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Abstract: This paper examines the impact of students’ gender on management education evaluation.
The paper aims to test and identify the influence of gender in higher education on selected factors
impacting evaluation of management education by university students and to evaluate its
development. The areas of influence have been analysed using characteristics of evaluation of
management lessons, teachers and subjects. Data for this primary research was gathered using
a questionnaire survey administered to business university students in the period between 2015 to
2018. Results show that the number of higher educated women is increasing and their evaluation of
management subjects, teachers and lessons is different compared to men. Specific factors impacting
evaluation of management education and their development are further tested and discussed. The
results may be used in practice to identify current approaches towards higher education by students’
gender preferences. Limitation of the findings of this study is that its application may be impacted
because the sample size was limited to business university students. It may be taken as a case study
and a base for further research and benchmarking between universities.
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Introduction

With the increasing importance of higher education for national development, there is also
a growing public concern about the effectiveness of this education. Higher education
represents an efficient and effective method of human capital accumulation and the
development of science and new technologies (Alauddin, Kifle 2014; Markley 2004; Claar,
Dias and Shields 2014). Quality in higher education is a multi-criteria and multidimensional
concept; therefore quality assurance systems have to be appropriate according to the subject
being evaluated. Evaluation and measuring the quality in higher education institution are very
difficult, because of their intangible, variable, inseparable parts. Therefore, universities should
have a systematic process quality evaluation in place as an integral component of the faculty
and a professional review process (Al-Busaidi, Aldhafri and Biiyiikyavuz (2016); Benton,
Cashin 2014). The quality evaluation process should extend beyond student evaluations and
include expectations for continuous improvement (Ojode 2000; Driscoll and Hunt 2015). This
study adds another dimension to the evaluation process with the introduction of perspectives
based on gender.
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This paper aims to test and identify the influence of the role of gender in higher education on
selected factors impacting evaluation of management education by university students and to
evaluate its development. The theoretical framework of this study consists of a literature
review based on an analysis of scientific papers and publications dealing with the area of
student retention and strategies, policies and applicable approaches to it. The primary research
was conducted involving analysis of documents and databases related to the organisation of
student support, student feedback and evaluation of study, lessons, courses and teachers of an
analysed business university in the period starting from 2015.

The structure of the article is following: the first chapter Theoretical Background focuses on
summarizing of the current knowledge base in the area of higher education, Materials and
Methods includes the detailed description of the theoretical knowledge and research methods,
by application of which the primary data was collected; the results obtained and their
interpretation are included in the chapter Results, and Discussion and the summary is included
in the chapter Conclusion.

1 Theoretical background

Student evaluation of studies is commonly and very often limited to lectures, education,
teacher and subject quality as major indicators (Benton & Cashin 2014; Laube et al. (2007).
Major decisions regarding a future orientation of a higher education institution and a long line
of other decisions such as promotion, remuneration, etc., are based on these evaluations.
According to Markley (2004) teachers are the foundations of a learning process. Furthermore,
it was proven that teachers” evaluation has a positive impact on teachers who perceive this
feedback mostly in a positive way and try to improve their approach toward the education
process and interaction with students, upgrade content of their lessons and also their teaching
methods (Flodén 2017). Based on results of the study by Al-Busaidi, Aldhafri and
Biiyiikyavuz (2016) the valued university teacher should have such skills as respect towards
students, recognition of students” identity, ability to listen to them and a will to help them.

Moreover, university teacher should treat all students equally, should not make any
differences between them and should help to build their self-confidence. Additionally, it is
necessary that teachers are adequately equipped for the teaching lecture and his/her
interpretation of the course should be understandable and clear. On the other hand, one can
still find higher education institutions or universities that do not use nor value students’
evaluation of teaching or open to use it (Feldman 2007; Hilali et al. 2015). If we look into the
typical areas and characteristics which can be evaluated by students, Cashin (1995) has set six
main areas: course organisation and planning, clarity and communication skills, teacher and
student interaction/rapport, course difficulty/workload, grading and examinations and last but
not least student self-rated learning. Similar attributes are used for evaluation and analysis of
student assessment in this paper (those are subject, lesson and teacher) according to Handal,
Wood and Muchatuta (2011) or Chui et al. (2016); Sulong (2014).

Evaluation of the educational effectiveness is impacted by many factors as documented by
Berk (2005) or Etuk et al. (2013). They stated that basic students' characteristics such as
attitude, ability, motivation, gender, age, maturation and institutions' characteristics such as
class size, classroom facilities, available technology, learning resources, school climate could
have an influence on students' performance regardless of instructor's actions.

