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The main purpose of this study is to develop theoretical based 

multidimensional learners’ evaluation in Thai higher education, using the National 

Institute of Development Administration (NIDA) as a case study.  Under the main 

purpose, this study was performed to identify the critical components that should be 

included in teaching and learning evaluation for the purpose of educational quality 

evaluation and the development of higher education in Thailand; to develop a 

framework for research to explain and predict the educational quality of higher 

education in Thailand, to develop empirical measurement of a framework, and to 

empirically test the newly-developed explanation and framework by 

operationalization and initial testing, adopting NIDA as a case of study.   

The development of the theoretical-based multidimensional learners’ 

evaluation of higher education was adopted from Dubin’s (1969) theory building 

method.  The research process was adapted from Holton and Lowe’s (2007: 297-320) 

theory-building research process.  The empirical indicators of the theoretical-based 

multidimensional learners’ evaluation were developed by adapting the systematic 

process of scale development suggested by Hinkin (2005: 161-180) 

Data were collected using both qualitative and quantitative methods.  The 

qualitative data collection was performed with focus groups, and individual 

interviews to develop the constructs and conceptual framework.  The constructs were 
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developed by triangulating the data from the systematic literature review, the data 

from the qualitative data collection, and Likert-scale survey.  Patterson’s (1986 

quoted in Holton & Lowe, 2007: 310) criterion for evaluating theory was used to 

evaluate the conceptual framework.   Data were collected from instructors, officers, 

and students of NIDA. 

The quantitative analysis was an exploratory factor analysis, using a cut off for 

the factor loading of .40 or more.  Cronbach’s alpha analysis was used to test the 

internal reliability of the developed empirical indicators. A Cronbach’s alpha of .963 

was found.  There are five main factors, 22 units with 35 items remaining.  The five 

factors were (1) the course-related factor, (2) the supportive element-related factor, 

(3) the instructor’s teaching skills-related factor, (4) the instructor’s behavior and 

interpersonal skill-related factor, and (5) the learner-related factor.  The first two 

factors were considered as input of teaching and learning.  The third and fourth 

factors were considered as a process of teaching and learning.  The last factor, the 

learner-related factor, overlapped with the process and output of teaching and 

learning.  This study suggests that further research to reduce the numbers of items in 

the questionnaire or Confirmatory Factor Analysis should be performed.  Regarding 

practical implications, this study proposes the concept of multidimensional learners’ 

evaluation, which can be validated and adopted in higher education institutions to 

evaluate the quality of teaching and learning, as well as a set of evaluation constructs 

for human resource management and development of higher education institutions in 

Thailand. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1  Rationale and Problem Statement 

 

It is difficult to detach human resource development (HRD) and organization 

development (OD) from learning, as HRD and OD are about learning by definition 

(Nadler and Nadler, 1992: 6; McLean and McLean, 2001: 313-326).  Thus, learning 

achievement is beneficial to HRD and OD efforts, as well as to higher education 

efforts.  To find a way to enhance the learning achievement of learners should be a 

primary concern. 

Nowadays, higher education institutions around the world have to respond to 

greater accountability and quality assurance (Hendry and Dean, 2002: 75).  As a 

result, higher education institutions have adopted several quality improvement 

approaches and methods.   

Despite the endless arguments among scholars in the field of HROD about the 

roles and influences of learners' reaction, the validation and utility of learners’ 

reaction has been researched and well supported (Hendry and Dean, 2002: 75-82; 

Wachtel, 1998: 192).  The majority of scholars in the field believe in its validity, 

reliability, and worthiness.  In the higher education discipline, student evaluation or 

learners' reaction have been studied since the 1920's, covering major issues, such as 

the alignment of learners' judgment and that of colleagues and alumni.  The utility of 

learners' reaction in formative and summative evaluation has been continuously 

confirmed by research (Wachtel, 1998: 192).      

Student evaluation of teaching is an integral part of higher education practice   

Despite the fact that student evaluation of teaching has been widely used, some of the 

theoretical issues have not yet been resolved, for example, the number of dimensions 

covered in the evaluation (Shevlin, Banyard, Davies and Griffiths, 2000: 398). 
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More importantly, according to the Office of Higher Education Commission 

of Thailand (OHEC), the evaluation of higher education quality is performed to serve 

higher education quality assurance, covering the system and mechanism of teaching 

and learning (Office of the Higher Education Commission of Thailand, 2007).  More 

importantly, according to the Office of Higher Education Commission of Thailand 

(OHEC), the evaluation of higher education quality is performed to serve higher 

education quality assurance, covering the system and mechanism of teaching and 

learning (Office of the Higher Education Commission of Thailand, 2007).  The 

evaluation or rating of learners is counted as a part of the indicators in this area as 

well.  The National Institute of Development Administration (NIDA), as a higher 

education institution under the supervision of the OHEC, is performing the evaluation 

of its educational quality via learners’ evaluation or a rating approach as well.   

Not only is learners’ evaluation counted as a part of the educational quality 

assurance system, according to NIDA’s regulation and practice for evaluating 

educational quality, it is also used for the purpose of the improvement of teaching and 

learning quality and human resource management of NIDA (National Institute of 

Development Administration.  Personnel Dapartment, 2012).  Currently, NIDA 

performs the evaluation of its teaching and learning through the use of the learners’ 

reaction-based approach.  Learners, who are graduate students, are asked to complete 

the form called Faculty Evaluation Form at the end of each course.  The results of the 

evaluation are used for the purposes of teaching and learning improvement, and 

human resource management actions, such as assessment of strengths and weaknesses 

of programs, identification of teaching techniques and skills training, and 

development plans for instructors.  This practice affects the career life of instructors 

dramatically.  Getting a lower score of evaluation than 3.51 can result in a suspension 

of teaching for one year.  The evaluation results are counted in the reward and 

promotion system, as well as the retirement extension system.  As such, the evaluation 

should hold validity and should be designed carefully in order to evaluate the quality 

of education properly.   

By definition, NIDA considers this learner’s reaction-based educational 

quality evaluation in two dimensions, namely, teaching and learning.  However, 

NIDA’s evaluation form consists of the evaluation of the instructor’s teaching and 
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learning process, personal and professional qualities, and teaching materials (National 

Institute of Development Administration, 2012).  This evaluation covers only one 

dimension of learners’ reactions, which is their attitude toward the instructor.  This 

leaves room for development, as Morgan and Casper (2000: 302) have suggested that 

a multi-dimensional approach of reaction evaluation needs to be well designed to 

ensure reliability.  Studies have found a relationship between learner’s evaluation and 

learning achievement when the learners’ reaction was considered multi-dimensionally 

(Warr, Allan and Birdi, 1999: 361).  The development of a theoretical-based, multi-

dimensional learners’ evaluation can benefit the educational quality evaluation and 

quality assurance system by being an effective faculty evaluation form to enhance the 

quality of teaching and learning. 

Moreover, the one-dimensional faculty evaluation is serving the teaching 

evaluation only, when its purpose is teaching and learning quality assessment.  The 

learning aspect, which is the focus of development mentioned in the Thailand Quality 

Framework (TQF), is left out.  One of the main principles of the TQF is to focus on 

learning outcomes, which is the minimum requirement for graduate quality (Suwimon 

Wongwanich, 2011: 1). 

  As there has not been a comprehensive explanation or answer about what 

should be taken into account for NIDA’s teaching and learning evaluation, the initial 

development of a theoretical-based, multi-dimensional learners’ evaluation can reveal 

critical components that affect the educational quality of NIDA.   

 

1.2  Objectives of the Study 

  

To develop an indigenous explanation for higher education in Thailand 

regarding what should be included in teaching and learning evaluation for the purpose 

of educational quality evaluation and development, this study holds the main 

objective of developing a theoretical-based, multidimensional learners’ evaluation in 

Thai higher education adopting NIDA as a case study.  The following are what needs 

to be performed to achieve this objective. 

First, as there are limited agree-upon explanations of what should be included 

in teaching and learning evaluation for the purpose of educational quality in higher 
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education in Thailand, this study will be performed to identify the critical components 

that should be included in teaching and learning evaluation for the purpose of 

educational quality evaluation and the development of higher education in Thailand, 

adopting NIDA as a case of study. 

Secondly, with the hypothetico-deductive approach, the study should pursue 

the purpose of explanation, prediction, and control, assuming that observational data 

are the foundation of the knowledge (Lynham, 2002: 244).  Therefore, the purpose of 

this study is to develop a framework for research to explain and predict the 

educational quality of higher education in Thailand, as well as to develop a 

measurement of empirical indicator of a framework, adopting NIDA as a case of 

study.  

Thirdly, as a theory-then-research approach (Lynham, 2002: 243), this study 

will also empirically test the newly-developed explanation and framework through 

operationalization and initial testing, adopting NIDA as a case of study. 

 

1.3  Research Questions 

 

To develop an indigenous explanation for higher education in Thailand, the 

main research question of this study is that what should be included in learners’ 

evaluation for the purpose of educational quality?  This study will be directed by two 

research questions as follow to develop a theoretical-based, multidimensional 

learners’ evaluation. 

 

1.3.1  Research Question 1 

To develop a framework for research consisting of critical components that 

should be included in teaching and learning evaluation for the purpose of educational 

quality, the first research question is, “What should be included in teaching and 

learning evaluation for the purpose of educational quality in higher education in 

Thailand?”  

 

1.3.2  Research Question 2 

To empirically test the newly-developed framework, adopting NIDA as a case 

of study, the second research question is, “What factors of the theoretical conceptual 
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framework of multidimensional learners' evaluation are identified when using the 

evaluation of learners at NIDA?”  

 

1.4  Significance of the Study 

  

This study consists of the development of a comprehensive indigenous 

learners’ evaluation of higher education teaching and learning quality for Thai higher 

education institutions.  The research process is designed to cover evaluation criteria 

based on the stakeholder’s view, not only from the scholar’s or institution’s 

management’s view.   

  The study is intended to provide the field of study with a measurement 

developed based on an indigenous conceptual framework.  The developed 

measurement can be adopted for future studies for both purposes of development and 

evaluation. 

  The results can be generalized in the boundary of NIDA, as well as with 

higher education institutions in Thailand, with verification.  Other higher education 

institutions in Thailand can also adopt the results of this study as a foundation of 

further research, or can replicate the study itself in their own context to reach their 

native result. 

 

1.5  Expected Outcomes 

  

One of the purposes of this study is to arrive at outcomes regarding the 

development of an indigenous explanation of higher education in Thailand. 

The expected outcome was the theoretical conceptual framework for research 

consisting of critical components that should be included in teaching and learning 

evaluation for the purpose of educational quality, as well as the operationalization of 

the newly-developed theoretical conceptual framework.  Empirical indicators of the 

framework for the purpose of measurement were expected.   The benefits of this study 

are as follows. 

 

  1.5.1  Benefits to Higher Education Instructors  

 Learners’ evaluation in this study is multidimensional.  It consists of not only 

the dimension related to instructors, but also dimensions related to other matters.  It 
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would be beneficial to instructors in higher education of Thailand when the learners’ 

evaluation is performed with a separation of each dimension.   

  The results of the learners’ evaluation are used for the purposes of teaching 

and learning improvement, and human resource management actions, including 

identification of teaching techniques and skills training and development plans for 

instructors, rewards and promotion, retirement extension systems, and so on.  This 

study will benefit instructors by providing sets evaluation that separates instructor-

related constructs from other factors.  It would be of great benefit for instructors to be 

evaluated, developed, rewarded, or promoted on matters over which they have 

control.  This study discusses which matters should be considered in evaluating 

instructors, and which should be considered as the evaluation of other dimensions of 

teaching and learning. 

   

  1.5.2  Benefits to NIDA as a Higher Education Institution  

Learners’ evaluation is carried out for the purpose of the improvement of 

teaching and learning quality and human resource management of   NIDA (National 

Institute of Development Administration.  Personnel Department,  2012).   To 

properly improve teaching and learning quality, the learners’ evaluation used should 

be able to cover various related dimensions.  This study provides an effective 

measurement tool to be used in the evaluation system.  The separation of constructs 

provides the results of evaluation regarding different dimensions related to teaching 

and learning.       

The proposed constructs and measurement items could be utilized for teaching 

and learning evaluation.  The proposed learners’ evaluation separates different 

dimensions from one another so that the results could be used in the development of 

each dimension.  

 

  1.5.3  Benefits to the Office of Higher Education Commission of Thailand 

  According to the OHEC, the evaluation or rating of learners is  counted as a 

part of the indicators in the area of the system and mechanism of teaching and 

learning in the evaluation of higher education quality assurance (Office of the Higher 

Education Commission of Thailand, 2007).  The OHEC could utilize the results of 
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this study in developing or modifying its higher education quality assurance criteria.  

Each dimension could be taken separately for higher education quality assurance, 

rather than taken altogether.   

  Moreover, the OHEC could consider the results of this study as an evaluation 

of the teaching and learning system and mechanism of higher education quality 

assurance rather than simply focusing on only either teaching or learning dimension.    

 

1.6  Definitions of Key Terms 

 

1.6.1  Learners’ Evaluation 

Learners’ evaluation is when learners or students rate aspects of a course or 

unit of study (Hendry and Dean, 2002: 76) based on their opinion, or when they 

respond to the program provided (Kirkpatrick, 1994; Neufeld, 1998: 1117).   

Learners’ evaluation could be considered as student evaluation (Hendry and 

Dean, 2002: 75-82; Ramsden, 1991: 129-150; Shevlin et al., 2000: 397-398; Wachtel, 

1998: 191), student feedback (Menges and Brinko, 1986: Abstract), or course 

experience (Ramsden, 1991: 129-150).   

 

1.6.2  Higher Education in Thailand 

Higher education is the education level in which people enroll after they finish 

high school.  In Thailand, higher education is not compulsory (Office of the Higher 

Education Commission, n.d.), but is preferable as Thais value higher education 

(Komin, 1990: 12-13).  It has been discussed that higher education is important to the 

country’s development both in the short term and long term.  Higher education 

institutions are expected to ensure the support provided of the country’s development 

strategies (National Institute of Development Administration, 2011a).   

 

1.6.3  Multidimensional Learners’ Evaluation 

Multidimensional learners’ evaluation refers to a complex of constructs of 

learners’ reaction-based evaluation (Morgan and Casper, 2000: 304).  There are 

different constructs of learners’ evaluation in terms of the nature of the constructs 

(Lemos, Queirós, Teixeira and Menezes, 2011: 843; Shevlin et al., 2000: 398).  The 
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nature of the constructs can be defined as what the constructs relate to, such as 

instructor-related or course-related constructs.  The nature of constructs can also be 

defined according to the types of emotion-based opinions of the learners that are 

being evaluated, such as affective emotion or utility judgment.  It is important to 

acknowledge the multiple dimensions of learners’ reactions in order to study and 

understand reaction-based evaluation (Morgan and Casper, 2000: 315).  In the field of 

higher education, the quality of higher education is also considered as a 

multidimensional concept (Green, 1994: 17).   

 

1.6.4  The National Institute of Development Administration 

The National Institute of Development Administration (NIDA) is a higher 

education institution under the supervision of the Office of the Higher Education 

Commission of Thailand.  NIDA provides education at the graduate level only.  

According to the data of 2011, NIDA had approximately 7111 students (National 

Institute of Development Administration, 2011b).  Currently, NIDA performs 

learners’ evaluation through the use of the faculty evaluation form.   

 

1.7  Chapter Summary 

  

Even though there has been disagreement about the roles of learners’ 

evaluation in predicting learning achievement, learners’ evaluation has been widely 

used in Thailand.  In higher education institutions in Thailand, including NIDA, 

learners’ evaluation has been utilized in the evaluation and assessment of teaching and 

learning quality, and has been counted as an indicator in the educational quality 

assurance system.  The faculty evaluation form has been used for learners’ evaluation 

at NIDA, and the results of such evaluation are used for improving teaching and 

learning quality, and human resource management matters, at NIDA.  However, the 

currently-used evaluation concept is only a one-dimensional evaluation, which 

measures only students’ opinions and attitudes toward instructors and the instruction 

methods.  Therefore, a theoretical-based multidimensional learners’ evaluation of 

higher education is in need.  The development of the theoretical-based, 

multidimensional learners’ evaluation of higher education was performed in this study 
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by adopting Dubin’s (1969) theory-building method, and the research process was 

adapted from Holton and Lowe’s (2007: 297-320) theory-building research process. 

  This study expected the results of the theoretical conceptual framework for 

research, which consists of critical components that should be included in teaching 

and learning evaluation for the purpose of educational quality.  The empirical 

indicators of the framework for the purpose of measurement were revealed. 

 



 

CHAPTER 2 

 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

  The main purpose of this study was to develop a theoretical-based 

multidimensional learners’ evaluation in Thai higher education adopting the National 

Institute of Development Administration (NIDA) as a case study.  To accomplish the 

main purpose the researcher carried out this study in order to:  (1) identify the critical 

components that should be included in teaching and learning evaluation for the 

purpose of educational quality evaluation and the development of higher education in 

Thailand, adopting NIDA as a case of study, (2) develop a framework for research to 

explain and predict the educational quality of higher education in Thailand, as well as 

to develop a measurement of empirical indicator of a framework, adopting NIDA as a 

case of study, and (3) empirically test the newly-developed explanation and 

framework by operationalization and initial testing, adopting NIDA as a case of study 

  There are several main topics covered in the initial literature review as 

follows: (1) the higher education and evaluation method, (2) the multidimensional 

constructs of learners’ evaluation, (3) the National Institute of Development 

Administration’s faculty evaluation concept and evaluation form, and (4) Dubin’s 

Theory Building Model, which was taken as a backbone of this study. 

 

2.1  Higher Education and Evaluation Method 

 

According to the Office for National Education Standards and Quality 

Assessment (2006: 8), there are two main purposes of education: helping Thai people 

to develop strengths in physical, mental, wisdom, knowledge and moral elements, and 

to ensure a learning process that can imprint the right attitude for being good citizens 

of Thailand.  Higher education is also expected to develop Thai society to be 

knowledgeable and wise (Office of the Higher Education Commission, 2007). 
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To be more concrete, there are four expected outcomes, which are taken as 

standard for higher education quality assessment; namely, the production of high 

quality graduates, research, academic services, and arts and cultural nourishing 

(Office for National Education Standards and Quality Assessment, 2006: 7).   

Regarding higher education quality, it is important to mention what could be 

covered.  Quality is a value-laden term (Green, 1994: 12).  It is difficult to define the 

quality of higher education.  However, it has been suggested that the quality of higher 

education is a broad term covering academic standards, the quality of teaching, and 

the satisfaction of stakeholders (Green, 1994: 12), as well as the quality of learning 

(National Institute of Development Administration, 2012: a).  There are plenty of 

approaches to evaluate quality of higher education.  One of the most widely-used 

methods is the student evaluation questionnaire (Hendry and Dean, 2002: 76; Shevlin 

et al., 2000: 398).   

Quality is relative to the stakeholders in higher education (Tam, 2001: 47).  

Different interest of stakeholders in higher education can result in different focuses on 

higher education quality (Green, 1994: 17).  Considering the focus of stakeholders is 

important in understanding higher education quality and in developing its evaluation.  

There are a variety of groups of stakeholders in higher education, including students 

or learners, employers, teaching staff or lecturers, or instructors, non-teaching staff or 

officers, government and funding agencies, as well as accreditors, auditors and 

assessors (Green, 1994: 17; Tam, 2001: 47).   

According to Behn (2007: 1), measurement is important for the purpose of 

management and development.   Therefore, to improve and develop higher education 

quality in Thailand, measurement and evaluation are needed.  In Thailand, there are 

several organizations that are related to higher education and its evaluation.  Higher 

education evaluation and quality assurance are fostered by government agencies, such 

as the Office for National Education Standards and Quality Assessment (ONESQA) 

and the Office of the Higher Education Commission (OHEC), to ensure higher 

education quality in Thailand. 

In November 2000, the Office for National Education Standards and Quality 

Assessment was established to be responsible for developing standards and 

measurement approaches, as well as implementing the evaluation of education for the 
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purpose of auditing the quality of educational institutions (Office for National 

Education Standards and Quality Assessment, 2009).  From 2001 to 2005, the first 

quality assessment was performed by the Office for National Education Standards and 

Quality Assessment (National Institute of Development Administration, 2011a: 2).  

Judging education and administration quality was not the main purpose, however, but 

it was to yield the current status of education and administration quality of all 

institutions (National Institute of Development Administration, 2011a: 2). 

Nevertheless, all institutions needed to adopt a set of indicators for their 

administration and to comply with the new standard. 

In 2003, the Ministry of Higher Education was transformed to be the Office of 

Higher Education Commission, responsible for issuing higher education policies and 

standards, as well as ensuring the alignment of the National Development Plan and 

the Higher Education Plan (Office of the Higher Education Commission, 2009).  

Moreover, the Office of the Higher Education Commission is responsible for auditing 

and evaluating the administration of higher education institutions in Thailand (Office 

of the Higher Education Commission, 2009).   

Due to the roles and responsibility of evaluation and auditing of the Office for 

National Education Standards and Quality Assessment, and the Office of Higher 

Education Commission, higher education institutions in Thailand need to follow 

certain sets of standards in various aspects, including the quality of teaching and 

learning.  NIDA performs its evaluation of teaching and learning through the use of a 

learners’ reaction-based approach.  Learners are asked to complete the form called the 

Faculty Evaluation Form, which consists of the evaluation of the instructor’s teaching 

and learning process, personal and professional qualities, and teaching materials 

(National Institute of Development Administration, 2012).  As this teaching and 

learning evaluation is a part of higher education quality assessment compelled by the 

Office for National Education Standards and Quality Assessment, and the Office of 

Higher Education Commission, the literature reviewed to develop constructs should 

be those which were developed not before the establishment of these two 

organizations.  

Referring to the four expected outcomes of higher education, the instructor 

evaluation in Thai higher education institutions covers both teaching responsibility 
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and research productivity.  The number of research papers produced by instructors 

and the number of teaching courses are counted as performance indicators for 

instructors in higher education institutions for the purposes of earning academic 

ranking and re-contracting (Royal Thai Government Gazette, 2009: 24-26).   

Different dimensions of instructor evaluation have been discussed by Kulik 

and McKeachie (1975: 210-240).  There are several kinds of teacher or instructor 

evaluation procedures.   First, an evaluation can be done using inferences about 

teaching performance made by observers, who could be students, colleagues, 

superiors or self, and the evaluation of teachers by direct measurement of students’ 

performance and personal development (Kulik and McKeachie, 1975: 210-240; 

Shevlin et al., 2000: 397), which is quite a long-term outcome and difficult to manage 

in terms of an agreed-upon measurement (Shevlin et al., 2000: 397).  An evaluation 

can also be done by valuing the effectiveness in facilitating the academic works of 

instructors (Shevlin et al., 2000: 397).  However, the most widely-used method is 

using students’ or learners’ evaluation (Shevlin et al., 2000: 398).  Learners’ 

evaluation is widely used for it is the most immediate method (Shevlin et al., 2000: 

398).   

It can be said that learners’ evaluation of teaching is an integral part of higher 

education practice (Shevlin et al., 2000: 398).  It is believed by researchers to hold 

reliably consistent results (Palermo, 2011: 2).  Higher education evaluation is used for 

both development matter and for making judgments in the management of instructors 

as a human resource of higher education institutions (Shevlin et al., 2000: 398).   

Together with many other indicators, learners’ evaluation has been included in 

the evaluation of higher education in Thailand according to the Office of the Higher 

Education Commission’s indicators of higher education quality number 2.6 regarding 

the system and mechanism of teaching and learning administration (National Institute 

of Development Administration, 2011a: 50).  Recently, there was a public proposition 

made by the current Minister of Education, Dr. Suchart Thadathumrongvej, 

mentioning the use of learners’ evaluation as a customer satisfaction evaluation 

(Thongchai Santiwong, 2012).  Despite such a public suggestion, this study does not 

consider learners’ reaction as a form of customer satisfaction.  Learners’ evaluation in 

this study will be evaluated for its potential in being a multidimensional evaluation of 
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higher education in Thailand.  The learners and graduates considered in this study are 

not interpreted as customers, but as products which higher education institutions need 

to provide to the society.   

Despite the fact that student evaluation of teaching has been widely used, there 

have been theoretical issues that are not yet resolved, for example, number of 

dimensions covered in the evaluation and what to cover in the evaluation (Shevlin et 

al., 2000: 398).   

    

2.2  Multidimensional Constructs of Learners’ Evaluation  

   

Despite the perceived importance of learners’ evaluation in higher education, 

there are still theoretical issues (Shevlin et al., 2000: 398). There has not been 

agreement, for example, on the nature and number of dimensions to be covered in 

learners’ evaluation (Lemos et al., 2011: 843; Shevlin et al., 2000: 398).  There have 

been a number of constructs covered by many researchers, and there have been 

suggestions that participants’ or learners’ reactions are multidimensional.  Learners’ 

evaluation should not be studied as a single dimensional construct (Morgan and 

Casper, 2000: Abstract).  The distinction between affective and utility judgment 

suggested by Alliger, Tamienbaum, Benneu, Traver and Shoiland (1997: 344) is an 

example of the multidimensionality of learners’ evaluation.  Morgan and Casper 

(2000: 311) also revealed different issues regarding the evaluation of participants’ or 

learners’ satisfaction as instructors, process management and administration, the 

testing process, and utility, materials, and course structure. 

Examples of existing dimensions can be found in current research.  The 

instructor’s ability to instruct and lecture is one dimension that has been studied 

(Shevlin et al., 2000: 397).  The dimension of the instructors’ ability can be 

operationalized in different ways, such as the ability to organize clearly (Patrick and 

Smart, 1998 quoted in Shevlin et al., 2000: 398; Swartz et al., 1990 quoted in Shevlin 

et al., 2000: 398), and systematically (Brown and Atkins, 1993 quoted in Shevlin et 

al., 2000: 398), and in terms of instruction and presentation.  There is also the ability 

of the instructor in terms of the ability to stimulate and the ability to challenge 

students (Brown and Atkins, 1993 quoted in Shevlin et al., 2000: 398; Patrick and 

Smart, 1998 quoted in Shevlin et al., 2000: 398).  Moreover, there are module 
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attributes (Shevlin et al., 2000: 397) and the instructor’s charisma (Shevlin et al., 

2000: 397) that have been studied by researchers, as well as caring and respect for 

students (Brown and Atkins, 1993 quoted in Shevlin et al., 2000: 398; Patrick and 

Smart quoted in Shevlin et al., 2000: 398).  Apart from the instructor’s aspect, course 

materials and class atmosphere are also dimensions of learners’ evaluation (Palermo, 

2011: 230). 

  To develop the initial theoretical-based multidimensional learners’ evaluation, 

the existing constructs which have been studied for the past ten years were located by 

reviewing the literature.  The following are the constructs found in the current 

literature.   

 

2.2.1  Course  

Courses’ characteristics can be considered as a background variable that can 

produce significant differences in learners’ evaluation (Wachtel, 1998: 192).  There 

are several dimensions of these characteristics.  The literature review shows many 

different dimensions of courses being studied and evaluated in the learners’ 

evaluation of higher education.  The following are some of the dimensions of courses 

being studied. 

2.2.1.1  Challenge of Learning 

This dimension is evaluated by asking if the course is challenging 

according to the perception of learners (Nasser and Fresko, 2006: 1).  Moreover, this 

dimension of a course is also mentioned as the ability of the course to challenge 

learners to learn (Palmer, 2012: 976).  The ability of challenging learners to learn has 

been included in the student’s evaluation of teaching and units (SETU) as a 

standardized and centrally-administered questionnaire in many universities around the 

world (Palmer, 2012: 976).   

2.2.1.2  Course Content 

Course content has been mentioned by many researchers as a 

dimension of the course in the student’s evaluation of teaching in higher education 

(Harris, Driscoll, Lewis, Matthews, Russell and Cumming, 2010: 482).  Course 

content is also mentioned as lecture content (Wright and Jenkins-Guarnieri, 2012: 

688-690).  Course content has been evaluated in many different aspects.  It can be 
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evaluated, for example, for (1) its intellectual stimulation (Zhao and Gallant, 2012: 

231), and course content can also be evaluated if it (2) fulfills what was promised to 

learners (Rantanen, 2012: 6).  This can be measured by asking if the course objectives 

in the syllabus were met (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262), or is the course was 

relevant to what learners expected to learn (Fisher and Miller, 2008: 198-199).  

Course content can be evaluated for (3) the value of the content.  The ability to create 

value for the course can be measured by asking learners about the effectiveness of the 

content in helping learners to understand why it is important to their learning, making 

clear what they were expected to learn (Fisher and Miller, 2008: 198-199).  The value 

of course content is also about the delivery of knowledge on the subject and linking it 

up with the advanced knowledge of learners (Cohen, 2005: 126; Spooren, Mortelmans 

and Denekens, 2007: 671), awakening an interest in the subject and material (Cohen, 

2005: 126), as well as linking it with social reality and future the profession of 

learners (Spooren et al., 2007: 671).  (4) The course objective is a part of the course 

content.  The quality (Spooren et al., 2007: 671) and clarity of the course objective, 

and learning objectives, need to be evaluated to evaluate the quality of course content 

(Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856; Morrison, 2011: 633; Spooren et al., 2007: 671; White, 

2011: 648).  Course content should also be evaluated for its (5) interestingness and 

attractiveness to learners, in terms of the value of subject the matter, the build-up of 

the subject matter, as well as its overall attractiveness to learners (Spooren et al., 

2007: 671).   

2.2.1.3  Course Difficulty 

Course difficult is an aspect of the learners’ evaluation (Burdsal and 

Harrison, 2008: 570).  Course difficulty can be evaluated by asking learners about the 

(1) level of the course difficulty (Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856), or about (2) the 

previous knowledge required for the course (Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856).  Moreover, 

course difficulty can also be evaluated by asking students about (3) the demand of the 

course for learners (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262). 

2.2.1.4  Course Evaluation and Grading System   

Course evaluation was mentioned as an aspect of learners’ evaluation 

in terms of assessment (Harris, Driscoll, Lewis, Matthews, Russell and Cumming, 

2010: 482), examination and grading (Balam and Shannon, 2010: 211; Morrison, 
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2011: 633; Stark‐Wroblewski, Ahlering and Brill, 2007: 408), and grading quality 

(Burdsal and Harrison, 2008: 570).  Course evaluation can be evaluated for its (1) 

validity and accuracy in assessing what the learners have learnt (Kember and Leung, 

2008: 348-349; Socha, 2013: 112-113; Spooren et al., 2007: 671).  It can also be 

evaluated for its (2) fairness (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Beran and Violato, 

2005: 597; Beran, Violato ,Kline and Frideres, 2009: 522; Socha, 2013: 112-113; 

Spooren et al., 2007: 671; Venette , Sellnow and McIntyre, 2010: 103-104).  Another 

aspect of course evaluation to be evaluated by learners is (3) the appropriateness of 

the evaluation in terms of methods (Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856) and timing (Beran et 

al., 2009: 522).  A variety of evaluation methods have been proposed to be used 

(Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349), as well as learners’ participation (Lemos et al., 

2011: 854-856).  Lastly, course evaluation can be evaluated for its (4) clarity.  It is 

important to consider the clarity of the assessment tasks (White, 2011: 648-656).  

Moreover, the basis for assigning grades should be clearly explained (Socha, 2013: 

112-113).  Once the assessment tasks and grading system are clearly explained to 

learners, instructors should comply with the evaluation methods (Lemos et al., 2011: 

854-856).   

2.2.1.5  Course Material 

The quality of course material is included in the learners’ evaluation as 

well (Gamliel and Davidovitz, 2005: 592; Palmer, 2012: 976-977; Parpala, Lindblom-

Ylänne and Rytkönen, 2011: 551-558).  Course material can be evaluated for its (1) 

contribution and helpfulness to understanding the subject matter (Beran and Violato, 

2005: 597; Beran et al., 2009: 522; Cohen, 2005: 126; Spooren et al., 2007: 671).  To 

be contributive to learning and understanding of the subject matter, it is suggested that 

course material itself needs to be clear and understandable (Gamliel and Davidovitz, 

2005: 592), and not too difficult (Spooren et al., 2007: 671), as well as linked with the 

organization of the course (Spooren et al., 2007: 671) and supporting course 

objectives (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262).   Moreover, the course material could be 

evaluated for its (2) interestingness.  The question concerning whether the course 

material has been presented in an interesting manner could be asked (Nasser and 

Fresko, 2006: 17).  The course material’s (3) sufficiency could also be added in the 

learners’ evaluation in order to evaluate if it is reasonable (Perrett, 2013: 87).  Being 
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sufficient not only means having enough material (Krantz-girod et al., 2004: 126) but 

also having not too much (Huxham et al., 2008: 681).   Lastly, (4) the applicability of 

course material can also be evaluated (Krantz-girod et al., 2004: 126). 

2.2.1.6  Overall Course Quality and Characteristics   

This aspect of learners’ evaluation regarding the course has been 

measured for its overall quality (Cohen, 2005: 126; Gamliel and Davidovitz, 2005: 

592; Harris, Driscoll, Lewis, Matthews, Russell and Cumming, 2010: 482; Lemos et 

al., 2011: 854-856; Morrison, 2011: 633; Venette et al., 2010: 103-104).  Overall 

course quality and characteristics could be evaluated as (1) the value of the course.  

Learners’ are asked to evaluate if the course is good or whether it is valuable on the 

whole (Burdsal and Harrison, 2008: 570; Perrett, 2013: 87; Stark‐Wroblewski et al., 

2007: 408).  Secondly, it can be evaluated (2) in terms of its concentration on the 

fundamental concept (Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349).  Thirdly, the evaluation of 

(3) the interestingness of the course can be evaluated (Huxham et al., 2008: 681; 

Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349).  Lastly, on the whole, the course can be 

evaluated for being well-taught in terms of the quality of the instruction (Palmer, 

2012: 976). 

2.2.1.7  Perceived Entertainment and Enjoyment of the Course 

Enjoyment is an affective judgment measured by investigating the 

extent to which a participant feels that he or she likes or was satisfied with the 

components of the training activities (Alliger et al., 1997: 344).  Enjoyment, fun, or 

joyfulness of the classroom atmosphere was found to contribute to students by making 

them more apt to learn (Sylwester, 1994: 61), and matters to overall satisfaction and 

learning performance (Brown, 2005: 993-998).   

    Fun in learning has been found to play an interesting role in the field of 

learning (Bisson and Luckner, 1996: Abstract) and it has been suggested Giles (2010: 

Abstract) that “fun can positively affect the learning process by provoking intrinsic 

motivation, reducing stress, suspending personal social inhibitions, and creating a 

state of relaxed alertness.”  Giles (2010: Abstract) has also suggested that fun-filled 

activities can make a contribution and become the future of academic learning.  The 

role of fun has been proved to be important in pedagogy (Bisson and Luckner, 1996: 

Abstract), and it is possible to be important in adult learning as well. 
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   The other term which has frequently been used is “edutainment.”  The 

term edutainment is a combination of the words: education and entertainment.  It 

refers to the act of learning through a medium that both educates and entertains.  

According to Nahrstede (2000), in the 21st century, leisure education and edutainment 

shared roles in community development.  According to what was mentioned above, it 

can be considered that education and learning with enjoyment have become more 

important to the field of community development, including HRD (Nahrstede, 2000).   

    There are correlations between enjoyment and utility judgment (Alliger 

et al., 1997: 349; Warr and Bunce, 1995: 353), immediate learning, behavior learning 

and transferring to jobs, but cannot be put together as the same type of reaction 

(Morgan and Casper, 2000: 302). 

This characteristics of the course have been included in the learners’ 

evaluation in current studies in higher education by asking about (1) the enjoyment of 

the course content, and if (2) the learners enjoyed participating in the classes (Davison 

and Price, 2009 : 54; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012 : 50-52; Kember and Leung, 2008: 

348-349; Krantz-girod et al., 2004: 126; Lewandowski, Higginsa and Nardoneb, 

2012: 992).   

Enjoyment can also be measured by asking simple questions, such as 

whether the learners had a good time joining the training program (Alliger et al., 

1997: 344), whether the module was enjoyable (Shevlin et al., 2000: 405), whether 

the training program satisfied them (Warr and Bunce, 1995: 353), or more complex 

questions with psychological techniques imprinted.   

    2.2.1.8  Utility Judgment 

Utility judgment has been separated from the affective aspect of 

learners’ reactions (Alliger et al., 1997: 344).  It is a judgment of the learners 

concerning whether they can apply the content or what they learned from the training 

in their jobs or tasks and to what extent they can do so.  In other words, it is the 

reaction of learners about how useful the training program or the module is (Shevlin 

et al., 2000: 397; Warr and Bunce, 1995: 353) or how worthwhile it is (Shevlin et al., 

2000: 397).  Utility judgment has also been mentioned as the perception of usefulness 

(Warr et al., 1999: 352) and the perception of job relevance (Dixon, 1995: 130).  

Utility judgment has been found by researchers to hold significant relationships with 
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immediate learning and the transfer of learning (Brown, 2005: 993-998; Morgan and 

Casper, 2000: 302; Warr and Bunce, 1995: 353), as well as with overall satisfaction 

(Brown, 2005: 993-998).   

    Utility judgment holds its potential in being a learner’s evaluation 

construct, as Thai learners prefer to have ideas about the benefits of the training 

program, for example (Johnson, 2008: 7).  More importantly, Holton (2005: 51) 

recognized utility judgment as an influence on learning performance and as making a 

contribution to predicting learning performance.   

    The concept of utility judgment can be matched well with the adult 

learning concept.  According to Knowles (1978: 43-45), the adult learner learns to the 

extent that he or she perceives the benefits of performing the tasks in life situations.  

    Utility judgment can be measured by asking simple questions, such as 

whether the module is worthwhile, or whether the provided references are useful 

(Shevlin et al., 2000: 405).  Current studies include utility judgment in learners’ 

evaluation in terms of (1) its contribution to learners’ preparation for future work 

(Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856; Nasser and Fresko, 2006: 1), and (2) usefulness 

(Gonyea and Gangi, 2012: 50-52).  The usefulness of the course can be evaluated by 

asking if the course has provided learners with analytical and thinking tools (Cohen, 

2005: 126; Gamliel and Davidovitz, 2005: 592), as well as the ability to solve 

problems in the field (Perrett, 2013: 87).   

2.2.1.9  Workload and Requirements of Course 

This is quite a controversial dimension.  It is possible that learners 

would always prefer to have a minimum workload.  However, it was found that there 

was a positive correlation between workload and the difficulty of work and the 

learners’ evaluation (Wachtel, 1998: 192).  This aspect has been included in the 

learners’ evaluation being mentioned as workload, assignment, learning assignment, 

and reading (Balam and Shannon, 2010: 211; Burdsal and Harrison, 2008: 570; Harris 

et al., 2010: 482; Morrison, 2011: 633; Rantanen, 2012: 6; Stark‐Wroblewski et al., 

2007: 408).  This aspect could be evaluated for the following: (1) its clarity (Palmer, 

2012: 976) by providing the details of the course and requirements before the course 

really starts, which is also an element of the evaluation on system and mechanism of 

teaching and learning at NIDA (National Institute of Development Administration, 
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2011a: 50); (2) its contribution to learning (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Nasser 

and Fresko, 2006: 1); (3) its variety (Huxham et al., 2008: 681; Nygaard and Belluigi, 

2011: 659-670); and (4) its manageability both in terms of difficulty and amount 

(Balam and Shannon, 2010: 211; Davies, Hirschberg , Lye and Johnston, 2010: 89-91; 

Gonyea and Gangi, 2012: 50-52; Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856; Palmer, 2012: 976). 

 

2.2.2  Instructor 

Instructors’ characteristics can be considered as a background variable that can 

produce significant differences in learners’ evaluation (Wachtel, 1998: 192).  There 

are many dimensions of instructors’ characteristics that can be included in this study 

as follows.   

2.2.2.1  Overall instructors' characteristics and qualifications 

Instructors have been evaluated for the following qualifications 

1)  Overall qualification (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; 

Davies et al., 2010: 89-91; Felton , Koper , Mitchell and Stinson, 2008: 48; Felton , 

Mitchell and Stinson, 2004: 94; Gamliel and Davidovitz, 2005: 592; Perrett, 2013: 87; 

Shao, Anderson and Newsome, 2007: 368-371; Zhao and Gallant, 2012: 231) 

2)  Conscientiousness, covering competence, order, dutifulness, 

achievement striving, self-discipline and deliberation (Catano and Harvey, 2011: 705; 

Patrick, 2011: 242-244) 

3)  Work ethics, including the issues of discrimination, 

undervaluing students, and bias (Davison and Price, 2009: 65; Gonyea and Gangi, 

2012: 50-52) 

4)  Open-mindedness, as well as openness to experience 

(Gonyea and Gangi, 2012 : 50-52; Nasser and Fresko, 2006: 1; Patrick, 2011: 242-

244) 

5)  Personality and appearance, including personality in 

general, physical traits and appearance (Davison and Price, 2009: 65; Gonyea and 

Gangi, 2012 : 50-52). It was found to be correlated with learners’ evaluation when it 

was inferred from learners’ perceptions (Wachtel, 1998: 199).   

6)  Professionalism, including being punctual, dedicated, and 

motivated (Catano and Harvey, 2011: 705; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012 : 50-52; Lemos 

et al., 2011: 854-856) 
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7)  Extraversion, covering the characteristics of warmth, 

gregariousness, assertiveness, activity level, excitement-seeking behaviors and the 

positive emotions that are the facets of extraversion (Patrick, 2011: 242-244) 

8)  Agreeableness, covering the characteristics of trust, 

sympathy, helpfulness, and compassion (Patrick, 2011: 242-244) 

9)  Problem-solving skills (Catano and Harvey, 2011: 705) 

10)  Being experienced (Gonyea and Gangi, 2012: 50-52)   

11)  Creativity (Catano and Harvey, 2011: 705) 

12)  Other characteristics, such as sexual orientation (Davison 

and Price, 2009: 65; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012 : 50-52), language, and political 

orientation (Davison and Price, 2009: 65) 

2.2.2.2  Easiness 

The easiness of instructors is one aspect to be evaluated in the learners’ 

evaluation according to existing studies (Davison and Price, 2009: 65; Felton et al., 

2008: 48; Felton et al., 2004: 94; Legg and Wilson, 2012: 91; Lewandowski et al., 

2012: 992; Otto , Sanford and Ross, 2008: 361).  Easiness can be evaluated in terms 

of  the facet of the instructor’s friendliness to the learners (Lemos et al., 2011: 854-

856), or the facet of the instructor being kind to students (Sonntag, Bassett and 

Snyder, 2009: 499-500).   

2.2.2.3  Respect for Learners 

Instructors are evaluated for their respect for learners, in terms of (1) 

respect for the learner as a person (Beran and Violato, 2005: 597; Beran et al., 2009: 

522; Cohen, 2005: 126; Davies et al., 2010: 89-91; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012: 50-52; 

Lemos et al.., 2011: 854-856; Nowell, Gale, and Handley, 2010: 466; Perrett, 2013: 

87), and (2) respect for the different opinions of the learners (Davies et al., 2010: 89-

91; Socha, 2013: 112-113). 

2.2.2.4  Teaching Methods 

The instructor’s teaching method is often included in the learners’ 

evaluation.  Numerous teaching methods have been presented and discussed in 

existing studies; for example: the auditory (Fisher and Miller, 2008: 198-199), 

discussion (Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349; Nasser and Fresko, 2006: 1), current, 

local and real-life examples (Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349), group work 
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(Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558), kinesthetic (Fisher and Miller, 2008: 198-199), 

lecturing (Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558), practical session (Huxham et al., 2008: 681),  

visual (Fisher and Miller, 2008: 198-199), web-based (Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558), 

and so on.  However, what are frequently evaluated as teaching methods are the 

following: (1) usage of student participation (Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349; 

Gamliel and Davidovitz, 2005: 592; Nasser and Fresko, 2006: 1), (2) the effectiveness 

of teaching methods in the learning of learners (Davies et al., 2010: 89-91), (3) mixed 

methods of teaching (Fisher and Miller, 2008: 198-199).  Considering seven 

indicators that are used to evaluate the system and mechanism of teaching and 

learning, it was found that there were more aspects of the teaching method than those 

found in the review of the literature, to be included in the list; (4) the learner-centered 

approach of the system and mechanism of teaching, (5) a research-based teaching and 

learning system and mechanism, (6) expert sharing, which refers to having 

experienced experts, either scholars or practitioners, apart from those in the institution 

involved in the learning process, and (7) support of the self-learning of learners 

(National Institute of Development Administration, 2011a: 50). 

2.2.2.5  Instructor’s Knowledge and Intellect 

This refers to the perceived understanding by the learners of the 

instructors’ knowledge of the content/subject matter that he or she is teaching (Davies 

et al., 2010: 89-91; Davison and Price, 2009: 54, 65; Shao et al., 2007: 368-371; 

Stowell, Addison and Smith, 2012: 468; ).  This also refers to the instructor’s 

intelligence (Davison and Price, 2009: 54, 65; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012: 50-52) and 

expertise in the subject (Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558; Rantanen, 2012: 6). 

2.2.2.6  Enthusiasm 

This refers to the level of the instructor’s enthusiasm for teaching 

(Balam and Shannon, 2010: 211; Beran and Violato, 2005: 597; Beran et al., 2009: 

522; Davies et al., 2010: 89-91; Davison and Price, 2009: 54, 65; Kember and Leung, 

2008: 348-349; Morrison, 2011: 633; Shao et al., 2007: 368-371; Socha, 2013: 112-

113; Stark‐Wroblewski et al., 2007: 408).  This also refers to the instructor’s genuine 

interest in teaching (Zhao and Gallant, 2012: 231).  

