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Statistics for the Overall Teaching Effectiveness Question

  SECT

MEAN

COMP GROUP 

  95% CI   OF

 MEAN***

  GROUP

  COMP

MEAN

OF SECT 

  95% CI

DEV.

  STD.

 MEANRESP **

%RESP/ENROLL

CODE*

EVAL

ID

COURSE

TYPE

SECT 

NUM

SECT

NUM

CRSSUBJ

  CODE

TERM

KALAYCIOGLUTCE History for SELIN

2008-Fall MATH 215 007   / --77269-01LEC  0  35

2007-Fall MATH 129 015   /  64%  4.3  3.8  3.9 4.0  4.7 - 3.9-30383-01LEC  22  34  0.78I

2007-PreSum MATH 110 031   /  95%  4.7  4.2  4.3 4.4  5.0 - 4.2-23575-00LEC  20  21  0.66I

2007-Spr MATH 215 005   /  77%  4.5  3.8  3.9 4.2  4.8 - 3.9-28629-01LEC  14  18  0.52I

2006-Fall MATH 254 002   /  86%  4.9  4.1  4.3 4.7  5.0 - 4.2-29273-10DIS  25  29  0.33I

2006-Fall MATH 254 003   /  80%  4.9  4.1  4.3 4.7  5.0 - 4.2-29275-10DIS  20  25  0.37I

2006-Fall MATH 254 006   /  86%  4.8  4.1  4.3 4.6  4.9 - 4.2-29281-10DIS  25  29  0.44I

2006-Spr MATH 254 002   /  76%  4.8  4.1  4.3 4.6  5.0 - 4.2-28053-02DIS  19  25  0.42I

2006-Spr MATH 254 003   /  73%  4.8  4.1  4.3 4.6  5.0 - 4.2-28055-02DIS  25  34  0.41I

2006-Spr MATH 254 007   /  77%  4.9  4.1  4.3 4.7  5.0 - 4.2-28063-02DIS  24  31  0.34I

2005-Fall MATH 120R 008   /  79%  4.0  3.8  3.9 3.6  4.3 - 3.9-28265-01LEC  23  29  0.93I

2005-Spr MATH 110 008   /  52%  4.6  3.8  3.9 4.3  4.9 - 3.9-26633-01LEC  13  25  0.51I

 *    Eval Code:   

        I - Individual paper  .O - Online paper.  T/I - term member paper.  T/O - team member online.   A - TCE packets just arrived, statistics have not been calculated yet  MM - Materials were sent, but no 

        materials were returned.  MU - Materials were sent and were returned unused.  MC - Mixed call numbers (materials for different course-sections were returned in the same packet).  CE - possible wrong 

        course  information (materials in packet didn’t match identification on packet).  IE - possible wrong instructor  (instructor name on materials crossed out and/or corrected).     LES - Evaluations were 

        conducted  before  deadline according  to  date on monitor card but packet was received after deadline.   LEI - Evaluations were conducted after deadline and packet was received after deadline. 

        OT - Other problem  possibly  invalidating result.  ME - Student   monitor failed to sign monitor card or no monitor was used.  PR - The number of responses is greater than enrollment.  

        LAA - Late administration with prior approval.    RE -    Responses not enough to release report.       

 **  % Resp

        Results for sections with low percentages are likely to be biased (such sectione are **ed). OIRPS recommends not using these results in P&T decisions. The response percentage should be above 50% 

        for all classes and higher for small classes. A rubric for evaluating response rates may be found at http://aer.arizona.edu. 

 *** Comp Group:

        The comparison group consists of courses taught during the past six years (Fall and Spring semester only) enrolling five or more student at the same level in the same subject area

        (determined by course subject prefix).  
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Statistics for the Overall Teaching Effectiveness Question

  SECT

MEAN

COMP GROUP 

  95% CI   OF

 MEAN***

  GROUP

  COMP

MEAN

OF SECT 

  95% CI

DEV.

  STD.

 MEANRESP **

%RESP/ENROLL

CODE*

EVAL

ID

COURSE

TYPE

SECT 

NUM

SECT

NUM

CRSSUBJ

  CODE

TERM

KALAYCIOGLUTCE History for SELIN

2004-Fall MATH 110 016   /  74%  4.3  3.8  3.9 3.9  4.7 - 3.9-27867-01LEC  26  35  1.02I

2004-Spr MATH 110 020   /  71%  4.6  3.8  3.9 4.3  4.8 - 3.9-26207-01LEC  24  34  0.58I

2003-Fall MATH 110 053   /  71%  3.6  3.8  3.9 3.3  4.0 - 3.9-26957-01LEC  25  35  0.86I

 *    Eval Code:   

        I - Individual paper  .O - Online paper.  T/I - term member paper.  T/O - team member online.   A - TCE packets just arrived, statistics have not been calculated yet  MM - Materials were sent, but no 

        materials were returned.  MU - Materials were sent and were returned unused.  MC - Mixed call numbers (materials for different course-sections were returned in the same packet).  CE - possible wrong 

        course  information (materials in packet didn’t match identification on packet).  IE - possible wrong instructor  (instructor name on materials crossed out and/or corrected).     LES - Evaluations were 

        conducted  before  deadline according  to  date on monitor card but packet was received after deadline.   LEI - Evaluations were conducted after deadline and packet was received after deadline. 

        OT - Other problem  possibly  invalidating result.  ME - Student   monitor failed to sign monitor card or no monitor was used.  PR - The number of responses is greater than enrollment.  

        LAA - Late administration with prior approval.    RE -    Responses not enough to release report.       

 **  % Resp

        Results for sections with low percentages are likely to be biased (such sectione are **ed). OIRPS recommends not using these results in P&T decisions. The response percentage should be above 50% 

        for all classes and higher for small classes. A rubric for evaluating response rates may be found at http://aer.arizona.edu. 

