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To: Instructors Who Taught Courses During the Fall 2006 Term
From: Richard M. Englert /. D 4.7

Subject: Fall 2006 Course and Teaching Evaluations

Date: January 24, 2007

Included in this envelope are the results from the student evaluations for the fall 2006
term for your course. The results are based on those student evaluations that were returned to
your college or departmental office by the student volunteer from your course. This message

contains a summary of the rating data, and alisting of all the comments made by the studentsin
your course to the open-ended questions on the evaluation form. A brief explanation of how to

interpret the data is presented below.

Datafrom a hypothetical course section for Question 1 within the “ General Information About

the Instructor” area:
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1. Theingtructor clearly explained | n=12 W] 4) (0] 0) 0) ©)
the educational objectives of this
course. Section 58% 33% 8% 0% 0% 4.50 0.65
Department 41% 43% 11% 4% 2% 417 0.89 74
College 44% 42% 9% 3% 1% 425 0.85 68
Level 46% 40% 9% 3% 2% 424 0.89 59
University 45% 41% 9% 4% 2% 423 0.89 66

The data presented above indicate that there were 14 students enrolled in the course, but

that only 12 returned the evaluation form. Thefirst line in the table reports the number of
students who used each of the possible ratings. Thus, of the 12 students who completed the
rating form, 7 indicated that they “ Strongly Agree” with the statement that “ The instructor

clearly explained the educational objectives of this course’, four indicated that they “Agree”’ with
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this statement, one student reported “Neutral”, and no student indicated disagreement with the
statement. In addition, no student checked “Not Applicable’ or did not answer the question.

The second line of the table (labeled “ Section™) presents these same data converted into
percentages. Since 7 out of the 12 students used the rating of “Strongly Agree”, thisis 58% of
the ratings. The 4 students who indicated that they “Agree” with the statement represent 33% of
the ratings, and so on. Using avalue of 5 for “Strongly Agree,” 4 for “Agree,” 3 for “Neutral”
and so on, the mean (or average) for this section is4.50. The column labeled “SD” (for Standard
Deviation) is an indication of the dispersion of the ratings. Since most of the students rated the
course fairly highly, the dispersion of theseratingsisrelatively small.

The final four lines of the table report the data for different comparison groups. These
groups are:

Third line (Department): All of the courses in the same department as the
hypothetical course

Fourth line (College): All of the courses in the same college as the hypothetical
course

Fifth line (Level): All of the courses, across the University, at the same level

(lower division undergraduate, upper division
undergraduate, or graduate/professional) as the hypothetical
course

Sixth line (University): All of the courses across the entire University

The fina number in the table at the end of lines three through six is a percentile rank that
is provided as one way to compare an instructor’ s ratings to these different groups. For example,
on the bottom line, the table indicates that for Question 1, the average score for al University
courses rated in the sample semester was 4.23. When the average Question 1 scores for all
University courses are listed from top to bottom, the hypothetical course' s average of 4.50 is at
the 66™ percentile. That is, 66% of all the courses had average scores lower than the
hypothetical’s on Question 1. These data are reported for all 15 questions on the evaluation
form.

The additional datathat are reported (page 1 of your report) were derived from the
guestions at the top of the student evaluation form. These questions ask the students to indicate
what their interest was in the course prior to taking it, what grade they expect to get, whether the
course was required or elected, and the number of hours per week spent preparing for the course.
As before, comparison data are provided.

Please be advised that data are not reported for any course in which the enrollment is less
than eight. This decision was made to ensure that anonymity is maintained for students whose
identity might be determined in courses with limited enrollment.

