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1. ExecuƟve Summary 
Understanding student percepƟons of their instructors is crucial for fostering student success and 
improving retenƟon rates. These percepƟons significantly impact student moƟvaƟon and engagement, 
offering insights into the aspects of students’ experiences that drive saƟsfacƟon and influence academic 
achievement. This study uƟlizes data from the AssociaƟon of College and University Educators’ (ACUE) 
Student Survey (1,388 responses) to comprehensively examine students’ course experiences and 
percepƟons of their instructors. 

The main objecƟve of this study was to idenƟfy recurring themes in student feedback about the 
likelihood of their recommending an instructor and to examine the relaƟonships of these themes with 
student, course, and instructor characterisƟcs. Employing a mixed-methods approach, specifically the 
Meaning ExtracƟon Method (MEM), this study aimed to determine if certain student demographic 
factors, instructor characterisƟcs, and course features are associated with specific themes in students’ 
responses and raƟngs. 

Key Findings 
 IdenƟfied Themes: Seventeen disƟnct sub-themes were grouped into four main themes: 

InstrucƟonal Clarity, Student Support, Perceived AƩributes of the Instructor, and AcƟve Learning. 

 Differences in Themes Based on Demographic CharacterisƟcs and Academic Context: Student, 
instructor, and course characterisƟcs were significantly associated with student feedback. It was 
observed that students’ race/ethnicity and class standing significantly influence the aspects of 
instructors or course experiences that students prioriƟze when evaluaƟng their instructors. For 
instance, LaƟno students emphasized instructor support, Black students prioriƟzed factors beyond 
instrucƟonal clarity, and NaƟve American students prioriƟzed interconnectedness with instructors 
and support. AddiƟonally, older students (over 24 years old) valued instructor aƩributes (e.g., 
professionalism, kindness) more than younger students, and students in later academic stages 
highlighted clear expectaƟons, instructor care, and teaching style in their evaluaƟons. 

 Demographic and Contextual Factors Associated With Higher Instructor RaƟngs: It was observed 
that LaƟno and older students, those from minority-serving insƟtuƟons (MSIs), and students in later 
academic stages rated their instructors more favorably. Non-tenure-track instructors and those with 
fewer years of experience received higher recommendaƟon scores. Face-to-face courses and smaller 
class sizes were also associated with higher instructor raƟngs. 

 Themes Impact on Instructor RecommendaƟon Scores: Themes related to student support and the 
instructor’s perceived kindness and excellence significantly impacted recommendaƟon scores, 
highlighƟng the importance of supporƟve interacƟons and instructors’ personal and professional 
qualiƟes. 
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This study highlights the mulƟdimensional nature of student percepƟons, emphasizing the importance of 
clear communicaƟon, supporƟve pracƟces, posiƟve connecƟons with students, and engaging teaching 
methods in fostering a posiƟve learning environment. Understanding these diverse factors can inform 
faculty development efforts to enhance teaching effecƟveness, foster supporƟve learning environments, 
and promote student success across diverse populaƟons. 

2. IntroducƟon 
Decades of research have idenƟfied a body of instrucƟonal pracƟces shown to improve student 
engagement, persistence, learning, course compleƟon, and retenƟon (e.g., Armbruster et al., 2009; 
Burrowes, 2003; Freeman et al., 2011; Mazur, 2009). Moreover, the impact of effecƟve teaching extends 
beyond academic achievements, as it is also associated with non-academic benefits including students’ 
civic engagement, sense of purpose, and interpersonal skills (Gallup & Strada EducaƟon Network, 2018; 
Mayhew et al., 2016). 

However, when students recommend a professor to peers, to what extent does effecƟve teaching inform 
their advice? Are their recommendaƟons based on whether the instructor is an easy grader and the 
amount of homework assigned? Or do they respond favorably to instructors’ use of evidence-based 
pracƟces, regardless of whether students realize they are based in evidence? Moreover, if students do 
consider evidence-based pracƟces when recommending instructors, do they consider the full scope of 
effecƟve teaching pracƟces, or do they focus on specific areas, such as instructors’ ability to engage 
students in acƟve learning? 

Understanding student percepƟons of their instructors is essenƟal for fostering student success and 
improving retenƟon rates. These percepƟons can significantly impact student moƟvaƟon and 
engagement, thus studying them can provide valuable insights into the aspects of course experiences 
that drive student saƟsfacƟon and influence academic achievement. Exploring the reasons behind 
students’ likelihood to recommend or not recommend an instructor is crucial for enhancing instrucƟonal 
efficacy and student saƟsfacƟon. 

This study examines the student percepƟons of instructors who took part in ACUE’s comprehensive 
EffecƟve Teaching PracƟce Framework courses by analyzing data from the ACUE Student Survey. This 
survey gathers informaƟon about student learning experiences including their percepƟons of instructors. 
Through a mixed-methods approach, this research aims to aƩain nuanced insights into the types of 
experiences and factors that resonate most with students across diverse demographic groups. This 
approach can provide valuable informaƟon on what truly maƩers to students from different 
backgrounds, going beyond simple raƟngs of an instructor to uncover the underlying themes behind 
student percepƟons. Exploring the associaƟon between specific student, course, and instructor 
characterisƟcs and the themes emerging from students’ open-ended feedback can elucidate the factors 
contribuƟng to student engagement and saƟsfacƟon in educaƟonal seƫngs, as well as inform the 
development of more supporƟve and effecƟve learning environments that cater to the different needs of 
all students. 
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This study considers a broad range of student demographic characterisƟcs, covering different ethnic 
backgrounds, academic stages, and insƟtuƟonal types, as well as diverse instructor traits including 
demographic and instrucƟonal characterisƟcs. Previous research has oŌen concentrated only on specific 
student demographics, instructor traits, course formats, or disciplines (Clayson, 2019; MarƟn, Chesebro, 
& MoƩet, 1997; Schussler et al., 2021). The comprehensive approach of the present study ensures that 
the findings reflect the diverse student body in higher educaƟon today and their interacƟons with 
various instructor types. AddiƟonally, it incorporates feedback from students at MSIs and 2-year 
insƟtuƟons, who are oŌen overlooked in this type of research, highlighƟng the unique perspecƟves and 
needs of these student populaƟons. 

This study provides insights into the mulƟdimensional nature of student evaluaƟons using a boƩom-up 
approach, revealing how different student groups prioriƟze various aspects of their instructors’ teaching 
pracƟces and characterisƟcs. This is a significant advancement over previous studies that typically 
examined isolated factors in student evaluaƟons (MarƟn, Chesebro, & MoƩet, 1997). By idenƟfying 

themes and their associaƟons with different student and 
instructor traits, this study offers acƟonable data that can 
inform targeted improvements in teaching pracƟces based 
directly on students’ experiences, needs, and values. 

AddiƟonally, prior studies have relied solely on quanƟtaƟve 
survey responses or qualitaƟve data by either employing 
closed-ended surveys or mainly focusing on open-ended 
feedback about instructors (Elson et al., 2018; Lee, 2010; 
OƩer et al., 2013). In contrast, this study integrates both 
quanƟtaƟve raƟngs and qualitaƟve open-ended responses 
using a novel mixed-method approach, the Meaning 
ExtracƟon Method (MEM) (Chung & Pennebaker, 2008). 

Unlike tradiƟonal qualitaƟve content analysis, which relies heavily on human judgment and is suscepƟble 
to biases, MEM employs quanƟtaƟve dimension-reducƟon techniques to idenƟfy clusters of words that 
reflect semanƟc paƩerns. This approach facilitates a more objecƟve, efficient, and comprehensive 
analysis of large, complex text datasets by combining quanƟtaƟve techniques with qualitaƟve inducƟve 
theme idenƟficaƟon (Markowitz, 2021). As a result, MEM provides nuanced insights into the underlying 
themes within student feedback on their instructors while preserving objecƟvity in the analysis. 
Furthermore, while MEM has been mainly used in psychology, its applicaƟon in this research is 
pioneering in the educaƟon field, providing value by allowing for the analysis of deep, mulƟdimensional 
text data related to teaching pracƟces and student engagement and saƟsfacƟon. 

This study aspires to contribute valuable knowledge to the field of higher educaƟon, specifically about 
student engagement and saƟsfacƟon, by idenƟfying the factors that contribute most significantly to 
posiƟve learning experiences. Improved understanding of student prioriƟes and instructor percepƟons 
has the potenƟal to inform student success efforts, leading to more supporƟve and engaging teaching 
pracƟces that cater to the diverse needs of all students. The insights gained from this research will also 
contribute to the current body of knowledge on student engagement by beƩer understanding student 

ACUE’s approach can provide 
valuable informaƟon on what 
truly maƩers to students from 
different backgrounds, going 
beyond simple raƟngs of an 
instructor to uncover the 
underlying themes behind 
student percepƟons.  
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experiences and prioriƟes and by exploring the nature of potenƟal biases towards different types of 
instructors in their evaluaƟon process to ensure fairness in future iniƟaƟves involving instructor–student 
interacƟons. 

3. Methodology 

Data CollecƟon 
The study uƟlized data from ACUE’s Student Survey administered to students of some faculty 
parƟcipants (N = 131) in courses leading to cerƟficaƟon in ACUE’s EffecƟve Teaching PracƟce Framework 
during the fall 2022, spring 2023, and fall 2023 terms. The instructors parƟcipaƟng in cohorts that opted 
into the student survey were asked to send their students a link to complete this survey at the end of 
each semester during their ACUE course with instructor parƟcipaƟon being opƟonal.  

ParƟcipants included 1,615 students from 22 higher educaƟon insƟtuƟons (16 4-year and six 2-year 
insƟtuƟons) across nine states. AŌer removing irrelevant responses that were not apt or too short for 
analysis, 1,388 responses were deemed adequate to be included in the analyƟc sample. 

Instrument 
ACUE Student Survey. ACUE’s student survey comprehensively captures students’ course experiences 
and percepƟons of their instructors. This survey includes several measures, such as an instrucƟonal 
pracƟces scale, which has shown no evidence of bias based on faculty gender or race/ethnicity 
(AssociaƟon of College and University Educators [ACUE], 2022), an academic self-efficacy scale, and 
growth mindset measures. Among these scales, students were asked to rate the likelihood of 
recommending their instructor (“How likely are you to recommend this instructor to a friend?”) on a 5-
point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = “Very unlikely” to 5 = “Very likely”) and to respond to an open-ended 
quesƟon elaboraƟng on their raƟng (“Please elaborate on your choice for the previous quesƟon.”). 
AddiƟonally, the survey includes quesƟons about students’ demographics and background related to the 
course such as their reasons for enrolment. 

Sample DescripƟon 

Excluded Data 

A total of 227 responses were excluded from the analysis due to not having usable data. The average 
instructor recommendaƟon raƟng across the excluded data was 4.44 (SD = 0.87). Among the excluded 
responses, 87% were from Recommenders (students who rated their instructors with raƟngs of 4 or 5), 
while 13% were from Non-recommenders (raƟngs below 4). 

The exclusions were due to “empty responses” and responses with fewer than seven words, which were 
deemed not suitable for analysis. Specifically, 27 responses were categorized as “empty,” including 
entries like “N/A,” “No comments,” “No,” or emojis. AddiƟonally, 200 responses contained fewer than 
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seven words. Of these, 91% were from Recommenders, with responses such as “Good professor,” 
“Awesome class,” and “He/She’s great.” The remaining 9% were from Non-recommenders, with 
responses like “Standard experience,” “That is just my opinion,” and “I just don’t like her.” These 
responses were excluded to ensure the integrity and depth of the qualitaƟve analysis by including only 
responses that provided enough valid informaƟon for use with MEM. 

