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Abstract 

Prior to 2010, course evaluations at The Australian National University (ANU) were used primarily as 

a developmental tool to enhance teaching and course quality. The introduction of new 

questionnaires within an updated framework, facilitated expanded use of the collected evaluation 

data for quality assurance and institutional research as well as ‘closing the loop’ with students 

through routine dissemination of evaluation results.  

Given the introduction of the Student Experience of Learning and Teaching framework, and the 

higher education sector’s increasing focus on the quality of the student learning experience, it seems 

pertinent to examine how well the new ANU Student Experience of Learning Support questionnaire 

measures student satisfaction with courses.  

There are two components to this study:  firstly, is there evidence of bias caused by factors other 

than teaching and learning practice, and secondly, how the multivariate results help us to 

understand student satisfaction with their learning experience at the ANU. The study uses regression 

analysis to model the affect of course experience items on overall satisfaction, controlling for 

student and course characteristics. 

 

 



Introduction 

Student satisfaction 

Student evaluations of learning and teaching are ubiquitous at universities around Australia and 

internationally. By 1995, over 90 per cent of institutions in the United States of America gathered 

student evaluations (Chang, 2004) and they are likewise widespread in Australia (Richardson, 2005). 

Student evaluation surveys contain questions about the perceived teaching performance and the 

worthiness of aspects of the course
1
 (Bedggood & Pollard, 1999). There are four acknowledged 

purposes of learning and teaching evaluations; (1) as a quality assurance measure of teaching/course 

quality, (2) as a development tool to improve teaching/course quality, (3) to assist students in the 

course selection and (4) as a source of institutional research data (Marsh, 1987). 

Evaluation data are put to a variety of uses, therefore understanding the factors that predict student 

satisfaction is important for improving course and teaching quality (Aleamoni, 1987). Richardson 

(2005) argues that student satisfaction is an incoherent, non-homogenous concept that is influenced 

by contextual factors and is not necessarily a desirable outcome from higher education. However, it 

is generally acknowledged that students have needs and rights when it comes to participating in 

quality programmes and should receive a satisfactory service (Chen & Hughes Jr., 2004; Yay & Akinci, 

2009). Also, satisfied students are more likely to continue with their programme of study and are 

good ambassadors for their institution (Australian Council for Education Research, 2009). Student 

evaluations are held to be reliable, valid and stable from year to year (Aleamoni 1987; Marsh 1987; 

Richardson, 2005; Laubsch, 2006). 

Evaluations of learning and teaching are typically internal to the institution. Survey instruments are 

generally developed within the institution, are specific to the organisation, and traditionally measure 

satisfaction with course and teaching on a single survey instrument. Despite how well survey 

instruments are designed, evaluation results are known to be biased by factors external to teaching 

and learning practices. 

Biasing factors 

Survey delivery method 

Generally, student evaluations have been completed in class, toward the end of the teaching period, 

often under the direct supervision of the teacher being evaluated. Online evaluations, completed in 

a student’s own time, are now seen as a valid alternative to paper based surveys. The last decade 

                                                           
1
 In this paper, the term ‘course’ refers to a unit of study. 



has seen an increase in research into the extent to which the results of online evaluations are 

comparable to those obtained through the traditional paper method (Chang, 2004). For example, 

Dommeyer et al (2004) investigated the effect of survey delivery mode on satisfaction with teaching 

and found no significant difference in mean evaluation scores. Carini et al (2003) found overall 

satisfaction was significantly higher for students completing the National Survey of Student 

Engagement (NSSE) online rather than on paper. However, NSSE does not evaluate particular 

courses or individual teachers and would never be completed in class under the supervision of a 

teacher; and is therefore immune from some of the factors that may inflate paper based evaluation 

ratings. Generally though, previous studies have found that students completing online evaluations 

rate their overall satisfaction significantly lower than students completing paper evaluations (Chang 

2004; Sax, Gilmartin & Bryant, 2003; Laubsch, 2006). Chang (2004) found that students respond 

more honestly online. The enhanced anonymity, no teacher involvement and lack of social pressure 

to give ‘desirable’ responses may help to explain the lower ratings achieved by online evaluations. 

