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UtahState

UNIVERSITY

USU FACULTY SENATE
MINUTES

OCTOBER 5, 2009

Merrill-Cazier Library, Room 154

Ed Heath called the meeting to order at 3:03 p.m.

Approval of Minutes

Darwin Sorensen moved to approve the minutes of September 14, 2009. Motion was seconded and
carried.

Announcements

1. Roll Call. Senators are reminded to sign the roll at each meeting. Alternates should sign by their
own name as well as initial the name of the person they are attending for.

2. Committee Assignments. As of October 5, all the committee positions have been filled and the
current list is posted on the Faculty Senate website.

University Business — Raymond Coward.
President Albrecht was unable to attend and asked that Provost Coward address the Faculty Senate
on several issues. The proposed merger with CEU is continuing to go forward. Conversations are
ongoing regarding a Memorandum of Understanding, which will be the basis for legislative action this
winter with the merger occurring July 1, 2010. A merger such as this is a long ongoing process with
numerous issues to address. It will likely take several years to fully integrate the CEU system into the
USU system. There will be code issues for the Faculty Senate to address. CEU has several faculty
members that are called Career and Technical Education Faculty who may not have the same
credentials and significantly different job responsibilities than most USU faculty, which may result in
significant alterations of the USU Faculty Code, or a new category of faculty ranks. There will be rank
and tenure issues to resolve as well.

The President spoke about three proposals in his State of the University address in September. The
first was exploring the possibility of the creation of a Caine College of the Arts. The President has
met with the Arts faculty and will continue to receive their feedback. He will meet with the Humanities
and Social Science faculty who would remain in a separate college, to discuss what he sees as the
vision for a Humanities and Social Science oriented college. The LAEP faculty is meeting to discuss
where on the campus they should be housed. All possibilities are being considered. President
Albrecht will soon form a committee to evaluate the creation of a school that would bring together all
the career and technical education oriented programs currently offered at USU, this would provide a
logical home for the career and technical education programs offered by CEU as well.

Enrollment figures for the Utah System of Higher Education will be announced today. There will be
large enrollment increases at Salt Lake Community College, Dixie College and significant but smaller
increases at SUU; the smallest increases will be at U of U and USU. At USU there are significant
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enroliment differences between our Logan campus and RCDE campuses. The Logan campus grew
approximately 3.5%. When considering all USU campuses, USU will report the largest total
headcount enroliment in the University’s history. We will top 25,000 headcount students for the first
time. USU has been able to do this without compromising our admission standards; this freshman
class will be the second best academically prepared class that the University has ever admitted. One
out of every five of our new students comes from out of state. This constitutes first time college
students at 19.7%, 18.6% transfer students, and 20.1% of graduate students coming from out of
state. We now have enrolled four strong classes in a row.

Information ltems

1. Faculty Senate Calendar Revision — Faculty Evaluation Committee reporting date. FEC has
been added to the FSEC and Faculty Senate reporting agenda.

2. Faculty Forum. Faculty Forum is November 2, 2009 in the Eccles Conference Center 3:00-4:30
p.m. Executive committee members need to be talking to faculty members to determine what items
should be discussed at Faculty Forum. Items that have been discussed in the past have been budget
items, health insurance issues, salary compression and inversion, family benefits and child care.
Please email your ideas to Ed Heath or Joan Kleinke. The agenda will be set by the FSEC after their
regular meeting in two weeks.

Consent Agenda ltems

Motion to approve by Vince Wickwar and seconded. Motion carried.

Adjournment
Motion to adjourn at 3:25 p.m.
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Analysis of Fall 2008 USU Teacher/Course Evaluations (N = 50,962)

Jamison D. Fargo, PhD, Assistant Professor of Psychology, Utah State University

February 2009

I. General Evaluation (2 items)

M SD 0% 25% 50% 75% 100% n NA
Q11504 1001 4 5 6 6 50877 85
Q1. 2508 1061 4 5 6 6 50473 489
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II. Subscale I: Information about the Course (8 items)
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Q2_70.780.710.730.69 0.72 0.74
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[ll. Subscale II: Information about the Instruction (10 items)

M SD 0% 25% 50% 75% 100% n NA
Q314991101 4 5 6 6 50707 255
Q325151091 5 6 6 6 50724 238
Q335251001 5 6 6 6 50679 283
Q345151071 5 5 6 6 50688 274
Q355460881 5 6 6 6 50778 184
Q365201041 5 6 6 6 50724 238
Q3 75390891 5 6 6 6 50755 207
Q3 85340931 5 6 6 6 50762 200
Q3 95320971 5 6 6 6 50644 318
Q3 105131071 5 5 6 6 49659 1303
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Correlation matrix for g3_1 thru g3_10:

03103203 30Q340Q35Q36Q3 70380309
Q3.2 0.78

Q3_3 0.750.84

Q3_4 0.76 0.78 0.80

Q3.5 0.62 0.67 0.70 0.68

Q3.6 0.720.840.79 0.76 0.71

Q3_7 0.690.700.72 0.73 0.71 0.73

Q3_8 0.62 0.69 0.67 0.66 0.64 0.73 0.67

Q3.9 0.61 0.67 0.66 0.63 0.62 0.71 0.64 0.86

Q3_10 0.63 0.67 0.64 0.64 0.60 0.71 0.62 0.70 0.69

Cronbach alpha (I'nternal Consistency Reliability) forg3_1 thruqg3_10:
0.96



IV. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (Construct Validity)

A. Existing |nstrunent
CFI/TLI

CFlI
TLI

0.923
0.912

RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error Of Approximation)

Estimate 0.069
90 Percent C.I. 0.069 0.070
Probability RMSEA <= .05 0.000

SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual)

Value

0.033

STANDARDIZED MODEL RESULTS

Estimate S.E. Est./S.E.

