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 Describe the benefits of using document analysis when 

examining end-of-course evaluation instruments. 

 Demonstrate a 7-step approach to using document 
analysis to examine end-of-course evaluation 
instruments. 

 Discuss the strengths and challenges of using document 
analysis to examine end-of-course evaluations.  

 Discuss the significance of purpose and alignment when 
designing, revising, or creating end-of-course 
evaluations.  
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Document Analysis: 
 Content Analysis 
 Open Coding         

Context 

Questions to be Investigated 

Conceptual Framework 

Alignment Framework 
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Definitions:  
 

 Document Analysis  
▪ “the examination of existing documents for a specified 

purpose”   (Singh, Ritchie, and Stocker, 2009)  
 

 Document 
▪ “written or recorded material not prepared for the 

evaluation”  (National Science Foundation.  The  2010 User-Friendly 
Handbook for Project Evaluation, 2010) 
 

▪ “a wide range of written, visual, digital, and physical 
material relevant to the study at hand  . . . Documents 
include just about anything in existence prior to the 
research at hand”  (Merriam, 2009)  
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Strengths 
 

 Best source of data 
 Convenient to use 
 Descriptive information  
 Historical perspective 
 Hypothesis verification 
 No / low cost 
 Readily available 
 Stable and nonreactive 
 Track changes over time 

Challenges 
 

Or may be … 
 Inaccurate 
 Misleading 
 Out-of-date or 

incomplete 
 Unclear and confusing 
 Unrepresentative 
 Unusable format 

 
 

 
 

Sources: Caullay (1983), Hurworth (2005), Merriam (2009)  
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Disciplinary 
Field 

- Level I: Satisfaction 
- Level II: Learning 
- Level III: Action 
- Level IV: Impact 
…………………… 
- Level V: Worth  
 (time & money) 
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Summative 
 evaluation: 
 
- Course 
 
- Teaching 
 
- Student satisfaction 
 
- Student learning 
 
- Value-added 
 
- Promotion / tenure 
 

Course  

Design 

Course 

Implementation 

Student 

Learning 

Course  

Evaluation 

Impacts Context / Course 
components 

-Alignment 

Knowledge / 
Intellectual gains 

-Formative 
  evaluation 
 

- Approach 
- Technique(s) 
- Environment 
- Style 
- Utility 
- Meaningfulness 
 

 

Delivery of 
instruction 

Overall evaluative 
feedback 

Course components: 
- Assignments 
- Activities 
- Tasks 
- Exams, etc. 

-Engagement Assessment of 
student learning 

outcomes 

Continual 
Improvements 
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Deconstruct an instrument 
(workshop packet) 

Survey Item AnAlySIS StePS

Next steps

Read the survey itemStep 1:

Identify the measurement 
focus (object being evaluated)

Summarize the survey item 
(preserve meaning)

Reduce the survey item 
summary to one word 

(conceptual label)

Categorize conceptual labels 
into CATEGORY LABELS 

(literature tags)

Category labels are mapped 
to the literature

Expose embedded criteria

Literature review: constructs, 
criteria, reliability and validity

Step 2:

Step 3:

Step 4:

Step 5:

Step 7:

Jacqueline H. Singh, MPP, PhD (2009)

Next steps?

Map survey item to 
appropriate level designation 

of Kirkpatrick’s model

Step 6:

Map to Seven 
Principles of 

Good Practice 

(Optional)
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1. Read the survey 
item. 

  
2. Decide if the item  

evaluates the 
course 
components, 
instructor’s 
teaching, etc.   

      
 
NOTE: There can be more than 

one measurement focus for a 
survey item.    

 

Survey Item  
 

 Measurement Focus  
(Evaluand) 

  Course 
Components 

Instructor/   
Teaching 

Student's Self 
Assessment 

The course concepts were 
challenging. X     

The class sessions help me to 
better understand the material.    X  (X) (X ) 

The course has required more 
of my time and effort than 
most other courses at the 
same level. 

X   (X) 

My instructor was well 
prepared for class meetings.   X   

My instructor explained the 
material clearly.   X   
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3. Summarize the item 
into just a few 
words.                    
(Survey Item Summary) 

 
4. Reduce the Survey 

Item Summary to  1  
key word.    
(Conceptual Label) 

 

Survey Item  
 

Survey Item 
Summary 

Concept    
(Conceptual Label) 

      

The course concepts were 
challenging. 

Challenging 
course concepts Rigor 

The class sessions help me 
to better understand the 
material.  

Help better 
understand 

material 
Comprehension 

The course has required more 
of my time and effort than 
most other courses at the 
same level. 

Time/effort 
expended Intensity 

My instructor was well 
prepared for class meetings. 

