
 

 

 

 

Exit Survey 2017 Validity and Reliability 
 

An exploratory factor analysis was performed to test the validity and reliability of the Exit Survey data, which 

includes Part A, Your Program; Part B, Preparation for Teaching; and Part C, Student Teaching. Other sections of 

the survey were not included since they do not contain scale-level data.  An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) helps 

to make decisions on which survey items should be retained, revised or eliminated from each section based on how 

well they contribute to the overall understanding of the construct.  

 

Methodology 

The correlation, reliability matrix, and exploratory factor analysis were conducted using SAS 9.4, PRCO CORR and 

PROC FACTOR procedures. To compute the factors and evaluate the latent structure of the items for each part of 

the survey, the principal axis method with varimax rotation was utilized. The determinant, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 

(KMO), and Bartlett test were conducted to test the assumptions before performing the factor analysis. The 

determinant suggests whether items are too close to run the analysis; KMO ensures enough survey items are 

predicted by each factor; the Bartlett tests whether the items have sufficient correlations to perform the factor 

analysis. 

 

Results Summary 

Test of Assumptions 

Assumptions of sampling adequacy (KMO) and normal distribution across samples (Bartlett’s Test) were both met 

for all parts of the Exit Survey. However, the determinant was lower than ideal for Parts B and C, which indicates 

potential problems with collinearity, indicating that some variables are highly correlated and are likely redundant. 

The test results were similar to the 2014-2015 Exit Survey data.  

 

Part A 

Correlations were calculated to determine relationships among items. According to Cohen (1988), correlation 

coefficients between 0.1 and 0.29 represent a weak correlation between two variables, 0.3 and 0.49 suggest a 

moderate correlation, and coefficients from 0.5 to 1.0 are strong correlations. Based on this guideline, most of the 

bivariate correlations among items in Part A were moderate, ranging from weak (.191) to strong (.736). Item 

a2h_site had weak correlations with all other items in Section A2, indicating this item might represent a separate 

construct from others in Section A2. 

Two factors retained in Section A2. Items a2c_inst, a2d_bal, a2e_tech, a2f_cohe, a2g_prior, and a2h_site loaded 

onto Factor 1 (related to Program Quality) and items a2a_educ and a2b_cont loaded onto Factor 2 (related to 

Advising).  All of the items had strong factor loadings ranging from .52 to .75. 

 

Part B: Preparation for Teaching 

An EFA was completed for Part B, which contains four sections: Section B1, Instructional Practice; Section B2, 

Diverse Learners; Section B3, Learning Environment; and Section B4, Professionalism. All 46 items in Part B were 

included in this analysis. Five factors were retained in the factor analysis, in total accounting 95% of the variance. 

The factor loadings were good for all retained items, ranging from .40 to .73. 

 

  



Table 1. Section B: “Preparation for Teaching’’ Factors 

Factor Items Primary Topic 
 Variance 

Explained 

1 

b1a_subj, b1b_strat, b1c_pers, b1d_prior, b1e_goals, b1f_adj, 

b1g_plan, b1h_match, b1i_fdbk, b1j_self, b1k_assess, b1l_rel, 

b1m_approp, b1mm_diff, b1p_criti, b1q_complx, b1r_itdsp, and 

b1t_conc 

Instructional 

Practice 
28% 

2 
b2a_ethn, b2b_diff, b2c_dev, b2d_socio, b2e_IEP, b2f_mntl, b2g_gift, 

b2h_ELL, and b2i_resour 
Diverse Learners 23% 

3 
b3a_expec, b3b_comm, b3c_real, b3d_work, b3e_envi, b3f_behav, 

b3g_diff, b3h_reg, b3i_phys, and b4g_advo 

Learning 

Environment 
20% 

4 b4a_opp, b4b_lite, b4c_pare, b4d_coll, b4e_dev, and b4f_legal Professionalism 13% 

5 b1n_digi, b1o_range, and b1s_glbl 
Technology and 

Resources 
11% 

 

Section B1: Instructional Practice 

Eighteen items from Section B1, Instructional Practice, loaded onto Factor 1, as shown in Table 3. All of these items 

related to instructional practice. Items b1t_conc and b1s_glbl cross loaded with Factor 5, Technology and 

Resources, while b1mm_diff cross loaded with Factor 2, Learning Environment.  These two cross-loaded items in 

Factor 1 may contribute to the ambiguous loading. 