If you have suggestions about the way the form is structured or the way the data are
reported, please send your suggestionsto me at provost@temple.edu. Thank you for your
participation.
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Processed in Fall 2006 Cycle
Temple University Course and Teaching Evaluation - Summer Il 2006

CRN: 308670 TIMES TAUGHT: FIRST TIME
INSTR. NAME: DU, XIUHONG INSTR. TUid: 908985411
DEPARTMENT: MATH (01305) COURSE NAME: CALCULUS I
COURSE #: 0127 INSTRUCTOR: 1lof1
SECT. #: 023
CAMPUS: BROAD AND MONTGOMERY
COLLEGE: SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
ENROLLMENT: 11
COMPLETED EVALUATIONS: 10 = z
2 S E z = 3
n n n © 83 (%] E
= N w =3 =1 w) =~
1. Before enrolling, my level of interest in the n=9 (2) (5) 2) (2)
subject matter of this course was Section 2204 56% 2204 200 0.67
Department 36% 47% 18% 1.82 0.71 68
College 25% 51% 24% 1.99 0.70 52
Level 11% 44% 45% 2.33 0.67 16
University 17% 47% 36% 2.20 0.70 30
> @ O w) m
1 1 1 1 1
e w N Ll o
2. Expected grade in this course n=10 0) (8) 2) 0) 0) 0)
Section 0% 80% 20% 0% 0% 2.80 0.40
Department 34% 42% 21% 2% 1% 3.07 0.83 22
College 35% 45% 18% 1% 0% 3.14 0.77 15
Level 46% 44% 9% 0% 0% 3.36 0.67 4
University 45% 45% 10% 1% 0% 3.33 0.69 6
) m
= 3
3 S
(=3 (]
1 1
= N}
3. Course was: Required or Elective n=9 9) 0) (2)
Section 100% 0% 1.00 0.00
Department 94% 6% 1.06 0.23 50
College 89% 11% 111 0.31 50
Level 68% 32% 1.32 0.47 30
University 73% 27% 1.27 0.45 33
] (1]
= =
5 e £ 3 5
L w (o2 © ©
1 1 1 1 1
[ N} w IN 5
4. Hours per week spent preparing for course n=9 0) 2) 2) 3) 2) (2)
Section 0% 22% 22% 33% 22% 3.56 1.07
Department 14% 47% 29% 7% 3% 2.37 0.92 96
College 10% 45% 30% 9% 6% 2.55 0.99 93
Level 9% 46% 31% 8% 5% 2.55 0.96 92
University 11% 47% 30% 7% 5% 2.47 0.94 94
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Processed in Fall 2006 Cycle
Temple University Course and Teaching Evaluation - Summer Il 2006