Research regarding students’ gender has not provided unified results. For example,
Chamberlin and Hickey (2001) confirmed with their research that students’ gender
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significantly affects an evaluation of education and its elements. Additionally, Kohn and
Hatfield (2006) and Walumbwa and Ojode (2000) discovered within their studies that female
students, in general, evaluate education efficiency and teacher quality significantly better than
males. Furthermore, women tend to care about the evaluation process much more than male
students (Heine, Maddox 2009), while female’s evaluation is usually more precise and more
efficient (Darby 2006). Stoet and Geary (2014) in their study provided a rationale for this
difference who stated based on their study that females are more committed to their studies
and therefore they put a great emphasis on teachers' effectiveness. However, this is
inconsistent with the results of Koushki and Kuhn (1982). On the other hand, according to Liu
(2011), whose work focused on distance learning students, the gender of students does not
affect the evaluation of education at all. Colbeck, Cabrera and Terenzini (2000) in their work
focused on the evaluation of interactions between students and teachers and subsequently
increased motivation towards classes” attendance, a rise of trust or own skills and abilities
may be considered equivalent to male and female students. As different modern technologies
tend to take over the university teaching process, it is crucial to mention results of research by
Claar, Dias and Shields (2014), who revealed that gender does not have any statistically
significant relation to the acceptation of evaluation of the use of modern technologies.

This paper focuses on the role of gender and its effect on students’ evaluation of their studies.
It is, therefore, necessary to consider that this attribute may also affect a relationship with
a teacher; that is whether the teacher is a male or a female in the studied case. This interaction
was confirmed by the study of Arbuckle and Williams (2003) and Aleamoni (1999). Several
studies have also shown that students have a tendency to evaluate in a more favourable way
teacher of the same gender as the student (Centra, Gaubatz 2000). Boring, Ottoboni and Stark
(2016) added that most female teachers are discriminated during evaluations although their
performance is, in fact, the same as their male colleagues. This overall preference of teachers
was also confirmed by many studies (MacNell, Driscoll and Hunt 2015; Basow and Silberg
1987; Zare-ee, Don and Tohidian 2016). The last-mentioned authors found out that students —
males evaluated teachers — males significantly better than students — females. Female students
overall evaluated teachers — males better than females, but this difference is not significant.
To support these statements, it is possible to mention the study by Cramer and Alexitch
(2000), who states that the study program, respectively the course taught, and students’
gender are closely connected with evaluation of the teacher, subject and lesson.

2 Methods

This paper is a case study of one private business university. The university is only focused on
business, economics and management and is not further split into faculties. This article
focuses on the evaluation of all subjects, teachers and courses taught in the years 2015 to
2018. All subjects taught at the university were evaluated in the searched period.

Moreover, all students who participated in the education process had to take part the
surveying compulsory. The total number of students per each academic year is higher than the
number of students who participated in the survey, but the remaining students are in the
prolongation of studies or have free semester for writing their final thesis. Therefore the
results are representative for the searched case university. This paper shows a comparison of
approaches of men and women towards education; it’s perceived quality and their study and
professional aims. In every questionnaire, each student had to indicate his or her gender.
Therefore it was easy to evaluate the questionnaires separately from men and women.
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The research was prepared using both a qualitative and quantitative method of analysis of
secondary and primary resources, knowledge synthesis, induction, deduction and comparison.
As part of secondary resources, scientific articles dealing with the theme were analysed. The
primary data was gathered using quantitative research, through data collection using
questionnaires. The questionnaire was administered to students, bachelors and masters, of the
studied business university in the period starting from 2015 and ending in 2018. The total
number of the students was on average 1958 in this period.

The second part of this paper analyses and evaluates the results of the primary survey data.
The student dataset comprised in total 5,481 surveys (the sample file of the respondents). The
evaluated subjects were in disciplines which include Management, Economics, Business,
Human Resources, Marketing and Law. Only students who passed the whole education and
evaluation process of mentioned selected modules were part of the survey.

The respondents demographic profile is as follows 36.6% men, 63.4% women; 46.5% work in
the area of study, 52.0% do not work, approximately 4% did not indicate employment status;
53.2% plan to work in the area of studied subjects, 15.6% do not plan to work in the area of
studied subjects, and the rest does not know yet. Over the studied period, the percentage of
men fluctuated between 34.0% and 40.1% and the percentage of women were from 59.2% to
66%.

