] 9] oj g FofoA H 1,
e figtog HYS & 4 ol 7|8 ol 5 AF8Ae A&
& 97) wjol| o2 shdwct sl Ry owrt B4 yehd Aoz
oE

SR & oAb AA FA S8 BE k7t Uk E
ot =4 veton], ‘AAA FE (p<0.001), FHFA (p<0.001),
‘BZH 2BA (p<0.001), FHERY (p<0.001), ‘AAlF A
(p<0.001), ‘SHAER’ (p<0.001), FA A’ (p<0.001)lA TAH
o= {olg Zol7t yepith o] A BEEst W2 st
A 89 ¢ 880 &4 YER Kim [24], Kang [2719] 23} AF
AEErt ¥ 50| qehE AEsH: o] Wokth: Son [4]19]
A3} tgE 2o wdE

7140l BAA A dollA AA FAE ‘BEoltk oA sxr] 9
T7F 7P w1, UELY, e yEy Fop) e EF <08 U
epsfon, ‘AR 2 (p<0.001), #FF ZSFA (p<0.001), B
#EQF (p<0.001), AHAIF A4 (p<0.001), SFAER (p<0.001),
RA FA (p<0.001), “FUVFAY (p<0.01)01A4] BAH LR |23k 2}
o|7} Uelidtt. o] Kim [26]014 g2 FAF 02 E]]o] 7hs

SHARE R0 AAA A Y Aert gt dA7F 1, 3= oig)
AEL g Hudyj APRZ2E dong 7lFAEL sty 8.9
A &30 g w|X= 2HF Q2lo] E 4 QU= By} ukgd
A0 2 gekE

S oA AA A st18Ql BE e GEoy 7} 7p
A vegon, ‘AAA £ (p<0.001), FHA (p<0.001),
‘FAA 2BA (p<0.001), FHEY (p<0.001), AAIFH G4
(p<0.001), ‘SFAEIR’ (p<0.001), ‘AA A’ (p<0.001)14 A
02 FoJgt Zo|7} vebydtt. o] Kang [27], Kim [24]9] 979} &
A5t 9loH, Kim [512 A9 S-S WA 6l7] Hallde 2+
A19] Azof dfs Fo] ofal tfsh E stato] gt EEE =Y &
= Wt vio] " astrhal AAgE vt whet St A= HF B4

(p<0.01), ‘A A (p<0.01)°NA BAZCZ Folg )7} Lyebt
t}. ol g Ao] BF% AYEY FrEHEC| EUTH= Son (417 ¥
#BA0] 22E IS vlEo] ¥ UeRd Cho 2519 Aot
A5k, Kang 2719014 gAY = g2t Azt 7H8 & 932
F& aglo] fishgE ol TS & F3she S
4 PGS Hol1 ke s 1T ) YPPHo| Fe
FYEL FAS 3T 7o) w2 A 0T wkdr

ASA7|A HA] TS 311 aQ] BE FARA A 3] 27
=7t g LA B 7 E1, FEEQY (p<0.05), TR
(p<0.05), ‘AA FA' (p<0.05)°14 FAHLE {243t 2ol 7} AUt
ol FAIRA A9 FrEo] SARY ARt o] tehd Son
[419] A7k th2 Cho 251914 % FAAEY 89 F¢ H&
o] A vehd Auet fAfelH, £A] FAREL E-A D A A ot
2t o] tgho]] 2 & shar £elo] YshA] k2 tfgtoli} shato] QJgt
& A Sro 2% FAY A5E Adots Aol EobA veRd 2
2 dgch sk gl 4ot tiet 7 AAE AlsiE 1
o SHA3S Adolgt #AS 71 o] ofet SHAY BRo] AEFoR
Hol asttH26le BE 1T o LAY A AdE g &
A tiste] uf$- Fagh Yeety Pz
AT Ag 9 gisget 233 9213} sHe E7] o= a9l 7o
BAO)Ql AdaA} 82u)(p<0.01)3H YertL, WAE 571
9 (r=-0.463)7 FAFS 29 (1=-0.626)0] 7FF &2 BH ()
A JAZ el ol Adke AE AE A ZH419] AY 5]
7h &3, tigtol A9 8] AHo] 2&4F SdRr] ourt vk A
< 9Jujsi= A2&, Song [9], Park [1519] 2o} AA]5la QLo
Jeong [28]9] A4 HEFEL A5 F St} A Aot

