fm Check for updates

JEMSE, 37(1), pp. 166~179, 2025.
Ml s AT M37H HM1E, 81335, 2025.

www.ksfme.or.kr
https://doi.org/10.13000/JFMSE.2025.2.37.1.166

tetdel Qlske marske] JEHgol TR vNE:
3% ATTALIES FAYFH JEITAAEAE

ol

The Parallel Dual Mediation Effects of Major Course Satisfaction and
Academic Achievement on the the Relationship between Professor-Student
Interaction and Institutional Commitment
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tDaegu University(professor)

Abstract

This study examines the impact of professor-student interaction on students' institutional commitment and

investigates the mediating effects of satisfaction with major classes and academic achievement. Data from
32,000 university students, collected in 2022 by the Korea Educational Development Institute (KEDI), were
analyzed using SPSS 25.0 and PROCESS macro 4.2. The results reveal that professor-student interaction
significantly and positively influences students' institutional commitment, with satisfaction with major classes
and academic achievement serving as crucial mediating factors. Notably, the indirect effect of satisfaction
with major classes is found to be stronger than that of academic achievement. These findings underscore
the importance of enhancing the quality of major classes as a key strategy for strengthening students'
institutional commitment and promoting their academic success. The study contributes to the understanding
of the complex relationships between professor-student interaction, class satisfaction, academic achievement,
and institutional commitment in higher education settings.

Key words : Professor-student interaction, Institutional commitment, Satisfaction with major classes, Academic
achievement, Higher education
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CHEto| olAjst= m-ete| 45Akz0| CHatERIo| njxl= FEh MSTUTETe} SduFo| HHO|ZWHEIE F4o=2
<Table 1> Characteristic
Characteristic Frequency Ratio(%)
male 13,158 41.1
gender female 18,842 58.9
1st grade(Freshman) 407 13
2nd grade(Sophomore) 10,536 329
grade 3rd grade(Junior) 10,827 33.8
4th grade(Senior) 9,704 30.3
5th grade or above 526 1.6
Humanities 3,881 12.1
Social Sciences (including Business and Economics) 6,562 20.5
Education 1,928 6.0
Engineering 8,971 28.0
college Natural Sciences 3,016 94
(includin;vI Ie\I(illrc;inrfg a::d Plfllzzrtl}ilc}slciences) 4078 12.7
Arts and Physical Education 2,781 8.7
Others (including Undeclared and Interdisciplinary) 783 24
Total 32,000 100.0

. gshza) A ), 18X kv g m$- J¥thE

B Qpelq Abgw detzqe ot qlst 4 H°T A
BE AAAA deagel dE Aze Be B e sei
FER SHEE EE A FALele 4 B ATl A8 SHAE 44 9
Zo] Etl cHigte ddomA ARAS 17 W HAY BF FHOD 450 WHOE T
b 7k HUE dste BE Ageld 8 352 2eddt
A% o] vk ol 107 FFoz Aol
om, Likert 48 AE(A5 I8 ¢, a8 3 BA dhg
AR G SGEE A AR apdae A wae den pe

o AerANESE o7 A3t}

B AT AR AFSYULEL AFF 34, 7 W5 NHRE A A5
A= A% SHAEY Foll tiE MEEES Cronbach®] o #E AMEEGlow, =4, wst
o BEg SYEo] slok & A W BHol T o) AsAE, WESAUEE, tjsrEele] Au
3 AW Eel Ade FERo] ARE-E ARE dolrry] 935Fe] Pearson ATAFE
. EulE9 olaly ol ol A, L AEsdch AA, ﬂ%ff“£4 Wb A3 Ag-v)
F7F F74AR1 Aoy hilE AlFE, AdRkE gistEele] BAoA] % nrE w9l 8H A4
oz el Aol dia 45 $o WA 2F w9 %%ﬂ%ﬂﬂ%ﬁﬂ% AZ37) g8k
o7 FAE] glom, Likert 47 HE(Hs] 19 Hayes(2013)2] PROCESS macro Model 4.2(SPSS
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<Table 2> Research Variables and Reliability