Prepared for class 
meetings Preparation 

My instructor explained the 
material clearly. Clear explanation Explanation 
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The Four Levels  
Level I:   evaluates reaction 

(satisfaction) 

Level II:  evaluates learning 

Level III: evaluates behavior  

Level IV: evaluates results  
 

Summary:  
4 of the 5 listed survey items 

measure a student’s reaction 
to (or satisfaction with) the 
course  (Level I) 

1 item attempts to measure 
learning (Level II)   
 

Survey Item  Survey Item 
Summary 

Concept   
(Conceptual Label) Level 

  
      

The course concepts were 
challenging. 

Challenging 
course 

concepts 
Rigor I 

The class sessions help me  
to better understand the 
material.  

Helps better 
understand 

material  
Comprehension   II 

The course has required 
more of my time and effort 
than most other courses at 
the same level. 

Time/effort 
expended Intensity I 

My instructor was well 
prepared for class meetings. 

Prepared for 
class meetings Preparation I 

My instructor explained the 
material clearly. 

Clear 
explanation Explanation I 
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Survey Item  Survey Item 
Summary 

Concept   
(Conceptual Label) 

Seven Principles for 
Good Practice 

  
    Explicit Implicit Absent 

The course concepts were 
challenging. 

Challenging 
course concepts Rigor X 

The class sessions help me  to 
better understand the material.  

Helps better 
understand 

material  
Comprehension   X 

The course has required more of 
my time and effort than most other 
courses at the same level. 

Time/effort 
expended Intensity X (3) 

My instructor was well prepared for 
class meetings. 

Prepared for 
class meetings Preparation x 

My instructor explained the material 
clearly. 

Clear 
explanation Explanation x 
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The Seven Principles for Good Practice:  Explicit, Implicit, or Absent 
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Survey Item  

 Measurement Focus (Evaluand)  
Survey Item 

Summary 
Concept   

(Conceptual Label) 

Level Seven Principles for Good 
Practice 

Course 
Components 

Instructor/   
Teaching 

Student's Self 
Assessment 

I II Explicit Implicit Absent 

The course concepts were 
challenging. X     

Challenging 
course 

concepts 
Rigor I       X 

The class sessions help me  to 
better understand the material.  X  (X) (X ) 

Helps better 
understand 

material  
Comprehension     II     X 

The course has required more of 
my time and effort than most other 
courses at the same level. 

X 

  

(X) Time/effort 
expended 

Intensity I     X (3)   

My instructor was well prepared for 
class meetings.   X   Prepared for 

class meetings 
Preparation I       x 

My instructor explained the 
material clearly. 

  

X 

  

Clear 
explanation 

Explanation I       x 

TOTAL 3 3 2     4 1 0 1 4 



 Evaluand:  May apply to any object of an evaluation (e.g. a person, idea, 
policy, product, object, performance, or any other entity being evaluated) 
 

 Concept:  Conceptual label placed on discrete happening, event, and other 
instances of phenomena. 
 

 Category:  A classification of concepts.  This classification is discovered 
when concepts are compared one against another and appear to pertain to a 
similar phenomenon.  Thus the concepts are grouped together under a higher 
order, more abstract concept called a category. 

14 
Sources:   “Evaluand,” Encyclopedia of Evaluation, 2005;  “Concepts”, “Categories," Strauss & Corbin, 1990 

Survey Item  
 

Measurement Focus 
(Evaluand) 

Survey Item 
Summary 

Concept 
 

Category   
(Literature Tag) 

  Instructor / Teaching       

My instructor explained 
the material clearly. X Clear explanation Explanation “Communication” 
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Survey Item Survey Item Summary Concept 
(Conceptual Label) 

      

The course concepts were challenging. Challenging course concepts Rigor 

The class sessions help me to better understand the 
material.  Help better understand material Comprehension 

The course has required more of my time and effort 
than most other courses at the same level. Time/effort expended Intensity 

My instructor was well prepared for class meetings. Prepared for class meetings Preparation 

My instructor explained the material 
clearly. Clear explanation Explanation 
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Survey Item Summary 
Concept 

(Conceptual Label) 
Category            

(Literature Tag) 
Clarified lecture material Clarification 

Communication 

Clear communication 

Clarity 

Clear explanation 

Clearly defined and explained assignments 

Clearly defined grading system 

Clearly written expectations 

Effective communication 

Lab procedures explicitly explained 

Speaking English clearly 

Ability to communicate with others rating Communication Rating 
Explicit course objectives 

Expectations Explicit expectations of student 

Explicit student expectations 

Explains difficult material 

Explanation 
Material clearly explained 

Responses help with learning 

Satisfactory explanation 

Clear explanation 
Clear articulation of course goals Explicit 

Precise answers to questions 

Consistent feedback helps evaluate course progress Feedback 
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