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Abstract

With the implementation of the Fall Term 1990 pilot of the Student Feedback Survey,
M-DCC joined the majority of institutions of higher education in formally requesting
information from students on their classroom experiences. The process involved randomly
selecting one section for each full-time faculty member and administering the surveys prior
to the final course withdrawal date. Surveys were returned from 640 sections (or 84% of
those initially selected) and included responses from 12,729 students.

Results showed that students were generally pleased with their classroom experiences.
At least 95% of students thought their instructor was prepared for class, showed an interest
in and knowledge of the subject, and treated them with respect. The same percentage
agreed their instructor distributed the course objectives and discussed the grading system
with them. The only item where students gave significantly lower ratings was in providing
regular information about their progress; only 62% of students agreed or strongly agreed
with this item.

Students described themselves as generally hard-working, dedicated to class
attendance and performing well in class. Most (75%) were working at least part-time and
30% indicated they had family commitments that interfered with school. Most (80%)
thought the class had about the right number of students. A majority (71%) were in the

course because it was required. They generally approved of the survey process.

Other studies have found that students see good teaching as involving a variety of
factors or components--that the instructor is not just "good” or "bad”. Results showed that
M-DCC students made similar distinctions. Using factor analysis, it was found that students
tended to group items along eight dimensions (or factors). The factors were labelled (1)
Focus on the Individual, (2) Competence in the Classroom, (3) Approach to the Material,
(4) Gra‘ding“ Policy, (5), Listening to Students, (6) Clarity of Course Objectives, (7) Fairness

of Examinations, and (8) Active Learning.
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Instructors who were generally rated highly overall were most likely to be described |
as creating a classroom atmosphere that encouraged learning (item 14), being concerned
with students’ progress (item S), and making the course interesting (item 7). In addition,
these instructors taught what they said they were going to (item 4), graded their examina-
tions fairly (item 11), and paid attention to student comraents (item 20).

Much of the study focused on reliability and validity issues. Results showed the
reliability for the survey was very high - .94 for the 23 items used to rate instructors and
courses. Factor reliabilities ranged from .66 to .84. Validity questions focused on testing for
rating changes based on student perceptions of their classroom performance, course
difﬁcnhy, course workload, class size, reasons for taking the course, time of day the course
was taught, instructor rank, and subject. The largest differences were found for student

performance, instructor rank, and subject area.

On the issue of student classroom performance, results showed that students who
rated their performance as "good" or "excellent"” gave higher ratings on all eight factors than
students who did not feel they were doing as well in class. Perhaps those who were doing
well in class found the instructor more effective than those who felt they were not
understanding the material. Perhaps the expectation of a high grade produced higher
evaluations. In general, however, other research has indicated that amount of learning

rather than grades was a better indicator of instructor ratings.

Differences in ratings were also found based on professional rank for four of the
factors: (1) Focus on the Individual, (3) Approach to the Material, (5) Listening to
Students, and (8) Active Leamning. Instructors and assistant professors received higher
ratings than other ranks. Again, several interpretations are possible. One is that those who
are "freshest” to M-DCC carry that freshness into the classroom. Miller (1987), for example,
found that faculty received their highest ratings between their 3rd and 12th years of teaching.
Another'pos.iibility is that another variable related to faculty rank is actually responsible for

the difference. For example, some departments or subject areas which students enjoy more

5
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may have a greater proportion of new faculty and it is the subject arca causing the
differences rather than faculty rank per se.

Indeed, differences based on subject matter did emerge from the analyses on three
factors. Students enrolled in English-as-a-Second-Language (ENS), English (ENC), and
Nursing (NUR) courses provided higher ratings in the arca of Focus on the Individual than
Mathematics (MAT and MAC), Applied Biology (APB), Humanities (HUM), Chemistiv
(CHM), and Psychology (PSY). In the area of Active Learning, students rated Chemistry,
English, Mathematics, Nursing, and English-as-a-Second Language courses higher than
Applied Biology, Humanities, and Psychology. Finally, students perceived Mathematics
examinations as fairer than English examinations. While some of the differences must surely
be due to the content (e.g., hard science vs. the humanities), others are not as readily

explained.

Statistical significance was found for some other variables, but the mean differences
were not as great as for those already mentioned. These include course difficulty, amount
of work required, class size, and reasons for taking the course. There were no differences

when ratings were viewed based on the time of day the course was offered.

In summary, the survey appears to meet acceptable standards for reliability and
validity. Later research will focus on confirming the factor structure and further explaining
rating differences. Readers are urged to study the full report for details and campus-level

information.
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Reliability and Validity Issues:
An Analysis of Miami-Dade’s Pilot Student Feedback Survey

Background and Introduction

Despite all the furor, student evaluations of instruction are a part of academic life at
most institutions of higher education in the United States. In the Fall of 1990, Miami-Dade
Community College joined the majority by piloting a survey and a process for gathering
feedback from students.

The Student Feedback Survey came about as a result of the Teaching/learning
Project. The Teaching/Learning Project began in 1986-87 with the goals of improving the
quality of teaching and learning at M-DCC, making teaching a professionally rewarding
career, and making teaching and learning the focal point of college activities and decision-
making processes. As an initial step in the process, the Faculty Excellence committee
developed a series of statements of excellence in teaching rooted in empirical studies on
student learning. These statements then became the basis for the survéy development work
of the Faculty Advancement committee. Thus, the Student Feedback Survey became one

piece of a larger whole in focusing on teaching and learning at the College.

The body of research on student ratings of instruction is voluminous. Perhaps this
is because student evaluations are seen as having more influence on tenure anc¢ promotion
decisions than any other data source (Miller, 1987). There is justifiable concern, therefore,
that student ratings accurately reflect the quality of instruction provided. Thus, most
research has focused on whether students can make distinctions in evaluating instruction,

whether their ratings are re'iable, and which factors, if any, can bias student ratings.

Student ratings of instruction at Miami-Dade will be included in annual performance
reviews and: become part of performance portfolios that faculty will present for promotion
and tenure decisions. Here, too, then it becomes important that student ratings provide an

accurate reflection of faculty performance.
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to answer some basic questions about the survey resuits.
The focus is mainly on reliability and validity issues. Specifically, the questions for this study

are:

1. How do students generally feel about the courses and faculty they are
encountering? Satisfied or dissatisfied? On which items are students providing
the highest and lowest ratings?

2 How do students generally describe themselves? What are the general
characteristics of students who responded to the survey?

3. How do the items relate to one another? If students give a high rating on one
item, will they give the same high rating on all the other items or do they
respond to each item separately? Do studentr have one general construct that
they are using in their ratings or are there a series of underlying constructs
they are using?

4. How reliable is the survey? Do the items form a stable and coherent whole?

5. Do student ratings change based on:

perceived performance in the class?

the difficulty of the course?

the amount of wotk required by the course?
the number of students in the class?
reasons for enrollment?

time of day the course is offered?

the rank of the faculty member?

the subject matter?

T@ e a0 gp

6. What do students think of the survey and the process itself? Is the survey
understandable? Too long or too short? What comments did they make
about the survey?

Methodology

For the Fall, 1990, term the process implemented by the Faculty Advancement
Procedﬁres;‘zsubcommittee involved randomly selecting one course for each full-time
classroom faculty member and distributing answer sheets and surveys to the faculty member

for completion in that course. Surveys were administered prior to the final date for course

2.
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withdrawal (November 14-26, 1990). Of the 760 full-time faculty who were teaching in the
fall term, surveys were processed for 640 or 84%.

The survey for the Fall Term consisted of 43 items, along with spaces for comments
on the survey and comments directed to the faculty member. The first 23 items were related
to the instructional process. For these items, students had four choices in responding:
strongly agree (1), agree (2), disagree (3), or strongly disagree (4). The remaining 20 items
requesied student information related to classroom performance, perceptions of course, etc.
Many of the items in the student demographics section were used to look for changes in the
23 items on the instructional process. A copy of the survey can be found in Appendix A.

This study used two files that contained survey results. One contained the responses
for each student for each course; a total of 12,729 surveys were included in this Fall Term
file. The second file contained course level information and was based on the 640 sections
which had survey data processed. Note that because classes were randomly selected,
students might fill out surveys in more than one course. Full-time students, of course, would
be more likely to complete multiple surveys than part-time students, because they take more
courses and because full-time faculty are more likely to be teaching at times when full-time

students are enrolled (i.e., during the day).

A combination of statistical procedures was employed to analyze the data. Readers
interested in these details are urged to turn to Appendix B. Summaries of item responses
were based on everyone who responded to each item. Most statistical analyses, however,

eliminated anyone who failed to answer one or more of the items.
Analysis of Results

What Do Students Think of Their Courses a ?

“Students were generally pleased with their classroom experiences. In particular, over
95% thought that their instructor was prepared for class and showed an interest in and

knowledge of the subject. In terms of classroom procedures, 95% agreed the instructor

Q -3-
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distributed the course objectives and discussed the grading system at the beginning of the
semester. Finally, on the interpersonal level, 95% thought the instructor treated them with

respect.

There was only one item where a significant number of students failed to agree. Only
62% of the students agreed that the instructor informed them regularly about their progress.
Some faculty have indicated that they were unclear about what students meant when rating
this item since even in sections where they gave weekly quizzes and returned them the
following class period, students rated this item lower than others.

Other items on which more than 15% of the students disagreed included: The
instructor is concerned with my progress (18% disagreement), the instructor shows me how
the course material can benefit me beyond the classroom (17%), the instructor makes this
course interesting (17%), and the instructor uses a variety of teaching methods (17%).

Full results, including the number and percentage of students selecting each itzm
response, are included in Table 1. Results by campus can also be found in this table.

Mean results are shown in Table 2. Note that the means were calculated where
strongly agree=1, agree =2, disagree=3, and strongly disagree=4. The lower the numbers,
therefore, the more positive the responses. Findings paralieled these for Table 1.

How Do Students Describe Themselves?

Students tend to see themselves as a fairly dedicated and hard-working group. As
shown by Table 3, 85% report they almost always come to class, 63% are almost always
prepared for class, and 72% almost always pay attention. About two-thirds (67%) say they
are almost never late. Faculty may find these perceptions somewhat more optimistic than

their own.

¢
!

A majority of students thought they were doing well in the class being surveyed.
About 18% rated their performance as "excellent” and 51% rated it "good". If a rating of
13
4.
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"excellent” corresponds to an "A" and a rating of "good” corresponds to a "B" or "C", then
student perceptions of their performance in their classes is somewhat higher than the grade
distribution at the end of the term would indicate. According to the most recent analysis of
grade distributions (see Vorp, 1990) for all courses, 19% were awarded "A’s" and 41% were

awarded "B’s” or "C’s".

Most respondents thought the course difficulty and workload were similar to other
courses they had taken. About 50% rated course difficulty about the same while 56% rated
the amount of work about the same compared to other courscs. If students dic not think
the course was similar in these respects, they were more likely to rate the course as more
difficult (29%) and requiring more work (28%) than they were to see the course as easy.
Most (71%) were enrolled in the course because they were required to do so. A few (14%)

had previously registered for the course.

Most students were pleased with the size of their classes. A total of 80% thought
there were the "right number" of students in their class, while 17% thought there were too
many. Only 3% indicated there were "too few" students in the class. We can only speculate
who might select this option, but it is possible that students who preferred not to actively

participate in class would select this option.

Respondents were also asked to identify themselves by gender, age, and racial and
ethnic heritage. Compared to the ~ 1ll, 1990, profile of all students (see Morris, 1991), it
appears that males and females were proportionally represented and younger students were
somewhat over-represented in the survey. While approximately the same proportions
identified themselves as "Hispanic" for the Fall Profile and on the survey, a disproportionate
number of students (21%) identified themselves as "other” on the survey when racial groups
were listed. Thus, ethnic identifications are somewhat suspect on the survey. Recall too,
that students may have completed more than one survey.

¢
- :
i
.

The survey included a series of questions designed to discover how much time and

effort students were giving to courses and school. Slightly over 30% said they had family

) -3
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commitments that interfered with how well they did in class. About 75% were working at
least part-time, and 10% were working more than 40 hours per week. Yet a majority (63%)
indicated they were full-time students, enrolling for 12 or more credits. This figure is
different from the data in Fall Profile, which indicates that only 36% of students were
enrolled full-time, and confirms that full-time students had more opportunities to complete
multiple surveys.

Further details on student characteristics can be found in Table 3.

What Di one Do Students Use When Rating?

Most of us would agree that the act of teaching is a complex activity involving many
dimensions. A faculty member may be very knowledgeable about the subject matter but be
unable to project enthusiasm to the students. Another may be enthusiastic but disorganized.
The question to be addressed in this section is whether students, too, view the instructor and
classroom across a variety of dimensions. If they do, what are those dimensions? Or do
students decide their classroom experience was either good or bad and engage in halo

ratings with all items uniformly high or low regardless of content?

In the large body of research on student evaluations of instruction, there is general
agreement that students can and do make distinctions in their ratings. Marsh (1991) found
nine factors or dimensions in his 35-item survey. He named them Learning/Value, Instructor
Enthusiasm, Organization/Clarity, Group Interaction, Individual Rapport, Breadth of
Coverage,” Examinations/Grading, Assignments/Readings, and Workload/Difficulty. In a
review of 11 studies, Kulik and McKeachie (1975) identified four common dimensions: Skill,
Rapport, Structure, and Overload. Cohen (1981) used six dimensions in his work: the four
from Kulik and McKeachie plus two others he identified as Interaction and Feedback.
Much of this research, however, has been conducted at four-year institutions. Do community

college students make the same kinds of distinctions?

