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Abstract

There isconsiderable research on the topic of providing feedback to stu@eatsices such

as formative and summative feedback are well researched and have in fact become part of the
lexicon of modern pedagog¥he provision of educator to learner feedback (ELF) is one of

the key ways students know where they stand in a module or programme and based on this
feedback can alter course or focus concentration as necessary. There is less lvesggarch
conductedin the area of learner toEducator Feedback (LEF;, which learners provide to
educators and institutions, specifically on how this is gathered, influenced, and uTitieed

is a particular lack of study student perception of LEF and the LEF process it$&if also

needs to be addressed.

Just as ELF can be [should be] pivotahi©® HD U Q HU TV r8ddukelds ptagkanmnig H>
should bea central influence ovedecisions about improvingnodule andprogramme
delivery. If this feedback is not gatheredarfair and transparent manner, if it is biaseat,
robust, or not utilized and acted upon correctly, the educator has failed in responding to
feedback in thevery mannerthat students are expected to responéesalback provided to
them. Most of all, iflearners do not have a positive opinion or response to the feedback they
have provided, if they feel that it has not been heeded, theyosayaith in the system. This

also may have the consequencenefjatively affedhg future feedback providedeither

consciously or unconsciously.

This paper describes a study in tHeF process involvig five cohorts of students: B.S¢ll,
and IV in Computing Science, M.Sm Computing Science (MSCC) and M.Sn. Digital
Media (MSCDM) at Griffith College Dublinjn the spring semester of 2011. Over 150
stucents participated, providing feedback 2Bmodulesspread across three programmes
total of exactly 700 forms were analysed during the course dittliy which involved the
following aspects of EF:
0 Robustnss, particularly reliability
0 Acquiescence biasthow does the wording and presentation of questions on a
feedback questionnaire introduce bias? Do positively and negatively worded
guestionnaires measure the same thing?
o Do students prefer to fill out paper online feedback questionnaires? What are
the pros and cons of each?
0 What are student perceptions on the following length and complexity of feedback

questionnaires?

2

International Conference on Engaging Pedagogy 2011 (ICEP11) NCI, Dublin, Ireland, December 16, 2011
©ICEP11



o Do nonnative English speakers feel they have difficulty in providing feedback
due to Engish-language difficulty?

o Did students feel thanhid-semestefeedback had been taken into account by the
end of the semester?

o Did students feel that the feedback process could be improved with their input?
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Assurance

1. Introduction

Why should educators collect feedback fretadents? fiere is no denying that as actively
engagedoarticipants in the process of teaching and learning, they are well placed ta offer
valuable insight intathe dayto-day operation of a higher educational institutidwartin,
2003) More specificaly, Learner to EducatdfeedbackLEF) is obtained for at least three
different reasons: monitimg the quality of teaching and learningnproving the quality of
teaching and learning; anablvising potential students about the quality of teaching and

learring.

The term given to feedback provided by learners to institutions, teachers, educators, etc. has
not been standardized. In Gordon (2005), the term Student Evaluation of Teaching and
/HDUQLQJ 6(/7 LV SURSRVHG DV DQ LZHQWYWIHRMG ERDFWNKH: BH
SUHIHU WKH WHUP 3/HDUQHU WR (GXHIPWEIRHAFDWHRGGERN/HDWYQI:
JHHGEDFN" LV REYLRXV DQG DOORZV RQH WR GUDZ D VLPSOH

discussion.

Research suggests thaEF provides an irmportant source of evidence for assessing quality
and that it can beused to inform attempts to improve quality (but simply collecting such
feedback is unlikely tdead to such improvemenisand that student feedback can be
communicated in a way thatiiformative to future studentBrennan, et. al., 2003)n most
institutions acombination of questionnaires, student representation and staff/student liaison
committees represents common practltés universally accepted thasing more than one

mechanism will be more effective than relying on a single one (Williams, 2004).
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Williams (2004) also dund that in most institutions questionnaire feedbackhés most
important part of the monitoring and review processes. It is recognised as a major §ource o
information for review exercises and for regular monitoring although it always needs to be
interpreted in context and used with other sources of information such as progression data,
H[WHUQDO H |[D Pan@ihrput Vrfintiudeh R &pséntatives.

