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ABSTRACT

End-of-course student ratings of teaching are among the most frequently used

methods of evaluating instruction in university courses. Experiential courses focus on

knowledge application and performance, and tend to be taught and experienced differently as

compared to lecture type courses. Traditional instruments used in universities to gather data

about the effectiveness of instruction tend to focus on teaching behaviors relevant to lecture

type courses, and have not captured a professional practice dimension one would expect to

find in experiential courses. The Student Perception of Teaching Effectiveness in

Experiential Courses Scale (ESPTE) was designed to measure effective teaching across a

university, and includes items related to a professional practice dimension.

The primary aim of the study was to further examine the dimensions of effective

teaching in experiential courses using the ESPTE, and to explore the appropriateness of the

ESPTE instrument for use across several different disciplines. Additionally, the student

ratings were examined in terms of influence of certain characteristics of the course and

student raters, including anticipated grade, class size, course level, and students’ prior interest

in the course. ESPTE instruments completed by the students of 364 experiential courses

were used in this study.

Mean course ratings for the items of the ESPTE were used as the unit of analysis.

Factor analyses were conducted for the entire data set (1998-2005) and two subgroup data

sets (1998-2002 and 2003-2005) to identify and confirm the dimensions of effective teaching

measured by the ESPTE. To determine whether adjustments would be needed for the

ESPTE, additional correlations and one-way ANOVAs were performed using factor scores.

The factor analyses identified and confirmed three dimensions of teaching in

experiential courses including a dimension related to professional practice. A fourth dimension

involving grading did not form in analysis of the 2003-2005 data. Of the additional analyses, a

prior interest in the subject or course (a priori motivation) had considerable influence on the

course ratings. With appropriate adjustment for a priori motivation, the findings of this study

can be used to provide useful information to instructors and administrators related to the

effectiveness of instruction in experientially-oriented courses.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Evaluating faculty teaching has become a regular practice across most universities

in North America (Marsh, 2001). Evaluations of faculty teaching have been used in

universities to promote professional growth as an educator, and to inform administrative

decisions such as retention, tenure, and promotion. Methods for evaluating effective

teaching include faculty self-ratings, peer feedback, mentor consultation, and student

ratings (Cashin, 1989, 1990; Theall, 1999). Among these, end-of-course student ratings

of teaching are the most frequently used methods of evaluating faculty teaching

performance (Paulsen, 2002).

The body of published research related to student ratings of teaching effectiveness

is substantial. Research reports on student evaluations of teaching began to appear in the

literature in the late 1920s (Marsh, 1987; Wachtel, 1998). Sporadic research was

conducted on the topic until the 1970s and 1980s when intense interest in student ratings

of teaching occurred. More recent research has focused on clarification and extension of

research findings, including meta-analyses related to students’ evaluation of teacher

performance (Wachtel).

Student ratings of teaching have been used for summative and formative feedback

about the perceived quality of instruction (Theall, 1999). For purposes of formative

feedback to the instructor, student ratings are used to inform changes in course design,

materials, and content (Smith, 2001, Theall, 1999; Theall & Franklin, 2001), as well as to

provide information about how receptive students perceive the instructor to be. In
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summative evaluation, student ratings are used to inform administrative decisions

regarding the merit, worth, or value of the instructor’s teaching abilities (Theall, 1999,

Theall & Franklin, 2001).

In tenure and promotion considerations, evaluations of faculty performance are

frequently compared with the performance of others within the department, college

division, and across the university, yet instruments that would facilitate this comparison

for experientially-oriented course instructors are lacking in the literature. Only one study,

from allied health professions, endeavored to involve more than one discipline in

students’ evaluations of teaching in experiential courses. Jarski, Kulig, and Olson (1989)

used a redesigned instrument (originally developed for family medicine) to measure

effective clinical teaching in physical therapy and physician assistant programs. While

their instrument was effective for assessing student perceptions of teaching quality in

these professional practice areas, many items focused on health-related teaching practices

and thus limited the instrument’s use elsewhere.

Despite the abundance of literature related to students’ evaluations of teaching

performance, there is limited research evaluating educational practices in courses that

have an applied learning format where students receive instruction in laboratory or real-

world environments. These experientially-oriented courses apply previously developed

knowledge and skills under the supervision of an educator/professional, and/or off-

campus instructor/preceptor. Courses that focus on knowledge application, rather than

knowledge acquisition are taught differently by faculty and perceived differently by

students. Because student ratings of courses are frequently used to guide decisions
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related to faculty retention, tenure, and promotion, methods to accurately assess effective

instruction in these experientially-oriented courses are needed.

Student Ratings of Teaching Literature

The following section provides examples of the research related to student ratings

of teaching (SRT) and definitions of terms related to the current study. This section

concludes with a brief summary of the research related to student ratings of

experientially-oriented courses and variables that might influence such ratings.

Effective Teaching

“Teaching is viewed as a complex task, which can be analyzed in order to

examine individual elements of the teaching process” (Harris, 1998, p. 170). The vast

SRT literature does not provide a universally accepted definition of effective teaching.

Generally, effective teaching can be viewed as “the ability to engage in a meaningful

interaction through which learning occurs” (Kirschling et al., 1995, p. 402). Theall

(1999) indicated that effective teaching entails the assembling of a “set of materials,

circumstances, tools, stimuli, processes, and alternatives that have the greatest potential

to contribute to the achievement of the instructors’ (and sometimes the students’)

objectives” (p. 33). Elements of effective teaching involve the instructor’s level of

expertise in the topic of instruction, an ability to promote student interest in the course

content, the use of equitable methods in evaluating student progress in the course, and

maintenance of communication with students (Feldman, 1986).

Researchers have identified characteristics of effective teachers (Feldman, 1976a).

The characteristics of exemplary college teachers include enthusiasm for teaching and
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learning, respect for students, organization and preparation of course content and materials,

mastery of the course subject, use of appropriate evaluation strategies, and continuous

evaluation of teaching strategies (Basow, Phelan, & Capotosto, 2006; Feldman, 1976a;

1988; 1997; Hativa, Barak, & Simhi, 2001; Silvestri, 2005). A summary of effective

teaching characteristics found in the literature is provided in Table 1.

TABLE 1

CHARACTERISTICS OF EFFECTIVE COLLEGE TEACHERS

Source Characteristics

Cashin (1989)

o Mastery of subject matter
o Appropriate curriculum development
o Good course design
o Expert delivery of instruction
o Appropriate assessments of learning
o Available to students
o Timely completion of administrative requirements (book
orders, syllabi on file, grade reports, etc.)

Feldman (1976a;
1988; 1997)

o Organization & preparation
o Being clear & understandable
o Availability & helpfulness to students
o Sensitive to class level & progress
o Open to class discussion & opinions of others
o Enthusiastic about teaching & subject
o Knowledge of the subject
o Fairness & impartiality in evaluation of students
o Concern & respect for students

Hativa et al. (2001)

o Organization & preparation
o Provides clear & interesting/engaging lessons
o Promotes a climate of learning
o Earnestly promotes students’ learning
o Enjoys teaching & enthusiastic about subject
o Shows care & concern for students
o Provides regular feedback to students
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Source Characteristics

Silvestri (2005)

o Love for teaching & learning
o Respect for students
o Student-centered philosophy of teaching & learning
o Motivation to teach and inspire learning
o Knowledge of & passion for subject area
o Organization & preparation
o Utilizing of role models & mentors
o Past related teaching experiences
o Continuous improvement of course & instruction
o Strong work ethic

Basow et al. (2006)

o Dynamism/Enthusiasm
o Instructor-individual student interaction
o Instructor-group interaction
o Organization/Clarity
o Scholarship/Knowledge

Student Ratings of Teaching

Much of the published research related to course and instructor evaluations extols

the use of student ratings instruments. Indeed, student ratings questionnaires have

become the “gold standard” in measuring teaching effectiveness in most university

settings (Marsh, 2001). This is largely because students are in positions to evaluate the

quality of the course and its instruction, as they are in regular contact with the instructor

and are the recipients of the course content. To assess their perceptions of teaching

effectiveness, students are usually asked to respond to multiple-item questionnaires. The

questionnaires are usually completed anonymously by students, at the end of the

semester, and in the presence of a proctor rather than the course instructor.
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Student Ratings Instruments

Some investigators have advanced the notion that global ratings or summary

items, such as “overall the course was (useful or useless)”, provide sufficient information

for administrators to judge the quality of an instructor’s teaching (Abrami & d’Apollonia,

1991; 1999; Braskamp & Ory, 1994). Yet, as suggested by the SRT literature, teaching

does not appear to be a single behavior. Thus, making the use of multiple items to assess

the quality of teaching would appear to be a more prudent approach in assessing

university teaching effectiveness. Indeed, many researchers conclude that multiple-item

student ratings instruments capture the dimensionalities of effective teaching and provide

more useful information for the instructor and college administrators than would a single

global question (Burdsal & Bardo, 1986; Cashin, 1995; Feldman, 1989; Jackson, Teal,

Raines, Nansel, Force, & Burdsal, 1999; Marsh, 2001; Marsh & Hocevar, 1991a).

One of the more widely cited examples of student ratings instruments is the

Student Evaluation of Educational Quality or SEEQ (Marsh 1982a; 1982b; 1987; 1991;

2001; Marsh & Dunkin, 1992; Marsh & Hocevar, 1991a; 1991b; Marsh & Roche 1997).

The SEEQ is a 33 item questionnaire using a nine-point Likert-type scale. The items

measure nine dimensions of teaching effectiveness. The factor-analytically derived

dimensions of effective teaching measured by the SEEQ include: a) learning, b)

instructor enthusiasm, c) organization and clarity, d) assignments and readings, e)

individual rapport, f) examinations and grading, g) group interaction, h) breadth of

coverage, and i) workload and difficulty (Marsh, 1982a; 1991).



7

Similarly, the Student Perceptions of Teaching Effectiveness or SPTE is a 39 item

questionnaire using a 5-point Likert-type scale (Burdsal & Bardo, 1986; Jackson et al.,

1999). Four of the 39 items are considered experimental and have changed since the

SPTE was developed in 1975. The remaining 35 SPTE items measure six first-order

factors related to effective college teaching: a) rapport with students, b) course value, c)

course organization and design, d) fairness of grading, e) difficulty, and f) workload

(Jackson et al.).

The SEEQ and SPTE instruments were developed and used extensively in

traditional lecture type courses to measure teaching effectiveness. Both instruments were

used to collect student ratings across multiple disciplines, such that reports to instructors

included comparisons within their own discipline and with other academic fields. Yet

neither instrument measured teaching of courses that focus on application of previously

acquired knowledge, as expected in experientially-oriented courses.

Experientially-Oriented Courses

Several academic disciplines, such as fine arts, liberal arts, the health professions,

and education, incorporate field placement experiences (e.g., practicum, internship,

clinical rotation, and student teaching), or applied practice (e.g., performance in dance

and music, and laboratory work) into their curriculum. Such placements commonly

involve one-to-one supervision by the instructor, a master professional, or preceptor, and

in-the-moment instruction. Under real-world circumstances, experientially-oriented

courses provide an opportunity for students to integrate and apply previously acquired

knowledge relevant to the discipline.
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Teaching in experientially-oriented courses has been viewed as different from

teaching in the traditional classroom, because instructors of applied courses are expected

(by students and administrators) to be experts in professional practice and skilled in

various instructional techniques which facilitate learning in the field placement setting

(Ward-Griffin & Brown, 1992). Teaching effectiveness in experientially-oriented

courses involves the teachers’ ability to help students achieve their highest potential in

terms of independent thinking, skill acquisition, and competency in their practice.

Effective teaching also requires that instructors have knowledge of the subject matter,

interpersonal skills, and flexibility in the application of a variety of teaching methods

(Kirschling et al., 1995).

Evaluation of Teaching in Experientially-Oriented Courses

Much of the research related to the evaluation of instruction in experiential

courses was published during the 1980’s and largely occurred in the health sciences,

including nursing (Knox & Morgan, 1985; Reeve, 1994; Zimmerman & Westfall, 1988),

and medicine (Irby & Rakestraw, 1981; MacDonald & Bass, 1983). This body of

literature indicated that effective instruction of clinical courses involves a professional

practice element in which instructors demonstrate course related techniques and guide

students in performing specific procedures. Knowledge of the subject matter and

communication skills, were also important instructor attributes.

In a review of the nursing literature published between 1965 and 1982,

Zimmerman and Waltman (1986) reported that a) interpersonal skills, b) professional

competence, c) teaching practices, d) availability to students, and e) evaluation practices
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were among the most highly rated clinical teaching characteristics. Morgan and Knox

(1987) reported that professional role modeling was a characteristic of the ‘best’ clinical

teachers while the ‘worst’ clinical teachers were viewed as judgmental and close-minded

by both students and faculty.

Similar instructor characteristics were described in other academic areas,

including medicine. Instructors in medical schools received favorable student ratings

when they demonstrated interpersonal involvement, knowledge of the subject, and

enthusiasm (Irby, Gillmore, & Ramsey, 1987), and ‘most helpful’ instructor behaviors

identified by physical therapy and physician assistant students involved effective

communication with students (Jarski, Kulig, & Olson, 1989).

