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Methodology

Eleven items of the evaluation questionnaire on lecturers in UiTM Pahang are categorised into
three basic criteria that are teaching, class management and professional and motivational attitude
(Table 1). The evaluation involved six lecturers teaching the Diploma in Computer Science.

Table 1: The Criteria for Evaluating Lecturers' Performance in UiTM Pahang

Criteria Sub-criteria Contents

XII Be prepared to deliver teaching materials.

X\2 Be knowledgeable and confident in using teaching materials.
XI

(teaching) Xl3 Presenting well-organised teaching materials.

X I4 Having the ability to keep students' attention throughout the
lesson.

X2
X 21 Giving opportunity for questions and discussions.

(class
Xn Evaluating assignments, tests and quizzes fairly according to

management)
the standard of the course.

X 31 Always attending classes.

X3 Xn Coming to class on time.
(professional

and X 33 Always showing interest and enthusiasm during teaching.
motivational

X34 Showing concern on students' attendance and motivating stu-
attitude) dents to succeed.

X35 Treating students fairly.

Two sets of fuzzy linguistic questionnaires comprising the importance levels of each criterion
and the satisfaction levels of each lecturer related to the sub-criterion were distributed among ten
students (Table 2 and 3).

Table 2: Importance Levels of the Criterion Xl (i = 1,2,3)

Criterion

X j

Very Low
(LW)

0%

Low (L)

0%

Medium(M)

10%

High (H)

20%

Very High
(VH)

70%

Table 3: Satisfaction Levels of Lecturers Related to the Sub-criterionXij

Criterion LW

0%

L

0%

M

10%

H

20%

VH

70%

This study implements the procedure by Wang and Chen (2006) which is presented as
follows:
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Table 5: Ranking of Each Lecturer
..

Fuzzy evaluation Traditional evaluation
Lecturers

Ranking value I 1Ranking Mean Ranking

Al 52.44848 6 4.063636 5

A, 54.78022 5 4.272727 4

A) 57.91511 2 4.645455 2

A. 56.0792 4 4.436364 3

As 58.18284 4.709091

A 6 56.97356 3 4.645455 2

Table 6: Ranking of Criteria for Each Lecturer

Criteria XI Criteria X, CrlterlaXJ

Lecturers Ranking I Ranking I Ranking Ivalue
Ranking

value
Ranking

value
Ranking

AI 4.51237 6 4.800103 6 4.755657 6

A, 4.817646 5 4.823603 5 5.037312 4

A) 5.204176 2 5.156077 5.155594 2

A. 4.949211 4 5.09398 3 4.97291 5

As 5.236127 5.129335 2 5.211647

A 6 5.08505 3 5.071124 4 5.086427 3

Table 6 presents the ranking of criteria for each lecturer. Although overall, lecturer As is on
the top ranking compared to the other lecturers, he/she has the second ranking for the criteria of
class management. However, for the other two criteria of teaching and professional and
motivational attitude, lecturer As has the first ranking.

Conclusion

This study presents an alternative method for students' evaluation on lecturers based on fuzzy
approach by Wang and Chen (2006). This method considers the weight of each criterion and the
satisfaction level of lecturers related to each sub-criterion. The ranking order of each lecturer is
based on the ranking value compared to the mean value in the traditional process. In the
traditional process, the mean value could sometimes be the same and, therefore, produce non
discriminating results. Although this approach leads to nearly the same ranking order as in the
traditional evaluation, it considers the whole aspect of criteria such as the importance level and the
fuzzy ratings. Therefore, this method can evaluate the performance of lecturers in class in a more
holistic and effective approach and may give great satisfaction to all parties involved in the
decision making process.
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