2.2.2.7  Intellectual Stimulation 

This refers to the level of the instructor’s ability to stimulate the 

learners’ interest in the subject (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Krantz-girod et al., 
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2004: 126; Spooren et al., 2007: 671; Stark‐Wroblewski et al., 2007: 408), and to be 

able to inspire, encourage, and motivate the learners to learn (Chen and Watkins, 

2010: 680; Davies et al., 2010: 89-91; Nasser and Fresko, 2006: 1; Nygaard and 

Belluigi, 2011: 659-670; Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558; Socha, 2013: 112-113; Stowell 

et al., 2012: 468; Zhao and Gallant, 2012: 231). 

2.2.2.8  Accessibility 

This aspect refers to the instructor’s availability and willingness to 

consult with the student and for the student to request assistance, both inside and 

outside normal instruction times (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Beran and Violato, 

2005: 597; Beran et al., 2009: 522; Catano and Harvey, 2011: 705; Davies et al., 

2010: 89-91; Krantz-girod et al., 2004: 126; Nowell et al., 2010: 466; Parpala et al., 

2011: 511-558; Socha, 2013: 112-113; Stark‐Wroblewski et al., 2007: 408; Stowell et 

al., 2012: 468). 

2.2.2.9  Feedback 

This aspect refers the extent to which instructors provide helpful and 

prompt quality feedback for the learners’ work and progress of learning (Barkhi and 

Williams, 2010: 262; Beran and Violato, 2005: 597; Catano and Harvey, 2011: 705; 

Davies et al., 2010: 89-91; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012 : 50-52; Huxham et al., 2008: 

681; Palmer, 2012: 976-977; Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558; Socha, 2013: 112-113; 

White, 2011: 648-656; Wright and Jenkins-Guarnieri, 2012: 688-690). 

2.2.2.10  Helpfulness 

This aspect refers to the level of the instructors’ help provided to 

learners in order to help them learn as effectively as possible (Davies et al., 2010: 89-

91; Felton et al., 2008: 48; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012 : 50-52; Huxham et al., 2008: 

681; Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349; Legg and Wilson, 2012: 91; Lemos et al., 

2011: 854-856; Lewandowski et al., 2012: 992; Otto et al., 2008: 361; Socha, 2013: 

112-113; Spooren et al., 2007: 671; White, 2011: 648-656; Zhao and Gallant, 2012: 

231). 

Moreover, it is about the instructors being approachable, nice and easy 

to communicate with, as well as being available and accessible during office hours or 

after class for additional help (Sonntag et al., 2009: 499-500). 
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2.2.2.11  Sense of Humor 

This aspect refers to the level of the instructor’s sense of humor in 

instructing (Lewandowski et al., 2012: 992).  Even though this is an interesting 

aspect, it has rarely been mentioned in current studies. 

2.2.2.12  Appeal and “Hotness”   

This refers to the sexiness and attractiveness of instructors perceived 

by learners (Felton et al., 2004: 94; Felton et al., 2008: 48). 

2.2.2.13  Instructors' Qualifications for Instruction 

This refers to the ability of the instructors to teach the course.  The 

qualifications for instruction can include, for example: (1) the ability to communicate 

the course content and to respond to questions effectively, making the content clear 

and easy to understand (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Beran and Violato, 2005: 

597; Beran et al., 2009: 522; Catano and Harvey, 2011: 705; Cohen, 2005: 126; 

Davies et al., 2010: 89-91; Davison and Price, 2009: 54, 65; Gamliel and Davidovitz, 

2005: 592; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012 : 50-52; Huxham et al., 2008: 681; Krantz-girod 

et al., 2004: 126; Nowell et al., 2010: 466; Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558; Rantanen, 

2012: 6; Shao et al., 2007: 368-371; Spooren et al., 2007: 671; Stark‐Wroblewski et 

al., 2007: 408; Venette et al., 2010: 103-104).  These qualifications can also include 

(2) the organization of the instruction, if it is well-planned and covers the course 

content to match the learners’ background and course objectives, with a combination 

of theory and practice and with proper examples (Balam and Shannon, 2010: 211; 

Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856; Morrison, 2011: 633; 

Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558; Spooren et al., 2007: 671).  Moreover, these 

qualifications for instruction can include (3) support of autonomous learning, which 

refers to motivating learners, encouraging critical thinking, discussion, and active 

participation, as well as creating a favorable learning environment (Lemos et al., 

2011: 854-856). 

2.2.2.14  Instructors' Expressiveness and Rapport 

This refers to the level of (1) awareness and consideration of learners 

(Catano and Harvey, 2011: 705; Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856); (2) being expressive 

and interactive with learners, both individually and collectively (Balam and Shannon, 

2010: 211; Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Morrison, 2011: 633; Parpala et al., 
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2011: 511-558; Rantanen, 2012: 6; Wright and Jenkins-Guarnieri, 2012: 688-690), as 

well as responding to questions (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Beran et al., 2009: 

522; Cohen, 2005: 126); and (3) rapport, which refers to the ability to relate and be 

friendly to learners (Balam and Shannon, 2010: 211; Burdsal and Harrison, 2008: 

570; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012 : 50-52; Morrison, 2011: 633; Stark‐Wroblewski et al., 

2007: 408). 

2.2.2.15  Instrument Clarity 

Clarity was mentioned in existing studies as an aspect of the learners’ 

evaluation of the overall aspect of the instruction (Lewandowski et al., 2012: 992; 

Otto et al., 2008: 361), as well as its facets, which will be discussed shortly.  

Instrument clarity can be evaluated by measuring (1) the extent to which instructors 

clearly explain and respond to questions (Davies et al., 2010: 89-91; Felton et al., 

2008: 48; Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349; Legg and Wilson, 2012: 91; Socha, 

2013: 112-113; Sonntag et al., 2009: 499-500; Zhao and Gallant, 2012: 231), and (2) 

by measuring the extent which instructors clearly communicate learning goals and 

course requirements (Beran and Violato, 2005: 597; Cohen, 2005: 126; Davies et al., 

2010: 89-91; Krantz-girod et al., 2004: 126; Nasser and Fresko, 2006: 1; Parpala et 

al., 2011: 511-558; Socha, 2013: 112-113). 

2.2.2.16  Instrument Organization 

Instrument organization refers to the extent to which either the 

instructor or the subject or unit was well-organized, well-prepared and well-structured 

(Davies et al., 2010: 89-91).  It can be evaluated in four different facets as follows: (1) 

good organization and design of course (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Balam and 

Shannon, 2010: 211; Beran et al., 2009: 522; Burdsal and Harrison, 2008: 570; 

Cohen, 2005: 126; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012 : 50-52; Harris et al., 2010: 482; Huxham 

et al., 2008: 681; Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349; Krantz-girod et al., 2004: 126; 

Morrison, 2011: 633; Nowell et al., 2010: 466; Stowell et al., 2012: 468; Zhao and 

Gallant, 2012: 231); (2) good planning of the course and classes (Kember and Leung, 

2008: 348-349; Krantz-girod et al., 2004: 126; Nasser and Fresko, 2006: 1); (3) the 

instructor is well prepared for classes (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Chen and 

Watkins, 2010: 680; Cohen, 2005: 126; Davison and Price, 2009: 54, 65; Socha, 

2013: 112-113; Zhao and Gallant, 2012: 231); and (4) the course is delivered in line 
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with the course outline (Beran and Violato, 2005: 597; Beran et al., 2009: 522; Nasser 

and Fresko, 2006: 1). 

2.2.2.17  Instructors' Relative Ranking 

This refers to the extent to which the instructors have admirable 

experience in teaching, academic status, and academic degree (Beran et al., 2009: 

522; Nasser and Fresco, 206: 1). 

Studies have found such a significant relationship.  Almost all of those 

studies found that instructors of higher rank received a higher learners’ evaluation 

level (Wachtel, 1998: 198).   

The instructors’ years of experiences can result in different levels of 

learners’ evaluation.  Those with fewer years of experiences will possibly receive a 

lower rating by the learners’ than those with more years of experience (Centra, 1978 

quoted in Wachtel, 1998: 198). 

 

  2.2.3  Learners 

Learners’ characteristics can be considered as a background variable that can 

produce significant differences in learners’ evaluation.  Careful research is necessary 

to determine the nature of the relationship between the background variables and the 

learners’ evaluation (Wachtel, 1998: 192).  The literature review shows many 

different dimensions of learners, themselves, that are being studied and evaluated in 

terms of the learners’ evaluation of higher education.  The following are some of the 

dimensions of learners that are being studied. 

2.2.3.1  Learners’ Interest in Learning 

This refers to learners’ course motivation (Lemos et al., 2011: 854-

856), interest in the subject and course content (Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856; Nasser 

and Fresko, 2006: 1), and having key expectations for learning (Fisher and Miller, 

2008: 198-199).   

According to the concept of prior subject interest, it has been suggested 

that learners with greater subject interest prior to the learning sessions tend to provide 

a more positive evaluation.  Even though this matter cannot be totally controlled, a 

selection process by considering the learners’ prior subject interest may be important 

in areas which have a large percentage of learners enrolled (Wachtel, 1998: 201) so 
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that management of the session can potentially ensure a higher level of learners’ 

evaluation and learning achievement. 

Regarding the learners’ expected results from their learning, it has 

been found that there is a moderate positive correlation between expected grade or 

level of learning achievement, and learners’ evaluation (Wachtel, 1998: 201-202). 

Moreover, the learners’ expectations regarding the instructors and class 

have been found to be related to the learners’ evaluation (Wachtel, 1998: 203).  It was 

found, for example, that learners with high expectations and experienced provide a 

higher rating of evaluation than those with lower expectations (Koermer and Petelle, 

1991 quoted in Wachtel, 1998: 203).  Learners’ expectations regarding the instructors 

and class can be matched with the characteristics of Thai learners, as suggested by 

Johansen and Gopalakrishna (2006: 340-341), concerning what they expect from 

instructors.  The degree to which learners’ expectations are met can be measured by 

asking simple questions, such whether the module was what they expected (Shevlin et 

al., 2000: 404). 

Additionally, the concept of interest in learning is compatible with the 

concept of attention.  The term attention was discussed by Bandura (1977) as one of 

the important elements of social learning theory, suggesting that the attention of 

learners is a critical factor in the success of social learning, or observational learning.  

Attention is the act of keeping one's mind closely on something, mental concentration, 

and mental readiness for such concentration (Neufeld, 1998: 88).  Flannes and Levin’s 

(2001) study confirmed the importance of the learner’s attention by suggesting that 

learners learn more when they pay attention.  The less attention they pay, the less they 

learn.  It was found in studies that the learning performance of learners, including 

immediate test scores, and retention test scores, differs among learners that receive a 

different pace and duration of training (Flannes and Levin, 2001; Murphy, 2007).  

Moreover, it was found by Sukserm and Takahashi (2010: 258) that the more learners 

can focus on the learning session without disturbance from their routine work, the 

better is their learning. 

2.2.3.2  Learners' Engagement with Learning and Active Participation   

This refers to the level of the student’s motivation and enthusiasm 

(Davies et al., 2010: 89-91).  There are many indicators of learners’ engagement and 
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active participation both inside and outside the class.  (1) In class engagement can be 

considered as the learners participating in the learning activities (Lemos et al., 2011: 

854-856), expression of one’s own ideas in class (Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856), 

involvement in constructing knowledge (Nygaard and Belluigi, 2011: 659-670), 

discussion in class (Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349), and motivation in learning 

(Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558).  (2) Out-of-class engagement involves learners’ 

intention to join classes and tutorial sessions (Fisher and Miller, 2008: 198-199), 

regular study of the subject (Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856), use of instructor’s help and 

course material as a resource (Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856), learners’ processing of 

knowledge by themselves (Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558), being assiduous (Lemos et 

al., 2011: 854-856), and talking about subject matter (Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856). 

2.2.3.3  Learners' Positive Attitude, Affect, and Satisfaction 

This refers to learners’ positive attitude and satisfaction toward 

theinstitution/college, course, and instructor (Gonyea and Gangi, 2012 : 50-52; 

Venette et al., 2010: 103-104).   

    It is possible for the positive attitude toward instructors and/or 

programs to be a construct of learners’ evaluation in Thailand, as one of the Thai 

learners’ characteristics is to be pleasure oriented (Komin, 1990).  It is difficult to 

have pleasure with a negative emotion. 

     Instructors are valued as superiors, as the Thai culture values good 

grades and a high degree of education, and focuses on labels in social relations 

(Komin, 1990: 223).  Moreover, Buddhism’s effect can be found on adult learning in 

Thailand in this matter.  To perform proper teaching in a Buddhist context, the teacher 

needs to be competent before instructing others (Johansen and Gopalakrishna, 2006: 

340-341) and be able to perform sufficient knowledge transmission and ensure 

learners’ understanding, which is different from performing facilitation to create 

mutual inquiry.  Even the Buddhist approach to adult learning encourages experiential 

learning by testing and verification of Buddhist prescriptions (Johansen and 

Gopalakrishna, 2006: 340), like the western approach; it still depends on the leading 

role of theinstructor.   

     The roles of the instructor from a Buddhist perspective reflect the 

notion of learning differently from theadult learning concept by guiding learning to be 
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teacher-centered.  Thai learners possibly prefer to learn from and show a positive 

attitude toward instructor(s) that are believed to be competent and credible to be those 

that merely provide knowledge and thinking.    

     Moreover, according to Shevlin et al. (2000: 402), it was found in their 

study of thevalidity of students’ evaluations of teaching that learners’ evaluation 

results of instructors’ attributes and abilities were affected by the learners’ perception 

concerning the instructor’s charisma.    

According to the above explanation, it is possible that Thai learners 

hold higher expectations of instructors than westerners.  Meeting, or not meeting, 

their expectations can affect the Thai’s learning pace, reaction, and learning 

performance.  A positive attitude possibly includes positive emotion, trust and belief 

in the instructor(s) and/or program(s).  

Moreover, NIDA’s system and mechanism of teaching and learning are 

evaluated regarding the learners’ satisfaction with the quality of theteaching and 

learning administration, as well as the supporting elements of the course (National 

Institute of Development Administration, 2011a: 50). 

     2.2.3.4  Recommendations to Others 

    This refers to the extent to which learners are likely to recommend the 

course to other learners (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012 : 

50-52; Lewandowski et al., 2012: 992; Palmer, 2012: 976-977; Sonntag et al., 2009: 

499-500). 

 

  2.2.4  Outcomes of Learning  

  The literature review shows many different dimensions of outcomes of 

learning being studied and evaluated regarding the learners’ evaluation of higher 

education.  The following are some of the dimensions of learners being studied. 

    2.2.4.1  Learning Achievement 

Kirkpatrick (1994) has stated that achievement and performance in 

learning was an important key to learning transfer.  Learning can be considered to 

take place during the course of the training (Sukserm and Takahashi, 2010: 252).  

Achievement in learning can be defined as the increment of knowledge, principles, 

facts, and techniques understood and absorbed from the training (Alliger and Janak, 
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1994 quoted in Sukserm and Takahashi, 2010: 252; Kirkpatrick, 1994); it can be 

measured after a training session to evaluate knowledge gained (Kirkpatrick, 1994), 

and overtime to evaluate knowledge retention (Johnson, 2008).  Moreover, 

achievement of learning can also be noticed in the changes in the attitude of learners 

(Maple and Webster quoted in Garavan, 1997: 39-50).   

    Learning achievement can be evaluated by pre-testing and post-testing 

to measure the increase in knowledge after the learning activities (Kirkpatrick, 1994).  

This can be done by a simple pencil and paper approach.  However, with a traditional 

approach, elements of acquired skills and attitudes might not be covered.  Therefore, 

multiple methods, including an interview and an observation immediately after the 

learning is finished or during a certain period of time after the learning is finished, can 

be used simultaneously.  It is possible that changes in learners' attitudes can be 

evaluated through the use of self-report questionnaires, as Sukserm and Takahashi 

(2010: 251-252) did with their study of the evaluation of reaction and learning levels 

in human resource development in corporate social responsibility activities. 

     According to the current studies reviewed, learning achievement is 

included in learners’ evaluation as student behaviors and performance (Gonyea and 

Gangi, 2012: 50-52).  The pre- and post-testing score, and the final score and grade 

can be used to measure learning achievement as an outcome of learning 

(Stark‐Wroblewski et al., 2007: 408; Wright and Jenkins-Guarnieri, 2012: 688-690). 

     2.2.4.2  Learners’ Perception of Learning 

    There are different facets of the learners’ perception of learning as 

follows: (1) learners’ perception of gaining knowledge, understanding and capability 

of the subject matter (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Beran and Violato, 2005: 597; 

Beran et al., 2009: 522; Darby, 2007: 451-452; Davies et al., 2010: 89-91; Davison 

and Price, 2009: 54, 65; Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349; Lemos et al., 2011: 854-

856; Perrett, 2013: 87; Smith, 2008: 527; Socha, 2013: 112-113; Stark‐Wroblewski et 

al., 2007: 408; Venette et al., 2010: 103-104; Zhao and Gallant, 2012: 231); (2) 

learners’ perception of gaining critical thinking and implication of the subject matter 

(Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856; Nygaard and Belluigi, 2011: 659-670); (3) learners’ 

perception of the openness to further learning in the subject matter by having 

curiosity, flexibility in learning, and willingness to change their view and to be open 
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to new ideas (Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349; Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856); (4) 

learners’ perception of reaching the academic value of learning the subject matter 

(Balam and Shannon, 2010: 211; Morrison, 2011: 633); and (5) learners’ perception 

of achieving the expected outcomes of the course (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262). 

     2.2.4.3  Attitude Change 

    This refers to changes in attitude regarding the subject matter as a 

result of the learning (Darby, 2007: 451-452). 

     2.2.4.4  Behavior 

    This refers to changes in the behaviors as a result of the learning, such 

as the use of teaching materials after the course ends and creating activities regarding 

the course matter (Darby, 2007: 451-452). 

     Moreover, according to the Office of Higher Education Commission 

(2010: 48), higher education institutions’ customers’ engagement is counted as a 

criterion of evaluation as well.  Consequently, learners can be viewed as customers 

and their engagement in the institution, program and course needs to be counted in the 

evaluation construct.  

 

  2.2.5  Supporting Elements of Learning 

  The literature review shows that many different dimensions of supporting 

elements of learning are being studied and evaluated in the learners’ evaluation of 

higher education.  The following are some of the dimensions of learners being 

studied. 

     2.2.5.1  Positive Environment 

    This refers to a positive and pleasant atmosphere that is conductive to 

learning (Nasser and Fresko, 2006: 1; Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558; Zhao and Gallant, 

2012: 231). 

     2.2.5.2  Resource Availability 

    This refers to the availability and appropriateness of support material 

and library resources that meet with the requirements of the subject matter (Lemos et 

al., 2011: 854-856; Palmer, 2012: 976-977). 
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     2.2.5.3  Technology Availability 

    This refers to the availability of technologies that assist in the delivery 

of content and in the enhancement of the learning experience of learners, such as 

online teaching and visual aids (Palmer, 2012: 976-977; Rantanen, 2012: 6). 

 In sum, there are 37 constructs mentioned in the existing literature regarding 

learners’ evaluation of higher education.  Moreover, there are sub-constructs that have 

been added in that  the indicators have used to evaluate the system and mechanism of 

teaching and learning (National Institute of Development Administration, 2011a: 50), 

namely: (1) the learners-centered approach of the system and mechanism of teaching; 

(2) research-based teaching and learning system and mechanism; (3) expert sharing, 

which refers to having experienced experts, either scholars or practitioners, out of 

those in the institution involved in the learning process; and (4) support of the self-

learning of learners (National Institute of Development Administration, 2011a: 50).  

These four sub-constructs could be considered as part of the teaching method 

construct. 

  On the other hand, there are two sub-constructs with which indicators evaluate 

the teaching and learning system and mechanism and which match with what was 

found in the literature review, namely: (1) clarity of course workload and requirement, 

and (2) learners’ satisfaction with the quality of teaching and learning administration, 

as well as the supporting elements of the course. 

 

2.3  The National Institute of Development Administration’s Teaching and 

Learning Evaluation 

   

Currently, the evaluation using the learners’ reaction-based evaluation is still a 

frequently-used method of learning evaluation (Yamnill, 2001: 1) both in private and 

educational organizations, including the National Institute of Development 

Administration (NIDA).  NIDA has established principles and methods for 

implementing the results of the teaching and learning evaluation of instructors for the 

purpose of the development of teaching and learning quality, as well as for the 

purpose of the development of instructors (National Institute of Development 

Administration.  Personnel Department,  2012a).  
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 Currently, NIDA performs alearner-based evaluation of teaching and learning 

quality to serve the purpose of educational quality assessment and internal human 

resource management.  Such an evaluation is performed throughthe use of the Faculty 

Evaluation Form.  The evaluation is performed by students, as learners, at the end of 

each course.  The results of the evaluation are used for developing teaching and 

learning quality and by NIDA’s administration.  For example, the results of the 

evaluation are used to identify the strenghts and weaknesses of the course, or of the 

program for the purpose of development, to identify the training needs ofinstructors, 

and so on.  The evaluation and regulations can affect the instructors’ career 

dramatically.  Teaching suspension with substitution by producing academic work can 

be the consequence of receiving a lower score than 3.51onteaching and learning 

quality.  Moreover, the results of the evaluation are included in promotion and salary 

increment consideration.   

  The current faculty evaluation form of NIDA covers the evaluation of 

instruction effectiveness, the faculty’s personal capability, and the use of learning 

media by thefaculty.  Considering all of theaspects of evaluation, it can be mentioned 

that they cover only one type of reaction found in the review of the literature, which is 

the positive attitude toward instrcutors and/or programs (Johansen and Gopalakrishna, 

2006: 337- 345; Komin, 1990: 11-13; Shevlin at al., 2000: 397).  The one-

dimensional evaluation approach is different from what was suggested by Morgan and 

Casper (2000: 302) that a multi-dimensional approach to learners’ evaluation needs to 

be well designed in order to ensure reliability.   

  The following are details of NIDA’s faculty evaluation form, which is 

designed to be a self-report questionnaire for students to respond at the end of each 

course provided (National Institute of Development Administration, 2012). 

  It is a three-page questionnaire.  The purposes of the evaluation are provided 

at the top of the first page of the evaluation sheet.  Evaluators are asked to provide the 

following information: semester of evaluation, academic year of evaluation, section of 

evaluation, course code, course title, instructor’s name, school, level of degree, and 

program type (National Institute of Development Administration, 2012b).  Students 

are not asked to provide information that could be used to identify them personally. 

  The form consists of 25 Likert-type questions with the not applicable option, 

covering three aspects, and nine open-ended questions covering three aspects. 
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  The first aspect covered in the form concerns theeffectiveness of the teaching 

and learning.  There are seven Likert-type questions as follows. 

1) The instructor’s instruction accords with the course objectives and 

syllabus. 

2) The instructor provides activities, which promote teamwork and 

widespread discussion. 

3) The instructor comprehensively covers all topics stated in the 

course syllabus and objectives. 

4) The instructor provides logical sequences of the course contents. 

5) The instructor provides lesson plans, concisely indicating dates, 

times, topics, and materials.    

6) The instructor includes his/her research results/academic services in 

the course content as deemed appropriate. 

7) The instructor clearly explains, in written form, the scoring and 

grading systems in the course syllabus.  (National Institute of Development 

Administration, 2012) 

The second aspect covered in the form is the faculty’s personal capability.  

There are seven Likert-type questions as follows. 

1) The instructor has capability in knowledge transfer. 

2) The instructor is able to clearly answer questions or solve problems 

pertaining to the course content. 

3) The instructor encourages students to freely pose queries and 

express views, while being responsive to those questions and comments. 

4) The instructor uses psychological and teaching techniques to 

effectively stimulate students’ interest in the subject 

5) The instructor strictly abides by the code of conduct for teachers. 

6) The instructor begins and dismisses class punctually. 

7) The instructor is able to advise students via appropriate channels (e.g., 

responding to students’ E-mail, maintaining required office hours for students).  

(National Institute of Development Administration, 2012b) 
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The third aspect covered in the form is the learning media aspect.  There are 

three Likert-type questions that measure the use of learning media as a whole as 

follows. 

1) The instructor uses the proper learning media/technology. 

2) The content of learning media is proper and in alignment with 

course content. 

3) Satisfaction with the learning media that the instructor uses 

There are another eight items that measure the use of E-learning media as 

follows. 

1) Knowledge/understanding of course content before participating in 

E-learning 

2) Knowledge/understanding of course content after participating in 

E-learning 

3) Quality of audio 

4) Quality of visuals 

5) Explanation and elaboration technique 

6) Logical sequences of the course contents provided in E-learning 

7) Quickness in loading and processing 

8) E-learning’s contribution to learning  (National Institute of 

Development Administration, 2012b) 

As per the open-ended section of the form, there was one question asked about 

the effectiveness of the E-learning right after the Likert-scale questions: opinions 

regarding problems and obstacles, as well as suggestions about E-learning. 

The rest of the form consists of open-ended questions covering four aspects 

according to the National Institute of Development Administration (2012) as follows.   

1) Instructor aspect 

2) Course content/material/learning media aspect 

3) Learning media and material which students prefer apart from what 

has been provided 

4) Classroom/Audio-visual equipment: Cleanness, light, air 

conditioning and temperature, desk and chair quality, audio-visual equipment, and 

other suggestions 
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2.4  Dubin’s Theory Building Model 

   

Dubin developed a widely-used theory building method (Holton and Lowe, 

2007; 304), and this approach has received attention in the field of human resource 

development (HRD) (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 305).  This theory-research approach is 

believed to be necessary for the development of valid and trustworthy applied theory 

(Lynham, 2002: 242).  Dubin’s theory building research method is a hypothetical-

deductive approach to knowledge construction (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 304; 

Lynham, 2002: 243).  As a hypothetical-deductive approach, the following are the 

major directions in performing a study. 

  The study should be motivated by a practical interest in means and ends; the 

study should pursue the purpose of explanation, prediction and control; and the study 

should assume that observational data are the foundation of knowledge and try to 

make sense out of the observable world (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 302).  The study 

should result in outcomes that can be transferred and generalized (Lynham, 2002: 

244).   

  Dubin’s theory building method consists of two distinct but related 

components (Lynham, 2002: 243).  The first component is the theory development 

(Lynham, 2002: 243), and completion of this part results in a conceptual framework 

of the theory (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 302; Lynham, 2002: 244).  The second 

component is referred to as the research operation (Lynham, 2002: 243).  Completion 

of this second component results in the development of valid and trustworthy applied 

theory (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 302; Lynham, 2002: 244).   

  There are eight steps in performing these two components, as presented in 

Figure 2.1 below. 
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Figure 2.1  Dubin’sTheory Building Method as an Eight-Step Theory-Research Cycle 

Source:  Lynham, 2002: 243. 

 

2.4.1  Units 

According to Dubin (1983: 27), theorists start with the selection of things they 

are curious about and how they relate to the real world; therefore, the first step of 

theory building is identifying the units of the theory whose interactions constitute the 

subject matter of attention (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 298; Lynham, 2002: 247).  Units 

are the basic building blocks, out of which the theory is built (Dubin, 1983: 27; 

Lynham, 2002: 247).  Units can also be referred to as variables (Dubin, 1983: 27).  

They represent what the researcher is trying to make sense of (Lynham, 2002: 247).  

Units can be generated from a review of the literature and from experience (Lynham, 

2002: 247).  There are five types of units mentioned by Dubin (1969: 52-64): the 

enumerative unit, associative unit, relational unit, statistical unit, and summative unit.  

Enumerative unit is a property characteristic of a thing in all of its condition (Dubin, 

1969: 52-53).  There is no absolute zero for this type of unit, as it is not possible for 

this type of unit to have an absent condition (Dubin, 1969: 52-53).  The associative 

unit is different in that it is possible for an absolute zero, or absent condition (Dubin, 

1969: 53-54).  An associative unit is a property characteristic of a thing in some of its 

condition (Dubin, 1969: 53-54).  A relational unit is a property characteristic of a 

thing that can be determined only by the relationships among properties (Dubin, 1969: 
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56-57).  It can be an interaction or a combination (Dubin, 1969: 56-57), such as the 

interaction with the supervisor, or a sex ratio.  The statistical unit is a property of the 

thing that summarizes the distribution of the property in the thing, such as means of 

income (Dubin, 1969: 58-59).  Normally, this type of unit is convenient for employing 

in research and theory building (Dubin, 1969: 60).  The summative unit is the most 

complex one (Dubin, 1969: 61).  It is a global unit that stands for the entire thing 

(Dubin, 1969: 61).  It draws together a number of different properties, such as a 

massive society that stands for heterogeneity, pluralism, and so on (Dubin, 1969: 61).  

A summative unit is complex, so it should not be adopted in a theoretical model or 

framework which is not designed for proposition testing (Dubin, 1969: 62). 

  It must be noted that one unit can be categorized as different types according 

to how it is interpreted (Dubin, 1969: 63).  A theory can be built through the use of 

only one type of unit; however, to cover all quadrants of Cartesian, the combination 

among types of units is needed (Dubin, 1969: 64-65).  A clear example is the 

enumerative unit.  As this type of unit does not have an absolute zero, it is not 

possible for it to have a negative value (Dubin, 1969: 64-65).  Consequently, only the 

first quadrant is covered. 

  According to Lynham’s (2002: 248-249) summary, there are three limitations 

in combining different types of units that must be of concern in building theory.  The 

first one is that a relational unit is not combined with an enumerative or associative 

unit which is overlapping in property, or else, the correlation is already guaranteed 

(Dubin, 1969: 67, 69).  Secondly, the statistical unit must not be combined with any 

other types of units.  Lastly, the summative unit is not employed in a scientific model.  

The outcome of developing units should be considered against five criteria; namely, 

rigor and exactness, parsimony, completeness, logical consistency, and the degree of 

conformity to the limitations on employment and combination of the units (Lynham, 

2002: 248). 

 

2.4.2  Laws of Interaction 

The second step is establishing the laws of interaction among the units that 

govern the theory (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 298; Lynham, 2002: 249), which is to 

consider the nature of the relationships among the units (Lynham, 2002: 249).  The 
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laws of interaction indicate how two or more units are related (Dubin, 1983: 27).  It is 

important to note that the laws of interaction are only statements of relationships, not 

necessarily of causality (Dubin, 1969: 89).  There are three general categories or types 

of interaction: categoric, sequential, and determinant (Dubin, 1969: 96; Lynham, 

2002: 249).  A categoric law of interaction states that the values of a unit are 

associated with the values of another unit.  This type of law of interaction does not 

state which unit comes first and does not indicate causality; in other words, categoric 

laws of interaction are symmetrical (Dubin, 1969: 99-100; Lynham, 2002: 249).  The 

word typically adopted to explain this type of law of interaction is associate with 

(Lynham, 2002: 249).  Differently, the sequential law of interaction is asymmetrical.  

It relates to the time dimension (Dubin, 1969: 100).  The words typically adopted to 

explain this type of law of interaction are succeeded by or preceded by (Lynham, 

2002: 250).  Lastly, the determinant law of interaction is one that associates the 

determinant values of one unit with those of other units (Dubin, 1969: 107; Lynham, 

2002: 250).  There are two important components of the determinant law of 

interaction: 1) the specific relation is set forth and 2) determinate values are assigned 

to the units (Dubin, 1969: 107).  There are four levels of efficiency of laws of 

interaction: 1) presence-absence (lowest level), 2) directionality, 3) co-variation, and 

4) rate of change (highest level) (Lynham, 2002: 251).  

  

2.4.3  Boundaries 

The third step is determining boundaries in order to determine and clarify the 

domains within the theory that it is expected to hold up and apply (Lynham, 2002: 

253).  Every complete theoretical model needs to specify the boundary within which 

units interact lawfully (Dubin, 1983: 28) because humans may behave differently in 

different contexts and situations(Dubin, 1983: 28).  Boundaries need to be considered 

against two criteria: homogeneity and generalization (Lynham, 2002: 254).  

Homogeneity is when the units and the laws of interaction fit in the conditions 

contained in a single boundary-determining criterion (Dubin, 1969: 139).  The more 

boundary-criteria there are, the greater is the homogeneity covered by the model 

(Dubin, 1969: 139).  The generalization of a theory relates to the domain size of the 

theory (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 312; Lynham, 2002: 255).  To expand the boundaries 
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of models and to make models more general, reducing the number of boundary-

determining criteria is required (Dubin, 1969: 141).  It is possible for a theoretical 

model to be developed without the presence of empirical knowledge; therefore, the 

theoretical boundaries are determined logically (Dubin, 1969: 145).   

 

2.4.4  System States 

The forth step is specifying the system states of the theory (Lynham, 2002: 

256), which is a condition of the system as a whole (Dubin, 1983: 28).  By looking at 

system states, the condition under which the theory is operative is revealed (Lynham, 

2002: 256).   

The idea of the system state was mentioned by Dubin (1983: 28) as a final 

feature of a theoretical model.  Up to this step, an image of a model composed of 

determinant units, interacting by specified laws with each other within defined 

boundaries, has been revealed (Dubin, 1983: 147).  The newly-developed theory or 

framework needs a system state for the task of predicting the values of units and to 

make sure that all units are not identical (Dubin, 1983: 147).  Moreover, the system 

state makes sure that the constellation of units suggested persists through a time 

interval (Dubin, 1983: 148).  It is difficult to determine such a time interval.  Dubin 

(1983: 149) however suggested that the time interval should be relevant to the laws of 

interaction.  The system state represents a condition under which the developed theory 

is operative (Dubin, 1978; Torraco, 1994, 1999, 2000 quoted in Lynham, 2002: 256).  

There are three criteria for a system state as follows.  The criterion of inclusiveness 

refers to the need for all the units of the system to be included in the system state of 

the theory (Dubin, 1969: 151-155); the criterion of persistence requires that the 

system state persist through a meaningful period of time (Dubin, 1969: 151-155); and 

the criterion of distinctiveness requires that all units take on determinant, that is, 

measurable and distinctive, values for the system state (Dubin, 1969: 151-155). 

After the step of system state, the first theory development part of Dubin’s 

quantitative theory building method is concluded (Dubin, 1978 quoted in Lynham, 

2002: 256).  Completing these four steps, what can be claimed to be the results are 

variously titled, such as a conceptual framework (Lynham, 2002: 243), a model, a 

theoretical system, or a theory (Dubin, 1983: 29).  The outcome of the first part of the 
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process is operationalized by completing steps five through seven, and then they are 

tested through completion of step eight of the process (Lynham, 2002: 260-261). 

 

2.4.5  Propositions 

The second part of Dubin’s theory building method can be viewedas the 

research operation side of the two-part theory building cycle. Its main purposes are 

the verification, or confirmation, of the theoretical conceptual framework completed 

as a result of the first part of the theory development (Lynham, 2002: 260). 

The four steps in the second part include specifying the propositions derived 

from the framework, then identifying corresponding empirical indicators informed by 

the propositions, and finally constructing hypotheses based on the propositions and 

informed by the empirical indicators (Lynham, 2002: 261). 

  The first step of the second part will be mentioned as the fifth step of the 

whole process.  The fifth step is mentioned as the specification of the propositions of 

the theory (Lynham, 2002: 261).  It is the way in which the theoretical conceptual 

framework is put to use (Lynham, 2002: 261).  Propositions enable the theoretical 

conceptual framework to be subjected to empirical testing (Torraco, 2000 quoted in 

Lynham, 2002: 261), and enable the theoretical framework to make predictions about 

the values of the united in the real world (Lynham, 2002: 261).   

Proposition statements must be logically and intellectually derived from a 

theoretical system of specified units, laws of interaction, boundaries, and system 

states (Lynham, 2002: 261) about the framework in operation (Lynham, 2002: 262).  

It simple words, proposition statements are the elaboration of the framework 

regarding how it works in the real world. 

  There are three types of proposition statements suggested by Dubin (1978 

quoted in Lynham, 2002: 262): 1) proposition statements that are made about the 

values of a single unit of the framework which can be revealed in relation to the value 

of the other units, 2) proposition statements that might be predictions about the 

continuity of a system state that in turn involves a prediction about the conjoined 

values of all units in the system, and 3) proposition statements that involve predictions 

about the transfer of the system from one state to another, and predictions about the 

values of all units of the system as they pass over the boundary of one system state 

into another. 
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  As proposition statements can emerge from considering a linear lawful 

relationship (laws of interaction) between two units, there can be great numbers of 

proposition statements, even for the framework with small numbers of units (Dubin, 

1969: 173-174).  To reduce the numbers of proposition statements, there is the need 

for reaching for strategic proposition by eliminating the insignificant ones (Dubin, 

1969: 175).  Strategic propositions state critical or limiting values for one of the units 

involved (Dubin, 1969: 175).  A critical value can be one at which the value of a unit 

reaches a maximum or minimum point, or the value of zero (Dubin, 1969: 175).   

  Proposition statements and laws of interaction might be confused easily.  

However, they are different for many reasons, as follows (Dubin, 1969: 177).  The 

laws of interaction state the relationship between units for the full image of values 

(Dubin, 1969: 177-178), representing a relationship regardless of the conditions of 

each unit.  On the other hand, proposition statements set forth the value of one unit 

that is associated with the value of another unit (Dubin, 1969: 177-178).  In sum, the 

laws of interaction tell us what the relationship is, while proposition statements 

predict the value of one unit from knowledge about the value of the other unit (Dubin, 

1969: 177-178). 

 

2.4.6  Empirical Indicators of Key Terms 

The sixth step, which is the second step of the operationalization of the newly-

developed theoretical framework, is identifying empirical indicators in order to secure 

the measurements of the values of the units (Dubin, 1969: 183-184; Lynham, 2002: 

264-265).  There are two criteria for identifying empirical indicators: 1) operationism 

and 2) reliability (Dubin, 1969: 185).  Operationism refers to the quality of empirical 

indicators to be able to be duplicated by any other equally-trained observers (Dubin, 

1969: 185).  Reliability refers to the quality of empirical indicators to be able to be 

used by any other trained observers and yield the equivalent values for the same 

samples (Dubin, 1969: 185).   

  The types of units used in a theory affect the empirical indicators identified 

(Lynham, 2002: 265).  Therefore, it is important to consider the types of units in 

identifying empirical indicators.  For example, the indicator used for an enumerative 

unit in a theory may never produce a zero value (Lynham, 2002: 265), as this type of 
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unit would never have a zero value (Dubin, 1969: 52-53), while an associative unit, 

which can have an absolute zero value (Dubin, 1969: 53-54), can be measured by the 

indicators with a continuum of negative, zero, and positive values (Lynham, 2002: 

266).   

  Even if the operation of measurement is specified and the results or values 

produced by this operation are identified, more rigorous refinement and specification 

of the operations of measurement and values produced by these operations need to be 

developed. This is, in part, the task of step 8, the testing of the theory through research 

(Lynham, 2002: 266).   

  Having empirical indicators, the proposition can now be converted into an 

hypothesis by substituting the operational measures for the generalized subjects of the 

proposition (Dubin, 1983: 30).  Three research operation questions need to be asked: 

(1) What are the empirical indicators of the theory?, (2) What are the propositions of 

the theory?, and (3)  What are the hypotheses of the theory? (Lynham, 2002: 266).  

The third question leads the theory building to the seventh step, which will be 

discussed shortly. 

 

 2.4.7  Hypotheses 

The seventh step is constructing hypotheses in order to verify and test the 

theory (Lynham, 2002: 267).  This step is the establishment of the link between the 

theoretical framework and the real world, by translating some of the propositions of 

the theoretical framework to testable hypotheses (Lynham, 2002: 267).  This step is 

where the theoretical framework confronts the observable things, which it tries to 

make sense of and to create knowledge about (Dubin, 1969: 210).  A hypothesis could 

be defined as the prediction of the values of the units of a theoretical framework in 

which empirical indicators are employed for the named units in each proposition 

(Dubin, 1969: 212).  It is important to be note that every time that units are mentioned 

in a proposition, there must be empirical indicators to measure their value (Dubin, 

1969: 212; Lynham, 2002: 267).   

  The hypotheses of a theory therefore tell us what the empirical indicators for 

the units are and “mirror the propositions” (Lynham, 2002: 267-268).  This step of the 

process informs us of that what is the reality test can be made of this theoretical model 
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(Dubin, 1969: 212).  The testing of the hypothesis is, in turn, the testing of the 

theoretical model from which the hypothesis is derived (Dubin, 1969: 212).   

  There are two criteria in constructing hypotheses as follows.  The first is that 

every hypothesis should be homologous with the proposition (Lynham, 2002: 268).  

The second is that the necessary and sufficient conditions of each unit must be 

identified.  These conditions of each unit of the theory can be obtained from the 

definition, and component parts, of each unit (Lynham, 2002: 268).    

  In constructing the hypotheses of the theory, it is important to make a decision 

concerning the quantity or number of hypotheses (Lynham, 2002: 268).   Some 

proposition can be derived into many hypotheses (Dubin, 1969: 214), but some do not 

need to be converted to hypotheses (Lynham, 2002: 268).  The number of hypotheses 

depends on the number of units in the proposition, and the number of empirical 

indicators of each unit in that proposition (Dubin, 1969: 214).  Therefore, it is 

important to keep in mind that “a new hypothesis is established each time a different 

empirical indicator is employed for any one of the units designated a proposition” 

(Dubin, 1969: 215).  There are various strategies that can be employed in the 

formulation of hypotheses, and these strategies are usually chosen in accordance with 

available research time and resources (Lynham, 2002: 268).  

 

 2.4.8  Testing 

The last step of Dubin’s Theoy Building Method is testing the theory through 

a developed plan of research.  This step involves the testing of the theory through 

empirical research.  According to Dubin (1969: 226), there are two distinct types of 

research: descriptive research, which is done to build a theory, and hypothesis testing, 

which is done to test a theory.   

  This step involves either proving the adequacy of the theoretical framework or 

improving the beginning theoretical framework.  The outcomes, or research results, 

from this eighth step in Dubin’s theory building method provide information on the 

ongoing refinement of the theory (Lynham, 2002: 269), as well as emphasize the 

continuous interaction between theories and research (Dubin, 1969: 223).   

  Dubin (1969: 223) and Lynham (2002: 269) both emphasize that the 

completion of the eight-step process of theory building is not the end of the journey of 
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theory building—there is a need for ongoing refinement and ongoing theory building.  

Purposeful testing and refining of the theory are the ongoing tasks in an applied field 

(Lynham, 2002: 270). 

  In this study, Dubin’s theory building model was adopted as a backbone of the 

study.  The research process was performed to provide results that align with the first 

six steps of Dubin’s theory building model.   

 

2.5  Chapter Summary 

   

In this chapter, the literature reveals the studied constructs that can be included 

in the theoretical-based multidimensional learners’ evaluation.  There have been 

numerous constructs studied by researchers in the field of higher education, as well as 

HRD.  Constructs can be initially grouped together by their definitions as follows.  

Learners’ reaction, which can be divided into two aspects—cognitive reaction and 

emotional reaction—is a large group of constructs.  The cognitive aspect of reaction 

consists of utility judgment, and perceived simplicity and anxiety and fear free of the 

content and/or programs.  The emotional aspect of reaction consists of the constructs 

of enjoyment, attention, and positive attitude toward instructors and/or programs.   

  The group of learners’ characteristics consists of individual/personal 

characteristics, prior subject interest, expected results of learning, and learners’ 

expectations. 

  The group of instructors’ characteristics consists of instructors’ years of 

experience, academic ranking, reputation, research productivity, personality and 

characteristics, ability to instruct, and hiring status. 

  The group of courses' characteristics consists of class size and workload of the 

course. 

  The previously-mentioned constructs are what was found in the existing 

literature, which are potential initial constructs for the development of a theoretical-

based multidimensional learners’ evaluation of higher education, adopting NIDA as a 

case of study. 

  This chapter not only discusses the constructs studied by researchers, but also 

discusses the currently-used learners’ evaluation form of NIDA called the Faculty 
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Evaluation Form.  The form consists of four aspects: (1) instruction effectiveness 

ofteaching and learning, (2) faculty’s personal capability (3) the learning media 

aspect, and (4) the effectiveness of E-learning.  The form provides opportunity for 

evaluators to provide answers to both Likert-scale questions and open-ended 

questions.The results of the evaluation are used for developing the teaching and 

learning quality and NIDA’s human resource administration.  Even though there are 

several aspects and questions included in the evaluation form, it can still be 

considered as a single dimensional evaluation.  It mainly evaluates learners’ opinions 

of the instructors of each course. 

  Lastly, this chapter discusses Dubin’s theory building model, which was used 

as a backbone for this study. 



 

CHAPTER 3 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

   

  This chapter presents the research design and methods used in this study.  To 

implement Dubin’s model, the theory building research process proposed by Holton 

and Lowe (2007: 304-318) was adopted, as well as Hinkin’s principles and practices 

in scale development (2005: 161-180).  Prior to mentioning the process of research 

implementation, the research paradigm will be discussed. 

 

3.1  Research Paradigm 

  

A philosophical worldview influences the practice of research; therefore, it 

needs to be identified for the present study (Creswell, 2009: 5).Adopting the 

hypothetical-deductive method of knowledge construction, which is contained within 

the empirical-analytical approach (Hulgren and Coomer, 1998 quoted in Lynham, 

2002: 243), the major philosophical perspective, adopted in performing this study, is 

post-positivism.  Post-positivism assumes that the world is mainly driven by 

generalization laws, but application and results are often dependent on situations 

(Nawrin and Mongkolsirikiet, 2012: 12).  The key concepts of post-positivistic 

epistemology, which were adopted in this study, are discussed below. 

