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Abstract

The pﬁrpose of this study is to describe reséarch that led to the development
and implementation of SEEQ (Students' Evaluations of Educational Quality).
SEEQ is an instrument and program for collecting students' evaluations of
college/university teaching. Regearch to be described indicates that SEEQ
measures nine distinct components of teaching effectiveness that have been
identified in both student ratings and faculty self-evaluations of their

own teaching. Reliability is good wiien based upon 10 to 15 or more stpdent
responses. The ratings have successfully been validated against the
retrospective ratings of former students,“student learning as measured by
objective examination, affective course consequences, and faculty self .
evaluations of their own teaching effectiveness. Suspected sources of bias
to the ratings have been shown to have little impact. Feedback from student
ratings, particularly when coupled with a candid diséussion with an external

consultant, produced improvement in both subsequent ratings and student

learning.
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Students' Evaluations of College/University Teaching : A Descripticn of

Research and an Instrument

Background

The purpose of this review is to summarize research that lgd to the
development of SEEQ (Students' Evaluations of Educational Quality). SEEQ
is an instrument and a programme for collecting students' evaluations of
college/university teaching.. Research presented in this review is des-
cribed in greater detail in a series of technical reports and publications.
This research, in addition to guiding SEEQ's development, has also provided
an. academic credibility that is essential in wiqning faculty support: it
is hoped that this feview may serve as both a model and encouragement to
academic units saehing to implement or improve systematic programs of
students' evaluations.,

Research and development on the first SEEQ, which is substantially
sirilar to the current version, was conducted at the University of California,
Los Angeles (UCLA). This effort began with a Task Force on the Evaluation
of Teaching that examined evaluation practices at UCLA and other universities,
and made recommendations that included the development of a campus-wide
program of students' evaluations of teaching. Based upon current practices,
interviews with students and faculty, and a review of the evaluation literat-
ure, an extensive item pool was de#eioped. The work done by Hildebrand,

Wilson and Dienst (1971) at the University of California, Davis was particul-~

arly important in deveioping this pool of items. Several different pilot
surveys - each consisting of 50~75 items - were administered to classes in
different academic departments. Studghts, in addition to making ratiﬁgs,
were asked to indicate the items they felt were most important in describing

the quality of teaching. Similarly, faculty were asked to indicate the

itemg they felt would provide them with the most useful feedback about their
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teaching. . Students' open-ended comments were reviewed to determine if
important aspects had been excluded. Factor gnalysis identified the
dimensions underlying the student ratings, and the items that best measured
each. Reliability coeffi-ients were compiled for each of the evaluation
items. Finally, after several revisions, four criteria were used to select
items to be included on the UCLA version of SE£Q. These were: 1) studentl
ratings of item importance, 2) faculty ratings of item usefulness, 3) factér
analysis, and 4) item reliabilities. During the last six years over

500,000 of these forms have been completed by UCLA students from more than

50 academic departments in over 20,0060 courses. The results of the eval-
uations are returned to faculty as feedback about their teaching, are used

in tenufe/prqmotion decisions, and are published for students to use in the
selection of courses.

The current version of SEEQ (see Appendix I) was developed at the Univer-
sity of Southern California (USC). A preliminary version of the instrumént
was adopted on a trial basis by the Division of Social Sciences, pending the '
outcome of researéh on the instrument..  On the basis of much cof the research
summarized in fhis review, the current form was unanimously endorsed by the
Dean and Department Chairpersons in the Division, and its use required in all
Social Sgience courses. The program was later adopted by other academic
units at USC, and over 250,000 SEEQ forms have been completed by USC students

over the last four years.

Descrniption of the Instrument
The SEEQ survey form is presented in Appendix I. The one-page evaluat-

ion instrument is self-explanatory, easily administered, and computer scorable.
The form strives for a compromise between uniformity and flexibility. The
standardized questions used to evaluate all courses measure separate compon-

ents of instructional effectiveness that have been identified with factor

4
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analysis. A= Provision for Supplemental Questions allow the individual
instructor or academic unit to design items unique to specific needs.
Adequate provision for student comments to open-ended questions is provided
on ‘the back of the form.

A sample of the two-page summary report prepared for each course is
presented in Appendix 1I (the actual redort appears on 8.5 inch x 15 inch
computer paper). The sumﬁary report, along with the completed surveys
that contain students'’ open-endeq comments, are returneé to the instructor.
Ccpies of the report are also sent to the Department Chairperson and/or
the Dean of the particular academic unit. The data upon which the report
is based is permanently stored in a computer archive system by the Office

‘ of Institutional Studies, the central office that processes the forms. In
the report, the evaluétion factor scores, the overall summary ratings,
and demographic/ background items are presented on page 1, while the
separate rating items appear on page 2. Each item is summarized by a
freguency distribution of student responses, the mean, the standard error,
and the percentile rank that shows how the mean rating compares with other
cdurses. A graphic representation of the percentile rank is also shown.
If any supplemental questions were used, a sﬁmﬁary of these responses
appears on a third page.

The normative comparisons provided in the summary report {(the percentile
ranks) play an important role in the interpretation of the ratings. First,
students are universally quite generous in their evaluations of teaching.
The average overall course and instructor ratings are typically about 4.0
on a one-to-five scale. Second, some items receive higher responses than
do others - overall instructor ratings are almost always higher than overall
course ratings. Finally, comparisons are made between instructors teaching
courses at similar levels (i.e., there are separate norms for graduate level
courses, undergraduate level courses taught by faculty, and cburses taught
by teaching assistants). Academic units at USC (e.g., the 10 departments
in the Division of Social Sciences) are given the option of using university-
wide norms or norms based upon ratings from just their unit. However,

ratings are only ranked against norms containing at least 209 courses.
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A longitudinal summary report, summarizing all the available courses
ever. taught by each instructor is also produced annually. The report
'contains means and percentile ranks for the e;aluaticn factor scores, the
overall summary ratings, and selected backéround/demcgraphic items.

This information is presented sewarately for each course, and is averaged
across all graduate level courses and across all undergraduate courses.
Courses that were evaluated by fewer than 10 students or by less than 50%
of the enrclled students are not included in the longitudinal averages.
Important information can be gained from examining this report, beyond the
convenience of having a summary of all the ratings for each teacher. The
longitudinal average is not unduly affected by a'chance occurrence in any
one course offering, and it reflects teaching effectiveness in the range
of courses that are likely to be taucght by a particular instructor. The
change in ratings over time provides a measure of instructional improve-
ment. Furthermore, this summary  rovides a basis for determining the
classes in which an individual teacher is most effective.

