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Towards a Comprehensive Quality Assurance System for Degree Programs in
Higher Education

David A. Swanson
Department of Sociology, University of California Riverside

Abstract
In spite of disagreements over their validity and use, student evaluations of

faculty have become ubiquitous in higher education, and are seen as necessary
components not only for internal review purposes, but also for external ones.
Accepting the inevitability of these evaluations, the paper argues that they should
not be used in isolation, but as an integral component of a comprehensive and in-
tegrated Quality Assessment System that clearly defines the process or product
to be assessed, acknowledges its limitations, and is not onerous to administer.
As a heuristic device, a hypothetical Quality Assurance System is described for
a hypothetical undergraduate degree program that illustrates these points. The
paper concludes with the observation that if a counterpart to the K-12 "No Child
Left Behind" legislation is enacted for higher education, the hypothetical Quality
Assurance System is presented as a means of stimulating thoughts on how the
"No Freshman left Behind" legislation could be dealt with so that it is at least less
onerous - if not more meaningful - than its K-12 counterpart.

Introduction

Inspite of long-standing questions over their need and use,
student evaluations of faculty teaching have become ubiq-

uitous in higher education (Abrami, 1989; Benson and Lewis,
1994; Cashin, 1996; Cahn, 1987; Committee to Assess Teach-
ing Evaluation Methods, 2000; Curzon-Brown, 2000; Diamond,
1998; Marsh and Roche, 1997; Seldin, 1984, 1993; Scriven,
1994, 1995; Theall and Franklin, 1991; Trout, 1997). Virtually
all accrediting organizations require that members and institu-
tions seeking accreditation have comprehensive evaluation pro-
grams in place. A typical example is provided by the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools (2004: 15), where, in its
core requirements for accreditation, is point no. 2.5:

"The institution engages in ongoing, integrated, and insti-
tution-wide research-based planning and evaluation pro-
cesses that incorporate a systematic review of programs
and services that (a) results in continuing improvement and
(b) demonstrates that the institution is effectively accom-
plishing its mission ... "
There are three major aspects of comprehensive evaluation

programs: (1) that faculty be evaluated for teaching effective-
ness; (2) that the curriculum be monitored for learning effective-
ness; and (3) that policies for student retention be consistent
with the objective of producing high quality graduates (see, e.g.,
MCSB International, (2001).

It is these ideas-evaluation is ongoing, comprehensive,
integrated, research-based, and mission-focused-that should
guide the design (or re-design) of an evaluation system. Along
with these ideas are also practical ones-an evaluation system
should not only be low in terms of financial cost, but in terms of
both response and administrative burden as well.

There are a number of entry points into a discussion of
evaluation. However, here I discuss the four elements deemed
most critical to most programs: (1) student evaluations of fac-
ulty (SEF); (2) faculty evaluations of the course and its students
(FECS); (3) alumni evaluations of the program (AEP); and (4)
an external assessment of student achievement (EASA). These
four points form what I term a comprehensive Quality Assurance
System (QAS).

An Illustrative QAS
Suppose that we have a Bachelor of Science Program in

International Business Administration (BScBA) where the "prod-

David A. Swanson

uct" is composed of graduates and the overall goal is clear: To
produce graduates who are successful in international busi-
ness. Therefore, all assessment and evaluation activities must
be in support of this overall goal.

Suppose further that our BScBA degree program is highly
student-centered. The general educational climate compos-
ing the BScBA program strongly encourages positive learning
outcomes. The academic structure itself plays a major role in
this encouragement because it supports virtually all seven of the
principles identified as good teaching practices in undergradu-
ate education (Freeman and Capper, 1999):

(1) good practice encourages contacts between students
and faculty;

(2) good practice develops reciprocity and cooperation
among students:

(3) good practice uses active learning techniques;
(4) good practice gives prompt feedback;
(5) good practice emphasizes time on task;
(6) good practice communicates high expectations;
(7) good practice respects diverse talent and ways of learn-

ing.
The small, intensive, highly demanding classes comprising

this hypothetical program typically require a great deal of group
work by teams of diverse students in an active learning environ-
ment in which time on task is required and prompt feedback, a
necessity. The faculty members who teach in this environment
are literally forced by the academic structure to meet most, if not
all, of these seven principles.

