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B2 A4 PR 2R A R ST 5 LM 5E — DISER
PrERBe T S Z R B

AERR R ~ AEFERE - R
HEESS

TR AR B S 2 <2 B B AHBH RIS SR s & - R
FHIRTE 5 0 ARWFER ] Parasuraman , Zeithaml and Berry /F 1985 AFHEHAY
AR5 B T B R R T B A S 2R ) B T B IR | AL .
ANHGELLERIEAr EE s sCRHECE B ] > PRAT 2R 55 e I R 38 (R A0
REIE ~ B /550 BT B R AU 2 {5 ) B A A RS SRR 2 W > DA
B WIS B AN H R B B B R A AR o AMSERASER AT ¢
1. RS E - SAEHEN T HERRET ) FMER S T T RETE ZHFE
FEERAR - 2. "B R PURCEBR A N EER s B AMER BN B A GBS
FHEE R ER A (B A BERE AR AR - 3. BB RS S < B S R A ER
G FME > HAE THEREE, - TEELA, - TaEERE ) B TR
M B R AR Hrp o DL T BB | CFVE AR - 4. BRI
ATMERR SR | dpdd Bl & | S AdGEZ HAEE » A HH Bam LR A £
PN E RV A

BRIy ZANFEEE - BEIIRGE AR - S SRR O E

X SR B T P S R BT
KR R S e A RS
TR R R A B
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EEMRRESER FoTABEH REATIF

TR BT 2 <2 2 i > RIS R SR RO = - AR AR
ANFTEERIZE  FTHE R — TR IRy 58 - 4l Wragg (1987) > Bollington
et al. (1990) - Shinkfield and Stufflebeam (1995) ~ McColskey and Egelson (1993)
P L FRENNLABRET © Shinkfield and Stufflebeam (1995 $ 14 FP#E J7 AT
SORRETER - FEHER AT T 7L McColskey and Egelson (1993)/ 2 HVEIRS
PULBIE - P85 - 2008k ~ ARG - HES -~ IR RS ERRSE % -
ANl REMHHSEIREIR] - BRI S - SR S R e
SR 715 - IO SRS 2 MR S o R AT
AR ~ BB - MO ALEESE - @ ANIMSRRE - S E TETE
T NIRRT G E A R A A BB Z GE - AN - Whyte
(1986) HIGE P bl B 7T 8 A R RE - 3 — & B R FH 8 19 ) 8 %7€ (halo
effects) » H 7 IZ{“HAYFEFH(leniency error) < 3EEH BHAHTRTH# A FE AR Z HH]
B DIBARTH ) BUE T DIBENR T TR A A R TR -
A RN E S M R IORS e REM 2B I A EE R Al
g2 (Jacobs, 1987) » HERAE SR ERA: 7 BB K AN iR R R T B BV ARG
Y TEEE B (Savage, 1982; Bailey, 1978 ; RS » 2002) - [KIt » FE " 24
FRHESAD S T HENE IR R WD R G R E
REHPEE B (IR EERREE ~ #0825 - i BEEF & R < A1 e
BERHRERE CER > DERAEIFRUGE 2% » [EGHEZM: -

AER FRBGRARFUER I S — A A - BRSBTS
FUETE S M FT 22  AEn LIRS B 7T 5 U > Parasuraman,
Zeithaml and Berry (1985) &+ HFTER" BRI (Gap) 2K E £ IR E - Parasuraman
et al. 78R A LLFVAE & ks i B 2 B B R B2 BIRO IRs T FIT e AR AR 22
(BT AKE RIS - k2 S VYRR CATRER » Ho O — R ias
A B TR R R 220 5 R T T T G B I s L R A R 2
PR R = PR i B HUAS B R B ELR IR 7200 5 w1 VY FS A (S B A s
SRR S SO RIS E S T ARS BRI ) DL T A
HE BRI | - AR T B4 ) s 0 T 2N R R
B Bl T BRI L A AR AT A s B R AT 22 S AR A
W52 BERETRAEAR o ARHFURHER — RSN - ARERIAIRRS] - 5t
ANEFR ] — RO DI T R - (S TS e TERET -