COURSE BY
Q2.7 0.862
Q2 1 0.849
Q2 2 0.843
Q2 3 0.871
Q2 4 0.798
Q25 0.836
Q2 6 0.798
Q2_8 0.789
INSTRCT BY

Q3.2 0.899
Q3 1 0.843
Q3 3 0.887
Q3 4 0.867
Q3 5 0.776
Q3 6 0.893
Q3 7 0.817
Q3 8 0.799
Q39 0.779
Q3_10 0.770

INSTRCT W/ COURSE

0.002
0.002
0.002
0.002
0.002
0.002
0.003
0.003

0.001
0.002
0.002
0.002
0.003
0.001
0.002
0.003
0.003

0.003

0.901

481.581
472.153
420.085
523.114
327.814
372.133
316.128
311.884

680.818
443.102
566.902
502.118
273.545
633.962
346.197
295.295
266.241
282.212

0.002 590.036

Two-Tailed

P-Value

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000



R-SQUARE

Observed Two -Tailed
Variable Estimate S.E. Est./S.E. P -Value
Q21 0.722 0.003 236.076 0.000
Q2.2 0.710 0.003 210.042 0.000
Q2 3 0.759 0.003 261.557 0.000
Q2 4 0.637 0.004 163.907 0.000
Q2.5 0.698 0.004 186.067 0.000
Q2 6 0.637 0.004 158.064 0.000
Q2.7 0.743 0.003 240.790 0.000
Q2. 8 0.622 0.004 155.942 0.000
Q31 0.710 0.003 221.551 0.000
Q3 2 0.808 0.002 340.409 0.000
Q3 3 0.787 0.003 283.451 0.000
Q3 4 0.751 0.003 251.059 0.000
Q3 5 0.601 0.004 136.773 0.000
Q3 6 0.798 0.003 316.981 0.000
Q3 7 0.667 0.004 173.098 0.000
Q3 8 0.639 0.004 147.648 0.000
Q3 9 0.607 0.005 133.120 0.000
Q3 10 0.594 0.004 141.106 0.000

FACTOR RELIABILITY

COURSE: 0.978
INSTRUCT: 0.982

B. Revised Instrunent (ltens 3, 6, and 9 renoved from Subscale I1)

MODEL FIT
CFlI 0.956
TLI 0.949

RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error Of Approximation)

Estimate 0.056
90 Percent C.I. 0.055 0.057
Probability RMSEA <= .05 0.000



SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual)

Value

0.025

STANDARDIZED MODEL RESULTS

INSTR

Estimate S.E.

COURSE BY
Q2.7 0.862
Q2 1 0.850
Q2 2 0.842
Q2 3 0.872
Q2 4 0.798
Q25 0.835
Q2 6 0.797
Q2_8 0.790

INSTRCT BY
Q3.2 0.879
Q3 1 0.864
Q3 4 0.872
Q3 5 0.768
Q3 7 0.820
Q3 8 0.774
Q3_10 0.765

CT W/ COURSE 0.919

R-SQUARE

Observed

Variable Estimate S.E.

Q21
Q2_2
Q2_3
Q2_4
Q2_5
Q2_6
Q2_7
Q2_8

Q3.1
Q3_2
Q3_4
Q3_5
Q3_7
Q3_8
Q3_10

0.723  0.003
0.709  0.003
0.761  0.003
0.636  0.004
0.697 0.004
0.635 0.004
0.743  0.003
0.623  0.004

0.746  0.003
0.773  0.003
0.760  0.003
0.590 0.004
0.673 0.004
0.599 0.004

Est./S.E.

0.002 483.527
0.002 476.721
0.002 419.088
0.002 529.467
0.002 327.339
0.002 371.341
0.003 314.859
0.003 313.045

0.002 563.608
0.002 497.459
0.002 521.876
0.003 263.858
0.002 353.006
0.003 267.849

0.003 273.410

Two
Est/S.E. P

238.360
209.544
264.734
163.670
185.671
157.430
241.763
156.523

248.729
281.804
260.938
131.929
176.503
133.925

0.585 0.004 136.705

0.001 646.287

Two-Tailed

P-Value

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000

-Tailed
-Value

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000



FACTOR RELIABILITY

COURSE: 0.978
INSTRUCT: 0.976

Joan, please forward this to the committee. (2/11/0

| asked Jamison if he would compute the correlation
guestions and specific questions. Below are his res
lower than | would have guessed.

Q1_1 Overall Quality of the Course
Q2 10.7438910 Course objectives clear
Q2_20.6958287 Relevance of assignments to course ¢
Q2 _30.7538188 Relevance of material presented to ¢
Q2_40.6518347 Appropriateness of workload to cours
Q2 50.6869177 Relevance of exams to course goals
Q2 6 0.6537371 Fairness of grading procedures
Q2_70.6958160 Extent to which course responsibilit
Q2_80.6726052 Helpfulness of assigned text/reading
goals

Q1_2 Instructor Effectiveness
Q3 1 0.7722657 Course organization
Q3 2 0.7950851 Helpfulness of explanations by inst
Q3 3 0.7734726 Instructor's use of examples
Q3_4 0.7693011 Instructor's use of class time
Q3 5 0.6610140 Instructor's enthusiasm for the sub
Q3 6 0.7563081 Instructor's helpfulness in resolvi
Q3_7 0.6891190 Extent to which the instructor was
Q3 8 0.6260081 Opportunity to ask questions
Q3 9 0.6148232  Opportunity for students to make co
opinions
Q3 100.6256982  Availability of extra help

9; from Craig Peteson)

s between the overall
ults. They are a little

ontent
ourse goals
e goals
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s to achieving course

ructor

ject
ng student's questions
prepared

mments and express



V. A Few Recommendations for Retooling Existing Instrument:

1) Modifications to Subscale I

a. Several items are highly intercorrelated, suggesting redundancy: Items 2 and 3
are correlated @ .84; items 2 and 6 are correlated @ .84; 3 and 4 are correlated
@ .80; 8 and 9 are correlated @ .86.
i. Combine items 2, 3, and 6 into 1 item (or drop items 3 and 6).
ii. Combine items 8 and 9 into 1 item.
1. Cronbach alpha for subscale Il without items 3, 6, and 9 is: 0.94
iii. Construct validity improves when items 3, 6, and 9 are removed: Model fit
increases .91 to .95, reaching acceptable levels.

2) Either switch to a 5-point scale: “Excellent, Good, Average, Poor, Very Poor” or keep 6-
point scale, but change labels so distribution is more balanced. Use of an even-
numbered scale is traditionally intended to eliminate a neutral or “middle of the road”
option: “Excellent, Good, Above Average, Below Average, Poor, Very Poor”.

3) Due to skewness and ordinality of distribution, present Medians in addition to or in place
of Means.

4) Elimination of several items per subscale would create flexibility for individuals
colleges/units to add customized items of their own.






__ 'Try out the form. It is a good idea to simply try out
the questionnaire or rating form in its original form.
Check with the form’s publisher to determine policies
concerning trial administrations.

__ After trying out a number of possible forms, have the
individuals responsible for the courses or course sec-
tions in which the forms might be used critically re-
view their appropriateness.

__ As part of the process in selecting a form for possible
adoption or adaptation, determine whether the form
publisher provides any of the following services and
how much these services cost:

» Form scanning and processing.