CRN: 308670 TIMES TAUGHT: FIRST TIME
INSTR. NAME: DU, XIUHONG INSTR. TUid: 908985411
DEPARTMENT: MATH (01305) COURSE NAME: CALCULUS III
COURSE #: 0127 INSTRUCTOR: 1lofl
SECT. #: 023
CAMPUS: BROAD AND MONTGOMERY 2
COLLEGE: SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY g é
8 o S g
ENROLLMENT: 11 N > z 7} 2 ;)f T
& & < s S 3 2
COMPLETED EVALUATIONS: 10 2 2 s 2 2 z z 2
R S S S SN S R R
The instructor clearly explained the n=9 (4) (4) (2) 0) 0) (2)
educational objectives of this course. Section 44% 44% 11% 0% 0% 4.33 0.67
Department 41% 40% 12% 4% 2% 4.13 0.94 58
College 40% 42% 11% 4% 2% 4.13 0.94 57
Level 49% 39% 8% 3% 1% 431 0.84 43
University 46% 40% 9% 3% 2% 4.27 0.86 46
The instructor was well organized and n=9 (6) ?3) 0) 0) 0) (2)
prepared for class. Section 67% 33% 0% 0% 0% 467 047
Department 46% 40% 10% 3% 1% 4.26 0.86 82
College 45% 40% 10% 3% 2% 4.23 0.88 83
Level 52% 37% 7% 3% 1% 4.35 0.83 75
University 50% 38% 8% 3% 1% 4.32 0.85 77
So far, the instructor has graded fairly. n=9 3) (5) (2) 0) 0) (2)
Section 33% 56% 11% 0% 0% 4.22 0.63
Department 47% 38% 10% 4% 1% 4.26 0.88 39
College 43% 38% 12% 4% 2% 4.15 0.96 43
Level 48% 36% 10% 4% 2% 4.24 0.92 39
University 46% 37% 11% 4% 2% 4.22 0.92 40
The instructor scheduled time and was n=9 (4) (5) 0) 0) 0) (2)
available to students outside of class. Section 44% 56% 0% 0% 0% 4.44 0.50
Department 42% 37% 16% 3% 2% 4.15 0.91 69
College 40% 38% 17% 3% 2% 411 0.92 73
Level 45% 37% 14% 2% 1% 4.23 0.86 65
University 43% 37% 16% 2% 1% 4.19 0.87 67
The instructor provided prompt feedback n=9 (6) ?3) 0) 0) 0) (2)
R armanceyProjects, renearsals, and Section 67% 33% 0% 0% 0% 467 047
Department 45% 40% 10% 4% 2% 4.22 0.89 83
College 41% 40% 12% 4% 2% 4.14 0.95 87
Level 46% 38% 10% 4% 2% 4.22 0.92 84
University 44% 39% 11% 4% 2% 4.19 0.92 84
The instructor consistently started and n=9 (4) ?3) (2) (2) 0) (2)
ended class on time. Section 44%  33%  11%  11% 0% 411 0.99
Department 48% 40% 7% 3% 1% 431 0.83 24
College 46% 43% 8% 3% 1% 4.29 0.83 25
Level 51% 39% 6% 3% 1% 4.35 0.82 22
University 49% 40% 7% 3% 1% 4.33 0.82 22
The instructor promoted a classroom n=9 ?3) (5) (2) 0) 0) (2)
Amospnerenwnich Ifeifieoto L Seaon 3%  Se% 1% 0% O 422 063
Department 46% 36% 11% 5% 3% 4.17 0.99 45
College 45% 37% 11% 4% 3% 4.17 0.98 39
Level 55% 33% 8% 3% 2% 4.35 0.88 27
University 52% 34% 9% 3% 2% 4.31 0.90 29
The instructor taught this course well. n=9 (4) (5) 0) 0) 0) (2)
Section 44% 56% 0% 0% 0% 4.44 0.50
Department 43% 33% 14% 6% 4% 4.04 1.09 67
College 42% 35% 13% 6% 4% 4.05 1.07 65
Level 51% 33% 10% 4% 3% 4.24 0.98 53
University 48% 34% 11% 4% 3% 4.19 0.99 56
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Processed in Fall 2006 Cycle
Temple University Course and Teaching Evaluation - Summer Il 2006

CRN: 308670 TIMES TAUGHT: FIRST TIME
INSTR. NAME: DU, XIUHONG INSTR. TUid: 908985411
DEPARTMENT: MATH (01305) COURSE NAME: CALCULUS III
COURSE #: 0127 INSTRUCTOR: 1lofl
SECT. #: 023
CAMPUS: BROAD AND MONTGOMERY 2
COLLEGE: SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY % é
: . 3 B
ENROLLMENT: 11 E 2 5 5 5 > 2
COMPLETED EVALUATIONS: 10 e e s e e % z >
R S S S SN S R R
1. The course materials (textbook, handouts, n=10 (4) (5) (2) 0) 0) 0)
o iy activities were useful and Section 40%  50% 10% 0% 0% 430 064
Department 28% 43% 18% 7% 4% 3.83 1.05 87
College 28% 43% 18% 7% 4% 3.83 1.04 85
Level 35% 41% 15% 6% 3% 4.00 1.00 71
University 33% 42% 16% 6% 3% 3.97 0.99 73
2. llearned a great deal in this course. n=10 (4) (5) (2) 0) 0) 0)
Section 40% 50% 10% 0% 0% 4.30 0.64
Department 26% 40% 22% 8% 3% 3.78 1.03 84
College 28% 44% 19% 6% 3% 3.89 0.98 79
Level 42% 40% 12% 4% 2% 4.16 0.92 54
University 38% 41% 14% 5% 2% 4.09 0.94 61
3. lincreased my ability to analyze and n=10 (4) (4) 2) 0) 0) 0)
S o i oas: arguments, Section 40%  40% 20% 0% 0% 420 075
Department 23% 36% 29% 9% 3% 3.67 1.02 85
College 24% 38% 28% 8% 3% 3.72 1.00 82
Level 36% 39% 18% 5% 2% 4.04 0.94 59
University 33% 40% 20% 5% 2% 3.96 0.96 64
4. Information technology (Internet, e-mail, n=>5 (2) ?3) 0) (2) 0) (5)
courseware, etc.) was used effectively Section 20%  60% 0%  20% 0% 380 098
Department 25% 32% 28% 10% 5% 3.62 111 62
College 31% 38% 21% 6% 3% 3.88 1.02 42
Level 38% 39% 17% 4% 2% 4.08 0.93 26
University 35% 40% 18% 5% 2% 4.01 0.95 31
5. lgained an interest in learning more about n=10 ?3) ?3) (2) ?3) 0) 0)
the material covered in this course. Section 30% 30% 10% 30% 0% 3.60 1.20
Department 18% 26% 29% 17% 10% 3.24 1.22 72
College 22% 34% 25% 12% 7% 3.53 1.16 48
Level 39% 37% 15% 6% 3% 4.03 1.02 17
University 34% 37% 18% 7% 4% 3.90 1.07 25
6. This course had value to me. n=10 (4) (4) 2) 0) 0) 0)
Section 40% 40% 20% 0% 0% 4.20 0.75
Department 23% 37% 24% 10% 6% 3.59 1.13 88
College 26% 41% 21% 7% 5% 3.77 1.07 77
Level 43% 39% 12% 4% 2% 4.16 0.94 45
University 38% 40% 14% 5% 3% 4.05 0.99 54
g > g g
< < [ = = @
S S S S S
7. The workload for this course was n=10 (2) ©) 2) 0) 0) 0)
Section 10% 70% 20% 0% 0% 3.90 0.54
Department 3% 22% 62% 11% 1% 3.16 0.70 94
College 9% 31% 51% 8% 1% 341 0.78 86
Level 6% 30% 56% 7% 0% 3.35 0.73 87
University 6% 28% 57% 9% 1% 3.29 0.73 90
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Processed in Fall 2006 Cycle
Temple University Course and Teaching Evaluation - Summer Il 2006