- !
1

Factor analysis was used to answer this question. Basically, what this procedure does

is to look at the correlations among the items and determine which items (if any) group

-6- 15
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together separately from other items and form what can be referred to as a "factor” or
"dimension" or "construct”. Readers interested in more technical details on this process are

referred to Appendix B . -

Results showed that M-DCC students did make distinctions. In fact, based on the
Fall results, it appears that students had eight different underlying constructs in mind as they
completed their rating forms (see Table 4). Based on the items included in each of the
factor groupings, the factors were tentatively named as follows:

Focus on the individual
Competence in the classroom
Approach to the material
Grading policy

Listening to students

Clarity on course objectives
Fairness of examinations
Active learning

00NV AN

The items which were most strongly related to that factor are included under the
name of the factor and were used to help name the factor (see Table 4). The number or
weighting next to the item under each factor shows how much weight the item has in that
factor. The weighting can be thought of as a correlation between that item and the factor
and can range from an absolute valve of 0.0 to 1.0. Though we could include the weights
of every item for every factor, we only included those that were .30 or higher to facilitate

interpretation.

Factor 1 (Focus on the Individual) included four items such as “The instructor is
concerned with my progress” and "The instructor informs me regularly about my progress.”
Factor 2 was titled "Competence in the Classroom" because it included items on instructor

interest in the subject, preparation, and subject knowledge. Factor 3 (Approach to the
Material) included items such as "The instructor creates a classroom atmosphere that

encourages me to learn” and “The instructor makes this course interesting”. FEactor 4
(Grading Policy) was based on two items: "The instructor discussed the grading system at

the beginning of the semester” and "The instructor made the grading system clear to me.”,



EKC
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Factor S had some similarities to Factor 1 in the types of items inpluded. This factor |
was named "Listening to Students” and included items such as "The instructor pays attention
to my comments” and "The instructor treats me with respect.” Another name for this factor
might be "Student Rapport". mmwm was based on two
items: "The instructor distributed the course objectives/competencies” and "There is

agreement between the objectives/competencies of this course and what is taught.”" Factor
7, entitled "Faimness of Examinations”, included the items "The examinations and/or other
forms of evaluation are related to the course material” and "The examinations and/or other
forms of evaluation are graded fairly.” A third item on the grading system appeared under
this factor as well as under Factor 4. The last factor, Factor 8, was called "Active Learning"
because it included the items "Assignments help me leamn the course material” and "The

instructor encourages me to think for myself.”

Although the factors are presented as separate dimensions, they are correlated with
one another the same way that the items are. Table 5 shows that the correlations among
the factors are fairly strong, ranging from .44 to .66. The most important factors (based on
the variability attributed to each factor) are Factors 1 (Focus on Individual) and Factor 3
(Approach to the Material). Thus, it can be said that how students respond to the items
making up these two factors will influence how they respond to the items comprising the

other factors.

Like each factor, the responses to each item contain variability that is unique to that
item based on its specific wording, etc., and variability the item shares with other items.
Table 6 displays the correlations of the items with each other and shows the extent of the
common variance between each pair of items. Note that the correlations range from a high
of .71 (between items 7 and 14) and a low of .22 (between items 6 and 23). The
communalities at the bottom of the table show how much variability each item shares with
all other items. One could think of items with high communalities as "linchpin” or core items
that hold thé survey together. The top six items in this survey are:

[tem 14: The instructor creates a classroom atmosphere that encourages me to
learn. (c=.73)

17
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Item 5: The instructor is concerned with my progress. (¢=.71)

Item 7 - The instructor makes this course interesting. (c=.70)

Item 4 There is agreement between the objectives/competencies of this course
and what is taught. (c=.69)

ltem 11: = The examinations and/or other forms of evaluation are graded fairly.
(c=.67)

Item 20: The instructor pays attention to my comments. (c=.67)

The item that was least related to the others was item 23, "The instructor starts class
on time." This also was the only item which was not included in any of the factors. This
item was changed for the Winter survey to "The instructor uses class time productively.”

How Reliable is the S ?

In any measurement process, the reliability or stability of the scores is the first
question to be raised. If there is no assurance that the scores or ratings will stay fairly
constant-—if students change their ratings from occasion to occasion when there is no change
in what is being measured--then there is no need to proceed any further. The ratings will

have no meaning.

There are a number of ways to measure reliability. One of the simplest is known as
"internal consistency reliability.” It measures the extent that the items are measuring the
same thing. Results showed that the reliability of the survey was very high--.94 for the first
23 items using Coefficient Alpha. The factors also showed satisfactory reliabilities in most
cases: .79 for Factor 1, .66 for Factor 2, .84 for Factor 3, .73 for Factor 4, .77 for Factor 5,
.73 for Factor 6, .75 for Factor 7, and .69 for Factor 8. Given the small number of items
included in the factors, these reliabilities are fairly high, though the reliabilities for factors
2 and 8 should probably be a little higher. Adding more items that are similar usually

improves reiiability.
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Validity Issues: What Makes Ratings Change?
Once reliability has been established, researchers turn to questions of validity.

Validity issues revolve around what interpretations can be placed on the ratings or scores.
In this study, do factors other than effective teaching influence the ratings that students give

instructors?

The number of questions that can be addressed in this arca are aimost infinite. For
a first round, however, some basic characteristics of students, courses, and instructors were
used to compare mean or average performance. Most of the questions included in this
section were posed by the Faculty Advancement committee. Ethnicity and gender were
excluded as variables because they were being addressed in another study (Ciereszko, 1991).

To facilitate comparisons across factors with different numbers of items, the factor
scores were standardized so each had a mean of zero (0.0) and a standard deviation of one
(1.0). For this analysis, adjustments were made so that means above zero indicated more
positive ratings compared to the norm, while means below zero indicated less positive

ratings.

Because of the large number of observations included, statistical significance could
be found for small mean differences. Therefore, a rule of thumb was implemented for
"educational significance.” Besides being statistically significant, means had to vary by at
least one-half standard deviation (0.5) to be considered educationally significant. Since 98%
of the individual ratings for each factor fell between -2.0 and +2.0 (or two standard

deviations on either side of the mean), a mean difference of 0.5 was quite large.

As a final check on educational significance, for those comparisons that were
statistically significant, the correlation between group membership and the factor rating was
calculated. When squared (R?), this indicates the amount of variability in the scores that can
be explained; by group membership. For further information on the methodology employed
in this set of analyses, please refer to Appendix B.
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Do Ratings Changs Base Percei Jassroom Performance?

The question of grades and leamning is inextricably tied to ratings of teaching
effectiveness. Some argue that all faculty need to do to improve their student evaluations
is to grade more leniently (and perhaps assign less work). Others argue, however, that to
the extent that grades reflect student learning and that students learn more with more

effective teachers, we should expect and even weicome a relationship between student
grades or performance and ratings.

At Miami-Dade, as part of the Fall pilot survey, students were asked to rate their
performance in class as "excellent”, "good”, "fair", "poor”, or "don’t know". Results showed
both statistically and educationally significant differences for all factors (see Table 7. In
every case, students who rated their performance as "excellent” or "good” gave higher ratings
on all factors than students who rated their performance as "poor” or who didn’t know how
they were performing. Students who rated their performance as "fair” were similar to the
higher performers on some factors (e.g. grading policy) and like the poorer performers on
other factors (e.g., focus on the individual, approach to the material, and active learning).

The correlation between performance and rating also differed depending on the
factor. The highest correlation (.31) was obtained for factor 1, Focus on the Individual,
while the lowest (.16) was found for Factor 2, Competence in the Classroom.

These results are in line with findings from other studies. Most researchers have
found ratings to be moderately correlated with grades (Miller, 1987). Marsh (1982, 1980),
for example, found students gave more favorable ratings when they expected higher grades.
In a study of community college courses, however, Beatty and Zahn (1990) concluded that
evaluations were not a product of easy grading practices. It should be noted that stronger
relationships exist between ratings and achievement. Cohen (1981), in a review of the
research, concluded that students rated teachers highest that they learned the most from.

b
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Students at M-DCC were also asked if they thought the course they were rating was
more difficult, less difficult, or about the same difficulty as their other courses. Again,
statistical significance was found for each factor (see Table 8). With one exception, students
who found the course more difficult gave lower ratings than the other two groups (who did
not differ from one another). For Factor 3 (Approach to the Material), every group differed
from every other group. In terms of educational significance, however, no differences
appeared because the mean differences were too small. Correlations were also smaller,

varying from .04 to .12.

Like grades, it is hard to pull apart the meaning of course "difficulty”. How much of
difficulty is due to the subject matter, the approach the teacher takes in presenting it, and
student "preparedness” to grasp the material? Though Cohen (1981) generally found no
consistent and significant relationship between course difficulty and student achievement,
others have found modest relationships between student ratings and course difficulty. Marsh
(1982), for example, found that for the same instructor, the course that received the higher
evaluation required more work. He found similar results in an earlier study (March, 1980).
Brady (1989) asked community college students to read a series of scenarios and to rate
hypothetical instructors. He found students in theory preferred a demanding, high grading
professor over an easy, high grading one and saw the former as providing "higher quality”.

These results contradict those for Miami-Dade. It should be pointed out, however,
that the outside studies combined "course difficulty” and "workload". Among other possible
interpretations, "course difficulty” can mean that the student had to work very hard to
understand the material but was able to with work, and/or the student received a lower
grade in this course because of lack of comprehension of the material, and/or the course had

a heavier workload than most but the student performed well.

As previously noted, a course may not be difficult but may require a great deal of

work from students. As part of the survey, students were asked to judge whether the course
21
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they were completing the survey in was more work, less work, or about the same as their
other courses. Again, statistical s{gtxiﬁcanoe, but not educational significance, was obtained
on all eight factors. Correlations were low, ranging from .05 to .12.

In most cases, students who thought the course required about the same amount of
work as other courses gave the highest ratings. Students who thought the course was less
work than their other courses were likely to give the lowest ratings. This group gave the
lowest ratings on Focus on the Individual (Factor 1), Competence in the Classroom (Factor
2), Grading Policy (Factor 4), Fairness of Examinations (Factor 7), and Active Learning
(Factor 8).

These findings are somewhat contradictory to the M-DCC results on course work-
load/difficulty. What is similar, however, is the finding that requiring less in the class will not
lead to higher ratings from students.

Logic would dictate that smaller classes would receive more favorable evaluations.
Research findings, however, have been mixed (Miller, 1987). Feldman (1984) reported that
when relationships were found, size was typically related to evaluations in one of two
patterns. The first pattern was a weak inverse relationship with higher evaluations
associated with smaller classes. Bausell & Bausell (1979) found, for example, that when
evaluations for two classes for the same instructor were considered, the larger class received
lower evaluations. The second was a U-shaped pattern with higher evaluations associated
with very large and very small classes; it was hypothesized that better teachers may have

been selected to teach larger sections as a way of explaining this second pattern.

In this study, class size was defined in two ways. One was to ask students whether
they thought there were too many, too few, or about the right number of students in the
class. The @ther approach was to use the end-of-term course enroliments. While it probably |
would have been more accurate to look at course enrollment at the time of survey

completion, unfortunately this information was not captured by the computer and retained
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for analysis. A correlation between class size at the end of the term and number of students
completing the survey, however, indicated a strong relationship between these two measures

(r=.90). -

Based on students’ perceptions of class size, statistical significance, but not
educational significance, was found for all eight factors. Generally, students who thought
they had about the right number of students in their classes gave the most positive ratings.
Students who thought there were "too few" students in their class gave the lowest ratings.

A definition of what was "too many" or "too few" seemed to be extremely individualis-
tic. In only 20% of the classes surveyed did all students agree that the class size was about
righ. An additional 21% of classes contained students who responded in all three
categories—-too many, right number, and t00 few. For students who felt there were too many
enrolled, the median end-of-term class size was 28. The median dropped by 5 students to
23 for those who thought the class contained about the right number of students. For those

who thought too few students were enrolled the median class size was 21.

Using end-of-term enroliment resulted in statistical significance on fewer factors than
was found using student perceptions. Statistical significance was obtained for Factor 1
(Focus on the Individual), Factor 5 (Listening to Students), and Factor 8 (Active Learning).
Generally, large classes (over 30 students) were rated significantly lower than small classes
(20 or less students). Classes in the 20-30 student range fell in the middle. Because the
means did not vary by .S or more, none of these differences reached educational significance
(see Table 11). Other researchers have also noted that class size seems related more to
some factors than others, e.g. Group Interaction and Individual Rapport (Marsh, Overall,
& Kesler, 1979; Frey, 1978).

- f
Studénts responding to the survey were asked why they had enrolled in the course.
Over 70% were there because it was required for their degree. Other reasons were divided

among the remaining four options.
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Again, statistical but not educational significance was obtained for each factor.
Generally; the most positive group of raters was the group who enrolled based on personal
interest in the course. The most negative group tended to be those who enrolled for “other”
reasons. Those who enrolled because the course was required or an elective fell between
these two extremes. See Table 12 for further details. These findings confirm Marsh'’s
previous research (1980, 1982).

There is a general perception that different types of students enroll in courses offered
at different times of the day. Those who are older and employed are thought to take
courses very early in the day, over lunch, and in the evenings. Full-time students seem to
make up the bulk of the momning and afternoon enroliments. In addition, class sizes change
with early morning classes tending to be the smallest. At least one study confirms that
afternoon classes receive lower ratings than morning classes (Nichols & Soper, 1972 as
reviewed in Arubayi, 1987).

At M-DCC, however, results indicated that while different types of students may
indeed enroll at different times, they do not give different ratings. Statistical significance was

not obtained on any factor for any group (see Table 13).