Student Ratings Instruments Used to Evaluate Clinical Teacher Effectiveness

Similar to the student ratings instruments developed for lecture type courses,

questionnaires developed to assess teaching in clinical courses consist of multiple items

to measure the dimensions of effective teaching. For example, the Nursing Clinical

Teacher Effectiveness Inventory (NCTEI; Knox & Morgan, 1985) is a 48-item checklist

developed from characteristics of effective clinical teaching found in the literature and

through content analysis of students’ evaluations of clinical teaching. Effective teacher

characteristics were clustered into five subscales: a) teaching ability, b) nursing

competence, c) personality traits, d) interpersonal relationship, and e) evaluation

practices. In Knox and Morgan’s study, a sample of 393 baccalaureate nursing students,

45 recent graduate nurses, and 45 clinical teachers all rated evaluation practices as ‘most
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important’ and (teacher) personality traits as ‘least important’ among effective clinical

teaching skills.

A review of the health sciences literature also revealed student ratings instruments

with factor analytically derived dimensions of effective teaching in clinical courses. Two

examples of these were the Clinical Teaching Assessment Form (CTAF; Irby &

Rakestraw, 1981) and a clinical course evaluation instrument developed at the Oregon

Health Sciences University School of Nursing (OHSUSN; Kirschling et al., 1995).

Analyses of 1,567 medical student ratings using the CTAF for 230 faculty members and

320 teaching residents revealed four factors representing dimensions of effective

teaching: a) supervisory skills, b) knowledge and clarity, c) interpersonal relations, and d)

demonstrated clinical skills. The CTAF consisted of nine content items, with one to three

items loading on each factor. The instrument was designed for brevity, but the item

loadings for all but the first factor (supervisory skills) were too small (0.28 to 0.52) to

assure replication of the factors.

The 40 items of the OHSUSN instrument were generated from existing instruments

assessed by the researchers to measure effective teaching behaviors. Items were selected to

represent four areas of effective teaching: a) interpersonal style, b) teaching methods, c)

knowledge and expertise, and d) professional practice. An exploratory factor analysis of

items of the OHSUSN instrument (N = 415 students from 26 courses) revealed six factors.

Each factor consisted of three to nine items loading substantially (0.74 – 0.91) on the

factor, but several items of one of the factors loaded on other factors as well. A five-factor

solution was examined in a later confirmatory analysis (N = 1,808 student ratings for 97
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courses). The confirmatory factor analysis supported the five-factor model which consisted

of: a) knowledge and expertise, b) use of own experience, c) communication style, d)

facilitative teaching, and e) feedback (Kirschling et al., 1995).

Individual student ratings rather than course item means were used as the unit of

measure for the factor analyses of the CTAF and OHSUSN instruments. The researchers

did not mention the potential influence of other variables on the students’ ratings, yet

such variables, including class size and students’ motivation about the course, may have

had an effect on their findings.

Taken together, the instruments used to evaluate clinical teaching effectiveness

have provided useful information for instructors and college administrators in terms of

student perceptions of the quality of instruction in specific clinically-oriented disciplines.

Other instruments have been developed in other disciplines to assess teaching quality in

field placement type courses. These instruments, like those developed in the health

sciences, have been limited to measuring effective teaching specific to a single discipline,

such as education (Reed, 1990), psychology (Worthington, 1984; Worthington &

Roehike, 1979), or social work (Vonk & Thyer, 1997). Although these instruments

measure instruction in experientially-oriented courses within their respective disciplines,

their narrow focus renders them unsuitable for use in other professional fields of study.

Development of the ESPTE

Recognizing a need for an instrument to assess teaching in various experientially-

oriented courses, researchers of the Social Science Research Laboratory (SSRL) at

Wichita State University (WSU) developed the Student Perception of Teaching
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Effectiveness in Experiential Courses (ESPTE) scale. The ESPTE was patterned after

the Student Perceptions of Teaching Effectiveness (SPTE) scale, a questionnaire designed

to measure effective teaching in lecture type courses. To create the ESPTE, effective

teaching behaviors in experiential settings were obtained from the literature and item

adjustments were accomplished through focus group meetings with faculty experienced

in teaching field placement courses (Teal, 2003). The instrument was refined through a

series of pilot administrations, in courses that focus on student skill development and

knowledge application. The final instrument consisted of 30 items (see Appendix B).

Using the ESPTE, students responded to items in terms of the instructor’s capacity to

promote learning related to students’ skill attainment.

The primary target population for ESPTE utilization consisted of courses from

education, health and social sciences, fine arts, and engineering departments. Between

the Fall 1998 and Fall 2002 semesters, data from field placement courses in six colleges

(Business, Education, Engineering, Fine Arts, Health Professions, and Liberal Arts and

Sciences) across Wichita State University were gathered using the ESPTE.

The data were used in an exploratory factor analysis to examine the multiple

dimensions of effective teaching in experiential courses (Teal, 2003). A seven-factor

solution resulted from this analysis (see Table 2). However, two factors were composed

of one item only, which suggested that there may be alternative solutions found with

different data and a larger sample. Further, the analysis incorporated data collected

during the development and pilot phases of the instrument (collected prior to Fall 1998)

which may have confounded the results.
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Multiple Dimensions of Teaching in Experientially-Oriented Courses

As found in the larger SRT literature, research findings involving experientially-

oriented courses indicated that effective teaching is multidimensional. Two reoccurring

dimensions of effective teaching were a) instructors establishing interpersonal relationships

with students (rapport), and b) professional practice/clinical expertise. Specific dimensions

of effective teaching as measured by different instruments are provided in Table 2.

TABLE 2

DIMENSIONS OF EFFECTIVE TEACHING

Instrument Dimensions of Effective Teaching Interpersonal
Relationship

Professional
Practice

NCTEI
(Knox & Morgan, 1985)

o Interpersonal relationship
o Nursing competence
o Teaching ability
o Personality traits
o Evaluation practices

X
X

CTAF
(Irby & Rakestraw, 1981)

o Interpersonal relations
o Demonstrates clinical skills
o Knowledge and clarity
o Supervisory skills

X
X

OHSUSN
(Kirschling et al., 1995)

o Communication style
o Use of own experience
o Knowledge and expertise
o Facilitative teaching
o Feedback

X
X

ESPTE
(Teal, 2003)

o Professional Rapport w/ Students
o Mentoring Skill
o Course Value
o Individualized Attention
o Fairness of Grading
o Experimentation
o Resources

X
X



14

Interpersonal relationships/rapport, knowledge, clarity, and evaluation

practices/grading fairness were among the dimensions measured in traditional course

ratings instruments (Marsh, 1982a; 1991; Jackson et al., 1999). However, professional

practice/mentoring expertise appears to be a unique dimension measured in

experientially-oriented courses.

Variables with Potential to Influence or Bias Student Ratings

Variables that influence student ratings have been identified in the SRT literature.

These variables include students’ grade expectations, class size, academic division,

course level and gender. This section provides a brief summary of this literature and

rationale for including certain variables in the current study.

Grade Expectations. There exists a belief that when students expect a good grade

that they will rate the course (and instructor) more favorably. Overall, the SRT literature

has shown a fairly small (0.10 > r < 0.25), but consistent correlation between expected

grades and students’ ratings of courses (Feldman, 1976b; Marsh, 1980). Cohen (1989)

examined the relationship between expected grades and dental students’ ratings (N = 84)

of 13 clinical courses, finding most falling in the 0.15 to 0.18 range. He concluded that

there was no evidence that dental students’ grade expectations exerted undue influence on

the student ratings. On the other hand, Greenwald and Gillmore (1997) claimed that their

findings of a positive grade-ratings correlation (r = 0.45) for 200 courses was an

indication that students who expect higher than average grades tended to praise the

instructor with a higher than deserved course rating.
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Recently, Centra (2003) examined expected grades with the overall evaluation of

54,492 university courses. The relationship (r = 0.11) supported the earlier findings of

Feldman (1976a), Marsh (1980), and Cohen (1989) in which students’ higher grade

expectations did not influence their ratings of the course. Most researchers have

examined relationships between expected grades and students’ ratings of traditional

classroom courses. Examining correlations between students’ grade expectations and

course ratings using a larger sample of experientially-oriented courses could shed more

light on this relationship in applied type courses.

Class Size. Course-based variables, such as class size, academic field, and course

level, have also correlated with student ratings (Feldman, 1978). Several studies

suggested a U-shaped curvilinear relationship between class size and course ratings,

where smaller (< 15 students) and larger classes (> 100 students) received the highest

ratings, and courses with 35 to 100 students received the lowest ratings (Feldman, 1978).

Marsh and Roche (1987) generally agreed with Feldman’s conclusions about the

curvilinear relationships between class size and course ratings. More recently,

Fernandez, Mateo, and Muniz (1998) found a similar U-shaped relationship (r = -0.22)

between class size and student ratings from 2,915 courses. Very small (< 10 students)

and very large (> 150 students) courses received more favorable ratings than did courses

with 10 to 150 students. These findings were consistent with Feldman’s (1978) review of

30 studies where correlations involving class size and course ratings ranged between -.10

and -0.30.
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In his analysis related to class size, Marsh (1987) reported finding a moderate

inverse correlation (r = -.30) between class size and students’ ratings on two SEEQ

factors (Group Interaction and Individual Rapport). Experientially-oriented courses can

be quite small (< 10 students) and involve considerable interactions between the student

and instructor, yet the relationship between class size and students’ ratings of these

courses have not been reported.

Academic Area. The academic field or discipline in which the instructors teach

has also correlated with student ratings (Feldman, 1978). In a review of several studies,

examining differences in ratings in terms of academic field, Feldman (1978) found that

instructors in the arts received more favorable ratings than did those in other academic

fields. Other researchers have reported similar findings in which instructors in the arts

and education tended to receive the highest ratings, followed by social and biological

sciences, whereas mathematics and computer courses such as engineering received the

lowest ratings (Braskamp &Ory 1994; Cashin, 1990; 1995; Centra, 1993; Feldman,

1978; Marsh & Dunkin, 1992). Marsh and Roche (1997) indicated that humanities

courses tended to receive more favorable ratings than did the sciences. However, too few

studies have addressed the issue of academic discipline to clearly identify dissimilarities

in students’ ratings in relation to academic field (Marsh & Roche).

Course Level. Feldman (1988) noted that instructors of upper division and

graduate level courses tended to receive higher ratings than did those instructing lower

level or undergraduate courses. Similarly, Jarski, Kulig, and Olson (1990) found that

graduate students in physical therapy courses rated instructors more favorably than did
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undergraduate students, especially when instructors were viewed as empathetic and

interested in the students’ and patients’ privacy.

Gender. In his review of the literature, Feldman (1992) found that the majority of

the research published between 1973 and 1990 showed no significant differences in

student course ratings in terms of instructor or student gender, yet in a small number of

the studies, male professors were rated more favorably than their female counterparts,

particularly in the sciences. These findings were supported in later studies by Basow

(1995), who examined student ratings of courses in terms of the college division, and

student and instructor gender. In two consecutive studies, Basow found that male

teachers in the natural sciences were rated more favorably overall, and that female

students tended to rate female instructors more favorably than did male students.

However, the significant interactions in this research report (teacher gender by division,

2 = .049, 2 = .023; and teacher gender by student gender by division, 2 = .01, 2 =

.036) may have been confounded by other variables (course level and class size) because

female faculty tended to teach introductory/lower division courses with slightly larger

class sizes.

Recently, Centra and Gaubatz (2000) examined gender differences in 751 course

ratings and controlled for class size by excluding courses with fewer than 10 male and 10

female students. Generally, male instructors were not rated significantly differently by

male and female students, but female instructors were rated more favorably by female

students. In the natural sciences, both male and female students rated female faculty

more favorably than male instructors in terms of faculty-student interaction, and
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assessment strategies (exams, grading). This finding was noteworthy as it differed from

previous research findings in which male instructors in the natural sciences were rated

higher than female instructors. Although the differences were statistically significant,

they were “not large and should not make much difference in personnel decisions”

(Centra & Gaubatz, p. 32). Inasmuch as female instructors tended to use discussion

rather than a lecture method of instruction, the more favorable ratings received by female

instructors could be due to differences in teaching styles (Centra & Gaubatz).

Overall, in terms of teacher gender, male professors tended to be rated more

favorably than their female peers, particularly in the natural sciences. In terms of an

interaction effect between the gender of instructor and the gender of students, female

students tended to rate female instructors more favorably than did male students.

However, there were no strong patterns in the research literature suggesting that students

favor (or disfavor) teachers on the basis of gender alone (Theall & Franklin, 2001).

Indeed, the findings related to gender were mixed, and when significant findings were

reported, the effects tended to be small and inconclusive (Feldman, 1992; 1993; Marsh &

Roche, 1997).

Student Motivation. Correlations between students’ ratings and students’

motivations to take the course have also been reported. Strong positive relationships (r =

.40 and larger) have been reported between student ratings of courses and the student’s

prior interest in the subject or motivation to take the course (Marsh & Dunkin, 1992;

Sixbury & Cashin, 1995). Motivated and interested students tend to rate teaching higher

than do students with no special interest in the course (Marsh & Roche, 1997).
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Adjustments with the SPTE Scale

Use of the main SPTE has shown that students rate certain courses in some

disciplines more favorably than others, such that norms for specific disciplines have been

generated for the SPTE. Additionally, students’ motivation related to the course and

subject matter, and the class size were found to influence student SPTE ratings. To limit

the effects of class size and a priori motivation, SPTE scales were corrected such that

instructors of small classes and/or courses with highly motivated students received

ratings that reflected measures of effective teaching rather than the size of the class

and/or student motivation (Harrison, Douglas, & Burdsal, 2004). Whether the ESPTE

would need similar corrections was unknown.