It has been strongly argued tlogten ended questions should be included in questionnaires to
provide students with opportunities to expand on issues raised, or to raise new issues not
coeUHG E\ SWLFN ER[ TXHVWLRQV"™ 1RUPri@®kmbKddnaWLFN ER[ T.
polytomous questions, where the respondent has more than two ordered options available for
selection. However, in dealing with questionnaires, costs of analysis have ¢difbonind. If
students are asked to provide these commehé&d; answers should at lealsé read by
teaching staff, if not processed and analysed (Williams, 2004). This needs to be encouraged
from the beginning of the QA process. Quite often the procedure focuses on the distribution
and collection of the data frostudents, and little emphasis is placed on the understanding of
their comments, and the implementation of change, inspired by the feedback. Furthermore,
the questionnaires must meet all criteria of a good questionfaadity, reliability, lack of

bias etc.

Another reason that questionnaires are so ubiquitous is their y#hay are easy and cheap
to administer and return a wealth of informatidnvery brief questionnaire may aim to elicit
quick feedback on the effectiveness of a module or evéngke lass session, and a more
substantial questionnaire or other procedure may put the whole course under scrutiny (Silver,

1992).There is also a risk of flooding the student with too many surveys which may
lead to despondence thus making the wholegz®a redundant exercise.

2. Questionnaire Robustness and Bias

The robustness of a questionnaire is composed of two fambedaility andvalidity. Validity

is notoriously (and by definitiorgifficult to measureA questionnaire isaid to bevalid if it
measures or describes what iintendedto measure or describ®ne approach to assessing
the validity of an instrument is to examine the wording or structure of the constituent items.
This might be carried out at a relatively superficialele simply by asking whether the
contents of the instrument appear to be appropriate; this is knofatewalidity On the

other hand, it might be carried out by a more thorough process of analysis and comparison of
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the items, known asontent validity Both techniques are limited in so far as they rely upon
subjective and qualitative judgments rather than objective procedurgsquantitative

methods

2.1 Reliability

Reliability is easier than validityo quantify. Reliability is the extent to whiaimilar results

are producedor reproducedyinder constant conditions. One means of evaluating reliability is

the TestRetestmechanismwhich seegshe same cohort(s) of students administered the same
questionnaire on two separate occasions. The reseltthan compared, ideally matching

identically. Obviouslya majorissue in implementing the tesdtest mechanism is timing. The

amount of time elapsed after tfiest testbeing administerednust be long enough so that

when the retest is administered twginal WHVW LV QRW IUHVK LQ VWXGHQWVTY P
that considerablehanges (content, environment, student base, etc.) have taken place which

will adversely affect results (reproducibility). Within the context of Higher Education, time

can be acarce commodity.

Another method of testing reliability iSquivalent Formswhere different questionnaires are
administered, eachmtending tomeasue the same thingin terms of validity) As with test

retest, results shouldeally match closely. Téequivalent formsnethod can be practised in

one questionnaire, using tisplit Testmethod, in which one questionnaire is split into two
parts (ideally in a manner transparent to those filling out the questionnaire). Each part tests the
same thingdlthowhin a different manner or approach), and the results of each half are then
compared. This is in effect giving two questionnaires at the sameumbeknownst to those

filling out the questionnaire

A very quantifiablevay to measure reliability is CQEDFK{fV DOSKD GHQRWHG . 7KL
was originally developed for dichotomously scored data (0 or 1, yes or no, etc.) by Kuder &
Richardson (1937). It was generalized by Cronbach (1957) to deal with any scoring method.
&URQEDFK{V DO SK@rndl\covdidendy of dn WdHrtindnQ(the questionnaire) by

comparing the variance of the total scores with the variances of the scores on the constituent

items. It is defined as

K .- | [
D 1 s
K 1. ¥ .
© i
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whereK is the number of questionsl is the variance of the total scores, ad@ is the

variance of question Alternatively it can be expressed as a function of the total number of
guestionsN, the average intdtem covariance€ , and the avege variancey :
N T

v (N DT
Numerically . FDQ EH DQ\ YDWRH IBERW RQO\ WKRVH EHWZHHQ DQ
7KH KLJKHU bettdr the religbttyis )RU PRVW VRFLDO VIFOZHQFH LQVWL'
FRQVLGHUHG SDFFHSWDHERYZHYHWBWWUHLQHW WRR KLJK JHQHUDOO
an indication of repetition or redundancy in the questionnaire (Streiner 2003, Choudhury
2010) This leaves scores in the 0#0.9 range as most likely ifwhting a very good, yet
PHDQLQJIXO UHOLDELOLW\ . GRHV QRW UHuestibnnéreRR UH WKDQ
does the tegtetest technigjue DOWKRXJK WKH FRPSDULVRQ RI . YDOXH\

guestionnaires meant to measure the same thinigecaseful

2.2 AcquiescenceBias

Acquiescence bias occurs in a questionnaire when some respondents prefer (consciously or
subconsciously) to agree with statements on the survey instead of disagree. Acquiescence

