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Teaching performance evaluation process in higher learning institutions (HLI) is of the most importance in
building a higher education policy which purposes for teaching improvement and administrative decision making.
Several issues have been raised such as 1) instrument characteristic used to detect values is not sufficient to handle
subjective evaluation criteria’s and, 2) the most techniques used in handling survey data is statistical method. In
conventional practice, ordinal Likert scales used for marking schema and statistical techniques are implemented
for analyzing the data. In order to manage the issues, this research presents a multi-criteria decision making
methodology, called analytic hierarchical process (AHP) to evaluate HLI instructors teaching performance. As a
well known decision making approach, AHP can systematically cope with highly subjective problems in social
system. An AHP implementation framework for teaching performance evaluation will use the possible internal
factors; preparation, organization, delivery and effectiveness that are evaluated as teaching evaluation weight. The
future work is also suggested, this evaluation system should be implemented in real time situations. It becomes the

best platform to evaluate teaching performance and categorize instructors into appropriate bands.

1. Introduction

The implementation of performance evaluation is a necessary and
beneficial process to provide annual feedback to staff members about job
effectiveness and career guidance. The performance review is intended to
be a fair and balanced assessment of an employee’s performance. Currently,
there are a lot of instruments that can be used in order to assist supervisors
and department heads in conducting performance reviews process in
higher learning institutions (HLI) world. It is important to implement
teaching performance evaluation process especially in academia. Teaching
and learning are a core business and continuous improvement process must
be effectively done in HLI. Otherwise those HLI will not meet their standard.
In addition, HLI instructors are a back bone of this education organization.
Nowadays, the evaluation criteria of teaching performance of HLI
instructors usually consists of several components and parameters, each
involving a number of judgments often based on imprecise data where most
used instruments are an optical mark reader (OMR) answer sheets to select
ordinal Likert scale answers.

In addition, statistical methods are used for aggregating information from
these assessment parameters. These methods are accepted especially
in many HLI around the world although it is argued that this statistical
technique does not necessarily offer the best way to evaluate human
knowledge and skills. Hence, this study has the main objective of proposing
a mechanism to evaluate the HLI instructors teaching performance
evaluation. The proposed mechanism can often reflects the way people
think and make judgments.

With the ability and features of an MCDM approach especially AHP, in
decision making process, the quality of the teaching performance evaluation
will result, more reliable and validate one with highest confidences.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, some literature
is reviewed about teaching performance evaluation process including its
guideline, MCDM theory and AHP approach and also related research efforts
to this research topic. Section 3 presents a suggested design model and
methodology for teaching performance evaluation based on MCDM method.
The final section, Section 4 presents some concluding remarks.

2. Literature Review

A. Teaching Performance Evaluation Process

Teaching performance evaluations are often designed to serve two purposes;
to measure instructor competence and to foster professional development
and growth. A teaching evaluation system should give instructors useful

feedback on classroom needs, the opportunity to learn new teaching
techniques and counsel from principals and other instructors on how
to make changes in their classrooms. Evaluators are only mostly
students. Specific procedures and standards must be first set to achieve
these goals evaluations. (Boyd, 1989).

Although, there are several of practices are currently applied for conducting
the teaching evaluation process and with those mechanisms, there are a lot
of controversies especially on the resulted reliability and validity.
Furthermore, evaluation of teaching in HLI involves collecting evidence,
from various stakeholders (mainly students), for the purpose of improving
the effectiveness of the teaching-learning implementation process. A
successful evaluation generates valid and reliable outcomes that indicate
directions and actions to improve. This is a main objective of an evaluation
process. Fig. 1 shows an example of an OMR form for teaching performance
evaluation process with Likert scale answers. This standard evaluation form
is categorized as close-ended type of questionnaires. Beside that, there are
certain HLI still used open-ended questions which are including highly
subjective form of evaluation criteria and need a pedagogical expertise to
analyze and interpret the conclusions results.