   Post-positivism values empirical verification and scientific methods (Nawrin 

and Mongkolsirikiet, 2012: 15), covering the concepts of empirical observation, and 

data collection and measurement are acceptable methods for a positivist to verify 

reality (Neufeld, 1998: 1053, Myers, 2004).  Generalization is believed by post-

positivists, but with context-dependency (Nawrin and Mongkolsirikiet, 2012: 23).    

  Post-positivism is different from positivism in terms of the interpretation of 

the reality of truth.  Positivism seeks universal truth, while post-positivism believes 

that truth depends on time and context (Nawrin and Mongkolsirikiet, 2012: 16).   

Considering this characteristic, it is inferable that post-positivism accepts the concept 
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of indigenous theory.  Post-positivism believes in the concept of triangulation, as it 

verifies reality by examining multiple sources (Nawrin and Mongkolsirikiet, 2012: 

18).    

  The values of observation using valid and reliable instrumentation are adhered 

to among post-positivists, but with sensory and mental limitations (Nawrin and 

Mongkolsirikiet, 2012: 23).  Therefore, the concept of internal validity and reliability 

is taken.  Internal validity is available when knowledge and reality are identified as 

the cause of particular effect, and can have an impact upon that particular effect 

(Johnson and Duberley, 2010).  It is the ability of research instruments to measure 

what it is meant to measure (Cooper and Schindler, 2006: 711).  

Reality and knowledge must hold the reliability characteristic that is when the 

measure supplies consistent results. Reliable tools must be able to perform well at 

different times and under different conditions (Cooper and Schindler, 2006: 716).  

Reliability is necessary, but not sufficient for contributing to the validity of 

knowledge and reality (Cooper and Schindler, 2006: 716).  

Post-positivism values an objective reality (Nawrin and Mongkolsirikiet, 

2012: 24).  This study was designed based on the assumption of bias free sampling, 

and data collection and data analysis, to serve the belief in bias-freed observation. 

To be more specific, Dubin’s model can be best fit the functionalist paradigm, 

as it tries to make sense out of the observable world by ordering the relationships 

among elements, and examining regularities that lead to generalizations (Holton and 

Lowe, 2007: 301-302).  According to this paradigm, theory is not built from the 

interpretation of data; rather, is developed as a hypothesis based on logic and what is 

known about the constructs (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 302). 

 

3.2  Research Process 

  

This study followed six of eight steps of Dubin’s theory building model to 

arrive at the empirical indicators for the theoretical framework.  It was suggested by 

Holton and Lowe (2007: 297-320), and Lowe and Holton (2005: 163),that even 

without the hypothesis and testing steps, the initial development of a theory is an 

important research process in itself and lays the foundation for further research.  The 
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present researcher adapted Holton and Lowe’s (2007: 297-320) concept in performing 

the study.   

  According to Lowe and Holton (2005: 181), the first implication for future 

research was developing and refining empirical indicators of their newly-developed 

theory.  The study provides further results by providing empirical indicators which 

were developed by the systematic approach suggested by Hinkin (2005; 161-199). 

  Despite the fact that Dubin’s theory building method is a widely-used one 

(Holton and Lowe, 2007: 297), the method does not define the research implementing 

process (Lowe and Holton, 2005: 162; Holton and Lowe, 2007: 298).  Consequently, 

this study was performed following the general research process for implementing 

Dubin’s theory building model proposed by Holton and Lowe (2007: 297-

320).However, Holton and Lowe’s general research process for implementing 

Dubin’s theory building model (2007: 297-320) covered only five steps of Dubin’s 

eight steps in order to lay a foundation for further research (Lowe and Holton, 2005: 

163).  To provide a holistic view of the research process, the following figure was 

created. 
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  To reach the theoretical-based multidimensional learners’ evaluation of higher 

education, both the qualitative and quantitative approach were performed.  The 

theoretical conceptual framework was mainly developed from the systematic review 

of the literature and qualitative data collection and interpretation.  Expert verification 

was also mainly based on the qualitative data collection and interpretation, with the 

use of multiple methods and instruments.  However, the empirical indicators were 

developed based on a quantitative approach.  The following sections provide the 

details of the research process.     

  According to Dubin’s theory building model, there are two components of 

research with four steps in each (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 302; Lynham, 2002: 244).  

However, to implement Dubin’s model, Holton and Lowe (2007) proposed a general 

research process consisting of seven steps covering five steps of Dubin’s theory 

building model to develop their theory.  Holton and Lowe (2007) performed their 

study by covering the first four steps, which are: (1) identifying units whose 

interactions constitute the subject matter of attention; (2) establishing laws of 

interaction among units; (3) determining boundaries of which the theory is expected 

to hold;(4) specifying the system states in each of which the units interact with each 

other differently, and including the first step of the second component, which is (5) 

specifying the proposition of the theory.  In sum, there are five steps of Dubin’s 

theory building model covered by Holton and Lowe’s (2007: 297-320) general 

research process for implementing Dubin’s theory building model.  The last three 

steps were excluded as they are the steps used in taking the theory into the real world 

context to conduct empirical research (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 302), while the 

general research process for implementing Dubin’s theory building model is to 

develop the theory as a starting place for further research (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 

302). 

  After the first phase of the study, five steps of Dubin’s  theory building model 

should be completed.  To yield the empirical indicators of the units, which is step six, 

the scale development principles and practices suggested by Hinkin (2005; 161-199) 

was mainly adopted.  This approach, which will be discussed shortly, was selected for 

the reason that it covers both the measure-developing process, and the new measure-

testing process (Hinkin, 2005; 163).  Before proceeding to this phase of the study, 

Holton and Lowe’s (2007: 297-320) general research process is presented below. 
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Referring to Holton and Lowe’s (2007: 297-320) general research process for 

implementing Dubin’s theory building model, this study adopts the seven-step process 

as follows to complete the five steps of Dubin’s theory building model. There are 

seven steps suggested by Holton and Lowe (2007: 304-305), namely: (1) 

understanding of the phenomena, (2) identification and retrieval of studies, (3) 

construct analysis, (4) develop an initial theory, (5) theory evaluation, (6) analyze and 

synthesize feedback, and (7) theory modification.  

There was one additional step added to Holton and Lowe’s (2007) general 

research process for implementing Dubin’s theory building model, which was the 

qualitative data collection for collecting possible information about the indigenous 

constructs of the theoretical framework, which could be missed by the systematic 

review of the literature, as well as to increase the trustworthiness of the constructs by 

not relying only on the construct found from the review of the literature. 

  The following is the approach of performing the seven steps to reach the 

results of the proposition statements. 

 

3.2.1  Understanding Phenomena  

  A phenomena understanding was about conducting an initial review of the 

literature to understand the phenomena and refine them to formulate the study. This 

step of the literature review did not need to be systematic (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 

305).  It could begin with initial curiosity about the phenomena.  This step could be 

considered as the first phase of the literature review of this study to help identify and 

refine the need for the indigenous theory.  Holton and Lowe (2007: 305-306) 

conducted two phases of a literature review.  The first one was for the previously-

mentioned purpose.  The second phase was a systematic literature review performed 

to analyze a complete set of constructs (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 306).The second 

phase of the literature review will be performed in this study as well. 

  Initially, there were several main topics covered in the initial literature review 

as follows: (1) higher education and evaluation method, (2) learning achievement, (3) 

existing constructs of learners’ evaluation, and (4) the National Institute of 

Development Administration’s faculty evaluation concept and the evaluation form. 

  In performing this phase of the literature review, many research articles were 

found on learners’ evaluation and student evaluation.  It was also found that scholars 



53 
 

in the field of higher education believe in the validity, reliability, and worthiness of 

learners’ evaluation (Wachtel, 1998: 192).  There were numbers of constructs 

mentioned relating to learners’ evaluation.  However, most of the literature reviewed 

was not in the boundary of Thailand, except the study done by Sukserm and 

Takahashi (2010: 247-262).  Even though there was a study performed in Thailand, 

the constructs of the learners’ evaluation of the National Institute of Development 

Administration were only reviewed using the form called the Faculty Evaluation 

Form, consisting of the evaluation of the instructor’s teaching and learning process, 

personal and professional qualities, and teaching materials (National Institute of 

Development Administration, 2012).  Referring to the title of the form, it mainly 

focuses on instructors.  This could be inferred as a need for the development of a 

framework of a theoretical-based multidimensional learners’ evaluation for the 

National Institute of Development Administration as a higher education institution. 

 

3.2.2  Identifying and Retrieving Studies 

This step was to conduct an expanded review of the literature (Holton and 

Lowe, 2007: 305).  A systematic and comprehensive review of the literature was 

completed; therefore, a complete set of constructs were analyzed (Holton and Lowe, 

2007: 306).  This step commenced with a computerized search of various databases 

using the e-journal list by Ebsco, which was available at the Library and Information 

Center of the National Institute of Development Administration, where access was 

available.  A journal list was searched by subjects, using higher education as a 

keyword.  With higher education as a keyword, there were 282 journal titles found.  

Afterwards, the word evaluation was used as a keyword and one journal emerged.   

The following keywords were used in reviewing the abstracts to focus the 

search in emerging journals: course evaluation, evaluating teaching effectiveness, 

evaluation of lectures, evaluation of teaching effectiveness, faculty evaluation, 

instructor evaluation, professor evaluation, student evaluation, student rating, and 

teaching evaluation. 

The keyword, Thailand, was used to yield the list of sources which were 

focusing on Thailand, but was not be used for excluding any sources from the list. 
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All of the volumes of the journal of Assessment and Evaluation in Higher 

Education, from 2004 to the latest issue that was possible to acquire, available at the 

Library and Information Center of the National Institute of Development 

Administration, were searched by reviewing the abstracts and keywords.  This 

approach was performed to make sure that the articles were not overlooked by the 

electronic search method (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 306).  There were 57 journal 

articles reviewed.   

The reason for taking the year 2004 to the year of the last issue possible to be 

acquired as the scope of the search was to cover the articles published in the last ten 

years.  The period of ten years was selected for the reason that it was the period of the 

beginning of the implementation of higher education quality assessment in Thailand. 

 

3.2.3  Collecting Qualitative Data 

This step was not included in Holton and Lowe’s (2007) general research 

process for implementing Dubin’s theory building model.  It was added for the 

purpose of the trustworthiness of constructs.   

It was important to adopt the concept of trustworthiness to assure that the work 

was agreed upon and credible (Glesne, 2011: 49).  There arecertain things that 

researchers perform to enhance the trustworthiness of the data (Rouna, 2005: 247).  

The following are what this study has done to enhance itstrustworthiness. 

Triangulation concerns the process of developing a trustworthy theoretical 

conceptual framework.  Triangulation or crystallization (Creswell, 1998 quoted  in 

Glesne, 2011: 49) is the use of multiple sources of data, multiple data collection 

methods, multiple investigators, and/or multiple theoretical perspectives (Creswell, 

1998 quoted in Glesne, 2011: 49; Rouna, 2005: 235).  To perform triangulation, 

qualitative data collection performed by group interview was adopted.  Data 

werecollected from multiple groups of participants.  The selection of participants will 

be discussed shortly. 

The question for the qualitative data collection was the first research question 

of the study, which was “What should be included in teaching and learning evaluation 

for the purpose of educational quality in higher education in Thailand?”  

The data collection procedure began with the method of data collection, and 

the selection of the site and participants.   
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3.2.3.1  Data Collection Method 

   This qualitative data collection adopted the method of group interview, 

which is a data collection method using a single interviewer with more than one 

participant (Cooper and Schindler, 2006: 210), for the purpose of explore range of 

attitudes, and opinions about the matter (Cooper and Schindler, 2006: 204).  

Moreover, group interview can add contextual detail matter (Cooper and Schindler, 

2006: 204); therefore, group interview fits with the intention of the study to add 

contextual detail to what was found in the systematic literature review. 

   Group interviews can be with small-size groups of two participants to 

super groups of up to 20 participants (Cooper and Schindler, 2006: 210).  Even a large 

group of interview can provide a wide range of ideas in a short period of time (Cooper 

and Schindler, 2006: 210); the study requires extensiveness.  Consequently, the use of 

a small group of six to ten participants, which is the most well-known of the 

techniques (Cooper and Schindler, 2006: 210), was adopted.  As it was not practical 

to obtain six to ten instructors for a single group interview, in-depth interview with 

five instructors was performed for data collection.  Moreover, there was one learner 

that could not participate in the group interview; therefore, that learner was 

interviewed separately. 

   To make a decision regarding the sites of the data collection, purposes 

of this study and the research questions were taken into account (Glesne, 2011: 44).   

  It is difficult to collect data from everyone and everything associated 

with the topic of interest (Glesne, 2011: 44).  The rationale and selection strategy for 

selecting the people, events and times need to be justified (Glesne, 2011: 44).  As 

such, a selection was built into the research problem(Glesne, 2011: 43-44), and the 

selection rationale and strategy of this study was based on the research question: 

“What should be included in teaching and learning evaluation for the purpose of 

educational quality in higher education in Thailand?”  

    In the case of this study, the constructs which should be included in 

the teaching and learning evaluation for the purpose of achieving educational quality 

in higher education in Thailandwere of interest.  In order to obtain information, Thai 

higher education institutes werethe data-collection sites.  However, the scope of this 

study—to develop a theoretical-based multidimensional learners’ evaluation of higher 

education—was NIDA.  Therefore, NIDA was the scope of the data collection.   
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   3.2.3.2  Selection of Participants 

  Considering NIDA as the case of study, the participants were those that 

were members of NIDA.  According to Patton (2002 quoted in Glesne, 2011: 44), 

qualitative researchers tend to select their cases purposefully to lead to information-

rich cases.  Information-rich cases are those from which a great deal about the issue 

can be learned (Glesne, 2011: 44).  There are many strategies for purposeful sampling 

which can lead to different kinds of sites and participants (Glesne, 2011: 44).  

Therefore, as a qualitative study, it was important to find key informants that 

represented an expert source of data (Marshall, 1996: 92).   

   One of the characteristics of key informants is the willingness to 

provide information (Marshall, 1996: 92).  Therefore, the participants joined the data 

collection process on a voluntary basis.  If they provided a negative response to the 

invitation, they were not approached for a the second time. 

    Considering that there is a variety of groups of stakeholders in higher 

education (Green, 1994: 17; Tam, 2001: 47), the technique called maximum variation 

sampling, which allows for the selection of cases that cut across a range of difference 

to search for common patterns across great variation (Patton, 2002 quoted in Glesne, 

2011: 45), was adopted.  To select cases that cut across a range of variations, this 

study selected voluntary cases discussed below to search for common patterns across 

variations (Glesne, 2011: 45).  

   There are three major types of NIDA members in the present study; 

namely, instructors, officers, and students (National Institute of Development 

Administration, 2011b; National Institute of Development Administration, 2011c).  

All three major types of members cover certain groups of stakeholders in higher 

education as mentioned by Green (1994: 17), and Tam (2001: 47).  Green (1994) and 

Tam (2001:47) also mentioned the government, and accreditors as stakeholders of 

higher education.  They were taken as a context of the study.  It was apparent to the 

participants that NIDA falls under the quality assurance system fostered by the 

government agencies: OHEC and ONESQA. 

   To yield the subject-matter participants, they were selected for certain 

characteristics.  The purposive sampling technique was adopted.  Cooper and 

Schindler (2006: 204) have suggested that purposive sampling is performed by 
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choosing participants arbitrarily for their unique characteristics or experiences, 

attitudes, or perceptions.  In this case, the participants were selected for their 

experience and knowledge in teaching and learning evaluation for the purpose of 

educational quality in higher education, and their outstanding performance regarding 

teaching and learning. 

    First, the participants were selected by reviewing archived documents 

regarding their work functions to select those whose work was related to the matter of 

teaching and learning evaluation for the purpose of educational quality in higher 

education, as well as those that were awarded for outstanding teaching performance 

for instructors.  The following table reports the characteristics of the participants 

selected. 

 

Table 3.1  Characteristics of Participants Selection  

 

Participants Characteristics 

Instructors 

 

Work related to teaching and learning evaluation 

or 

Awarded for outstanding teaching performance 

 

Officers 

 

Work in related department(s) or job function 

or 

Having experience in teaching and learning evaluation 

 

Students 

Awarded for their outstanding learning performance 

or  

Having equivalent learning performance  

 

  The instructors were selected from related job function(s), as well as 

those that were awarded for outstanding teaching performance.  Five instructors 

agreed to participate in the interview sessions, those that were awarded for their 

outstanding teaching performance.  Some of them engaged in work related to teaching 

and learning evaluation, or worked at the management level, taking roles related to 

teaching and learning evaluation. 
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    The officers were selected from related department(s) or job 

function(s), such as the planning division, the educational affairs division of every 

school, based on their experience in teaching and learning evaluation for the purpose 

of educational quality in higher education.The officers were included in this study 

because of their roles as a group of stakeholders in higher education of non-teaching 

staff (Tam, 2001: 47).  Moreover, the officers were those that facilitated the 

administration of NIDA.  Even though they do not perform a teaching role, they play 

an important role in the teaching and learning system and mechanism, as well as in 

administrative functions.   

    Referring to the group size mentioned earlier, six to ten of those whose 

work was related to the matter were approached.  Six officers participated in the 

group interview. 

    Regarding the student participants, it was not possible to retrieve 

information regarding their experiences or knowledge beforehand.  Students were 

selected from the regular and executive programs from different schools and they had 

been awarded for their outstanding learning performance, or those with equivalent 

learning performance to reach both students that were still in their study, and those 

that were close to graduation.  The students that were close to graduation were 

accepted as those that were close to becoming alumni.  As it is not possible to acquire 

the pool of alumni with the filter of outstanding learning performance, those that were 

close to graduating were taken.  The students that were close to graduation refer to 

those that had finished the requirements of the programs, including coursework, the 

comprehensive examination, and independent study or thesis.  They were in the 

process of degree approval and waiting for the commencement. 

    Referring to the group size mentioned earlier, six to ten of those whose 

work was related to the matter were needed.  Snowball sampling was performed to 

have participants refer to others that had had experience and knowledge about the 

learners’ evaluation (Cooper and Schindler, 2006: 204), as there was not a sufficient 

number of participants.  The groups of participants consisted of those from regular 

programs and executive programs, and from different schools of NIDA.  Six students 

participated in the group interview.  One student was interviewed individually due to 

personal preference. 



59 
 

    The homogeneity of groups was expected, as homogeneous groups can 

allow for more free-flowing and relaxed conversations and discussions, and can 

facilitate the development of analytic conversations (Glesne, 2011: 132).  Apart from 

that, the less homogeneity, the more groups that are needed (Cooper and Schindler, 

2006: 211). 

 

Table 3.2  Participants’ Profile 

 

SME 

No. 
Gender 

Years with 

NIDA 
Group Department/ School 

1 Female 34 Instructor Public Administration 

2 Male 15 Instructor Applied Statistics 

3 Male 15 Instructor Human Resource Development 

4 Male N/A Instructor Development Economics  

9 Female 21 Officer Planning Division 

10 Female 12 Officer Planning Division 

11 Female 24 Officer Language and Communication 

12 Female 4  Student Public Administration 

13 Female 4 Student Development Economics  

14 Male 3 Student Human Resource Development 

15 Male 3 Student Applied Statistics 

16 Male 3 Student Business Administration 

17 Female 4 Student Language and Communication 

18 

 

Male 

 

3 

 

Student 

 

Social and Environmental 

Development 

 

    Eighteen people agreed to participate in total: five instructors, six 

officers, and seven students.  There were nine male participants, and nine female 

participants.  All of the instructors have been working at NIDA for more than ten 

years.  The officer group was a mixture of those that have been working at NIDA for 

more than ten years, and those that have been working at NIDA less than ten years.  

The students were selected from the outstanding group according to their learning 
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performance, measured by grade point average.  They were a mixture of those that 

were about to graduate, and those that were still in their coursework. 

    3.2.3.3  Data Collection Procedure 

  Participants were approached as subject matter experts, and provided 

with information about this study with the use of a two-page leaflet (Appendix A).  

Information was provided in the Thai language to align with the participants' first 

language.  Phone communication was used to make an appointment with the 

participants. 

    In each interview session, instructors, officers, and students were 

purposively not mixed up to ensure that they could provide information freely without 

concerns about conflicts of interest.  At the beginning of each session, a statement 

about the purposes of the data collection was made.  The informed consent form 

(Appendix B) was distributed to every participant to provide information general 

information about the study and the rights of the participants.  The participants were 

informed about researcher of this study, their rights and confidentiality protection, and 

about reimbursment, and they were asked to sign the informed consent form on a 

voluntary basis.  The participants were also provided with one copy of the signed 

form, while the researcher collected the other copy.  If they refused to sign, they were 

free to keep a copy of the form. 

    During the data collection, a voice recording was performed for the 

purpose of data interpretation.  The participants were informed when the recording 

began and stopped and they were also informed that they could request the researcher 

to stop the recording at any time they preferred.  

    The data collection sessions lasted for 30 to 90 minutes.   Before the 

session ended, the participants were asked to complete the Likert-scale survey (See 

3.2.4) for the purpose of triangulation, which will be discussed shortly. 

    At the closing of each session, the researcher informed the participants 

about the next step of the study, which was data interpretation, construct analysis, 

developing the conceptual framework, and conceptual framework evaluation.  The 

participants were also informed about their roles in evaluating the theoretical 

conceptual framework. 
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    3.2.3.4  Triangulation 

  To triangulate the collected data, together with interviewing, a list of 

constructs was provided to each participant.  After each interview session, they were 

asked to rate, in a Likert-scale approach, the appropriateness of each construct 

included in the learners’ evaluation.  Five refers to very appropriate, and one refers to 

not appropriate at all.  The participants were informed about their rights in 

participating, and all of the participants provided answers to the survey.  

    3.2.3.5  Analyzing and Interpreting Data  

    After reaching saturation of the data collected, the data analysis was 

performed according with the suggestion of Rouna (2005: 240-245), starting with data 

preparation and familiarization.  During the process, code numbers were assigned to 

protect the identity of participants and the groups of participants (Rouna, 2005: 240).  

The coding process was performed as a process of discovering and conceptualizing 

the data (Rouna, 2005: 241).  Coding was selected as a process of data analysis, as it 

could define what the data were about and provide information about the themes and 

patterns of the data (Glesne, 2011: 194).A codebook was created to facilitate the data-

analysis process, as suggested by Glesne (2011: 197).  

    The coding process was done with the data-driven coding approach, 

which is the most fundamental and widely-discussed approach for developing themes 

and codes to create codes that inductively directly from the collected data (Rouna, 

2005: 242).  

    The following are what the categories concerned.   

1) Reflect the purposes of the research: categories were 

answers to the research questions. 

2) Exhaustive: all relevant data could fit in the categories or 

sub-category. 

3) Mutually exclusive: particular data fit only one category. 

4) Sensitizing: the names of categories describe the data that 

are contained in them. 

5) Conceptually congruent: all categories were at the same 

level (Rouna, 2005: 242-243). 
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 The use of the codebook began soon after the data collection process 

started, as suggested by Glesne (2011: 197), to systematically reflect the emerging 

and evolving structure in the data analysis process of the study.   

 3.2.3.6  Trustworthiness 

 Apart from the trustworthiness of the constructs found, the 

trustworthiness of the qualitative data collection was also of concern.  The following 

are what this study took on to enhance itstrustworthiness. 

 A personal disclosure statement was adopted in this research.  As it 

was not possible for qualitative researcher to completely stand apart from the 

participants, or the data collection and data analysis (Rouna, 2005: 235), it was 

important for the researcher to examine the personal assumptions and biases related to 

the study (Rouna, 2005: 249), as well as to clarify and reflect upon personal 

subjectivity (Creswell, 1998 quoted in Glesne, 2011: 49) by providing information on 

her personal background.  Hence a biography of the researcher was provided in the 

report of the study to reveal the researcher's personal experiences and subjectivity. 

 The following is the background of the researcher regarding her 

personal experience and perspective.The researcher is a 29 years-old female Ph.D. 

student in the human resource and organization development field, and spentthe last 

three years working in the field of HRD in Thailand, both as in-house human resource 

specialist and as a consultant.  The personal interests of the researcher include human 

resource development evaluation, learners' evaluation, and learners' reactions.The 

researcher has worked in the field of higher education as a part-time employee of the 

Graduate School of Human Resource Development, NIDA, but has not directly 

worked with the learners’ evaluation system, referred to at NIDA as the faculty 

evaluation system.  However, the researcher has been a coordinator for the Ph.D. 

Program in Human Resource and Organization Development, assisting both Thai and 

international instructors in coordinating with students, preparing course material, as 

well as assisting in hospitality, such as airport transfers, housing, and so on.  The 

researcher has also been working closely with students, responding to various types of 

questions from them, such as questions concerning the academic requirements of the 

program, life at NIDA, and so on.  Moreover, the researcher’s work is related to 

fulfilling the needs of instructors and providing assistance to students. 
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 Working as a program coordinator, the researcher has the potential to 

hold personal perspectives regarding the learners’ evaluation system or faculty 

evaluation system and for this reason self-discloser is provided.   

 Member checking, which isthe process of sharing the data collected 

and confirming that they have been processed accurately, has been carried 

outaccurately (Creswell, 1998 quoted in Glesne, 2011: 49; Rouna, 2005: 249) and was 

performed in the evaluation of the initial theory. 

 The audit trail was adopted as the procedure to ensure that an accurate 

description was made concerning how the data were collected, how the codes and 

categories were derived, and how decisions weremade (Rouna, 2005: 249); this was 

done by providing code numbers for the participants and line numbers of quotes from 

the transcription.  Such a record was important to the trustworthiness of the study as it 

allowedoutside persons to examine the research process and product (Creswell, 1998 

quoted in Glesne, 2011: 49; Rouna, 2005: 249).  

 After the completion of this step, the list of constructs that emerged 

from the qualitative data collection and interpretation were presented, together with 

those from the literature review and survey results.  

 

3.2.4  Analyzing Constructs  

  According to Holton and Lowe (2007: 307), this step analyzes the constructs 

and relationships from the existing literature.  Construct analysis focuses on drawing 

out the basic constructs of the domain.  A construct analysis table was used for its 

helpfulness in identifying the constructs used in the reviewed literature.  There were 

three facets of the construct analysis, as discussed below. 

  First, constructs were taken from the literature by taking a look at the 

variables, the meta-analysis, and the literature review.  A table of the summary of the 

construct analysis was developed to summarize the title of the constructs, the number 

of times the construct found, and frequency.   There was a concern about how to 

select constructs to become units.  According to Holton and Lowe (2007: 307-308), 

they were selected based on the frequency with which they were studied.  If the 

constructs were studied fewer than ten times, they were excluded from the list, as after 

this counting the frequency dropped sharply.  Frequency of constructs found in 

previous studies was adopted to include them to the framework, but not adopted to 
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allocate the importance level of constructs.  The reason is that the number of times 

constructs appeared in the previous studies did not necessarily denote their 

importance to the framework (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 307-308).  In the case of this 

study the frequency of ten was used as the cut-off point for construct selection. 

  According to Holton and Lowe (2007: 307-309), many constructs can be 

group together, and construct analysis can also be performed by consulting the 

existing literature.  It could be seen from the work of Lowe and Holton (2005: 164) 

that constructs can be grouped and presented as units of the theoretical framework 

using the system approach, consisting of input, process, and output (Lowe and Holton, 

2005: 163-164).   

  Secondly, the constructs found from the systematic literature review were put 

together with those that emerged from the qualitative data collection.  There were 

three sources of data: from the systematic review, data from the qualitative data 

collection, and data from the Likert-scale survey.  The data from qualitative data 

collection were selectively included using the criteria of being mentioned by at least 

two out of three parties; namely, instructors, officers, and students.   

  Thirdly, the constructs found from the Likert-scale survey which yielded an 

average score of 4.00 and higher were included in the analysis.  The average score of 

4.00 was derived from the discussion with the experts—the dissertation advisor and 

committee members. 

  The construct analysis was performed by triangulating the constructs from the 

three facets using the concept of intersection.  The constructs were counted in the 

initial conceptual framework and were considered units of the initial conceptual 

framework only if they emerged in two out of three sources of data. 

  After the completion of this step, the table, which was a summary of the 

construct analysis, consisting of the information about the construct, the number of 

times they were found, and frequency, were presented.  

 

 3.2.5  Developing an Initial Theory 

This was the process for which the least guidance was provided (Holton and 

Lowe, 2007: 309).  In the case of this study, Patterson’s eight criteria for evaluating 

theory (Patterson, 1986 quoted in Holton and Lowe, 2007: 310) were adopted, with 
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the following definitions, to provide guidance in developing the initial theoretical 

framework. 

1) importance - a quality or aspect of having great worth or 

significance; acceptance by competent professionals may be indicative of importance 

2) preciseness and clarity - a state of being clear; hypotheses or 

predictions can easily be developed from the theory 

3) parsimony and simplicity - uncomplicated; minimal complexity and 

few assumptions 

4) comprehensiveness - covering completely or broadly; covering the 

areas of interest related to concept of theoretical-based multidimensional learners’ 

evaluation of higher education in Thailand 

5)  operationality - precise enough to be testable and measurable 

6)  empiricalvalidity or verifiability - able to be confirmed or 

substantiated; experiments and experience that confirm or disconfirm the theory 

generate new knowledge 

7)  fruitfulness - predictions are made that can be tested that lead to the 

development of new knowledge; development of new knowledge is considered fruitful 

8)  practicality - provides a conceptual framework for practice (Holton 

and Lowe, 2007: 310) 

To ensure the trustworthiness of the newly-developed theoretical framework, 

the next step of the process, theory evaluation, was carefully performed.  Theory 

evaluation is a critical step in the theory building process (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 

310).  Before proceeding to the step of empirical testing, the theoretical framework 

was processed through the theory evaluation process to invite external reviews from 

others (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 313).  The theory evaluation process is discussed as 

the next step of this phase (see 3.2.6). 

The development of an initial theoretical framework was performed by 

responding to the following five objectives, representing the first five steps in Dubin’s 

methodology (Lowe and Holton, 2005: 163) as follows. 

1)   What are the units of the concept of a theoretical-based 

multidimensional learners’ evaluation of higher education in Thailand: a case study of 

NIDA? 
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2)   What are the laws of interaction of the concept of a theoretical-

based multidimensional learners’ evaluation of higher education in Thailand: a case 

study of NIDA? 

3)   What are the boundaries of the concept of a theoretical-based 

multidimensional learners’ evaluation of higher education in Thailand: a case study of 

NIDA? 

4)   What are the system states of the concept of a theoretical-based 

multidimensional learners’ evaluation of higher education in Thailand: a case study of 

NIDA? 

5)   What are the propositions of the concept of a theoretical-based 

multidimensional learners’ evaluation of higher education in Thailand: a case study of 

NIDA? 

  3.2.5.1  Developing Units 

  The unit is a term put forward by Dubin (1969: 26-85) to designate the 

things out of which theories are built.  Units represent what is being studied (Holton 

and Lowe, 2007: 311). The units in the present study were identified by determining 

which of the constructs from the construct analysis impacted the outcome of the 

studies conducted.  These units were developed from the constructs that emerged 

from the systematic literature review, together with those that emerged from the 

qualitative data collection and triangulating with the data from the Likert-scale survey 

using the concept of intersection.  In developing the concept of a theoretical-based 

multidimensional learners’ evaluation of higher education in Thailand: A Case Study 

of NIDA, the conceptual framework was developed using the general systems 

approach.  Units were put together within a system of input, process, and output of 

teaching and learning.  According to Lowe and Holton (2005: 163-164), this approach 

holds several advantages.  The systems approach provides an elegant and logical way 

to organize and understand a complex system of ideas.  

3.2.5.2  Defining Laws of Interaction 

The laws of interaction are considered statements of the relationship 

between units and shows how the units of the theory are linked to each other.  The 

laws of interaction of this study were stated by the researcher as suggested by Holton 

and Lowe (2007: 311) and were drawn, guided by the general systems approach.  The 
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relationship among the input units, process units, and output units, laws of interacted 

were stated. 

3.2.5.3  Defining Boundaries 

To establish a real world limit of the theoretical framework, the 

boundaries of the theoretical conceptual framework were stated.  They were 

determined through the use of logic and indicated the domain over which the 

theoretical framework operated as a system.  The two criteria of homogeneity and 

generalization (Dubin, 1969: 139-144) were adopted in drawing boundaries.  To 

satisfy the criterion of homogeneity, all units and laws of interaction must fit inside 

the boundaries (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 312). 

The theoretical boundaries were determined logically, as suggested by 

Dubin (1969: 145).  They were identified both as open or closed boundaries.  Open 

boundaries are those in which some kind of exchange takes place between the system 

and its environment, while closed boundaries are those without exchanges.   

After the completion of this step, the boundaries for the development 

of the theoretical framework were presented.  The boundaries are illustrated through 

the use of a figure for better communication, as performed by Lowe and Holton 

(2005: 176) and as shown below. 

 

 

 

Figure 3.2  Example of the Boundaries from a Theory of Effective Computer-Based 

Instruction for Adults 

Source:  Lowe and Holton, 2005: 176. 
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3.2.5.4  Developing System States 

System states were developed to represent the conditions under which 

the theoretical framework was operative (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 312).  The three 

criteria for the system state suggested by Dubin (1969: 151-155), which were 

inclusiveness, persistence, and distinctiveness, were followed.  All units of the 

theoretical framework were included in the system states and were planned to be able 

to persist over a meaningful period of time. 

The system states of this study were developed using the guidance of 

Lowe and Holton (2005: 176-177).  There were three system states proposed: the 

effective system state, which represents the alignment of the framework; the 

ineffective system state, which represents the non-alignment of the framework; and 

the moderate effective system state, which represents the partial alignment of the 

framework. 

After the completion of this step, the system states for the development 

of theoretical framework were presented. 

3.2.5.5  Developing Propositions 

This was the last step of Dubin’s theory building method covered by 

Holton and Lowe (2007: 297-320).  Propositions were developed to infer the 

explanatory and predictive power of the theoretical framework. 

Propositions, themselves, are not yet statements about the real world 

unless they are converted into empirical indicators and hypotheses, and then tested 

through research to address the problem of matching the theory with the real world 

(Torraco, 1994 quoted in Lowe and Holton, 2005: 178).  The only proposition of this 

study was derived from the conceptual framework. 

Before moving on to the next step, the newly-developed theoretical 

framework stating the units, laws of interaction, boundaries, system states, and 

propositions were reported.  A figure of the theoretical conceptual framework was 

presented together with its elaborations. 

 

3.2.6  Evaluating an Initial Theory 

This stage had the purpose of inviting external reviews of the theoretical 

framework (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 313).  Without empirical testing, it is difficult to 
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evaluate a theoretical framework for validity (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 313).  One 

way to evaluate a newly-developed theoretical framework is by adopting a certain set 

of criteria to evaluate whether framework meets with those criteria (Holton and Lowe, 

2007: 313).   

  3.2.6.1  Instrumentation 

Patterson’s (1986 quoted in Holton and Lowe, 2007: 310) criteria for 

evaluating a theory was adopted with the definitions mentioned in the step of 

developing an initial theory.  According to Lowe and Holton (2005: 163) and Holton 

and Lowe (2007: 313), in order to perform a theory evaluation, the newly-developed 

concept can be evaluated against Patterson’s (1986) criteria by a team of scholars. 

3.2.6.2  Selecting Experts  

The name list of experts was retrieved from the authors of articles 

reviewed in the process of the review of the literature.  This study performed the 

theory evaluation slightly differently: instead of approaching the authors of the 

literature reviewed, the participants of the qualitative data collection were approached.  

Holton and Lowe (2007: 314) suggested that the most knowledgeable evaluators be 

obtained by inviting authors that had authored at least two articles relevant to the 

theory.  However, most of those selected for this study had limited experience with 

teaching and evaluation of the learning quality of higher education in Thailand, or 

with NIDA.  As a result, this study ensured the most knowledgeable evaluators by 

inviting participants from the qualitative data collection, who were believed to be 

subject matter experts, to be evaluators.  Moreover, the committee members of the 

researcher's study were approached as well.  

Six scholars evaluated the theory developed by Holton and Lowe 

(2007: 314).  This study adopted that amount to be the minimum number of 

evaluators.  Twenty-four experts were approached.  There were 15 evaluators 

consisting of instructors, officers, and learners.  Twelve of 18 qualitative participants 

evaluated the conceptual framework, and 3 additional evaluators were comprised of 

the following: one committee member, one instructor, and one officer that held 

equivalent characteristics with qualitative data collection participants. The snowball 

technique was used.  The following table presents information on the latter three 

evaluators. 
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Table 3.3  Additional Evaluators’ Information 

 

SME 

No. 
Gender 

Years with 

NIDA 
Line of Job Department/ School 

1 Female >10 Instructor 
Human Resource 

Development 

2 Female >10 Instructor Public Administration 

3 Female >10 Officer  Language and Communication 

 

All three additional evaluators were female, with more than ten years 

work experience at NIDA.  There were two instructors, and one officer from different 

schools. 

  3.2.6.3  Evaluating 

  The experts that agreed to participate in the evaluation process were 

provided with the following information: (1) a draft copy of the theoretical conceptual 

framework; (2) an evaluation package including instruction for evaluation and a 

scholarly evaluation form based on Patterson’s eight criteria suggested and adopted 

by Holton and Lowe (2007: 315-316).   

  As the Thai language was the first language of most of the experts, the 

scholarly evaluation form based on Patterson’s eight criteria suggested and adopted 

by Holton and Lowe (2007: 315-316) were translated into Thai.  To ensure that the 

Thai version of the evaluation form was equivalent to the English version, back 

translation was performed (Yamnill, 2001: 41).  The process of back translation 

suggested by Yamnill (2001: 41-42) was adopted as detailed below. 

1)  The scholarly evaluation form based on Patterson’s eight 

criteria suggested and adopted by Holton and Lowe (2007: 315-316) was translated 

into Thai by the researcher.  Then the translated version was reviewed by three 

reviewers: Ph.D. candidates, or language competent reviewers. 

2) The researcher revised the form after receiving feedback 

from the three reviewers. 

3) The Thai version form was translated back into English by 

the translators, who were experienced in teaching and learning evaluation in higher 
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education in Thailand.  Two translators were the heads of the educational affairs 

section of the Graduate School of Human Resource Development, and a Ph.D. student 

in Human Resource and Organization Development and were selected for their 

experience in the matter and for their English language competency.   

4) The researcher compared the back-translated English 

version with the original version and discrepancies were discussed in detail with the 

translators in step three.  Details of the discrepancies were provided.  Afterward, the 

researcher adjusted the items that exhibited problems, and the same process of 

translation was performed again. 

5) There were no major discrepancies between the second 

English version and the original version and therefore a third round for the translation 

was not needed. 

6) The translated version was approved by the researcher’s 

advisor for the data collection process. 

The back-translated version of the scholarly evaluation form, and the 

original version were both available so that the evaluators could perform their 

evaluation in either language.  All evaluators chose to use the back-translated version 

in the Thai language (Appendix E) for the evaluation. 

  To perform the evaluation, the evaluators were provided with a 

document explaining the concept of the evaluation and how to carry out the 

evaluation, as well as a document explaining the conceptual framework and 

evaluation form.  The evaluators were provided with the researcher’s contact 

information in case there were any questions or concerns, and they were asked to 

complete the scholarly evaluation form based on Patterson’s eight criteria suggested 

and adopted by Holton and Lowe (2007: 315-316).   

 

  3.2.7  Analyzing and Synthesizing Feedback 

 In sum, this step analyzed and synthesized the feedback from the experts 

(Lowe and Holton, 2005: 163) by looking for disconfirming ideas or data that 

constituted signals for redoing the theory (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 317).  The 

experts’ responses were grouped according to the questions and synthesized (Holton 

and Lowe, 2007: 317).  The qualitative approach was used to analyze all of the 

experts’ responses using the words or responses obtained as a basis of the analysis 
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(Holton and Lowe, 2007: 317).  Even though Dubin’s theory building model was not 

a qualitative research study, the experts’ comments were appropriate for describing 

how the data from the evaluators were analyzed (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 317).  

Together with the qualitative approach, the rating score provided by the experts was 

calculated.  The average of rating score of 4.00 was expected to confirm the 

theoretical conceptual framework.  The criteria which yielded lower than 4.00 on 

average needed to be discussed and revised.  The average evaluation score was higher 

than 4.00; however, a discussion with the experts, the dissertation advisor and 

committee members, and evaluators, was performed to revise the conceptual 

framework. 

 

3.2.8  Modifying an Initial Theory  

There was no single method in the present study for theory modification 

(Holton and Lowe, 2007: 317).  This step was used for the purpose of modifying the 

initial concept of the theoretical-based multidimensional learners’ evaluation of 

higher education based on the synthesis of the scholarly evaluation, resulting in a 

modified concept.  There were many possible modifications, such as reviewing the 

definitions of the units for clarity and completeness, or an additional review of the 

literature suggested by experts (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 317).  It was not possible for 

the experts to agree with every aspect of the initial theoretical conceptual framework; 

however, justification for changes to be made were verified through additional 

research articles (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 317).  For those suggestions, the researcher 

consulted with her advisor and committee members regarding the matter of the 

theoretical framework modification in order to obtain agreement on every 

modification to be made. After consulting with the advisor, committee members, and 

experts, the conceptual framework was revised in terms of word selection. 

After completed this stage, the theoretical conceptual framework was reached, 

together with its elaboration. 

   

3.2.9  Developing Empirical Indicators of Key Terms 

Empirical indicators can secure the measurements of values of units in the 

theoretical framework (Dubin, 1969: 183-184; Lynham, 2002: 264-265).  This step of 
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Dubin’s theory building model was the operationalization step (Dubin, 1969: 183-

184).   

In order to identify operationalization empirical indicators, the principles and 

practices of the scale development suggested by Hinkin (2005:161-180) were 

adopted.  Hinkin’s (2005: 161-180) systematic process of two stages, namely 

developing the measures and testing the new measures, with twelve overall steps, was 

adopted to increase the confidence in the validity.  The first stage consisted of four 

steps as follows. 

  3.2.9.1  Generating Items  

  A deductive approach was done for its advantage of ability to assure 

the content validity of the final scales (Hinkin, 2005: 164).  The theoretical definitions 

of each unit, referred to by Hinkin (2005: 164) as the conceptual dimension, needed to 

be clarified (Hinkin, 2005: 164).  Every unit and its elaboration, which emerged from 

the qualitative interpretation and triangulation of the data, were taken into account for 

acquiring a theoretical definition.  Further literature reviews were also conducted to 

make the theoretical definitions for every conceptual dimension more solid and to 

generate items out of those definitions with concern consistency in wording.   

  Per the language selection, the items needed to be initially developed in 

English according to the language of the theoretical conceptual framework and the 

literature reviewed.  However, they were given to the respondents in the Thai 

language, which was their first language.  The back-translation approach discussed by 

Yamnill (2001: 41-42) mentioned earlier was performed once again to ensure the 

equivalence of the Thai and English versions of the empirical indicators.  The back-

translated version was put together with the original version so that the evaluators 

could choose to perform their evaluation in either language at will. 

  3.2.9.2  Designing Items Wording  

 Item wording was performed with the following the criteria. 

1) Simplicity: the wording used should be simple and should 

be able to be understood easily. Jargon and technical term usage should be minimized 

(Bartlett, 2005: 103; Hinkin, 2005: 165). 

2) Shortness: all items were aimed at communicating properly 

in the shortest form or with the fewest words (Bartlett, 2005: 103; Hinkin, 2005: 165). 
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3) Language familiar to the respondents (Hinkin, 2005: 165): 

the scale was distributed to the respondents in the Thai language in accordance with 

their first language.  However, the scale was initially developed in English because 

most of the literature reviews were conducted in English.  The back-translation was 

performed to ensure similar content between the Thai and English version. 

4) Reverse-scored items avoidance: reverse-scored items were 

not used in order to minimize complications and misunderstandings from both the 

respondents and the researcher, as well as those that intend to adopt this scale in the 

future (Hinkin, 2005: 166). 

 The number of items was not controlled for at the stage; every 

emerging item was included.  After the list of items was completed, knowledgeable 

colleagues were asked to review the items to assess and improve the items on the list.  

There were 46 items initially developed.  In the case of this study, the advisor of the 

researcher reviewed the list before proceeding to the next step. 

 3.2.9.3  Designing Item Scaling  

 A Likert-type scale was adopted as it is commonly used in survey 

research (Hinkin, 2005: 166).  A five-point scale was selected for increasing the 

coefficient alpha reliability (Hinkin, 2005: 166-167).  A do not apply option was 

available when questions were not applicable to the respondents’ situations, as 

suggested by Hinkin (2005: 167).  The phrase used for the do not apply option was 

Unable to evaluate. 

 3.2.9.4  Assessing Content Validity 

Content validity was assessed using the concept of indexes of item-

objective congruence (IOC) discussed by Turner and Carlson (2003: 163-171).  The 

use of the indexes of the item-objective congruence is a procedure used in test 

development for evaluating content validity at the item-development stage (Turner 

and Carlson, 2003: 163).  

