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Evaluation of Teacher’s Teaching Performance in Higher
Education in Taiwan

Cheng. Chun-Mei, Associate Professor

National Taiwan College of Physical Education
Taichung, Taiwan, R.O.C.

This study surveved [our-vear colleges and universities in Taiwan
to determine if the criteria used to evaluate facully performance in
leaching based on the control and classification levels of institution.
Recently, evaluation of teaching perfromance and reasonable evaluu-
tion procedure were utilized to improve the quality of higher educa-
tion. Therefore, it indicates the signilicance and necessity of this
paper. The [linding resules may be utilized to enhance the reader’s
knewledge of current faculty's teaching performance evaluation and
relative to facully promotion and salary.

The subjects were 135 chiel academic officers and deans ol insti-
tutions selected from 52 [our-vear colleges and universities. A total
of 99(73.33%) of the subjects responded 1o the survey. The survey
instrument contained the major part focusing on the evaluation ol
teaching performance. The guestionnaire was comprised of thirteen
general crileria. Lach criterion was measured by a Likert-type scale
with five degrees. The higher the ilem was rated on the scale, the
maore it° was utilized in the evalualion ol laculty perlromance at
respondent institutions.

In this paper. the SPSS statistic software was utilized for duta
analvsis. ANOVA(Analysis of Variance) was conducted to examing

total ratings for individual items. Analysis ol the results indicated
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that teaching performance was based primarily on scholarly research
and publication. And criteria used (o evaluate teaching performance
ranked higher among private four-vear universities(M=41.28), and
lower among public four-year universities(M=37.79).

Suggestions for [further rescarch included replicating this study
every five years 1o remain current aboul the practices and procedures,
also replicating this study by using the existing instrument but by

changing the population 1o individual Taculiy members.

(164
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INTRODUCTION

Faculty performance evaluation can be a uselul. convenient, reli-
able. and valid means of self-improvement and sell-supervision lor
the individual. It can reinforee personal growth and insteuction:dl
impr:}-._f-..:.-nmm Ihroughow one's career. For the institttional adminisiri-
tor. fuculty performance eviluation can proyide a broad base lor
muking decisions on promotions. salaries. and tenure as well as on
developmental activities(Travlor, 1992y Braskamp, Brandenberg and
Ory(1984) contended that evaluation is that which "helps lTuculty
examine their teaching Tor improving it and helps those with proper
unthority make enlightened decisions about a Laculty member’s promo-
tion. tenure. annual salary adjustuents. awards, and selection into
special development programs'(p. 191,

Miller( 1987, p.17) stted that the 2 buasic. well-known purposes
of faculty evaluation ure Lo improve Faculty perlormance and 1o assist
in making equitable and elfective  acudemic personnel  decisions.
Faculty evaluation can also serve "ta promete expunsion ol the scope
and quality of basic and applied Fuculty research. and 1o keep ulive u
sensitivily to the needs ol the local, state, and nationul community”
(Seuthern Regional Educution Bourd. 1977, in Miller, 1987, p.2

According to the literature on performance evaluntion, severl
eriteria that ranked highest priority in Clentra's (1879} study femiin
very prevalent among lour-yeuar colleges and universities today. This
study uses Cenira's instrument 1o siudy institutions in Taitwan  and
Focuses on the nature and extent that evaluative criteria and processes
are used o meuasure laculty teaching  perlormuance in  lour-year

colleges and universities in Taiwarn.



- BN EFE ASEER LN BERA Z LW R -

Statement of the Problem

The problem of this study is (o determine if selected criteria
currently used by four-vear colleges and universities in Taiwan (o
evialuate laculty teaching performance dilfer buased upon the control
(public or priviate) and classification (college and university) levels of

an st ulion.
Research Question

The following research question was set in order (o dnalyze the
problem:

What is the dilference in criteria and the extent ol their use in
the eviluation of facully teaching performunce at four-year colleges
and universities based upon the comrol and classilication levels of

institutions?
Research Hypotheses

T'he Following null hvpotheses will provide the busis lor statisti-
cal analysis ol the data:

Hol: Thére are no significant dilTerences among the criterion
used lo evaluate faculty teaching perlformunce bused on the control
levels ol the institutions.

Ho2: There are no significant differences among the enteria used
te evaluate faculty teaching performunce based on the classilication
levels of the institutions.

