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1. Executive Summary 
 
This paper provides an overview of the issues surrounding the use of the Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ) in the 
Australian University sector to assess graduates satisfaction after completion of their studies. The paper argues that the 
current survey instrument is unnecessarily repetitive, and demonstrates how a single item within a scale could replace 
that scale. The impact on CEQ results of satisfaction with administration, services and facilities is shown. 
 
The paper examines some of the determinants of results in the CEQ nationally, comparing students on the basis of 
gender, language background, employment outcomes and attendance type. It explores the differences in ratings of 
students on the basis of their fee payment type, comparing local fee paying, international fee paying and government-
sponsored students. Most of these factors are found to be of minimal impact compared to the major determinant of CEQ 
results, which is field of study. The paper also explores some issues such as the impact of the students’ initial entry 
qualification on their ratings and the impact of different levels of institutional response rates.  
 
National and University of Technology, Sydney results are examined using the UTS Business Intelligence tool, 
Powerplay in a live demonstration. 
 
 
2. Introduction 
 
The Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ) is a national survey conducted by all Universities in the Australian 
Unified National System. It forms part of the Graduate Destination Survey (GDS), which is managed by the Graduate 
Careers Council of Australia (GCCA). The GDS has been conducted for over 25 years, the CEQ has been included 
since 1993. The results of this survey have been used in educational profile discussions with DETYA, the government 
department responsible for University funding, to monitor institutional quality at a national level and it is expected that 
the recently formed Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA) will use these data in their appraisal of Australian 
Universities’ Quality Assurance processes. 
 
The CEQ consists of 25 questions, which form 6 scales: 

• Good Teaching (GTS) is ‘characterised by practices such as providing students with feedback on their progress, 
explaining things, making the course interesting, motivating students, and understanding students’ problems’. 
(Johnson, 1999). 

• Clear Goals & Standards Scale (CGS) measures graduates’ assessment of the clarity of course goals and of 
expectations of the standard of work required.  

• The Appropriate Assessment Scale (AAS) focuses on ‘the extent to which assessment emphasised recall of 
factual information rather than higher order thinking’ (ibid, 1999). 

• The Appropriate Workload Scale (AWS) assesses whether workloads were perceived to be reasonable.  

• The Generic Skills Scale (GSS) measures the perceived improvement of skills such as ‘communication skills, the 
capacity to make decisions and solve problems, the ability to apply knowledge to the workplace, and the capacity to 
work with minimum supervision’ (ibid, 1999). 

• Overall Satisfaction Item (OSI) measures graduates rating of their overall satisfaction with their course. 
 
In a recent EIP study, McInnis et al (2001) have suggested that the survey could include an additional five scales to 
more fully investigate important dimensions of the student experience. These scales were identified as: 
 
• Student Support Scale (covering access to and satisfaction with key university facilities and services supporting 

student learning outcomes) 
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• Learning Resources Scale (covering appropriateness and effectiveness of sources of information and course 
materials) 

• Learning Community Scale (focuses on student perceptions of the social experience of learning at university) 
• Intellectual Motivation Scale (identifies perceptions of the impact ..in inspiring and enabling individuals) 
• Graduate Qualities Scale (identifying attitudes and perspectives related to the relevance of the course for higher 

order outcomes). 
 

3. Limitations and problems with the CEQ 
 
Borden et al (2001) provide a comprehensive overview of the tools used in the USA to measure quality. They note the 
importance of addressing the technical issues of representativeness of the sample, reliability of the instrument and 
validity of the instrument.  The most significant limitations and problems are well documented in reviews of the CEQ 
such as Hand el al (1999). They can generally be summarised as: 

• Response rates 
Nationally response rates for Australian resident first degree graduates have been in decline, falling from 67.7% in 
1998 to 61.2% in 2000. The response rate for the CEQ is lower than this as not all graduates complete this part of 
the survey. In addition, the results reported often represent a small number of graduates, due to low response rates, 
but also small cohorts of students completing specialised courses. The increasing numbers of international students 
graduating from Australian universities would also lower response rates as it is harder to maintain contact with 
these graduates. 

• Results are out of date 
By the time the results are captured and analysed, it is over a year (sometimes considerably longer for mid-year 
completers) since the respondents have attended classes. Any changes implemented as a result of CEQ responses 
take a very long time to show up in CEQ outcomes. 

