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ABSTRACT

Student satisfaction is an important element of universities” ability to retain existing
students and attract new students. Teaching is the core service that universities provide. Thus, the
quality of professors is an-important. positive influence on satisfaction among students. The
objective of this research is to study characteristics of effective professors from the perspective of
business students. This  dy obtained data via questionnaires from a sample of 716 respondents.
The statistical methods used in the study included mean, percentage, factor analysis, and one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA).

Most respondents in the sample were females studying toward a hachelor’s degree.
Characteristics of effective professors from the  dents’ perspective included having good
interaction with students, giving reasonable exams and assigning suitable grades, employing good
teaching methods, organizing the class well, and having the intention to teach, and stimulating
smdents to think and express their opinions. Professor characteristics that respondents rated as most
important were giving examples that help students understand the subject matter, using skills or
techniques that help student understand the subject matter, summarizing the important content, and
having a friendly personality.

Keywords: students, teachers, professors, satisfaction, effective
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0.19 898
6.18 825
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2
3
11428 %
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40.470 %

48)

11428 %

F21
F22
F20
F18

F33
F34
F35
F36

F1
F2

F29
F30
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Factor loading  Cronbach’s Alpha

861
825
801
165

18l
844
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664

821
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0.937
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varimax rotation

1

40.470 %

variance
2

8.7771 %
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179

148
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48  Initial Eigenvalues  Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Initial Eigenvalues ESxtractigrL Su(;ns of
quared Loadings

%of  Cumulative %of  Cumulative
Tofl vaiance % T0@l variance o

1 485 40470 40470 4856 40470  40.470
(fac 1)
2. 1431 1971 52442 1437 11971 52442
(fac 2)
3, 1225 10209 62651 1225 10209 62651
(fac 3)
4, (fac 4) 1053 8777 71428 1053 8717 71428
KMO = 843,  Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 2,760, Sig =000
423 )
4231 component matrix
42311 (fac 1)
component matrix
factor analysis
fac 1 component matrix (fac 1)
49
49  component matrix (fac 1)
(fac 1)
F2L 861
F22 825
F20 801
F18 165
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component matrix (fac 1)
fac 1 fac 1= 0.861*F21 +.825* F22+.801* F20+.765 *F18
423.12 (fac 2)
component matrix fac 2 component nlatrix
410
410  component matrix (fac 2)
(fac 2)
F33 181
F34 [ 844
F35 ! 832
F36 665
component  matrix (fac 2)
fac 2 fac 2= 0.781 *F33+.844* F34+.832* F35+.665* F36
42313 (fac 3) component matrix
(fac 3) component matrix 411
411 component matrix (fac 3)
(fac 3)
Fl 8%
F2m0 89
component matrix (fac 3)
fac 3 fac 3=0.895*FI+.895* F 2
42314 (fac4) component matrix

(fac4) component matrix 412



412 component matrix

F29
F30

component matrix
fac 4 = 0.89 I*F29+.891* F30
4232

42321
(fac 4)

4.13 ANOVA
fac 1 19.2484
fac 2 18.3560
fac 3 14.0838
fac 4 11.2400
* 5 % *%

4.23.2.2

(fac 2)

(fac 4)
(fac 4)
ANOVA ( 413)
F
19.9279 11.292
18,5041 1412
o 143255 3.349
11,5658 5.153
1%
4.14
(fac 3)

891
891

19

(fac 4)

fac 4

(fac 1)

Sig

001**

235
068
024
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4.14 ANOVA
1 2 3 4 F Sig
fac 1 19.414! 19.7418 196933 20.0436 1478 220
fac 2 17.8955 18.8419 186927 191952 8.630 000**
fac 3 14,0567 14.5430 139889 145178 4870 002%*
fac 4 114332 11,5430 113012 114413 469 104
* 50 ** 1%
4.15 LSD (Least Significance Difference)
| (fac 2)
1 % -%J)3 4
4.15 (fac 3)
X \)/ 2 3 4
17.8955 18.8419 18.6927 19.1952
- - 1972 1.
| 7 6056 94635 9723 1.2997
(.000)** (.002)** (.000)**
) 14912 - 35338
2 18.8419 )
(592) (.279)
3 18,6927 00
(.129)
4 19.1952 -
* 50 ** 1%
4.16 LSD (Least Significance Difference)
(fac 3) | ] 2 4



