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Abstract
The purpose of this Sudy wasto
compare the systems for sudent ratings of
ingruction anong collegesin Tawan. The
sample induded 36 public schools and 40
private schools. Two research methods were
involved. Method one was an andysis of
school documents regarding to student ratings.
Method two was a survey of the offidd who
took charge of the system for student ratings
a each school. Some important findings are as
follows
1. Sixty-two colleges have required their
faculty to implement student ratingsin thar
courses, and the rest of the schools offer
Student ratings as an option to ther faculty.
2. The purposes of gudent ratings vary from
school to schoal. Sixty-sx schoals haveit
for teaching improvement, 26 schools for
teaching effectiveness rewards, 23 schools
for teacher job contract, 47 schools for
teacher academic promotion, 7 schoolsfor
Sudent selecting courses
3. Eight schools have the eva uation process
on the net, 6 schools outsde the classroom,
and theregt of schools hold the evaluation
processin the classroom.
4. Sixty schools use a schookwide ingrumernt.
Five schools have invited sudent



representatives to participate the
indrument- devel opment process.

5. Four schools make the results of student
ratings avalable to their sudents. Three
schools have published the results of
sudent ratings on school journds.
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