The IOC is a process by which content experts rate individual items 

based on the degree to which they measure specific objectives (Hambleton, 1978; 

RovinelliandHambleton, 1977 quoted in Turner and Carlson, 2003: 163).  The items 

were evaluated by giving the rating of 1 (for clearly measuring power), –1 (for clearly 

not measuring), or 0 (degree to which it measures the content is unclear). Content 
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experts were invited to rate the items according to their ability to measure specific 

objectives.  The experts evaluated the items without knowing which construct each 

item was intended to evaluate (Turner and Carlson, 2003: 164).  The IOC is a rubric 

approach whereby the researcher creates a table in which each item is placed in rows 

and the list of possible objectives to be measured is placed in columns (Turner and 

Carlson, 2003: 164).  After the experts completed the rating process, the ratings were 

combined to provide the IOC measures for each item for each objective (Turner and 

Carlson, 2003: 164).  The range of the scores for each item was -1 to 1.  A score of 1 

indicated that the experts agreed that the item measured that objective.  A score of -1 

indicated that the experts agreed that the item did not measure that objective (Turner 

and Carlson, 2003: 164-165).  The premise of the index was to have high positive 

values on the objective which the item was intended to measure and values close to –1 

on all of the remaining objectives, under the assumption that there was only one valid 

objective being measured by each item (Turner and Carlson, 2003: 165).   

Crocker and Algina (1986 quoted in Turner and Carlson, 2003: 165) 

provided the following simplified version of the equation to compute the IOC, which 

was adopted in this study.   

 

      ,where Iik was the index of item-objective congruence for item ion 

objective k, N = the number of objectives, k = the judges’ mean rating of item ion 

objective k, and  =̃  the judges’ mean rating of item ion all objectives. 

Even though there are no statistical tests for assessing the significance 

of a measure, Turner and Carlson (2003: 167) suggested a generally-accepted value at 

a minimum of .75, where the value of 1 indicates a consensus of experts about the 

ability of an item to measure a particular objective, and the value of -1 indicates the 

contrary.   

The content experts were asked to provide suggestions regarding what 

should be done to modify and improve the content of the items. 

The content experts, who were invited to perform the IOC process, 

were the researcher’s committee members, as they had specific knowledge about the 

matter and were familiar with the study.  The number of committee members was 
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four, which was the same number that Turner and Carlson (2003: 166-167) mentioned 

as an example in performing the IOC.  The snowball technique was performed to 

reach two more experts.  In total, six experts contributed to this process. 

The IOC process was performed by providing experts with two sets of 

IOC forms according with the theoretical conceptual framework.  The first one 

evaluated whether the items fit the category related to the course, to the instructor, to 

the learner, or to the supportive element.  The second one evaluated whether the items 

fit the category of the input of teaching and learning, the process of teaching and 

learning, or the output of teaching and learning.  

After the analysis of the IOC results, changes were made according to 

suggestions of the experts.  Their modification will be discussed in detail in the next 

chapter.  In brief, there was an exclusion of items, a collapsing of items, a 

modification of the word selection, and some items were moved from one category to 

another. 

The modification was performed until it satisfied the requirements and 

expectations of the researcher's advisor.  After the stage of content validity assessment 

and modification, there were 39 items included in the questionnaire. 

After performing the content validity assessment, the first stage of 

Hinkin’s (2005: 161-180) scale development process, the researcher moved on to the 

next step.  The second stage of the scale development was called testing the new 

measures.  To test the measure, a sample item-to-response ratio of1:4 to 1:10 was 

aimed at (Hinkin, 2005: 169).  After the data collection was performed, the item-to-

response ratio of1:25.2778 was reached. 

3.2.9.5  Collecting Quantitative Data 

1)  Selecting the Sample 

The target population for this step was all students of NIDA.  

The reason was that the learners' evaluation form was to be responded to by students.  

According to the fact sheet of NIDA, in academic year 2011, there were 7,111 

students, 606 officers, and 177 instructors (National Institute of Development 

Administration, 2011b; National Institute of Development Administration, 2011c).  

Determination of the sample size was based on Krejcie and 

Morgan's (1970: 607-610) concept of determining sample size for research activities.  

According to Krejcie and Morgan’s (1970: 607-610) table for determining sample 
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size, for a population of 8,000, 367 respondents are needed.  However, 367 was not 

the absolute maximum number of respondents for this study.   

  2)  Collecting the Data  

To perform the data collection, the questionnaires were 

distributed to students at the end of the second semester of academic year 2012.  The 

timing of the questionnaire distribution was the last two weeks of the semester, when 

courses were about to end, in order to ensure that the students were familiar with the 

course, the instructor, their classmates, as well as the supporting elements of NIDA. 

Before distributing the questionnaires, the researcher officially 

contacted each school's deputy dean for academic affairs to gain official permission 

for the data collection.  After positive responses were provided, the researcher 

distributed the questionnaires to the students in class.  The timing depended on the 

agreement of the instructor that was in charge of each class.  One thousand five 

hundred questionnaires were distributed.  After the data collection process, the 

researcher received 910 responses from ten different schools of NIDA, consisting of 

both regular and executive students.  The researcher cannot reveal the exact amount of 

respondents from each school, could not separate the responses of students from each 

school, nor could she identify the instructors that were in charge of classes due to the 

confidentiality agreement.  The confidentiality agreement was made because there 

were questions in the questionnaire which were considered controversial.   

In collecting the data to test the new measures, there were 

several concerns in performing the data collection, as Wachtel (1998: 194-195) 

suggested that the administration of a learners’ reaction evaluation can affect the 

results.  In the case of this study, the anonymity of the respondents was critical.  The 

participants were not asked to provide names.  They were informed about the 

classification of information they provided.  Moreover, the names of the instructors 

that were in charge of the classes, the names of the programs, the names of the 

departments, as well as the schools, were not requested in the questionnaire.   

  3.2.9.6  Analyzing the Quantitative Data 

1)  Performing a Preliminary Factor Analysis 

An exploratory factor analysis was used to uncover correlation 

patterns and to determine item load, as suggested by Yang (2005: 184-185).The 
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exploratory factor analysis was performed to identify the number of groups of factors 

which had not been solidly supported by theories (Sorod, 2012: 99).  This is useful for 

uncovering the structures among the sets of factors, as well as for data reduction (Hair 

et al., 1998 quoted in Yamnill, 2001: 52).  Exploratory factor analysis is considered 

more appropriate than confirmatory factor analysis at the early stages of scale 

development, while confirmatory factor analysis did not show cross-loadings on other 

factors (Kelloway, 1995 quoted in Yamnill, 2001: 52).  The varimax rotation was 

performed in the exploratory factor analysis process.  A high number indicates a 

strong correlation between items and factors.  This study adopted a minimum loading 

of .40, which was considered .10 higher than the minimal level (Hair et al., 1998 

quoted in Yamnill, 2001: 52).   

  Hinkin (2005) suggested the use of confirmatory factor analysis 

to test the hypothesized factor structure (Hinkin, 2005: 171; Yang, 2005: 194).The 

confirmatory factor analysis has been recommended to be conducted to test internal 

and external consistency (Hinkin, 2005: 171).  However, as the confirmatory factor 

analysis is driven by a specification of a theoretically-grounded structure, it requires 

the support of strong theory (Holton, 2000 quoted in Yamnill, 2001: 52), which was 

not the case for this study.   

2)  Assessing Internal Consistency  

At this step, the internal consistency reliability for each of the 

new scales was calculated (Hinkin, 2005: 173). The internal consistency reliability 

was evaluated and reported by using Cronbach’s alpha (Price and Mueller, 1986 

quoted in Hinkin, 2005: 173).  This step was performed to allow the tailoring of scales 

so that they had the same number of items and still retained adequate domain 

sampling by carefully examining each item (Hinkin, 2005: 173).  All 39 items were 

included in this process.   

 

3.3  Chapter Summary 

  

This study followed six of the eight steps of Dubin’s theory building model to 

reach the results of the empirical indicators of the theoretical framework by adopting 

Holton and Lowe’s (2007: 297-320) concept in performing the study.  The empirical 
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indicators of the theoretical-based multidimensional learners’ evaluation were 

developed by the adoption of Hinkin’s (2005: 161-180) systematic process of two 

stages; namely, developing the measures and testing the new measures.  Nine of the 

twelve steps were adopted to develop the empirical indicators in the form of 

measurement.  The initial literature review, as well as the systematic literature review, 

was performed to develop the initial theoretical conceptual framework.  Data were 

collected using both qualitative and quantitative methods to contribute to the 

development of the theoretical-based multidimensional learners’ evaluation of higher 

education: a case study of the National Institute of Development Administration. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESEARCH RESULTS 

  

According to the research process presented in the figure 3.1, there are two 

research questions with nine research processes performed.  

  The data analysis and research results are discussed in this chapter separated 

into two main parts; namely, the findings and results of the qualitative processes, 

which include with the eight steps and quantitative process.   

 

4.1  Qualitative Findings and Results 

  

The following is a report on the qualitative data analysis to develop the units 

for the theoretical conceptual framework.  This process responded to the first research 

question, “What should be included in teaching and learning evaluation for the 

purpose of educational quality in higher education in Thailand?” 

  In this section, the results and findings of the first eight steps of the research 

process are reported, where the initial theoretical conceptual framework of the 

multidimensional learners' evaluation is revealed.   

 

  4.1.1  Understanding Phenomena 

A phenomena understanding was done by conducting an initial review of the 

literature in order to understand the phenomena and to refine them to formulate the 

study.  Initially, there were several main topics covered in the initial literature review 

as follows: (1) higher education and evaluation method, (2) existing constructs of 

learners’ evaluation, and (3) the National Institute of Development Administration’s 

faculty evaluation concept and evaluation form.  

  After completing the review of higher education and the evaluation method, 

and the existing constructs of the learners’ evaluation, it was found that scholars in the 

field of higher education believe in the validity, reliability, and worthiness of learners’
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evaluation (Wachtel, 1998: 192).  There were numbers of constructs mentioned 

relating to the learners’ evaluation; however, most of the literature reviewed was not 

in the boundary of Thailand, except the study done by Sukserm and Takahashi (2010: 

247-262).   

After reviewing NIDA’s learners’ evaluation of teaching and learning quality 

method, and the faculty evaluation concept and the Faculty Evaluation Form, it was 

found that there were four main aspects of evaluation: the evaluation of the 

effectiveness of the instruction for teaching and learning, the faculty’s personal 

capability, learning media, and the use of E-learning media.  The main focus of the 

evaluation form is on the dimension of instructors or faculty members. 

  After completing this process, the need for development of the development of 

a theoretical-based multidimensional learners’ evaluation was apparent. 

 

  4.1.2  Identifying and Retrieving Studies  

This step was performed via a computerized search for related journals.  There 

were 282 journal titles found.  After entering the term evaluation as a keyword, one 

journal emerged; the Journal of Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education. 

All of the volumes of the journal from 2004 to the last issue possible to 

acquire were reviewed by using the following keywords in the abstracts: course 

evaluation, evaluating teaching effectiveness, evaluation of lectures, evaluation of 

teaching effectiveness, faculty evaluation, instructor evaluation, professor evaluation, 

student evaluation, student rating, and teaching evaluation.  There were 57 journal 

articles reviewed.   

After systematically reviewing the literature, 37 constructs were found with 

different frequency.  The following table represents the constructs, frequency, and 

percentages. 
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Table 4.1  Constructs Table 

 

Constructs Frequency  Per Cent

1.  Instructors' qualifications of instruction 21  6.885 

2.  Instrument organization of instructors 20  6.557 

3.  Learners’ perceptions of learning  17  5.574 

4.  Course evaluation  14  4.59 

5.  Helpfulness of instructors 14  4.59 

6.  Instructor expressiveness and rapport 14  4.59 

7.  Instrument clarity of instructors 14  4.59 

8.  Overall instructors' characteristics and qualifications  14  4.59 

9.  Workload of the course/course requirements 14  4.59 

10.  Overall course quality and characteristics  13  4.262 

11.  Course material  12  3.934 

12.  Intellectual stimulation ability of instructors 12  3.934 

13.  Accessibility of instructors 11  3.607 

14.  Course content  11  3.607 

15.  Enthusiasm of instructors 11  3.607 

16.  Feedback providing 11  3.607 

17.  Respect of instructors for learners  9  2.951 

18.  Easiness of instructors 8  2.623 

19.  Teaching methods of instructors 8  2.623 

20.  The instructor’s knowledge and intellect 7  2.295 

21.  Learners' engagement in learning and active 

participation  

6 

 

1.967 

 

22.  Utility judgment  6  1.967 

23.  Perceived entertainment/Enjoyment  5  1.639 

24.  Recommendation to others to take this course 5  1.639 

25.  Interest in learning of learners 4  1.311 

26.  Course difficulty  3  0.984 
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Table 4.1  (Continued) 

 

Constructs Frequency  Per Cent

27.  Environment for teaching-learning  3  0.984 

28.  Achievement of learners 3  0.984 

29.  Appeal and “hotness” of instructors 2  0.656 

30.  Challenges of learning  2  0.656 

31.  Instructor's relative ranking 2  0.656 

32.  Learners' positive attitude/Learners' affect/Satisfaction   2  0.656 

33.  Resource availability  2  0.656 

34.  Technologies availability  2  0.656 

35.  Behavioral changes of learners 1  0.328 

36.  Changes in attitude of learners regarding the subject 

matter  

1 

 

0.328 

 

37.  Sense of humor of instructors 1  0.328 

Total 305  100.00 

 

According to the above construct table, the three most frequently-found 

constructs were instructors' qualification for instruction, instrument organization of 

instructors, and learners’ perceptions of learning.  The least frequently found were 

behavioral changes of learners, changes in attitude of learners regarding the subject 

matter, and the sense of humor of instructors.  The constructs which were found more 

than ten times were taken into account for the further process of data analysis of this 

study, totaling 16. 

 

4.1.3  Collecting and Analyzing the Qualitative Data 

The question for the qualitative data collection and analysis was the first 

research question of the study: “What should be included in a teaching and learning 

evaluation for the purpose of achieving educational quality in higher education in 

Thailand?” 

The coding process in the electronic codebook was carried out using the data-

driven coding approach.  Direct codes were used in reporting the results of the 
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qualitative data analysis.  An audit trail was performed by providing, in the 

parenthesis, the code number(s) of the subject matter experts, andline number(s) 

according to the transcription, separated by a full stop sign. 

The following are the code numbers assigned to the participants and groups of 

participants to allow for the audit trail.  Number one (1) was assigned for one student.  

Numbers two (2), four (4), five (5), seventeen (17), and eighteen (18) were assigned 

to instructors individually.  G1 was assigned to the group of six officers, and G2 was 

assigned to the group of six students.  

Two hundred seventy-five codes emerged from the qualitative data analysis.  

After the data collection process was performed with the five instructors, six officers, 

and seven learners by individual in-depth interview and group interview, the 

qualitative data were interpreted and processed through the process of construct 

analysis. 

 

4.1.4  Analyzing Constructs 

In sum, this step was performed to analyze the constructs from the existing 

literature (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 307).  Construct analysis focuses on drawing out 

the basic constructs of the domain (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 307).  A construct 

analysis table was used for its helpfulness in identifying the constructs used in the 

reviewed literature (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 307).  The list of constructs found in the 

review served as the initiation of unit development (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 307).   

After the completion of this step, the constructs found from the systematic 

literature review were put together with those that emerged from the qualitative data 

collection and were triangulated with data from the Likert-scale survey with the 

concept of intersection.  In sum, the constructs were counted in the initial conceptual 

framework only if they emerged from two out of three sources of data. 

The following is a table representing the results of the intersected constructs. 
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Table 4.2  Intersected Constructs from the Systematic Literature Review, Survey   

                  Results, and Qualitative Data Collection 

 

Constructs 

Systematic 

Literature 

Review 

(f>=10) 

Survey 

Results 

(Mean>=4) 

Data Providers  

Instructors Officers Students 

Course content 11 4.588 /  / 

Course evaluation 14 4.059 /  / 

Course material 12 4.375 /   

Course quality and 

characteristics 

13 

 

4.00 

 

/ 

 
 

/ 

 

Utility judgment 

about the course 

- 

 

4.529 

 

/ 

 

/ 

 
 

Workload and 

requirements of the 

course 

14 

 

 

4.059 

 

 
 

 

/ 

 

 

Overall 

characteristics and 

qualifications of 

instructors 

14 

 

 

 

4.471 

 

 

 

/ 

 

 

 

/ 

 

 

 

/ 

 

 

 

Easiness - 4.00 /  / 

Respect for learners 
 

4.059 / / / 

Teaching methods - 4.765 / / / 

The instructor’s 

knowledge and 

expertise 

- 

 

 

4.412 

 

 

/ 

 

 

 

/ 

 

 

Enthusiasm 11 4.176 /   
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Table 4.2  (Continued) 

 

Constructs 

Systematic 

Literature 

Review 

(f>=10) 

Survey 

Results 

(Mean>=4) 

Data Providers  

Instructors Officers Students 

Feedback 11 - /  / 

Accessibility 11 4.353 /  / 

Helpfulness 14 4.118 /   

Expressiveness and 

rapport 

14 

 

4.471 

 

/ 

 
  

Instruction 

qualification  

21 

 

4.412 

 

/ 

 

/ 

 

/ 

 

Instrument clarity 14 4.059 /  / 

Instrument 

Organization 

20 

 

- 

 
/ / / 

Interest - 4.529 / / / 

Learners' 

engagement in 

learning and active 

participation 

(Motivated) 

- 

 

 

 

 

4.294 

 

 

 

 

/ 

 

 

 

 

/ 

 

 

 

 

/ 

 

 

 

 

Positive attitude and 

good feeling about 

learning 

- 

 

 

4.059 

 

 

/ 

 

 

 

/ 

 

 

Environment of 

teaching  and 

learning among 

learners’ 

- 

 

 

 

4.429 

 

 

 

/ 

 

 

 

/ 

 

 

 

/ 
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Table 4.2  (Continued) 

 

Constructs 

Systematic 

Literature 

Review 

(f>=10) 

Survey 

Results 

(Mean>=4) 

Data Providers  

Instructors Officers Students 

    
  

Perceptions of 

learning 

17 

 

4.235 

 

/ 

 

/ 

 

/ 

 

Resources and 

facility availability 

- 

 

4.412 

 

/ 

 

/ 

 

/ 

 

Total 15 23 20   

 

 Several conditions were used for the selection of the constructs.  First, the 

selected constructs had to be found ten times at a minimum in the systematic literature 

review.  Secondly, the constructs had to yield a score of at least 4.000 from Likert-

scale survey distributed to the qualitative data collection participants.  Thirdly, the 

constructs had to have been mentioned by at least two out of three parties of 

participants: instructors, officers, and students, and finally, the constructs had to pass 

at least two conditions in order to be included in the initial conceptual framework. 

Referring to the above table, there were 15 constructs that passed the first 

condition, 23 that passed the second condition, and 20 that passed the third condition.  

Considering the constructs which passed at least two out of three conditions, there 

were 25 constructs remaining.  These 25 constructs were counted as units of the 

theoretical conceptual framework. 

 

4.1.5  Developing an Initial Theoretical Conceptual Framework  

The development of an initial theoretical conceptual framework was 

performed by responding to the following five objectives representing the first five 

steps in Dubin’s methodology (Lowe and Holton, 2005: 163) as follows. 
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(1)  What are the units of a concept of a theoretical-based 

multidimensional learners’ evaluation of higher education in Thailand: A case study 

of NIDA? 

(2)  What are the laws of interaction of a concept of a theoretical-based 

multidimensional learners’ evaluation of higher education in Thailand: A case study 

of NIDA? 

(3)  What are the boundaries of a concept of a theoretical-based 

multidimensional learners’ evaluation of higher education in Thailand: A case study 

of NIDA? 

 (4)  What are the system states of a concept of a theoretical-based 

multidimensional learners’ evaluation of higher education in Thailand: A case study 

of NIDA? 

(5)  What are the propositions of a concept of a theoretical-based 

multidimensional learners’ evaluation of higher education in Thailand: A case study 

of NIDA? 

Responding to the above questions, the following are the initial conceptual 

framework and elaboration. 

4.1.5.1  Units of the Conceptual Framework 

    Units are the basic building blocks out of which the theory is built 

(Dubin, 1983: 27; Lynham, 2002: 247).  The conceptual framework for the present 

study was developed using the general systems approach.  The units were put together 

within a system of input, process, and output of teaching and learning.  According to 

Lowe and Holton (2005: 163), this approach holds several advantages; as they say, 

the systems approach provides an elegant and logical way to organize and understand 

a complex system of ideas (Lowe and Holton, 2005: 163-164).  
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Input of 
teaching and 
learning

Process of 
teaching and 
learning

Output of 
teaching and 
learning

Course
(1) Course 
characteristic and 
qualification in 
concentration on 
the fundamental 
concept
(2)Utility judgment 
about the course

Course
(4) Course content
(5) Course evaluation
(6) Course material
(7) Workload and requirement 
of the course

Learners
(25) Learners’ 
perception of 
learning 

Instructors
(3) Knowledge and 
expertise

Supporting element
(24) Resource and facility 
availability

Instructors

Behaviors 
(8) Overall Characteristics  
and qualifications of work  
ethics, open-mindedness, and  
punctuality
(9) Regarding easiness
(10) Respect for learners
(11) Enthusiasm
(12) Accessibility
(13) Helpfulness
(14) Expressiveness and  
rapport

Teaching skills 
(15) Teaching methods
(16) Feedback
(17) Instruction qualification
(18) Instrument clarity
(19) Instrument organization

Learners
Behaviors 
(20) Interest
(21) Engagement with 
learning and active 
participation  (motivated)
(22) Positive attitude and good 
feeling of learning
(23) Environment of teaching 
and learning

A B C

A1

A2

B1

B2

B3

B4

C1

 

 

Figure 4.1  A Conceptual Framework of Multidimensional Learners’ Evaluation 

 

There are 25 units of the framework.  The units were put together in 

groups in terms of their being learner-related, instructor-related, course-related, and 

support element- related.   

1)  Input Units of the Conceptual Framework (A) 

      Three units fell into the input section.  The first two were: (1) 

course characteristics and qualifications in concentration on the fundamental concept, 

and (2) utility judgment about the course, which was learner-related.  The third unit 

was (3) instructors’ knowledge and expertise, which was instructor-related. 

(1)  Course-Related Units (A1) 

 (1)  Course characteristics and qualifications in concentration on the 

fundamental concept. This unit found 13 times in the systematic literature review, 
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yielding survey results of 4.00 and mentioned by the instructors and students during 

the interview session(s). 

Course characteristics and qualification in concentration on the fundamental 

concept refer to the linkage between course content and the program to which the 

course belongs, as well as the linkage between the course and other courses in the 

program.  A concentration on the fundamental concept was found in the systematic 

literature review as to what can be used to evaluation overall course characteristics 

and qualifications (Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349).  Moreover, it was mentioned 

by the subject matter experts that the “Linkage of the course with other courses should 

be included” (17.110-111) and the following was also stated: “I would like to give an 

example of an inappropriate course.  The program is public administration, but the 

course id finance management with the instructor from the field of business.  The 

instructor teaches pure business in private perspective, while we are in the public 

administration program where we never use what is taught.  So, we just know about it, 

because in public administration field, we do not manage under that perspective.  

They are not related.” (G2.496-499) In sum, course characteristics and qualifications 

in concentration on the fundamental concept refers to the linkage between the course 

and the program it belongs to, and the linkage between the course and other courses in 

the program. 

(2)  Utility judgment about the course. This unit was found less than ten times 

in the systematic literature review, yielding survey results of 4.529 and mentioned by 

the instructors and officers during the interview sessions. 

Utility judgment about the course refers to the following two dimensions. 

(2.1)  The first definition is usefulness of the course.  It is a judgment 

concerning whether this course is useful and practical.  The subject matter experts 

discussed this matter as follows. 

“Focus should be on what learners will get and how they can use what they 

get from classes...How it can be used?” (G1.137-138) 

Moreover, utility judgment also relates to the questions, “If the content is 

useful?” or “If the content being taught is useful to learners?” mentioned by subject 

matter expert 2.209 and 10.15 
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(2.2)  The second dimension is contribution in preparing for learners' 

future work.  This was mentioned as “Usefulness to career advancement of what the 

learners learnt from the classes” and “The course being beneficial to learners’ career” 

(17.98-103) 

(2)  Instructor-Related Units (A2) 

(3)  Instructors’ knowledge and expertise.  This unit was found less than ten 

times in the systematic literature review, yielding survey results of 4.412 and 

mentioned by the instructors and students during the interview sessions. 

Instructors’ knowledge and expertise refers to the instructors being experts in 

the course or subject that they instruct.  According to the experts, it is important for 

instructors to be knowledgeable in what they transfer to learners.  The following is 

what was mentioned by the subject matter experts. 

“As instructors, we should consider how much do we know about what we are 

teaching, (17.43) and teach only what really know.” (2.41) 

“It is important to consider if the instructor is teaching in his or her area of 

expertise, (G2.195) and graduated from.” (G2.282-283) 

2)  Process Units of the Conceptual Framework (B) 

   Twenty-one units fell into the process section, falling into the 

learner-related, instructor-related, course-related, and supporting element-related 

groups. 

The first four units were course related.  The next 12 units were 

instructor related.  The next four units were learners related, and the last unit was 

supporting element-related. 

(1)  Course-Related Units (B1) 

(4)  Course content. This unit was found eleven times in the systematic 

literature review, yielding survey results of 4.588 and mentioned by the instructors 

and students during the interview sessions. 

Two main dimensions emerged as follows. 

(4.1)  The first one was that the course content that meets with what was 

promised and declared.  It was mentioned by the subject matter experts as follows. 

“Course content should hit the point and should relate to the course 

description.” (18.20-24) 
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“Course content relates to what was described (2.099) and covers the 

whole picture of the course (1.14).” 

(4.2)  The second dimension was about the organization of the course 

content.  The course content should be well organized, meet the standards, and not 

overlap with the content of other courses.  The following is what was mentioned by 

the subject matter experts. 

“The order of content should be properly organized and put together in the 

proper sequence.” (2.171) 

“In some courses, the content is overlapping.  Instructor mentioned about 

the same matter over and over.  Moreover, each instructor has different methods of 

teaching, and even teaches about the same matter differently.  They should discuss 

and synchronize their teaching content and approach.” (G2.566-568/572) 

(5)  Course evaluation. This unit was found 14 times in the systematic 

literature review, yielding survey results of 4.059 and mentioned by the instructors 

and students during the interview session(s). 

Course evaluation as a part of the process of teaching and learning was 

mentioned to be a mixture of evaluation methods, which were selected reasonably.  

The subject matter experts mentioned that course evaluation should be designed and 

implemented using a mixed-method approach. 

“The methods of evaluation need to be mixed; take-home assignments 

together with in-house examination for different purposes.  In-house examination can 

make learners write about what they know right away.” (G2.635-636) 

“For certain courses, in-house examinations are still needed.  However, the 

instructor should be rational in designing the course evaluation method, (G2.647-648) 

…depending on the course content itself if it fits well with evaluation by quiz, report 

writing, or solely in-house examination.” (G2.391-393) 

(6)  Course material. This unit was found twelve times in the systematic 

literature review, yielding survey results of 4.375 and mentioned by the instructor 

during the interview session(s). 

Four dimensions of course materials emerged.   

(6.1)  The first dimension was contribution and helpfulness of material to 

understanding the subject matter.  The course material should support and help in 
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understanding the subject matter, as it was mentioned that “There is the use of course 

material to help learners easily understand the matters.” (1.243) 

The three remaining dimensions were derived from the systematic 

literature review as follows. 

(6.2)  The second dimension was interestingness, as it was mentioned that 

the course material should be presented in an interesting manner (Nasser and Fresko, 

2006: 17).   

(6.3)  The third dimension concerned the sufficiency of the course 

material.  Being sufficient not only means having enough material (Krantz-girod et 

al., 2004: 126) but not too much (Huxham et al., 2008: 681).    

(6.4)  The fourth dimension was applicability of course material, which 

could be evaluated as a part of the teaching and learning quality evaluation (Krantz-

girod et al., 2004: 126). 

(7)  Workload and Requirements of the Course.  This unit was found 14 times 

in the systematic literature review, yielding survey results of 4.059 and mentioned 

only by students during the interview session(s). 

The subject matter experts mentioned only appropriateness and manageability 

of only workload, saying for example: “I would prefer instructors to discuss about 

assignments of each course.  What should be considered are how many courses we 

take, how many assignments assigned by each instructor, and how long learners need 

to finish each assignment?  Workload should be assigned properly.” (G2.136-138) 

Manageability in this case could be considered both in terms of difficulty and 

amount (Balam and Shannon, 2010: 211; Davies, Hirschberg, Lye and Johnston, 

2010: 89-91; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012: 50-52; Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856; Palmer, 

2012: 976).  This aspect has been included in the learners’ evaluation, mentioned as 

workload, assignment, learning assignment, and reading (Balam and Shannon, 2010: 

211; Burdsal and Harrison, 2008: 570; Harris et al., 2010: 482; Morrison, 2011: 633; 

Rantanen, 2012: 6; Stark-Wroblewski et al., 2007: 408). 

(2)  Instructor-Related Units (B2) 

There were two main groups of instructors-related units: 

instructors’ behaviors, and instructors’ teaching skills.   

Per the instructors’ behaviors, there were seven units as 

follows. 
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(8)  Overall Characteristics and qualification of instructors.  This unit was 

found 14 times in the systematic literature review, yielding survey results of 4.471 

and mentioned by the instructors, officers, and students during the interview 

session(s). 

Three dimensions of the overall characteristics and qualifications of the 

instructors’ emerged: (8.1) work ethics, (8.2) open-mindedness, and (8.3) punctuality. 

(8.1)  Work ethics refers to being single standardized and treating 

everyone fairly, as mentioned by the subject matter experts as follows. 

“Treating everyone fairly.” (2.30) 

Treating every learner fairly can also be inferred as not being biased.  The 

subject matter experts offered their opinions regarding biasing instructors as follows. 

“There are some instructors who are being bias.  They tend to like high 

performers more than those who are not.  They pay more attention more on A’s 

students.  I don’t agree with that.” (G2.370-373) 

(8.2)  Open-mindedness could be noticed from instructors being open to 

different opinions. 

“Instructors should open their minds, (G2.378) and should listen to 

different opinions before judging those opinions of being right or wrong.” (G1.204-

206) 

(8.3)  Punctuality refers to being on time, as mentioned below. 

 “The punctuality of instructors is important.” (10.15-16) (G2.68) 

 “The instructor should come to class and should come on time.  If the 

instructor cannot make it to any class, the learners must be informed properly.” (2.86-

87/89-90) 

(9)  Easiness.  This unit was found less than ten times in the systematic 

literature review, yielding survey results of 4.00 and mentioned by the instructors and 

students during the interview session(s). 

There were two dimensions of easiness of instructors as follows. 

(9.1)  The first dimension that emerged from the data collection was being 

kind.  According to the literature, easiness can be evaluated in terms of the instructor 

being kind to students (Sonntag, Bassett and Snyder, 2009: 499-500).   
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(9.2)  The second dimension was the facet of the instructor’s friendliness 

to learners, as mentioned by the subject matter experts. 

 “If the instructors are friendly and fun in teaching, the learners feel 

comfortable to ask for clarification.  There would not be a gap between learners and 

instructors.  Learners can feel free to discuss any matters.” (1.243-244) 

(10)  Respect for learners. This unit was found less than ten times in the 

systematic literature review, yielding survey results of 4.059 and mentioned by the 

instructors, officers, and students during the interview session(s). 

Respect for learners is when the instructor respects the different opinions of 

the learners and does not make judgment based on personal egoism.  The following 

are what mentioned by subject matter experts. 

“The instructor should not egocentrically make judgments of the learners’ 

opinions.” (G1.212) 

“Once the learners propose different ideas, the instructor should not make 

judgment basing on personal egoism, because current situation provides different 

contexts from those of the last ten years.” (G2.218-219) 

Moreover, the instructors should be competent in emotional control when 

responding to different opinions or challenging questions from learners, as mentioned 

below. 

“The instructors need to control their emotion in responding to the learners’ 

questions.  Some instructors are angry with some kinds of questions, such as 

questions that seem to be challenging the instructor’s knowledge.  The instructors 

should not be mad at the learners and those questions.  Instructors need to understand 

the nature of this kind of situation.” (18-83-88) 

(11)  Enthusiasm. This unit was found eleven times in the systematic literature 

review, yielding survey results of 4.176 and mentioned by the instructors during the 

interview session(s). 

It refers to the level of instructors being enthusiastic about teaching, as well as 

the extent of the love for teaching.  According to the subject matter experts, the 

following was mentioned about the instructors’ enthusiasm as a criterion for teaching 

and learning quality evaluation. 
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“It should be considered if the instructors are enthusiastic about teaching.” 

(17.52) 

 “What is also important is whether the instructors love to teach.” (2.28-29) 

 (12)  Accessibility. This unit was found eleven times in the systematic 

literature review, yielding survey results of 4.353 and mentioned by the instructors 

and students during the interview session(s). 

The instructor is regularly available and willing for to have a consultation both 

face-to-face and using other approaches. 

According to the subject matter experts, it is desirable for instructors to be 

available and willing to provide consultation and help for the learners, both inside and 

outside normal instruction times. It was mentioned that accessible instructors were 

desirable. 

“It is good if the instructor is always in his office.  I can meet him when I need 

him.” (1.247) 

It was also mentioned that inaccessible instructors were undesirable.  

“I do not like it when I cannot get to the instructors.  I would like to meet him 

to consult about my research topic or content that I do not clearly understand.  He has 

never been available.  He does not even reply to e-mails.” (G2.366-368) 

 (13)  Helpfulness. This unit was found 14 times in the systematic literature 

review, yielding survey results of 4.118 and mentioned by the instructors during the 

interview session(s). 

This aspect refers to instructors’ help provided to learners in order to help 

them learn as effectively as possible.  According to the subject matter experts, 

helpfulness was mentioned as the instructors’ kind and helpful disposition, and useful 

assistance.  The following was mentioned by the subject matter experts. 

“Instructors are caring and providing advice.” (2.25-26) 

“It is about providing consultation to learners.” (18.144) 

(14)  Expressiveness and rapport. This unit was found 14 times in the 

systematic literature review, yielding survey results of 4.471 and mentioned by 

instructor during the interview session(s). 

The instructor has interaction with learners during teaching and learning.   

According to the literature, instructors’ expressiveness and interaction with learners, 
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both individually and collectively (Balam and Shannon, 2010: 211; Barkhi and 

Williams, 2010: 262; Morrison, 2011: 633; Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558; Rantanen, 

2012: 6; Wright and Jenkins-Guarnieri, 2012: 688-690), as well as their response to 

questions (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Beran et al., 2009: 522; Cohen, 2005: 

126), were important in terms of teaching and learning quality. 

Subject matter experts also mentioned about this issue, saying that “The 

interaction between the instructor and learners related to the quality of teaching; for 

example, it is important to see if the instructor provides an opportunity for learners to 

ask questions.” (18.17-18) 

(15) Teaching methods. This unit was found less than ten times in the 

systematic literature review, yielding survey results of 4.765 and mentioned by the 

instructors, officers, and students during the interview session(s). 

There were dimension regarding teaching methods as a unit for evaluating the 

quality of teaching and learning. 

(15.1)  The first dimension was the ability of the instructor to draw 

learners’ attention and to promote the learners’ participation.  This was mentioned by 

the subject matter experts as follows. 

“Can instructors draw learners’ attention?” (G1.198) (18.143) 

“The instructor should be able to drive learners to expose their ideas and 

opinions.” (17.15), and “able to promote learners to brainstorm and share their ideas.” 

(17.40-42) 

“The interaction between learners and instructors can be linked to 

teaching quality.” (18.17-18) 

Moreover, this dimension also covers the point that learners should be 

involved in the learning process, as mentioned below.   

“The learners should be part of the teaching and learning process.” 

(18.30) 

(15.2)  The second dimension was mixture of teaching methods.  

Referring to the subject matter experts, a mixture of teaching methods is important. 

“People can learn by different approaches.  Therefore, learning channel 

and methods should be diverse.” (2.62-63) 
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“Teaching methods are diversified, or not.  It should not be pure lecturing 

until all learners fall asleep.  There must be methods to create learning atmosphere for 

learners to be enthusiastic and participative.” (18.27-30)  

The use of multimedia was mentioned to be useful in teaching and 

learning. 

“Instructors should use teaching multimedia to help learners have a clear 

understanding.” 

However, using multimedia was not the only useful approach to teaching, 

as it was mentioned below that it was a part of teaching methods. 

“Multimedia is just a part of it.  It is important to ask about the teaching 

method as a whole.  For example, it is needed to ask whether the teaching methods are 

proper.” (2.78-79) 

 (15.3)  The third dimension is the ability to create a positive and happy 

learning atmosphere.   

  “Instructors who are able to teach and create good learning atmosphere 

are great.  They have the technique to create fun in learning.  That makes a happy 

learning atmosphere.” (1.85-86) 

“Both learners and instructors are content.  What can be considered as 

success of teachers is when learners say that they are happy to come to learn, because 

learning happily can create wisdom.  Suffering learning leads to limitation of 

thinking.  As a result, I would consider myself successful in teaching if my students 

mention that they are happy in my class, and happy to come to class.” (18.178-

179/181-183) 

(16)  Feedback.  This unit was found eleven times in the systematic literature 

review, yielding survey results of less than 4.00 and mentioned by the instructors and 

students during the interview sessions. 

It emerged from the data that the feedback provided to the learners from the 

instructors was important in evaluating teaching and learning quality.  Instructors 

should be willing to provide feedback regarding the learners’ strengths and 

weaknesses.  The following was mentioned by the subject matter experts. 

“Instructor should be willing to provide feedback for students.” (2.248-249) 
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“There should be feedback to us so that we know about ourselves, our 

weaknesses and strengths.  It should not be like we have to know for ourselves.” 

(1.302-303) 

It was also mentioned that if the instructors do not provide feedback it could 

result in tension on the part of the learners, as mentioned below.   

 “When there is no feedback, no respond from the instructor, it feels tense.  I 

feel like I am working on this alone.” (G2.384-385) 

(17)  Instruction qualification. This unit was found 21 times in the systematic 

literature review, yielding survey results of 4.412, and mentioned by the instructors, 

officers, and students during the interview session(s). 

(17.1)  This dimension is an ability to communicate course content to 

learners.  According to the subject matter experts, the desired qualification of the 

instructor consists of the ability to communicate and transfer the course content in a 

clear and understandable manner.   

“It is important to consider about transferring content and knowledge to 

learners.  Sometimes content is difficult to explain and to understand.  Instructors 

need to have good technique to explain about the matter.” (1.105-107) 

To be good communicators, instructors should be able to "communicate 

effectively” (10.14), “clearly and holistically explain the matter” (18.27), and 

“transfer knowledge to learners.” (18.142). 

The instructors should be experts in teaching, not just high profile, as 

mentioned by G2.231-233 that “Even if the instructors are high profile, it does not 

always mean that they are good at teaching.  They might be experts of the field, but 

not experts in teaching.”  

(17.2)  Instructors should be able to design content communication to 

align with learners’ background knowledge and experience, as mentioned below. 

“The instructor should transfer the content of the course considering 

differences in the learners’ background knowledge and experience so that the learners 

can easily understand the matter.” (1.20-25)    

(17.3)  The language expertise of the instructors was considered one of 

the qualifications of the instructors as well.  It was mentioned that instructors should 

be able to properly use the language that is the medium of instruction in class. 
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“Problems occur when some instructors cannot even speak the language 

properly.  I think they should not be teaching using the language they are not 

proficient in.” (G2.404-405) 

(18)  Instrument clarity. This unit was found 14 times in the systematic 

literature review, yielding survey results of 4.059 and mentioned by the instructors 

and students during the interview session(s). 

There were two dimensions of instrument clarity according to the subject 

matter experts. 

(18.1)  This dimension is the ability to explain and respond to questions 

clearly, as mentioned below. 

“Instructors should open the floor for questions and be able to respond to 

questions.” (18.142-143) 

 “I would like instructors to be able to communicate or clarify issues that 

learners do not understand.” (G2.435-436) 

 (18.2)  This dimension is the ability to clearly communicate learning 

goals, course requirements, and course content.  The following was mentioned by the 

subject matter experts. 

“It is about clear content, which will be communicated to learners.” 

(2.45-46) 

“It is the instructors’ duty to clarify learning goals, course requirements, 

and course content.” (1.77) 

(19)  Instrument organization. This unit was found 20 times in the systematic 

literature review, yielding survey results of less than 4.00, and mentioned by the 

instructors, officers, and students during the interview session(s). 

This unit refers to two dimensions as follows. 

(19.1)  The instructor organizes and designs the course well, including 

having solid and single standard in course organization to ensure the quality of the 

course. 

“Instructors must be qualified, and have valid standards in their grading 

system.  Every section of the same course, even taught by different instructors, should 

hold the same grading standard.” (G1.32-33) 

“There should be a standard to assure that both regular and executive 

programs of every school are run with the same standard.  It should not be the 
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approach that there is a small number of students in the regular program, so instructor 

assigns assignments, while just does the attendance check with the executive program 

because there are large number of students.  Regular programs and executive 

programs should be run with the same standard.” (G2.293-294/299-300) 

 (19.2) The instructor teaches consistently with course outline.  It is 

about the instructors covering every part of the content which was promised and 

which is appropriate to cover. 

This dimension was mentioned in terms of the instructors covering what 

was mentioned in the course syllabus or course outline, including content, assignment, 

and so on.   

“Learners can tell if instructors covering what has been mentioned in 

course syllabus, and if the instructors assign assignments according with the syllabus.  

This is what the learners can tell.” (9.117-118) (10.131-134) (18.151) 

“About the content, it should cover what was mentioned in the course 

syllabus.  This should be evaluated.  Instructors should really cover all content that 

was mentioned in the syllabus, and the content that relates to what was mentioned in 

the syllabus.” (2.167-170) 

It was proposed that instructors who spend class time talking about 

issues not related to the course were not desirable. 

 “Instructors should focus on what was stated in the course syllabus, 

rather than speaking of unrelated issues.” (G1.224)   

The instructor should not randomly speak or tell only his own stories.” 

(G1.193) 

Moreover, the relevance between the course itself and the course outline 

was mentioned.   The course outline should be developed related to the course itself. 

“Does the course outline match with the course?” (G1.192) 

 “The course title and syllabus can be used as an indicator of the quality 

of teaching.  Learners can tell if the instructor selects the content related to course 

title…Learners can evaluate if what the instructor teaches is relevant to the course 

content” (18.107-109) 
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(3)  Learners-Related Units (B3) 

There are three main groups of learner-related units: 

learners’ behaviors, learners’ positive attitudes and good feeling about learning, and 

the environment of teaching and learning. 

The first two units are about the learners’ behaviors as 

follows.  The latter two units are learner-related as well but do not directly relate to 

behaviors.  The last unit is about the environment of teaching and learning. 

(20)  Interest. This unit was found less than ten times in the systematic 

literature review, yielding survey results of 4.529 and mentioned by the instructors, 

officers, and students during the interview session(s). 

Three dimensions of the learners’ interest emerged from the data. 

(20.1)  Discipline of learners.  Discipline refers to class attendance and 

punctuality.  The following was mentioned. 

“Learners must attend their classes.” (18.157). I think class attendance is 

a basic discipline of learners, by which they should be evaluated.” (2.123-124) “If 

learners attend almost every class, we can infer that they are interested to a certain 

extent.” (18.48-49) 

“See if they are on time, (2.127) or punctual.” (1.166) 

(20.2)  Attention of learners.  Learners should be attentive in class.  They 

should be actively involved in learning and not be distracted by something else.   

This dimension was mentioned by the subject matter experts as follows. 

“Being attentive to learning…evaluating if classmates are paying 

attention to learning…then evaluating if they listen to instructor.  They should be 

listening and be attentive, not chitchatting, or disturbing others.  We can see when 

they are interested from their eyes.” (18.38-39/49-51) 

The following questions could be asked.  “How attentive you are?” 

(2.127) “Are your classmates attentive and paying attention to learning?” (17.127-

129)  

(20.3)  Motivation and interest of learners in subject and course content, 

including before-class preparation, such as studying course objectives and scope, and 

completing reading requirements.  The following was mentioned by the subject matter 

experts. 
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“It should be evaluated if learners perform their roles as learners 

properly.  What could be evaluated is the preparation before class, like what should 

they prepare themselves, during class: do they participate, and after class, do they do 

further study?” (9.159-161) 

(21)  Engagement with learning and active participation (motivated).This unit 

was found less than ten times in the systematic literature review, yielding survey 

results of 4.294 and mentioned by the instructors, officers, and students during the 

interview session(s). 

This unit refers to the learners’ engagement in learning, active participation 

and interaction with the instructor, as well as enthusiasm and dedication to learning, 

and striving for knowledge.  In detail, there are two dimensions of this unit.   

(21.1)  Engagement in learning, and active participation and interaction 

with instructor.  This was mentioned as follows. 

“Response to instructors’ questions... If they respond to the questions, it 

can be inferred that they are interested and want to participate.  If they are interested 

in what the instructor is saying, responding to questions, willing to participate, it can 

reflect learners’ engagement in learning.” (18.51-55) 

“Having interaction, (18.158) and conversation with instructors.” 

(18.170-171). 

