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Listen to the instructor lecture during class.

» Explanation Strategies (alpha=0.80)
 Facilitation Strategies (alpha=0.71)

Brainstorm different possible solutions to a given problem.

Find additional information not provided by the instructor to complete assignments.

* We conducted EFA on Fall 2014 data and found five factors for student response

* We conducted CFA with same five factors on Spring 2015 data and found that all five factors
had acceptable construct reliability and factor loadings

« Two survey measures loaded strongly on two different factors (Distraction and Participation)

« We split these items into four different questions to address both constructs

Work in assigned groups to complete homework or other projects.
Make individual presentations to the class.

Be graded on my class participation.

Study course content with classmates outside of class.

Assume responsibility for learning material on my own.

Section 3

* Interactive or dialoguing, Constructive or generating, Active or selecting, and
Passive or receiving (ICAP) Model Framework [8]

» Measures of both actual and ideal course experiences (alphas>0.65)

Discuss concepts with classmates during class.

In this course, how often did you ......

Make and justify assumptions when not enough information is provided.
Get most of the information needed to solve the homework directly from the instructor.
Be graded based on the performance of my group.

. Preview concepts before class by reading, watching videos, etc.

In your ideal course, how often would you like to ......

Solve problems in a group during class.

Solve problems individually during class.

Answer questions posed by the instructor during class.
Ask the instructor questions during class.

Take initiative for identifying what I need to know.
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Watch the instructor demonstrate how to solve problems.

Solve problems that have more than one correct answer.
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Do hands-on group activities during class.
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