* Rapid rurparound in providing computer analyses
of form results.

+ Comparative norms for appropriate groupings of
faculey and courses.

» Willing to sell the system to your institution in-
cluding debugged computer software and the
rights ro print modified forms.

In many instances, it may be more cost effective to buy the
entire processing system. Buying a complete service or
adapting an existing operating student rating system saves
time and effort in the overall development of your faculty
evaluation system.

REVIEW OF SELECTED PUBLISHED OR
COMMERCIALLY AVAILABLE STUDENT
RATING FORMS

The following are reviews of the three major commercially
available student-rating-of-instruction-and-instructor
forms for use in higher education. Although the systems
included for review here are considered among the best in
the field, they are not the only commercially available stu-
denc rating forms and systems. Care must be taken in se-
lecting any commercial student rating form system. The
purpose of this chapter is to provide a starting point for
faculty and administrators who may be interested in
adopting a commercially available student rating system.
The information contained in the reviews may also be
helpful to those designing local systems to meet unique
needs. However, you are urged to familiarize yourself with
the relevant original reports and descriptions of a system
and to obtain the most recent technical descriptions of

s
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products and services from the contact source listed with
each review.

It is generally not recommended that an institution
develop its own student rating form unless it is willing to
conduct the appropriate psychometric studies required to
do so correctly. If none of the commercially available forms
meet the needs of your instirution and you wish to design
and develop your own student rating form, Chapter 13
outlines the recommended procedure and Chapter 14 pro-
vides a catalog of student rating items.

Each review of a student rating form system includes
a technical critique, a description of the service, a sample
of the basic student raring form, and an example of the re-
port provided to the faculty member. More detailed infor-
mation on the specifications of the forms, the services
provided, costs, and other related issues are available at
each agency’s web site as indicated in the contact informa-
tion section of each review.

# ALEAMONI COURSE/INSTRUCTOR
EvALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE {(CIEQ)

Contact Information

Lawrence M. Aleamoni, Director
Comprehensive Data Evaluation Services, Inc.
6730 N. Camino Padre Isidoro

Tucson, A7 85718

Phone: 520-621-7832

FAX: 520-297-9427

Web site:  www.cieq.com
Format

The CIEQ rating form is available on a computer scorable
answer sheet only. No online version of the CIEQ is cut-
rently available.

The CIEQ answer sheet is divided into five sections.
The first section elicits student background information
including student level, whether the student is taking the
course pass/fail, whether the course is an elective, student
gender, expected grade, whether the student is taking the
course as a part of a major, and the semester in which the
evaluarion takes place. The second section consists of three
general items that elicit student responses to the course
content, the instructor, and the course in general, Ratings
in this section are made on a 6-point scale ranging from
Excellent to Very Poor. Section three includes 21 state-
ments which represent 5 subscales or factors labeled Gen-
eral Course, Artitcude, Method of Instruction, Course
Content, Interest and Attention, and Instructor. A sixth

Developing a Comprebensive Faculty Evaluation System
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scale, Total, provides scores for all items combined. Items
are rated on a 4-point scale ranging from Agree Strongly
to Disagree Strongly. The fourth section provides space
for 42 optional items if the instructor wishes to include
any additional items. These items may either be selected
from an item catalog, which is part of the CIEQQ system,
or written by the instructor. The final section allows for
open-ended responses to questions on course content, the
instructor, course objectives, papers and homework, ex-
aminations, suggested improvements, and an evaluartion
of the course based upon student satisfaction with the
course and student perceptions of its value as an educa-
tional experience,

Results

The results of the CIEQ are presented on computer out-
put in four parts. The first part presents course and in-
structor identification, The second part presents student
background informarion and results for the three general
items. Given are the proportion and number responding
to cach item alternative and the proportion 7of respond-
ing. The mean and the standard deviation are also pre-
sented for each of the general items.

The third part lists the responses to the five subscales.
Included are the:

* Percentage responding
* Mean response
* Standard deviation

* Reliability coefficient (based upon an internal consis-
tency calculation)

Also provided are a variety of normative comparisons, in-
cluding:
* The rank norm (a comparison of the course wich all

courses given by instructors at the same rank)

* The level norm (a comparison of the course with all
cousses at the same course level)

* The institution norm (a comparison of the course
with all courses at the university)

* The college norm (a comparison of the course with all
other courses in the appropriate college within the
university)

* The nationwide norm {(a comparison of the course to
all the courses throughout the U.S. which have used
the CIEQ) -

Commercially Available Student Rating Forms

* The deparument norm (a comparison of the course
with all other courses in a particular department)

The final part lists each of 21 standard items and provides:

* The proportion and number responding to each alter-
native '

* The most favorable response
* The mean response
* The standard deviation

* The college-wide norm decile (a comparison of the
mean response with those obtained throughout the
college or university) for each item

* Anoptional item listing (if any optional items are used)

Special Features

The optional item catalog (Aleamoni & Carynnk, 1977)
contains 350 items divided into 20 categories. The results
interpretation manual (Aleamoni & Laham, 1992) pro-
vides information on scale development and validation,
recommended uses and administrative procedures, de-
scription and interpretation of results, and decile norm
cutoff scores for seven various subscale databases.

Institutions wishing to use the CIEQ may select one
of two options:

* Option 1. CIEQ forms may be purchased individually
from Comprehensive Data Evaluation Services, Inc.
{CODES} and returned for processing,

* Option 2. An institution may choose to purchase the
computer analysis program and rights to print and
use the CIEQ under a royalty arrangement. Institu-
tions purchasing the program receive annual updates
of the normative database derived from the hundreds
of institutions that have used and/or are currently
using the CIEQ), The computer program is written for
Apple Macintosh computers and is designed to be
used as a simple desktop system.

Development and Validation

The CIEQ was developed in 1975 through an analysis of
the earlier versions of the Illinois Course Evaluation Ques-
tionnaire (CEQ). The original CEQ was based on an ini-
tial pool of more than 1,000 items collected in the early
1960s, reduced and refined by a variety of techniques, in-
cluding factor analysis, to a form containing 50 items
{(Aleamoni & Spencer, 1973). The current version (Form

141




76} uses normative data from approximarely 10,000
course sections at the University of Arizona and the Uni-
versity of lllinois at Urbana—Champaign and 150,000
course sections from other U.S. institutions gathered from
1972 through 1999. Internal consistency reliability coef-
ficients for the five subscales range from 88 to .98 (Alca-
moni & Laham, 1992). Test-retest reliability ranges from
-92 to .98 for the subscales and the total and from .81 to
.94 for individual items (Gillmore, 1973).- Alcamoni
(1978) reviews several studies of the CEQ that he claims
are generalizable to the CIEQ. He reports that the CIEQ
is not affected by gender, term; curriculum, class size, in-
structor rank, required/elective, major/minor, student sta-
tus, pass/fail, expected grade, and final grade. In addition,
the ratings of colleagues and trained judges appear to cor-
relate with CIEQQ student ratings {Aleamoni, 1978).