Bias can be a particular problem when apogglent does not immediately know how to

respond to a certain questiatthe natural tendency is to agree with whatever direction the
TXHVWLRQ LV 3OHDQLQJ” WRZDUGV 7KLV ELDV FDQ EH QHJDW
and negatively keyed questioria respondents exhibiting acquiescence bias, the bias should

be cancelled out between the positively and negatively keyed questions. Fategthitase

study, see (Erikson and Tenin 2010).

3. Methods
3.1 Reliabilityand Bias

To determine reliabilityand identify bias, or approach combines three techniques listed
above ttestretestequivalent RUPY DQG &URQEDFKfY DOSKD 2XU PHWKRG
1. Students are administered & RV L W L Y H QEFZdRdstdhha@re midemester
(these are the standardl . I I LWK &ROOHJH 30RGXOH '"HOLYHU\ $VVHVV
2. Students are then administered a similar LEF questionnaire at the end of the semester
0 Questions in the secompiestionnaireorrespond to the first, except that they
DUH ZRUGHG LQ D#itgQiHadnastiol éh'thg fir§t questionnaire is
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$:DV \RXU OHFWXUHU DSSURDFKDEOH"" WKH FRUUHVS
TXHVWLRQQDLUH ZRXOG EH 3:DV \RXU OHFWXUHU XQD
3. 6WDWLVWLFV IURP ERWK TXHVWLRQQDLUHYVY LQFOXGLQJ

Each questionnaire is a short (eight question), -fewel, forcedchoice Likert scale
questionnaire. The options are Agree Strongly, Agree, Disagree, and Disagree Strongly.
These are the standard Griffith College Student Feedback Forms. It is well knowmighat t
type of questionnaire is susceptible to many typesiad, however acquiescence bias is the
most related to this study (psyitn.d.). This bias can be negated by having a 50/50 mix of
positively and negativelkeyedquestions. In respondents exhibiting acquiescence bias, the
bias should be cancelled owgtiveen the positively and negatively keyed questions. Point 2 in
our methodology above combines testiest and equivaleiiorms, and in this manner takes

acquiescence bias into account.

The eight questions asked in the m&Emester questionnaire are whoin Table 3.1. The
eight questions asked in the emfdsemester questionnaire are shown in Table 3.2. Each
questionnaire also had three ommmed questions at the end, however these were not
qualitatively taken into account for the purposes of the majnment made in this paper, but

are referred to in the conclusion and future work section.

During the first part of the semester your lecturer:

1. always arrived punctually for sessions 5. provided useful learning materials

2. outlined the purpose efich session at the outset 6. presented new termes, concepts and principles clearly
3. was well prepared 7. stimulated interest in the subject

4. used teaching resources effectively 8. was approachable

Table 3.1 +Questions from the midsemester questinnaire’

During the first part of the semester your lecturer:

1. did not arrive punctually for sessions GLGQTW SURYLGH XVHIXO OHDUQ

2. did not outline the purpose of each session at the outset| 6. did not present new termes, concepts pridciples clearly

ZDVQIW SUHSDUHG 7. failed to stimulate interest in the subject

4. used teaching resources ineffectively ZDVQITW DSSURDFKDEOH

Table 3.2 +Questions from the endof-semester questionnaire

3.2 Opinions of Learners on the LIPfocess

! Abbreviated. For the full questionnaires, see Appendix I.
2 Abbreviated. For the full questionnaires, see Appendix II.
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The second part of the study involved the opinions of learners on the Learner to Educator
Feedback process. This involved a short (nine question) questionnaire in the same format as
in the reliability study (Section 3.1). Additionally there wer® tapenended questions at the

end. All 11 questions are given in Appendix Ill.

Amongst the topics students were asked were:

o Do students prefer to fill out paper or-tine feedbaclkquestionnairédWhat are
the pros and cons of each?

