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Abstract

This study analyzes students’ perceptions of teachinglearning activities at the campus based on a
field survey conducted in 2082. The analysis covers four major dimensions: Teaching and Course
Management, Practical and Participatory Learning, Teaching Methods and ICT Use, and
Motivation and Student Support. Overall findings indicate a high level of student satisfaction,
with positive responses ranging from 56% to 88%. The mean scores across indicators range from
3.668 to 4.468, while standard deviation (SD) values range from 0.825 to 1.056, indicating
generally positive evaluations with moderate variation in responses.

In the dimension of Teaching and Course Management, positive responses ranged from
76% to 80%. The mean scores varied between 3.84 and 4.208, with SD walues between 0.838 and
0.956. Teaching with preparation recorded the highest mean (M = 4.208, SD = 0.945), followed
by regularity (M = 4.096, SD = 0.838) and syllabus completion on time (M = 4.06, SD = 0.904).
Classroom discipline showed a slightly lower mean (M = 3.84, SD = 0.956). These results
indicate effective course management with relatively consistent student responses.

Under Practical and Participatory Learning, positive responses ranged from 70% to 78%,
with mean scores between 3.76 and 4.16 and SD values from 0.946 to 1.056. Encouraging
participation achieved a high mean (M = 4.16, SD = 0.946), while presentation/problem-solving
(M = 4.00, SD = 0.98) and use of local examples (M = 4.088, SD = 1.03) were also rated
positively. Creativity promotion (M = 3.996, SD = 1.056) and self-employment ideas (M = 3.76,
SD = 0.971) received comparatively lower means, indicating areas where further improvement is
desirable. .

In Teaching Methods and ICT Use, positive responses ranged from 76% to 82%. Mean
values varied between 3.988 and 4.136, with SD ranging from 0.913 to 1.049. Fair assessment
received the highest mean (M = 4.136, SD = 0.928), followed by ICT use (M = 4.08, SD = 0.913),
reference materials (M = 4.036, SD = 0.941), and clear teaching (M = 4.02, SD = 1.049).
Homework and term paper practices recorded a mean of 3.988 (SD = 1.018). These findings
demonstrate strong competence in instructional clarity, technology integration, and fair evaluation
practices.

Finally, in Motivation and Student Support, positive responses ranged from 56% to 88%,
with mean scores between 3.668 and 4.468 and SD values between 0.825 and 1.015. The

motivational role of teachers received the highest overall
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followed by encouraging participation (M = 4.208; SD = 0.856) and respectful behavior M =
4.184, SD = 0.833). Availability outside the classroom (M = 3.8, SD = 0.938) and support for
weak students (M = 3.668, SD = 1.015) received comparatively lower mean scores, indicating
areas for further improvement.

In conclusion, the overall mean scores above 4.0 in most indicators reflect strong positive
student perceptions of teachers’ performance across managerial, pedagogical, technological, and
motivational dimensions. The relatively moderate SD values suggest some variation in opinions,
but overall consistency in positive evaluation. Targeted improvements in supporting weak
students and enhancing creative and entrepreneurial learning approaches could further strengthen

academic quality,
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Durgalaxmi Multiple Campus, located in Godawari-2, Kailali, and affiliated with Far
Western University, has been formally operating as an important government educational
institution since 2063 B.S. (2006 A.D.). The campus has been making significant contributions to
the educational development of Sudurpashchim Province. By providing access to higher
education for students from local as well as nearby rural and urban areas, it has played a vital role
in promoting educational inclusion, quality, and expanded opportunities. Particularly for students
from economically, socially, and geographically disadvantaged backgrounds, the campus has
established itself as a reliable center for higher education.

The campus offers undergraduate-level programs under various faculties. By providing
study opportunities in Management, Education Humanities, and other related disciplines, the
campus has contributed significantly to the intellectual, professional, and social development of
students. The students enrolled at the campus come from diverse backgrounds, creating a
multicultural and diverse academic environment. Such an environment helps develop cooperation,
tolerance, and a sense of social responsibility among students.

