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[Abstract]

We compared and analyzed the factors affecting the lecture evaluation of IT subjects, which are
mandatory for all students of H University. The purpose of this study is to determine whether lecture
satisfaction has a significant correlation with academic achievement, attendance rate, and categories of
courses. In this study, we check whether the lecture satisfaction of IT liberal arts subjects that require a
lot of computer-based practice differs from that of other liberal arts subjects. We used the 2,149
evaluation data of 12 lectures submitted by 2,322 students in the first and second semesters of year 2019
at University H. As for the lecture evaluation results, in addition to the evaluation scores of the multiple
choice questions, the subjective questions were also quantified by classifying the statements submitted by
the students into positive and negative types to make the results of the lecture evaluation objective. Our
research results show that student group who have the higher attendance rates and academic achievements
have higher level of lecture satisfaction and they also use more positive words than negative words in
subjective evaluation questions. Students with the lower score use the more negative words, but the ratio
between positive and negative words does not differ between groups. Higher attendance rates groups in
the basic programming courses and software applications courses have higher lecture satisfaction ratio.
But in the intermediate programming courses, the higher attendances rate and the lecture satisfaction do
not have any significant relationship. Also students in the intermediate programming courses use more

negative words than those in the basic programming courses.
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III. The Proposed Scheme

3.1 Research Method
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Table 1. Number of Participants and Respondents
in Each Subject

Group Subject No.
Basic Introduction to ICT Application | 419(380)
(2 credits) Introduction to Programming | 376(350)
Web Programming 328(294)
Intermediate | Python Programming 408(385)
(3 credits) C Programming 234(223)
Big data Analysis Unsing R 57(53)
Database Application 36(34)
Statistical Analysis 137(128)
Application Data Collection and Application | 21(19)
é";redits) Application of Office 114(108)
Introduction to Computer
. 145(132)
Graphics
Hybrid Web Design 47(43)
Total 2322(2,149)
2 ATOIAE SS0] 273t =) B 7= o
A 24U 9 2N Teln POt g J|AR BAG)
ATt oS == Table 204 0i%1 ZAXE 13712] 74
4 77ie) 1) FoH W7k2 ol Lojzick 2k 7t
L R 2ACA] 58 Ar2 o]Rolgon of FolA oj
o} 3L 29l "o] 200 it S Bk xyet
FUH R Oigt $9E 7)22 RASIGon £
A R Btol] Ug BE Suo] o) At

Table 2. Lecture Satisfaction Assessment Questions

Item

The syllabus and / or notice was helpful enough for
preparation and progression of academic course, and was
notified in an appropriate manner, reflecting any changes
as they were made.

Lectures were well prepared and executed.

The material provided in the lecture helped me understand
the content of the class.

The contents of the professor’s offline or online lectures
(zoom, recorded, other materials, etc.) were delivered
effectively so that students could understand them.

The instructor was available to sufficiently address
questions from students via on and offline methods such
as phone call, e-mail, and one-to-one meeting.

Course was beneficial in acquiring relevant knowledge.
Course allowed a Christian perspective and comprehension
on the subject matter.

This helped me to motivate and draw interest in my studies.
This helped me to motivate and draw interest in my studies.
The grading policies were consistently followed with the
appropriate grading evaluation (assignment, exams, projects
and etc.) and feedbacks.

Classes adhered to the set class hours (including
reinforcement for class suspension).

I would recommend this course to other students.
[OVERALL] Sum satisfaction levels of all categories.
[Description] Other comments
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3.2 Research Procedure
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Table 3. Course Satisfaction Summary

Mean Std.
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3.3 Research Conclusion

3.3.1 Comparison of Lecture Evaluation According
to Attendance Rate
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Table 4. Lecture Satisfaction by Attendance Day

Attendance n Mean Std.
30 ~ 32 days 811 4.0285 0.8318
28 ~ 29 days 764 4.0087 0.8660
26 ~ 27 days 276 4.0253 0.9789
24 ~ 25 days 89 3.7840 0.8389
less than 24 209 4.3666 0.8868
Total 2149 4.0438 0.0189
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Table 5. Post-hoc Test by Attendance Day