In addition to the individual and longitudinal summary reports, other
studies and special analyses are performed at the request of the Dean and/
or Chairpersons. These include rcquests as diverse as using previous
ratings for a particular course as a baseline against which to compare
ratings after an innovative change, a determination of the trend over
time in ratings of all courses within a given academic department, and the
usé of supplemental guestions to query students about their preferences in
class scheduling.

Summary of Research

Factor Analysis

‘

Factor analysis is used to describe the different components of teach-

ing effectiveness actually being measured by a set of questions. 1Its use
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is particularly important in the development of student evaluation
instruments, since it provides a safeguard against a "halo effect" - a
generalization from some subjective feeling about the teacher which
affects ratings of all the guestions. To the extent that all the items

are contaminated by this halo effect, they will all blend together and
not be distinguished as the separate components of teaching effectiveness
that the evaluation form was designed to measure.

A well developed factor structure is alsc important to the interpret-
ation of the student ratings. Broad global ratings averaged across a
collection of heterogeneous items provide little diagﬁostic feedback and
are difficult to interpret. For example, Marsh, Overall and Kesler
(1979b) showed that* while large classes did tend to receive lower ratings

- when averaged across all items, this effect was limited almost entirely
to the Group Interaction and Individual Rapport factors. Similarly, an
interview with a student about an earlier version of the evalua:ion form
indicated that she had given an instructor lower ratings on several more
or less randomly selected items because there were no items where she
could express her sentiment that "the examinations were terrible”. Ewen
if particular components of teaching effectiveness seem less impoitant
to a particular instructor (or academic unit), their exclusion will make
other ratings more difficult to jnterpret.
and Overall, 1979b; Marsh, In Press) presented a factor analysis of
student ratings that confirmed the nine factors SEEQ wés designed to

i ]
measure, and these findings have been replicated in different academic
disciplines and in different academic years. Even more convincing support

came from a study in which faculty in 329 classes were asked to evaluate
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their own teaching effectiveness with the same SEEQ form that was used by ‘
their students. Separate factor analyses of the student ratings and the
instructor self-evaluation both demonstrated the same nine evaluation

factors that had previously been identified (see Table 1). These

analyses illustrate the replicability of the rating,factors and their

generalizability. across different methods of evaluation.

Insert Table 1

about here

Factor scores derivéed from the results of factor analytic research
are an important part of the summaries of the student ratings described
earlier. Research 4::icribed in this section is presented in more detail
in Marsh, Overall & Kesler {1979), Marsh'& Overall (1979b), Marsh & Cooper
(in press) and Marsh (in press). Further discussion of this issue is

' presented in Marsh (1980b).
Reliability

Reliability refers to the relative lack of random eirror in student
ratings, and ié a necessary prerequisite for any measurement device.
Reliability is assessed by determining the consistency or stability of
a measure. According to one conceptualization of reliability called
the interclass corﬁelation, a reliable item is one in which there is
agreement among ratinés within each class, but consistent differences
between the ratings of different classes. A similar approach would be,
to take a random half of the students' ratings from each of a large number
of classes and to corrélate their ratings with those of the remaining

students. The reliability of a given item depends more on the number
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of students responding than on the:actual. item: content.The average
reliability of SEEQ items is about .90 when based upon 25 students,‘but
félls to .74 when based upon only 10 responses and is even lower for fewer
responses.

An alternative dete;mination of reliability, called coefficient alpha,
considers the relétive agreement among different items designed.to measure
the same factor. This approach does not include disagreement among
students within the same class as a source of unreliability, and probably
results in an inflated estimate of reliabilicy. The coefficient alphas
for the difrerent evaluation factors in SEEQ vary between .88 and .97.

As a consequence of this research, a caution appears on any summa%y
report that is based upon fewer than 10 responses. Similarly, these
courses are not included in the compuatation of the longitudinal averages.
Data on the reliability of SEEQ items and factors is presented in Marsh
& Overall (1979b).

Long Term Stability

A common criticism directed at student ratings is tnat students do
not have an adequate perspective to recognize the value oﬁ instruction at
the end of a class. According to this argument, students will- only
recognize the value of teaching after being called upon to apply the course
materials in further coursework and after graduation. A rather unique
opportunity éo test this notion arose at a California State University
thch had adopted an earlier version of SEEQ. Undergraduate and graduate
students in the school of hanagement evaluated teaching effectiveness at
the end of each course. ~However, unlike most programs, the forms were
actually signed by the students, allowing the identification of individual
responses.b One year after graduation from the program (and several years

after taking a course) the same students were again asked to make
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"retrospective ratings" of teaching effectiveness in each course, using

a subset of the original items. Since all evaluations were signed, the
end-of-term ratings could be matched with thé retrospective ratings. Over

a several year period of time, matched sets of ratings—- both end-of-term
and retrospective~- were collected for students in 100 classes. Analysis

of .the two sets of ratings showed remarkable agreement. The average cor-
relation lirelative agreement) between end-of-term and retrospective ratings
was .83. Mean differences between the two sets of ratings {(absolute agree-

ment) was small;the median rating was 6.63 for retrospective ratings =zad

6.61 for end-of-term ratings. Separate analysis showed these results to

be consistent at both the graduate and undergraduate levels, and across

different course types.

This research is described in more detail in Marsh & Overall (197%a)
and Overall & Marsh (1980b). In related research,Marsh showed that

responses from graduating seniors were similar to the ratings of current

students.

vValidity -- Student Learning

Student ratings, one measure of teaching effectiveness, are difficult
to validéte since there i; no universal criterion of effective teaching.
Consequently, using an approach called construct validation, student rat-
ings have been.related to other meaéures that are assumed to be indicative
of effective teaching. If two measures that are supposed to measure the
same thing show agreement, there is evidence that both are valid. Clearly
this approach requires that many alternative validity criteria be used.

Within this framework, evidence of the long-term stability of student

ratings can be interpreted as a validity measure. However, the most
1 .
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commonly used criterion has beer student learning as measured by perform-
ance on a standardize@ examination.

Methodological problems require a épeciél setting for this research.
Ideaily, there are many sections (i.e. different leéture groups that are
part of the same course) of a large multi-section course in which students
are randomly assigned or at least enroll wiphout knowiedge of who will be
teaching the section. Each section of the course should be taught by a
separate teacher, but the course outline, textbooks, course cbjectives,
and most importantly the final examination, should be develcped by a
course director who does not actually lecture to the students. In two
sepa;ate studigs applying this methodology, it was found that the sections
that evaluate téaching most favourably during the last week of classes
also perform best on the standardized examination given to all sections
tﬁe following week. Since students did not know who would be teaching
different sections at the time of registration, and secﬁions did not
diffe£ on a pretest administered at the start of the term, these findings
provide good support for the validity of student ratings.