Summary of the SRT Literature Reviewed

The literature indicated that experientially-oriented courses were taught

differently by instructors and perceived differently by students. Research reports from

the health sciences provided information regarding effective teaching and student ratings

of field placement type courses. Characteristics of effective clinical teachers included,

interpersonal communications skills, supervisory mentoring skills, evaluation practices,

and professional expertise. Providing instruction in field placement courses included

modeling professional behaviors and guiding students to assimilate the professional roles

of the discipline. Traditional student ratings instruments did not capture a professional

practice dimension of teaching which contributed to the development of instruments to

assess students’ perceptions of teaching effectiveness in clinical courses.
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The ESPTE was developed to solicit students’ perceptions of teaching quality in

various experientially-oriented courses. This was the only instrument found to measure

the dimensions of effective teaching in field placement courses across disciplines. The

original research with the ESPTE yielded seven primary factors, but the results were

confounded by inclusion of data from instrument development phases with different

content items.

Generally, research reports using instruments that measure clinical teaching

effectiveness did not report issues that might influence student ratings, such as variables

related to the instructor or course. Studies examining these variables in traditional

courses have reported mixed results (see Table 3), and their influence on student ratings

of experientially-oriented courses is largely unknown.

TABLE 3

SUMMARY OF VARIABLES FOUND TO INFLUENCE STUDENTS’ RATINGS

Variable Summary of Findings

Expected/Actual Grade

Mixed findings, but when course-average
grades and course-average student ratings of
teaching were correlated, whether higher grades
represented grading leniency, greater learning,
or preexisting differences was a source of
debate.

Class Size

Small classes were rated more favorably; some
researchers found curvilinear relationships
where large classes also received favorable
ratings.

Academic discipline

Fine arts and education tended to be rated more
favorably than mathematics oriented courses,
also humanities tended to receive more
favorable ratings than did the sciences.
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Variable Summary of Findings

Course Level
Graduate/upper division courses were rated
more favorably than undergraduate/lower
division courses.

Gender of Student or Instructor

Mixed findings; in general, female students
tended to rate female instructors more
favorably, and male instructors in the natural
sciences tended to be rated higher than female
instructors, but the effects are small and
inconclusive.

Students’ Prior Interest in Subject/Course
Students with a prior interest tend to rate
teaching higher than do students with no special
interest in the course or subject.

(Marsh & Roche, 1997).

Purpose of the Study

The primary aim of the current study was to further identify and describe the

dimensions of effective teaching in experientially-oriented courses as measured by the

ESPTE. A review of the SRT literature provided information about variables, such as

college division, expected grade, and course level, that influence students’ ratings of

teaching. A second objective was to examine the influence of these variables on the

dimensions of teaching in experiential courses. Because corrections were necessary for

the main SPTE, an additional objective of the study was to examine whether similar

corrections related to class size or students’ prior interest in the course would be

warranted for the ESPTE.

The specific research questions addressed in this study are as follow:

1) What are the common dimensions of teaching effectiveness in experiential

courses?
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2) Are students’ anticipated grade and class size related to the dimensions of

teaching effectiveness in experientially-oriented courses?

3) Do a) college division, b) course level (undergraduate versus graduate), or c)

location of the course (on-campus versus off-campus) affect the dimensions of

teaching in experientially-oriented courses?

4) Does the gender of the student or instructor influence dimensions of teaching?

Student Motivation and the ESPTE

Unlike the SPTE, the ESPTE did not include items related to a priori motivation.

During the Fall 2005 semester, students completing the ESPTE also responded to four a

priori motivation items from the SPTE. Thus, an additional aim of this study was to

assess the extent to which prior motivation relates to student ratings of teaching in

experientially-oriented courses.
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CHAPTER II

METHOD

Instrument

The Student Perceptions of Teaching Effectiveness in Experiential Courses Scale

(ESPTE) is a 38-item questionnaire, using a 5-point Likert scale response format, in

which students respond to each item by filling in a bubble/circle with a #2 pencil (see

Appendix B). This instrument, like the Student Perceptions of Teaching Effectiveness

Scale (SPTE), was developed by the Social Science Research Laboratory (SSRL) staff at

Wichita State University. The first six items of the ESPTE are collateral items that elicit

information about (a) the student evaluator’s gender, (b) whether the course had an off-

campus component, (c) the student’s grade expectations, (d) the number of course

evaluations already completed this semester, (e) student’s overall assessment of an off-

campus supervisor (if applicable), and (f) the student’s overall satisfaction with the

experiential course experience. The next 32 items comprise the measure of teaching

effectiveness in experiential courses, plus two validity items. The two validity items ask

students to leave one item blank (# 18), and fill in two responses on another item (# 34).

A Priori Motivation. At Wichita State University, the student ratings instrument

used in lecture type courses (SPTE) includes four items that assess prior interest in the

course subject matter and the motivation of the student to take the course. The four items

are collectively referred to as a priori motivation items (see Table 4). Scales of the SPTE

are corrected for a priori motivation, based on scores for the items in each course.

Because many of the experientially-oriented courses are part of the required curriculum
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for each major, it was not known whether the ESPTE ratings would need similar

corrections related to motivation. In the current study, this was checked using the a

priori motivation items in a small sample of courses.

TABLE 4

A PRIORI MOTIVATION ITEMS

Motivation Items Response Options (1 & 5 shown)

1. Prior to enrolling in this class, I expected it
to be of:

little or no value
(1)

great value
(5)

2. When I enrolled in this class, I wanted to
take this course:

very much
(1)

not at all
(5)

3. I took this course because I had to: strongly agree
(1)

strongly disagree
(5)

4. I took this course because I was interested
in the subject:

very much
(1)

not at all
(5)

Procedure

ESPTE data collected at Wichita State University from the Fall 1998 through

the Fall 2005 semesters were utilized in this study. Near the end of each semester,

instructors of experientially-oriented courses who chose to use the ESPTE submitted

a request to have the questionnaire administered by the SSRL staff. Each semester,

ESPTE course section data were assigned a unique identification number to protect

the confidentiality of the instructor, and the data were electronically scanned into text

files. As part of the ongoing data collection process, institutional review board (IRB)
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approval had been obtained by the SSRL to use the ESPTE as an end-of-course

evaluation instrument for field placement courses. Independent IRB approval was

also obtained for the current study.

The entire data set was screened for appropriate responses to the two validity

items (ESPTE items 18 and 34) and 29 student responses were eliminated due to

inappropriate responses. The file was also reviewed for number of students completing

the ESPTE, and one course with only one student response was removed from the file.

The remaining ESPTE instruments (N = 3,858) had been completed by students in

364 university courses, with an average of 10.76 students in each course. The course

ratings were from 30 departments across the university, and all of the six university

colleges were included in the 364 courses: a) Education (34%), b) Liberal Arts and

Sciences (24%), c) Health Professions (18%), d) Fine Arts (16%), e) Engineering (6%),

and Business (2%). Of these, nearly two-thirds (64%) of the ESPTE instruments were

completed by students in five departments: a) Curriculum and Instruction (25%), b)

Music (14%), c) Communicative Sciences and Disorders (10%), d) Social Work (8%),

and e) Nursing (7%). Instructors of the experiential courses were mostly female (68%)

rated by female (75%) students.

During the Fall 2005 semester, a sample of 23 experientially-oriented course

sections (261 student responses) completed the Supplemental ESPTE Questions form

which consisted of the a priori motivation items described earlier (see Table 4).

Characteristics of the courses included in the Fall 2005 sample did not differ substantially

from those of the larger data set.
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The purpose of the ESPTE is to measure students’ perceptions of the instructor’s

teaching performance in a specific course, thus item means for the course were used as

the unit of measurement. Using a variable identifying each course section by semester, a

master file composed of ESPTE item means for the course sections was created using the

data aggregate command in SPSS 14.0 . Next, a course case ID variable was created to

allow cases to be selected for the 1998-2002 and 2003-2005 data periods. Other

variables and corresponding data related to the course level (undergraduate versus

graduate), instructor gender, and college division were added to the data file using course

identification information collected by the SSRL. Eleven ESTPE items (8, 12, 14, 16, 20,

22, 23, 27, 29, 32, and 36) were reversed such that larger scores for all items represented

desirable teaching behaviors. Also, items B and D of the supplemental (motivation)

items were reversed for each of the 23 courses so that larger scores represented higher

motivation.

Several variables for two education courses appeared to be outliers. The data for

both courses were reviewed and it was determined that both sections did belong to the

population, as both instructors had responses to the ESPTE from other similar courses

during different semesters and these ratings did not differ significantly from the ‘outlier’

ratings. The ESPTE data for both course sections were therefore retained for analysis.

Exploratory Versus Confirmatory Factor Analysis

There are two primary classes of factor analytic methods, a) exploratory factor

analysis (EFA), and b) confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Both EFA and CFA “are

based on the common factor model, and both seek to represent the structure of
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correlations among measured variables using a relatively small set of latent variables”

(Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999, p. 276). Confirmatory factor analysis

is regarded as a theory-oriented research strategy, whereas EFA is data-driven and

considered to be a results-centered research strategy (Velicer & Jackson, 1990). “Unlike

CFA, EFA isolates factor structures without consideration of theoretical expectations of

the researcher” (Thompson & Daniel, 1996, p. 198).

Fabrigar et al. (1999) suggested that EFA is a more prudent choice over CFA,

when the researcher has relatively limited empirical or theoretical foundation upon which

to base assumptions about the number of common factors or the specific variables these

latent variables are likely to influence. Indeed, Velicer and Jackson (1990) stated that

EFA procedures “should be preferred [over CFA] except for those cases where well-

defined theory exists” (p. 21).

As indicated in the SRT literature, a well-defined theory of effective teaching has

not been developed. Also, there was a reasonable likelihood that earlier analysis of the

(1998-2002) ESPTE data was confounded. Taken together, these issues suggest that an

EFA would be the more appropriate factor analytic method at this juncture.

Analyses

ESPTE data collected between the Fall 1998 and Fall 2005 semesters were

analyzed to further examine the factor structure and usefulness of the ESPTE in various

field placement settings. To explore replication of the factors identified in the entire data

set (1998-2005), these data were split into two subgroups (initial data collected 1998-

2002, and new data collected 2003-2005). As part of the exploratory factor analysis,
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factor scores for the entire data set were generated and used for additional analyses.

Correlation and means comparison analyses were used to examine the influence of

selected variables on the factor scores. All analyses were completed using SPSS 14.0 ,

except for the root mean square errors of approximation (RMSEA) which were computed

using CEFA (Browne, Cudeck, Tateneni, & Mels, 2004).
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Upon determining the factor analytic method, the next steps are to determine the

a) factor extraction method, b) number of factors, and c) method of rotation.

Method of Extraction

Gorsuch (1990) observed that common factor analysis (FA) produced more

preferable or equivalent results compared to principal components analysis (PCA) of the

same data, and suggested that FA be routinely applied. Furthermore, PCA produces

components and is used for data reduction purposes, whereas FA produces factors and is

the recommended procedure for identification of latent variables/constructs (Fabrigar et

al., 1999). As a primary purpose of this study was to further identify the underlying

dimensions of effective teaching in experientially-oriented courses, common factor

analytic procedures were employed.

Specifically, principal axis factoring was used to extract the factors from the

items, which were iterated until communality stabilized, taking seven iterations for each

data period (see Appendix C). Descriptive statistics for the 30 items included in the

common factor analyses for each of the data periods are provided in Table 5. Correlation

coefficients for all pair-wise combinations of the 30 content items for each of the data

collection periods are provided in Appendix D.
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TABLE 5

ITEM DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR DATA COLLECTION PERIODS

Data Collection Period
1998-2005
N = 364

1998-2002
n =170

2003-2005
n = 194

Item Number and Content Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Q7 - modeled skills & techniques 4.215 .682 4.181 .672 4.244 .692
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment 4.047 .675 3.995 .688 4.092 .662
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance 4.312 .608 4.245 .642 4.371 .571
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in interaction 4.015 .596 4.012 .592 4.019 .602
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make suggestions 4.394 .579 4.394 .587 4.395 .573
Q12 - ability to establish rapport 4.337 .628 4.339 .644 4.335 .615
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies 4.240 .624 4.238 .602 4.241 .645
Q14 - came across as friendly 4.676 .436 4.690 .440 4.664 .433
Q15 - treated students respectfully 4.683 .427 4.681 .439 4.685 .418
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill development 4.532 .452 4.550 .414 4.517 .484
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions available 4.258 .562 4.302 .534 4.219 .584
Q19 - course experience has value 4.416 .562 4.376 .566 4.451 .559
Q20 - method of assigning grades 4.274 .633 4.245 .664 4.299 .605
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge 4.617 .440 4.609 .426 4.624 .452
Q22 - emotionally supportive 4.358 .581 4.361 .539 4.355 .616
Q23 - feedback was adequate 4.410 .537 4.390 .526 4.428 .548
Q24 - progress measured against goals 3.978 .562 3.973 .565 3.984 .560
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped self-confidence 4.200 .607 4.214 .568 4.189 .640
Q26 - criticism provided constructively 4.448 .488 4.444 .473 4.452 .502
Q27 - instructor was open-minded 4.485 .564 4.512 .544 4.461 .581
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field 4.113 .662 4.069 .695 4.152 .630
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair 4.645 .419 4.646 .442 4.643 .398
Q30 - content of class was useful 4.155 .671 4.109 .698 4.196 .645
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional behavior 4.161 .541 4.129 .517 4.190 .561
Q32 - my skills have increased 4.330 .542 4.328 .538 4.332 .547
Q33 - ability to link theory to field 4.208 .541 4.199 .507 4.215 .570
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and experience 4.653 .415 4.668 .362 4.639 .457
Q36 - anxiety diminished 4.019 .692 4.049 .712 3.993 .675
Q37 - helpful materials 4.176 .622 4.160 .619 4.190 .626
Q38 - committed to professional development 4.578 .476 4.571 .456 4.584 .493
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Determining the Number of Factors

Gorsuch (1983) suggested that the number of factors could be determined using

the following procedures: a) the magnitude of the Kaiser-Gutman eigenvalues, and b) the

percentage of common variance extracted, as well as c) Cattell’s Scree Test (Cattell,

1978). These methods have received considerable scrutiny and criticism (Fabrigar et al.,

1999), yet are among the more frequently reported methods of determining the number of

factors. Using the three methods suggested by Gorsuch, the number of factors was

determined for the entire data set (N = 364), this solution was also examined using the

1998-2002 (n = 170) and 2003-2005 (n = 194) data sets.