Based on stated mechanism above, OMR form notation (multiple-choice
questions where the students indicate their answers by marking on the
form which can then be automatically scanned and scored) are widely
used because it is recognized as an efficient and cost effective data entry
method for the large scale processing of category data. From its origins in
the purposes of examinations, it is now widely used in other large-scale
evaluations and exercises. Traditionally, questionnaires are evaluated using
copies of paper questionnaires and/or OMR answer sheets. An optical mark
scanner will then be used to read the marks made on the OMR forms. The
process will produce an electronic data file containing responses to the
questionnaires. The data file can then be analyzed using software programs
such as Microsoft Excel, SPSS or SAS. With the availability of web technology,
there is now the option of collecting evaluation data online. Recently, a
number of IHL use Internet facilities for teaching performance evaluation
purposes which is more convenient and effective to generate the final
results.

The conventional method recently used on teaching evaluation process
especially in HLI is a statistical approach which is applied mean or average
score calculation. This calculation method is synonym with the usage of an
OMR form which is most often used during an evaluation process. On the
other hand, there are several methods that are also applied to
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evaluation data such as statistical method includes studentized
range or coefficient of variation, reliability analysis and so on.

HLI Instructors Teaching Performance Evaluation Guideline

Teaching  performance  evaluation or  assessment provides
instructors with starting-points for their teaching and with advices on
how to gather feedback on their teaching practice and effectiveness as a
part of a systematic program of teaching development.

All evaluation techniques contain implicit judgments about the
characteristics that constitute quality of teaching. These judgments should
be made explicit and indeed should become part of the evaluation process
itself in a manner which recognizes instructors’ privileges to be evaluated
within the context of their own teaching philosophies and goals (Geis, 1977).
The criteria for evaluating teaching performance vary among disciplines
and within disciplines and should take into consideration the level of the
course, the instructor’s objective and style, and the teaching methodology
employed. Nonetheless, the primary criterion must be to improve student
learning. Concretely, indicators of quality of teaching in IHL can include the
following.

i. Effective choice of materials,

ii. Organization of subject matter and course,

iii. Effective communication skills,

iv. Knowledge for the subject matter and

v. Availability and responsiveness to student concerns and opinions.

Evalustion ParameiersScales Siromghy agree | Agree | Undecided I Tisagree | Siromgly dhagree
Discussing teaching activities plan and assessment clearly. 0 0 0 0 (4]
axhibited kmowledge of the subject. & 4] Q 0 )
Teaching malerial and resonree were helpful 0 o) 0 0 o
Teaching activities provided relevant kaming experieoces » 0 0 0 9]
Gawe clear explanations and provided extra teaching materials. 0 Q o O o}
Using various and e[fective teaching lechniques. 0 ()
.Snc'wed enthesiasm and concem for encourging shedent [saming. Q 0 0 B 0
‘Guided to achieve the vnderstanding of subject matter 0 ] Q 0 1]

Fig.1 A section of a typical closedquestionnaire used for teaching
evaluation process

In addition, the value added for teaching quality can be enhanced by
providing the following criteria.

i. To establish a positive learning environment,

ii. To motivate student engagement,

iii. To provides appropriate challenges,

iv. To be responsive to students learning needs and

v. To be fair in evaluating their learning.

Regarding the teaching assessment methods, there are two general
categories include formative and summative purposes. The formative
assessment of teaching performance can be carried out at many points
e.g. during instructional period either in formal classroom or virtual
environment. The main purpose of the assessment is for instructors to
find out the certain part that can be improved such as teaching style
and student’s evaluation procedure. The assessment is initiated by the
instructors and solicited from many sources such as self and students using
a variety of instruments including survey or online forms.

On the other hand, the summative assessment is usually conducted at the
end of a particular course or at the specific points in instructor’s career. The
purpose is to form a judgment about the effectiveness of a courses and/or
instructors. The judgment may be used for tenure and promotion decision
to reward success in the form of teaching awards or merit pay, or to enable
departments to make informed decisions about changes to individual
courses, the curriculum or teaching assignments.