CRN: 308670 Additional Items Report

INSTR. NAME: DU, XIUHONG INSTRUCTOR: 1o0f1l Below is an analysis of responses in the
"Additional Items" section of the student
sheets.

This section was not scored because either additional (optional) items were not
used or no additional items were answered.
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308670: Comment #1
EE EE-

Part6. Comments
Flease comment on the quality of the course and instruction,

1. The strangths of the teaching were;

Saaloipgd mdterrd! wne

2, The strengths of the course were:!

3. The wasknesses of the teaching were;

1 v .. / '/f,.-n LI - r

4, The weaknesses of the course were!

A /o ,7f’ /pfd-ﬁ:;-/?/ T Cover ove -

P S me

S Mﬂjﬁa LT Hoven  m ;Mﬁfjjf.&/-M

Ceodyin Cé?ﬂl’:"‘tfr'f' f(’/fo(. St te Ay QAEQ(&, ey »
A ,g

5 To im%ve t;i/s’course. what \«tuld youf\:\;‘gthelimc%;r do differantly? * E' e ;47‘ C%Uvﬁ Lt o 7[1 jt"‘?‘" j
/ R P

mf?‘??ﬂ; f

6. Pleass commant on the instructor's sensitivity to the diversity {race or ethnicity, gender, sexval identity, and disability) of the students in the class,

'
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308670: Comment #2
EHE M-

Part 6. Comments
Flease commaent on the quality of the course and instruction.

1. The strengths of the teaching wera:

Sle Koot hew AMFF wek  oif (T SPdME e cATe prel

2, The strengths of the course weare:

3. The weaknesses of the teaching were!

4, The weaknesses of the course were:

5. To improve this course, what would you have the instructor do differantly?

6. Please commeant on the instructor's sensitivity to the diversity (race or ethnicity, gender, sexual identity, and disability} of the students in the class,
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308670: Comment #3
EE EE-

Part 6. Comments
Please commant on the quality of the gourse and instruction,

1. The strengths of the teaching were;

~PROMPT FEEDBACE

—

2. The strengths of the course were:

3. The weaknesses of the teaching were;

_ Sofr SPoLE (#AED T HEAL AT THMES)
~ AT TEMES HAED TU UNDELSTFND

4, The weaknesses of the course were!