• Validity 
We cannot be sure when the graduates respond to the survey whether they are reacting to a few incidents 
experienced over the time of their course, or are able to generalize about a 3 – 4 year experience. Many graduates 
comment that it is not possible to generalize in the way they are asked to do in the questionnaire. An increasing 
number of graduates have double degrees and double majors, yet very few complete the questionnaire in respect of 
each completed course or major, so it is impossible to be sure about the course or major which is being assessed. 
We assume that it is an ‘overall impression’ that is being reported by the graduate. 

• Reliability 
It has been noted that when graduates fill out the survey more than once, which can happen with multiple follow up 
mail outs, the multiple responses are often quite different. Whilst this statement is based on anecdote, the test-retest 
reliability of the instrument needs to be further examined. 

• Problems with survey fatigue 
Many practitioners also believe that the instrument is too long, and that the scales could adequately be measures 
with an abbreviated questionnaire.  Examination of the instrument shows that some questions are repetitive, for 
example 

GTS Q15 ‘The staff made a real effort to understand difficulties I might be having with my work’ 
GTS Q18 ‘My lecturers were extremely good at explaining things’ 

Given the increasing use of student feedback surveys by universities, consideration should be given to reducing the 
number of questions by eliminating the repetitions. 

• Difficulties in interpretation for graduates from non-English speaking backgrounds (NESB) 
With the increasing numbers of international students graduating from our universities we also need to look at the 
language used in the questions. Some questions use expressions requiring an advanced level of English, for 
example,  

GSS Q5 ‘The course sharpened my analytic skills’ 
 
The use of double negatives is another area for concern, for example 

AAS Q 19 ‘Too many staff asked me questions just about facts’  
 
In this question, respondents have to ‘Strongly disagree’ in order to register a positive response. There is a concern, 
amongst practitioners that such confusing questions are a disincentive to international students to respond to the 
survey, thus removing a potentially rich source of feedback for a very important group. 
 
The wording of some questions could elicit ‘false negative’ responses, for example in GTS Q18 ‘My lecturers were 
extremely good at explaining things’, a ‘disagree’ response could be made because lecturers were only ‘good’ at 
explaining things, not ‘extremely good’.
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• Difficulty in interpretation of results. 
It is quite unusual to find a statistically significant difference given the way the scales are constructed. Despite this, 
publications such as the Good University Guide continue to highlight inter-university differences in CEQ scales, 
which are not statistically significant, and therefore reflect random and insignificant differences.  Responses range 
from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). Scores undergo a linear transformation, recoding to a scale from 
minus 100 to plus100. The resultant scales have standard deviations of 40 to 50 points. A difference of 25 points 
represents half a category (eg half way between ‘Strongly agree’ and ‘Agree’), so differences of less than 20 points 
(which represents half a standard deviation) are not significant. The maximum possible score is 100, the worst 
possible score is -100. The results of the survey show that there are major differences attributable to level of course 
and field of study. In general the national results show that the more technical fields such as Engineering, 
Mathematics and Science receive more negative ratings than Arts/Humanities fields. Therefore the most 
meaningful comparisons are those made within fields of study and course types. Increasingly, the results are being 
presented in terms of ‘percentage positive responses’ in an effort to make the results more meaningful and useful. 

 

4. Analysis of the CEQ at UTS 
 
UTS use Cognos Powerplay, an On Line Analytical Processing (OLAP) tool to analyse CEQ results. National datasets 
have been purchased from the GCCA from 1996 onwards, to enable the university to track trends in the GDS and CEQ, 
and to benchmark UTS performance against other universities. 
 
A total of 3 Powerplay cubes are used to monitor CEQ results: 

• UTS CEQ – shows results in the 6 CEQ scales from 1994 onwards with drill downs to individual UTS courses. 

• GCCA CEQ – shows results in the 6 CEQ scales from 1996 onwards with drill downs to Universities and Fields of 
Study. 

• GCCA National Agreement - – shows the responses to the individual questions in the 6 CEQ scales from 1998 
onwards with drill downs to Universities and Fields of Study. 

 
UTS asks 3 additional questions which capture some of the elements of the Student Support and Learning Resources 
Scales proposed by McInnis et al (2001). The 3 questions are: 

Q26 Administrative Procedures eg enrolment, were efficient and satisfactory 

Q27 Student Services, such as health, counselling, and careers, were satisfactory 

Q28 Facilities for recreation/sporting/cultural activities were satisfactory 

 
 
5. National trends in CEQ Scales  
 
Scale 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
Overall Satisfaction Item 33 35 36 38 39 
Good Teaching Scale 8 10 13 14 15 
Clear Goals and Standards Scale 15 18 19 21 21 
Appropriate Assessment Scale 35 36 35 36 35 
Appropriate Workload Scale 3 4 5 6 7 
Generic Skills Scale 30 31 32 32 32 
 

• Overall Satisfaction, Good Teaching Scale and Clear Goals & Standards Scales have improved slightly, 
whilst other scale ratings have remained static between 1996 and 2000.  