0 What are student pegptions on thelength and complexity of feedback
questionnaires?

o Do foreign students feel they have difficulty in providing feedback due to
Englishlanguage difficulty?

o Did students feel thanidsemestefeedback had been taken into account by the
end ofthe semester?

0 How would you improve the LEF feedback questionnaire?

o0 How would you improve the LEF feedback system in general?

4. Resuts

4.1 Reliability

JLIXUH VKRZV &URQEDFKTV $0SKD IRU MekestaQlahd LQDO SR
modified (negatively keyed, eraf-semester) questionnaires for all five cohorts (BSCI, I, 1V,

06&& 06&'0 ,Q JHQHUDO WKH PRGLILHG TXHtWatvdf @@ QDLUH VK
RULJLQDO TXHVWLRQQDLUH 7KH UDQJBGI5FI9BNKE 0BUEIJLQDO TX
VOLIJKWO\ ORZHU WKDQ GHVLUHG DQG WKH -valugsCateJ KW O\ KLJ|
within the desired 0-0.9 range. Bearing in mind thdtet 0.7 SUXOH” LV QRW VHW LQ V
IXUWKHU IRU D WRVWabh&) éah be denéider&llacceptable. The range of the
PRGLILHG TXHVWOQBQ QDLUHRL Walues are above 0.9. This is a clear
indication of elevated redul@QF\ LQ WKH PRGLILHG TXHVWLRQQDLUH 7KH
range in the MSCC and MSCDM cohorts compared to the BSC cohorts because the number

of students (and therefore questionnaires) in these cohorts is an order of magnitude less.
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Figure4.1+. IRU WKH RULJLQDO S-Bevhestél) dnd anbdifiét\(He@atiely Geyed,
end-of-semester) questionnaires for all five cohorts (BSCI, Il, IV, MSCC, MSCDM).

IRQHWKHOHVV WKH FRUUWIQeBb WdeR @didatd WhAtHthe® aie ey K

consistent in reliability+ WKH RULJLQDO TXHVWLRQIQDE 088 Wtbd DQ DYHU
standard deviationy ZKLOH WKH PRGLILHG TXHVYANEBQ&DLUH KDV L
V=0.09.

4.2 Acquiescence Bias
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Figure 4.2 shows average feedback scoregjpestion for the original (positively keyed,

mid-semester) and modified

(negatively

keyed,

-efidemester)
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Question Number

Figure 4.1 £ . for the original (positively keyed, mid-semester) and modified (negatively keyed,
end-of-semester) questionnaires for all five cohorts (BSCI, Il, IV, MSCC, MSCDM).

questionnaires for all five cohorts (BSCI, IlI, IV, MSCC, MSCDM). For 37 of the 40 data
points (8 questions, 5 cohorts), the average feedback score of the modified questionnaire is
higher than that of the original. (A higher feedback score indicates dissatisfaction and is less
desired.) This is direct and compelling evidence that there is agstocquiescence bias
between the two questionnaires. Positive wording is soliciting satisfied (desired) feedback
while negative wording is soliciting dissatisfied (not desired) feedback. On average the

modified questionnaire feedback score is 0.39 highan tthe original feedback score.
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Considering the range of scores -(8), this represents an overall feedback shift of 13%
towards dissatisfied. Conversely, it can be seen as a 13% shift towards satisfied for the
positively worded original questionnaire.sAthe original and modified questionnaires
represent extremes (positively and negatively keyed, respectively), true student satisfaction
should be somewhere within this 13% spread. A-spdit feedback form could be designed to
cancel out this bias by kmaicing the number of positively and negatively keyed questions.

This is a suggestion for future work.

4.3 Opinions of Learners on the LEF Process

Question | BScl | Bsci | Bsciv | mscc | mscom | Corected | o pey
Average

1 2.62 3.06 2.69 275 2.44 271 0.23
2 277 2.44 279 3.03 3.22 2.85 0.29
3 35 3.78 3.31 3.25 3.44 3.46 0.21
4 1.88 172 213 231 1.89 1.99 0.23
5 2.00 2.94 197 231 267 238 0.42
6 285 3.12 233 281 222 267 0.38
7 215 233 213 2.38 272 2.34 0.24
8 2.85 3.39 276 3.12 3.00 3.02 0.25
9 3.15 3.11 2.69 3.13 3.00 3.02 0.19
Avg 2.64 2.88 253 2.79 273 271

Table 4.1 +Opinions of Learners on the LEFProcess(for questionnaire see Appendix IlI).

