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ABSTRACT 

 
Teaching evaluation scores though often organisationally portrayed as an objective measure 

of teaching quality can also be legitimately seen as a measure of customer service satisfaction 

that occur within a service context. Within the customer service literature there is range of 

demographic, cultural and personality trait and service context variables that have been 

identified as explaining variation in customer service satisfaction ratings.  These factors 

explained variation even when the customer service presentation is identical. This paper 

examines the possibility that such factors might also apply to teaching evaluations within a 

University setting. The sample was Business Postgraduate students (n= 548). The study found 

that 43.4% of the variation in teacher evaluations by student can be accounted for my factors 

beyond the direct control of the lecturer. Implications of these findings for the growing 

use of teaching evaluation scores are examined and recommendations for their 

appropriate use are identified. 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
Doing a performance appraisal well is a difficult process especially in a University context 

with academic staff. Nankervis, Compton and Baird (2005) note that, at the end of a typical 

performance interview, employees are often less certain where they stand than before an 

appraisal interview and tend to evaluate their supervisors less favourably. Nevertheless 

considerable agreement exists regarding the importance of performance appraisal processes in 

organizations.  

 

In an academic environment, such as universities, Dilts et al. (1994) argue that 

academic performance appraisal systems are an important factor in increasing the 

overall effectiveness of an academic organization. Furthermore, they suggest that the 

motivational aspects of performance-based systems can be an exceedingly important 

tool in accomplishing the university’s objectives. Generally, performance appraisal is a 

process of determining and evaluating an individual’s performance at his job (Gilbertson & 

Stone, 1985), that should be conducted formally, rationally, and objectively (Vasu et 

al.,1983), otherwise it can create negative results, like resentment and resistance among 

employees, rather than improved performance  (Charles, 2001; Nankervis et al., 2005).  
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Within Australia’s higher education sector the academic staff performance evaluation 

mechanisms do not take into account customer segment variations, which results in customer 

segment differences not being controlled for in internal university evaluations. Teaching 

evaluation scores are increasingly being used to evaluate the performance of academic staff in 

universities and sometimes play an important part in the determination of tenure and 

promotion. Within some universities’ scores on single items such as a good teaching score are 

used as a global measure of teaching quality in these decision making processes. However the 

use of such measures, even when they form part of a reliable scale is that the performance 

being evaluated is a reflection of the actual actions of the actor being evaluated and that 

exogenous factors do not significantly shape the judgements of those doing the evaluations.  

 

Kotler and Keller (2006) and Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (1988) outline two rationales 

as to why variation in consumers’ needs translate into different satisfaction levels with a 

product or service. Kotler and Keller (2006) present the argument that perceptual differences 

particularly in engagement can vary from: selective attraction to selective distortion to 

selective retention.  This is where the consumer’s buyer readiness plays a significant role with 

their levels of satisfaction (Kotler & Keller, 2006). This argument may also be valid within a 

higher education context, whereby variation in students’ needs translates to different 

satisfaction levels with university services. Parasuraman et al.’s (1988) quality service model 

which focuses on the gap between expected service and perceived service, may also apply 

within in a university context where differences in student needs may affect different 

satisfaction levels with university services. Students in Australia’s higher education system 

potentially possess many differences, some of which may include: individual personality 

orientation differences, cultural background and differences in the perceived level of 

organisational support. The aim of this study is to determine if these factors explain variation 

in student evaluation of academic teaching performance 

 

Page 3 of 23 ANZAM 2009



3 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

That personality orientations and emotions can influence consumer service expectations and 

levels of satisfaction is understood in other service industries but is rarely discussed in an 

academic context in relation to students’ evaluations of teaching (Gountas & Gountas, 2007). 