 *** Comp Group:

        The comparison group consists of courses taught during the past six years (Fall and Spring semester only) enrolling five or more student at the same level in the same subject area

        (determined by course subject prefix).  
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KALAYCIOGLU
  TCE COMPARISON REPORT    

23575-00

12/1/2008

COLLEGE ALGEBRALEC031110MATHSELIN

Presummer-07

-

 4,777  140  3,582

MATHSLLM

 Enrollment: Sections: 

medium class, 20-39 enrolled

Comp Group 2:

MATH

Lower Division Undergraduate

Comp Group 1:

5 or more enrolled

Sections:  218

MATHSLL0

 Enrollment: 

(95%)Response:    20

Enrollment : 21

Instructor

 Question / Instructor Frequency

  Mean 95% CI 95% CIMean95% CIDev. St.   Mean

Comparison Group Descriptions

Lecture, Seminars, Colloquia

Summer and Winter

 1. - 4.40  5.00  4.2  4.16 - 4.15  4.32- 4.30  4.2 4.7  0.66Overall rating of teaching effectiveness

 0
 0

 2
 2

 16  80%

 0%
 0%

 10%
 10%

almost never effective
rarely effective
sometimes effective
usually effective
almost always effective

 2. - 3.03  4.27  3.6  3.52 - 3.49  3.67- 3.67  3.6 3.7  1.39Overall rating of the course

 2
 2

 5
 3
 8  40%

 10%
 10%

 15%
 25%

one of the worst
worse than average
about average
better than average
one of the best

 3. - 3.84  4.66  3.9  3.87 - 3.86  4.00- 3.99  3.9 4.3  0.91Amount learned

 1
 0

 3
 6

 10  50%

 0%
 5%

 30%
 15%

almost nothing
less than usual
about as much as usual
more than usual
an exceptional amount

 4. - 4.39  4.91  3.9  3.83 - 3.83  4.03- 4.00  3.9 4.7  0.59Overall  instructor comparison

 0
 0

 1
 5

 14  70%

 0%
 0%

 25%
 5%

one of the least effective
less effective than most
about as effective as most
more effective than most
one of the most effective

 5. - 4.46  5.00  4.2  4.16 - 4.13  4.29- 4.29  4.2 4.8  0.64Usefulness of the in-class activities

 0
 0

 2
 1

 17  85%

 0%
 0%

 5%
 10%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 6. - 4.11  4.79  4.2  4.12 - 4.09  4.22- 4.23  4.2 4.5  0.76Usefulness of the outside assignments

 0
 0

 3
 5

 12  60%

 0%
 0%

 25%
 15%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 7. - 4.03  4.77  3.9  3.85 - 3.83  3.98- 3.98  3.9 4.4  0.82Usefulness of course materials (new question)

 0
 0

 4
 4

 12  60%

 0%
 0%

 20%
 20%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 8. - 4.60  4.98  4.6  4.50 - 4.47  4.59- 4.60  4.5 4.8  0.42Students treated with respect

 0
 0

 0
 4

 15  79%

 0%
 0%

 21%
 0%

strongly disagree
disagree
uncertain
agree
strongly agree

 9. - 4.23  4.77  4.0  3.93 - 3.98  4.08- 4.03  4.0 4.5  0.61Difficulty level of the course  (new order)

 0
 0

 1
 8

 11  55%

 0%
 0%

 40%
 5%

extremely easy
easier than average
about average
more difficult than average
extremely difficult

 10. - 3.86  4.84  4.1  4.06 - 4.03  4.17- 4.17  4.1 4.4  1.09Value of time spent on course

 3
 0

 0
 4

 13  65%

 0%
 15%

 20%
 0%

almost none valuable
less than half valuable
about half valuable
more than half valuable
almost all valuable
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For each QUESTION: Instructor L, M, U; Group 1 L,M,U; Group 2 L,M,U
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KALAYCIOGLU
  TCE COMPARISON REPORT    

26633-01

12/1/2008

COLLEGE ALGEBRALEC008110MATHSELIN

Spring-05

-

 64,800  1,990  60,262

MATHALLM

 Enrollment: Sections: 

medium class, 20-39 enrolled

Comp Group 2:

MATH

Lower Division Undergraduate

Comp Group 1:

5 or more enrolled

Sections:  2,105

MATHALL0

 Enrollment: 

(52%)Response:    13

Enrollment : 25

Instructor

 Question / Instructor Frequency

  Mean 95% CI 95% CIMean95% CIDev. St.   Mean

Comparison Group Descriptions

Lecture, Seminars, Colloquia

Fall and Spring

 1. - 4.33  4.90  3.9  3.84 - 3.84  3.89- 3.90  3.9 4.6  0.51Overall rating of teaching effectiveness

 0
 0

 0
 5
 8  62%

 0%
 0%

 38%
 0%

almost never effective
rarely effective
sometimes effective
usually effective
almost always effective

 2. - 3.76  4.54  3.3  3.30 - 3.29  3.34- 3.35  3.3 4.2  0.69Overall rating of the course

 0
 0

 2
 7
 4  31%

 0%
 0%

 54%
 15%

one of the worst
worse than average
about average
better than average
one of the best

 3. - 3.95  4.66  3.5  3.51 - 3.50  3.55- 3.56  3.5 4.3  0.63Amount learned

 0
 0

 1
 7
 5  38%

 0%
 0%

 54%
 8%

almost nothing
less than usual
about as much as usual
more than usual
an exceptional amount

 4. - 4.24  4.83  3.5  3.45 - 3.44  3.50- 3.51  3.5 4.5  0.52Overall  instructor comparison

 0
 0

 0
 6
 7  54%

 0%
 0%

 46%
 0%

one of the least effective
less effective than most
about as effective as most
more effective than most
one of the most effective

 5. - 4.42  4.96  3.9  3.86 - 3.86  3.91- 3.91  3.9 4.7  0.48Usefulness of the in-class activities

 0
 0

 0
 4
 9  69%

 0%
 0%

 31%
 0%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 6. - 4.17  4.76  3.9  3.88 - 3.87  3.91- 3.91  3.9 4.5  0.52Usefulness of the outside assignments

 0
 0

 0
 7
 6  46%

 0%
 0%

 54%
 0%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 7. - 3.82  4.64  3.7  3.73 - 3.73  3.77- 3.77  3.7 4.2  0.73Usefulness of course materials (new question)

 0
 0

 2
 6
 5  38%

 0%
 0%

 46%
 15%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 8. - 4.63  5.00  4.5  4.48 - 4.47  4.51- 4.51  4.5 4.8  0.38Students treated with respect

 0
 0

 0
 2

 11  85%

 0%
 0%

 15%
 0%

strongly disagree
disagree
uncertain
agree
strongly agree

 9. - 3.44  4.41  3.9  3.90 - 3.90  3.94- 3.94  3.9 3.9  0.86Difficulty level of the course  (new order)

 1
 0

 2
 7
 3  23%

 0%
 8%

 54%
 15%

extremely easy
easier than average
about average
more difficult than average
extremely difficult

 10. - 4.25  4.98  3.8  3.82 - 3.81  3.85- 3.86  3.8 4.6  0.65Value of time spent on course

 0
 0

 1
 3
 9  69%

 0%
 0%

 23%
 8%

almost none valuable
less than half valuable
about half valuable
more than half valuable
almost all valuable