Online questionnaires also eliminate the influence of teacher presence and potential tampering with 

responses that can boost paper survey results (Chang, 2001; Dommeyer et al 2004). Academic staff 

are less enthusiastic about online evaluations. Concerns about lower response rates and feedback 

from students who do not attend lectures result in many academics keen to retain traditional paper 

forms. However, ‘closing the loop’ on student feedback may improve response rates. Sax, Gilmartin 

and Bryant (2003) found that student willingness to complete an evaluation is dependent on the 

perceived relevance of the survey, while Dommeyer et al (2002) found that willingness to participate 

in student evaluations is related to satisfaction with the evaluation process. Also, Laubsch (2006) 

found that online surveys yield more and richer qualitative feedback to open ended questions. 

Course characteristics 

There is an intuitive belief that course size affects ratings of satisfaction, however studies offer 

conflicting results (Wood, Linsky & Straus, 1974; Aleamoni, 1987; Chang, 2001). Studies into the 

influence of course size are confounded by a lack of agreement around definitions of small, medium 

and large course size. Wood, Linksy and Straus (1974) found some evidence for a curvilinear 

relationship between course size and satisfaction; but argue that the effect of course size may be 

acting together with other course or teacher variables.  

Previous studies of student evaluations show that required courses score lower on overall 

satisfaction than elective courses (Aleamoni, 1987; Chang, 2001; Denson, Loveday & Dalton, 2010). 



There is no clear agreement on the influence of course level in overall satisfaction. However, most 

studies conclude that later year courses tend to score higher than first year courses (Aleamoni, 1987; 

Chang, 2001; Denson, Loveday & Dalton, 2010). 

Discipline does affect student satisfaction at both the course (Denson, Loveday & Dalton, 2010) and 

programme level (Richardson, 2005) with humanities rated higher than other disciplines (Cashin, 

1990).  

Data types and regression models 

Student evaluation surveys are generally a combination of quantitative items related to aspects of 

teaching or courses with a Likert type response category and open ended qualitative comments.  

How to analyse quantitative ordinal level data has been an ongoing debate since at least the 1940s 

(Knapp, 1990). Carfino and Perla (2007 & 2008) argue that Likert type data, particularly Likert type 

scales, are approximately linear. As such, linear regression is the most appropriate technique to 

model a continuous overall satisfaction variable, but there are stringent model assumptions for the 

model to be valid. Chang (2001), Thomas and Galombos (2004), Harne et al (2005), Denson, Loveday 

and Dalton (2010), have all previously modelled aspects of student satisfaction with linear regression 

models.   

Australian National University Student Evaluations 

Prior to 2010, The Australian National University (ANU) captured student course and teaching 

feedback via the ANU Student Evaluation of Teaching (ANUSET) service. ANUSET comprised a suite 

of paper based instruments including Course Evaluation, Large Group Teaching, Small Group 

Teaching and an open ended comments form that were administered in class at the end of semester. 

Results were compiled and returned to individual academic staff, firstly to assist the monitoring and 

improvement of teaching and learning at the level of the individual academic and secondly, the 

provision and documentation of information/evidence concerning the effectiveness or quality of 

teaching, appropriate for individuals, course teams, departments, and ultimately the University 

(Boyle, Pettigrove & Atkinson, 1997). The ANUSET framework provided a development tool to 

improve teaching and learning quality; however, it failed to provide a routine quality assurance 

measure, was never released as a source of institutional research data or shared with students to 

inform course selection. 

A working party was convened late in 2008 to review the effectiveness of the ANUSET instruments 

and processes, particularly focussing on two areas where ANUSET could be improved: firstly, the 



provision of evaluation results to university management for quality assurance purposes, and 

secondly, the provision of systematic feedback to students about the course evaluation results, and 

how those results may contribute to course improvements.  

The working party identified the need to provide routine feedback on course evaluation results to 

the university community, while continuing to facilitate individual teaching evaluations for 

professional development. Thus, a new evaluation framework, the Student Experience of Learning 

and Teaching (SELT) was developed and articulated into a new university policy on student feedback 

of teaching and learning (Australian National University, 2010). SELT has two distinct components; 

firstly, the Student Experience of Learning Support (SELS), administered at the course level, which 

has the primary purpose of monitoring the quality of support for student learning.  Consequently, 

the questionnaire was standardised for common use across the university, with the outcomes made 

available to the broad university community. The second component, the Student Experience of 

Teaching (SET) collects feedback of teaching at the individual level and has a focus on quality 

enhancement and is intended to assist teachers in their professional development. A suite of 13 

semi-tailored SET questionnaires, each designed around a different teaching setting, provide 

teaching staff with a choice of questionnaires that focus on collecting qualitative comments related 

to each item, so that teachers can better understand student satisfaction ratings. 

