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The purpose of this study was to examine the variation in professors’ satisfaction with faculty development
programs and in their teaching efficacy according to their demographic characteristics and the rate of
participation in faculty development programs in a medical school. The data were collected from 59 faculty
members who participated in the Professor's Seminar. The questionnaire consisted of three parts: general
background of the respondent; satisfaction with the faculty development program; and teaching efficacy.
The data were analyzed by methods of descriptive analysis, analysis of variance, and the Mann-Whitney
U-test. The program satisfaction of faculty members was significantly different by the years of educational
career but it was not different by job status, specialty, gender, and the participation level in faculty programs.
The faculty members’ teaching efficacy differed significantly by gender and the participation level in faculty
programs, while it did not differ by educational career, job status, or specialty. The results of this study
suggest that various faculty programs should be developed to increase the satisfaction level of different
groups of faculty members, and that they should be more focused on teaching efficacy, as it is considered
to be one of the most effective way to increase the quality of education.
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Tahle 1. Background information of respondents

stuF=th H178 28

Variable Category Value
Educational career Below 10 16 (27.1)
10 or above 43 (72.9)
Total 59 (100.0)
Job status Assistant/associate professor 24 140.7)
Professor 35 (59.3)
Total 59 (100.0)
Specialty Basic medicine 16 (29.6)
Clinical medicine 38 (70.4)
Total 54 {100.0)
Gender Male 39 (70.9)
Female 16 (29.1)
Total 55 (100.0)
Rate of participation in faculty program Below 10 in a year 32 (54.2)
10 or above in a year 27 (45.8)
Total 59 (100.0)
Values are presented as number of respondents (%).
Tahle 2. Teaching efficacy scores of items and sub-factors
Sub-factors Item contents Value
Confidence in | am clearly aware of the learning objectives of the majors for which | am responsible. 4.25+0.60
knowledge | have a lot of experience and knowledge related to the majors. 4.25+0.60
| understand exactly the knowledge contents of the majors and the applied areas. 4.25+0.60
| have confidence in the teaching methods for the majors. 3.83+0.77
| have a firm conviction about the importance of the curriculum for the major. 419+0.73
| understand clearly why | should teach the major knowledge content to students. 4.24+0.63
Total 4.17+0.66
Teaching strategy | set the appropriate learning (practice) objectives, taking into account the students’ current knowledge level. 3.86+0.60
control | establish the appropriate instructional strategies for learning (practice) objectives. 3.85+0.67
| try to induce students’ learning motivation. 3.85+0.69
| am good at adjusting and controlling the learning (practice) atmosphere. 3.80+0.66
| explain things well for students to understand them well. 3.92+0.65
| manage learning (practice) time effectively and give lectures in a leisurely way. 3.71+0.81
| actively respond to students’ questions. 4.15+0.61
Total 3.88+0.67
Leadership | love students and try to help them. 4.29+0.70
| give students confidence in the majors. 3.95+0.68
| do not spare praise and encouragement for students. 3.86+0.74
| guide students to have positive and active attitudes. 4.03+0.69
| treat students sincerely. 4.44+0.57
| guide students’ careers actively. 3.78+0.83
| propose a vision for the future to students. 3.71£0.81
Total 4.01+0.72

Values are presented as mean=standard deviation.
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AR HFE 40140682 A Uerton], 3749)

4736, p<0.05). Al Feo| e ulash £ Fak 5ol digk
Az o] Bt 4.17+0.662 7V Ekou], syl tigh 2l
2 Bt 40120.710]9100, ‘A gt 287 o] Bt
3.88+0.672 7P WA UebgdthTable 2).

A, Aerse] A8 gdo] et AH R foufgt alolE
Hon(p<0.01), @/do] oo el = st UER
o S, 219], AT o Rl mebis foulet Zjol7F YeRtR]
Aottt wavld ZR I U= w8 et FAH R
golugt xlo]7} Lo (p<0.05), 247 2o] 10 u]gkel
O] ST St Wl T2 T fo] tigt vk st
of, a4/ Z2 o] Foloks o HELSHDE B0 B
o], ‘thRoix= W-go] SulEct & SERT48%(31.6%) 013
o, ‘AAgo] ARS Aty BIA 47TH(30.9%), ‘TAA
Ao g Bof 45%(29.6%) £o2 LreRgGtHTable 4).

