@, Journal of Data Analysis and Information Processing, 2021, 9, 102-121
@%?® scientific g, o
Q https://www.scirp.org/journal/jdaip
‘ ‘ Research i
0,0‘ Publishing ISSN Online: 2327-7203
* ISSN Print: 2327-7211

Analysis of Evaluation Data Collected on Likert
Type Items: Humanities-Courses

Raghavendra Dwivedi!*, Nagendra Nath Pandey?

IShri Jagdish Prasad Jhabarmal Tibrewala University, Vidyanagari, Jhunjhunu, Rajasthan
2P.D.Lions College of Commerce & Economics [MS41], Malad (West), Mumbai

Email: *raghavendra.jjtu@gmail.com

How to cite this paper: Dwivedi, R. and
Pandey, N.N. (2021) Analysis of Evaluation
Data Collected on Likert Type Items: Hu-
manities-Courses. Journal of Data Analysis
and Information Processing, 9, 102-121.
https://doi.org/10.4236/jdaip.2021.92007

Received: September 19, 2020
Accepted: May 4, 2021
Published: May 7, 2021

Copyright © 2021 by author(s) and
Scientific Research Publishing Inc.

This work is licensed under the Creative
Commons Attribution-NonCommercial
International License (CC BY-NC 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

Abstract

To improve high quality and/or retain achieved high quality of an academic
program, time to time evaluation for quality of each covered course is often
an integrated aspect considered in reputed institutions, however, there has
been little effort regarding humanities courses. This research article deals
with analysis of evaluation data collected regarding humanities course from a
College of Commerce & Economics, Mumbai, Maharashtra, India, on Likert
type items. Appropriateness of one parametric measure and three non-para-
metric measures are discussed and used in this regard which could provide
useful clues for educational policy planners. Keeping in view of the analytical
results using these four measures, regardless of the threshold regarding satisfac-
tion among students, overall performance of almost every subject has been
un-satisfactory. There is a need to make a focused approach to take every course
at the level of high performance. The inconsistency noticed under every thre-
shold further revealed that under such poorly performing subjects globally, one
needs to analyze merely at the global level item. Once the global level analysis
reveals high performance of a course, then only item specific analysis may need
to be focused to find out the items requiring further improvements.

Keywords

Evaluation Data, Humanities Courses, Likert Type Items, Parametric Measure,
Non-Parametric Measures

1. Background

The monitoring of a developed as well as a developing educational program re-
quires reliable evidence drawn through inferences from analytical results of a

number of evaluations of activities under that educational program. For a sustain-
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able quality of an educational program, every academic institution including those
with accredited educational program needs to derive policy oriented clues through
such evaluations from time to time. The institutional evaluation studies might use
various evaluation programs including course evaluation survey (CES). Such in-
stitutional evaluation studies are often adapted in most of the high quality insti-
tutions including those from developed countries as well as developing countries
like India. As such, to ensure the quality in higher education, students’ course
evaluation surveys may not be avoided [1] [2].

Under CES, often semi-structured questionnaires involving a mix of mostly
Likert type items and few open-ended questions are used. The appraisal of the
analytical results involves three major issues namely accuracy, easiness of under-
standing of the analytical results and regular assessments of the prevailing evalu-
ation system [3] [4] [5]. The present paper mainly deals with analytical as well
inferential issues related to items. Course evaluation surveys mostly involve data
collection on Likert type items, for example, from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5
(Strongly Agree). Before addressing the analytical approaches often used in item
by item analysis under course evaluation surveys, one needs to differentiate be-
tween “Likert Type Item” and “Likert Scale”. The data on a Likert type item will
remain to be on an ordinal scale. On the other hand, in case of a number of Li-
kert type items on the same number of agreement grades, summation of grading
on every individual Likert type items in an evaluation questionnaire provides
data on a likert scale [6] [7]. Hence, to ensure appropriateness in analysis and
accuracy in related inferences, one needs to differentiate between “Likert Type
Item” and “Likert Scale” [3].

To analyze Likert type items individually to derive policy driven inferences, an
inappropriate use of arithmetic mean even by reputed global universities may
often be seen in the literature. Also, the usefulness of mean of scores on a Likert
type item becomes questionable. As a mixed practice, some of the researchers
report mean with standard deviation whereas others report mean even without
standard deviation. To analyze data, the used analytical method needs not to be
guided by the fact that everyone is using it [7]. Rather, to be theoretically appro-
priate, analytical methods need to be driven by scales of measurements of that
data [8]. Further, there are researchers who have been emphasizing the need of
statistical measures which not only follow statistical principles but also might be
reliable, easier to interpret and stable regarding policy implications.

