Check for
updates

JFMSE 30(5), pp. 1703~1713, 2018. www.ksfme.or.kr
Mt EAT, HM30H Ms53, SH955, 2018. https://doi.org/10.13000/JFMSE.2018.10.30.5.1703

ALY n g Grpggo] 2FeA ] SYPAFH =
nX= FF
2oll=s - Fast
RS (wE) - ZEMEHW(2AH

The Effect of Teacher’ Teaching and Assessing Method on Academic
Achievement for Elementary School Students

Hyesook KIM - Shin-Bok YU

Daegu University(professor) + Kyungpook National University(lecturer)

Abstract

Drawing from the first wave data collected in 2016 by Busan Education Longitudinal Study, this study
investigates the effect of teacher’ teaching and assessing method on academic achievement in 3,152
students in the fourth grade of elementary school, and 251 homeroom teachers. We employed two-level
hierarchical linear model, reflecting the school structure in which the student belongs to the homeroom
teacher. We examined the effect of teaching and assessing methods on academic achievement in the
context of controlling gender, academic efficacy, academic attitude, learning strategy, after-school education,
private tutoring expenses, teacher's gender and career. The results are as follows. First, the proportion of
between teacher variance in total dispersion is as small as 6-8% in the Korean, English and Mathematics
Achievement. Second, teachers' teaching ability perceived by elementary school students had a statistically
significant positive effect on the achievement. On the other hand, the learner -centered teaching method
perceived by elementary school students was found to have a negative effect on the achievement. Third, at
the teacher level, task feedback affected English achievement and ICT use had a positive effect on Korean
achievement. Task value and performance assessment use were not statistically significant. Finally, the
results were discussed about the role of teachers and the environment in the use of appropriate teaching
and assessing methods.
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<Table 1> Measurement Variables

. . Reliability Item
Area Variables Explanation (Cronbach a) | number
Dependent (Korean, English, Mathematics Korean, English, Mathematics
variable Academic Achievement achievement scores
Gender Female 1, Male 0 - 1
students' self-efficacy perception to
Academic Efficac perform given academic tasks at desired 294 3
Y levels for Korean, English, Mathematics '
(Likert 5-point)
Academic Attitude Focus and.participati.m in class 826 3
(Likert 5-point)
Cognitive, meta-cognitive, and
Learning Strategy sophisticated strategies used in learning 901 2
(Likert 5-point)
. After school participation hours at
After-School Education Korean, English, Mathematics(7 selection) i !
Log Value of Private tutoring expenses
Student-level | Private Tutoring Expenses for a month at Korean, English, - 1
Mathematics
Recognition of Teachers’ Teaching
Teachers’ Teaching Ability | Ability at Korean, English, Mathematics | .868/.879/.897 4
(Likert S5-point)
Recognition of Teachers’ Teaching
. Method that mainly teaches through
Leamner-Centered Teaching explanation at Korean, English, .853/.880/.868 5
Method :
Mathematics
(Likert S-point)
Recognition of Teachers’ Teaching
Teacher-Centered Teaching Method that mainly teaches through
Method debate at Korean, English, -806/.823/.827 3
Mathematics(Likert 5-point)
Gender Female 1, Male 0 - 1
Career (5 selection) - 1
Task Feedback Time and z.ict1v1ty spent on task 24 3
(Likert 4-point)
Teacher-level Task Value importance on task (Likert 5-point) - 1
ICT Use ability to use ICT i )

(Likert 4-point)

Performance Assessment
Use

Proportion that uses Performance
Assessment Types
(Likert 5-point)
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<Table 2> Descriptive Statistics of Variables in Hierarchical Linear Model