Given these conditions, what should a practical QAS for this
hypothetical BScBA program look like? As stated earlier, the
four elements most critical to this QAS are: (1) student evalu-
ations of faculty (SEF); (2) faculty evaluations of the course
and its students (FECS); (3) alumni evaluations of the program
(AEP); and (4) an external assessment of student achievement
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Figure 1. Schematic of the Hypothetical BScBA Program and its QAS Structure
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(EASA). In the following section, I start an examination of these
four elements with the student evaluations of faculty (SEF). A
schematic overview of the structure and linkages for this hypo-
thetical program and its QAS is provided in Figure 1.

Student Evaluations of Faculty
In order to develop a valid SEF form for this hypothetical

BScBA degree program, an understanding of this structure
was linked with what has been learned about the strengths and
weaknesses of SEF. The fundamental consideration was that
the SEF form must be valid for the program. That is, in addition
to providing feedback to faculty that leads to positive learning
outcomes, it must: (1) fit into an eventual overall assessment
system for the entire program and; (2) assist in determining if
our hypothetical BScBA Program is meeting its overall goal-
the production of graduates who are successful in international
business.

The SEF form is found in Appendix A.1 , where it is labeled
"SECF" (Student Evaluation of Course and Faculty) to indicate
the fact that a distinction is made between course evaluation
and faculty evaluation. It is designed to be used by students
in evaluating selected instructor characteristics that are associ-
ated with the principles identified as good teaching practice and
that themselves can be transmitted to faculty for purposes of
teaching improvement. Fortunately, as alluded to earlier, some
of the principles do not need to be addressed in the SECF form
because they are so deeply embedded in our hypothetical pro-
gram-reciprocity and cooperation among students (e.g., group
work), respect for diverse talents and ways of learning (e.g., in-
ternational students are always present), prompt feedback, time
on task, active learning environment, and high expectations.
This is important because it suggests that the SECF form can be
kept short and simple-issues raised earlier in regard to validity.

In accordance with the preceding considerations, the SECF
form is designed to collect information on important aspects of
teaching performance. In addition, the form asks for comments
on the course as well as a student self-assessment-these will
be used to assess reliability, among other things. It also pro-
vides for optional comments (on the back side) from the stu-
dent, which allows both for qualitative information and feedback
beyond the scope of the closed-ended questions found in the
SECF form itself.

There is little controversy about the (face) validity of student
responses to the questions regarding the instructor and the
course. For example, students can tell if an instructor presents
course material in an organized manner-does the material cov-
ered in class match that asked in an exam? Does the instructor

show up on time? Do the lectures hang together? Similarly,
students know if an instructor holds posted office hours and if
the hours posted are sufficient. Students also can judge if an
instructor can answer questions, give convincing explanations,
and in countless other ways demonstrate knowledge of the sub-
ject being taught.

The specific aspects of teaching covered in the SECF form
are behavioral in nature and as such, subject to change by
faculty, where appropriate. That is, if students believe that an
instructor is not at all organized in the presentation of course
material, the instructor certainly has the capability to become
more organized. Similar changes can be made in regard to
accessibility and subject matter knowledge. These behavioral
features also are important for at least two important and closely
related reasons: (1) they avoid any suggestion of a "popularity
contest"; and (2) they do not address issues that might encour-
age faculty to lower academic standards.

One advantage of the SECF form is that it clearly.states how
the information will be used and how SECF fits into an over-
all evaluation system. Both of these items are important for
students to know. After all, who is motivated to complete any
questionnaire when its purpose and use are not -made clear?
Another advantage is that the form avoids the common kinds of
mistakes often found on SEF forms that were described earlier.

Yet another advantage is that individual responses are kept
confidential and only summary results will be provided to the
instructor. The summary results are used both by the instruc-
tor and the administration as one of the tools used to improve
performance relative to achieving the overall goal of the BScBA
degree program. Before using the form, students should be
aware of the full scope of the QAS.

