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Abstract 

This study sought to discover the life satisfaction of selected college students at a privately-owned college 

in the Philippines. As face-to-face classes are now being allowed in the country after over 2 years of pure 

online learning, this research sought to ascertain whether a difference in the Satisfaction with Life Scale 

scores exists between 3rd year college students who have only personally met their classmates for the first 

time and 4th year college students who have personally met and known their classmates during the first 

year before the pandemic. Furthermore, this study also explored the presence or absence of romantic 

involvement and its impact on the college students’ the Satisfaction with Life Scale scores. The findings 

yielded that the Satisfaction with Life Scale scores of the 4th year college students were slightly higher 

than those of the 3rd year college students. But this difference was not statistically significant. In addition, 

the Satisfaction with Life Scale scores of college students without romantic involvement were slightly 

higher than those with romantic involvement. However, the difference was also not significant. 

 

Introduction 

 

Satisfaction with life is about subjective well-being.1 It consists of an emotional component and a cognitive 

component.2 Diener, Emmons, Larsen and Griffin (1985) were able to create an instrument that measures 

this construct, which they called the Satisfaction with Life Scale.3  

This study attempted to explore satisfaction with life among selected college students who have now just 

begun to go back to face-to-face classes in the Philippines. It also tried to explore romantic involvement 

as a potential factor.  

School face-to-face classes in all levels have been suspended for over two years.4 Online education 

became the sole mode of delivering educational services for this entire period. This included the tertiary 

level or those students attending college. As a result, communication among students was limited to the 

use of online means such as social media. This 2-year hiatus in face-to-face classes is of interest because 

of the possible impact this has on the well-being of college students. It has been found that adolescents 

low in in-person social interaction and high in social media use tend to experience more loneliness.5 

There are college students who for the past two years have never met their classmates. They are now in 

their 3rd year and have only met their classmates for the first time during this current semester. However, 
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there are college students in their 4th year who have met and interacted with their classmates face-to-

face only during their 1st year prior to the pandemic.  

A number of studies have been conducted attempting to establish what impact online or face-to-face 

classes have on students. In one study, it was found that students enrolled in the online course were 

significantly less satisfied with the course than the traditional classroom students on many dimensions.6 

With respect to the quality of the submission of academic assignments, a study found no significant 

differences between the work submitted by students from online sections and from the face-to-face 

students.7 

In a study involving older adults, exposure to online education had no significant impact on life 

satisfaction.8 In another study involving college students, fulfilling interpersonal relationships had a 

significant role in their overall life satisfaction.9 

In a study investigating stress and life satisfaction among college students, it found that overall life 

satisfaction in college students is unfavorably influenced by college stress.10 

In the area of romantic involvement, a study found that satisfaction in the romantic domain was a better 

predictor of concurrent life satisfaction than satisfaction with work.11 In another study, romantically 

involved individuals were found to have greater life satisfaction than single individuals and reported less 

loneliness.12 

Overall, it has been established that life satisfaction influences the occurrence of mental disorders.13 

In view of the foregoing, this study sought to address the following research questions: 

1. What is the Satisfaction with Life Scale scores of 

1.1 3rd year college students who have only personally met their classmates in the current 

semester 

1.2 4th year college students who have personally met their classmates only during their first 

year? 

2. What is the Satisfaction with Life Scale scores of 

2.1 College students without any romantic involvement 

2.2 College students with a romantic involvement? 

3. Is there a significant difference in the Satisfaction with Life Scale scores 

3.1 Between 3rd year and 4th year college students 

3.2 Between college students with or without any romantic involvement? 

 

Methodology 

This study was conducted at a privately-owned college with campuses in Marikina City and Cainta, Rizal 

in the Philippines. The target population were the 3rd year and 4th year college students taking up Business 

Administration, Hospitality Management, Education and Information Technology degree programs. 