Watson, Clark and Tellegen (1988) in reviewing a wide variety of  research studies on 

personality, discovered consistent relationships among various measures of negative emotions 

and suggested that these scales were measuring a global construct. This global construct they 

called Negative Affectivity (NA) and perceived it as the tendency to more commonly 

experience negative emotions, feel distressed, and be critical of oneself and others. Levin and 

Stokes (1989) built on research done by Watson et al. (1988) and applied it to their own  

research in organizational behavior. They investigated the role of NA as a dispositional 

determinant of job satisfaction. They posited that because high levels of NA had been found 

to be associated with a type of cognitive bias through which people approach and interpret 

their life experiences, this same affective tendency might particularly influence how people 

experience and evaluate their jobs. The results of their study and others (see (Cropanzano, 

Weiss, Hale, & Reb, 2003; Judge, Erez, & Bono, 1998; Judge, Locke, Durham, & Kluger, 

1998; Judge, Thoresen, Pucik, & Welbourne;, 1999) showed that NA was significantly 

associated with task/job satisfaction, indicating that an individual’s satisfaction with his or her 

job may be impacted by one’s temperament and overall disposition to experience a negative 

affect. Because this relationship between NA and job satisfaction has been found in 

organizational behavior research (Cropanzano et al., 2003; Shaw, Duffy, Abdulla, & Singh, 

2000; Shaw, Duffy, Jenkins, & Gupta, 1999), would it not seem likely that the same 

relationship might be found in students’ satisfaction with their teaching experience?  

 

Different cultural customs are also drivers of different attitudes (see: Hall & Hall, 1990; 

Hampden-Turner, 1994; Hofstede, 1980, 2001; Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005; Trompenaars, 

1994).  Hofstede’s (1980; 1991; 2001) cultural values framework is one of the most 

commonly cited (see: Moon & Franke, 2000; Robertson, 2000; Robertson & Hoffman, 2000); 
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and the GLOBE study of 62 societies also adopted elements of Hofstede’s Cultural Values 

Framework (see: House & Javidan, 2004).  He identified four dimensions within his Cultural 

Values Framework: power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism/collectivism, and 

masculinity/femininity.  The power distance dimension has been described as the way people 

within a society expect power distribution to be unequally distributed (Hofstede, 1980; 1991; 

2001).  A society with low power distance values represents a more democratic society.  

Uncertainty avoidance is reflected in a society’s comfort level towards ambiguous or 

unknown situations (Hofstede, 1980; 1991; 2001).  The individualism/collectivism dimension 

presents polar opposites, where high collectivism represents strong and cohesive relationships 

within a society.  Many Anglo-Saxon societies are highly individualist.  Hofstede’s (1980; 

1991; 2001) masculinity/femininity dimension are also opposites.  Femininity has been 

described as where both men and women are focused on life quality issues, whereas 

masculinity separates the genders and expects males to be focused on material success and 

females on life quality issues.  Anglo-Saxon societies have a tendency to score high on 

masculinity. 

 

In previous studies conducted within an Australian higher education context, Mitsis and Foley 

(2004b; 2004c; 2004d; 2005a; 2005b) found that business students’ high masculinity and 

uncertainty avoidance cultural values predict both student-driven and teacher-driven learning 

style preferences (Passman, 2003).  The only distinguishing cultural factor was students’ 

collectivism cultural orientation which was also found to predict students’ teacher-driven 

learning style preference. Therefore this suggests that students who hold high Collectivist 

beliefs are more likely to prefer a Teacher-Driven learning preference, which is 

uncharacteristic according to available literature (see: Campbell et al., 2001; Hassall & Joyce, 

2001; Lavelle & Guarino, 2003; Webb, 1997). Business students with high Anglo-Saxon 

enculturation and cultural value profiles were found to be active learners, or student-driven; 

and those with low Anglo-Saxon enculturation and cultural value profiles were found to hold 

reflective theorist learning preferences, otherwise known as a teacher-driven preference 
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(Mitsis & Foley, 2004a, 2004d).  It seems possible that teaching styles more consistent with a 

teacher-driven learning preference is preferred by students with High Collectivism and 

Uncertainty Avoidance cultural values (Merriam & Mohamad, 2000) and may be evaluated 

more highly (see: Mitsis and Foley(2004b; 2004c; 2004d; 2005a; 2005b).   

 

As alluded to by Hofstede’s (1980; 1991) masculinity/femininity dimension, there appears to 

be differences in training perceptions between females and males.  This is confirmed in 

Sharp’s (2001) and Kobayashi’s  studies respectively.  Sharp (2001) found gender differences 

in perceptions of importance, usefulness and time management in a leadership training 

context, where females rated planning and knowledge creation as most important and males 

rated completing tasks and developing skills and techniques as most important.  Sharp’s 

(2001) study identified that the gender mindset differs within a skill certification context. 