A final important advantage of the SECF form is thafit has
elements that will allow for improved discrimination between
an evaluation of the instructor and that of a given course. This
is an important point because research shows that required
core courses and their instructors receive lower student ratings
that do others (Swanson and McKibben, 1999). This should
not be surprising. Students in our hypothetical program, like
those in real general business administration degree program,
would typically view required core courses like accounting,
business mathematics and statistics as obstacles to their im-
mediate goal of completing the program and of absolutely no
relevance to their long-term career goals. As such, instructors
in these courses tend to get lower rating than do those teach-
ing elective courses. Elective courses, by virtue of the fact that
students have more freedom to choose the ones they want. As

Page 14

..
Volume 20 Numher I The Montana Professor http://mtprojmsun.edu

http://mtprojmsun.edu


such. they are typically viewed by students as stepping stones,
both to their immediate goal of completing the program and
their long-term career goals. Thus, instructors teaching such
courses tend to get higher ratings than those teaching the ones
perceived as "obstacles."

As was touched upon earlier, it is not only the content and
format of a form that plays a role in the validity of an SEF sys-
tem. One must also take into account: (1) the method of data
collection; (2) the types of data analysis; and (3) and the uses
to which the analyses are put. The form is designed to be ad-
ministered in class by a staff member in the absence of the in-
structor at a point in time near the end of a course, but prior to
any final exam. This method of data collection will serve several
purposes, one of which is greatly to reduce any bias due to low
response rates (Swanson, 1986, 1998, 2006).

In terms of use, the information obtained from the SECF
generally avoids any of the aspects of teaching for which re-
search suggests that students may not be the best source of in-
formation. This will make the results easy for faculty to interpret
and, if necessary, act upon. This also applies to administrative
use.

Faculty Evaluations of Students
It is not common for any program to have an evaluation of

students (in a given course) by the faculty member teaching
it. However, given that the product-consumer model has taken
hold in higher education it is natural to have the "product" to be
evaluated on a course by course basis in a manner to how the
faculty members are evaluated.

The FECS form designed to be used by faculty to evaluate
students in our hypothetical program is found in Appendix A.2.
Like the SEF,the FECS is designed in the context of the BScBA
Program, which because of its structure supports virtually all
seven of the principles identified as good teaching practices in
undergraduate education, as discussed in the preceding sec-
tion describing the SEF form. The FECS form for the BScBA
Program was designed to: (1) fit into an eventual overall assess-
ment system for the entire BScBA Program and; (2) assist in
determining if the BScBA Program is meeting its overall goal-
the production of graduates who are successful in international
business. In this context, the FECS form is designed to collect
information on important aspects of student performance that
are themselves lined with positive learning outcomes. In ad-
dition, the form asks for comments on the course, the quality
of administrative and logistical support provided, and a self-as-
sessment. Several of these items can be used to assess reliabil-
ity, among other things. It also provides for optional comments
(on the back side) from the faculty member, which allows both
for qualitative information and feedback beyond the scope of
the closed-ended questions found in the FECS form itself.

There should be little controversy about the (face) validity of
faculty responses to the questions regarding the students and
the course. For example, an instructor can tell if students are
doing assignments and able to answer questions in class, and
in other ways demonstrate a commitment to learning. As was
the case with the SECF, the specific aspects of student perfor-
mance covered in the FECS form are behavioral in nature and
as such, subject to change by students. That is, if students con-
sistently get the message that it is clear that they are not doing
sufficient work outside of class, they can work to improve both
on their own and with the encouragement of appropriate sanc-
tions (e.g., grades). Similarly, given the scope of the QAS, it
will be possible to have criterian-related validity assessments of
not only specific items on the FECS, but the entire FECS itself-

again, these include predictive, concurrent, convergent and dis-
criminant elements of criterion-related validity.

Like the SECF form, the FECS form clearly states how the
information will be used and how the FECS fits into an overall
assessment system for our hypothetical BScBA Program. Both
of these items are important for faculty members to know. The
summary results are used both by the administration as one of
the tools used to improve performance relative to achieving the
overall goal of the program.

