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Abstract

FL7225

The study identifies and compares instructors’ and students’ perceptions of Team-Based
Learning (TBL). Participants were 270 instructors and 288 fourth year students from the
faculties of Industrial Education at six universities in the Bangkok metropolitan area.
The data were analyzed using mean, standard deviation, factor analysis, structural
equation modeling with LISREL™ and t-test. This research identified that when the
factors were ranked in terms of importance as perceived by instructors and students the
order was as follows: Instructors: Active Learning (0.89), Accountability (0.75), The
Value of Team (0.75), Facilitation (0.75), Authentic Assessment (0.66), Knowledge
Construction (0.65), and Instructional Design (0.58); and Students: Problem Solving
(0.93), Responsibility (0.92), Active Learning (0.90), Authentic Assessment (0.87), The
Value of Team (0.81), and Instructional Design (0.60). They had highly satisfactory
validity and fit the empirical data. They indicate that both instructors and students
agreed on the importance of two factors in TBL: Active Learning and Authentic
Assessment. Students (M = 5.78, SD = 0.68) were significantly more likely to favor The
Value of Team in TBL (¢ = -2.63) at .01, whereas Instructors (M = 5.88, SD = 0.65) were

significantly more likely to value the importance of Instructional Design in TBL
(t=3.82) at .01.
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