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Abstract In this study, the researcher intends to examine the influence of the class factors of
universities for computer accounting education upon learning ability and learning performance, with
the current students or the graduates from the universities in Busan and Gyeongnam regions. The
findings of this study could be summarized as follows: First, the hypothesis on the influence of
the self-efficacy of the students upon class commitment and motivation to participate in learning
was supported. Second, commitment and motivation had a significant impact on class performance,
while the satisfaction with the class had not an impact on motivation.

Keywords: Factors of learning, Learning ability, Learning performance, Class commitment,
Motivation to participate in class, Computer accounting
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Focusing on the Moderating Effect of Class Commitment
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Fato] SNSE Bael WEs 57, 2098 Sue WY, 389 wre W
Hom, sl HdEA F & S 2 7HeR FEH, 149 Ax F 3N
|olsta HF 4065 FEAE o] g9low FATh A AVE T A=A
o591} GE 0845, stie]l wgEAe] AHEAFE 085
WY w9 7)He ANIFHEAFE (848=

A&7 GHAY. A8 E %Ljruk (Cronbach’s

Alpha)o] EE Q92lolA 0.7 ooz e} AF

Z3 =9 A Aol mo How sHolE|r} g%—a—g@ 2 A o]
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Table 1 Descriptive Statistics Quantity

. ) Skewness Kurtosis
Variable Mean 5D Statistic S. E. Statistic S. E.
university 1 3.61 0.703 -0.408 0.121 0.500 0.242
university 2 3.55 0.714 -0.408 0.121 0.330 0.242
university 3 3.65 0.752 -0.504 0.121 0.761 0.242
professor 1 3.47 0.882 -0.824 0.121 1.256 0.242
professor 2 3.31 0.762 -0.024 0.121 1.480 0.242
professor 3 3.29 0.815 0.010 0.121 0.715 0.242
student 1 3.43 0.695 0.302 0.121 0.153 0.242
student 2 3.64 0.719 -0.109 0.121 0.010 0.242
student 3 3.31 0.759 -0.252 0.121 0.027 0.242
student 4 3.42 0.725 0.071 0.121 -0.250 0.242
student 5 3.50 0.733 -0.017 0.121 -0.282 0.242
motivationl 3.88 0.810 -0.010 0.121 -1.014 0.242
motivation2 3.83 0.750 0.223 0.121 -1.051 0.242
motivation3 3.85 0.826 0.276 0.121 -1.482 0.242
commitment] 3.44 0.864 -0.090 0.121 -0.577 0.242
commitment2 3.35 0.922 -0.027 0.121 -0.515 0.242
commitment3 3.40 0.961 -0.128 0.121 -0.677 0.242
satisfaction 1 3.58 0.856 -0.187 0.121 -0.355 0.242
satisfaction 2 3.44 0.810 0.214 0.121 -0.154 0.242
satisfaction 3 3.52 0.845 -0.168 0.121 -0.340 0.242
satisfaction 4 3.58 0.876 -0.051 0.121 -0.489 0.242
satisfaction 5 3.55 0.870 -0.088 0.121 -0.343 0.242
performance 1 347 0.907 -0.024 0.121 -0.702 0.242
performance 2 3.49 0.863 -0.109 0.121 -0.543 0.242
performance 3 3.46 0.873 -0.125 0.121 -0.604 0.242
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Table 2 Results of Factor and Reliability Analyses on Independent Variables

. Factor
Variable Cronbach’s Alpha
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
student3 0.809 0.039 0.018
student?2 0.807 0.086 0.051
studentl 0.790 0.063 0.009 0845
student4 0.761 0.027 0.001
studentb 0.749 0.058 -0.001
university 1 -0.002 0.902 0.000
university2 0.163 0.873 -0.015 0.859
university3 0.059 0.864] 0.155
professor? 0.013 0.048 0.890
professorl 0.015 0.051 0.871 0.848
professor3 0.029 0.031] 0.866
Kaiser-Meyer-0Olkin 0.746
) .. Chi-Square 2029.540
Barlett’ Test of Sphericity 4@ 55(0.000)