Frey bt > AT LSRRI B e s SRR RS 1 > BEET ZUAINHR 5 i 2
HIERZE CEFTTUREAEREE - #5820 - Bt B R E 2 ) seg
A R LR o DR AR RS o BT el A R 2 R

BB A AR -

I

A
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B, SR

PEFIE B AEAG & 2T TR BRSBTS i S e 5 A
JE RN (I AR AR ) BT A B P 2 i A A 2 -
PRIEL » PAN S F 20BN - DUAR B SRS BT © 2 B4 7y Re
N 7% 5 IR BRI LA S5 SRR IEABRES -
— ~ HHIEP

T S A2 g Ry — (8 g - B PEEn [ EhhE - 2R
RS R B (B IR P 0 - Hoow AT SR LRI ZmaEN R RO E SIS -
Z 1F=CZ AN - Standards for educational evaluation {FgHZME RS EZETERS
e~ T~ FL s THE - S - SEEE A SSRAHR EAR - AR T
% S GBI CER A E T EHI(5 | H Green, 1999) - 1 %2
1 H 09 F ZEAE RGN 205 DARAFRPIB R A5 - A& A TR
JE R (formative evaluation),Z H 1 » #&-E HITAT RS HEAS 1 (summative). H
Y o MRS TERTHERY H Y - (EFTEEARASHYECR TP RCHEFFEERY Y AEFT s
PRI o RERSTERRE B s H AR R AR e B H A TR
AL AL B Se i R BHE E AR - REAS IR AT |, B T R
iy [ EHER R ECREY | (attainment or no attainment of standards in term of
“pass” or fail) ; T /P 1 51 8 HITER TR AE 0 iR ) T JE A5 BRI 1S 7Y ELAEE
(objectives of “gain” or “no gain”) - FIAHPEFFEEMEAIN T &t ) MIPECERTE
EFRS DRI o MRS TER TR E R systemy AT 1] > B ECHERT 8 R
#EANHY (individual) SR o RS K A ARBR(I992)HIFEH » 75 Flt@g#HH - JE
LOB R HRYE T - RERSTE B Rl - S BIRET S HHIATR L) - FEE(E
He R DR R B AE 2 BAT BN e B B R MR S E I S ko
IRIBE > ZmET i H R B B2 O 2 R e B A B S S I W 2R
W mE e o XEHY - Darling -Hammond et al (1983), Frase and Streshly
(1994) FERSSEEI S A R MATEAENETE - R rET S N oskis ~ By
AR o SRR 2 BERUCEDIRE 0 H A RE g {s A -

Haefele (1993), Darling-Hammond et al. (1983)5E P45 DUEEE
Pl TE GG ARIB A B R 2 s - R AREE: © T B AT R E T
—AEAE 40-60 SR TR RS N AR ¢ LUK BREE R B ) BB R TN
B8 R BN —F M 22 A 8 K nl§E 1 - Bailey (1978), Levin (1979),
Haefele (1993) [F] It $5 HH AR G 1 71 8 ) — 7 1 #2 8Al 77F # A5 = (dominant
model) = Darling-Hammond (1983)4tFF 3= P2 AT I T B Hil =0
R o EAMEETE RN Z AR — R - IR S AREHE RS & A EEA
FECZRRRIEF - N R B RERRZ [ R AVFTMA - Bailey (1978)tHEE
TR SR ATUCE AR - HRB RS © 2R = AR
B AalVEL o RGPS A USRI S 528 5 P H i 2 B2 e &) (s
FE -~ B8 AR BIMICESE R R R AT - B AE1G
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AEEEE  ZRETTEEER S SN TR HRME R ARSI
MIRES ] BCEIEBIZR AR YE G T AR AR R - RS I B2 eyl 5 LA 58
EFTE R AN B

RS T T A o — e - s AR L A R s e T A B —
H B A N IR e o PLRT SR O S ml ple i = e & B -

o DB AR TR

ELAR SR B AR BRAATS 1920 A ME R B2 A v B ARy 8052
KEEFNHE » (Savage,1982) - M) ZLANF E#EZ » the Purdue Rating Scale of
Instruction, /% 1926 fEJE, ( Cook,1989) o [ HLZFHEZRAE 1960 AERS A BT -

B2 SR H 945 — ¢ (Marsh & Roche, 1993)