The number of students and their division into men and women is shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Number of students according to gender among the studied period

Year Total No of students Questioned students Men Women
2015/16 2393 2256 841 1415
2016/17 2188 1764 677 1087
2017/18 1958 1103* 409* 694*

* only first trimester
Source: own survey

The data collection instrument included questions to measure the quality of education at the
studied university. The questions were designed based on theories (see theoretical
background) and similar researches. The questionnaire addressed three main areas, which
includes lessons and their content, the course/subject and its structure and usefulness, and the
teacher’s quality. Other than the quality of education, the questionnaires also measured study
materials, texts and presentations, the teacher’s personality and abilities, the technology used
in the educational process, connection with practice, technical and organisational facilities and
equipment.

Respondents’ reactions to questions related to subjects, courses and teachers were measured.
Attitudes to the given matter were restricted by offering a set of several statements. The
extremes of the five-point scale represented bipolar concepts of the evaluation dimension. All
the questions were measured in a Likert type scale with verbal anchors in 1 (strongly
disagree) and 5 (strongly agree) or, provided it was not possible to favour either of the sides,
neutral value (the median value was characterised by number 3). The scale permitted not only
the specification of respondents’ attitudes but also their intensity.

All the primary data were evaluated using descriptive statistics. In addition, the dependence
among qualitative characteristics was tested to assess the relationships between searched

71



2019 Volume XIX(2): 68-78
Acta academica karviniensia DOI: 10.25142/aak.2019.015

attributes, to verify the data obtained and its further analysis (Hendl 2006). The tools of two-
dimensional statistics were employed using Pearson’s Chi-square test (see below):

sy~ (0= B’
Xy
Description:

x2 = Pearson's cumulative test statistic, which asymptotically approaches a y2 distribution;

Oi = the number of observations of type i;

Ei = Npi = the expected (theoretical) frequency of type i, asserted by the null hypothesis that
the fraction of type i in the population is pi;

n = total number of observations.

To evaluate the results Microsoft Excel and IBM SPSS statistics were used.

A case study was used as a qualitative method which allowed a detailed study of one case to
apply the acquired findings to understand similar cases. Case study research refers to an in-
depth, detailed study of an individual or a small group of individuals, in this case in one
business university (n= 5,481 respondents). Such studies are typically qualitative, resulting in
a narrative description of behaviour or experience. It must be stated that case study research is
not used to determine cause and effect, nor it is used to discover generalizable truths or make
predictions, rather, the emphasis in case study research is placed on exploration and
description of a phenomenon.

3 Results

Based on the results, the total number of higher educated women is increasing. Statistically
significant differences were found amongst gender. Women statistically significantly more
often study and visit courses in the area of business management (p=0.000).

The results show that students evaluate positively subjects (on the scale where one is the best
and five is the worst), lectures and also teachers. The subjects studied in the area mostly filled
the expectations (average value 1.75 by males; 1.73 by females). Even better results were
given when evaluating lessons (average value 1.44 by males; 1.46 by females) and teachers
(average value 1.42 by males and also by females). It is possible to observe that the average
evaluation of all three areas is getting better during the studied period (from 2015 till now).
The evaluation and the given feedback have the positive influence on teachers, their approach
towards students, upgrade of study materials and preparation of lessons and courses (see
Table 2).

Table 2: Gender differences in perceived quality of education

Trimester Subject Lesson Teacher
M F M F M F

1st trimester 2015/16 1.93 1.87 1.60 1.61 1.62 1.59
2nd trimester 2015/16 1.80 1.80 1.47 1.52 1.47 1.53
3rd trimester 2015/16 1.70 1.69 1.44 1.44 1.42 1.41
1st trimester 2016/17 1.80 1.79 1.44 1.50 1.44 1.44
2nd trimester 2016/17 1.74 1.65 1.44 1.43 1.39 1.37
3rd trimester 2016/17 1.64 1.63 1.32 1.35 1.28 1.31
1st trimester 2017/18 1.67 1.65 1.38 1.37 1.33 1.32
Average 1.75 1.73 144 1.46 1.42 1.42

Note: M = male, F = female; scale 1 to 5, where 1 is the best
Source: own survey
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When evaluating differences between gender and evaluation of education quality, no
statistically significant differences were found in students” gender and their perception related
to the level of subjects, lessons/courses and teachers quality. Both males and females evaluate
all areas without statistically significant differences. On the other hand, the evaluation by
females is slightly better in the area of subject evaluation. On the contrary, lessons/courses are
evaluated better by males. It is possible to summarise that females are more focused on
content than the course. Evaluation of teachers is almost equal by males and female as
evidenced by Table 2.

Additionally, the differences amongst work experiences of attending students were tested.
Statistically significant differences were found between males and females in the area of work
in the studied program and plans for the future job (Table 3).