Durgalaxmi Multiple Campus prioritizes effective teaching-learning practices by ensuring
regular class operations, timely completion of the syllabus, well-prepared instruction, and the
maintenance of a disciplined academic environment. The campus has experienced and qualified
teachers who strive to present subject matter clearly and systematically. Furthermore, the use of
modern teaching methods and Information and Communication Technology (ICT) has been
gradually expanded. The use of digital materials, presentation tools and reference books has
helped make teaching more effective and student-friendly.

Another important feature of this campus is the promotion of a student-centered teaching
system. Teachers encourage active participation in the classroom, provide opportunities for
presentations and problem-solving practice, and connect teaching with local contexts. This
approach supports the development of students’ creative thinking, amalytical skills, and self-
reliance. In addition, the campus promotes co-curricular and extracurricular activities for the
holistic development of students.

However, certain areas still require improvement. In particular, there is a need to strengthen

additional academic support for weak students, increase teachers’ availability outside the




classroom, and place greater emphasis on self-employment and entrepreneurial thinking. Student
satisfaction surveys have indicated the possibility of improvement in these areas, which can serve
as a basis for implementing future quality enhancement programs.

Overall, Durgalaxmi Multiple Campus is an important educational institution providing .
quality higher education in Sudurpashchim Province. It has positively influenced students’
academic achievement, moral development, and social responsibility. Through continuous
evaluation, improvement, and innovation, the campus holds strong potantial to further elevate its
academic standards in the future.

Statement of the Problem

The quality of the teaching—learning process in higher education directly influences
students’ satisfaction, academic achievement, and overall educational development. Students’
opinions, experiences, and feedback are considered essential foundations for improving the
academic standards of any campus. However, in many cases, students’ genuine perceptions
regarding the effectiveness of teaching and learning activities are not systematically collected and
analyzed. As a result, the campus may face difficulty in clearly identifying its strengths,
weaknesses, and areas that require improvement.

At Durgalaxmi Multiple Campus, there is a need for a formal assessment of teaching and
learning activities from the students’ perspective. Without clear and organized information about
students’ satisfaction with classroom management, teaching preparation, participatory learning,
use of ICT, assessment practices, and student support, it becomes ohallenging to implement
effective academic improvement strategies. If students’ feedback and suggestions are not properly
documented and analyzed, efforts related to academic planning, faculty development, and
curriculum enhancement may not achieve the desired outcomes.

In this context, a confidential and structured survey form has been prepared to collect
students’ opinions, experiences, and suggestions regarding teaching and learning activities. The
form is intended to be completed only by students to ensure authenticity and reliability of
responses. Students are not required to write their names or roll numbers, and all information
provided will be kept strictly confidential. This approach is designed to encourage honest and
unbiased responses.

Therefore, the central problem of this study is the lack of systematic and evidence-based
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satisfaction at the campus. Addressing this problem by collecting and analyzing students’

feedback is essential for enhancing the academic quality of the institution.

Objectives

To collect and analyze students’ opinions regarding the teaching and learning activities of the

campus through a structured survey.

(

To measure the effectiveness of teaching practices using quantifiable indicators such as
percentage responses, mean, and standard deviation,
To identify strengths and areas for improvement in academic performance based on

students’ feedback and suggestions.

Limitations of the Study

1.

The study covers only students who partiéipated, S0 it may not represent all campus
students.

Data are based on students’ self-reported opinions, which may include personal bias.

The study was conducted within a limited time, restricting in-depth investigation.

Focus is only on teaching—learning, ICT use, and student support, excluding other
campus factors.

Findings are from a single campus and cannot be generalized to other institutions.




Chapter 2: Literature Review

Research on student evaluation and satisfaction in higher education highlights its growing
role in assessing teaching quality, learning environments, and institutional effectiveness. Earlier
scholarship established student evaluation of teaching as a widely adopted tool for instructional
feedback and administrative décision making, while later studies examined its relationship with
academic performance, engagement, and motivation. Recent work has expanded the focus to
include factors such as instructional clarity, emotional support, class size, technological tools,
institutional services, and transparency in feedback systems. Contemporary perspectives also
emphasize satisfaction as a multidimensional construct shaped by cognitive, affective, and
contextual elements, as well as by the quality of measurement instruments used. Together, these
studies position student satisfaction as a key indicator for improving pedagogy, curriculum
design, and overall educational quality.