1 PR AR GRS H A
2. PRSP SER ORI 255

MM N A L BT « B2 EE  ZRIERE 15T Rkl
TENAYTREANE © EHSR A8 © s B EIEE ] B KA
DLUBCEER - #6773 HAT T TR R - B 5 R e 23 (SRTE » 2002) -

PtAh - DAERAE 5 R T i 5 H el R S A B 7 2 -
Aleomoni and Spencer (1973)f5HEH AR J& ol (YR » IRHFHEZEIZ AGR
TR RIZE R BGERBERIEM - BEERNE ~ ZU51E5F) - Savage and McCord (1986)
fRH S A M —EARE R R B M R RN B S R - B2
IRETRAE BRI I BB —FF » B4 B ERREGR AN FHEERr - gt
A " BB | BYEIEE 0 P BRI 8 AE i om & B B 22 AR 2 Y A E)

(McColskey and Egelson 1993 ) - Levin (1979), Costin et al. (197 D)tlifgH! » 24
HYAEEFTENER  SHEEA BRI » TR — BT e 2
g » HA5EIZE %Y © Traugh and Duell (1980) A5/ T » 4554 H € IEFTHHERN
b SR P AR B AT B A S IR 22 52 > DRI TR B AR
[t - Savage and McCord (1986)3 5% » SAA ¥ 2 AlAY R i A BE BE e A0
OEhERE b (AEEE -~ 58% - TIRERIEIRERYEE - FFERIEIEE) -
TP NN T 1A (ZU2aTH - U E2E R’ ) - Savage (1982)F5!
SRR RS | SRR RARA S H R SRRy - 1 H wT PAFENR]—
[R5 (HEUS TG 2 i BRI I EE R - DUR B2 A i B2 78 oy DR - A FH R S A
R S B RN B SR I (Bailey, 1978) « AATE2 R/ EZAIRTEAIRERE e
LANNRIRE o Bailey (1978)F2H! » A AR B R B FE MMy E R 8
FERIE AT - AIFFEEEr S SRR - Cangelosi (1991)JE2H > ZZHili
N R 2 IR B R 2 -

Green (1999)AE AR s U = Pt Ay Zma s - Aosamah A5
HOITERT » T RS S il R S G R R 22 [ - NI R B2 A P B T2
AU E 2 ER M RS - IR Q002 e E R sl S Y1 T8
LR R i T AN AR EHIRY -
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2 B T R el B A AR R T B R A e e B -

3B SRR Tk ([FIE -~ 9 ~ HET - A=) K8l -
4 B8 P AR H PR R R IR R — U -

5.8 4 ThE B RN AR B (Arreola, 1995; Peterson, 1995) ©

M7 B R LA B SR A BEZ AR T E B DL T =3
1. P T H A2 e fe g (Marsh, 1987) e
2. SIS ARE < iR T HAY{E & (Feldman, 1977) -

3 B TME N RERTE LR H.(Centra and Gaubatz, 2000; Chang, 2000; Feldman,
1993) «
= FTE AR NI RE

Ryan et al. (1980) i - sl SR A RS 2GR R R LI
BRI - mEAEERER - RSS2 A 2 A p e B TIEE LU
{53455, » Cranton and Knoop (199D tFSHY » TAFRY I RYES B2
S o (i 53— J71Al » Baxter (199DFFHY » FEANEIRHIEROE FHERA- P8 - 2100
S FIF R EAR « Ryan S H R30S 22 A4 ST R BB EnS s B
I8 K » i5hlE Marsh and Dunkin (1992)FfFERY " 238952 5 (leniency) il
A5 BT AR RGN BEE - TR RERS B TR -

Jacobs (1987)HIZETH. » AEHYBEN BG4 TR B i T S & e 2R
BHREE > 6 R IR R TR Y « AR PR e R SR m IR
£ - Franklin and Theall (1989) BYFSERHAER A A 20 B Z A AT B A2 5T
WA FHEAEBE -