• With the very high standard deviations associated with these scores (average of 50 points), it is unlikely 
that any of these changes would be statistically significant.
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6. Trends in Overall Satisfaction Item – National by Field of Study 
 
Broad Field of Study 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
Agriculture, Animal Husbandry 41 43 44 48 47 
Architecture & Building 20 22 26 25 26 
Arts, Humanities & Social Sciences 37 38 40 42 44 
Business, Administration, Economics 34 36 37 38 38 
Education 32 34 35 36 37 
Engineering, Surveying 30 33 32 34 34 
Health 27 28 30 32 33 
Law, Legal Studies 29 31 37 40 39 
Science 36 40 40 41 41 
Veterinary Science 35 34 41 51 50 
Total 33 35 36 38 39 

• The fields of Architecture & Building, Health and Engineering consistently achieved lower ratings than other 
fields, with higher levels of satisfaction achieved by Veterinary Science, Agriculture, Animal Husbandry and Arts, 
Humanities & Social Sciences. 

 
 
7. Trends in Overall Satisfaction Item – National by Institution Group 
 
University Group 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
ATN 28 29 31 31 33 
Group of 8 32 35 37 38 39 
Other Pre 87 36 39 40 42 42 
Other Post 87 33 34 36 38 38 
Non-UNS 51 47 63 66 58 
All Institutions 33 35 36 38 39 

• There are small differences between the University Groups. ATN Universities achieved slightly lower 
satisfaction ratings and Other Pre 87 Universities achieved slightly higher satisfaction ratings.  However once 
the effects of the different balances of field of study and course type are eliminated, the differences are 
generally eliminated. 

• ‘ATN’ Universities includes UTS, RMIT, QUT, Curtin UT and University of South Australia. ATN 
Universities have a high percentage of graduates from the Architecture & Building, Health and Engineering 
fields of study, which generally rate lowest in overall satisfaction. 

• Group of 8 includes University of  Adelaide, University of QLD, UWA, ANU, University of  Sydney, UNSW, 
University of  Melbourne and Monash University. 

• ‘Other Pre 87’ Group includes other Universities established before 1987 such as Macquarie, Flinders and 
Wollongong. 

•  ‘Other Post 87’ Group includes other Universities established after 1987 such as UWS, University of Southern 
Queensland, University of Canberra. 

 
 
8. Differences in Overall Satisfaction by Gender, Language, Attendance Type and Employment Outcomes, 

2000 
 
The following tables show national averages and results for fields of study with differences in Overall Satisfaction of 
more than 10 points are shown. Given the large number of respondents, these would probably yield statistically 
significant differences. 
 

FIELD OF STUDY & COURSE TYPE Female Male 
Architecture & Building PG 26 40 
Veterinary Science PG 29 50 
NATIONAL TOTAL PG 39 42 
NATIONAL TOTAL UG 38 38 
NATIONAL TOTAL 39 39 
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• In the fields of Architecture & Building and Veterinary Science males reported higher levels of Overall 
Satisfaction with their courses than females at the postgraduate level. 

 

FIELD OF STUDY & COURSE TYPE English NOT English 
Veterinary Science PG 43 25 
NATIONAL TOTAL PG 40 39 
NATIONAL TOTAL UG 39 36 
NATIONAL TOTAL 39 37 

• Veterinary Science postgraduates from Non-English Backgrounds reporting Overall Satisfaction levels below 
those of English Speaking background graduates. 

 

FIELD OF STUDY & COURSE TYPE Full-Time Part-Time 
Education.PG 33 48 
Veterinary Science PG 7 80 
NATIONAL TOTAL PG 37 42 
NATIONAL TOTAL UG 38 40 
NATIONAL TOTAL 38 41 

 
• In the areas of Postgraduate Education and Veterinary Science, part-time attendees expressed higher levels of 

Overall Satisfaction than full-time attendees. 
 