In the second of these studies a set of affective variables was also
considered as a validity criterion. Since the course was an introduct-
ion to computer programming, these included such variables as feelings
of course mastery, plans to apply the skills that were gained from :he
course, plans to pursue the subject further, and determination of whether
or not students had joined the local computer club. In each case, more

favourable responses to these items were correlated with more favourable

evaluations of the teacher.
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These two studies are described in more detail in Marsh, Fleiner &
Thomas (1975) and Marsh & Overall (1980). Similar findings, using this %
same methodology, are presented in Frey, LeoAard, & Beatty (1975), and'
Centra {(1977), and in studies reviewed by Mcéeachie (1979) and Marsh

(1980 ;.

Validity -- Faculty Self Evaluations

Validity research such as that described above, while supporting the

'

use of stndent ratings, has generally been limited to a specialised
setting (e.g. large multisection courses) or has employed c;iteria (e.qg.
student retrospective ratings) that are unlikely to convince sceptics.
Thus, faculty will continue to question the usefulness of student ratingé
until validity criteria that are both convincing and applicable across

a wide range of courses are utilized. Faculty self-evaluations of their
own teaching is one criterion that meets both these requirements. Further-
more, instructors can be asked to evaluate their own teaching‘along the
same dimensions employed in the student rating form, thereby testing the
specific validity of the different rating factors. In two different
studies faculty were asked to’ evaluate their own teaching with the same
evaluation form used by their students, as well as to Provide background/
demographic information and to express their attitudes toward the eval-
uation of teaching. A letter from the Dean of the Division was also
sant that encouraged participation and guaranteed confidentiality.

A majority of the faculty (59%) indicated that some measure of
teaching effectiveness should be given more emphasis in promotional
decisions. Faculty clearly agreed that student ratings were useful to
the faculty themselves as feedback, and a majority of them even 2greed

that the ratings should be made publicly available for students to use

o | /
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‘
in course selection. However, they wer=a more sgeptical about the
accuracy of the student ratings and even more critical of using class-
room visitation or faculty self evaluations in promotional decisions;
they were somewhat less critical about colleague examination of course
outlines, reading lists, and classroom examinations. Faculty also
indicated a number of potential biases that they felt would substant-
ially affect student ratings. The most frequently mentioned were
Course Difficulty, Grading Leniency, Instructor Popularity, and Student
Interest in the Subiesct Before Taking the Course. A dilemma clearly
exists. Faculty are concerned about teaching effectiveness, even to
the extent of wanting it to play a more important role in their own
promotions. However, many expressed doubts about each of the proposed
- measures of teaching effectiveness -~ including student ratings.

Before the potential usefulness of the student ratings can be realized,
faculty and administrators have to be convinced that student ratings
are valid.

In the first study, only undergraduate courses taught by faculty
were considered. Despite faculty reservations about the validity of the
student ratings, there was considerable student-faculty agreement in the
evaluations of teaching effectiveness. validity coefficients, the
correlation betwee;“student and faculty ratings on the same factors,
were statistically significant for all evaluation factors {median r = .49).
Absolute agreement was also assessed by examining the mean differences
between s;udent and faculty self evaluations. Across all the evaluation
items the median‘rating wés the same for both students and faculty -

4.07 -and few differences in either direction reached statistical

significance.

/9
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In the second study, the same generallfindings were' replicated ‘with
a larger sample (329 classes) that inclpded graduate level courses and
courses taught by teaching assistants (see Table 2). Student evaluations
correlated with instructor self evaluations in courses taught by teaching
assistants (r = .46), in undergraduate courses taught by faculty (r = .41),
and even in graduate level courses (r = .39), demonstrating their validity
at all levels of teaching. Furthermore, a multitrait-multimethod
analysis (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) also provided evidence for the distinct-
iveness of each of the rating factors. For exémple, if a single "general-
ized rating factor" underlies both student and instructor ratings, then
agreement on any particular fadtor might be a function of this generalized
agreement and not have anything to do with the specific content of the
factér being considered, However, if this were the case, the correlations
between student and instructor ratings on different factors should be
nearly as high as correlations between ratings on the same factors.

In ‘fact, while correlations between student and instructor ratings
on the same factors were high (median r = .45), correlations between
their ratings on different factors were low (median r =.02). This argues
for the distinctiveness of the different evaluation factors and for the use
of multifactor evaluation instruments that have been developed with the
use of factor analytic techniques. The findings of these two studies
provide further evidence for the validity of the student ratings, suggest
the possible usefulness of faculty self eva}qations, and should be
particularly helpful in reassuring facrlty about the accuracy of the

student ratings. -

Insert Table 2 abcut here
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The results of the original study appear in Marsh, Overall & Kesler
(1279a) , while the findings of the second study are presented in Marsh
& Overall (1972h), Marsh & Cooper (in press), and Marsh (in press).

Relationship with Student, Course & Instructor Characteristics

It is often feared that variables unrelated to teaching excellence
may affect student ratings, and the harshest critics ever. suggest that
faculty can "buy" favourable ratings by teaching only small courses,
giving high grades, and requiring little work by students. While these
attitudes are probably not held by a majority of the faculty, results
cited earlier sugéest that many do feel that student ratings are biased.
The study of possible biases is complicated'by a number of problems.
First is the question of how large a relationship must be before it is
considered practically significant. Second is the problem of how to interpret
a relationship even if it is substantial. There are generally several
alternatives and a biag may not be the most likely. For example, the
positive relationship between student ratings and student learning supports
the validity of the ratings; and it is unreasonable to say that student
rétings are biased by student learning. While the question is complex,
the first step is to determine which variables are substantiallyvrelated to
étudent ratings.

The relationship between student evaluations of 511 courses and a set
-of 16 student/course/instructor characteristics was examined. ' The set of
background variables included such things as Class Size, GPA,FTeacher Rank,
Reason for Taking the Course, Class Level, Year in School, Expected Grade,
Workload/Difficulty, and Prior Student Interest in the Subject. Separately,

each background variable generaliy explained less than 5% of the variance
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in any of the student evaluation factors, and there was little indication
of nonlinearity (see Table 3). The only variable that consistently
demonstrated nonlinearity was Class Size -- the smallest and lérgest
classes tended to be rated most favourably. Several multivariate
techniques showed that 12-14% of the variance in the student ratings
could be explained by the entire set of background variables. Three
background variables were most.influential; more favourable ratings were
correlated with higher Prior Subject Interest, Higher Expected Grades,
and higher levels of Workload/Difficulty. A path analysis showed that
Prior Subject Interest was most important, and also accounted for one-

third of the relationship between Expected Grades and ratings.

