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Instructor: Other Users of This ltem *
Class:
Responses from ¥Yoeur Students University Wide School/College
. : 5 4 3 2 1 Your 5% 50% 259% T5% 50% 25%
ftem SA A N b SD NA Median  Above Above Abave  Above Above Above
1 Overall, this was an excellent discussion section. . . ... . ... . . e 0 6 7 5 4 0 278 376 4.1 4.50 373 400 434
2 Overall, the discussion instructor was an exceHent leacher. . .. ... .. . i s 0 5 10 5 2 0 290 393 433 475 383 414 462
3 llearned a great deal from this discussion section. . ... ... .. i ! B 6 4 3 ¢ 317 382 413 456 357 393 415
4 1had a strong desire to take this COUISE. .. .. ... . L 7 12 2 I 0 g 4.7 333 3485 4138 332 375 400
140 I deepened my interest in the subject matter of thiscourse. .. .. ... ... .. ... .. . . L 3 I 4 2 2 O 377 363 400 443
201 'The discussion instructor gave clear explanations. . .. ... . . . o L i 60 5 10 & I 0 290 3.87 417 455
203 The discussion instructor stressed important points in lectures/discussions, .. ... .. ... .. ...... 3 9 7 2 1 0 3sl 400 4.28 4.65
207 The discussion instructor appeared to have a thorough knowledge of the subject. .. ... .. ..., .. .. 1 To10 0 4 0 320 436 472 480
217 The discussion instructor Weated students withrespect. . ... ... . oo oo | S 1) B 0 0 0 450 436 470 4386
219 The discussion instructor was willing to meet and help students outside class. . ... ... ... ... ... .. 10 8 2 1 0 I 444 415 450 478
222 One real strength of this discussion section was+the classroom discussion. . ... ... .. ... . ... ... 2 9 & 3 2 0 350 3.56 400 456
229 The discussion instructorused class time weli. L L. L i g 7 4 I 0 336 391 447 450
230 The discussion instructor seemed well prepared foreachclass. ... .. ... ... . ... . . ... 25 7 5 3 0 293 417 450 419
232 Work requirements and grading system were clear fromthe beginning. .. ... ......... ... ....... 5 9 3 2 3 0 383 390 414 443
241 The discussion instiuctor set high standards forstudents, .. ... ... ... . .. o i 4 12 5 1 0 ¢ 392 3981 415 4590
319 Writing assignments were interesting and stimulating. . .. ... ... ... L o L, 2 6 ] 1 3 0 313 345 385 414
323 Writing assignments were refevanf to what was presented inclass. ... ... oo oo ool g 9 2 2 i 0 4.7 405 425 450
325 Writing assignments were returned prompily. ..o e e 1 0 T 9 0 1.68 379 416 4.63
329 Reading assignments required a reasonable amountof time and effort. . ... ... ... oo oL L oL, 4 1 4 3 0 0 386 3.89 408 4.28
391 ‘The discussion instructor suggested specific ways to improve writen work. .. ... ... . ... ... L. 2 5 8 4 3 6 300 333 383 416
392 The students seemed well prepared foreachclass. . ... ... o . o w7 2 0 0 370 347 370 390
393 Students frequently contributed to class discussions. .. ... ... . .. L i 5 12 3 I 0 0 404 34647 405 443

Number of students responding to questionnaire: 22

*The quarliles are calculated from Winter 1999 data. The university-wide quartiles are based on all UM classses in which an item was used. The school/college quartiles in this report are based on
fower division classes with an enrollment of 16 to 74 students in 3 the College of

Faor help in interpreting this report. plense call James Kulik at 916-0636. ISR