Area Variables Number of Cases | Mean SD Min Max
Korean Achievement Scores 3,151 80.79 14.88 9 100
Dependent English Achievement Scores 3,151 7017 | 1821 | 5 100
variable
Mathematics Achievement Scores 3,151 81.21 18.31 11 100
Gender 3,151 .50 .50 0 1
Korean Academic Efficacy 3,151 16.30 3.49 4 20
English Academic Efficacy 3,151 16.68 3.77 4 20
Mathematics Academic Efficacy 3,151 16.43 3.74 4 20
Korean Academic Attitude 3,151 19.37 3.95 5 25
English Academic Attitude 3,151 19.82 4.39 5 25
Mathematics Academic Attitude 3,151 20.29 4.29 5 25
Learning Strategy 3,151 11.32 2.59 3 15
Korean After-School Education 3,151 1.59 1.17 1 7
English After-School Education 3,151 1.82 1.46 1 7
Mathematics After-School Education 3,151 2.11 1.73 1 7
Korean Private Tutoring Expenses 3,151 1.2 1.02 0 433
English Private Tutoring Expenses 3,151 2.08 1.26 0 5.23
Mathematics Private Tutoring Expenses 3,151 1.53 1.09 0 4.39
Korean Teachers’ Teaching Ability 3,151 18.33 248 4 20
Student level English Teachers’ Teaching Ability 3,151 18.02 | 2.74 4 20
Mathematics Teachers’ Teaching Ability 3,151 18.55 247 4 20
Korean Teach;/r[;?}f:;ered Teaching 3151 13.56 1.95 5 5
English Teachﬁ;(tlhe;;ered Teaching 3.151 1331 291 3 5
Mathematics Tezﬁ;e;—(ijentered Teaching 3.151 13.66 1.97 5 5
Korean LearnijI;Cﬂir)l(tlered Teaching 3.151 2133 371 5 25
English Learn;/r[-e(tjlil)l(tiered Teaching 3.151 20.63 431 5 25
Mathematics Lea{:/{n;r}f;ntered Teaching 3.151 20.63 431 5 25
Gender 251 .80 40 0 1
Career 251 2.84 1.17 1 5
Task Feedback 251 15.23 2.89 9 20
Teacher level
Task Value 251 3.76 0.81 2 5
ICT Use 251 8.29 1.51 5 12
Performance Assessment Use 251 17.85 3.03 11 28
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{Table 4> Students' and Teachers' Characteristic that Affects Students’Academic Achievement

Korean English Mathenatics
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Coeflicient | SE | Coefficient | SE | Coefficient | SE | Coefficient | SE | Coefficient | SE | Coefficient | SE
Student-Level
Intercept 78486™ | 1046 | 788 | 0969 | 796977 | 1287 | 997 | 1238 | 7067 | 1271 | 710507 | 124
Gender 555" | 0720 | S1TT | 0692 | 41007 | 0758 | 3947 | 0747 L1184 0.792 1.048 0.787
’Eﬁ;f:;j;“ 0801 | 0176 | 0674 | 0178 | 1421™ | 080 | 1324 | 0176 | 118" | 0187 | L106™ 0.190
A;z‘iz‘;‘f 0278 | 013 | 0174 0127 0305 015 | 031" | 0166 | 0409 | 0135 034" 0.146
Leaming Strategy | 07527 | 0199 | 0691 | 0.19 0630” 0184 | 0736 | 017 0670" 0236 073" 0231
Aferschool 5™ | 0287 | 427 | 0290 | 0411 | 028 | 0403 | 024 | -010° | 0294 | 080" | 028
lucation
P“Vg;j);";;““g 0389 | 0336 | 029 | 0330 | 3109 | 03® | 3™ | 032 | 103 | 042 | 0910 | 040
Teachers” e * %
Teaching Abiliy 1110 019 0670 0267 0.730 0.306
Teacher-Centered
Teaching Method 0268 0283 0450 | 0268 0446 0383
Learner-Centered sk . o
Teaching Mefbod -0.379" | 0.127 -0.806™" | 0.115 -0.625 0.112
Teacher-Level
Gender 0389 | 1139 | 0633 | 1048 0198 1333 | -0401 1290 0962 1413 -1.369 1360
Career 059 | 0327 | onT 0324 0023 0.385 0,061 0398 1214 0478 139%™ 0482
Task Feedback 014 | 014 0309° | 0155 0063 0177
Task Value 0304 | 0512 0903 | 0528 1291 0,685
ICT Use 07307 | 0266 0255 0342 0401 0.3%
Performance
Assessment 0.038 0.126 -0.023 0172 0.069 0.170
Use
Random Effect
(% of Variance
Explained at) 169262 164.722(2.68) 22845 2083492.11) 252597 247.16(2.15)
Student-Level
(% of Variance
Explained at) 10514 9220(12.31) 12416 9409(24.22) 19612 18370(6.33)
Teacher-Level
ICC 0058 0053 0055 0043 0072 0,069

%p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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