2

4.16
(fac 3)
X 1 2 3 4
14.0567 14.5430 13,9889 14,5178
—_ 14,0567 - - 48624 06873 - 46108
(.004)** (.689) (.024)*
2 14.5430 - 55407 02516
(.003)** (.908)
3 13,9889 - - 52891
(.017)*
4 145178 -
* bl 1%
42323 4.17
(fac 1)
(fac 2) (fac 3) (fac 4)
417 ANOVA {
r Sig
fac 1 20. 2013 19.0373 19.1088 17.249 000**
fac 2 19.0102 18.2088 17.0553 21892 .000**
fac 3 14,5571 13.8995 13.7737 14694 .000**
fac 4 1.6867 11.3426 105337 13016 .000**
* 5% ** 1%
4.18 LSD (Least Significance Difference)

(fac 1)



418

(fac 2)

419

(fac 1)

20.2013

19.0373

19.1088
5 % *%

4.19

(fac 2)

19.0102

18.2088

17.0553
5% **

420

202013 19.0373 19,1088
1.163% 109250
(000)* (001)*
07146
(831)
19%

LSD (Least Significance Difference)

19,0102 18.2088 17,0553
80142 195488
(,000%%) (000%¥)
115346
(000)*
1%

LSD (Least Significance Difference)

22

(fac



4.20

(fac 3)
X
14,5571 13.8995 13.7737
14.557] 65767 18341
(.000)** (.000)**
13,8995 12574
(:564)
13.7737

13,8995 12574
(:564)

13.7731 -

b X 1%
421 LSD (Least Significance Difference)
(fac 4)
421 (fac 4)
X

11,6867 11.3425 10.5337
11,6867 - 48624 06873
(.004)** (.689)
11.3425 55407
(.003)**

10.5337 -

5% * 1%

424



424.1 Multiple Regression Analysis

tacl, fac 2. fac 3, fac 4

Regression Analysis Y = p facl+ p fac 2+  fac 3+ o fac 4

425

Y =
facl =
fac2 =
fac3 =
facd =
4,242
H1 (
H2
H3
H4
4.2
(fac 1) Hl
(fac2)
4. 22 Multiple Regression Analysis
Unstandardized Coefficients
Constant 2429
fac 1 094
fac 2 051
fac 3 041
fac4 -153
R square =.046
* 5% ** 1%

3.885
3184
1.646
844

-3.182

24

Multiple

H2  H3

Sig.
000
002**
100
399
000%**

H4



4.23 !
fac 1 fac2
143+

Sig (2-tailed) 001%*
* 5 % **
4.23
(fac 1)
4.3
431
84 54.2
( 4.24)
4.24
432
2 55 3.5 (
4.25
1
2
433
5.1

087+
040

fac3

075
075
| %

155
i

n
155

1100
4.25)

100

155

25

facd

-070
096

(fac 2)

458

54.2
458
100.00

64.5

64.5
3.5
1000

)
38

4.26)



4.26

434

41.3

4.21

25
26-30
31-35
35

435

239

428

3.01-320
3.21-340
341-3.60
3.61-3.80
3.81-4.00

25

3.21-3.40

300

30

20
o7

155

26-30 64
5 3 420)

()
50

' 64
21
i
155

3.01-3.20 37

00 (  42)

21
37

R
20

155

26

%1
3.8
52
1000

323
413
174
9.0

1000

174
239
200
206
129
5.2
100.0
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441

F
F9
F8
F6
F10
F2
F12

F14
F27
F32
F1

F21
F3l
F4
F26
F25.
FS.