As obvious, being on ordinal scale due to considered Likert type items [9]
[10], item by item analysis may be more appropriate if non-parametric approach
(e.g. Median, Quartiles, Percentiles, Deciles) is used. Otherwise, the analytical
results might be deceptive. For example, just to emphasize inappropriateness of
the parametric approach (Mean, Standard Deviation), the mean of ordinal scores
(strong disagreements to strong agreements) may provide a misleading impres-
sion of average agreement [3]. In contrary to this, consideration of measures of

location like Median, Decile, Percentile, Quartile or Cumulative percentage with
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specific grade points will be able to provide more clarity regarding agreement
level. Obviously, this approach will provide clues with clarity and high policy im-
plications. Hence, from the academic planning point of view, the non-parametric
measures are expected to provide better understanding of results. As a matter of
fact, the above-described appropriate methods have already been adopted by
some of the universities. Some of them analyze the data on Likert type item ap-
propriately using non-parametric approach along with inappropriate parametric
measures. Likewise, the analysis of data on Likert scale might be appropriately
analyzed by using parametric approach (e.g. Mean, Standard Deviation). Re-
cently, there have been suggestions to involve correct measures in this regard
[3].

Under the present study, the developed course evaluation survey (CES) ques-
tionnaire includes 15 items covering different domains such as items related to
start of the course (items 1 - 3), those related to its teachers (items 4 - 10), those
related to the institutional infrastructure (items 11 - 13), that related to acquired
knowledge by the student (item 14) and overall satisfaction with the course qual-
ity (Global item, item 15). The institutional policy planners may often obtain
valuable evidence through item by item analysis of the Course Evaluation Survey
(CES) for related educational developments [11]. Therefore, the present paper
describes appropriate approaches to item by item analysis of likert type items
through applications on actual data sets. A continuing Academic development
program may be strengthened further through support from quality evidence
through evaluation results. For translational/transformational evidence, the
analytical methods to deal with evaluation data need to be theoretically robust
and also should have problem-solving potentials. In other words, the used ana-
lytical methods need to have appropriateness in application, accuracy in results
and related inferences, ease of understanding, policy-driven inferences for edu-
cational improvements and helpful to optimize the use of allocated resources for
quality in higher education [3] [12].

To begin with, to develop and sustain high quality academic programs within
an institution, competitiveness among various courses within each of the aca-
demic programs needs to be encouraged. Obviously, for this, inferences drawn
from evaluation results of individual courses for various academic programs may
be genuine evidence. An academic institution may adopt a universally used evalu-
ation results without fail. Such option may not be useful only for institutions
that develop sustainable system to achieve accreditation but also for the accre-

dited institutions to retain it as well as further develop for higher accreditation.

2. Methodology
2.1. Data

The used data were collected on three academic programs Bachelor of Com-
merce (BCOM), Bachelor of Mass Media (BMM) and Master of Commerce

(MCOM). The first two academic programs were at undergraduate level and the
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third were at postgraduate level. The evaluation data could be collected for three
courses under BCOM, two courses under BMM and two courses under MCOM.
As obvious, the number of students under various courses in an academic pro-
gram may not be the same. Also, it gets further changed due to attendance on
the time of data collection. Accordingly number of students completing evalua-
tions under BCOM ranged from 21 to 42; those under each course of BMM re-
mained 18 whereas those under MCOM remained 28.

While planning for Course Evaluation Survey (CES), the focus was to cover at
least two courses from each academic program. Accordingly number of students
(n) and their relative % out of total covered in three courses under COM were (n
= 92, 50%); two under BMM (n = 36, 20%) and two under MCOM (n = 57,
30%). Likewise, under the BCOM, three courses were covered: Maths/Statistics
(n = 21, 23%); BC (n = 42, 46%) and MHRM (n = 29, 31%). Under the BMM,
two courses were covered: History (n = 18, 50%); and Sociology (n = 18, 50%).
Under the MCOM, two courses were covered: Economics (n = 28, 49%); Finan-
cial Accounts (n = 29, 51%).The number of students covered under each Course
Evaluation Survey obviously relied on attendance of the students on the day of

survey. The data collection for this study was carried out during February 2015.

2.2. Analytical Methods

As described earlier, one parametric and three non-parametric evaluation meas-

ures were used in the present analysis [3]:

2.2.1. Parametric Methods
Average evaluation score, that is, average agreement by the students for each
item was calculated using arithmetic mean. Further, the perceived performance

of each of the 15 items by the students was expressed in three ranges:

3.6 & above - High quality
2.6-3.6 - Acceptable
Lessthan2.6 -  Improvement required

As mentioned earlier, use of arithmetic mean to analyze individual Likert type
items is known to be inappropriate. It may be highly influenced by extreme val-
ues of evaluation scores. Further, it is likely to provide underestimation, or
overestimation of the mean due to known observed skewness in such data. As a
result, performance grading of individual items based on average score alone
might be either underestimated or overestimated. In addition, average of strong
disagreements reported by few students to strong agreements by others for an
item may reveal a misleading impression of average agreement. In other words,
average grading based on average score may neither have clarity nor ease of un-

derstanding by the educational policy planners.

