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[Abstract]

In this study, we attempted to examine the changing ways of thinking about lecture evaluation before
and after COVID-19. To this end, decision tree analysis(Decision Tree) was used among data mining
techniques based on lecture evaluation data for liberal arts and major classes conducted before and after
COVID-19 for A university. According to the results of the study, liberal arts changed from 'method’ to
'content’, and 'knowledge improvement' was an important factor both before and after majors. In
particular, 'Assignment’ was found to be an important factor after the COVID-19 in common in the
evaluation of lectures in the liberal arts department, which means that in the future, professors will be
provided with appropriate teaching methods during class, interaction with students, and feedback on
assignments or test results, indicates the need for competence. Based on the results of this study, a

plan to improve communication with students and activation of blended learning was suggested.
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I. Introduction
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II. Theoretical background

1. Lectures Evaluation Definition and Characteristics
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2. Lectures Evaluation Influencing Factors
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III. The Proposed Scheme

1. Data
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2. Measurement
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Table 1. Response
pre COVID-19 post COVID-19 total
category
n % n % n %
o Liberal Art 12,399 452 6,346 385 | 18,745 427
Classification
Major 15,010 54.8 10,135 61.5 25,145 57.3
Semester 1 14,877 543 7,978 48.4 22,855 52.1
Semester
Semester 2 12,532 45.7 8,503 51.6 21,035 47.9
Liberal Art 12,399 452 6,346 38.5 18,745 427
Seri Arts and Sports 1,789 6.5 861 5.2 2,650 6.0
eries
Science and Engineering 4,215 15.4 3,063 18.6 7,278 16.6
Humanities and Social Sciences 9,006 32.9 6,211 37.7 15,217 347
total 27,409 62.4 16,481 37.6 43,890 100
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Table 2. Measurement

factor contents
The lectures were conducted with contents
Goal that met the educational goals specified in
the syllabus.
The contents of the lecture were clear and
Content

aroused students' interest.

Instructors monitored and actively promoted
student participation.

In addition to lectures, instructors actively
induced learning activities such as

Participation

th . . ; -
Method discussions, quizzes, Q&A, and provision of
additional materials.
. Assignments and assessments were
Assignment . .
conducive to learning.
Through lectures, knowledge or ability in the
Knowledge g g y

field has been improved.
Overall, I am satisfied with the course.

Satisfaction

3. Methods
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IV. Results

1. Comparative analysis of Liberal Arts
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2. Comparative analysis of Major
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V. Conclusions and Limitation
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