Table 3: Gender differences in work during studies

Trimester Work in the area of study (%) Plan to work in the area of study (%)
Male Female Male Female

1st trimester 2015/16 46.552 53.448 43.704 56.296

2nd trimester 2015/16 42.289 57.711 37.199 62.801

3rd trimester 2015/16 37.500 62.500 33.046 66.954

1st trimester 2016/17 40.052 59.948 36.471 63.529

2nd trimester 2016/17 38.000 62.000 36.591 63.409

3rd trimester 2016/17 38.710 61.290 37.586 62.414

1st trimester 2017/18 39.842 60.158 39.049 60.951

Average 40.421 59.579 37.664 62.336

Source: own survey

Statistically significant differences were found within gender of students who work or plan to
work in the area of their studied program (p=0.000). Women statistically significantly more
often work and plan to work in the area of their study program.

Moreover, the differences between the perception of male and female teachers by attendant
students were tested. No statistically significant differences were found between the
perception of males and females in all searched areas listed in Table 4. The studied areas were
perception of a male/female teacher as an expert, his/her ability to motivate students to learn,
his/her ability to create positive atmosphere in classroom, his/her ability to connect theory and
practice and his/her ability to discuss with students and giving them opportunity to express
their opinion.

Table 4: Gender differences in teachers” perception

Evaluation he/she is expert motivates to creates a connects theory | opportunity to
of teacher learn positive and practice express an

atmosphere opinion
Gender of M F M F M F M F M F
teacher

1st 2015/16 1.30 1.40 1.93 1.73 1.50 1.36 1.71 1.78 1.38 1.34
2nd 2015/16 | 1.27 1.35 1.84 1.65 1.46 1.28 1.49 1.52 1.32 1.20
3rd 2015/16 | 1.21 1.29 1.68 1.50 1.32 1.29 1.42 1.39 1.29 1.18
1st 2016/17 1.20 1.23 1.73 1.66 1.28 1.31 1.42 1.56 1.26 1.26
2nd 2016/17 | 1.17 1.20 1.66 1.54 1.31 1.98 1.40 1.41 1.28 1.17
3rd 2016/17 | 1.11 1.21 1.50 1.34 1.17 1.97 1.31 1.30 1.19 1.14
1st 2017/18 1.16 1.22 1.50 1.48 1.19 1.23 1.29 1.40 1.18 1.16
Average 1.20 1.27 1.69 1.56 1.32 1.49 1.43 1.48 1.27 1.21

Note: M = male, F = female; scale 1 to 5, where 1 is the best

Source: own survey
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Furthermore, Table 4 shows constant upgrading of the average evaluation of teachers, all
values in the table are getting closer to 1 over the monitored period from autumn 2015 to the
academic year 2017/2018.

To be able to see gender differences between evaluations of the teacher by students according
to their gender, another analysis was conducted. The results may be seen in Table 5. Again,
no statistically significant differences were found between male and female students’
evaluation of teacher in the searched areas (teacher is an expert, has the ability to motivate to
learn, has the ability to create positive atmosphere in the classroom, to connect theory and
practice and to discuss with students and give them opportunity to express their opinions).

Table 5: Evaluation of teacher by gender of students

Evaluation he/she is expert motivates to creates a connects theory | opportunity to

of teacher learn positive and practice express an
atmosphere opinion

Gender of M F M F M F M F M F

teacher

1st 2015/16 1.36 1.35 1.86 1.84 1.44 1.44 1.78 1.74 139 | 1.36

2nd 2015/16 1.23 1.34 1.69 1.77 1.33 1.39 1.44 1.52 126 | 125
3rd 2015/16 1.24 1.24 1.58 1.64 1.29 1.31 1.43 1.39 127 | 125
1st 2016/17 1.21 1.21 1.66 1.70 1.29 1.30 151 1.48 127 | 1.26
2nd 2016/17 1.17 1.18 1.65 1.56 1.25 1.25 1.45 1.38 125| 1.21
3rd 2016/17 1.06 1.14 1.48 1.51 1.12 1.20 1.23 1.35 116 | 1.20
1st 2017/18 1.11 1.19 1.40 1.57 1.12 1.24 1.25 1.31 113 | 122
Average 1.20 1.24 1.62 1.66 1.26 1.30 1.44 1.45 1.25| 1.25

Note: M = male, F = female; scale 1 to 5, where 1 is the best

Source: own survey

As reported in Tables 4 and 5, most of the attributes are evaluated positively (on the scale
where one is the best and five is the worst). All analysed statements are fluctuating around the
level 1.2 to 1.4; the only difference is the motivation to learn, where higher values are
observed (fluctuating around 1.6). This statement has poorer evaluation than other searched
statements (the average is 1.59 to 1.69). Other average values are in the interval <1.20; 1.49>.
Otherwise, students perceive the teacher as an expert (average fluctuate around 1.2) who
discuss with them openly and gives them the opportunity to express their opinions (average
approx. 1.25).

