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The effects of dental hygiene student’s adult attachment style and
social support on adaptation to college life
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Received: August 16, 2022 Objectives: This study aims to seek positive measures for students in a dental hygiene program to
Revised: September 19, 2022 adapt well to college life by analyzing the effects of their adult attachment styles and social support
Accepted: September 19, 2022 on their adaptation to college life.

Methods: Data were collected from June 1 to August 30, 2021. It was conducted with a self ad-
ministered questionnaire. In consideration of the dropout rate, the study recruited 200 participants.
Data analysis was performed using IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 22.0.
Results: Regarding correlations with adaptation to college life, the analysis revealed positive corre-
lations for adult attachment styles and social support. Significant correlations were seen in the fol-
lowing factors affecting adaptation to college life: satisfaction with college life_dummy 2, satisfac-
tion with major_dummy 1, and adult attachment styles. The factor with the strongest effect (35.7%)
21 Elurfeaisis, Bensal, BagEe on adaptation to college life was adult attachment styles.

’ ’ Conclusions: Factors affecting college life adaptation were found to affect college life adaptation as
34504, Korea college life satisfaction, major satisfaction, and adult attachment type increased. System support is
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Table 1. Reliability of instrument scales Unit: Mean+SD
Variables Item Mean+SD Min Max Cronbach’s a.
College life adaptation 9 3.11+0.64 1.33 5.00 0.791
Adult attachment styles 36 3.28+0.41 1.72 3.28 0.870
Avoidance 18 3.31+£0.47 2.11 4.44 0.808
Anxiety 18 3.26+0.58 1.89 4.83 0.888
Social support 12 3.95+0.64 2.42 5.00 0.923
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Table 2. Level of scales according to general characteristics
Unit: Mean+SD

Characteristics College 1 ife tor F(P*)
adaptation

Age 3.122(0.027)
>19 69 3.16£0.68"
20 50 3.23£0.50°
21 51 3.10£0.65®
<22 30 2.81+0.64°

Grade 2.772(0.043)
1 64 3.21%0.67°
2 50 3.19+0.60°
3 74 3.0440.59"
4 12 2.71£0.73°

Religion 0.291 (0.771)
Yes 47 3.13+0.71
No 153 3.10£0.61

Subjective health status 11.683 (<0.001)
Bad 9 2.70£0.72°
Normal 124 2.99+0.60®
Good 67 3.39+0.59

Satisfaction with college life 15.721 (<0.001)
Bad 21 2.74+0.69*
Normal 131 3.03£0.56°
Good 48 3.50+0.63

Satisfaction with major 18.613 (<0.001)
Bad 11 2.3140.68°
Normal 107 3.01£0.53"
Good 82 3.35+0.64°

Circle 0.898 (0.370)
Yes 48 3.18+0.66
No 152 3.09£0.63

The motivation of major select 0.513 (0.726)
Employment rate 128 3.14£0.66
Aptitude 16 3.01+0.46
Recommendation 30 2.99+0.49
Scores 17 3.20+0.74
Etc. 9 3.14+0.85

*By the t-test for two groups and one-way ANOVA (post-test Scheffe’)
for three or more groups.

**The same character indication shows that there is no statistical sig-
nificance.
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Table 3. Correlation among variables

College Adult

Variables life attachment Soctal
adaptation styles support
College life adaptation 1
Adult attachment styles 0.515™ 1
Social support 0.329™* 0.518** 1

**P<0.01 by person’s correlation analysis.
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Table 4. Influencing factors of college life adaptation
Variables B SE B t Pt Tolerance VIF
(constant) 1.206 0.375 3.218 0.002
Age_dummy 1 (=19/20) 0.164 0.127 0.112 1.293 0.197 0.429 2.328
Age_dummy 2 (20/21) 0.227 0.168 0.156 1.346 0.180 0.241 4.152
Age_dummy 3 (21/<22) 0.052 0.164 0.029 0.316 0.752 0.378 2.645
Grade_dummy 1 (1/2) —0.130 0.123 —0.089 —1.063 0.289 0.459 2.179
Grade_dummy 2 (2/3) —0.197 0.160 —0.150 -1.231 0.220 0.218 4.592
Grade_dummy 3 3/4) —0.270 0.219 —0.101 —-1.236 0.218 0.481 2.079
Religion_dummy (yes/no) —0.096 0.089 —0.065 —1.089 0.278 0.918 1.090
Subjective health status —0.153 0.193 —0.050 —0.792 0.429 0.810 1.235
_dummy 1 (bad/normal)
Subjective health status 0.099 0.086 0.074 1.149 0.252 0.779 1.284
_dummy 2 (normal/good)
Satisfaction with college life —0.091 0.138 —0.044 —0.658 0.512 0.722 1.386
_dummy 1 (bad/normal)
Satisfaction with college life 0.278 0.099 0.187 2.811 0.005 0.726 1.377
_dummy 2 (normal/good)
Satisfaction with major —0.486 0.183 -0.175 —2.659 0.009 0.745 1.342
_dummy 1 (bad/normal)
Satisfaction with major 0.092 0.095 0.071 0.968 0.334 0.598 1.673
_dummy 2 (normal/good)
Circle_dummy (yes/no) —0.067 0.091 —0.045 —0.733 0.465 0.856 1.168
Social support 0.029 0.073 0.029 0.395 0.693 0.594 1.684
Adult attachment styles 0.559 0.113 0.365 4,941 <0.001 0.590 1.694
R’=0.409, adjusted R*=0.357, F=(39.710 P<0.001), Durbin-Watson: 2.294.
*By multiple regression analysis at a.=0.05.
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