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<E 3> 20068Hd % 1317] 7]&EA(H25F)

W5 AHT Mg wrad Axg Adg
4 3143 0.61 0.22 0 1
oA 3413 0.30 0.46 0 1
Aae 3413 028 045 0 1
Faulgs o 313 0.10 0.30 0 1
ZFag 313 011 031 0 1
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3shd 9,6863 0.27 0.45 0 1
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o]57] 3144 0.29 0.45 0 1
Qulg 3144 0.25 0.43 0 1
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ki REFAA FEeA ot df p
412,G00 -0.211 0009 -22563 3139 0.000
o] 7,G01 0.338 0021 15990 3139 0.000
a4 GO2 -0.009 0022  -0400 3139 0.689
a4, GO3 -0.106 0033  -3216 3139 0.002
Za4,G04 -0.054 0031  -1.719 3139 0.085
AR (EEHAY), G10 0.197 0015  13.098 96848 0.000
o] & 7,G011 -0.139 0033  -4256 96848 0.000
3H4,G20 -0.211 0008 27564 96848 0.000
o]&7,Go21 0.057 0.016 3633 968438 0.001
1314,G30 -0.025 0032 0779 96848 0.436
o] 7,G031 0.307 0.076 4051 96848 0.000
23hd G40 -0.267 0023  -11470 96848 0.000
o]&7,Go4l 0.212 0.052 4054 96848 0.000
33hd,GR0 -0.157 0021  -7506 96848 0.000
] & A,G051 0.079 0.044 1.824 96348 0.068

<3 11> 2005-237] HERY T8

dFuF  EEEa a df 7 D
¥l U0 0.301 0.09 2954 50274 0.000
4 slope, U2 0.0% 0.009 2057 31586 0.005




ki A weest t df p
42, GOo -0.198 0.009 -21.36 3139 0.000
o] & 7,G01 0.295 0.021 14.113 3139 0.000
3 a4,GO2 -0.048 0.022 -2.158 3139 0.031
a4, GO3 -0.124 0.033 -3.803 3139 0.000
Z4,GO4 -0.066 0.031 -2.142 3139 0.032
7 (EEH4),G10 0.205 0.014 14316 96848 0.000
o] & 7,G011 -0.206 0.031 -6694 968348 0.000
&4,G20 -0.183 0.007 -2693 96848 0.000
o] & 71,G021 0.033 0.014 2.357 96848 0.019
181d,G30 -0.114 0.028 4085 96848 0.000
o] & 71,G031 0.049 0.061 0.806 96848 0421
23hd,G40 -0.336 0.02 -1713 96848 0.000
o] & 71,G041 0.132 0.041 319 96848 0.002
33hd,G50 -0.182 0.02 -9.111 %6848 0.000
°] & A,G051 0.039 0.041 0.963 96848 0.336

<E 13> 2006-2317] e S AR (a) 58S AHE

FHEA A shd Log-odds
o] A Ay 1&4 0.185
2 0.045
3 -0.058
o A 1&4 0.127
2 0.072
3 -0.031
] o] 7| kA 1&4 -0.014
2 -0.281
3 -0.171
Sy 1&4 -0.211
2 -0.478
3 -0.368
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Course Survey Response Patterns and Course
Satisfaction

Park, Hye-sook
(Graduate School of Education, Honam Univeristy )

Abstract

This study investigated student item responses reflected by
the end-of-semester course evaluation surveys administered
online at two different times. Two groups of respondents were
identified: those who consistently chose the same option
numbers were coded as 1, while those who did not choose the
same option number consistently were coded as 0. By
considering the finding that students’ response patterns were
nested within a course (instructor), two-level, nonlinear,
hierarchical models were constructed. The log-odds of a student
choosing the same option number was obtained by incorporating
both student characteristics (e.g., gender, course grade, year of
enrollment) and course or instructor characteristics (e.g., science
& engineering-related courses, instructor’'s tenure rank order).
Male students and students who took natural science and
engineering courses were more likely to choose the same option
numbers compared to female students and non-natural science
and engineering majors. Students with lower course grades were
also more likely to choose the same option numbers than
students with higher course grades, when controlling for the
effects of other variables in the model. Methods to secure
students’ conscientious responses were also discussed.

Key words : Online Course Evaluation Survey, a two-level
hierarchial Generalized linear Model(HGLM),
Survey Response Pattern, Reliability
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