“Learners prepare themselves for class, present that they have prepared 

themselves by covering reading assignment, and shooting questions about learning 

subjects.” (18.170-171) 

(21.2)  Enthusiasm and dedication to learning, and striving for 

knowledge. 

“Learners must be attentive and enthusiastic in searching for knowledge.  

Sometimes, instructors cannot tell everything.  Learners need to find out more for 

themselves.” (1.278-279) 

“Being active and interested in what instructors provide.  Being 

enthusiastic and searching for further knowledge.  Studying by themselves to answer 

instructors’ questions.” (17.149-151)  

“Dedicated to assignments and research.  Not just doing it just to get it 

done.  Searching for answers for unanswered questions by themselves.  Never stop 

looking for knowledge.” (18.162-164) 
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(22)  Positive attitude and good feeling of learning.  This unit was found less 

than ten times in the systematic literature review, yielding survey results of 4.059 and 

mentioned by the instructors and students during the interview session(s). 

Positive attitude and good feeling of learning refers to happiness with learning 

and positive emotion toward learning.  This unit emerged from the subject matter 

experts as mentioned below. 

“Fun learning environment.  Not too tense.  That is how happiness in learning 

occurs.” (1.87-88) 

 “It is important for both instructors and learners to be happy and content.  

Learners state that they are happy to come to class because learning happily can create 

wisdom.” (18.178-180) 

(23)  Environment of teaching and learning.  This unit was found less than ten 

times in the systematic literature review, yielding survey results of 4.429, and 

mentioned by instructors, officers, and students during the interview session(s). 

This unit refers to a supportive environment among classmates which can be 

perceived by learners.  It was mentioned by the subject matter experts as follows. 

“About cooperation and support provided to one another among learners; are 

there helping hands provided to one another?  Do those who are keen on the subject 

help others in understanding the matter?” (18.41-43) 

“Relationship among learners…if they are united and sharing their resources, 

it is better for learning.  Learning is more desirable.” (G1.333) 

(4)  Supporting Element-Related Units (B4) 

(24)  Resource and facility availability. This unit was found less than ten times 

in the systematic literature review, yielding survey results of 4.412, and mentioned by 

instructors, officers, and students during the interview session(s). 

This unit refers to the resources and facilities which support and facilitate 

teaching and learning.  It was mentioned by the subject matter experts that resource 

and facility availability could be a great support for teaching and learning quality.  

However, it should not be included in the instructors' evaluation.  It should be 

evaluated, but separately. 

"Resource and facility availability could contribute to quality of teaching and 

learning, but it should not be counted as instructor's evaluation." (1.187-188) 



105 
 

There were three dimensions of this unit.   

(24.1)  Availability and appropriateness of classrooms and study areas.  

This dimension refers to the classrooms and study areas being ready for teaching and 

learning sessions in terms of availability, readiness of equipment, and a proper 

atmosphere for learning.  The following was mentioned by the subject matter experts. 

"Are the classrooms being well taken care of? Are projectors ready? Is 

the sound system ready?" (G2.112.114) "Are classrooms opened and closed 

properly?" (G1.366) 

"The temperature in classrooms should be proper for learning" (1.179) 

"Study areas for learners, other than classrooms, should be enough for 

everyone and quiet." (G2.680-683/ 760) 

(24.2)  Support material and library resources meet with the 

requirements of the subject matter, such as the Internet system, database, and 

computer software being available and appropriate. 

It was mentioned by the subject matter experts that resource and facility 

availability was not only about classrooms and classroom-related matter, but also 

about library resources, as well as software and data bases.  Support material and 

library resources should be evaluated for the availability of up-to-date library material 

and computer software.  The following was mentioned by the subject matter experts. 

"The evaluation should not just cover classroom matter, but should 

include library resources.  Are there enough books?, and so on." (G2.164-170) 

  "The library is a concern.  Some textbooks are so outdated.  New 

editions should be available." (G2.225-226) 

  "I would like to have more computer software.  I am studying 

mathematics.  I need advanced software, such as math integration software, which is 

not available currently." (G2.736-737) 

(24.3)  Facilities, other than classroom and library resources, such as 

parking areas, the cafeteria, and the restroom are available and appropriate.  This was 

mentioned by the subject matter experts as follows. 

"About buildings and facilities, as I mentioned, there should cover a 

holistic picture of every building, including restrooms, as well as cleaning crews." 

(G2.202-203) 
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"It is not just the classrooms that should be evaluated, but is the parking 

area sufficient?,  “Is the cafeteria clean” (G2.170-172), "the elevators" (G1.376), "the 

parking areas", and are the cafeteria and restrooms available and appropriate?” 

(G1.382) 

3)  Output Units of the Conceptual Framework (C) 

   There was one unit that fell into the output section—learner-

related—which is the learners' perception of learning, as discussed below.   

(1)  Learners-Related Units (C1) 

(25)  Learners’ perception of learning.  This unit was found 17 times in the 

systematic literature review, yielding survey results of 4.235 and mentioned by the 

instructors, officers, and students during the interview session(s). 

There were three dimensions of this unit that emerged from the data 

collection. 

(25.1)  Understanding and capability of the subject matter which learners 

gain from taking the course.  This was mentioned as an important part of the output of 

teaching and learning.  This dimension refers to the extent of the knowledge and 

understanding gained from the course. 

"After learning, do learners have more knowledge?" (17.124-125) 

“They might not know or be keen on every point mentioned in the 

course; at least they should know more about some points." (18.127-128) "They 

should learn technical terms being used in the field.  They should be able to use those 

terms properly." (18.129) “From knowing nothing, after took this course, how much 

more do they know?" (10.271-275) 

"It should be evaluated whether learners feel like they know more, and 

how much they know about this matter?" (G2.252-254) 

(25.2)  Critical thinking and implication skills in relation to the subject 

matter, which learners gain from taking the course.  This was mentioned as an 

important part of the output of teaching and learning, which can be both academically 

and practically contributive to learners.  Learners should be able to think about how to 

apply the knowledge gained from the course in both their work and their lives.   

"It is more important about how learners use knowledge they gained, 

how they top up their knowledge in their work..." (G1.7-8)  
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"They can use it in their work, or use it to improve their work.  It might 

not happen with every point that the instructors make in class.  In one course, if the 

learners can apply half of the content, it is acceptable." (18.130-132) 

"Learners could apply what they learned in class to be beneficial for their 

lives." (17.221-222) 

"It is about analytical skills.  Can we analyze what we learn and make 

use of it?  It does not have to be used in our work.  It can be useful in everyday life." 

(G1.259-260/269) 

(25.3)  Openness to further learning in the subject matter by having 

curiosity, flexibility in learning, and the willingness to change their view and open to 

new ideas.  This dimension was mentioned as follows. 

"Learning outcome is quite difficult to evaluate.  We need to ask if 

learners are still interested in studying about this matter, if they still intend to learn 

more about it, not just satisfied with what they learn from this course, and not just 

satisfied with the grade they get." (10.292-293) 

4.1.5.2  Laws of Interaction 

A law of interaction is a statement by the researcher-theorist of the 

relationship between units and shows how the units of the theory are linked (Lowe 

and Holton, 2005: 170).  

The following laws of interaction were derived from the dynamic 

relationships among the units. 

Law1:  Input units, namely course characteristics and qualification in 

concentration on the fundamental concept, utility judgment about the course, and 

instructors’ knowledge and expertise, which is instructor-related, were the input into 

the process of teaching and learning. 

Law2:  The above 21 units of the group of process units, as processes 

of teaching and learning, were required for the output of teaching and learning. 

Law3:  All units fell within a system of input, process, and output of 

teaching and learning to logically organize and understand a complex system of ideas  

4.1.5.3  Boundaries of the Theory 

The boundaries of this conceptual framework were first defined 

according to the distinction between all human activities in teaching and learning, and 
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teaching and learning in Thai higher education.  This framework was developed 

specifically for the adult teaching and learning environments of Thai higher 

education.   

For the purposes of this theory, higher education is defined as 

education at the graduate level in formal higher education institutions, though 

exceptions can occur to this based on the developmental stage, as an open system is 

one in which some kind of exchange takes place between the system and its 

environment (Dubin, 1969: 127).  Because the goals and processes of adult learning 

interact with and are influenced by other life activities, this boundary is defined as an 

open boundary (Lowe and Holton, 2005: 165). 

The second boundary condition of “Teaching and Learning in NIDA” 

exists within the domain of teaching and learning in Thai higher education.  This 

conceptual framework applies only to teaching and learning in Thai higher education, 

with room for exception, according with the characteristic of an open boundary. 

The units of the conceptual framework all fit within the domain of 

teaching and learning at NIDA. Because the units are influenced by the teaching and 

learning in Thai higher education within which they exist, this boundary condition is 

also an open boundary.  The boundaries of the conceptual framework are illustrated in 

Figure 4.2, where the open boundaries of teaching and learning in Thai higher education, 

and those of teaching and learning at NIDA, are represented by dotted oval lines. 

 

 

 

Figure 4.2  The Boundaries of a Conceptual Framework of Multidimensional  

                    Learners’ Evaluation 

All Human Activities in Teaching and Learning  

Teaching and Learning in Thai Higher 
Education 

Teaching and 
Learning at NIDA 
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4.1.5.4  System State 

A conceptual framework is expected to work in the real world.  System 

states are, therefore, needed to represent the conditions under which a conceptual 

framework will possibly operate (Dubin, 1969; 148). 

There are three system states that can represent different conditions and 

alignments of the conceptual framework as follows: the effective system state, 

ineffective system state, and moderately-effective system state. 

Effective System State.  An effective system state is when all units of 

the conceptual framework are complimentary to one another.  Together, all units 

represent the evaluation criteria of the quality of teaching and learning in Thai higher 

education of the National Institute of Development Administration.   

Ineffective System State.  An ineffective system state is when the units 

that are complimentary to one another are weak, or units are not complimentary to 

one another. 

Moderately Effective System State.  A moderately-effective system 

state is when there is partial but not full alignment among units, for example, when 

there is one unit not complimentary to others, while the rest are complimentary.  

4.1.5.5  Propositions 

 A proposition of the conceptual framework is a truth statement about 

the framework itself (Dubin, 1969: 166).  Propositions are grounded in their 

explanatory and predictive power (Lynham, 2002: 261-262).  The accuracy of a 

proposition is not exactly empirically accuracy, but logically accuracy (Dubin, 1969: 

166-167).   

There is only one proposition that was derived from the conceptual 

framework; that is, all of the units of the framework were directly related to one 

another.   

 

4.1.6  Evaluating an Initial Theory 

After performing the initial theory evaluation using Patterson’s (1986 quoted 

in Holton and Lowe, 2007: 310) criteria of15 evaluators, the rating scores provided by 

all evaluators were summarized. 
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The rating score provided by evaluators was calculated.  The average rating 

score of 4.00 was expected by the researcher’s dissertation committee to confirm the 

theoretical conceptual framework.  The criteria which yielded lower than 4.00 in 

average needed to be discussed and revised.  The following table summarizes the 

evaluation results. 

 

Table 4.3  Evaluation Results 

 

Rating Criteria Average 

1.  Importance refers to “a quality of having great worth or 

significance.” A theoretical framework should have some relevance 

to life and be applicable to more than one limited restrict situation. 

4.5333 

 

 

2.  Preciseness and clarity refers to clearness and understandability.” A 

theoretical framework should be understandable, internally 

consistent, and free from ambiguities. 

4.4667 

 

 

3.  Parsimony or simplicity means that a theoretical framework contains 

a minimum complexity, is economically constructed with a limited 

number of concepts, and contains few assumptions. 

4.2 

 

 

4.  Comprehensiveness refers to completely covering the area of interest 

and includes all known data in the field. 

4.6 

 

5.  Operationality refers to the capability of being reduced to procedures 

for testing its propositions or predictions.  Key concepts must be 

operationally defined with precise enough to be measureable.  Not all 

of the concepts of the theoretical framework need to be 

operationalized; concepts may be used to indicate relationships and 

organization among concepts. 

4.5 

 

 

 

 

 

6.  Empirical validity that could be derived by converting the 

propositions developed for “A Theoretical-Based Multidimensional 

Learners’ Evaluation of Higher Education” into empirical indicators.  

The empirical indicators were translated into a hypothesis, which was 

confirmed or disconfirmed by empirical research. 

4.6667 

 

 

 

 

 



111 
 

Table 4.3  (Continued) 

 

Rating Criteria Average 

7.  Fruitfulness refers to the capacity of a theoretical framework to lead 

to predictions that can be tested and in turn leads to the development 

of new knowledge.   

4.4 

 

 

8.  Practicality refers to usefulness to researchers and practitioners in 

organizing their thinking and practice by providing a conceptual 

framework for practice.  A theoretical framework allows the 

practitioner to move beyond the level of the trial-and-error 

application of techniques to the rational application of principles. 

4.4667 

 

 

 

 

Average Score 4.4792 

 

In sum, the average of the evaluation score was 4.4792, without any criteria 

yielding a score with a lower average than 4.00.  However, the evaluators’ comments 

were grouped by question and synthesized.  The qualitative approach was used to 

analyze all of the experts’ responses using the words or responses obtained as the 

basis of analysis (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 317).  Even though Dubin’s theory 

building model is not a qualitative research study, the experts’ comments were 

appropriate to describe how the data from the evaluators were analyzed (Holton and 

Lowe, 2007: 317). 

 

4.1.7  Analyzing and Synthesizing Feedback   

All of the criteria yielded a higher score than 4.00, which was the minimum 

score expected.  It could be inferred that the results of the evaluation were adequate.  

The suggestions from the evaluators were summarized into four main issues. 

1) Every item must be developed in a sentence, consisting of subject, 

main verb, and object (if any). 

2) Every item must be developed with the lowest degree of ambiguity. 

3) Every item must be developed using simple words to ensure the 

respondents’ understanding. 
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4) The back-translation must be performed with the ideaof 

maintaining a sense of the words and sentences, not the direct meaning of each word. 

 

4.1.8  Modifying an Initial Theory 

It is not possible for experts to agree with every aspect in the initial theoretical 

conceptual framework; however, justification for changes to be made should be 

verified through additional research articles (Holton and Lowe, 2007: 317).  For that 

suggestion, the researcher consulted with her advisor and committee members 

regarding the matter of theoretical framework modification to obtain agreement on 

every modification to be made. 

After consultation, the conceptual framework was not modified.  However, the 

suggestions from the evaluators were taken into account for developing the items in 

the next step of the study.  The following is what was taken into the account of the 

item generation. 

 

4.2  Quantitative Findings and Results 

  

This part of findings and results are the results of the second part of the 

research process of this study, consisting of process number nine, developing 

empirical indicators of key terms. 

  It is a report of the quantitative data analysis to develop the empirical 

indicators of the theoretical conceptual framework, which was the ninth step, which 

was thedevelopment of empirical indicators as mentioned in chapter three. 

  To identify the empirical indicators, the principles and practices of scale 

development suggested by Hinkin (2005:161-180) was adopted. 

  

  4.2.1  Item Generation, Wording, and Scaling 

 The theoretical definitions of each unit, referred to by Hinkin (2005: 164) as 

the conceptual dimension, need to be clarified (Hinkin, 2005: 164).  Every unit and its 

elaboration were taken into account for acquiring the theoretical definition.  Further 

literature reviews were also conducted to make the theoretical definitions for every 

conceptual dimension more solid and to generate items out of those definitions with 

concern for consistency in wording.   
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Per the language selection, the items needed to be initially developed in 

English as with the language of the theoretical conceptual framework and literature 

reviewed.  However, they were given to respondents in the Thai language, which is 

their first language.  Back-translation was performed again to ensure the equivalence 

of the Thai and English versions of the empirical indicators.  The back-translated 

version was put together with the English version so that the evaluators could choose 

to perform their evaluation in either language at will.   

 The researcher's advisor and the head of the educational affairs section of the 

Graduate School of Human Resource Development were asked to perform the role of 

items reviewers.  They were asked to provide feedback and possible modifications of 

all items. 

A Likert-type with five-point scale was selected for increasing coefficient 

alpha reliability (Hinkin, 2005: 166-167).  The term used for the “do not apply 

option” was Unable to evaluate. 

 

4.2.2  Number of Items 

There were 46 items initially developed.  In the case of this study, the advisor 

of researcher reviewed the list before preceding to the next step. 

  The following are the 46 items which were initially developed.  They were 

coded to facilitate their being traced back to groups and units, to which they belonged. 

  The letter A was used for items which belonged to the group of input of 

teaching and learning.  A1 marked four course-related items, and A2 marked one 

instructor-related item.   

  The letter B was used for items which belonged to the group of process of 

teaching and learning.  B1 marked eight course-related items, and B2 marked 

instructor-related 20 items.  B3 marks seven learners-related items, andB4marked the 

three supportive element-related items. 

  The letter C was used for items which belonged to the group of output of 

teaching and learning.  C1 marked the three learner-related items.   

  All 46 items are presented in the following table. 
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4.2.3  Content Validity Assessment  

  After analysis of the indexes of the item-objective congruence (IOC) results, 

there were changes made according with the suggestions from the experts.  The 

following is a report of the IOC score for each item.  Table 4.4 reports the IOC 

evaluation as to whether the items fit the category of course-related, instructor-related, 

learner-related, and supportive element-related items.  Table 4.4 reports the IOC 

evaluation concerning whether the items fit the category of the input of teaching and 

learning, the process of teaching and learning, and the output of teaching and learning.   

 

Table 4.4  Indexes of Item-Objective Congruence Evaluation Results for Category of 

Course-Related, Instructor-Related, Learner-Related, and Supportive 

Element-Related Items 

 

Codes Items Average

Course-Related 

A1.1.1 

 

วิชานี้มีความเชื่อมโยงกับหลักสูตร 

This course is linked with the program. 

1 

 

A1.1.2 

 

วิชานี้มีความเชื่อมโยงกับวิชาอื่นๆในหลักสูตร 

This course is linked with other courses in the program. 

0.4 

 

A1.2.1 

 

วิชานี้มีประโยชน์และสามารถนําไปใช้ประโยชน์ได้ 

This course is useful and practical. 

1 

 

A1.2.2 

 

 

วิชานี้เป็นประโยชน์ในการเตรียมความพร้อมของผู้เรียนสําหรับการทํางานในอนาคต 

This course can contribute to the preparation of learners' future 

work. 

1 

 

 

B1.1.1 

 

เนื้อหาของวิชานี้ครอบคลุมตามที่ได้ช้ีแจงไว้ 

The content of this course meets with what was declared. 

1 

 

B1.1.2 

 

 

 

เนื้อหาของวิชานี้ได้รับจัดลําดับอย่างดีและได้รับการจัดสรรอย่างมีมาตรฐานไม่ซํ้าซ้อนกับเนื้อหา

ของวิชาอื่น 

The course content is well-organized, meets standards, and does 

not overlap with the content of other courses. 

1 
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Table 4.4  (Continued) 

 

Codes Items Average

B1.2.1 

 

 

วิธีการวัดผลของวิชาเป็นแบบผสมผสานโดยมีการเลือกวิธีการวัดผลอย่างสมเหตุสมผล 

The evaluation method of the course is a mixed-method, which 

was selected reasonably. 

1 

 

 

B1.3.1 

 

 

วัสดุประกอบการเรียนการสอนสนับสนุนและช่วยในการทําความเข้าใจเนื้อหาของวิชา 

The course material supports and helps in understanding the 

subject matter. 

0.8 

 

 

B1.3.2 

 

วัสดุประกอบการเรียนการสอนมีความน่าสนใจ 

The course material is interesting. 

0.2 

 

B1.3.3 

 

วัสดุประกอบการเรียนการสอนมีปริมาณพอเพียง 

The course material is sufficient. 

0.4 

 

B1.3.4 

 

วัสดุประกอบการเรียนการสอนสามารถนําไปปรับใช้ได้ 

The course material is applicable. 

0.2 

 

B1.4.1 

 

 

ปริมาณงานและสิ่งที่ต้องปฏิบัติในวิชามีความเหมาะสมและสามารถจัดการได้ 

The workload and requirements of the course are appropriate 

and manageable. 

1 

 

 

Instructor-Related 

A2.1.1 

 

 

ผู้สอนเป็นผู้เชี่ยวชาญและมีความรู้จริงในวิชาที่สอน 

The instructor has expertise and knowledge related to this 

course. 

1 

 

 

B2.1.1 

 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีจรรยาบรรณในการงานโดยมาตรฐานเดียวด้วยการปฏิบัติต่อทุกคนอย่างเท่าเทียม 

The instructor is ethical by being single standard, treating 

everyone fairly. 

1 

 

 

B2.1.2 

 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนเปิดใจยอมรับความคิดเห็นท่ีแตกต่าง 

The instructor of this course is open-minded about different 

opinions. 

1 
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Table 4.4  (Continued) 

 

Codes Items Average 

Instructor-Related (Continued) 

B2.1.3 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมาสอนตรงเวลาและมีความตรงต่อเวลา 

The instructor starts the class on time and is punctual. 

1 

 

B2.2.1 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีความเมตตากรุณา 

The instructor is kind. 

1 

 

B2.2.2 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีความเป็นมิตรและเป็นกันเอง 

The instructor is friendly and cordial. 

0.8 

 

B2.3.1 

 

 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนเคารพความคิดเห็นท่ีแตกต่างไม่ใช้ความถือตัวอัตตา (Ego) ส่วนตัวในการตัดสิน

ผิดถูก 

The instructor respects different opinions and does not make 

judgment based on personal egoism. 

1 

 

 

 

B2.4.1 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนกระตือรือร้นท่ีจะสอนวิชานี้ 

The instructor is enthusiastic about teaching this course. 

0.6 

 

B2.5.1 

 

 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีเวลาและเต็มใจที่จะให้คําปรึกษาอย่างสมํ่าเสมอเข้าพบได้ท้ังการพบต่อหน้า 

(face to face) และ/หรือช่องทางอื่น 

The instructor is regularly available and willing to have 

consultation, both face-to-face and using other approaches. 

1 

 

 

 

B2.6.1 

 

 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีไมตรีด้วยการแสดงออกที่โอบอ้อมอารีและให้ความช่วยเหลือใส่ใจและให้

คําแนะนํา 

The instructor is friendly, shown by a kind and helpful 

disposition. 

1 

 

 

 

B2.6.2 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีคุณสมบัติในการให้ความช่วยเหลือเกื้อกูล 

The instructor provides useful assistance. 

1 
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Table 4.4  (Continued) 

 

Codes Items Average 

Instructor-Related (Continued) 

B2.7.1 

 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีปฏิสัมพันธ์กับผู้เรียนระหว่างการเรียนการสอน 

The instructor has interaction with the learners during the 

teaching and learning. 

0.4 

 

 

B2.8.1 

 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีความสามารถในการกระตุ้นให้ผู้เรียนมีส่วนร่วมและแสดงความคิดเห็น 

The instructors of this course are able to promoting the learners' 

participation. 

1 

 

 

B2.8.2 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนใช้กระบวนการเเละเทคนิคการสอนแบบผสมผสานที่มีความเหมาะสมกับผู้เรียน 

The instructor uses mixed teaching methods. 

1 

 

B2.8.3 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนสร้างบรรยากาศการเรียนเชิงบวกและมีความสุขในการเรียนรู้ 

The instructor creates a positive and happy learning 

atmosphere. 

1 

 

B2.9.1 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนให้ข้อมูลย้อนกลับแก่ผู้เรียน 

The instructor provides feedback to the learners. 

1 

 

B2.10.1 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีความสามารถในการสื่อสารถ่ายทอดเนื้อหาวิชา 

The instructor can communicate the course content. 

1 

 

B2.11.1 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนอธิบายและตอบคําถามได้อย่างชัดเจน 

The instructor explains and responds to questions clearly. 

1 

 

B2.11.2 

 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนสื่อสารเป้ าหมายของการเรียนสิ่งที่ต้องปฏิบัติในรายวิชาและเนื้อหาวิชาอย่างชัดเจน 

The instructor clearly communicates the learning goals, the 

course requirements, and the course content. 

1 

B2.12.1 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีการจัดการและออกแบบวิชาเป็นอย่างดี 

The instructor organizes and designs the course well. 

1 
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Table 4.4  (Continued) 

 

Codes Items Average 

Instructor-Related (Continued) 

B2.12.2 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนดําเนินการสอนสอดคล้องกับเนื้อหาวิชาที่ได้ออกแบบไว้ 

The instructor teaches consistently with the course outline. 

1 

 

Learner-Related 

B3.1.1 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านมีวินัยในการเรียนเช่นการเข้าเรียนตรงเวลา 

Your classmates are disciplined, e.g. are punctual. 

1 

 

B3.1.2 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านตั้งใจและใส่ใจในการเรียน 

Your classmates are attentive.   

1 

 

B3.1.3 

 

 

 

 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านมีแรงจูงใจและความสนใจในวิชาตลอดจนเนื้อหาที่เรียนรวมถึงมีการ

เตรียมตัวมาเรียนเช่นศึกษาเป้ าหมายและขอบเขตของรายวิชานั้นๆ, การอ่านหนังสือมาก่อน 

Your classmates are motivated and interested in the subject and 

course content, including before-class preparation, such as 

studying the course objectives and scope, and completing the 

reading requirements. 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

B3.2.1 

 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านมีส่วนร่วมและปฏิสัมพันธ์กับผู้สอนในห้องเรียน 

In classes, your classmates are engaged in the learning, and 

actively participate and interact with the instructor. 

1 

 

 

B3.2.2 

 

 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านกระตือรือร้นและความทุ่มเทในการเรียนและมีความพยายามในการ

แสวงหาความรู้นอกเหนือจากท่ีให้ในห้องเรียน 

Your classmates are enthusiastic and dedicated to learning and 

strive for knowledge other than that provided in the classes. 

1 

 

 

 

B3.3.1 

 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านรู้สึกดีและมีความสุขกับการเรียน 

Your classmates are happy with learning, and have positive 

emotion. 

1 

 

 

   



119 
 

Table 4.4  (Continued) 

 

Codes Items Average 

Learner-Related (Continued) 

B3.4.1 

 

 

 

ในการเรียนวิชานี้ท่านรู้สึกได้ถึงบรรยากาศการเรียนที่ช่วยเหลือกันและกันระหว่างเพื่อนร่วมชั้น

เรียน 

During this course, you felt a supportive environment among 

your classmates. 

1 

 

 

 

C1.1.1 

 

 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านรวมถึงตัวท่านเอง มีความรู้ ความเข้าใจและขีดความสามารถที่เพิ่มขึ้น

เกี่ยวกับวิชานี้ 

Your classmates and you gained knowledge, understanding, 

and capability regarding the subject matter. 

1 

 

 

 

C1.1.2 

 

 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านรวมถึงตัวท่านเองมีทักษะการคิดวิเคราะห์และการประยุกต์ใช้ความรู้

ในรายวิชาที่เพิ่มขึ้น 

Your classmates and you gain critical thinking and the 

implications of the subject matter. 

1 

 

 

 

C1.1.3 

 

 

 

 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านรวมถึงตัวท่านเองได้รับการเปิดกว้างสู่การเรียนรู้ต่อยอดเกี่ยวกับ

รายวิชาด้วยความใฝ่รู้ความยืดหยุ่นในการเรียนรู้และพร้อมที่จะเปลี่ยนแปลงมุมมองและเปิดรับ

ความคิดใหม่ๆ 

Your classmates and you are open to further learning in the 

subject matter by having curiosity, flexibility in learning, and 

willingness to change their view and open for new ideas. 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

Supportive Element-Related 

B4.1.1 

 

ห้องเรียนและพื้นท่ีสําหรับการเรียนรู้ศึกษามีความพร้อมใช้และมีความเหมาะสม 

The classroom and study area are available and appropriate. 
1 
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Table 4.4  (Continued) 

 

Codes Items Average 

Supportive Element-Related (Continued) 

B4.1.2 

 

 

 

 

ทรัพยากรในห้องสมุดหนังสือข้อมูลต่างๆระบบInternet ฐานข้อมูลโปรแกรมซอฟท์แวร์ท่ีใช้

ในการเรียนเพียงพอและเหมาะสม 

The support material and library resources that met with the 

requirements of the subject matter, such as the Internet system, 

databases, computer software, were available and appropriate. 

1 

B4.1.3 

 

 

 

 

 

สิ่งอํานวยความสะดวกอื่นๆ ไม่ใช่เเค่ห้องเรียนหรือห้องสมุด เเต่หมายถึง ท่ีจอดรถ โรงอาหาร 

ห้องนํ้ามีความพร้อมใช้ และมีความเหมาะสม 

Facilities, other than the classroom and library resources, such 

as the parking area, cafeteria, and restroom, are available and 

appropriate. 

1 

 

Referring to the above table, there are six items which yielded a lower score 

than 0.75 as follows. 

A1.1.2This course is linked with other courses in the program. 

  B1.3.2The course material is interesting. 

  B1.3.3 The course material is sufficient. 

  B1.3.4 The course material is applicable. 

  B2.4.1 The instructor is enthusiastic about teaching this course. 

  B2.7.1 The instructor has interaction with the learners during the teaching and 

learning. 
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Table 4.5  Indexes of Item-Objective Congruence Evaluation Results of the Category 

of Input of Teaching and Learning, Process of Teaching and Learning, and 

Output of Teaching and Learning 

 

Codes Items AVG 

Input of Teaching and Learning 

A1.1.1 

 

วิชานี้มีความเชื่อมโยงกับหลักสูตร 

This course is linked with the program. 

1 

 

A1.1.2 

 

วิชานี้มีความเชื่อมโยงกับวิชาอื่นๆในหลักสูตร 

This course is linked with other courses in the program. 

1 

 

A1.2.1 

 

วิชานี้มีประโยชน์และสามารถนําไปใช้ประโยชน์ได้ 

This course is useful and practical. 

1 

 

A1.2.2 

 

 

วิชานี้เป็นประโยชน์ในการเตรียมความพร้อมของผู้เรียนสําหรับการทํางานในอนาคต 

This course can contribute to preparation for the learners' future 

work. 

1 

 

 

A.2.1.1 

 

ผู้สอนเป็นผู้เชี่ยวชาญและมีความรู้จริงในวิชาที่สอน 

The instructor has expertise and knowledge related to this course. 

0.6 

 

B1.1.1 

 

เนื้อหาของวิชานี้ครอบคลุมตามที่ได้ช้ีแจงไว้ 

The content of this course meets with what was declared. 

1 

 

B1.1.2 

 

 

 

เนื้อหาของวิชานี้ได้รับจัดลําดับอย่างดีและได้รับการจัดสรรอย่างมีมาตรฐานไม่ซํ้าซ้อนกับเนื้อหาของ

วิชาอื่น 

The course content is well-organized, meets the standards, and 

does not overlap with the content of other courses. 

1 

 

 

 

B1.2.1 

 

 

วิธีการวัดผลของวิชาเป็นแบบผสมผสานโดยมีการเลือกวิธีการวัดผลอย่างสมเหตุสมผล 

The evaluation method of the course is mixed-method, which was 

selected reasonably. 

1 
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Table 4.5  (Continued) 

 

Codes Items AVG 

Input of Teaching and Learning (Continued) 

B1.3.1 

 

 

วัสดุประกอบการเรียนการสอนสนับสนุนและช่วยในการทําความเข้าใจเนื้อหาของวิชา 

The course material supports and helps in understanding the 

subject matter. 

1 

 

 

B1.3.2 

 

วัสดุประกอบการเรียนการสอนมีความน่าสนใจ 

The course material is interesting. 
0.8 

B1.3.3 

 

วัสดุประกอบการเรียนการสอนมีปริมาณพอเพียง 

The course material is sufficient. 

0.8 

 

Process of Teaching and Learning  

B1.3.4 

 

วัสดุประกอบการเรียนการสอนสามารถนําไปปรับใช้ได้ 

The course material is applicable. 

0.8 

 

B1.4.1 

 

 

ปริมาณงานและสิ่งที่ต้องปฏิบัติในวิชามีความเหมาะสมและสามารถจัดการได้ 

The workload and requirements of the course are appropriate and 

manageable. 

1 

 

 

B2.1.1 

 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีจรรยาบรรณในการงานโดยมาตรฐานเดียวด้วยการปฏิบัติต่อทุกคนอย่างเท่าเทียม 

The instructor is ethical by using a single standard and treating 

everyone fairly. 

0.6 

 

 

B2.1.2 

 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนเปิดใจยอมรับความคิดเห็นท่ีแตกต่าง 

The instructor of this course is open-minded about different 

opinions. 

0.6 

 

 

B2.1.3 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมาสอนตรงเวลาและมีความตรงต่อเวลา 

The instructor starts the class on time and is punctual. 

0.6 

 

 

 

 

 



123 
 

Table 4.5  (Continued) 

 

Codes Items AVG 

Process of Teaching and Learning (Continued) 

B2.2.1 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีความเมตตากรุณา 

The instructor is kind. 

0.6 

 

B2.2.2 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีความเป็นมิตรและเป็นกันเอง 

The instructor is friendly and cordial. 

0.4 

 

B2.3.1 

 

 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนเคารพความคิดเห็นท่ีแตกต่างไม่ใช้ความถือตัว อัตตา (Ego) ส่วนตัวในการตัดสินผิด

ถูก 

The instructor respects different opinions and does not make 

judgments based on personal egoism. 

0.6 

 

 

 

B2.4.1 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนกระตือรือร้นท่ีจะสอนวิชานี้ 

The instructor is enthusiastic about teaching this course. 

0.6 

 

B2.5.1 

 

 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีเวลาและเต็มใจที่จะให้คําปรึกษาอย่างสมํ่าเสมอ เข้าพบได้ท้ังการพบต่อหน้า (face 

to face) และ/หรือ ช่องทางอื่น 

The instructor is regularly available and is willing to have 

consultations, both face-to-face and with other approaches. 

0.6 

 

 

 

B2.6.1 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีไมตรี ด้วยการแสดงออกที่โอบอ้อมอารีและให้ความช่วยเหลือ ใส่ใจ และให้คําแนะนํา 

The instructor is friendly, shown by a kind and helpful disposition. 

0.6 
 
 

B2.6.2 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีคุณสมบัติในการให้ความช่วยเหลือเกื้อกูล 

The instructor provides useful assistance. 

0.6 

 

B2.7.1 

 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีปฏิสัมพันธ์กับผู้เรียนระหว่างการเรียนการสอน 

The instructor has interaction with the learners during the teaching 

and learning. 

1 
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Table 4.5  (Continued) 

 

Codes Items AVG 

Process of Teaching and Learning (Continued) 

B2.8.1 

 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีความสามารถในการกระตุ้นให้ผู้เรียนมีส่วนร่วมและแสดงความคิดเห็น 

The instructor of this course is able to promote the learners' 

participation. 

1 

 

 

B2.8.2 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนใช้กระบวนการเเละเทคนิคการสอนแบบผสมผสานที่มีความเหมาะสมกับผู้เรียน 

The instructor uses mixed teaching methods. 

1 

 

B2.8.3 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนสร้างบรรยากาศการเรียนเชิงบวกและมีความสุขในการเรียนรู้ 

The instructor creates a positive and happy learning atmosphere. 

1 

 

B2.9.1 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนให้ข้อมูลย้อนกลับแก่ผู้เรียน 

The instructor provides feedback to the learners. 

1 

 

B2.10.1 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีความสามารถในการสื่อสารถ่ายทอดเนื้อหาวิชา 

The instructor can communicate the course content. 

0.6 

 

B2.11.1 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนอธิบายและตอบคําถามได้อย่างชัดเจน 

The instructor explains and responds to questions clearly. 

1 

 

B2.11.2 

 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนสื่อสารเป้ าหมายของการเรียนสิ่งที่ต้องปฏิบัติในรายวิชาและเนื้อหาวิชาอย่างชัดเจน 

The instructor clearly communicates the learning goals, the course 

requirements, and the course content. 

1 

 

 

B2.12.1 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีการจัดการและออกแบบวิชาเป็นอย่างดี 

The instructor organizes and designs the course well. 

0.2 

 

B2.12.2 

 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนดําเนินการสอนสอดคล้องกับเนื้อหาวิชาที่ได้ออกแบบไว้ 

The instructor teaches consistently with the course outline. 

1 

 

B3.1.1 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านมีวินัยในการเรียนเช่น การเข้าเรียนตรงเวลา 

Your classmates are disciplined, e.g. are punctual. 

1 
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Table 4.5  (Continued) 

 

Codes Items AVG 

Process of Teaching and Learning (Continued) 

B3.1.2 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านตั้งใจและใส่ใจในการเรียน 

Your classmates are attentive.   

1 

 

B3.1.3 

 

 

 

 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านมีแรงจูงใจและความสนใจในวิชาตลอดจนเนื้อหาที่เรียนรวมถึงมีการเตรียม

ตัวมาเรียนเช่นศึกษาเป้าหมายและขอบเขตของรายวิชานั้นๆ, การอ่านหนังสือมาก่อน 

Your classmates are motivated and interested in the subject and 

course content, including before-class preparation, such as 

studying the course objectives and scope, and completing the 

reading requirements. 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

B3.2.1 

 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านมีส่วนร่วมและปฏิสัมพันธ์กับผู้สอนในห้องเรียน 

In classes, your classmates are engaged with learning, active 

participating and interacting with instructor. 

0.8 

 

 

B3.2.2 

 

 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านกระตือรือร้นและความทุ่มเทในการเรียนและมีความพยายามในการ

แสวงหาความรู้นอกเหนือจากท่ีให้ในห้องเรียน 

Your classmates are enthusiastic and dedicated to learning and 

striving for knowledge other than that provided in the classes. 

1 

 

 

 

B3.3.1 

 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านรู้สึกดีและมีความสุขกับการเรียน 

Your classmates are happy with learning, and have positive 

emotion. 

0.8 

 

 

B3.4.1 

 

 

ในการเรียนวิชานี้ท่านรู้สึกได้ถึงบรรยากาศการเรียนที่ช่วยเหลือกันและกันระหว่างเพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียน 

During this course, you felt the supportive environment among 

your classmates. 

1 

 

 

B4.1.1 

 

ห้องเรียนและพื้นท่ีสําหรับการเรียนรู้ศึกษามีความพร้อมใช้และมีความเหมาะสม 

The classroom and study area are available and appropriate. 

1 
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Table 4.5 (Continued) 

 

Codes Items AVG 

Process of Teaching and Learning (Continued) 

B4.1.2 

 

 

 

 

ทรัพยากรในห้องสมุดหนังสือข้อมูลต่างๆ ระบบ Internet ฐานข้อมูล โปรแกรม ซอฟท์แวร์ท่ีใช้ในการ

เรียนเพียงพอและเหมาะสม 

The support material and library resources that met with the 

requirements of the subject matter, such as the Internet system, 

databases, and computer software, were available and appropriate. 

0.8 

 

 

 

 

B4.1.3 

 

 

 

 

สิ่งอํานวยความสะดวกอื่นๆ ไม่ใช่เเค่ห้องเรียนหรือห้องสมุด เเต่หมายถึง ท่ีจอดรถ โรงอาหาร ห้องนํ้ามี

ความพร้อมใช้ และมีความเหมาะสม 

Facilities, other than classroom and library resources, such as the 

parking area, cafeteria, and restroom, are available and 

appropriate. 

0.6 

 

 

 

 

Output of Teaching and Learning 

C1.1.1 

 

 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านรวมถึงตัวท่านเองมีความรู้ความเข้าใจและขีดความสามารถที่เพิ่มขึ้น

เกี่ยวกับวิชานี้ 

Your classmates and you gain knowledge, understanding and 

capability in relation to the subject matter. 

1 

 

 

 

C1.1.2 

 

 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านรวมถึงตัวท่านเองมีทักษะการคิดวิเคราะห์และการประยุกต์ใช้ความรู้ใน

รายวิชาที่เพิ่มขึ้น 

Your classmates and you gain critical thinking and the 

implications of the subject matter. 

1 
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Table 4.5 (Continued) 

 

Codes Items AVG 

Output of Teaching and Learning (Continued) 

C1.1.3 

 

 

 

 

 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านรวมถึงตัวท่านเองได้รับการเปิดกว้างสู่การเรียนรู้ต่อยอดเกี่ยวกับรายวิชา

ด้วยความใฝ่รู้ความยืดหยุ่นในการเรียนรู้และพร้อมที่จะเปลี่ยนแปลงมุมมองและเปิดรับความคิดใหม่ๆ 

Your classmates and you are open to further learning in the subject 

matter by having curiosity, flexibility in learning, and willingness 

to change their view and open for new ideas. 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Referring to the above table, there were 14 items which yielded a lower score 

than 0.75, as follows: 

A.2.1.1 The instructor has expertise and knowledge related to this course. 

B2.1.1 The instructor is ethical by using a single standard and treating 

everyone fairly. 

B2.1.2 The instructor of this course is open-minded about different opinions. 

B2.1.3 The instructor starts the class on time and is punctual. 

B2.2.1 The instructor is kind. 

B2.2.2 The instructor is friendly and cordial. 

B2.3.1 The instructor respects different opinions and does not make judgments 

based on personal egoism. 

B2.4.1 The instructor is enthusiastic about teaching this course. 

B2.5.1 The instructor is regularly available and is willing to have 

consultations, both face-to-face and with other approaches. 

B2.6.1 The instructor is friendly, shown by a kind and helpful disposition. 

B2.6.2 The instructor provides useful assistance. 

B2.10.1 The instructor can communicate the course content. 

B2.12.1 The instructor organizes and designs the course well. 

B4.1.3 Facilities, other than the classroom and library resources, such as the 

parking area, cafeteria, and restroom, are available and appropriate. 
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After consulting with the content experts, who were committee members of 

the researcher and who were referred to by a snowball technique, and finalizing the 

list of items with researcher's advisor, modification of items was made.  There was an 

exclusion of items, a collapsing of items, as well as moving items from the category 

of process of teaching and learning to the category of input of teaching and learning.  

Consequently, the modification of the conceptual framework was needed, resulting in 

recoding items to match with the modified conceptual framework and to facilitate 

their being traced back.  The following are the modifications made. 

There were four items excluded from the list, as follows. 

  A1.1.2 This course is linked with other courses in the  program. 

  B1.3.2 The course material is interesting. 

  B1.3.3 The course material is sufficient. 

  B1.3.4 The course material is applicable. 

  Moreover, some of the items were collapsed.   

  The items number B2.1.2 The instructor of this course are open-mindedness to 

different opinions, and B2.3.1 The instructor respects different opinions and do not 

make judgment basing on personal egoism were collapse into one item. 

B2.4.1  อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงการเปิดใจยอมรับและเคารพความคิดเห็นที่แตกต่างความคิดเห็นที่  

                  แตกต่าง  

The instructor shows open-mindedness about different opinions, and 

respects different opinions. 

  The items number B2.2.1 The instructor is kind, B2.6.1 The instructor is 

friendly, shown by a kind and helpful disposition, and B2.6.2 The instructor provides 

useful assistance were collapse into one item. 

  B2.7.1The instructor shows kindness by having a helpful disposition and 

providing useful assistance. 

  Moreover, the items related to the supportive elements for teaching and 

learning quality were moved from the process category to the input category.  Three 

items were moved as follows. 

  B4.1.1The classroom and study area are available and appropriate. 
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  B4.1.2  The support material and library resources that met with the 

requirements of the subject matter, such as the Internet system, databases, computer 

software, are available and appropriate. 

  B4.1.3  Facilities, other than the classroom and library resources, such as the 

parking area, cafeteria, and restroom, are available and appropriate. 

There were modifications in the Thai wording selection in two items as 

follows.  

B1.3.1  วัสดุประกอบการเรียนการสอนสนับสนุนและช่วยในการทําความเข้าใจเนื้อหาของวิชา 

 The course material supports and helps in understanding the subject 

  matter. 

  The term course material was initially translated as วัสดุประกอบการเรียนการสอน.  

It was replaced by the word อุปกรณ์ประกอบการเรียนการสอน, which holds the same 

meaning in English, but is slightly different in Thai.  

B2.1.1  อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีจรรยาบรรณในการงานโดยมาตรฐานเดียวด้วยการปฏิบัติต่อทุกคนอย่างเท่า

เทียม 

The instructor is ethical by using a single standard and treating 

everyone fairly. 

 The term ethical was initially translated as จรรยาบรรณในการงาน.  It was replaced 

by the word จรรยาบรรณวิชาชีพ. 

  Lastly, there was a change in verb selection.  The use of the verb to be was 

replaced by the use of the verb to show to stress the focus on the instructor's 

behaviors.  The following are the changes made. 

  Item number A2.1.1 The instructor has expertise and knowledge related to this 

course was changed to the instructor shows expertise and knowledge related to this 

course. 

  Item number B2.2.2 The instructor is friendly and cordial was changed to 

"The instructor shows friendliness and cordiality." 
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  Item number B2.1.1 The instructor is ethical by using a single standard and 

treating everyone fairly was changed to "The instructor shows his/her ethics by being 

single standard, and treating everyone fairly." 

  Item number B2.4.1 The instructor is enthusiastic about teaching this course 

was changed to the instructor shows enthusiasm in teaching this course. 

  The modification was performed until it satisfied the requirements and 

expectations of the researcher's advisor.  After the stage of content validity assessment 

and modification, there were 39 items included in the questionnaire. 

The following are the modified conceptual framework and the modified items. 