Table 4.1 shows the results of the Opinions of Learners on the LEF Process questionnaire.
The target score is 4.0, representing 100% satisfaction. Over all courses and all questions the
average satisfaction is 2.71, or 68%. Question 3 was the higheiserédaihe average at 28%
higher than average. This indicates that the majority of students did not feel that their level of
Englishlanguage comprehension affected their ability to fill out the questionnaire. It should
be noted that the cohorts sampleaéha very high (more than half) percentage of-native

English speakers. On the other hand, 3.22 is approximately 20% off ideal which could
indicate an English comprehension problem. Of course if English comprehension was too low

this result may not becaurate, as the question itself may have been misunderstood.

Question 4 was the lowest relative to the average, at 27% lower than average, the same
distance from average as the highest scoring question. This indicates that the strongest
negative feelindowards the feedback process was thatseichester feedback was not taken

into account. Disappointingly this is probably the most important metric of feedback on the

% Some questions were positively keyed while otlvezse negatively keyed. Specifically, questions 4,

DQG ZHUH (LQYHUWHG ™ DERXW WKH DYHUDJH WKHRUHWLFDO V
relative satisfaction while lower scores represent relative dissatisfaction
11
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LEF process. This is possibly a timing issue, as only 6 weeks (¥ of a teaching semester)
elapsed between the administration of re@mester and ermf-semester questionnaires
hardly enough time to complete all required changes in module delivery. Additionally, not all

requested changes would be put into effect.

Questions 5, 6 and 7 were 1teld to filling out feedback questionnaires online. These results
indicate that students are for the most part indifferent on preference to filling out
questionnaires online, with a 5% preference towards doing so, and 6% believing that doing so
would resultin better feedback. Interestingly there was a 7% agreement that if the
guestionnaires were given online, students may forget to do so entirely. The use of online
guestionnaires sparks widespread concerns not limited to any particular course, discipline o
demographic, but nonetheless has been used successfully at times. In patindeBcottish
institutions consistently achieve response rates of @0&6, in some instances as high as
9%, using online methodsA potential responséo this could be acooperative policy
whereby those institutions achievirfyjgh response rates assist or 'mentor' institutions

adoptingonlineevaluation fotthe first time (Gordon, 2004).

Overall, questions 1, 2, 8, and 9 indicated (with an average of 2.9 out of 4)utthextitstdid
not find the feedback process and/or forms too long or time consuming, not confusing or
vague, and felt that the LEF process could lead to positive changes and a better system

overall.

5. Conclusions and Future Work

This paper descriloka stug in the LEF (learner to educatoprocess involving five cohorts
of students: BSCI, lland IV in Computing Science, MSC in Computing Science (MSCC)
and MSC in Digital Media (MSCDM) at Griffith College Dublin, in tisering semester of
2011. Over 15Gtucents participated, providing feedback 2Bimodulesspread across three

programmesA total of exactly 700 forms were analysed during the course ol

The study included an analysis of the reliability of two matching LEF satisfaction
questionnairg, one positively keyed and the other negatively keyed. Overall the reliability of
WKH WZR TXHVWLRQQDLUHVY ZHUH FRUUHODWHG DOWKRXJK W
the negatively keyed questionnaire may have some internal redundancy.
An acquiesence bias was identified in both the positively and negatively keyed
guestionnaires resulting in a 13% shift towards satisfaction and dissatisfaction respectively.
Future work includes designing a sftist to cancel out this bias. It is hoped that sutdstl
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would also have a reliability between that of the positively and negatively keyed
TXHVWLRQQDLUHV VDIHO\ ZLWKHP.WKH DFFHSWHG UDQJH RI

This study also involved student perception and opinion on the LEF process itself. This can be
sumnarised as follows:

o The strongest negative feeling towards the feedback process was trsgmeister
feedback was not taken fully into account. Disappointingly this is probably the most
important metric of feedback on the LEF process. This is possibiyiagtissue, as
only 6 weeks (¥ of a teaching semester) elapsed between the administration of mid
semester and eruf-semester questionnaireshardly enough time to complete all
required changes in module delivery. Additionally, not all requested charmeéd w
be put into effect.