As shown in Table 6, only two factors yielded eigenvalues of one or greater for all

data periods. Examining the eigenvalues and cumulative percentage of common variance

extracted, it appeared appropriate to stop at four factors. Use of a four factor solution

accounted for nearly 80% of the variance in each of the data periods (see Table 6).

TABLE 6

EIGENVALUES & PERCENT OF VARIANCEACCOUNTED FOR DATA PERIODS

Factor
Eigenvalues
1998-2005

Cumulative
% Variance

Eigenvalues
1998-2002

Cumulative
% Variance

Eigenvalues
2003-2005

Cumulative
% Variance

1 20.521 68.404 20.149 67.164 20.961 69.870

2 1.714 74.117 1.658 72.690 1.862 76.078

3 .839 76.913 1.014 76.069 .934 79.190

4 .822 79.653 .818 78.795 .695 81.506
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Factor
Eigenvalues
1998-2005

Cumulative
% Variance

Eigenvalues
1998-2002

Cumulative
% Variance

Eigenvalues
2003-2005

Cumulative
% Variance

5 .658 81.847 .749 81.292 .674 83.754

6 .574 83.761 .730 83.725 .516 85.474

7 .507 85.452 .477 85.316 .449 86.971

8 .408 86.811 .448 86.810 .391 88.275

9 .355 87.994 .434 88.258 .354 89.454

10 .311 89.031 .305 89.274 .317 90.511

The scree plots revealed four factors for the entire data set (see Figure 1) and

1998-2002 data (see Figure 2). However, the scree plot for the 2003-2005 data showed

three factors (see Figure 3).

Eigenvalues greater than 2 are shown as equal to 2

Figure 1. Cattell’s Scree Test for ESPTE Items 1998-2005
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Eigenvalues greater than 2 are shown as equal to 2

Figure 2. Cattell’s Scree Test for ESPTE Items 1998-2002
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Eigenvalues greater than 2 are shown as equal to 2

Figure 3. Cattell’s Scree Test for ESPTE Items 2003-2005
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Taken together, themethods for estimating the number of factors indicated the

presence of up to four factors for the entire data set and two subgroup data sets. In

addition, the root mean square errors of approximation (RMSEA) were computed using

CEFA (Comprehensive Exploratory Factor Analysis), a software program developed

by Browne et al. (2004). Used extensively in the maximum likelihood factor extraction

method, the “RMSEA is an estimate of the discrepancy between the model and data per

degree of freedom for the model” (Fabrigar et al., 1999, p. 280). The RMSEA will be

zero if the model fits exactly (Browne & Cudeck, 1992). Less rigid values have been

suggested to indicate a close fit (RMSEA < 0.05), an acceptable fit (RMSEA < 0.08), and

an unacceptable model fit occurs when the RMSEA exceeds 0.10 (Browne & Cudeck).

The RMSEA for the entire data set was 0.073 (CI = 0.067-0.078), 0.075 (CI = 0.067-

0.084) for the 1998-2002 data, and 0.077 (CI = 0.069-0.085) for the 2003-2005 data. The

point estimates and confidence intervals indicated a reasonable fit for the four-factor

model for the entire data set and lesser-quality fit for the two subgroup data periods.

Four factors were extracted from the ESPTE content items for each data period.

However, the fourth factor for the 2003-2005 data period lacked interpretability. A three-

factor model for the 2003-2005 data suggested a marginal fit (RMSEA = 0.086; CI =

0.079-0.094). As the scree test supported up to three factors for these data, only three

factors were extracted for the 2003-2005 data.

Factor Rotation

Once the factors were extracted, they were rotated using promax procedures. In

the promax procedure, orthogonal (varimax in SPSS ) rotation is first conducted; the
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factors are then allowed to be correlated with an oblique rotation (Fabrigar et al., 1999;

Gorsuch, 1983).

Factor Identification – Dimensions of Effective Teaching in Experiential Courses

The next step in the analysis involved exploring the factor pattern matrices (Vfp,

see Appendix E, also see factor structure matrices (Vfs) in Appendix F). Gorsuch (1983)

indicated that marker variables, i.e. those thought to be relatively pure measures of the

factor, should have high weights and correlations with the factors, and load on the same

factor in different samples. When the variables form the same or similar pattern as

previously found, the factor can be considered replicated (Gorsuch). Variables loading

with an absolute value of 0.35 and above were considered salient for interpretation.

Table 7 depicts the items that loaded on the factors in each of the data periods, as well as

the marker variables for the factors.

TABLE 7

SUMMARY OF FACTORS WITH SALIENT LOADINGS

Item Description Total
N = 364

1998-2002
n = 170

2003-2005
n = 194

Factor I: Mentoring Skill (MS)
Q07 modeled skills & techniques 0.907 0.753 1.066
Q11 able to link theory to field 0.807 0.751 0.853
Q13 able to utilize wide range of teaching

strategies 0.919 0.797 0.943

Q35 willing to share knowledge and experience 0.926 0.980 0.662
Q37 provided helpful materials 0.848 0.776 0.638
Q33 had appropriate skills and knowledge 0.816 0.806 0.638
Q21 able to answer questions & make

suggestions 0.809 0.833 0.706
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Item Description Total
N = 364

1998-2002
n = 170

2003-2005
n = 194

Q28 aware when having difficulty in field 0.704 0.609 0.679
Q23 feedback was adequate 0.696 0.534 0.842
Q31 feedback emphasized professional behavior 0.678 0.733 0.458
Q10 feedback emphasized student behavior in

interaction with field setting 0.651 0.531 0.572

Q38 committed to students’ professional
development 0.637 0.700 0.389

Q12 ability to establish rapport 0.550 0.596 0.485
Q09 expectations re: students' performance were

clear 0.542 0.416 1.030

Q08 encouraged students to experiment with
different approaches 0.532 0.560 0.151

Q17 consultation outside regular sessions was
available 0.520 0.533 0.471

Q30 content of class was useful 0.500 0.370 0.453
Q24 progress was measured against defined goals

& tasks 0.376 0.210 0.688

Q36 instructor’s behavior diminished students’
anxiety 0.241 0.489 0.241

Q20 method of assigning grades -- -- 0.665

Factor II: Professional Rapport with Students (PRS)
Q29 instructor's manner was fair 0.943 0.962 0.993
Q14 came across as friendly 0.932 0.898 0.999
Q15 treated students respectfully 0.918 0.912 0.951
Q27 instructor was open-minded 0.903 0.826 0.967
Q16 patient attitude toward students’ rate of

skill development 0.843 0.783 0.920

Q22 emotionally supportive of students 0.797 0.739 0.894
Q25 behavior and attitude helped students’ self-

confidence 0.638 0.518 0.741

Q26 criticism was provided constructively 0.607 0.482 0.754
Q36 instructor’s behavior diminished students’

anxiety 0.578 0.433 0.697

Q12 ability to establish rapport 0.371 0.286 0.482
Q38 committed to students’ professional

development 0.360 0.383 0.405
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Item Description Total
N = 364

1998-2002
n = 170

2003-2005
n = 194

Factor III: Course Value (CV)
Q19 course experience has value 0.929 0.952 0.973
Q32 my skills have increased 0.774 0.841 0.965
Q30 content of class was useful 0.388 0.529 0.419

Factor IV: Fairness of Grading (FG)
Q20 method of assigning grades 0.771 0.777 --
Q09 expectations re: students' performance were

clear 0.406 0.423 --
Marker variables for each factor appear in bold typeface

For each analysis, marker variables were evident and the remaining variables

formed a similar pattern. The majority (90%) of the 30 content items loaded on one, and

only one, factor in each factor analysis. In all three factor analyses two items (ability to

establish rapport and committed to students’ professional development) loaded on both

Mentor Skill and Professional Rapport with Students. Another item (content of class was

useful) loaded on bothMentoring Skill and Course Value factors. In the analyses of the

entire data set and 1998-2002 data, a fourth item (expectations of students’ performance

were clear) loaded on theMentoring Skill and Fairness of Grading factors. However, in

analysis of the 2003-2005 data, this item loaded only on theMentoring Skill factor. The

factor correlations for each of the three analyses are provided in Table 8.
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TABLE 8

FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX (RF) FOR THE DATA PERIODS

Factors

MS PRS CV FG

MS --

PRS 0.790 --

CV 0.733 0.579 --

Total Data Set

(1998-2005)

FG 0.618 0.546 0.491 --

Factors

MS PRS CV FG

MS --

PRS 0.782 --

CV 0.759 0.630 --

1998-2002

FG 0.586 0.576 0.525 --

Factors

MS PRS CV

MS --

PRS 0.797 --

2003-2005

CV 0.777 0.655 --
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In order to examine the stability of the factors and their relationships to other

variables, factor scores were generated for each data period (see Appendix G for the

weight matrices). Gorsuch indicated that checking the quality of the factor scores is

crucial when factor scores are estimated in factor analyses. Further, Gorsuch asserted

that the correlations between the factor scores and their corresponding factors can be

viewed as ameasure of reliability (homogeneity) for the factors.

The correlation of the factor scores and their associated factors provided an

estimate regarding the reliability of the results from the factor analyses (see Table 9). As

shown in the main diagonal for each analysis, the correlations (R2) between the factor

scores and their associated factors were all above .92, which indicated that the factors

were relatively stable. In the following analyses, the factor scores for the entire data set

were used to examine the relationships of specific course characteristics to the

dimensions of effective teaching.

TABLE 9

CORRELATION BETWEEN ESTIMATED ESPTE FACTOR SCORES & ESPTE
FACTORS (Rfs)

Factor Scores

Factors MS’ PR’ CV’ FG’

MS 0.990 0.804 0.764 0.673

PRS 0.802 0.987 0.603 0.595

CV 0.742 0.587 0.962 0.538

Total Data Set

(1998-2005)

FG 0.627 0.556 0.515 0.923
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Factor Scores

Factors MS’ PR’ CV’ FG’

MS 0.989 0.796 0.789 0.627

PRS 0.793 0.986 0.653 0.626

CV 0.773 0.641 0.968 0.565

1998-2002

FG 0.592 0.593 0.545 0.934

Factor Scores

Factors MS’ PR’ CV’

MS 0.990 0.806 0.797

PRS 0.806 0.991 0.672

2003-2005

CV 0.786 0.662 0.976

Factor Score Debate

The ongoing debate regarding factor scores must be acknowledged. Factor scores

can be used to relate the factors to other variables, yet it is important to note that these

scores are estimated from the common factors, and are indeterminate (Gorsuch, 1983). The

indeterminacy of factor scores (and factors) has been a source of contention among

researchers receiving considerable attention in the literature. Indeed, a special commentary

section of theMultivariate Behavioral Research (Special, 1996) journal was dedicated to

the topic of indeterminacy.
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The factor scores in the current study were used for the purpose of shedding light on

the relationships between certain variables and the factors. With the estimated factor

scores correlating above .90 with their corresponding factors (Rfs), the estimates were

adequate for most scientific purposes (Gorsuch, 1983). Therefore, the common factor

scores for the entire data set (1998-2005) were used in the following analyses.

Course Characteristics

The objectives of this study included examination of the relationships of the

dimensions of teaching in experientially-oriented courses to class size, anticipated grade,

course level, gender, and course location. Descriptive statistics for these variables, as

well as the global course rating variable, appear in Table 10.

TABLE 10

COURSE CHARACTERISTICS FOR 1998-2005 DATA (N = 364)

Variable Mean SD Range Minimum
Value

Maximum
Value

Class Size 10.76 8.00 70 2 72

Expected Grade (“F” to “A”) 4.83 0.23 1.38 3.62 5.00

Global Course Rating
variable 4.36 0.44 2.37 2.63 5.00

%
Course Level
Undergraduate
Graduate

51.6
48.4

-- -- -- --

Gender - Instructor
Male
Female

32.1
67.9

-- -- -- --
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Variable Mean SD Range Minimum
Value

Maximum
Value

%

Gender - Student
Male
Female

25.3
74.7

-- -- -- --

Location
On-campus
Off-campus

15.1
84.9

-- -- -- --

Relationship of ESPTE Factors to Anticipated Grade, Class Size, and Global Course Rating

The research literature suggested that students’ anticipated grades and class size

had influenced student ratings of traditional courses. The relationships between these

variables and the dimensions of teaching in experientially-oriented courses were

examined in the present study. Also, to assess the consistency of the factors,

relationships between the factor scores and the global course rating variable were

analyzed (see Table 11).

