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The Effect of Contextual Factors on the Student
Perception of Faculty Teaching Performance

Dong-Myong Lee* - Kang-Sik Kim**

Abstract

If the student evaluation of faculty teaching performance is to be used for managerial
decisions, we should consider the contextual factors of evaluation. In this paper, we examine
whether the contextual factors affect the results of teaching evaluation or not.

Traditional view on the teaching evaluation program conducted by students is based on the
assumption that the evaluation is a test or instrument as a measurement. That view has
contributed to the development of objective and reliable instrument. In this paper, we do a
research under the situational view on the student evaluation of faculty teaching
performance.

The situational view is based on the assumption that evaluation is a tool of effective
communication and decision making in social entity. The main interest of the situational
view is which situations we should give attention to in order to attain the organizational
objects during the process of teaching evaluation. This view tells us we should consider the
contextual factors affecting the results of teaching evaluation.

In the situational view, the contextual factors are defined as follows: those can not be
controlled in the process of teaching evaluation and are not related to the ability and
activity of professor who is evaluated. There are so many contextual factors that we could
consider in the student evaluation of faculty teaching performance. In this paper, as
contextual factors which affect the result of teaching evaluation, we categorize into three
aspects ; the factor related to student, the factor related to professor, and the factor related

to course.

* Associate Professor. Dept. of Business Administration. Hankuk Aviation University.

** Professor, Dept. of Business Administration, Hankuk Aviation University.
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Based on the situational view, our research models are formulated as (1) and (2).

Yi=Y(Xi, X5, Wi, Vi) coreeeeeeeeeees (1),
YXi)=Y X, Wi, Vi) ceeeeereeeees (2)

Yi : faculty teaching performance,

Xi © ability and activity factor related to professor,
X't : contextual factor related to professor,

Wi © contextual factor related to student,

Vi © contextual factor related to course

We formulate two hypotheses. According to formula (1), we hypothesize that the faculty
teaching performance would be affected by the ability and activity of professor, and it would
be also affected by the contextual factors such as professor-related, student-related. and
course-related one. And according to formula (2), we hypothesize that the student's perception
on the ability and activity of professor would be affected by contextual factors such as
professor-related, student-related, course-related one. This second hypothesis is very
important because it means that the ability and activity of professor has a mediated effect
between the contextual factors and the faculty teaching performance. So we will consider not
only the direct effect of contextual factors on the faculty teaching performance but also the
indirect effect mediated by the students perception of the ability and activity of professor.

QOur research is based on the student evaluation of faculty teaching conducted in one
Korean university. Sample size is 55,413. The data were gathered in 1998 and 1999, which
were composed of 23,792 cases during the first semester in 1998, 11,925 the second
semester in 1998, and 19,693 the first semester in 1999. Of 55,413 cases, 44,694 were
conducted by students in the engineering department, 10,719 by students in the humanities
and social department.

The operational definitions of variables used in this research are as follows. Faculty
teaching performance, the defendant variable, is defined by students overall satisfaction with
faculty teaching. The ability and activity factor of professor is defined as the sum of 5
variables such as teaching plan, teaching activities, teaching amount, appropriation of
textbook, and interaction with student, which are measured by 5 - point Likert scale. The

contextual variables related to student are measured by two categories. One category consists
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of the students” perception of individual endeavor before and after class and participation in
class, which are measured by 5 -point Likert scale. The other consists of the objective
characteristics of students such as sex, grade, and full/part time, which are measured by 0
and 1 as dummy variables. The contextual variables related to course are measured by the
characteristics of curricula such as major, selectivity, and discipline, which are measured by
0 and 1 as dummy variables. The contextual variable related to professor is measured by
whether he or she is in full-time position or not, and by 0 and 1 as dummy variable.

The results are as follows. First, the value of students” satisfaction, as a faculty teaching
performance, was higher in the context that a student was high-participative in class,
male, in high year level, and in evening class. Second, the value of students satisfaction
was higher in the context that a course was one of the humanities-and-social sciences,
required, and major. Third, the value of students’ satisfaction was higher in the context that
a professor was in full-time position. |

Based on the result of this research, we could recommend that some measures that control
the situational factors should be formulated if the student evaluation of faculty teaching is

to be a powerful method in predicting the performance of teaching service.

Key words: faculty teaching performance, contextual factor related to professor, contextual
factor related to student, contextual factor related to course
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