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ABSTRACT

This research had three major purposes: 1) to investigate problems in the
teaching evaluation process using students as evaluators, 2) to investigate the
opinions of SUT students and teachers regarding problems in the use of the system
and teaching evaluation process by employing students as evaluators, and 3) to
investigate the guidelines and rank them according to which could be used to
improve the efficiency of the teaching evaluation process using students as
evaluators. The proportional stratified sampling method was used to obtain 1,293
samples, with questionnaires used to collect data. The quantitative data was
analyzed through relevant statistics including numbers, percentages, means and
standard deviations. The Chi-square was used to test for homogeneity of proportion.
The one-sample t-test was used to test mean difference with threshold value.

Aggregating ranking results through the rank aggregation method and the Kendall-Tau

(T) correlation were used to indicate the strength level of association. The qualitative
data was analyzed through content analysis.

The research findings can be summarized as follows:

Participation in teaching evaluation activity: SUT teachers were made aware of
the teaching evaluation activity via select communication channels, including: (1) a
notice document to announce the start of the teaching evaluation activity, (2)
advertising via the internet and websites, and (3) the SUT e-mail system. SUT
students were advised of the teaching evaluation activity through: (1) advertising via
the internet and websites, and (2) Short Messaging Service (SMS) from The Center of
Educational Service. The characteristics for SUT students in the teaching evaluation
included having an evaluation over several semesters, with selected courses and
various teachers for evaluation. SUT teachers accessed through the teaching
evaluation system at the end of the semester.

Situation and problems in the teaching evaluation process: SUT teachers and
students indicated that the mid-term week was the most appropriate time to start
the teaching evaluation process, with the teaching evaluation process ending by the

first day of the new semester. Identifying problems in the teaching evaluation



process: SUT teachers and students identified 5 points that were considered high
level problems, including (1) a lack of incentives such as rewards/rules, etc. in order
to stimulate students to evaluate teaching, (2) recognition of the teaching evaluation
but forgetfulness or failure to evaluate, (3) too many instructors in a course to allow
for a complete evaluation of all instructors, (4) too many registered courses to allow
for a complete evaluation of all courses, and (5) too many question items in the
questionnaire for the allotted time to complete the evaluation. There were 5 items
deemed moderate level problems, including (6) starting days for teaching evaluations
were too late to allow teachers to make timely improvements, (7) feelings of
boredom and wasted time for the evaluation because teachers did not improve their
teaching styles, (8) question items in the questionnaire were ambiguous and difficult
to understand, (9) the timing of some courses did not correspond with the available
periods for teaching evaluations, and (10) insufficient free time for students to
complete evaluations due to full-time studies.

The guidelines to support the efficiency of the teaching evaluation process
and aggregating ranking results from SUT teachers and students included (1) providing
incentives to support the teaching evaluation activity such as rewards/extra credits,
(2) emphasizing advertisement of the teaching evaluation activity by setting up
advertising boards in every building and hiring students to promote the activity, (3)
determining applicable university policies, such as hiding course grades/restricting
course registration, for students failing to complete teaching evaluations, (4) using
teaching evaluation results to promote/provide new salary rates as well as
extensions for employment contracts, and (5) withholding teachers from teaching
while providing training courses for those teachers who obtain low-level evaluation
results, as well as determining whether they should pass said training courses before

being permitted to teach again. These aggregate rankings obtained a high rate of

concordance (T = 0.714).