 

Input of 
teaching and 
learning

Process of 
teaching and 
learning

Output of 
teaching and 
learning

Course
1. Course 
characteristic and 
qualification in 
concentration on 
the fundamental 
concept
2. Utility judgment 
about the course

Course
4. Course content
5. Course evaluation
6. Course material
7. Workload and requirement of the 
course

Learners
25. Learners’ 
perception of 
learning 

Supporting 
element
24. Resource and 
facility availability

Instructors
Behaviors 
3. Knowledge and expertise
8. Overall Characteristics  
and qualifications of work  
ethics, and  punctuality
9. Regarding easiness
10. Respect for learners
11. Enthusiasm
12. Accessibility
13. Helpfulness
14. Expressiveness and  
rapport

Teaching skills 
15. Teaching methods
16. Feedback
17. Instruction qualification
18. Instrument clarity
19. Instrument organization

Learners
Behaviors 
20. Interest
21. Engagement with 
learning and active 
participation  (motivated)

22. Positive attitude and good 
feeling of learning
23. Environment of teaching 
and learning

A B C

A1

A2

B1

B2

B3

C1

 

 

Figure 4.3  The Modified Conceptual Framework of Multidimensional Learners’    

Evaluation 
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To make it easy for respondents to understand the items, items were put 

together in four categories, namely: course-related items, instructor-related items, 

learners-related items, and supportive elements related items. 

There are eight course-related items as follow. 

A1.1.1  วิชานี้มีความเชื่อมโยงกับหลักสูตร 

     This course is linked with the program. 

A1.2.1  วิชานี้มีประโยชน์และสามารถนําไปใช้ประโยชน์ได้ 

 This course is useful and practical 

A1.2.2  วิชานี้เป็นประโยชน์ในการเตรียมความพร้อมของผู้เรียนสําหรับการทํางานในอนาคต 

 This course can contribute to the preparation for learners' future work. 

B1.1.1  เนื้อหาของวิชานี้ครอบคลุมตามที่ได้ช้ีแจงไว้ 

The content of this course meets with what was declared. 

B1.1.2  เนื้อหาของวิชานี้ได้รับจัดลําดับอย่างดีและได้รับการจัดสรรอย่างมีมาตรฐานไม่ซํ้าซ้อนกับ

 เนื้อหาของวิชาอื่น 

 The course content is well organized, meets the standards, and does   

 not overlap with the content of other courses. 

B1.2.1  วิธีการวัดผลของวิชาเป็นแบบผสมผสานโดยมีการเลือกวิธีการวัดผลอย่างสมเหตุสมผล 

Evaluation method of the course is mixed-method, which is selected 

reasonably. 

B1.3.1  อุปกรณ์ประกอบการเรียนการสอนสนับสนุนและช่วยในการทําความเข้าใจเนื้อหาของวิชา 

The course material supports and helps in understanding the subject 

matter. 

B1.4.1  ปริมาณงานและสิ่งที่ต้องปฏิบัติในวิชามีความเหมาะสมและสามารถจัดการได้ 

The workload and requirements of the course is appropriate and 

manageable. 

There are 18 instructor-related items which could be categorized into two 

groups as follow. 

Nine items belong to the group of instructors’ behaviors. 
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B2.1.1  อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงความเป็นผู้เชี่ยวชาญและมีความรู้จริงในวิชาที่สอน 

    The instructor shows expertise and knowledge related to this course. 

B2.2.1  อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงความมีจรรยาบรรณวิชาชีพมีมาตรฐานเดียวเเละปฏิบัติต่อทุกคน

  อย่างเท่าเทียม 

The instructor shows his/her ethics by being single standard, treating 

everyone fairly. 

B2.2.2  อาจารย์ผู้สอนมาสอนตรงเวลาและมีความตรงต่อเวลา 

The instructor starts the class on time and is punctual. 

B2.3.1  อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงความเป็นมิตรและเป็นกันเอง 

The instructor shows friendliness and cordiality. 

B2.4.1  อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงการเปิดใจยอมรับและเคารพความคิดเห็นที่แตกต่างความคิดเห็น

  ท่ีแตกต่าง  

The instructor shows open-mindedness to different opinions, and 

respects different opinions. 

B2.5.1  อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงความกระตือรือร้นที่จะสอนวิชานี ้ 

The instructor shows enthusiasm in teaching this course. 

B2.6.1  อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีเวลาและแสดงออกถึงความเต็มใจที่จะให้คําปรึกษาอย่างสมํ่าเสมอเข้าพบได้

ทั้งการพบต่อหน้า (face-to-face) และ/หรือช่องทางอื่น 

The instructor is regularly available, and shows willingness to provide 

consultation both face-to-face and other approaches. 

B2.7.1  อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงความเมตตากรุณาให้ความช่วยเหลือเกื้อกูลใส่ใจและให้ 

  คําแนะนํา 

The instructor shows kindness by providing helpful disposition and 

useful assistance. 

B2.8.1  อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีปฏิสัมพันธ์กับผู้เรียนระหว่างการเรียนการสอน 

The instructor has interaction with learners during teaching and 

learning. 
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The rest nine items belong to the group of instructors’ teaching skills. 

B2.9.1  อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีความสามารถในการกระตุ้นให้ผู้เรียนมีส่วนร่วมและแสดงความคิดเห็น 

 Instructors of this course are able to promoting learners' participation. 

B2.9.2  อาจารย์ผู้สอนใช้กระบวนการเเละเทคนิคการสอนแบบผสมผสานที่มีความเหมาะสมกับ 

   ผู้เรียน 

 The instructor uses mixed teaching methods. 

B2.9.3  อาจารย์ผู้สอนสร้างบรรยากาศการเรียนเชิงบวกและมีความสุขในการเรียนรู้ 

 The instructor creates positive and happy learning atmosphere. 

B2.10.1  อาจารย์ผู้สอนให้ข้อมูลย้อนกลับแก่ผู้เรียน 

  The instructor provides feedback to learners. 

B2.11.1  อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีความสามารถในการสื่อสารถ่ายทอดเนื้อหาวิชา 

  The instructor can communicate the course content. 

B2.12.1  อาจารย์ผู้สอนอธิบายและตอบคําถามได้อย่างชัดเจน 

  The instructor explains and responds to questions clearly. 

B2.12.2  อาจารย์ผู้สอนสื่อสารเป้าหมายของการเรียนสิ่งที่ต้องปฏิบัติในรายวิชาและเนื้อหาวิชาอย่าง

    ชัดเจน 

  The instructor clearly communicates the learning goal, the course    

   requirements, and the course content. 

B2.13.1  อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีการจัดการและออกแบบวิชาเป็นอย่างดี 

  The instructor organizes and designs the course well. 

B2.13.2  อาจารย์ผู้สอนดําเนินการสอนสอดคล้องกับเนื้อหาวิชาที่ได้ออกแบบไว้ 

      The instructor teaches consistently with course outline. 

There are ten learner-related items as follow. 

B3.1.1 เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านมีวินัยในการเรียนเช่นการเข้าเรียนตรงเวลา 

Your classmates are disciplined, e.g. being punctual. 

B3.1.2 เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านตั้งใจและใส่ใจในการเรียน 

Your classmates are attentive.   
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B3.1.3 เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านมีแรงจูงใจและความสนใจในวิชาตลอดจนเนื้อหาท่ีเรียนรวมถึงมี

การเตรียมตัวมาเรียนเช่นศึกษาเป้าหมายและขอบเขตของรายวิชานั้นๆ, การอ่านหนังสือมา

ก่อน 

Your classmates are motivated and interested in subject and course 

content, including before-class preparation, such as studying course 

objectives and scope, and completing reading requirements. 

B3.2.1 เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านมีส่วนร่วมและปฏิสัมพันธ์กับผู้สอนในห้องเรียน 

In classes, your classmates are engaged with learning, active 

participating and interacting with instructor. 

B3.2.2 เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านกระตือรือร้นและความทุ่มเทในการเรียนและมีความพยายามในการ

แสวงหาความรู้นอกเหนือจากที่ให้ในห้องเรียน 

Your classmates are enthusiastic and dedicating in learning and 

striving for knowledge other than that provided in classes. 

    B3.3.1 เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านรู้สึกดีและมีความสุขกับการเรียน 

Your classmates are happy with learning, and have positive emotion. 

B3.4.1 ในการเรียนวิชานี้ท่านรู้สึกได้ถึงบรรยากาศการเรียนที่ช่วยเหลือกันและกันระหว่างเพื่อนร่วม

 ชั้นเรียน 

During this course, you feel the supportive environment among your 

classmates. 

C1.1.1 เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านรวมถึงตัวท่านเองมีความรู้ความเข้าใจและขีดความสามารถที่

เพิ่มขึ้นเกี่ยวกับวิชานี้ 

Your classmates and you gain knowledge, understanding and 

capability of the subject matter. 

C1.1.2 เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านรวมถึงตัวท่านเองมีทักษะการคิดวิเคราะห์และการประยุกต์ใช้

ความรู้ในรายวิชาที่เพิ่มขึ้น 

Your classmates and you gain critical thinking and implication of the 

subject matter. 
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C1.1.3 เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านรวมถึงตัวท่านเองได้รับการเปิดกว้างสู่การเรียนรู้ต่อยอดเกี่ยวกับ

รายวิชาด้วยความใฝ่ รู้ความยืดหยุ่นในการเรียนรู้และพร้อมที่จะเปลี่ยนแปลงมุมมองและ

เปิดรับความคิดใหม่ๆ 

Your classmates and you are open to further learning in the subject 

matter by having curiosity, flexibility in learning, and willingness to 

change their view and open for new ideas. 

There are three supportive elements related as follow. 

A2.1.1  ห้องเรียนและพื้นที่สําหรับการเรียนรู้ศึกษามีความพร้อมใช้และมีความเหมาะสม 

 Classroom and study area are available and appropriate. 

A2.1.2  ทรัพยากรในห้องสมุดหนังสือข้อมูลต่างๆระบบInternet ฐานข้อมูลโปรแกรมซอฟท์แวร์ท่ีใช้  

                  ในการเรียนเพียงพอและเหมาะสม 

 Support material and library resources that met with needs for the   

 subject matter, such as internet system, database, computer software,  

are available and appropriate. 

A2.1.3  สิ่งอํานวยความสะดวกอื่นๆไม่ใช่เเค่ห้องเรียนหรือห้องสมุดเเต่หมายถึงที่จอดรถโรงอาหาร

ห้องนํ้ามีความพร้อมใช้และมีความเหมาะสม 

Facilities, other than classroom and library resource, such as parking 

area, cafeteria, and restroom, are available and appropriate. 

 

4.2.4  Testing the Empirical Indicators 

This process was responding to the second research question, "What factors of 

the theoretical conceptual framework of multidimensional learners' evaluation are 

identified when using the evaluation for learners at NIDA?" 

  To test the measure, an item-to-response ratio of 1:4 to 1:10 was aimed at 

(Hinkin, 2005: 169).  To ensure that a sufficient number of responses for performing 

the factor analysis was reached, at least 200 respondents needed to be achieved 

(Hinkin, 2005: 169).  The number of respondents for this step depended on the 

number of items.  After the data collection was performed, the item-to-response ratio 

of 1:25.2778 was reached.  The total number of respondents was 910. 
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  Before proceeding to the results, the following are the reports on the 

respondents' demographic data.  The demographic data included: the type of program 

the respondents were in, the type of courses that the respondents were evaluating, and 

the grade point average of the respondents. 

 

Table 4.6  Distribution of Respondents by Demographic Data 

 

Demographic Data n Percent 

Type of Program   

Regular Program 279 30.659 

Executive Program 601 66.044 

N/A 30 3.297 

Total 910 100.000 

Type of Courses   

Core Course 406 44.615 

Major Course 304 33.407 

Elective Course 199 21.868 

N/A 1 0.110 

Total 910 100.000 

GPA   

Lower than 3.00 71 7.802 

3.00-3.30 242 26.593 

3.31-3.70 368 40.439 

3.71-4.00 143 15.714 

N/A 86 9.451 

Total 910 100.000 

 

Table 4.6 shows that the respondents from the regular programs were lower in 

proportion compared to those from the executive programs, which aligns with NIDA's 

proportion of students from the regular programs and executive programs. 

 The types of courses were grouped into three categories: core courses, major 

courses, and elective courses.  Table 4.6 shows the close distribution of respondents 
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that were taking the core courses and major courses, while those that were taking 

elective courses were lower in distribution. 

  The respondents' learning performance in the form of a grade point average 

(GPA) was grouped into four categories, according to NIDA's grading system.  It was 

found that most of the respondents yielded a GPA of 3.30-3.70.  Table 4.6 reports the 

GPA of the respondents. 

Table 4.6 shows that the respondents from the regular programs were lower in 

proportion compared to those from the executive programs, which aligns with NIDA's 

proportion of students from the regular programs and executive programs. 

 The types of courses were grouped into three categories: core courses, major 

courses, and elective courses.  Table 4.6 shows the close distribution of respondents 

that were taking the core courses and major courses, while those that were taking 

elective courses were lower in distribution. 

  The respondents' learning performance in the form of a grade point average 

(GPA) was grouped into four categories, according to NIDA's grading system.  It was 

found that most of the respondents yielded a GPA of 3.30-3.70.  Table 4.6 reports the 

GPA of the respondents. 

4.2.4.1  Preliminary Factor Analysis 

Exploratory factor analysis was used to explore which factors of the 

theoretical conceptual framework of multidimensional learners' evaluation were 

identified when using the evaluation for learners at NIDA.  Varimax rotation was 

performed in the exploratory factor analysis process.  The following shows the 

findings regarding the factors that emerged when using the multidimensional learners' 

evaluation in teaching and learning evaluation at NIDA. 

This study adopted a minimum loading of .40.  Table 4.7 reports the retained 

items with a factor loading greater than .40.  In the case of this study, the only item 

which was not retained was item number B1.4.1. 
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Table 4.7  Factor Loading of the Multidimensional Learners' Evaluation 

 

Number Items 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 
B2.1.1 
 
 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงความเป็นผู้เชี่ยวชาญและมีความรู้

จริงในวิชาที่สอน  

The instructor shows expertise and 
knowledge related to this course. 

.480.127 
 
.412 .361 .036

B2.2.1 
 
 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงความมีจรรยาบรรณวิชาชีพ 

The instructor shows his/her ethics by 
being single standard, treating everyone 
fairly. 

.614.087 .270 .348 .068

B2.2.2 
 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมาสอนตรงเวลาและมีความตรงต่อเวลา  

The instructor starts the class on time 
and is punctual. 

.422.024 .056 .509 .039

B2.3.1 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงความเป็นมิตรและเป็นกันเอง  

The instructor shows friendliness and 
cordiality. 

.803.105 .198 .211 .025

B2.4.1 
 
 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงการเปิดใจยอมรับและเคารพความ

คิดเห็นท่ีแตกต่าง 

The instructor shows open-mindedness 
to different opinions, and respects 
different opinions. 

.801.164 .241 .178 .057

B2.5.1 
 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงความกระตือรือร้นท่ีจะสอนวิชานี้ 

The instructor shows enthusiasm in 
teaching this course. 

.658.172 .296 .265 .021

B2.6.1 
 
 
 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีเวลาและแสดงออกถึงความต็มใจที่จะให้

คําปรึกษาอย่างสมํ่าเสมอ 

The instructor is regularly available, and 
shows willingness to provide 
consultation both face-to-face and other 
approaches. 

.688.178 .232 .220 .081

B2.7.1 
 
 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงความเมตตากรุณา ให้ความ

ช่วยเหลือเกื้อกูลใส่ใจและให้คําแนะนํา 

The instructor shows kindness by 
providing helpful disposition and useful 
assistance. 

.806.143 .209 .187 .100
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Table 4.7  (Continued) 

 

Number Items 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 

B2.8.1 
 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีปฏิสัมพันธ์กับผู้เรียนระหว่างการเรียนการ

สอน  

The instructor has interaction with 
learners during teaching and learning. 

.779.180 .261 .193 .089

B2.9.1 
 
 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีความสามารถในการกระตุ้นให้ผู้เรียนมีส่วน

ร่วมและแสดงความคิดเห็น 

Instructors of this course are able to 
promoting learners' participation. 

.627.233 .443 .090 .085

B2.9.3 
 
 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนสร้างบรรยากาศการเรียนเชิงบวกและมีความสุข

ในการเรียนรู้  

The instructor creates positive and 
happy learning atmosphere. 

.592.253 .555 .090 .055

B3.1.1 
 
 
 
 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านมีวินัยในการเรียน เช่นการเข้า

เรียนตรงเวลา 

 Your classmates are disciplined, e.g. 
being punctual. 

.041.694 .045 -.022 .070

B3.1.2 
 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านตั้งใจและใส่ใจในการเรียน 

Your classmates are attentive.    

.086.789 .103 .136 .058

B3.1.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านมีแรงจูงใจในความสนใจในวิชา 

ตลอดจนเนื้อหาและการเตรียมตัว 

Your classmates are motivated and 
interested in subject and course content, 
including before-class preparation, such 
as studying course objectives and scope, 
and completing reading requirements. 

.062.783 .143 .004 .076

B3.2.1 
 
 
 
 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านมีส่วนร่วมและปฏิสัพันธ์กับผู้สอน

ในห้อง  

In classes, your classmates are engaged 
with learning, active participating and 
interacting with instructor. 

.149.789 .186 .078 .067
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Table 4.7  (Continued) 

 

Number Items 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 
B3.2.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านกระตือรือร้นและความทุ่มเทในการ

เรียนและแสวงหาความรู้ 

Your classmates are enthusiastic and 
dedicating in learning and striving for 
knowledge other than that provided in 
classes. 

.103.799 .131 .089 .105

B3.3.1 
 
 
 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นนเรียนของท่านรู้สึกดีและมีความสุขกับการเรียน  

Your classmates are happy with 
learning, and have positive emotion. 

.306.708 .216 .132 .068

B3.4.1 
 
 
 
 

ในการเรียนวิชานี้ท่านรู้สึกได้ถึงบรรยากาศการเรียนที่

ช่วยเหลือกันและกันระหว่างเพื่อน 

During this course, you feel the 
supportive environment among your 
classmates. 

.268.654 .057 .140 .146

C1.1.1 
 
 
 
 
 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านรวมถึงตัวท่านเองมีความรู้และค

วาวมเข้าใจเพิ่มขึ้น 

Your classmates and you gain 
knowledge, understanding and capability 
of the subject matter. 

.141.657 .289 .260 .194

C1.1.2 
 
 
 
 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านมีทักษะการคิดวิเคราะห์และการ

ประยุกต์ใช้ความรู้เพิ่มขึ้น 

Your classmates and you gain critical 
thinking and implication of the subject 
matter. 

.156.647 .258 .259 .211

C1.1.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านรวามถึงตัวท่านได้รับการเปิดกว้างสู่

การเรียนรู้ต่อยอด 

Your classmates and you are open to 
further learning in the subject matter by 
having curiosity, flexibility in learning, 
and willingness to change their view and 
open for new ideas. 

.247.593 .251 .297 .183
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Table 4.7  (Continued) 

 

Number Items 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 

B1.2.1 
 
 
 
 

วิธีการวัดผลของวิชาเป็นแบบผสมผสานโดยมีการเลือกวิธีการ

วัดผลอย่างสมเหตุสมผล 

Evaluation method of the course is 
mixed-method, which is selected 
reasonably. 

.244.223 .505 .409 .091

B1.3.1 
 
 
 
 

อุปกรณ์ประกอบการเรียนการสอนสนับสนุนและช่วยในการ

ทําความเข้าใจเนื้อหาของวิชา  

The course material supports and helps 
in understanding the subject matter. 

.202.162 .541 .340 .195

B1.4.1 
 
 
 
 

ปริมาณงานและสิ่งที่ต้องปฏิบัติในวิชามีความเหมาะสมและ

สามารถจัดการได้  

The workload and requirements of the 
course is appropriate and manageable. 

.202.179 .364 .347 .242

B2.9.2 
 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนใช้กระบวนการและเทคนิคการสอนแบบ

ผสสมผสานที่มีความเหมาะสมกับผู้เรียน 

The instructor uses mixed teaching 
methods. 

.525.241 .579 .127 .102

B2.10.1 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนให้ข้อมูลย้อนกลับแก่ผู้เรียน  

The instructor provides feedback to 
learners. 

.515.207 .571 .150 .052

B2.11.1 
 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีความสามารถในการสื่อสารถ่ายทอดเนื้อหาวิชา 

The instructor can communicate the 
course content.  

.491.197 .652 .169 .039

B2.12.1 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนอธิบายและตอบคําถามได้อย่างชัดเจน 

The instructor explains and responds to 
questions clearly. 

.521.229 .596 .184 .004

B2.12.2 
 
 
 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนสื่อสารเป้ าหมายของการเรียนสิ่งที่ต้องปฏิบัติใน

รายวิชาอย่างชัดเจน 

The instructor clearly communicates the 
learning goal, the course requirements, 
and the course content. 

.483.220 .625 .173 .014
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Table 4.7  (Continued) 

 

Number Items 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 
B2.13.1 
 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีการจัดการและออกแบบวิชาเเป็นอย่างดี 

 The instructor organizes and designs the 
course well. 

.392.246 .704 .197 .074

B2.13.2 
 
 
 
 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนดําเนินการสอนสอดคล้องกับเนื้อหาวิชาที่ได้

ออกแบบไว้  

The instructor teaches consistently with 
course outline. 

.392.242 .673 .249 .087

A1.1.1 
 
 

วิชานี้มีความเชื่อมโยงกับหลักสูตร 

This course is linked with the program. 

.189.168 .208 .740 .078

A1.2.1 
 
 

วิชานี้มีประโยชน์ และสามารถนําไปใช้ประโยชน์ได้ 

This course is useful and practical. 

.254.129 .161 .778 .007

A1.2.2 
 
 
 
 

วิชานี้มีประโยชน์ในการเตรียมความพร้อมของผู้เรียนสําหรับ

การทํางานในอนาคต 

This course can contribute to the 
preparation for learners' future work. 

.211.138 .140 .757 .063

B1.1.1 
 
 
 

เนื้อหาวิชานี้ครอบคลุมตามที่ได้ช้ีแจงไว้ 

The content of this course meets with 
what was declared. 

.227.175 .444 .614 .063

B1.1.2 
 
 
 
 
 

เนื้อหาของวิชานี้ได้รับจัดลําดับอย่างดีและได้รับการจัดสรร

อย่างมีมาตรฐาน 

The course content is well organized, 
meets the standards, and does not 
overlap with the content of other 
courses. 

.207.201 .522 .524 .031

A2.1.1 
 
 
 
 

ห้องเรียนและพื้นท่ีสําหรับการเรียนรู้ศึกษามีความพร้อมใช้และ

มีความเหมาะสม  

Classroom and study area are available 
and appropriate. 

.072.219 .080 .155 .726
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Table 4.7  (Continued) 

 

Number Items 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 

A2.1.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ทรัพยากรในห้องสมุดหนังสือข้อมูลต่างๆระบบ  Internet 

ฐานข้อมูลมีความเหมาะสม 

Support material and library resources 
that met with needs for the subject 
matter, such as internet system, 
database, computer software, are 
available and appropriate. 

.105.176 .091 .110 .793

A2.1.3 
 
 
 
 
 

สิ่งอํานวยความสะดวกอื่นๆไม่ใช่แค่ห้องเรียนแต่หมายถึงที่

จอดรถ โรงอาหารมีความเหมาะสม 

Facilities, other than classroom and 
library resource, such as parking area, 
cafeteria, and restroom, are available 
and appropriate. 

.026.175 .045 -.066 .800

 

Note:  Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

           Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

           a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 

 

According to table 4.7, five factors were retained with the following items; 

namely, the instructor’s behaviors and interpersonal skills, learners, the instructor’s 

teaching skills, course, and supportive elements.  There were slight changes in the 

item distribution.   Firstly, item number B1.4.1 was not retained as it yielded a factor 

loading lower than .40.  Secondly, items number B1.2.1 and B1.3.1 were excluded.  

The reason was that they were developed to be course related, but the exploratory 

factor analysis put them in the factor of the instructor’s teaching skills.  After 

discussion with the researcher’s advisor, they were excluded from the list.  Thirdly, 

items number B2.9.1 and B2.9.3, which were developed to be related to the 

instructor’s teaching skills, were found in the factor of the instructor’s behaviors and 

interpersonal skills.  These two items were retained because they still were in the 

instructor-related factor.  Lastly, items number B1.1.1 and B1.1.2 were grouped 

together with items number A1.1.1, A1.2.1 and A1.2.2.  Initially, they were separated 

into different groups of input and the process of teaching and learning.  However, the 

exploratory factor analysis revealed that they were in the same factor. 
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The following table reports the retained factors and their item components. 

 

Table 4.8  Retained Factors and Item Components 

 

Retained Factors  Number of Items  Items (Number) 

1. Instructor’s Behaviors 

and Interpersonal Skills 

 

 

11 

 

 

 

B2.1.1 / B2.2.1 / B2.2.2 / 

B2.3.1 / B2.4.1 / B2.5.1 / 

B2.6.1 / B 2.7.1 / B2.8.1 / 

B2.9.1 / B2.9.3 

2. Learners 

 

 

 

10 

 

 

 

B3.1.1 / B3.1.2 / B3.1.3 / 

B3.2.1 / B3.2.2 / B3.3.1 / 

B3.4.1 / C1.1.1 / C1.1.2 / 

C1.1.3 

3. Instructor’s Teaching 

Skills 

 

7 

 

 

B2.9.2 / B2.10.1 / B2.11.1 / 

B2.12.1 / B2.12.2 / B2.13.1 / 

B2.13.2 

4. Course 

 

5 

 

A1.1.1 / A1.2.1 / A1.2.2 / 

B1.1.1 / B1.1.2 

5. Supportive Elements 3  A2.1.1 / A2.1.2 / A2.1.3 

Total 36 -- 

 

4.2.4.2  Internal Consistency Assessment 

At this step, the internal consistency reliability for each of the new 

scales was calculated (Hinkin, 2005: 173) and was evaluated and reported by using 

Cronbach’s alpha (Price and Mueller, 1986 quoted in Hinkin, 2005: 173).  This step 

was performed to allow the tailoring of scales so that they had the same number of 

items and still retained adequate domain sampling by carefully examining each item 

(Hinkin, 2005: 173).  All 39 items were included in this process.   

The results of the reliability coefficient test using Cronbach's alpha 

were performed.  The Cronbach’s alpha of .961 was found.   After performing the 

reliability coefficient test, item number A2.1.3 was excluded, as the correlated item-

total correlation of .240 was found, and Cronbach’s alpha was found to be higher 
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when the item was deleted.  After excluding item number A2.1.3, a Cronbach’s alpha 

of .963 was found.   

In total, after completing the exploratory factor analysis and internal 

consistency assessment, there were five factors, with 35 items retained.  The 

following is a report on the reliability coefficient test using Cronbach's alpha for each 

factor considering only the items that belonged to particular factors. 

 

Table 4.9  Reliability Coefficient per Factors 

 

Factors 
Number 

of Items 

Correlated Item-

Total Correlation 

Alpha if 

Item 

Deleted 

Correlation 

Matrix 

Range 

1. Instructor’s 

Behaviors and 

Interpersonal Skills 

11 

 

.9356  .9258-9392  .2725-.7743 

2. Learners 10  .9224  .9129-.9240  .3403-.7623 

3. Instructor’s Teaching 

Skills 

7  .9366  .9245-.9317  .6286-.7616 

4. Course 5  .8661  .8291-.8555  .4414-.6929 

5. Supportive Elements  2  .6538 -  .4859 

Total 35 - - - 

 

4.3  Chapter Summary 

 

  After performing the first six steps of Dubin’s theory building method by 

adopting Holton and Lowe’s (2007: 297-320) concept in developing the conceptual 

framework of this study, and adopting the principles and practices of scale 

development suggested by Hinkin (2005:161-180) in developing the empirical 

indicators, the final conceptual framework of theoretical based multidimensional 

learners’ evaluation in Thai higher education: a case study of the National Institute of 

Development Administration was reached.  The units were developed by triangulating 

the data from the systematic literature review, the data from the qualitative data 

collection, and the Likert-scale survey.  Patterson’s (1986 quoted in Holton and Lowe, 
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2007: 310) criterion for evaluating theory was adopted to evaluate the conceptual 

framework.  Afterward, the exploratory factor analysis was performed to reveal the 

retained factors and item components, and a reliability coefficient assessment was 

performed.  The following is the final conceptual framework. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.4  The Final Conceptual Framework of Multidimensional Learners’    

Evaluation 

 

Instructor’s Teaching skills 
(1) Teaching methods 
(2) Feedback 
(3) Instruction qualification 
(4) Instrument clarity 
(5) Instrument organization 

Instructor’s Behaviors and 
Interpersonal Skills 

(1) Knowledge and expertise 
(2) Overall characteristics and 
qualifications of work ethics and 
punctuality 
(3) Easiness 
(4) Respect for learners 
(5) Enthusiasm 
(6) Accessibility 
(7) Helpfulness  
(8) Expressiveness and rapport 

Course 
(1) Course 
characteristics and 
qualification in 
concentration on the 
fundamental concept 
(2) Utility judgment 
about the course 
(3) Course content 

Supportive 
elements 

(1) Resource and 
facility availability 

Input Process Output 

         Learners 
  (1) Interest 

(2) Engagement in learning and 
active participation (motivated) 
(3) Positive attitude and good 
feeling about learning 
(4) Environment of teaching and 
learning 

(5) Learners’ 
perception of 
learning 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS, 

CONTRIBUTIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, 

 AND IMPLIMENTATIONS 

 

  This study consisted of both qualitative and quantitative research methods.  

Both methods were used to identify the factors which could be used in a teaching and 

learning evaluation by learners.  Included here is a discussion of the findings of the 

study, a discussion of the implications and contributions, recommendations for 

practice, recommendations for further study, a discussion of the limitations, and a 

concluding statement. 

 

5.1  Conclusion 

 

With the purpose to develop a multidimensional learners’ evaluation in Thai 

higher education, adopting NIDA as a case study, this study has revealed a theoretical 

conceptual framework for research consisting of the critical components of a teaching 

and learning evaluation for the purpose of assessing educational quality, and the 

empirical indicators of the framework for the purpose of measurement. 

This study performed the adaptation of the first six steps of Dubin’s theory 

building method adopted by Holton and Lowe’s (2007: 297-320) in developing the 

conceptual framework of this study, and adopting the principles and practices in scale 

development suggested by Hinkin (2005:161-180) in developing the empirical 

indicators. 

The units were developed by triangulating the constructs found in the 

systematic literature review, constructs found in the data from the qualitative data 

collection, and the Likert-scale survey.  Then the researcher applied Patterson’s (1986 

quoted in Holton and Lowe, 2007: 310) criterion for evaluating theory was adopted to 

evaluate the conceptual framework.  
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The exploratory factor analysis was performed to reveal the retained factors 

and item components, and a reliability coefficient assessment was performed.  The 

following is the final conceptual framework.  There were five main factors, and 22 

units with 35 items remaining. 

The first factor was the course, with three units of course characteristics and 

qualification in concentration on the fundamental concept, utility judgment of the 

course, and the course content.   

The second factor was the supportive element, with one unit of resource and 

facility availability.  The first two units were considered as the input of teaching and 

learning.  

The third factor was the instructor’s teaching skills, with five units of teaching 

methods, feedback, instruction qualification, instrument clarity, and instrument 

organization.   

The fourth factor was the instructor’s behaviors and interpersonal skills, with 

eight units of knowledge and expertise, the overall characteristics and qualifications 

of work ethics and punctuality, easiness, respect for learners, enthusiasm, 

accessibility, helpfulness, and expressiveness and rapport.   

The fifth factor revealed was the learners, with five units of interest, 

engagement with learning and active participation (motivated), positive attitude and 

good feeling about learning, environment of teaching and learning, and learners’ 

perception of learning.  

The first two factors, course and supportive elements, were considered as the 

input of teaching and learning.  The third and the forth factors, instructor’s teaching 

skills and behaviors and interpersonal skills, were considered as a process of teaching 

and learning.  The fifth factor, learners, overlapped between the process and output of 

teaching and learning.   

The last unit of the factor, which was the learners’ perception of learning, was 

considered as the output of teaching and learning, while the rest of them were 

considered as a process. 

After internal consistency analysis was performed, a Cronbach's alpha of .963 

was found.  The numeric value of Cronbach’s alpha at .963 could be described as 

having high and acceptable internal consistency.  According to Tavakol and Dennick 
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(2011: 54), the minimum acceptable numeric values of a Cronbach’s alpha commonly 

ranges from .70 to .95. 

 

5.2  Discussion of Findings 

 

After the findings of the study were reached, there were a number of issues to 

be discussed.   

 

5.2.1  Multidimensionality 

This study proposes a theoretical conceptual framework for a 

multidimensional learners' evaluation for higher education in Thailand.  This 

conceptual framework aligned with what was proposed by Morgan and Casper (2000: 

302), suggesting that a multi-dimensional approach to a reaction evaluation needs to 

be well designed to ensure the reliability of the learners’ evaluation.  It was found that 

there were five factors consisting in a theoretical conceptual framework of a 

multidimensional learners' evaluation for higher education in Thailand; namely, 

course, supportive element, instructor’s teaching skills, instructor’s behaviors and 

interpersonal skills, and learners.  Those five factors could be inferred as four 

dimensions of teaching and learning evaluation; namely, course-related, instructor-

related, learner-related, and supportive element-related dimensions.  Two factors fell 

into the dimension of instructor-related, which were the instructor’s teaching skills 

and the instructor’s behaviors and interpersonal skills. 

 

5.2.2  Discussion of NIDA Faculty Evaluation Form 

NIDA performs its learner-based evaluation of teaching and learning quality to 

serve the purpose of educational quality assessment, and internal human resource 

management through the use of the Faculty Evaluation Form.   

  The current faculty evaluation form of NIDA covers the evaluation of 

instruction effectiveness, the faculty member’s personal capability, and the use of 

learning media by the faculty.  Considering the aspects of evaluation, it could be 

concluded that the Faculty Evaluation Form is a one-dimensional evaluation, 

considering only instructor-related factors.  This study found, however, further factors 

in evaluating teaching and learning quality, as mentioned previously.  
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  There are four aspects that are covered in the Faculty Evaluation Form of 

NIDA: instruction effectiveness in teaching and learning, the faculty member’s 

personal capability, learning media, and the use of E-learning media.  The first two 

aspects could be considered compatible with the instructor-related factors of this 

study’s findings.  The third aspect of NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form could be seen 

as part of the factor of the instructor’s teaching skill evaluation if the instructor uses 

mixed teaching methods.  The last aspect regarding E-learning media was not found 

in the findings of this study.  It could be inferred as a part of the teaching methods of 

instructors only. 

  The following table presents a comparison between the evaluation items in the 

Faculty Evaluation Form and the findings of this study.  It is noticeable that NIDA’s 

Faculty Evaluation Form and the findings of this study are similar in terms of two 

aspects of instructors’ evaluation.  NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form concerns 

instruction effectiveness in teaching and learning, and the faculty member’s personal 

capability, while the findings of this study reveals the factors of the instructor’s 

teaching skills and his or her behaviors and interpersonal skills.  However, according 

the results of the exploratory factor analysis, the items of the two factors or aspects 

were categorized differently. 

 

Table 5.1  Factors and Items Comparison 
 
 

 

 

NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form Items 

Instructor-Related Factors 

of This Study 

Instructor’s 

Teaching 

Skill Items 

Instructor’s 

Behaviors and 

Interpersonal 

Skill Items 

Instruction effectiveness in teaching and learning 

aspect 

  

1.  The instructor’s instruction accords with the 

course objectives and syllabus. 

B2.13.2 
 

- 
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Table 5.1  (Continued) 

 

 

 

NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form Items 

Instructor-Related Factors 

of This Study 

Instructor’s 

Teaching 

Skill Items 

Instructor’s 

Behaviors and 

Interpersonal 

Skill Items 

Instruction effectiveness in teaching and learning 

aspect (Continued) 

  

2.  The instructor provides activities which promote 

teamwork and widespread discussion. 

B2.9.1  - 

3.  The instructor comprehensively covers all topics 

stated in the course syllabus and objectives. 

B2.13.2  - 

4.  The instructor provides logical sequences of the 

course contents. 

B2.13.1  - 

5.  The instructor provides lesson plans, concisely 

indicating dates, times, topics, and materials.    

B2.12.2  - 

6.  The instructor includes his/her research 

results/academic services in the course content as 

deemed appropriate. 

- - 

7.  The instructor clearly explains, in written form, the 

scoring and grading systems in the course syllabus. 

B2.12.2 - 

Faculty’s Personal Capability Aspect   

1.  The instructor has capability in knowledge transfer.  B2.11.1 - 

2.  The instructor is able to clearly answer questions or 

solve problems pertaining to the course content. 

B2.12.1 - 

3.  The instructor encourages students to freely pose 

queries and express views, while being responsive to 

those questions and comments. 

B2.9.1/ 

B2.8.1 

- 
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Table 5.1  (Continued) 

 

 

 

NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form Items 

Instructor-Related Factors 

of This Study 

Instructor’s 

Teaching 

Skill Items 

Instructor’s 

Behaviors and 

Interpersonal 

Skill Items 

Faculty’s Personal Capability Aspect (Continued)   

4.  The instructor uses psychological and teaching 

techniques to effectively stimulate students’ interest in 

the subject. 

Partially 

related 

- 

5.  The instructor strictly abides by the code of conduct 

for teachers. 

 B2.2.1 

6.  The instructor begins and dismisses class punctually. B2.2.2 
 

 

7.  The instructor is able to advise students via 

appropriate channels (e.g., responding to students’ E-mail 

and maintaining required office hours for students). 

 B2.6.1 

Learning Media Aspect   

1.  The instructor uses the proper learning 

media/technology. 

-  Partially 

related 

2.  The content of the learning media is proper and in 

alignment with course content. 

-  Partially 

related 

3.  Satisfaction with the learning media instructor uses.  -  Partially 

related 

 

  The above table shows that there are twelve items of NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form which were found to be related to the instructor-related factors of 

this study’s findings.  There were four items which were found to be partially related 

with the instructor-related factors of this study’s findings.  One item was not found in 
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the findings of this study at all.  Most of the related items fall in the factor of the 

instructor’s teaching skills. 

  Nonetheless, there were several items of NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form 

which were not fully related with the items from the instructor-related factors of this 

study.  They were similar to a certain extent, yet differed in certain angles.  For 

example, item number four of the first section of NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form 

about the instructor using psychological and teaching techniques to effectively 

stimulate students’ interest in the subject related, but not similar to the item number 

B2.9.3 of this study. 

  The last three items were not fully related with the results of this study.  Item 

number B2.9.2, or the instructor uses mixed teaching methods, includes three 

dimensions of the ability of the instructor to promote the learners’ participation, a 

mixture of teaching methods, and the ability to create a positive and happy learning 

atmosphere.  Media and technology are parts of the teaching methods to be evaluated.  

These three items of NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form could also be considered as parts of 

item number B1.3.1, or the course material supports and helps in understanding the 

subject matter. 

Another of the major differences of NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form and 

findings of this study is the last aspect of NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form regarding 

the use of E-learning media.   

 

5.2.3  Discussion with Existing Literature and NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation  

          Form 

This study proposes more aspects to a teaching and learning quality evaluation 

than the learners’ attitude toward instructors.  It suggests that teaching and learning 

evaluation could be multidimensional by separating course-related, learner-related, 

and supporting element-related issues from instructor-related issues.  According to the 

results, the focus of teaching and learning evaluation should not only be on 

instructors, but also on learners.  The focus of teaching and learning evaluation should 

be on the courses as well, because they have partly designed in prior, not just what the 

instructors designed.   
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There are several dimensions of teaching and learning evaluation in higher 

education other than the instructor-related dimension.  It has been found in the 

existing literature, as well as in the results of this study, that those dimensions could 

be beneficial to teaching and learning evaluation in Thai higher education. 

To provide a conclusion of the discussion, the following table compares the 

constructs gained from the systematic literature review, the items of NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form, and the units proposed in the results of this study.  In table 5.2, a 

construct-unit discussion is also reported.  The units were considered to be confirmed 

when results of this study confirmed the constructs from the systematic literature 

review and NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form. The units were considered to be 

emerging when they were not included in emerged in NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation 

Form but were found in the results of this study.  The units were marked as not found 

when they were found in the systematic literature review but were not found in either 

NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form or in the results of this study. 

 

Table 5.2  Comparison of Constructs from the Systematic Literature Review, the 

Items of NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form, and the Constructs Proposed 

in the Results of This Study 

 

Constructs from Systematic 

Literature Review 

NIDA’s 

Faculty 

Evaluation 

Form Items 

Units of 

this Study 

Discussion of 

Constructs 

Instructors' qualifications for 

instruction 

/ /  Confirmed 

Instrument organization of 

instructors 

/ /  Confirmed 

Instrument clarity of instructors  / /  Confirmed 

Overall instructors' 

characteristics and qualifications 

/ /  Confirmed 

Accessibility of instructors / /  Confirmed 

Teaching methods of instructors  / /  Confirmed 
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Table 5.2  (Continued) 

 

Constructs from Systematic 

Literature Review 

NIDA’s 

Faculty 

Evaluation 

Form Items 

Units of 

this Study 

Discussion of 

Constructs 

Learners’ perceptions of learning  X /  Emerging 

Helpfulness of instructors X /  Emerging 

Instructor’s expressiveness and 

rapport 

X / 

 

Emerging 

Overall course quality and 

characteristics  

X /  Emerging 

Course content  X /  Emerging 

Feedback providing X /  Emerging 

Respect of instructors for 

learners 

X /  Emerging 

Enthusiasm of instructors X /  Emerging 

Easiness of instructors X /  Emerging 

The instructor’s knowledge and 

intellect 

X /  Emerging 

Learners' engagement with 

learning and active participation  

X /  Emerging 

Utility judgment  X /  Emerging 

Interest in learning of learners  X /  Emerging 

Environment for teaching  and 

learning  

X /  Emerging 

Learners' positive 

attitude/Learners' affect / 

Satisfaction  

X /  Emerging 
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Table 5.2  (Continued) 

 

Constructs from Systematic 

Literature Review 

NIDA’s 

Faculty 

Evaluation 

Form Items 

Units of 

this Study 

Discussion of 

Constructs 

Resources availability  X /  Emerging 

Technologies availability  X /  Emerging 

(Together with 

Resource 

Availability 

Course evaluation  X X  Not found 

Workload of the course /course 

requirements 

X X  Not found 

Course material  X X  Not found 

Intellectual stimulation ability of 

instructors 

X X  Not found 

Perceived entertainment / 

Enjoyment  

X X  Not found  

Recommendation to others to 

take this course 

X X  Not found 

Course difficulty  X X  Not found 

Learning achievement of 

learners 

X X  Not found 

Appeal and “hotness” of 

instructors 

X X  Not found 

Challenges of learning  X X  Not found 

Instructor's relative ranking X X  Not found 

Behavioral changes of learners  X X  Not found 

Changes in attitude of learners 

regarding the subject matter  

X X  Not found 

Sense of humor of instructors  X X  Not found 
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Table 5.2  (Continued) 

 

Constructs from Systematic 

Literature Review 

NIDA’s 

Faculty 

Evaluation 

Form Items 

Units of 

this Study 

Discussion of 

Constructs 

X Research 

results or 

academic 

services used 

in the course 

content  

X  Found only in 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form 

 

   5.2.3.1  Discussion of the Confirmed Units 

    According to the table above, there were six units confirmed by the 

results of this study, by the systematic literature review, and NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form: instructors' qualifications for instruction, instrument organization of 

instructors, instrument clarity of instructors, overall instructors' characteristics and 

qualifications, accessibility of instructors, and teaching methods of instructors.  All 

six units are instructor-related.  NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form concerns the 

instructors’ evaluation.  These six units are issues of evaluation which results of this 

study agree with NIDA’s current evaluation.  All six units were what the instructors 

could do to ensure the quality of their teaching and learning.   

    To serve the Office of the Higher Education Commission’s indicators 

of higher education quality number 2.6 regarding the system and mechanism of 

teaching and learning administration (National Institute of Development 

Administration, 2011a: 50), NIDA’s current teaching and learning evaluation includes 

the above units in its evaluation and as points of development.  It is reasonable for the 

results of this study to agree with NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form regarding those 

units.  According to Wachtel (1998: 192), instructors’ characteristics could be 

considered as a background variable that can produce significant differences in the 

learners’ evaluation.    
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Instructors' qualifications for instruction were one of the six confirmed units.  

It refers to the ability to communicate the course content to learners, the ability to 

design content communication to align with the learners’ background knowledge and 

experience, and the language expertise of instructors, which allows the instructors to 

properly use the language used as a medium of instruction.  The three dimensions 

above confirmed what was mentioned in previous studies. The qualifications for 

instruction could include the ability to communicate the course content and to respond 

to questions effectively, and the ability to make the content clear and easy to 

understand (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Beran and Violato, 2005: 597; Beran et 

al., 2009: 522; Catano and Harvey, 2011: 705; Cohen, 2005: 126; Davies et al., 2010: 

89-91; Davison and Price, 2009: 54, 65; Gamliel and Davidovitz, 2005: 592; Gonyea 

and Gangi, 2012 : 50-52; Huxham et al., 2008: 681; Krantz-girod et al., 2004: 126; 

Nowell et al., 2010: 466; Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558; Rantanen, 2012: 6; Shao et al., 

2007: 368-371; Spooren et al., 2007: 671; Stark‐Wroblewski et al., 2007: 408; 

Venette et al., 2010: 103-104).  These qualifications could also include the 

organization of the instruction; that is, if it is well-planned and covers the course 

content to match the learners’ background and course objectives (Balam and Shannon, 

2010: 211; Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856; Morrison, 

2011: 633; Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558; Spooren et al., 2007: 671). 

