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« Sampling can reduce evaluation demands on . S o . interest in giving feedback
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planned, materials’ relevance clear and their 05 : . : : 0| summary statistics
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teachers are enthusiastic and engaged 0 media Poor Eair Good Excellent  Few faculty had repeat lectures thus unable
Each Lecture . to track how faculty use the information and
* Per question responses left blank ranged 1-28 (mean 9) students’ reactions to implementing change
Conclusion: Majority of lectures rated highly with mean of 3.15 and only a few o Conclusion: Majority of students rated this question highly, though
I\/I ET H O DS outliers. Demonstrates students could Complete Survey frequently responses to the open-ended questions noted need for = f It ted lect th ble t
. . - _ ions n ew faculty repeated lectures thus unable to
« 28 blanks for “Responded appropriately” likely due to improvement. Thus, correspondence of materials is important for accurately gauge the usefulness of giving
|_ I Eva|uation: O en_Ended Res onses : many students, and if there’s dissonance between lecture and
» 34 second year students (goal of 25-30) self- ecture p P students needing N/A colu_mn e ! _ course material, students are likely to inform faculty. feedback after every lecture taught
identified to participate after email solicitation to « 5 Major Themes: Clarity, Interaction, Task Orientation, Organization, * 18 & 21 blanks for questions about “objectives” possibly
140 (24.2%) Overall due to student confusion of definition or ambiguity in
« Questionnaire developed based on educational * 3-4 minor themes per major theme faculty’s presentation of objectives Student Perception of Evaluation Method
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regarding their experience (5 point likert and ample ot Faculty comments feedback be helpful” | was able to provide - Investigating piloting this method of feedback
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and minor themes of lecture open-ended lectures. Also this is VERY helpful for establishing a teaching portfolio” " will lead to change 0 12 16 64 8
questions S | .f Student t P 9 9P 8% O Every lecture | teach An abbreviated version of Acknowledgments
°oample o udent comments B Once every 5 lectures this survey would be : . .
1 Kreiter, C.D., Lakshman, V. Investigating the use of sampling for e“ the post-exam feedback is too distant to be very useful and 0 One lecture per block better 0 50 16.7 16.7 16.7 A speC|aI thank you to Michelle Carlin in the
ffici f student- ted faculty teachi luations. . . . * : I ' ICi
m:glir:glslggui;ﬁi)enn%:01751?1(792. (%%r(l)esr)ae aculty teaching evaluations couldn't be used to improve the course in real time” O One lecture per year All of the values in above table are percentages. Eﬂeai?r?écgcir;?eii\;glugtsigI(t):lg?lnzg(: i:;l’iﬁlea 8{J0l\r/lleEy,
2 Markert, R.J. What Makes a Good Teacher? Lessons from Teaching » “Some professors really responded to the comments, which made B Never would be helpful —— ; : : . . . ) .
Medical Students. Academic Medicine 76(8): 809-810. (2001) feel that th v did b | .y « Completion time: 40% <2 minutes, 48% 2-4 minutes, 8% 5-7 minutes for their assistance and support with this project.
3 Adapted from Pamela Cooper’s adaptation of the form by Harry Murray, me1ee .t at they really did care about ourieaming. _ 84% 8 Other « Barriers to completing survey: 52% personal fatigue; 48% lecture .
Classroom teaching behavior related to college teaching effectiveness.” in J. « Conclusion: Students need to see value in evaluating each lecturer; in went over time: 28% needed more time to think: 4% concerned about For questions or comments please contact Meghan
Donald and A. Sullivan (eds.) Using Research to Improve Teaching. San . i i . Sh . h h d.ed
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1985. P. 25. other words, they need to see changes implemented due to feedback being identified ea at: meghan.shea@umassmed.edu




	Slide Number 1