Table 3 Results of Factor and Reliability Analyses on Dependent Variables

Variable Factor Cronbach’s
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor4 Alpha
satisfaction3 0.910 0.157 0.183 0.028
satisfaction4 0.905 0.166 0.146 0.013
satisfaction2 0.903 0.114 0.108 0.031 0.955
satisfactionl 0.879 0.122 0.191] -0.005
satisfactiond 0.870 0.174 0.203 0.019
performance3 0.186 0.934] 0.209 -0.028§
performance2 0.193 0.933 0.202 -0.015 0.975
performancel 0.201 0.930 0.221 -0.020
commitment3 0.225 0.181] 0.908 0.11
commitment2 0.211 0.216 0.900 0.058 0.949
commitment]l 0.226 0.244 0.889 0.050
Motivation2 -0.054 0.103 0.013 0.865
Motivation3 0.018 -0.106 0.068 0.862 0.813
Motivationl 0.087 -0.044 0.088 0.827
Kaiser—-Meyer—Olkin 0.861
Barlett’ Test of Sphericity Chi-Square o829.001
df(P) 919(0.000)
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HEAFE 0955, T8I AHEAFE 0975, FeHAHI}E 001 7%, wF wS7y 3 AAH
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Hls ogre] RE QoldA 07 oldow veht 7l FHEH, FEUSEAE 0017, et
NF Aol =o Row soHrl mEFA AH © 005l AaaATE SAE AT g3
- ]l Z=o]Eoly 220l 0]l O Zojulx Eayel]
A9] Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin %9 e 08610 =2 571 ‘—ATH = :J’E THEH™ ";HUL}"T}OTjj
Gehgom, Barlettsl $34 A4el felgge) Ooh THRIE THULAKQOITEAA HAw
FAwATE GAH A £, 2t W] FuAF
000002 7z 291& Fo|Hed dadAzt ok K ’
. FET AVE AlF gho] 2% AA e 3
o, A ke dAe 86107%0] T ) "
ol =gt 8 4 olv

Table 4= 7Hd& 753171 o
(Pearson)d] A#AAFE A|Ast doh. Aaa
2}

PR
g BHE A%, gwe wange 44

pud

FAA 2w S Tl FEEY ElolE o
& ATl 2 das Table 59 2T
-1

A3 x2=712132, p=0.000, GFI=0.878,

rl

Table 4 Correlation Coefficient

university  professor student motivation  immersion  satisfaction performance
1
. n
university [0.893]
; 0.106 1
T T
ProTesso 0033 [0.859]
0.153" 0.039 1
student
0.002 0.430 [0.822]
fivati 0.114" -0.058 0.287"" 1
motivation
cuvatio 0.022 0.241 0000 [0.836]
. 0.022 -0.017 0.231* 0.140* 1
commitment
0.655 0.740 0.000 0.005 [0.940]
. . -0.077 -0.071 0.153™ 0.048 0.432™ 1
satisfaction
0.119 0.152 0.002 0.334 0.000 [0.925]
0.019 -0.010 0.102" -0.023 0.460™" 0.383™ 1
performance
0.709 0.841 0.040 0.642 0.000 0.000 [0.972]

% p<0.01, * p<0.05
[ 1: Square root value of AVE(Average Variance Extracted)

Table 5 Model Fit

Criteria X GFI AGFI RMR CFI NFI IFI RMSEA
model 712.132 0.878 0.844 0.027 0.943 0915 0.943 0.067
Basis P=>0.05 P=090 >0.90 <0.05 >0.90 >0.90 >0.90 <0.05

Fitness Unfit Good Good Excellent  Excellent Excellent Excellent Good
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AGFI=0.844, RMR=0.027, CFI=0.943, NFI=0.915,
IF1=0.943, RMSEA=0.067% }E}ytt},

Table 2, 39] &A% QAEXMS B EFE
221s 3}H 2REAMS Fdlo] AYAAS

st alyeta 3

7_11—

§1L

& 05004, Ad AE= 7 ool &
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45 Jt4HH

2 Al s A A= Aa]l x2, GF
RMR, RMSEA,

=]
IFL 73 A8 A5e AGFI ¢ olgake]

TR AFEE FAsAT (Table 7). 414
3}, Chi-square=740.717, GFI=0.874, AGFI=0.844,
CFI=0.940, NFI=0911, IFI=0.941, RMR=0.039,
RMSEA=0.067% Zd2 dukdoz H3gtet zlo
2 FAsAdrh

oAl o digh 7ol gk ASA R

5 o
H1-1: ue] ul5 3k
O 7

=
HI-19 shite] ag@qde 59
2 w3 =
ZHS.E.) 0.082, CR.3t2 -0.
obA F Ws 7o) AnEAR BAY S
o3
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21al, p-valuex 0.736C. = 7]7+5