There was a significant Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation between student’s

expected grade and two factors (PRS & CV). The stronger relationship for students’

expected grade was with theProfessional Rapport with Students factor, where students

expecting a higher grade tended to rate the instructor more favorably for this factor.

Excepting Fairness of Grading, the correlations for class size were significant for

each dimension of effective teaching, where smaller classes were rated more favorably

than larger classes (see Table 11).
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Examination of the consistency of ESPTE factors revealed strong to moderate

relationships between each of the factors and the variable measuring students’ overall

assessment of the course (see Table 11). Courses rated favorably overall were also rated

favorably in each teaching dimension. The significant correlations between the factors

and the global course rating variable provided support for the consistency of student

ratings on each of the items composing the ESPTE scales.

TABLE 11

CORRELATIONS OF FACTORS WITH EXPECTED GRADE, CLASS SIZE, & GLOBAL
RATING (N = 364)

Factor Scores

Variables MS’ PRS’ CV’ FG’

Expected Grade .084 .207** .131* .103
Class Size -.184** -.143** -.195** -.056

Global Course Ratinga .405** .352** .581** .316**
a (n = 318, Global Course Rating variable - ESPTE item # 6 added Fall 1999)
* p < .05
** p < .01

Dimensions of Teaching Related to College Division, Course Level, and Location

To explore whether adjustments were needed in the dimensions of effective

teaching, another objective of the study was to examine the differences in the factor

scores in terms of a) college division, b) course level (undergraduate vs. graduate

courses), and c) location (off-campus vs. on-campus settings). One-way ANOVAs were
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usedwith Bonferroni adjustments ( = .008) to examine how these variables affected the

factors scores.

Business had a small number of courses (n = 6) completing ESPTEs, and courses

from this college were excluded from analysis involving college division. As shown in

Table 12, the effect of college division was approaching statistical significance for

Mentoring Skill (p =.008). There were no significant differences in terms of college

division for any of the other factors (see Table 13 for descriptive statistics).

Examination of the course level revealed that graduate courses tended to be

smaller (M = 9.12, SD = 6.79) than undergraduate courses (M = 12.30, SD = 8.73) and

were rated more favorably related to the instructor’s rapport with students. Table 12

shows the small, but significant effect of course level for Professional Rapport with

Students, where scores for this factor were higher in graduate courses than in

undergraduate courses (p = .005). Differences between undergraduate and graduate level

courses were not significant for any of the other factors.

Most of the experientially oriented courses included an off-campus component.

Classes with an off-campus component (practicum, clinical placement, and so on)

received higher scores for rapport, and lower scores for mentoring, grading fairness, and

course value. Yet, whether the courses were offered on or off campus did not

significantly affect scores for any of the factors (see Table 12 for p values).
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TABLE 12

DIFFERENCES BETWEENCOLLEGE DIVISION, COURSE LEVEL, LOCATION &
ESPTE FACTORS

Variable Mentoring
Skill

Professional
Rapport

Course
Value

Fairness of
Grading

F(4,353) 3.539 1.147 0.597 2.437

p value .008 .334 .665 .047College Division

2 .039 .013 .007 .027

F(1,362) .004 8.070 4.244 2.157

p value .951 .005 .040 .143Course Level

2 < .001 .022 .012 .006

F(1,362) 1.363 .280 1.159 .006

p value .244 .597 .282 .937Location

2 .004 .001 .003 < .001
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Planned analyses included examination of the factors in relation to the gender of

instructor and student (MANOVA). Upon examination of the gender of faculty, it was

found that gender was confounded by college division (and vice versa). Education,

health professions, and fine arts courses were largely taught by female instructors,

whereas engineering and business courses were mostly taught by male instructors.

Inasmuch as the one-way ANOVA involving college division did not reveal particularly

meaningful results, further analyses related to gender were not pursued.

A Priori Motivation

Four a priori motivation items were used in this study to estimate students’

motivation related to experientially-oriented courses (Cronbach’s alpha = .780). As

experienced with the main SPTE instrument, the alpha improved when the third motivation

item (had to take the course) was removed (see Table 14). Thus, a motivation score

consisting of supplemental items A, B, and D was computed (Cronbach’s alpha = .922).

TABLE 14

A PRIORI MOTIVATION ITEM STATISTICS FOR FALL 2005

Scale Mean if Item
Deleted

Scale Variance
if Item Deleted

Corrected Item-
Total Correlation

Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted

Expected class to be
of value (A) 10.4200 2.501 .625 .717

Wanted to take the
class (B) 10.7665 1.937 .811 .598

Had to take the
course (C) 12.6717 2.781 .215 .922

Interested in course
subject (D) 10.6161 1.940 .835 .587
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To examine the relationship between the a priori motivation scores (M = 4.22, SD

= 0.56), and the factors scores, a Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation (one-tailed) was

performed (see Table 15). The students’ prior interest in the course was related to all

four factors. More motivated students tended to rate the course more favorably in each of

the dimensions of effective teaching. As experienced with the SPTE, this suggests that

adjustments related to a priori motivation would be warranted for the ESPTE.

TABLE 15

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN A PRIORI MOTIVATION VARIABLES & FACTOR
SCORES (n = 23)

Factor Scores

Variable & Probability MS’ PRS’ CV’ FG’

A priori motivation score .565 .588 .603 .460
p value <.001 <.001 <.001 .014
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

Dimensions of Effective Teaching in Experientially-Oriented Courses

A four-factor solution produced interpretable factors for the entire data set and the

1998-2002 data period, and the first three factors were replicated in analysis of the 2003-

2005 data. The replication of variables with consistent loadings on the same factors over

each sample, and the nearly perfect correlation between the factor scores and their

associated factors, suggest that the factors are stable.

The first factor,Mentoring Skill, was composed of items that assess the

instructor’s ability to share their knowledge and expertise, model the professional role(s),

and adjust instructional techniques and materials to aid in student learning. This factor

captured a professional practice component observed in other discipline-specific

measures of experientially-oriented teaching, as well as the instructor’s capacity to draw

on the diverse instructional skills needed to help students assimilate and apply

information learned in classroom-based courses.

The practice aspect of experientially-oriented courses tends to separate them from

traditional lecture type courses. Indeed, the SRT literature suggested that a measure of

professional practice is essential in evaluating instruction in experientially-oriented

courses. Student ratings instruments such as the SEEQ (Marsh 1982a) and SPTE

(Burdsal & Bardo, 1986) do not measure a professional practice dimension. The

Mentoring Skill dimension reported here is particularly noteworthy. In the first factor

position, 18 of the 30 ESPTE content items loaded on Mentoring Skill which represents
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the most well marked dimension measured by the ESPTE. Clearly, the ESPTE captures

a professional practice dimension.

The second factor,Professional Rapport with Students, contained items related to

the instructor’s friendliness, fairness, and appreciation of students. There were five

marker variables across samples for this factor. This factor addressed the instructor’s

ability to establish and maintain interpersonal communication with students in a

supportive manner that enhanced students’ professional development.

An instructor’s ability to relate to students is important regardless of course type.

Yet in experientially-oriented courses, this dimension is central to students’ skill

attainment. In applied type courses, students need supported reinforcement and direction

from their instructor as skills and procedures are performed and practiced. An

interpersonal communications skill was an important characteristic of effective teachers

identified in the SRT literature. The second ESPTE factor, Professional Rapport with

Students, reflects the instructor’s ability to establish and maintain interpersonal

relationships with students.

The third factor, Course Value, addressed the value that the students placed on the

experiential course and the instructor responsible for it. This factor consisted of two

ESPTE items measuring the students’ rating of the course experience, and skill

acquisition. This factor provides additional information to the instructor and

administrators about students’ overall experiences with the instructor and course.

The fourth factor,Fairness of Grading, assessed how clearly the expectations of

students and method of assigning grades had been conveyed and consisted of one marker
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variable, fairness in the method of assigning grades. The variances in both items loading

on this factor were considerably lower in the 2003-2005 data than in 1998-2002 data

period. The variance in items #9 (expectations regarding students’ performance) and #

20 (method of assigning grades) decreased by 20.9% and 17.0%, respectively. This may

have had an effect on the fact that this factor did not form with the analysis of the 2003-

2005 ESPTE data. Also, there may have been changes in how performance expectations

were presented by instructors or perceived by students that were reflected in students’

ratings of courses in the later data period.

Taken together, modeling professional skills and techniques for students in a fair

and friendly manner were important instructor characteristics in this study. These are

consistent with characteristics of effective teachers found in the medical and allied health

literature. Of note is that students from different disciplines also valued these instructor

characteristics. Indeed, mentoring students as they practice professional role

responsibilities is a defining characteristic of effective teaching in experientially-oriented

courses.

Dimensions of Teaching Related to Grade Expectations, Class Size, Course Level, &

Global Rating

The correlations involving grade expectations were low to moderate (.08 > r <

.21), which were consistent with those reported in other research (see Feldman, 1976a).

The relationship between students’ grade expectations and instructor’s professional

rapport with students suggests that students experiencing an interpersonal connection

with the instructor tended to expect higher grades, and those with a lesser amount of
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rapport with the instructor tended to expect lower grades. Whether the influence was

largely related to student or instructor characteristics cannot be determined in the present

study, but would be interesting to examine in the future.

The correlations related to class size were low (-.06 > r < -.20), which were

consistent with those reported by Feldman (1978). Smaller classes were rated more

favorably than large classes in terms of rapport, mentoring, and value. This indicated that

smaller classes were perceived as more warm and friendly, where students experienced

personalized mentoring, and thus valued the course.

Consistent with the findings of Feldman (1998) and Jarski, Kulig, and Olson

(1990), graduate level courses were rated more favorably then were undergraduate

courses. In addition, graduate courses tended to have fewer students than did

undergraduate courses, and students in graduate level courses tended to rate instructors’

rapport with students more favorably than any of the other dimensions of teaching. This

suggests that students in graduate courses valued instructors who communicated

effectively, and were fair and open-minded. This also indicates that students in graduate

school had different expectations about experiential courses and the professionals who

teach them. The finding related to rapport with graduate students is not surprising given

the nature of the relationship between the instructor and student at the advanced level.

Instructors of graduate courses tend to view their instruction as grooming future

colleagues. This is especially true in experientially-oriented courses where the master

professional is able to share their experiences and expertise to promote skill development

and professional competence in the novice practitioner.
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Further, the correlations between the ESPTE scales and global course rating

variable were consistent with the findings of Harrison, Douglas, and Burdsal (2004).

Using SPTE data and an overall rating variable, SPTE scales related to course design,

rapport, course value, and grading quality were meaningfully related (r > .80) to students’

overall instructor evaluation (Harrison et al.). The ratings for the ESPTE scales were also

consistent with students’ general evaluation of the course, as demonstrated in the

substantial correlations between the dimensions of teaching and the global course rating

variable.

Dimensions of Teaching and Academic Division

Based on substantial differences between college divisions, separate norms were

needed for the SPTE scales. Differences in college divisions were not apparent in

analysis of the ESPTE scales, however. Although fine arts courses received more

favorable ratings forMentoring Skill than any other college division, the effect of college

division was not statistically significant for any of the ESPTE factors. Further, the belief

that mathematically-based courses, such as engineering, are rated considerably lower than

education courses (Braskamp & Ory, 1994) was not supported. Taken together, the

findings of the present study indicated that adjustments or norms, in terms of college

division, need not be considered for the ESPTE.

A Priori Motivation

Similar to findings using the SPTE, a priori motivation had considerable

influence on the ESPTE scales. Students who were enthusiastic about the course and its

content, tended to rate the course (and instructor) more favorably. Conversely,
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instructors whose students were not enthusiastic about the course received comparatively

lower ratings. Thus, a correction for a priori motivation should be considered in future

interpretations of ESPTE results.

Limitations

Limitations of this study should be noted, as they could affect generalizability of the

findings presented here. One limitation is that the use of the ESPTE instrument by

university instructors is mostly voluntary and as such, some disciplines may be over- or

underrepresented. An additional limitation involves the number of cases for this

exploratory factor analysis. While 364 courses were an adequate number, the factors need

to be re-examined with a larger data set. Further, the results presented here represent

evaluations of instruction for experientially-oriented courses in one university, and are not

necessarily representative of all university settings.

Recommendations for Future Research

In the future, it would be interesting to examine the dimensions of effective

teaching in experientially-oriented courses in terms of student characteristics. This could

include examination of information related to the student’s personality, locus of control,

age, experience, and so on. Since students with applied majors, such as education, music,

frequently complete more than one experientially-oriented course, it would also be useful

to track student ratings over time.

Demonstrating stability of course ratings, Marsh and Hocevar (1991) found nearly

no change in the student ratings of instructors teaching the same courses over a long

period of time (13 years). Their research involved examination of the student rating of
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instruction for traditional classrooms in 31 academic departments. Since many of the

courses with completed ESPTEs were taught by the same instructors in different

semesters, it would be useful to examine the stability of the course ratings in

experientially-oriented courses as well.

Because the ESPTE has been used on a voluntary basis, some departments use

different instruments to gather evaluative information from students related to

experiential courses. For example, the School of Nursing at Wichita State University has

routinely used the Nursing Clinical Teacher Effectiveness Inventory (NCTEI; Knox &

Morgan, 1985) for evaluation of undergraduate clinical instruction. This instrument,

completed by students at the end of their clinical rotation, has provided useful

information to instructors about the perceived effectiveness of their clinical instruction.

The subscales of the NCTEI assess teaching ability, nursing competence,

personality traits, interpersonal relationship, and evaluation practices. The first three

subscales are similar to the instruction characteristics involved with the ESPTE

Mentoring Skill factor, and the last two NCTEI subscales are similar to the rapport and

grading related ESPTE factors. Using both instruments to collect end-of-semester ratings

for undergraduate nursing clinical courses could provide information about the utility of

the ESPTE for these courses. In addition, the ESPTE, rather than the NCTEI, would

allow instructors and administrators to compare the evaluations with others in the college

division and across the university, which would be especially useful in tenure and

promotion decisions.
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Conclusions

Student ratings of teaching are one source of information used to provide

formative and summative feedback to instructors and administrators. “To be fair,

comparisons of faculty teaching based on [student] ratings should use sufficient amounts

of data from similar situations” (Theall & Franklin, 2001, p. 51). Use of the ESPTE in

experientially-oriented courses allows for such comparisons across similar course

situations.

The findings of the current study identified and confirmed multiple dimensions of

effective teaching in experientially-oriented courses. Similar to instruments used in field

placement settings of specific disciplines, a professional practice dimension (Mentoring

Skill) was also measured by the ESPTE. This professional practice dimension was

clarified and replicated in the results of factor analyses presented here.

Further, the findings of the current study indicated that norms, related to academic

division or other course-based variables, are unnecessary for the ESPTE. However,

adjustments related to students’ prior motivation need to be considered in future

interpretations of ESPTE results. With appropriate adjustment for a priori motivation,

the findings of this study can be used to provide useful information to instructors and

administrators related to the effectiveness of instruction in experientially-oriented

courses.
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APPENDIX D

ESPTE Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 1998-2005 Data (N = 364)

Item Number and Content Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques 1.000
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment .528 1.000
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance .683 .529 1.000
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction .718 .572 .634 1.000

Q11 - ability to answer questions & make
suggestions .809 .558 .747 .807

Q12 - ability to establish rapport .738 .564 .695 .735
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies .877 .608 .729 .788
Q14 - came across as friendly .565 .420 .532 .569
Q15 - treated students respectfully .573 .446 .573 .612
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development .582 .508 .610 .679

Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions
available .548 .469 .502 .612

Q19 - course experience has value .595 .483 .551 .653
Q20 - method of assigning grades .573 .350 .688 .543
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .761 .550 .681 .731
Q22 - emotionally supportive .621 .586 .547 .728
Q23 - feedback was adequate .754 .566 .742 .823
Q24 - progress measured against goals .554 .465 .632 .618
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence .656 .602 .654 .761

Q26 - criticism provided constructively .630 .563 .636 .744
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .547 .482 .506 .630
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .700 .516 .650 .773
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .569 .478 .568 .645
Q30 - content of class was useful .716 .516 .634 .693
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .700 .579 .643 .779

Q32 - my skills have increased .633 .540 .562 .697
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .781 .611 .689 .789
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .662 .515 .586 .654

Q36 - anxiety diminished .633 .530 .650 .707
Q37 - helpful materials .725 .558 .610 .710
Q38 - committed to professional

development .685 .601 .645 .753
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APPENDIX D 1998-2005 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions 1.000

Q12 - ability to establish rapport .855 1.000
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies .883 .828 1.000
Q14 - came across as friendly .682 .765 .646 1.000
Q15 - treated students respectfully .720 .778 .664 .868
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development .753 .766 .681 .809

Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions
available .673 .662 .660 .514

Q19 - course experience has value .627 .565 .636 .399
Q20 - method of assigning grades .642 .645 .607 .552
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .881 .834 .828 .644
Q22 - emotionally supportive .757 .773 .711 .783
Q23 - feedback was adequate .842 .766 .816 .632
Q24 - progress measured against goals .624 .570 .644 .481
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence .805 .812 .773 .749

Q26 - criticism provided constructively .767 .764 .729 .730
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .708 .723 .651 .784
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .817 .710 .755 .577
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .722 .750 .656 .818
Q30 - content of class was useful .779 .692 .764 .511
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .773 .743 .762 .562

Q32 - my skills have increased .692 .625 .695 .448
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .839 .788 .861 .618
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .766 .729 .735 .636

Q36 - anxiety diminished .769 .778 .721 .725
Q37 - helpful materials .772 .709 .781 .575
Q38 - committed to professional

development .845 .809 .787 .683
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APPENDIX D 1998-2005 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q15 Q16 Q17 Q19

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully 1.000
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development .832 1.000

Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions
available .569 .591 1.000

Q19 - course experience has value .492 .483 .507 1.000
Q20 - method of assigning grades .615 .578 .561 .531
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .691 .691 .682 .588
Q22 - emotionally supportive .798 .834 .618 .503
Q23 - feedback was adequate .675 .742 .638 .594
Q24 - progress measured against goals .545 .574 .500 .514
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence .794 .828 .644 .610

Q26 - criticism provided constructively .759 .834 .588 .563
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .798 .776 .498 .449
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .610 .648 .670 .590
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .865 .844 .546 .485
Q30 - content of class was useful .602 .584 .595 .729
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .639 .684 .637 .607

Q32 - my skills have increased .526 .568 .570 .835
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .662 .693 .643 .641
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .635 .687 .568 .410

Q36 - anxiety diminished .741 .785 .600 .512
Q37 - helpful materials .599 .619 .625 .549
Q38 - committed to professional

development .742 .781 .710 .579
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APPENDIX D 1998-2005 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q20 Q21 Q22 Q23

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions

available
Q19 - course experience has value
Q20 - method of assigning grades 1.000
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .636 1.000
Q22 - emotionally supportive .544 .700 1.000
Q23 - feedback was adequate .647 .783 .746 1.000
Q24 - progress measured against goals .590 .573 .585 .670
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence .590 .753 .855 .796

Q26 - criticism provided constructively .529 .702 .802 .782
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .534 .645 .833 .648
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .547 .742 .678 .784
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .574 .697 .824 .704
Q30 - content of class was useful .557 .742 .599 .686
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .589 .755 .726 .778

Q32 - my skills have increased .506 .657 .578 .667
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .585 .807 .728 .802
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .468 .762 .697 .717

Q36 - anxiety diminished .618 .718 .797 .739
Q37 - helpful materials .471 .741 .666 .726
Q38 - committed to professional

development .596 .821 .807 .820
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APPENDIX D 1998-2005 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q24 Q25 Q26 Q27

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions

available
Q19 - course experience has value
Q20 - method of assigning grades
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge
Q22 - emotionally supportive
Q23 - feedback was adequate
Q24 - progress measured against goals 1.000
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence .636 1.000

Q26 - criticism provided constructively .587 .850 1.000
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .533 .795 .731 1.000
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .590 .732 .697 .602
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .527 .821 .779 .830
Q30 - content of class was useful .542 .695 .657 .586
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .662 .751 .750 .597

Q32 - my skills have increased .545 .690 .652 .513
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .662 .791 .742 .629
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .536 .690 .674 .605

Q36 - anxiety diminished .609 .839 .767 .747
Q37 - helpful materials .575 .699 .679 .577
Q38 - committed to professional

development .620 .820 .790 .708
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APPENDIX D 1998-2005 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q28 Q29 Q30 Q31

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions

available
Q19 - course experience has value
Q20 - method of assigning grades
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge
Q22 - emotionally supportive
Q23 - feedback was adequate
Q24 - progress measured against goals
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence
Q26 - criticism provided constructively
Q27 - instructor was open-minded
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field 1.000
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .635 1.000
Q30 - content of class was useful .686 .610 1.000
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .739 .626 .710 1.000

Q32 - my skills have increased .648 .544 .732 .663
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .768 .656 .757 .792
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .660 .642 .601 .685

Q36 - anxiety diminished .695 .779 .588 .718
Q37 - helpful materials .669 .635 .706 .714
Q38 - committed to professional

development .758 .772 .697 .777
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APPENDIX D 1998-2005 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q32 Q33 Q35 Q36

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions

available
Q19 - course experience has value
Q20 - method of assigning grades
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge
Q22 - emotionally supportive
Q23 - feedback was adequate
Q24 - progress measured against goals
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence
Q26 - criticism provided constructively
Q27 - instructor was open-minded
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair
Q30 - content of class was useful
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior
Q32 - my skills have increased 1.000
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .707 1.000
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .514 .731 1.000

Q36 - anxiety diminished .580 .742 .650 1.000
Q37 - helpful materials .652 .762 .695 .650
Q38 - committed to professional

development .684 .796 .800 .788
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APPENDIX D 1998-2005 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q37 Q38

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions

available
Q19 - course experience has value
Q20 - method of assigning grades
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge
Q22 - emotionally supportive
Q23 - feedback was adequate
Q24 - progress measured against goals
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence
Q26 - criticism provided constructively
Q27 - instructor was open-minded
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair
Q30 - content of class was useful
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior
Q32 - my skills have increased
Q33 - ability to link theory to field
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience
Q36 - anxiety diminished
Q37 - helpful materials 1.00
Q38 - committed to professional

development .745 1.00
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APPENDIX D (continued)

ESPTE Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 1998-2002 Data (n = 170)

Item Number and Content Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques 1.000
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment .493 1.000
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance .602 .535 1.000
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction .697 .432 .555 1.000

Q11 - ability to answer questions & make
suggestions .795 .502 .718 .770

Q12 - ability to establish rapport .777 .465 .687 .699
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies .875 .562 .681 .757
Q14 - came across as friendly .620 .316 .538 .527
Q15 - treated students respectfully .593 .337 .598 .543
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development .616 .421 .621 .661

Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions
available .529 .358 .465 .577

Q19 - course experience has value .608 .412 .565 .676
Q20 - method of assigning grades .526 .265 .680 .486
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .779 .484 .670 .692
Q22 - emotionally supportive .649 .451 .527 .690
Q23 - feedback was adequate .716 .466 .693 .801
Q24 - progress measured against goals .479 .451 .610 .563
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence .689 .532 .659 .718

Q26 - criticism provided constructively .663 .468 .627 .748
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .618 .393 .543 .647
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .715 .464 .623 .764
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .593 .361 .588 .605
Q30 - content of class was useful .701 .436 .610 .643
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .692 .478 .618 .731

Q32 - my skills have increased .621 .451 .559 .677
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .766 .524 .644 .747
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .608 .407 .526 .591

Q36 - anxiety diminished .690 .465 .682 .670
Q37 - helpful materials .713 .510 .589 .676
Q38 - committed to professional

development .666 .508 .654 .698
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APPENDIX D 1998-2002 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions 1.000

Q12 - ability to establish rapport .862 1.000
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies .878 .846 1.000
Q14 - came across as friendly .676 .773 .668 1.000
Q15 - treated students respectfully .706 .766 .674 .874
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development .750 .742 .692 .774

Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions
available .649 .613 .599 .431

Q19 - course experience has value .655 .595 .657 .449
Q20 - method of assigning grades .606 .669 .560 .611
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .894 .842 .827 .623
Q22 - emotionally supportive .731 .745 .705 .744
Q23 - feedback was adequate .830 .768 .813 .613
Q24 - progress measured against goals .605 .574 .599 .498
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence .824 .793 .790 .708

Q26 - criticism provided constructively .787 .749 .765 .673
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .749 .760 .700 .791
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .807 .703 .755 .583
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .730 .739 .657 .809
Q30 - content of class was useful .774 .693 .754 .466
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .741 .719 .760 .503

Q32 - my skills have increased .714 .621 .689 .424
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .828 .766 .867 .576
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .731 .683 .668 .555

Q36 - anxiety diminished .794 .803 .745 .718
Q37 - helpful materials .778 .753 .784 .561
Q38 - committed to professional

development .847 .789 .756 .647
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APPENDIX D 1998-2002 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q15 Q16 Q17 Q19

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully 1.000
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development .813 1.000

Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions
available .496 .568 1.000

Q19 - course experience has value .553 .542 .525 1.000
Q20 - method of assigning grades .678 .605 .479 .550
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .663 .678 .642 .617
Q22 - emotionally supportive .766 .814 .606 .542
Q23 - feedback was adequate .669 .755 .666 .654
Q24 - progress measured against goals .560 .600 .493 .565
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence .767 .798 .636 .689

Q26 - criticism provided constructively .707 .800 .587 .640
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .820 .779 .495 .525
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .586 .687 .695 .624
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .860 .864 .522 .533
Q30 - content of class was useful .569 .581 .553 .748
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .565 .633 .666 .612

Q32 - my skills have increased .491 .591 .550 .805
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .614 .666 .616 .641
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .541 .656 .519 .364

Q36 - anxiety diminished .721 .768 .610 .546
Q37 - helpful materials .583 .639 .598 .572
Q38 - committed to professional

development .706 .803 .653 .515
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APPENDIX D 1998-2002 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q20 Q21 Q22 Q23