Insert Table 3 about here

These results show that even the combined effect of the entire set of
background variables has only a small impact on student ratings, but
indicated that three of these background variables were most influential --
Workload/Difficulty, Prior Subject Interest, and Expected Grades. Although
Workload/Difficulty is often suggestéd as a potential bias, the relation-
ship found in this study was the opposite of the suggested bias. Harder,
more difficult courses that require more time outside of class receive more
favourable ratings.

Prior Subject Interest, the variable with the largest impact on ratings,
was examined in greater detail in a separate study. A similar pattern of
correlations was found between Prior Subject Interest and student ratings
collected at both UCLA (using the earlier version of SEEQ) and USC. Prior

Subject Interest was most highly correlated with ratings of Learning/Value

in both settings. The relationship between Prior Subject Interest and Instruct—

or self-evaluations was also explored in that study. Prior Subject Interest --

/7
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- measured by both student and instructor perceptions -- illustrated a similar

:

pattern of correlations with both student ratings and instructor self-eval-
uations. In particular, Prior éubject Interést was most highly correlated
to both student and instfuctor ratings of Learning/Value. These findings
argue that faculty actually are more effective at teaching when working
with motivated students, and that this more effective teaching is accurately
reflected in the student ratings.

The relationship between student ratings and Expected Grades is subject
to several alternative interpretations. First, the Expected Grade effect
was reduced by one-third by controlling for Prior Subject Interest. 'The
best explanation is tﬁat Prior Subject Interest caused both better grades
and a beﬁter educational experience. According tov;his interpretation,
part of the Expected Grade relationship with student ratings is spurious.
Second, the Expected Grade relationship can only be considered a bias if
higher grades reflect "easy grading" on the part of the teacher. If the
higher grades reflect better student‘achievement, then the Expected Grade
relationship may support the validity of the sﬁudent ratings -- better
ratings are associated with more student learning. At least two facts
support this interpretation. ~First, Prior Subject Inﬁerest is related to
Expected Grades and it is more reasonable to assume that it affects student
achievement rather than the instructor's grading standards. Second,' ~
faculty self evaluations of their own grading standards showed little cor-
relation with student ratings. Iq:reality, Expected Grades probably
reflect some unknown combination of both "egsy grading” and student achieve-
ment. However, even if Expected Grades do'fepresent a real bias to the
student ratings, their effect is not substantial.

These studies show that none of the suspected biases to student ratings
seem to actually hav= much impact. Similar findings have been reported
by Hildebrand, Wilson & Dienst (1971), McKeachie (1979), Marsh (1980b),

and Remmers (1963). Nevertheless, as a consequence of this research,
g 1
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summary reports describing student evaluations also include mean responses
and percentile ranks for Prior Sﬁbject Interest and Expected Grades'-

(see Appendix II). ' This research is described in greater detail in

Marsh (1978, 1980b). Separate studies have‘examined the relationship between
student ratings and: 1) Expected Grades (Marsh, Overall & Thomas, 1976),

2) Class Size (Marsh, Overall & Kesler, 1979b), and 3) Prior Subjeczt

Interest (Marsh & Codper; in press). In related research, Marsh & Overall
(in press) dem9nstrated that student ratings are primarily a function of

the instructor doing the teacﬁing, and not the particular course or the

level at which it is taught.

Instructional Improvement -- Feedback from Student Ratings

There is ample reason to believe that a carefully planned program of
instructional eéaluation instituted on a broad basis will lead to the
improvement of teaching. Teachers, particularly those who are most
critical of the student ratings, will have to give more serious consider-
ation to their own teaching in order to consider the merits of an evaluat-

-

ion program. The institution of the program and the clear endorsement

by the administrative hierarchy will ‘give notice that quality of teaching

is being taken more seriously -- an observation that both students and
faculty will be likely to make. The results of the student ratings -- as
one measure of teaching effectiveness -- will provide a basis for

adminisﬁrative decisions and thereby increase the liklihood that quality
teacﬁing will be recognized and rewarded. The social reinforcement of -
getting favourable ratings will proyide added incentive for the improvement
of teaching, even at the tenured faculty level.' Finally, the diagnostic
feedback from the student ratings may pfovide a basis for instructional
improvement. As described earlier, faculty at USC indicate that student
ratings are useful in the improvement of a course and/or the quality of
their teaching; 80% said that they were potentially useful while 59% said

o | /7
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they actually ha§ been useful. However, the empirical demonstration
of this suggestion is more difficult to test.

In two different studies the effect of éeedback from midterm
evaluations on end-of-course criteria was tested. Both these studies
were conducted with the multi-section course in computer programming
described earlier. In the first study, students completed an abbrev-
iated version of the student evaluation instrument at midterm, and the
results were returned to a random half of the instructors. At the end
of the term, student ratings of "perceived change in instruction between
the beginning of the term and the end of the term" were significantly
higher for the feedback group, as were ratings on two of the seven
evaluation factors. Ratings on the overall course and instructor summary
items did not differ, nor did student performance on the standardized
final examination given to all students.

Several changes were made in the second study that was based upon
30 classes. First, midterm evaluations were made on the same eval%ation
form that was used at the end of the course. Second,.the researchers
actually met with the group of randomly selected feedback instructors to

|
discuss the ratiqgs. At this meeting the teachers discussed the evaluat-
ions with each other and with the researchers, but were assured that their
comments would remain confidential. A third change was the addition of
affective variables, items that focused on application of the subject
matter and student plans to pursue the subject. At the end of the term,
students of the Feedback instructors: 1) rated teaching effectiveness
more favourably, 2) averaged higher scores on the standardized finaz
examination, and 3) experienced moré positive affective outcomes than -

students whose instructors received no feedback. Students in the

20
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Feedback group were similar to the other students in texrms of both
pretest achievement scores completed at the start of the term an.d the
midterm evaluations of their teachers. Tﬁese findings suggest that
£he feedback from student ratings, coupled with a frank discussion of
zheir implications with an external consultant, can be an effective
interventién for improving teaching effectiveness.

The details of these studies ﬁave been described in two published

articles (Marsh, Fleiner & Thomas, 1975; Qverall & Marsh, 1980).

Summary

In summary, research described in this study has indicated that:
1. SEEQ measures nine distinct components of teaching effectiveness
as demonstrated by factor analysis. Factor analysis of faculty

evaluations of their own teaching resulted in the same factors. Factor '

. scores based upon this research are used to summarize the student ratings

that are returned to faculty.

2. Student evaluations are quite reliable when based upon the responses

of 10 to 15 or more students. Class ratings based upon fewer than 10

student responses should be interpreted carefully.

3. The retrospective ratings of former students agree remarkably well
with' the evaluations that they made at the end of a course.

4. Student evaluations show moderate correlations with student learn-
ing as measured by a standardized examination and with affective course
consequences such as applica?ion of the subject matter and plans to
pursue the subject furthgr.

5. - Faculty self evaluations of their own teaching show good agreement

with student ratings.
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6. Suspected sources of bias to student ratings have little impact.
7. Feedback from student ratings, particularly when cohpied with a

candid discussion with an external consultant, can lead tn improved

‘teaching.

22
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31




4 USC EVALUATION SERVICES

,\S /\ DESCRIPTION OF THIS COURSE/INSTRUCTOR. THIS STATEMENT 1S

UL DR O 0T ATHEOE THIE F O ORIPI S TATEME M L EAVING A HE 50 CatdSE 1 ALK G P IF It [ YT n.p LIIN] I‘\(VN.‘I

’
2
3
4
5

(8
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Pl

i

19
20
21

Y-
22

23
25
20
27
28

41

LEARNING: YOl FOUND THE COURSE INTELLECTUALLY CHALLENGING AND STIMULATING
YO HSVL L’E"\HN[ (; ﬁ(_)l/"é‘“ LG Wl 'l‘CH‘ YU CONSINER V\‘/"\l UA;UILE .
YOUR INTEREST IN THE SUBJECT HAS INCREASED AS A COMSEQUENCE OF THIS COURSE:
TOU PAVE LEARNED AND UHTERSTOOR THE SUSIELD MATERIALS 1N THIS COUMSE
ENTHUSIASM: (NSTRUCTOR WaAS ENTHUSIAGTIC ABOUT TEACHIM: 3 THE COulsy
PO TEt 6 DU ANMALS DY BARNC AT E MEFIGLE U 0 COMDLICTEN THE O ke

IMNETALITOR E‘NHAN'CED PRESENTATIONS ViTH THE USE OF HUMOR

PRI THII A I GTVRE 38 R GE AT RN VU VU I T TRT T i Ay

ORGANIZATION: er1auCioRsE

VRO RPN ATED CATE FUL, W URPLALIL G

ASLAMATIONS ©ERE CLEAR

[NV SLRVELY BN

PROFOSED QEIECTIVES AGHEED WITH THOSE ACTUALLY TAUGHT SO YOU KNEW WHERE COUR

N OB GAVE LECTIHSE S T 0AY FRtTATE D TARITIG Mol

GROUP INTERACTION:

BT IMVITED YO SrIARE THEIR IDEAS ARID KUIOWLEDGE

ST

SIUDENTS WERE ENCOURAGED 10 ASK QUESTIONS & WERE GIVEN MEANINGFUL ANSWERS

BTUDENTS WERE ENCOURAGED TO PARTICIPATE N f‘L,A\bo DISCLISSIHONS

MAL GOING

BTUDLNITS WERE ENCOURAMGED TO EXPRESS THIIR OWN IDEAS AND'OB QL ‘EnTlD’J THE HISTRUCTON

INDIVIDUAL RAPFORT: INSTRUCTOR WAS ka:nmv TOWARDS |r.DmounL STUDE '\JTS

P iR TOR GIALE HIUDENTS FLEL WHELCTRME N !

NSTRUCTOR Hf\(’) A( ENUIME IYG‘YEREST N INDIVIDUAL STUDENTS

HTHOC TR AN AS ANLCUATLAY ACCESSIBLE TO STUBEMNTS DURING OF FICE FICUIBTG (588 Ar 15 4300 A0

BREADTH: mstRUCTOR (:be\:rSASTED THE IMPLICATIONS OF VARIOUS THéO#ﬂES
[SHRIE{STRR AT N .
IHSTRUCTON PRESENTED PUIMTS OF VISW OTHER THat HIS HER QWN WHEN APPRCPRIATE
PR THLOT R ADEQUATELY [HOCUSSED SURRENT DEVELCPRIENTS 1IN THE Fig

EXAVMINATIONS: FEEDDACK G EXAMINATIONS, GRADES MATERIALS \)MS VALIJABLE

METHOUD S EVALUATING SBT0EE MTAYCTR AWEHE FALR ARD APPROFTIAT G

PXARNNAT l(‘“Jc'GRr\’) D AATERIALS TESTED C‘OUF?SF CONTENT AL EMPHASIZED BY THE INSTRUCTOR

WiEHE VALLSEL

ASS‘GNN‘IENTS FECHOINL) B4 e T 08

HRENDINGS, HON’LV CriK 7e. "ONTHIEUTEC TO AF‘PHEC?A"ICN A\JD UND"F-'ST\"IDlN\ OF SUBJECT

BISE AP ARST W T OTHE L COURTE Sov0 s LoV FIAL AT e

OVERA[_.L; PR D TE st e

HUAY BUALE THIS INSTRUCTOR COMPARE WiTH OTHER "‘IOTRUCTDPS YOU HAVE HADR AT USC?

STUDRENT AND COURSE CHARACTERIST ICS (LEAVE BLANK IF NO RESPONSE AFPLIES)

COUEE HEFICULTY RELAT WELMJ CTHER COURSES, WA§ n_—Vf;Pn! EASY... 3-MEDIUR . 'SVERY HARD)
VAT WORREOAD BELATIVE TO DTHER <‘;'.‘)uu.~:.£s_ w»xé v Ln";m BAAEDIUM 5 VERY HIEAvYD
COURSE FACE WAT (- TOD SLOV. . J-ABOUT RI.G_HT . 5TO0 FAST) . '

CHELGEE D OUTSIDE CF CLASR T OTO D 22708 3 ;i TOT 487010 b Ok

LEVEL OF INTE=e 5T IN THE S8 'FC’T PFH(')H TO TH(S COURSE [1-VERY L()W B-REDIURA L BVERN HIGH:

330 5 3u T3S, O T3 T 5 ABOVE 3

." 57
AL ETHE DI\TI"\H
EXO02T D GHALE 1M THE COURSE { 2-D, 3-C. -4-E5 A

[ RS I I R OO A IR R A GTR I

AR REGUIFE L taiur it ELEGC v
D b LR SALINTEREST 0% SELFGE D M b Hesa (6 5

AT L BRIOW RN

CooriIaLe
Ptavs iy :s'.)\ O YET B D

GO o s R DRI T )

BIATRNTY b ATR DY

YEMUIN SCHOOU T FHESIL L 2VSOPH.  31R. + 3 SR 5) GRAD

DCORALT O RAT BUNNIATIE 0 VG IAANITIE S GOSIg L
JOTHIR e URILECLAHE lt'.” (DU )

[RRSIRTCFSTIN SRVTE ALY SN ST S0 TRN 7 of}
LA ST TRl 8 21 I 10 R A % SR DS ER ) & PURY SER A,

PR LTE O Tkl CaCRGE O CF g N OF 100 AS COHICEITS DV i ol

O LIRS G

[sad]

SUPPLE Mi’NTAl QUESTIONS FUSE SESPONSES BOLOW FOR INSTRUCTOR'S QUE
2 3 4 5 47 1. a 5 52 1 2 3 7
3 A & 48 1. 3 5 53 1 2 a .4
A 5 49 1 13- 5 54 1+ -2 5 4
a 8 50 3 & 65 1 2 3.
& 5 51 1 3 56 - ? 3
LRI I8 SRR ¥ N A OFF - ""'TUU"I(‘F\'AL ‘“HJDH S,

32

EEKING HELPADVICE 1 OB OUTLIDE OF LRSS

sLet
£ty

5

OIS

SOv W
© 0 ~

RS

61

N

I

Y N

IO

58

3
o)

Gi -

"

a g oo g

H1

N ST WY

o 4

.s.