Rank tends to be viewed as a shorthand indicator of age of the faculty member and
years of experience, though Feldman (1983) warns that age, rank, and instructional
experience should not be thought of as interchangeable. He found that higher evaluations
were associated with higher rank, younger teachers, and less overall experience. Marsh
(1982) measured of experience in another way, finding that for the same instructor teaching
the same course, higher ratings were obtained when the course had previously been taught
at least once. Miller (1987) noted that faculty members typically receive their best ratings
between théir third and twelfth years of teaching. In about half to two-thirds of the studies,
however, no relationship was found (Feldman, 1983). In others, higher rank was associated
with higher ratings (Arubayi, 1987).
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At Miami-Dade, significant differences in student ratings by rank of the instructor |
were found on four factors: (1) Focus on the Individual, (3) Approach to the Material, (5)
Listening to Students, and (8) Active Lzé:ning. Educational significance was also achieved.
The strongest relationship was for the first factor where rank explained 9% of the ratings
variability; the correlation was .29. In general, higher ratings were found for instructors and
assistant professors compared to associate professors, associate professors senior, and full
professors. Full professors received the least positive ratings in all cases. Further details
can be found in Table 14.

It is unclear exactly what these results mean. The most straightforward interpretation
is that the longer a faculty member remains at M-DCC, the lower the student ratings. One
alternative explanation, however, is that some departments have more new faculty than
others and these departments have courses that students respond more positively to. It is
also possible that new faculty are not new to teaching and bring with them a variety of
instructional experiences. These findings, however, are not contradictory with prior research.

To conduct this analysis, only departments who had at least 20 sections evaluated
were included. This reduced the number of sections from 640 to 309. On the "hard
sciences” side, this included Applied Biology, Chemistry, Mathematics, and Nursing. The
remaining courses were English, English-as-a-Second-Language, Humanities, and Psychology.

Both statistical and educational significance were obtained for three factors: (1)
Focus on the Individual, (7) Fairness of Examinations, and (8) Active Learning. The
strongest relationship between subject matter and student ratings were found for Factors 1
and 8 For Factor 1, subject matter explained 19% of the variability in ratings and
correlated .44. For Factor 8, the proportion of variability explained was .16 and the
correlation was .40. Subject matter explained about 8% of the variability for Factor 7. See
Table 15 fos further details.
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For Factor 1 (Focus on the Individual), subject areas receiving the most positive
ratings were English as a Second Language, English, and Nursing. These ratings can be
compared to the group of lowest rated subjects: Mathematics, Applied Biology, Humanities,
Chemistry, and Psychology. The lowest ratings were obtained for Applied Biology while the
highest were found for English-as-a-Second-Language courses.

For Factor 7 (Fairness of Examinations), the only signi®~ant difference was between
the higher ratings in Mathematics compared to English. This is not surprising given the
content of each area and the ways students are tested (essay vs. problem completion or

multiple-choice).

For Factor 8, students saw less active learning taking place in Applied Biology,
Humanities, and Psychology compared to Chemistry, English, Mathematics, Nursing, and
English-as-a-Second-Language courses. Again, the lowest ratings were obtained for Applied
Biology while the highest were found for English-as-a-Second-Language courses.

Other researchers have found that mathematics and natural science courses were
rated lower than humanities and social sciences (e.g., Beatty & Zahn, 1990; Braskamp et al.,
1984; Feldman, 1978; Marsh 1984). Miami-Dade’s results, however, differed from this
pattern. Humanities and Psychology (both required core courses in most cases) received
lower ratings than Nursing on two specific factors--Focus on the Individual and Active
Learning. Perhaps, as Marsh (1980) found, we are seeing the confounding effects of prior

interest intermingled with approach to the subject.

What Do Students Think of the Survey Process?

The last two items on the survey asked students about the length of the sixrvey and
the difficulty of the survey. About two-thirds of the students thought the length of the survey
was about right. About 30% thought it was too long. Almost everyone (98%) agreed that

the questioninaire was easy. (See Table 16).
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In addition, students were offered the opportunity to make suggestions about the |
questionnaire. A sample of those with comments was selected for analysis of the content.
A majority of the comments from students were of the type that indicated they were
generally satisfied with the survey. Those who had comments suggesting changes were most
likely to comment on the length of the questionnaire or feel that the questionnaire asked too
many questions about the respondents. A listing of the sample of comments can be found
in Table 17.

S | Discussi

The first full pilot of the Student Feedback Survey, initiated in the Fall of 1990,
involved randomly selecting one section to be surveyed for each full-time faculty member
at the College. Surveys were returned from 640 sections (or 84% of those initially selected)
and included 12,729 responses. The first 23 items of the survey asked students to evaluate
the instructor and the course. The remaining 20 items requested information about the

student.

Resulis showed that students were generally pleased with their classroom experiences.
At least 95% of students thought their instructor was prepared for class, showed an interest
in and knowledge of the subject, and treated them with respect. Their instructor distributed
the course objectives and discussed the grading system with them. The only item where
students gave significantly lower ratings was in providing regular information about their
progress; only 62% of students agreed or strongly agreed with this item.

Students described themselves as generally hard-working and dedicated to class
attendance. A majority (69%) thought their performance was either "good” or “excellent”.
Most (75%) were working at least part-time and 30% indicated they had family commit-
ments that interfered with school. They generally approved of the survey process. Based
on headrount, full-time students were over-represented by the survey, probably because they

were more likely to be in multiple classes selected for inclusion.
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About half described the class being cvaluated as about as difficult and requiring
similar amounts of work as their other courses. Most (80%) thought about the right number
of students were in their class. A majority (71%) were in the course because it was

required.

Using factor analysis, it was found that students tended to group items along eight
dimensions (or factors). The factors were named (1) Focus on the Individual, (2)
Competence in the Classroom, (3) Approach to the Material, (4) Grading Policy, (5)
Listening to Students, (6) Clarity of Course Objectives, (7) Fairness of Examinations, and
(8) Active Learning. Thus, for example, a faculty member might be rated more highly on
Competence in the Classroom (Factor 2) and less highly on use of Active Learning (Factor
8) or Fairness of Examinations (Factor 7).

Instructors who were generally rated highly in all areas were most likely to be
described as creating a classroom atmosphere that encouraged learning (item 14), being
concerned with students’ progress (item 5), and making the course interesting (item 7). In
addition, these instructors taught what they said they were going to (item 4), graded their
exams fairly (item 11), and paid attention to student comments (item 20) according to

student perceptions.

The reliability for the survey was very high - .94 for the 23 items used to rate
instructors and courses. The reliabilities for the eight factors that make up the 23-item part
of the survey were also fairly high. They ranged from a low of .66 for Factor 2 to a high of
.84 for Factor 3.

Besides the issue of whether students could be reliable and discriminating judges, a
second issue was whether ratings would change based on characteristics not directly related
to teaching excellence. For this study, the following variables were studied at the student
level: student perceptions of their classroom performance, course difficulty, course
workload, class size, and reasons for taking the course. At the course level, analyses were

conducted looking for rating changes based on time of day the course was taught, instructor
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the end of the semester, and subject taught. Differences large enough to be labeled
"educationally significant” were found for three variables: student perceptions of their
classroom performance, instructor rank, and subject matter.

On the issue of student classroom performance, results showed that students who
rated their performance as "good" or "excellent” gave higher ratings on all eight factors than
students who did not feel they were doing as well in class. This may mean that those who
are doing well in class may find the instructor more gffective than those who feel they are
not understanding the material. Another explanation is that the simple expectation of a high
grade will produce higher evaluations. In general, past research has indicated that amount
of learning rather than grades is a better indicator of instructor ratings.

Differences in ratings were also found based on professional rank for four of the
factors: (1) Focus on the Individual, (3) Approach to the Material, (5) Listening to
Students, and (8) Active Learning. Instructors and assistant professors obtained higher
scores than facuity at other ranks. Again, several interpretations are possible. One is that
those who are "freshest” to M-DCC carry that freshness into the classroom. Prior research
bears this interpretation out. Miller (1987), for example, found that faculty receive their
highest ratings between their 3rd and 12th years of teaching. Another possibility is that
another variable related to faculty rank is actually responsible for the difference. For
example, some departments or subject areas which students enjoy more may have a greater

proportion of new faculty and it is the subject area causing the differences.

Indeed, differences based on subject matter did emerge from the analyses on three
factors. Students enrolled in English-as-a-Second-Language courses, English, and Nursing
courses provided higher ratings in the area of Focus on the Individual than Mathematics,
Applied Biology, Humanities, Chemistry, and Psychology. In the area of Active Learning
(Factor 8), students rated Chemistry, English, Mathematics, Nursing, and English-as-a-
Second-lan?guage- courses as higher than Applied Biology, Humanities, and Psychology.
Finally, students perceived Mathematics examinations as fairer than English examinations.
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While some of the differences must surely be due to the content (e.g., hard science vs. the

humanities), others are not as readily explained.

Statistical significance was found for some other variables, but the mean differences
were not as great as for those already mentioned. These include course difficulty, amount
of work required, class size, and reasons for taking the course. There were no differences
when ratings were viewed based on the time of day the course was offered.

Taken as a whole, these results seem to confirm that the Student Feedback Survey
is basically a reliable and valid instrument. The next series of analyses using the Winter,
1991, data will look at the variables in combination instead of one at a time, study the effects
of these variables when the effectiveness of the instructor is held constant (by teaching
multiple sections of the same course), and seek to confirm the factor analytic pattern found
in the Fall data.
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fabie 1

Resutts of Fatl 1990 Pitot of Student feedback Survey:
ltems Related to Faculty Characteristics

—_—

Compus
North South wot fson Medical Center Homes tead College-uide
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Nusber Percent Number Percent

1. The tmatructor Is Prepared For Class

Strongly Agree (1) 2,99 7.5 4,000 7.0 1,002 761 882 68.8 116 4.4 .07 7.0
Agree (2) e 2.0 1,527 26.6 292 220 370 28.8 55 30.6 3223 25.6
Disagree (3) 5 1.9 103 1.8 20 1.5 28 2.2 4 3.9 233 1.8
Strongly Disagree (4) 25 0.6 3 0.6 5 0.4 3 0.2 2 1.1 71 0.6
Totat 4,078 100.0 5,736 100.0 1,32¢ 100.0 1,283 100.0 180  100.0 12,606 100.0

Missing = 123

;3 2. The Instructor Shows Interest In The Subject

' Strongly Agree (1) 3,138 76.9 $,35  76.2 1,037 77.9 %3 7 %W ™2 9,65  78.4
Agree (2) 872 21.4 1,230 21.6 s 20.7 % 265 % 20.2 2,721 21.6
Disagree (3) 62 1.5 07 1.9 13 1.0 21 1.6 1 0.6 2064 1.6
Strongly Disagree (4) 8 0.2 31 0.5 5 0.4 1 0.1 0 . S 0.6
Totat 4,080 100.0 S,763  100.0 1,330 100.0 1,29 100.0 178 100.0 12,610  100.0
Nissing = 119

3. The Instnctor Distributed Yhe Course Objectives/Competencies

Strongly Agree (1) 2,661 60.4 3,428 59.9 855 66.5 788 6?.9 116 65.; 7,648 608-
Agree (2) 1,378 335.8 1,987 3%.7 412 3t.1 413 32.4 52 29.2 4,242 33.¢
Disagree (3) 190 4.7 235 4.1 47 35 81 4L.8 4 5.1 542 $.3
Strongly Disagree (4) &4 1.1 74 1.3 12 0.9 11 0.9 1 0.6 142 1.1
Total 4,073  100.0 5,726 100.0 1,326 100.0 1,273 10.1 178 100.0 12,57« 100.0

Missing = 155
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Table 1
(cont inued)

Resuits of Fall 1990 Pitot of Student Feecheck Survey:
1tems Related to Faculty Charecterisgtics

Compus
' North South wol feon Medical Center Nomestead Co!tmdﬁdo
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent tiumber Percent Number Percent Nusber Percent
4. There Is Agreoment Between The Gbjectives/Competaicies Of This Course And Uhat Is Taght
Strongly Agree (1) 2,085 S51.4 2,981 52.2 ¢ ST 670 52.8 84 47.2 6,574 S52.4
Agree (2) 1,656 40.8 2,217 39.9 480 35.3 470 37.0 4] 41.0 £,958 395
Disagree (3) 254 6.3 355 6.2 Te 5.6 9% 1.5 19 10.7 798 6.4
Strongly Disagree (4) 63 1.5 96 1.7 13 1.0 34 2.7 2 1.1 208 1.7
Totat 4,058 100.0 5,709 100.0 1,32t 100.0 1,270 100.0 178 100.0 12,536 100.0

Missing = 193

S. The Imtructor Is Concerned With Ny Progress

Strongly Agree (1) 1,756 43.2 1,891 33.2 702 53.2 607 47.9 n” 43.3 5,033  40.2
éj Agree (2) 1,677 41.3 2,565 45.1 470 35.6 463 36.6 76 82.7 5,251 41.9
' Disagree (3) 485 11.9 980  16.9 121 9.2 161 12.7 20 1.2 1,747  w.0
Strongly Disagree (&) 143 3.5 276 4.8 27 2.0 3 2.8 5 2.8 487 3.9
Totat 4,061  100.0 5,692 100.0 1,320 100.0 1,267 100.0 178 100.0 12,518 100.0
Nissing = 211

6. The Imatructor Shous Ne Kow The Course lnteriai Can Benefit Ne Beyornd The Classroom

Strongly Agree (1) 1,878 46.2 2,237 9.2 o3 50.9 612 48.0 S8 32.4 5,458  43.5
Agree (2) 1,553 38.2 2,289 40.2 500 37.9 a7 3T 8  48.0 4,905 39.1
Disagree (3) 519 12.8 935 16.4 2 9.4 53 12.0 0 168 L7680 16.1
Strongly Dissgree (&) 116 2.8 239 4.2 2% 1.8 13 2.6 5 2.8 617 3.3
Total 4,066  100.0 5,700 100.0 1,321 100.0 3,215 100.0 ™ 100.0 12,541 100.0
Missing = 188
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Teble 1t
(continued)

