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SUBJECT: IDEA Student Forms & Grades 

 

The Board of Regents approved the use of the IDEA instrument as the primary Student 

Opinion Survey tool for the system in March 2006.  Since that time AAC has routinely evaluated 

the use of this tool for gathering student data a number of times.  Most recently administration 

guidelines were updated during the October 2011 BOR meeting to allow for the use of the long or 

short form, as well as reduce the frequency at which faculty are to be assessed each year.   

 

Prior to the AAC retreat in October 2011, Dale Pietrzak (Director of the office of Academic 

Assessment at USD) met with the council to discuss various analyses undertaken at USD to flag 

course outliers, evaluate the relationship between faculty scores and student performance, and the 

overall validity of IDEA data.  Dr. Pietrzak has conducted additional analysis to evaluate a number 

of these factors, and since the issue associating student performance with faculty IDEA ratings 

routinely emerges across the Regental system a brief review of the analysis would be 

beneficial.  Dr. Pietrzak will be available to briefly discuss the analyses presented in the associated 

attachments, and AAC representatives should be prepared to raise questions for the impact such 

analyses might have on their campuses.   

  

http://www.sdbor.edu/services/academics/AAC/documents/sos-admin-guidelines.pdf
http://www.sdbor.edu/services/academics/AAC/documents/sos-admin-guidelines.pdf
http://www.sdbor.edu/theboard/agenda/2011/documents/BOR10-2011_III.D_IDEA_survey_guidelines.pdf
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Preliminary Review of the IDEA faculty Evaluation Form and Course Grades 

 

Periodically the Office of Academic Evaluation and Assessment receives questions about the relationship 

of grades (academic measures) to scores from the IDEA faculty student rating form used by USD.  A 

summary of the research from the IDEA Company in conjunction with the research from the literature on 

student rating forms in general has historically framed the discussion and is used to supplement OAEA’s 

response to these questions.  There is a rather extensive body of research in this area exploring not only 

on the relationship of grades but many other areas of student rating of courses and/or teachers.  As is 

common with large bodies of research one can locate some studies to support nearly any position.  

However, it appears that when various extraneous factors are controlled for grading leniency and its 

relationship to instructor ratings finds a general consensus that suggests a theoretically expected small 

(~.20 to .30) positive relationship exists (Addison, Best & Warrington, 2006; Maurer, 2006; Marsh & 

Roche, 2000; Overall & Marsh, 1980; Remedious & Lieverman, 2008).  In order to ascertain if our local 

data is consistent with this literature the OAEA examined local data. The findings reported here suggest 

that to date the data from USD appear to be consistent with that found in the published research 

literature.   

 

Process: 

 

In order to control for course/semester effects 166 sections of the same course taught over several years 

the same semester made up one data set.  This is a required core course which was not remedial in 

nature. While no course has a perfectly uniform curriculum/delivery, this course has a relatively stable 

curriculum across sections, with closer supervision of instruction than would be common in many other 

courses.  Further, this course uses a standard exam as a pretest and posttest. The posttest served, at 

least in part, as the final for the course. This data consisted of 166 sections which could be directly linked 

to the specific pre-post testing results (student gain scores). Additionally the data covering course GPA, 

percent of A’s, and DFW were collected.  

 

A second set of data set used courses from the FA06 semester to the FA13 semester. These data 

consisted of courses where course GPA (CGPA), DFW and Percent A’s could be matched to IDEA 

scores.  Only courses with 15 or more responses to the IDEA form were used.   

 

 The general method used to examine the correlation matrix was performed using a Multitrait-Multimethod 

design (http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/mtmmmat.php).    

 

General Correlational Results:  

 

Same Course with Gain Scores (N=166) 

The results showed a relatively small relationship between course percent A’s, and many of the IDEA 

scores.  These relationships were in the expected direction and of the expected magnitude with the 

largest being ~.25.  Course GPA had a relationship of ~.17 with the raw Progress on Objectives score.  