At most IHL, the summative evaluation is implemented and it includes the
results of teaching evaluations regularly scheduled at the end of academic
terms. Furthermore, the famous evaluation instrument for this purpose is
OMR form and statistical calculation method.

B.Multiple Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDM)

MCDM techniques are often selected arbitrarily: sometimes an analyst is
already familiar with a procedure, other times a technique is developed in
an ad hoc way of the following; it also happens that a technique is chosen

simply because its software is available. In fact, researchers highlight that,
each situation or problem demands specific MCDM technique. The impact of
the choice of a technique on actual decisions is also well known, as well as
the consequences of poor decisions.

Basically, there are three generic types of solutions for MCDM problems.
Table 1 shows the summary of particular types of MCDM method and this
paper focus on implementation ranking solution of MCDM method.

Table 1 Selutions by MCDM Method

1. Selection

Given a sel 4 of altermatives (also called
candidates), the sclection task involves finding a
gubset .4 of 4 composed as small a number of
'dllcl']l'dii\'t's' as [JUS‘iiblt. judgc lJ)" LICL'iSiUIl
makers to be the most satisfying.

The sorting operation (also called classification)
consists of assigning each alternative from A to
one of the number of predefined categories. The
assigminent should be based on the intrinsic
mecasurc of criterion for an alternative and not
on its comparison with other alternatives from
A. However m praclice assigmuent 1s ollen
based on the relative differences of alternatives
on the given criterion.

The ranking operation involves establishing a
preference ranking on the set of alternative 4.
The preference ranking represents a priority list
of the altematives.

2. Sorting

3.  Ranking

Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) Approach

Objective

Criteria

Alfernatives

Fig. 2 Hierarchical structure of decision making problem

An alternative approach that categorized as a family of MCDM problem is
an AHP approach. Regarding this popular approach, there is a long period
of debate, in fact on the effective value of the AHP approach. Perez (1995)
proved that the AHP approach is based on a firm theoretical foundation.

The AHP has widespread use due to its flexibility, easy to use and Kirkwood
(1997) mentioned that AHP can be even implemented in spreadsheet
environment. However, ambiguity in relative importance, inconsistent
judgments by decision makers and the use of 1 to 9 scales can be thought
as the disadvantages of this approach. The ratio scale makes sense when
dealing with something like distance or areas which are natural ratio scales
but not when dealing with comfort, image or quality of life, for which no
clear reference levels exists. Furthermore, for large problems, too many
pair-wise comparisons must be performed (Malczewski, 1999).

Discuss below the general steps of AHP approach will be discussed below.
Steps are as shown below the following procedures.

In addition, simulation result will yield a set of consistency ratios for
the corresponding matrices as stated in Step 6. The distribution of the
consistency ratio should be studied and corresponding changes in the pair-
wise comparison matrices should be made (Saaty, 1988).
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Define e actual decision making problem and determine ils poal.

Stracture the hierarchy from the top (the objectives From decision maker’s viewpoint) through the intermediate
levels {criteria on which subssquent levels depend) to the lowest level which usually contains the list of
altermatives

Construet o set of pair-wise comporizon matricees (size o x o) for coch of the lower levels with one matnx for
each element in the level immediately above by using the relative scale measurement shown in Table 2. The
pair-wise cowparisons are done in tern of which element dominates the otber,

Step 1:
Step X:

Step 32

Table 2 Parr-Wise Comparvon Scale for AIIP Preference

Numerical Rating

L] Extremely preferrad
Very strongly to extremely

Verbal udgment of Preference

Very stongly prelened
Swoagly 1o very strongly
Stoongly preferred
Moderately to strongly
Maderately preferred
Equally to moderately
Equally preferrad

T N P

Step 4:
Stip 5:

Theve e o fn-1) judgrents vequired (o develop e sed of natooes i Step 3. Reviprocals are autonmtically
nssigned in each pair-wise comparison.

Hierarchical synthesis is now used to weigh the eigeavectors by the weights of the criteria and the sum is taken
over all weighed eigenvector entries commesponding to those in the next lower level of the hierarchy.