FIELD OF STUDY & COURSE TYPE Work FT Unemployed, seek FT 
Agriculture, Animal Husbandry UG 48 35 
Architecture & Building UG 24 14 
Arts, Humanities & Social Sciences PG 44 30 
Education.PG 44 32 
Engineering, Surveying PG 38 24 
Veterinary Science UG 54 33 
NATIONAL TOTAL PG 41 34 
NATIONAL TOTAL UG 37 35 
NATIONAL TOTAL 38 35 

 
• As you would expect, of the respondents who were available for full-time work, those who were employed 

full-time tended to express higher levels of Overall Satisfaction than those who were seeking full-time work. 
 

9. Analysis of Overall Satisfaction in 2000 by Fee Type 
Number of Respondents, 2000 
 
Broad Field of Study Australian 

Fee 
Paying 

International 
Fee Paying 

HECS 
Liable 

*Total 
Responde

nts  

Completions 
in 1999 

Response 
Rate 

Agriculture, Animal Husbandry 167 63 884 1,192 2,257 53% 
Architecture & Building 228 406 964 1,640 3,729 44% 
Arts, Humanities & Social Sciences 2,020 1,318 12,305 16,029 33,527 48% 
Business, Administration, Economics 4,796 3,940 8,989 18,567 45,481 41% 
Education 1,334 936 7,679 10,265 20,260 51% 
Engineering, Surveying 539 617 2,412 3,743 8,878 42% 
Health 1,961 1,191 6,863 10,444 20,747 50% 
Law, Legal Studies 517 315 1,711 2,707 6,407 42% 
Science 1,093 1,207 7,157 9,864 22,744 43% 
Veterinary Science 15 4 134 160 393 41% 
Total Respondents 12,670 9,997 49,098 74,611 164,423 45% 

(*Total includes other fee types). 
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Response rates for the CEQ are lower than those quoted in GCCA publications for the GDS, based on the Course 
Completions reported to DETYA, with an average of just 45% response rate nationally. In most of their publications, 
GCCA quotes a response rate for Australian Resident First Degree graduates, so the response rates are not comparable. 
 
One of the problems encountered by survey managers is the low response rate of International Fee-Paying students. 
Given the extra postage costs, UTS has not put as much effort into following up these respondents as we have for local 
graduates, with the result that feedback from this important group is not being captured in the CEQ. With the 
development of a web survey, UTS will address this problem in the near future and will trial a web-based GDS this 
year. 
 
 

10. Overall Satisfaction, 2000 by Fee Type by Broad Field of Study 

• Within Fields of Study there are minor differences between International Fee Paying, Local Fee Paying and 
HECS (Government-funded) graduates. In the fields of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry, and Veterinary 
Science, International Fee Paying graduates ratings of Overall Satisfaction were more than 10 points above the 
national average for HECS Liable graduates. 

 
Broad Field of Study Australian Fee Paying International Fee 

Paying 
HECS Liable 

Agriculture, Animal Husbandry 50 57 45 
Architecture & Building 24 27 24 
Arts, Humanities & Social Sciences 41 44 44 
Business, Administration, Economics 39 36 38 
Education 44 40 36 
Engineering, Surveying 35 34 33 
Health 36 35 31 
Law, Legal Studies 41 47 39 
Science 36 39 42 
Veterinary Science 70 38 50 
Total 39 38 39 
 
 
11. All CEQ Scales, Business, Administration, Economics, Undergraduates 

• Within the Field of Business, Administration, Economics for Undergraduate students (the sub-set which 
included the most International Fee Paying graduates), there were minor differences in satisfaction ratings, 
with a lower rating of the appropriateness of workload for International Fee Paying graduates. 

 
 International Fee 

Paying 
HECS Liable 

Overall Satisfaction Item 36 38 
Good Teaching Scale 9 5 
Clear Goals and Standards Scale 18 22 
Appropriate Assessment Scale 15 19 
Appropriate Workload Scale -1 8 
Generic Skills Scale 33 33 
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12. UTS Analysis of the relationship between OSI and UAI cut offs 
 

• It is often argued that students perceptions of quality are influenced by their initial qualifications, that those 
with higher UAI’s (University Admissions Index, the school leaver qualification for entry to University in 
NSW) may be ‘harder to please’ or have higher expectations than those with lower UAI’s. The graph below 
plots the OSI of a selection of UTS undergraduate fields of study against the cut offs at main round for these 
fields in 1998. The OSI appears not to be related to UAI cut offs, and the correlation co-efficient shows no 
relationship. 