Student Demographics 

Gender: Thirty percent of students idenƟfied as men, 67% as women, 1% as non-binary or other, and 2% 
chose not to disclose this informaƟon1 (see Figure 1).  

Figure 1  

ProporƟon of Students by Gender in the Sample (Exclusive Categories) 

 

Race and Ethnicity: Thirty-eight percent idenƟfied as White only, 36% as Hispanic or LaƟno only, 11% as 
Black or African American only, 6% as Asian only, 5% as other races or ethniciƟes (which includes NaƟve 
American, mixed-race, Pacific Islander, and Middle Eastern students), and 4% did not disclose their race 
or ethnicity (see Figure 2). It is important to note that while students could select mulƟple race/ethnicity 
opƟons, these proporƟons represent exclusive categories, whereas the analyses were performed using 
non-exclusive categories. For the analyses based on race and ethnicity, only non-exclusive categories that 
accounted for over 5% of the analyƟc sample were considered, resulƟng in the analysis of White (46%), 
Hispanic or LaƟno (37%), Asian (8%), and Black or African American (14%) students. NaƟve American and 
Alaskan NaƟve students represented a smaller porƟon of the sample at 1.3%. 

 
1 It is important to note that these proporƟons represent exclusive categories, while the analyses were conducted using non-
exclusive categories. For instance, gender-based analyses compared female students to all other categories and male students 
to all other categories. 
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Figure 2 

ProporƟon of Students by Race/Ethnicity in the Sample (Exclusive Categories) 

 

Class Standing: The sample included 28% first-year students, 22% sophomores, 14% juniors, 17% 
seniors, 14% graduate students, and 5% who idenƟfied as other types of students (see Figure 3).  

Figure 3 

ProporƟon of Students by Class Standing in the Sample 

 

Age: The average age of the students was 25.6 years old (SD = 10.4), with 67% being 24 years old or 
younger and 33% over 24 years old.  
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Enrollment Status: Seventy-nine percent of students were enrolled full-Ɵme, while 21% were part-Ɵme 
students. 

InsƟtuƟon Type: Sixty-six percent of the students aƩended 4-year insƟtuƟons, while 34% were enrolled 
at 2-year insƟtuƟons.  

Minority-Serving InsƟtuƟons: Sixty-six percent of the sample aƩended MSIs and 34% aƩended other 
insƟtuƟon types. 

Instructor Demographics 

Gender: Thirty-one percent of the instructors in the sample idenƟfied as men, 65% as women, and 4% 
did not disclose their gender. 

Race and Ethnicity: FiŌy-three percent of the instructors idenƟfied as White only, 21% as Hispanic or 
LaƟno only, 10% as Asian only, 9% as Black or African American only, 3% as another race or ethnicity, and 
4% did not disclose this informaƟon (see Figure 4). 

Figure 4  

ProporƟon of Instructors by Race/Ethnicity in the Sample (Exclusive Categories) 

 

Tenure Status: Forty-nine percent of the instructors indicated they were on a tenure track, while 51% 
were non-tenure track. 

Years of Experience: Sixty-four percent of the instructors reported having less than 15 years of 
experience, while 36% reported having 15 years of experience or more. 

Discipline: Thirty-six percent of the instructors were from tradiƟonal STEM disciplines, while 64% were 
from other disciplines. 

Course CharacterisƟcs 
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Course Format: The majority of students, 58%, aƩended face-to-face courses, while 42% parƟcipated in 
online or hybrid courses. 

Course Size: Forty-nine percent of the students were in classes with fewer than 20 students, 42% 
aƩended courses with 21–100 students, and 9% were in classes with more than 100 students (see Figure 
5). 

Figure 5 

ProporƟon of Students by Course Size in the Sample 

 

 

AnalyƟc Approach 
Meaning ExtracƟon Method. MEM was employed to analyze the open-ended responses. MEM is a 
mixed-methods approach that combines quanƟtaƟve and qualitaƟve analyses using dimension-
reducƟon techniques like factor analysis to idenƟfy semanƟc paƩerns suggesƟng underlying themes. 
The iniƟal steps in the process involved excluding commonly used words (e.g., do, the, he, they, about) 
and comments with fewer than seven words, since these do not have enough content to provide 
meaningful informaƟon. This was followed by extracƟng frequent content words within the data using 
the Meaning ExtracƟon Helper (MEH) soŌware (Boyd, 2018). The MEH soŌware then generated 
datasets on the occurrence of these extracted content words for each comment within the analyƟc 
sample. This soŌware also simplifies the words in the data through a process called lemmaƟzaƟon by 
reducing them to their base or root (e.g., “running,” “ran,” and “runs” would all be reduced to “run”) to 
ensure the accuracy of the text analysis. Following this, a Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was 
performed on the MEH output dataset, revealing 20 factors that cumulaƟvely explained 26% of the 
variance.  
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Theme scores, also referred to as Weighted Factor Scores (WFS), were calculated for each comment 
within these factors based on the factor loadings of each word and the word frequency within individual 
comments using the MEH output. This process idenƟfied the comments that included paƩerns 
corresponding to their respecƟve themes. The 10 comments within each factor with the highest theme 
scores were then selected for qualitaƟve analysis. 

The qualitaƟve analysis involved open coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) of the top comments per factor 
with the highest theme scores, which were examined to idenƟfy recurring paƩerns and disƟncƟve 
themes within each word cluster. This process considered how words were intermixed within 
comments, capturing the complexity and depth of students’ feedback about their instructors. To reduce 
the potenƟal of coder bias throughout the themaƟc analysis, intercoder reliability was established 
through the independent coding of the extracted comments by two researchers, with any discrepancies 
resolved through discussion and consensus. The content of the extracted factors was examined 
meƟculously to determine whether they represented disƟnct and informaƟve themes jusƟfying their 
retenƟon or dropping.  

Finally, the relevance of each theme within the analyƟc sample was roughly esƟmated by the calculaƟon 
of frequency esƟmates. These esƟmates were computed based on the number of comments with theme 
scores exceeding one standard deviaƟon above the mean and the proporƟon of comments matching 
each theme among those analyzed qualitaƟvely. These frequency esƟmates represent the probable 
proporƟon of comments containing each theme, which can lead to a sum of over 100% as many 
comments include more than one theme depending on their length and content. 

Themes Associated With Demographic CharacterisƟcs. Theme scores were used to explore the 
associaƟons between themes and instructor, student, and course characterisƟcs through linear 
regressions, controlling for course size, course format, student generaƟonal college status, student age, 
and instructors’ discipline. 

CharacterisƟcs and Themes Associated With Instructor RecommendaƟon Scores. Binary variables were 
created for each theme based on theme scores, indicaƟng the presence or absence of each theme in the 
comments. Linear regressions were then conducted to determine whether student characterisƟcs, 
instructor characterisƟcs, course characterisƟcs, or themes could explain variaƟons in instructor 
recommendaƟon scores. These analyses controlled for course size, course format, student generaƟonal 
college status, student age, and instructors’ discipline. 
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4. Results 

Open-Ended Responses Length 
On average, students provided responses consisƟng of 23.04 words, indicaƟng a reasonable level of 
detail in their feedback about their instructors. The most common response length (mode) was 14 
words, while the median length was 17 words, suggesƟng that an important number of responses were 
concise but contained meaningful informaƟon. This distribuƟon highlights the varying degrees of 
elaboraƟon in student feedback, with some students providing more extensive commentary than others. 

Student Response DistribuƟon and Instructor RaƟngs 
The majority of students (89%) were classified as “Recommenders,” giving their instructors a raƟng of 4 
or 5 on a 5-point Likert scale. In contrast, only 11% of the students were “Non-recommenders,” raƟng 
their instructors below 4. The overall average recommendaƟon score was 4.55 (SD = 0.91), indicaƟng 
mostly high levels of saƟsfacƟon with their instructors among the 1,388 responses analyzed. These 
findings highlight an overall posiƟve percepƟon of instructors within the sample, with most students 
expressing strong approval and willingness to recommend their instructors to peers. 

IdenƟfied Themes From Student Feedback About Instructors 
As previously menƟoned, the student feedback was analyzed using MEM. Through PCA, 20 factors (or 
word clusters) were idenƟfied. ThemaƟc analysis through open coding led to the idenƟficaƟon of 17 
disƟnct themes and the discarding of three indisƟnct factors that did not exhibit clear themaƟc paƩerns. 

This analysis considered the enƟre sample of comments, including those of Recommenders as well as 
those of Non-recommenders. Consequently, the themes were coded neutrally, meaning that if a theme 
refers to “Clear assignments,” for example, it can include comments of students praising the instructors’ 
clear assignments and comments of those criƟcizing the lack of clarity of the assignments. These themes 
were then categorized as sub-themes under four main themes based on their interrelaƟons and 
commonaliƟes, and their esƟmated frequencies (EF) were computed (Figure 6). 
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Figure 6 

EsƟmated Frequency2 of Student Comments Belonging to Each Main Theme 

 

 

Main Theme 1 – InstrucƟonal Clarity (EF: 40% of comments) 

This theme includes students’ comments about their instructors’ ability to communicate course content, 
expectaƟons, and assignments in a clear and comprehensible manner. 

Clear Assignment ExpectaƟons and Feedback (EF: 13% of comments):  

Students highlighted the importance of instructors providing clear guidelines and expectaƟons 
for assignments, valuing detailed instrucƟons, and sufficient Ɵme for their compleƟon. Feedback 
on assignments, when clear and construcƟve, was praised for helping students understand what 
is required and how to improve. On the other hand, some students criƟcized the lack of clarity in 
assignment instrucƟons and feedback, indicaƟng that this is an important area impacƟng their 
academic experience. 
Word Cluster: complete, assignment, hard, Ɵme, work, feedback, future, give, week, moƟvate 

Sample Comments: 

o “Always gives personal feedback on assignments and discussions. Clear assignment 
objecƟves and gives proper Ɵme to complete.” 

 
2 The esƟmated frequencies in the graph have been adjusted to total 100% to beƩer illustrate the proporƟon of comments in 
each main theme. This adjustment is necessary because individual comments can include mulƟple themes depending on length 
and content, resulƟng in unadjusted proporƟons exceeding 100%. 
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o “There just wasn’t enough clear instrucƟons and guidelines for assignments; it made it 
very stressful to do our large projects.” 

Simplified Complex Concepts (EF: 10% of comments):  

Instructors who show an ability to break down difficult concepts into easily understandable 
terms are appreciated by students. This includes clear explanaƟons that help elucidate 
challenging course content, making it more accessible to students. 
Word Cluster: understand, easy, explain, concept, material, sure, teach, follow, difficult 

Sample Comments: 

o “The lecture professor was great at teaching and making difficult concepts easier to 
understand.” 

o “Very nice and explains things very well. Breaks down difficult concepts into something 
easier.” 

Clear Course ExpectaƟons and InstrucƟons (EF: 9% of comments):  

Students emphasized the importance of instructors who clearly arƟculate course expectaƟons 
and provide effecƟve instrucƟons. Clarity in what is expected from students and how the course 
will be conducted is highly valued. This theme also includes students who criƟcized their 
instructors for being unclear or inconsistent about course expectaƟons, highlighƟng the 
importance of this factor in their course experience. 
Word Cluster: clear, instrucƟon, pass, opportunity, expectaƟon, show, extreme 

Sample Comments: 

o “Gives clear instrucƟons and expectaƟons, cares about students and their learning.” 
o “Wonderful and clear instrucƟon. Consistent throughout semester.” 