The new SELT questionnaires were implemented from Semester 1 2010, using new evaluation 

software that facilitates both paper and online survey administration. Initially two thirds of 

evaluations were administered online, increasing to 80 per cent in the second semester. From 2011 

all evaluations are administered online as the default.  

Under the new framework, university management, staff and students can access web published 

quantitative course evaluation results at the conclusion of each semester, for evaluations with a 

minimum of five responses. Results are published at the individual course level, as well as 

aggregations at the subject (narrow discipline) and college level. 

Open ended comments collected from the Student Experience of Learning Support are provided to 

lecturers and course convenors as part of the course evaluation report. Due to privacy concerns 

around the release of comments that could potentially identify staff or students, comments are not 

published.  Therefore, in order to inform the university community on themes emerging from 

student comments, an analysis of qualitative data from the 2010 Student Experience Learning 

Support was conducted, distributed to university and executives and published on the university 

intranet, accessible to staff and students. 



Given the introduction of the Student Experience of Learning and Teaching framework, and the 

higher education sector’s increasing focus on the quality of the student learning experience, it seems 

pertinent to examine how well the Student Experience of Learning Support questionnaire measures 

student satisfaction with courses. There are two components to this study:  firstly, is there evidence 

of bias in the SELS results, and secondly, what do the data reveal about the student satisfaction of 

their learning experience at the ANU. 

Method 

Sample 

All courses evaluated in 2010 were included in the initial sample. The initial sample consisted of 

32,440 course evaluations records from 1481 course evaluations. Education course evaluations were 

excluded from the analysis due to small numbers. Also excluded were cases that had missing data on 

at least one variable. The final sample consisted of 29,685 evaluation records from 1461 courses. 

This represents evaluations for approximately 60 per cent of the coursework courses offered in 2010. 

Variables and data transformations 

The dependent variable is the course experience item, ‘overall, I was satisfied with my learning 

experience in this course’, measured on a five point scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree 

with a neutral mid-point (strongly disagree=1, disagree=2, neutral=3, agree=4, strongly agree=5). 

Independent variables included in the model of student satisfaction are student related variables, 

course related variables and the other five course experience items.  

Student related variables 

The student related variables of residency status, study load and reason for taking the course, are 

self-reported by the student on the SELS questionnaire. They are recorded as nominal variables with 

two categories and have been recoded as dummy variables for the regression analysis.  

Course experience items 

Students are asked to reflect on and rate their agreement with statements reflecting aspects of their 

learning support on the same five point Likert type scale. Items evaluated are (1) I had a clear idea of 

what was expected of me in this course, (2) the teaching and learning activities (e.g. lectures, 

tutorials, field trips) supported my learning, (3) I had ready access to the learning opportunities 

provided in this course (e.g. course notes, online materials, library resources), (4) the assessment 



seemed appropriate given the goals of the course and (5) the feedback I received during the course 

supported my learning. 

Course related items 

Course related items are stored in the evaluation system and are used for data management and 

reporting. Discipline code is a categorical variable recorded at the detailed 6 digit level using the 

Australian Standard Classification for Education coding structure.  To provide greater cell sizes, the 

discipline has been recoded and analysed at the 2 digit broad discipline level.  Course level is an 

ordered categorical variable; with categories first year (first year undergraduate), later year (second, 

third or fourth year undergraduate), honours (honours-graded courses) and postgraduate 

(postgraduate coursework). Course size is an ordered categorical variable; with categories small (<21 

students), medium (21-100 students) and large (>100 students). Survey delivery mode has been 

recoded as a dummy variable. 

Statistical Analysis 

Data were analysed using STATA, version 11 (Stata Corp, 2009). Unless otherwise noted, all 

inferences of statistical significance are drawn at the 5 per cent level. Multiple regression analyses 

are used to assess the effect of the course experience items on overall student satisfaction 

controlling for student and course related variables (model 1). A second model includes an 

interaction term to assess the hypothesis that the impact of course size is different between each 

course level. Separate models for each discipline are then fitted using this method (model 2).  

Results  

Descriptive statistics 

Table 1 shows that one quarter of students are enrolled in first year courses, half in later year 

undergraduate courses, one per cent in honours courses, and 24 per cent in postgraduate courses. 

This distribution compares well with the broader student population.  

Nearly half of the evaluations were from courses in the broad discipline of society and culture, which 

includes economics, law and psychology. The next largest disciplines were management and 

commerce (19 per cent) and natural and physical sciences (17 per cent). The smallest proportion of 

evaluations came from broad discipline of health.  