As was touched upon earlier, it is not only the content and
format of a form that plays a role in the validity of an SECF sys-
tem. One must also take into account: (1) the method of data
collection; (2) the types of data analysis; and (3) the uses to
which the analyses are put. The form is designed to be admin-
istered in class by a staff member in the absence of the instruc-
tor at a point in time near the end of a course, but prior to any
final exam. It could also be administered online, given the ap-
propriate incentives were in place to maintain student response
levels at the same level as those found from in-class evaluations
(Swanson 1986. 1998, 2006).

Routine summaries derived from the data would be made
available to students, faculty and others who request them. The
summaries fqr general distribution are descriptive in nature be-
cause there is no need to use statistical inference - the intent is
that the entire population of interest (students in a given class)
will be surveyed. The summaries themselves consist of the ab-
solute and relative distribution of each of the variables. This is
an appropriate approach for variables measured at the ordinal
level, which is the case for each of the questions included on
the FECS form.

Alumni Evaluation of the Program
Until recently, it was not common to request alumni to eval-

uate the degree programs in which they participated. These
evaluations have become more common because of the rela-
tive ease of tracking alumni and maintaining their records in an
electronic database.

The questionnaire for the Alumni Evaluation Plan (AEP) is
found in Appendix A.3. Like the preceding forms it is designed
in the context of our hypothetical BScBA Program and in accor-
dance with good survey research practices (Swanson, 1998). It
is important to note, however, that unlike the SECF and FECS
forms, it is much more retrospective and less behavioral in na-
ture. That is, it is largely asking for information about items that
took place over a longer period and further in the past than do
either the SECF or FECS forms. In addition, the information be-
ing requested is more opinion-based.

Because the questionnaire is retrospective, special care has
been taken to reduce recall error. For example, the form does
not ask for highly specific information; rather, it asks for informa-
tion at a level of generality that an alumnus or alumna should
be able to answer form the top of his or her head, respectively.

The questionnaire is really designed to provide summary in-
formation about fundamental and deeply embedded aspects of
the hypothetical BScBA program. As such, it has the potential
to provide information that cannot be provided by current stu-
dents and faculty. It is fundamentally strategic in nature where-
as the SECF and FECS are tactical. It is, however, designed
to link with information provided by both the SECF and the
FECS, as is apparent from a careful reading of all three instru-
ments. Moreover, the alumni survey is seen as the appropriate
"internal" forum from which to obtain much of the information
regarding the performance of the program administration and
staff, with remaining key elements coming from faculty and the
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normal review procedures used by the hypothetical university in
which our hypothetical BScBA program is housed.

External Assessment of Student Achievement
While this component of overall evaluation can take sev-

eral forms, it typically does not involve a questionnaire. A di-
rect form of assessment for a professional degree such as our
hypothetical BScBA program is provided by the "market"-are
BScBA graduates being hired? Unfortunately, such direct as-
sessments are not so clear cut for liberal arts and other non-
professional degree students. Perhaps even more unfortunate
is the fact that even a direct "market" assessment of the viability
of our hypothetical BScBA program is generally not sufficient
for many accreditation purposes. More typically, the assess-
ments involve some type of examination of graduating seniors
that goes beyond grades earned in courses. In practical terms,
this type of examination is often administered by a given Depart-
ment to students majoring in their respective disciplinary fields.

An example of the "External Assessment of Student Achieve-
ment" (EASA) is found at the University of Mississippi (2005),
which requires all instructional units to complete this evaluation
every other year for each degree program. In this assessment,
for intended educational outcome (student learning) identified,
a means of assessment must be described in terms of means
of assessment, data collection plan, criteria for success and the
source of the assessment information ( e.g., major field test).
The data collected must be directly linked to the criteria used to
define a successful outcome and the faculty of a given degree
program must describe how the assessment data were used
to improve the instructional program. Finally, any improvement
must be linked to the intended educational outcome stated in
the box at the top of the page.