Variable

Category Name

Items

cronbach’s
a

Professor-
Student
Interaction

Independen
t Variable

Consulted professors about academic plans and majors
Discussed class content and assignments with professors
Consulted professors about exams and grades

relationships

meals, hobbies)

Discussed career paths and job-seeking/start-ups with professors
Consulted professors on personal matters such as financial issues or

Interacted with professors through other activities (e.g., field trips,

.905

Dependent  Institutional
Variable Commitment

Feel a sense of belonging to the university
Feel pride as a member of the department
Feel pride as a member of the university
Do not want to socialize with fellow students (R)
Want to quit school (R)

Feel a sense of belonging to the department (major or faculty)

The university meets my expectations
Satisfied with the decision to attend this university
Willing to recommend my department to others

Willing to recommend my university to others

932

Satisfaction
with major

Mediating classes

Variable

Course objectives and assignments/activities are clearly defined

Professors explained course content by linking it to prior
experiences or knowledge

understanding
Suitable class materials or media were used in class
Classes were interesting and intellectually stimulating

students found the content challenging
Appropriate workload
Received thorough feedback from professors

Professors provided additional explanations or guidance when

High alignment between syllabus content and actual class sessions
Appropriate teaching methods were used for class content

Professors provided relevant examples or demonstrations to aid

Exams and assignments were within the scope of class content

Fair grading and evaluation

Class content helped improve job-related skills in the major

Overall satisfaction with the quality of classes

.872

Academic
Achievement

Average GPA from the previous semester (on a 4.5 scale)

Process Macro Model 49)E &-&3lo] 43}
o dAEse  EAA

2 95%=% AAFPL, BE FE= 5000712 4

>

3} Th(Hayes, 2013). ©]#

_]
o8 4%

A& IBM SPSS 1 J|=EAH LU A

V.

2

T2

2a 2

re
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CHEto| olAjst= m-ete| 45Akz0| CHatERIo| njxl= FEh MSTUTETe} SduFo| HHO|ZWHEIE F4o=2
o ATelA AREE WIS AREAR BEFE Ae Tl desdrtset S9idFvr ¥4
dotrz] flsf T Wl 3k Fw, WAL H o ol WskeEAE w4 Ay ved 2o
B, Axgh N, AES AWE Ave v BAER A, B0 4EAES ATFAW
7 Zth(<Table 3> #x). T2 WHAES] A4  FE(B=1697, p<.001)9} 3+ (£=.0640,
S AR Y A= (skewness)®F H E(kurtosis)  p<.00l)°] FAIFo=Z FJ5HA HHA dIFS
S Avngked, ddgte 277 diE=s 3, 0 vAE Ao UEsth
Ee 8 T 105 28k Aol A7 9l A, wreke] deAg, AdI3Fduss, o
© ZA2FZ HEd|(Kline, 2010), ¥ AFNA A JAFHVE digtEdelnAE JFS AHEY, 1
o oHSlE 22227 95708 JERgew, HEZ oo AsAE(8=1088, ), AIFTHUNFE(L
o] W= 3537 8721% ueheth olel At =5236, p<.001),3H1AF(8=0460, p<001) EF
7HE 58k 210R Erh<Table 3> FX). erEslel sAFeR fosA A TS
o] 4T, AFFYUFES A4 vAE Ao2 UERdTH<Table 5> F).
A, WSRO AREA Av, ATAAE el S weke] AEAgo] tietEge] 1
33 ARt 9 Zes det A Fase dgane o gol vekd
(<Table 4> =). o distde] wepele] gz argol distEslel
n A FEE BAHCRE foF Row vE
2. CHEHMO| melo] AISAIET CHEHEQ!  WiTh(8=.2006, p<.001). 3, w59 AJs 2§
of &2 D|X|= ZHYOIM MZSFHTE  olo] digtEslel nxe AMads AR
o} sAMFol HEHO|SO7E 2t Fo3 Aoz JERTHA = .1088, p<.001)
dstge] mershel gEagol gstagle) )  (STable & HL)
<Table 3> Descriptive statistics (n=32,000)
Variables Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum Skewness  Kurtosis
Professor-Student Interaction 1.86 0.72 1.00 4.00 957 471
Satisfaction with major classes 3.16 0.49 1.00 4.00 -.369 7196
Academic Achievement 3.70 0.64 0.00 4.50 -2.222 8.721
Institutional Commitment 3.02 057 1.00 4.00 -.400 353
<Table 4> Correlation analysis (n=32,000)
Variables Professor—Student Satisfaction with Ac'ademic InstituFional
Interaction major classes Achievement Commitment
Professor-Student Interaction 1
Satisfaction with major classes .248%* 1
Academic Achievement 072%* 123%% 1
Institutional Commitment 269%* S523%* 124%* 1