]

rir

www.jtd.or.kr 369



1D

JOURNAL OF TECHNOLOGIC
DENTISTRY,

Pl tizt F31E 7 wol staL, #A1H 94
A2 obA FHF Aol F37 B % 1 o, dF g %
St 59 /19 st o] gt el whEo] A=t st
BE FA o] F25H 28sl= Aoz ddn
Std27] e JF2 vAE AT AH 2
(p<0.001), HeHYZ 25 8AA = Y 2-&(p<0.001), ’\M A
(p<0.01), e A3(p<0.05)F= FHEO BA=R, ANEAH A
S(p<0.00D)I= FAHY BAZ b, 2P g2 50.0%
(p<0.001)Z tfj-¢ ABAo] &2 ALZ YEPHT o] Song [9]°]
At 282 st el F SHdA3el dis WAA 7171 A
A 5718 o @2 dEo] dehgthes e} Park (151914 WA
A 5717} AT MY w2 B #AE EArhe 23 AAst
™, Song [O1°1A4 HA13 &71€ 3 A5 At 3+ Aol it
B0 F7FHEA HAgoly o] Qlojk stdES 343 s,
Kim [5]°1A4] 8¢} oj2)= % A2 290 g2t Ade &
ER7] YA AA|ACK k= 2ot UGS AT
4 AR e s A7z FHsks AAUOA digtolA 9 gt

—_

T A AAE0] 2 st ?lr%‘—?: sl 22 ’\}94?}735 olF
glom, tetgel stAE 4L 434 AslTUoR AR
A 011— A-172]- J,lrzioqu o]-_‘,]— ]-%_oﬂ 1_,] a]\ﬂn]- o}qa} ol-_/;x]_?,_
A @ sge A 5 et o B 2Aetke] §714 A4S 23
WA - e AU AAE B AT AR A sl
47 1ejo] 3 Asgefol Pk Werect,

£ A7 A og HonEEo| o3t 4 99 FHYET
< RAECR 3 Atol7] W2 olE AA A7t AL

Z AUSAIE Hls IA7E e, AR AR A77194 A
ERAP| R 2ARRR ARl Q4o] /Yo T AldEol w
2} A3} gebd 4 it w3t SHIE7] OR L sjelo] Aol what
choR W4S0] BHOR G WX UE AT Srhet 3
tope W4 Sol MIE $4 477} A&sio} & o2 et

CONCLUSIONS

B AT A1 A GG JoFS AL S
sjofele] AsPY] SR JE BRI, AshYe PorEA o
3} A%A HARAZ AL 9% L2 TP Ao 712AR A
si.0m, olo] w2 Q7o) Aske et A

(1) B3 A8 57 24 ‘444 5716173, e A
2 QoL 87 H3(3.417), UL I aQlolE AAA
284573 0] 74 ¥ hebsdet.

(2) QoA B4 F AL A AL (p<0.05)14,

flljo

oX,

310
32 5FHo=

O
)

370  https://doi.org/10.14347/jtd.2020.42.4.362

Qo= FHERY (p<0.05), ‘AHAIZ G4 (p<0.05), SHAE R
(p<0.05)°lA, 7HgollA AAA AL BAH FF (p<0.001),
T3 A (p<0.001), FFHERY (p<0.001), A4 A
(p<0.001), ‘SAER’ (p<0.001), ‘HA FA (p<0.001), “FuPFAr
(p<0.01)°l14 EAH o2 g3t zpo]7} Lyehyiet.

3) BAEAANAE FuldA (p<0.001), SFEE (p<0.001),
ZAZE A (p<0.01), “AA A (p<0.01)lA, YA 7] A=
AHE (p<0.05), SFAER (p<0.05), FA FA (p<0.05)°l
A, A& ort StE o= R7] o 519 aQl B
(p<0.001)°N14 BAIHLE F-2J3 2po] 7} Lhetie),

4) A3 A9 a7} 3¢] Sdx7] 9 a9, E Hg 2
A3} e s xr] & 89l ol FHORJA AHEATE {9u]
(p<0.01)3HA Ueha, g2 Jro] Fge v 83 5 U
A 571 821(p<0.001), Y &3 21(p<0.001), AH3] F-3 94
(p<0.01), HgkEHE 28 821(p<0.05)= FAORA BAZ, /AYA
g 290(p<0.001)2 FH(+)Q] FAZ Yepgon, nago] 4z
50.0%2 et

£ A7287 A a3t AARA 2-go| 8 27| me} A7
H FAZ Yehgong st Ao AP st EHo|AE
283 X)7]3stato] digt HEstar A SHRIE Bl At
Holo] x_-w Tu| B4 52 73 Add gy Adge Ev, st
5o statdEof tigt A4S =o17] sl 94T € ¢
A= Zla—x—*.‘ﬂ Qo)A g 57 ¢ skt A-g3t A TE T
ol7] $Igt Al - Fuf 7he] HF AE T E A Y 5 thget stk
273 7ol Qg Ao g wekeE

d

re

oo n -z
=

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

No potential conflict of interest relevant to this article was

reported.

