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The Student Evaluation Revamp Task Force wants Faculty Senate input regarding 1) the style of the revised student evaluation form (two alternative forms are provided below), and 2) whether the task force should provide recommendations regarding the use of student evaluations. We also want to update members on what has been accomplished.

1. Tasks completed:

· Survey instruments have been collected from other schools

· The literature has been surveyed:

· Validity/reliability is a major concern

· Lots of unhappiness re: use of student evaluations

· Some material interested faculty may want to review is available through http://suu.edu/faculty/robertsw/Evaluation%20Task%20Force/Evaluation%20Task%20Force.htm

· SUU students surveyed re: current student evaluations

· On a 1-5 scale, 59.8% indicated they would be very likely (5) to fill out evaluation form if the instructor made them angry, 68.4% if the instructor did an outstanding job, 50.4% if the instructor did a poor job, and 46.2% if they felt their grade was unfair. Hence, motivations high re: complete forms when a) they are unhappy or b) very happy with instructors

· Prefer to fill out forms online, although on open-ended questions they indicated filling out forms in class would increase student participation.

· Only 10.3% agreed/strongly agreed that students take evaluations seriously

2. Task Force Concerns

· Undue emphasis on ‘effectiveness of instructor’ item

· Construct ambiguous: validity a major concern

· Use of questionable measure to judge faculty unethical and may not be legally defensible (AERA, APA)

· Misuse of statistics

· Measurement error (+ or - ?)

· Business 101 vs. Music 207

· Effectiveness partially under control of Administration

· Rank ordering, percentages, decimal-point comparisons
· Teaching responsibility encompasses much more than classroom delivery (curriculum design, course descriptions and course sequencing, textbook choice, homework/activity selection, fair & unbiased grading, etc.)

· Student evaluations could be used to collect information re: various aspects of the course and curriculum. 

· Believe course evaluations should be primarily used for formative purposes (i.e., by faculty) rather than summative purposes (e.g., LRT decisions).

· Faculty and departments/schools should be permitted to ask their own questions

· Allow faculty to control the timing

· Administer evaluations early, early AND late, or at various times as the discretion of the instructor

· Ask questions in a way that emphasizes who will use the data – ask students to provide INSTRUCTOR with feedback.

· Use of forms discouraging, results in game playing (note grade inflation)

3. Alternative (preliminary) student evaluation forms

Two different types of student evaluation forms have been considered by the task force. Alternative 1 resembles most student evaluation forms (response categories might change, but means, median, etc. will be possible). Alternative two uses a checklist-type format to eliminate simple mean/median comparisons across instructors and classes. Both are believed to provide instructors with useful data. If the Faculty Senate is uncomfortable with the second alternative, then attempts to refine it will be abandoned. 

Alternative 1: Similar to current evaluation form.
	
	Strongly

agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Not sure/ does not apply

	The course description reflects the course content.
	1
	2
	       3
	4
	5
	6

	The readings (text and other material) were all of the appropriate level of difficulty.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	I recommend the instructor find another text.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	I recommend the instructor change, add, or delete the supplemental readings.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Homework assignments reinforced key concepts or helped me learn appropriate material.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Classroom time helped me learn material.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Classroom time was well spent.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	The course was well organized.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	I was able to obtain help from the instructor when I needed it.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	On average, how many hours/week did you spend on this class outside of the classroom ?
	Less than 1
	1-3
	4-6
	7-9
	9-12
	More than 12

	How many of the prerequisite courses did you take prior to this class?
	All
	Some
	None
	There are no prerequisites
	
	


Alternative 2: A checklist approach. 

Please indicate your feelings about the course content and the course description (circle all that apply)?

· The course description does not adequately reflect course content.

· Course prerequisites make sense given the content and/or level of difficulty of the material.

· Either the course description should be changed, or the material covered changed to fit the course description.

· The course description is not clear.

· None of the above statements are appropriate.

· Other: ________________________________________________

Please indicate your level of preparation prior to taking this class. Circle all that apply.

· I had taken all the prerequisite classes prior to enrolling in this class.

· I took at least one prerequisite class this semester.

· I believe I was adequately prepared for the material covered in the course.

· I wish I would have delayed taking this class.

· I wish I would have taken this class in an earlier semester.

·  None of the above statements are appropriate.

· Other: ________________________________________________

With regard to the text and other readings, please indicate which statements apply (circle all that apply).

· The text was well written.

· The text was too difficult for this class.

· I recommend that the textbook be replaced.

· The text and readings were too easy for this class.

· The reading topics were appropriate for this class.

· The reading level of material apart from the text was too high.

· The reading level of material apart from the text was too low.

· There was too much reading for this class.

· There was too little reading material for this class.

· None of the above statements are appropriate.

· Other: ________________________________________________

APPENDIX

Teaching Effectiveness on the Moon


Bob steps on a scale on Earth and it reads 150 pounds.  The same scale, transported to the Moon, reads 40 pounds for Joe.  So who weighs more?  The answer is 40-lb Joe.  Someone who “scores” lower actually weighs more!  If Bob and Joe were both on Earth, the scale would clearly show that Joe is heavier.  But that’s not the point.  The point is: the same scale under two different conditions gave different answers – so different that rank order reversed.  That is a problem that has been demonstrated to exist with another scale: student evaluations of teaching effectiveness.  Joe could be a more effective teacher than Bob, even though their averages on Question 9 (the question on our student evaluations) are 4.0 and 4.1, respectively.  Unfortunately, measuring teacher effectiveness is much more difficult than measuring weight and the former can affect our ranks, pay, and job security.  For this and other reasons, making personnel decisions based on small numerical differences in means is unethical and legally indefensible.  


Answering the weight of Bob-on-Earth vs. Joe-on-Moon question is easy because we need to consider only one variable, gravity.  Moreover, gravity can be represented by well-known constants on the Earth and Moon.  Comparing Bob and Joe’s teaching effectiveness is a much more difficult problem for at least three reasons.  First, many variables may affect our students’ ratings of teaching effectiveness, other than the effectiveness of the teacher: class meeting times, physical characteristics of the classroom, difficulty of material, students’ reasons for taking the class, and many others.  Second, we haven’t identified all of the variables that affect ratings.  Third, we don’t have well-known constants to weight the variables we have identified.  How much worse is it to teach a class in Music 207 vs. Business 101?  (I don’t know, but without blinking an eye, I’d bet $100 that it is worse.)  So, not only does our current process overlook relevant variables, we don’t even know what all of those variables are, and even if we did we wouldn’t know how to weight their relative effects.  In sum, if your Question 9 average is higher than a colleague’s, no one knows who is more effective.


A purely ethical objection exists as well.  Some of the variables that may affect student evaluations are not under the control of instructors; they are controlled by administration.  If a department chair assigns Instructor X to teach a difficult, required course, with an expensive required text, in an unappealing room, at an unappealing time, to a large class, then Instructor X starts with six strikes, before Instructor X ever walks through the door.  It seems unfair and unethical to use Instructor X’s student evaluations from this class for personnel decisions when the deck was stacked from the start.  


Two obvious, simple, and compatible solutions exist.  First, prioritize the facilitation of effective instruction by using student evaluations for formative purposes (i.e., feedback for improvement).  This would entail collecting evaluations early in the semester (e.g., week 5) when time remained to make improvements.  Second, for summative purposes (e.g., LRT) develop a process to assign instructors into broad categories (e.g., exceptional, adequate, needs improvement) based on student evaluations.  To avoid inappropriate comparisons, finer-grained metrics (i.e., means) should not be made available to department chairs and LRT committees.  