p<.001
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<Table 5> The Effect of Professor-Student Interactions on Satisfaction with Major Classes and Academic

Achievement
(n=32,000)
Variables IS SE t LLCI* ULCI**
. . . Constant 2.841 .0074 385.3976%** 2.8316 2.8605
Satisfaction with Professor-Student
major classes 0 esorsuee 1697 0037 45.8561%%* 1624 1769
Interaction
. Constant 3.5848 .0099 362.1071*** 3.5654 3.6043
Academic Professor-Student
Achievement . .0640 .0050 12.8937*** .0542 .0737
Interaction
Constant 9882 .0208 47.5906*** 9475 1.0289
Professor-Student 150 0036 30.1624%%% 1017 1159
. Interaction
Institutional Satisfaction with
Commitment . .5236 .0053 98.7034%** 5132 .5340
major classes
A -
cadernic 0460 0040 11.6200%%* 0382 0537
Achievement
k<001
*LLCI = Lower Boundary of the 95% Confidence Interval for Indirect Effects
**ULCI = Upper Boundary of the 95% Confidence Interval for Indirect Effects
<Table 6> Total and Direct Effects of Professor-Student Interactions on Institutional Commitment
(n=32,000)
Effect SE t LLCI* UL
Total Effect .2006 .0040 50.0111%** 1927 2084
Direct Effect .1088 .0036 30.1624%** 1017 1159
#¥p <001
*LLCI = Lower Boundary of the 95% Confidence Interval for Indirect Effects
**ULCI = Upper Boundary of the 95% Confidence Interval for Indirect Effects
FEAERS o]fsto] wete] guage] Sl FH= BHHolTuiadt e e By
gerEglel mlAE Il AFFUUEE  EhTH<Table 7> FE)
A He Wl ads ASe Ades v 2 R EI} 3 ApolE AT A3t 0859% FE
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<Table 7> Indirect Effects of Professor-Student Interactions on Institutional Commitment

(n=32,000)
Indirect Effect Effect BootSE BootlLLCI¥ BootULCI*
Total .0918 .0022 .0875 .0962
Professor-Student Interact.lon. - Satlsfac.tlon with 0888 0022 0846 0932
major classes — Institutional Commitment
Professor-Student Interaction — Academic
Achievement .0029 .0003 .0023 .0037
— Institutional Commitment
CI .0859 .0022 .0816 .0903
*rEp < .001

*LLCI = Lower Boundary of the 95% Confidence Interval for Indirect Effects
**ULCI = Upper Boundary of the 95% Confidence Interval for Indirect Effects

Professor-Student Interacton } 5006+ >| Institutional Commitment
1697w Satisfaction with major classes 593w
*kk
Professor-Student Interacton } 1088 >| Institutional Commitment
.0640%* 0460%+
Academic Achievement
***p< OO
[Fig. 1] Mediating Model.
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