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# # 4684672227: MAJOR EDUCATIONAL MEASUREMENT AND EVALUATION

KEY WORD: EDUCATIONAL QUALITY ASSURANCE/ HIGHER EDUCATION/ META-EVALUATION/

COMPOSITE INDICATOR/ UNCERTAINTY ANALYSIS/ SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS
WARUNEE LAPANACHOKDEE: A DEVELOPMENT OF THE COMPOSITE INDICATORS OF
QUALITY EVALUATION OF HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS: UNCERTAINTY AND
SENSITIVITY ANALYSES. THESIS ADVISOR: PROF. SIRICHAI KANJANAWASEE, Ph.D.,
THESIS CO-ADVISOR: PROF. NONGLAK WIRATCHAI, Ph.D., 288 pp.

The three objectives of this research were 1) to evaluate the quality of the higher educational
institutes' self assessment reports and external quality assessment reports. 2) to synthesize the
quality evaluation's results of higher educational institutes' self assessment reports and external
quality assessment reports. 3) to develop composite indicator of higher educational institutes’ quality;
composite indicator of the quality of higher educational institutes' self assessment reports; composite
indicator of the quality of higher educational institutes' external quality assessment reports. The data
sources consisted of 173 self assessment reports and 200 external quality assessment reports.
Research instrument was program evaluations metaevaluation checklist. '

The significant research findings were as follows: '

1) The quality of higher educational institutes' self assessment reports was approximately
equal in all institutes' types. All institutes' reports had fair overall quality, fair in feasibility and
propriety standard but poor in accuracy standard. The quallity of the reports in all institutes' types,
except special higher educational institutes was good in utility standard. But almost all reports in
special higher educational institutes had good quality in utility standard; only a few had poor quality.
and should be improved.

2) The quality of higher educational institutes’ external quality assessment reports in all
institutes' types were approximately equal. The overall quality of most reports was fair; only a few
reports was good. The quality of all institutes’ reports was good in utility standard and fair in propriety
standard. Most of all institutes' reports were fair in accuracy standard; there were some reports, the
quality of which was poor and should be improved. The community college type was the only one
that all institutes’ reports were good in feasibility standard. The quality of most reports in all remaining
institutes’ types was fair in feasibility standard.

3) The uncertainty analysis results of the composite indicator of higher educational institutes'
quality founded that the higher educational institutes' rank varied according to different combination
format. The uncertainty source having the highest effects on variation of the institutes' rank in all
institutes' types was the sub-indicator weighting, next was the sub-indicator normalization and the
sub-indicator combination respectively.

4) The uncertainty analysis results of the composite indicator of the quality of higher
educational institutes' self assessment reports and external quality assessment reports revealed that
there were very small variation in the evaluation reports’ quality rank due to different combination
format. Ranking the evaluation /reports' quality using composite indicator derived from averaging
- evaluation results in 4 standards yielded unbiased ranking.