Having made all the pair-wise comparsons, the consistency is devermined by using he vigenvalue. ﬂ._m o
cakeulate e consistency index. Cl as follows

Cl = (A —n)(n-1) i
Wlwere i1 15 the matno saze, Judge consistency ratio {CK) of C1 with the approprate value in Table 3. The CR 15
acceprable, if it does nar excead 0.10. 1f it is moee, the judgment matrix is inconsistent. To obmin a consisten
matrix, judgment should be reviewsd and improved,

Srep 62

Table 3 Averge Random Ceasistency (RIN
Size of Matrix 13 1 4 § 6 7 &8 9% W
Random Consistency 0 0 058 008 112 124 132 141 145 149

Stip 7 Steps 3+ are performed for all levels in the hierarchy.

C. Related Research Efforts

These studies are carried out to improve the statistical results of a method
used in a real teaching evaluation process. This traditional analysis or
synonym with Likert scale was compared with selected MCDM approach,
called AHP. In general Likert scale is a method of ascribing quantitative value
to qualitative data, to make it amenable to statistical analysis. Used mainly
in training course evaluations and market surveys, Likert scale usually have
five potential choices such as strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree and
strongly disagree, but sometimes go up to ten or more. A numerical value
is assigned to each potential choice and a mean figure for all the responses
is computed at the end of the evaluation or survey. The final average score
represents the overall level of accomplishment or attitude toward the
subject matter.

The statistical technique most frequently used is descriptive techniques
which include

i. Summaries using a median or a mode. The mode is probably the most
suitable for easy interpretation.

ii. Expression variability in terms of the range or inter quartile range.
iii.The distribution of observations in a dot plot or a bar chart or histogram.

Related to the performance evaluation process in various fields, we have
found several papers that were implemented AHP approach as an evaluation
method. Kadarsah (2007) developed a framework of measuring key
performance indicators for decision support in higher education institution.
The framework is based on key success factors related to education
institution sustainability which includes academic, research and supporting
key performance indicators (KPI). AHP is used for weighted each KPI. As
results, measurement values that reflect KPI scores are visualized in form
of “wheel-shape”. The developed framework contributes in measuring and
explaining HLI success using multi dimensions of KPI.

In order to improve human resources management, Albayrak and
Erensal (2004) applied AHP approach to solve the human performance
improvement problem. This research presents a model which illustrates the
relations and importance between human performance improvement and
the style of management. The AHP was used for the purpose of structuring
and clarifying the relations and important for both stated components.
At the end of this research, they concluded the best management style in
improving human performance is management by values.

Rafikul and Shuib (2005) also discussed about measurement of human
performance system. An applied research type is discussed about the
performance of individuals against organizational goals determines whether
the organization meets its goals or otherwise. The criteria are measured
based on quantity/quality of the work, planning, initiatives, teamwork,

communication and several related external factors. Each of these criteria
has been divided into three subcriteria and this developed framework was
implemented to analyze real evaluation data. Overall ranking of employees
has been obtained using the absolute measurement procedure of AHP.

Another research related to AHP application was innovated by Frair (1995).
This research pursued an employment of AHP to assess the contributions of
engineering student team members to the team effort. On the other hand, a
description of AHP for teams within a production engineering class is also
clearly illustrated. The minimal success of traditional student questionnaire
to asses team performance is describe followed by a description of the what
appears to be more meaningful results when AHP approach is used.

3. General MCDM Design Model and Methodology for Teaching
Performance Evaluation
As stated in the comprehensive literature review in the previous section, it
can conclude that MCDM is a powerful tool used widely for evaluating and
ranking problems containing multiple, usually conflicting criteria (Pomerol
and Barba Romero, 2000).

On the other hand, the MCDM approaches generally enable us to structure
the problem clearly and systematically. With characteristic, decision makers
have the possibility to easily examine the problem and scale it in accordance
with their requirement.

