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Study of the Relationship of Positive and Negative
Perceptions Awareness of Culinary Student Drinking
Behavior and School Life Satisfaction/Stress

Suk-Tae Oh'
Dept. of Culinary Art, Woosong Universityl

Abstract

The purpose of this study is to identify the causality between satisfaction /stress with school life and drink-
ing-related behaviors of students majoring in the Dept. of Culinary Arts. The majors taught in college will
connect to the job in the future directly. Therefore, in this regard, the results of this study have great impor-
tance for Dept. Culinary Arts student training. Results indicated that a positive perception of drinking partially
influenced the levels at <$=—.219, p<0.01> a partial impact on school life satisfaction and stress. Negative
perceptions also appeared to influence </3=.445, p<0.01> and </=.213, p<0.01> levels of satisfaction and
stress. Therefore, drinking behavior appears to affect the college life experience stress. Schools will have to
incorporate this as part of the curriculum to correct the drinking behavior of students.
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{Table 1> Status for demographic characteristics (n=150)

Variable Category n %

Male 82 54.7
Gender

Female 68 453

No 74 49.3

Military service
Yes 76 50.7
Sophomore 20 13.3
School year Junior 116 77.4
Senior 14 93
Culinary high school 34 22.7
Academic high school 94 62.6
Type of high school

Vocational high school 18 12.0
Other 4 2.7
20~24 126 84.0
Age 25~29 22 14.7
Older than 35 2 1.3
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{Table 2> Status for drinking habit and frequency (n=150)

Variable Category n %
Soju 82 54.7
Beer 102 68.0
Types of alcohol Makguly 28 18.7
(multiple response) Hard liquid 16 10.7
Wine 28 18.7
Others 4 2.7
Over 4 times a week 8 53
2~3 times a week 34 22.7
2~4 times a month 72 48.0

Drinking frequency
Under 1 time a month 24 16.0
Do not drink 10 6.7
No answer 2 1.3
Often 20 13.3
Sometimes 70 46.7

Frequency of heavy drinking

Almost never 44 29.3
Never 16 10.7

<Table 3> Reliability analysis of factors

Factor # of questionnaire Cronbach's «
Class satisfaction 6 .839
Positive perceptions of drinking 5 .829
Negative perceptions of drinking 7 817
Relation with drinking experience and school life 8 935
Relation with school satisfaction and stress 6 569
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{Table 4> Descriptive statistics of factors

Factor M SD Skewness Kurtosis
Class satisfaction 3.50 0.553 157 072
Positive perceptions of drinking 3.69 0.577 .190 —.347
Negative perceptions of drinking 3.16 0.718 —411 185
Relation with drinking experience and school life 2.44 0.863 —.170 —1.073
Relation with school satisfaction /stress 331 0.502 666 1.083
{Table 5> Correlation analysis between factors
Factors 1 2 3 4 5
Class satisfaction 1
Positive perceptions of drinking 214%* 1
Negative perceptions of drinking —.353%* —.322%%* 1
Relation with drinking experience and school life ~ —.197* —.219%* A45%* 1
Relation with school life satisfaction/stress 185% 123 213%* —.084 1
M 3.50 3.69 3.16 2.44 3.31
MD 0.553 0.577 0.718 0.863 0.502

1=class satisfaction, 2=positive perceptions of drinking, 3=negative perceptions of drinking, 4=relation with drinking
experience and school life, S=relation with school life satisfaction/stress

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01.
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{Table 6> ANOVA result by drinking cycle

Factor Drinking frequency n M SD F P

Over 4 times a week 8 3.29 0.318
2~3 times a week 34 3.52 0.499

(€)) 2~4 times a month 72 3.61 0.579 2.150 .078
Under 1 time a month 24 332 0.458
Do not drink 10 3.27 0.767
Over 4 times a week 8 3.50% 0.385
2~3 times a week 34 4.02° 0.599

2) 2~4 times a month 72 3.65" 0.529 5.911** .000
Under 1 time a month 24 3.35° 0.494
Do not drink 10 3.64" 0.645
Over 4 times a week 8 3.21 0.397
2~3 times a week 34 2.89 0.697

3) 2~4 times a month 72 3.19 0.697 1.782 136
Under 1 time a month 24 3.36 0.621
Do not drink 10 3.29 1.186
Over 4 times a week 8 3.16" 0.371
2~3 times a week 34 2.67° 0.700

“) 2~4 times a month 72 223 0.838 3.588** .008
Under 1 time a month 24 2.55% 0.990
Do not drink 10 220 1.088
Over 4 times a week 8 3.10 0.355
2~3 times a week 34 3.32 0.566

®) 2~4 times a month 72 3.30 0.510 0.384 .820
Under 1 time a month 24 3.35 0.508
Do not drink 10 3.32 0.286

(1)=class satisfaction, (2)=positive perceptions of drinking, (3)=negative perceptions of drinking, (4)=relation with drink-
ing experience and school life, (5)=relation with school satisfaction/stress
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01.
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2) WSEIE0 ME KO0 CHst X0l