 

Three items b1n_digi b1o_range, and b1s_glbl, loaded onto Factor 5, Technology and Resources. This is similar 

with findings from the 2014-2015 Exit Survey factor analysis, except the item b1t_conc loaded onto Factor 1.  

 

Section B2: Diverse Learners 

All items in Section B2 loaded highest onto Factor 2 indicating that Section B2 represents one scale related to 

diverse learners. In addition, there is no items cross loaded with other factors in Section B2. 

 

Section B3: Learning Environment 

All items from Section B3 and item b4g_advo from Section B4 loaded strongly onto Factor 3. This suggests that 

these items represent one scale related to learning environment. Item b4g_advo closely cross loaded with Factor 1, 

suggesting this item might be ambiguous loading onto either Factor 1 or Factor 3. 

 

Section B4: Professionalism 

All items in Section 4 cross loaded onto Factor 4, Professionalism, except the item b4g_advo loaded onto Section 3. 

This suggests that these items can be used to measure one Professionalism scale for future analysis. No items cross 

loaded onto other factors, indicating that these items make up on construct. 

 

Part C 

All items in Section C1 had strong bivariate correlations ranging from .665 to .819, potentially indicating student 

teachers who perceived their supervisors to be strong in one area also perceived them to be strong in other areas. 

Section C6 items all had moderate to strong bivariate correlations ranging from .430 to .791. Correlations between 

the two sections (C1 & C6) are weak, suggesting student teachers’ perceptions of their faculty supervisor and 

cooperating teacher might not correlate with each other. Two factors were retained in the factor analysis. Factor 1 

accounted 64% of the variance and Factor 2 accounted 35% of the variance. Factor loadings were strong, ranging 

from .62 to .89. 

 

Table 2. Part C: “Student Teaching” Factors 

Factor Items Primary Topic 
 Variance 

Explained 

1 
c6a_opp, c6b_time, c6c_clas, c6d_welc, c6e_fdbk, c6f_exp, 

c6g_incl, c6h_shar, c6i_dev, c6j_plan, and c6k_data 

Cooperating 

Teaching 
 64% 

2 c1a_avail, c1b_liais, c1c_fdbk, c1d_role, and c1e_refl 
University/College 

Supervisor 
 35% 



 

Instrument Reliability 

The reliability of the scales suggested by the factor loadings was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha. All reliability 

estimates are included in Table 7.  

 

Table 3. Reliability Analysis 

Part  Scale  Cronbach's Alpha 

  Section A2: Program Structure/Quality—Overall   0.85 

A 
Advising 0.85 

Program Quality  0.82 

  Part B: Preparation for Teaching—Overall  0.97 

B 

Instructional Practice  0.91 

Learning Environment  0.94 

Diverse Learners  0.94 

Professionalism  0.92 

Technology and Resources  0.86 

  
Sections C1: University/College Supervisor and C6: 

Cooperating Teacher/Co-teacher—Overall   
0.92 

C 
Cooperating Teacher 0.94 

University/College Supervisor 0.93 

 

The alpha coefficients are all greater than .70, indicating good internal consistency for these 

constructs.  

 

The factor analysis conducted suggests that the scales identified by the 2016-2017 Exit Survey data 

have relatively good reliability as a measure of these constructs. As discussed in the previous 

sections, revising and eliminating some items could potentially increase the validity and reliability of 

the instrument. All the possible revisions depend on the survey purpose.    
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