2.2.2. Non-Parametric Methods
To overcome the problem of inappropriateness of using mean average grading,

non-parametric three evaluation measures that have their added merits were
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used:

1) Evaluation Measure Using Median

Median evaluation score for a Likert type item insinuates that at least 50% of
the students marked that score or higher scores for that item. In case of the in-
volved fraction in the calculated median score, although negligible, it was
rounded off for better understanding to policy planners. For an educational in-
stitution which is newly started, to begin with an aim to attain satisfaction
among at least 50% students, a threshold that at least 50 % students report
agreement score 4 or 5 for each item needs to be targeted. Accordingly, keeping
in view of the targeted threshold of the agreement, the grading of each item us-

ing the students’ median agreement score was considered as follows:

4&5 -  High quality
3 - Acceptable
1&2 - Improvement required

Intuitively, the grading of individual Likert type items using median score fa-
cilitates easy understanding by the educational policy planners.

2) Evaluation Measure Using First Quartile

On the line of median evaluation score, first quartile evaluation score insi-
nuates that at least 75% of the students marked that score or higher scores for
that item. In case of the involved fraction in the calculated first quartile score, it
was also rounded off. To move towards higher quality, once a minimum target
of satisfaction among at least 50% students is achieved, an educational institu-
tion may target an increased level of satisfaction among at least 75% students.
Accordingly, with an increased target that at least 75% students report agree-
ment score 4 or 5 for each item, grading of each item using first quartile score

was considered as:

4&5 -  High quality
3 - Acceptable
1&2 -  Improvement required

As obvious, the educational policy planners understand it easily and use it for
future improvements in their educational institutions. Intuitively, in comparison
to median evaluation score, it can help in identifying additional areas covered in
the CES questionnaire for further improvements.

3) Evaluation Measure using Cumulative Percentage

As already adopted by some globally reputed educational institutions, a cu-
mulative percentage of students with satisfaction score 4 or 5 was worked out for
each item. To improve further, an increased level of students’ satisfaction may be
considered. Moving above first quartile evaluation score as 4 or 5, it is consi-
dered as satisfaction among at least 80% students. With higher target that at least
80% of students’ report agreement score 4 or 5 for each item, using the listed
cumulative percentage against 4 or 5, grading of each item was considered as:

80 & above - High quality
60 - 80 - Acceptable
Less than 60 - Improvement required
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The consideration of cumulative percentage as evaluation measure may have
additional advantages. In comparison with both evaluation measures, median
and first quartile, it is a straight forward measure, and facilitates clear under-
standing to educational policy planners. Also, compared to first quartile, it can
further yield additional areas for the attention of institutional administrators.
Further, in case of repeated course evaluation surveys, it may help in quanti-
fying increment/decrement in improvements of each item over a period of

time.

2.2.3. Pooled Analysis
For poorly performing courses on various items, each of 15 items may be consi-
dered to be equally important. Accordingly pooled analysis was carried out at

course level.

2.2.4. Comparative Results
Considering each of the four measures, pooled analysis was used to discuss
comparative results for each course. The usefulness of this approach is empha-

sized through respective depiction in figures.

2.3. Results

The analytical results for the course BC (Table 1 and Figure 1) reveal that based
on average score students showed high agreement with 60% of the items, whereas
remaining 40% showed acceptable performance. Based on median score, 93%

items showed high performance. On the other hand, based on first quartile,

Table 1. Evaluation results of course BC (n = 42).

Items_Domains
iteml_D1
item2_D1
item3_D1
item4_D2
item5_D2
item6_D2
item7_D2
item8_D2
item9_D2

item10_D2
iteml11_D3
item12_D3
item13_D3
item14_D4

item15_D5

Mean Median

3.9

3.5

3.8

4.0

4.2

3.6

39

3.7

3.6

3.5

34

34

3.1

3.8

3.9

4.0

4.0

4.0

4.0

5.0

4.0

4.0

4.0

4.0

4.0

4.0

4.0

3.0

4.0

4.0

First Quartile CF (=4) Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither nor Agree Strongly Agree

3.0 64.3 0.0 4.8 31.0 35.7 28.6
3.0 59.5 4.8 4.8 31.0 52.4 7.1

3.0 66.7 0.0 16.7 16.7 40.5 26.2
3.0 71.4 0.0 9.5 19.0 35.7 35.7
4.0 78.7 0.0 7.1 14.3 26.3 52.4
3.0 61.9 4.8 14.3 19.0 40.5 21.4
3.0 69.1 4.8 7.1 19.0 28.6 40.5
3.0 52.4 2.4 16.7 28.6 16.7 35.7
3.0 54.8 4.8 11.9 28.6 26.2 28.6
3.0 54.7 7.1 11.9 26.2 333 21.4
3.0 54.8 11.9 4.8 28.6 42.9 11.9
3.0 54.8 4.8 16.7 23.8 42.9 11.9
2.0 45.2 11.9 19.0 23.8 35.7 9.5

3.0 62.0 7.1 2.4 28.6 31.0 31.0
3.0 73.8 2.4 7.1 16.7 45.2 28.6
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100.0
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93.3 93.3 ———|mprovement Required
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High Performance
60.0
53.3
46.7
40.0
6.7 vi
0:0 0-0 0:0 0:0 ]
Mean Median First Quartile CF(>4)

Figure 1. Results of course BC.