Miller and Seldin (2014) conducted a comparative study to assess modern evaluation
methodologies in the United States. They compared 2000 and 2010 evaluations of instructional
approaches. They discovered that the practice of students rating professors expanded
significantly in 2010, and that SET is used in more than 90 percent of the colleges examined.
SET serves as a primary source of classroom instructional information. According to their
findings, nearly all deans believed that classroom instruction was an. important component of
evaluating university professors.

Sanchez et al. (2020) conducted a study to find a relationship between SET and academic
achievement in higher education. They found small to medium correlation between SET and
students’ achievement. They claimed that the use of SET to measure teacher’s effectiveness in
making administrative decision remains controversial. Chen and Hoshower (2003) discussed that
student ratings of instruction is common practice to evaluate teachers’ effectiveness in most of
the universities and colleges. They mention that SET are commonly used to provide feedback to
teacher for the purpose of improvement of their pedagogy. SET are also used for promotion and
other administrative decision.

Mathur et al. (2024) investigated student satisfaction with the teaching—learning process
in higher education. They surveyed undergraduate students to examine the relationship between

teaching quality, resource availability, classroom interaction, and overall student satisfaction,
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Their. findings indicated that clarity of instruction, timely feedback, and access to learning
materials were significant predictors of satisfaction. Students reporting higher satisfaction also
demonstrated better engagement and academic motivation. The authors recommended that
institutions integrate student feedback in curriculum design and faculty training. The study
supports the view that teaching quality and learning environment strongly influence student
satisfaction.

Singh & Verma (2025) examined how advanced analytics applied to large student
satisfaction datasets can help institutions identify patterns and factors influencing satisfaction.
They found that analytics can detect instructors’ strengths and arcas where students consistently
report lower satisfaction. The study showed that data-driven insights help design targeted
interventions to enhance curriculum delivery and support services. Students expressing higher
satisfaction tended to perform better academically, indicating satisfaction’s relationship with
academic outcomes. The authors encouraged institutions to operationalize analytics into
‘satisfaction feedback systems. This research illustrates how technology enhances understanding
of student satisfaction.

Lee & Chang (2025) studied the effects of transparency in reporting student satisfaction
surveys to students and faculty. The researchers found that transparent feedback processes
improved trust in evaluation systems and increased response quality. Students who saw clear
action taken based on prior feedback reported higher confidence in satisfaction surveys. The
study emphasized that closing the feedback loop — showing how satisfaction data influenced
teaching practices — boosts future satisfaction and engagement. Lee and Chang argued that
transparency enhances accountability and impfovcs institutional strategies to promote
satisfaction. Their results highlight the relational aspect of reporting satisfaction outcomes.

Ramos, Chen & Smith (2025) explored the effects of class size on student satisfaction.
Their findings indicated that smaller class sizes significantly enhance satisfaction due to
increased engagement and personalized attention. Students in smaller groups reported feeling
more  supported and better able to interact with instructors, leading to higher satisfaction. The
study emphasized that classroom environments matter to students’ subjective experience and
academic engagement. Ramos and colleagues recommended small group instruction where
feasible to optimize student satisfaction. The research contributes to institutional design

discussions on optimal learning environments.
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Malik & Suri (2025) examined emotional engagement as a predictor of student
satisfaction. Their quantitative study demonstrated that emotionally engaging instructional
practices — such as encouraging student voice, fostering curiosity, and building rapport — were
strongly correlated with high satisfaction scores. Students who felt emotionally supported were
more satisfied with both course design and instructor performance. The research highlighted
affective dimensions of satisfaction, complementing cognitive aspects like content clarity and
assessment fairness. Malik and Suri advocated for emotional engagement strategies in teaching
to foster positive satisfaction outcomes.