How could a practical, yet meaningful EASA be developed
for our hypothetical BScBA program? Should we have a com-
mittee of faculty evaluate graduating seniors in case study com-
petitions, require graduating students to achieve a given score
on a major field exam (e.g., the GMAT) in order to graduate, or
should we request that students take a major field exam like the
GMAT for extra credit as part of a senior-level required course?
Each of these possibilities combines varying degrees of validity
and reliability with mixtures of different costs, to include financial
(e.g., should the Department pay for the GMAT exams if they are
required?) and response and administrative burdens. (Should
students have to pay for a required or optional GMAT? Should
faculty be required to organize student case competitions and
serve as judges for them?)

One approach that promises relatively high validity and reli-
ability while minimizing response and administrative burdens is
to require that graduating seniors achieve a minimum score on
a proctored online test using questions from a test bank taken
from a standard textbook used in an introductory business ad-
ministration course used in the BScBA program. The students
would be notified when they were admitted to the program
(i.e., declared a BScBA major) that the minimum score is re-
quired on this test. The general requirements of the test and the
conditions under which it would be taken would be part of the
standard materials provided to students on entry to the BScBA
program. The students could be reminded of this requirement
when they met with their advisors to complete applications for
graduation, on which it would be noted that this was achieved
or had yet to be done.

The test could be arranged by the students in conjunction
with an on-campus testing center using one of the widely avail-
able online teaching systems (e.g., ANGEL or BLACKBOARD).

If a student did not pass the test, a provision could be made for
taking it again after a suitable period of time had passed (e.g.,
one must wait a week). This arrangement provides an incen-
tive to students to do well, but also does not penalize them for
not being prepared the first (or second) time. Because the test
is taken from a set of questions in a text book that covers the
entire field of business administration in a general way (i.e., it is
from an introductory text book), it is one that BScBA students
can reasonably be expected to pass even if they took different
specializations (e.g., marketing, management, finance). The
questions could be randomly selected from sets of questions
representing the general points within each major subfield of
business administration (e.g., marketing, management, fi-
nance). This means that time the test is administered it is dif-
ferent - for those students whose good friends just took the test
before they did as well as for those students taking it a second
time, the questions would be similar, but not the same. This
feature of test would not only provide a high level of validity and
reliability, but results from it could be used to provide feedback
on the curriculum-if a high proportion of-students consistently
does poorly on the section dealing with finance, then it suggests
changes to this component of the curriculum. Given that an
EASA is required, this type of evaluation would also represent
relatively low response burdens for the BScBA students.

Other than setting up the test in the first place, there is very
little administrative burden associated with it. Using BLACK-
BOARD (and its variants, e.g., "iLearn" at the University of Cali-
fornia Riverside), for example, results would be readily available
to students taking it and to faculty advisors. Summary informa-
tion across students is easily assembled in BLACKBOARD that
provides the statistical information for an EASA, again keeping
the administrative burden low.

Linkages and Roles
It is self-evident that a weak program leads to poor faculty

and poor students, while poor students lead to poor faculty and
a weak program, and poor faculty lead to poor students and a
weak program. Not so self-evident are the roles played by exter-
nal factors and internal factors in the well being of<lny program,
including our hypothetical one. The external factors typically
include: (1) budgets; (2) competition; (3) the pool of available
students. Major internal factors typically include: (1) program
design; (2) course offerings; (3) administrative and staff commit-
ment and quality; (4) physical plant; (5) faculty commitment and
quality; and (6) student commitment and quality.

Clearly the three primary external factors represent con-
straints that are largely outside of the scope of university and
departmental control. As such, they set parameters to which a
QAS must adjust. If, for example, an annual operating budget
is reduced, then steps should be taken accordingly. Thus, to a
large degree, these factors set the conditions under which the
program must be judged. This means that these factors should
be components of the QAS. To this must also be added a sec-
ondary external factor-location. Is the program in question near
a major population center?'