93% items showed only acceptable performance. Further, based on cumulative
percentage, only 53% showed acceptable performance whereas 47% require fur-
ther improvements. In other words, targeting satisfaction among at least 50% of
the students (considering median results) showed high performance of 93% of
the items. However, considering threshold of satisfaction among at least 75%
students (first quartile result), there was higher performance of only 7% of the
items. After enhancing the threshold of satisfaction further at least at 80%, none
of the items showed high performance.

The analytical results of the course Math/Stat (Table 2 and Figure 2) suggest
that based on the mean performance, high performance was reported for 33%
items whereas 67% had acceptable performance. However, based on median
performance, high performance was noticed regarding 40% of the items, ac-
ceptable performance was true for 27% of the items whereas remaining 33% of
the items needed further improvement. In other words, even 50% of the students
did not feel satisfied with 33% of the items. As obvious, this percentage doubled
to 60% as evident from results under first quartile. In other words, 60% items
did not reach to target of achieving satisfaction among at least 75% students.
Further, 80% of the items require further improvement if we aim to gain satis-
faction among at least 80% of the students.

As shown in Table 3 and Figure 3 for the course MHRM, based on average
score, 93% of the items had acceptable performance. However, aiming to gain
satisfaction among at least 50% of the students (based on median), 33% high
performance and remaining 67% of the items showed acceptable performance.
Further, increasing this threshold to at least among 75% students (first quartile),

revealed that 67% items showed acceptable performance but remaining 33%
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needed further improvement. However, increasing the threshold to satisfaction
among at least 80% of the students, only 13% showed acceptable performance
and a large number of items (87%) require further improvements.

For the course sociology, as evident from Table 4 and Figure 4, based on

Table 2. Evaluation results of course Maths/Stats (n = 21).

Items_Domains Mean Median First Quartile CF (24) Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither nor Agree Strongly Agree

iteml_D1 3.6 4.0 3.0 57.1 0.0 19.0 23.8 33.3 23.8
item2_D1 2.8 2.0 2.0 38.1 23.8 333 4.8 14.3 23.8
item3_D1 2.9 2.0 1.0 47.6 333 19.0 0.0 23.8 23.8
item4_D2 2.9 3.0 1.0 38.1 33.3 9.5 19.0 9.5 28.6
item5_D2 3.6 4.0 2.0 61.9 0.0 333 4.8 28.6 33.3
item6_D2 3.1 3.0 2.0 38.1 19.0 14.3 28.3 14.3 23.8
item7_D2 2.7 2.0 1.0 42.9 33.3 19.0 4.8 28.6 14.3
item8_D2 2.8 2.0 1.0 38.1 33.3 19.0 9.5 9.5 28.6
item9_D2 3.4 4.0 3.0 57.4 14.3 9.5 23.8 28.6 28.8
item10_D2 2.9 3.0 2.0 42.9 23.8 19.0 14.3 28.6 14.3
iteml11_D3 3.0 3.0 2.0 38.1 23.8 9.5 28.6 23.8 14.3
item12_D3 3.8 4.0 3.0 66.6 14.3 9.5 9.5 19.0 47.6
item13_D3 3.1 4.0 2.0 52.4 19.0 23.8 4.8 28.6 23.8
item14_D4 4.1 4.0 4.0 76.2 0.0 14.3 9.5 28.6 47.6
item15_D5 3.7 4.0 3.0 57.1 4.8 0.0 38.1 33.3 23.8
90.0 -
—— |mprovement Required
80.0 - 80.0 Acceptable
High Performance
70.0 -
66.7 66.6
~
§ 60.0 -
&
< 50.0 -
S
=}
17}
o
S 400 - 4900
[
33.3 333
30.0 -
267 \
20.0 - 20.0
10.0 -
6.7
0.0 0.0 T T T 00
Mean Median First Quartile CF(>4)

Figure 2. Results of course Maths/Stats.
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Table 3. Evaluation results of course MHRM (n = 29).

Items_Domains Mean Median First Quartile CF (24) Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither nor Agree Strongly Agree

item1_D1 3.5 4.0 3.0 51.7 10.3 6.9 31.0 27.6 24.1
item2_D1 34 4.0 3.0 51.7 10.3 10.3 27.6 34.5 17.2
item3_D1 2.7 3.0 2.0 27.6 13.8 34.5 24.1 27.6 0.0
item4_D2 3.6 4.0 3.0 62.1 6.9 13.8 17.2 41.4 20.7
item5_D2 34 4.0 3.0 55.1 6.9 17.2 20.7 37.9 17.2
item6_D2 2.9 3.0 2.0 58.4 24.1 30.8 20.7 27.6 30.8
item?7_D2 3.3 4.0 2.0 51.7 3.4 27.6 17.2 34.5 17.2
item8_D2 3.0 3.0 2.0 34.4 3.4 41.4 20.7 24.1 10.3
item9_D2 3.2 3.0 2.0 48.2 13.8 17.2 20.7 31.0 17.2
item10_D2 3.1 3.0 2.0 41.4 6.9 34.5 17.2 20.7 20.7
item11_D3 2.9 3.0 2.0 41.3 20.7 17.2 20.7 31.0 10.3
item12_D3 2.7 3.0 2.0 31.0 20.7 27.6 20.7 20.7 10.3
item13_D3 2.4 2.0 1.0 27.5 34.5 24.1 13.8 17.2 10.3
item14_D4 3.1 3.0 2.0 44.8 17.2 17.2 20.7 27.6 17.2
item15_D5 3.3 3.0 3.0 62.8 6.9 17.2 31.0 31.0 31.8
100.0