Lund, Warren & Teel (2026) assessed student satisfaction with academic information
sources, comparing traditional search mechanisms versus Al-based tools. They reported that
differences in satisfaction levels were influenced by usability, speed of information retrieval, and
user familiarity with techhology. Students comfortable with generative Al showed higher
satisfaction when using those tools for academic tasks. Satisfaction with information sources also
correlated with perceived research competence. Lund et al. concluded that knowledge-seeking
satisfaction depends on access to efficient academic tools in digital learning contexts.

Martin & Bolliger (2022) developed a model linking online learner satisfaction with
instructional design, student engagement, and faculty support. Based on systematic review
findings, they highlighted that satisfaction in online programs is not merely about technology
reliability but also about learner support and social interaction elements. Students expressed
higher satisfaction when communication and feedback were frequent and meaningful. The
framework emphasizes student satisfaction as a multidimensional construct involving affective,
cognitive, and systemic elements. Their work remains widely cited in recent satisfaction
research.

Benton & Cashin (2012; widely cited in satisfaction measurement literature) emphasized
that questionnaire design quality directly affects student satisfaction survey reliability and
validity. They argued that poorly designed instruments lead to ambiguous satisfaction measures.
Clear, context-specific, and psychometrically tested instruments better capture student
satisfaction. Their analysis remains influential in récent satisfaction research, where instrument
quality is linked to reliable student satisfaction data. The authors recommended consistent review

of survey tools to improve institutional feedback accuracy., <
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Kelic, et al. (2025) investigated the influence of institutional support services (career,
counseling, extracurriculars) on overall student satisfaction. Their results showed that students
with access to robust support services expressed higher satisfaction levels and stronger academic
commitment. The study concluded that student satisfaction extends beyond classroom teaching
to holistic student support environments. Institutions that invest in complementary services tend
to have more satisfied and academically successful students. This research expanded satisfaction
measures to include institutional support factors.

The reviewed studies show that student évaluation and satisfaction are widely used
indicators of teaching quality and institutional effectiveness, though their role in high-stakes
decisions remains debated. Evidence consistently suggests that satisfaction is shaped by multiple
interconnected factors, including instructional clarity, feedback, engagement, class size,
emotional support, learning resources, and institutional services. Recent research also highlights
the growing influence of analytics, transparency practices, and digital tools in strengthening
feedback systems and interpreting satisfaction data. Taken together, the literature presents
student satisfaction as a multidimensional construct that reflects not only teaching performance
but also learning environments, support structures, and measurement quality, underscoring its

value as a comprehensive lens for improving higher education practice.




Chapter 3: Methodology

Research Design :

This study employed a descriptive survey design to evaluate student satisfaction
regarding teaching and learning activities at Durga Laxmi Multiple Campus, Godavari-2, Kailali,
under Far West University. The survey aimed to gather students’ opinions on multiple aspects of
teaching, including classroom management, discipline, teaching preparation, creativity, teaching
effectiveness, ICT use, and student support. The design focused on capturing students’
perceptions to assess the overall performance of teachers and identify areas for improvement.
Population and Sample

The population for this study comprised all undergraduate and graduate students enrolled
at the campus during the 2082 academic year. A purposive sampling method was used to select
respondents who actively participated in classroom learning activities. Participation was
voluntary, and students were assured of the confidentiality of their responses. The final sample
consisted of students who completed the Student Satisfaction Survey Form designed for this
study. y
Instrument

The Student Satisfaction Survey Form was developed specifically for this study. It
included items on teaching and course management, practical and participatory learning,
teaching methods and ICT use, and motivation and student support. Each item was measured on
a five-point Likert scale, ranging from "Strongly Disagree" to "Strongly Agree." The form did
not require students’ names or roll numbers to ensure anonymity and encourage honest feedback.
The instrument was validated through review by campus faculty to ensure relevance, clarity, and
alignment with the study objectives.

Data Collection

Data were collected in person by distributing the survey forms to 250 students during
class sessions. Respondents were instructed to complete the forms independently, reflecting their
genuine opinions and experiences. The survey collected quantitative data on each indicator,
which were subsequently compiled for analysis. Confidentiality was st‘rictly maintained, and the

data were used solely for research purposes.