Given the external constraints, the six internal factors repre-
sent those that are much more under the scope of a university
and to some extent a given department. It is these factors that
the major elements of the QAS are designed to monitor. That
is, it is these factors that form the core of the QAS and affect
the ability of our hypothetical BScBA program to meet its goal:
producing graduates who are successful in international busi-
ness. Those items more under control of a university in general
include two internal factors: (1) program design; and (2) course
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offerings. That is, changes to either must ultimately be decided
at the highest levels of a university. The remaining four factors
are typically more under the direct control of a department. Of
these four, it is worthwhile to describe factors (5) faculty commit-
ment and quality and (6) student commitment and quality.

Faculty commitment and quality is subject only to one ex-
ternal constraint-availability. Given this, the QAS is designed
not only identify and retain committed faculty of high quality, but
also to nurture and develop them.

As stated earlier, the guiding principles underlying the QAS
and its elements are that evaluation be ongoing, comprehen-
sive, integrated, research-based, and mission-focused. Also
guiding it are the ideas that it should not only be low in terms
of financial cost, but in terms of both response and adminis-
trative burden as well. The elements represent an integrated
system working toward a common overall goal. The elements
also contain the overlap needed to address validity and reliabil-
ity issues and provide a sound basis on which research-based
(i.e., empirical) findings can be used not only on a routine basis,
but also as a means to examine topical issues that are likely to
come up over time.

Summary Remarks
The hypothetical BScBA program, like most, if not all, uni-

versity level programs is governed by a complex set of entities,
regulations, and traditions, more than a few of which are often
specific to the university in question. The combined effect of
them is greatly to limit the scope and speed of any changes
suggested by the QAS. For example, consider the academic
calendar-how realistic would it be to radically modify the stan-
dard semester or quarter system? Second, what about the
courses making up a curriculum? It is more subject to change
than an academic calendar, but any change is likely to be slow
in coming. A third example has to do with students. What are
the provisions for removing students who perform poorly? A
fourth example is the alumni. Once a student graduates he or
she is part of the alumni-only death can change that-and the
hypothetical university that houses our hypothetical BScBA pro-
gram has little influence on decisions made by the employers of
its alumni beyond its efforts to have them hire its graduates and
contribute to its development efforts.

While the QAS system just described is for a hypothetical
business administration program, it illustrates the major points
for all degree programs. The system fits the goals of the pro-
gram, is comprehensive and integrated, and is practical-it is not
overly onerous to administer. The same should be found in a
QAS designed for a real program, whether it is in humanities
and the arts, social sciences, physical sciences, life sciences, or
a professional school. It is important to note that the QAS im-
plicitly accepts the "product-consumer" model, something that
is not to be taken lightly because there are valid points about the
problems inherent in such an acceptance (Cheney, McMillan,
and Schwarzman, 1997). Nonetheless, there is ample reason
to assume that this model is only going to increase its hold on
higher education. Witness the change that has affected Ameri-
can education at the K-12 level due to the "No Child Left Behind"
Act of 2001, which reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), places a major emphasis upon
teacher quality as a factor in improving student achievement
(Mississippi Institutions of Higher Learning 2005). Unfortunate-
ly, evidence suggests that this legislation is onerous and not
likely to improve the K-12 system (McNeil et al. 2008).

Evidence suggests important shortcomings of the "No
Child Left Behind" Act are the lack of understanding of the link-

ages and roles in regard to assessment systems as well as the
limitations of schools to effect changes implied by evaluations
resulting from these systems (Dorn, 2007). This is a lesson to
be learned for higher education and I have presented the hypo-
thetical QAS as a means of stimulating thoughts on how any "No
Freshman left Behind" legislation for higher education could be
dealt with more effectively in order to make it less onerous-if not
more meaningful-than is the case of its K-12 counterpart.

NOTES
1 Research (Miyashiro, 1991) shows that propinquity plays a major role in

deciding which university or college to attend and, further, that the simple
"gravity model" can provide a good tool for predicting the number of en-
tering freshmen at a given university from a given area:

I;j = k [(G;*S,)/d2]

where
I = the number of incoming students from area i going to institution j
G = the number of qualified high school graduates in area i
S = the number of students at institution j
o = distance between area i and institution j
k = a constant term specific to a given analysis.-
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APPENDIX A.1
FORM SECF-1 STUDENT EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTOR & COURSE

This form represents an opportunity for students to provide feedback on an instructor and a course. Sum'mary information from
these evaluations will be provided to the instructor and made available to students, staff, and others. However, individual forms will
not be made available to the instructor or others beyond the (non-teaching) staff responsible for collecting forms. You may provide
comments on the back.