Hod: There 1s no signilicant interaction belween comrol and clus-
sification levels ol the institutions among he ¢riteria used Lo evaluale
laeulty teaching performance.

Purpose of the Study

Effective evaluation ol facully performunce is necessary at all
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institutions of higher education to enhance excellence. The primary
prupose of this study was 1o survey four-year colleges and UMIVETS]
lies in Talwan to exnmine criteria and the extent of their use 1o evilu-
date teaching performince. Signilicant variations in value dccorded 1o
identical criteria were analvzed to determine il the eriteria diller
based upon institutional control and classilication levels,

Significance of the Study

Provided in this study are comparilive data about the enteria
currently used in [our-vear colleges and umversities 10 Taiwan and
about how the criterin differ buseéd upon the classilication and control
levelsvol institutions. Research results should: (1) enhanece the read-
er’s knowledge of present day [ucully performunce evaluation relative
to faculty tenure. promotion, and salary: and (2) provide current
information and recommendutions that promoete the improvement ol
(meyly eviluation procedures.

LITERATRUE REVIEW

Accordime to Priest( 19671, “Teaching is 1oo impartait 1o be
exempled  rom  measurement™  (p.287). Current  Hierature: on the
subject s voluminous and approached from o number ol theoretcal
perspectivestMeKeachie, 19790 Millman, 1981 Peterson & Wallwre,
JUROT. Almost all colleges and upiversities. public unel privae, I
some wiys of determining effectiveness and elliciency ol teiching
performinge.

How to Evaluate Teaching Performance?

To evaluate teaching, Bovert 1990) recommended  gutheripng
letist three types ol informotion: sell-assessment. peer dssessments.

and student dssessment. Traylor( 1992) in a summary of studies which

nee B —
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included Gustad{1961). Astin & Lee(1966). Centra(1979), and Seldin
(19849, dating to 1961 found the evaluation of teaching currently is
bused primarily on chair eviluation, systematic student ratings, ancl

dean evaluation,
Student rating

Miller(1974) made u ease lor students’ contribution o the
eacher evaluation process, writing:

If one is forced to thoose the most significunt companent ol eval-
wating ¢lassroom teaching. 1 would be student evaluwlion, although
e use of several components is preferuble to any single one. The
evidence clearly indicates that students eun evaluale teuching Fairly
and perceptively(p.30).

Burton( 19567 also pointed out thil students are in a heller posi-
tion thun collengues or administrators to judge the quality of instrue
tion fhey are receiving.,

Colleague and chalr evaluation

Colleagues and department chairs can provide evaluative informa-
fion that is nol available from any other source. Neither students.
who luck the hackground and perspective, nor deans. who lack the
liine. can contribute the kind of information that colleagues und
chatrs can (Cenlru, 1993),

Course syllabl and examinations

Centra (1979) found thar depurtment heads beligve Hatl the
content of course svllabi and examinations should increase in priority
and be emphasized more in evaluations. Genova, Madoff, Chin. and
Thomas (1976) wrote:

The' examination of a course syllubus, texts. reading lisis, and

= 067
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student exam questions supplemented by the teacher's description of
their use offer insight imte the content ol a course. Other faculty
members in the same depariment, department chairmen, and others
outside the department--——wht have experienced the use ol these mile=
rials, are appropriate sources ol evaluation informution. The sharing
of these materials among faculty members can stimulate  discussion
and new ideas so that this activity can loster faculty development
(.17 )

Scholarly research and publication

Dressel(1976), explained scholurship and research as that which
erhances or expands the basic disciplines:

(1 is essential lof all in order to maintain aleriness and lo ensure
that the implications ol increasing knowledge for revision ol under-
arnduate offerings ure explored——it can provide struciu red oppportuni-
ties for increasing one’s knowledge ol the discipline.  instructional
and evaluation technigues. course development, use of educationul

Ic?E‘.hﬂEﬂﬂg}-'.lTﬂltllt‘!{l [ields—--and compuier utitizition. (p.360)
METHODOLOGY

This is a descriptive study that utilized questionnuire 1o iden-
il selected eriterin and the extent ol their use in the evaluation ol
luculty performance in teaching.

The questionnaire had its 1oty in w1961 study by lohn W.
Gustid. Tt hud been used in several other studies (Austin & Lee,
1967: Centra, 1980: Seldin 1978, 1U84, & 1989; Zitlow, 1988; ind
Traylor, 1992), The (uestionnaires were distributed 1o 135 chief
ccademic officers and deans ol four-year colleges and nniversities.
The 135 survevs were distributed, 9Y were feturned with o usable
rate of 73.33%.