142

Research on the CIEQ has shown it to be a valid, re-
liable measure of student reactions to the course and in-
structor. The CIEQ provides meaningful information that
may be successfully used in a program of instructional im-
provement or as part of a comprehensive faculty evalua-
tion system designed to provide data for faculty personnel
decisions.

Sample Form and Report

Figure 15.1 shows a copy of the CIEQ form (double-
sided), the reverse side of which contains the free response
section. Figure 15.2 presents an example of the report
(analysis printout) for the CIEQ. Figure 15.3 shows a
copy of the brief interpretation guide provided to faculty
using the form.

Developing a Comprehensive Faculty Evatuation System




Figure 15.1 CIEQ Form (front)
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Figure 15.2 Example of CIEQ Analysis Printout

CIEQ Analysis — U of Arizona — Spring 2001

ALEAMONI COURSE/INSTRUCTOR EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Instructor: ALEAMONI
Process Date: 6/19/01

Class Description Results

Class Information

Class: EDP 640 1
College Code: 20020

Sample size: 23

Fr Se Jr Sr Grad Oth oMIT
% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.00 0.35
# 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 0.00 8.00
Gender Course QOption
M F OoMIT Req Elee oMiT
% 0.26 0.39 0.35 % 0.43 0.22 0.35
# 6,00 9.00 8.00 # 10.00 5.00 8.00
Pass-Fail Opdon Major-Minor
Yes No OMIT Maj Min Orh OMIT
% 0.00 0.61 0.39 % 0.610.00 0.04 0.35
# 0.00 14.00 9.00 # 14.000.00 1.00 8.00
Expected Grade
A B C D E OMIT
% 0.22 0.35 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.35
# 5.00 8.00 2.00 .00 0.00 8.00
Conrent Rating
Ve Poor Fair Good VG Ex OMIT
% 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.50 0.00 Mean = 5.00
# 0 i 0 2 2 5 0 S.D. = 1.33
Instructor Rating
VR Poor Fair Good VG Ex OMIT
% 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.20 0.50 0.00 Mean = 4,90
# 0 1 1 1 2 5 0 S.D. = 1.29
Course Rating
VR LPoor Famr Good V. Fx OMIT
% 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.20 0.50 0.00 Mean = 4,80
# 0 i 1 1 2 3 0 5.D. = 1.69
Subscale Results
Subscale Items % Res Mean S.D. Rel, IR CL D C UA N
Artitude 4 1.00 3.28 1.06 0.98 4 5 3 4 5 6
Method 4 1.00 3.13 1.09 0.94 6 7 [ 6 6 7
Content 4 1.00 3.30 0.91 0.68 8 8 8 8 8 9
Interest 4 1.00 3.08 1.07 0.88 7 7 5 6 7 7
Instructor 5 0.98 3.27 0.9% 0.91 4 5 2 4 5 S
Total 21 1.00 3.21 1.01 0.98 <] 7 5 6 6 7

IR=Inseructor Rank; CL=Class Level; D=Department;C=College; UA=University of Arizona; N=Nationwide. NA in a normative decile caregory indicates that normative dara

is not available for this category or that this category is not applicable to the current data.
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B IDEA STUDENT RATINGS OF INSTRUCTION

Contact Information
The IDEA Center, Inc.

211 South Seth Child Road
Manhattan, XS 66502-3089

Phone: 800-255-2757
785-532-5970
FAX- 785-532-5725
Email: idea@ksu.edu
Web site:  www.ideaksu.edu
Format

‘The IDEA student rating forms are available as either
paper answer sheets or as an online service, Complete de-
scription of the online service is available at the IDEA
Center web site at www.idea.ksu.edu.

The IDEA system requires instructors to describe
their course objectives prior to administering the rating
form. The instructor is asked to rate the importance, on a
3-point scale (essential, important, or minor importance),
of each of 12 IDEA objectives. The importance the in-
structor assigns to each objective is taken into account in
tabulating results. The optically scanned rating form is di-
vided into seven parts.

The first section consists of 20 items, which deal with
5 dimensions of instruction: Student-Faculty Contact, In-
volving Students, Establishing Expectations, Clarity of
Communication, and Assessment/Feedback. ltems are
scored on a 5-point scale ranging from Hardly Ever to Al-
most Always. The second section deals with the scudents’
evaluation of their progress on 12 coutse objectives, in-
cluding gaining factual knowledge, acquiring team skills,
developing creative capacities, and clarifying/developing
personal values. Students are asked to compare the
progress made on each objective with the progress made in
other courses. Each item is scored on a 5-point scale rang-
ing from Low (Lowest 10% of Courses Taken) to High
{(Highest 10% of Courses Taken). The third section deals
with three course characteristics: amount of reading,
amount of wotk in other assignments, and difficuley of
subject matter. Ratings are compared to other courses on
a 5-point scale ranging from Much Less Than Most
Courses to Much More Than Most Courses. The next sec-
tion includes a self-rating of student attitudes and behav-
iors in the course. Each item is scored on a 5-point scale
from definitely false to definitely true. The fifth section
consists of five “experimental questions” which the IDEA
Center is studying for possible inclusion in future revi-
sions of the form. The sixth section is for optional instruc-
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tor-designed, multiple-choice questions: Finally, the form
provides a space for students to make open-ended com-
ments. A “short form” version, appropriate for “summa-
tive” but not “formative” evaluation, is also available. It
employs only Sections 2, 4, and 6 of the standard form.

