Factors that influence student ratings of instruction
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Purpose: The purpose of this study was to examine the validity of student ratings of instruction by analyzing their relationships
with several variables, including gender, academic rank, specialty, teaching time, and teaching method, at a medical school.
Methods: This study analyzed the student ratings of 297 courses at Ajou University School of Medicine in 2013. SPSS version
12.0 was used to analyze the data and statistics by t-test, analysis of variance, and Scheffe test.

Results: There were no statistically significant differences in student ratings between gender, rank, and specialty. However, student
ratings were significantly influenced by teaching times and methods (p<0.05). Student ratings were high for teaching times of 10
hours or more and small-group learing, compared with lectures. There was relatively mean differences in students ratings by teaching
times, specialty and rank, although the difference in ratings was not statistically significant.

Conclusion: Student ratings can be classified by teaching time and method for summative purposes. To apply student ratings
to the evaluation of the performance of faculty, further studies are needed to analyze the variables that influence student ratings.
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Table 2. Course Characteristics

Factor Times (hr) Course Basic science area Clinical science area

Duration of teaching 1-3 115 (38.7) 20 (24.1) 95 (44.4)
4-9 129 (43.4) 34 (41.0) 95 (44.4)
10-19 43 (14.5) 19 (22.9) 24 (11.2)
20 or more 10 (3.4) 10 (12.0) 0

Method of teaching  Lecture 204 (68.7) 45 (54.0 169 (74.3)
Experience” 34 (11.4) 32 (39.0) 2 (0.9)
Small group learning” 54 (18.2) 3 (3.6) 51 (23.8)
Variety of teaching method” 5(1.7) 3 (3.6) 2 (0.9)

Data are presented as number (%).

Mnclude experiment and laboratory course, Y nclude problem-based learning (PBL), team-based learning (TBL), and case-based learning (CBL,
etc., “Mean teaching method of more than three types (CBL, PBL, TBL, lecture, practice, etc.).

Table 3. Mean Differences in Students of Ratings by Gender and Specialty
Factor No. Mean SD t p-value
Gender -0.77 0.44

Male 214 4.05 0.38

Female 83 4.09 0.34

Sum 297 4.07 0.37

Specialty -0.62 0.53

Basic 83 4.04 0.44

Clinical 214 4.07 0.33

Sum 297 4.07 0.37
SD: Standard deviation.
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Table 4. Mean Differences in Students of Ratings by Academic Rank

Academic rank No. Mean SD F p-value
Professor 159 4.09 0.33 1.61 0.20
Associate professor 64 4.03 0.44
Assistant professor 14 4.01 0.37
Sum 297 4.06 0.37
SD: Standard deviation.
Table 5. Mean Differences in Students of Ratings by Duration of Teaching
Duration of teaching (hr) No. Mean SO F p-value Scheffe
1-3" 15 4.00 0.35 9.46 0.00
49" 129 4.04 0.39 bl<c)
10-19" 43 4.25 0.29 al<cl
20 or more” 10 4.35 0.19 al<d)
Sum 297 4.06 0.37

SD: Standard deviation.

Fig. 1. (A, B) Mean Differences in Students of Ratings by Duration of Teaching, Specialty, and Rank
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Table 6. Mean Differences in Students of Ratings by Method of Teaching

Method of teaching No. Mean SO F p-value Scheffe
Lecture” 204 4.01 0.38 3.36 0.01

Experience” 34 4.15 0.35

Small group IeamingCI 54 417 0.31 al<c)
Variety of teaching method” 5 4.15 0.26

Sum 297 4.07 0.37

SD: Standard deviation.
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