Kobayashi’s  study mirrored Sharp’s (2001) findings and also confirmed gender differences 

towards learning. 

 

Participants’ age has been investigated within a training setting with mixed results. For 

example, Warr and Bunce’s (1995) study found that participants’ age had no significant 

associations with training factors like learning; whereas a study conducted by Colquitt, 

LePine and Noe (2000) found that age was a significant predictor of training outcomes, 

especially for younger participants. Therefore it seems possible that age and cultural values 

might also effect students’ evaluation of their teaching performance. 

McInnis, Griffin, James and Coates (2001) developed and tested the extended course 

experience questionnaire (ECEQ) the: student support scale; learning resources scale; learning 

community scale; intellectual motivation scale; and graduate qualities scale.  The learning 

resources scale and the learning community scale measures major dimensions of a students’ 

holistic educational experience that are not directly controllable by the academic being 

evaluated by student assessments.  This study focuses the effects of two ECEQ scales: 

learning community and learning resources as part of the context in which student evaluations 
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occur. In addition to these scales a generalised helpfulness scale was developed from the work 

of Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie (2006). These three scales were used to access the 

context that the student evaluations are conducted in and assess differences in the perceived 

level of organisational support. Perceived organisational support is an organisational context 

level construct that represents the global belief that employees have towards an organisation 

based on one’s evaluation of one’s contribution to it and its concern for its well-being 

(Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). We contend the perceived level of positive organisational 

support may be a key context variable in upward performance appraisals (Carl P. Maertz Jr, 

Rodger W. Griffeth, Nathanael S. Campbell, & David G. Allen, 2007; Colbert, Mount, Harter, 

Witt, & Barrick, 2004; Coyle-Shapiro, 2004). 

METHODOLOGY 

A sample of 548 postgraduate business students studying in an on-campus mode of a large 

metropolitan university in Melbourne, Australia was selected.  The data from this study was 

drawn from a larger study.  Participants were asked to provide demographic profile details, 

which included their gender and age, as well as being asked to respond to questions related to 

their culture, feelings and course experiences.  Specifically, students responded to: 1.Levin 

and Stokes (1989) Negative Affectivity Scale, 2.Robertson and Hoffman’s  cultural values 

scales -collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, masculinity, and power distance, 3. McInnis et 

al.’s (2001) ECEQ scales – learning community and learning resources, 4. Podsakoff and 

Mackenzie’s (1994) Helping Scale, and 5. A single item based on overall teaching satisfaction 

“Overall, I am satisfied with the quality of teaching provided by teachers in this course”.  

 

Gender was a dichotomous variable where male was coded 1 and female was coded 0.  

Participants’ age was also a dichotomous variable where ≤ 30 years of age was coded 1 and 

all other ages were coded 0.  The negative affectivity, cultural values, ECEQ, Helping, and 

overall teaching satisfaction items were coded: 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. 

Statistical analyses were conducted using SPSS v. 14.  This study’s hypotheses are: 

Page 7 of 23 ANZAM 2009



7 

H1: After controlling for business students’ demographics (gender and age), business 

students’ negative affectivity will explain unique variance in business students’ 

satisfaction with teaching quality. 

H2: After controlling for business students’ demographics (gender and age) and 

negative affectivity, students’ culturally-anchored values will explain unique variance 

in business students’ satisfaction with teaching quality. 

H3: After controlling for business students’ demographics (gender and age), negative 

affectivity, and culturally-anchored values, students’ perceptions of a supportive 

university learning environment, will explain unique variance in business students’ 

satisfaction with teaching quality. 

H4: After controlling for business students’ demographics (gender and age), negative 

affectivity, culturally-anchored values, and perceptions of a supportive university 

learning environment, students’ interaction effects between negative affectivity and 

administrative support (helping) will explain unique variance in business students’ 

satisfaction with teaching quality. 

 

To test hypotheses one to four, a hierarchical regression analysis with five sets was 

conducted. The first set involved business students’ demographic variables of gender and age, 

which acted as control variables. Step two of the hierarchical regression analysis involved 

entering students’ negative affectivity perceptions. The third step involved entering the 

culturally-anchored values into the hierarchical regression analysis. Step four of the analysis 

involved the supportive university learning environment variables to be entered, and step five 

added the interaction effect between negative affectivity and perceptions of administrative 

supports (helping) into the equation.  

RESULTS 

 
This section is presented in two sections.  Section one presents the correlations table and 

section two discusses the testing of hypotheses one through to four.  Table 1 reveals good 

Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities for: negative affectivity (0.762); the culturally-anchored values 
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(high collectivism 0.800; high uncertainty avoidance 0.804; high masculinity 0.851; and high 

power distance 0.875); and the supportive university environment variables (learning 

community 0.830; learning resource 0.826; and helping 0.812). 

…………………Insert Table 1: Correlations Table about here………………… 

 

The five stage hierarchical regression analysis, to test hypotheses one through to four 

is presented below. 

Stage 1: Demographics  

The first step of the five stage hierarchical regression involved entering the 

demographic variables gender and age.  These demographic variables act as controls.  

The multiple R (.190) was statistically significant, R
2
 =.036, F (2, 494) = 9.278, 

p<.001 (see Table 2 below).  

……………. Insert Table 2: Stage 1 Model Summary about here…………………… 

Table 3 highlights that the standardized regression coefficient (β) for one control 

variable age (β = -.169, p<.001) was significant. Of the 3.6% explained variance, the 

squared semi-partial correlations (sr
2

i )
 
show that age explained 2.8% (sr

2

i = -.167
2 

) of 

this variance when all other variables in the equation were controlled for. In step 1, 

gender did not significantly explain any additional unique variation. 

 

………. Insert Table 3: Stage 1 Regression about here……………… 

 
Stage 2: Negative Affectivity 

The second step (Model 2) of the five stage hierarchical regression involved entering 

the negative affectivity variable after the demographic variables into the hierarchical 

regression. The introduction of the negative affectivity variable caused R
2 

to change 

from .036 in model 1 to .079 in model 2 (see Table 4). This was significant change in 

R
2
 (∆R

2
 = .042, p<0.001). The multiple R (.280) was statistically significant, R

2
 = 

.079, F (3, 493) = 14.014, p<0.001.  
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………. Insert Table 4: Stage 2 Model Summary about here……………… 

 

Table 4 indicates that the standardized regression coefficient (β) for one demographic 

variable age (β = -.173, p<.001) and negative affectivity (β= .206, p<.001) were 

significant.  

…… …. Insert Table 5: Stage 2 Regression about here……………… 

Stage 3: Culture 

The third step (Model 3), culturally-anchored variables were added after the 

demographic and negative affectivity variables into the hierarchical regression. The 

introduction of the culturally-anchored values (collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, 

masculinity, and power distance) caused R
2
 to change from .079 in model 2 to .130 in 

model 3. This was a significant change in R
2
 (∆R

2
 = .052, p<0.001). The multiple R 

(.361) was statistically significant, R
2
 =. .130, F (7, 496) = 10.463, p< .001.  

…… Insert Table 6: Stage 3 Model Summary about here….. 

Table 7 indicates that the standardized regression coefficient (β) for one demographic 

variable, age (β= -.174, p<.001), the negative affectivity variable (β = .150, p<.01), 

and one culturally-anchored variable, uncertainty avoidance (β = .194, p<.001) were 

significant. 

…… Table 7: Stage 3 Regression about here….. 

Stage 4: Supportive Environment 

The fourth step (Model 4), a supportive university environment variables were added 

after the demographic, negative affectivity, and culturally-anchored variables into the 

hierarchical regression. The introduction of the supportive university environment 

variables (learning community, learning resources and administrative support 

(helping)) caused R
2
 to change from .130 in model 3 to .441 in model 4. This was a 
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significant change in R
2
 (∆R

2
 = .311, p<0.001). The multiple R (.664) was statistically 

significant, R
2
 = .441, F (10, 496) = 38.418, p< .001.  

…… Insert Table 8: Stage 4 Model Summary about here….. 

Table 9 indicates that the standardized regression coefficient (β) for one demographic 

variable, age (β= -.110, p<.001), the negative affectivity variable (β = .098, p<.005), 

and three supportive university environment variables: learning community (β = .293, 

p<.001), learning resources (β = .303, p<.001), and administrative support (helping) 

(β = .124, p<.005) were significant. 

…… Insert Table 9: Stage 4 Regression about here….. 

Stage 5: Negative Affectivity and Administrative Support Interaction Effect 

The fifth step (Model 5), the negative affectivity and administrative support 

interaction effect variable was added after the demographic, negative affectivity, 

culturally-anchored values, and supportive university environment variables into the 

hierarchical regression. The introduction of the negative affectivity and administrative 

support interaction effect variable caused R
2
 to change from .441 in model 4 to .447 

in model 5. This was a significant change in R
2
 (∆R

2
 = .005, p<0.05). The multiple R 

(.668) was statistically significant, R
2
 = .447, F (11, 496) = 35.575, p< .001.  

…… Insert Table 10: Stage 5 Hierarchical Model Summary about here….. 

In total 44.7% (43.4% adjusted) variation in “Overall, I am satisfied with the quality 

of teaching provided by teachers in this course” was accounted for by the supportive 

university environment variables after the 3.6% variance by the demographic set of 

variables, the 11.5% variance by negative affectivity, 28.1% variance by the 

culturally-anchored values, and 44.1% variance by the supportive university 

environment variables. Table 11 indicates that the standardized regression coefficient 

(β) for one demographic variable, age (β= -.112, p<.005), the negative affectivity 
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variable (β = .353, p<.01), and three supportive university environment variables: 

learning community (β = .292, p<.001), learning resources (β = .305, p<.001), and 

administrative support (helping) (β = .505, p<.01), and the negative affectivity and 

administrative support interaction effect (β = -.509, p<.01) were significant.   

…… Insert Table 11: Stage 5 Regression about here….. 

 

Of the 44.7% explained variance, the squared semi-partial correlations (sr
2

i ) show 

that the most important variables in terms of unique variance explained were age 

1.1% (sr
2

i = -.107
2
), negative affectivity 0.9% (sr

2

i = .093
2
), learning community 4.3% 

(sr
2

i = .208
2
), learning resources 5.2% (sr

2

i = .228
2
) and administrative support 

(helping) explained 0.8% (sr
2

i = .092
2
) of variance when all variables in the equation 

were controlled for. 

Discussion 

The four hypotheses were supported either fully or partially. For hypothesis one Age 

explained unique variation in teacher evaluations but not gender. The second 

hypothesis was fully supported as negative affectivity explained additional variation 

in students’ teaching evaluations after age and gender were controlled for. The third 

hypothesis was partially supported with Uncertainty avoidance explaining additional 

variation after all other variables on the regression equation were controlled for. The 

fourth hypothesis was fully supported with all organisational support variables 

explained unique variation after all other variables were controlled for. The 

interaction effect between negative affectivity and perception of administrative 

helping behaviour was also a significant relationship. All steps in the hierarchical 

relationship produced significant increases in explained variation with the full model 

accounting for 43.4% of the variation in teacher evaluations by student.  
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Our contention is, that the use of the student teaching evaluation score may be 

appropriate as part of the performance evaluation process, to the extent that such 

information is used as a formative evaluation instrument for developmental purposes. 

This information may not be as appropriate if it forms part of a summative evaluation 

in performance evaluations. Other factors such as age, negative affectivity, cultural 

values and organisation contextual variables also explain variation in teaching 

evaluation scores. Therefore, variation in evaluation scores may be due to variation in 

student population characteristics and only consistently low teaching evaluation 

scores across different student populations in different contexts might be indicative of 

poor teaching. Just as student demographic, personality and cultural value 

characteristic variables can explain variation in good teaching scores so can context 

variables such as the quality of the learning community, the student experiences, and 

the general helpfulness of university staff. Most of these factors are beyond the direct 

control of an individual lecturer being evaluated but seem consistent with academic 

teaching experience and with student evaluations. Lack of sensitivity to the factors 

identified in this study by senior academics during a performance appraisal may lead 

to an academic becoming cynical about a process that when use well can lead to 

beneficial professional development and reflection. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 
Within Australia’s higher education sector the academic staff performance evaluation 

mechanisms do not take into account customer segment variations. This study suggests that 

the performance being evaluated when students surveys are conducted to create a good 

teaching score is not only a reflection of the actual actions of the actor being evaluated and 

but also contain exogenous factors that significantly shape the judgement of the individual 

student doing the evaluations.  
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Table 1: Correlations Table 
N = 548. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  Cronbach’s Alphas on the diagonal. 

 
 

 Variable Mean SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 

1. Gender (Male coded 1) - - -            

2. Age ( ≤ 30 years coded 1) - - -.146** -           

3. Negative Affectivity 4.237 0.676 -.055* .018 .762          

4. Collectivism 4.708 1.048 -.056 -.012 -.364** .800         

5. Uncertainty Avoidance 5.352 0.957 .109* .018 -.247** .416** .804        

6. Masculinity 3.332 1.559 .101* .120** -.411** .258** -.031 .851       

7. Power Distance 3.080 1.261 .281** .106* -.445** .200** -.114** .588** .875      

8. Learning Community 4.538 1.074  .063 -.060 -.214** .364** .275** .133** .096* .830     

9. Learning Resources 4.731 1.128  .104 -.074 -.196** .238** .259** .103* .046 .633** .826    

10. Administrative Support (Helping) 4.289 1.068  .025 -.103** -.220** .283** .252** .152** .100* .582** .549** .812   

11. Negative Affectivity and 
Administrative Support Interaction 
Effect 

18.357 6.045  .044 -.075 .664** .395** .315** .338** .313** .539** .508** .863** .896  

12. Overall, I am satisfied with the 
quality of teaching provided by 
teachers in this course 

4.550 1.482 .096* -.162** -.200** .198** .277** .041 -.004 .559** .577** .480** .454** - 
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Table 2: Stage 1 Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square F Std. Error of the Estimate Sig. 

1 .190 .036 .032 9.278 1.458 .000 

 

Table 3: Stage 1 Regression 
  

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
Correlations 

Model 
 

 
b SE β 

t Sig. 
Zero-

order 
Partial Part 

(Constant) 4.794 .141  33.978 .000    

Gender .191 .133 .064 1.439 .151 .091 .065 .064 1 

Age -.529 .140 -.169 -3.782 .000 -.179 -.168 -.167 

 

Table 4: Stage 2 Model Summary 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 
F Std. Error of the Estimate Sig. 

1 .190 .036 .032 9.278 1.458 .000 

2 .280 .079 .073 14.014 1.427 .000 

 

 

 

Table 5: Stage 2 Regression 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
Correlations 

Model 
 

 
b SE β 

t Sig. 
Zero-

order 
Partial Part 

(Constant) 2.874 .426  6.745 .000    

Gender .215 .130 .072 1.654 .099 .091 .074 .071 

Age -.541 .137 -.173 -3.952 .000 -.179 -.175 -.171 2 

Negative 

Affectivity 
.452 .095 -.206 -4.762 .000 -.199 -.210 -.206 

 

Table 6: Stage 3 Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square F 
Std. Error of the 

Estimate 
Sig. 

1 .190 .036 .032 9.278 1.458 .000 

2 .280 .079 .073 14.014 1.427 .000 

3 .361 .130 .118 10.463 1.392 .000 
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 Table 7: Stage 3 Regression 

 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
Correlations 

Model 
 

 
b SE β 

t Sig. 
Zero-

order 
Partial Part 

(Constant) 1.517 .492  3.081 .002    

Gender .127 .139 .043 .916 .360 .091 .041 .039 

Age -.543 .137 -.174 -3.962 .000 -.179 -.176 -.167 

Negative 

Affectivity 
.328 .116 -.150 -2.822 .005 -.199 -.127 -.119 

Collectivism .096 .071 .068 1.351 .177 .205 .061 .057 

Uncertainty 

Avoidance 
.300 .077 .194 3.901 .000 .264 .174 .165 

Masculinity .010 .056 .011 .187 .852 .048 .008 .008 

3 

Power 

Distance 
-.052 .066 -.044 -.782 .432 .004 -.035 -.033 

 

 

Table 8: Stage 4 Model Summary 

 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square F 
Std. Error of the 

Estimate 
Sig. 

1 .190 .036 .032 9.278 1.458 .000 

2 .280 .079 .073 14.014 1.427 .000 

3 .361 .130 .118 10.463 1.392 .000 

4 .664 .441 .430 38.418 1.119 .000 

 

Page 21 of 23 ANZAM 2009



21 

Table 9: Stage 4 Regression 

 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
Correlations 

Model 
 

 
b SE β 

t Sig. 
Zero-

order 
Partial Part 

(Constant) -.508 .415  -1.223 .222    

Gender .146 .112 .049 1.302 .193 .091 .059 .044 

Age -.344 .111 -.110 -3.098 .002 -.179 -.139 -.105 

Negative 

Affectivity 
.216 .094 -.098 -2.303 .022 -.199 -.104 -.078 

Collectivism -.093 .059 -.066 -1.585 .114 .205 -.072 -.054 

Uncertainty 

Avoidance 
.102 .063 .066 1.609 .108 .264 .073 .055 

Masculinity -.052 .045 -.054 -1.152 .250 .048 -.052 -.039 

Power Distance -.030 .053 -.025 -.558 .577 .004 -.025 -.019 

Learning 

Community 
.404 .066 .293 6.158 .000 .565 .269 .209 

Learning 

Resources 
.398 .059 .303 6.691 .000 .571 .290 .227 

4 

Administrative 

Support (Helping) 
.172 .060 .124 2.849 .005 .471 .128 .097 

 

Table 9: Stage 4 Regression 

 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
Correlations 

Model 
 

 
b SE β 

t Sig. 
Zero-

order 
Partial Part 

(Constant) -.508 .415  -1.223 .222    

Gender .146 .112 .049 1.302 .193 .091 .059 .044 

Age -.344 .111 -.110 -3.098 .002 -.179 -.139 -.105 

Negative 

Affectivity 
.216 .094 -.098 -2.303 .022 -.199 -.104 -.078 

Collectivism -.093 .059 -.066 -1.585 .114 .205 -.072 -.054 

Uncertainty 

Avoidance 
.102 .063 .066 1.609 .108 .264 .073 .055 

Masculinity -.052 .045 -.054 -1.152 .250 .048 -.052 -.039 

Power Distance -.030 .053 -.025 -.558 .577 .004 -.025 -.019 

Learning 

Community 
.404 .066 .293 6.158 .000 .565 .269 .209 

Learning 

Resources 
.398 .059 .303 6.691 .000 .571 .290 .227 

4 

Administrative 

Support (Helping) 
.172 .060 .124 2.849 .005 .471 .128 .097 
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Table 10: Stage 5 Hierarchical Model Summary 

 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted  

R Square 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

Std. Error  

of the Estimate 

Sig F 

Change. 

1 .190 .036 .032 .036 9.278 1.458 .000 

2 .280 .079 .073 .042 14.014 1.427 .000 

3 .361 .130 .118 .052 10.463 1.392 .000 

4 .664 .441 .430 .311 38.418 1.119 .000 

5 .668 .447 .434 .005 35.575 1.115 .036 

 

 

 Table 11: Stage 5 Regression 

 

 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
Correlations 

Model 
 

 
b SE β 

t Sig. 
Zero-

order 
Partial Part 

(Constant) -2.848 1.186  -2.402 .017    

Gender .154 .112 .052 1.374 .170 .091 .062 .046 

Age -.350 .111 -.112 -3.160 .002 -.179 -.142 -.107 

Negative 

Affectivity 
.774 .281 .353 -2.754 .006 -.199 -.124 -.093 

Collectivism -.099 .059 -.070 -1.687 .092 .205 -.076 -.057 

Uncertainty 

Avoidance 
.098 .063 .063 1.558 .120 .264 .071 .053 

Masculinity -.047 .045 -.050 -1.056 .292 .048 -.048 -.036 

Power Distance -.024 .053 -.021 -.455 .649 .004 -.021 -.015 

Learning 

Community 
.402 .065 .292 6.159 .000 .565 .269 .208 

Learning 

Resources 
.400 .059 .305 6.752 .000 .571 .293 .228 

Administrative 

Support 

(Helping) 

.701 .258 .505 2.713 .007 .471 .122 .092 

5 

Negative 

Affectivity and 

Administrative 

Support 

Interaction 

Effect 

-.125 .059 -.509 -2.106 .036 .442 -.095 -.071 
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