The instrument organization of instructors was one of the six 

confirmed units.  It refers to the extent to which the instructor organizes and designs 

the course well by having a solid and single standard for the course organization to 

ensure the quality of the course.  It can also be evaluated by judging if the instructor 

teaches consistently according to the course outline.  It is about the instructors 

covering every part of content promised and which was appropriate to cover.  The 

results of this study confirmed what has been mentioned in previous studies—that 

instrument organization refers to the extent to which either the instructor or the 

subject or unit was well-organized, well-prepared, and well-structured (Davies et al., 

2010: 89-91) in terms of the good organization and design of course (Barkhi and 

Williams, 2010: 262; Balam and Shannon, 2010: 211; Beran et al., 2009: 522; Burdsal 

and Harrison, 2008: 570; Cohen, 2005: 126; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012: 50-52; Harris 

at al., 2010: 482; Huxham et al., 2008: 681; Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349; 
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Krantz-girod et al., 2004: 126; Morrison, 2011: 633; Nowell et al., 2010: 466; Stowell 

et al., 2012: 468; Zhao and Gallant, 2012: 231), and the alignment with the course 

outline (Beran and Violato, 2005: 597; Beran et al., 2009: 522; Nasser and Fresko, 

2006: 1). 

The instrument clarity of instructors was one of the six confirmed 

units.  Instrument clarity, according to the results of this study, refers to the ability to 

explain and respond to questions clearly, and the ability to clearly communicate 

learning goals, course requirements, and course content.  This confirms what was 

found in previous studies—that instrument clarity can be evaluated by measuring the 

extent to which instructors clearly explain and respond to questions (Davies et al., 

2010: 89-91; Felton et al., 2008: 48; Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349; Legg and 

Wilson, 2012: 91; Socha, 2013: 112-113; Sonntag et al., 2009: 499-500; Zhao and 

Gallant, 2012: 231). 

    Considering the unit of the overall instructors' characteristics and 

qualifications, the results of this study confirmed three qualifications found in the 

literature review; namely, work ethics, open-mindedness, and professionalism in 

terms of punctuality.  The literature review revealed other qualifications by which 

instructors have been evaluated.  However, those qualifications were not confirmed 

by the results of this study.  Those qualifications are conscientiousness (Catano and 

Harvey, 2011: 705; Patrick, 2011: 242-244), personality and appearance (Davison and 

Price, 2009: 65; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012 : 50-52), extraversion (Patrick, 2011: 242-

244), agreeableness (Patrick, 2011: 242-244), problem-solving skills (Catano and 

Harvey, 2011: 705), being experienced (Gonyea and Gangi, 2012: 50-52), creativity 

(Catano and Harvey, 2011: 705), and other characteristics, such as sexual orientation 

(Davison and Price, 2009: 65; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012 : 50-52), language, and 

political orientation (Davison and Price, 2009: 65). 

The unit of accessibility of instructors was confirmed as well.  This is 

evaluated by judging whether the instructor is regularly available and willing to have 

consultations, both face-to-face and using other approaches.The accessibility of 

instructors was discussed in the review of the literature in terms of the instructor’s 

availability and willingness to consult with the student and when the student requests 

assistance, both inside and outside normal instruction times (Barkhi and Williams, 
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2010: 262; Beran and Violato, 2005: 597; Beran et al., 2009: 522; Catano and Harvey, 

2011: 705; Davies et al., 2010: 89-91; Krantz-girod et al., 2004: 126; Nowell et al., 

2010: 466; Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558; Socha, 2013: 112-113; Stark‐Wroblewski et 

al., 2007: 408; Stowell et al., 2012: 468), which aligns with what was found in this 

study. 

    The unit of teaching methods of instructors was another unit which 

was confirmed by the results of this study.  The results of this study revealed three 

dimensions of teaching methods of instructors; namely, the ability of the instructor to 

draw the learners’ attention and promote the learners’ participation, having a mixture 

of teaching methods, and the ability to create a positive and happy learning 

atmosphere.  There were various kinds of teaching methods of instructors found in the 

review of the literature, such as the use of auditory aids (Fisher and Miller, 2008: 198-

199), discussion (Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349; Nasser and Fresko, 2006: 1), 

current, local, and real-life examples (Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349), group 

work (Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558), kinesthetic methods (Fisher and Miller, 2008: 

198-199), lecturing (Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558), practical sessions (Huxham et al., 

2008: 681),  visual aids (Fisher and Miller, 2008: 198-199), web-based learning 

(Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558), and student participation (Kember and Leung, 2008: 

348-349; Gamliel and Davidovitz, 2005: 592; Nasser and Fresko, 2006: 1).  

According to the results of this study, it can be seen that the dimension of a mixture of 

teaching methods was about putting all of the teaching methods mentioned above 

together.  It was also mentioned by (Fisher and Miller, 2008: 198-199) as mixed 

methods of teaching.  The effectiveness of the teaching methods for the students’ 

learning (Davies et al., 2010: 89-91) was also confirmed by the results of this study by 

the dimensions of the ability of the instructor to draw the learners’ attention, to 

promote the learners’ participation, and to create a positive and happy learning 

atmosphere 

5.2.3.2  Discussion of the Emerging Units 

  There were 16 units considered as emerging in the results of this study, 

in addition to NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form.Referring to the results of this study, 

there were 16 units emerging.  However, the table 5.2 shows 17 of those.  The reason 

is that the units of resource availability and technology availability were found 
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separately in the systematic literature review.  However, they were embraced in the 

same unit of the results of this study, which is resource and facility availability.   

 The course-related and learner-related units were found in the 

systematic literature review.  They could not be found in NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation 

Form, but emerged from this study—it is a consequence of the focus of NIDA’s 

Faculty Evaluation Formon instructors only.  Therefore, these course-related and 

learner-related units were not included.  The results of this study reveal units which 

relate to course and learners.  Those units were found in the literature review, 

mentioned by the subject matter experts, and statistically confirmed.  

  Among the 16 emerging units, there were three course-related units: 

overall course quality and characteristics, course content, and utility judgment. 

1) Overall course characteristics and qualifications in 

concentration on the fundamental concept refer to the linkage between the course and 

the program it belongs to, and the linkage between the course and other courses in the 

program. 

2) Course content, according to the results of this study, can be 

evaluated for two dimensions.  Firstly, course content can be evaluated if it meets 

with what was promised and declared.  This dimension aligns with Rantanen’s (2012: 

6) suggestion that course content should fulfill what was promised to learners.  

Secondly, course content can be evaluated for the organization.  The course content 

should be well organized, meet the standards, and not overlap with the content of 

other courses.   

3) Utility judgment, according to the results of this study, can 

be evaluated for two dimensions.  Firstly, it can be evaluated for its usefulness.  This 

is relevant to the literature mentioned that utility judgment has also been mentioned as 

the perception of usefulness (Warr et al., 1999: 352).  Secondly, utility judgment can 

be evaluated for its contribution in preparing for learners' future work.   This 

dimension relates to the perception of job relevance mentioned by Dixon (1995: 130).  

However, the dimension of contribution in preparing for learners' future work is a 

future version of job relevance. 

    Among the 16 emerging units, there were five learners-related units: 

interest in the learning of learners, the environment for teaching and learning, the 
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learners' positive attitude and affect or satisfaction, the learners' engagement in 

learning and active participation, as well as the learners’ perceptions of learning. 

1) Interest in the learning of learners, according to the results 

of this study, can be evaluated for three dimensions.  Firstly, learners can be evaluated 

for their discipline, such as class attendance and punctuality.  Secondly, learners can 

be evaluated for their attention in learning.  This dimension was discussed as an 

important element of learning by Bandura (1977) and Flannes and Levin’s (2001).  

Thirdly, learners can be evaluated for their motivation and interest in subject and 

course content, including before-class preparation, such as studying course objectives 

and scope, and completing reading requirements.  This dimension is close to the 

interest in the subject and course content mentioned by Lemos et al. (2011: 854-856) 

and Nasser and Fresko (2006: 1). 

2) The environment for teaching and learning, according to 

this study, refers to a supportive environment among classmates which can be 

perceived by learners.  According to the literature review, this units was found in the 

supportive element of learning as a positive and pleasant atmosphere that is 

conductive to learning (Nasser and Fresko, 2006: 1; Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558; 

Zhao and Gallant, 2012: 231).  It was mentioned in the overall picture, unlike this unit 

which is directly learner-related. 

3) The learners' positive attitude and affect or satisfaction, 

according to this study, refers to happiness with learning and positive emotion toward 

learning.  This unit was found in the literature review, but in different concept.  

Learners’ positive attitude was mentioned in the literature as learners’ positive 

attitude and satisfaction toward the institution/college, course, and instructor (Gonyea 

and Gangi, 2012: 50-52; Venette et al., 2010: 103-104), while this study mentioned 

learners’ positive attitude toward learning.    

4) The learners' engagement in learning and active 

participation, according to the results of this study, can be evaluated for two 

dimensions.  Firstly, it refers to learners’ engagement in learning, and active 

participation and interaction with instructor.  This dimension aligns with what was in 

found in the literature review, mentioned as in class engagement.  In-class 

engagement is the learners participating in the learning activities (Lemos et al., 2011: 
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854-856), expression of one’s own ideas in class (Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856), 

involvement in constructing knowledge (Nygaard and Belluigi, 2011: 659-670), 

discussion in class (Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-349), and motivation in learning 

(Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558).  Secondly, learners’ engagement can refer to learners’ 

enthusiasm and dedication to learning, and striving for knowledge.  This dimension 

related to the literature about out-f-classroom engagement.  Out-of-classroom 

engagement involves many kinds of behaviors, such as learners’ intention to join 

classes and tutorial sessions (Fisher and Miller, 2008: 198-199), regular study of the 

subject (Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856), learners’ processing of knowledge by 

themselves (Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558), being assiduous (Lemos et al., 2011: 854-

856). 

5) The learners’ perceptions of learning, according to the 

results of this study, can be evaluated for three dimensions.  Firstly, the learners’ 

perceptions of learning can be evaluated for learners’ understanding and capability of 

the subject matter which learners gain from taking the course.  This dimension aligns 

with the learners’ perception of gaining knowledge, understanding and capability of 

the subject matter found in the literature review (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; 

Beran and Violato, 2005: 597; Beran et al., 2009: 522; Darby, 2007: 451-452; Davies 

et al., 2010: 89-91; Davison and Price, 2009: 54, 65; Kember and Leung, 2008: 348-

349; Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856; Perrett, 2013: 87; Smith, 2008: 527; Socha, 2013: 

112-113; Stark‐Wroblewski et al., 2007: 408; Venette et al., 2010: 103-104; Zhao and 

Gallant, 2012: 231).  Secondly, the learners’ perceptions of learning can be evaluated 

for learners’ critical thinking and implication skills in relation to the subject matter, 

which learners gain from taking the course.  This dimension aligns with the learners’ 

perception of gaining critical thinking and implication of the subject matter found in 

the literature review (Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856; Nygaard and Belluigi, 2011: 659-

670).  Thirdly, the learners’ perceptions of learning can be evaluated for learners’ 

openness to further learning in the subject matter by having curiosity, flexibility in 

learning, and the willingness to change their view and open to new ideas.  This 

dimension aligns with the literature review about learners’ perception of the openness 

to further learning in the subject matter by having curiosity, flexibility in learning, and 

willingness to change their view and to be open to new ideas (Kember and Leung, 

2008: 348-349; Lemos et al., 2011: 854-856). 
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Among the 16 emerging units, the supportive element-related units of 

resource availability and technology availability are not included in NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form, but were found in the results of this study.  This is possible 

because NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Formputs focuses on only e-learning.  E-learning 

is considered as part of the teaching methods unit, and resource and technology 

availability units.  Therefore, these two units add up to NIDA’s current evaluation. 

    Among the 16 emerging units, there were seven instructor-related 

units.  Even NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form concerns instructor-related matter.  

There were adding up units from the results of this study.  It can be seen that these 

seven units added up to NIDA’s current learners’ evaluation.  There is a certain 

likeliness of these units and NIDA’s current evaluation, but not an exact similarity.  

The following is a discussion of those units. 

1) The helpfulness of instructors emerged from the results of 

this study.  It can be seen that this unit emerged as Thai learners were teacher-

centered (Johansen and Gopalakrishna, 2006; Komin, 1990).  It is highly possible that 

they would appreciate the instructors being helpful.  Concerning this matter, this unit 

emerged.   

2) The instructor’s expressiveness and rapport were revealed 

by this study.  This refers to the instructor’s consideration of learners, his or her 

expressiveness and interaction with learners, and the ability to relate to learners.  

Considering the Thai value of being appreciative oriented, as suggested by Komin 

(1990), the matter that instructor being expressive and cordial is highly possible to be 

concerned.  It was mentioned by the subject matter experts that the interaction 

between the instructor and learners related to the quality of teaching; for example, it is 

important to see if the instructor provides an opportunity for learners to ask questions. 

3) The enthusiasm of instructors was also revealed by this 

study.  This refers to the instructor’s genuine interest in teaching (Zhao and Gallant, 

2012: 231).  According to the subject matter experts, the level of instructors being 

enthusiastic about teaching, as well as the extent of the love for teaching.  This unit 

does not solely relate to the instructor’s action, but also his or her characteristics.   

NIDA’s current evaluation does not evaluate the above three 

matters directly, as the current evaluation of NIDA evaluates the behaviors of 
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instructor, not his or her characteristics.  The following emerging units are behavioral 

units, yet they were not included in the current evaluation of NIDA. 

4) Feedback providing was a behavioral unit revealed by this 

study.  The current NIDA learners’ evaluation form adopted the item of the instructor 

is able to advise students via appropriate channels. This item could be considered to 

cover the element of feedback providing.  However, this study proposes the notion of 

providing feedback separately.  According to the results of this study, the feedback 

provided to learners from the instructors was important in evaluating the teaching and 

learning quality.  The evaluation of feedback providing can be done by asking if the 

instructors provide feedback regarding the learners’ strengths and weaknesses to the 

learners.  Feedback providing was found in the existing studies as helpful and prompt 

quality feedback provided by the instructors concerning the learners’ work and 

progress of learning (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Beran and Violato, 2005: 597; 

Catano and Harvey, 2011: 705; Davies et al., 2010: 89-91; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012 : 

50-52; Huxham et al., 2008: 681; Palmer, 2012: 976-977; Parpala et al., 2011: 511-

558; Socha, 2013: 112-113; White, 2011: 648-656; Wright and Jenkins-Guarnieri, 

2012: 688-690). 

5) Respect for learners of instructors was another unit which 

was found from the results of this study.  NIDA’s current evaluation does not include 

this unit.  It is possible that it emerged due to the data collection from the students and 

officers from the graduate schools, not only from the instructors.  NIDA’s current 

evaluation was designed without input from students or the officers from the graduate 

schools, who work closely with the students.  This matter might come to an interest 

because of the Thai value system.  According to Komin (1990), Thai people are ego-

oriented and are not able to tolerate ego violation or offending.  Even if they are 

students, they still will be concerned about being respected, especially when they 

consider themselves adults and in a higher education system. 

6) Easiness of instructors emerged from the results of this 

study.  This is another unit which was highly possible to have emerged due to the 

input of the students and graduate school officers.  It might come to an interest 

because of the Thai value system as well. Thais prefer to maintain a smooth 

relationship (Komin, 1990). According to the subject matter experts, easiness of 



166 
 

instructors could be evaluated for instructors’ kindness and instructors’ friendliness to 

learners. 

7) The instructor’s knowledge and intellect is a characteristic 

unit which was proposed by this study.  It is controversial as to whether learners are 

competent to evaluate this matter.  However, it is obviously a concern and expectation 

of the Thai value system.  Instructors are valued as superiors, as Thai culture values 

good grades and a high degree of education, and focuses on labels in social relations 

(Komin, 1990: 223).  When instructors are considered superior, expectations are put 

on them.  Thai learners are teacher-oriented.  When the Thais value education and 

competency, they believe and respect in instructors that are competent and well-

educated.  Moreover, the Theravada school of Buddhism has underlined a value 

system of Thai society.  Professed by 95 percent of the total population, Buddhism 

has exerted a direct and indirect strong influence on Thais’ everyday life (Johansen 

and Gopalakrishna, 2006: 337-338; Komin, 1990: 205).  Thai society is seen as 

derived from the Buddhist concept (Komin, 1990: 9).  Teachers’ roles and 

responsibilities are expected.  Thai learners respect and expect from instructors, and 

value instructors as the leaders of learning.  Therefore, the knowledge and intellect of 

instructors are considered as a unit of teaching and learning quality. 

   5.2.3.3  Discussion of the Constructs Not Found 

  There were14 constructs marked as not found either in either NIDA’s 

Faculty Evaluation Form, or as units in the results of this study, even though they 

were found in the systematic literature review.  The following is a discussion of those 

units. 

    The constructs of the course evaluation, the workload of the course or 

course requirements, and course materials were considered as not-found units.  They 

were excluded by the exploratory factor analysis as they were developed as course-

related units but were put in the factor of the instructor's teaching skills by the 

exploratory factors analysis.  A possible explanation of that could be the perception of 

the respondents, who were learners.  It is possible that they interpreted the course 

evaluation, course requirements, as well as the course material as the sole authority 

and responsibility of the instructors.  The reason could be that the instructor of the 

course was a person that communicated these matters to the learners, as Lemos et al. 
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(2011: 854-856) suggested, that the assessment tasks and grading system of the course 

are to be clearly explained and complied with by instructor of the course.  Moreover, 

it is possible that learners would always prefer to have a minimum workload 

(Wachtel, 1998).  The other possible explanation is the characteristics of learner 

respondents.  Learners who were involved in the qualitative data collection and 

theoretical conceptual framework evaluation were top-rank learners.  Respondents 

were learners in general, including all learners regardless their learning performance.  

It is possible that units developed using the input from instructors, officers, and top-

ranked learners would be excluded when quantitative data was collected from wider 

groups of learners.   

  The intellectual stimulation ability of instructors was mentioned by one 

of the qualitative participants.  It was excluded, as it failed the criteria of the data 

analysis.  Intellectual stimulation ability refers to the level of the instructor’s ability to 

stimulate the learners’ interest in the subject (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; 

Krantz-girod et al., 2004: 126; Spooren et al., 2007: 671; Stark‐Wroblewski et al., 

2007: 408), and to inspire, encourage, and motivate the learners to learn (Chen and 

Watkins, 2010: 680; Davies et al., 2010: 89-91; Nasser and Fresko, 2006: 1; Nygaard 

and Belluigi, 2011: 659-670; Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558; Socha, 2013: 112-113; 

Stowell et al., 2012: 468; Zhao and Gallant, 2012: 231).  Shevlin et al. (2000: 399) 

also mentioned the role of intellectual stimulation as an aspect of transformational 

leadership in higher education.  Intellectual stimulation is making others “question 

traditional beliefs, look at problems in a different way, and find innovative solutions 

for problems” (Yukl, 1999: 288).  Intellectual stimulation has diverse and ambiguous 

content.  There is not a clear description of behaviors which can stimulate one’s 

intellect (Yukl, 1999: 289).  The ambiguity and abstractness of this unit can be an 

explanation of its being missing from the results of this study.  This could be because 

intellectual stimulation is somewhat abstract, and is a long-term process.  In 

evaluating the teaching and learning quality of courses lasting one semester, this 

construct is difficult to utilize, and difficult for participants to come up with.   

  Recommendation to others to take this course was also not found.  This 

construct can be considered another way to evaluate learners’ satisfaction from a 

holistic view.  Recommendation to others refers to the likelihood to recommend the 



168 
 

course to other learners (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012: 

50-52; Lewandowski et al., 2012: 992; Palmer, 2012: 976-977; Sonntag et al., 2009: 

499-500).  Rather than asking if learners are satisfied, the question whether they 

would recommend others to take the course could be asked.  It might not be obviously 

proposed.  It was partially included in the unit of the learners' positive attitude and 

affect or satisfaction.   

  Course difficulty was not found either.  NIDA’s current evaluation 

does not use this construct; neither did the results of this study reveal it.  The reason 

could be that the difficulty of courses does not make them invaluable.  In any field of 

study, there are always difficult and easy subjects and issues to learn.  This matter 

could be evaluated from the point of view of the instructor’s ability to communicate 

the course content and to respond to questions effectively, to make the content clear 

and easy to understand (Barkhi and Williams, 2010: 262; Beran and Violato, 2005: 

597; Beran et al., 2009: 522; Catano and Harvey, 2011: 705; Cohen, 2005: 126; 

Davies et al., 2010: 89-91; Davison and Price, 2009: 54, 65; Gamliel and Davidovitz, 

2005: 592; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012: 50-52; Huxham et al., 2008: 681; Krantz-girod 

et al., 2004: 126; Nowell et al., 2010: 466; Parpala et al., 2011: 511-558; Rantanen, 

2012: 6; Shao et al., 2007: 368-371; Spooren et al., 2007: 671; Stark‐Wroblewski et 

al., 2007: 408; Venette et al., 2010: 103-104), and to transfer knowledge to learners.  

In other words, it could be evaluated according to the ability of the instructor to deal 

with a difficult course. 

  The construct of challenges of learning was not found.  Thais are face-

saving (Komin, 1990).  Losing face is not preferable.  This could be an explanation of 

not taking challenges of learning as a matter in the evaluation. 

 The appeal and “hotness” of instructors was not proposed either, even 

though it was mentioned in existing literature.  This could be a consequence of the 

different value system of westerners and Thai people.  In Thai society, instructors are 

valued as superiors (Komin, 1990: 223).  Therefore, instructors are treated 

respectfully.  Evaluating the sexiness and attractiveness of instructors perceived by 

learners (Felton et al., 2004: 94; Felton et al., 2008: 48) could be considered improper 

in Thai society to be used in learners’ evaluation. 
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  The instructor's relative ranking was not proposed by this study and 

was mentioned in the literature.  However, it was not of concern in the learners’ 

evaluation in this study, probably because the instructor’s relative ranking has not 

been communicated with the learners in each course.  Learners do not know and are 

not really concerned about the ranking.  As they have the nature of respecting the 

instructor, ranking is not seriously considered.  According to results of this study, the 

focus of the learners’ evaluation is on teaching ability and interpersonal ability, which 

the learners could perceive directly rather than ranking, they could not perceive at first 

hand. 

  The sense of humor of the instructors was not found but could be seen 

as redundant with the unit of the factor of the instructor’s interpersonal skills.  Item 

number B2.9.3, the instructor creates a positive and happy learning atmosphere, could 

cover this construct.  Humor can serve the function of contributing to the creation of a 

positive atmosphere of learning, according to Powell and Anderson (1985: 80).  

Humor and enjoyment are seen as a feature of a positive learning environment.  

However, a sense of humor is one way to create a positive atmosphere, but not the 

only way.  According to the results of this study, contentment can create a positive 

learning atmosphere as well.  There are other ways to create a positive and happy 

learning atmosphere than having a sense of humor, such as an open-to-comment 

atmosphere, respecting the learners’ opinions (Parpala et al., 2011: 557), and so on.   

  Perceived entertainment and enjoyment was not found wither.  

Perceived entertainment and enjoyment aligned with the concept of affective 

judgment suggested by Alliger et al. (1997: 344).  It refers to the extent to which a 

participant feels that they he or she was satisfied with the components of the training 

activities (Alliger et al., 1997: 344).  The results of this study did not reveal this 

construct as a unit. 

  This also contradicts the suggestion of Komin (1990), that enjoyment 

in learning could be important for Thai learners as Thai people are fun-and pleasure-

oriented.  This is possibly because the extent of fun and pleasure orientation is lower 

among groups of graduate students than general Thai people.  Utility judgment could 

overcome this value system to a certain extent.  Moreover, this construct might bury 

itself in the unit regarding the instructor’s ability to create positive and happy 
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atmosphere of learning.  There is existing literature that proposes that enjoyment, fun, 

or the joyfulness of the classroom atmosphere contributes to students’ learning 

(Sylwester, 1994: 61).  However, one study suggested that the role of fun has been 

proved to be important in pedagogy (Bisson and Luckner, 1996: Abstract).  As higher 

education is intended to be andragogy, perceived entertainment and enjoyment might 

not be outstanding. 

  It is possible that the sense of humor of the instructors and perceived 

entertainment and enjoyment were not found in the results of this study because of the 

design of qualitative data collection methods.  This study collected qualitative data 

from instructors, officers, and top-ranked learners.  It is possible that these learners 

tend to focus on utility of the course and content, rather than enjoyment.  They might 

focus on what they learn and how do they make use of what they learn, rather than 

entertainment in learning.  Instructors and officers could also pay more attention on 

utility judgment than enjoyment and entertainment, as it is highly possible that they 

have the perspective that NIDA provides adult learning, and that most of NIDA 

students are graduate students who want to use what they learn in their career lives. 

  The behavioral changes of learners, the learning achievement of 

learners, and changes in attitude regarding the learning subject matter were not found 

in either NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form or in the results of this study.  This might 

be because of the concept of learners’ evaluation adopted by NIDA and this study.  

The above three constructs can be considered as the learning of learners, which is not 

in the scope of the learners’ evaluation of NIDA, or of this study. 

  5.2.3.4  Discussion of the Constructs Found Only in NIDA’s  

                   Faculty Evaluation Form 

    There was one construct which was found only in NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form: the use of proper research results or academic services in the course 

content. This unique item could be derived from the objective of NIDA to be a 

research university.  Therefore, it is understandable that NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation 

Form would include this matter, which did not emerge from the results of this study.  

This is possibly because learners or students do not strongly see NIDA as a research 

university, and research might not be the top concern of students, as most of them are 

in the field of practice. 
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    The use of proper research results or academic services in the course 

content indirectly presents the instructors’ knowledge and intellect.  The instructor’s 

knowledge and intellect refer to knowledge of the content matter that he or she is 

teaching (Davies et al., 2010: 89-91; Davison and Price, 2009: 54, 65; Shao et al., 

2007: 368-371; Stowell et al., 2012: 468; ), intelligence (Davison and Price, 2009: 54, 

65; Gonyea and Gangi, 2012: 50-52) and expertise in the subject (Parpala et al., 2011: 

511-558; Rantanen, 2012: 6).  The above explanations of the instructors’ knowledge 

and intellect are characteristics of which the use of proper research can be an 

indicator.   

    Logically, the use of proper research results or academic services in the 

course content can be included in either the unit of instrument organization or the unit 

of course content.  However, the results of this study did not reveal this aspect in 

either of those two units. 

    Additionally, there were four units which covered many items of 

NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form; namely, the instrument organization of instructors, 

the instrument clarity of instructors, the instructors' overall characteristics and 

qualifications of work ethics, open-mindedness, and punctuality, and the teaching 

methods of instructors (see Appendix P). 

 

5.3  Boundary, Limitations and Delimitation 

    

   5.3.1  Boundary of the Study 

   This study intended to develop an indigenous explanation for higher education 

in Thailand regarding what should be included in teaching and learning evaluation for 

the purpose of achieving educational quality by revealing the critical components 

which should be included in the teaching and learning evaluation performed by higher 

education institutions in Thailand, as well as to provide the higher education 

institutions with an indigenous evaluation framework and tool.   

According to the Office of Higher Education Commission of Thailand’s 

higher education quality standard, which NIDA follows, the item of the learners’ 

satisfaction and reaction was only one out of seven indicators that were used to 

evaluate the system and mechanism of teaching and learning (National Institute of 
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Development Administration, 2011a: 50).  The system and mechanism of teaching 

and learning is one indicator of the component called producing graduates for the 

society.  There are eleven components, namely: a) philosophy, mission, vision and 

strategies, b) producing graduate for the society, c) student development activities, d) 

research, e) social academic services, f) fostering arts and culture, g) administration 

and management, h) finance and budget, i) quality assurance system and mechanism, 

j) identity, focus, strength of the institution and k) other components according with 

government’s policies (National Institute of Development Administration, 2011b: 1).  

Among those eleven components, producing graduate for the society was the only 

component where NIDA has not reached the maximum score (National Institute of 

Development Administration, 2011b: 1-2).  The system and mechanism of teaching 

and learning is one indicator that NIDA still needs to develop in order to improve its 

evaluation score (National Institute of Development Administration, 2011b: 2).  

According to what was mentioned above, this study was an attempt to develop a 

research-based multidimensional learners’ evaluation to contribute to the evaluation 

and development of higher education quality, not to claim that what was found from 

the study was an inclusive evaluation and development approach to higher education 

quality. 

 

 5.3.2  Theoretical Conceptual Framework Statement and Verification 

The theoretical conceptual framework, which was an outcome of the first part 

of the four steps of Dubin’s method (Lynham, 2002: 243), was developed based on 

the qualitative data and literature review.  It is possible that there are more units and 

laws of interaction that have not yet been uncovered.   

To develop the theoretical conceptual framework, the researcher collected 

qualitative data from various groups of stakeholders of NIDA, those that have a direct 

relationship with NIDA.  They are part of the NIDA context.  It is important to 

involve groups of stakeholders in the qualitative data collection process.  Various 

groups of stakeholders were involved, as quality is relative to the stakeholders in 

higher education (Tam, 2001: 47). Different groups of stakeholders could provide 

different angles of higher education evaluation.   
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Moreover, Lowe and Holton (2005: 162) suggested the use of Patterson’s 

(1986 quoted in Holton and Lowe, 2007: 162) criteria for evaluating theory to verify 

an uncovered conceptual framework.  In Lowe and Holton’s (2005: 162) study, theory 

evaluation was carried out by a team of scholars. 

However, the evaluation done by a team of scholars could not yet be 

conclusive due to the homogenous characteristics of the team members.  This study, 

therefore, adopted the concept of stakeholders as evaluators, instead of scholars.  

Groups of stakeholders were invited to perform the evaluation and verify the modified 

conceptual framework.  Some stakeholders could be considered as scholars, but not 

all of them.  Various groups of stakeholders were involved for the same reason as 

their involvement in the qualitative data collection. 

 

5.3.3  Qualitative Data Collection Participants 

There were two main issues regarding the qualitative data collection 

participants. 

First, this study involved participants that were considered as top performers 

of each stakeholder group.  The reason behind such a selection was to avoid having 

the situation of participants having a negative perspective about the current evaluation 

system and NIDA because they failed to earn good evaluation results.  The possibility 

of collecting or finding different constructs from stakeholders that were not top 

performers is well understood.  It is possible that with those different constructs, 

different units could emerge. 

Secondly, the participants in the qualitative data collection were instructors, 

officers, and students.  Alumni were not directly included in the qualitative data 

collection because of the impossibility of acquiring information regarding their 

learning performance, which was the characteristic used in selecting participant.  

However, the group of student participants consisted of those that were in the process 

of study, and those that were close to graduation and close to becoming alumni.  

Students that were close to graduation refer to those that had finished the 

requirements of the program, including coursework, comprehensive examination, and 

independent study or thesis.  They were in the process of degree approval and waiting 

for the commencement. 
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Lastly, employers of alumni were not included in this study as they are not 

directly related to the system and mechanism of NIDA’s teaching and learning. 

 

5.3.4  Quantitative Data Respondents 

For the reason of teaching and learning evaluation, including the evaluation of 

instructors, the data collection became a sensitive issue.  Data regarding the school 

names, program names, instructors’ names, and other information that could be used 

to identify the instructors of the courses were not allowed to be collected.  Therefore, 

analysis using the previously-mentioned data, such as comparative analysis among the 

different schools, could not be performed.   

Moreover, the research did not have authority to select respondents.  Different 

schools had different preferences in assigning groups of respondents and the 

researcher needed to comply with the schools’ preference in collecting the data. 

 

5.3.5  Generalization 

The generalization of the results of this study can be carried out with reference 

to Thai higher education.  However, verification in the context of particular 

institutions is recommended. 

 

5.4  Contributions, Recommendations and Implications 

   

This study is considered to be contributive to both academia and practice.  The 

following is a discussion of the recommendations for future research, and implications 

for practice. 

 

 5.4.1  Recommendations for Future Research  

As mentioned previously, this study completed six steps of Dubin's theory 

building method.  The last three steps were not covered.  The following are 

suggestions for future research which could be performed to complete Dubin's theory 

building method. 

First, the development of hypotheses is needed.  The step of developing a 

hypothesis is the establishment of the link between the theoretical framework and the 
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real world by translating some of the propositions of the theoretical framework to 

testable hypotheses (Lynham, 2002: 267).  This step is where the theoretical 

framework confronts the observable items that try to make sense of and to create 

knowledge about (Dubin, 1969: 210).  A hypothesis could be defined as the prediction 

of the values of units of a theoretical framework in which empirical indicators are 

employed for the named units in each proposition (Dubin, 1969: 212).  It is important 

to note that every time units are mentioned in a proposition, there must be empirical 

indicators to measure their value (Dubin, 1969: 212; Lynham, 2002: 267).   

  Secondly, empirical research studies are needed to validate the conceptual 

framework in the real work context.  This step involves the testing of the theory 

through empirical research.  This step involves either proving the adequacy of the 

theoretical framework or improving the starting theoretical framework.  The 

outcomes, or research results, from this eighth step in Dubin’s theory-building method 

bring up the ongoing refinement of the theory (Lynham, 2002: 269), as well as 

emphasize the continuous interaction between theory and research (Dubin, 1969: 

223).  The results of this study can be adopted as variables in several future empirical 

studies. 

Thirdly, replication of this study could be performed in other higher education 

institutions in Thailand for the purpose of further generalization.  There is the 

possibility that a different context of higher education, even if it is also in Thailand, 

would hold different characteristics from those of NIDA.  As a result, it is possible 

that the replication of this study could reveal different results. 

Moreover, this study can be replicated and extended in terms of involving 

more groups of stakeholders in the qualitative data collection.  Employers could be 

involved as customers of graduates from NIDA.  Moreover, top management of 

NIDA could be included as another group of stakeholders, rather than taking together 

with the group of instructors.  Alumni could be included as well.  They could be 

selected for other characteristics than learning performance, such as success in work 

in terms of position in organizations, awards and recognitions from credible 

institutions, and NIDA’s alumni awards. 

It is important for future research to be performed to complete Dubin's theory 

building method and to mature the theoretical conceptual framework in order to make 

it more contributive to both academia and practice. 
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5.4.2  Implications for Practice 

For practice, this study has proposed an integrated framework of variables that 

can be considered in relation to the quality of teaching and learning in higher 

education.  

5.4.2.1  Implications for NIDA’s Personnel Department and NIDA’s  

             Instructors 

This study put forward units which can be utilized in the human 

resource management mechanism of NIDA, as well as in other higher education 

institutions in Thailand.  Learners’ evaluation was used for the purpose of human 

resource management at NIDA (National Institute of Development Administration. 

Personnel Department,  2012).  The results of this study can become input for an 

effective measurement and evaluation system.  The separation of groups of units 

provided results of the evaluation regarding different dimensions related to teaching 

and learning, and the evaluation results can be used in the development of each 

dimension.  In identifying the need for teaching techniques and skill training and 

development of instructors, the units of the instructor’s teaching skills can be 

considered as evaluation criteria.  The units of the instructor’s behaviors and 

interpersonal skills can be considered as relating to the evaluation criteria for 

instructor development as well.  Programs’ strengths and weakness assessment can be 

done considering course-related units that can be adopted as evaluation criteria.  To 

arrive at a learner’s evaluation which separates different dimensions from one 

another, the results could be used in the specific development of each dimension. 

5.4.2.2  Implications for Higher Education Institutions and the Office  

             of Higher Education Commission of Thailand 

    This framework can be considered as a start-up for a multidimensional 

learners' evaluation in Thai higher education.  The units of the framework can be 

taken as issues of concern in evaluating the quality of teaching and learning in higher 

education in Thailand.  The results of this study can be used in developing or 

modifying its higher education quality assurance criteria.  Each dimension could be 

taken separately for higher education quality assurance, rather than taken altogether.   

This study also provided a Multidimensional Learners’ Evaluation 

Questionnaire to be adopted in the field.  Per NIDA, this questionnaire can be adopted 
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for the use of teaching and learning evaluation instantaneously as it was developed 

with indigenous data and context.   Per other higher education institutions, it is 

important to verify the questionnaire in the context of adoption before performing the 

data collection.  However, in using the Multidimensional Learners’ Evaluation 

Questionnaire, it is recommended to consider the length of the questionnaire.  The 

length of the questionnaire can affect its reliability and validity.  It is recommended 

that a mechanism and system of evaluation be carefully designed to promote the 

interest of learners in completing the questionnaire, or compel learners to complete 

the questionnaire. 

 

5.5  Chapter Summary 

 

This study reveals a framework for a theoretical-based multidimensional 

learners’ evaluation in higher education in Thailand, adopting NIDA as a case study.  

The study was performed using both qualitative and quantitative methods.   

The results of this study aligned with what was proposed by Morgan and 

Casper (2000: 302), suggesting that a multi-dimensional approach of reaction 

evaluation needs to be well designed to ensure the reliability of the learners’ 

evaluation.   

There were units that were found in the existing literature, as well as those that 

were rarely found in the existing literature but emerged in the study.   

Comparing the results of this study with the items from NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form, which is the current learners’ evaluation used at NIDA, it was 

found that there were numbers of items related to the items of this study.  One item of 

NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form, regarding the use of the instructor’s research 

results or academic services in the course content, was not found in the results of this 

study.  Further, there were several items of this study that were not found in NIDA’s 

Faculty Evaluation Form, such as the creation of a happy and positive learning 

environment by the instructors.  Moreover, this study proposes a learner-related 

evaluation, a course-related evaluation, and a supportive element-related evaluation, 

in addition to an instructor-related evaluation. 
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The boundary and limitations of this study were discussed.  Further research is 

needed to generalize the results to a wider boundary, as well as to strengthen the 

multidimensional learners’ evaluation proposed by this study.  Further research can be 

performed according to Dubin’s theory building concept by completing the seventh 

and the last step; namely, constructing hypotheses to test the theory to verify and test 

the theory (Lynham, 2002: 267), and testing the theory through empirical research 

(Lynham, 2002: 269).  For practice, this study has proposed the concept of a 

multidimensional learners’ evaluation which can be validated and adopted in higher 

education institutions to evaluate the quality of teaching and learning.
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Informed Consent Form for qualitative data providers: Instructors / Officers / Students of NIDA 

เอกสารลงนามรับทราบสิทธิของผู้ให้ข้อมูลเชิงคุณภาพ: สําหรับ อาจารย์ / เจ้าหน้าที่ / นักศึกษา ของสถาบัน

บัณฑิตพัฒนบริหารศาสตร์ 

Part I: Information / ส่วนที่1 ข้อมูลทั่วไป 

1. Researcher: Ms. Dawisa Sritanyarat, Ph.D. student of the Ph.D. Program in Human Resource and 

Organization Development, the Graduate School of Human Resource Development, NIDA 

 ผู้วิจัย: นส. ดาวิษา ศรีธัญรัตน์ นักศึกษาปริญญาเอก หลักสูตรปรัชญาดุษฎีบัณฑิตการพัฒนาทรัพยากร

มนุษย์และองค์การ คณะพัฒนาทรัพยากรมนุษย์ 

2. Reimbursements: You will be provided with the token of appreciation after the group meeting 

ค่าตอบแทน: ผู้เข้าร่วมการสัมภาษณ์และการประชุมกลุ่มจะได้รับของที่ระลึก หลังจากเสร็จสิ ้นการประเมิน

คุณภาพของกรอบความคิด  

3. confidentiality: You personal information which can be used to identify you as a person will not 

be shared with anyone outside the dissertation committee and researcher 

การเก็บรักษาข้อมูลความลับ: ข้อมูลส่วนตัวและข้อมูลที่สามารถใช้ระบุตัวตนของผู้ถูกสัมภาษณ์ได้จะถูก

เก็บเป็นความลับและไม่ถูกเผยแพร่นอกเหนือจากผู้วิจัยและคณะกรรมการดุษฎีนิพนธ์เท่านั้น  

4. Right to Refuse or Withdraw: You do not have to take part in this research if you do not wish to 

do so, and choosing to participate will not affect your job in any way. You may stop participating in 

the interview and group meeting at any time. I will give you an opportunity at the end of the interview 

to review your remarks, and you can ask to modify or remove portions of those, if you do not agree 

with my notes or if I did not understand you  correctly 

 สิทธิในการถอนตัวจากการให้ข้อมูล: ท่านไม่จําเป็นต้องเข้าร่วมการให้ข้อมูลหากท่านไม่ประสงค์จะเข้าร่วม 

โดยการไม่เข้าร่วมการให้ข้อมูลเพื่อการวิจัยนี ้จะไม่ส่งผลกระทบต่องานของท่าน ท่านสามารถหยุดการให้เข้าร่วม

การสัมภาษณ์และการประชุมกลุ่มได้ตลอดเวลา นอกจากนี ้ท่านยังสามารถขอตรวจสอบและทบทวนคําตอบของ

ท่าน ปรับเปลี่ยนและยกเลิกคําตอบต่างๆ รวมถึงแก้ไขการสรุปข้อมูลได้หลังจากจบการเก็บข้อมูล หากท่านไม่

เห็นด้วยหรือเห็นว่าผู้วิจัยตีความคําตอบของท่านไม่ถูกต้องตามที่ท่านต้องการนําเสนอ 

5. Who to Contact: If you have any questions, you can ask them now or later. If you wish to ask 

questions later, you may contact Ms. Dawisa (Oui) at 089-454-2202 

การติดต่อ: หากท่านมีข้อสงสัย ท่านสามารถสอบถามได้ทันที หรือติดต่อ ดาวิษา (อุ้ย) โทร. 089-454-2202  
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Part II: Certificate of Consent / ส่วนที่ 2 แบบยินยอมเข้าร่วมการสัมภาษณ์และประชุมกลุ่ม 

 

I have read the foregoing information, or it has been read to me. I have had the opportunity to ask 

questions about it and any questions I have been asked have been answered to my satisfaction.  

I consent voluntarily to be a participant in this study  

ข้าพเจ้าได้อ่านข้อมูลข้างต้น หรือ ได้รับการนําเสนอให้ฟังอย่างครบถ้วนแล้ว ข้าพเจ้ามีโอกาสได้ซักถามข้อสงสัย 

และได้รับคําตอบอันเป็นที่พึงพอใจแล้ว ข้าพเจ้าขอแสดงความยินยอมเข้าร่วมการให้ข้อมูลเพื่อการวิจัยนี ้ด้วย

ความสมัครใจ 

 

Print Name of Participant / ช่ือตัวบรรจง ____________________/____________________   

                     (English)                           (ภาษาไทย)   

Department or School / หน่วยงานหรือคณะ______________________ 
Years with NIDA / อายุงาน (สําหรับอาจารย์-เจ้าหน้าที่) ____________ 

Year of Enrollment / ปี ท่ีเข้าศึกษา (สําหรับนักศึกษา)________  

Year of Graduation / ปี ท่ีจบการศึกษา (สําหรับนักศึกษา)_______ 
Contact Number / เบอร์ติดต่อ______________________ 

E-mail Address / อีเมลล์_______________________ 

Signature of Participant / ลายมือชื่อ_______________________ 
Date / วันที่ เดือน ปี___________________________ 

    

I confirm that the participant was given an opportunity to ask questions about the study, and all 

the questions asked by the participant have been answered correctly and to the best of my ability. I 

confirm that the individual has not been coerced into giving consent, and the consent has been 

given freely and voluntarily.  