Results

The IDEA report consists of seven parts plus identifying
information (faculty and course name, number of stu-
dents enrolled, percent providing ratings). The first two
parts summarize evaluation results for overall measures
(Part I) and for specific objectives (Part II). “Unadjusted”
and “adjusted” averages are compared with results in a
very large national database. Adjusted resules take into ac-
count factors which influence ratings but which are be-
yond the control of the instructor {e.g., class size,
course-related student motivation, academic habits/effort,
etc.) The overall evaluation measures, presented numeri-
cally and graphically, include progress on instructor-cho-
sen objectives, improved student attitude, overall
excellence of the teacher, and overall excellence of the
course. Part II provides similar information for the specific
objectives selected as “important” or “essential” by the in-
structor. Part IIT (Methods) summarizes responses to the
20 items dealing with teaching procedures found on Sec-
tion 1 of the standard form (but not included on the short
form}. Averages are reported graphically for each item and
for scales designed to measure five instructional dimen-
sions. Items are labeled as Serengths, Weaknesses, or Tn-Be-
wween depending on how their averages differ from classes
of similar size and student motivation level. A second sec-
tion of Pare I is intended to facilitate improvement ef-
forts by identifying Strengths and Weaknesses that
research by the IDEA Center has shown to be most rele-
vant to specific teaching objectives. Part IV summarizes
student descriptions of course characteristics and also re-
ports a course description provided by the instructor, in-
cluding principal instructional methods; intended
audience; special circumstances; and the amount of em-
phasis given to such matters as writing, computer applica-
tions, and quantitative skills, Section V provides statistical
detail—frequencies, averages, and standard deviations for
all items, including optional instructor-designed items.

Special Features

The IDEA system is a commercial rating package. Charges
for forms and processing vary depending upon the num-
ber of forms ordered and classes processed. Forms must be
ordered from the center and returned to them for pro-

Developing a Comprebensive Faculty Fvaluation System




cessing, Institutions receive three copies of the IDEA com-
puter report; interpretation aids are incorporated in the re-
port. For an additional fee, participating institutions may
reccive Group Summary Reports, which combine results
for all classes or for selected subgroups, and Faculty Sum-
mary Reports, which summarize all reports for a given
faculty member over a specified period of time. The IDEA
Center publishes Exchange, an occasional newsletter, and
a series of technical and nontechnical publications on top-
ics in faculty evaluation and development. National work-
shops on selected topics are offered annually, and
consultative services can also be arranged.

Development and Validation

The development and initial validation of the IDEA sys-
tem is described by Hoyt (1973) and Hoyt and Cashin
(1977). Items on instructor objectives were originally
formed from earlier taxonomic classifications, factor ana-
lytic work, and input from award-winning teachers, fac-
ulty-student committees, and users of IDEA. The 1998
revision employed the advice of users in eliminating three
of these and adding five that reflect higher education’s
contemporary emphases on team skills, values, lifelong
learning, and critical thinking. The 20 teaching method
items (10 of which are new) were written to reflect Chick-
ering and Gamson’s (1987) seven principles and were se-
lected on the basis of their unique contribution to the
prediction of outcomes. Items on course management and
student characteristics were included primarily to adjust
outcome measures by taking into account facrors that were

Commercially Available Student Rating Forms

beyond the control of the instructor. The reliability of the
five scales of teaching methods ranged from .76 t0 .91, av-
eraging .86 for classes of 15-34 students. For individual
items, reliabilities in similar classes ranged from .71 to .91,
averaging .83. A principal indicator of validity was the
finding that student ratings of progress on objectives were
positively related to instrucror ratings of importance of
objectives. Also, relationships between teaching methods
and progress on objectives were consistent with theoreti-
cal expectations. Multiple regression analyses showed that
each of the 20 teaching methods made an independent
contribution to the prediction of at least one progress rat-
ing, and that the relevance of specific instructor behaviors
varied with class size. Factors that were used to adjust out-
come measures included class size, student desire to take
the course regardless of who taught it, the portion of “dif-
ficulty” ratings and of “effort” ratings that could not be at-
tributed to the instructor, and a measure of “other student
motivation.” Later technical reports (e.g., Cashin & Per-
rin, 1978; Sixbury & Cashin, 1995a, 1995b; Hoyt, Chen,
Pallett, & Gross, 1998) provide additonal data on reliabil-
ity and validity as well as a description of the computa-
tional procedures and comparative databases used in
producing reports for the latest version of IDEA.

Sample Form and Report

The following pages contain a sample of the IDEA student
rating form (front and back) as well as an example of a fac-
ulty report. The IDEA system also provides institutional
SUMMAry reports. '
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Figure 15.4 IDEA Survey Form—Student Reactions to Instruction and Courses (front)

= RN n
L
- .
a-a
- . l SURVEY FORM - STUDENT REACTIONS TO INSTRUCTION AND COURSES
- Froper Marks improper Marks
I pe prope
= IMPORTANT! eeaese |Home
]
: Your thoughtful answers to these questions will provide helpful information to your instructor.
- Describe the frequency of your instructor's teaching procedures, using the following code:
- 1=Hardly Ever 2=0ccaslonally =Sometimes 4=Fraquently S5=Aimost Always
-—

) Displayed a passonalinistest in skidents and thislr learming "t il
s answer their own questions

° work {class actiitas, Tests, piojacts) i ways which encouragod shudents to-etay up-to-data i thel work -
e importance and significance of the subject matter ’

of dlcussion Gfoups” 16 facklats oaming

® Stimalated students to intelleciual effo eyond thal required by most courses
... ©) Encouragad students to use mulle réscurces (6.0, deta Barks, itaty holdiigs, outside Sxperts) o improve undefstanding
(& Explained course material cleady and concisaly '
(®:Rolaled coiitse material o raal e situations © S I
@ Gava tests, projects, ele. thal coverad the most impartant points of the course
(@) @) Intioduced simisiing ideas aboutthe subject -~ = . L i o
(5) Involved students in "hant_is on® projects such_ as rgsaarch, case st
). 2 ©): Insplred stidents to 86t and athieve goals whicti Fedily chatisnged thér T
@ Askec‘_ students to share ideas and experiances with others whose backgrounds ard viewpoints Qiﬂer1rom_the own

7@ Provided iy an fsisons osdbSc o et epors, profsts, el 5 hlpstuseris mprovs,

{8 Asked students to each other understand ideas or concepls

@ @) Gave projects. tasis; o assignments fhak requirad orginal or creive thinking. 1L -
O] & Encouragsd studemi-faculty imeraction outside of class {office visits, phone calls, e-maif, etc.)

Twelve possible learning objectives are listed below. For each, rale your progress in this course compared with your
progress in other courses you have taken at this college or unlversity. (Of course, ratings on objectives which were
not addressed by the course will usually ba low.)

