
POL 573: Quantitative Analysis III - P01 - N. Liu

Department, division and career level statistics are survey-specific (i.e. the main survey, FRS, Writing Program, and graduate
program surveys). Statistics below are based on responses of the course population that completed the same survey
questionnaire as this course.

Score Analysis

Course questions - Score Analysis

1. Readings I - Rate the overall quality of the readings

2. Papers - Rate the contribution to your education of papers or problem sets or other written work

3. Oral Presentation Skills - Rate the contribution of this course to improvement of your oral presentation skills:

4. Analytical Skills - Rate the contribution of this course to the development of your analytical skills:
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5. Critical Evaluation - Rate the contribution of this course to improvement of your capacity for critical evaluation of the subject:

6. Course Workload - Rate the course workload:

7. Overall Quality - The overall quality of this course was:

Preceptor Quality - Rate the overall quality of the assistant instructor's precepts:

Course Questions - Frequency Analysis
Readings I - Rate the overall quality of the readings
1. Readings I - Rate the overall quality of the readings

Options Score Count Percentage
Excellent 5 2 17%
Very Good 4 2 17%
Good 3 5 42%
Fair 2 3 25%
Poor 1 0 0%
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Instructor Questions - Frequency Analysis
Preceptor Quality - Rate the overall quality of the assistant instructor's precepts:
1. Preceptor Quality - Rate the overall quality of the assistant instructor's precepts:

Options Score Count Percentage
Excellent 5 8 57%
Very Good 4 5 36%
Good 3 1 7%
Fair 2 0 0%
Poor 1 0 0%
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Course Expectations - How did this course compare to your expectations when you enrolled in it - and
to other courses taken here or elsewhere?

Comments
Although covering a range of topics, it is still not entirely clear how to use, evaluate, or get more information on most of the topics
discussed. I expected to either a focus on the mathematical background and development of a range of topics or their application;
however, the lectures tended to be a mix of mathematical and applied in such a way that the mathematical background required for
further learning is unclear while it is unclear how the methods would be used and the norms for the field. 

For most topics, I am not sure where I would begin or if I have the necessary tools to learn more about it on my own if desired or
necessary for research. Likewise, I am not sure how to go about using most of the methods discussed. 

In 572 there was a clear progression and discrete topics discussed, which was not present in 573.
It met my expectations
I would only recommend taking this course if one already has a research project they'd like to develop further, or if the student is
taking the fq exam, or is seeking to get the certificate in machine learning.
Unfortunately 572 was much better.
I wish more time had been spent on really understanding logits/probits, panel data, and the diagnostic tests for them. These are
tools that I will be using and I am not sure I have fully grasped the ins and outs of using these tools.
I don't think it was quite as organized as 572. It wasn't bad by any means–– just not quite what I would've expected after taking that
course.
I anticipated more in–depth discussion of some topics. (The syllabus indicated roughly a week each for smoothers/kernel
estimators and topic models, but we spent less time than expected on those.) I also expected more problem sets. (Previous
versions of this course apparently had 5–6 problem sets.)
Much more work than I anticipated, and we spent more time than I wanted with derivations and proofs than with actually
understanding methods/concepts

Preceptor Contribution - Please comment on the relative value of the assistant instructor's lectures,
other formal commentaries, and open discussion.

Comments
Thanks!
Naijia's precepts were wonderful and clear, and she was helpful and patient in office hours. Her derivations and proofs in precept
were always presented well.
She did an excellent job.
Liu did a fantastic job, even under less than ideal conditions, to teach us difficult concepts.
I wish that we had gone over what had been done in class more and that more context was provided on how what we were
discussing fit in with the class and quant. methods more broadly.
Naijia was great. She put a lot of thought into the lectures, though there was a bit of overlap between what we did in precept and
what we learned in precept last year.
Some slides and more applied examples would be useful. Develop the intuition of the methods instead of spending the whole time
doing (even more) proofs.
Naijia's precepts were great for going through the proofs for various methods. She is well–prepared for precepts and willing to
answer any questions we have. She put a lot of effort into her notes and problem sets for this course. It would be great to have
Naijia as a preceptor for another course in the future. (As a more general point on precepts, I generally find it less helpful to go
through problem set solutions in discussion sections. Usually anyone with concerns can simply go through the posted solutions
outside of class and come back later with any questions. Discussions are often better spent going over new material, or lecture
material in greater detail.)
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