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions

available
Q19 - course experience has value
Q20 - method of assigning grades 1.000
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .614 1.000
Q22 - emotionally supportive .553 .666 1.000
Q23 - feedback was adequate .626 .779 .717 1.000
Q24 - progress measured against goals .616 .559 .589 .646
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence .598 .751 .822 .799

Q26 - criticism provided constructively .534 .711 .768 .794
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .603 .696 .828 .708
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .548 .727 .687 .786
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .634 .670 .796 .707
Q30 - content of class was useful .525 .711 .564 .671
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .617 .730 .669 .753

Q32 - my skills have increased .458 .634 .538 .695
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .554 .812 .688 .785
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .411 .711 .627 .640

Q36 - anxiety diminished .663 .756 .776 .750
Q37 - helpful materials .451 .739 .671 .719
Q38 - committed to professional

development .576 .791 .790 .812
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APPENDIX D 1998-2002 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q24 Q25 Q26 Q27

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions

available
Q19 - course experience has value
Q20 - method of assigning grades
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge
Q22 - emotionally supportive
Q23 - feedback was adequate
Q24 - progress measured against goals 1.000
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence .630 1.000

Q26 - criticism provided constructively .602 .833 1.000
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .571 .813 .760 1.000
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .575 .758 .736 .640
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .553 .808 .758 .829
Q30 - content of class was useful .541 .710 .680 .592
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .641 .704 .718 .585

Q32 - my skills have increased .570 .704 .711 .541
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .655 .772 .725 .672
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .479 .620 .629 .606

Q36 - anxiety diminished .614 .816 .739 .761
Q37 - helpful materials .572 .737 .709 .633
Q38 - committed to professional

development .597 .806 .797 .753
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APPENDIX D 1998-2002 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q28 Q29 Q30 Q31

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions

available
Q19 - course experience has value
Q20 - method of assigning grades
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge
Q22 - emotionally supportive
Q23 - feedback was adequate
Q24 - progress measured against goals
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence
Q26 - criticism provided constructively
Q27 - instructor was open-minded
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field 1.000
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .639 1.000
Q30 - content of class was useful .659 .565 1.000
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .745 .549 .663 1.000

Q32 - my skills have increased .659 .544 .714 .617
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .763 .611 .737 .772
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .629 .577 .499 .630

Q36 - anxiety diminished .717 .775 .559 .695
Q37 - helpful materials .644 .640 .683 .709
Q38 - committed to professional

development .739 .780 .625 .729
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APPENDIX D 1998-2002 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q32 Q33 Q35 Q36

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions

available
Q19 - course experience has value
Q20 - method of assigning grades
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge
Q22 - emotionally supportive
Q23 - feedback was adequate
Q24 - progress measured against goals
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence
Q26 - criticism provided constructively
Q27 - instructor was open-minded
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair
Q30 - content of class was useful
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior
Q32 - my skills have increased 1.000
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .663 1.000
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .425 .660 1.000

Q36 - anxiety diminished .546 .721 .649 1.000
Q37 - helpful materials .632 .761 .676 .699
Q38 - committed to professional

development .621 .758 .767 .821
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APPENDIX D 1998-2002 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q37 Q38

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions

available
Q19 - course experience has value
Q20 - method of assigning grades
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge
Q22 - emotionally supportive
Q23 - feedback was adequate
Q24 - progress measured against goals
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence
Q26 - criticism provided constructively
Q27 - instructor was open-minded
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair
Q30 - content of class was useful
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior
Q32 - my skills have increased
Q33 - ability to link theory to field
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience
Q36 - anxiety diminished
Q37 - helpful materials 1.000
Q38 - committed to professional

development .733 1.000
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APPENDIX D (continued)

ESPTE Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 2003-2005 Data (n = 194)

Item Number and Content Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques 1.000
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment .558 1.000
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance .763 .517 1.000
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction .736 .699 .718 1.000

Q11 - ability to answer questions & make
suggestions .823 .614 .786 .839

Q12 - ability to establish rapport .706 .662 .713 .769
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies .881 .651 .787 .813
Q14 - came across as friendly .522 .523 .540 .607
Q15 - treated students respectfully .558 .551 .553 .675
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development .565 .588 .625 .695

Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions
available .573 .577 .562 .645

Q19 - course experience has value .582 .544 .532 .635
Q20 - method of assigning grades .617 .431 .696 .599
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .747 .607 .700 .763
Q22 - emotionally supportive .603 .700 .579 .759
Q23 - feedback was adequate .785 .652 .794 .841
Q24 - progress measured against goals .618 .478 .661 .665
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence .635 .667 .670 .797

Q26 - criticism provided constructively .605 .647 .654 .741
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .497 .569 .491 .618
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .687 .565 .677 .786
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .550 .600 .554 .685
Q30 - content of class was useful .731 .591 .655 .744
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .705 .662 .669 .820

Q32 - my skills have increased .644 .623 .571 .713
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .793 .686 .741 .824
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .708 .608 .661 .704

Q36 - anxiety diminished .588 .601 .635 .744
Q37 - helpful materials .736 .600 .636 .739
Q38 - committed to professional

development .701 .683 .647 .797
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APPENDIX D 2003-2005 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions 1.000

Q12 - ability to establish rapport .847 1.000
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies .888 .815 1.000
Q14 - came across as friendly .688 .759 .629 1.000
Q15 - treated students respectfully .732 .789 .658 .864
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development .761 .792 .675 .840

Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions
available .698 .710 .709 .582

Q19 - course experience has value .604 .541 .622 .359
Q20 - method of assigning grades .679 .622 .655 .500
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .871 .830 .829 .665
Q22 - emotionally supportive .782 .800 .717 .818
Q23 - feedback was adequate .854 .767 .820 .652
Q24 - progress measured against goals .642 .567 .682 .466
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence .794 .833 .762 .783

Q26 - criticism provided constructively .751 .778 .700 .780
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .676 .695 .615 .779
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .831 .721 .762 .579
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .717 .762 .659 .830
Q30 - content of class was useful .787 .695 .781 .561
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .803 .768 .766 .616

Q32 - my skills have increased .672 .628 .701 .470
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .851 .810 .857 .655
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .802 .775 .784 .700

Q36 - anxiety diminished .747 .755 .704 .731
Q37 - helpful materials .767 .669 .780 .590
Q38 - committed to professional

development .845 .828 .811 .714
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APPENDIX D 2003-2005 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q15 Q16 Q17 Q19

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully 1.000
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development .857 1.000

Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions
available .636 .606 1.000

Q19 - course experience has value .437 .448 .508 1.000
Q20 - method of assigning grades .551 .569 .647 .511
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .717 .704 .717 .565
Q22 - emotionally supportive .830 .848 .628 .477
Q23 - feedback was adequate .683 .739 .625 .542
Q24 - progress measured against goals .530 .560 .510 .469
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence .822 .848 .650 .556

Q26 - criticism provided constructively .807 .860 .592 .500
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .784 .774 .498 .394
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .637 .632 .668 .554
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .871 .841 .575 .442
Q30 - content of class was useful .637 .601 .651 .710
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .706 .726 .628 .602

Q32 - my skills have increased .558 .553 .590 .865
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .705 .713 .667 .644
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .716 .705 .600 .454

Q36 - anxiety diminished .761 .807 .593 .489
Q37 - helpful materials .614 .609 .654 .527
Q38 - committed to professional

development .777 .768 .757 .633
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APPENDIX D 2003-2005 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q20 Q21 Q22 Q23

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions

available
Q19 - course experience has value
Q20 - method of assigning grades 1.000
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .659 1.000
Q22 - emotionally supportive .545 .726 1.000
Q23 - feedback was adequate .668 .786 .771 1.000
Q24 - progress measured against goals .567 .585 .584 .691
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence .593 .756 .877 .797

Q26 - criticism provided constructively .527 .695 .828 .772
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .481 .609 .839 .606
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .543 .760 .682 .785
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .511 .727 .859 .706
Q30 - content of class was useful .588 .774 .637 .701
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .567 .774 .769 .798

Q32 - my skills have increased .553 .677 .610 .644
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .617 .803 .756 .815
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .525 .802 .740 .777

Q36 - anxiety diminished .579 .690 .821 .735
Q37 - helpful materials .490 .742 .664 .730
Q38 - committed to professional

development .617 .844 .820 .826
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APPENDIX D 2003-2005 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q24 Q25 Q26 Q27

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions

available
Q19 - course experience has value
Q20 - method of assigning grades
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge
Q22 - emotionally supportive
Q23 - feedback was adequate
Q24 - progress measured against goals 1.000
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence .645 1.000

Q26 - criticism provided constructively .575 .864 1.000
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .505 .783 .712 1.000
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .607 .723 .667 .581
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .504 .841 .803 .839
Q30 - content of class was useful .544 .693 .641 .592
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .681 .790 .777 .613

Q32 - my skills have increased .524 .682 .604 .491
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .670 .805 .755 .601
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .583 .735 .708 .606

Q36 - anxiety diminished .607 .864 .796 .736
Q37 - helpful materials .578 .673 .654 .536
Q38 - committed to professional

development .639 .832 .785 .677
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APPENDIX D 2003-2005 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q28 Q29 Q30 Q31

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions

available
Q19 - course experience has value
Q20 - method of assigning grades
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge
Q22 - emotionally supportive
Q23 - feedback was adequate
Q24 - progress measured against goals
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence
Q26 - criticism provided constructively
Q27 - instructor was open-minded
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field 1.000
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .634 1.000
Q30 - content of class was useful .711 .661 1.000
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior .739 .703 .753 1.000

Q32 - my skills have increased .642 .546 .753 .701
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .783 .704 .782 .808
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .706 .709 .698 .729

Q36 - anxiety diminished .681 .784 .626 .749
Q37 - helpful materials .695 .634 .730 .719
Q38 - committed to professional

development .782 .771 .765 .814
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APPENDIX D 2003-2005 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q32 Q33 Q35 Q36

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions

available
Q19 - course experience has value
Q20 - method of assigning grades
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge
Q22 - emotionally supportive
Q23 - feedback was adequate
Q24 - progress measured against goals
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence
Q26 - criticism provided constructively
Q27 - instructor was open-minded
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair
Q30 - content of class was useful
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior
Q32 - my skills have increased 1.000
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .743 1.000
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience .580 .778 1.000

Q36 - anxiety diminished .612 .767 .660 1.000
Q37 - helpful materials .670 .765 .717 .609
Q38 - committed to professional

development .735 .823 .827 .765
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APPENDIX D 2003-2005 Data (continued)

Item Number and Content Q37 Q38

Q7 - modeled skills & techniques
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in

interaction
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make

suggestions
Q12 - ability to establish rapport
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies
Q14 - came across as friendly
Q15 - treated students respectfully
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill

development
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions

available
Q19 - course experience has value
Q20 - method of assigning grades
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge
Q22 - emotionally supportive
Q23 - feedback was adequate
Q24 - progress measured against goals
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped me

develop self-confidence
Q26 - criticism provided constructively
Q27 - instructor was open-minded
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair
Q30 - content of class was useful
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional

behavior
Q32 - my skills have increased
Q33 - ability to link theory to field
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and

experience
Q36 - anxiety diminished
Q37 - helpful materials 1.000
Q38 - committed to professional

development .754 1.000
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APPENDIX E

Factor Pattern Matrix (Vfp) for 1998-2005 Data

Factor Identification
Item Number and Description

MS PRS CV FG
Q7 - modeled skills & techniques .907 -.165 .006 .113
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment .532 .104 .172 -.151
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance .542 -.048 .016 .406
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in interaction .651 .108 .219 -.067
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make suggestions .807 .115 -.023 .091
Q12 - ability to establish rapport .550 .371 -.071 .121
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies .919 -.044 .010 .066
Q14 - came across as friendly -.017 .932 -.159 .106
Q15 - treated students respectfully -.117 .918 .000 .160
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill development .080 .843 -.010 .023
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions available .520 .126 .085 .058
Q19 - course experience has value -.061 -.044 .929 .121
Q20 - method of assigning grades -.012 .157 .074 .771
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .809 .080 -.056 .099
Q22 - emotionally supportive .228 .797 .021 -.141
Q23 - feedback was adequate .696 .139 .026 .106
Q24 - progress measured against goals .376 .107 .127 .216
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped self-confidence .225 .638 .191 -.050
Q26 - criticism provided constructively .277 .607 .145 -.096
Q27 - instructor was open-minded -.044 .903 .029 -.010
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .704 .072 .096 .013
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair -.070 .943 .030 .035
Q30 - content of class was useful .500 -.019 .388 .054
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional behavior .678 .097 .136 .002
Q32 - my skills have increased .196 .014 .774 -.053
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .816 .034 .103 -.014
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and experience .926 .205 -.276 -.118
Q36 - anxiety diminished .281 .578 -.004 .089
Q37 - helpful materials .848 .040 .048 -.126
Q38 - committed to professional development .637 .360 .011 -.070
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APPENDIX E (continued)