B RS F AN BB AR TR RE T 22 52 ¢ Rich (1976)
U TEMTRRAENEAL (FEERATR A FEH AR ) AT R =
VEREARSTER T BREENMER - A > Avi-ltzhak and Kremer (1986)i/f5T5%
B AT IR SO BRIV Bl eI 2 55 R 22 AR 5 ol LA A T H BB e g - fH
LA 5 T RO A B EAR By I 2 Al Bl S s DAREAS TR s H YR B AR 3R e -

IE4% > Spercer and Flyr (1992) #83 » AT 23%H 20 e AR IR S A TR B HUAS
REYCEZEE > 1 H A E Srdlcsn I a2 Eiimeee = - 885X
BIER AR -

VY ~ AR Tk

Loup et al (1996)F5!1" » ZHNFFHER A UARZENEABIE - JEEE -
P T ~ ZUTRE ZETE R R ~ B AR PR 2RI LA B AR
2% - Darling-Hammond et al (1983)[alEEAHRA sCRRFRHY » FETFTFEA AT /RS
% o BUE T LAENERS ¢ 288 0SS ¢ 3 BRI E 5 4 BB S B4 TRE
2 6.[EIME AET 1A ERE LU 82U H T #E S © McColskey and
Egelson (1993) RIS HFME /7ib MG 2B - AlEEi% - 8 ek - A0
HEE ~ #ZDARARREHASSE < FabitiEE K 5y - RIFHE 7= B2 E
TP ~ [N BB ~ Eh R DA R AL N T S G
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& 0 1995 Wragg > 1987) - AEZ N E FeEEEE /71 » Bollington et al (1990)57 5%}
HELLGER B - it Whyte (1986)50 5% » Zihil B et #i A 7 = H wciE (halo
effects) » JRAIEAEEREL - H S HEFMNEHLUEE - #i52  ZHE T
A TR RS (leniency error) o [fTAEFRER AR FRE AT AT » KERD <
FEER R EBREE - RFENTT 7 2 (Greenwood & Ramagli, 1980;
O’Hanlon & Mortensen, 1980; Shieh, 1990) - £52 H.FZH N » FFRNEL THE#
PrEEP e T YRS R IR R A I BRI o AN
TEFEE A - FERR SR A S i B B2 BEER L AR E » 1T RS Be R A
JERTERTT -
.~ IR BRI

Takeuchi and Quelch (1983), Martin(1986), Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry
(1985, 1988) ( LUTf&f PZB ) » Parasurman, Berry and Zeithaml (1991) ( DA T f4
1§ PBZ) GRS BT B 23 - HA DL PZB (1985, 1988)LL K
PBZ (199 )E32 B2 H BAFRH - Parasuraman et al (198582 S ARG E R
TSR o W R T — T s B AR A B T ORI IE AL » MR
i (B — B AT IR S 2 » 50 2 TEREMG S B 19 oK » AHZEI AR =
H TR B AR ] o FCER iR AR ] BV I RO M 2 5 R
(1 S PR A B s o B RS T A 722 5 R — R s il B R IR
s Ap|= P S Ay e 5 B SR St SRl S s E R S M AN e e f=c i
TSEL SR AR IR R ) DA IR 0 S B B s e 2 R 1 RN B
225 > Rk — iR IS - WIRERAZ SN KAE > QIR SR
B E/KEERTMERE5ET] © [ - Hilg R -

Parasuraman et al (1988) 2 KNS5 i R R AERE I TR RI SR » IRk
CIAHRE AR 2R - AR—FR -

% PZB (1988)RL: FIE AR Z

i — i1 = R RN
LSRR a1 OsesiRsiE LSRG LK PRsE 1 ARERE
PACI i G 2B NEZIHTT T 258 FGHER 2. 7581
3EHEREH 2 HERGE 3. B e TR 3.5

EXUE o (ol e Pl 4Ol
AFIT PR ARSI S.[AERL
SV EREEHIARR
6. s
7 kst

ERII ¢ AFREEEE -
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AN SR TR B RE T T > DASSRISERERE S0 PR A1(1988)F8 5y
AT P B AR o R B SR R RO AN B RCAE - D
WI(199) HIZE IR ~ RORELIRT T N B TEIRT T likedss & B B B e A e 2
AR BRERAI1988)ELLBAIA(1992) < ERE S EHIES PZB k]
— DA E T A R SRR IR ) T 2B E(1992) AU R R
HRT TRl A LR T B R R s S BRI R A T A s LR R B A
FE » ZEERE(1992)BUAZERIS PZB ARk — T iAEeH ] B B A A
FIEZERE ) e = T IR B S B s (e I i, B