AT
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The analysis of the data included two-way dnalvsiy ol variance
(ANOVAY which was used to test for signilicant differences between
the one dependent variable and two independent variubles: one-wiy
analysis of variance (ANOVA) which was used to eyt Tor significant
differences between the means ol each of the independent wariables:
und means and standard deviations were used 1o identily the characier-
istics ol the data

Frequencies were indicated by using o Likert-type scale with Tive
TEsPONNES!

I = Almosl Never

)

= Seldom

3 - Sometimes

4 = Usupally

5 = Almost Always

The survey instrument s n Appendis.
ANALYSIS OFF DATA

The chiel academic officers and deans ol academic volleges
within four-yeur colleges and universities in Taiwan were the populi
tion used in this study. According to the fipures from the Ministry ol
Fducition. the total number ol acudemic colleges ul the lTour-yeaur
colleges and universities wus 1350 Therefore. questionnaires were
distributed to the 135 chief acadeniic ollicers and acudemie deans ol
the institutions.

A toral of 99 (73.33%) of the questionmures were returned,
making it possible to analyze evaluative criteria according 1o the
control (puplic. private) and the classilication (college. university)
(see Tuble 1). The sources of classification consisted ol 32 responses

from colleges and 67 responses from universities. "The sources of

— 0Day
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control consisted ol ‘61 public institutions and 38 responses from
private institutions, Overall, the levels of control and classification
had a response rate of a least 62.3% or higher. Therelore, the study
was seneralizable 1o the total population of lour-year college and
universities,

Research Question; What is the difference in critevia and the
extent ol their wse in the evaluation ol faculty teaching performance
at four-year colleges and universities based upon the control and clas
silication levels of nstiiutons?

After tunning the dwa by the Statistical Packuge lor the Social
Sciences (SPSS/PCH), the reliublility coellicients of the 13 general
criterin is ALPHA = 8294,

Teaching Performance x Control

Presented in Table 2 ds the extent o which eich of the 13
seneral criteria are used in the eviluation ol teaching performinue,
hased upon control levels ol institutions. Mean rating in Tuble 2 irdi -
cate that scholarly research and publication (M=3.72) course syllubi,
oxaminitions, handouts (M=3.52); svstemitic siudent rulings (M=3.33);
informal student opinions: student examination perlormunce: colleague
opinions; and eommittee evaluation are “somelimes used” by Featir-
vedur eolleges and universities, 1o eviluate teaching  perlormance.
Enrollment in eleclive courses: chiir evaluitions: long-term follow-up
of students: dean evaluation: classroom visitations (M=2.51); sell-eval-
witions or reports (M=2.36) are "Seldom nsed) to evaluate teaching
perlormance.

According to Tale 2, the private institutions more [requently
used student examinations (M=3.55>M=2.98): enrollment in elective
courses (M=3.08>M=2.70) and commitiee evaluations 'IM=3.31.:3-2,'~J?)

070
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than did public institutions, 1o evaluae lgaching performance. Schol-
arly research and pbulications (M=3.77}; course syllabi, examinations.
handouts (M=2.39): and informal studernt opinions (M=3.30) are more
used by public institulions than other criteria, lo evilvale (eaching
performance. Course syllabi, examindtions, handouts (M=3.71); schol-
arly resedrch and pbulications (M=3,63), und strudent examinations
(M=3.55) are mare used by four-year private institutions than other
criteria. to evaluate teaching performance.

Data on the means and standard deviations lor teaching perlor-
mance by nstitutional control levels are depicted n Tuble 3. As
presented in Table 3. responses by privale institutions indicated that
teaching performance is "sometimes uscd” (M=40.47) in the assess-
ment of faculty performance, responses by public institutions indicale
that teaching performimnee is "seldam used” (M=37.87) in the assess-
ment of faculty perfromance at four-year colleges and universities,
According to Table 3, private institutions reported slightly greater (M
=40.47=>M=37.87) use ol the criteria to appraise teaching perfor-

mance. than did public universities.
Teaching Performance x Classification

Presented in Table 4 is the extent tp which euch ol the 13
general criteria are used in the evaluation of faculty teaching perfor
manee based upon the institutional classilication. colleges and univer-
sities. Mean ratings in Table 4 indicate that seholarly research and
pbulications (M=3.85); course syllabi. examinations, handouts (M=
3.45); and systematic student ravings ({M=3.42) are more used by four-
year universities than other criterin 1o evaluate lacully teaching perfor-
mance. Course syllabl. examination. huandouls (M=3.60): scholarly

rescarch and publications (M=3.44): and swdent examinution perfor

—— (7]
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mance (M=3.28) are more used by lour-year colleges than other crite-
rad 1o evaluite Taculty teaching preformince.