 

1.0

 

1.5

 

2.0

 

2.5

 

3.0

 

3.5

 

4.0

 

4.5

 

5.0

 

1

 

2

 

3

 

4

 

5

 

6

 

7

 

8

 

9

 

10

 

1

 

2

 

3

 

4

 

5

 

6

 

7

 

8

 

9

 

10

 

For each QUESTION: Instructor L, M, U; Group 1 L,M,U; Group 2 L,M,U
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KALAYCIOGLU
  TCE COMPARISON REPORT    

27867-01

12/1/2008

COLLEGE ALGEBRALEC016110MATHSELIN

Fall-04

-

 64,800  1,990  60,262

MATHALLM

 Enrollment: Sections: 

medium class, 20-39 enrolled

Comp Group 2:

MATH

Lower Division Undergraduate

Comp Group 1:

5 or more enrolled

Sections:  2,105

MATHALL0

 Enrollment: 

(74%)Response:    26

Enrollment : 35

Instructor

 Question / Instructor Frequency

  Mean 95% CI 95% CIMean95% CIDev. St.   Mean

Comparison Group Descriptions

Lecture, Seminars, Colloquia

Fall and Spring

 1. - 3.95  4.75  3.9  3.84 - 3.84  3.89- 3.90  3.9 4.3  1.02Overall rating of teaching effectiveness

 1
 1

 1
 8

 15  58%

 4%
 4%

 31%
 4%

almost never effective
rarely effective
sometimes effective
usually effective
almost always effective

 2. - 3.12  3.96  3.3  3.30 - 3.29  3.34- 3.35  3.3 3.5  1.07Overall rating of the course

 1
 2

 8
 11

 4  15%

 8%
 4%

 42%
 31%

one of the worst
worse than average
about average
better than average
one of the best

 3. - 3.20  4.11  3.5  3.51 - 3.50  3.55- 3.56  3.5 3.7  1.16Amount learned

 1
 2

 8
 8
 7  27%

 8%
 4%

 31%
 31%

almost nothing
less than usual
about as much as usual
more than usual
an exceptional amount

 4. - 3.35  4.19  3.5  3.45 - 3.44  3.50- 3.51  3.5 3.8  1.07Overall  instructor comparison

 1
 1

 9
 7
 8  31%

 4%
 4%

 27%
 35%

one of the least effective
less effective than most
about as effective as most
more effective than most
one of the most effective

 5. - 3.79  4.52  3.9  3.86 - 3.86  3.91- 3.91  3.9 4.2  0.92Usefulness of the in-class activities

 0
 1

 3
 12
 10  38%

 4%
 0%

 46%
 12%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 6. - 3.81  4.50  3.9  3.88 - 3.87  3.91- 3.91  3.9 4.2  0.88Usefulness of the outside assignments

 2
 0

 2
 12
 10  38%

 0%
 8%

 46%
 8%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 7. - 3.56  4.44  3.7  3.73 - 3.73  3.77- 3.77  3.7 4.0  1.13Usefulness of course materials (new question)

 0
 2

 4
 10
 10  38%

 8%
 0%

 38%
 15%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 8. - 4.45  4.93  4.5  4.48 - 4.47  4.51- 4.51  4.5 4.7  0.62Students treated with respect

 0
 0

 2
 4

 20  77%

 0%
 0%

 15%
 8%

strongly disagree
disagree
uncertain
agree
strongly agree

 9. - 3.34  4.12  3.9  3.90 - 3.90  3.94- 3.94  3.9 3.7  1.00Difficulty level of the course  (new order)

 0
 1

 11
 7
 7  27%

 4%
 0%

 27%
 42%

extremely easy
easier than average
about average
more difficult than average
extremely difficult

 10. - 3.77  4.55  3.8  3.82 - 3.81  3.85- 3.86  3.8 4.2  0.99Value of time spent on course

 1
 1

 1
 12
 10  40%

 4%
 4%

 48%
 4%

almost none valuable
less than half valuable
about half valuable
more than half valuable
almost all valuable
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For each QUESTION: Instructor L, M, U; Group 1 L,M,U; Group 2 L,M,U
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KALAYCIOGLU
  TCE COMPARISON REPORT    

26207-01

12/1/2008

COLLEGE ALGEBRALEC020110MATHSELIN

Spring-04

-

 64,800  1,990  60,262

MATHALLM

 Enrollment: Sections: 

medium class, 20-39 enrolled

Comp Group 2:

MATH

Lower Division Undergraduate

Comp Group 1:

5 or more enrolled

Sections:  2,105

MATHALL0

 Enrollment: 

(71%)Response:    24

Enrollment : 34

Instructor

 Question / Instructor Frequency

  Mean 95% CI 95% CIMean95% CIDev. St.   Mean

Comparison Group Descriptions

Lecture, Seminars, Colloquia

Fall and Spring

 1. - 4.34  4.82  3.9  3.84 - 3.84  3.89- 3.90  3.9 4.6  0.58Overall rating of teaching effectiveness

 0
 0

 1
 8

 15  63%

 0%
 0%

 33%
 4%

almost never effective
rarely effective
sometimes effective
usually effective
almost always effective

 2. - 3.57  4.43  3.3  3.30 - 3.29  3.34- 3.35  3.3 4.0  1.06Overall rating of the course

 2
 0

 7
 4

 11  46%

 0%
 8%

 17%
 29%

one of the worst
worse than average
about average
better than average
one of the best

 3. - 3.67  4.50  3.5  3.51 - 3.50  3.55- 3.56  3.5 4.1  1.02Amount learned

 2
 0

 5
 6

 11  46%

 0%
 8%

 25%
 21%

almost nothing
less than usual
about as much as usual
more than usual
an exceptional amount

 4. - 4.16  4.75  3.5  3.45 - 3.44  3.50- 3.51  3.5 4.5  0.72Overall  instructor comparison

 0
 0

 3
 7

 14  58%

 0%
 0%

 29%
 13%

one of the least effective
less effective than most
about as effective as most
more effective than most
one of the most effective

 5. - 4.01  4.57  3.9  3.86 - 3.86  3.91- 3.91  3.9 4.3  0.69Usefulness of the in-class activities

 0
 0

 3
 11
 10  42%

 0%
 0%

 46%
 13%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 6. - 3.86  4.48  3.9  3.88 - 3.87  3.91- 3.91  3.9 4.2  0.76Usefulness of the outside assignments