{(Table 702 Ko whe} StwAed o

d, ol g S A/EHA 14, StwAye
o] gk Aol 5 AFolvt. 1 A, F]int
=59 A9 A9 S(M=3.59, SD=0.624)> 7}
E(M=3.54, SD=0.512) > §A(M=3.52, SD=0.567) >
AFH(M=3.13, SD=0.381)2] o2 yEhto
FrelaE 0,054 FAACE Fo gk 2ol 7} 9)
= Aoz YePdthF=3.623, p<0.05). =5l
g B A 149 7%, AF(M=3.49, SD=0.383)
> 7HHM=3.19, SD=0.637)> 72| §l-Z(M=3.08,
SD=0.779) > §1-S(M=2.84, SD=1.029)2] <o & 1}

rE rxi

{(Table 7> ANOVA result by heavy drinking frequency

Factor Heavy drinking frequency n M SD F P

Often 20 3.13° 0.381
Sometimes 70 3.54° 0.512

Class satisfaction ‘ 3.623* 015
Almost never 44 3.59° 0.624
Never 16 3.52° 0.567
Often 20 3.44 0.398

Positive perceptions Sometimes 70 3.72 0.556 | 535 .
of drinking Almost never 44 3.70 0.600
Never 16 3.80 0.745
Often 20 3.49" 0.383

Negative perceptions Sometimes 70 3.19® 0.637 2766 ot

of drinking Almost never 44 3.08% 0.779 ' '

Never 16 2.84° 1.029
Often 20 3.19° 0.542
Sometimes 70 2.51% 0.809

Relation with drinking

10.022%* .000

experience and school life Almost never 44 2 14% 0.798
Never 16 1.98" 0.961
Often 20 3.12 0.487
Relation with school Sometimes 70 3.35 0.550 206 08
satisfaction/stress Almost never 44 339 0.486 ' '
Never 16 3.15 0.171

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01.
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Yo, ol 0.05004 BARCZ Fol3t
2}o ]7} AE Ao g VEFITHF=2.766, p<0.05).
=788 SwAgIe] AR A, AT
=3.19, SD=0.542) > 7} H(M=2.51, SD=0.809) > 7|
o] -S(M=2.14, SD=0.798) > §1-2(M=1.98, SD=
0.961) o= VeI, folFE 0.01004 &
AR RZ frolgk ztol7t e o= ekt
(F=10.022, p<0.05). I5H1=2] FFolM= &
T2 g A AR Folgk JEgFE
A Aolthreks 7Mool 4
23 7ML SFERETT7] B AR
wel 52 Qg gwAyL A, 55l gt

FRARAA A4, &

|
o7t & Aot e A EHAH.

Rl
ox
fo

z] 7—10]{;}

SZ0) Tt 2FA 014/0] 8t
D SDAEOIET0) O
vw &l HR 3P Qe

WMNEHIFE ﬁt‘z} :64%*4% AA
R FAA Ql2lo] n7del StwAE d

ol vA= FFHE B8 Step 1914 544

A2(B=—.219, p<0.01)°] Stwy<
AR o= ‘IT-/] &= AL Q)
THA. A Q4o T
O

I
ez TR 9L BAG S

=
5. S=01l CHEH QIAI0| StmAlE ik} 3 3 Step 25 At
SINMEIIEEC( 0Kl g HEW, FHA 12(8=0.123, p>0.05)°] HEHE
ol digk SRR A Qo] gwE B 2Ef 2 SAXCR fold IS vAA
A= HH i_”‘gﬁ‘* = Eﬁ‘r 2EYzo]  @e AoR HAISHEJN viAadE ASche
oAw g & A= T BAlell sl Step 3= vzl Stadd AW (5=—
8] 7 24 (simple regressmn)d% AA th=3]  0.060, p>0.05) 3, UP—.E 2 A~Eg 2o B
72 (hierarchical multiple regression)& £l F  Ao= folgh JEFS v|AA] G R HF
Jde PGS SF S PRI ATk e Lol d ALY Qe o
o] A MHw e} ~E 1o MX e wAL AR = A= AR HSH
{Table 8> Influence on school life satisfaction/stress of the positive perception and relationship for drinking
(parameter by school life relationship)
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Relationship Satisfaction/stress Satisfaction/stress
(dependent) (dependent) (dependent)
B SE 8 B SE J&i B SE Jé]
Constant 3.643 447 2914 264 3.041 319
Positive perception —.327 120 —.219%%* .107 071 123 .096 .073 110
Relationship —.035 .049 —.060
R? .048 015 019
F 7.449%* 2.287 1.395

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01.
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<Fig. 1> Testing hypothesis of the influence of
school life comrelation on satisfaction/ st-

ress.
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3 ZAA oAl FtpAE O:]SL]—/H A g gk
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7Hd 3. &5l ti@ 5 A A2 stud
ET ol ~EH A

o:]JJr/H Al e

of ggS njE Aot}

Sl Uigh 974 Qllo] gwAE e}
ZEY 20 nX| & 8o St Aol Hj
M Aolghs 7S 53] $13ke] Baron &
Kenny2] w7l &2} A4 Ql 394 WHE 5

&8ttt 1 ZA3= <Table 99+ 2T

{Table 9> Influence on school life satisfaction/stress of the negative perception for drinking(parameter by

school life relationship)

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Correlation Satisfaction Satisfaction
(dependent) /stress(dependent) /stress(dependent)
B SE Jé) B SE Ié] B SE Jé)
Constant 747 286 2.839 182 2.936 183
Negative perception  .535 .088 A45%* .149 .056 213%* 218 .062 312%*
Relationship —.130 .051 —.223%
R? .198 .045 .085
F 36.620%* 7.030%* 6.847%*

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01.
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<Fig. 2> Testing hypothesis of the influence school
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stress.
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