Two samples of respondents were obtained. One set of respondents were obtained for the comparison 

of Satisfaction with Life Scale scores between 3rd year (who have personally met their classmates for the 
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first time this current semester) and 4th year college students (who have personally met and interacted 

with their classmates only during the first year). Another set was obtained for the comparison of 

Satisfaction with Life Scale scores between college students with and without romantic involvement.  

Purposive quota sampling was conducted. For the first sample, 23 3rd year college students and 23 4th year 

college students were obtained. For the second sample, 25 college students with romantic involvement 

and 25 college students without romantic involvement were obtained. 

The Satisfaction with Life Scale3 was utilized. It consists of 5 statements using a 7-point Likert Scale. The 

scale has demonstrated high test–retest coefficient and its reliability has been confirmed against other 

measures of life satisfaction.1 

This instrument was administered on all the respondents online through Google Forms.   

Results 

The following tables show the statistical calculations that were necessary in order to answer this study’s 
research questions. 

 
Table 1 

First Sample of Respondents 
 

 Male Female Total 

3rd year college students (who have personally 
met their classmates for the first time this 
current semester) 

11 12 23 

4th year college students (who have personally 
met and interacted with their classmates only 
during the first year) 

6 17 23 

 17 29 46 

 

Mean age:  21.70 

Table 2 
3rd Year College Students 

Distribution of Respondents Satisfaction with Life Scores 
 

Score Verbal Interpretation Frequency 
(Number of 
respondents) 

31–35  Extremely satisfied 2 

26–30  Satisfied 5 

21–25  Slightly satisfied 7 

20  Neutral 1 

15–19  Slightly dissatisfied 5 

10–14  Dissatisfied 2 

5–9  Extremely dissatisfied 0 

 
Mean: 22.78261   Slightly Satisfied 
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Table 3 
4th Year College Students 

Distribution of Respondents Satisfaction with Life Scores 
 

Score Verbal Interpretation Frequency 
(Number of 
respondents) 

31–35  Extremely satisfied 1 

26–30  Satisfied 7 

21–25  Slightly satisfied 8 

20  Neutral 2 

15–19  Slightly dissatisfied 3 

10–14  Dissatisfied 2 

5–9  Extremely dissatisfied 0 

 
Mean: 23.08696     Slightly satisfied 

 

 

Table 4 
Comparison of Satisfaction with Life Scale Scores  

using T-test 
 

Treatment 1 Treatment 2 

 
N1: 23 
df1 = N - 1 = 23 - 1 = 22 
M1: 23.09 
SS1: 525.83 
s21 = SS1/(N - 1) = 525.83/(23-1) = 23.9 
 

 
N2: 23 
df2 = N - 1 = 23 - 1 = 22 
M2: 22.78 
SS2: 687.91 
s22 = SS2/(N - 1) = 687.91/(23-1) = 31.27 
 

T-value Calculation 
 
s2p = ((df1/(df1 + df2)) * s21) + ((df2/(df2 + df2)) * s22) = ((22/44) * 23.9) + ((22/44) * 
31.27) = 27.58 
 
s2M1 = s2p/N1 = 27.58/23 = 1.2 
s2M2 = s2p/N2 = 27.58/23 = 1.2 
 
t = (M1 - M2)/√(s2M1 + s2M2) = 0.3/√2.4 = 0.2 
 

The t-value is 0.19651. The p-value is .845117. The result is not significant at p < .05. 
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Table 5 
Second Sample of Respondents 

 

 Male Female Total 

College students without romantic 
involvement 

11 15 26 

College students with romantic 
involvement 

8 18 26 

   52 

 

Mean age:  21.31 

 

Table 6 
College Students Without Romantic Involvement 

Distribution of Respondents Satisfaction with Life Scores 
 

Score Verbal Interpretation Frequency 
(Number of 
respondents) 

31–35  Extremely satisfied 2 

26–30  Satisfied 8 

21–25  Slightly satisfied 7 

20  Neutral 2 

15–19  Slightly dissatisfied 5 

10–14  Dissatisfied 1 

5–9  Extremely dissatisfied 0 

 
Mean: 23.8 Slightly satisfied 

 