Exam Readiness and Clarity (EF: 6% of comments):  

Students expressed interest in feeling prepared for exams, aƩribuƟng it to the instructor’s 
effecƟve exam preparaƟon strategies and the clarity of the exams themselves. 
Word Cluster: exam, review, quiz, video, lecture, study, test, extreme 

Sample Comments: 

o “Professor [redacted] did great reviews for tests, she was able to help us organize info so 
that we could apply it in tests and quizzes.” 

o “The professor did not lecture on informaƟon that was quizzed or tested on and then 
blamed students for not knowing informaƟon or not doing work outside of class.” 

Detailed ExplanaƟons (EF: 2% of comments):  

Detailed and thorough explanaƟons of course content by the instructor are highly valued. 
Students appreciate it when instructors go in-depth to clarify concepts, provide thorough 
examples, and ensure understanding. 



 
 

14 
 

Word Cluster: detail, appreciate, require 

Sample Comments: 

o “Professor provided detailed PowerPoints and explained in lecture the material a 
different way so we could understand it more.” 

o “She’s a good teacher and helps you explain in detail what you didn’t understand and 
makes sure you will understand it.” 

Main Theme 2 – Student Support (EF: 25% of comments) 

This theme covers students’ comments about the resources and assistance their instructors provided to 
support their academic success and growth, as well as the percepƟon that their instructors care about 
them. 

PercepƟon of Care (EF: 13% of comments):  

This sub-theme highlights students’ percepƟon and recogniƟon of instructors caring about them, 
their academic success, and their well-being. Instructors who are perceived to show concern for 
their students’ academic and personal growth are valued. 
Word Cluster: student, care, success, succeed, amaze 

Sample Comments: 

o “Very friendly and cares about students’ well-being.” 
o “He is great. He explains things well and cares for his students’ success.” 

Learning Resources and Guidance (EF: 8% of comments):  

Students value instructors who provide addiƟonal learning resources and guidance, such as 
supplementary materials, extra help sessions, and other forms of academic support provided by 
the instructor. 
Word Cluster: provide, resource, outside, support, college, struggle, fair, helpful 

Sample Comments: 

o “The professor was thorough in lectures and provided resources and guidance if I was 
struggling to grasp a concept.” 

o “She didn’t teach us and expected [us] to learn outside of class without teaching us first.” 

Extra Credit OpportuniƟes (EF: 3% of comments):  

Students appreciated the availability of extra credit opportuniƟes, perceiving instructors who 
offer these as supporƟve and flexible, giving them chances for improvement. However, this 
theme also included comments from students who criƟcized the lack of extra credit 
opportuniƟes, especially when the course content was considered challenging. 
Word Cluster: extra, credit, opportunity, online, point 

Sample Comments: 
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o “Professor is willing to help students out with extra credit opportuniƟes which is always 
great!” 

o “My instructor is very understanding, cares about her students, and is willing to give 
extra credit opportuniƟes to her students so that everyone can pass her class.” 

Responsive Email CommunicaƟon (EF: 1% of comments):  

Students appreciate instructors who are quick to respond to their emails, as they are seen as 
more available for communicaƟon when needed. 
Word Cluster: respond, email, fair 

Sample Comments: 

o “Ms. [redacted] was very detailed in her instrucƟons and responded quickly when I sent 
an email with quesƟons or concerns.” 

o “He was fast to respond to emails. He also sent emails to keep students going, I thought 
that was nice. He was also on top of grading which is a bonus.” 

Main Theme 3 – Perceived AƩributes of the Instructor (EF: 32% of comments) 

This theme includes students’ comments about their instructors’ personal qualiƟes and professional 
aƩributes that they perceive to influence their learning and saƟsfacƟon such as professionalism and 
kindness. 

Instructor “Teaching Style” (EF: 11% of comments):  

Students consider their instructor’s “teaching style” important but were unclear or inconsistent 
across responses on what a good teaching style entails. Some noƟons associated with this 
descripƟon in the comments were approachability, clarity, and strong knowledge of the course 
content. This theme also included comments from students who expressed dislike for their 
instructors’ teaching styles, oŌen without specifying what aspects they found lacking. 
Word Cluster: manner, effecƟve, communicate, knowledge, approachable, passionate, 
knowledgeable, clear, teach, succeed, style, feedback 

Sample Comments: 

o “[Redacted] was great. I appreciated her teaching style.” 
o “How the class is run and how she teaches is not for everyone.” 

Encouraging and Welcoming Instructor (EF: 7% of comments):  

Students appreciate instructors perceived as encouraging and welcoming, fostering a posiƟve 
and supporƟve learning environment. 
Word Cluster: allow, feedback, encourage, understandable, grade, provide, beƩer, welcoming, 
listen 

Sample Comments: 

o “Instructor is very welcoming to students and encourages different points of view.” 
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o “I felt as though Dr. [redacted] unfortunately was not very helpful and encouraging in 
class. It was oŌen felt that she worded her tests to be confusing on purpose, and her 
office hours were more about her telling you that you were wrong and being harsh, 
rather than providing helpful feedback and encouragement.” 

“Best” Instructor (EF: 6% of comments):  

Some students describe their instructor as the “best” without providing specific details. This high 
praise seems to indicate an overall posiƟve impression of the instructor’s effecƟveness and 
impact. 
Word Cluster: school, personal, best, problem 

Sample Comments: 

o “One of my best professors in college so far.” 
o “The best professor in this nursing school.” 

Professional and InformaƟve Instructor (EF: 4% of comments):  

Students expressed appreciaƟon for instructors who they perceived as professional, 
knowledgeable, informaƟve, and experienced. This sub-theme reflects students’ appreciaƟon for 
the instructor’s perceived professional qualiƟes. 
Word Cluster: informaƟve, professional, subject, paƟent, experience 

Sample Comments: 

o “She is kind and helpful, professional and clear.” 
o “He is a very professional and brilliant instructor.” 

Kind Instructor (EF: 4% of comments):  

Instructors who are perceived as kind, nice, and good people are parƟcularly valued by their 
students. This sub-theme highlights the importance of perceived personal warmth and kindness 
in their interacƟons with students. 
Word Cluster: person, style, beƩer, online, teacher 

Sample Comments: 

o “[Redacted] is a good person and good teacher.” 
o “Ms. [redacted] is a very kind and understanding person.” 

Main Theme 4 – AcƟve Learning (EF: 23% of comments) 

This theme encompasses students’ comments about instrucƟonal methods that make them feel engaged 
and make the learning process more interacƟve and relevant. 

Engaging Class Experience (EF: 11% of comments):  

Students value an engaging and enjoyable class experience. They praised instructors who keep 
students interested and involved in the learning process. 
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Word Cluster: class, environment, learn, engage, fun, enjoy, comfortable 

Sample Comments: 

o “CharismaƟc, makes the class engaged and enjoyable.” 
o “With the Professor on Zoom all semester it was hard to engage in class and acƟvely 

learn.” 

Openness to QuesƟons (EF: 8% of comments):  

Instructors who are open to quesƟons and provide clear, thorough answers are highly regarded 
by students. Students appreciate instructors who make them feel comfortable seeking 
clarificaƟon. This theme also included comments from students who criƟcized instructors who 
made them uncomfortable asking quesƟons or who provided unclear answers. 
Word Cluster: quesƟon, answer, give 

Sample Comments: 

o “Very engaging and willing to answer quesƟons with understandable answers.” 
o “She was never present in person; she was on zoom from the beginning of the semester 

to the end. I never felt connected with my instructor and comfortable enough to ask 
quesƟons.” 

Real-World ApplicaƟon of Content (EF: 4% of comments):  

The use of real-life experiences and pracƟcal examples to teach course content is appreciated by 
students. They expressed that this helps them see the relevance of what they are learning and 
how it applies outside the classroom. 
Word Cluster: real, life, experience, prepare 

Sample Comments: 

o “The professor was very engaging in lecture and would also use real-life events that 
correlate to the topic.” 

o “Mrs. [redacted] always gives construcƟve feedback. Uses her real-world experience to 
help prepare her students for their transiƟon into the workplace.” 
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IdenƟfied Themes From Student Feedback Depending on Instructor 
RecommendaƟon RaƟng 
MEM analyses were also conducted separately for student feedback submiƩed by Recommenders (N = 
1,239) and Non-recommenders (N = 147). It is important to consider that the themes extracted from 
Non-recommenders’ feedback should be interpreted with cauƟon due to the smaller sample size. The 
methodology used for these two supplemental analyses followed the same steps as for the analysis of 
the combined sample. 

From the feedback of Recommenders, PCA extracted 17 factors, from which 15 disƟnct themes were 
idenƟfied, and two indisƟnct factors were dropped. These themes were categorized as sub-themes 
under two main themes (see Table 1). For the feedback from Non-recommenders, PCA also yielded 17 
factors, from which 14 disƟnct themes were observed through themaƟc analysis, and three indisƟnct 
factors were discarded. The idenƟfied themes were categorized under three main themes (see Table 2). 
EsƟmated frequencies were computed for the themes in both sub-samples.  

Table 1 

Themes and Sub-Themes Extracted From the Recommenders’ Sub-Sample 

Themes IdenƟfied EF 
Main Theme 1: Instructor Support and Engagement 74% 
PercepƟon of Care 13% 
Knowledgeable and Helpful Instructor 13% 
Engaging and Welcoming Class 11% 
“Great” Instructor 10% 
Instructor MoƟvaƟon for Student Engagement 9% 
Openness to QuesƟons 8% 
Instructor Support for Improvement and Success 7% 
Responsive Email CommunicaƟon 3% 
Main Theme 2: EffecƟve and Clear InstrucƟon 54% 
Simplified Complex Concepts 13% 
Enjoyable and Relevant Lectures 11% 
Clear Course-Content ExplanaƟons 9% 
Clear Course ExpectaƟons and InstrucƟons 8% 
InformaƟve Instructor 5% 
Real-World ApplicaƟon of Content 4% 
Thorough and Detailed InstrucƟon 4% 
Note: Percentages not adjusted. EsƟmated frequencies represent the theme 
proporƟons within this sub-sample (N = 147). 
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Table 2 

Themes and Sub-Themes Extracted From the Non-Recommenders’ Sub-Sample 

Themes IdenƟfied EF 
Main Theme 1: Poor Course Structure and Clarity 29% 
Ambiguity in Assignments and Grading 6% 
Unclear Assignments 6% 
Complex Course Content and Unclear ExplanaƟons 5% 
Course Load–Time Imbalance 5% 
Excessive and Irrelevant Assignments 4% 
Poor Concept ExplanaƟons 3% 
Main Theme 2: Lack of Support and Engagement 12% 
Inadequate QuesƟon Responses 5% 
Lack of Support and Feedback 4% 
Limited ConnecƟon With Instructor 3% 
Main Theme 3: UnsaƟsfactory Learning Experience 39% 
Perceived Lack of Learning 10% 
DifficulƟes With Understanding Content and Instructor 10% 
Perceived Lack of Learning Due to Online Environment 9% 
Challenges In Learning 6% 
Dislike of Specific Course Aspects 4% 
Note: Percentages not adjusted. EsƟmated frequencies represent the theme 
proporƟons within this sub-sample (N = 1,239). 

 

When comparing the proporƟon of main themes in the student feedback, categorizing the comments of 
the combined sample (N = 1,388) based on whether the comments were wriƩen by Recommenders or 
Non-recommenders, it was revealed that the majority of the comments (47%) centers on “EffecƟve and 
Clear InstrucƟon,” indicaƟng a strong emphasis on the quality and clarity of teaching. Another significant 
porƟon (42%) refers to “Instructor Support and Engagement,” reflecƟng the value placed on instructors’ 
supporƟve behaviors and engagement with students. In contrast, the Non-recommenders’ feedback 
represents the minority of the comments, which revolve around three main themes: “Poor Course 
Structure and Clarity” (4%), “Lack of Support and Engagement” (2%), and “UnsaƟsfactory Learning 
Experience” (5%) (see Figure 7). 
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Figure 7 

DistribuƟon of Main Themes in Student Feedback Among Recommenders and Non-Recommenders 

 

Comparing Themes: Combined Sample vs. Recommenders’ Sub-Sample 

When comparing the themes idenƟfied in the combined sample with those in the Recommenders’ sub-
sample, it was observed that many themes were overall equivalent between the two samples, such as 
“Simplified Complex Concepts” and “Clear Course ExpectaƟons and InstrucƟon,” indicaƟng that clear and 
effecƟve instrucƟon is universally valued. 

However, the combined sample encompasses a broader range of criteria, including more subjecƟve 
aspects of the student experience with their instructors, with a larger focus on support mechanisms and 
characterisƟcs aƩributed to the instructors that students perceive to affect them posiƟvely, such as 
kindness, excellence, and professionalism.  

On the other hand, the Recommenders’ sample themes seem to be more focused on instructor 
effecƟveness and instrucƟonal quality. This suggests that students who are more likely to recommend 
their instructors tend to focus on specific aspects of instrucƟonal quality and the posiƟve impact of the 
instructor’s engagement and support on their learning experience. 

Comparing Themes: Combined Sample vs. Non-Recommenders’ Sub-Sample 

Comparing the combined sample with the Non-recommenders’ sample reveals a contrast in focus and 
senƟment. While the themes from the combined sample are more instructor-centric, emphasizing 
qualiƟes and pracƟces of the instructor that enhance the learning experience, the themes extracted 
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from the Non-recommenders’ sub-sample are more student-centric, focusing more on challenges and 
obstacles faced by the students during the course. 

Although the themes extracted from the Non-recommenders’ sub-sample are more negaƟve in their 
senƟment, they are centered around the same course aspects that students expressed valuing in the 
themes extracted from the combined sample. For example, while the combined sample includes the 
theme “Simplified Complex Concepts,” the Non-recommenders highlight “Complex Course Content and 
Unclear ExplanaƟons,” poinƟng to a perceived lack of clarity and difficulty in understanding the course 
material. Similarly, the theme “Openness to QuesƟons” from the combined sample contrasts with 
“Inadequate QuesƟon Responses” from the Non-recommenders, indicaƟng dissaƟsfacƟon with the 
instructors’ responsiveness and engagement. This contrast of themes around similar topics or 
instrucƟonal aspects is presented several Ɵmes, as shown in Table 3. These opposing themes show that 
Non-recommenders’ feedback is more criƟcal and focuses on the absence of clarity, support, and 
connecƟon with instructors, which are crucial for a saƟsfactory learning experience. 

Table 3 

ContrasƟng Sub-Themes Between the Combined Sample and the Non-Recommenders’ Sub-Sample 

Combined dataset EF Non-recommenders EF 

Simplified Complex Concepts 10% Complex Course Content and Unclear 
ExplanaƟons  

0.6% 

Openness to QuesƟons 8% Inadequate QuesƟon Responses  0.6% 

Engaging Class Experience 11% Perceived Lack of Learning 1% 

Clear Assignment ExpectaƟons and 
Feedback 

13% Unclear Assignments 0.6% 

Clear Course ExpectaƟons and InstrucƟons 9% Ambiguity in Assignments and Grading 0.7% 

PercepƟon of Care 13% Limited ConnecƟon With Instructor 0.3% 

Note: The esƟmated frequencies in this table are based on the combined sample (N = 1,388). 

 

Impact of Student CharacterisƟcs on EvaluaƟons of Instructors 
Gender: Female students scored significantly higher on the “PercepƟons of Care” (b = 0.29, SE = 0.11, p 
= .011), “Best” Instructor (b = 0.07, SE = 0.03, p = .037), and “Openness to QuesƟons” (b = 0.18, SE = 
0.08, p = .018) sub-themes compared to other gender categories. On the other hand, male students 
scored significantly lower on the “PercepƟons of Care” sub-theme (b = -0.31, SE = 0.12, p = .008) (see 
Appendix 1). These suggest that female students appreciate their instructors’ care, teaching style, and 
openness to quesƟons more frequently, whereas male students comment less frequently on whether 
their instructors are caring. 
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Race and Ethnicity: Black/African American students scored significantly lower on the “Clear Course 
ExpectaƟons and InstrucƟons” (b = -0.26, SE = 0.07, p < .001) and the “Exam Readiness and Clarity” sub-
themes (b = -0.08, SE = 0.04, p = .032) compared to students from other racial/ethnic groups. 
AddiƟonally, Black/African American students described their instructors as “Encouraging and 
Welcoming” (b = -0.14, SE = 0.07, p = .033) less frequently than other groups. These results suggest that 
Black/African American students prioriƟze other aspects beyond instrucƟonal clarity and either perceive 
their instructors less frequently as encouraging and welcoming, or they place less value on these 
characterisƟcs compared to other instructor aƩributes. 

Hispanic/LaƟno students scored significantly higher on the “Learning Resources and Guidance” (b = 0.18, 
SE = 0.05, p = .001) and “Extra Credit OpportuniƟes” sub-themes (b = 0.09, SE = 0.05, p = .050). They also 
described their instructors more frequently as “Encouraging and Welcoming” (b = 0.12, SE = 0.05, p 
= .021) compared to other groups. These results would imply that student support and 
interconnectedness with their instructors is parƟcularly relevant for Hispanic/LaƟno students. 

On the other hand, Asian students scored significantly lower on the “Extra Credit OpportuniƟes” (b = -
0.12, SE = 0.04, p = .002) and the “Responsive Email CommunicaƟon” sub-themes (b = -18.25, SE = 6.03, 
p = .003). Asian students also described their instructors significantly less frequently as the “Best 
Instructor” (b = -0.14, SE = 0.03, p < .001). These results suggest that Asian students would prioriƟze 
other aspects beyond their instructors’ support and would be more moderate in their evaluaƟons of 
instructors. 

Lastly, White students scored significantly lower on the “Learning Resources and Guidance” sub-theme 
(b = -0.10, SE = 0.05, p = .037), implying that this theme could be less relevant for these students. These 
findings reveal that many of the differences in themes are based on their racial and ethnic backgrounds 
(see Appendix 2). 

Age: Students over 24 years old menƟoned their instructors’ “Teaching Style” (b = 0.24, SE = 0.07, p 
< .001) and described them as “Professional and InformaƟve” (b = 0.12, SE = 0.04, p = .002) more 
frequently than younger students. However, they menƟoned the “Engaging Class Experience” 
significantly less (b = -0.26, SE = 0.12, p = .024) than their younger counterparts (see Appendix 3). These 
findings suggest that while older students value the teaching style and professionalism of their 
instructors, they might not value class engagement as much as younger students. 

College GeneraƟonal Status: The analysis comparing first-generaƟon college students to others showed 
that first-generaƟon students menƟoned “Learning Resources and Guidance” with significantly higher 
frequency (b = 0.12, SE = 0.05, p = .007) (see Appendix 3). This could imply that first-generaƟon students 
place a higher emphasis on the availability and quality of learning resources and guidance provided by 
their instructors. 

Enrollment Status: When comparing part-Ɵme students to full-Ɵme students, no significant differences 
were found in any of the measured themes, indicaƟng that part-Ɵme and full-Ɵme students have similar 
percepƟons of their instructors across the idenƟfied dimensions of instrucƟonal clarity, student support, 
perceived instructor’s kindness and excellence, and acƟve learning (see Appendix 3). 
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InsƟtuƟon Type: Students from 4-year insƟtuƟons scored significantly lower on the “Simplified Complex 
Concepts” sub-theme (b = -0.24, SE = 0.12, p = .043). However, they scored significantly higher in the 
“Extra Credit OpportuniƟes” sub-theme (b = 0.14, SE = 0.04, p < .001). AddiƟonally, students from 4-year 
insƟtuƟons described their instructors as “Kind” (b = -0.18, SE = 0.05, p < .001) or as the “Best” (b = -
0.07, SE = 0.04, p = .047) significantly less frequently compared to students from 2-year insƟtuƟons (see 
Appendix 4). These findings imply that students from 4-year insƟtuƟons parƟcularly value having 
opportuniƟes for extra credit and that they might perceive less kindness and excellence in their 
instructors, or that these personal aƩributes are not as relevant for these students compared to those at 
2-year insƟtuƟons. 

Students From Minority-Serving InsƟtuƟons (MSIs): Students from MSIs commented about “Clear 
Assignment ExpectaƟons and Feedback” (b = -0.23, SE = 0.08, p = .002) and “Openness to QuesƟons” (b 
= -0.19, SE = 0.09, p = .031) significantly less compared to students from other insƟtuƟon types. 
However, they commented on “PercepƟons of Care” significantly more (b = 0.22, SE = 0.11, p = .049), 
suggesƟng a greater appreciaƟon for the perceived care by their instructors than students from other 
types of insƟtuƟons. AddiƟonally, students from MSIs menƟoned “Learning Resources and Guidance” (b 
= 0.12, SE = 0.05, p = .007) more frequently and described their instructors more oŌen as “Professional 
and InformaƟve” (b = 0.07, SE = 0.03, p = .020) (see Appendix 4). These results imply that while students 
from MSIs might not prioriƟze clarity in assignment expectaƟons and openness to quesƟons, they highly 
value instructors who are supporƟve and professional. 

Class Standing: There were significant differences observed between first-year students and students of 
other class standings (see Appendix 5). 

Sophomore students commented on “Learning Resources and Guidance” significantly less (b = -0.13, SE 
= 0.06, p = .039) than first-year students. This suggests that sophomore students place less value on or 
have less access to learning resources and guidance compared to their first-year counterparts.  

In the case of junior students, they described their instructors as “Kind” (b = -0.13, SE = 0.07, p = .047) 
less frequently than their first-year counterparts. This implies that junior students may feel that their 
instructors are less kind and welcoming compared to first-year students or they place less value on these 
instructor aspects. 

Senior students showed significant differences in several themes compared to first-year students. They 
commented more frequently on “PercepƟons of Care” (b = 0.66, SE = 0.22, p = .002). However, they 
described their instructors as “Kind” (b = -0.23, SE = 0.06, p < .001) less frequently than first-year 
students. These results indicate that senior students describe their instructors more frequently as caring 
instead of kind compared to first-year students.  

Graduate students commented more frequently about “Clear Course ExpectaƟons and InstrucƟons” (b = 
0.44, SE = 0.13, p < .001) and about their instructors’ “Teaching Style” (b = 0.24, SE = 0.11, p = .030) 
compared to first-year students. Graduate students also had higher scores for “PercepƟons of Care” (b = 
0.50, SE = 0.21, p = .018). However, they described their instructors as a “Kind Instructor” significantly 
less (b = -0.19, SE = 0.06, p = .001) and also commented less on “Engaging Class Experience” (b = -0.66, 
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SE = 0.16, p < .001) compared to first-year students. These findings suggest that graduate students 
appreciate clear expectaƟons and their instructors’ teaching style more than first-year students but do 
not value their instructors’ kindness and class engagement as much. 

Students classified as “Other” described their instructors as “Kind” (b = -0.25, SE = 0.07, p = .001) less 
frequently than first-year students. These students did not show significant differences in other themes, 
but they seem not to value kindness in their instructors as much as first-year students. 

Impact of Instructor CharacterisƟcs on EvaluaƟons of Instructors 
Gender: The regression analyses of theme scores by instructor gender revealed a significant result for 
the “Best” Instructor sub-theme. Female instructors tended to be described as the “Best” Instructor (b = 
0.08, SE = 0.04, p = .033) more frequently, compared to instructors of other or undisclosed genders (see 
Appendix 6). 

Instructor Race and Ethnicity: Instructors who idenƟfied as White had significantly higher theme scores 
on the “Engaging Class Experience” sub-theme (b = 0.35, SE = 0.11, p = .001) compared to instructors of 
other races/ethniciƟes (see Appendix 6). This could suggest that students taught by White instructors 
tend to describe classes as more engaging compared to those taught by instructors from other 
racial/ethnic backgrounds. 

Tenure Status: The regression analyses of theme scores by tenure status (on tenure track vs. non-tenure 
track) revealed significant results in two sub-themes. Instructors on tenure-track had significantly higher 
scores for “Detailed ExplanaƟons” (b = 0.03, SE = 0.01, p = .021) and “Extra Credit OpportuniƟes” (b = 
0.10, SE = 0.04, p = .019) compared to non-tenure-track instructors (see Appendix 7). These findings 
suggest that tenure-track instructors are described more frequently as providing detailed explanaƟons 
and offering opportuniƟes for extra credit. 

Discipline: STEM instructors had significantly higher theme scores on the “Simplified Complex Concepts” 
(b = 0.71, SE = 0.13, p < .001) and “Extra Credit OpportuniƟes” (b = 0.12, SE = 0.05, p = .018) sub-themes 
compared to instructors from other disciplines (see Appendix 7). This could indicate that students taught 
by STEM instructors value the simplificaƟon of complex concepts and opportuniƟes for extra credit more 
than students taught by instructors from other disciplines. 

Years of Experience: Instructors with more than 15 years of experience had significantly higher theme 
scores for “Engaging Class Experience” (b = 0.29, SE = 0.11, p = .010), but significantly lower scores for 
“Responsive Email CommunicaƟon” (b = -30.25, SE = 9.03, p = .001) (see Appendix 7). These findings 
suggest that while experienced instructors are perceived to be beƩer at engaging students in class, they 
may be perceived as less responsive in email communicaƟon. 

Impact of Course CharacterisƟcs on EvaluaƟons of Instructors 

Course Format: Students in face-to-face courses scored significantly lower on the “Clear Assignment 
ExpectaƟons and Feedback” (b = -0.31, SE = 0.07, p < .001) and “Learning Resources and Guidance” (b = -
0.17, SE = 0.06, p = .003) sub-themes compared to students in online/hybrid courses. However, students 
in face-to-face courses described their instructors more frequently as the “Best” (b = 0.08, SE = 0.03, p 
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= .018) compared to students in online/hybrid formats (see Appendix 8). These findings suggest that 
while students in face-to-face courses may not value clarity in assignments and learning resources as 
much as students in online/hybrid courses, they are more likely to perceive their instructors as the best. 

Course Size: The regression analyses of theme scores by course size compared students in courses with 
21–100 students to those in courses with fewer than 20 students and those in courses with more than 
100 students. Students in courses with 21–100 students scored significantly higher for the “Exam 
Readiness and Clarity” (b = 0.33, SE = 0.12, p = .004) and the “PercepƟons of Care” (b = 0.75, SE = 0.29, p 
= .009) sub-themes compared to their counterparts in courses with more than 100 students. However, 
they described their instructors less frequently as “Professional and InformaƟve” (b = -0.07, SE = 0.03, p 
= .005), reflected in significantly lower scores in this theme compared to students in courses with more 
than 100 students (see Appendix 8). This suggests that students in medium-sized courses perceived their 
instructors as beƩer at preparing students for exams and more caring, while students in larger courses 
tend to perceive their instructors more frequently as professional and informaƟve. 

QualitaƟve ThemaƟc Analysis of Instructor EvaluaƟons of NaƟve 
American Students 
Due to the small number of NaƟve American and NaƟve Alaskan students in the sample, a purely 
qualitaƟve themaƟc analysis was employed to beƩer understand their percepƟons of their instructors. 
This decision was made to ensure that the unique perspecƟves of these students were adequately 
represented and analyzed in depth, without being overshadowed by the themes extracted from the 
larger dataset. The sub-sample of NaƟve American and NaƟve Alaskan students consisted of 22 
individuals, with a diverse representaƟon in terms of gender, age, and enrollment status (see Table 4). 
The average instructor recommendaƟon score of this sub-sample was 4.55 (SD = 0.96), indicaƟng an 
overall posiƟve percepƟon of their instructors, with only two of these students classified as Non-
recommenders.  

Table 4 

Demographic and Enrollment CharacterisƟcs of the NaƟve American/NaƟve Alaskan Students’ Sub-
Sample 

Category DescripƟon 

Total NaƟve Students 22 

Gender DistribuƟon 13 Women, 5 Men, 3 Other, 1 Undisclosed 

Average Age 26.3 years 

Students Over 24 Years Old 9 

MSIs 14 

InsƟtuƟon Type 9 (2-year), 13 (4-year) 

Enrollment Status 4 Part-Time, 18 Full-Time 
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Category DescripƟon 

First-GeneraƟon College 
Students 

12 

Class Standing 
6 First-Year, 7 Sophomores, 2 Juniors, 3 Seniors, 2 Graduate 
Students, 2 Others 

Class Format 13 Online/Hybrid, 9 Face-to-Face 

 

Themes IdenƟfied in NaƟve Students’ Instructor Feedback: 

1. SupporƟve and Approachable Instructor: The most salient theme idenƟfied among these 
students was the supporƟveness and approachability of their instructors. Most students on this 
sub-sample referred to the significant impact of having instructors who were dedicated to their 
success and growth. These students appreciated instructors who provided assistance, acƟvely 
guided them through their academic journey, or offered moƟvaƟon and encouragement. 

2. Teaching Clarity: Another significant theme was the clarity with which instructors explained 
complex concepts. Students in this sub-sample praised instructors who could make difficult 
material accessible and understandable, implying the importance of clear and effecƟve 
communicaƟon for these students. 

3. Engaging and Relevant Lessons: Engagement and relevance in lessons were also menƟoned as 
important factors. These students seemed to favor instructors who incorporated relevant 
acƟviƟes and meaningful discussions into their lessons, making the learning environment more 
interacƟve and sƟmulaƟng. 

4. Professionalism and ExperƟse: Professionalism and experƟse were instructor qualiƟes 
appreciated by NaƟve students. Instructors who demonstrated deep subject knowledge and 
ethical conduct seem to be highly respected. 

5. Perceived AƩributes of the Instructor: NaƟve students seem to appreciate the personal 
aƩributes of instructors that they perceive posiƟvely impact them. CharacterisƟcs such as 
kindness, paƟence, and intelligence were noted as posiƟvely influencing their learning 
experience.  

In summary, this themaƟc analysis revealed that NaƟve students highly value interconnectedness with 
their instructors, reflected in supporƟveness and approachability. AddiƟonally, they appreciate 
instructors who are clear, engaging, professional, and perceived to have posiƟve characterisƟcs, such as 
kindness, paƟence, and intelligence. These aƩributes are key to creaƟng a posiƟve and effecƟve learning 
environment that meets the parƟcular educaƟonal needs and preferences of NaƟve American and 
NaƟve Alaskan students in the sample.  
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Differences in Instructor RecommendaƟon Scores Based on Student, 
Instructor, and Course CharacterisƟcs 
The analysis of instructor recommendaƟon scores revealed important differences based on student, 
instructor, and course characterisƟcs: 

Student CharacterisƟcs 
Race and Ethnicity: The regression analysis examined the likelihood of students recommending their 
instructors based on race/ethnicity, with White students as the reference group. The results indicated 
that Hispanic students (b = 0.30, SE = 0.06, p < .001, 95% CI [0.19, 0.41]) and students idenƟfying as 
other races/ethniciƟes (b = 0.25, SE = 0.11, p = .023, 95% CI [0.03, 0.47]) were significantly more likely to 
recommend their instructors compared to White students. There were no staƟsƟcally significant 
differences in recommendaƟon likelihood for Asian students (b = 0.06, SE = 0.10, p = .568, 95% CI [-0.14, 
0.25]), Black students (b = 0.07, SE = 0.09, p = .436, 95% CI [-0.11, 0.25]), or students of undisclosed race 
(b = -0.23, SE = 0.18, p = .207, 95% CI [-0.59, 0.13]) compared to White students (see Figure 8). 

Figure 8 

Differences in Instructor RecommendaƟon Scores Based on Student Race/Ethnicity 

 

Gender: The regression analysis of the instructor recommendaƟon raƟngs by student gender, with male 
students as the reference group, revealed that students idenƟfying as other genders (b = 0.20, SE = 0.22, 
p = .353, 95% CI [-0.23, 0.64]) and female (b = -0.02, SE = 0.05, p = .738, 95% CI [-0.11, 0.08]) did not 
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significantly differ from male students in their raƟngs. However, students who did not disclose their 
gender were found to rate their instructor significantly lower (b = -0.49, SE = 0.26, p = .057, 95% CI [-
0.99, 0.02]) compared to male students, though this result is marginally significant. 

Age: The analysis of the recommendaƟon raƟngs by student age revealed that students over 24 years old 
(b = 0.134, SE = 0.062, p = .030, 95% CI [0.013, 0.256]) rated instructors significantly higher compared to 
students aged 24 years or younger (see Figure 9). 

Figure 9 

Differences in Instructor RecommendaƟon Scores Based on Student Age 

  

Class Standing: The regression analysis of instructor recommendaƟon scores, with first-year students as 
the reference group, revealed significant differences across various class standings. Graduate students 
rated instructors significantly higher (b = 0.24, SE = 0.09, p = .008, 95% CI [0.06, 0.42]), as did juniors (b = 
0.21, SE = 0.08, p = .006, 95% CI [0.06, 0.36]), seniors (b = 0.29, SE= 0.09, p = .001, 95% CI [0.12, 0.46]), 
and sophomores (b = 0.15, SE = 0.07, p = .038, 95% CI [0.01, 0.29]) compared to first-year students. 
AddiƟonally, students who did not disclose their class standing also rated instructors significantly higher 
(b = 0.47, SE = 0.11, p < .001, 95% CI [0.25, 0.68]) (see Figure 10). 
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Figure 10 

Differences in Instructor RecommendaƟon Scores Based on Class Standing 

  

College GeneraƟonal Status: The analysis of instructor recommendaƟon scores based on student college 
generaƟonal status revealed that first-generaƟon college students (b = 0.04, SE = 0.05, p = .473, 95% CI [-
0.06, 0.13]) did not significantly differ in their raƟngs of instructors compared to students who are not 
first-generaƟon. 

Enrollment Status: The regression analysis of instructor recommendaƟon scores showed that part-Ɵme 
students (b = 0.05, SE = 0.06, p = .434, 95% CI [-0.07, 0.17]) did not significantly differ in their raƟngs of 
instructors compared to full-Ɵme students. 

Students in Minority-Serving InsƟtuƟons (MSIs): The regression analysis of instructor recommendaƟon 
scores showed that students from MSIs (b = 0.24, SE = 0.06, p < .001, 95% CI [0.13, 0.35]) rated 
instructors significantly higher compared to students from other types of insƟtuƟons (not MSIs) (see 
Figure 11). 
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Figure 11 

Differences in Instructor RecommendaƟon Scores Between MSI Students and Others 

  

Instructor CharacterisƟcs 
Gender: The analysis of instructor recommendaƟon scores by instructor gender, with male instructors as 
the reference group, revealed that instructors who did not disclose their gender (b = -0.08, SE = 0.12, p 
= .528, 95% CI [-0.32, 0.16]) did not significantly differ from male instructors in their raƟngs. Similarly, 
female instructors (b = -0.11, SE = 0.06, p = .052, 95% CI [-0.22, -0.001]) also did not show a significant 
difference in recommendaƟon raƟngs compared to male instructors, though this result is marginally 
significant. 

Race and Ethnicity: The analysis of recommendaƟon raƟngs by instructor race and ethnicity3 revealed 
that instructors of other races did not significantly differ in their raƟngs compared to instructors who 
idenƟfied as White (b = 0.05, SE = 0.05, p = .378, 95% CI [-0.06, 0.15]). 

Discipline: The regression analysis of instructor recommendaƟon raƟngs by instructor discipline showed 
that instructors in tradiƟonal STEM fields did not significantly differ in their raƟngs compared to 
instructors from other disciplines (b = -0.02, SE = 0.06, p = .753, 95% CI [-0.13, 0.10]). 

 
3 Due to the low proporƟon of instructors from various racial groups, they were categorized as either “White” or “Other 
race/ethnicity” for the purposes of the regression analysis. 
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Tenure Status: The analysis of recommendaƟon raƟngs by tenure status revealed that tenure-track 
instructors received significantly lower raƟngs than non-tenure-track instructors (b = -0.11, SE = 0.05, p 
= .036, 95% CI [-0.22, -0.01]) (see Figure 12). 

Figure 12 

Differences in Instructor RecommendaƟon Scores Based on Instructor Tenure Status  

 

Years of Experience: The regression analysis of instructor recommendaƟon raƟngs by instructor years of 
experience revealed that instructors with more than 15 years of experience received significantly lower 
raƟngs compared to instructors having less than 15 years of experience (b = -0.13, SE = 0.06, p = .015, 
95% CI [-0.24, -0.03]) (see Figure 13). 
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Figure 13 

Differences in Instructor RecommendaƟon Scores Based on Instructor Years of Experience 

  

Course CharacterisƟcs 
Course Format: The regression analysis of instructor recommendaƟon raƟngs by course format revealed 
that students in face-to-face courses gave significantly higher raƟngs (b = 0.22, SE = 0.06, p < .001, 95% CI 
[0.11, 0.33]) compared to students in online/hybrid courses to their instructors (see Figure 14). 
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Figure 14 

Differences in Instructor RecommendaƟon Scores Based on Course Format 

  

Course Size: The analysis of instructor recommendaƟon raƟngs by course size showed that students in 
courses with 21–100 students (b = 0.44, SE = 0.12, p < .001, 95% CI [0.19, 0.68]) and courses with fewer 
than 20 students (b = 0.57, SE = 0.13, p < .001, 95% CI [0.32, 0.81]) gave significantly higher raƟngs to 
their instructors compared to students in courses with more than 100 students (see Figure 15). 
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Figure 15 

Differences in Instructor RecommendaƟon Scores Based on Course Size 

  

Differences in Instructor RecommendaƟon Scores Based on Commented 
Themes 
The impact of students commenƟng on specific themes when evaluaƟng their instructors revealed 
significant effects on the instructor recommendaƟon score, depending on the theme (see Appendix 9). 
Due to the neutral nature of the themes, where students might both praise and criƟcize their instructors 
within the same theme, the direcƟon of the impact cannot be accurately interpreted. However, we can 
infer that the significant results highlight themes that most affect students’ percepƟons of their 
instructors. 

Students who commented on the “Clear Assignment ExpectaƟons and Feedback” sub-theme had 
significantly different results on their likelihood of recommending their instructor (b = -0.22, SE = 0.08, p 
= .007) compared to students who did not comment about this. Similarly, comments on “Simplified 
Complex Concepts” also significantly influenced recommendaƟon scores (b = 0.16, SE = 0.06, p = .007). 
These results suggest that clarity in assignments and the ability to simplify concepts are important 
factors affecƟng students’ percepƟons of their instructors. 
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Regarding student support, commenƟng on this main theme significantly impacted instructor 
recommendaƟon scores (b = 0.18, SE = 0.05, p < .001). Specifically, menƟons of “PercepƟons of Care” (b 
= 0.26, SE = 0.06, p < .001) and “Learning Resources and Guidance” (b = 0.16, SE = 0.07, p = .022) were 
parƟcularly influenƟal. These findings could indicate that students’ percepƟons of their overall instructor 
support, parƟcularly of how much their instructors care and the guidance provided are major factors in 
their evaluaƟons. 

Regarding the perceived aƩributes of the instructor, commenƟng on this main theme was also 
significantly impacƞul (b = 0.17, SE = 0.05, p < .001). Within this main theme, comments on “Instructor 
‘Teaching Style’” (b = 0.16, SE = 0.06, p = .009), the instructor being the “Best” (b = 0.22, SE = 0.07, p 
= .001), and being “Professional and InformaƟve” (b = 0.17, SE = 0.06, p = .004) significantly impacted the 
recommendaƟon scores. This would indicate that students’ percepƟon of their instructors’ personal and 
professional characterisƟcs, specifically how students perceive their instructor’s teaching style, 
professionalism, and overall excellence, are key elements influencing their recommendaƟon scores. 

Overall, while the direcƟon of the impact on instructor recommendaƟon is difficult to interpret due to 
the themes’ neutrality, these significant results idenƟfy the aspects that most affect students’ 
percepƟons and their likelihood of recommending their instructors to their peers. 

5. Discussion 
The results of this study provide a comprehensive understanding of the various factors influencing 
student percepƟons of instructors, contribuƟng significantly to the field of higher educaƟon by 
highlighƟng the mulƟdimensional nature of these percepƟons. By using a novel mixed-method 
approach, this study captured important insights into the interacƟons between student evaluaƟons, and 
instructor, student, and course characterisƟcs. 

The findings indicate that student evaluaƟons are influenced by perceived support, clarity in instrucƟon, 
acƟve learning techniques, and their perceived personal approach to student interacƟons. These aspects 
were menƟoned across various student demographics, with differences in emphasis depending on 
race/ethnicity and class standing, and were impacted by instructor characterisƟcs, mainly tenure status 
and years of experience as well as by course characterisƟcs. Importantly, the study revealed that LaƟno 
students, older students, those from MSIs, and those in later academic stages tended to rate their 
instructors more favorably. The more favorable recommendaƟon scores given by students who idenƟfied 
as Hispanic/LaƟno could be explained by cultural differences in response styles, parƟcularly on quesƟons 
that evoke social desirability (Davis et al., 2022; Hopwood et al., 2009; Marín et al., 1992).  

These results highlight the importance for higher educaƟon insƟtuƟons to prioriƟze and support 
instrucƟonal pracƟces that significantly enhance student saƟsfacƟon, such as instrucƟonal clarity and 
support of students, among others previously menƟoned, that accommodate the needs of students from 
diverse backgrounds. These findings also suggest that when it comes to recommendaƟons, students 
base their advice on the quality of teaching and learning and the supporƟveness of the educaƟonal 
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experience. Thus, student feedback serves as a valuable peer-to-peer resource, guiding fellow students 
to courses where they will have the opportunity to experience a quality learning environment. 

This study also revealed the absence of significant bias based on instructor gender or race/ethnicity, 
suggesƟng that students’ percepƟons and recommendaƟon scores were more associated with other 
instructor characterisƟcs such as tenure status and years of experience. This lack of observed bias might 
be aƩributed to potenƟal priming effects from previous survey items. Before responding to quesƟons 
about their likelihood of recommending their instructors and providing open-ended feedback, students 
answered 20 items related to general teaching pracƟces. These items, which were designed to assess 
effecƟve teaching behaviors and as a scale have not shown evidence of racial/ethnic or gender bias 
(ACUE, 2022), could have primed students to focus more on pedagogical effecƟveness and experiences 
in the course than on the demographic factors of the instructor. This setup might have miƟgated or 
neutralized inherent biases oŌen present in direct evaluaƟons of instructors. This finding could inform 
future strategies for bias miƟgaƟon in instructor evaluaƟons or even other types of performance 
evaluaƟons. 

LimitaƟons 
There are some relevant limitaƟons to this study. The first caveat to consider is that all the instructors in 
the sample were parƟcipaƟng in a course on ACUE’s EffecƟve Teaching PracƟce Framework at the Ɵme of 
the survey. This may in part explain the overall posiƟve student evaluaƟons of their instructors. 
Moreover, the low number of students who evaluated their instructors with low raƟngs and who 
provided criƟcal feedback menƟoning their academic challenges limits the diversity of these types of 
responses, restricƟng the variety of themes idenƟfied. This lack of varied feedback constrains the ability 
to explore students’ negaƟve experiences and challenges with more depth, which could provide valuable 
insights into areas requiring special aƩenƟon when informing faculty development iniƟaƟves.  

AddiƟonally, the items about effecƟve teaching pracƟces included before the instructor evaluaƟons 
might have primed students’ responses to focus on parƟcular aspects of instrucƟon. Studies without 
such priming may uncover different themes in student responses. Future research could further explore 
priming effecƟve teaching strategies as a means of miƟgaƟng bias. 

ImplicaƟons and Conclusions 
This study provides a beƩer understanding of what informs student recommendaƟons of professors and 
highlights the criƟcal role of clear communicaƟon, supporƟve interacƟons, personal approach, and 
engaging teaching methods in culƟvaƟng a posiƟve learning environment, emphasizing how 
developments in these areas could promote student saƟsfacƟon. By understanding the specific aspects 
of teaching that resonate with students, higher educaƟon insƟtuƟons can beƩer tailor faculty 
development programs and instructor evaluaƟons to enhance instrucƟonal quality and student learning 
experiences.  
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Moreover, the inclusion of feedback from groups that are not oŌen the focus of research on student 
evaluaƟons of teaching, such as students at MSIs and those in 2-year insƟtuƟons, enriches this 
understanding by bringing aƩenƟon to some of their specific needs and perspecƟves that are oŌen 
overlooked. This study demonstrates that students’ prioriƟzaƟon of various instrucƟonal aspects varies 
with cultural and contextual differences, reinforcing the importance of adopƟng a mulƟdimensional 
approach to faculty support and evaluaƟon. These consideraƟons are criƟcal for advancing instructor 
effecƟveness and ensuring student success across diverse educaƟonal seƫngs. 