Data on the means and standard deviations for teaching perfor-
mance by institutional classification ure depicted in Tuable 5. As
presented in Table 5, mean rutings between levels of classilication
indicite that universities “sometimes used” (M=39.09) the 13 general
criteria snd that colleges "seldom used” (M=38.41) the 13 general

criteria to evaluate faculty teaching performance.
Teaching Performance x Control and Classification

The data on the nieans and stundard deviations for teaching
performance by the control und classilication levels ol inslitutions dre
charted in Figure 1. As presented in Figure |, the grand mean rating
of responses by public and private institutions versus the 2 levels ol
classification (GM=238.87), indicate that teaching is "seldom used” in
ihe ussessment of fuculty performunce m four-year colleges and
universities in  Taiwan, regirdless ol the control ol clussification
levels of institutions. Figure | reveuls thal teaching performuance
ranked shightly higher among private four year uriversines (M=241.28)
and slightly lower among public four-yeur universities (M=37.79).

The results of the two-wuy unalysis of variunce for eviduation ol
laculty leaching performance by control and classilication levels ol
institutions. are presented in Table 6. According to luble 6. there
was no siegnificant interaction (F=408, p=2515) at the 01 level, there-
lore hypothesis 3 was nol rejected, There were wlso no signilicant
muin elfects for control (F=1.851, p=.177) or clussilieation (F=.147,
p=.702) ut the .01 level. Thercfore, hypotheses | and 2 were not
rejected.

072 —
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CONCLUSION

This study endeavored to determine if the criteria and the extent
of their use by lour-year colleges and universities in Talwan to evalu-
ate faculty tesching performance diller. based upon institutional
control level(public, private) and the institutional clussification of

collezes and universities.
Fingings on the Evaluation of Faculty Teaching Performance

Research Question | was designed to determine the dilferences in
criteria und the extent ol their use in the evaluation ol laculty teach:
ing performance. Thirteen general criteria  werc evaluated and
analyzed at the .01 level of signilicance. An analysis of varianee
procedure, performed on the 2 levels of contrel and the 2 levels of
institutional classification. found no signilicam differences in the
criteria and the extent ol their use in the evaluation of faculty teach
ing performuance.

Bused on 5-point likeri-type scale, data on each criterion found
that scholarly rescarch and publicalions (M=3.72) and course syllabi.
examinations, and handouts (M=3.52) ranked highest among (he 13
ocneral eriteria, indicating that they ure "sometimes used” by four-
vear colleges and universities, to evaluate teaching performance, 17Te-
spective ol institutional control or elassificdtion level, Enrollment in
clective courses: chair evaluation: lone-term [ollow-up ol students;
dean evaluation; classroom  visitation: self-evaluation or report are
"seldom uged” 1o evaluate teaching performance.

Universities reported that the overall 13 ggneral criteria are
“sometimes uses” and colleges reported that the 13 general critgria
are "seldom used” in the sssessment of fuculty teaching performance.

And private institutions "sometimes used” and public institutions
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"seldom used” the 13 general criteria in the assessment of laculty
teaching perlormance.

The data indicated that public institutions less frequently use
commitlee evaluation: sludent examinalion performance; enrollment in
elective courses than do private instilutions. 1o evaluale facully teach-
ing performance.

The gramd mean rating of responses by public and private institu-
tion versus the 2 levels of classification (GM=38.87) indicated that
teaching is "seldom used" in the assessment of faculty performance at
[our-year colleges and universities in Taiwan., regardless of the
contrel or classilication levels ol mstiiutions.

And criteria used to evaluate teaching perlformumnce ranked higher
among private four-year universitics (M=41.28). and lower among
public Tour-vear universities (M=37.79).

. The resulls of this study indicated that [aculty evdluation is naot
uttlized as much in Taiwan as in American mstiniions. Traylor (1992)
found that laculty evaluation is exiensive in the LLS.. bul in Taiwan
it is “seldom” used or “sometimes” used.