 0
 0

 5
 10

 9  38%

 0%
 0%

 42%
 21%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 7. - 3.86  4.48  3.7  3.73 - 3.73  3.77- 3.77  3.7 4.2  0.76Usefulness of course materials (new question)

 0
 0

 5
 10

 9  38%

 0%
 0%

 42%
 21%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 8. - 4.74  5.00  4.5  4.48 - 4.47  4.51- 4.51  4.5 4.9  0.34Students treated with respect

 0
 0

 0
 3

 21  88%

 0%
 0%

 13%
 0%

strongly disagree
disagree
uncertain
agree
strongly agree

 9. - 3.20  3.96  3.9  3.90 - 3.90  3.94- 3.94  3.9 3.6  0.93Difficulty level of the course  (new order)

 2
 0

 11
 6
 5  21%

 0%
 8%

 25%
 46%

extremely easy
easier than average
about average
more difficult than average
extremely difficult

 10. - 3.87  4.55  3.8  3.82 - 3.81  3.85- 3.86  3.8 4.2  0.83Value of time spent on course

 1
 0

 3
 10
 10  42%

 0%
 4%

 42%
 13%

almost none valuable
less than half valuable
about half valuable
more than half valuable
almost all valuable
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For each QUESTION: Instructor L, M, U; Group 1 L,M,U; Group 2 L,M,U
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Graphic Comparison of the Means and Confidence Intervals
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KALAYCIOGLU
  TCE COMPARISON REPORT    

26957-01

12/1/2008

COLLEGE ALGEBRALEC053110MATHSELIN

Fall-03

-

 64,800  1,990  60,262

MATHALLM

 Enrollment: Sections: 

medium class, 20-39 enrolled

Comp Group 2:

MATH

Lower Division Undergraduate

Comp Group 1:

5 or more enrolled

Sections:  2,105

MATHALL0

 Enrollment: 

(71%)Response:    25

Enrollment : 35

Instructor

 Question / Instructor Frequency

  Mean 95% CI 95% CIMean95% CIDev. St.   Mean

Comparison Group Descriptions

Lecture, Seminars, Colloquia

Fall and Spring

 1. - 3.30  3.98  3.9  3.84 - 3.84  3.89- 3.90  3.9 3.6  0.86Overall rating of teaching effectiveness

 1
 0

 12
 7
 5  20%

 0%
 4%

 28%
 48%

almost never effective
rarely effective
sometimes effective
usually effective
almost always effective

 2. - 2.54  3.38  3.3  3.30 - 3.29  3.34- 3.35  3.3 3.0  1.06Overall rating of the course

 5
 2

 13
 2
 3  12%

 8%
 20%

 8%
 52%

one of the worst
worse than average
about average
better than average
one of the best

 3. - 2.70  3.54  3.5  3.51 - 3.50  3.55- 3.56  3.5 3.1  1.05Amount learned

 6
 1

 10
 5
 3  12%

 4%
 24%

 20%
 40%

almost nothing
less than usual
about as much as usual
more than usual
an exceptional amount

 4. - 2.73  3.59  3.5  3.45 - 3.44  3.50- 3.51  3.5 3.2  1.07Overall  instructor comparison

 7
 0

 12
 1
 5  20%

 0%
 28%

 4%
 48%

one of the least effective
less effective than most
about as effective as most
more effective than most
one of the most effective

 5. - 3.31  4.13  3.9  3.86 - 3.86  3.91- 3.91  3.9 3.7  1.02Usefulness of the in-class activities

 3
 0

 8
 7
 7  28%

 0%
 12%

 28%
 32%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 6. - 3.17  4.03  3.9  3.88 - 3.87  3.91- 3.91  3.9 3.6  1.08Usefulness of the outside assignments

 3
 1

 6
 10

 5  20%

 4%
 12%

 40%
 24%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 7. - 3.28  4.08  3.7  3.73 - 3.73  3.77- 3.77  3.7 3.7  0.99Usefulness of course materials (new question)

 1
 1

 8
 10

 5  20%

 4%
 4%

 40%
 32%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 8. - 4.25  4.71  4.5  4.48 - 4.47  4.51- 4.51  4.5 4.5  0.59Students treated with respect

 0
 0

 1
 11
 13  52%

 0%
 0%

 44%
 4%

strongly disagree
disagree
uncertain
agree
strongly agree

 9. - 3.69  4.23  3.9  3.90 - 3.90  3.94- 3.94  3.9 4.0  0.68Difficulty level of the course  (new order)

 0
 0

 6
 14

 5  20%

 0%
 0%

 56%
 24%

extremely easy
easier than average
about average
more difficult than average
extremely difficult

 10. - 3.45  4.15  3.8  3.82 - 3.81  3.85- 3.86  3.8 3.8  0.87Value of time spent on course

 2
 0

 6
 12

 5  20%

 0%
 8%

 48%
 24%

almost none valuable
less than half valuable
about half valuable
more than half valuable
almost all valuable
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For each QUESTION: Instructor L, M, U; Group 1 L,M,U; Group 2 L,M,U
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KALAYCIOGLU
  TCE COMPARISON REPORT    

28265-01

12/1/2008

CALCULUS PREPARATIONLEC008120RMATHSELIN

Fall-05

-

 64,800  1,990  60,262

MATHALLM

 Enrollment: Sections: 

medium class, 20-39 enrolled

Comp Group 2:

MATH

Lower Division Undergraduate

Comp Group 1:

5 or more enrolled

Sections:  2,105

MATHALL0

 Enrollment: 

(79%)Response:    23

Enrollment : 29

Instructor

 Question / Instructor Frequency

  Mean 95% CI 95% CIMean95% CIDev. St.   Mean

Comparison Group Descriptions

Lecture, Seminars, Colloquia

Fall and Spring

 1. - 3.57  4.34  3.9  3.84 - 3.84  3.89- 3.90  3.9 4.0  0.93Overall rating of teaching effectiveness

 1
 0

 7
 7
 8  35%

 0%
 4%

 30%
 30%

almost never effective
rarely effective
sometimes effective
usually effective
almost always effective

 2. - 3.27  4.12  3.3  3.30 - 3.29  3.34- 3.35  3.3 3.7  1.02Overall rating of the course

 0
 1

 10
 6
 6  26%

 4%
 0%

 26%
 43%

one of the worst
worse than average
about average
better than average
one of the best

 3. - 3.24  4.06  3.5  3.51 - 3.50  3.55- 3.56  3.5 3.7  0.98Amount learned

 3
 0

 7
 8
 5  22%

 0%
 13%

 35%
 30%

almost nothing
less than usual
about as much as usual
more than usual
an exceptional amount

