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[ Abstract ]

This study aims to analyze the differences in major satisfaction among college students by gender and university type(public,
private), and what are the college education service factors that affect major satisfaction. Using data from the Korean Children &
Youth Panel Survey, a total of 1,220 students’ data were analyzed using SPSS 23, and descriptive statistics, t-test, and multiple
regression analysis were performed. As a result of the study, first, there was no significant difference in major satisfaction by gender
or university type. Second, it was found that the service factors of university education had a significant influence on major satisfac-
tion in the order of curriculum, educational content, student support system, and faculty and educational facilities had no significant
effect on major satisfaction. Through this, in order to increase major satisfaction of college students, which is the competitiveness
of the university, it is necessary to reorganize the curriculum and educational contents to improvement the quality of education and
develop competence based on the needs of society and students.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of study subjects
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category variable division frequency percent(%)
mail 575 47.1
personal variable gender
femail 645 52.9
public 273 224
variable of University university type
private 947 77.6
H2 FeHso 71884
Table 2. Descriptive statistics of variables
Variable No. Minimum  score Maximum score Mean SD
major satisfaction 1220 1 4 2.93 .689
educational contents 1220 1 4 2.87 .584
university faculty 1220 1 4 291 .622
education curriculum 1220 1 4 2.84 .630
service factors oy cational facilties 1220 1 4 2.82 686
Student Support System 1220 1 4 2.82 .705
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Table 3. Difference in major satisfaction by gender
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Male Female
Variable p-value
N Mean SD N Mean SD
major satisfaction 575 2.92 n 645 2.94 .669 .621
educational contents 2.86 .618 618 645 .552 552 .563
Satisfaction faculty 2.92 644 644 645 602 602 659
of university curriculum 2.83 642 642 645 620 620 837
education service
factors educational facilities 2.83 .683 .683 645 .688 .688 754
Student Support System 2.83 732 732 645 .682 .682 .816
*p{.05 **p¢.01 ***p(.001
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Table 4. Difference in major satisfaction by college type
Public Univ. Private Univ
Variable p-value
N Mean SD N Mean SD
major satisfaction 273 2.92 728 947 2.93 .678 .767
educational contents 273 2.88 .587 947 2.88 .583 978
Satisfaction faculty 273 2.91 .594 947 2.90 630 .907
of university curriculum 273 284 613 947 2.84 635 829
education service
factors educational facilities 273 2.90 625 947 2.82 701 .029*%
student support system 273 297 688 947 2.82 705 .000%**
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Table 5. Correlation analysis between variables

Variable @ ® ® @ ® ®
major satisfaction 1
educational contents 526 1
faculty 450%% 652%% 1
curriculum 489%% 624%% 6027 1
educational facilities .284%% .339%% .338%% 408 1
student support system 270%% 2777 .238%% .343%% 459 1
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Table 6. The factors affecting the increase of college students by multiple regression analysis

division B SEB B t p

(Constant) .649 .099 6.528 .000

educational contents .040 .303 9.01 .000

faculty .036 104 3.172 .002

Satisfaction of curriculum 036 199 6.031 000

university education
service factors educational facilities .028 .028 1.016 .310
student support system .026 .080 2.984 .003
R*=.333 AR’=.330 F=121.331(p=.000)
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