A LT OF MATEEEA foll SurMEL COAESE

—5 PAYS AWEEK @/If TH woulD PE 6377%)

— MOT EnOUGH TEME TO Arswed AUl QUESTIONS DUREE-
CLASS (sEE Me AFAEL a//rgs,/)

5, Toimprove this course, what would you hava tha instructor do diffarently?

— BEMULA SHEETS foe TESTS¥ QUEEES
— GRADE HOMEWOEL

6, Please comment on the instructer's sensitivity 10 the diversity (race or ethnicity, gender, sexual identily, and disability) of the students in the class.
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308670: Comment #4
EBE EE-

Part 6. Comments
Flease comment on the quality of the course and instruction.

1. The strengths of the leaching were:

MM/ ga R,

2, The strengths of the course wera:

p———

3. The weaknesses of the teaching were;

4, The weaknesses of the course wera:

5, To improve this course, what would you have tha inatructor do differantly?

SW booo 10l
W(_, W R
Sectie /6,09

- e S
6. Please comment on the instructor's sensitivity to the diversity (race or ethnicity, gandar, sexual identity, and disability) of the students in the class,
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308670: Comment #5
Nl Sl

Part 6. Comments
Flease comment on the quality of the course and instruction.

1. The strengths of the teaching wera:

quY '\“‘3 Commr\\m\rf_- C‘Q ﬂ\ﬂ‘%\ W‘\ \[qu\w*

2. The strengths of the course were:

The weaknesses of the teaching were:

\P)\(\Of\ %' *‘Pﬁt\\.tr' (c"c\kré’ gl.f \r-)ff-/% ant M JJL Cilues
ﬁ/\ﬂf I &% ]O‘A \w\ 5 ‘”“1 Qqc her [\*S A Fe Ty ;bdw(lﬂ\j} N
i)ﬁl L e 992 el 0 T e Ort, bed 1¢ gt i

4 The weaaknasses of the coyrse were; {W

DO\VV"‘UE\i o ‘p\cr/\ f\u\ \fm & } (“ G
Wk Clas whaugh ) gty b 19 AL
u%h QCAS ‘1 ()Q&I = L

5. Toimpro urse, what would you have the instructor do differently?

\C\\@ &)Br Bone  Sehens
Tk P c:\ﬁ\r 5-ccc.%m5 M ae 5‘2%}&7

6, Please comment on the instructor's sensitivily to the diversity (race or athnicity, gender, sexual identity, and disability) of the siudents in the class.
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308670: Comment #6
EHE EE-

Part 6. Comments
Please commant an the quality of the course and instruction,

1. The strengths of the teaching were:

cxnpls  aseX were  sewlewnot  helpfud.
v of hermewovie g mblgms pxefC M(PM

2. The strengths of the course were!

Aond. o ovnt of Wl rpmatpn

3. The weaknesses of tha teaching wara:

Too m.xj Pfoaf-s nNot enmgk cxamp(és

4, The weaknesses of the course were;

Amsunt of prDbC(ZVHS S’MQ%’J‘M wad foe V\ﬂ_ﬁturd ’HJY‘
Q. SUILVLV 3¢ STpve.

Do prachee €xams were e .

5. Toimprove this course, what would you have the instructor do differantly? Y

LQSS (PA)O‘F nLgye 6x'am,0(_{2J o hﬂ_pwcﬁ\‘*
W‘Q.L\/Qvlf—_q -

6. Please comment on the instructor's sensitivity to the diversity (race or ethnicity, gender, saxual identity, and disability) of the students in the class.

%\7000.
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308670: Comment #7
EE EE-

Part6. Comments
Please comment on the quality of the course and instruction,

1. The strengths of the teaching ware!

MOoRIA O (’_)(p\ouim@ X0V oAeyRLY

2. The strengths of the course were;

The class was shal so e instructo” WAs oo to help
eoch 1nOiNiduol Studenk . She knew Whnaxr each of
WS n0dd hgdp widia |

3. The weaknesses of the teaching were!

4, The weaknesses of the course were!

5. Toimprove this course, what would you have the instructor do differently?

6. Please comment on the instructor's sensitivity to the divarsity (race or ethnieity, gender, sexual identity, and disability) of the students in the class.
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