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Abstract The purpose of this study was to design an integrated performance evaluation model for
extracurricular programs operated by the Center for Teaching and Learning and verify it with empirical
data. For this purpose, the performance of each program was divided into objective and subjective
performance. The objective performance evaluation was conducted based on efficiency, and the
subjective performance evaluation was based on the qualitative satisfaction with the program. An
importance performance analysis(IPA) was carried out to integrate the objective and subjective
performance evaluation. Programs with high efficiency and high qualitative satisfaction that produced
desirable outcomes were identified, while programs with low efficiency and low qualitative satisfaction
were designated as having the lowest priority, requiring reconsideration of the direction of program
operation. The integrated performance evaluation model would be valuable as it enables a program-wise

comparison of performance and the discovery of desirable directions for improvement.

Keywords : Integrated Performance Evaluation, Objective Performance Evaluation, Subjective

Performance Evaluation, Center for Teaching and Learning, Extracurricular Program
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Table 1. Input factor for DEA

Categories budget manpower H?;Clsgesf
A. learning method ** 4,020,000 5 1
B. academic probation ** 7,898,330 4 3
C. learning *** 15,255,000 2 2
D. *** learning ground 1,055,000 2 1
E. ** plus 5,930,390 2 2
F. basic major *** 21,504,280 15 15
G. writing **** 8,101,000 1 1
H. **portfolio 3,300,000 1 1
1. student instructor ** 1,400,000 1 2
J. *** competition 10,240,000 1 1
Table 2. Output factor for DEA

Categories paricimants  sntisacaon

A. learning method ** 1489 4.67
B. academic probation ** 59 4.60
C. learning *** 118 4.54
D. *** learning ground 2425 4.87
E. ** plus 74 4.78
F. basic major **** 424 4.67
G. writing **** 992 4.87
H. **portfolio 26 4.84
. student instructor ™* 263 4.57
J. *™* competition 227 4.71
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Table 3. DEA analysis(CCR model)

. - super | reference | reference
Categories efficiency efficiency| group ot

A. learning method ** 95.9 95.9 D

B. academic probation ** 47.2 47.2

C. learning *** 93.2 93.2 D

D. ** learning ground 100.0 | 1000.0 D 5
E. ** plus 98.2 98.2 D

F. basic major **** 13.0 13.0 G, 1

G. writing *** 100.0 | 4825 3
H. **portfolio 100.0 | 151.6 1
1. student instructor ** 100.0 | 306.9 2
J. ** competition 96.7 96.7 G
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Table 4. DEA analysis(BCC model)

reference
count

reference
group

D

super
efficiency

100.0
50.0
100.0
1000.0
100.0
15.1
1000.0
225.2
319.8

Categories efficiency]

100.0
50.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
15.1
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

learning method **

academic probation **

learning ***

9 learning ground

** plus

basic major ****
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writing

. *portfolio
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Table 5. DEA efficiency score(Y axis)

Categories CCR 'super BCC 'super
efficiency efficiency
A. learning method ** 95.9 100.0
B. academic probation ** 47.2 50.0
C. learning *** 93.2 100.0
D. *™* learning ground 1000.0 1000.0
E. ** plus 98.2 100.0
F. basic major **** 13.0 15.1
G. writing **** 482.5 1000.0
H. **portfolio 151.6 225.2
I. student instructor ** 306.9 319.8
J. ™ competition 96.7 100.0
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Fig. 1. IPA matrix of CCR efficiency score and
participant satisfaction value
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Fig. 2. IPA matrix of BCC efficiency score and
participant satisfaction value
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