Results of Fall 1990 Pilot of Student Feeddeck Survey:
ftems Related to Faculty Charecteristics

Campus
! Rorth South* wolfson Nedicat Center _Nomegteed College-uide
Number Percent Nusber Percent Nuber fPercent Mumber Percent Mumber Percent Nunber Percent

7. The Instructor Makes This Course Interesting

Strongly A;eei ) 2,01 404 2.531 &3 806  61.1 645 50.5 6h 5.9 6,037 483
Agree (2) 1,402 34,5 2,080 38.4 8 9.2 450 35.3 68 8.2 4,38 X9
Disagree (1) 43 1.4 82 13.7 o9 T.5 133 10.4 32 18.0 1,509 12,0
Strongly Disagree (4) 193 4.7 316 5.6 29 2.2 49 3.8 % 7.9 601 4.8
Total 4,069 100.0 5,709 100.0 1,319 100.0 1,217 100.0 178 100.0 12,552 100.0

Nissing = 177

R LN

8. The Instructor [s Available For Individml Nelp

Strongly Agree (1) 2,063 50.7 2,678 47.0 M se. 653 514 9% 539 6,261  50.0
‘E‘: Agree (2} 1,596 39.2 2,626 42.6 452 %.2 &T5 37.4 66 37.1 S,013 40.0
l Disagree (3) 328 8.1 455 8.0 80 6.1 114 8.9 12 6.7 o8¢ r.e
Strongly Disagree (4) a2 2.0 136 2.4 18 1.3 29 2.3 4 2.3 269 2.1
Total 4,067 100.0 5,605 100.0 1,32¢ 100.0 1,27 100.0 178 100.0 12,532 100.0

Nissing = 197

?. The Imatructor Encourages Questions In Class

Strongly Agree (1) 7 2,33  5T.4 3,025 52.8 a8 &%.2 700 9.6 102 57.0 7,004 55.6
Agree (2) 1,412 36.7 2,053 35.8 411 3.0 460 35,9 60 33.% 4,396 3.9
Disagree (3) a7 6.6 513 9.0 67 5.1 o4 7.3 11 6.2 956 1.6
Strongty Bisagree {4) S4 t.3 137 2.4 e 0.7 28 2.2 8 3.5 234 1.9
Total 4,073  100.0 5,728 100.0 1.325 100.0 1,282 100.0 e 100.0 12,587 1008.0

Missing = 142
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Table 1
{cont inued)

Resutts of Fati 1990 Pilot of Student Feedt.:k Survey:
ltems Related to faculty Cheracteristics

Campus
' North South ol fson Nedicat Center Nomes cend Collega-uide
fumber Percent Number Percent tumber Percent Nuwber Percent Wumber Percent Number Percent

10. The Examinetions And/Or Other Forms Of Evalustion Are Related To The Course Meteriat

Strongly Agree (1) 2,641 6.9 3,708 64.8 863 65.2 722 56.9 109 61.6 8,040 .0
Agree (2) 1,251 3.8 1,74t Jo.4 408 30.8 3 3.0 81 .S 5,892 3.0
Disagree (3) 139 3.4 2n 3.7 &7 3.5 83 6.% 5 2.8 483 3.9
Strongly Disagree (&) 37 0.9 & 1.1 7 0.5 33 2.6 2 1.1 143 1.1
Total 4,068 100.0 5,719 100.0 1,327 100.0 1.269 100.0 17 1.4 12,560 100.0

Missing = 169

11. The Examinations And/Or Other Forms Of Evstustion Are Graded Feirty

Strongly Agree (1}

- - — e s e et vttt = = —— ¥ —=

. 21&_29 60.0 3m 57.9 an 81.3 706 55.5 102 57.3 7.35¢ 58.7

{t‘,: Agree (2) 1,335 35.0 1,942 3.0 429 32.4 445 35.0 63 35.4 4,216 313.6
‘ Disagree (3) 223 5.5 352 6.2 A 5.4 L] 7.5 11 6.2 nNe 6.0
Strongly Disagree (4) 63 1.5 111 1.9 12 c.e 26 2.0 e 1.1 F4 1.7

Totat 4,050 10D.0 5,716 100.0 1,323  100.0 1.27¢ 100.0 178 100.0 12,53¢ 100.0

Bissing = 190

12. The Instructor Nede The Grading System Clear To Ne

Strongly Agree (1)

2,381 58.4 3,158 55.72 ar 618 763 5.9 85 47.5 7,204 57.3

Agree (2) 1,351 2.7 2,004 315.0 422 .0 429 n.7 T2 40.2 4,258 35.9
Disagree (3) 230 7.4 463 7.8 la 5.4 70 5.5 19 10.6 903 7.2
Strongly Disagree (&) 1 1.5 114 2.0 1n 0.8 11 09 3 1.7 200 1.6
fotal 4,073 100.0 5,719 100.0 1,32¢  100.0 1,273 100.0 17 100.0 12,565 100.0
Missing = 164
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Table 1
(continued)

Results of Fall 1990 Pitot of Student feechack Survey:
ftems Retated to Faculty Characteristics

Campuss
' North south Wot fson Nedical Center  Homestead Cot lege-Wide
Number Percent Number Percent Nuwber Percenmt Nunbor Percent Number Percent Number Percent

13. The Instnuctor Presonts Course Metecial Clearly

Strongly Agree (1) 2,233 54.8 2,85 495 826 625 651 51.1 76 43.2 6,620 S2.7
Agree (2) 1,402 35,4 2,340 3.4 08 30.9 452 35.4 68 38.6 4,510 3.9
Disagree (3) ° 315 7.7 S71 10.1 69 5.2 132 10.4 26 1%.8 1,113 8.9
Strongly Disagree (&) 83 r 176 3.0 13 1.4 40 31 6 3.4 pr4) 2.5
Totat 4,073  100.0 5, 71¢ 100.0 1,32t 100.0 1,20 100.0 176 100.0 12,564 100.0

Missing = 165

t4. The Inatructor Creates A Classroom Atmospghere That Encourages Ne to Learn

Strongly Agree (1) 2,060 S0.& 2,557 448 e 59.6 651 51.2 63 5.2 6,120 8.8
:2 Agree (2) 1,485 36.5 2,192 38.4 420 3.8 438 3.4 8 46.9 4,619 3.8
‘ Disagree (3) 393 e.7 708 12.4 88 6.6 1“7 11.6 26 1.5 1,382 10.8
Strongly Disagree (&) 150 3.2 250 4.6 26 2.0 36 2.8 ) 3.4 A48 1.6
Total 4,068 100.0 $,707 100.0 1,323 100.0 1,872 100.0 179 100.0 12,549 100.0
Missing = 180

B e

15. The Instrnuctor Demonatrates Knowlodge Of The Subject

Strongly Agree (1) 2,923 71.8 4,158 72.8 o 76.0 874 68.7 11.9 66.5 9.052 et
Agree ¢2) 1,013 2.9 1,381 28.2 313 3.7 380 2.3 57 3.8 3,12 .9
Disagree (3) 109 2.7 134 2.4 a2 1.7 30 2.3 2 1.1 297 2.4
Strongly Disagree (&) 27 0.6 8 0.7 8 0.6 L4 0.7 1 0.6 83 0.6
Totat 4,072 100.0 5,711 100.0 1,32t 100.0 1,273 100.0 179 100.0 12,5% 100.0
Missing = 173

3¢
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Tabte 1
(cont inued)

Results of Fatl 1990 Pitot of Student Feedback Survey:
Iteme Retoted to Faculty Characteristics

Canpus

North

South

Vol fson

Number Percent

thaber Percent

umber Percent

Nedicat Cenlerv '

Number Percent

Nomestead

College-Mide

fumber Percent

Kumber Percent

16. The Instnctor Uses A Variety OF Teaching Rethods
(for Example, Lecture, Discussions, Demonstrations, Atiovimal Afds A/Or Others)

Strongly Agree (1) 2,001 51.4 2,538 4.9 732 55.5 649 51.3 n 30.7 6,081 48.%
Agree (2) 1,359 33.4 2,087 36.6 423 32.1 442 3.9 23 1.9 4,388 35.0
Disagree (3) 510 12.6 826 14.5 133 10.1 145 11.4 24 13.4 1,638 13.1
Strongly Disagree (&) 107 2.6 &5 6.4 30 2.3 30 2.4 9 510 427 3.4
Totat 4,087 100.0 5,702 100.0 1,318 100.0 1,266 100.0 179 100.0 12,532 100.0
Missing = 197
17. Assigments Nelp Ne tearn The Course Material

Strongly Agree (1) 2,011 49.6 2,405 2.3 70 S3.6 539 42.4 8% 469 5,749  £5.9
aAgree (2) 1,605 30.6 2,406 2.3 417 3s.0 558 43.8 73 40.8 5.11¢ 0.0
Disagree (3 355 8.7 666 11.7 17 8.8 135 10.6 11 1.8 1,287 10.}
Strongly Disagree (4) 86 2.1 215 3.7 21 1.6 &1 3.2 8 &5 370 2.9
Total 4,057 100.0 5,691  100.0 1,325 t100.0 1,273 100.0 1me 100.0 12,525 100.0
Missing = 204

T T 18. The Instructor Encourages We To Thirk For tyself

Strongly Agree (1) 1,985 8.8 2,472 434 7™ 557 630 9.5 ™ 4.8 5,900  47.1
Agree (2) 1,680 41.3 2,450 3.8 67 35.4 513 40.3 89 50.0 5,2% 41.8
Disagree (3) 321 7.9 587 10.3 ) 7.1 111 8.7 10 5.6 1,123 9.0
Strongly Disagree (&) 81 2.0 144 2.5 24 t.8 1 1.5 1 0.6 269 2.1
Total &,087  100.0 5,693 100.0 1,320 100.0 1,273 100.0 178 100.0 12,5931 100.0

Missing = 198

AB0L2. 1

(@)



Tabte 1
(cont inued)

Results of Fatl 1990 Pitot of Student Feedbeck Survey:
Items Related to Feculty Cheracteristics

Campus
- ' North South wolfson Nedicat Center Homes tead Cotlege-Wide
Nuxber Percent Number Percent Nuwber Percent Nusber Percent Number Percent Number Pircmt

19. The Instnctor Informs Me Regulacly About Ny Progress

1 Strongly Agree (1) 012 2.5 LS w7 WS 374 390 30.7 ¥ 2.8 3,10 25.0
Agree (2) 1,55 38.5 1,980  35.% w01 37.2 455 35.9 70 39.1 4,551  38.6
Disagree (3) 1,113 27.6 1,878 33.3 a9 21,2 327 5.8 56 3.3 3,653  29.3
Strongly Disagree (&) 298 1.4 673 11.9 55 4.2 9% 7.6 % 7.8 1,13 9.1
Total 4,038 100.0 5,646 100.0 1,318 100.0 1,268  100.0 179 100.0 12,469 100.0

Missing = 280

20. The Instructor Pays Attention To Ny Comments

Strongly Agree (1) 2.1d¥ 51.6 2.5 &5.4 To67 58.3 627 49.4 85 YR 6,171 49,2
}‘5’ Agree (2) 1.618 39.8 2,529 46k 465 5.3 512 40.3 72 40.5 5,19 415
' Disagree (3) 276 6.8 451 re 67 5.1 96 7.6 16 .0 906 1.2
Strongly Disagree (4) T4 1.8 131 2.3 17 1.3 % 2.7 S 2.8 261 2.1
Totat 4,069 100.0 5,702 100.0 1,516  100.0 1,269 100.0 178 100.0 12,53 100.0

Missing = 195

21.  Ihe Inetructor Treats Me With Respect

o e _— B

Strongly Agree (1) 2,699 6.5 3,507  61.4 99 T5.5 87 817 00 559 8,092 6.5
Agree (2) 1,168 8.7 1,89 332 % .7 “s 328 66 3.8 3821 30.6
Disagree (3) 133 3.3 203 3.5 3 2.6 @ 38 8 45 @ 3
Strongly Disagree (4) 61 1S 07 1.9 1.2 2 7 s 2.8 a7
Total 4,061 100.0 5,712 100.0 1,32 100.0 1,216 100.0 179 100.0 12,552 100.0

Missing = 177

e ——— o ———
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Table 1
{cont inuved)

Results of Fatl 1990 Pilot of Student Feedbeck Survey:
items Related to Faculty Cheracteristics