<o m o
a v oo e

”““”””HHIIIIIIIIHHIIHHIIIIIIIIHIIIlIIHHIIIIIIHHHHHnn

o
it

& o g w

’
"

Lﬁéi!(_né,hw

o

3w

RERRRARERRRRRRR AN A NI

o

{7




L DERPARTMENT NAMED ¢ . ki 200 9 " LCOURSE NUMBER?

t

INSTRUCTIONS

This evaluation form is intended to measure your reactions to this instructor and course. Resuits will be reported
to the Department Chairmen to be used as part of the overall evaluation of the instructor. These evaluations will
have budgetary and promotional impiications so please take it very seriously. When you have finished a desig-
nated student will pick up the evaluations and take them to the Department Chairperson. Your responses will
remain anonymous and summaries will not be given to the instructor until after the final grades have heen assigned.

****Put Instructor’'s Name, Department Name and Course Number at top
{i.e.. Smith, Psychology. 200)
“***Use a number 2 pencil, do not use ink, ball point, magic marker, elc
“~**Blacken only one response for each question and erase any changes completely

[OPEN-ENDED COMMENTS |

PLEASE IRDICATE THE IMPURTANT CHARACTERISTICE DF THIS WSTRUZTOR, COURSE WHICH MAVE BEEN %OST VALUABLE T2.YCUR LEARNING EXPERIENCE, ' Tt

X
!
|
|
!

PLEASE INDICATE CHARALTERISTICS OF. TAIS INSTAUCTOR/COUNSE WHICH YOU FEELARE IMOST SMPOATANT FOIL HIMJHER TC WORSL DK IMPEOVING (MARTICULABLY ASPECTS NOT LOVIRLO BY RATING ITEMS), -

PLUASE USE THE ACINTIONAL SPACE Y5 CLARIFY.ANY Of YOUR RESPONSES DR 10 MAKE OTHER COMMENTS,
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NGE 1 OF 2
NUMBER OF STUDRNIS COYPLETING F‘V‘\LJ’TI"’!S 43
PERCENTAGE OF ENROLLRN STURENIS COMPLETTHG EVALUATISNS: 92%‘

| CLASS SCHEDULE NUMOER: 99999
TERY: SBRING 78

INSTRUCICR: DCE, JOHN
DEPARTHENT:  SAMPLE DEPARTAENT
COURSE:  SAMELE DEPT 999

***************mb IS A SANPLE OF THE SUMARY RECORT RETURNED TO INDIVIDUAL FACULTY AND THEIR DEPARTHERT CHALRPERS: O—

- -t - -

STUDE'F‘ AND CCURSE CHARACTERISTICS:
FOR EACH CUESTION THE PERCENTAGE CF STUDENTS MAKING EACH RESPONSE AD THE MEAN AVERAGE RESPONSE (IF APPROPRIATE) IS PRESENTED
(THESE STATISTICS ARE BASED UPON THE N{MSER OF STUDENTS ACTUALLY RESPONDING T0 THE ITEM). IN SDDITION, THE PERCENTWGE OF

Ababe

. STUDENTS W30 CQMPLETED THE EVALUATION FORH GUP DID 8OT RESFOND TO A PARTICULAR QUESTION IS INDICATED BY THE N0 REGFONSE'
PERCENTAGE.

PRIOR INTEREST OVERALL G.P.A. EXPECTED GRADE REASON IN CLASS YEAR IN SCHOGL
. KT KT KT KT BCT
1-vERY LOW 9% 1-3ELON 2.5 0% 0-F 0% 1-¥AJ REQRD 44t 1-FRESHMAN 9%
2- 9% 2-2.5 - 3.0 27% 1-D T 0% 2-MAJ ELECT 37} 2-SOBIQMORE 353 MAJOR DEPRTMNT
J-MEDIUM Q2% 3-3.0 - 2.4 398 2-C . 143 3-GEN ED REQ 2% IGUNICR 308 T
é- 12% 4-3.4 -~ 2.7 12 3-3 62% 4-MIN/RELTD 2% 4-SENIOR 233 1-30C oCI  73%
5-VERY HIGH 23% 5-A30VE 3.7 22% 4-2 %3 S5-GEN INTRST 14% S-GRADURIE 0% 2-MAT SCC 2%
NO RESPONSE (% NO RESPONSE 5% NO RESPGISE 2% NO RESPONSE 0% W0 RESPONSE 0% J-HMUCIES 9%
3.3% MEAN: 3.28 MEAN: 3.09 MEAN: 2.69 4-BUSINESS 2%

5-EDUCATION 0%

COURSE DIFFICUL™Y CCURSE WCRKLOAD CaRse  PACE QUTSTNE HRS/WK 6-ENGINEER 0%

BCT 0T T oy 7-PSRF ART 0%
1-VERY SASY 2% 1-VERY LIGHT (% 1-7C0 SLow 2% 0™ 2 0% §-PUS AFFR 0%
‘ 2- 2% 2- 0% 2- 0% %21 5 55% 9-CTHER 128
3-MEDIOM 0% 3-MEDTUM 718 3-RIGAT 713 5 7 32 0-UNCEC 2%
4- 508 | 4~ 248 4- 19% 4-3 0 12 13t
S-VERY HARD  16% 5-VERY HEAVY 5% 500 FAST 7% S-OVER 12 0%
i) stmsr-‘, 0% NO RESPONSE 2% NO RESEONSE 2% M0 RESPWSE 73
MEAN: .64 . MEAN: 3.32 MEAN: 2.28 MEAN: 2.56

*MUARY SVALUATION SCC‘{ES NINE EVALUATION FACTOR 5CORES, TwO CVERALL RATINC ITENS, AND TWO STUDEN /COURb"‘ CHARACTERTSTIC ITEMS

THT NINE EVALUATION FACIOR SCORES ARE WEIGHTED AVERAGES OF SEPARATE RATING ITEHS AND HAVE A HEAN AVERAGE (ACROSS ALL USC
COURGES) OF 50. FOR ALL SCORES, THE STAUDMRD FRRCR (SE) TS A ‘155.‘5[}1’p OF 1%E RELIABILITY. IT IS SYALLER (MORE RELIABLE) WiEN
LARGER NUMZERS OF STUDCUTS M" RESPNDING AMD WHEN THERZ IS GREATER AGREEMENT AMONG THE STUDENIS CCHMELETING THE EVALURTIONS.