During the literature survey, we have encountered few researches on the
IHL instructors teaching performance evaluation process which is used
any related MCDM method, although there are many studies related to
the teaching performance evaluation procedure. Therefore, we propose
a formal MCDM based approach, an AHP. The widest used tool for MCDM
and also its features and ability to produce the most appropriate analyzed
results (Liu et al. 2007) are the main factors of an AHP were chosen. On the
other hand, this research focuses on implementation of AHP approach in
HLI instructors teaching performance evaluation process which considering
highly subjective of multiattribute criteria.

The teaching performance evaluation procedure of this particular study
consists of three major steps as summarized in Fig. 3. They are includes

Step I Identifying the teaching performance evaluation criteria that are considered the most important for
evaluation purposcs.

Step 2:  Constructing the evaluation criteria hierarchy and calculating weights by applying AIP approach.

Step3: Making a comparison between those two methods to achieve the final ranking results.

Regarding the suggested evaluation procedure above, the identification
criteria and sub-criteria are most of the important part and must be clearly
selected. As shown in Fig. 4, there are four determined criteria that must
be considered during the teaching evaluation process for IHL instructors;
preparation, organization, delivery and effectiveness.

Based on Fig.4 below, there are criteria levels which include four criteria.
Beside that, there is also an alternative level which may consist of a group
of HLI instructors which become as alternatives or candidates. This group
may vary from certain departments, faculties/schools or as a whole of
instructors groups in HLL.

Fig. 3 General framework of evaluation procedure
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Instructor Performance Results

|
I I I I

Preparation Organization Delivery Effectiveness
Instructorl Instructor2 Tnstructor3 Instructord
<
Instructord Instructort Instructor?

Fig. 4 Hierarchy of criteria for teaching evaluation procedure

A. Teaching Performance Evaluation through MCDM Method

Evaluating process for IHL instructors can be classified as MCDM problem.
There are two kinds of methods for solving a MCDM problem includes
compensatory and non-compensatory ones (Hwang and Yoon, 1981). The
non-compensatory method does not permit tradeoffs among attributes. The
MCDM techniques in this category are simple, but may not be suitable for
the teaching performance evaluation. In contrast, the compensatory method
allows tradeoffs amongattributes. A slight decline in one attribute is accepted
if it is compensated by some enhancement in one or more other attributes.
These are three subgroups in this category; scoring, compromising and
concordance methods.

We have selected the most appropriate approach from compensatory
method as a guide line for developing suggested evaluation model, that is, an
AHP approach. The next subsection is spent to discuss an implementation of
selected method.

In order to illustrate on how to evaluate the teaching performance of IHL
instructors and rank each instructor to the appropriate band, we use a
sample situation below as a case study.

Thre is one sanall depantment har consist of seven fustructors which are selocte o toach several wniersity subjects for
one semester. At the end of the particndar semester, the wniversity mmagement decides to pursue the teaching
performance evahiion o all mstruetors for teaching and leqring improvemen. University management eonsiders onr
mjor eriteria iclidfing preparation, organization, defivery and effctiveness. In addition, AHP approach was selected in
this evution case

B. The AHP Approach

Based on the discussed system design in the previous section, AHP approach
is used as an MCDM method to design teaching performance evaluation
framework. In this section, the suggested teaching performance evaluation
system will be presented general steps of AHP approach as a guide line.

Considering the general procedure that was discussed in the literature
review section, we used the hierarchy of criteria for teaching evaluation
procedure which was previously designed in Section 3.

After decomposing the problem into a hierarchy notation, alternatives at the
given hierarchy are compared in pairs to assess their relative preference with
regard to each criterion at the higher level. A scale is needed to represent the
varying degrees of preference. Saaty (1980) established a scale in Table 4,
where 9 is upper limit and 1 is lower limit and a unit difference between
successive scale values is used. Adapted from Table 2, pair-wise comparison
scale for AHP preference is summarized as shown below.

