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EIER] (Y 5) -3.872% %% -3.726%%* 0.090
FER] (y s -4.765
FiE (Y s) 2.758
EFT (Y 53) -10.377
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B (Y sa) -2.036
E1E (Y 60) -1.939%x -1.848%#* 0.270
R (Y o) -1.180
FIE (Y ) -2.393
E’IJ_T’? (Y &) -7.898
FIFE (Y 6a) 1.866
EI557 (Y 70) -4 870%** -4 885 10.394*
R (y o) -13.922%
FIEE (Y 7)) -15.309*
E5MT (Y 73) -25.619%%*
FIERE (Y ) -15.688*
EIFR (Y g0) -4.676%%* 4,51 8% -7.830
R (Y gD 2.279
FIiE (Y g) 2.651
FI55P (Y g) -1.944
FIFRE (Y s) 11.074
L= (Y o) 2.610%%* 2.616%%* 3.429
FUER] (Y o) -1.737
EUVHE (Y o) -0.709
EUGTFT (Y 03) 2.681
R (Y o) 1.663
SHETE (Y 1) 2.080%** 2.067%%* -0.043
EUER] (Y 100) 1.903
EIEE (Y 102) 2.293
E’f’f’T (Y 103) 0.965
FIRTE (Y 104) 4.320
WHFE (v D 0.614%%* 0.598#*x* 0.574
EER (Y ) 1.626
B (Y 12) -0.655
EUET’T (Y 13) 0.425
FRTEC (Y 1) 0.106
CLENCRD -0.178 -0.177 -0.161
s 5]
BT (1g0) 26.633%%* 16.797**x* 13.904%*x* 13.510%**
ST (1s5) 2.652% 2.256% 2.250%*
176 (166) 0.617* 0.504* 0.572%*
12 (1g9) 16.407%%* 15.533 %% 14.650%**
BT (tgg) 2.276* 1.944* 1.865*
ST (Tg9) 2.028%* 1.936* 1.800%*
128 (000 2.007** 1.987** 2.120%%*
5T () 0.816* 0.840* 0.870%*
BT 6 (tiann) 0.479 0.507 0.567
5T ¢ (6°) 64.881 46.914 46.937 46.841

= 1 ICC=10¢/(T000")

E‘p<.05 ; ¥Ep< 01 5 ***p<.001
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fisgk— - BERANEREER DR

TITLE: This is a LCM with categorical indicators

DATA: FILE is LCA.dat;

VARIABLE: NAMES are id ul-u5;
USEVARIABLES = ul-u5;
CLASSES =c¢ (5);
CATEGORICAL =ul -uS;

ANALYSIS: TYPE = MIXTURE;

SAVADATA: File is LCAS5;
SAVE=CPROBABILITIES;

Migk— : TEREFVEHEHNE, — KX CFA B3

TITLE: This is a two-level CFA with continuous factor indicators
DATA: FILE is MCFA .dat;
VARIABLE: USEVARIABLES = t1-t15;
CLUSTER = course;
ANALYSIS: TYPE =TWOLEVEL ;
ESTIMATOR is MUML;
MODEL:
%WITHIN%

TPREP by t1*t2;

TMETH by t3*t4 ;

TCONT by t5*t6-t8;

TASSE by t9*t10;

TATTI by t11*t12-t15;

TPREP@]I;

TMETH@1;

TCONT@1;

TASSE@1;

TATTI@1;

%BETWEEN%

TPREPD by t1*t2;

TMETHD by t3*t4 ;

TCONTD by t5*t6-t8;
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TASSEDb by t9%t10;
TATTIb by t11*t12-t15;
TPREPb@1;
TMETHb@1;
TCONTb@1;
TASSEb@];
TATTIb@];
£2@0.001;t15@0.001;
OUTPUT: SAMPSTAT STANDARDIZED ;

Pisg= : TERLFTEHBETHZTE, —MRX CFA TS RRHA

FRBR [[19 CFA % SEM S5 Fr AR (REGE J— @ o (PR b REg 1 1
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HI SR 20 2 SR B [ T IR
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B RAUBEILRL (So) kLA NIRRT T l’ﬁl?’rlﬁ&’l BRI
i CFA PRI et W ePRE S AT F AR (1 T ke b AL oy
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T T R
(=) AmBEBAMEE
Muthén (1994) 5 B 7 B AT PR (ICC) it I il G
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HLM Analysis of the Effects of Cognitive
Process on Student Ratings of Instruction

Tseng, Ming-Chi* Qiu, Yu-Zhen**
Chang, Te-Sheng*** Lo, Pao-Feng ****

The hierarchical linear modeling analysis was used to examine the effects of
student’s and class’s cognitive process on student ratings of instruction. Data were
gathered from 6292 students enrolled in 180 undergraduate courses at a university in
Taiwan. The results indicate that, within the student individual level, students’
gender, year in the school, cognitive process, interest in learning, and the attribute of
the subjects have a significant impact on student ratings. The cognitive process,
within the class level, also has a significant impact on student ratings. However, it
does not show the moderating effect. The implications of these findings for student
ratings policies as they affect university faculty and students are discussed.
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