. DIFFERSNCES OF LESS THAN ONZ STANDARD ERROR ARZ TOO SMALL TO BE RELTABLY INTERPRETED. IN GENERAL, EVALUATIONS BASED UPIN LESS
THEN 10 STUDENTS® RESPONSES OR LESS THAN 50% OF THE STUDSNTS ENROLLED IN THE CLASS SHOULD GBE INTERPRETED CAUTIOUSLY. THE
PERCENPILE RANKS (WHICH MAY VMRY BETWEEN 0 & 100) AND THE CORRESPONDING GRAPHS SHOW HOW YOUR RATINGS COMPARS WITH OTHER COURSES
IN YCUR COMPARISON GRCUP. HRIGHMER DERCENTILE RMFS AWD MCRE STARS INDICATE HIGHER RATINGS. YOUR COHPARISON GROUP IS:

ki xakioots JNDEFGRADUATE COURSES NOT TAUGHT BY TERCHING ASSISTANTS Whwwwkkatak |
GRAPH OF STILE RALK

23456789

SE SIIL

.......... teeererevsnensenonsees EVALURTION FACTOR SCCRES vevevevenmenvsnnenresnenennsens, MEAN 4/~ RANK O 1

.n..HR.NLf\a VALUASLE LEARNING EXPERIEMCE, WAS INTELLECTUALLY STIMULATING/CHALLENGING 58,7 1.745 80  *¢xmkikdkikxdaak €
NTHUSTASH INSTR DISPLAYED ENTHUSIASH, ENFRGY, HUMCR & ASILITY TO HOLD INTEREST 56.9 1.506 74  wxhrakamkkriekk :
RGANIZATION  CRGANIZATION/CIARITY OF EYPLANATIONS, COURSE MATERIALS, CGJECTIVES, LECTURES 61.3 1.726 90  *whwwmickikbkdiickbair e
SROUP INTERACT STUDENTS ENCOURAGED %0 DISCUSS, EARTICIPATE, SHARE IDEAS & ASK QUESTIONS 51.3 2,160 53 *wwwwkkkek ?
(NDV. RAPPORT INSTRUCTOR ACCESIBLE, FRIENDLY, AND INTERCSIED IN STURENTS 48.7 2,362 43 Wxwkkkkaw :
READTH PRESENTATION OF BROAD BACKSRD, CONCEPTS & ALTERNATIVE APPRCACHES/THECRIES - 55.1 2,274 70 ‘wwwkibiorkaca 2
YAMINATIONS  STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF VALUT & FAIRVESS OF EXAMS/GRADED MATERTALS 50.9 2.188 55  wwkwkkkwikik s
\GSIGNMENTS ~ VALUE OF ASSIGIMENTS IN ADDING APPRE gIA’I‘IO‘ N/USTERSTANDING TO COURSE 59.9 1,539 $8  ¥kkwkkkkkkkkkkkrx O
ORKLOAD/DIFF  RELATIVE COURSE WCRKLCAD, DIFFICULTY, PACE, AND CUISIDE HOURS REQUIRED 51,5 1,515 60  *xxwxamkkwaax e

................ veserasaseeeeses OVERALL SUMMARY ITE .S R R L LI R L L LR IA LR R TR R
VERALL COURSE HOW COES THIS CGURSE COMPARE TIH OTHERS AT U.5.C (CUE.JTION 30) 1,44 0,102 83 wxkexkxkmrkewrrer
WERALL TNSTR HGH DOES THIS-INSTRICTOR CQMPARE ITH JTHERS AT U.5.C.2 (QUESTIGN 31) 4,60 0,089 S4  wxmekeekbmonex o
........ cereervavasarnss IMPORTANT ST‘JD:.N'"/COURbE AR A TR S TS ¢ i venecurusrtsosnsansrsvtansroossasssasiasentossasassnrsnstosnes
EVEL GF INTEREST IN SUMJECT PRICR "0 THIS COURSE (1-VERY LM .. " SVERY AIGH) (QUESTION 36) 3.39 0,191 49 reerarkes )
XPECTEC GRACE IN THE CCURSE (0-F, 1-D, 2, 3-B, 4-A) (".:UBSTIQ‘J 38) ' 3,09 0.428 30 rakwer 0

'REPARED BY DR. HER3ERT W. MARSH, CFFICE 05‘ INSTITUTICUAL STUDIES, USC; U.A., CA 90007 TELEPHONE: (213)741-65C3.

o
N



'INSTRUCTOR: [CE, JOHN CIASS SCHZOULE NGH3ER: 99999 PAGE 2 OF 2

DEPARTHENT: SRMPLE DEPARTMENT TERM: SPRING 78 NUMBER OF STUDERNTS COMPLETING EVALUATIONS: 43
COURGE:  SAMPLE DEPT 699 PERCENTAGE OF EWROLLED STUDENTS COMPLETING EVALUATIONG: 22%

EVALUATICN LTINS (30ME CUESTIONS H.’\‘J'E BEEN ABBREVIATED):

FCR SACH CUZSTION, THE PERCENTAGE COF STUDENTS MAKING EACH RESPONSE, THE MEAN SVERAGE RESRONSE, AND THE STANDARD ERRIR (SE) OF
TiE RESPXSES ART TRESERTED (THEST STATISTICS ARES BASED UPON THE AC'!“J :L NDMDER OF STUDENTS BERPONDING 1C TE CC’"";TIC\‘. IN
ADRITICN, THE PERCENIAGS OF S JTENTS wirD COMFLETED Tht BVALUATICN FCRY BUP DID NOT RESEONT TO A PARTICULAR  (QUESTION IS

' INDICATTD IN THE “NO RESP" CCLUMN.,  DIFFE "‘!‘E" T\l MEAN AVERAGES THAT ARE LESS AN QNI STANDARD ERROR (SEE PuG"‘ e
FCR A DESCRIPTION) ARE TOO SMALL TO SC RELIABLY INTERPRETED. IN GENZRAL, EVALUATIONS BASEC UPON LESS THAWN 10 STUDEu'{‘S
RESPONSEE E\:':\I.dnTIC.‘b BASZD UPIN LESS '”.W 50% OF THE LBSS AND EVALUATION ITEMS wWiICH WERE FRECUCHTLY LEFT BLANK SH- L‘J) 5E