Tahle 3. Teaching efficacy and program satisfaction by demographical variables

. No. of Mean + standard
Variable Category o U p-value
respondents deviation
Teaching efficacy
Educational career Below 10 16 4.00£0.50 325.50 0.75
10 or above 43 4.02+0.42
Job status Assistant/associate 24 3.94+0.45 371.50 0.45
Professor 35 4.06+0.43
Specialty Basic medicine 16 413+0.54 250.50 0.31
Clinical medicine 38 3.98+0.40
Gender Male 39 4.15+0.42 152.50 0.003
Female 16 3.79+0.36
Faculty development program satisfaction
Educational career Below 10 16 4.06+0.85 211.00 0.01
10 or above 43 3.44+0.88
Job status Assistant/associate professor 24 3.94+0.72 300.50 0.06
Professor 35 3.60+0.70
Specialty Basic medicine 16 3.44+0.89 280.00 0.64
Clinical medicine 38 3.68+0.93
Gender Male 39 3.69+0.80 303.00 0.86
Female 16 3.50+1.21
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Tahle 4. Reason for participation in faculty development programs

Teaching Efficacy and Satisfaction with Faculty Development Programs

olstuZ=tt H17& 2=

Category

No. of respondents (%)

Because contents are interesting

To develop my own competence
Because of credit for faculty evaluation
Other

Total

48 (31.6)
47 (30.9)
45 (29.6)
12 (7.9)

152 (100.0)

Data was calculated by the multiple-response analysis.

Tahle 5. Teaching efficacy and program satisfaction by rate of participation in faculty development program

Variable Rate of participation No. of respondents Mean +standard deviation U p-value
Teaching efficacy Below 10 32 3.91+0.41 272.50 0.02
10 or above 27 4.14+0.46
Confidence in knowledge Below 10 32 4.08+0.43 347.00 0.19
10 or above 21 4.27+0.57
Teaching strategy control Below 10 32 3.79+0.45 325.50 0.10
10 or above 27 3.97+0.49
Leadership Below 10 32 3.85+0.54 2717.50 0.02
10 or above 21 4.18+0.52
Program satisfaction Below 10 32 3.50+1.01 375.00 0.37
10 or above 27 3.74+0.76
3. mAvhdt T2 EHofsks 0199} Aoi3No)| M2 14Es WA, W4a57Hteaching efficacy)= ojTheistol A of2] A
2t U @A TR oEE Ro| £ Moz walEl] gk 57| 3 7 EREA, B distolas
UdhH o2 FAA T2 IRe] ek Folrk Bprofesson®]  mAEEY] PR A 3K 519 G FolAl A
BT UE S S el TSR I of S AL ol o elely, e o 2
w7 T2 o] gk ofe] ATt @A wEl] weRs  OR UEhon], Sedde] tith 2d7o] 7HE Wk HollA
I ofd BAS WA QA 2Bl Foishs Zlo] & _E:LE“OH Park et al. (2012)2] A-dztet Y|tk Kim (1998)2 ofsh w4
BHESET QIrke olujolA|E Telshy] SlBiA, A TR o] A9 Ao] W M ws: HFYY, sHA U 5ol oA
of Fofshs Sivo] W2 RAESE P RN TR UEE AR} S i), 58] w4 WAl ZHa o2 12
o] Aol & EAsIGict wavliE 22 IR0] ATt FofSiE 103 of vl 213 wg¥at opfel AHA] F W& (in service education)©]
g 7lEoR 45k Yeto R Rsle] Jolie| e a7 EESIT A vt ok 136 AR 2 oste] mape
FIECRL R ﬂow:mble 5. mrmsyel  ZRIeNE 3R] Bhase] 99 Fold Salu sauer
85 22O oo wet waeasd AA et 2ud of theh 287 B85 A52or v Fago] &= AAIGH
20104 Solgt 2pol 7} azaiguq(p<o.os> sy mmow F Zoh
AZTt B84 E B4RET 2uio] 22 o2 Ukt 2 ATolAi s 54 F 109 unke] m84ee

=203 Qo] 9ol MeTHY 22 T Hojgiso] utet
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