As Progress is supposed to measure student perception of learning gains it was expected to have a 

moderate to high correlation to academic measures, and as such was lower than expected.  These 

correlations are all substantially below the correlations of the IDEA scores with each other which ranged 

from ~.69 to ~.98. These data suggest that academic performance has a small relationship with IDEA 

scores.  These data suggest the IDEA scores essentially measure a single construct which is largely 

separate from academic performance.  
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All Courses with 15 or more (N=9741) 

 

As the sample size is relatively large all correlations in excess of .02 are statistically significant.  As such 

significant relationships were noted between course GPA and the IDEA scores in the ~.03 to ~.17 range. 

The correlations of percent A’s and IDEA scores ranged from ~.03 to ~.10.  The relationships between 

the DFW rate and IDEA scores ranged from ~ -.03 to ~ -.23.  Scores of academic measures correlated 

with one another in the ~-.40 to .87 range.  Correlations between the IDEA scores ranged from ~.61 to 

~.95. 

 

Results of the Convergent and Discriminant Validity of the IDEA Scores Relative to Academic 

Performance (MTMM): 

  

A correlation matrix can be examined using a Multitrait-Multimethod matrix (MTMM) method. For more 

detail on this research method see http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/mtmmmat.php.  In general 

the method is used to decompose the interrelationships of different measures to examine for evidence of 

convergent and discriminant validity. The key correlation tables are provided at the end of this document. 

 

 

Within Trait Examination:  

 

In essence this research method takes a correlation table and breaks it down to see how measures (and 

groups of measures) relate to each other.  This is approached systematically to examine the convergent 

and discriminant related evidence of validity of the measures.  Essentially it looks to see if correlations in 

are the direction and of a magnitude that theory would predict.  In this case we can view the data as 

containing four scores/measures of Academic Performance (3 for the larger samples).  Academic 

Measures consisted of the average gain score for the course (Gain), DFW rate (DFW), percent A’s (PCT 

A’s) in the course and average course GPA (CGPA).  These data suggest there is a relationship of the 

academic measures to one another.  The second set of scores examines the IDEA scores.  These data 

suggest that the IDEA scores are strongly related to one another and that there is little support for 

discriminate related validity of the various scores.   

  

Across IDEA and Academic Measures Examination (Heterotrait-Heteromethod):  

 

The relationship of the block of correlations of the academic measures with the IDEA scores can be used 

to examine the discriminate related evidence of validity of academic performance from the IDEA scores.  

The scores in this block of correlations between both measures is substantially below the correlations of 

the academic measures with one another. The scores in this block of correlations between both 

measures is substantially below the correlations of the IDEA Scores with one another. 

 

A secondary analysis using a PCA exploratory factor analysis with oblique rotation was used.  This 

analysis suggested there were two factors in these data.  One factor was made of the academic 

measures and the second factor the IDEA scores. These factors accounted for about 83.15% of the 

variance.  The correlation of the two factors with one another was .09. The factor plot shows these 2 

factors to be largely orthogonal. 

 

Additional Analyses 
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In addition to the two data sets reported here additional MTMM matrices and analysis was completed for 

the subgroups of online, face-to-face, graduate, undergraduate and 100-200 level courses. The pattern of 

correlations was similar across all subgroup samples.  These data provide some support for the stability 

of the results across delivery method and course level.  

 

These data provide support that the IDEA scores are relatively free from impact of academic effects.  The 

magnitude of the relationships in the local data are similar to that which is generally seen in the research 

literature. Further, these relationships are theoretically expected when they do appear. The data to date 

support the convergent validity of the IDEA scores and the discriminant related validity of the IDEA scores 

relative to these academic measures.  However, The IDEA scores do not show strong discriminant 

validity relative to one another.  These data suggest that there is largely a common single domain is being 

largely assessed by IDEA scores.   These data do not provide support that the Progress on Objectives 

scores as a measure of something other than other IDEA scores in general, and they do not substantively 

relate to academic progress relative to the reported academic measures. The Progress on Objectives 

score is conceptualized by IDEA as the student’s self-rating of having increased his or her knowledge and 

skills on the course specified objectives. As the average gain score for the class and the CGPA are 

generally considered direct measures of knowledge and skill acquisition (gain score focuses specifically 

on the increase in learning relative to pre-test for the student) these measures were expected to have a 

stronger positive relationship with Progress on Objectives. The relationship here was small at best and 

was far more related to the construct being assessed by the other IDEA scores. This makes it use 

questionable at this time. It is important to note that the Progress on Objectives score is double weighted 

inclusion in the Summary score. As such this impacts the Summary Scores for the instrument as well. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