In this course, my progress was:
1-Low (lowest 10 percent of courses | have taken hera)
2-Low Average {next 20 percent of courses | have taken here)
3-Avarage {(middle 40 percent of courses i have taken here)
4-High Average (next 20 percent of courses | have taken here)
5-High (highest 10 percent of courses | have taken here)

w= Progress on:

-G @O @ © Gaining factual kidwiodge ieminology; élsssifcations; misthods, trends) © . .-

=23 & (@ @ @ Learning fundamanial principles, generalizalions, of theories

=280 @ D@ @ Leaming to apply coiirse matérial (1 imprave thirkifg, problr soMing, anddecisions} . T
mA0 @ @ @ ©® Dsveloping specific skills, compatancies, and points of view needad by prolessionals in the field most closely
L relaled to this course

w25 @@ @ @ Acquiring skilts iy working with Sihers-as & member af g tagii © SR :

o 26.(1) @ & @ O] Developing creative capacities (writing, inventing, designing, performing in art, music, drama, alg.)

w2t @@ @ @ Galningabroader undsrstanding and appreciation of intellsctialicuftural activity {musle, sclence; ilteraturg, ste.)
=m0 @ @ @ & Developingskitin expressing mysell orally or in writing

290 @@ @ @ Learing howto find and usa rasources for answarlng Guéstions o¢ solving frcblams -

m30.0 @ @® ® (&) Devaloping a clearer understanding ot, and commitment 1o, personal values

-3 @@ {(®' Leaming to anayzs and eritically evaluals ideas, drgumans; and poinis of view -

20 @ @ @ @ Acquiinganinterestin iearning more by asking my own guestions and seeking answers

-

_—

== Copyright © IDEA Center, 1998 Printod in tho U.S.A. {CI.F3) CPH3-1300 Continuee on back page
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Figure 15.4 (continued)

IDEA Survey Form—Student Reactions to Instruction and Courses (back)

‘t=Much Less than
Most Courses

2=Less than
Mast Courses

3=About Average

4=More than

Most Courses

'On the next three items, compare this course with others you have taken at this institution, using the following eade:
S=Much More
than Most Courses

The Course:.

Describe your attitudes and behavior in this course, usging the following code:

1=Definitely 2=More False 3=In Between 4=More True S5=Definitely
False Than Trug Than False True
Self Rating:

1=Definitely
False

2=More False
Than True

=in Belween

For the following items, blacken the space which best correspends to your Judgment:

d=More Truea
Than False

S=Dafinitely
True

@
T ) D
@

EXTRA GUESTIONS

if your instructor has extra questions, answer them in the space designated below (questions 48-66):

@
@0
®
@
@
@
@
6]

@
@

Your comments are invited on how the
instructor might improve this course or
teaching procedures. tise the space balow
for comments {unfess otherwise diracted).
Note: Your written commants may be
relumed to the instructor. You may want to
PRINT to protect your ancnymily.

institution:

Instructor:

Course Numbar:

Commaents:

Time and Days Class Meels:

Commercially Available Student Rating Forms

153




Figure 15.5 Sample IDEA Report

www.ideaksu.edn

" Faculty Name; SAMPLE, AX
Instisution: ALPHA UNIVERSITY

The IDEA Report P iz
Communications 0000 (mwr 11:30) SAM E,)LE | I EA
IDEA Center . JCENTER

Term: Falt  1998-1999
% Responding: 83.3

Number Enrolled: 8
Number Responding: 15

- Your results are considered fairly reliable; it is untikely that re-rating by the same students would produce more than a moderate
change in your report. The percentage of enrallees who provided ratings is high; results can be considered representative of the

are beyond the instructor’s control (size of class;
difficulty not attributable to instructor;
influences)

class as a whole.
Sections and Purposes of the Report
Page Section Purpose
2 L. Overall Measures of Teaching Primarily for administrative use in helping to make personnel
Effectiveness recommendations. Only this page and Page 6 are essential if
this is the only use you plan to make of the report.
3 I. Student Ratings of Progress on Specific Primarily to identify the teaching objectives where
Cbjectives improvement is most needed
45 HI. Teaching Methods or Style Related to Primarily to help develop a strategy for improving teaching
Student Ratings of Progress methods
6 IV. Course Description/Context Primarily to assist in interpreting the results by considering
the context in which the course was taught
78 V. Statistical Detaif _ Primarily to provide details which may help you or your
: consultants to understand or interpret the report accurately
8 V1. Processing Error Messages Identifies errors resulting from incomplete information provided
on the Faculty Information Form
Definitions

Raw Score: Results obtained by using smdents’ numerical ratings,
Adjusted Score: Ratings which have been statistically adjusted to

student effort not attributable to instructor; and other student motivational

T Score: A satistically derived score which makes it
different averages and standard deviations (variabilities), T Scores all have an average of 50 and 2 standard deviation of
10. This means that 40% of all T Scores will be in the
Similar Classes: On Page 4, ratings of specific teaching methods are compared with national averages for classes of
"similar size and level of student motivation.” Your ratings are compared with those from one of 20 groups defined by
considering both class size (less than 15; 15-34; 35-99: or 100 or more) and average student response to
desire to take this course” (under 3.0; 3.0-3.4; 3.5-3.9; 4.0-4.4; or 4.5 or above).

ail of which are based on a scale of | (low) 1o 5 (high).
take into account factors which affect ratings but which
student desire to take course regardiess of who tanght it; course

easy to compare various measures. Unlike raw scores which have

range of 45-55, while less than 2% will be below 30 or above 70,

"I had a strong

Understanding the Graphs

A Few Words of Caution

Most results are presented on graphs. Unadjusted T Scores are shown by
symbol 4. In most cases, we use a line on boih sides of a symbol to indicate that ratings have 2 "margin of error”; the line
represents + one standard error of measurement, a statistical indication of the refiability of the measure.

the symbol X ; adjusted T Scores are shown by the

1. New items on the IDEA form are marked by
Comparisons with the national database o

tmprovement strategies. However,
can be made of them. Please read the enc

an asterisk (*) because they have been tested on only 3,668 classes.

IDEA form which are based on over 35,000 classes rated during the 1993-94 and 1994-95 academic years.

2. Student ratings can make a useful contribution to the appraisal of teaching effectiveness and to the development of
they have distinct limitations which need to be acknowledged before appropriate use

n these items will be less stable than for the items retained from the originat

losed Overview of Student Ratings: Value and Limitations.
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Figure 15.5 (continued)  Sample IDEA Report

Faculty Name: SAMPLE, AX ! , ? Term: Fall  1998-1999
Course: Communications 0000 ;., A = Page 2
Secimn w.{uf Teaching Effectiveness

This section compares your results with those for other instructors and courses in the national database on four OVERALL
MEASURES OF TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS, The primary value of this information is to aid in making
administrative recommendations; if this is the only use you will make of the repert, you need to consulé only these
resulis and the context provided by Part IV, page 6. Please remember that most of the classes included in the database have
been taught in a reasonably successful manner; therefore, a rating which is "below average™ does not necessarily mean that the
quality of instruclion was unacceptable.