——|mprovement Required

90.0 -
86.7 —Acceptable

80.0 High Performance
70.0
60.0

50.0

40.0

Percentage (%)

30.0

20.0

10.0

0.0

Mean Median First Quartile CF(>4)

Figure 3. Results of course MHRM.

average score 53% of the items showed acceptable performance followed by 27%
high performance and remaining 20% showing improvement required. Based on
median score, 33% items showed high performance, 53% of the items showed
acceptable performance whereas remaining 13% showed improvement required.

Further, based on the threshold of gaining satisfaction among at least 75% students,
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Table 4. Evaluation results of course Sociology (n = 18).

Items_Domains

Mean Median

First Quartile CF (24) Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither nor Agree Strongly Agree

iteml_D1 3.7 4.0 3.0 66.6 5.6 5.6 22.2 44.4 22.2
item2_D1 3.4 3.0 3.0 44.4 5.6 5.6 44.4 333 11.1
item3_D1 3.1 3.0 3.0 22.2 0.0 22.2 55.6 11.1 11.1
item4_D2 3.8 4.0 3.0 55.6 5.6 5.6 33.0 16.7 38.9
item5_D2 34 3.5 3.0 50.0 11.1 11.1 27.8 27.8 22.2
item6_D2 4.1 4.0 4.0 83.3 5.6 0.0 11.1 44.4 38.9
item7_D2 3.1 3.0 2.0 38.9 16.7 16.7 27.8 22.2 16.7
item8_D2 2.4 2.5 2.0 11.2 22.2 27.8 38.9 5.6 5.6
item9_D2 3.2 3.0 2.0 38.9 5.6 27.8 27.8 22.2 16.7
item10_D2 3.1 3.0 2.0 38.9 16.7 16.7 27.8 16.7 22.2
item11_D3 3.5 3.5 2.0 50.0 16.7 11.1 22.2 5.6 44.4
item12_D3 2.2 2.0 1.0 16.7 38.9 27.8 16.7 11.1 5.6
item13_D3 2.1 2.0 1.0 11.2 38.9 33.3 16.7 5.6 5.6
item14_D4 3.3 4.0 2.0 55.5 5.6 22.2 16.7 44.4 11.1
item15_D5 3.8 4.0 3.0 72.3 0.0 5.6 22.2 55.6 16.7
90.0 -
— |mprovement Required
80.0 80.0
Acceptable
70.0 - High Performance
o 60.0 -
<
& 500 |
8
=]
5]
S 40.0 A
)
Ay
30.0
20.0
13.3
10.0 -
6.7
0.0 T 0:0 0:0 T
Mean Median First Quartile CF(>4)

Figure 4. Results of course Sociology.

53% items require further improvement and 40% showed acceptable perfor-
mance, while only 7% showed high performance. An additional threshold of 5%
revealed that 80% items require further improvements and 13% had acceptable
performance. Under this threshold also, % of items with high performance re-

mained to be 7%.

DOI: 10.4236/jdaip.2021.92007

111 Journal of Data Analysis and Information Processing


https://doi.org/10.4236/jdaip.2021.92007

R. Dwivedi, N. N. Pandey

As evident from analytical results (Table 5 and Figure 5) for the course his-
tory, considering average criterion, 20% had high performance whereas remain-
ing 80% of the items had acceptable performance. The consideration of median
threshold (satisfaction among at least 50% of students), 27% of the items had

higher performance whereas 73% had acceptable performance. An additional

Table 5. Evaluation results of course History (n = 18).

Items_Domains Mean Median First Quartile CF (24) Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither nor Agree Strongly Agree