Table 6 Confirmative Factor Analysis

Unstandardized Standardized
Variable Path regression regression t p AVE CR
weight weight
U-U3 1.000 0.804
university U-u2 0.960 0.813 16.546 0.000 0.797 0.922
U-Ul 0.982 0.844 16.861 0.000
P-P3 1.000 0.779
professor P-P2 1.021 0.850 15.902 0.000 0.738 0.8%4
P-P1 1.114 0.801 15.854 0.000
M-M3 1.000 0.820
motivation M-M2 0.858 0.775 13.859 0.000 0.699 0.874
M-M1 0.854 0.715 13.259 0.000
1-13 1.000 0.942
commitment I-12 0.936 0.918 33.510 0.000 0.883 0.958
I-11 0.885 0.927 34.439 0.000
F-F3 1.000 0.963
performance F-F2 0.984 0.960 48.422 0.000 0.945 0.981
F-F1 1.045 0.969 51.421 0.000
S-S5 1.000 0.662
S-S54 0.996 0.666 11.395 0.000
student S-S3 1.201 0.768 12.730 0.000 0.676 0.912
S-S2 1.156 0.780 12.876 0.000
S-S1 1.048 0.732 12.288 0.000
T-T5 1.000 0.890
T-T4 1.037 0.916 28.886 0.000
satisfaction T-T3 1.021 0.935 30.385 0.000 0.855 0.967
T-T2 0.925 0.834 26.467 0.000
T-T1 0.968 0.875 25.894 0.000
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Table 7 Model Fit

Criteria x2 GFI AGFI RMR CF1 NFI IFI RMSEA
740.717

model 0.874 0.844 0.039 0.940 0911 0.941 0.067
(p=0.000)

Basis P=>0.05 P=090 >0.90 <0.05 >0.90 >0.90 >0.90 <0.05
Fitness Unfit Good Good Excellent Excellent Excellent  Excellent Good
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Table 8 Hypothesis Results

. Standar .
H Path Estimate S.E. C.R. . o) Sig.
dized
The Effect of the Need Partially
[H1] for Education
- Learning Abilities Accept
Educational Environment
[H1-1] of University -0.028 0.082  -0.337 -.0018 0.736 Reject
—-Class Commitment
The Curriculum and
[H1-2] Techniques of Professors -0.081 0077  -1.053 -0.057 0.292 Reject
—-Class Commitment
The Self-efficacy of
[H1-3] Students 0.501 0.107 4.703 0.268 0.000 Accept
—-Class Commitment
Educational Environment of
B University .
[H1-4] “Motivation to participate in 0.085 0.056 1.527 0.089 0.127 Reject
class
The Curriculum and
B Techniques of Professors B B B .
[H1-5] “Motivation to participate in 0.091 0.052 1.752 0.100 0.080 Reject
class
The Self-efficacy of
B Students
[H1-6] “Motivation to participate in 0.399 0.076 5.278 0.355 0.000 Accept
class
[H2] Learning Abilities Partially
-Learning Performance Accept
_ Class Commitment
[H2-1] “Class Satisfaction 0.385 0.041 9.442 0.463 0.000 Accept
N Class Commitment
[H2-2] “Class Performance 0.483 0.045 10.647 0.496 0.000 Accept
Motivation to participate in
[H2-3] class -0.036 0066 -0.550 -0.028 0.582 Reject
—Class Satisfaction
Motivation to participate in
[H2-4] class -0.162 0075 -2.419 -0.106 0.032 Accept
—Class Performance
Table 9 Moderating Effect Result
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
I] t(Sig.) I] t(Sig.) 5] t(Sig.)
. - 11.837#x#x% - 8.481 #kx 4.272%%%
The Self-efficacy of Students 0.153 3.106%% 0056 1212 0326 1762
Class Commitment 0.419 9.1033#% -0.215 0477
The Self-efficacy of Students, 0818 0.034%
Class Commitment ’ ’
R? 0.023 0.190 0.199
adj R? 0.021 0.186 0.193
AR? 0167+ 0.009+

#*p<0.05, #*xp<0.01, **+p<0.001
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