: : T-Score 40% of a1l ‘Your Average
Overall Measures of Effectivencss | Unadj. | 2% of all |28% of ail classes| €135868 | 2805 of all clagses| 2% of all || (5-Poim Scale)
Agj. classes (Avg. range classes Raw [Adjusted
1. Progress on Relevant 58
{Essential and Imponant} : NA; | NA,
Objectives 58
2. Improved Student Atiitude o 39 | 36
3. Overall Excellence of Teacher :; 4.2 4.3
4. Overall Excellence of Course :; 39 35
20 30 4 45 30 55 &0 0 80

T Score~Comparisonr. with all Classes in National Databasa

+—¢— Unadjusted T Score = on¢ standard error of measurement
- Adjusted T Score £ one standard error of measurement (adjusted for elass size; student dasire to take course regardless of who taught it; course
difitcully not aitributable to instructorn; student effort not attribitable (o instructor, and other student motivational influences)

You may wisch to assign these ratings to categories like these which have been used historically with the IDEA systeﬂL Simply
assign T Scores 1o categories as follows: Low (lowest 10%)=T Score below 37; Low Average (next 209%)=T Score 37-44;
Average (middle 40%)=T Score 45-55; High Average (next 20%)=T Score 56-63; and High (highest 10%)=T Score above 63.

1. Progyress on Relevant (Essential and Important) Objectives. Because student learning is the central purpose of teaching,
and because you chose the objectives considered by this measure, this is probably the most vital measure of effectiveness. A
double weight is given to student ratings of progress on objectives you chose as Essential, and a single weight 1o those chosen as
Irmportant; chjectives identified as being of Minor or No ¥mportance were ignored in developing this measure.

Z, Improved Student Astitude. The graph shows the average response of students to item 40, "As a result of taking this course,
T have more positive feelings toward this field of study.” This rating is most meaningful for courses which are taken by many
non-majors. Most teachers hope that such students will deveiop a respect and appreciation for the discipline even if they choose
to take no additional courses in it .

3. Overall Excellence of Teacher. This shows the average response to item 41, "Overall, | eate this insiructor an exceilent
teacher.” Overall impressions of a teacher affect student attitudes, effort, and learning.

4. Overall Excellence of Course. This shows the average response io item 42, "Overall, I raie this course as excellent.” This
evaluation is likely determined by a number of factors (e.g., teaching style, student satisfaction with course cutcomes, and
characteristics such as organization, selection of readings and”or other influences).

NA,: Based on a combination of ratings where an average on a 5-point scale is not comparable.

Commercially Available Student Rating Forms
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Figure 15.5 (continued) ~ Sample IDEA Report

" Faculty Name: SAMPLE, AX Term; Fall - 1998-199%

Course: Communications 6000 Page 3
Section II. Student Ratings of Progress on Specific Objectives

This graph shows stugdent progress ratings on the objectives you chose as Essential (Part A) and those you chose as Fmportant

{Part B). To ihe degree that students make progress on the objectives you stress, your teaching has been effective.

T-Score : 40% of all Your Average
Part A. Essential Objectives Unadj. | 2%ofall [28% of all classes| CI355¢S . |28% of ali classes| 2% of all i (5-Point Scale)
“Adj. | classes Avg. range) classes | paw [Adjusted
24. Professional skills, viewpoints | 32 ' 41 | 37
* 28. Oral and written 61 et as | a6
communnication skills &t - ' )
Pert B. limportant Objectives
26. Creative capacities ;‘5 45 1 43
*31. Analysis and critical 62 a1 | 41
evaluation of ideas 61 ) I
30 40 45 50 55 60 70 80

20
T Seore--Comparison with ali Classes in National Database where the
Objective was Selecied as "Essential” or "Tmporiant”

36— Unadjusted T Score x one standard error of measurement
11 Adjusted T Score + one standand error of measurement (adjusted for class size; student desire 10 take course regardless of who taught it course
difficulty not attributable ta instructor: student effort not attribwiable to instructor, and other student mativational influences)

Similar to Section I, you may wish to assign ratings to categories. Simply assign T Scores to categories as follows: Low (lowest
10%)=T Score below 37; Low Average (next 20%)=T Score 37-44; Average (middle 40%)=T Score 45-55; High Average
(next 20%)=T Score 56-63; and High (highest 10%)=T Score above 63.

It is recommended that priority attention be given to Essential objectives with progress ratings which are below average. The
second priority might be directed to Important objectives for which progress ratings are below average. A third priority might
be Essential or Importdnt objectives for which progress ratings are in the average range. 1f ali progress ratings are above the
average range, it is suggested that your present methods of teaching are effective and changes in your teaching style or
approaches do not appear to be needed in order to ensure that your teaching promotes student leaming. If improvement is
nieeded, strategies can be formulated by examining "Strengths™ and "Weaknesses™ associated with progress ratings on the
objectives chosen for priority aitention. These are identified in Section LY of this report.

Note: Studants in your class also rated their progress on the objectives which you classified as being of Miror or No
Importance. These ratings are considered irrelevant in judging your teaching effectiveness. However, a review of student
ratings on these abjectives, found in Section V (Statistical Detail), may provide yon with insights about some “umimtended” or
"additionat” effects of your instruction.

*New liem
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Figure 15.5 (continued)  Sample IDEA Report

Faculty Name: SAMPLE, AX Term: Fall  {998-1999
Course: Communications 0000 Page 4
Section III. Teaching Methods or Style Related to Student Ratings of Progress

This section focuses on specific teaching methods, Results are given in two parts. Pari One graphically compares ratings of
your teaching methods with those of others who teach classes similar to this one in terms of size and level of student motivation,
Fart Two identifies the teaching methods most closely related to attaining your Impertant and Essentinl objectives, providing a
basis for developing improvement strategies. Part Three highlights potential areas to emphasize for improvement efforts and
teaching strengths that shouid be retained.

Part One: The graphs below classify methods as "strengths" if your rating was at least 0.3 above average for classes of similar
size and level of student motivation and as "weaknesses” if your rating was at least 0.3 below the average for such classes.
Although effectiveness generally improves when weaknesses are overcome while maintaining strengths, not all teaching
methods promote progress on every teaching objective. The methods which are especially relevant to each of your Essential and

Important objectives are identified in Part Two (page 5).
Comparisen with Classes of Similar

Teaching Methods and Styles Average Rating _ Size and Level of Stuzdent Motivation
Weakness Strenpth

A, Stadent-Faculty Contact (Average of 1, 2, 20}
*1. Displayed a personal interest in students and their leaming
2. Found ways to help students answer their own questions

*20. Encouraped student-faculty interaction outside of class (office
visits, phone calls, e-mail, etc.)