ข้าพเจ้าขอยืนยันว่าผู้เข้าร่วมการให้ข้อมูลมีโอกาสถามคําถามเกี่ยวกับการวิจัยและข้าพเจ้าได้พยายามให้ข้อมูล

ท่ีถูกต้องอย่างเต็มความสามารถ และขอยืนยันว่าผู้เข้าร่วมการการสัมภาษณ์และการประชุมกลุ่มไม่ได้ถูกบังคับ

ให้ลงนามในเอกสารนี ้ หากแต่ลงนามในเอกสารนี ้ด้วยความสมัครใจ 

   

Print Name of Researcher/ ช่ือผู้วิจัย Dawisa Sritanyarat / ดาวิษา ศรีธัญรัตน์   

Signature of Researcher / ลายมือชื่อผู้วิจัย __________________________ 

Date / วันที่ เดือน ปี___________________________ 

  



196 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX C 

Likert-Scale Survey 
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แบบประเมินความเหมาะสมในการนําประเด็นต่างๆมาเป็นเกณฑ์การประเมินคุณภาพการเรียนการสอน 

SME No._______ Group _______ (สําหรับผู้วิจัย) 

จากรายการเกณฑ์การประเมินต่างๆที่พบจากการทบทวนวรรณกรรม ขอให้ท่านให้คะแนนความเหมาะสม 

ในการนําประเด็นต่างๆมาเป็นเกณฑ์ในการประเมินคุณภาพการเรียนการสอนของสถาบันฯ 

5 หมายถึง เหมาะสมอย่างยิ่ง / 4 หมายถึง เหมาะสม / 3 หมายถึง ปานกลาง 

2 หมายถึง ไม่ค่อยเหมาะสม / 1 หมายถึง ไม่เหมาะสมเลย 

Group/

หมวดหมู่ 
Constructs / ประเด็นการประเมิน 

คะแนนความเหมาะสม 

5 4 3 2 1 

Course / 

รายวิชา 

Challenges of learning / ความท้าทายในการเรียน               

Command of the subject matter               

Course content / เนื ้อหาของรายวิชา               

Course difficulty / ความยากของรายวิชา               

Course evaluation / การประเมินผลของรายวิชา               

Course material / เอกสารประกอบการเรียนการสอน               

Overall course quality and characteristics / ลักษณะและ

คุณภาพของรายวิชาในภาพรวม               

Perceived entertainment / Enjoyment / ความสนุกของรายวิชา               

Utility judgment / ประโยชน์ของรายวิชาต่อการนําไปใช้จริง               

Workload of the course / Course requirement / ภาระงานที่

ต้องทําในรายวิชา               

Instructor 

/ อาจารย์

ผู้สอน 

Overall instructors' characteristics and qualification / 

ลักษณะและคุณสมบัติของอาจารย์ในภาพรวม               

Easiness / ความเป็นกันเอง               

Respect for learners / การให้เกียรติผู้เรียน               

Teaching methods / วิธีการสอน               

The instructor’s knowledge and intellect / ความรู้และ

สติปัญญา               
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Group/

หมวดหมู่ 
Constructs / ประเด็นการประเมิน 

คะแนนความเหมาะสม 

5 4 3 2 1 

Instructor 

/ อาจารย์

ผู้สอน 

Enthusiasm / ความกระตือรือร้น               

Intellectual Stimulation / การกระตุ้นทางปัญญา                

Feedback / การให้ผลสะท้อนกลับ               

Accessibility / การเข้าถึงอาจารย์และความสะดวกในการเข้าพบ

หรือติดต่อ               

Helpfulness / การให้ความช่วยเหลือในด้านต่างๆต่อผู้เรียน                

Sense of humor / อารมณ์ขัน               

Appeal & Hotness / การมีสเน่ห์ส่วนตัว                

Instructor expressiveness and Rapport / การถ่ายทอดและ

การเข้าถึงผู้เรียน               

Instructors' qualification of instruction / การมีคุณสมบัติด้าน

การสอน               

Instrument Clarity / ความชัดเจน               

Instrument Organization / การบริหารจัดการที่เป็นระบบ

ระเบียบ               

Instructor's relative ranking / ผลการจัดอันดับต่างๆที่เกี่ยวข้อง                

Learner / 

ผู้เรียน 

นักศึกษา 

Interest / ความสนใจในการเรียน               

Learners' engagement with learning and active 

participation / ความผูกพันของผู้เรียนต่อการเรียนรู้และการมี

ส่วนร่วมในการเรียน               

Learners' positive attitude/Learners' affect / Satisfaction / 

ทัศนคติในแง่บวก ความรู้สึกดี และความพึงพอใจของผู้เรียน               

Recommendations to others / การตั้งใจจะแนะนําให้ผู้อ่ืนมา

เรียนรายวิชานี ้               
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Group/
หมวดหมู่ 

Constructs / ประเด็นการประเมิน 
คะแนนความเหมาะสม 

5 4 3 2 1 

Outcome / 

ผลลัพธ์

ของการ

เรียน 

Learning achievement / ความสําเร็จในการเรียนรู้               

Student Perceptions of Learning / การรับรู้ว่าตนเองได้เรียนรู้               

Changes in attitude regarding the matter of subject / การ

เปลี่ยนแปลงทัศนคติท่ีมีต่อวิชานี ้               

Behaviors / การเกิดพฤติกรรม อันเกิดจากการเรียนรู้วิชานี ้               

Learners' engagement to the institution and program / 

ความผูกพันของผู้เรียนต่อสถาบันฯและหลักสูตร               

Support / 

ปัจจัย

สนับสนุน 

Environment for teaching -learning / บรรยากาศการเรียนการ

สอน               

Resources availability / การมีทรัพยากรสนับสนุนการเรียนการ

สอน               

Technologies availability / การมีเทคโนโลยีสนับสนุนการเรียน

การสอน               

 

ประเด็นใดที่ท่านเห็นสมควรให้เพิ่มเติมนอกเหนือจากประเด็นต่างๆข้างต้น 

1. …………………………………………………..……………………… 

2. …………………………………………………..……………………… 

3. …………………………………………................................................ 

4. ……………………………………………………..…………………… 

5. ………………………………………………………………………….. 

ขอแสดงความขอบคุณอย่างสูงสําหรับการสละเวลาและข้อมูลค่ะ  
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APPENDIX D 

Invitation Letter for Qualitative Data Collection Participants 
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    บันทึกข้อความ 

ส่วนราชการ                     คณะพัฒนาทรัพยากรมนุษย์         โทร. ๓๔๙๐                        

ที่  ศธ ๐๕๒๖.๑๒/     วันที่            กุมภาพันธ์ ๒๕๕๖   

เรื่อง   ขอเชิญเป็นผู้เชี่ยวชาญในการเก็บข้อมูล                               

 

เรียน ……………………………………………. 

 

 ด้วย  น.ส.ดาวิษา ศรีธัญรัตน์ รหัสประจําตัวนักศึกษา  ๕๓๑๐๖๓๑๐๐๗  นักศึกษาชั้น

ปริญญาเอก หลักสูตร Ph.D. in Human Resource and Organization Development (International 

Program) คณะพัฒนาทรัพยากรมนุษย์ สถาบันบัณฑิตพัฒนบริหารศาสตร์ กําลังทําดุษฎีนิพนธ์เรื่อง 

“Development of Theoretical Based Multidimensional Learners’ Evaluation in Higher Education 

in Thailand: A Case Study of National Institute of Development Administration” โดย รอง

ศาสตราจารย์ ดร. จิร-ประภา อัครบวร  เป็นอาจารย์ท่ีปรึกษา  

 ในการจัดทําดุษฎีนิพนธ์ดังกล่าว น.ส.ดาวิษา ศรีธัญรัตน์ กําหนดจัดการสัมภาษณ์

คณาจารย์ท่ีได้รับการยกย่องด้านการสอน คณะพัฒนาทรัพยากรมนุษย์ จึงใคร่ขอเรียนเชิญท่านเป็น

ผู้เชี่ยวชาญเพื่อให้ความคิดเห็นและข้อเสนอแนะเรื่องปัจจัยที่ควรนํามาใช้เป็นเกณฑ์การประเมิน

การเรียนการสอนของสถาบันฯ เพื่อนําข้อมูลที่ได้ไปประกอบการทําดุษฎีนิพนธ์เรื่องดังกล่าว  

 ทั้งนี้หากท่านประสงค์จะขอข้อมูลเพิ่มเติม โปรดติดต่อ น.ส.ดาวิษา ศรีธัญรัตน์ หมายเลข

โทรศัพท์ ๐๘๙-๔๕๔-๒๒๐๒ 

 จึงเรียนมาเพื่อโปรดพิจารณาและขอขอบคุณล่วงหน้ามา ณ โอกาสนี้ 

 

 

       ผู้ช่วยศาสตราจารย์ 

                      (สมบัติ กุสุมาวลี) 

                              รองคณบดีฝ่ายวิชาการ 
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Scholarly Evaluation Form 
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แบบประเมินคุณภาพของกรอบความคิด 

เรื่องการพัฒนาตัวแบบการประเมินโดยผู้เรียนในระดับอุดมศึกษา:  
กรณีศึกษาสถาบันบัณฑิตพัฒนบริหารศาสตร์ 

 

Evaluator/ผู้ประเมิน: …………………………………………………… 

Title/ตําแหน่ง (สําหรับเจ้าหน้าที่และคณาจารย์): ……………………………… 

Year of enrollment/ปี ท่ีเข้าศึกษา (สําหรับนักศึกษา): ………………………... 

Department/หน่วยงานที่สังกัด: …………………………………………... 

Line of work/สายการปฏิบัติงาน:   __ บุคลากรสายวิชาการ   __ บุคลากรสายสนับสนุน  __ นักศึกษา 

 

กรุณาให้คะแนนและข้อวิจารณ์ ในด้านต่างๆของกรอบความคิด ดังเกณฑ์ต่อไปนี ้ 

ลําดับ เกณฑ์การให้คะแนน  

(Rating criteria) 

5 
สูงมาก 
very 

high 

4 
สูง 
high 

3 
ปาน

กลาง 
moderate 

2 
ต่ํา 
low 

1 
ต่ํามาก 
very 

low 

1 ความสําคัญ (Importance) หมายถึง 

คุณลักษณะของการมีคุณค่าอย่างมากหรือมี

นัยสําคัญ กรอบความคิดเชิงทฤษฎีควรที่จะมี

ความเกี่ยวข้องกับชีวิตและสามารถประยุกต์ใช้ได้

นอกเหนือจากสถานการณ์ท่ีจํากัด 

       

ข้อวิจารณ์ 

2 ความแม่นยําและความชัดเจน (Preciseness 

and clarity) หมายถึง ความชัดเจนและสามารถ

เข้าใจได้ กรอบความคิดเชิงทฤษฏีควรที่จะ

สามารถเข้าใจได้ มีความสมํ่าเสมอภายตัวเอง 

และปราศจากความคลุมเครือ 

       

ข้อวิจารณ์ 

3 

 

ความกระชับ ไม่เยิ่นเย้อ หรือความเรียบง่าย 

(Parsimony or simplicity) หมายถึง เมื่อกรอบ

ความคิดเชิงทฤษฎี ประกอบไปด้วยความซับซ้อน

ในระดับที่น้อยที่สุด (เท่าที่จะเป็นไปได้) ถูกสร้าง

ขึ ้นอย่างประหยัดถ้อยคํา ไม่เยิ่นเย้อ ด้วยแนวคิด

จํานวนไม่มาก และประกอบด้วยข้อสันนิษฐาน

จํานวนน้อยๆ 

       

ข้อวิจารณ์ 
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ลําดับ เกณฑ์การให้คะแนน  

(Rating criteria) 

5 
สูงมาก 
very 

high 

4 
สูง 
high 

3 
ปาน

กลาง 
moderate 

2 
ต่ํา 
low 

1 
ต่ํามาก 
very 

low 

4 ความครอบคลุม (Comprehensiveness) 

หมายถึงการครอบคลุมขอบเขตที่สนใจศึกษาและ

ประกอบไปด้วยข้อมูลอันเป็นที่รู้จักในสาขานั้นๆ 

       

ข้อวิจารณ์ 

5 การนําไปใช้วิจัยได้ (Operationality) หมายถึง

การที่สามารถถูกลดทอนสู่กระบวนการเพื่อการ

ทดสอบข้อเสนอแนะและการทํานายของกรอบ

ความคิดได้ แนวคิดหลักต้องสามารถถูกระบุ

ความหมายเพื่อการวิจัยอย่างเที่ยงตรงพอสําหรับ

การวัด 

       

ข้อวิจารณ์ 

6 ความเที่ยงเชิงประจักษ์ (Empirical Validity) 

หมายถึง การที่กรอบความคิดสามารถถูกแปลง

เป็นดัชนีชี ้วัดเชิงประจักษ์ และเป็นสมมติฐานซึ่ง

จะถูกพิสูจน์โดยการวิจัยเชิงประจักษ์ 

       

ข้อวิจารณ์ 

7 การนําไปต่อยอดได้ (Fruitfulness) หมายถึง 

ความสามารถของกรอบความคิดเชิงทฤษฎีท่ีจะ

นําไปสู่การทํานาย ซึ่งสามารถทดสอบได้ และ

นําไปสู่การพัฒนาความรู้ใหม่ๆ 

       

ข้อวิจารณ์ 

8 การนําไปปฏิบัติได้จริง (Practicality) หมายถึง  

การมีประโยชน์ต่อนักวิจัยและนักปฏิบัติในการจัด

ระเบียบแนวคิดและแนวปฏิบัติ โดยนําเสนอกรอบ

ความคิดรวบยอดเพื่อการปฏิบัติ 

กรอบความคิดเชิงทฤษฎีช่วยนักปฏิบัติให้ก้าวไป

ข้ามระดับของการลองผิดลองถูกในการนําเทคนิค

ต่างๆไปประยุกต์ใช้ ไปสู่การประยุกต์ใช้หลักการ

ต่างๆอย่างมีเหตุมีผล 

       

ข้อวิจารณ์ 

 

ขอแสดงความขอบคุณอย่างสูง  
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APPENDIX F 

 Invitation Letter for Theory Evaluation Experts 
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    บันทึกข้อความ 

ส่วนราชการ                     คณะพัฒนาทรัพยากรมนุษย์         โทร. ๓๔๙๐                   

ที่  ศธ ๐๕๒๖.๑๒/     วันที่            มีนาคม  ๒๕๕๖  

เรื่อง   ขอเชิญเป็นผู้เชี่ยวชาญในการเก็บข้อมูล                               

 

เรียน …………………………………….. 

 

 ด้วย  น.ส.ดาวิษา ศรีธัญรัตน์ รหัสประจําตัวนักศึกษา  ๕๓๑๐๖๓๑๐๐๗  นักศึกษาชั้น

ปริญญาเอก หลักสูตร Ph.D. in Human Resource and Organization Development (International 

Program) คณะพัฒนาทรัพยากรมนุษย์ สถาบันบัณฑิตพัฒนบริหารศาสตร์ กําลังทําดุษฎีนิพนธ์เรื่อง 

“Development of Theoretical Based Multidimensional Learners’ Evaluation in Higher Education 

in Thailand: A Case Study of National Institute of Development Administration” โดย รอง

ศาสตราจารย์ ดร. จิร-ประภา อัครบวร  เป็นอาจารย์ท่ีปรึกษา  

 ในการจัดทําดุษฎีนิพนธ์ดังกล่าว น.ส.ดาวิษา ศรีธัญรัตน์ เพื่อประเมิน Theoretical 

Conceptual Framework ท่ีพัฒนาขึ้นจากข้อมูลที่ได้จากการสัมภาษณ์คณาจารย์ บุคลากร และ

นักศึกษา คณะพัฒนาทรัพยากรมนุษย์ จึงใคร่ขอความอนุเคราะห์ท่านตอบแบบ Scholarly Theory 

Evaluation Form ท่ีแนบมาพร้อมกันนี้ เพื่อนําข้อมูลที่ได้ไปประกอบการทําดุษฎีนิพนธ์เรื่อง

ดังกล่าว โดยขอความอนุเคราะห์ส่งผลการประเมินกลับวันที่ ๒๑ มีนาคม ๒๕๕๖ 

 ทั้งนี้หากท่านประสงค์จะขอข้อมูลเพิ่มเติม โปรดติดต่อ น.ส.ดาวิษา ศรีธัญรัตน์ หมายเลข

โทรศัพท์ ๐๘๙-๔๕๔-๒๒๐๒ 

 จึงเรียนมาเพื่อโปรดพิจารณาตอบแบบประเมินและขอขอบคุณล่วงหน้ามา ณ โอกาสนี้ 

 

 

 

       ผู้ช่วยศาสตราจารย์ 

                      (สมบัติ กุสุมาวลี) 

        รองคณบดีฝ่ายวิชาการ 
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APPENDIX G 

The Theoretical-Based Conceptual Framework of 
Multidimensional Learners’ Evaluation 
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APPENDIX H 

Document Explaining How to Evaluate the Theoretical-Based Conceptual 
Framework of Multidimensional Learners’ Evaluation 
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คําอธิบายเพื่อการประเมินคุณภาพกรอบความคิด 
 จากการรวบรวมข้อมูลเชิงคุณภาพ การสรุปผลแบบสอบถาม และการสรุปผลการทบทวน

วรรณกรรมอย่างเป็นระบบ ผู้วิจัยได้ข้อมูลดังกล่าวมาเป็นกรอบความคิดที่นําเสนอใน เอกสารแนบ 1          

ในขั้นตอนนี้จึงใคร่ขอความกรุณาท่านประเมินคุณภาพของกรอบความคิด เพื่อพัฒนาและ

นําสู่การสร้างข้อคําถามในแบบสอบถามต่อไป ดังแนวทางการวิจัยที่นําเสนอด้านล่าง 

Qualitative data collection

Systematic 
literature review

Interview
Survey with 
participants

Developing
conceptual framework

Verifying
conceptual framework

Developing
questionnaire 

Quantitative 
data collection 

Finalizing
questionnaire 

 
เอกสารที่ส่งมาด้วย 

เอกสารแนบ 1. เอกสารอธิบายกรอบความคิดเรื่องการพัฒนาตัวแบบการประเมินโดยผู้เรียน

ในระดับอุดมศึกษา: กรณีศึกษาสถาบันบัณฑิตพัฒนบริหารศาสตร์ 

เอกสารแนบ 2. แบบประเมินคุณภาพของกรอบความคิด  

 
วิธีการประเมิน 

1. โปรดอ่านและพิจารณาเอกสารอธิบายกรอบความคิดฯ ท่ีแนบมาพร้อมเอกสารฉบับนี ้  

(เอกสารแนบ 1) 

2. ขอความกรุณาตอบแบบประเมินคุณภาพของกรอบความคิด (เอกสารแนบ 2) โดยให้

คะแนนตามหัวข้อต่างๆ 7 หัวข้อ โดยทําเครื่องหมายกากบาท (X) หรือ เครื่องหมายถูก 
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() ในช่องคะแนนที่ท่านต้องการเลือก และสามารถเสนอแนะข้อคิดเห็นได้ในช่องว่างที่

กําหนดไว้ให้ 

3. กรุณาส่งแบบสอบถามที่ท่านประเมินครบทั้ง 7 ข้อแล้ว ตามช่องทางใดช่องทางหนึ่งจาก 3 

ช่องทางได้แก่ 

a. E-mail Address: dawisa.s@gmail.com 

b. โทรสาร หมายเลย 02-378-0016 Attn. ดาวิษา (อุ้ย) 

c. ส่งเอกสารกลับมาที่ ฝ่ายการศึกษา คณะพัฒนาทรัพยากรมนุษย์  

สถาบันบัณฑิตพัฒนบริหารศาสตร์ 

 ***ขอความกรุณาส่งแบบประเมินกลับภายในวันที่ 21 มีนาคม 2556 จะเป็ น

พระคุณยิ่ง*** 

4. ขอความกรุณาระบุช่องทางที่ท่านสะดวกให้จัดส่งของที่ระลึกเพื่อแสดงความขอบคุณ 

ท่านสามารถระบุช่องทางดังกล่าวมาพร้อมกับการส่งแบบประเมินกลับ  

โดยท่านสามารถเลือกช่องทางได้ดังต่อไปนี ้ 

a. ไปรษณีย์ – โปรดระบุ ช่ือ และ ท่ีอยู่ ท่ีต้องการให้จัดส่งของที่ระลึกอย่างชัดเจน 

b. เดินทางมารับด้วยตนเอง – สามารถติดต่อรับของที่ระลึกได้ท่ี ฝ่ายการศึกษา 

คณะพัฒนา-ทรัพยากรมนุษย์ สถาบันบัณฑิตพัฒนบริหารศาสตร์ ระหว่างวัน

จันทร์ถึงพุธ  

 

การติดต่อ 

หากท่านมีข้อสงสัย หรือมีปัญหาติดขัดในการจัดส่งแบบประเมินกรุณาติดต่อ ดาวิษา (อุ้ย)  

โทร. 089-454-2202 หรือ dawisa.s@gmail.com 
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APPENDIX I 

Indexes of Item-Objective Congruence Evaluation Form of  

(Category of Course Related, Instructor Related, Learner Related, and 

Supportive Element Related) 
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APPENDIX J 

Indexes of Item-Objective Congruence Evaluation Form  

(Category of Input of Teaching and Learning, Process of Teaching and 

Learning, and Output of Teaching and Learning) 
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APPENDIX K 

Letter of Requesting for the Distribution of Questionnaire 
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    บันทึกข้อความ 

ส่วนราชการ                             คณะพัฒนาทรัพยากรมนุษย์         โทร. ๓๔๙๐                            

ที่  ศธ ๐๕๒๖.๑๒/     วันที่            เมษายน  ๒๕๕๖  

เรื่อง   ขอให้นักศึกษาปริญญาเอกทอดแบบสอบถาม                                                                 

 

เรียน รองคณบดีฝ่ายวิชาการ คณะ……………………………………….. 
 

 ด้วย  น.ส.ดาวิษา ศรีธัญรัตน์ รหัสประจําตัวนักศึกษา  ๕๓๑๐๖๓๑๐๐๗  นักศึกษาชั้น

ปริญญาเอก หลักสูตร Ph.D. in Human Resource and Organization Development (International 

Program) คณะพัฒนาทรัพยากรมนุษย์ สถาบันบัณฑิตพัฒนบริหารศาสตร์ กําลังทําดุษฎีนิพนธ์เรื่อง 

“Development of Theoretical Based Multidimensional Learners’ Evaluation in Higher Education 

in Thailand: A Case Study of National Institute of Development Administration” โดย รอง

ศาสตราจารย์ ดร. จิร-ประภา อัครบวร  เป็นอาจารย์ท่ีปรึกษา  

 ในการจัดทําดุษฎีนิพนธ์ดังกล่าว น.ส.ดาวิษา ศรีธัญรัตน์ จําเป็นต้องเก็บข้อมูลเชิงปริมาณ

เพื่อพัฒนาตัวแบบการประเมินคุณภาพการเรียนการสอนของผู้เรียนในระดับอุดมศึกษา คณะพัฒนา

ทรัพยากรมนุษย์ จึงใคร่ขอความอนุเคราะห์ให้นักศึกษาทอดแบบสอบถาม จํานวน ๒๐๐ ชุด เพื่อ

เก็บข้อมูลจากนักศึกษาที่ลงทะเบียนเรียนในภาคการศึกษาที่ ๒/๒๕๕๕  

 ทั้งนี้หากท่านประสงค์จะขอข้อมูลเพิ่มเติม โปรดติดต่อ น.ส.ดาวิษา ศรีธัญรัตน์ หมายเลข

โทรศัพท์ ๐๘๙-๔๕๔-๒๒๐๒ 

 จึงเรียนมาเพื่อโปรดพิจารณาให้ความอนุเคราะห์        

 

       ผู้ช่วยศาสตราจารย์ 

                      (สมบัติ กุสุมาวลี) 

                           รองคณบดีฝ่ายวิชาการ 
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APPENDIX L 

Multidimensional Learners’ Evaluation Questionnaire 
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APPENDIX M 

Cover Page and Explanation of the Questionnaire  
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เอกสารคําชี้แจง ประกอบแบบสอบถาม  

“การประเมินคุณภาพการเรียนการสอนโดยผู้เรียนในระดับอุดมศึกษา” 

 

1.แบบประเมินนี ้จัดทําขึ ้นเพื่อพัฒนาเครื่องมือ“การประเมินคุณภาพการเรียนการสอนโดยผู้เรียนในระดับ 

   อุดมศึกษา” ซึ่งเป็นส่วนหนึ่งของดุษฎีนิพนธ์ หลักสูตรปรัชญาดุษฎีบัณฑิต สาขาการพัฒนาทรัพยากร

มนุษย์ 

   และองค์การ คณะพัฒนาทรัพยากรมนุษย์ สถาบันบัณฑิตพัฒนบริหารศาสตร์ โดยคํานึงถึงประโยชน์

อันจะเกิดแก่ สถาบันฯ คณาจารย์ บุคลากร เเละนักศึกษา เป็นสําคัญ  

2.ผู้วิจัย คือ นส. ดาวิษา ศรีธัญรัตน์ นักศึกษาปริญญาเอก หลักสูตรปรัชญาดุษฎีบัณฑิตการพัฒนา- 

ทรัพยากรมนุษย์และองค์การ คณะพัฒนาทรัพยากรมนุษย์ สถาบันบัณฑิตพัฒนบริหารศาสตร์ โดยมี 

รศ.ดร.จิรประภา อัครบวร เป็นอาจารย์ท่ีปรึกษา 

3.ข้อมูลส่วนตัวและข้อมูลที่สามารถใช้ระบุตัวตนของผู้ให้ข้อมูล และ ของผู้ท่ีเกี่ยวข้องในการเก็บข้อมูล

จะ 

   ถูกเก็บเป็นความลับและไม่ถูกเผยแพร่นอกเหนือจากผู้วิจัยและอาจารย์ท่ีปรึกษาดุษฎีนิพนธ์เท่านั้น  

4.การรายงานผลการวิจัยจะเป็นไปในลักษณะภาพรวม โดยไม่มีการระบุผลของแบบประเมินแยกตาม

คณะ สาขาวิชา หรือรายวิชา 

5.ข้อมูลที่ระบุในแบบสอบถามทั้งหมดจะถูกเก็บเป็นความลับและไม่ถูกเผยแพร่นอกเหนือจากผู้วิจัย และ

อาจารย์ท่ีปรึกษาดุษฎีนิพนธ์เท่านั้น 

6.ผู้ให้ข้อมูลมีโอกาสถามคําถามเกี่ยวกับการวิจัยและข้าพเจ้าจะพยายามให้ข้อมูลที่ถูกต้องอย่างเต็ม

ความ 

   สามารถ คณาจารย์เเละนักศึกษามีสิทธิ์อย่างสมบูรณ์ในการปฏิเสธการให้ข้อมูล 

7.ขอให้ผู้ให้ข้อมูลตอบแบบประเมินโดยเสมือนเป็นแบบประเมินรายวิชาที่กําลังเรียนอยู่ ณ ขณะที่ ทํา

แบบประเมินนี ้ โดยไม่ระบุข้อความหรือสัญลักษณ์ใดๆที่อาจเชื่อมโยงถึงคณะ สาขาวิชา รายวิชา หรือ

ผู้สอน ลงในแบบสอบถาม 

 

ขอแสดงความขอบคุณอย่างสูง มา ณ ท่ีนี ้   

   

__________________________ 

(ดาวิษา ศรีธัญรัตน์) 
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APPENDIX N 

Factor Loading Table 
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Rotated Component Matrixa 

Coding Items 
Component 

1  2  3  4  5 

B1.2.1 

วิธีการวัดผลของวิชาเป็นแบบผสมผสานโดยมีการเลือกวิธีการวัดผล

อย่างสมเหตุสมผล 

.244  .223 .505  .409  .091

B1.3.1 

อุปกรณ์ประกอบการเรียนการสอนสนับสนุนและช่วยในการทําความ

เข้าใจเนื้อหาของวิชา  

.202  .162 .541  .340  .195

B1.4.1 

ปริมาณงานและสิ่งที่ต้องปฏิบัติในวิามีความเหมาะสมและสามารถ

จัดการได้  

.202  .179 .364  .347  .242

B2.9.2 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนใช้กระบวนการและเทคนิคการสอนแบบผสสมผสานที่มี

ความเหมาะสมกับผู้เรียน 

.525  .241 .579  .127  .102

B2.10.1 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนให้ข้อมูลย้อนกลับแก่ผู้เรียน  .515  .207 .571  .150  .052

B2.11.1 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีความสามารถในการส่ือสารถ่าทอดเนื้อหาวิชา  .491  .197 .652  .169  .039

B2.12..1 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนอธิบายและตตอบคําถามได้อย่างชัดเจน  .521  .229 .596  .184  .004

B2.12.2 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนสื่อสารเป้าหมายของการเรียนสิ่งที่ต้องปฏิบัติในรายวิชา

อย่างชัดเจน 

.483  .220 .625  .173  .014

B2.13.1 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีการจัดการและออกแบบวิชาเเป็นอย่างดี  .392  .246 .704  .197  .074

B2.13.2 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนดําเนินการสอนสอดคล้องกับเนื้อหาวิชาที่ได้ออกแบบไว้  .392  .242 .673  .249  .087

B2.1.1 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงความเป็นผู้เชี่ยวชาญและมีความรู้จริงในวิชา

ท่ีสอน  

.480  .127  .412  .361  .036

B2.2.1 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงคสามมีจรรยาบรรณวิชาชีพ .614  .087  .270  .348  .068

B2.2.2 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมาสอนตรงเวลาและมีความตรงต่อเวลา  .422  .024  .056  .509  .039

B2.3.1 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงความเป็นมิตรและเป็นกันเอง  .803  .105  .198  .211  .025

B2.4.1 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงการเปิดใจยอมรับและเคารพความคิดเห็นท่ี

แตกต่าง 

.801  .164  .241  .178  .057

B2.5.1 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงความกระตือรือร้นที่จะสอนวิชานี้ .658  .172  .296  .265  .021

B2.6.1 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีเวลาและแสดงออกถึงความต็มใจที่จะให้คําปรึกษาอย่าง

สมํ่าเสมอ 

.688  .178  .232  .220  .081

B2.7.1 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนแสดงออกถึงความเมตตากรุณา ให้ความช่วยเหลือเกื้อกูล

ใส่ใจและให้คําแนะนํา 

.806  .143  .209  .187  .100

B2.8.1 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีปฏิสัมพันธ์กับผู้เรียนระหว่างการเรียนการสอน  .779  .180  .261  .193  .089
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B2.9.1 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนมีความสามารถในการกระตุ้นให้ผู้เรียนมีส่วนร่วมและ

แสดงความคิดเห็น 

.627  .233  .443  .090  .085

B2.9.3 

อาจารย์ผู้สอนสร้างบรรยากาศการเรียนเชิงบวกและมีความสุขในการ

เรียนรู้  

.592  .253  .555  .090  .055

B3.1.1 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านมีวินัยในการเรียน เช่นการเข้าเรียนตรงเวลา  .041 .694  .045  -.022  .070

B3.1.2 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านตั้งใจและใส่ใจในการเรียน  .086 .789  .103  .136  .058

B3.1.3 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านมีแรงจูงใจในความสนใจในวิชา ตลอดจน

เนื้อหาและการเตรียมตัว 

.062 .783  .143  .004  .076

B3.2.1 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านมีส่วนร่วมและปฏิสัพันธ์กับผู้สอนในห้อง  .149 .789  .186  .078  .067

B3.2.2 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านกระตือรือร้นและความทุ่มเทในการเรียนและ

แสวงหาความรู้ 

.103 .799  .131  .089  .105

B3.3.1 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นนเรียนของท่านรู้สึกดีและมีความสุขกับการเรียน  .306 .708  .216  .132  .068

B3.4.1 

ในการเรียนวิชานี้ท่านรู้สึกได้ถึงบรรยากาศการเรียนที่ช่วยเหลือกันและ

กันระหว่างเพื่อน 

.268 .654  .057  .140  .146

C1.1.1 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านรวมถึงตัวท่านเองมีความรู้และควาวมเข้าใจ

เพิ่มขึ้น 

.141 .657  .289  .260  .194

C1.1.2 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านมีทักษะการคิดวิเคราะห์และการประยุกต์ใช้

ความรู้เพิ่มขึ้น 

.156 .647  .258  .259  .211

C1.1.3 

เพื่อนร่วมชั้นเรียนของท่านรวามถึงตัวท่านได้รับการเปิดกว้างสู่การ

เรียนรู้ต่อยอด 

.247 .593  .251  .297  .183

A1.1.1 

วิชานี้มีความเชื่อมโยงกับหลักสูตร .189  .168  .208 .740  .078

A1.2.2 

วิชานี้มีประโยชน์ และสามารถนําไปใช้ประโยชน์ได้ .254  .129  .161 .778  .007

A1.2.2 

วิชานี้มีประโยชน์ในการเตรียมความพร้อมของผู้เรียนสําหรับการทํางาน

ในอนาคต 

.211  .138  .140 .757  .063

B1.1.1 

เนื้อหาวิชานี้ครอบคลุมตามที่ได้ช้ีแจงไว้ .227  .175  .444 .614  .063

B1.1.2 

เนื้อหาของวิชานี้ได้รับจัดลําดับอย่างดีและได้รับการจัดสรรอย่างมี

มาตรฐาน 

.207  .201  .522 .524  .031

A2.1.1 

ห้องเรียนและพื้นท่ีสําหรับการเรียนรู้ศึกษามีความพร้อมใช้และมีความ

เหมาะสม  

.072  .219  .080  .155 .726 

A2.1.2 

ทรัพยากรในห้องสมุดหนังสือข้อมูลต่างๆระบบ  Internet 

ฐานข้อมูลมีความเหมาะสม 

.105  .176  .091  .110 .793 

A2.1.3 

สิ่งอํานวยความสะดวกอื่นๆไม่ใช่แค่ห้องเรียนแต่หมายถึงที่จอดรถ โรง

อาหารมีความเหมาะสม 

.026  .175  .045  -.066 .800 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 
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APPENDIX O 

Individual Item Mean and Standard Deviation 
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Items  N  Mean  Standard Deviation 

A1.1.1  907  4.33 0.706 

A1.2.1  909  4.40 0.698 

A1.2.2  908  4.33 0.707 

B1.1.1  909  4.26 0.748 

B1.1.2  901  4.13 0.812 

B1.2.1  906  4.04 0.797 

B1.3.1  908  3.94 0.818 

B1.4.1  908  3.95 0.823 

B2.1.1  908  4.54 0.687 

B2.2.1  909  4.53 0.714 

B2.2.2  909  4.60 0.664 

B2.3.1  908  4.53 0.717 

B2.4.1  908  4.48 0.760 

B2.5.1  908  4.54 0.677 

B2.6.1  906  4.39 0.767 

B2.7.1  907  4.44 0.741 

B2.8.1  909  4.48 0.731 

B2.9.1  908  4.35 0.793 

B2.9.2  908  4.24 0.821 

B2.9.3  909  4.31 0.827 

B2.10.1  908  4.32 0.790 

B2.11.1  908  4.37 0.806 

B2.12.1  908  4.34 0.802 

B2.12.2  908  4.31 0.770 

B2.13.1  908  4.24 0.805 

B2.13.2  907  4.32 0.759 

B3.1.1  906  3.34 0.944 

B3.1.2  906  3.73 0.813 

B3.1.3  901  3.58 0.868 

B3.2.1  909  3.93 0.831 

B3.2.2  905  3.76 0.839 

B3.3.1  905  3.93 0.845 

B2.4.1  908  4.04 0.815 

C1.1.1  902  3.98 0.762 

C1.1.2  905  3.99 0.736 
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Items  N  Mean  Standard Deviation 

C1.1.3  906  4.09 0.721 

A2.1.1  907  3.94 0.849 

A2.1.2  907  3.93 0.884 

A2.1.3  903  3.41 1.162 
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APPENDIX P 

Comparison of Constructs from the Systematic Literature Review, Items 

of NIDA’s Faculty Evaluation Form, and Constructs Proposed in the 

Result of This Study 
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Constructs from 

Systematic 

Literature Review 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form Items 

Units of this 

Study 

Discussion of 

Constructs 

Instructors' 

qualification of 

instruction 

 The instructor has 

capability in knowledge 

transfer 

Instructors' 

qualification of 

instruction 

Result of this 

study confirmed 

the constructs 

from systematic 

literature review 

and NIDA’s 

Faculty 

Evaluation Form 

(Confirmed) 

Instrument 

organization of 

instructors 

 The instructor’s 

instruction accords with 

the course objectives and 

syllabus 

 The instructor 

comprehensively covers 

all topics stated in the 

course syllabus and 

objectives 

 The instructor provides 

logical sequences of the 

course contents 

Instrument 

organization of 

instructors 

Confirmed 

Learners’ 

perceptions of 

learning  

- Learners’ 

perception of 

learning 

Construct 

emerged in the 

result of this 

study (Emerging) 

Course evaluation   - Course 

evaluation 

 

Emerging 
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Constructs from 

Systematic 

Literature Review 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form Items 

Units of this 

Study 

Discussion of 

Constructs 

Helpfulness of 

instructors 

- Helpfulness of 

instructors 

Emerging 

Instructor’s 

expressiveness and 

rapport 

- Instructor’s 

expressiveness 

and rapport 

Emerging 

Instrument clarity of 

instructors 

 The instructor provides 

lesson plans, concisely 

indicating dates, times, 

topics, and materials 

 The instructor clearly 

explains, in written form, 

the scoring and grading 

systems in the course 

syllabus 

 The instructor is able to 

clearly answer questions 

or solve problems 

pertaining to the course 

content 

Instrument clarity 

of instructors 

Confirmed 

Overall instructors' 

characteristics and 

qualification 

 The instructor strictly 

abides by the code of 

conduct for teachers 

 The instructor begins and 

dismisses class punctually 

Overall 

instructors'  

characteristics 

and qualification 

of work ethics, 

and punctuality 

Confirmed 

Workload of the 

course / course 

requirement  

- Workload and 

requirement of 

the course 

Emerging 
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Constructs from 

Systematic 

Literature Review 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form Items 

Units of this 

Study 

Discussion of 

Constructs 

Overall course 

quality and 

characteristics  

- Course 

characteristics 

and concentration 

on the 

fundamental 

concept 

Emerging 

Course material   - Course material 

 

Emerging 

Intellectual 

stimulation ability of 

instructors 

- - Not found in 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form 

and the result of 

this study (Not 

found) 

Accessibility of 

instructors 

 The instructor is able to 

advise students via 

appropriate channels (e.g., 

responding to students’ E-

mail, having maintaining 

required office hours for 

students) 

Accessibility of 

instructors 

Confirmed 

Course content   - Course content  Emerging 

 

Enthusiasm of 

instructors 

- Enthusiasm of 

instructors 

Emerging 

Feedback providing  - Feedback 

providing 

 

Emerging 
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Constructs from 

Systematic 

Literature Review 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form Items 

Units of this 

Study 

Discussion of 

Constructs 

Respect for learners 

of instructors 

- Instructor’s 

respect for 

learners 

Emerging 

Regarding easiness 

of instructors 

- Instructor’s 

regarding 

easiness 

Emerging 

Teaching methods of 

instructors 

 The instructor uses the 

proper learning 

media/technology 

 The content of learning 

media is proper and in 

alignment with course 

content 

 The satisfaction of the 

learning media instructor 

uses 

 The instructor uses 

psychological and 

teaching techniques to 

effectively stimulate 

students’ interest in the 

subject 

 The instructor provides 

activities, which promote 

teamwork and widespread 

discussion 

 

 

Teaching 

methods of 

instructors 

Confirmed 
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Constructs from 

Systematic 

Literature Review 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form Items 

Units of this 

Study 

Discussion of 

Constructs 

Teaching methods of 

instructors 

(Continued) 

 The instructor encourages 

students to freely pose 

queries and express views, 

while being responsive to 

those questions and 

comments 

Teaching 

methods of 

instructors 

Confirmed 

 

The instructor’s 

knowledge and 

intellect 

- Instructor’s 

knowledge and 

expertise of 

Emerging 

Learners' 

engagement with 

learning and active 

participation  

- Learners' 

engagement with 

learning and 

active 

participation 

Emerging 

Utility judgment   - Utility judgment 

about the course 

Emerging 

Perceived 

entertainment / 

Enjoyment  

- - Not found  

Recommendation to 

others to take this 

course 

- - Not found 

Interest in learning 

of learners 

- Interest in 

learning of 

learners 

Emerging 

Course difficulty   - - Not found 
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Constructs from 

Systematic 

Literature Review 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form Items 

Units of this 

Study 

Discussion of 

Constructs 

Environment for 

teaching  and 

learning  

- Environment for 

teaching and 

learning 

Emerging 

Learning 

achievement of 

learners 

- - Not found 

Appeal and hotness 

of instructors 

- - Not found 

Challenges of 

learning  

- - Not found 

Instructor's relative 

ranking 

- - Not found 

Learners' positive 

attitude/Learners' 

affect / Satisfaction  

- Learners’ 

positive attitude 

and good feeling 

of learning 

Emerging 

Resources 

availability  

- Resource and 

facility 

availability 

Emerging 

 

 

Technologies 

availability  

- Resource and 

facility 

availability 

Emerging 

Behavior changes of 

learners 

- - Not found 

Changes in attitude 

regarding the matter 

of subject of learners 

 

- - Not found 
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Constructs from 

Systematic 

Literature Review 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form Items 

Units of this 

Study 

Discussion of 

Constructs 

Sense of humor of 

instructors 

- - Not found 

-  The instructor includes 

his/her research 

results/academic services 

in the course content as 

deemed appropriate 

- Found only in 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form 

Instructors' 

qualification of 

instruction 

 The instructor has 

capability in knowledge 

transfer 

Instructors' 

qualification of 

instruction 

Result of this 

study confirmed 

the constructs 

from systematic 

literature review 

and NIDA’s 

Faculty 

Evaluation Form 

(Confirmed) 

Instrument 

organization of 

instructors 

 The instructor’s 

instruction accords with 

the course objectives and 

syllabus 

 The instructor 

comprehensively covers 

all topics stated in the 

course syllabus and 

objectives 

 The instructor provides 

logical sequences of the 

course contents 

Instrument 

organization of 

instructors 

Confirmed 
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Constructs from 

Systematic 

Literature Review 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form Items 

Units of this 

Study 

Discussion of 

Constructs 

Learners’ 

perceptions of 

learning  

- Learners’ 

perception of 

learning 

Construct 

emerged in the 

result of this 

study (Emerging) 

Course evaluation   - Course 

evaluation 

Emerging 

Helpfulness of 

instructors 

- Helpfulness of 

instructors 

Emerging 

Instructor’s 

expressiveness and 

rapport 

- Instructor’s 

expressiveness 

and rapport 

Emerging 

Instrument clarity of 

instructors 

 The instructor provides 

lesson plans, concisely 

indicating dates, times, 

topics, and materials 

 The instructor clearly 

explains, in written form, 

the scoring and grading 

systems in the course 

syllabus 

 The instructor is able to 

clearly answer questions 

or solve problems 

pertaining to the course 

content 

Instrument clarity 

of instructors 

Confirmed 

Workload of the 

course / course 

requirement  

- Workload and 

requirement of 

the course 

Emerging 
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Constructs from 

Systematic 

Literature Review 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form Items 

Units of this 

Study 

Discussion of 

Constructs 

Overall instructors' 

characteristics and 

qualification 

 The instructor strictly 

abides by the code of 

conduct for teachers 

 The instructor begins and 

dismisses class punctually 

Overall 

instructors'  

characteristics 

and qualification 

of work ethics, 

and punctuality 

Confirmed 

Overall course 

quality and 

characteristics  

- Course 

characteristics 

and concentration 

on the 

fundamental 

concept 

Emerging 

Course material   - Course material  Emerging 

Intellectual 

stimulation ability of 

instructors 

- - Not found in 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form 

and the result of 

this study (Not 

found) 

Accessibility of 

instructors 

 The instructor is able to 

advise students via 

appropriate channels (e.g., 

responding to students’ e-

mail,  maintaining required 

office hours for students) 

Accessibility of 

instructors 

Confirmed 

Course content   - Course content  Emerging 

Enthusiasm of 

instructors 

- Enthusiasm of 

instructors 

Emerging 



250 
 

Constructs from 

Systematic 

Literature Review 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form Items 

Units of this 

Study 

Discussion of 

Constructs 

Feedback providing  - Feedback 

providing 

Emerging 

Respect for learners 

of instructors 

- Instructor’s 

respect for 

learners 

Emerging 

Regarding easiness 

of instructors 

- Instructor’s 

regarding 

easiness 

Emerging 

Teaching methods of 

instructors 

 The instructor uses the 

proper learning 

media/technology 

 The content of learning 

media is proper and in 

alignment with course 

content 

 The satisfaction of the 

learning media instructor 

uses 

 The instructor uses 

psychological and 

teaching techniques to 

effectively stimulate 

students’ interest in the 

subject 

 The instructor provides 

activities, which promote 

teamwork and widespread 

discussion 

Teaching 

methods of 

instructors 

Confirmed 

 



251 
 

Constructs from 

Systematic 

Literature Review 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form Items 

Units of this 

Study 

Discussion of 

Constructs 

Teaching methods of 

instructors 

(Continued) 

 The instructor encourages 

students to freely pose 

queries and express views, 

while being responsive to 

those questions and 

comments 

Teaching 

methods of 

instructors 

Confirmed 

 

The instructor’s 

knowledge and 

intellect 

- Instructor’s 

knowledge and 

expertise of 

Emerging 

Learners' 

engagement with 

learning and active 

participation  

- Learners' 

engagement with 

learning and 

active 

participation 

Emerging 

Utility judgment   - Utility judgment 

about the course 

Emerging 

Perceived 

entertainment / 

Enjoyment  

- - Not found  

Recommendation to 

others to take this 

course 

- - Not found 

Interest in learning 

of learners 

- Interest in 

learning of 

learners 

Emerging 

Course difficulty   - - Not found 
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Constructs from 

Systematic 

Literature Review 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form Items 

Units of this 

Study 

Discussion of 

Constructs 

Environment for 

teaching  and 

learning  

- Environment for 

teaching and 

learning 

Emerging 

Learning 

achievement of 

learners 

- - Not found 

Appeal and hotness 

of instructors 

- - Not found 

Challenges of 

learning  

- - Not found 

Instructor's relative 

ranking 

- - Not found 

Learners' positive 

attitude/Learners' 

affect / Satisfaction  

- Learners’ 

positive attitude 

and good feeling 

of learning 

Emerging 

Resources 

availability  

- Resource and 

facility 

availability 

Emerging 

 

 

Technologies 

availability  

- Resource and 

facility 

availability 

Emerging 

Behavior changes of 

learners 

- - Not found 

Changes in attitude 

regarding the matter 

of subject of learners 

 

- - Not found 
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Constructs from 

Systematic 

Literature Review 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form Items 

Units of this 

Study 

Discussion of 

Constructs 

Sense of humor of 

instructors 

- - Not found 

-  The instructor includes 

his/her research 

results/academic services 

in the course content as 

deemed appropriate 

- Found only in 

NIDA’s Faculty 

Evaluation Form 
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