 4. - 3.08  4.14  3.5  3.45 - 3.44  3.50- 3.51  3.5 3.6  1.27Overall  instructor comparison

 5
 1

 3
 7
 7  30%

 4%
 22%

 30%
 13%

one of the least effective
less effective than most
about as effective as most
more effective than most
one of the most effective

 5. - 3.73  4.53  3.9  3.86 - 3.86  3.91- 3.91  3.9 4.1  0.97Usefulness of the in-class activities

 0
 1

 3
 10

 9  39%

 4%
 0%

 43%
 13%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 6. - 3.53  4.38  3.9  3.88 - 3.87  3.91- 3.91  3.9 4.0  1.02Usefulness of the outside assignments

 3
 0

 3
 9
 8  35%

 0%
 13%

 39%
 13%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 7. - 3.76  4.42  3.7  3.73 - 3.73  3.77- 3.77  3.7 4.1  0.79Usefulness of course materials (new question)

 1
 0

 3
 12

 7  30%

 0%
 4%

 52%
 13%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 8. - 4.66  4.99  4.5  4.48 - 4.47  4.51- 4.51  4.5 4.8  0.39Students treated with respect

 0
 0

 0
 4

 19  83%

 0%
 0%

 17%
 0%

strongly disagree
disagree
uncertain
agree
strongly agree

 9. - 3.53  4.21  3.9  3.90 - 3.90  3.94- 3.94  3.9 3.9  0.81Difficulty level of the course  (new order)

 2
 0

 3
 14

 4  17%

 0%
 9%

 61%
 13%

extremely easy
easier than average
about average
more difficult than average
extremely difficult

 10. - 3.52  4.30  3.8  3.82 - 3.81  3.85- 3.86  3.8 3.9  0.92Value of time spent on course

 1
 0

 7
 7
 7  32%

 0%
 5%

 32%
 32%

almost none valuable
less than half valuable
about half valuable
more than half valuable
almost all valuable
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For each QUESTION: Instructor L, M, U; Group 1 L,M,U; Group 2 L,M,U
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KALAYCIOGLU
  TCE COMPARISON REPORT    

30383-01

12/1/2008

CALCULUS IILEC015129MATHSELIN

Fall-07

-

 64,800  1,990  60,262

MATHALLM

 Enrollment: Sections: 

medium class, 20-39 enrolled

Comp Group 2:

MATH

Lower Division Undergraduate

Comp Group 1:

5 or more enrolled

Sections:  2,105

MATHALL0

 Enrollment: 

(64%)Response:    22

Enrollment : 34

Instructor

 Question / Instructor Frequency

  Mean 95% CI 95% CIMean95% CIDev. St.   Mean

Comparison Group Descriptions

Lecture, Seminars, Colloquia

Fall and Spring

 1. - 3.98  4.65  3.9  3.84 - 3.84  3.89- 3.90  3.9 4.3  0.78Overall rating of teaching effectiveness

 0
 0

 4
 7

 11  50%

 0%
 0%

 32%
 18%

almost never effective
rarely effective
sometimes effective
usually effective
almost always effective

 2. - 3.28  4.09  3.3  3.30 - 3.29  3.34- 3.35  3.3 3.7  0.95Overall rating of the course

 3
 0

 5
 10

 4  18%

 0%
 14%

 45%
 23%

one of the worst
worse than average
about average
better than average
one of the best

 3. - 3.46  4.27  3.5  3.51 - 3.50  3.55- 3.56  3.5 3.9  0.94Amount learned

 1
 0

 8
 6
 7  32%

 0%
 5%

 27%
 36%

almost nothing
less than usual
about as much as usual
more than usual
an exceptional amount

 4. - 3.58  4.60  3.5  3.45 - 3.44  3.50- 3.51  3.5 4.1  1.19Overall  instructor comparison

 4
 0

 2
 4

 12  55%

 0%
 18%

 18%
 9%

one of the least effective
less effective than most
about as effective as most
more effective than most
one of the most effective

 5. - 4.24  4.76  3.9  3.86 - 3.86  3.91- 3.91  3.9 4.5  0.60Usefulness of the in-class activities

 0
 0

 1
 9

 12  55%

 0%
 0%

 41%
 5%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 6. - 3.94  4.60  3.9  3.88 - 3.87  3.91- 3.91  3.9 4.3  0.77Usefulness of the outside assignments

 0
 0

 4
 8

 10  45%

 0%
 0%

 36%
 18%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 7. - 3.68  4.42  3.7  3.73 - 3.73  3.77- 3.77  3.7 4.1  0.83Usefulness of course materials (new question)

 0
 0

 6
 7
 7  32%

 0%
 0%

 32%
 27%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 8. - 4.34  4.84  4.5  4.48 - 4.47  4.51- 4.51  4.5 4.6  0.59Students treated with respect

 0
 0

 1
 7

 14  64%

 0%
 0%

 32%
 5%

strongly disagree
disagree
uncertain
agree
strongly agree

 9. - 3.71  4.38  3.9  3.90 - 3.90  3.94- 3.94  3.9 4.0  0.79Difficulty level of the course  (new order)

 1
 0

 3
 12

 6  27%

 0%
 5%

 55%
 14%

extremely easy
easier than average
about average
more difficult than average
extremely difficult

 10. - 3.86  4.60  3.8  3.82 - 3.81  3.85- 3.86  3.8 4.2  0.87Value of time spent on course

 1
 0

 3
 8

 10  45%

 0%
 5%

 36%
 14%

almost none valuable
less than half valuable
about half valuable
more than half valuable
almost all valuable
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For each QUESTION: Instructor L, M, U; Group 1 L,M,U; Group 2 L,M,U
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KALAYCIOGLU
  TCE COMPARISON REPORT    

28629-01

12/1/2008

INTRO TO LINEAR ALGEBRALEC005215MATHSELIN

Spring-07

-

 64,800  100  1,587

MATHALLS

 Enrollment: Sections: 

small class, fewer than 20 enrolled

Comp Group 2:

MATH

Lower Division Undergraduate

Comp Group 1:

5 or more enrolled

Sections:  2,105

MATHALL0

 Enrollment: 

(77%)Response:    14

Enrollment : 18

Instructor

 Question / Instructor Frequency

  Mean 95% CI 95% CIMean95% CIDev. St.   Mean

Comparison Group Descriptions

Lecture, Seminars, Colloquia

Fall and Spring

 1. - 4.22  4.78  3.9  3.84 - 3.83  4.08- 3.90  4.0 4.5  0.52Overall rating of teaching effectiveness