B. Involving Students (Average of 5, 9, 14, 16, 18)
*5. Formed "leams” or "discussion groups” to facilitate leamning
*9. Encouraged students 1o use multiple resources {e.g. data banks,
library holdings, outside experts) to improve undersianding
*14. Involved students in "hands on™ projects such as research, case
studies, or “real life” activities
*16, Asked studerts to share ideas and experiences with olhers whose
backgrounds and viewpoints differ from their own
*18. Asked students to help each other understand ideas or concepts

. Establishing Expectations (Aversge of 3, 4, 8, 13, 15}
#3. Scheduled course work (class activitles, tests, projecis) in ways
which encouraged students to stay up 1o date in their work
4. Demonstrated the importance and significance of the subject
malter
8. Stimulated students to intelleciual effort beyond that required by
0s! Courses
13, Introduced stimulating ideas about the subject
*15. Inspired students to set and achieve goals which really
challenged them

D. Clarity of Communication (Average of 6,10, 11}
6. Made it clear ow each topic 1t ino the course
10. Explained course material clearly and concisely
11, Related course material to real life siuations

75

E. Assessment/Feedback (Average of 7, 12, 1%, 19)
7. Explained the reasons for criticisms of students’ academic
performance _
12. Gave fests, projects. ct<. that covered the most imporiant poinis
of the course

*17. Provided timely and frequent feedback on tests, reports, projects.
¢ic. 10 help stedenis improve
19, Gave projects, tests or assignments that reguired original or
cretive thinking ¥
16 F Y an S0 075 0.3 03 078
*ew liem o Avetage Categovy rting = one standasd error of measurenend —e—  Average item zating  one standuard rror of mcasury menz

Commercially Available Student Rating Forms
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Figure 15.5 (continued) ~ Sample IDEA Report

Faculty Name: SAMPLE, AX Term: Fall 1998-199%
Course: Communications 0000 _ Page 5
Section II1. Teaching Methods or Style Related o Student Ratings of Progress (continued)

Part Two: Column 1 below again lists those objectives you listed as Essential or Iinportant. Column 2 lists those teaching
methods which in combination are most closely related to progress ratings on your ¢hosen objectives. Column 3 separates out
those teaching methods rated as “strengths” and those rated as "weaknesses” in comparison to the national average. (The
numbers in Columns 2 and 3 refer to the teaching methods numbered 1-20 on the graphical presentations in Part One, page 4.)

Colinn 1 Column 2 Colamn 3
Chosen Objectives Most Relevant Teaching Methods Most Relevant Strengths/Weaknesses
: Strengths Weaknesses
Essential Objectives
24. Professional skills, viewpoints 34,6,7,8,11,12,14,18 46,1112
28. Oral and written communication 1,3,5,7.8.9,10,19 1,5.9,19 10
skills
Important Objectives
26. Creative capacities 1,5,6,7,13,19,20 1,519 6
*31. Analysis and critical evaloation of  3,5,8,13,18,19,20 5,19
ideas
Part Three: This section summarizes teaching methods to consider for improvement strategies and methods which are effective
and should be retained.

Potential Areas for Improvement Efforts
Generally, improvement efforts are most suceessful if they focus on no more than three teaching srrategies at a time. These
results suggest that your improvement strategies might best be chosen from the foliowing teaching methods:
6. Made it clear how each topic fit into the course
4. Demonstrated the importance and significance of the SlibJﬁCl matter
10. Explained course material clearly and concisely
11. Related course material to real life situations -~
12, Gave tests, projects, efe. that covered the most important points of the course

Strengths to Retain
In doing so, you should take care to retain the methods which are currently effective, including:
#5. Pormed "teams” or "discussion groups” to facilitate learning
19. Gave projects, tests or assignments that required original or ereative thinking
*1. Displayed a personal interest in students and their leaming
*9, Encouraged students to use multiple resources {e.g. data banks, library holdings, ouiside experts) to improve
understanding

“New liem
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Figure 15.5 (continued) Sample IDEA Report

Faculty Name: SAMPLE, AX Term: Fall 1998-19%9 -

Course: Communications 0000 Page 6
Section IV. Course Description/Context

This section describes several aspects of your course. Some of the description summarizes information you supplied when you

administered the IDEA form, and some of the information comes from student responses. Information on this page provides the
context in which the class was taught and in which interpretation of the ratings should be made. The IDEA Center wilt conduct
additional research on these data to determine more precisely how they can improve interpretation of the report.

Course Description:
Primary Instractional Type:  Discussion/recitation Team Taught: Not reported
Secondary Instructional Type:  Other/Not Indicated Distance Learning: Nof reported

Principal Type of Student: Underclassmen, general

Instructor’s Ratings of Special Circumstances: :
Positive ct on Learnin, Neither Positive nor Negative Impact Negative Impact on Leaming
Previous experience teaching Physical facilities and/or Adequacy of students'
" course equipment background/preparation
Desire 1o teach course Changes in teaching approach
Control over course management
decisions
Student enthusiasm
Student effort
Technical/instructional support

Instructor’s Ratings of Course Requirements:

Much Required Some Required None (or fittle) Reguired
Writing Compurer applications
Oral communication Group work
Critical thinking Mathematical/quantitative work

Creative/artistic/design endeaver

Studeﬁt Ratings of the Course:

Nomber of Students Saying:*
1 2 3 4 5 Average T Score
33, Amount of reading 2 3 7 I ¢ 25 43
34, Amount of work in other {(non-reading) 0 1 3 7 9 38 57
assignments .
35. Difficulty of subject matter o 0 7 4 2 3.6 56

*1 =Much less than most courses 2 = Less than most courses 3 = Aboul average 4 = More than mest courses S = Much more than most courses

Similar to Sections 1 and T, you may wish to assign ratings to categories. Simply assign T Scores to categories as follows: Low
(lowest 10%)=T Score below 37; Low Average (next 20%)=T Score 37-44; Average (iniddle 40%)=T Score 45-35; High
Average (next 209)=T Score 56-63; and High (highest 10%)=T Score above 63.

Commercially Available Student Rating Forms
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Figure 15.5 (continued)

Sample IDEA Report

Faculty Name: SAMPLE, AX Term: Fall 1998-199%
Course: Communications 0000 : Page7
Section V. