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Abstract: Students’ perceptions of generosity and fairness in lecture evaluation and grades, communication 
with professors, and self-fidelity and satisfaction during the COVID-19 situation were statistically analyzed 
by surveying students at M university in Daejeon. These data were analyzed in the context of parameters that 
might impact online class lecture evaluations, namely gender and school year. Descriptive analysis shows 
students’ perceptions of online lectures are significantly high. As for differences by gender and school year, 
the t-test results indicate female students generally have better perceptions of online classes than male students. 
However, there is no statistical difference between male and female students regarding the generosity of 
lecture evaluation. Also, ANOVA test results show that as the school year increases, the general perceptions 
for online classes become negative. However, there is no statistical difference by school year regarding the 
generosity of lecture evaluation. Regression analysis shows that the “perceptual generosity of grades” most 
significantly influenced the “perceptual generosity of lecture evaluation.” 
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1. Introduction 

Various social phenomena have occurred due to the continuation of COVID-19, and the expansion of e-
learning has been remarkable in the education field. According to the 2020 Survey of the Korean e-learning 
Industry [1], regular education institutions collected 26.96 billion won in 2020, up 21.1% from 2019. The 
adoption rate of e-learning by regular educational institutions in 2020 was 96.4%, up 7.4% from 89.0% in 2019. 
Looking at the introduction of e-learning, junior colleges and four-year universities have opened e-learning 
classes to 71.6% and 73.3%, respectively, of courses in the “regular curriculum.” Lou et. al. claimed that small 
group learning using computer technology had significantly more positive effects than individual learning using 
computer technology [2]. As such, people looked forward to normalizing education through in-person face-to-
face classes. However, in 2021, universities were unable to implement face-to-face classes except for limited 
practical or experimental classes. Therefore, college students in Korea have been forced to take online lectures 
since 2020 and through 2021. Aside from the initial confusion, online lectures are now operating normally as 
an inevitable alternative. However, Hong argues that the sudden conversion to online lectures due to COVID-
19 serves only as a transfer of knowledge through unilateral lectures and that there can be fundamental 
limitations in increasing learning through knowledge exchange [3]. 

Many studies have addressed e-learning tasks and experiences under the circumstances of COVID-19 
pandemic [4]. Studies on e-learning class experience mainly cover subject development experience and 
influencing factors for full time online classes.  

However, it is difficult to find previous studies that investigated students' perceptions of lecture 
evaluations in online classes under the COVID-19 situation. Due to the social interest in university education 
and increased demand for improved lecture quality, the importance of lecture evaluation has also increased [5]. 
In addition, the proportion of lecture evaluations is increasing with the proportion of lecture quality 
improvement in institutional evaluation indicators, such as university structural reform and university 
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characterization projects [6]. According to research on the evaluation status of lectures at Korean universities, 
most universities conduct lecture evaluations to improve the quality of their classes; however, most universities 
only secure evaluation scores without taking further analysis [7]. Therefore, it is necessary to investigate the 
evaluation of online lectures during the COVID-19 pandemic situation. 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the three major arbitrary issues that have presented conflicting 
conclusions in previous lecture evaluation study: gender difference, school year difference and the impact of 
grade in online lectures together with other factors included in previous studies such as perception of 
communication with professors, self-fidelity, and satisfaction during the COVID-19 situation. 

We surveyed 297 replies of students (after preprocessing) who experienced online classes over three 
semesters at M university in Daejeon. 

 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. Studies on Online Class in COVID-19 

During the COVID-19 pandemic era from 2020, there were many studies on full time e-learning classes. 
Research on subject development published during COVID-19 pandemic period were mainly conducted in 
Korean writing classes, English classes, music classes, art or design classes, physical education and dance 
classes, nursing classes, engineering or science classes, and so on [8-17]. Also, a number of studies have been 
published on development experience of on-demand content classes or online real-time classes [18-21]. Nam 
published a study comparing students' perceptions of on-demand content lectures and online real-time lectures 
[22]. There were studies on professors’ perceptions of full time online lectures [23, 24]. Do identified constraints 
in converting face-to-face lecture into online lecture [25]. Lee and Suh proposed that satisfaction level of the 
remote video class was significantly higher than face-to-face class, and that the combination of remote video 
classes and face-to-face classes was more satisfactory than other cases [26]. Lee and Kim found that in-depth 
project based learning research in a non-face-to-face learning environment improved students’ learning strategy 
and satisfaction [27]. Han and Nam proposed faculty competency factors to improve online classes [28]. There 
were studies on students’ perceptions and preference of full time online lectures [29-31]. Jung identified 
students’ difficulty and needs for support for full time online lectures [32]. Han proposed modeling architecture 
for competency of students [33]. Kim et al. claimed the importance of interaction among teacher, students and 
peers for learning achievement [34]. Yu identified the correlation between the self-efficacy in online classes 
and self-directed learning [35]. Um suggested that learners' attitudes toward e-learning were positively 
influenced by perceived e-learning usefulness, self-management of learning and self-efficacy [36]. Na and Park 
investigated the satisfaction and success factors of college students for online lectures during the COVID-19 
situation, and suggested that learning accessibility and teaching methods were the most influential factors [37]. 
Jo and Bae raised the importance of the grade evaluation method in order to increase the students’ satisfaction 
of online lectures during the COVID-19 situation [38]. Han reported that face-to-face education could be more 
interactive than synchronous online education, and that synchronous online education could have better 
interactive between instructor and learner, and among learners than asynchronous online education [39]. Choi 
proposed the importance of communication with instructors to prevent the decline in the learning effect of 
college freshmen in non-face-to-face classes due to COVID-19 [40]. Through previous studies, we found that 
as elements for successful online lectures, competencies in the professor sector such as communication with 
students and competencies in the student sector such as self-fidelity are also needed. 

2.2. Studies on Lecture Evaluation 

Studies of lecture evaluation are mainly conducted on the development of lecture evaluation scales and on 
the factors influencing lecture evaluation [41-45]. Recenty, language analysis studies on descriptive lecture 
evaluation have emerged [46, 47]. dApollonia and Abrami reported that student ratings were moderately valid; 
however, administration of instructor, and course characteristics influenced student ratings of instruction [48]. 
Seol researched to find factors affecting student’s rating on lectures at university, and he suggested that there 
was no statistical difference between gender, school year, class size and student’s grade affecting the student’s 
rating [49]. However, Choi and Kim suggested that male students evaluate lectures more generously than female 
students, and that higher school year students evaluate lectures more generously than lower school year 
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students[50]. Song proposed that class size and lesson difficulty influenced the teaching evaluation [51]. Lyu 
and Lee reported that grades were an important factor in the participation in lecture evaluation, and that lecture 
evaluation of high-performing students was more likely to produce homogeneous evaluation results than that 
of relatively low-performing students [52]. The study of Greenwald and Gillmore identified that students' 
evaluative ratings of instruction correlated positively with expected course grades [53]. Ryan performed a 
survey of faculty members concerning the students’ evaluation, and reported faculty members’ definite 
reduction in morale and job satisfaction, and changes in various instructional practices (mainly reduced course 
work demands on students) [54]. However, Marsh and Roche debunked popular myths that student evaluations 
of teaching were substantially biased by low workload and grading leniency. They proposed that relation of 
workload and evaluation was positive, and relation between grade and evaluation was nonlinear [55]. Feistauer 
and Richter claimed that students' individual perceptions of teaching and the fit of these perceptions with the 
particular teacher greatly influence their evaluations [56]. Nam presented a test survey study on the possibility 
of distortion of online class lecture evaluation [57]. 

Previous studies showed that expected grades, gender, school year, students’ performance level (e.g., self-
fidelity and satisfaction), and instructor administration (e.g., communication with students), class size, and 
course workload are the main factors influencing lecture evaluations. However, the results of previous studies 
on the relationship between lecture evaluation and factors such as gender, school year, and grade influence were 
found to be contradictory. Therefore, we conducted not only research on gender difference and school year 
difference in lecture evaluation, but also research on whether cognitive factors such as perceptions of expected 
grade, fairness of grading, satisfaction, self-fidelity, and communication with professors affect lecture 
evaluation under the CODID-19 situation. 

3. Research Methodology 

3.1. Research Data 

Between July and August 2021, we conducted an online survey of approximately 3,000 students at M 
University in Daejeon using a Korean Social Science Data Center online survey tool. The survey received 321 
responses, of which 297 were collected after excluding unfaithful responses. 

As we can see from Table 1, the portion of male is 49.49% and that of female is 50.51%.  

Table 1. Frequency of repliers by gender 
Category Frequency % 

Male 147 49.49 
Female 150 50.51 

Table 2 shows that the proportion of freshman, sophomore, junior and senior is 29.97%, 24.24%, 25.59% 
and 20.20% respectively. 

Table 2. Frequency of repliers by school year 

Category Frequency % 
Freshman 89 29.97 

Sophomore 72 24.24 
Junior 76 25.59 
Senior 60 20.20 

3.2 Data Processing 

Descriptive statistics were performed. As for the differences such as perceptions of “generosity of online 
lecture evaluation,” “fairness of online lecture evaluation,” “generosity of online lecture grades,” “fairness of 
online lecture grades,” “online lecture communication with professors,” “self-fidelity for online lecture” and 
“satisfaction for online lecture” between male and female, independent t-test was performed. As for such 
difference among three more group variables such as school year, ANOVA test was performed using E-STAT 
3.0. Also, regression analysis for the influence of perceived generosity of online lecture grades, fairness of 
online lecture grades, fairness of online lecture evaluation, online lecture communication with professors, self-
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fidelity for online lecture and satisfaction for online lecture to the perception of generosity of online lecture 
evaluation was performed by SPSS 20. 

 

3.3 Research Hypothesis 

In order to investigate three arbitrary points in lecture evaluation such as gender difference, school year 
difference and grade influence, we classified hypothesis into three categories matching the purpose of study 
such as 1. Verification of gender differences in perceptions of online lecture evaluation, grades, communication 
with professors, self-fidelity and satisfaction. 2. Verification of school year differences in perceptions of online 
lecture evaluation, grades, communication with professors, self-fidelity and satisfaction. 3. Verification of grade 
influence on lecture evaluation. 

• Verification of gender differences  
H1. The perceived generosity of online lecture evaluation would not be different by gender. 
H2. The perceived fairness of online lecture evaluation would not be different by gender. 
H3. The perceived generosity of online lecture grades would not be different by gender. 
H4. The perceived fairness of online lecture grades would not be different by gender. 
H5. The perceived online lecture communication with professors would not be different by gender. 
H6. The self-fidelity for online lecture would not be different by gender. 
H7. The satisfaction for online lecture would not be different by gender. 
 

• Verification of school year differences 
H8. The perceived generosity of online lecture evaluation would not be different by school year. 
H9. The perceived fairness of online lecture evaluation would not be different by school year. 
H10. The perceived generosity of online lecture grades would not be different by school year. 
H11. The perceived fairness of online lecture grades would not be different by school year. 
H12. The perceived online lecture communication with professors would not be different by school year. 
H13. The self-fidelity for online lecture would not be different by school year. 
H14. The satisfaction for online lecture would not be different by school year. 
 

• Verification of grade influence on lecture evaluation 
H15. The perceived generosity of online lecture evaluation would not be influenced by perceived 

generosity of online lecture grades, perceived fairness of online lecture grades, perceived fairness of online 
lecture evaluation, perceived online lecture communication with professors, self-fidelity for online lecture and 
satisfaction for online lecture. 

4. Experimental Results 

4.1. Descriptive Statistics 

Before conducting the hypothesis test, in order to check students’ perception of candidate factors, we 
performed descriptive analysis. 

As shown in Table 3, the average point of 3.609 on a 5-point Likert scale for perception of generosity 
means that students have tendency to give generous lecture evaluation for online. 

Table 3. Perception of generosity of online lecture evaluation 

Category Frequency % 
Highly negative(1) 10 3.37 

Negative 22 7.41 
Normal 108 36.36 

Affirmative 91 30.64 
Highly affirmative(5) 66 22.22 

Average 3.609 
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As shown in Table 4, the average point of 4.064 on a 5-point Likert scale for fairness of online lecture 
evaluation means that students think they are very fair in online lecture evaluation. 
 
 
 

Table 4. Perception of fairness of online lecture evaluation 

Category Frequency % 
Highly negative(1) 3 1.01 

Negative 4 1.35 
Normal 62 20.87 

Affirmative 130 43.77 
Highly affirmative(5) 98 33.00 

Average 4.064 

As shown in Table 5, the average point of 3.687 on the 5-point Likert scale for perception of generosity 
of online lecture grades means that students perceive online lecture grades as generous. 

Table 5. Perception of generosity of online lecture grades 

Category Frequency % 
Highly negative(1) 10 3.37 

Negative 25 8.42 
Normal 86 28.95 

Affirmative 103 34.68 
Highly affirmative(5) 73 24.58 

Average 3.687 

As shown in Table 6, the average point of 3.892 on the 5-point Likert scale for perception of fairness of 
online lecture grades means that students think the result of grades is very fair. 

Table 6. Perception of fairness of online lecture grades 

Category Frequency % 
Highly negative(1) 6 2.02 

Negative 16 5.39 
Normal 69 23.23 

Affirmative 119 40.07 
Highly affirmative(5) 87 29.29 

Average 3.892 

As shown in Table 7, students perceive communication with professor positively. 

Table 7. Perception of online lecture communication with professors 

Category Frequency % 
Highly negative(1) 9 3.03 

Negative 34 11.45 
Normal 94 31.65 

Affirmative 96 32.32 
Highly affirmative(5) 64 21.55 

Average 3.579 

As shown in Table 8, the self-fidelity for online lecture is very positive. 

Table 8. Self-fidelity for online lecture 

Category Frequency % 
Highly negative(1) 3 1.01 
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Negative 11 3.71 
Normal 51 17.17 

Affirmative 87 29.29 
Highly affirmative(5) 145 48.82 

Average 4.212 
As shown in Table 9, the satisfaction for online lecture is also very positive. 

Table 9. Satisfaction for online lecture 

Category Frequency % 
Highly negative(1) 4 1.35 

Negative 19 6.40 
Normal 77 25.92 

Affirmative 85 28.62 
Highly affirmative(5) 112 37.71 

Average 3.949 

4.2. Hypothesis Test 

We performed hypothesis tests in order to verify gender difference and school year difference, and finally, 
conducted the last hypothesis test on factors affecting online lecture evaluation.  

H1. The perceived generosity of online lecture evaluation would not be different by gender: The perceived 
generosity of online lecture evaluation by gender was not statistically different at 95% confidence level as 
shown in Table 10. According to Levine's test, assuming equal variance, females’ perceived generosity was 
slightly higher than that of male. 
 

Table 10. Independent t-test for perceived generosity difference of online lecture evaluation by gender  

Male Average Female Average T-value Significant probability Levine P-value 
3.517 3. 7 -1.553 0.122 0.573 

 
H2. The perceived fairness of online lecture evaluation would not be different by gender: The perceived 

fairness of online lecture evaluation by gender was statistically different as shown in Table 11. According to 
Levine's test, assuming equal variance, females’ perceived fairness was significantly higher than that of male 
at 95% confidence level. 
 

Table 11. Independent t-test for perceived fairness difference of online lecture evaluation by gender  

Male Average Female Average T-value Significant probability Levine P-value
3.932 4.193 -2.758 0.006** 0.285 

 
H3. The perceived generosity of online lecture grades would not be different by gender: The perceived 

generosity of online lecture grades by gender was statistically different as shown in Table 12. According to 
Levine's test, assuming equal variance, females’ perceived generosity was significantly higher than that of male 
at 95% confidence level. 

 
Table 12. Independent t-test for perceived generosity difference of online lecture grades by gender  

Male Average Female Average T-value Significant probability Levine P-value
3.503 3.867 -3.053 0.002** 0.238 

 
H4. The perceived fairness of online lecture grades would not be different by gender: The perceived 

fairness of online lecture grades by gender was not statistically different at 95% confidence level as shown in 
Table 13. According to Levine's test, assuming not equal variance, females’ perceived fairness was slightly 
higher than that of male. 

 
Table 13. Independent t-test for perceived fairness difference of online lecture grades by gender  
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Male Average Female Average T-value Significant probability Levine P-value
3.803 3.98 -1.599 0.111 0.006 

 
H5. The perceived online lecture communication with professors would not be different by gender: The 

perceived online lecture communication with professors by gender was not statistically different at 95% 
confidence level as shown in Table 14. According to Levine's test, assuming equal variance, females’ perceived 
online lecture communication with professors was slightly higher than that of male. 

 
Table 14. Independent t-test for perceived online lecture communication with professors difference by gender  

Male Average Female Average T-value Significant probability Levine P-value
3.517 3.64 -1.016 0.311 0.498 

 
H6. The self-fidelity for online lecture would not be different by gender: The self-fidelity for online lecture 

by gender was statistically different as shown in Table 15. According to Levine's test, assuming equal variance, 
females’ self-fidelity was significantly higher than that of male at 95% confidence level. 

 
Table 15. Independent t-test for self-fidelity for online lecture difference by gender  

Male Average Female Average T-value Significant probability Levine P-value
4.034 4.387 -3.338 0.001** 0.057 

 
H7. The satisfaction for online lecture would not be different by gender: The satisfaction for online lecture 

by gender was statistically different as shown in Table 16. According to Levine's test, assuming not equal 
variance, females’ satisfaction for online lecture was significantly higher than that of male at 95% confidence 
level. 
 

Table 16. Independent t-test for satisfaction for online lecture difference by gender  

Male Average Female Average T-value Significant probability Levine P-value 
3.81 4.087 -2.39 0.018* 0.046 

 
H8. The perceived generosity of online lecture evaluation would not be different by school year: Even 

though senior student’s perceived generosity was the highest, the perceived generosity of online lecture 
evaluation was not statistically different as shown in Table 17. 

 
Table 17. ANOVA-test for difference of perceived generosity of online lecture evaluation by school year 

Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior F-value Significant probability 
3.584 3.611 3.513 3.767 0.720 0.541 

 
H9. The perceived fairness of online lecture evaluation would not be different by school year: The 

perceived fairness of online lecture evaluation was not statistically different as shown in Table 18. Freshmen’s 
perceived fairness of online lecture evaluation was the highest followed by that of sophomore students. 

 
Table 18. ANOVA-test for difference of perceived fairness of online lecture evaluation by school year 

Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior F-value Significant probability 
4.146 4.139 3.895 4.067 1.564 0.198 

 
H10. The perceived generosity of online lecture grades would not be different by school year: The 

perceived generosity of online lecture grades was not statistically different as shown in Table 19. Senior students’ 
perceived generosity of lecture grades was the highest followed by that of junior students. 

 
Table 19. ANOVA-test for difference of perceived generosity of online lecture grades by school year 

Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior F-value Significant probability 
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3.629 3.556 3.671 3.950 1.775 0.152 
 

H11. The perceived fairness of online lecture grades would not be different by school year: The perceived 
fairness of online lecture grades was not statistically different as shown in Table 20. Freshmen’s perceived 
fairness of online lecture grades was the highest followed by that of sophomore students. 

 
Table 20. ANOVA-test for difference of perceived fairness of online lecture grades by school year 

Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior F-value Significant probability 
4.034 4.014 3.671 3.817 2.559 0.055 

 
H12. The perceived online lecture communication with professors would not be different by school year: 

The perceived online lecture communication with professors was statistically different at 95% confidence level 
as shown in Table 21. Freshmen’s perception of online lecture communication with professors was quite 
positive. But the higher the school year, the lower the awareness of the online lecture communication with 
professors. 

 
Table 21. ANOVA-test for difference of perceived online lecture communication with professors by school 
year 

Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior F-value Significant probability 
3.787 3.625 3.513 3.300 2.800 0.040* 

 
H13. The self-fidelity for online lecture would not be different by school year: The self-fidelity for online 

lecture was statistically different at 95% confidence level as shown in Table 22. The self-fidelity was generally 
quite high, but that of senior students was the lowest. 

 
Table 22. ANOVA-test for difference of self-fidelity for online lecture by school year 

Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior F-value Significant probability 
4.292 4.417 4.105 3.983 3.013 0.030* 

 
H14. The satisfaction for online lecture would not be different by school year: The satisfaction for online 

lecture was statistically different at 95% confidence level as shown in Table 23. Freshmen’s satisfaction was 
quite high, but satisfaction of junior and senior students fell considerably. 

 
Table 23. ANOVA-test for difference of satisfaction for online lecture by school year 

Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior F-value Significant probability 
4.202 4.000 3.750 3.767 3.679 0.013* 

 
H15. The perceived generosity of online lecture evaluation would not be influenced by perceived 

generosity of online lecture grades, perceived fairness of online lecture grades, perceived fairness of online 
lecture evaluation, perceived online lecture communication with professors, self-fidelity for online lecture and 
satisfaction for online lecture: The research model is as shown in Figure 1. 

 

 
Figure 1. Research model for the influence of various factors to the perceptual generosity of online lecture 
evaluation 
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Table 24. Regression analysis for the influence of various factors to the perceptual generosity of online lecture 
evaluation 

Variable 

Un- 
standardized 
coefficients 

Standar-
dized 

coefficie-
nts 

t  p 

Multi- collinearity

Tolerance VIF 

B Std. error Beta 

(constant) .580 .291  1.992 .047  ㅁ 

Fairness of grades  .000 .071 .000 .002 .999 .478 2.092 
Generosity of grades  .504 .048 .515 10.590 .000*** .893 1.119 

Fairness of evaluation .192 .078 .156 2.444 .015* .522 1.917 

Self-fidelity  .022 .061 .020 .362 .718 .688 1.454 

Satisfaction  .124 .064 .123 1.933 .054 .525 1.905 

Communication with 
professors  -.054 .051 -.055 -1.064 .288 .779 1.284 

Dependent variable: Generosity of online lecture evaluation  
R2=.387 Adjusted R2=.374 F=30.498 p=.000*** 

*p<.05, **p<.01 ***p<.000 

As shown in Table 24, the perceptions of “fairness of online lecture grades,” “communication with 
professors,” “self-fidelity for online lecture” and “satisfaction for online lecture” did not significantly influence 
the “perceptual generosity of online lecture evaluation” statistically. However, the perceptions of “generosity 
of online lecture grades” and “fairness of online lecture evaluation” significantly influence the “perceptual 
generosity of online lecture evaluation” statistically. The “perceptual generosity of online lecture grades” was 
the most significant factor influencing “perceptual generosity of online lecture evaluation” statistically, and the 
statistical effect was very serious. 

 

5. Conclusion 

As for the perception of generosity and fairness of online lecture evaluation, average points of 3.609 and 
4.064 respectively on the 5-point Likert scale mean that students have tendency to give generous lecture 
evaluation for online lectures and think they are very fair in online lecture evaluation. The average point of 
3.687 and 3.892 respectively on the 5-point Likert scale for perception of generosity and fairness of online 
lecture grades mean that students perceive online lecture grades as generous but think the result of grades is 
very fair. This is due to the school's policy of making the grades of online lectures more generous than before 
through the transition from relative evaluation to absolute evaluation or changes in the relative evaluation ratio 
during the COVID-19 situation. However, average points of 4.212 and 3.949 respectively on the 5-point Likert 
scale for the perception of self-fidelity and satisfaction show very positive educational effects of online lectures. 
Also, students perceive communication with professor positively by showing 3.579 average points on the 5-
point Likert scale. These results can be inferred that the students who participated in the survey are relatively 
sincere students. 

Even though female students’ perceived generosity of online lecture evaluation was slightly higher than 
that of male students, the perceived generosity of online lecture evaluation by gender was not statistically 
different at 95% confidence level. Our result was contrary to the study of Choi and Kim [50], who claimed that 
male students were conducting generous lecture evaluations, but showed the same conclusion as Seol's study 
[49], which suggested there was no statistical difference between evaluations from male and female students 
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despite female students having better perceptions of the online lectures. Female students’ perceived generosity 
of online lecture grades was significantly higher than that of male at 95% confidence level. However, despite 
female students’ perceived fairness was slightly higher than that of male students, the perceived fairness of 
online lecture grades by gender was not statistically different. Also, despite female students’ perceived online 
lecture communication with professors was slightly higher than that of male students, the perceived online 
lecture communication with professors by gender was not statistically different. However, female students’ self-
fidelity and satisfaction were significantly higher than those of male students at 95% confidence level. These 
results indicate that the educational effect of online lectures is better for female students than male students. 

Even though senior students’ perceived generosity of online lecture evaluation was slightly high, the 
perceived generosity of online lecture evaluation was not statistically different at 95% confidence level. This 
result was contrary to the study of Choi and Kim [50], who claimed that senior students were conducting 
generous lecture evaluations, but showed the same conclusion as Seol's study [49], which suggested there was 
no statistical school year difference. Also, the perceived fairness of online lecture evaluation was not statistically 
different. However, we found that freshmen’s perceived fairness of online lecture evaluation was the highest 
followed by that of sophomore students. The perceived generosity of online lecture grades was not statistically 
different. We found that senior students’ perceived generosity of lecture grades was the highest followed by 
that of junior students. Also, the perceived fairness of online lecture grades was not statistically different. 
Ironically, freshmen’s perceived fairness of online lecture grades was the highest followed by that of sophomore 
students. These results mean that the higher school year, students feel generous grade and not fair in grade. The 
perceived online class communication with professors was statistically different at 95% confidence level. 
Freshmen’s perception of online class communication with professors was quite positive. But the higher the 
school year, the lower the awareness of the online class communication with professors. The self-fidelity and 
satisfaction for online class were both statistically different at 95% confidence level. The self-fidelity was 
generally quite high, but self-fidelity of the senior students was the lowest. Freshmen’s satisfaction was quite 
high, but satisfaction of the junior and senior students fell considerably. These results mean that as the school 
years goes up, the educational effect of online lectures is negative.  

As for the influence of perceptions of “fairness of online lecture evaluation,” “generosity of online lecture 
grades,” “fairness of online lecture grades,” “communication with professors,” ”self-fidelity for online lectures,” 
and “satisfaction for online lecture” on the “perceptual generosity of online lecture evaluation,” only the 
perceptions of “generosity of online lecture grades” and “fairness of online lecture evaluation” significantly 
influenced the “perceptual generosity of online lecture evaluation” statistically. Furthermore, the statistical 
effect of perceptual generosity of online lecture grades on perceptual generosity of online lecture evaluation 
was very significant. This result was contrary to the Seol’s study [49] and Marsh and Roche’s study [55] which 
claimed there was no relation between grade and evaluation, but showed the same conclusion as Lyu and Lee’s 
study [52] and Greenwald and Gillmore’s study [53]. This means that lecture evaluations for online courses can 
be distorted by generous grades.  

The limitation of this research is that it is an analysis of students belonging to one university. Therefore, 
follow-up studies may include students from many schools. 
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