0 The students in question are largely indifferent in preference to filling out
questionnaires online, with a 5% preference towards doing so, and 6% believing that
doing so would result in better feedback. Interestingly there wés agreement that
if the questionnaires were given online, students may forget to do so entirely.

o With an average satisfaction of 2.9 out of 4, students did not find the feedback
process and/or forms too long or time consuming, nor confusing or vaguegland f

that the LEF process could lead to positive changes and a better system overall.

Those involved in the design, delivery and interpretation of student feedback should reflect
upon their current practice to ensure that the tools used for measurementalzlitate bias.
Students participating in this process should do so, confident that what they have to say
matters in the eyes of the Institution. A prevailing perception among students that their
feedback is not considered is most alarming, as it@tes a QA process that is exposed to

high risk. To return to the reciprocal terminology; LEF is considered a mirror of ELF
Educator to Learner Feedback. In the case of the latter, educators expect that their feedback
will be assimilated and acted upontbe student; this should also be the case with the former.
Quality Assurance, and its measurement should lead to Quality Enhancement, and features of
this change should be influenced by processes such as LEF. Students should be viewed as
partners, who tagther with the Higher Education Institution can enjoy a constructive channel

of communication that ultimately leads to a more enriched learning environment.

Notifications
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Students participatingn this study were informed that their feedback would be used in a
study designed to improve the student feedback process and all students were given the option

not to participate.

The feedback forms given to students in this study were administemebindkwith Griffith

College Dublin Quality Assurance procedure and with the permission of the QA department.

The use of feedback forms for this work has been approved by the Head of Academic

Programmes.
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Positively keyed, mdVHPHV WH U

SRULJLQD®"

/() TXHVWLR

Please circle the number corresponding to your level of agreement with the following

statements
During the first part of the semester your Agree Agree | Disagree| Disagree
lecturer: Strongly Strongly
1. always arrived punctually for sessions 1 2 3 4
2. outlined the purpose of each session at 1 2 3 4
the outset
3. was well prepared 1 2 3 4
4. used teaching resources effectively 1 2 3 4
5. provided useful learning materials 1 2 3 4
6. presented new terms, concepts and 1 2 3 4
principles clearly
7. stimulated interest in the subject 1 2 3 4
8. 1 2 3 4

was approachable

Appendix I1.

Neqatively keyed, endf-semester 3SPRGLILHG®

/() TXHVWLRQQD

Please circle the number corresponding to your level of agreement with the following

statements

During the first part of the semester your Agree Agree | Disagree| Disagree
lecturer: Strongly Strongly
1. did not arrivepunctually for sessions 1 2 3 4
2. did notoutline the purpose of each sessio 1 2 3 4

at the outset
3. ZDVQIW SUHSDUHG 1 2 3 4
4. used teaching resources ineffectively 1 2 3 4
5. GLGQITW SURYLGH XVHIX( 1 2 3 4
6. did notpresent new terms, concepts and 1 2 3 4

principles clearly
7. failed to stimulate interest in the subject 1 2 3 4
8. 1 2 3 4

ZDVQTW DSSURDFKDEOH
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Appendix 111 .

AXHVWLRQOQDLUH 32SLQLROQV RIYHDUQHUV RQ WKI

Please circle thenumber corresponding to your level of agreement with the following

statements
Agree | Agree | Disagree| Disagree

Strongly Strongly
1. The feedback forms are too long / time 1 2 3 4
consuming
2. | found the feedback forms to be confusin 1 2 3 4
or vague
3. My knowledge of English made 1 2 3 4

understanding thieedback formslifficult

4. | think that mymid-semester feedbaakas

taken into account and changes responding 1 2 3 4
my feedback were made during the semeste

5. I'would rather fill out feedback forms onlin 1 2 3 4
6. | would not fill out or might forget to fill out

feedback forms if given the opportunity to do| 1 2 3 4
so online

7. Doingfeedback form®nline would result in

better feedback as | would have more timet¢ 1 2 3 4

think and fill out the form

Questions about this form:

1., GLGQTW P L Q& fonDand taink

it may lead to a 1 2 3 4
bettersystem
2. This form was too long / time consuming 1 2 3 4

Please list any other ways you would imprdivis form:
Please list any other ways you would imprdivefeedback system in general:

*The questionnairg presented here hateen physically condensed for presentation
but all information is present.

16

International Conference on Engaging Pedagogy 2011 (ICEP11) NCI, Dublin, Ireland, December 16, 2011
©ICEP11