Factor Pattern Matrix (Vfp) for 1998-2002 Data

Factor Identification
Item Number and Description

MS PRS CV FG
Q7 - modeled skills & techniques .753 -.029 .096 .053
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment .560 -.100 .134 -.020
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance .416 -.013 .096 .423
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in interaction .531 .098 .365 -.132
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make suggestions .751 .121 .087 .042
Q12 - ability to establish rapport .596 .286 -.065 .182
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies .797 .002 .129 .039
Q14 - came across as friendly -.012 .898 -.163 .157
Q15 - treated students respectfully -.180 .912 .016 .227
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill development .119 .783 .061 -.022
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions available .533 .051 .171 -.007
Q19 - course experience has value -.155 .001 .952 .136
Q20 - method of assigning grades -.075 .235 .054 .777
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .833 .006 -.030 .139
Q22 - emotionally supportive .247 .739 .042 -.137
Q23 - feedback was adequate .534 .172 .227 .050
Q24 - progress measured against goals .210 .132 .257 .252
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped self-confidence .238 .518 .307 -.057
Q26 - criticism provided constructively .284 .482 .321 -.147
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .080 .826 .032 -.018
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .609 .089 .226 -.023
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair -.103 .962 .054 .033
Q30 - content of class was useful .370 -.077 .529 .081
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional behavior .733 -.110 .158 .123
Q32 - my skills have increased .112 -.008 .841 -.069
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .806 -.068 .157 .037
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and experience .980 .169 -.348 -.112
Q36 - anxiety diminished .489 .433 -.110 .146
Q37 - helpful materials .776 .067 .094 -.102
Q38 - committed to professional development .700 .383 -.101 -.070



100

APPENDIX E (continued)

Factor Pattern Matrix (Vfp) for 2003-2005 Data

Factor Identification
Item Number and Description

MS PRS CV FG
Q7 - modeled skills & techniques .928 -.228 .009 .202
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment .130 .326 .338 .040
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance 1.071 -.093 -.131 -.052
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in interaction .569 .184 .232 -.018
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make suggestions .712 .149 -.043 .238
Q12 - ability to establish rapport .369 .461 -.023 .217
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies .799 -.034 .036 .229
Q14 - came across as friendly -.061 .969 -.193 .175
Q15 - treated students respectfully -.081 .922 -.046 .163
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill development .106 .910 -.082 -.030
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions available .308 .171 .137 .293
Q19 - course experience has value .010 -.144 .981 -.022
Q20 - method of assigning grades .637 .041 .034 .038
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .494 .154 .019 .404
Q22 - emotionally supportive .028 .878 .050 .012
Q23 - feedback was adequate .843 .179 -.075 -.008
Q24 - progress measured against goals .782 .070 .004 -.158
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped self-confidence .182 .746 .141 -.095
Q26 - criticism provided constructively .187 .756 .049 -.079
Q27 - instructor was open-minded -.124 .946 .002 .010
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .576 .113 .088 .166
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair -.130 .965 -.003 .120
Q30 - content of class was useful .287 .033 .423 .279
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional behavior .444 .289 .223 .012
Q32 - my skills have increased -.036 .003 .961 .029
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .566 .154 .197 .109
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and experience .487 .297 -.133 .334
Q36 - anxiety diminished .241 .712 .075 -.152
Q37 - helpful materials .473 .065 .136 .289
Q38 - committed to professional development .250 .382 .210 .250
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APPENDIX F

Factor Structure Matrix (Vfs) for 1998-2005 Data

Factor Identification
Item Number and Description

MS PRS CV FG
Q7 - modeled skills & techniques .851 .617 .631 .587
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment .647 .541 .548 .319
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance .767 .611 .585 .722
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in interaction .855 .712 .726 .502
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make suggestions .937 .789 .680 .642
Q12 - ability to establish rapport .866 .831 .607 .629
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies .932 .724 .691 .615
Q14 - came across as friendly .669 .885 .420 .526
Q15 - treated students respectfully .707 .912 .524 .588
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill development .754 .914 .549 .528
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions available .718 .618 .568 .490
Q19 - course experience has value .661 .512 .919 .516
Q20 - method of assigning grades .643 .611 .535 .885
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .893 .742 .633 .616
Q22 - emotionally supportive .787 .913 .581 .446
Q23 - feedback was adequate .891 .763 .670 .625
Q24 - progress measured against goals .687 .596 .571 .569
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped self-confidence .839 .900 .701 .531
Q26 - criticism provided constructively .804 .858 .653 .478
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .685 .880 .515 .470
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .839 .691 .660 .534
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .719 .924 .541 .521
Q30 - content of class was useful .803 .630 .770 .543
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional behavior .855 .712 .690 .540
Q32 - my skills have increased .742 .588 .900 .456
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .910 .731 .715 .560
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and experience .813 .713 .464 .431
Q36 - anxiety diminished .790 .846 .580 .576
Q37 - helpful materials .836 .669 .631 .443
Q38 - committed to professional development .887 .832 .653 .526
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APPENDIX F (continued)

Factor Structure Matrix for 1998-2002 Data

Factor Identification
Item Number and Description MS PRS CV FG
Q7 - modeled skills & techniques .835 .652 .678 .528
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment .571 .410 .485 .320
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance .727 .616 .626 .710
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in interaction .808 .668 .761 .427
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make suggestions .936 .787 .755 .596
Q12 - ability to establish rapport .877 .816 .663 .662
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies .920 .729 .756 .575
Q14 - came across as friendly .658 .876 .476 .581
Q15 - treated students respectfully .679 .912 .573 .655
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill development .765 .902 .633 .530
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions available .699 .571 .604 .424
Q19 - course experience has value .649 .558 .907 .545
Q20 - method of assigning grades .606 .658 .553 .897
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .897 .719 .680 .615
Q22 - emotionally supportive .777 .880 .623 .455
Q23 - feedback was adequate .870 .761 .767 .581
Q24 - progress measured against goals .657 .604 .632 .586
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped self-confidence .843 .865 .784 .542
Q26 - criticism provided constructively .819 .821 .763 .465
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .740 .899 .604 .521
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .837 .694 .732 .503
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .709 .934 .599 .554
Q30 - content of class was useful .758 .591 .803 .531
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional behavior .839 .634 .710 .572
Q32 - my skills have increased .703 .569 .884 .432
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .895 .683 .746 .553
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and experience .782 .651 .444 .376
Q36 - anxiety diminished .830 .830 .611 .624
Q37 - helpful materials .840 .675 .672 .441
Q38 - committed to professional development .882 .827 .635 .507
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APPENDIX F (continued)

Factor Structure Matrix for 2003-2005 Data

Factor Identification
Item Number and Description MS PRS CV FG
Q7 - modeled skills & techniques .864 .605 .675 .580
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment .665 .668 .670 .448
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance .871 .630 .604 .400
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in interaction .881 .768 .779 .495
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make suggestions .921 .798 .720 .669
Q12 - ability to establish rapport .825 .846 .669 .638
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies .921 .730 .742 .652
Q14 - came across as friendly .639 .887 .478 .545
Q15 - treated students respectfully .688 .913 .573 .573
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill development .736 .924 .575 .454
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions available .701 .651 .632 .614
Q19 - course experience has value .638 .489 .884 .404
Q20 - method of assigning grades .715 .579 .568 .413
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .842 .760 .702 .754
Q22 - emotionally supportive .757 .939 .648 .506
Q23 - feedback was adequate .920 .783 .684 .492
Q24 - progress measured against goals .756 .601 .570 .293
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped self-confidence .821 .930 .717 .457
Q26 - criticism provided constructively .771 .892 .643 .434
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .620 .856 .526 .433
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .819 .704 .687 .573
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair .683 .924 .585 .548
Q30 - content of class was useful .784 .675 .805 .661
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional behavior .846 .785 .757 .508
Q32 - my skills have increased .720 .615 .951 .498
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .895 .779 .787 .588
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and experience .793 .763 .602 .678
Q36 - anxiety diminished .773 .870 .646 .381
Q37 - helpful materials .780 .671 .687 .641
Q38 - committed to professional development .842 .843 .777 .686
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APPENDIX G

Factor Score Coefficient Matrix (Weight) for 1998-2005 Data

Factor Score Identification
Item Number and Description

MS’ PRS’ CV’ FG’
Q7 - modeled skills & techniques .037 -.022 -.009 .019
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment .018 -.001 .012 -.005
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance .036 -.010 .013 .144
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in interaction .046 .007 .059 -.072
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make suggestions .141 .003 -.048 .153
Q12 - ability to establish rapport .042 .045 -.047 .068
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies .180 -.035 -.001 .087
Q14 - came across as friendly -.013 .115 -.092 .043
Q15 - treated students respectfully -.042 .156 -.014 .160
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill development -.006 .132 -.015 .019
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions available .010 -.002 .017 -.016
Q19 - course experience has value -.020 -.020 .485 .095
Q20 - method of assigning grades -.004 .007 .008 .667
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .077 -.004 -.037 .020
Q22 - emotionally supportive .034 .157 .016 -.220
Q23 - feedback was adequate .076 -.008 .000 .117
Q24 - progress measured against goals .011 .003 .005 .057
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped self-confidence .018 .136 .125 -.072
Q26 - criticism provided constructively .017 .064 .052 -.073
Q27 - instructor was open-minded -.032 .092 .029 -.028
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .048 .001 .026 .023
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair -.027 .167 .010 .001
Q30 - content of class was useful .030 -.012 .074 .000
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional behavior .070 .000 .055 .002
Q32 - my skills have increased .013 -.003 .320 -.091
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .105 -.011 .052 -.028
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and experience .058 .007 -.076 -.054
Q36 - anxiety diminished .008 .048 -.020 .075
Q37 - helpful materials .070 -.005 .025 -.051
Q38 - committed to professional development .095 .052 -.008 -.124
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APPENDIX G (continued)

Factor Score Coefficient Matrix (Weight)) for 1998-2002 Data

Factor Score Identification
Item Number and Description

MS’ PRS’ CV’ FG’
Q7 - modeled skills & techniques .031 .000 .005 -.037
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment .007 -.002 .005 .063
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance .032 -.023 .015 .121
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in interaction .021 .015 .040 -.070
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make suggestions .143 .019 .055 .061
Q12 - ability to establish rapport .077 .046 -.037 .101
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies .167 -.041 .046 .042
Q14 - came across as friendly -.014 .103 -.088 .026
Q15 - treated students respectfully -.077 .200 -.027 .236
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill development .029 .111 .020 -.044
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions available .009 .001 .013 -.026
Q19 - course experience has value -.019 -.025 .401 .062
Q20 - method of assigning grades -.020 .005 .015 .697
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .106 -.032 -.064 .055
Q22 - emotionally supportive .041 .111 .012 -.125
Q23 - feedback was adequate .044 .017 .072 .042
Q24 - progress measured against goals .017 .001 .022 .037
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped self-confidence .031 .092 .129 -.103
Q26 - criticism provided constructively .015 .072 .107 -.090
Q27 - instructor was open-minded -.015 .125 .010 -.090
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field .067 -.001 .049 -.003
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair -.056 .230 .023 -.051
Q30 - content of class was useful .006 -.028 .071 .036
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional behavior .079 -.012 .046 .016
Q32 - my skills have increased -.024 -.004 .238 -.028
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .087 -.017 .060 .053
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and experience .059 .021 -.081 -.025
Q36 - anxiety diminished .039 .050 -.069 .127
Q37 - helpful materials .080 -.012 .016 -.024
Q38 - committed to professional development .128 .036 -.069 -.119
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APPENDIX G (continued)

Factor Score Coefficient Matrix (Weight) for 2003-2005 Data

Factor Score Identification
ItemNumber and Description

MS’ PRS’ CV’ FG’
Q7 - modeled skills & techniques .062 -.026 -.004 .007
Q8 - encouraged students to experiment -.014 .013 .020 .067
Q9 - expectations re: students' performance .166 -.003 -.017 -.189
Q10 - feedback emphasized behavior in interaction .074 .020 .112 -.121
Q11 - ability to answer questions & make suggestions .126 -.004 -.014 .298
Q12 - ability to establish rapport -.018 .036 .003 .153
Q13 - able to utilize wide range of strategies .158 -.022 .006 .222
Q14 - came across as friendly -.046 .097 -.071 .205
Q15 - treated students respectfully -.021 .114 -.064 .153
Q16 - attitude toward rate of skill development .014 .139 -.039 -.150
Q17 - consultation outside regular sessions available .040 -.009 .040 .013
Q19 - course experience has value .017 -.013 .189 -.138
Q20 - method of assigning grades .008 .003 -.011 -.004
Q21 - had appropriate skills and knowledge .029 -.017 -.037 .363
Q22 - emotionally supportive -.032 .196 .032 -.053
Q23 - feedback was adequate .229 -.009 -.045 -.262
Q24 - progress measured against goals .059 .007 .006 -.094
Q25 - behavior and attitude helped self-confidence .072 .168 .033 -.333
Q26 - criticism provided constructively .014 .066 .036 -.102
Q27 - instructor was open-minded .020 .036 .015 -.121
Q28 - aware when having difficulty in field -.004 .010 -.003 .066
Q29 - instructor's manner was fair -.083 .147 .035 .177
Q30 - content of class was useful -.010 .004 .102 .215
Q31 - feedback emphasized professional behavior .077 .017 .059 -.111
Q32 - my skills have increased -.019 -.015 .545 .075
Q33 - ability to link theory to field .109 -.001 .076 -.021
Q35 - willing to share knowledge and experience .009 .000 -.047 .097
Q36 - anxiety diminished .051 .065 -.007 -.219
Q37 - helpful materials .002 -.005 -.019 .126
Q38 - committed to professional development -.008 .046 .097 .371