Table 4 Scores of Evalnations in Terms of Each Criferion

Nuerica Linguistic Meaning
Assessment =
1 Equal preferred
3 Moderately preferred
b Strongly preferred
7 Very strongly preferred (
9 Extremely preferred §=1 : ] : ; : , ! ) ] A ! ; : : : 123453 __6__?__8:9I»
2,468 Intermediate values of preferred 987654312 I

A comparison is done among the elements on the same level of the goal

hierarchy. In a comparing process, a value V from the scale is assigned to
the comparison result of two criteria P and Q at first, and then the value of
comparison of Q and P is reciprocal value of V. The value of the comparison
of P and P is 1. Following these rules, a matrix of attributes is calculated
through finding the eigenvector associated with the maximal eigenvalue of
this matrix. A practically used algorithm is the following one.

i. Normalize each column by dividing each cell by the column total.

ii. Sum each of the rows into a new column.

iii. Normalize the new column by dividing each value by the sum of the
column.

iv. Represent of the normalize column eigenvector, which contains the
weight of each attribute.

The pair-wise comparison value of selected criteria is presented in Table 5
below.

Table 5 Pair-Wise Comparison Values of Criteria

Criterion Preparation Organization Delivery Effectiveness
Preparation 1 5 3 =
Organization 145 1 1/6 2
Delivery 173 9 1 [
Effectiveness 1/8 172 1’6 1

Table 6 shows a normalized pair-wise comparison value matrix of criteria
and Table 7 shows the weight ranking for each criterion.

Table 6 Normalized Pair-Wise Comparison Values of Criteria and Their Weight

Criterion Preparation  Organization  Delivery  Effectiveness  Sum Weight
Preparation 0518 0.579 0,574 0541 2212 0533
Organization 0.091 0.072 0.089 0.081 0334 0084

Delivery 0.339 0.301 0.281 0328 L2149 0312
Effectiveness 0.052 0048 0056 0049 0.205 0051

Tiie 1onuwing swep 15 W Launs wie 1eiauve wupu taiice vetween cacn pan Of
alternatives in term of a criterion. Based on the calculated results, we notice
that, a preparation criterion with 0.553 is the highest weight and followed
by delivery with 0.312, organization with 0.084 and effectiveness as a less
weigh which is 0.051 scores. The illustrated graph is shown in Fig. 6.

luation Criteria and

Teaching Performance

Fig. 6 Teaching performance evaluation criteria’s and each weight

An index of consistency ratio (CR) can be used to measure consistency of
an n-order square decision matrix. In AHP, the recommended threshold
for CR is less than or equal to ten percent or 0.1, when the value of a CR is
lower then this value; the decision matrix is accepted and can be applied to
making decisions. Otherwise, the matrix is inconsistent and the pair-wise
comparison weights must be revised.

The calculation of CR of a pair-wise comparison matrix is implemented by
taking the following detail method innovated by Saaty (1980).

i. Lam max=the maximum eigenvalue (Perron root) of the matrix = Lmax =
ii. C.I. = Consistency Index = ( -n)/(n-1)

iii. R.I. = Random Index. For each matrix of size n, Saaty’s team generated
random matrices and computed their mean C.I. value and called it the
Random Index.

iv. C.R. = Consistency Ratio = (C.I)/(R.I). A value less than or equal to
0.1 is acceptable. Larger values require the decision maker to reduce the
inconsistency by revising judgments.
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Before this following method can be done, the computation of the n-th
root of the product of the values in each row must be calculated first. This
technique called the geometric mean based on the following, sample data,
[al, a2, ... ,an],

Y
@
a|
!

GeoMean =

Beside that, a priority vector for each row also must be calculated using the
following formula:

" (reoMean 0)
priority vector = =———
Z Geolean

Based on the pair-wise comparison value on Table 5, = 4.223 and the C.I. =
0.074. Consistency ratio = 0.083 which is < 0.1, therefore the judgments are
consistent.

Similarly, we make a pair-wise comparison of the alternatives (instructors-

INS) with respect to the four criteria in the higher level. The comparison and
weights results are illustrated in Tables 7-10.