iteml_D1 3.3 3.0 3.0 38.9 5.6 5.6 50.0 27.8 11.1
item2_D1 3.3 3.5 3.0 50.0 5.6 11.1 333 50.0 0.0
item3_D1 3.0 3.0 3.0 16.7 5.6 5.6 72.2 16.7 0.0
item4_D2 3.8 4.0 4.0 77.6 16.7 0.0 5.6 44.3 333
item5_D2 3.1 3.0 2.0 38.9 22.2 11.1 27.8 16.7 22.2
item6_D2 3.8 4.0 3.0 66.7 0.0 11.1 22.2 38.9 27.8
item7_D2 4.0 4.0 4.0 83.4 0.0 0.0 16.7 66.7 16.7
item8_D2 2.9 3.0 2.0 333 11.1 27.8 27.8 22.2 11.1
item9_D2 33 3.0 2.0 44.5 11.1 16.7 27.8 16.7 27.8
item10_D2 3.2 4.0 1.0 55.6 27.8 5.6 11.1 27.8 27.8
item11_D3 3.0 3.0 2.0 38.9 16.7 22.2 22.2 22.2 16.7
item12_D3 2.7 2.5 1.0 44.5 333 16.7 5.6 38.9 5.6
item13_D3 2.4 2.0 1.0 16.7 333 22.2 27.8 0.0 16.7
item14_D4 3.2 3.0 2.0 44.5 11.1 16.7 27.8 27.8 16.7
item15_D5 3.3 3.0 3.0 44.5 5.6 16.7 333 27.8 16.7
90.0 -
——— Improvement Required
80.0 | 80.0
Acceptable
70.0 - High Performance
60.0 -
&
é
% 50.0 -
8
=l
8 400 -
=t
5]
=¥
30.0
20.0
133
10.0 -
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Figure 5. Results of course History.
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consideration of 25% threshold (that is, satisfaction among at least 75% stu-
dents), revealed high performance only for 13% of items, average performance
of 33% items and remaining 54% of the items required further improvement.
Likewise, the increase in threshold of satisfaction among at least 80% students,
only 7% items showed high performance, 13% with acceptance performance and
remaining 80% requiring improvement.

For the course Financial Accounts (Table 6 and Figure 6) under postgraduate
academic program MCOM, criterion used regarding average performance re-
vealed high performance of 73% of items, and remaining 27% had acceptable
performance. Interestingly, based on median score, high performance went up-
per side as 80% of the items. Further, none of the items showed the need for
further improvement. Further, 25% increase in threshold about satisfaction
among students (based on first quartile), only 13% of items remained to have
high performance and remaining all other items had acceptable performance.
Surprisingly, another increase in threshold by 5% resulted in high performance
of only 7% items and acceptable performance of 20% items. Remaining 67% of
the items required further improvement.

For the course Economics (Table 7 and Figure 7), average score considera-
tions revealed 80% items showing high performance and remaining with ac-
ceptable performance. A target of satisfaction amongst at least 50% of students
interestingly showed high performance for all the items (100%). However, aim-
ing higher target of satisfaction among at least 75% students resulted in drastic

reduction in proportion of items showing high performance (6.7%). Further, out

Table 6. Evaluation results of course Financial Accounts (n = 29).

Items_Domains

Mean Median

First Quartile CF (24) Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither nor Agree Strongly Agree

iteml_D1 3.9 4.0 3.0 69.0 6.9 6.9 17.2 27.6 41.4
item2_D1 3.6 4.0 3.0 51.7 3.4 6.9 37.9 34.5 17.2
item3_D1 3.6 4.0 3.0 58.6 3.4 13.8 24.1 41.4 17.2
item4_D2 4.0 4.0 4.0 82.8 10.3 6.9 0.0 41.4 41.4
item5_D2 3.9 4.0 3.0 68.9 3.4 6.9 20.7 37.9 31.0
item6_D?2 3.3 4.0 3.0 55.2 13.8 10.3 20.7 41.4 13.8
item7_D2 3.9 4.0 4.0 75.9 6.9 10.3 6.9 34.5 41.4
item8_D2 3.5 4.0 3.0 51.7 13.8 6.9 27.6 20.7 31.0
item9_D2 3.3 4.0 3.0 51.7 6.9 13.8 27.6 41.4 10.3
item10_D2 3.3 3.0 3.0 48.3 13.8 10.3 27.6 27.6 20.7
item11_D3 3.4 4.0 2.0 62.0 13.8 20.7 3.4 31.0 31.0
item12_D3 3.3 4.0 2.0 55.1 20.7 17.2 6.9 24.1 31.0
item13_D3 2.8 3.0 2.0 31.0 17.2 27.6 24.1 20.7 10.3
item14_D4 3.5 4.0 3.0 58.6 6.9 17.2 17.2 34.5 24.1
item15_D5 3.6 3.0 3.0 44.8 0.0 6.9 48.3 24.1 20.7
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Figure 6. Results of course Financial Accounts.

Table 7. Evaluation results of course Economics (n = 28).

Items_Domains Mean Median First Quartile CF (24) Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither nor Agree Strongly Agree