In conclusion, this research enriches the understanding of student needs in the higher educaƟonal 
landscape, offering insights that can lead to more supporƟve, effecƟve, and comprehensive teaching 
pracƟces.  
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7. Appendix 

Appendix 1 

Differences in Theme Scores by Student Gender 

Themes Male Students Female Students 

Main Theme 1: Instructional Clarity  
 

 

Clear Assignment Expectations and 
Feedback  

-0.00 
(0.07) 

0.05 
(0.07) 

Simplified Complex Concepts  -0.06 
(0.12) 

0.04 
(0.12) 

Clear Course Expectations and 
Instructions  

0.05 
(0.08) 

-0.06 
(0.08) 

Exam Readiness and Clarity  -0.05 
(0.04) 

0.06 
(0.04) 

Detailed Explanations  -0.02 
(0.01) 

0.02 
(0.01) 

Main Theme 2: Student Support  
 

 

Perceptions of Care  -0.31** 
(0.12) 

0.29** 
(0.11) 

Learning Resources and Guidance  -0.02 
(0.05) 

0.00 
(0.05) 

Extra Credit Opportunities  0.01 
(0.05) 

-0.00 
(0.04) 

Responsive Email Communication  19.26 
(20.30) 

-13.89 
(18.13) 

Main Theme 3: Perceived Attributes of the Instructor  

Instructor “Teaching Style”  0.03 
(0.06) 

-0.08 
(0.06) 

Encouraging and Welcoming Instructor  -0.03 
(0.05) 

0.02 
(0.05) 

“Best” Instructor  -0.06 
(0.03) 

0.07* 
(0.03) 

Professional and Informative Instructor  0.00 
(0.03) 

0.01 
(0.03) 

Kind Instructor  0.01 
(0.05) 

-0.01 
(0.04) 

Main Theme 4: Active Learning  
 

 

Engaging Class Experience  0.18 
(0.12) 

-0.17 
(0.12) 

Openness to Questions  -0.15 
(0.08) 

0.18* 
(0.08) 

Real-World Application of Content  0.02 
(0.04) 

-0.02 
(0.04) 

Note: This table compares theme scores of male students to all other gender categories and female students to all other gender 
categories. 
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Appendix 2 

Differences in Theme Scores by Student Race and Ethnicity 

Themes Asian Black/African 
American  

Hispanic/Latino White 

Main Theme 1: Instructional Clarity  
 

   

Clear Assignment Expectations and 
Feedback  

0.01 
(0.13) 

-0.07 
(0.10) 

0.03 
(0.07) 

0.03 
(0.07) 

Simplified Complex Concepts  0.28 
(0.25) 

-0.13 
(0.15) 

-0.03 
(0.11) 

-0.16 
(0.11) 

Clear Course Expectations and 
Instructions  

0.13 
(0.17) 

-0.26** 
(0.07) 

0.07 
(0.07) 

0.06 
(0.07) 

Exam Readiness and Clarity  0.15 
(0.09) 

-0.08* 
(0.04) 

-0.03 
(0.04) 

0.04 
(0.04) 

Detailed Explanations  -0.01 
(0.01) 

0.02 
(0.02) 

-0.01 
(0.01) 

0.01 
(0.01) 

Main Theme 2: Student Support  
 

   

Perceptions of Care  -0.25 
(0.20) 

-0.10 
(0.16) 

0.14 
(0.12) 

-0.07 
(0.12) 

Learning Resources and Guidance  0.02 
(0.07) 

0.04 
(0.07) 

0.18** 
(0.05) 

-0.10* 
(0.05) 

Extra Credit Opportunities  -0.12*** 
(0.04) 

-0.04 
(0.05) 

0.09* 
(0.05) 

0.00 
(0.05) 

Responsive Email Communication  -18.25*** 
(6.03) 

34.02 
(38.53) 

-3.45 
(14.00) 

-6.06 
(11.02) 

Main Theme 3: Perceived Attributes of the Instructor    

Instructor “Teaching Style”  0.09 
(0.12) 

0.04 
(0.09) 

-0.07 
(0.05) 

-0.01 
(0.05) 

Encouraging and Welcoming 
Instructor  

0.09 
(0.10) 

-0.14* 
(0.07) 

0.12* 
(0.05) 

-0.07 
(0.05) 

“Best” Instructor  -0.14*** 
(0.03) 

0.03 
(0.05) 

-0.05 
(0.04) 

0.06 
(0.03) 

Professional and Informative 
Instructor  

-0.02 (0.05) 
0.07 

(0.06) 
0.01 

(0.03) 
-0.05 
(0.03) 

Kind Instructor  0.12 
(0.12) 

-0.01 
(0.05) 

-0.00 
(0.04) 

-0.03 
(0.04) 

Main Theme 4: Active Learning  
 

   

Engaging Class Experience  -0.09 
(0.17) 

0.23 
(0.17) 

-0.18 
(0.11) 

0.19 
(0.11) 

Openness to Questions  0.17 
(0.17) 

-0.09 
(0.10) 

0.03 
(0.08) 

-0.02 
(0.09) 

Real-World Application of Content  0.02 
(0.09) 

-0.02 
(0.05) 

0.01 
(0.04) 

0.01 
(0.04) 

Note: This table reports results as non-exclusive categories, comparing students from one racial/ethnic group 
against an aggregate of all other groups. 
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Appendix 3 

Differences in Theme Scores by Student Age, College Generational Status, and Enrollment Status 

 Themes Students Over 24 
Years Old (vs. Others) 

First-Generation 
College Students (vs. 

Others) 

Enrollment Status 
(Part-Time vs. Full-

Time) 
Main Theme 1: Instructional Clarity  

Clear Assignment Expectations and 
Feedback  

-0.03 
(0.08) 

0.00 
(0.07) 

-0.05 
(0.09) 

Simplified Complex Concepts  -0.02 
(0.13) 

-0.12 
(0.11) 

0.03 
(0.13) 

Clear Course Expectations and 
Instructions  

0.15 
(0.08) 

-0.14 
(0.08) 

-0.06 
(0.08) 

Exam Readiness and Clarity  -0.04 
(0.04) 

0.05 
(0.04) 

-0.07 
(0.04) 

Detailed Explanations  0.03 
(0.02) 

0.01 
(0.01) 

-0.01 
(0.02) 

Main Theme 2: Student Support  

Perceptions of Care  -0.09 
(0.12) 

0.21 
(0.12) 

0.09 
(0.14) 

Learning Resources and Guidance  -0.03 
(0.06) 

0.12** 
(0.05) 

0.03 
(0.07) 

Extra Credit Opportunities  -0.06 
(0.03) 

-0.08 
(0.05) 

-0.04 
(0.04) 

Responsive Email Communication  23.22 
(17.84) 

-7.85 
(14.68) 

-11.13 
(22.05) 

Main Theme 3: Perceived Attributes of the Instructor   

Instructor “Teaching Style”  0.24*** 
(0.07) 

0.02 
(0.05) 

0.03 
(0.08) 

Encouraging and Welcoming 
Instructor  

0.07 
(0.06) 

0.03 
(0.05) 

-0.04 
(0.07) 

“Best” Instructor  -0.02 
(0.03) 

0.03 
(0.03) 

0.04 
(0.04) 

Professional and Informative 
Instructor  

0.12** 
(0.04) 

-0.03 
(0.03) 

-0.02 
(0.04) 

Kind Instructor  -0.05 
(0.05) 

0.07 
(0.04) 

0.05 
(0.05) 

Main Theme 4: Active Learning  

Engaging Class Experience  -0.26* 
(0.12) 

0.08 
(0.11) 

-0.07 
(0.13) 

Openness to Questions  0.09 
(0.09) 

0.05 
(0.08) 

0.08 
(0.11) 

Real-World Application of Content  0.07 
(0.05) 

0.04 
(0.04) 

0.00 
(0.05) 

Note: First-generation college students are compared to students who were categorized as “continuing generation” 
or as “unsure/unknown.” 
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Appendix 4 

Differences in Theme Scores by Student Institution Type 

 Themes 4-Year Institutions (vs. 2-Year 
Institutions) 

MSIs (vs. Others) 

Main Theme 1: Instructional Clarity  

Clear Assignment Expectations and 
Feedback  

0.13 
(0.08) 

-0.23** 
(0.08) 

Simplified Complex Concepts  -0.24* 
(0.12) 

0.16 
(0.11) 

Clear Course Expectations and 
Instructions  

0.04 
(0.08) 

0.00 
(0.07) 

Exam Readiness and Clarity  0.03 
(0.04) 

0.03 
(0.04) 

Detailed Explanations  0.01 
(0.02) 

0.01 
(0.01) 

Main Theme 2: Student Support  

Perceptions of Care  0.18 
(0.11) 

0.22* 
(0.11) 

Learning Resources and Guidance  0.07 
(0.05) 

0.12** 
(0.05) 

Extra Credit Opportunities  0.14*** 
(0.04) 

-0.07 
(0.05) 

Responsive Email Communication  12.48 
(18.58) 

-15.87 
(17.19) 

Main Theme 3: Perceived Attributes of the Instructor  

Instructor “Teaching Style”  -0.01 
(0.06) 

-0.04 
(0.06) 

Encouraging and Welcoming 
Instructor  

0.03 
(0.05) 

-0.06 
(0.05) 

“Best” Instructor  -0.07* 
(0.04) 

0.04 
(0.03) 

Professional and Informative 
Instructor  

-0.03 
(0.03) 

0.07* 
(0.03) 

Kind Instructor  -0.18*** 
(0.05) 

0.03 
(0.04) 

Main Theme 4: Active Learning  

Engaging Class Experience  -0.26* 
(0.12) 

-0.01 
(0.11) 

Openness to Questions  0.05 
(0.10) 

-0.19* 
(0.09) 

Real-World Application of Content  -0.07 
(0.04) 

0.02 
(0.04) 

Note: MSIs include Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs) and Historically Black College and Universities (HBCUs). 
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Appendix 5  

Differences in Theme Scores by Student Class Standing (Compared to First-Year Students) 

Themes Sophomore Junior Senior Graduate 
Students 

Other 

Main Theme 1: Instructional Clarity  
Clear Assignment Expectations and 
Feedback  

0.04 
(0.09) 

-0.05 
(0.11) 

-0.08 
(0.09) 

0.12 
(0.12) 

-0.19 
(0.16) 

Simplified Complex Concepts  -0.07 
(0.15) 

-0.07 
(0.17) 

-0.05 
(0.18) 

-0.21 
(0.16) 

0.27 
(0.26) 

Clear Course Expectations and 
Instructions  

0.13 
(0.09) 

0.20 
(0.10) 

0.13 
(0.10) 

0.44*** 
(0.13) 

-0.02 
(0.16) 

Exam Readiness and Clarity  -0.06 
(0.05) 

0.05 
(0.07) 

0.10 
(0.08) 

-0.06 
(0.06) 

-0.00 
(0.09) 

Detailed Explanations  0.02 
(0.02) 

0.02 
(0.02) 

0.01 
(0.02) 

0.05 
(0.03) 

0.02 
(0.03) 

Main Theme 2: Student Support  
Perceptions of Care  -0.09 

(0.14) 
0.16 

(0.17) 
0.66** 
(0.22) 

0.50* 
(0.21) 

0.11 
(0.21) 

Learning Resources and Guidance  -0.13* 
(0.06) 

0.03 
(0.07) 

-0.07 
(0.06) 

0.02 
(0.09) 

-0.07 
(0.13) 

Extra Credit Opportunities  -0.00 
(0.05) 

0.01 
(0.05) 

