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Abstract

We have analyzed the result of course evaluation in a department for five semesters.
The results of the students course evaluation varied on individual lecturer, however
the average score was improved initially and it was saturated after several semesters.
Based on these results, we suggest several effective methods of using the evaluation
results. We also suggest to study more in improving the questionnairs of the evaluation
format to receive students positive responses for the better course in the future. As a
conclusion, the course evaluation system must be carefully introduced and it should be
used only for improving the course itself. When this system is applied to evaluating the
capability of lecturers, lecturers would easy their requirements and standards of the
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education and this causes a lot of problems in the case of the USA.
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Carnegie Mellon

FACULTY-COURSE EVALUATION
Instructor/Course Survey Form
Course: Semester:

Instructor Enroliment:
EVALUATION QUESTIONS

1. What is your class? (Use numeric codes below)
Freshman=1, Sophomore=2, Junior=3, Senior=4, 5th Year Senior=5, Master=10, Doctoral=20

2. On average, how many hours did you spend each week working on this course outside
of class(on homework, papers, studying, projects, etc.)?

Ratings for questions 3 to 13 below: (poor) 1 2 3 4 5 (excellent)

Only a 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 is acceptable for questions 3 to 13.

Did the instructor state clearly the goals of the course?

Was the course well planned?

Did the instructor state clearly the criteria for grading?

Did the instructor provide adequate feedback concerning performance?
Did the instructor respond to questions adequately?

Did the instructor show concern for the needs of individual students?

© P® NS, g W

Did the instructor communicate clearly & effectively?

10. Did the instructor present material and activities at an appropriate level of
difficulty?

11. Did the instructor stimulate critical or creative thinking about the subject?

12. Overall, how would you rate this instructors teaching?

13. What was the overall quality of this course?

EVALUATION COMMENTS:
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Carnegie Mellon Instructor
Early Course Evaluation Course

This evaluation has only purpose, to improve the course and the instruction in the course, and
therefore your learning. I will read your response of these questions, noting patterns, consistencies,
and inconsistencies, and report to you no the feedback I receive and the changes I intend to make,
if any.

1. What are the strongest features of this course and of the instructor, in other words, what
contributes most to your learning?

2. What specific suggestions do you have for changés that would improve the course?

3. Is the pace of the course:

too fast just right too slow
St

(1) ¥23(1993), Asvgre] wgAE 4 24 (4) Paul Trout(2000), “Spring Fervour -
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