Campus
y North South wWolfson MNedical Center Nomestead Col lege-Nide
- Nusber Percent Nusber Percent Wumber Percent usber fercent Number Percent ¥umber Percent
22. The Instructor Discussed The Grading System At The Beginning Of The Semester
Strongly Agree (1) 2,687 661 3,561 62.3 96 69.2 839 651 105 6.7 .18 6.6
Agree (2) 1,154 28.4 1,824 3.9 354 26.7 3 29.9 62 3.6 3,773 30.1
Disagree (3) 174 £.3 274 4.8 46 3.5 41 3.2 9 5.0 544 4.3
Strongly Disagree (&) 48 1.2 58 1.0 8 0.6 10 o.8 3 1.7 1227 1.0
Totst 4,063 100.0 S$,717 100.0 1,326 100.0 . 1,269 100.0 e 100.0 12,552 100.0
missing = 177
o T 23. The Instructor Sterts Class On Time T ) o
Strongly Agree (1) 2,553  62.8 3,677 642 %2 TLO 841 66.3 26  70.¢ 8,139 &.7
Agree (2) 1,171 28.8 1,692 29.6 319 26.1 355 28.0 42 23.4 3,57 2.5
Disagree (3) 250 6.2 281 4.9 55 $.1 S7 4.5 8 4.5 651 5.2
Strongly Disagree (&) 90 2.2 7 1.3 10 0.8 15 1.2 3 1.7 195 1.8
Totat 4,066 100.0 S.727  100.0 1,326 100.0 1,268 100.0 19 100.0 12,564 100.0
Missing = 165
45 16
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Table 2
Neap Results of Fall 1990 Pilot of student Feedback Survey

wumber Nean Peviation
North campus

Iten
1 Instructor is Prepared for Class 4,078 1.30 0.%3
2 Instiuctor shows Interest in Subject 4,080 1.25 0.49
k) pistributed Course objectives 4,073 1.46 0.64
4 objectives and What is Taught Agree 4,058 1.58 0.68
5 concerned with my Progress 4,061 1.78 0.80
6 shows Bow Material Can Benefit 4,068 1.72 0.79
7 Makes Course xn:c:-ntxn! 4,089 1.7} 0.8%
8 Availadble for Individual Belp 4,067 1.61 0.72
9 snceuxazol Questions {n Clase 4,073 1.82 0.68
10 Evaluation Related to Naterial 4,088 1.40 0.60
11 Exans Graded Fairly 4,080 1.49 0.67
12 Systea Clear 4,073 1.52 0.70
13 Prasents Material Clearly 4,073 1.57 0.72
14 Creates Atmosphers Encouraging Learning 4,068 1.65 0.78
18 Demonstrates Knowvledge of Subject 4,072 1.32 0.56
16 Uses Varisty of Teaching Methods 4,067 1.66 0.79
17 Assignments Help Learning 4,087 1.6) 0.73
18 gncourages Thinking for Self 4,067 1.6) 0.71
19 Informas Regularly Prograss 4,038 2.18 0.90
20 Pays Attention to Corments 4,089 1.59 0.70
21 Treats he With Respact 4,061 1.40 0.63
22 Discussed Grading at Beginning 4,06) 1.41 0.6
23 starts Class on Time 4,084 1.48 0.71

factor
1 rocus on Individual (5%,19,6,.8) 4,090 7.19 2.68
2 Competence in Classroom (2,1.15) 4,090 3.85 1.2%
3 Approach to Material (14,9,13.186) 4,087 6.57 2.54
é Grading Policy (22,12) 4,008 2.91 1.17
S Listening to Students (20,21,.9) 4,087 4.48 1.63
6 clarity on course Objectives (4,3) 4,084 3.0 1.17
7 rairness of Exame (11,30,12¢) 4,087 4.38 1.60
8 Active Leatning (17,18) 4,082 3.28 1.2%
Total 4,091 35.60 10.36

South Campus

Item
1 Instructor is Prapared for Class 5,736 1.32 0.54
2 Instructor Shows Intersst in Subject 5,741 1.27 0.52
3 Distributed Course Objectives 5,724 1.47 0.64
4 cbjectives and What is Taught Agree 5,709 1.57 0.69
- concerned With my Progress S,692 1.93 0.83
3 Shows How Material Can Benefit 5,700 1.86 0.984
7 Makes Course Interssting $,709 1.80 0.87
8 Available for Individual Help 5,695 1.66 0.73
9 Encourages Questions in Class 5,728 1.61 0.7%
10 Evaluation Related to Material §,719 1.41 0.62
11 Exams Graded Fairly S,716 1.82 0.70
12 Grading System Clear 5,719 1.57 0.72
13 Presents Material Clearly 5,719 1.66 0.78
14 Creates Atmosphere Encouraging Learning 5,707 1.76 0.83
18 pemonstrates Knovledge of Subject s, 711 1.31 0.85
16 Uses Variety of Teaching Methods 8,702 1.79 0.85
17 Assignments Help Learning 5,691 1.77 0.80
18 Encourages Thinking for Self 5,693 1.72 0.75
19 Informas Regularly PIogress 5,646 2.3 0.93
20 Pays Attention to Comments 5,702 1.67 0.72
21 Treats me With Respect s,712 1.46 0.56
22 Discussed Grading at Seginning 5,717 1.45 0.64
23 starts Class on Time 5,727 1.43 0.6%

Factor
1 focus on Individual (5,19,6,8) §,746 7.73 2.60
2 Competence in Classroom (2,1,15) 8,750 3.88 1.31
3 Approach to Material (14,9,13,16) 5,747 6.99 2.1
3 Grading Policy (22,12} $,742 3.00 1.20
- 5 Listening te Students (20,21.9) 5,745 4.71 1.77
6 Clarity on Course Objectives (4,3) 5,741 q4.48 1.65
? rairness of Exams (11,10,12%) 5,747 3.03 1.18
g Active Learning (17.18) 5,731 3.47 1.6%
Total 5,750 7.1t 10,71

efncluded in more than one factor.

ABD42.5
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Table 2

(continued)
MNean Results of Fall 1990 pilot of student reedback Survey
Rumber Mean Deviation
wolfson Campus
IteD
1 Instructor is Prepared for Class 1,329 1.36 0.50
2 Instructer shows Interest in Subject 1,330 1.24 .47
b | pistributed Course Objectives 1,326 1.41 0.6}
4 objectives and What is Taught Agree 1,321 1.50 0.65
L] concarned With my Progress 1,320 1.60 0.74
6 shovs Bow Material Can Benefit 1,321 1.62 .73
7 riakes Course lnterest 1,319 1.5 0.73
B Available for Individual Selp 1,221 1.50 0.67
9 Encourages Questions in Clase 1,328 1.43 0.62
10 Evaluation Related to Material 1,327 1.)9 0.58
11 Exans araded Fairly 1,373 1.46 0.64
12 Grading system Clear 1.3 1.45 0.64
13 rressnts Material Clearly 1,321 1.4% 0.66
14 Creates Atmosphere Encourag Learning 1,323 1.51 0.7}
15 Demonstretss Knovledge of subject 1,321 1.29 0.52
16 Uses Variety of Teaching Methods 1,318 1.59 0.76
17 Assignaents Help Learning 1,338 1.58 0.72
18 Encourages wh&nginq for Self 1.320 1.58 0.71
19 Informs Regularly Progress 1,318 1.92 0.86
a0 Pays Attention te Comnents 1,316 1.49 0.66
21 Treats De Nith Respect 1,324 1,30 0.58
22 piscussed Crading at Beginning 1,324 1.38 0.59
23 starts Class on Time 1,326 1.38 0.60
Factor
1 rocus on tndividual (5,19,6,8) 1,339 §.60 2.3
2 Competence in Classroom (2,1,13) 1,330 3.78% 1.268
) Approach to Material (14,9,13.16) 1,327 6.03 2.27
4 grading Poliey (22.12) 1,328 2.80 1.09
s Listening to students (20,21,9) 1,328 4.20 1.52
& clarity on Course Objectives (4,1) 1,328 2.90 1.12
7 rairness of Exams (11,10,12¢) 1,329 4.29 1.%4
8 Active Learning (17,18) 1,326 3.13 1.27
Total 1,330 3.6 10.3
Nedical Center Campus
Item
1 tnstructor is Prepared for Class 1,283 1.34 0.53
2 Instructor Shows Interest in Subject 1.279 1.28 0.49
3 pistributed Course Objectives 1,273 1.48 0.63
4 Objectives and What is Taught Agree 1,270 1.60 0.74
S Concerned With my Progress 1,287 1.70 0.80
5 shows How Naterial Can Benefit 1,275 1.69 0.78
7 Makss Course :ntcrcceing 1,277 1.68 0.81
8 Available for Individual Help 1,271 1.62 0.74
9 nncaurngoc questions in Class 1,282 1.57 0.72
10 Evsiluation Related to Material 1,468 1.58 0.73
11 Exans Graded rairly 1,272 1.6 g.72
12 arading system Clear 1,273 1.47 0.64
13 Presants Materisl Clearly 1,279% 1.66 0.79
18 Creates Atmosphere Encouraging Learning 1,272 1.66 0.79
18 pPeponstrates Knowledge of Subject 1,273 1.3S 0.56
16 Uses Variety of Teaching Methods 1,266 1.6% 0.77
17 Assignments Help Learning 1,273 1.7% 0.77
18 Encourages Thinking for Self 1,273 1.62 0.71
19 Informs Regularly Progress 1,268 2.10 6.93
20 Pays Attention to Comments 1.269 1.64 0.74
21 Treats me With Respect 1,276 1.46 0.65
22 Discuseed Grading at Beginning 1,269 1.39 0.59
23 starts Class on Time 1,268 1.41 0.63
Factor
1 Focus on Individual (5,19.6,8) 1,288 7.02 2.60
2 Competence in Classroom (2,1.13) 1,291 3.9} 1.33
3 Approach to Material (14.9.13,16) 1.287 6.57 2.65%
- 4. Grading Policy (22.12) 1,282 2.84 1.11
s Listening to Students (20,21,9) 1,290 4.61 1.79
6 Clarity on Course Objectives 4,3) 1,203 .02 1.2}
7 Fairness of Exams (11,10,12%) 1,288 §4.52 1.76
8 Active Learning (17,18) 1,283 3.0 1.31
Total 1,98 35.48 11.50
*Included in more than one facter. 1 (;
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Table 2

({continued)
Nean Results of Fsil 1990 Pilot of Student Fesdback susvey
Rumber Nean Peviation
Somestead Campus

Iten
1 instructor is Prepared for Class 180 1.42 0.62
2 fnstructor shovs Interest in Subject 178 1.21 0.42
3 pistributed Course Objectives 178 1.41 0.62
4 objectives and wWhat is Taught Agree 178 1.66 0.71
5 concarned With my Frogress 178 1.74 0.77
§ shovs Sov Naterial Can Benefit 179 1.90 0.77
7 Nakes Course xntoronetng 178 1.98 0.93
8 Available for Individual Eelp 178 1.57 0.72
9 Encourages Questions in Class 179 1.5% 0.76
10 Evalustion Related to Naterial 177 1.41 0.81
11 suams Graded PFairly 178 1.51 0.87
12 Grading system Clear 179 1.66 0.73
13 prasents Material Clearly 176 1.78 0.82
14 Creates Atmosphers Encouraging Learning 179 1.86 6.78
18 Denonatrates Knowledge of subject 179 1.36 0.54
16 Uses Variety of Teaching Kethods 179 1.84 0.84
17 Assignoents Help learning 179 1,70 0.80
18 tngourages T g for Self 178 1.63 0.62
19 Informs Regularly Pragress 179 2.2% 0.89
20 Pays Attention to Comments 178 1.67 0.76
3 Treats D Nith Respect 179 1.54 0.73
22 Discussed Grading at Beginning 179 1.50 0.67
23 starts Class on Tipe 179 1.37 0.65

Factor
3 Focus on Individual (5,19,6,8) 179 7.44 2.37
F] Competence in Classroom (2,1,1%5) 180 .97 1.28
3 Approsch to Material (14,9,13,16) 179 7.42 2.72
4 Grading Policy (22,12) 179 3.16 1.29
5 Listening to Students (20,21,9) 179 4,176 1.94
§ clarity on Course Objectives (4,3) 179 3.0% 1.19
7 rairness of Exams (11,10,12%) 179 4.59 1.61
8 Active Learning (17,18) 179 3.2 1.27
Total 180 37.23 11.16

College-Wide

Item
1 tnstructor is Prepared for Class 12,606 1.31 9.53
2 Instructeor Shows Interxsst in Subject 12,610 1.26 0.50
3 pistributed course Cbjectives 12,574 1.468 0.63
4 objectives and what is Taught Agree 12,836 1.97 0.69
§ Concerned wWith my Progress 12,518 1.82 0.81
6 shows Bow Material Can Benefit 12,541 1.78 0.81
? Makes Course xntcrosting 12,582 1.73 0.8%
8 Available for Individual Help 12,832 1.62 p.72
s Encourages Questions in Class 12,587 1.%7 0.71
10 Evalus Related to Material 12,560 1.42 0.62
11 Exass Graded Tairly 12,539 1.51 0.69%
12 orading System Clear 12,565 1.53 0.70
13 Presents Material Clearly 12,564 1.8% 0.78
14 Creates Atmosphere Encouraging Learning 12,5849 1.69 0.80
15 pemonstrates Knowledge of Subject 12,556 1.32 0.55
16 Uses Variety of Teaching Nethods 12,832 1.71 0.82
17 Assignments Help Learning 12,525 1.70 0.77
18 encourages Thinking for Self 12,331 1.66 0.73
19 Inforne Regularly Progress 12,449 2.23 0.92
20 Pays Attention to Comments 12,534 1.62 .71
21 Treats me With Respect 12,882 1.42 0.64
22 Discussed Grading at Beginning 12,852 1.42 ¢.613
23 gtarte Class on Time 12,564 1.44 0.67

ractor
1 Focus on Individual (5,19,5.9) 12,632 7.36 2.56
2 competence in Classroom (2,1,1% 12,641 .86 1.29
3 Approach to Materisl (14,9,13,16) 12,6827 §.71 2.6
. 4 orading Policy (22,12) 12,614 2.9) 1.17
S Listening to Students (20,21,9) 12,629 §4.57 1.71
6 Clarity on Course objectives (4,1) 12,6158 3.01 1.17
7 Fairness of Exams (11,10,12*) 12,6230 §.42 1.64
8 Active Learning (17,18) 12,601 3.3% 1.31
Total 12,649 36.089 10.72

eincluded in more than one facter.

AB042.5
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Tabte 3

Results of Fall 199C Pitot of Student Feedback Survey:
Items Retated to Student Characteristics

Compus

North

Nuwber Percent

South

Wolfson

Number Percent

Number Percent

Nedical Center

Number Percent

Nomestead

College-wide

Musber Percent

Wumber Percent

24. #Now Often Do You Come To Class?