0.09 
(0.07) 

0.14 
(0.12) 

-0.06 
(0.05) 

Responsive Email Communication  18.44 
(13.35) 

15.44 
(11.38) 

30.78 
(16.48) 

49.04 
(40.42) 

-20.13 
(11.87) 

Main Theme 3: Perceived Attributes of the Instructor  
Instructor “Teaching Style”  0.08 

(0.08) 
-0.02 
(0.08) 

-0.10 
(0.08) 

0.24* 
(0.11) 

0.07 
(0.14) 

Encouraging and Welcoming Instructor  -0.03 
(0.07) 

-0.11 
(0.07) 

-0.00 
(0.08) 

0.15 
(0.10) 

-0.04 
(0.11) 

“Best” Instructor  -0.03 
(0.05) 

-0.02 
(0.05) 

0.07 
(0.08) 

0.02 
(0.06) 

0.12 
(0.10) 

Professional and Informative Instructor  0.02 
(0.04) 

0.00 
(0.05) 

-0.02 
(0.04) 

-0.01 
(0.05) 

-0.01 
(0.08) 

Kind Instructor  -0.02 
(0.07) 

-0.13* 
(0.07) 

-0.23*** 
(0.06) 

-0.19*** 
(0.06) 

-0.25*** 
(0.07) 

Main Theme 4: Active Learning 
Engaging Class Experience  0.25 

(0.16) 
-0.18 
(0.16) 

-0.28 
(0.16) 

-0.66*** 
(0.16) 

-0.13 
(0.25) 

Openness to Questions  0.00 
(0.10) 

0.12 
(0.13) 

0.21 
(0.15) 

0.08 
(0.13) 

0.05 
(0.21) 

Real-World Application of Content  0.06 
(0.05) 

0.07 
(0.10) 

0.05 
(0.05) 

-0.01 
(0.06) 

0.07 
(0.11) 

Note: The results of these regressions considered first-year students as the reference group. 
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Appendix 6  

Differences in Theme Scores by Instructor Gender and Race/Ethnicity 

Themes Female Instructors Male Instructors White Instructors 
(vs. Others) 

Main Theme 1: Instructional Clarity  
Clear Assignment Expectations and 
Feedback  

-0.06 
(0.08) 

0.08 
(0.08) 

-0.12 
(0.07) 

Simplified Complex Concepts  -0.11 
(0.12) 

0.14 
(0.12) 

-0.08 
(0.11) 

Clear Course Expectations and Instructions  -0.07 
(0.08) 

0.01 
(0.08) 

-0.13 
(0.07) 

Exam Readiness and Clarity  -0.01 
(0.04) 

0.01 
(0.04) 

0.03 
(0.04) 

Detailed Explanations  -0.00 
(0.01) 

-0.00 
(0.01) 

-0.02 
(0.01) 

Main Theme 2: Student Support 
Perceptions of Care  0.07 

(0.12) 
0.00 

(0.13) 
-0.07 
(0.12) 

Learning Resources and Guidance  0.05 
(0.05) 

-0.08 
(0.05) 

0.03 
(0.05) 

Extra Credit Opportunities  0.02 
(0.04) 

-0.01 
(0.04) 

-0.02 
(0.04) 

Responsive Email Communication  -20.47 
(19.31) 

-4.86 
(11.90) 

-6.32 
(13.64) 

Main Theme 3: Perceived Attributes of the Instructor 
Instructor “Teaching Style”  -0.01 

(0.06) 
-0.01 
(0.06) 

-0.02 
(0.05) 

Encouraging and Welcoming Instructor  -0.07 
(0.05) 

0.08 
(0.06) 

-0.01 
(0.05) 

“Best” Instructor  0.08* 
(0.04) 

-0.06 
(0.04) 

0.02 
(0.04) 

Professional and Informative Instructor  -0.00 
(0.03) 

0.01 
(0.03) 

-0.03 
(0.03) 

Kind Instructor  -0.06 
(0.05) 

0.08 
(0.05) 

0.04 
(0.04) 

Main Theme 4: Active Learning 
Engaging Class Experience  -0.23 

(0.12) 
0.18 

(0.12) 
0.35** 
(0.11) 

Openness to Questions  -0.01 
(0.08) 

0.02 
(0.08) 

0.01 
(0.07) 

Real-World Application of Content  0.06 
(0.04) 

-0.06 
(0.04) 

0.05 
(0.04) 

Note: Due to the low proporƟon of instructors from various racial groups, they were categorized as either "White" or "Other 
race/ethnicity" for regression analysis. 

 

 

  



 
 

46 
 

Appendix 7  

Differences in Theme Scores by Instructor Tenure Status, Discipline, and Years of Experience 

Themes Tenure Status 
(Tenure Track vs. Non-

Tenure Track) 

Discipline (STEM vs. 
Others) 

Years of Experience 
(More Than 15 years 

vs. Less Than 15 years) 
Main Theme 1: Instructional Clarity  
Clear Assignment Expectations 
and Feedback  

0.01 
(0.07) 

-0.13 
(0.07) 

0.06 
(0.07) 

Simplified Complex Concepts  0.14 
(0.11) 

0.71*** 
(0.13) 

-0.10 
(0.11) 

Clear Course Expectations and 
Instructions  

0.07 
(0.07) 

0.05 
(0.08) 

0.01 
(0.07) 

Exam Readiness and Clarity  0.02 
(0.04) 

0.08 
(0.05) 

-0.04 
(0.04) 

Detailed Explanations  0.03* 
(0.01) 

-0.00 
(0.01) 

-0.01 
(0.01) 

Main Theme 2: Student Support  
Perceptions of Care  -0.04 

(0.11) 
0.03 

(0.12) 
0.03 

(0.12) 
Learning Resources and 
Guidance  

-0.04 
(0.05) 

-0.02 
(0.05) 

0.06 
(0.05) 

Extra Credit Opportunities  0.10* 
(0.04) 

0.12* 
(0.05) 

-0.05 
(0.04) 

Responsive Email 
Communication  

-7.38 
(16.86) 

-15.37 
(11.47) 

-30.25*** 
(9.03) 

Main Theme 3: Perceived Attributes of the Instructor  
Instructor “Teaching Style”  0.07 

(0.05) 
0.09 

(0.06) 
0.08 

(0.06) 
Encouraging and Welcoming 
Instructor  

0.02 
(0.05) 

0.07 
(0.05) 

-0.07 
(0.05) 

“Best” Instructor  -0.04 
(0.03) 

0.00 
(0.04) 

0.01 
(0.03) 

Professional and Informative 
Instructor  

0.04 
(0.03) 

-0.03 
(0.03) 

-0.01 
(0.03) 

Kind Instructor  -0.01 
(0.04) 

0.08 
(0.05) 

0.00 
(0.04) 

Main Theme 4: Active Learning  
Engaging Class Experience  0.13 

(0.11) 
-0.06 
(0.11) 

0.29* 
(0.11) 

Openness to Questions  0.06 
(0.08) 

0.11 
(0.10) 

-0.04 
(0.09) 

Real-World Application of 
Content  

-0.04 
(0.04) 

-0.07 
(0.05) 

-0.05 
(0.04) 
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Appendix 8 

Differences in Theme Scores by Course Characteristics 
  

Course Size 
Themes Course Format (Face-to-Face 

vs. Online/Hybrid) 
20–100 vs. Fewer 
Than 20 students 

20–100 vs. More 
Than 100 students 

Main Theme 1: Instructional Clarity  
Clear Assignment 
Expectations and Feedback  

-0.31*** 
(0.07) 

0.06 
(0.07) 

-0.17 
(0.09) 

Simplified Complex Concepts  0.12 
(0.12) 

-0.09 
(0.10) 

0.18 
(0.32) 

Clear Course Expectations 
and Instructions  

-0.01 
(0.07) 

0.08 
(0.07) 

0.04 
(0.16) 

Exam Readiness and Clarity  0.08 
(0.04) 

-0.06 
(0.04) 

0.33** 
(0.12) 

Detailed Explanations  -0.01 
(0.01) 

-0.01 
(0.01) 

-0.03 
(0.01) 

Main Theme 2: Student Support  
Perceptions of Care  0.22 

(0.12) 
0.08 

(0.11) 
0.75** 
(0.29) 

Learning Resources and 
Guidance  

-0.17** 
(0.06) 

0.07 
(0.05) 

-0.06 
(0.05) 

Extra Credit Opportunities  0.02 
(0.04) 

-0.01 
(0.04) 

0.01 
(0.11) 

Responsive Email 
Communication  

-22.00 
(14.54) 

0.57 
(14.44) 

-4.06 
(10.79) 

Main Theme 3: Perceived Attributes of the Instructor  
Instructor “Teaching Style”  0.10 

(0.06) 
-0.00 
(0.05) 

0.14 
(0.13) 

Encouraging and Welcoming 
Instructor  

-0.04 
(0.05) 

0.00 
(0.05) 

-0.06 
(0.09) 

“Best” Instructor  0.08* 
(0.03) 

0.02 
(0.04) 

0.05 
(0.08) 

Professional and Informative 
Instructor  

0.05 
(0.03) 

0.02 
(0.03) 

-0.07** 
(0.03) 

Kind Instructor  0.03 
0.05) 

-0.03 
(0.04) 

-0.05 
(0.09) 

Main Theme 4: Active Learning  
Engaging Class Experience  -0.00 

(0.12) 
-0.15 
(0.11) 

0.02 
(0.20) 

Openness to Questions  -0.08 
(0.08) 

0.10 
(0.08) 

-0.05 
(0.14) 

Real-World Application of 
Content  

0.01 
(0.05) 

0.02 
(0.05) 

-0.04 
(0.04) 

Note: These results of the regressions based on course size considered students in courses with 21–100 students as the 
reference group. 
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Appendix 9 

Differences in Theme Scores by Themes Commented on 

Themes Coefficient (SE) 

Main Theme 1: InstrucƟonal Clarity  
-0.06 
(0.05) 

Clear Assignment ExpectaƟons and Feedback  -0.22** 
(0.08) 

Simplified Complex Concepts  0.16** 
(0.06) 

Clear Course ExpectaƟons and InstrucƟons  0.10 
(0.07) 

Exam Readiness and Clarity  -0.19 
(0.10) 

Detailed ExplanaƟons  -0.04 
(0.11) 

Main Theme 2: Student Support  
0.18*** 
(0.05) 

PercepƟons of Care  0.26*** 
(0.06) 

Learning Resources and Guidance  0.16* 
(0.07) 

Extra Credit OpportuniƟes  -0.03 
(0.11) 

Responsive Email CommunicaƟon  -0.01 
(0.30) 

Main Theme 3: Perceived AƩributes of the Instructor  
0.17*** 
(0.05) 

Instructor “Teaching Style”  0.16** 
(0.06) 

Encouraging and Welcoming Instructor  0.10 
(0.06) 

“Best” Instructor  0.22*** 
(0.07) 

Professional and InformaƟve Instructor  0.17** 
(0.06) 

Kind Instructor  -0.11 
(0.08) 

Main Theme 4: AcƟve Learning  
0.05 

(0.05) 

Engaging Class Experience  0.04 
(0.07) 

Openness to QuesƟons  0.04 
(0.08) 
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Themes Coefficient (SE) 

Real-World ApplicaƟon of Content  0.13 
(0.10) 

Note: As the themaƟc analysis defined neutral themes, the direcƟon of the impact cannot be accurately interpreted. 

 