2~ WG

AT EBAERRIHAM FETIR A T AL © LU BIgMERGT ~ btk /g
i~ BRI TR R IR A SEA  n ARGHL -
— ~ [WEE
AMHTE L RS RER I SEAHAIr SR e B TR A T, COREEH] TR

B AR L E AT R A R B SR EIIEN S - R R IR
REE e AR IR iy > JEA0AT 25 > 708 S (AR - IR T
AR BEEE ) > R EZ HAMERBE AR R SR R R B R B H
JE > ST EGE 6~ 17 ) > AW TE I RS A AR IR A E < B
B IRNE R AR, o FEHAENRBEATAE S S E - AR
FLR o pEAI RS BRI - BN s > HEUEGE 13
10~ 11~ 1314222425 ) [NE=H T 28R > HEEHE
TR IR AR B Y I TE ) > BHEERES RS S > AR E TR REE - 3R
RN L LIS TTAAMN i E IR e TEEE 247
9~ 15~ 16~ 18~ 1920~ 23 557H) ¢ [NFERVUG " apfldat s, - HEEIHY
FEF AR A TS ST AR AP EE - T G 12 R 21
) LURINZRTL T BB ) GBS K 8 38 » AT MR TR e R
JEtr R s e RISz > £ TIRR AR L ~ TARE L - TR
VAR R T IREIANE ) ORI R A o (HAG Y a0 AHRZERE
R rBRET 1223~ 4~ 59 » HFHRATEREHBERIER » FIEHE#
mE RS AR E RS E - (REE S HESR B AR R
i SOZIRES » ARHAMFEE L B AT SRR -
* fER TR

AFELATRISIT GRS > BRaT S S e B A S SRk 2 i i L
HIFTHE AR R A2 - SO TAEER B S (70 a2 - 17 BEER
AET TR - REMIBRIEES A SE 2 - RGN 5 (32T HFEE e 664 1352
AFMEER - AE 17 EEERk T > DIENS > EHE 8 5 91179 £7) ~ 5 10

=
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HE(402 £7) ~ PUEL 2 PE83 £7) © ALAE Ry - QISEEEA 11 HE480 fi) ~ &
HUFA 4 J1(123 (7) ~ sfi S A 2 JH6L D) -
=~ BRI

AWHIEZ GRS SPSS FatakB LT o (EHIE R AT SAREE
J&73#fr(Cronbach’s Alpha) ~ B TA# 5 EAT(ANOVA) ~ Scheffe ZE ek
DIF HAt e chpEss  AE—FR -

18
| AR 5 B % (2%~ =%~ wd)
(H2REE  -#E) ANOVA
PR RS N L AR
HMAER) (B 512453

)
23R B A 545 :
wihEE s 1360 & 3F 25 AR
Hoab B E R
Cronbach’s Alpha 2R H R
B

B ARWFRERAT L
VU~ FHSEIR
AT S R EAYRSEIRS - AT
LAZBRIRIS R e AT AR SE P DISSRIEAr S e a s R SR v i R A 52 il -
HABEEAERLS 5 (702 664 ISR FMERA > Ml - toh
IIARIREBE A T e T SRR AR ErERDAR b F 2 2 R -
2R R HEE RN WERRERZ  (HREPE R RIS o
PlgleEd - NIRRT ARE N AR -
RN Tas T ak (RN [RTE S il B i SN 1 =873 pece sl = e S = RN EIE S (T
P2 o

B - FAREERT R

— RIS T
N 25 ERITEIR a0 B AR S T S
TgE AR, o TEREEIER ) R TR ) ST o SRR
{51 » $BIUEFT Cronbach’s PR BCHESIMT » SIS BN FIFT o e T »
FiHAT Alpha 5545 0.9 LI b » BORPIHS Sl FL -
= RSB ERHT
SIS > 26 SR B A s S I i 2 A = NI
ST W R (BB 2 SRR » 8 37342 5 TS DRI DU (A e
SRR MRS 0 £ 3.5814 1 IR T H - DURGER T R (e
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=y
N;Ab\
H
&