(The Instructor may not be present during the evaluation. The forms are distributed & collected only by staff.)
INSTRUCTOR'S NAME COURSE TITLE _
TODAY'S DATE (DAY-MONTH-YEAR) _

ABOUT THE INSTRUCTOR (CIRCLE THE APPLICABLE NUMBER)

Very Good Fair Poor Very Unable to
Good Poor Answer/

Does Not
The Instructor's: Apply

1. General organization of the course was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
2. Overall daily preparation for class was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
3. Explanation of student responsibilities and requirements was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
4. Explanation of learning objectives for the course was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
5. Ability to give clear presentations in class was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
6. Ability to express himself or herself was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
7. Use of examples and illustrations was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
8. Ability to answer questions in class was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
9. Availability out of class (e.g., office hours) was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
10. Selection of course materials (e.g., textbook) for the course was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
11. use of course materials (e. g., textbook; appropriate tests) was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
12. Compatibility with your learning style was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
13. Demonstrated knowledge of the course's subject matter was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
14. Overall teaching ability was 5 4 3 2 1 -9

ABOUT THE COURSE (CIRCLE THE APPLICABLE NUMBER)

Very Good Fair Poor Very Unable to
Good Poor Answer/

Does Not
Regarding the course Apply

15. The amount of effort needed to succeed in it was 5 4 3 2 -9
16. The intellectual challenge presented by it was 5 4 3 2 -9
17. The knowledge from prior courses required by it was 5 4 3 2 -9
18. Knowledge of the subject before you took the course was 5 4 3 2 -9
19. Knowledge of the subject after you took the course was 5 4 3 2 -9
20. Your achievement of the learning objectives for the course was 5 4 3 2 -9
21. Interest in the subject before you took the course was 5 4 3 2 -9
22. Interest in the subject after you took the course was 5 4 3 2 -9
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APPENDIX A.2

FORM FECS-1 FACULTY EVALUATION OF STUDENTS AND SATISFACTION LEVEL

Completion of this form is voluntary, but we highly desire that faculty do so. Summary information from each individual form will

be made generally available (e.g., staff, faculty, and students). You may provide comments on the back. When completed, please

return this form to one of the study staff or the Dean.

(The Instructor may not be present during the evaluation. The forms are distributed & collected only by staff.)

Your NAME COURSE TITLE

TODAY'S DATE (DAY-MONTH-YEAR)

ABOUT THE STUDENTS IN THIS COURSE (CIRCLE THE APPLICABLE NUMBER)

Very Good Fair Poor Very Unable to

Good Poor Answer/

Does Not

On Average, The Students': Apply

1. Regular attendance in class was 5 4 3 2 -9
2. Attention level in class was 5 4 3 2 -9
3. Classroom particpation (e.g., speaking, asking questions) was 5 4 3 2 -9
4. Ability to answer questions in class was 5 4 3 2 -9
5. Preparation for class (e.g., doing assignements) was 5 4 3 2 -9
6. Contact with you outside of class (e.g., office hours) was 5 4 3 2 -9
7. Overall effort put into the course was 5 4 3 2 -9
8. Ability to express themselves orally was 5 4 3 2 -9
9. Ability to express themselves in writing was 5 4 3 2 -9
10. Understanding of the course's learning objectives was 5 4 3 2 -9..