429

4.29

X
6.48
641
6.39
6.26
6.25
6.24
6.23

6.23
6.21
6.18
6.17

6.15
6.15
6.14
6.14
6.12
6.11

(

Standard
Deviation

809
889
848
859
318
655
925

01
890
833
199

910
952
B4
905
914
818

4.29)

21



F22

F33

F28
F11
F18
F34

F35
F24

F38
F13

F23
F3

F15
F16

F17

F20

F37
F30
F29
FI9
F36.

429 ()

(class discussion)

6.10

6.08

6.07
6.05
6.05
6.01

6.00
5.99

5.99
5.90

5.89
5.86
5.86
5.86

5.83

5.83

5.78
5.11
5.58
5.56
4.98

Standard
Deviation

921

1.060

968
1034
907
1051

933
368

1.044
981

01
893
1013
990

925

966

1.164
1151
1167
1.254
1.360

28
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442

explanatory factor analysis (EFA)
varimax rotation ' factor loading
Cronbach’s Alpha (reliability)
(internal - consistency) 0.7
(Nunnally, 1978) 5 ) ( 4.30)

1
F
F8 !
F9
F10
F12
F14

F21
F22
F23
F24

F28
F29
F30

F3
F4
F5

4.30

Factor Cronbach’s
(construct) loading Alpha

1 921
Fr 897
F8 903



130( )

(construct)

Exploratory factor analysis
73548 % variance 713548 %

! 46.006 %
12.250 %

( 4.31)

30

Factor Cronbach’s

loading Alpha
F9 882
F10 848
F12 190
F14 !
852
F2l 813
F22 790
F23 876
F24 852
874
F28 835
F29 913
F30 933
167
F3 804
F4 881
F5 794
varimax rotation
1 46.006 % variance
2
8.712 %
6.580 %
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431 Initial Eigenvalues  Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Initial Eigenvalues ESxtractié)r;_ Su(;ns of
quared Loadings

%of  Cumulative %of  Cumulative
Tl varance % 198 variane 9

(fac) 7361 46006 46006 7361 46006  46.006

2, 1960 12250 58256 1960 12250  58.256
(fac 2)
3 (fac 3) 1394 8712 66968 1394 8712  66.968
4, (fac 4) 1053 6580 73548 1053 6580 73548
KMO = 878, Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 1,650, Sig =.000
443
4431 component matrix
44311 (fac 1)
component matrix factor
analysis fac 1 component matrix
(fac 1) 432
432 component matrix (fac )
(fac 1)
F1 897
F8 903
F9 882
F10 848
F12 190
F14 111
component matrix (fac ) fac 1
fac 1=0.897*F7 +.903*F8 + .882*F9+.848 *Fi0+.790*F12+.771 * F 14
44312
component matrix fac 2 component

433

(fac 2)



32

433 component matrix

(fac 2)
(fac2)
F21 813
F2 790
F23 376
F24 852
component matrix (fac 2)
fac 2 fac 2= 0.813*F21+.790* F22+.876* F23+.852* F24
44313 (fac 3) component matrix
(fac 3) component matrix 4.34
434 component matrix (fac 3)
(fac 3)
F28 835
F29 913
F30 933
component matrix (fac 3) fac 3
fac 3=0.835*F28 +.913* F 29* 933* F30
443.14 (fac 4) component matrix
(fac 4) component matrix 4.37
435  component matrix (fac 4)
(fac 4)
F3 804
F4 881
F5 1%
component matrix (fac 4) fac 4

fac 4= 0.804*F3+.881* F4+.794* F5



fac 3.

44315

fac 4
|

Multiple Regression Analysis
!

Multiple Regression Analysis Y = (3 facl+ p fac 2+ p fac 3+ p fac 4

Y =
facl

fac2
fac 3
fac4

44316
H1
H?2
H3
H4

4.36

H1 H2 H3

4.3

Constant

fac 1
fac 2
fac 3
fac 4

5% *

H4
Multiple Regression Analysis
Unstandardized i
Coefficients

2.429 3.885
094 3.184
051 1.646
041 844
-153 -3.182

R square =.046

1%

Sig.
000
002**
100
399
000**

33

facl fac 2



444

4441

4.37

fac 1
fac 2
fac 3
fac4

4442

4.38

fac 1
fac 2
fac 3
fac4

4443

(fac 4)