The findings from this study appear consistent with the research literature.  The IDEA scores appear to be 

measuring something largely independent from academic measures.  The Progress on Objectives score 

did show a small relationship to the academic measures, but this relationship was expected. These data 

suggest that the different IDEA scores largely measure a singular construct and do not discriminate from 

one another well. 
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Different years same semester and same course 

 
N=166; Yellow indicates statistically significance at p<.05 or less. 

 

All Courses 15 or more student responses 

 
N=9741; Yellow indicates statistically significance at p<.05 or less. 
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EFA (Oblique Rotation) for All Courses 15> student responses 

 

 

Rotated Pattern Matrix (OBLIMIN) 
  F1 F2 

PRO_CRAW_IDEA 0.90 0.06 

PRO_CADJ_IDEA 0.90 -0.10 

EXC_TCHR_CRAW_IDEA 0.93 0.06 

EXC_TCHR_CADJ_IDEA 0.92 -0.08 

EXC_CRS_CRAW_IDEA 0.85 0.13 

EXC_CRS_CADJ_IDEA 0.90 -0.05 

SUMEVAL_CRAW_IDEA 0.95 0.09 

SUMEVAL_CADJ_IDEA 0.97 -0.09 

CGPA 0.00 0.99 

A_PCT -0.01 0.85 

DFW -0.02 -0.81 

 

Percent of Total Variance Explained   
F1 F2   
61.27 21.88 83.15 

 

Correlations Among Oblique Factors 
  F1 F2 

F1 1.00   

F2 0.09 1.00 
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The Role and Use of the IDEA 

Student Feedback System at USD

Dale Pietrzak, Ed.D., LPC-MH, CCMHC
Director of Academic Evaluation and Assessment (OAEA)

University of South Dakota
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There is no Magic

At this time, there is no perfect solution so we are looking for some functional ones. 
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What is the IDEA?
• The IDEA system includes the use of a long form (48 item 

diagnostic form) or a short form.  USD uses the long form 
only.  

• It can be administered through online or paper and pencil 
formats.

• It has scores addressing Teaching, Course, Progress on 
Objectives, and Summary scores (2 x Progress + Teaching 
+ Course).

• National norms are available including both overall and for 
the majority of subject areas.

• The IDEA system tries to adjust for course difficulty, 
student characteristics and other elements that may impact 
scores.

• The focus is on the IDEA’s 5 Performance Categories. 
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Technical Data
• The technical Report #1 from IDEA provides much for the technical 

data on tool development. 

• Reliability: 
– To estimate reliabilities, data were examined for 184 medium-size 

classes. Students in each class were numbered consecutively. Then, for 
each measure, two average scores were obtained for each class: one for 
the odd-numbered students and one for the even-numbered students. 
These two "scores" were correlated for the 184 classes. Reliabilities 
ranges from .78 (10 class members) to .98 (30+ class members).  
Classes with fewer than 10 respondents are considered unreliable.

• There has been a great deal of validity research on the use of this 
tool in various contexts. These results generally support the use of 
the tool in assessing teaching and courses. The data on “progress on 
objectives” has been more mixed.
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General Overview
• Each College or School is to have established a teaching and course review 

process. This process is to include other evaluation procedures for teaching 

and course assessment in addition to the IDEA system (i.e., observations, 

etc.).

• The university (Provost Office – OAEA) uses the IDEA system in multiple 

ways with one of these as a norm referenced tracking process for teaching 

and course examination.

– The function of the IDEA system is largely a screening tool. It is used to 

identify areas that may be of concern or that are especially effective.

• For example, the IDEA process is used at the university level in the context 

of DFW Reports (included in these is course GPA and % A’s) and other 

academic measures.  The IDEA system is not reviewed in isolation. This 

assists in providing a checks-and-balances process to ensure rigor in 

coursework as well as examination of teacher and course elements.
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USD Review & Adaptions
• At the University level (Provost Office), we use the Teacher 

and Course Scores.

