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[ Abstract ]

Course evaluation serves as helpful information to improve the quality of college education and improve lectures. This study
derived the factors through preceding research and FGI to explore the factors that constitute course evaluation and identified the
relative importance and priority of the factors through the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP). For this, it derived five factors and
15 evaluation items as follows. To secure expertise and fairness in the factor development of course evaluation, the researcher con-
ducted a questionnaire surveying students and teachers and collected a total of 20 valid data. The weight of each evaluation item was
calculated based on the data that had been verified for consistency. The analysis concluded that students rated class content, class
method, class operation, class evaluation, and class plan as the critical factors in the order of importance, while teachers evaluated
class content, class operation, class method, class evaluation, and class plan as important, in that order. Based on the results of this
study, I hope that various analyses and studies will be conducted to improve the efficiency and reliability of course evaluation for
the quality management of college education.
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Fig. 1. Research Model.
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Table 1. Sample Characteristics

2. 2434 "ot

Table 2. Consistency Analysis

Characteristics Student Professor

Male 5 5
Gender

Female 5 5

Humanities & Arts 2 1

Social Sciences 2 2

Engineering & Information technology 4 2
College

Healthcare & Biotechnology 2 1

Korean Medicine - 2

General Education - 2

Sophomore 2 -
School .

Junior 1 -

Year

Senior 7 -

Less than 5 years - 1

6-10 years - 4
Career  11-15 years - 2

16—20 years - 1

More than 21 years - 2

Total 10 10
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A—max C.Ratio A—max C.Ratio

Course evaluation criteria 5.089 0.020 5.037 0.008
Class plan 3.005 0.004 3.001 0.001
Class content 3.004 0.004 3.005 0.005
Class operation 3.006 0.005 3.000 0.000
Teaching methods 3.002 0.002 3.000 0.000
Class evaluation 3.014 0.012 3.000 0.000
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Table 3. AHP Weights and Ranks of Five Criteria
Student Professor
Item
Weights Rank Weights Rank

Class plan 0.080 5 0.060 5
Class content 0.372 1 0.375 1
Class operation 0.149 3 0.259 2
Teaching methods 0.263 2 0.182 3
Class evaluation 0.136 4 0.123 4
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Table 4. AHP Weights and Ranks of Class Plan 7] Y3 13} 5 B AH 9] VXS 23 5 B A9
. Student Professor o] Z83te] AZ 157) =0 th3t BEAS A AE T
Weights Rank Weights  Ranks S ¥ 9| B nlo} 7ho] BIEA A} R0 =
Punctual submission of class plan 0.172 3 0.177 3 A ZFamol] B o297} o3 E2E =y, o
Complete class plan information 0.532 1 0.484 1 Ao 7:]% 5—],]/}4‘3%]: %ﬂ(l—fv}-‘ﬂ), P %Jlﬂﬂ EXJ'(Z{E-?%),
Detailed guidance on class plan 0.29 2 0.340 2
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Table 5. AHP Weights and Ranks of Class Content Table 7. AHP Weights and Ranks of Teaching Methods
Student Professor
Item Student Professr fem Weights ~ Rank  Weights  Rank
Weights ~ Rank Weights Rank
Implementation of class plan 0.131 3 0.123 3 Application of effective teaching methods ~ 0.348 2 0.414 2
Guarantee of class quality 0.351 2 0.493 1 Efficient use of learning media 0.221 3 0.141 3
Help to improve core competencies ~ 0.518 1 0.385 2 Interaction with students 0.431 1 0.445 1
E6. 7Y 2Y 200 et 2=} +=9 8. 7Y It 2200 i S2=et &9

Table 6. AHP Weights and Ranks of Class Operation

Table 8. AHP Weights and Ranks of Class Evaluation

Student Professor Student Professor
Item Item
Weights Rank Weights Rank Weights Rank Weights ~ Rank
Enthusiasm of professor 0.670 1 0.617 1 Adequacy of evaluation methods 0.366 2 0.487 1
Strict attendance management 0.155 3 0.139 3 Fairness of evaluation 0.432 1 0.335 2
Compliance with class hours 0.175 2 0.244 2 Feedback on evaluation 0.201 3 0.177 3
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Table 9. Total Ranks of Course Evaluation

1st level 2nd level Total
ltem Student Professor ltem Student Professor Student Professor

Punctual submission of class plan 3 3 15 15

Class plan 5 5 Complete class plan information 1 1 10 1
Detailed guidance on class plan 2 2 13 14

Implementation of class plan 3 3 9 8

Class content 1 1 Guarantee of class quality 2 1 2 1
Help to improve core competencies 1 2 1 3

Enthusiasm of professor 1 1 4 2

Class operation 3 2 Strict attendance management 3 3 14 10
Compliance with class hours 2 2 12 6

Application of effective teaching methods 2 2 5 5

:Ztc:ci)r;gs 2 3 Efficient use of learning media 3 3 7 12
Interaction with students 1 1 3 4

Adequacy of evaluation methods 2 1 8 7

Class evaluation 4 4 Fairness of evaluation 1 2 6 9
Feedback on evaluation 3 3 1 13
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