ANOVA

o

ANOVA

5% *

29,0918
19.7170
154415
121391

4.38

1
26.6979
20.0308
15,5787
12.3568

439

ANOVA (

30.5578

20,3889

155338

12.6917
1%

2
30.2287
20.1727
153331
124772
1%

F
1.156
2.809

046
4327

831
114
303
244

34

(fac 2)

Sig
008**
096

830
039

Sig

363
137
583
622



fac 1
fac 2
fac 3
fac 4

45

4.39

451

4511

57.1
440

4512

441

29.7720
20.0371
15,4348
12.3280

184

ANOVA

30.1140
204136
15.8487
12,5332

303

155

F Sig
25.5492 207 813
18.2080 2821 062
13.5845 2665 073
12.2515 391 677
(
413
03( 1 440)
.
413 45.9
303 42.3
716 100.00
n6( 441
()
561 184
155 21.6

716 100.00

3

561



452

F7
F14
F A
F28
F8
2
F32
F1

F271
F22

F10
Fal
F21
F6
F26

F33

F18
F12

F5

4.4

X
6.24
6.22
6.17
6.16
6.15
6.13
6.13
6.12

6.11
6.11

6.1
6.1
6.08
6.09
6.07

6.06

6.06
6.03

6.03

Standard
Deviation

831
842
318
915
370
1ol
821
848

907
396

861
898
925
832
903

968

874
882

829

36



F297°
F35
F30
F4
F34

F25
F13

FI 1
F15
F20

F17

F19
F24
F4
F1
F20

FI7

F19
F24

FI6

F23
F3
F36

L4( )

(class discussion)

X
6.06
6.00
6.00
5.99
5.99

5.98
598

5.93
5.9
5.90

5.88

5.87
5.8
5.95
5.92
5.90

5.88

5.87
5.8

5.84

5.82

5.80
5.48

Standard
Deviation

852
908
1001
810
951

901
884

948
810
2

884

1,049
13
874
870
921

884

1.049
913

908

900

885
1181

31



453

, explanatory factor analysis (EFA)!
varimax rotation factor loading
Cronbach’s  Alpha (reliability)
(internal  consistency) 0.7
(Nunnally, 1978) 5 ) ( 443)

1
F30
F3l ,
F32
F33
F34 !
F35

F17
F18
F19
F20
F21
F22

F
F8
F9
F10

Fl
F2
F3
F4
F5

F23
F24
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(construct)

F30
F3l
F32
F33
F34
F35

F17
F18
F19
F20
F21
F22

7
&
=
FIO

FL
F2
F3
F4
F5

F23
F24
F25

Factor
loading

691
196
199
804
180
175

108
190
690
193
801
160

823
840
864
173

675
139
141
180
114

870
890
823

39

Cronbach’s
Alpha

864

849

844

180

826
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Exploratory factor analysis  varimax rotation i

62261 % variance 62.261 %
1 39.577 %  variance
39.577 % 2
1407 % 3 5531
% 4 5.139%
5 4607 %

( 4.44)

444 Initial Eigenvalues  Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Initial Eigenvalues ESxtractignLSugﬁs of

_ quared Loadings
Total %of  Cumulative Total %o0f  Cumulative
Variance % 0@l \ariance %

1 0498 30577 30577 3753 15636 15636
(fac 1)
2. 178 7407 46984 L1778 7407 46,984
(fec 2)
3 (fac 3) 1327 5531 52515 1327 5531 52515
4 (fac 4) 1233 5139 57654 1233 5139  57.654
5. 1106 4607 62261 1106 4607 62261
KMO = .93

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 8,391
Sig =000
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10
i

13
14,
15
16.
i
18

19
2.
21,
22,

Guideline
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4.7

(Clayson, 2009: Mahrous & Kortam. 2013)

McElwee and
Redman(1993) ! (Delucchi.2000; Moore &
Kuol, 2007) Gruber, Owrie, Brodowsky, Reppel, Voss, and

Chowdhury (2012)
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