Data Analysis
The collected data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, including frequency,
percentage, mean, and standard deviation (SD) by using the excel and SPSS. Each aspect of
teaching performance was evaluated to determine the proportion of positive responses, the
overall mean scores, and variations in student perceptions. The analysis focused on identifying
strengths and areas requiring improvement, as highlighted in the four sections: teaching and
course management, practical learning, teaching methods and ICT use, and student
motivation/support.
Ethical Considerations
Participation was voluntary, and students were informed that their responses would remain
confidential. No identifying information was collected. Ethical considerations were adhered to

throughout the study to ensure transparency, privacy, and respect for the participants’ rights.
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Chapter 4: Data Presentation and Analysis'

Part 1. Teaching and course management

This section discusses the management aspects of teachers based on student feedback.
The management aspect mainly covers the managerial ability of teachers such as completing the
curriculum within the stipulated time , proper organization of content in the classroom , the state
of preparation of the teacher before entering the class, etc. All the statements related to the
management aspect are presented in Table 1 below.
Table No. 1

Teaching and Course Management

Indicator strongly Agree Normal Disagree strongly Total Positive Mean SD
agree (%) (%) (%) disagree (%) %

(“6) (“0)
Syllabus 36.00% 40.00% 20.00% 2.00% 2.00% 100:% 76% 4.06 0.904
completed
on time

Regularity  36.40% 40.80% 18.80% 4.00% 0.00% 100% 77% 4.096 0.838

Teaching 48.00% 32.00% 14.80% 3.20% 2.00% 100% 80% 4.208 0.945
with
preparation

Class 40.00% 44.00% 10.00% 4.00% 2.00% 100% 76% 3.84 0.956

Discipline

Source: Field survey 2082

The students' evaluations of the teachers' performance generally appear to be positive,
According to the research, 36% of the students strongly agreed and 40% of the students agreed
with the teachers' ability to complete the course on time (indicator 1.1.) , which makes the total
positive response 76% . The mean value is 4.06 and the SD is 0.904, which shows that the

students' responses are slightly different from the average and most of them have a positive view

i : .
of the teachers' ability to complete the course on time. / W
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Students also rated teachers highly on their perception of classroom regularity (Indicator
1.2). Of the students who studied on campus, 36.4% strongly agreed and 40.8% agreed , giving a
positive percentage of 77% . Mean = 4.096 and SD = 0.838 indicate that there is a relatively
uniform response from students and that teachers place high value on their ability to conduct
classes regularly.

Teaching with preparation (Indicator 1.3) was the area with the highest positive rating,
48% of students strongly agreed and 32% agreed, which is a positive percentage. 80% is
observed. Since Mean = 4.208 and SD = 0.945, this shows that most of the students have
evaluated the behavior of the teacher preparing adequately before class very positively.
Classroom discipline (Indicator 1.4) also appears to be good. 40% of students on campus
responded that they strongly agreed and 44% of students agreed, bringing the total positive
percentage to 76% . Mean = 3.84 and SD = 0.956 show that although some students expressed
dissatisfaction with classroom discipline, most gave a positive assessment.
Overall , the performance of teachers in all indicators appears to be positive. The positive
responses range from 76%-80% and the Mean is in the range of 3.84-4.208, indicating that
teachers have performed well in terms of completing the curriculum on time , conducting regular
classes , teaching with preparation, and maintaining classroom discipline. The small difference in
SD indicates that there is some variation in student responses , but overall the performance of
teachers is highly evaluable.
Part 2. Practical and participatory learning ‘
assesses téachers' pedagogical skills , primarily based on student feedback . This category
includes five statements that attempt to capture the various teaching methods and techniques

used by teachers in the classroom from a student's perspective.