Almost Always 3,447 84.8 4,868 85.2 1,007 83.2 1,160 9.3 145 8t.9 10,717 854
often 549 13.5 T34 12.8 198 15.0 88 6.9 27 15.3 1,59 12.7
f metimes 53 1.4 104 1.8 20 1.5 18 1.4 5 2.8 202 1.6
Almost Never 13 0.3 10 0.2 4 0.3 5 0.4 0 - R 0.3
fotat 4,066 100.0 5,716 100.0 1,319 100.0 1,27 100.0 1244 100.0 12,57 100.0
Missing = 182

T T T T T 8. Twow Often Are You Prepared for Ctesst
Aimost Always T i ar T es0 | 3en  esa my ste 12 ST 138 6.4 T.616 627
Often 1,163 28.6 1,696 &7 469 35.5 438 3.4 35 10.7 3,801 30.}
Somet 1Mes 240 5.9 365 6.4 o1 6.9 ) 7.6 7 3.9 ™9 6.3
Almost Never 20 0.5 46 0.8 8 0.6 9 0.7 0 - as 0.7
Total 4,070 100.0 5,718  100.0 1.32%  100.0 1,272 100.0 178 100.0 12,55¢ 100.0
Missing - 170
T B 26. Wow Dften Do You Pay Attention In Class? I
Almost Always 2,875 70.8 3,050 60.6 1,006 776 992  78.2 25 .9 891 TLT
Often @87 26.3 1,409 2.8 262 19.9 229 18.0 37 1.0 2,924 23.4
Somet thes 160 3.9 256 4.4 23 1.7 ¥ 2.9 15 a.5 489 3.9
Atmost Never 39 1.0 87 1.2 10 0.8 1 c.9 ' 0.6 128 1.0
Total 4,061 100.0 5,680 100.0 1,319  100.0 1,269 100.0 176 100.0 12,5% 100.0
Missing = 215

ol



Tabte 3
{cont inued)

Results of Fall 1990 Pilot of Student Feeddback Survey:
Items Related to Student Charscteristics

- Compus
North South Wotfson Redical Center Nomestead Colisge-Vids
Number Percent Nurber Percent Wumber Percent Number Percent umber Percent Number Percent
i 27. Now Often Are You Lete For Clase?
Almost Always 2 7T 35 6.3 85 6.7 ) 6.5 4 2.3 ™ 8.5
Often L Y44 ¢.6 416 7.6 106 B.4 ) 6.1 135 8.8 989 8.2
Sometines 827 21.2 885 16.1 57 20.3 188 15.2 25 15.6 2,182 18.1%
Almost Never 2,425 62.1 3,853 70.0 313 6.6 892 T2.2 127 76.3 8,113 67.2
Total 3,908 100.0 5.49¢ 100.0 1,266 100.0 1,23 100.0 m 100.0 12,078 100.0
Missing = 651
‘:‘\’ T 28. So Fer, Kow Would You Rate Your Performance In Yhis Class? -
' Exceltent %  19.5 o2 1.0 28 21,0 228 1.8 3 %3 2,13 184
Good 2,089 51.3 2,839 9.7 690 52.3 % 5.7 85 48.0 6,397 51.0
Fatir 68 23.8 1,502 26.3 286 21.7 273 21.5 ] 21.5 3,067 26.4
Poor 172 6.2 338 5.9 53 4.0 70 5.5 8 4.5 641 5.1
Con*t Know 51 1.2 (3] 1.9 13 1.0 6 0.5 3 1.7 134 N |
Total 4,076 100.0 S, 712 100.0 1,320 100.0 1,269 100.0 177 100.0 12,552 100.0
Missing = 177
T T 29. Wow Difficult 1s This Course Compered To Other CC;;Q You dave Tsken?
More Difficutt w2 22.7 1,743 0.6 s 308 $12 401 56 3.6 3,60 29.0
About the Same 1,984 4£8.8 2,852 50.0 75 S4.4 591 6.2 80 45.2 6,222 9.7
Ltess Difficult 1,156 28.5 1,103 19.4 195 14.8 175 157 41 3.2 2,470 21.3
Total 4,064 100.0 5,698 100.0 1,314 100.0 1,278 100.0 77 100.0 12,531 100.0
Rissing = 198
o D2
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Table 3
(cont inued)

Results of Fall 1990 Pilot of Student Feechack Survey:
ftems Retated to Student Characteristics

Campus

North

Nusber Percent

South

wol feon

Nusber Percenmt

Number Percent

Medical Center

Nomestead

Cot lege-NWide

Number Parcent

Number Percent

Number Percent

30. Now Does The Amoant Of Woirk In This Course Compare To The Ammmt In Other Courses You Reve Teken?
Grester e 1,556 27.3 35 8.5 521 41.0 57 32.2 3,445 27.5
About the Same 2,292 56.5 31,189 55.7 800 60.8 628 9.4 102 57.6 6, 5.9
Less 828 20.4 269 17.0 1.0 10.7 122 9.6 18 10.2 2,077 16.6
Total 4,056 100.0 5,696 100.0 1,31 t00.0 1,27 100.0 1144 100.0 12,513 100.0
Rissing = 216
T 31. uhat Do You Think About The Mmber Of Students In This Class?

Too Aany T s B 1,072 18.8 s 1.2 335 2.3 3 7.3 2,11 16.9
Right Number 3,367 83.0 4,468 7.3 1,097 83.3 0z 12.0 156 88.2 10,005 79.8
ov Few 1.8 1.6 168 2.9 72 5.5 22 1.7 8 6.5 418 3.3
Total 4,058 100.0 S, 708 100.0 1,317 100.0 1,274 100.0 17 100.0 12,53 100.0
Missing = 195

ST 32. my Are You Teking This Course? )

;equ—t:en-:n’t-“ ) .' 2_-.-80;6_4"&6'9.;%—.‘¢3,NT 69.6 900 68.4 1,046 83.4 13¢ 8.5 | -‘S,.Bﬁ_“—;:;—
Elective $23 12.9 836 16.7 187 16.2 60 4.8 17 e.6 1,623 13.0
Upgradge Skitls 168 6.2 188 3.3 a3 5.3 93 T.4 8 4.5 $40 4.3
Personal Interest 323 8.0 459 8.1 107 8.1 28 2.2 9 5.1 926 7.5
Qther 220 5.4 245 4.3 » 3.0 28 2.2 4 2.3 536 4.3
fotal 4,040 100.0 5,675 100.0 1,316 100.0 1,255 100.0 17 100.0 12,463 100.0
Missing = 2686

SR



Table 3
(cont inued)

Results of Fatl 1990 Pilot of Student Feedback Survey:
Items Reiated to Student Cherecteristice

Campus
North South Vol fson Nedical Center Nomestead Coliege-Uice
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent ¥umbur Percent tiumber Percent Number Percent

ﬁ. l-v: You Registered For This Course Pefare?

Yes 578 1.3 816 .4 52 19.2 120 9.6 26 4.6 1, ™2 146.4
No 3,469 85.7 4,870 85.6 1,061 80.8 1,437 90.4 152 85.4 10,680 85.6
Total 4,047 100.0 5,686 100.0 1,313 1000 1,257 100.0 178 100.0 12,481  100.0
Missing = 248
e e e e —— —_— e Y —— —— —_—— —_—
Male 6% k2.2 2,520 4.5 03 8.7 29  25.2 0 283 5,05 40.8
é,’ female 2,123 57.8 3, 13 55.% ve 61.3 958 76.8 127 n.rs 7,349 59.2
! Total 4,017 y00.0 5,663 100.0 1,307 100.0 1,247 100.0 177 100.0 12,405 100.0
Missing = 324
B e e o __-_”-;Em .'_«;' o - e = SO —
8 or under sz 203 47 2.2 13 %24 v 31 @ B30 2,260 8.4
19 - 24 2,308 57.0 3.528 62.1 710 54.0 518 4.3 85 i7.8 7,149 57.%
25 - 3 521 12.9 604 10.6 228 7.4 3o 29.4 20 1.2 1,762 1%.0
32 - 40 261 5.9 269 6.7 142 0.8 234 18.6 19 10.7 905 r.2
41 or Over 118 2.9 137 2.4 4] 5.4 a8 7.0 13 7.3 427 3.4
Totsl 4,050 100.0 5.685 100.0 1,314  100.0 1,256 100.0 178 100.0 12,483 100.0
Hissing = 246
S
I 57

i T
=
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Tabte 3

{continued)
Results of Fall 1990 Pitot of Student feedback Survey:
s Items Related to Student Characteristics
A, . . —— py—
North south Woi fson Medical Center Homestead Col Lege-Wide
Nurber Percent Nurber Percent Number Percent Number Percent mumber Percent tumbar Percent

36. Please indicate o You tdentify Yourself

American Indian 86 2.1 120 2. 35 2.7 1% 1.1 & 3.4 251 2.1

Asian 31 5.7 %0 4.2 @ 3.8 2 s 6 3 588 4.8

Black 1,3%  33.2 % 7.0 176 133 32 29.8 2 124 2,206 185

white 1,495  37.2 3,7 66.4 721 55.3 97 47.8 "W 6.4 6,671 33.8

Other a7 21.8 1,43 20.3 320 2.9 04 16.3 2 1.4 2,519 20.8

Totat 4,025  100.0 5,641  100.0 1,303 100.0 1,249 100.0 17T 100.0 12,395  100.0
":“j Missing = 334

37. Is Your Ethnic Neritage Rispanic?

— e m mm ene eeees e e e e —— i % ¢ A—— A e ST TR Lt (T T, e $ e - A - =

Yes 1,757 43.7 3,381 60.2 12 70.8 439 35.2 45 25.4 6,53  52.9
No 2,262  56.3 2,238 398 376 2.2 807 6.8 132 7%.6 5,815  &7.%
Totat 4,019  100.0 5,619 100.0 1,288 100.0 1,246 100.0 177 100.0 12,349 100.0

Missing = 380

38. Do You Nave Family Commitments That Interfere With Now Wetl You Do In Cless?

Yes 1,173 29.8 1,569 28.4 442 3.6 558 45.2 60 35.3 3,802 31.3

No 2,765 70.2 3,965 .8 837 65.4 478 5.8 110 8.7 8,355 6.7
Totat 3,938 100.0 5,53 100.0 1,279 100.0 1,236 100.0 170 100.0 12,157  100.0

Missing = 572

ERIC ro2




Tabie 3

{cont inued)
, Results of Fall 1990 Pilot of Student Feedback Survey:
Items Retated to Student Charecteristics
— py—
North South wol fson Nedical Center Nomestead Cotlege-Wide
Number Parcent Number Percent thumber Percent Nusber Percent umber Percent tNusber Percent

;9. ;nu Rany Nowrs Per_gh You Usustiy Nork At Your Job?

No sob 1,000 25.0 1,39 2.3 93 30.0 0 2n.7 6 2.0 3,175 25.5
1 - 20 Nours M 22.6 1,409 26.8 263 20.0 M 2.6 5 25.4 2,42 3.6
21 - 30 Wours 921 22.8 1,43 5.6 % 163 29 V7.4 s 2.4 2,862 22.8
31 - 40 Nours ™ 19.7 ®8  16.7 262 20.0 276 219 0 17.0 2,511 8.5
More Than &0 Nours W 9.9 w8 8.8 80 3.7 06 8.4 "o 6.2 1,93 9.6
Total 4,037  100.0 5,675 100.0 1,312 100.0 1,262 100.0 77 100.0 12,463 100.0
é; Missing = 266
' N - 40. MNow Many Credits are You Taking This Semoster?
M or Less Credits 1,607 .9 2,200 38.8 59 35.1 59 363 2  52.0 o007 3T
12 or More Credits 2,608  65.9 3,467 61.2 BSO  64.9 804  63.7 85  48.0 7.8%  62.9
Total «,035  100.0 5,687  100.0 1,309 100.0 1,263  100.0 177 100.0 12,451 100.0
Missing = 278
T o 41. MNave You Taken A Course With This Imtr\;ﬁr Before? B
ves w2 14 Ts0s 8.9 249 18.9 24 170 6 3.4 1,637 1.s
No 3,556  88.0 5, %5  90.8 1,082 .9 1,060 82.9 o 96 10,95  87.9
Don’t Remeaber % 0.6 28 0.5 s 1.2 1 0.1 1 0 o 0.6
Totat 4,062 100.0 5,679 100.0 1,316  100.0 1,256  100.0 178 100.0 12,47V 100.0
Missing = 258
£
o b1




Table 4

Factor Results of Fall Term Student Feedback Survey
Based on Weightings of .30 or Above

Factor 1: Focus on the Individusl

.78 Concemed with my progress (Item §)

60 Informs regularly about progress (Item 18)

39 Shows how material can benefit outside class (Item 6)
34 Available for individual help (Item 8)

20 Inomuctor shows intersst in subject (ltem 2)
56 Instructor is prepared for class (Item 1)
50 Demonstrates knowledge of subject (Item 15)

Fagtor $; Approach to Matesial

75 Creates atmosphere encouraging leaming (Item 14)
.74 Makes course interesting (Ttem 7)

45 Presents material clearly (Ttem 13)

32  Uses variety of teaching methods (Item 16)

.78 Discussed grading at beginning (Item 22)
53  Grading system was clear (Item 12)*

68 B Pays nﬁon to comments (Tterm 20)
60 Treats me with respect (Item 21)
32 Encourages questions in class (Item 9)

.‘Z Ob)ecﬁves and what is taught agree (ltem 4)
55 Distributed course objectives (Item 3)

Factor 7: Fakness of Exams

78  Exams graded fairly (Item 11)

36  Evaluation related to material (Item 10)
.31  Grading system clear (ltem 12)*

Factor §: Active Leaming

52  Assignments help leaming (Item 17)

49  Encourages thinking for self (Item 18)
-

*This item is included in more than one factor.

Note: Item 23 (Starts class on time) did not load above .30 on any factor. The greatest
weight was .24 on factor 2.