Yot f
INTERPPETED CAUTIOUSLY. MR DPERCENTILG RAWKS (WHICH vARY BEIWEEN C & 100) AND THT GRADS SHXD WM YOUR EVALUATICNS CQMPARE
WITd OTiER ’.‘OC.":")E‘:, IN YOUR CIMPARTSON GE-“.C(. VMIGHER PERCENTILE RAHKS AND NIRE STARS INDICATE JChE FAVCDADLE £ '\L..mI.ma)

YOUR COAPARISON GROUP 1§: #w¥mrmeadxd (NOIDSRADUATE COURSIS NOT TAUSHT BY TEACHING ASSISTANTG whawkaxkixix

v O o o

PERCENTAGE RESTOMDING RANG RELATIVE 70 YOUR
COMFARTSON GROUP (SEE ARGVE)

YERY MED- VERY NO 5% TIL SRR

POR POOR TUM G0OD GOOD RESP MEAN +/- v 0123456789
LEARNING , ¢
1. CPSD WAS TVSLLECTUNLLY CHALLENIING AND STIALATING ¢ C 5 42 5 0 4,430,039 %2 HUERRERR AR O
2, LENRNED SCMETHING CONSIDERED TC G5 VALUARLE & 06 9% 40 31 0 £.el0.100 g MAEARLELLLL ?
3, INCREASED INTEREST IN 5 "JEI.‘I A8 CONSEQUERCE OF CR3E " 2 7 &) 5l g .29 0 110 &7 kR pdxhkktkkkikk 9
4. [FARNED MID UNCIRSTOOD THE SUBJECT MATERIALS -0 0 9 30 0 4,20 6.090 o8 WAERERE AP REL RS =
ENTHUSIASK ¢
5. INSTR WhS DTHISIASPIC AGLT TIRCKING THE CRST ¢ & 2 26 T2 0 4.990.077 9 hhlb LIl Ll AL, B
£t I3TR SAS DYIRMIZ ¢ BNERGSIIC TN COSTUCTING CRSE 9 0 7 5 43 2 4.3 lree 72 XALEATLRERERRAK °
7. Y TIANCED PRESENTATION wITH HRNOR g 5 33 2% 8 2 3.32 0,135 42 TkxEAE 2
§. TR 3TYLE OF PHISENIAIION HELD INIEREST g 7 7 353 3 ¢ 4.11c.125 71 Thkbihkkdikbed ¢
SRGANTUATION -
9, INSTR'S DAPLAATICNS WERE CIENR 0 0 12 40 4% 0 4.3 C.104 RO FRAFRRERERRRERRER O
10. CRSZ MATERIALS WERE WELL PREPARED AND EXPLAINED 0 0 7 34 59 5 4.5 0.099 83 RAFRZEFRELA RS ARRE €
11, BiCPO3ED T00ECIIVES AGREED WITH THOSE ACTUALLY TAUGHT ¢ 0 5 44 51 5 4.450.092 &7 bbbl A AL AL LI
12, LECTUNES EACILITALER TAKING HO0ER 0 2 9 2} 50 0 4.46 0.116 40 HAREER AL CRAARRTRR 3
SRCLD TRl IO ¢
13, STUZSNTS CHICLRNGER TC PRRTICIENTE T cms DISCUSSIONS 9 5 1% 23 44 0 4.15 00135 52 ddeddbobidd s
14, STUOENTDS "v’i: TO SEARE TCEAS & ANOWIEDG O 2 2 43 370 4.110.:125 48 MAALEL L :
15. STUDENDS DNICURASED TO ASK QUESTIONS AND "I‘J" ANGERS g 0 21 28 51 06 £.250.121 59 KrEEXXARIR IR
16. STUCENTS r.mrm\G_D TO EXPRESS Cwii IDEAS 0 2 21 35 42 0 4.150.128 51 FREEELERTES
INDIVIDUAL RASPIRT
17. INATZ W3 SRIENDLY TOWARDS I'mrvmm STUDENTS ¢ 5 17 4% 32 7 4,04 0.133 2% Kk dk
1d. INITR HELCOMED STUDENTS 70 SERY BELD /ADVICn ] 729 29 36 2 3.62 6,145 32 bbb =
12, TEATR AR SOWUINE TNTEREST 1N nmvu AL STUDELTS 02 2% 4T 4.0 0030 48 ERKATRERAN ?
20. INSTR WAS AICDTINIE CURING C."F:C /“,P crasa & 3¢ 34 12 4.17.0.11 62 FREEFRIHKEXS AR 2
BEEADLH ¢
21. INSTR CONTRASIEN TMELICATIONS CP VARIOUS THECRIES 9 . v36 43 2 4,18 0.128 67 bbbl L ¥
2Z2. INOTR PRESENIES BACKSROUND OF 43 \S/CNCEPTS 0 ] 4 51 0 4,41 5.100 84 CRERRRRERRR RS RRRAK D
23. TNSIR PRESENTED POINTS OF VIEW CTPER TUAN CWH C 2 13 45 2 2 4,090,121 53 FRRXERKREER ?
24, INsTR CISZUSSED CURRENT D'-‘V“LOPI”' 75 IN FIELD 0 2 16 ¥» 47 ¢ 4.25 6,125 58 LA b bbb Akl :
Exia T xTIC N ¢
25. FEEDRACK 7 EXMS/GANDED MATERIALS HAS VALURALE 2 012 21 40 2 351 0.148 38 mrkdekae i
24, NETUDD SR RVALDATION WAS HH 3 ONPOPRINE 0 5 21 82 It 2 e G121 8 RAAEEAMLLLEL) :
27, CRALED NTERIALS TRSITO CRGE COWNTRND A5 ENSHASIZED ¢ G 2¢ 42 213 2 4,59 0,100 63 FEERTNECHE IR :
»..,S.;G"'m... °
23, BECUIRED HEADINGS/TEXTS WFRE VALUASLE e g 7 49 44 { 4,35 0.0%3 92 LRl ALLLLALLL AL LA
26, ASSICUENTS CONIRIBUTER TO APPRECIATION/UNDERSTANDING D0 10 48 43 2 4,32 6.09% B3 bbb bbbl L LA
GV"R"\L.. . ¢
30, KC4 DOES THIS £rURSE ZCHpARE WITH OUHERS AT U,5.C.2 0 19 3 55 2 4,45 6,102 3 LELbALEALLELLELL I
31, !.O’-: CUES UG INSTRCCTOR TOREART 1T OIHERs AT U.S.C7 0 ! 5 29 67 2 4.6 0.039 34 LALEAAL LAl AL LI

ERIC 35
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