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[ Abstract] Blending teaching scoring is complex and multi—criteria. The Analytic Hierarchy Process provides an effective idea and
has strong practical application. This study analyzes and formulates the elements of the AHP model, quantifies and prioritizes the
importance of the learning indicators through feedback from experts and peers, and uses the square root method to calculate the

weights of the indicators and perform logical consistency test. The purpose is to build a high—quality blending teaching assessment
model. This study concludes from assessment results and data analysis of online investigation feedbacks that the improved teaching

mode enhanced teaching quality effectively, and the students’ acceptability and satisfaction are higher than before.
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Tab. 1 The scale and explanation of 9—degree scale method
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Tab. 2 Random index
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Fig. 1 Process of assessment model based on AHP
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Fig. 2 Blending teaching assessment model
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Tab. 3 Judgment matrix and weight of blending teaching score to total objective

1554802 B1 £ 12 3] B2 SE453] B3 T H T % B4 TN A
158 B1 1 2 4 5 0.491
2 24 B2 1 3 4 0.306
S %5>] B3 1 2 0.125
WUHTF & B4 1 0.078
x4 RHEHEXZERMOHEERERINE
Tab. 4 Judgment matrix and weight of traditional teaching to total objective
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Tab. 5 Judgment matrix and weight of online teaching to total objective
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Tab. 6 Judgment matrix and weight of practice to total objective
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Tab. 7 Judgment matrix and weight of project to total objective
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Tab. 8 Comprehensive weight and ranking of each index
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Fig. 3  Distribution of process assessment scores of students in
recent three years
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