In conclusion, it appears that Tuiwanese institutions do not ke
facully evaluation to the extent as institwtions do in the United
States. There could be several reasons to explain this. In fact. faculty
evaluation in Taiwanese higher education is at the beginming stage.
Because the Ministry ol Lducation empowered the institutions lo
chonge and improve their quality recently. lacully evaluation that is
one wiy 1o enhance the quality ol the institutions only started being
an issue recentlv. Also, some laculty members believe that faculty
performance  can not be evaluated  [airly  and Fwalty  evidluation
damagés the relationship between colleugues. For these reasons,

Taiwanese institutions ol higher education may be n adopting Weslt
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ern methods ol faculty evaluation gradually.
Recommendations for Further Study

1.1t is recommended that a replication ol this study be conducted
about every 5 yeurs lo encourage four-year colleges and universi-
lies to fucilitate greater consisiency, and to remain current about
the practices and procedures of cyvaluation,

2.1 is recommended that a replication of this study be conducted
by using an interview method and by changing the population to
individual faculty members. Since the faculty member is alfecied
dircctly by the evaluation process, he/she could presumably give
ansaccount of the evaluation process [rom a dillerent perspective

than the chief academic ollicers and deans.

= — 075
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Table 1.

Number and Percentage Distribution ol Questionnaires

Distributed and Returned Usable Based on Demographics of

078

Respondents
Category  Original Number Number and Percentage
Distributed of Returmed Usable Questionnaires

Source ol
Classification:
(1)College 35 32 91.439
(2)Universily 100 67 67%
Total 135 09 713.33%
Source of
Control:
(1)Public 74 61 H2.43%
(2)Private 61 38 62.3%
Total : 135 99 73.33%
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Table 2.

Criteria and the Extent of Their Use in the Evaluation of

Al Institutions
Level of Contral Mian{ M==) (N =99)
Averare Mean

Public Privale
Institutions  Institulions
(M*=1H(1) N = 38)

Criteria
Systemutic student ralings L 350 3.33
Chair evaluation 70 24532 2,74
Deun evaluation 344 2.82 2:60
Sell~evaluation or report gt - 235 2.385
Course syllabi. exuminations, handouis 3.34 3.7 352
Scholarly research and publication 397 3.63 372
Commntittes evaluidtion 199 3.2 3.06
Colleague opinions 301 3.05 3.0
Classroom visitation 2.31 2.82 2. 5]
Infermal student opinions 3.30 313 3.23
Student Examination performance 2.98 3.55 330
Long-term [ellow-up of studenis 256 2.7 2.62
Enrollmem in elective courses .70 3.08 2.85
* N = Sample size
BOM = 5 Almost always used

4 =M < 51 Usually used 2=M < 3 : Seldom used

3="M < 4 : Sometimes used 1 =M< 2: Almost never used

7y
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Table 3.

Meuns and Standurd Deviations ol the Eyaluation ol Facully
Teaching Performance by Institutional Control Level

n* Pereent ol Response M= 5D
Variable (8]
Level of Cantrol
Privale Institutions IR 62.3 30477 g 32
Public Insritutions f11 894 3747 .24

" o= Number of respondent
= M = 65 Almost always used
52 = M < 65 @ Usuilly used
L 30 =M < 52 ¢ Sometimes used
26 = M = 39 : Seldom used

I3 = M < 26 : Almost never used

O8O
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Table 4.

Criteria_and the Extent of Their Use in the Evaluation of

Facully Teaching Perfermance Based Upon Institutional Clas:

sification

Level of Classiflication

Mean(M*4)

Al Institetions

(N = 494

Average M

Collese Limiversity

{(N# = 31y (N = &7)
Criteria
Systemz‘ﬂic stitdent rulings 11H 342 3.33
Chair evalugtion 275 .87 e L
Dean evaluation 287 2.0 2.a0
Sclf-evaloation or report 234 ®.3% 236
Course syllabl, examinations, handouts A6 L L 252
S::h::!urly research and publication 149 388 B2
Committee cvaluarion .00 300 .00
Colleague opinlons 306 3.10 309
Classroom visitiation 2.5 2.46 7.51
Informal stadent opimons 3.06 3.31 3.23
Student Examination performance 124 2.16 370
Long-term lollow-up of students 256 264 1,62
Enrallment in elective courses 2.62 2.96 2.B3

¢ N = Sumple size
#i# M o= 5 1 Almost always used

4= M < 3 : Usually used

3= M < 4 BSometimes used

2 =M < 3 : Seldom used

| ==M < 2 : Almost never used

081
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Table 5.