– We have concerns about Progress on Objectives Score (reviewed later) 

and thus Summary Score 

• We downplay specific numbers and focus on performance 

categories in accordance with IDEA recommendation. 

• IDEA is used for Screening for lower Teaching and Course.  

The cut set at 1.5 SD below mean for Teaching and Course.

– Approximate Transition point from student average rating of 3 to 4 for 

course or instructor.  This is well into the much lower range.

• It is used for Screening High Performing Teaching set at 

“Much Higher” level.
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IDEA Performance Categories

Five performance categories are used 

in the IDEA model for normative 

reference. Additionally, an overall 

effectiveness score is also calculated.

National data anchors effectiveness 

at 70% for the Overall score. The 

other scores allow for an 

examination of the score distribution 

of your institution relative to others 

in the IDEA database.
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RELATIONSHIP TO GRADES

Should Grades be related?

Better teachers have better students Vs Lowering Standards
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Personal Values
• There are few areas in higher education that have the 

emotional loading that student evaluation of teaching carries. 

Nearly every faculty member believes himself/herself to be an 

excellent instructor and that they are running a great course.  

There are few “average” self-ratings here. 

– Practically every instructor can locate a student in a course to provide 

support for them.  

– Those wishing to find support for the negative can generally find a 

student to support that view as well.   

– There has been enough research in this area (generally very weakly 

designed with few controls for extraneous variables) that one can find 

support for nearly any position. Much like student support, one can also 

find the support of an opposing view in the literature as well.
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What now?
• A general overview of the research in the area

– Pietrzak, D. Duncan, K. & Korcuska, J. (2008). Counseling 
students’ decision making regarding faculty teaching effectiveness: 
A Conjoint Analysis. Counselor Education and Supervision, 
48(2),114-132. 

• Selected well designed studies or interesting studies

– Marsh, H. & Roche, L. (2000). Effects of grading leniency and low 
workload on students’ evaluations of teaching: Popular myth, bias, 
validity or innocent bystanders.  Journal of Educational Psychology, 
92(1), 202-228.

– Overall, J. & Marsh, H. (1980). Students’ evaluations of instruction: 
A longitudinal study of their stability.  Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 72(3), 321-325.

– Remedious, R. & Lieberman, D. (2008) I liked your course because 
you taught me well:  The influence of grades, workload, 
expectations and goals on students evaluations of teaching.  British 
Educational Research Journal, 34(1) 91-1125.
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What now? continued
– Maurer, T. (2006). Cognitive Dissonance or Revenge? Student Grades 

and Course Evaluations. Teaching of Psychology, 33(3), 176-179.

– Spooren, P. & Mortelmans, D. (2006). Teacher professionalism and 

student evaluation of teaching: will better teachers receive higher ratings 

and will better students give higher ratings? Educational Studies, 32(4) 

201-214.

– Addison, W., Best, J. & Warrington, J. (2006). Students’ perceptions of 

course difficulty and their ratings of the instructor. College Student 

Journal, 40(2).

• Summary – It is evident that grades and other elements have some 

relationship to instructor evaluations. It is believed there should be some 

relationship.  However, the data to date seem to suggest these forms pick up 

largely a “classroom environment” factor. This is not really a new 

development. No assessment measures one thing. The question really is, 

“Does the effect of these elements negate the utility of these types of tools?”  

It is also apparent that course level, student characteristics, course content and 

subject matter impact performance. These need to be controlled in studies.
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Questions & Sample
• Core Questions

– How related are grades to IDEA scores when controlling for course level, 
course content, and course subject?

– How well does the Progress on Objectives score measure course learning? 
(same controls as #1)

– What do teaching ratings seem to relate to at USD?

– How do the “IDEA Adjustments” work?

• Samples (Ongoing Project)
– 132 courses (2000+ students) enrolled in the same freshman level course 

over 4 years.  No remedial students were included.  

– 765 Courses all levels (grad and not) no control FA12.

– Multi Year Sample of 8296 courses covering all levels.