Table 2
Practical and Participatory Education
Indicator strongly Agree  Normal Disagree Strongly Total Positive Mean SD
agree (%) (%) (%) (%) Disagree (%) %o
()

Participation 46.00% 30.00%  20.00% 2.00% 2.00% 100% 76% 4.16  0.946

incentives
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Presentation/Probl 36.00% 38.00%  18.00% 6.00% 2.00% 100% 74% 4
em Solving

Local example 32.00% 42.00%  16.00% 6.80% 320% 100% 74% 4.088
Creativity 3720% 34.00% 19.20% 6.40% 320% 100% 7120% 3.996
Self-employment 20.00% 50.00%  20.00% 6.00% 4.00% 100% 70% 3.76

idea

Source: Field survey 2082

According to the evaluation of practical and participatory learning, the teacher's efforts to
actively engage étudents in learning appear positive. In terms of encouraging participation
(Indicator 2.1) , 46% of students responded that they strongly agreed and 30% agreed , which
shows a total positive percentage of 76% . The Mean = 4.16 and SD = 0.946 indicate that the
majority of students' responses are positive and although there are some differences in opinion
onm this issue, overall, the teacher is able to create a participatory environment.

Presentation and Problem Solving (Indicator 2.2) has received 36% strong agreement and
38% agreement responses , which shows a positive percentage of 74% . The Mean = 4.0 and SD
= 0.98 indicate that the teacher has received high ratings for making students practice their
presentation and problem-solving skills. However , some improvement is needed as 8% of the
students disagreed or strongly disagreed.

The use of local examples (Indicator 2.3) received 32 % strong agreement and 42%
agreement responses , making the positive percentage 78% . The mean = 4.088 and SD = 1.03
indicate that the teacher has tried to make learning relevant and lively by using local contexts and
examples in his teaching. Since the SD is more than small, some students have expressed
different views on this. 37.2% strong agreement and 34% agreement responses on promoting
creativity (Indicator 2.4), which shows a positive percentage of 71.20%. The mean = 3.996 and
SD = 1.056 indicate that the teacher has made an effort to promote creative thinking in students.
Some students have given neutral or disagreed responses , which indicates the need for more
creative practice in the future.

Self-employment ideas (indicator 2.5) have 20% completely agree and 50% agree
responses , which shows a positive percentage of 70% . The mean = 3.76 and SD = 0.971 show
that the teacher has tried to encourage entrepreneurial or self-employment thinking in the

students, but its positive evaluation is somewhat lower comp
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Overall , teachers performed well in practical and participatory learning by engaging students in
active participation , practicing presentation and problem-solving , using local examples ,
promoting creative thinking, and presenting self-employment ideas. Positive responses ranged
from 70%-78%, indicating that teachers conducted practical learning effectively, although there
was room for improvement in some indicators.
Part 3 - Teaching methods and ICT use :

In the context of of teaching methods and ICT use, teachers' efforts to make classroom
teaching clear, systematic, and technology-related appear to be effective. This is clearly stated in
Table 3.

Table 3

Teaching methods and ICT use

Indicator strongly Agree Normal Disagree strongly Total Positive Mean SD

agree (%) (%) (%) disagree (%) %

() (%)

Explicit Teaching  38.00% 40.00% 12.00% 6.00%  4.00% 100% 78% 402 1.049
ICT use 36.00% 44.00% 14.00% - 4.00% 2.00% 100% 80% 408 0913
Reference 40.00% 38.00% 15.60% 4.40% 2.00% 100% 78% 4.036 0.941
material ‘
Homework/Term  35.60% 40.40% 14.00% 720%  2.80% 100% 76% 3.988 1.018
Paper
Fair assessment 40.00% 42.00% 12.00% 3.60% 2.40% 100% 82% 4136 0.928

Source: Field survey 2082

In case of of teaching methods and ICT use shows that the teacher has made an effort to

make the classroom teaching clear, systematic and technology-related. 38% of the students

responded that they completely agreed and 40% of the students agreed on clear teaching

(indicator 3.1), which shows a positive percentage of 78%. The mean = 4.02 and SD = 1.049

indicate that although the students' responses were mostly positive, there were some differences
in opinion. This shows that the teacher has maintained clarity in explaining the content.

