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A study on students satisfaction with campus life
in educational psychology.

— Are university students satisfied with campus life ? —
Koshi Makino

Yukiko Mori
Abstract

The purpose of this study was to explore how much university students were satisfied with
campus life from the viewpoint of educational psychology. A total of 126 undergraduate
students of both a national university and a private university in Japan took part in this survey by
completing a questionnaire. Most of the respondents have been university students for at least
one year. The results are as follows (1)40% of the students were not satisfied with campus
life very much. (2)The main factors of satisfaction were listed as “ class content” ,“ the
value of being the university students’” and*“ the university environments’ . (3) The most impor-
tant factor related to satisfaction was “ class content” . (4)Most students requested that the
university make classes easier. Finaly, further directions for research in this area were
discussed.
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2.91 0.97 2.69 0.95
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