 0
 0

 0
 7
 7  50%

 0%
 0%

 50%
 0%

almost never effective
rarely effective
sometimes effective
usually effective
almost always effective

 2. - 3.94  4.37  3.3  3.30 - 3.34  3.58- 3.35  3.5 4.2  0.38Overall rating of the course

 0
 0

 0
 11

 2  15%

 0%
 0%

 85%
 0%

one of the worst
worse than average
about average
better than average
one of the best

 3. - 3.95  4.62  3.5  3.51 - 3.60  3.81- 3.56  3.7 4.3  0.61Amount learned

 0
 0

 1
 8
 5  36%

 0%
 0%

 57%
 7%

almost nothing
less than usual
about as much as usual
more than usual
an exceptional amount

 4. - 4.08  4.78  3.5  3.45 - 3.47  3.76- 3.51  3.6 4.4  0.65Overall  instructor comparison

 0
 0

 1
 6
 7  50%

 0%
 0%

 43%
 7%

one of the least effective
less effective than most
about as effective as most
more effective than most
one of the most effective

 5. - 4.24  4.83  3.9  3.86 - 3.87  4.11- 3.91  4.0 4.5  0.52Usefulness of the in-class activities

 0
 0

 0
 6
 7  54%

 0%
 0%

 46%
 0%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 6. - 4.02  4.84  3.9  3.88 - 3.87  4.04- 3.91  4.0 4.4  0.76Usefulness of the outside assignments

 0
 0

 2
 4
 8  57%

 0%
 0%

 29%
 14%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 7. - 3.67  4.47  3.7  3.73 - 3.70  3.88- 3.77  3.8 4.1  0.73Usefulness of course materials (new question)

 0
 0

 3
 7
 4  29%

 0%
 0%

 50%
 21%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 8. - 4.66  5.00  4.5  4.48 - 4.46  4.60- 4.51  4.5 4.9  0.36Students treated with respect

 0
 0

 0
 2

 12  86%

 0%
 0%

 14%
 0%

strongly disagree
disagree
uncertain
agree
strongly agree

 9. - 3.67  4.47  3.9  3.90 - 3.92  4.06- 3.94  4.0 4.1  0.73Difficulty level of the course  (new order)

 0
 0

 3
 7
 4  29%

 0%
 0%

 50%
 21%

extremely easy
easier than average
about average
more difficult than average
extremely difficult

 10. - 3.67  4.90  3.8  3.82 - 3.90  4.09- 3.86  4.0 4.3  1.14Value of time spent on course

 0
 1

 1
 4
 8  57%

 7%
 0%

 29%
 7%

almost none valuable
less than half valuable
about half valuable
more than half valuable
almost all valuable
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For each QUESTION: Instructor L, M, U; Group 1 L,M,U; Group 2 L,M,U
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KALAYCIOGLU
  TCE COMPARISON REPORT    

28053-02

12/1/2008

INTRO ORD DIFF EQUATIONDIS002254MATHSELIN

Spring-06

-

 2,215  73  2,215

MATHADWM

 Enrollment: Sections: 

medium class, 20-39 enrolled

Comp Group 2:

MATH

Undergraduate, Discussion

Comp Group 1:

5 or more enrolled

Sections:  73

MATHADW0

 Enrollment: 

(76%)Response:    19

Enrollment : 25

Instructor

 Question / Instructor Frequency

  Mean 95% CI 95% CIMean95% CIDev. St.   Mean

Comparison Group Descriptions

Discussion Section

Fall and Spring

 1. - 4.60  4.98  4.2  4.07 - 4.07  4.32- 4.32  4.2 4.8  0.42Overall rating of teaching effectiveness

 0
 0

 0
 4

 15  79%

 0%
 0%

 21%
 0%

almost never effective
rarely effective
sometimes effective
usually effective
almost always effective

 2. - 3.77  4.54  3.8  3.64 - 3.64  3.87- 3.87  3.8 4.2  0.83Overall rating of the course

 1
 0

 2
 9
 7  37%

 0%
 5%

 47%
 11%

one of the worst
worse than average
about average
better than average
one of the best

 3. - 4.17  4.88  3.8  3.69 - 3.69  3.90- 3.90  3.8 4.5  0.77Amount learned

 0
 0

 3
 3

 13  68%

 0%
 0%

 16%
 16%

almost nothing
less than usual
about as much as usual
more than usual
an exceptional amount

 4. - 4.06  4.89  3.7  3.56 - 3.56  3.91- 3.91  3.7 4.5  0.90Overall  instructor comparison

 1
 0

 2
 3

 13  68%

 0%
 5%

 16%
 11%

one of the least effective
less effective than most
about as effective as most
more effective than most
one of the most effective

 5. - 4.42  4.95  4.1  4.03 - 4.03  4.26- 4.26  4.1 4.7  0.58Usefulness of the in-class activities

 0
 0

 1
 4

 14  74%

 0%
 0%

 21%
 5%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 6. - 3.88  4.75  4.0  3.88 - 3.88  4.08- 4.08  4.0 4.3  0.95Usefulness of the outside assignments

 2
 0

 0
 7

 10  53%

 0%
 11%

 37%
 0%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 7. - 3.49  4.51  3.7  3.58 - 3.58  3.80- 3.80  3.7 4.0  1.11Usefulness of course materials (new question)

 1
 1

 2
 8
 7  37%

 5%
 5%

 42%
 11%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 8. - 4.67  5.00  4.6  4.60 - 4.60  4.70- 4.70  4.6 4.8  0.37Students treated with respect

 0
 0

 0
 3

 16  84%

 0%
 0%

 16%
 0%

strongly disagree
disagree
uncertain
agree
strongly agree

 9. - 3.00  3.95  3.5  3.39 - 3.39  3.58- 3.58  3.5 3.5  1.02Difficulty level of the course  (new order)

 4
 0

 5
 7
 3  16%

 0%
 21%

 37%
 26%

extremely easy
easier than average
about average
more difficult than average
extremely difficult

 10. - 3.97  4.66  4.0  3.95 - 3.95  4.12- 4.12  4.0 4.3  0.75Value of time spent on course

 0
 0

 3
 7
 9  47%

 0%
 0%

 37%
 16%

almost none valuable
less than half valuable
about half valuable
more than half valuable
almost all valuable
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For each QUESTION: Instructor L, M, U; Group 1 L,M,U; Group 2 L,M,U
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KALAYCIOGLU
  TCE COMPARISON REPORT    