Table 7 Normalized Pair-Wise Comparison Values of Preparation. Criteria and their Weight (CR. = 0.057)

Altermadve  [NST [INS2 DN} INS¢ N33 INS¢ INST  Sum  Weight

INS1 0116 016+ 015 0160 0126 0151 0OM3 1016 0145
INS2 0045 0031 0048 0047 0042 0038 003 028 04
INS3 0322 0303 0285 0280 030 0303 037 LW 03
IN54 0313 0303 0286 0278 033 0293 0326 2125 03
NS 0119 Q36 0M4 0M6 0101 017 014 087 018
INS6 0033 0026 000 0030 001 003 005 0201 0029

INST 0048 0037 0050 049 0039 0045 0030 0298 0043

Table § Normalized Pair-Wise Comparison Values of Organization Criteria and their Weight (C.R —0.095)

Altermative [N§] INS2 IN§3 ING0 INSS INSF DNS Sum  Weiht
TaEL 01 0127 o112 018 00116 00 0127 0426 i)
Moo 0262 073 0288

MR 0261 0L 02 0252 021 023
WS 006 0137 0181 0204 00 0; 05T IS
ms o0 0057

g6 0077 OME 007

INS7 0030 Q030 0028 0031 0027 0029 0022 0030 QO30

Table 9 Normalized Pair-Wise Comparison Values of Delivery Criteria and their Weight (C R =0.050)

Alternative NS INS2  INS3 INB4 INES IN&F N7 Swm  Weight

INsl 027 0176 0316 0176 0% 0271 OMT 196

INS2 Q172 0201 02 01% 022 ONT 14105

MR 073 0% MIRL AME AR AN OMR 1M O7IR
NSl 0431 1B 0137 0001 G120 0437 006 QRS

&S 001 0079 0075 Q.0RD 00es  a5H

N6 0070 Q062 0063 047 0061 Q461

IN57 0037 Q040

Table 10 Normalized Pair-Wise Comparison Values of Effectiveness Criteria and their Weight (C.R. ~0.076)

Alternative  TNSI  TWE] NG5 TNE4 INES  INES NG Sum  Weight
. INs1 0040 0041 0040 0041 0046 DME 0043 0302 0043 )
™E2 005 047 0058 0063 0063 00 0058 0405 0040
IN53 Q11 0097 0077 0088 0Ll 00 0108 002 0AO0
NG54 0133 0H0 0113 018 014 0138 0152 0906 0120

N3 0193 03 GI% GISF 0L 0207 01 L33 DU
N6 019 0% 02 02 0200 l6T 01N 1409 Rl

N7 067 0X64 0276 0275 0297 0274 0270 194 0275

C. Results of the AHP Application

In order to determine the best performance of instructors, Saaty’s (1980)
AHP was applied to determine performance point values for this applied
research as in Fig. 4. The priority rankings for each instructor were
determined from a hierarchy based on four criteria and seven alternatives.
The selected criteria were compared on a pair-wise basis. This produced a
ranked score for each instructor on each of the criteria and ranked the score
for each criterion. Multiplying these scores provides a summary score for
each the criteria are determined, each of the alternative was compared on
the basis of the criteria. The eigenvalue of the square matrix, the preference
vector, is then computed to determine the relative ranking of the four
criteria in selecting the best evaluation point.

Table 11 Relative Scores for Each Objective and Original Weight of the Criteria

Criteria/Altermative  INS1  INS2  INS3  [NS4 NS5 INS&  INST  Weight
Preparation 0145 0041 0311 0304 0128 0029 0043 0553
Organizanon 0121 027 025% 0192 0042 0081 0028 0084

Delivery 0273 0202 0218 0126 0078 0066 0038 0312

Effectiveness 043 0058 0200 002% 0195 0201 0275 0051

Overall Scores 0178 0012 0267 0230 0109 0.054 0052

Based on the preference vectors given in Table 11 above, the four evaluation
criteria are ranked, thus, preparation is the most important criterion for
teaching performance evaluation whereas effectiveness is of least consider.
The final results which show the evaluation ranking are illustrated in the
graph below which shows the best performance in HLI instructors teaching
performance activities for this case is Instructor3 which 0.267 scores and
Instructor7 with 0.052 which is the lowest point of teaching performance
evaluation results.