Around two thirds of the evaluations came from domestic students which compares well to the 

proportion of domestic students in the broader student population (70 per cent). Sixty two per cent 

of evaluations came from required courses.  

Table 1. Des criptive s tati s tics  

N Mean Min Max

Student characteristics

Reas on for taking cours e (elective=0; required=1) 29685 0.62 0 1

Study load (part-time=0; ful l -time=1) 29685 0.93 0 1

Res idency (internationa l=0; domestic=1) 29685 0.64 0 1

Broad Discipline

Natura l  and phys ica l  sciences 29685 0.17 0 1

Information technology 29685 0.04 0 1

Engineering and related technologies 29685 0.05 0 1

Agricul ture and environment 29685 0.03 0 1

Health 29685 0.01 0 1

Management and commerce 29685 0.19 0 1

Society and cul ture 29685 0.47 0 1

Creative arts 29685 0.04 0 1

Survey Delivery Mode

Paper (=0; onl ine=1) 29685 0.75 0 1

Course Level

Fi rs t year course 29685 0.25 0 1

Later year course 29685 0.50 0 1

Honours  course 29685 0.01 0 1

Pos tgraduate cours e 29685 0.24 0 1

Course Size

Smal l  (<21) 29685 0.10 0 1

Medium (21-100) 29685 0.44 0 1

Large (>100) 29685 0.46 0 1

Course experience items

Q1- I  had a  clear idea  of what was  expected of me 

in this  cours e

29685 3.90 1 5

Q2- The teaching and learning activi ties  (e.g. 

lectures , tutoria ls , field trips) supported my 

learning

29685 3.98 1 5

Q3- I  had ready acces s  to the learning 

opportunties  provided in this  cours e (e.g. course 

notes , onl ine materia ls , l ibrary resources)

29685 4.14 1 5

Q4- The ass es sment s eemed appropriate given 

the goa ls  of the course

29685 3.98 1 5

Q5- The feedback I  received during this  cours e 

supported my learning

29685 3.72 1 5

Q6- Overa l l , I  was  s atis fied with my learning 

experience in this  course

29685 3.91 1 5

 



Correlation 

Table 2 shows the correlation between all the course experience items. The ‘overall satisfaction’ 

item has the strongest correlation with the other course experience items, supporting the 

assumption that the course experience items influence overall satisfaction. There is a moderate to 

strong positive correlation between the statement ‘overall, I was satisfied with my learning 

experience in this course’ and all other items. ‘The teaching and learning activities supported my 

learning’ (0.80) was the most strongly correlated and ‘I had ready access to the learning 

opportunities provided in this course’ (0.60) was the mostly weakly correlated with overall 

satisfaction. 

Table 2. Correlation co-efficients

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6

Q1- I  had a  clear idea  of what was  expected of me 

in this  cours e

1.00

Q2- The teaching and learning activi ties  (e.g. 

lectures , tutoria ls , field trips ) supported my 

learning

0.67* 1.00

Q3- I  had ready access  to the learning 

opportunties  provided in this  cours e (e.g. cours e 

notes , onl ine materia ls , l ibrary resources)

0.55* 0.60* 1.00

Q4- The ass es sment seemed appropriate given 

the goa ls  of the course

0.63* 0.63* 0.55* 1.00

Q5- The feedback I  received during this  cours e 

supported my learning

0.61* 0.64* 0.51* 0.63* 1.00

Q6- Overa l l , I  was  s atis fied with my learning 

experience in this  course

0.72* 0.80* 0.60* 0.71* 0.73* 1.00

*p<0.05  

Multivariate results 

Tables 3 and 4 report the results from the institution wide regression models. Both models were 

significant (p=0.00) and each explained 49 per cent of the variation in the overall satisfaction. 

Both models produce consistent results. The only student characteristic that significantly impacts 

overall satisfaction is the reason for taking the course. Satisfaction with required courses was on 

average 0.02 lower than with elective courses. In respect to the course characteristics, discipline had 

a significant impact on average overall satisfaction scores. On average, health courses were rated 

higher than any other courses, while engineering courses rated lower than other courses. Although 

courses evaluated online score significantly lower than courses evaluated on paper, the size of the 

difference is small, on average, satisfaction ratings with courses evaluated online were 0.04 lower 

than courses evaluated on paper. 



All five course experience items are significant and have the largest impact on overall satisfaction. 