iteml1_D1 4.0 4.0 3.0 67.8 3.6 3.6 25.0 21.4 46.4
item2_D1 3.6 4.0 3.0 40.7 3.6 7.1 28.6 26.4 14.3
item3_D1 3.8 4.0 3.5 75.0 0.0 10.7 14.3 57.1 17.9
item4_D2 39 4.0 3.5 95.0 14.3 3.6 7.1 48.6 46.4
item5_D2 3.8 4.0 3.0 60.7 7.1 3.6 28.6 21.4 39.3
item6_D2 3.7 4.0 3.0 64.3 7.1 7.1 21.4 39.3 25.0
item7_D2 3.9 4.0 4.0 78.6 10.7 7.1 3.6 35.7 42.9
item8_D2 3.8 4.0 3.5 75.0 17.9 3.6 3.6 28.6 46.4
item9_D2 3.8 4.0 3.0 71.4 10.7 7.1 10.7 39.3 32.1
item10_D2 3.5 4.0 3.0 57.1 7.1 14.3 21.4 35.7 21.4
item11_D3 3.8 4.0 3.0 71.4 10.7 7.1 10.7 35.7 35.7
item12_D3 3.5 4.0 2.0 60.7 10.7 25.0 3.6 28.6 32.1
item13_D3 34 4.0 2.5 53.6 14.3 10.7 21.4 28.6 25.0
item14_D4 3.8 4.0 3.0 67.8 10.7 7.1 14.3 32.1 35.7
item15_D5 3.7 4.0 3.0 57.1 3.6 3.6 35.7 32.1 25.0

of remaining items, only one item (6.7%) required further improvements.
Another increase in threshold by 5% resulted in required further improvements
for 27% of the items.
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Figure 7. Results of course Economics.

Comparative Results

Based on average measure (Table 8), out of the seven subjects only economics
emerged to be performing well, followed by BC. Another three subjects
Math/Stat, Sociology and Financial Accounts showed moderate level perfor-
mance. Surprisingly, for the subject MHRM each item (other than 13") could
show acceptable performance. Further, as evident from Table 8, the overall sa-
tisfaction (global item 15) did not reveal consistency in terms of the grading for
the remaining items. As evident from the table, average measure did not provide
any concrete clues useful for educational policy planners.

Like in case of average score, based on median summary measures presented
in Table 9, three subjects BC, Economics and Financial Accounts showed high
performance whereas remaining subjects in relation to all items had mixed per-
formance in terms of high and acceptable performances. In summary, at least
50% of the students were found to be satisfied with every item under two sub-
jects, namely BC and Economics. As a contradictory finding under subject Fi-
nancial Accounts, in spite of satisfaction by at least 50% students regarding most
of the items, overall satisfaction did not emerge to be high performing subject.
Such findings might advocate the need of further exploration exclusively on
global item (15" item).

Keeping in view of the fact that first quartile as 4.0 or 4.5 (Table 10) reveals
that at least 75% of the students expressed satisfaction to the related items, none
of the subjects emerged to be high performer. Overall each of the seven subjects
showed acceptable performance. Three subjects, BC, Economics and Financial
Accounts showed acceptable performance in relation to the majority of the

items. Four subjects namely Math/Stat, MHRM, History and Sociology require
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Table 8. Average summary measures for all courses.

Mean
frems BC  Maths/Stat MHRM History  Sociology Economics ilcri::;:i
1 3.9 3.6 3.5 3.3 3.7 4.0 3.9
2 3.5 2.8 34 3.3 3.4 3.6 3.6
3 3.8 2.9 2.7 3.0 3.1 3.8 3.6
4 4.0 2.9 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.9 4.0
5 4.2 3.6 34 3.1 3.4 3.8 3.9
6 3.6 3.1 2.9 3.8 4.1 3.7 3.3
7 3.9 2.7 3.3 4.0 3.1 3.9 3.9
8 3.7 2.8 3.0 2.9 2.4 3.8 3.5
9 3.6 3.4 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.8 3.3
10 3.5 2.9 3.1 3.2 3.1 3.5 3.3
11 3.4 3.0 2.9 3.0 3.5 3.8 3.4
12 3.4 3.8 2.7 2.7 2.2 3.5 33
13 3.1 3.1 2.4 2.4 2.1 3.4 2.8
14 3.8 4.1 3.1 3.2 33 3.8 3.5
15 3.9 3.7 33 33 3.8 3.7 3.6
Table 9. Median summary measures for all courses.
Median
fems BC Maths/Stat MHRM History  Sociology Economics ilcri::;:i
1 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
2 4.0 2.0 4.0 3.5 3.0 4.0 4.0
3 4.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
4 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
5 5.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.0
6 4.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
7 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
8 4.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 2.5 4.0 4.0
9 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
10 4.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 3.0
11 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 35 4.0 4.0
12 4.0 4.0 3.0 2.5 2.0 4.0 4.0
13 3.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 3.0
14 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
15 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.0
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Table 10. Summary measures based on first quartile for all courses.

Q1
fems BC  Maths/Stat MHRM History  Sociology Economics ilii)r::r:i
1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
2 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
3 3.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.5 3.0
4 3.0 1.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 3.5 4.0
5 4.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
6 3.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 3.0
7 3.0 1.0 2.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0
8 3.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 3.0
9 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0
10 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 3.0
11 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0
12 3.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0
13 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.5 2.0
14 3.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0
15 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

further improvements in relation to the majority of the items. As true in case of
median measures, inconsistency of overall grading with those on other items al-
SO remains true.