ORCID

Soon-Suk Kwon, https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9088-9648

REFERENCES

1. Kim DH, Kim JG, Lee SY. Analysis of the main causes
of students dropping out of the college. Admiss Stud.
2018;6:187-218.

2. Park IS. A study on the factors affecting college drop-off:
centered on the interactions of college satisfaction, self-

efficacy, and college adaptation [master’s thesis]. Chun-



Soon-Suk Kwon: Dropout intention of dental technology students

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

gju: Korea National University of Transportation, 2019.
Ministry of Education. A draft of university basic compe-
tence assessment in 2021. Sejong: Ministry of Education,
2019.

Son CS. A study on the factors influencing the dropping
of the college students: centered on the students at Tong-
won college [master’s thesis]. Anseong: Hankyoung Na-
tional University, 2009.

Kim MS. The improvement strategy of student care system
for the prevention from adequacy of college life: a case
study of C university. Korean J Correct Couns. 2019;4:73-90.
Jang KY, Kim BW. The development of the career adapt-
ability scale for the Korean university students. Korean ]
Couns. 2011;12:539-558.

Kim MY. Relationship between career preparation and
related variables in senior secretarial studies students. ]
Secr Stud. 2014;23:5-25.

Lyu JH. Mediation effect of professor intimacy and mod-
eration effect of professor expertise between career bar-
riers and college adaptation. ] Employ Career. 2014;4:21-
37.

Song Y]J. The effect of major selection motivation, major
satisfaction, and professor-student interaction of univer-
sity students on their school life adjustment [doctoral dis-
sertation]. Busan: Dong-A University, 2014.

Jeong BY. The effect of motivation for major choice of
university students on vocation choice factors [master’s
thesis]. Suwon: Kyonggi University, 2010.

Ryu DY, Song KS. College life adaptation among dental
hygiene students. ] Korean Dent Hyg Sci. 2019;2:53-60.
Chung JY, Sun MS, Jeong MJ. An analysis of institutional
factors affecting on college dropout rates. Asian J Educ.
2015;16:57-76.

Kwon SS. Factors affecting the dropout intention in the
dental technology students of D college. ] Korean Acad
Dent Tech. 2013;35:243-257.

Lee YM, Lim JY. An investigation on the influential fac-
tors of university adjustment of university students. J Life-
long Educ HRD. 2011,7:89-118.

Park WJ. The differences of satisfaction in major, drop-
out intention, adaptation to university life, and academic
achievement according to motivations of major choice

in university students [master’s thesis]. Cheonan: Korea

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

University of Technology and Education, 2018.

Yoo HI. Dropout of applied music major students: the
influence of the flow experience [master’s thesis]. Seoul:
Hanyang University, 2018.

Lee KA, Shin HL, Yoo NH, Lee KH. The development
and validation of the college adjustment inventory-short
form. Korea J Couns. 2008;9:739-754.

Park JH, Kim HS. The influence of career barrier on the
career preparation behavior and campus adjustment of
the college students. Korean ] Youth Stud. 2009;16:125-
144.

Kim KW, Cho YH. Mediation and moderation effects of
self-efficacy between career stress and college adjustment
among freshmen. Korean J Youth Stud. 2011;18:197-218.
Kim BH, Shin JH. The influence of major choice motiva-
tion and major satisfaction degree on department adap-
tation of mature learners in the nurse dept. of colleges. J
Humanit Soc Sci. 2016;7:141-166.

Park AS, Kim HK. The effect of motivation for major
choice and satisfaction in major on the adaption of uni-
versity life among university students. ] Korea Acad Ind
Cooper Soc. 2016;17:511-519.

Oh JH. The influencing factors of self-esteem and major
satisfaction on college adjustment among nursing stu-
dents. ] Korea Contents Assoc. 2014;14:873-884.

Choi YS. Factors influencing college life adjustment in
nursing students. ] Korean Acad Soc Nurs Educ. 2013;19:
423-432.

Kim SS. A exploratory study on withdrawal and trans-
fer of Korean college students: the influence of college-
choice reason and satisfaction afterwards. ] Korean Educ.
2008;35:227-249.

Cho JS. Determination analysis for students of university
dropout. J Korean Data Anal Soc. 2011;13:1873-1880.
Kim SY. A study on exploring the academic persistence
and dropout of Korean universities and colleges’ students.
J Korean Educ. 2006;33:33-62.

Kang SH. Predictors of academic achievement and drop-
out thinking among university students. J Educ Eval. 2010;
23:29-53.

Jeong EL Relations of regret, subjective well-being, and
adaptation for college students. Asian J Educ. 2013;14:
305-330.

www.jtd.or.kr 371