For ICT use (Indicator 3.2) was 36% strongly agree and 44% agree, making the positive

percentage 80%. The mean = 4.08 and SD = 0.913 indicate thﬂ'
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teaching modern and effective by using ICT tools. The highest positive percentage is seen in this
indicator , which shows the teachers' competence in using technology and the students'
appreciation. 7

The availability of reference materials (Indicator 3.3) has a response rate of 40% strongly
agree and 38% agree , which shows a positive percentage of 78% . The mean = 4.036 and SD =
0.941 indicate that the teacher has made efforts to make teaching more organized by using study
materials and reference books.
' Homework and term papers (Indicator 3.4) received 35.6% strong agreement and 40.4%
agreement responses , which shows a positive percentage of 76% . The Mean = 3.988 and SD =
1.018 indicate that students experienced that the teacher encouraged learning through
assignments and term papers, although some students gave neutral or disagreed responses.
for fair assessment (indicator 3.5) was 40% strongly agree and 42% agree , which shows a
positive percentage of 82% . The mean = 4.136 and SD = 0.928 indicate that the teacher has
maintained fairness in the assessment process and the students have rated it highly.
Overall , the teachers have done an effective job in terms of teaching methods and ICT use,
including clear teaching , use of ICT tools , availability of reference materials , homework and
term papers , and fair assessment. The positive responses ranged from 76%-82%, indicating that
the teachers have demonstrated proficiency in using modern teaching methods and technology,
and students have rated it positively.
Part 4 . Motivation and student support

The assessment of motivation and student support clearly shows the teacher's positive
attitude and dedication to students. A detailed study is given in Table 4.
Table 4

Motivation and student support

Indicator strongly Agree Normal Disagree strongly Total Positive Mean SD
agree (%) (%) (%) disagree (%) %
(%) (%)

Participation ~ 40.00% 48.00%  6.80% 3.20% 2.00% 100% 88% 4208 0.856

incentives

Poor student  24.00% 32.00% 34.00% 6.80% 3.20% 100% 56% 3.668 1.015

support
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Motivational  64.00% 22.40% 10.80% 2.00%  0.80% 100% 86% 4.468 0.825
Role
Availability  24.00% 42.00% 26.00% 6.00%  2.00% 100% 66% 3.8 0.938
outside of |

.

class

Respectful 40.00% 42.80% 14.00% 2.00% 1.20% 100% 83% 4.184 0.833

behavior

Source: Field survey 2082

The evaluation of motivation and student support gives a clear indication of the teacher's
positive attitude and dedication towards the students. In terms of encouraging participation
(indicator 4.1) , 40% of the students responded strongly and 48% agreed , which shows a
positive percentage of 88% . Mean = 4.208 and SD = 0.856 show that most of the students highly
rated the teacher's efforts to make them active participants in the class.

For support with weak students (indicator 4.2) was 24% strongly agree and 32% agree,
which shows a positive percentage of only 56%. Mean = 3.668 and SD = 1.015 indicates that
teachers received fewer positive ratings than expected in terms of support with weak students.
34% of students responded moderately and 10% disagreed or strongly disagreed, indicating a
need for improvement in this area. .

The response rate for the motivational role (indicator 4.3) was 64% strongly agree and
22.4% agree , which shows a positive percentage of 86.4% . The mean = 4.468 and SD = 0.825
indicate that teachers play an important role in inspiring students and increasing their enthusiasm
towards the goal.

Availability outside the classroom (Indicator 4.4 ) received 24% strong agreement and
42% agreement responses , which shows a positive percentage of 66% . Mean = 3.8 and SD =
0.938 indicate that the teacher has tried to help students outside the classroom as well, but some
students do not consider it sufficient.