– Subgroup Course Samples: Online (n=489), FtoF (N=6496), Graduate 
(N=969), Under grad (N=7327), 100/200 level (N=4865)
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Method
• A Multitrait-Multimethod Matrix Model

– http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/mtmmmat.php

• There were 2 constructs and 8 Measures used.

– Academic Performance: 

• Course GPA

• Percent of A’s in the course

• DFW Rate of Course

• Pretest-Posttest Gain Score (Only N=166)

– Student Evaluation

• Teaching Scores (Raw and Adjusted)

• Course Scores (Raw and Adjusted)

• Progress on Objectives Scores (Raw and Adjusted)

• Summary Scores (Raw and Adjusted)
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MTMM Styled Matrix with Gain Scores (N=166)

A
TTA

C
H

M
EN

T II     22



MTMM Styled Matrix with Gain Scores (N=9741)

The patterns from these 2 slides are consistent across online, face-to-face, 

graduate/undergraduate and 100-200 course subgroups.  They are consistent 

with the literature in the area as well.
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EFA Factor Solution

Rotated Pattern Matrix (Oblique)

Factor 1 Factor 2
PRO_CRAW_IDEA 0.90 0.06

PRO_CADJ_IDEA 0.90 -0.10

EXC_TCHR_CRAW_IDEA 0.93 0.06

EXC_TCHR_CADJ_IDEA 0.92 -0.08

EXC_CRS_CRAW_IDEA 0.85 0.13

EXC_CRS_CADJ_IDEA 0.90 -0.05

SUMEVAL_CRAW_IDEA 0.95 0.09

SUMEVAL_CADJ_IDEA 0.97 -0.09

CGPA 0.00 0.99

A_PCT -0.01 0.85

DFW -0.02 -0.81

Percent of Total Variance Explained

Factor 1 Factor 2 Total
61.3 21.9 83.1

N=9741
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Observations

• The data to date find a small relationship of grades to 

the Teacher or Course scores which is expected.

• These data suggest a single major element accounts 

for student evaluations (largely independent of 

academic indicators).

• The “Progress on Objectives” score appear to be 

much more impacted by the same element(s) as the 

teacher and course score than something independent 

of these though it has a small to moderate relationship 

to the academic indicator of Percent A’s.
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Final Thoughts Grades
• These data are consistent with others such as Spooren and 

Mortelmans (2006) as well as Pietrzak, Duncan and Korcuska 
(2008). There appears to be a large single factor that reflects teacher 
created classroom atmosphere; what Spooren and Mortelmans called 
teacher professionalism. Pietrzak et al.’s data suggest that this is 
most strongly impacted by student perception of teacher knowledge 
of the subject. Course organization and presentation style (in order 
of importance) also contribute.  

• While certainly classes or students can be “bribed” or influenced 
(people can be in nearly any context), in general these data do not 
suggest that grades are a major factor.

• It is best to think of the tool as an assessment of the educational 
atmosphere of the course with a continuum from assistive, neutral 
to detrimental to learning is perhaps best.

• Other anecdotal data collected to date suggest that course and 
teacher scores do fluctuate somewhat independently (like subscales 
of an IQ test) and appear to have enough specificity to be separately 
interpreted.
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WHAT OTHER ELEMENTS DO THE 

TEACHING SCORE RELATE TO AT USD?
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Break

Item Correlations with Q41 Teaching: High to Low 
(N=115303 )
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Q41 (Raw):Overall, I rate this instructor an excellent instructor. 1.00

Q42 (Raw):Overall, I rate this course as excellent. 0.72

Q10 (Raw): Explained course material clearly and concisely 0.71

Q01 (Raw): Displayed a personal interest in students and their learning 0.67

Q02 (Raw): Found ways to help students answer their own questions 0.64

Q13 (Raw): Introduced stimulating ideas about the subject 0.63

Q04 (Raw): Demonstrated the importance and significance of the subject matter 0.62

Q06 (Raw): Made it clear how each topic fit into the course 0.62

Q40 (Raw): As a result of taking this course, I have more positive feelings towards this field 

of study.