29273-10

12/1/2008

INTRO ORD DIFF EQUATIONDIS002254MATHSELIN

Fall-06

-

 2,215  73  2,215

MATHADWM

 Enrollment: Sections: 

medium class, 20-39 enrolled

Comp Group 2:

MATH

Undergraduate, Discussion

Comp Group 1:

5 or more enrolled

Sections:  73

MATHADW0

 Enrollment: 

(86%)Response:    25

Enrollment : 29

Instructor

 Question / Instructor Frequency

  Mean 95% CI 95% CIMean95% CIDev. St.   Mean

Comparison Group Descriptions

Discussion Section

Fall and Spring

 1. - 4.75  5.00  4.2  4.07 - 4.07  4.32- 4.32  4.2 4.9  0.33Overall rating of teaching effectiveness

 0
 0

 0
 3

 22  88%

 0%
 0%

 12%
 0%

almost never effective
rarely effective
sometimes effective
usually effective
almost always effective

 2. - 4.49  4.87  3.8  3.64 - 3.64  3.87- 3.87  3.8 4.7  0.48Overall rating of the course

 0
 0

 0
 8

 17  68%

 0%
 0%

 32%
 0%

one of the worst
worse than average
about average
better than average
one of the best

 3. - 4.29  4.75  3.8  3.69 - 3.69  3.90- 3.90  3.8 4.5  0.59Amount learned

 0
 0

 1
 10
 14  56%

 0%
 0%

 40%
 4%

almost nothing
less than usual
about as much as usual
more than usual
an exceptional amount

 8. - 4.75  5.00  4.6  4.60 - 4.60  4.70- 4.70  4.6 4.9  0.33Students treated with respect

 0
 0

 0
 3

 22  88%

 0%
 0%

 12%
 0%

strongly disagree
disagree
uncertain
agree
strongly agree
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For each QUESTION: Instructor L, M, U; Group 1 L,M,U; Group 2 L,M,U
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KALAYCIOGLU
  TCE COMPARISON REPORT    

28055-02

12/1/2008

INTRO ORD DIFF EQUATIONDIS003254MATHSELIN

Spring-06

-

 2,215  73  2,215

MATHADWM

 Enrollment: Sections: 

medium class, 20-39 enrolled

Comp Group 2:

MATH

Undergraduate, Discussion

Comp Group 1:

5 or more enrolled

Sections:  73

MATHADW0

 Enrollment: 

(73%)Response:    25

Enrollment : 34

Instructor

 Question / Instructor Frequency

  Mean 95% CI 95% CIMean95% CIDev. St.   Mean

Comparison Group Descriptions

Discussion Section

Fall and Spring

 1. - 4.64  4.96  4.2  4.07 - 4.07  4.32- 4.32  4.2 4.8  0.41Overall rating of teaching effectiveness

 0
 0

 0
 5

 20  80%

 0%
 0%

 20%
 0%

almost never effective
rarely effective
sometimes effective
usually effective
almost always effective

 2. - 4.02  4.62  3.8  3.64 - 3.64  3.87- 3.87  3.8 4.3  0.75Overall rating of the course

 0
 0

 4
 9

 12  48%

 0%
 0%

 36%
 16%

one of the worst
worse than average
about average
better than average
one of the best

 3. - 3.67  4.41  3.8  3.69 - 3.69  3.90- 3.90  3.8 4.0  0.93Amount learned

 2
 0

 4
 10

 9  36%

 0%
 8%

 40%
 16%

almost nothing
less than usual
about as much as usual
more than usual
an exceptional amount

 4. - 4.44  4.84  3.7  3.56 - 3.56  3.91- 3.91  3.7 4.6  0.49Overall  instructor comparison

 0
 0

 0
 9

 16  64%

 0%
 0%

 36%
 0%

one of the least effective
less effective than most
about as effective as most
more effective than most
one of the most effective

 5. - 4.36  4.76  4.1  4.03 - 4.03  4.26- 4.26  4.1 4.6  0.51Usefulness of the in-class activities

 0
 0

 0
 11
 14  56%

 0%
 0%

 44%
 0%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 6. - 3.95  4.53  4.0  3.88 - 3.88  4.08- 4.08  4.0 4.2  0.72Usefulness of the outside assignments

 0
 0

 4
 11
 10  40%

 0%
 0%

 44%
 16%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 7. - 3.79  4.45  3.7  3.58 - 3.58  3.80- 3.80  3.7 4.1  0.83Usefulness of course materials (new question)

 1
 0

 4
 11

 9  36%

 0%
 4%

 44%
 16%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 8. - 4.74  5.00  4.6  4.60 - 4.60  4.70- 4.70  4.6 4.9  0.34Students treated with respect

 0
 0

 0
 3

 21  88%

 0%
 0%

 13%
 0%

strongly disagree
disagree
uncertain
agree
strongly agree

 9. - 3.02  3.62  3.5  3.39 - 3.39  3.58- 3.58  3.5 3.3  0.75Difficulty level of the course  (new order)

 3
 0

 12
 9
 1  4%

 0%
 12%

 36%
 48%

extremely easy
easier than average
about average
more difficult than average
extremely difficult

 10. - 4.03  4.77  4.0  3.95 - 3.95  4.12- 4.12  4.0 4.4  0.91Value of time spent on course

 2
 0

 1
 7

 15  60%

 0%
 8%

 28%
 4%

almost none valuable
less than half valuable
about half valuable
more than half valuable
almost all valuable
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For each QUESTION: Instructor L, M, U; Group 1 L,M,U; Group 2 L,M,U
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KALAYCIOGLU
  TCE COMPARISON REPORT    

29275-10

12/1/2008

INTRO ORD DIFF EQUATIONDIS003254MATHSELIN

Fall-06

-

 2,215  73  2,215

MATHADWM

 Enrollment: Sections: 

medium class, 20-39 enrolled

Comp Group 2:

MATH

Undergraduate, Discussion

Comp Group 1:

5 or more enrolled

Sections:  73

MATHADW0

 Enrollment: 

(80%)Response:    20

Enrollment : 25

Instructor

 Question / Instructor Frequency

  Mean 95% CI 95% CIMean95% CIDev. St.   Mean

Comparison Group Descriptions

Discussion Section

Fall and Spring

 1. - 4.69  5.00  4.2  4.07 - 4.07  4.32- 4.32  4.2 4.9  0.37Overall rating of teaching effectiveness

 0
 0

 0
 3

 17  85%

 0%
 0%

 15%
 0%

almost never effective
rarely effective
sometimes effective
usually effective
almost always effective

 2. - 4.19  4.81  3.8  3.64 - 3.64  3.87- 3.87  3.8 4.5  0.69Overall rating of the course