Furthermore, it is possible to assess from the results in Table 4 and 5 that the studied area
mostly filled the expectations. Students perceive teacher as an expert (average value oscillates
around 1.20 to 1.27), he/she has the ability to motivate them to learn (average value oscillates
around 1.56 to 1.69), his/her ability to create positive atmosphere in the classroom (average
value oscillates around 1.26 to 1.49), his/her ability to connect theory and practice (average
value oscillates around 1.43 to 1.48), and his/her willingness to discuss with students and
gives them opportunity to express their opinions (average value oscillates around 1.21 to
1.27). The favourable evaluation was found in the criterion of teachers’ perception as an
expert and his/her willingness to discuss with students and give them the opportunity to
express their opinions. All the results are valid both for male and female students without any
differences. The same result is valid for the perception of both male and female teachers.

As the data was deeply analysed and the students questioned, they prefer a focus on practice,
instructors who demonstrate the application of lesson. The connection of lessons with case
studies and projects is evaluated as the best within the surveyed students. They also value
experts from companies for workshops and seminars.
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The overall results do not show serious weaknesses since results show that students evaluate
positively subjects (on the scale where one is the best and five is the worst), lectures and also
teachers. The studied area mostly filled the expectations (average value fluctuated from 1.42
to 1.75 by males, and from 1.42 to 1.73 by females). Students evaluated all areas of the
teachers’ qualities at a very good level of satisfaction. This indicates mostly agreement and
conformity of responses and also a good perception of the educational process by the
interviewed students.

4 Discussion

Consistent with the works of Benton and Cashin (2014) and Laube et al. (2007), this paper
presented evaluation of teachers” and lectures quality by students” evaluation; specifically in
the areas which reflect attributes used by Handal, Wood and Muchatuta (2011). The searched
phenomenon was broadened by connection with searched differences caused by students” and
also teachers” gender. According to Berk (2005), Chamberlin and Hickey (2001) gender is
one of the characteristics that may significantly affect students” evaluation. The presented
results of this study clearly show that there is very little difference between male and females
when it relates to the evaluation of instruction.

As stated by Heine, Maddox (2009), Darby (2006), females pay more attention to evaluation
and are more concrete in their comments in the evaluation. That may be generally explained
by output that females more often plan to work in the area of the studied program and thus are
more committed to their studies which are following Stoet and Geary (2014). That is the
reason why females are more focused on the results of the course more than the content and
style of the course, which was found out this presented paper.

Furthermore, in this study, there were found no significant differences in evaluation based on
gender, and it is consistent with the works of Kohn and Hatfield (2006), Walumbwa and
Ojode (2000) and Chamberlin and Kickey (2001). Another important finding is that females
usually evaluate courses and teachers better than males as supported by Liu (2011), Hameed
et al. (2015), whose results declare that gender has no significant difference on students’
evaluation.

It is possible to see from the results that evaluation of the subject, lesson and teacher and also
other attributes and skills of teacher (see tab. 1 and 3) are getting better in every examined
period (trimester), which is in line with Flodén (2017), who states that students” evaluation
have positive effect on teachers and their performance.

This study found out that the differences related to the evaluation of education and teacher
exist, but mostly there are insignificant. Significant results were found when it comes to the
subject and future intention of students studying in the searched area.

Conclusion

The paper focuses on the perception of the education quality in business and management
higher education by students. The results show that the number of higher educated women is
increasing and their evaluation of management subjects and lessons is different compared to
men. Evaluation of the subject is slightly better by females. On the contrary, lessons/courses
are evaluated better by males. Furthermore, statistically significant differences were found
within the gender of students who work or plan to work in the area of their studied program
(p=0.000). Females significantly more often work and plan to work in the area of their study
program. The results show that females are more goal-oriented than men. They focus more
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than males on course content than its style and are more attracted by career opportunities in
the studied area.

Another major finding is that students who are working in the field are more careful in their
evaluation. Moreover, results show that there are no major significant differences in gender in
the evaluation of subjects, lessons and teachers.

The results may be used in practice to identify current approaches towards higher education
by students” gender. The limits of the article can be deemed to focus on only one business
university, the results are not generalizable for other universities, but the sample is
representative for the studied university. It may be taken as the case study and a base for
further research and benchmarking between universities in the future.
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