For example, for each incremental increase in agreement on ‘the teaching and learning activities 

supported my learning’ results in an increase of 0.4 in ‘overall, I was satisfied with my learning 

experience in this course’. The course experience item that has the smallest effect on overall 

satisfaction is ‘I had ready access to the learning opportunities provided in this course’, an 

incremental increase on this item only increases overall satisfaction by 0.07. 

Table 3. Linear regress ion of overa l l  sati s faction 

β p

Student characteristics

Reas on for taking cours e (elective=0; required=1) -0.02 0.00* -0.03 -0.01

Study load (part-time=0; ful l -time=1) -0.01 0.24 -0.04 0.01

Res idency (internationl=0; domes tic=1) 0.01 0.10 0.00 0.03

Broad Discipline (compared to natural and physical 

sciences)

Information technology -0.01 0.64 -0.04 0.02

Engineering and related technologies -0.06 0.00* -0.09 -0.03

Agricul ture and environment -0.02 0.21 -0.06 0.01

Health 0.18 0.00* 0.12 0.25

Management and commerce -0.06 0.00* -0.08 -0.04

Society and cul ture -0.02 0.04* -0.03 0.00

Creative arts -0.01 0.49 -0.04 0.02

Survey Delivery Mode (compared to paper)

Onl ine -0.04 0.00* -0.06 -0.03

Course Level (compared to first year courses)

Later year course 0.02 0.00* 0.01 0.04

Honours  course 0.15 0.00* 0.08 0.23

Pos tgraduate cours e 0.01 0.24 -0.01 0.03

Course Size (compared to small courses)

Medium (21-100) -0.01 0.24 -0.03 0.01

Large (>100) -0.01 0.24 -0.04 0.01

Course experience items

Q1- I  had a  clear idea  of what was  expected of me 

in this  cours e

0.19 0.00* 0.18 0.20

Q2- The teaching and learning activi ties  (e.g. 

lectures , tutoria ls , field trips) supported my 

learning

0.40 0.00* 0.39 0.41

Q3- I  had ready acces s  to the learning 

opportunties  provided in this  cours e (e.g. course 

notes , onl ine materia ls , l ibrary resources)

0.07 0.00* 0.07 0.08

Q4- The ass es sment s eemed appropriate given 

the goa ls  of the course

0.18 0.00* 0.18 0.19

Q5- The feedback I  received during this  cours e 

supported my learning

0.22 0.00* 0.21 0.23

*p<0.05

95% confidence interva l

 



 

Table 4. Linear regress ion of overal l  sati s faction with an interaction between course s i ze and course level

β p

Student characteristics

Reason for taking course (elective=0; required=1) -0.02 0.00* -0.03 -0.01

Study load (part-time=0; ful l -time=1) -0.01 0.28 -0.04 0.01

Res idency (internationl=0; domestic=1) 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.03

Broad Discipline (compared to natural and physical 

sciences)

Information technology -0.01 0.55 -0.04 0.02

Engineering and related technologies -0.06 0.00* -0.09 -0.03

Agriculture and envi ronment -0.02 0.19 -0.06 0.01

Health 0.18 0.00* 0.12 0.24

Management and commerce -0.06 0.00* -0.08 -0.04

Society and cul ture -0.02 0.02* -0.04 0.00

Creative arts -0.02 0.35 -0.05 0.02

Survey Delivery Mode (compared to paper)

Onl ine -0.04 0.00* -0.06 -0.03

Course Level (compared to first year courses)

Later year cours e -0.08 0.02* -0.16 -0.01

Honours  course 0.06 0.32 -0.06 0.17

Postgraduate course -0.07 0.06* -0.15 0.00

Course Size (compared to small courses)

Medium (21-100) -0.10 0.01* -0.17 -0.02

Large (>100) -0.11 0.00* -0.18 -0.03

Course level # Course size

Fi rst year course- medium s ize -0.10 0.01* -0.17 -0.02

Fi rst year course- la rge s i ze -0.10 0.00* -0.18 -0.03

Later year cours e- medium s ize 0.01 0.63 -0.02 0.04

Later year cours e- la rge s i ze 0.01 0.48 -0.02 0.04

Honours  course- medium s ize 0.00 0.99 -0.16 0.15

Postgraduate course- medium s ize -0.02 0.24 -0.05 0.01

Postgraduate course- large s i ze -0.02 0.20 -0.06 0.01

Course experience items

Q1- I  had a  clear idea of what was  expected of me 

in this  cours e

0.19 0.00* 0.18 0.20

Q2- The teaching and learning activi ties  (e.g. 