 0
 0

 2
 6

 12  60%

 0%
 0%

 30%
 10%

one of the worst
worse than average
about average
better than average
one of the best

 3. - 4.24  4.86  3.8  3.69 - 3.69  3.90- 3.90  3.8 4.6  0.69Amount learned

 0
 0

 2
 5

 13  65%

 0%
 0%

 25%
 10%

almost nothing
less than usual
about as much as usual
more than usual
an exceptional amount

 8. - 4.62  4.98  4.6  4.60 - 4.60  4.70- 4.70  4.6 4.8  0.41Students treated with respect

 0
 0

 0
 4

 16  80%

 0%
 0%

 20%
 0%

strongly disagree
disagree
uncertain
agree
strongly agree
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For each QUESTION: Instructor L, M, U; Group 1 L,M,U; Group 2 L,M,U
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KALAYCIOGLU
  TCE COMPARISON REPORT    

29281-10

12/1/2008

INTRO ORD DIFF EQUATIONDIS006254MATHSELIN

Fall-06

-

 2,215  73  2,215

MATHADWM

 Enrollment: Sections: 

medium class, 20-39 enrolled

Comp Group 2:

MATH

Undergraduate, Discussion

Comp Group 1:

5 or more enrolled

Sections:  73

MATHADW0

 Enrollment: 

(86%)Response:    25

Enrollment : 29

Instructor

 Question / Instructor Frequency

  Mean 95% CI 95% CIMean95% CIDev. St.   Mean

Comparison Group Descriptions

Discussion Section

Fall and Spring

 1. - 4.59  4.93  4.2  4.07 - 4.07  4.32- 4.32  4.2 4.8  0.44Overall rating of teaching effectiveness

 0
 0

 0
 6

 19  76%

 0%
 0%

 24%
 0%

almost never effective
rarely effective
sometimes effective
usually effective
almost always effective

 2. - 4.30  4.82  3.8  3.64 - 3.64  3.87- 3.87  3.8 4.6  0.65Overall rating of the course

 0
 0

 2
 7

 16  64%

 0%
 0%

 28%
 8%

one of the worst
worse than average
about average
better than average
one of the best

 3. - 3.93  4.55  3.8  3.69 - 3.69  3.90- 3.90  3.8 4.2  0.78Amount learned

 0
 0

 5
 9

 11  44%

 0%
 0%

 36%
 20%

almost nothing
less than usual
about as much as usual
more than usual
an exceptional amount

 8. - 5.00  5.00  4.6  4.60 - 4.60  4.70- 4.70  4.6 5.0  0.00Students treated with respect

 0
 0

 0
 0

 25  100%

 0%
 0%

 0%
 0%

strongly disagree
disagree
uncertain
agree
strongly agree
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For each QUESTION: Instructor L, M, U; Group 1 L,M,U; Group 2 L,M,U
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KALAYCIOGLU
  TCE COMPARISON REPORT    

28063-02

12/1/2008

INTRO ORD DIFF EQUATIONDIS007254MATHSELIN

Spring-06

-

 2,215  73  2,215

MATHADWM

 Enrollment: Sections: 

medium class, 20-39 enrolled

Comp Group 2:

MATH

Undergraduate, Discussion

Comp Group 1:

5 or more enrolled

Sections:  73

MATHADW0

 Enrollment: 

(77%)Response:    24

Enrollment : 31

Instructor

 Question / Instructor Frequency

  Mean 95% CI 95% CIMean95% CIDev. St.   Mean

Comparison Group Descriptions

Discussion Section

Fall and Spring

 1. - 4.74  5.00  4.2  4.07 - 4.07  4.32- 4.32  4.2 4.9  0.34Overall rating of teaching effectiveness

 0
 0

 0
 3

 21  88%

 0%
 0%

 13%
 0%

almost never effective
rarely effective
sometimes effective
usually effective
almost always effective

 2. - 3.85  4.50  3.8  3.64 - 3.64  3.87- 3.87  3.8 4.2  0.78Overall rating of the course

 0
 0

 5
 9
 9  39%

 0%
 0%

 39%
 22%

one of the worst
worse than average
about average
better than average
one of the best

 3. - 3.91  4.43  3.8  3.69 - 3.69  3.90- 3.90  3.8 4.2  0.64Amount learned

 0
 0

 3
 14

 7  29%

 0%
 0%

 58%
 13%

almost nothing
less than usual
about as much as usual
more than usual
an exceptional amount

 4. - 4.32  4.85  3.7  3.56 - 3.56  3.91- 3.91  3.7 4.6  0.65Overall  instructor comparison

 0
 0

 2
 6

 16  67%

 0%
 0%

 25%
 8%

one of the least effective
less effective than most
about as effective as most
more effective than most
one of the most effective

 5. - 4.23  4.77  4.1  4.03 - 4.03  4.26- 4.26  4.1 4.5  0.66Usefulness of the in-class activities

 0
 0

 2
 8

 14  58%

 0%
 0%

 33%
 8%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 6. - 3.98  4.77  4.0  3.88 - 3.88  4.08- 4.08  4.0 4.4  0.97Usefulness of the outside assignments

 2
 0

 2
 5

 15  63%

 0%
 8%

 21%
 8%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 7. - 3.83  4.59  3.7  3.58 - 3.58  3.80- 3.80  3.7 4.2  0.93Usefulness of course materials (new question)

 2
 0

 2
 9

 11  46%

 0%
 8%

 38%
 8%

almost never useful
rarely useful
sometimes useful
usually useful
almost always useful

 8. - 4.74  5.00  4.6  4.60 - 4.60  4.70- 4.70  4.6 4.9  0.34Students treated with respect

 0
 0

 0
 3

 21  88%

 0%
 0%

 13%
 0%

strongly disagree
disagree
uncertain
agree
strongly agree

 9. - 2.85  3.40  3.5  3.39 - 3.39  3.58- 3.58  3.5 3.1  0.68Difficulty level of the course  (new order)

 4
 0

 13
 7
 0  0%

 0%
 17%

 29%
 54%

extremely easy
easier than average
about average
more difficult than average
extremely difficult

 10. - 4.00  4.67  4.0  3.95 - 3.95  4.12- 4.12  4.0 4.3  0.82Value of time spent on course

 0
 0

 5
 6

 13  54%

 0%
 0%

 25%
 21%

almost none valuable
less than half valuable
about half valuable
more than half valuable
almost all valuable
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For each QUESTION: Instructor L, M, U; Group 1 L,M,U; Group 2 L,M,U
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