Y

FEAN A R T

) Z MBS - IETMERARE E T8 - S R AL A SR 5 A= 0 (e
BHEREY) > 1 PUBGER D IR AR — CH AR AR RES) -
A SCHER AR S R FL(EM B RDFME S > E T

FPUHRASFF TP EIRE | FHI A RSN — BRI R
SIS REELAI ) FME A - BRI — (U ity
TR > (GRS CEHARAL L SRR )RR AR (HIRPUFT)

R REIMTAR

Al *

7 H

Alpha

AR R i

6.BE LR Lk AIHERAE T ARACRL HY &
17 BEARH L B EREERIE

0.9507

L ZAMER OB AR SR H Y T I

3 ZRNS N B A R PR AR R E

1020 25 FEE R - BT AR

1122 Rl R 22 R o e HUHTR - ISR

13 2RI E

14 ZAMENELGER] ~ FUR

22 ZHTE R A B E 2R B B RE A UL B 5iéda
&

23 [ FEREEE S R EE R A

24 2 ARG 2 3R

0.9672

B

2. ERIFIZE T T (e T B SRR A B 1 R

4 RERRATHERR TS > R R

T E A

0. RlAZER 7 (5 [ S A B AR

IR ISR IESE Ve R Es

L6 ZMMRYZLEE F iR s

I8 AEZ ATz R » BESEA A LR A A B

19 ZRIAAGRIEREA RAHIf &~ B S

20.ZRBFERE AR - MC AR el R R BD 2K
B 8T T

23 250l LR s R AT E A

0.9751

L2 BT RO E
21 25K E A e

0.9396

A (s

SARHHIARANEEE
BAELEH BT ZU Bk

0.9418

&3
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F= AN[EERRER A B A AR RS A E R A
B UES i H
. N - A
(n=402) (n=83) (n=179)
HARMEZ 3.6741 3.6265 3.2542 3.5550
B wmE R (.9138) (.7645) (1.0061) (.9395)
. 3.8427 3.8481 3.4377 3.7342
w2 E
(.8225) (.6524) (.8914) (.8412)
) ) 3.7076 3.6669 3.2584 3.5814
G B RV
(.8849) (.6737) (.9279) (.8943)
P—— 3.6517 3.6988 3.2458 3.5482
e 28 5
(.9109) (.7154) (.9991) (.9312)
3.7189 3.6687 3.2989 3.5994
WMz A
(.9232) (.7460) (.9444) (.9259)
RV A [FI B pE I B A B A R R e R R
Sty K PSSR ERSHE
g % ]LT},E iﬂj [mfmj ﬁﬁﬁ E EEJ&E élﬂxﬁ:ﬁ F{ft, *D
(n=61) (n=123) (n=480)
P N = g 3.9918 3.9593 3.3958 3.5550
BN OE K (.8874) (.7985) (.9322) (.9395)
e 3.9709 4.0926 3.6123 3.7342
OB e
(.8628) (.6790) (.8449) (.8412)
) . 3.9902 4.0060 3.4207 3.5814
=G s -V
(.8882) (.7258) (.8834) (.8943)
B 3.8607 3.9512 3.4052 3.5482
iy B 7 &
(1.0088) (.7878) (.9166) (.9312)
4.0082 4.0203 3.4396 3.5994
WMz A
(.9105) (.7558) (.9192) (.9259)

B e

RO — 2D AN [F] S B B R e A A N R R A B TR MBS A
5] - B HIEASATERZRETT ANOVA BUE - KRBT - A[EISAH] R SR
EEAERTE 2RISR G PRI AL MRTLGERAFTR ©

[ =
Sh=

FHERTL IR > B VU B A s B A =R s
ERE S MR/l

B MEE B A E
Al S A AR TR B A BB s B M A R R
% o
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RIS B S IR T SR, ANOVA Scheffe iz