Relationship between OSI & UAI
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13. Relationship between OSI and Response Rates 
 

• Given the high stakes now involved in CEQ results (national publication of results in the Good University 
Guide and suggestions of competitive funding for good performance), there is a potential risk that universities 
could remove the least favorable CEQ responses to improve their results.  Whilst such practice would be 
universally condemned as unethical, the temptation, should monetary rewards be attached to CEQ results 
would be compelling. If financial rewards are introduced, inevitably auditing of survey processes would be 
required. If this practice were wide spread, one would expect to find higher OSI results associated with lower 
response rates. So far the results do not appear to indicate that this is occurring in any systematic way, as the 
graph below illustrates. This graph compares OSI with response rates for the 2000 survey nationally. 
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14. Support & Resources Questions at UTS 
As Professor Paul Ramsden points out (Hand et al, 1998, p25), ‘An important source of error in higher education 
performance indicators is quantity of resource inputs. All other things being equal, a better resourced department, 
course or university will achieve higher scores on most output indicators; but it is disputable whether this is a measure 
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of its performance’. In general newer universities do not have the extensive student support systems and infrastructure 
of the older long established universities.  He suggests that additional scales may be a solution. The three additional 
questions used by UTS to assess satisfaction with administration, student services and facilities attempt to measure the 
impact of improvements in resource levels. UTS has found that the CEQ results are closely correlated with students 
ratings of their satisfaction with resources.  These findings support the view that inter-university comparisons are unfair 
unless the diverse levels of resource availability are taken into account. Newer universities, including UTS are at a 
disadvantage compared to the ‘Group of 8’ as they struggle to meet the needs of students with significantly lower levels 
of funding and less well developed infrastructure.  
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• Q26 Administrative Procedures eg enrolment, were efficient and satisfactory. There is a positive correlation 

between most CEQ scales and the responses to this item (See Appendix 1 for table of correlations), which is 
significant at the 1% level for the GTS, CGS, GSS and OSI, and at the 5% level for the AWS. The correlation 
between responses to this question and AAS is not significant. 

 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Not Sure Agree Strongly Agree 

OSI 12 23 25 36 50 
GTS -13 0 4 10 21 
CGS 3 11 14 20 28 
AAS 32 32 31 36 41 
AWS -3 -2 -2 1 6 
GSS 26 29 29 33 39 
 
 
• Q27 Student Services, such as health, counselling, and careers, were satisfactory.  There is a positive 

correlation between most CEQ scales and the responses to this item (See Appendix 1 for table of correlations), 
which is significant at the 1% level for the GTS, CGS, AAS, GSS and OSI. The correlation between responses 
to this question and AWS is not significant. 

 
 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Not Sure Agree Strongly Agree 

OSI 9 21 28 35 46 
GTS -15 -3 5 9 17 
CGS 1 9 15 19 25 
AAS 30 27 36 32 36 
AWS -5 -4 1 -1 0 
GSS 22 27 30 36 45 
 
 
• Q28 Facilities for recreation/sporting/cultural activities were satisfactory.  There is a positive correlation 

between most CEQ scales and the responses to this item (See Appendix 1 for table of correlations), which is 
significant at the 1% level for the GTS, CGS, AWS, AAS and OSI. The correlation between responses to this 
question and GSS is not significant. 

 
 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Not Sure Agree Strongly Agree 

OSI 17 26 27 37 43 
GTS -11 -2 6 9 18 
CGS 6 13 15 20 26 
AAS 29 29 37 31 35 
AWS -5 -4 1 0 4 
GSS 28 30 29 38 43 
 
The table of correlations (Appendix 1) also shows statistically significant correlations between scales, particularly 
between OSI and GTS (.587), CGS (.520) and GSS (.533), with lower, but still significant correlations with AWS (.122) 
and AAS (.205). These results have also been reported by RMIT in Hand et al (1999). 
 



 

 10

 
15. Agreement with individual items 
The results of the CEQ can also be analysed by calculating the level of agreement to each of the questions. Increasingly 
the analyses of these data have been focusing on calculating agreement rather than comparing the scaled scores.  
 