Respectful behavior (Indicator 4.5) has a response of 40% strongly agree and 42.8%
agree , which shows a positive percentage of 83% . Mean = 4.184 and SD = 0.833 shows that the
teacher has maintained respectful behavior with the students and the positive response of the

students is high.
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Overall , the evaluation of motivation and student support clearly shows a positive
attitude and inspiring role of the teacher. Encouraging participation and inspiring role received
the highest positive ratings ( 88% and 86%), while respectful behavior also received good
ratings. However , poor student support ( 56%) and availability outside the classroom ( 66%)

received relatively low positive ratings, indicating a need for improvement in this area.
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Chapter 5: Conclusions aﬁd Recommendations

Conclusions

serial Positive -
Item Mean SD A brief comment
number Yo
Ability to Students have given positive ratings to the
1.1 | complete the 76% 4.06 | 0.904 | teacher's ability to complete the course on
course on time time.
Class regularity received high ratings for his ability to conduct
1.2 ; 77% | 4.096 | 0.838
and punctuality classes regularly.
Teaching with Most students positively evaluated the
I3 80% | 4.208 | 0.945 : :
preparation teacher's prepared teaching behavior.
) Classroom discipline is generally good , with
1.4 | Class discipline 76% 3.84 | 0.956 SRR G 3
: some students expressing dissatisfaction.
Participation The teacher's efforts to engage students in
5 8 i ) 76% 4.16 | 0.946 .
incentives active learning are effective.
4
Presentation }
of students' performance in presenting and
2.2 | and problem 74% 4 0.98
£ problem-solving.
solving
Use of local has tried to bring learning to life by using
2.3 74% | 4.088 1.03
examples local contexts.
Promoting Efforts to increase creative thinking in
24 1 71.20% | 3.996 | 1.056 _
creativity students need some improvement .
Developing
! Less positive rating compared to other
ideas related to
25 i 70% 3.76 | 0.971 | indicators on encouraging self-employment
self-
thinking.
employment
The teacher has maintained clarity in
3.1 | Clear teaching 78% 4.02 | 1.049 ) :
explaining the subject matter.
ICT equipment Through the use* of ICT Modern and effective
32 80% 4.08 | 0913
Use teaching.
3.3 | Reference 78% | 4.036 [ 0.941 | of study materials has made teaching well-
17
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material organized.

availability

Homework and Active learning through assignments and term
3.4 76% | 3.988 | 1.018

term papers papers.
3.5 | Fair assessment 82% | 4.136 | 0.928 | Maintain fairness in the evaluation process.

Participation The teacher tries to make the class an active
4.1 : 88% | 4.208 | 0.856 i

Incentives participant.

Poor student Positive evaluation below expected level ,
4.2 56% | 3.668 | 1.015|

support improvement needed.

Inspirational ;
4.3 | 86% | 4.468 | 0.825 | students’ enthusiasm towards the goal.

role

Availability A sign that outside of class support is not
4.4 ' 66% 3.8| 0.938

outside of class enough.,

Respectful The teacher has maintained respectful
4.5 ; 83% | 4.184| 0.833

behavior behavior with the students.

Recommendations

I. Improving support for weak students — Teachers should provide additional
guidance and assistance to students who face academic difficulties to enhance their
learning outcomes.

2. Increasing availability outside the classroom — Ensure that :[cachers are accessible
to students beyond class hours for academic support, consultation, and guidance.

3. Strengthening self-employment education — Integrate entrepreneurial thinking and
self-employment practices into the curriculum to encourage students’ innovative and
independent work skills.

4. Increase creative practice — Include activities that foster creative and critical
thinking in the classroom to develop students’ problem-solving and analytical skills.

5. Regular use of local examples — Utilize local contexts and examples in teaching to
make learning more relevant and relatable for students.

6. Maximize use of ICT tools — Continue and enhance the effective use of digital

teaching media, online resources, and educationali;\technology in classroom

an (4
TEN g

instruction.
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7. Improvements in homework and term papers — Design assignments, term papers,
and quizzes that actively engage students and reinforce learning objectives.

8. Discipline maintenance strategy — Review and revise classroom management
strategies to maintain discipline while creating a positive learning environment.

9. Continuity of fair assessment — Ensure assessments and grading are conducted fairly
and consistently, supporting student learning while maintaining evaluation integrity.

10. Strengthen the motivational role — Employ strategies that inspire and motivate
students toward achieving academic goals and increase their engagement in the

learning process.
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