Means and Standard Deviations ol the Lvaluation ol Faculty

Vauriable n®  Percent of Response(©) 1 b6

Level al Classification

Liniversity 67 67 39,04 1002
College A2 U143 IR.A4 o e

n = Number of respomdent
M = 65 : Almost always used
52 = M < 65 : Usoally used

a4 M < 52 Somellmes used

Iy

Il
o
1

- M o< 39+ Seldom uscd

-
—_—
ad
1"

2 =M < 260 Almoyr never wsed
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Table B.

Summary of analysis of Variance of the FEvaludtion ol

Facully Teaching Performance by Instilutional Control and

Classilicution

Yariahle Liewvel df Mb E
Faculty Teaching  Comrol and
Performunie Clus=ification
Main Effects b R5.85 JURY
. Cloniraol | 161,60 LLESI
Classificution | 1284 i [ )
2wy
. nteruction | 35.60 AR
Cont % Cluss I 45,60 08
Explained 3 GY. 10 Tz
eyl us R7.28
Talul us RG.73

* Significant at the 01 level.

0%3
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Flgura L

Meuns and Standard Deviations of the Evaluation ol Teach-

ing Performance by Institutional Control and Classification

Public Private
Classilication
Collepe M=38.05 M=3R.42
§=K.32 SD=712
n=19 n=13
Lniversity M=37.74% M=1.28
sD=49.72 Sh=10.33
n=421 n=23
Average M=37.87 N=40.47
' SD=4.24 [H=4.33
n=06l =348

Legend M = 65

(%4

32= W«

W= M-
< 39

26 =M
13 =M

65

4

20

¢ Almast albways used

Llsually tsed

: Sometimes used
¢ Seldom used

© Almosl never used

1 = Number of respondent

Avernpe

M=38.41
SB=T.77T5

n=32

M=39.09
SD=10.02

n=67

M=38.87
sH=Y.31
n=44

| Grund Mein?
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Appendix
Survey Instrument

NATIONAL SURVEY OF TEACHER'S TEACHING
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION

This study examines the Frequency utilization ol criteria used by
four-yecar colleges and universities lo evaluute Faculty perlormiance in
teaching., Results will be tallied and compurisons will be muode bused
an institutional contral and classification. These data can help éstab

lish & current national perspective on these nullers.

|1|'Il.’]DE' that vou will take o Few minues of yvour time 1o complete
this impertant survey. Your answers will be included only i statisti-
cal sunmmiries and no institution or individual will be dentified in
any way. Also. we would like 1o send you o summury ol the results
il yvou wish. Thank vou. Cheng Chun-Mei, Nationul Taiwan College

ol Physical Education,
Part [ -DEMOGRAPHICS

Please check the appropriate blunk under each heading,
(1. Type of Control
a. Public

b. Private

OR3
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. Classification of institution

o
|

a. College
b, University

03, Size of Institution: Number of students

Part II1-EVALUATION OF TEACHING PERFORMANCE

Please indicate the frequency with which each of the following
factors is used in yvour college in evaluating a faculty member’s teach-

ing performance. (Please circle ONE answer in euch row.)

L (1) (2] (<h) =)

Almest Seldom Sometimes Usuully Almost

Newver Alwavs
04y Chair evaluation 1 2 3 4 5
05. Classroom visitalion 1 2 3 4 5
06. Colleagye opinions I 2 3 4 5
07. Commillee evaluation | > 3 4 5
08. Course syllabus. examinations, handouts | 2 3 4 5
0Y. Dean eviluation | 2 3 4 5
10, Enrollment in elective courses | 2 3 4 5
I 1. Informan student opinions | 2 3 4 5
12. Long-term flollow-up of students 1 2 F 4 5
13. Self*evaluation report | 2 3 4 5
14, Scholarly research and publication | 3 3 &5
15, Student examination performance 1 o SR T W -
16. Systematic student rating 1. 2 3 & 5

ORE
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Thank vyou for your time and assistance. And please indicate i[ you

wist @ summary of the results by checking the appropriate blank.

a. Yes. I would like a summary of the result

bh. No. I would not like a summary of the result
Your position: Chiel Academic Oflicer

Deun Narrie of Academic College
Other

—_— =S OR7