1998 – 2000 All Australian Graduates – agreement with positive questions 
 
Responses to Positive Questions Strongly 

D
isagree 

D
isagree 

%
 

N
eutral %

 

A
gree %

 

Strongly 
A

gree %
 

Scaled 
Score 

Q14  I was generally given enough time to understand the things I had 
to learn 

3% 13% 33% 41% 10% 20 

Q1  It was always easy to know the standard of work expected 3% 14% 32% 39% 11% 20 
Q6  I usually had a clear idea of where I was going and what was 
expected of me in this course 

4% 13% 26% 43% 14% 26 

Q2  The course developed my problem solving skills 2% 8% 23% 45% 21% 38 
Q5  The course sharpened my analytic skills 2% 7% 23% 46% 23% 41 
Q9  The course helped me develop my ability to work as a team 
member 

9% 18% 27% 32% 14% 11 

Q10 As a result of the course, I feel confident about tackling unfamiliar 
problems 

3% 10% 31% 42% 15% 27 

Q11 The course improved my skills in written communication 3% 9% 20% 41% 27% 40 
Q22 The course helped me to develop the ability to plan my own work 2% 8% 24% 44% 22% 38 
Generic Skills Scale 4% 10% 25% 42% 20% 32 
Q3  The teaching staff of this course motivated me to do my best work 4% 14% 33% 34% 15% 21 
Q7  The staff put a lot of time into commenting on my work 9% 23% 34% 25% 9% 0 
Q15 The staff made a real effort to understand difficulties I might be 
having with my work 

6% 17% 35% 30% 12% 12 

Q17 The teaching staff normally gave me helpful feedback on how I 
was going 

5% 17% 31% 35% 11% 15 

Q18 My lecturers were extremely good at explaining things 4% 14% 39% 33% 10% 15 
Q20 The teaching staff worked hard to make their subjects interesting 4% 13% 35% 37% 12% 20 
Good Teaching Scale 6% 16% 34% 32% 11% 14 
 

• When the GTS is calculated against each item in the scale the patterns of similarity are revealed. It could be 
argued that Q 18 ‘My lecturers were extremely good at explaining things’ could be used as the GTS on its 
own, similar analyses of the other scales reveals that the repetitive questions (eg Q 2 & Q5) yield very similar 
results and could be rationalized to reduce ‘survey fatigue’. 

 
 



 

 

Appendix 1 
SPSS Correlations – UTS CEQ Results, 2000 All CEQ Scales and 3 Extra questions. 

 

Correlations

1.000 .534** .219** .264** .410** .587** .219** .111** .085**

. .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

3367 3366 3365 3361 3367 3348 3367 3367 3367

.534** 1.000 .262** .206** .356** .520** .213** .102** .058**

.000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .001

3366 3370 3365 3361 3369 3348 3370 3370 3370

.219** .262** 1.000 .306** -.038* .122** .039* .021 .052**

.000 .000 . .000 .026 .000 .024 .217 .002

3365 3365 3365 3361 3365 3348 3365 3365 3365

.264** .206** .306** 1.000 .167** .205** .015 .061** .049**

.000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .375 .000 .004

3361 3361 3361 3361 3361 3347 3361 3361 3361

.410** .356** -.038* .167** 1.000 .533** .112** .054** .014

.000 .000 .026 .000 . .000 .000 .002 .405

3367 3369 3365 3361 3370 3348 3370 3370 3370

.587** .520** .122** .205** .533** 1.000 .222** .120** .061**

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000

3348 3348 3348 3347 3348 3348 3348 3348 3348

.219** .213** .039* .015 .112** .222** 1.000 .650** .571**

.000 .000 .024 .375 .000 .000 . .000 .000

3367 3370 3365 3361 3370 3348 3591 3591 3591

.111** .102** .021 .061** .054** .120** .650** 1.000 .825**

.000 .000 .217 .000 .002 .000 .000 . .000

3367 3370 3365 3361 3370 3348 3591 3591 3591

.085** .058** .052** .049** .014 .061** .571** .825** 1.000

.000 .001 .002 .004 .405 .000 .000 .000 .

3367 3370 3365 3361 3370 3348 3591 3591 3591

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

GTS

CGS

AWS

AAS

GSS

OSI

Q26

Q27

Q28

GTS CGS AWS AAS GSS OSI Q26 Q27 Q28

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).**. 

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).*. 
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KEY TO ACRONYMS USED: 
AAS  Appropriate Assessment Scale 
AUQA  Australian Universities Quality Agency 
AWS  Appropriate Workload Scale 
CEQ  Course Experience Questionnaire 
CGS  Good Teaching Scale 
DETYA  Department of Education, Training & Youth Affairs 
GCCA  Graduate Careers Council of Australia 
GDS  Graduate Destination Survey 
GSS  Generic Skills Scale 
GTS  Good Teaching Scale 
OSI  Overall Satisfaction Item 
UAI  University Admission Index 
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