62
-39~
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Table 5

Inter-Factor Correlations and Factor Weights

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 - 47 65 44 61 50 49 54
2 - 66 46 58 66 S6 49
3 - 46 64 60 59 64
4 - 51 51 58 47
5 - 52 58 63
6 - 6l 54
7 - 55
8 -
Unigue Variance Attributed to Each Factor
Weighted 1.86 1.14 1.72 1.52 1.09 1.18 1.10 .65
Unweighted .71 .54 .55 .58 .44 .43 .40 .31
Percent of
Weighted Total 5.9 3.4 5.4 4.8 3.4 3.7 3.5 2.0
Total Vvariance Attributed to Each Factor
Weighted 15.62 15.18 18.79 11.42 16.01 14.79 14.21 13.63
Unweighted 6.22 6.28 7.38 4,62 6.48 5.94 5.68 5.63
Percent of
Weighted Total 49.1 47.7 59.1 35,9 50.3 46.5 44.7 42.8

Total communality: Weighted = 31.82 / Unweighted = 12.66

AB042.4



Tabte 6
Inter-item Corretation Matrix
items 1-23
Fall 1990, Student feedback Dauta

M= 11,623

- B e - e e T ————— e e % mme v # =) e o v e sw—

1 2 3 4 5 é 7 8 4 10 1 12 13 % 15 16 17

18

€3 45 48 37 3T 46 35 3 &1 3 3N S0 &5 AT 3%

]

2 43 YA 40 41 49 37 40 41 36 3% 4o 47 50 35
3 %8 38 35 40 35 35 41 38 39 46 42 40 32
4 43 &1 67 40 30 50 1 41 53 48 44 36
5 55 56 52 46 37 40 40 4“9 53 34 40
& 57 42 44 38 3 37 48 53 37 41
4 47 49 42 41 41 61 71 b4 4B
8 &6 3¢ 37 38 73 46 1 35
9 43 58 LY 4B 52 iv is
1t 52 4l S( 65 43 32
1 54 &f 44 40 5%
1. 3. &5 38 55
13 65 &7 45
% &/ 49
15 37
16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23
Cammnaltty .51 .57 .50 69 .7V 4% .70 43 46 49 .67 .61 .61 .73 48 .36
weight 2.03 2.32 t.vv 3,20 3.40 1.95 3.37 .75 1.85 1,95 3.01 257 2.5% 373 192 1.57 2.
ABOLZ . 3

6O

35
5

42
45
41
45
4)
41
&1
ia
38
48
49

39

.51

0o

3

35
40
«®
Iy
48
43
.3
59
37
3/
o
52
41
&0
52

54
.19

i w ———

11 20 ] 22 23
27 39 39 34 37
26 &0 39 30 28
29 37 33 3 26
i3 42 39 37 28
58 52 o6 32 25
4 %7 39 30 22
4 50 45 33 28
&2 L9 43 32 29
58 b 11 3 2%
29 41 40 36 2B
£} ) 4 42 18 28
8. ] 42 40 S8 28
&2 51 46 3¢ 33
45 55 4“9 35 29
26 61 4«0 35 30
is 39 35 29 24
43 &4 3¢ % 25
45 51 &2 32 26
49 37 32 24

59 37 L]

40 33

33

.52 N-Y .Y N .23
2.0¢ 304 219 278 .M



Table 7

Analysis of variance and Group Means for Item 28:
Performance in Class N = 12,491

Group 1: Excellent Performance N = 2,305
Group 2: Good Performance N= 6,376
Group 3: Fair Performance N = 3,043
Group 4: Poor Performance N= 635
N

Group S: Don’'t Know Performance - 132
Dependent Variable F-Ratio R? 1 9 p <.01
1: Focus on Individual 324.86 .094 .31 "
2: Competence in Classroom 87.39 .027 .16 *
3: Approach to Material 264.26 .078 .28 »
4: Grading Policy 114.98 .036 .19 *
5: Listening to Students 168.239 .051 .23 .
6: Clarity on course Objectives 145.96 . 045 .21 -
7: Fairness of Exams 203.52 .061 .25 *
8: Active Learning 200.75 .060 .24 *

Means by Group and Factor

Facter Factor Factor factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
l1: Excellent 0.42 0.21 0.36 0.26 0.32 0.29 0.35 0.34
2: Good 0.09 0.04 0.09 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.07
3: Fair -0.34 -0.17 ~0.28 -0.18 -0.24 -0.22 -0.25 -0.26
4: Poor -0.70 -0.38 -0.74 -0.40 -0.50 ~-0.47 -0.53 -0.58
: Don’'t Know ~0.62 -0.58 -0.65 -0.73 -0.61 ~-0.63 -0.76 -0.53

Statistically Significant Mean Differences

1-2 1-2 1-2 All 1-2 1-2 1-2 1-2
1-3 1-3 1.3 1-3 1-3 1-3 1-3
1-3 1-4 1-4 1-4 1-4 1-4 1-4
1-5 1-5 1-5 1-5 1-5 1-5 1-5
2=-3 2-3 2=-3 2~3 2=-3 2-3 2-3
2-4 2-4 2-4 i~4 2-4 2~-4 2-4
2-5 2-5 2-5 2-5 2=-5 2-5 2-5
3-4 3~-4 3-4 3-4 3-43 3-4 3-4
3-5 3-5 3-5 3-5 3-S5 3-3 3-5

Educationally Significant Mean Differences

1-3 1-4 1-3 1-4 1-3 1-3 1-3 1-3
1-4 1-5 1-4 1-5 1-4 1-4 1-4 1-4
1-5 2-5 1-5 2.5 1-5 1-5 1-5 1-5
2-4 2-4 3-5 2-4 2-4 2-4 2-4
2-5 2-5 2-5 2-5 2-5 2-5
. 3-5 3-5
AB042.6
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Table 8

Analysis of variance and Group Means for Item 29:
pifficulty of Course Compared to Others N = 12,468

Group 1: More Difficult N = 3,613
Group 2: About the Same N = 6,205
Group 3: Less Difficult N = 2,650

Dependent Variable F-Ratio R? r p <.01
1: Focus on Individual 95.79 .015 .12 .
2: competence in Classroom 11.75 .002 .04 »
3: Approach to Material 193.76 .030 .17 .
4: Grading Policy 35.56 .006 .08 .
S: Listening to Students 77.22 .012 .11 -
6: Clarity on Course Objectives 48.26 .908 .09 »
7: Fairness of Exams 118.23 .019% .14 v
8: Active Learning 3s.11 .0086 .08 .
Group Means by Group and Factor
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor
1 2 3 ) 5 6 ? 8
1‘ MO:‘G Dkff. "0'19 -0-07 —0027 -0-12 -0-18 -0.1‘ —0.21 -0012
2: Same 0.06 0.03 0.09 0.05 0.05 0.06 c.08 0.06
3: Less Diff. 0.10 0.00 0.15 0.02 0.10 0.05 0.10 0.04

statistically significant Mean Differences

1-2 1-2 All 1-2 1-2 1-2 1-2 1-2
1-2 1-3 1-3 1-3 1-3 1-3 1-3
Educationally significant Mean Differences
none none none none none none none none

AB042.6
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Table §

Analysis of Variance and Group Means for Item 30:
Amount of Work Compared to Other Courses N = 12,454

Group l: More wWork in This Course N = 3,428
Group 2: About the Same Amount N = 6,963
Group 3: Less Work in This Course N = 2,063

Dependent Variable F-Ratio R? r p <.01
1: Focus on Individual 47.01 .007 .08 »
: cCompetence in Classroom 20.33 .003 .08 *
3: Approach to Material 30.18 . 005 .07 *
: Grading Policy 29.25 .00S .07 *
5: Listening to Students 18.01 .003 .05 »
6: Clarity on Course Objectives 31.58 005 07 *
7: Fairness of Exams 40.32 . 006 .08 *
8: Active Learning §5.11 .015 .12 *
Means by Group and Facter
Factor Factor Facier Factor Factor Factor Factor  Factor
Group 1 2 3 4 S é 7 8
1: More werk 0.00 -0.01 -0.07 -0.04 -0.05 -0.06 -0.11 0.07
2: Same 0.05 0.03 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.06
3: Less work =0.19 -0.13 -0.09 -0.12 -0.09 -0.11 -0.04 -0.27
Statistically significant Mean Differences
All 3-1 2-3 All 2-3 2-3 All 3-2
3-2 2-1 2-1 2=1 3-1
Educationally Significant Mean Differences
none none none none none none none none
AB042.6
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Table 10

Analysis of vVariance and Group Means for Item 31:
Number of Students in Class N = 12,475

Group 1: Too Many N = 2,096

Group 2: Right Number N = 9,965

Group 3: Too Few N= 414
Dependent Variable F-Ratio R! r p <.01
1: Focus on Individual 29.217 . 005 .07 v
2: Competence in Classroom 42.52 .007 .08 .
3: Approach to Material 41.99 .007 .08 .
4: Grading Policy 37.20 .006 .08 .
S: Listening to Students 48.10 .008 .09 *
6: Clarity on course objectives 36.85 .006 .08 .
7: Fairness of Exams 41.33 .007 .08 »
8: Active Learning 16.63 .003 .05 »

Means by Group and Factor

Factor Factor Facteor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 ? 8
2: Right No. 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.03
3: Too few -0.23 -0.44 ~0.35 -0.39 -0.29 -0.39 ~0.40 -0.13

Statistically significaat Mean Differences

1-2 1-3 All All All All All 1-2

2-3 2-3 2-1
Educationally significant Mean Differences

none none none none none none none none

AB042.6
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Table 11

Analysis of v.:inhco and Group Neans for Size of Course
(at End of Semester)
N = 640 Sections

Size 1: 10 or Less Students Ne= 34
Size 2: 11 - 20 Students N = 200
Size 3: 21 - 30 students N = 229
Size 4: 31 - 40 Students N = 114
Size 5t More Than 40 Students N= 63
pDependent Variable F-Ratio R? X p <.01
1: Focus on Individual 7.04 .042 .20 *
2: Competence in Classroom 1.00 .006 .07
3: Approach to Material 2.96 .018 .13
4: Grading Policy 0.94 .006 .07
S: Listening to Students 5.53 034 .18 .
6: Clarity on Course Objectives 2.26 .014 .12
7: Fairness of Exams 1.07 .007 .08
8: Active Learning 10.74 .063 .25 *

Means by Group and Factor

Facter Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factoer

Size 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8
: 10 or less 0.51 -0.08 0.26 -~0.16 0.52 0.06 -0.12 0.50
2: 11 - 20 0.15 0.00 0.12 -0.04 0.11 0.04 0.00 0.25
: 21 - 30 0.01 0.01 -0.03 -0.01 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.02
4: 31 - 40 ~0.33 -0.09 -0.24 0.02 -0.27 -0.25 -0.08 -0.38
S: 40 + -0.14 0.21 0.01 0.20 -0.15 .12 0.22 ~0.23

statistically significant Mean Differences

4-3 none none neone 1-4 none none 4-2
§-2 1-5 §-2
4-1 1-3 4-1
5=1 2-4 S-2
3-1 5-1
3-2

3-1

Educationally significant Mean Differences
none none none none none none none none

ABQ42.6
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Table 12

Analysis of variance and Group Means for Item 32:
Roascons for Taking Course N = 12,403

Group 1l: Requirement for Degree N = 8,794

Group 2: Elective for Degree Ns= 1,618

Group 3: Upgrade Job skills N= 537

Group 4: Personal Interest Ns= 921

Group S: Other Reasons N = 533

Dependent variable F-Ratio R? r p <.01

1: Focus on Individual 22.46 .007 .08 *
2: Competence in Classroom 8.24 .003 .05 *
3: Approach to Material 17.60 .006 .08 *
4: Grading Policy 4.97 .002 .04 *
S: Listening <o Students 6.74 .002 .04 *
6: clarity on Course Objectives 4.73 .002 .04 .
7: Fairness of Exams 5.86 .002 .04 »
8: Active Learning 5.70 .002 .04 *

Means by Group and Facter

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Facter Factor

Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1: Requirement -0.05 -0.01 ~0.04 0.01 -0.02 -0.01 0.00 -0.02
2: Elective 0.03 -0.04 0.04 -0.06 ~0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.01
3: Upgrade 0.22 -0.08 0.04 0.00 0.04 -0.11 -0.11 0.11
4: Personal 0.21 0.13 0.24 0.00 0.15 0.09 0.11 0.12
5: Other 0.03 -0.16 -0.07 -0.15 -0.06 -0.10 -0.11 -0.01

statistically significant Mean Differences

1=-2 1-4 1-2 1-2 4-1 3-4 4-1 1-3
1-1 2-4 1-8 1-5 42 5-4 4-2 1-4
1-4 3-4 2=-43 4-5 4-5 4-3

5-4 4-5 3-4 4-5

5-3 1-5 5=-4

2«4

2-3

Educationally significant Mean Differences

none none none nene none none none none

AB042.6
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Table 13

Analysis of variance for Time of Course
N = 6§27 Sections

Time 1l: Early Morning (7:00 - 8:00 a.m.) N = 164
Time 2: Morning (8:01 - 11:00 a.m.) N = 239
Time 3: Lunch hour (11:01 a.m. = 12:59 p.m.) N= 77
Time 4: Afternoon ( 1:00 - 4:59 p.m.) N= 73
Time 5: Evening (5:00 p.m. or later) N=s 74
Dependent Variable F~Ratio R? T p <.01

1t Focus on Individual 0.11 .000 .00

2: Competence in Classroom 0.11 .001 .03

3: Approach to Material 0.41 .003 .05

4: Grading Policy 1.44 .009% .09

S: Listening to Students 0.99 . 006 .08

6: Cclarity on course Objectives 0.31 .002 .04

7: Fairness of Exams 0.19 .001 .03

8: Active Learning 0.30 .002 .04

Means by Group and Factor

Factor Facter Facter Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Time 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 9
Morning 0.03 -0.01 0.01 0.03 -0.03 -0.01 0.00 0.02
Lunch -0.03 -0.02 -0.01 -0.14 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.03
Afternoon -0.04 0.04 -0.12 0.04 -0.12 0.08 0.04 0.08
AB042.6
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Table 14