Attendance 30~32 28~29 26~27 24~25
28~29 0.0198

days (0.991)

26~27 0.0032 -0.0166

days (1.0000) (0.9990)

24~25 0.2444 0.2246 0.2412

days (0.0750) (0.1280) (0.1630)

less -0.3381 -0.3580 -0.3413 -0.5826
than 24 (0.000=**) | (0.000%*) | (0.001**) | (0.000%x*)

mean difference(p-value)
" i p-value < 0.01
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Table 6. No. of Positive/Negative Words by Attendance
Day

Attendance o, O Positive Negative
Resp.
67 45
30-32 days 133 (50.3759) | (33.8346)
69 40
28-29 days 126 (54.7619) (31.7461)
26~27 days 38 21 >
Y (55.2632) | (13.1579)
4 6
24-25 days / (57.1429) (85.7143)
20 3
less than 24 29 (68.9655) | (10.3448)
Total 333 181 99
() % of Positive/Negatibe Words
AU A Ho) ARgSt FAd9 B9 Toja
7} Ayto] QlE7tof st ZtolAlg A4S AAst o
1 23 1ol A8EAIT 42 11.8500]1L p-value
+ 0.0182 {oJ& 5%0|A HFE7HAE 7125t ot
A AU FA SHOA ARSSE S/ T =
APOI7F Qo= A & 4 Aot gvt A4 YUo] 240

Al YRS A
C}. Fig. 1 o4} 544
L2 FHSIYC

100%

B1.7%

Table 7. Lecture Satisfaction by Grade

Grade n Mean Std.
A+/AQ 554 4.3024 0.7278
B+ 304 4.1238 0.7960
BO 476 4.0232 0.8328
C+/CO 406 3.8124 0.9003
less than D+ 409 3.8875 1.0351
Total 2149 4.0438 0.8766

57} 280l chet BAle] S Aol Bito] 5
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Table 8. Post-hoc Test by Grade

205 ) Grade A+/AD B+ BO C+/CO0
0.1786
B (0.011%%)
B0 0.2792 0.1006
W Positive B MNegative (OOOO**) (0441)
Fig. 1. Percentage of Positive/Negative Words by C+/CO 0.4900 0.3114 0.2108
(0.000**) | (0.000%*) | (0.003+x)
Attendance Rate
less than D+ 0.4150 0.2364 0.1358 -0.0750
(0.000**) | (0.005**) | (0.2100) (0.8040)

3.3.2 Comparison of Lecture Evalustion According
to Academic Achievement

27¥st 2ol shAo] =2 shE0] ZJojutE ) =
< Zloz yehdth & Ao Fojeh st /1Y
35 Z 471 OWOH Zrolmrt2 AA|sloict. Qlubxio]
P wRAAl H tiste] o vlat 7t 2 1125t
of Abgol] sidsts A+eF A0S A& &A1) }3, B+2
A0, BOE £91E, C+9f (02 sl912 Tgu

mean difference(p-value)
" @ p-value < 0.01

g3t FRa B
A7} Table 9

0]1l p-value=

Ao 2 UERIT

Sga =0l we e S
Hof Abg4o] Ato]7} Qlvtol ot 2
olck. 7lolAE AEAR) g 1979
0.74002 3247 5%lH Rol7} G 3
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Table 9. No. of Positive/Negative Words by Grade

ol Fgmz ey doj= 7
Grade No. of Resp. | Positive Negative 25 & 27keE 4 Q= 1kE0 2 text Codlng‘:']'i 0]
Av/AD 2| gl | e | OV ALEROl #8320 sgel Bge 12 e
g s o ole] HEE o[ 2ojd ). HETE HoUKE A
B+ 45 (64.0000) (33.3333) 2= Table 101} Zo] Uehdtt
35 22
BO 76 (46.0526) (28.9474) . . )
Table 10. Lecture Satisfaction by Subject Area
40 24
C+/CO 66 ;
(60.6061) (36.3636) Subject Area n Mean Std.
less than D+ 19 5 3 Basic Programming 730 4.0011 0.87685
(26.3158) (29.8701) Intermediate .
Total 308 165 92 Programming 755 39318 0.88476
() % of Positive/Negatibe Words SW Application 464 43413 0.79013
Except for 25( grage P or PD) Total 2149 4.0438 0.01891