Teaching Performance Evaluation Graph
using AHP Method

tor IMStructor IMS

Fig. 7 Teaching performance evaluation results and each weight

With an implementation of the AHP approach to the sample case, which
is considering four evaluation criteria includes; preparation, organization,
delivery and effectiveness, we find that the produced results are consistently
calculated. It is proof by a consistency ratio value which is less then 0.1.
On the other hand, the listed teaching performance evaluation criteria’s
of HLI instructors are highly in subjective evaluation term. Based on the
constructed sample of case study, we find that the discussed ability and
features of AHP are truly presented here. With two levels of hierarchical
process; criteria’s level and alternative level, the main objective of this
research is achieved which preference ranking of alternatives (in this case,
instructor’s) is clearly concluded and highly meaningful.

4. Conclusion

This paper introduces a model, based on Saaty (1980) called AHP which
determines the priority weight for teaching performance evaluation and has
examined the critical factors that effect HLI instructor’s performance. The
AHP methodology could help assess relevant criteria critically and

Cite this article as: Azizul Azhar Ramli, Shahreen Kasim, Mohd. Farhan Md. Fuzzee, Hairulnizam Mahdin, Teaching Performance Evaluation Framework: An
Analytic Hierarchy Process Approach/ Acta Inform. Malay. (1) (2017) 01-06



Azizul Azhar Ramli, Shahreen Kasim, Mohd. Farhan Md. Fuzzee, Hairulnizam Mahdin/ Acta Informatica Malaysia 1(1) (2017) 01-06

logically and to assistin making sensible decisions. In addition, the proposed
AHP framework that might assist in providing direction for evaluating
instructors teaching performance point which almost becomes as needs in
HLIL

Based on the eigenvalues computed by the proposed framework, we
can conclude that preparation criterion is the most important in order
to determines the IHL instructors teaching performance evaluation.
The preparation includes several activities such as discussing teaching
activities plan and clear assessment, and exhibited knowledge of the
subject. However, effectiveness criterion was the minimum consideration
for teaching performance evaluation process. In fact, the relative ranking is
preparation, organization, delivery and effectiveness.

Based on the discussed case study which experimentally used AHP for
evaluating HLI instructors was teaching performance, we found that
Instructor3 shows the best instructor performance on the basis of the four
discussed criteria’s. On the other hand, the minimum performance point
for this case study is Instructor7 which may to improve his/her related
teaching activities.

The findings of this study point to the need for HLI instructors itself and
also their management to understand the impacts that have to consider
for improve the overall institution performance. Through the human
performance analysis process, especially related to the teaching and learning
environment, managers or persons who are in the top management will be
able to make better decisions about the work organization and management
strategies in order to enhance their education business. As strategy tool,
the understanding of human performance will help to identify the right
management technique for managing valuable human resources group
that fit into intuitional vision. Effective AHP method supported teaching
performance evaluation process can play a significant role in helping
intuitions retain and to improve their best critical talent.

This study is done to consider only internal criteria related to the teaching
performance evaluation process. Therefore, also external criteria’s can be
considered for enhancing this research such as size of student and class,
instructor’s gender, class time slot and so on. Furthermore, artificial
intelligence techniques can be used in this kind of applications. For instance,
expert system may be used to enhance the explanation facilities or neural
network techniques to evaluate and forecast the potential of instructor’s
teaching performances relating to different cases. Hence, it is important to
note that the aim of the proposed evaluation system is not to replace the
current system of evaluating performance but it may be used to strengthen
and improve the present system of evaluation by providing additional
information for appraiser to make decision in teaching performance
evaluation and human resources management in an organization especially
HLL
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