0.61

Q43 (Raw): As a rule, I put forth more effort than other students on academic work. 0.13

Q34 (Raw): Amount of work in other (non-reading) assignments 0.08

Q33 (Raw): Amount of reading 0.06

Q35 (Raw): Difficulty of subject matter 0.05

Break
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FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS OF IDEA SCORE 

ADJUSTMENTS ON TEACHING SCORES

How do the “Adjustments” work?
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Adjustment Example: Teaching

Correlation between the difference of Teaching Raw Score and Teaching Adjusted Score 
(Yellow indicates top 5, with top 3 having a large effect)

Item r
Total Enrolled -0.23

33. Amount of Reading 0.13

34. Amount of work in other (non-reading) assignments 0.21

35. Difficulty of subject matter -0.22

36. I had a strong desire to take this course 0.54

37. I worked harder here than other courses (effort) 0.16

38. I really wanted to take a course from this instructor 0.23

39. I really wanted to take this course regardless of who taught it 0.71

43. As a rule, I put forth more effort than other students on academic work 0.55

44. The instructor used a variety of methods-not only tests- to evaluate student 

progress on course objectives

0.37

45.The instructor expected students to take their share of responsibility for 

learning *

0.26

46. The instructor had high achievement standards in this class * 0.20

47. The instructor used educational technology * 0.23
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What does all this really mean?
“Will you use adjusted or unadjusted scores? … If one teaches a class with highly 

motivated students who have good work habits (high averages on both items), evaluation 

measures will be adjusted downward. The intent is to “level the playing field,” especially 

for faculty teaching classes enrolling poorly motivated students with poor work habits. The 

evidence is compelling that student characteristics have substantial impact on students’ 

rating of their learning (see IDEA Technical Report 12, page 40). Therefore, in most 

circumstances, The IDEA Center recommends using adjusted scores. However, we 

recommend using the unadjusted score if the average progress rating is high (for example, 

4.2 or higher 1). In these instances, a downward adjustment occurs not because the 

instructor was less effective than suggested by unadjusted ratings but because extraneous 

factors (high motivation, good work habits) played such a large role in fostering student 

achievement that the teacher’s opportunity to influence progress was reduced. In these 

cases, instructors should not be penalized for having success with a class of highly 

motivated students with good work habits.” (IDEA: Administrative Decision Making)

• As the construct identified by the Progress on Objectives score appears 

undifferentiated from Teaching and Course it seems inappropriate to use this 

scores as a pivot point.  OAEA recommends the use of the higher of the 2 

scores - raw or adjusted.
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CGPA PCT A's DFW Teach Raw Teach Adj Course Raw Course Adj Progress Raw Progress Adj Sum Raw Sum Adj

CGPA 1.00

PCT A's 0.83 1.00

DFW -0.74 -0.33 1.00

Teach Raw 0.18 0.10 -0.19 1.00

Teach Adj 0.05 0.08 -0.01 0.93 1.00

Course Raw 0.22 0.04 -0.32 0.78 0.61 1.00

Course Adj 0.06 0.13 0.00 0.72 0.80 0.73 1.00

Progress Raw 0.17 0.03 -0.24 0.80 0.67 0.79 0.60 1.00

Progress Adj 0.02 0.09 0.04 0.69 0.77 0.51 0.76 0.78 1.00

Sum Raw 0.20 0.06 -0.27 0.91 0.78 0.91 0.72 0.95 0.73 1.00

Sum Adj 0.04 0.10 0.01 0.83 0.91 0.65 0.90 0.76 0.94 0.80 1.00

N=5687

CGPA PCT A's DFW Teach Raw Teach Adj Course Raw Course Adj Progress Raw Progress Adj Sum Raw Sum Adj

CGPA 0.00

PCT A's 0.00 0.00

DFW 0.00 0.00 0.00

Teach Raw 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Teach Adj 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.00 0.00

Course Raw 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Course Adj 0.00 0.00 0.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Progress Raw 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Progress Adj 0.12 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Sum Raw 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Sum Adj 0.00 0.00 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Pearson Corrrelation Matrix

Matrix of Probabilities
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Item

Q40 (Raw): As a result of taking this 

course, I have more positive feelings 

towards this field of study

Q41 (Raw):Overall, I rate this 

instructor an excellent instructor.