AR OZ B olutks 34 Tolg of ol At
llon aho] Wess R4 Tolg o Wo| AH8st
o} v oA SR Tt EARoRE Aopt
Qe Zlo® ekttt

Fig. 2 o Slgsl=ge 34 34 982 U1
CEEELLERY

ol

y

WFPostive @ Negative

Fig. 2. Percentage of Positive/Negative Words by

Academic Achievement

3.3.3 Comparison of Lecture Evaluation According
to Subject Area
PN BHZUE uY 248
Ze)m7t Bt FolAle 2S
obd gt AZANE GAl3}
F o Qlrh B Aol TS 7]
i S L2 Oy wibs J2]a AnEgold
207 o] 7t mp2po] et ZojutEwst Afo]7h
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olg Al Tl sjushe 2o block
coding¥} text codingg 217} thF&= U508 O]F0|X
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re x9

) sh2o] ZolusEst £Yelol et Aol
= Welch EAZFO] 2He 41.0520]4 p-valueZ} 0.0002
2 efick ol 0148 S sharzol w2l 40
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Ch AZEgoIRgF 220N JOREI} 5L 2o

=

2 Uepith ole gz 48 18Us2 PouEsss)
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Satisfaction Level

© oooo ol

Basic Programming Intermediate Programming SW Application

Fig. 3. Satisfaction Level by Subject Area
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Table 11. No. of Positive/Negative Words by Subject
Area
Subject Area N, @ Positive Negative
Resp.

Basic 122 60 34

Programming (49.1803) (27.8689)

Intermediate 141 77 55

Programming (54.6099) (39.0071)
.. 44 10

SW Application |70 (62.8571) | (14.2857)

Total 333 181 99

() % of Positive/Negatibe Words

2L

Table 118 2782 ZupAl Ocko] 2A VA &3]
U &S Hol&th AAFozE U Tdojdrt= 34
S O %o AMEsP|= stlon & % AMHEY E2n2
T wEojA= Ef pFEREECE B4 tho]S Do) ALES

At (FrolAlE A8EAT = 9.025, p-value=0.011)
Fig. 4 olX= A58 2 A 899 34 274 4
S iz g JeRfQich

62.9%

ntermediate P

Basic Programming ramming

WPosTive @ Negative

Fig. 4. Percentage of Positive/Negative Words by Subject Area

P 48] £24% FYAREL £ o= U
Efed] 122 ¥2e 5UE 2wt et o
8 $AstITE 1 At Table 120] Uehd 283 %3
127799 49l E480] £24% FoUTEL
o 7102 Yehith, e FRL2 ool 248
T ZJOREE L Ao] gk 202 Uehdt), Solgt A
o anEYoFERANE FAF0| 7V AxS 150
A FAREEI} VY B A0 Uehdry

Table 12. Lecture Satisfaction by Attendance Day

Subject Area Test Statistic p-value
Basic F = 45000 0.0010
Programming
Intermediate Welch = 0.5760 0.6810
Programming
SW Application Welch = 13.8040 0.0000

* F value - when the variance between groups is equal
** Welch value - when the variance between groups is not
equal

Table 132 StQg7|=o] The £4U50] st @a}

molct.

Table 13. Lecture Satisfaction by Grade x Attendance
Day

less
Grade 30~32 | 28~29 | 26~27 | 24~25 than Total
days days days days 24
A+/A0 274 196 40 9 57 576
B+ 140 111 45 10 13 319
BO 214 198 66 20 11 509
C+/CO 147 181 77 26 17 448
less
than D+ 88 130 76 38 136 468
Total 863 816 304 103 234 2320
E5 SR R0t JolRtEE B4 Anoln s
I} B 24= JoRtaEt A Ughttg) of: L}s—%
YoM FUgt Ap7F UERGT & dh=Sof] A

=:|
=2 =2
ol SAAE 5243 2AUEE  Lichi.

IV. Conclusions
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