Analysis of Variance and Group Means for Instructor Rank

N = 627 Sections

Rank 1 Professor N = 264
Rank 2 Associate Professor, Sr. N = 117
Rank 3 Assistant Professor N= 7%
Rank 4 Instructor N = 64
Rank 5 Asscociate Professor N = 102
Dependent variable F-Ratio R? r p <.01
1z Focus on Individual 14.56 .086 .29 *
2: Ccompetence in Classroom 1.29 .008 .09
3: Approach to Material 5.47 .0348 .18 *
4: Grading Policy 2.79 .018 .13
5: Listening to Students 6.45 .040 .20 *
6: clarity on Course Objectives 1.94 .012 .11
7: Fairness of Exams 2.26 .014 .12
8: Active Learning 7.28 .045 .21 *
Means by Group and Factor
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor
Group 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8
1: Professor -0.27 -0.02 -0.16 -0.06 -0.15 -0.05 0.00 -0.16
2: Asso. Sr. =0.02 -0.04 =0.01 0.01 -0.07 -0.03 -0.03 ~0.02
3: Assistant 0.50 0.22 0.32 0.21 0.37 0.19 0.21 0.43
4: Instructer 0.47 0.08 0.31 0.23 0.34 0.22 0.17 0.32
5: Associate .00 -0.07 -0.03 -0.19 0.00 -0.09 -0.19 ~0.07
Statistically significant Mean pPifferences
4-1 none 1-4 none 1-4 none none 3-2
4-2 1-3 1=-3 3-S5
4-5 2-3 3-1
3-1 4-1
-2
3-§
Educationally significant Mean Differences
4-1 none none none 1-3 none none 3-5
3-1 3-1
3.2
3-5
ABQ042.6
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Table 15

Analysis of variance for Subject Matter
N = 3109 Sections

APB Applied Biology N = 21
CHM Chemistry N = 20
ENC English N = 9§
ENS English as a Second Lanquage N = 33
BEUM Bumanities N = 24§
MAC Mathematics-Calculus & Pre-Calculus N = 32
MAT Mathematics N = 30
NUR Nursing N = 35
PSY Paychology N = 20

Dependent variable F-Ratio R? 5 p <.01
1: Focus on Individual 9.06 .19 .44 *
2: Competence in Classroom 0.50 .01 .10
3: Approach to Material 1.89 .05 .22
4: Grading Policy 2.37 .06 .25
5: Listening to students 1.93 .05 .22
6: Clarity on Course Objectives 1.23 .03 .17
7: Fairness of Exams 3.30 .08 .28 o
8: Active Learning 6.92 .16 .40 *
Means by Group and Factor
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor
Subject 1 2 3 é 5 6 7 8
APB -0.52 =0.10 -0.52 -0.07 =-0.43 -0.37 -0.36 -0.91
CHM -~0.23 0.23 -0.12 0.37 -0.30 .41 0.33 0.04
ENC 0.19 -0.50 0.08 -0.31 0.00 0.02 -0.28 0.10
ENS 0.69 0.00 0.32 0.24 0.40 -0.02 0.13 0.48
BUM -0.52 -0.05% 0.02 -0.10 «-0.22 -0.18 c.08 -0.68
MAC -0.67 =0.16 -0.31 0.09 -0.07 -0.06 0.24 0.11
MAT ~0.25 0.01 -0.06 0.23 0.06 0.13 0.43 0.33
NUR 0.57 0.02 0.24 0.08 0.26 -0.10 -0.19 0.17
PsY -0.20 0.29 0.05, 0.34 -~0.11 0.30 0.40 -0.55
statistically significant Mean Differences
ENS-MAC none none none none none ENC-MAT APB-CHM
ENS-APB APB-ENC
ENS-HUM APB-MAC
ENS-MAT APB-NUR
ENS~CHM APB~-MAT
ENS-PSY APB-ENS
NUR-MAC HUM=ENC
NUR-APD HUM=-MAC
NUR-HUM HUM=NUR
NUR~MAT KUM-MAT
ENC~MAC HUM-ENS
ENC-~APB PSY-MAT
}ENC-RUM PSY-ENS
Educationally significant Mean Differences
same none none none none none same same
o  AB042.6 50—
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Table 16

Results of Fall 1990 Pilot of Student Feedback Survey:
items Related to Resctions to Survey

Compus
- North South Vol fson Nedical Center Homestead Coliege-Wide
Nuwber Percent Number Percent tumber Percent thuber Percent Number Percent umber Percent
. 42. This Questionmeire is
Yoo Long 1,136  28.1 1,767 31.2 41 35.2 477 38.0 62 a8 3,903 314
About Right 2,798  69.4 3,766  68.5 819 62.6 ™56 60.% 15 8.6 8,52 683
Too Short 100 2.5 133 2.3 29 2.2 26 1.9 1 0.6 287 2.3
Totat 4,03 100.0 5,666 100.0 1,309 100.0 1,255  100.0 178 100.0 12,462 100.0
missing = 287
43. This Questionneire Mas
& Easy 3,826  97.7 5,420  98.3 1,25 9.3 1,186  97.9 170 98.8 1,817 97.9
‘ Nard ge 2.3 9% 1.7 T 3.7 26 2.1 2 1.2 260 2.9
Totat 3,915  100.0 5,516 100.0 1,262 100.0 1,212 100.0 172 100.0 12,077 100.0
Missing = 652
P
75
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Table 17

Sample of Student Comments About Questionnaire

Content of Comment Number
o Easy to understand - Okay the wvay it is 269
e Too long/too many questions 99
¢ Asks too many personal questions about respondent 61
e Race identification of respondent is unnecessary 24
e Add more questions concerning instructor’s performance 25
e Add questions regarding course content and purpose 11
e Should ask gquestions about instruction materials 7

e Include questions regarding instructor’s evaluation of students 1

e Add questions regarding students’ behavior 2
e Include questions about facilities 1
e Wording should be so that it applies to any situation 18

(not all guestions pertain to all class situations)
e Need more "in-between” choices for answers 12
e Add a choice "not applicable" for questions 1-23 7
e First 23 questions need to be amended to give a more

fair rating of instructors 1
» Questions need to be more direct and concise 13
e Difficult to understand 11
e Need to improve answer sheet 2
e Wording is too formal. 1
e Add "Would you take another class w/this instruct :"? 2
s Question 10 was difficult to understand 1
o Where is #4472 18
e Questions at end are out of sequence 2
e Too redundant 11
e Instructor could easily identify student by the

handwriting on the last page 3
¢ Students felt the questionnaire was a waste of their time 9

e 77
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Student Feedback Questionnaire ot n *

mwmmuwwmmmmmummmmm
wmmmmmmamuwmmummm

mmmmumnmwwmman‘phumm

Iostroctions:

mmmuMimwmxmmmmeMmemmm

mmmmmsmmmmm:mmwm&gqmms
d@memmmbermdermlmb.E.F.G.H.hnam(O)mducohmlmdaom(l)

Please use the following scale to respond
items 1 to 23

A = Stuongly agsee You strongly agree with the
scaement as it appiies o this
instrucor
You agree more than you
with the statement a8
is applies to this instrucior
You disagree more than you
agree with the statement a$ it
applics w this instructor

D = Strongly disagree You strongly disagree with the
smrement as it applies to this
instrucror.

B = Agree

C = Disagree

1. The instrucor is prepared for class.
2. The instrucor shows ingerest in the subject.

5.mmm¢mmmemmobfm
competencies.

3. There is agreement berween the objectivey/ com-
petencies of this cousse and what is @ught.

5. The instructor is concerned with my Progress.

6.meimumtmowlmhowmecomcmhl
can benefit me beyond the classroom.

7. The instructor makes this course inmerestng.
8. The instrucvor s available for individual help.
9. The instructor epcourages questions in class.

10. The exampinarions and/or other forms of cvaluation
are related to the course maeryal.

i3. The examinations andor other forms of evaluation
are graded faicly.

12. The instructor made the grading systcm clear to me.

~” 1. The instructor presents course maerial clearly.

14. The instructor creazes a classroom amosphere thas
encourages me to leam.

1S. The inscructor demonstrates knowledge of the
subject.

16. The instructor uses a variety of weaching methods
(for exampie, lecture, discussions, demonstrations.
audiovisual aids and/or ochers).

17. Assignments help me leamn the counse maserial.

18. The instructor encourages me 1o think for myseif.

19. The instructor informs me regularly about my
progess.

20. The instructor pays atwention (0 MY COMIENS.
21 Themuormewnhmpeét.

22. The instructor discussed the grading system at the
beginning of the semester

23. The instructor starts class on time

Please use the following scale to respond to
items 24 to 27

A = Always or almost always
B = Often

C = Sometimes

D = Never or aimost never

24. How often do you come to class?
25. How often are you prepared for class?
26. How often do you pay attention in class?

27. How often are you late for class?

| Continue on the back of this page
ERIC -
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Appendix A (2 of 2) -

23. So far. how would you rate your performance in %ﬂminﬂmhowmmyw
this class? A. American [ndisn or Alaskan oaxive
A. Excellent B. Asian or Pacific islander
B. Good C. Black
C. Fair D. White
D. Poor E. Other
E. Don't know
37. 1s your ethruc heriage Hispanic?
29, How difficult is this course compared 10 other A. Yes
courses you have taken? B. No
A. More difficuit
B. About the same 38. Do you have family commiiments that interfere
C. Less difficult with how weil you do in class?
A Yes
30. How does the amount of work in this course com- B. No
pare to the amount in other courses you have
aken? 39. How many hours per weck do you usually work

A. The amount of work is greater
B. The amount of work is about the same
C. The amount of work is less

_ What do you think about the number of students

in this class?

A. Too many students

8. The right number of students
C. Too few students

40.

at your job?

A. I don't have a job

B. 1 to 20 hours per week

C. 21 to 30 hours per week

D. 31 0 40 hours per week

E. more than 40 hours per week

How many credits are you mking this semester?
A. 11 or fewer
B. 12 or more

32. Why are vou taking this course?
A. As 2 requirement for 2 degree 41. Hmyounhenacounewithmisinsmmbefom
B. As an elective for 2 degree A. Yes
C. To upgrade my job skills B. No
D. For personal interest C. I don't remember
£. For other reasons not listed above
42. This questionnaire is
33 Have vou registered for this course betore? A. Too long
A. Yes B. About the right length
B. No C. Too short
34. fama 43. This questionnaire was
A. Male A. Easv to undersand
B. Female B. Hard t0 understand
35 How old are vou?
A. 18 or under
B. 19 to 24
C. 25 t0 31
D. 32 0 40
E. 4} or over

4+~ On the lines beljow, please make any SUGGESTIONS vou have on the QUESTIONNAIRE itself such as areas
vou would like t0 see in the future or changes in wording that may make it caster t0 understand.

o Questionnaire continues on the next page
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. Appendix B
Details on Methodology

Eactor Analysis

The purpose of the factor analysis was to find the common factor(s) underlying the
Student Feedback Survay. The Statistical Analysis System (SAS) and maximum-likelihood
(ML) method (see Lawley & Maxwell, 1971) were used to obtain the estimates and to test
hypotheses about the number of common factors to be retained. Prior to running the factor
analysis, the raw data were transformed to a correlation matrix to save computer time. In
this step, data for respondents who left blank one or more of the 23 items were eliminated
from further analysis. This reduced the data to 11,794 observations.

The method for establishing the prior communality estimates involved setting the
estimate for each variable to its squared multiple correlation with all other variables. Both
orthogonal and oblique rotations of the factors were employed. After factors were extracted
using the Maximum Likelihood Method, they were prerotated using Varimax. This was
followed by the Promax rotation. The resulting standardized regression coefficients from the

rotated factor pattern were reported and discussed in the text.

To decide on the number of factors to retain, several statistical tests were empioyed
including Akaike's Information Criterion, Schwarz's Bayesian Criterion, and Tucker and
Lewis's Reliability Coefficient. In general, the best factor solution has been reached when
the first two measures are at their minimum and the last is at its maximum. In this analysis,
this point was reached at eight factors. When a nine-factor solution was tried, communalities

exceeded 1.0, indicating a lack of fit, and further analysis could not be done.

To compute factor scores from the 8-factor solution, two approaches were used. One
was to output the actual factor scores that the program computed from the factor analysis
into another:data set. This approach applied weightings to every item for each factor. The
second approach was to select the items for each factor that loaded above .30 (see Table
4) and simply sum the responses to ‘hose items to obtain the factor score. Correlations

between the two approaches ranged frorn .95 to .98 depending on the factor, indicating the

"% §0



results obtained by the two methods were very similar. Because the second approach was
simpler and more intuitively obvious, further analyses were conducted in this manner.

\nalysis of Vari

The Statistical Analysis System (SAS) and the General Linear Models (GLM)
Procedure were employed for this analysis. To begin, factor scores were standardized so
that the mean was 0.0 and the standard deviation was 1.0 for cach factor. Because a "1" or
"strongly agree" was more positive than a "4" or strongly disagree, the result of this
standardization process was that a negative number (e.g., -1.25) was more positive than a
higher number (e.g., 1.3). Thus, the signs were switched to facilitate interpretation and

positive numbers corresponded to positive signs.

The analysis proceeded by first testing for the hypothesis of no overall effect among
the eight factors using a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and an alpha level
of .05. If statistical significance was reached, then an analysis of vaniance (ANOVA) was
performed for each factor using an alpha level of .01. If statistical significance was obtained,
Tukey's Studentized Range (HSD) Test was employed to see which pairs of means were
statistically significant at the .05 level. The difference between a pair of means was

considered "educationally significant” if it was 0.5 or more.
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