 

Table 7 
College Students With Romantic Involvement 

Distribution of Respondents Satisfaction with Life Scores 
 

Score Verbal Interpretation Frequency 
(Number of 
respondents) 

31–35  Extremely satisfied 2 

26–30  Satisfied 6 

21–25  Slightly satisfied 9 

20  Neutral 1 

15–19  Slightly dissatisfied 5 

10–14  Dissatisfied 2 

5–9  Extremely dissatisfied 0 

 
Mean: 22.88    Slightly satisfied 
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Table 8 

Comparison of Satisfaction with Life Scale Scores  
using T-test 

 
Treatment 1 Treatment 2 

N1: 25 
df1 = N - 1 = 25 - 1 = 24 
M1: 22.88 
SS1: 698.64 
s21 = SS1/(N - 1) = 698.64/(25-1) = 29.11 
 

N2: 25 
df2 = N - 1 = 25 - 1 = 24 
M2: 23.8 
SS2: 602 
s22 = SS2/(N - 1) = 602/(25-1) = 25.08 
 

T-value Calculation 
 
s2p = ((df1/(df1 + df2)) * s21) + ((df2/(df2 + df2)) * s22) = ((24/48) * 29.11) + ((24/48) * 
25.08) = 27.1 
 
s2M1 = s2p/N1 = 27.1/25 = 1.08 
s2M2 = s2p/N2 = 27.1/25 = 1.08 
 
t = (M1 - M2)/√(s2M1 + s2M2) = -0.92/√2.17 = -0.62 
 

The t-value is -0.62486. The p-value is .53502. The result is not significant at p < .05. 
 

 

 

Discussion 
 
 
The profile of the respondents for the first sample can be seen in Table 1. There were 11 male and 12 

female 3rd year college students and 6 male and 17 female 4th year college students. Their mean age is 

21.70.  

Table 2 shows the distribution of the Satisfaction with Life scores of the 3rd year college respondents. The 

mean of their scores is 22.78261, which has a verbal interpretation of slightly satisfied.  

On the other hand, Table 3 presents the distribution of the Satisfaction with Life scores of the 4th year 

college respondents. The mean of their scores is 23.08696, which has a verbal interpretation of slightly 

satisfied and is slightly higher than the mean of the 3rd year college students.     

However, applying the t-test on the scores of 3rd and 4th year college students yielded a t-value of  0.19651 

with a p-value of .845117. The difference in the Satisfaction with Life scores of the two groups is not 

significant at p < .05. 

The profile of the respondents for the second sample can be seen in Table 5. There were 11 male and 15 

female college students without romantic involvement and 8 male and 18 female college students with 

romantic involvement. Their mean age is 21.31.  
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Table 6 shows the distribution of the Satisfaction with Life scores of the college students without romantic 

involvement. The mean of their scores is 23.8, which has a verbal interpretation of slightly satisfied.  

On the other hand, Table 7 presents the distribution of the Satisfaction with Life scores of the college 

students with romantic involvement. The mean of their scores is 22.88, which has a verbal interpretation 

of slightly satisfied and is slightly lower than the mean of the college students without romantic 

involvement. 

However, applying the t-test on the scores of college students with romantic involvement and college 

students without romantic involvement yielded a t-value of -0.62486 with a p-value of .53502. The 

difference in the Satisfaction with Life scores of the two groups is not significant at p < .05. 

These findings suggest that students who have personally met their classmates 2 years before have a 

slightly higher satisfaction with life than those who had just personally met their classmates for the first 

time. Though a difference does exist, it is not statistically significant. 

In addition, the results also suggest that the absence of romantic involvement could be a factor in a slightly 

higher life satisfaction of college students, which contradicts the conclusions of studies cited by this 

research. However, this difference was also found to be statistically not significant. 

As the sample sizes studied by this research are small, further investigation on larger samples is 

recommended into these two factors that could influence life satisfaction 
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