As per global practice, any academic administrator would like to achieve sa-
tisfaction among at least 80% students not only in relation to global item but also
in relation to each of the remaining items. However, as evident from Table 11,
four of the seven subjects Math/Stat, History, Economics and Financial Ac-
counts need further improvements. Remaining three courses BC, Sociology and
MHRM need improvement from acceptable performance to high performance. It
may be worthwhile to mention here that inconsistency regarding overall grading
of the subject remains true in this case also. Keeping in view of the points men-
tioned above, almost every subject needs attention regarding every item listed in
the questionnaire so that the desired target by the academic administrator might
be achieved. Further, the issue of inconsistency in reporting an overall satisfac-
tion in comparison to those on remaining items may be investigated to find out
the preferred items by the students.

To begin with, the academic administrator of any institution might focus on
overall satisfaction by the students while evaluating the quality of a specific
course. This becomes more useful specifically to the institutions established little
earlier.

Under the present study, out of seven courses four namely BC, Math/Stat,
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Table 11. Summary measures based on cumulative percentage for all courses.

CF (>4)
ftems BC  Maths/Stat MHRM History  Sociology Economics iit:;::
1 64.3 57.1 51.7 38.9 66.6 67.8 69.0
2 59.5 38.1 51.7 50.0 44.4 40.7 51.7
3 66.7 47.6 27.6 16.7 22.2 75.0 58.6
4 71.4 38.1 62.1 77.6 55.6 95.0 82.8
5 78.7 61.9 55.1 38.9 50.0 60.7 68.9
6 61.9 38.1 58.4 66.7 83.3 64.3 55.2
7 69.1 42.9 51.7 83.4 38.9 78.6 75.9
8 52.4 38.1 344 33.3 11.2 75.0 51.7
9 54.8 57.4 48.2 44.5 38.9 71.4 51.7
10 54.7 42.9 41.4 55.6 38.9 57.1 48.3
11 54.8 38.1 41.3 38.9 50.0 71.4 62.0
12 54.8 66.6 31.0 44.5 16.7 60.7 55.1
13 45.2 52.4 27.5 16.7 11.2 53.6 31.0
14 62.0 76.2 44.8 44.5 55.5 67.8 58.6
15 73.8 57.1 62.8 44.5 72.3 57.1 44.8

Sociology and Economics had high performance even in terms of the satisfaction
among at least 50% students. However, remaining three subjects MHRM, His-
tory and Financial Accounts remained to be acceptable performers which ob-
viously require support by the item specific analysis presented earlier.
Surprisingly, as evident from Table 10, every subject remained under accept-
able performance category if we aim to achieve satisfaction among at least 75%
of the students. As obvious, after increasing the threshold to achieve satisfaction
among at least 80% of the students (Table 11), only three subjects namely BC,
MHPM and Sociology remained under acceptable performing category. Re-
maining four subjects Math/Stat, History, Economics and Financial Accounts

were pushed down to the category meant for further improvement required.

2.4. Conclusions

The average agreement score did not provide any legible and accurate clues re-
garding grading of courses towards high satisfaction, average satisfaction and
further improvement required. If we take the minimum threshold of satisfaction
among at least 50% of the students, the high agreement was lowest (0%) for the
course MHRM and highest performance (80%) for the course Economics. The
next highest performance was observed under the course Financial Accounts.
Interestingly results on global item showed consistently high performance for

the courses BC, Math/Stat and Economics. On contrary, larger proportion of in-
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dividual items under Financial Accounts showed high performance, however, its
overall satisfaction grading was merely at average level. For the courses MHRM
and History overall grading was consistent at average level. On contrary, in the
case of Sociology also global item emerged to be with high performance whereas
less than one-third of individual item only were graded with high performance
[13] [14] [15] [16].

After considering the increased threshold as satisfaction among at least 75% of
the students, surprisingly none of the subjects could emerge with high perfor-
mance globally. Each of the subject remained at average level suggesting further
improvements. In addition, Math/Stat, MHR, History and Sociology have high
proportion of individual items merely at further improvements required. This
simply indicates that every course needs to be monitored almost on each of the
item regarding further improvement.

A further movement of threshold to 80% changed four subjects namely
Math/Stat, History, Economics and Financial Accounts in the level of further im-
provements required. Also, remaining three courses BC, Sociology and MHRM
remained at acceptable performance level. The overall grading remained consis-
tent in relation to subjects Math/Stat, History and Financial Accounts. On con-
trary, there was inconsistency regarding global grading compared to individual
items in relation to subjects BC, MHRM, Sociology and Economics. In sum-
mary, to achieve this target the academic administrator of the courses need to
work hard sincerely regarding improvement in every aspect from first item to
fourteenth item.

Regardless of the threshold regarding satisfaction among students (from 50%
to 80%), overall performance of almost every subject has been unsatisfactory.
There is need to make focused approach to take every course at the level of high

performance [17] [18].

2.5. Recommendation

The inconsistency noticed under every threshold revealed that under such poor-
ly performing subjects globally, one needs to analyze merely at global level. Once
the global level analysis reveals high performance of a course, then only item
specific analysis may be required to find out the items requiring further im-

provements.
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