UL AR — H T3 i H AR E -
e Scheffe #7E
nBERFE (0=402) (n=83) (n=179)  F1{HP {E)
SN g 3.6741 3.6265 3.2542 13.108
o B.D>E
L R (.9138) (.7645) (1.0061) (.000)**
3.8427 3.8481 3.4377 15.909
OB RE T D,B>E
(.8225) (.6524) (.8914) (.000)**
) i 3.7076 3.6669 3.2584 16.825
= =y S I B,D>E
(.8849) (.6737) (.9279) (.000)**
. 3.6517 3.6988 3.2458 13.498
7 i B 3 = D,B>E
(.9109) (.7154) (.9991) (.000)**
3.7189 3.6687 3.2989 13.498
M FH A B,D>E
(.9232) (.7460) (.9444) (.000)**

BT CE DU E: AE
* L IRAE 0=0.01 T REE
A R A B A B S BB R BSR4 ANOVA/Scheffe My 22

HEEIRAS e EHE B AR e
. Scheffe & 7E
R =ZNES (n=61) (n=123) (n=480)  F {H(P {#)
PN i 3.9918 3.9593 3.3958 26.808 LM
N, T 9 >
B EE (.8874) (.7985) (.9322) (.000)**
3.9709 4.0926 3.6123 19.664
AR T GL>M
(.8628) (.6790) (.8449) (.000)**
. . 3.9902 4.0060 3.4207 30.473
#5  A GL>M
(.8882) (.7258) (.8834) (.000)**
. 3.8607 3.9512 3.4052 21.911
i ] B GL>M
(1.0088) (.7878) (.9166) (.000)**
4.0082 4.0203 3.4396 27.897
Btz FH GL>M
(.9105) (.7558) (.9192) (.000)**

ah Lt EEEH > G MM M - B
FHLONAE 0=0.01 TR
=~ B BRSO i B e L R B A
B SRR N L B EFHEAS A ARTUEAZR NP fERIAER — 2 A
RILZPIETHI 3.6 ~ 4.4667 ~ 4.2~ 4.2 F 4.2 > BUREANA ALy L ZEARERE
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AMERE > TR R - P R TR (e A
R RTR
b DAEMEATHAS IR e R CRE

BERA A tfif
p PEEfE e e PR
=N (P {B)
B KRR 2 -1.235
— 3.5550 3.6000 -0.0450
L R R IS (217)
-22.437
o8 [ 3.7342 4.4667 -0.7325
(.000)**
-17.824
o2 5 K 3.5814 4.2000 -0.6186
(.000)**
B -18.036
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A Study on Students’ Evaluation on Teachers and Teachers’
Self-Evaluation- The Case of English Teaching in Mei-Ho

Institute of Technology

Hsiao-yu Chuang*, Jen-hui Chuang**, Kuo-dong Hwa***

Abstract

Teachers Evaluation has become popular in recent years; the related research
are also abundant. This study employs service quality model provided by
Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (1985) to investigate the differences between
students’ evaluation on teachers and teachers’ self-evaluation. This study takes
English Teaching at Mei-Ho Institute of Technology as the subject to investigate the
factors of teaching service quality (including “Teachers Attitude to Teaching”,
“Teaching Method”, “Exams and Evaluation”, and “Instruction Materials”, etc.) and
students’ satisfaction on English courses as well. This study also investigates the
differences between the students satisfaction on teaching service quality and
teachers self-perception of the teaching service quality. The conclusions of this
study are as follows: (1) Overall speaking, students rank relatively high on
“Teachers Attitude to Teaching”, and relatively low on “Exams and Evaluation;(2)
The average evaluation scores of two-year junior college and 4-year college students
on teaching service quality are significantly higher than those of 5-year junior
college students, and the average scores of students majoring in languages and
management are higher than those majoring in medicine; (3) The self-evaluation
scores of teachers are higher than those of students. The differences are significant
in the factors of “Teaching Method”, “Exams and Evaluation” and “Instruction
Material”, especially in the factor of “Teachings Attitudes to Teaching”; (4) This
study suggests that English teachers should try to improve “Exams and Evaluation”
first and try to search for the difference in the gap between students’ perception of

teaching service quality and the teachers’ self-perception.

Keywords: teachers’ self-evaluation, teaching service quality, students’ satisfaction

on English courses.

* Lecturer, Department of Applied Foreign Language, Meiho Institute of Technology
*x Lecturer, Department of Business Administration, Meiho Institute of Technology
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