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The objectives of this research were: to analyze educational evaluation data and marks
allocation for assessment of the Faculty of Pharmacy in the academic year 2001 — 2003; to study
the correlation between the factors regarding course contents, types of subject, grading system, and
the fields of study. There were 105 courses opened in total, and there were 16,172 students enrolled
in the courses. The researcher interviewed 13 instrdctors who taught in the academic year 2001 —
© 2003 about their reasons and concepts for their educational evaluation. The study results are as
followed:‘ ‘

1. Educational evaluation classified by course contents revealed that in the lecture-only
courses and laboratory-only courses, instructors gradéd their students with ‘A’ the most, with ‘B+’ the
second most, and with ‘B’ the third most. For the courses with both lectures and laboratqries,
instructors graded their students with ‘B’ the most, ‘B+ the second most, and ‘A’ the third most.

2. Educational evaluationgclassiﬁed by types of subject showed that for major subjects,
instructors graded their students with ‘B+' the most, ‘A’ the second most, and ‘B’ the third most. For
compulsory subjects, instructors graded their students with ‘B’ the most, ‘B+’ the second most, ‘C’
the third most. For major elective courses and free elective courses, instructors graded their students
- with ‘A’ the most, ‘B+ the second most, and ‘B’ the third most.

3. Educational evaluation classified by grading system revealed that for the criteria reference
method, ‘A’ was gi\)en the most, ‘B+’ the second most, and ‘B’ the third most. For norm reference
method, ‘B+’ was given the most, ‘B’ the second most, and ‘A’ the third most.

4. Educational evaluation classified by the fields of study showed that in the field of
pharmaceutical care, ‘A’ was given the most, ‘B+ the second mosvt, and ‘B’ the third most. In the
field of pharmaceutical sciences, ‘A’ was given the most, ‘B’ the second most, and ‘B+ the third
most.

5. The study of marks allocation for assessment showed that in the academic year 2001-
2003, courses with low grades allocated marks for assignments the most, for mid-term exam the
second most, and for final exam the third most. The courses with medium and high grades allocated
marks for final exam the most, for mid-term exam the second most, and for the assignment the third
most. |

6. The correlation study of the factors affecting educational evaluation revealed that:

1) Types of subject affected educational evaluation with statistical significance of 0.5.

2) The course contents (in high grade group) affected educational evaluation
with statistical significance of 0.5.

3) Types of subject (in high grade group) affected educational evaluation with

statistical significance of 0.1.