lectures , tutoria ls , field trips) supported my 

learning

0.40 0.00* 0.39 0.41

Q3- I  had ready access  to the learning 

opportunties  provided in this  course (e.g. cours e 

notes , onl ine materia ls , l ibrary res ources)

0.07 0.00* 0.07 0.08

Q4- The ass es sment seemed appropriate given 

the goals  of the cours e

0.18 0.00* 0.18 0.19

Q5- The feedback I  received during this  cours e 

supported my learning

0.22 0.00* 0.21 0.23

*p<0.05

95% confidence 

 



 

The effects of course size and course level on overall satisfaction are examined differently in each 

model.  

Model 1 examines the hypothesis that course size directly impacts overall satisfaction. The results 

shown in table 3 indicate that course level and course size both have a significant influence on 

overall satisfaction. For undergraduate courses, students rate their courses higher as they progress 

through their student lifecycle, honours courses rate higher than later year courses, which rate 

higher than first year courses. Course size also has a significant effect on satisfaction; satisfaction 

falls as course size increases.  

Model 2 examines the hypothesis that the effect of course size on overall satisfaction is different for 

each course level. The results in table 4 show that there is a significant difference in the impact of 

course size for each course level. First year students rate their overall satisfaction with medium and 

large classes significantly lower than small classes (by about 0.1). However, there is no significant 

difference for any other course level.  

 

Discussion 

There is little agreement in education research on the treatment of Likert type response categories; 

however, assuming that the data are approximately linear allows the application of multiple linear 

regression analysis to model overall satisfaction with learning support (Carfino & Perla, 2007 & 2008). 

Regression modelling allows us to identify areas of bias and understand what aspects of the student 

are most strongly related to overall satisfaction of learning support.  

The Student Experience of Learning and Teaching framework provides a large and representative 

dataset to model the effect of student and course characteristics as well as course experience items 

on overall satisfaction at The Australian National University. 

Both linear models were able to explain about half of the variation in overall satisfaction. Of the 

student characteristics, residency and study load did not impact overall satisfaction ratings at The 

Australian National University, however, the reason for taking a course does have a small impact on 

ratings. We found overall satisfaction with learning support did differ significantly between 

disciplines, and that controlling for other factors, health courses were rated higher than other 

discipline courses.  



Findings from previous studies on the impact of course size on satisfaction levels have been 

inconsistent. This can be partly explained by differences in course size definitions; however, it may 

also be due to an interaction of course size and other variables. Holding all else equal, we found that 

first year students rate their satisfaction with small courses (<21 enrolments) higher than medium or 

large classes. First year students, transitioning from smaller classes in secondary education, may be 

overwhelmed by the sheer size of some classes.  

Survey delivery mode does have a significant impact on student satisfaction ratings, which is 

consistent with previous research on student evaluations. Courses evaluated on paper rate slightly 

higher than courses evaluated online. Students may feel pressured by the attendance of teaching 

staff before or during the evaluation process, or the risk of identification, to rate their experience 

higher (Laubsch, 2006). An initial review of open ended feedback suggests that students who are 

dissatisfied with their in-class learning experience may not be present to complete in-class paper 

evaluations but have the opportunity to provide their negative feedback using online evaluations. 

While the effect is significant, the impact on overall satisfaction of survey delivery mode is very small.  

The majority of the variation in overall satisfaction is explained by the course experience items. This 

is a reassuring result. It indicates that the aspects of learning support measured on the SELS 

questionnaire do impact students’ overall satisfaction with learning support. The strongest predictor 

of overall satisfaction is the course teaching and learning activities (e.g. lecture, tutorials, field trips). 

Increasing student satisfaction with these teaching and learning activities will lead to the biggest 

gains in student satisfaction with their course. Access to learning resources (e.g. course notes, online 

materials, library) has the highest average score; however, it has only a small impact on satisfaction 

with learning support.  

The new Student Experience of Learning and Teaching framework and the Student Experience of 

Learning Support data provided The Australian National University with the ability to undertake 

inferential analysis of student satisfaction at the course level for the first time.  This study should be 

seen as a starting point for further research. As more and more data become available, pooling cross 

sectional data will allow analysis of changes to student satisfaction over time. Triangulating results 

with findings from other student surveys will also help to increase our understanding of experience 

and satisfaction over the whole student life cycle, helping the university to laud its successes and 

target areas for improvement. 
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