11. Interest in the subject matter was 5 4 3 2 -9
12. Interest in overall learning was 5 4 3 2 -9
13. Compatability with our teaching style was 5 4 3 2 -9

ABOUT YOU (CIRCLE THE APPLICABLE NUMBER)

Your level of:

14. Satisfaction with your teaching performance for this course is

15. Satisfaction with the students in the course is

16. Satisfaction with general instructional facilities is

17. Satisfaction with general staff support is

18. Satisfaction with the overall experience in this course is

5 4 3 2

5 4 3 2

5 4 3 2

5 4 3 2

5 4 3 2
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Very Good

Good

Fair Poor Very Unable to

Poor Answer/

Does Not

Apply

-9
-9
-9
-9
-9
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APPENDIX A.3
ALUMNI EVALUATION FORM
GENERAL INSTRUCTIOINS PROVIDED FOR COMPLETING THE FORM

This survey questionnaire is used as part of the quality assurance system to ensure that the hypothetical BScBA Degree Program is
meeting its overall goal: To produce graduates who are successful in International Business. It is designed to be used in a periodic random
sample of alumni (both BBA and BScBA) in a reflective evaluation of selected student, course and program characteristics that are associ-
ated with positive learning outcomes, which are themselves associated with the overall goal. The questionnaire also contains a reflective
self-assessment section and a section on the importance of selected criteria for success in International Business.

All individual responses are kept confidential and only summary results are reported. These summary results are used by instructors,
students, and the administration as one of the tools used to improve performance relative to achieving the overall goal of the BScBA Degree
Program.
Instructions

Please complete and return this questionnaire as soon as possible. It can be returned using either the self-addressed, self-stamped
envelope or electronically, depending on how the respondent received it (via surface mail or electronic mail).

This form is one of the components of the Quality Assurance System of the hypothetical BScBA Program used to determine if the
Program is achieving its overall goal: Producing graduates who are successful in International Business. Completion of this survey is
voluntary, of course, but we view feedback from alumni as a critical component of our Quality Assurance Program. Summary information
will be made generally available (e.g., students, faculty, staff, and governing bodies). However, individual forms will be destroyed after the
completion of a survey wave, so your responses will remain confidential. This survey is done on a sample basis (n»200) every third year.
You may be randomly selected more than once.

You may provide comments on the back. When completed, please return this form in the self-addressed stafT]ped envelope provided.
THANKS VERY MUCH FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THIS SURVEY:

YOUR NAME MAJOR _.
TODAY'S DATE (D/M/Y) YEAR OF GRADUATION _

(CIRCLE THE APPLICABLE NUMBER)
Very Good Fair Poor Very Unable to
Good Poor Answer/

Does Not
Regarding the overall BScBA program, the Apply

1. Scope of required courses offered was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
2. Range of elective courses offered was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
3. Modular class structure was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
4. Subject content of the courses was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
5. Quality of instruction was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
6. Quality of staff support for students was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
7. Quality of instructional facilities was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
8. Quality of student social life was 5 4 3 2 1 '-9
9. Quality of student intellectual skills was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
10. Quality of overall student commitment to studying was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
11. Quality of student commitment to studying was 5 4 3 2 1 _. -9
12. Compatability with your learning style was 5 4 3 2 1 -9

Very High Average Low Very Not Able
High Low To Answer

Regarding your own experience in the BScBA Program, the level of
16. Communication skills you acquired was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
17. General business skills you acquired was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
18. General skills you acquired for personal success was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
19. Networking contacts you acquired was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
20. Ability to work under tight deadlines you acquired was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
21. Effort you put into studying was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
22. Effort you put into student affairs was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
23. Preparation you gained for International Business success was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
24. Satisfaction with your study abroad experience was 5 4 3 2 1 -9
25. Satisfaction you have in being a graduate 5 4 3 2 1 -9

Very High Average Low Very Not Able
High Low To Answer

For Success in International Business, how important are:
26. Technical skills 5 4 3 2 1 -9
27. Interpersonal skills 5 4 3 2 1 -9
28. Teamwork skills 5 4 3 2 1 -9
29. Communication skills 5 4 3 2 1 -9
30. Abilities to work under tight deadlines 5 4 3 2 1 -9
31. General business skills 5 4 3 2 1 -9
32. Networking contacts 5 4 3 2 1 -9
33. General living experiences in different cities and countries 5 4 3 2 1 -9

COMMENTS MAY BE MADE ON THE BACK
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