Q42 (Raw):Overall, I rate this course 

as excellent.

Q41 (Raw):Overall, I rate this instructor an excellent instructor. 0.61 1.00 0.72

Q42 (Raw):Overall, I rate this course as excellent. 0.75 0.72 1.00

Q10 (Raw): Explained course material clearly and concisely 0.53 0.71 0.60

Q01 (Raw): Displayed a personal interest in students and their learning 0.47 0.67 0.53

Q02 (Raw): Found ways to help students answer their own questions 0.48 0.64 0.53

Q13 (Raw): Introduced stimulating ideas about the subject 0.56 0.63 0.59

Q04 (Raw): Demonstrated the importance and significance of the subject matter 0.52 0.62 0.57

Q06 (Raw): Made it clear how each topic fit into the course 0.52 0.62 0.56

Q40 (Raw): As a result of taking this course, I have more positive feelings towards 

this field of study.

1.00 0.61 0.75

Q38 (Raw): I really wanted to take a course from this instructor. 0.57 0.58 0.56

Q15 (Raw): Inspired students to set and achieve goals which really challenged 

them

0.48 0.57 0.52

Q07 (Raw): Explained the reasons for criticisms of students' academic 

performance

0.44 0.57 0.49

Q20 (Raw): Encouraged student-faculty interaction outside of class (office visits, 

phone calls, e-mail, etc.)

0.41 0.55 0.46

Q17 (Raw): Provided timely and frequent feedback on tests, reports, projects, etc. 

to help students improve

0.40 0.55 0.46

Q08 (Raw): Stimulated students to intellectual effort beyond that required by most 

courses

0.45 0.55 0.50

Q11 (Raw): Related course material to real life situations 0.49 0.54 0.51

Q12 (Raw): Gave tests, projects, etc. that covered the most important points of the 

course

0.43 0.53 0.48

Q03 (Raw): Scheduled course work (class activities, tests, projects) in ways which 

encouraged students to stay up-to-date in their work

0.39 0.51 0.45

Q18 (Raw): Asked students to help each other understand ideas or concepts 0.41 0.49 0.44

Q19 (Raw): Gave projects, test, or assignments that required original or creative 

thinking

0.40 0.45 0.42

Q44 (Raw): The instructor used a variety of methods -not only tests- to evaluate 

student progress on course objectives.

0.41 0.45 0.43

Q46 (Raw): The instructor had high achievement standards in this class. 0.40 0.45 0.43

Q16 (Raw): Asked students to share ideas and experiences with others whose 

backgrounds and viewpoints differ from their own

0.41 0.44 0.42

Q09 (Raw): Encouraged students to use multiple resources (e.g. data banks, 

library holdings, outside experts) to improve understanding

0.36 0.43 0.38

Pearson Correlation Matrix N=115303 (SP11 to FA13)
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Q47: (Raw): The instructor used educational technology (e.g., Internet, e-mail, 

computer exercises, multi-media presentations, etc.) to promote learning.

0.35 0.43 0.37

Q45 (Raw): The instructor expected students to take their share of responsibility 

for learning.

0.40 0.43 0.41

Q14 (Raw): Involved students in 'hands on' projects such as research, case 

studies, or 'real life' activities

0.37 0.38 0.37

Q36 (Raw): I had a strong desire to take this course. 0.63 0.36 0.59

Q05 (Raw): Formed 'teams' or 'discussion groups' to facilitate learning 0.27 0.30 0.27

Q39 (Raw): I really wanted to take this course regardless of who taught it. 0.50 0.26 0.46

Q37 (Raw): I worked harder on this course than on most courses I have taken. 0.37 0.25 0.34

Q43 (Raw): As a rule, I put forth more effort than other students on academic work. 0.23 0.13 0.19

Q34 (Raw): Amount of work in other (non-reading) assignments 0.09 0.08 0.07

Q33 (Raw): Amount of reading 0.13 0.06 0.10

Q35 (Raw): Difficulty of subject matter 0.07 0.05 0.06
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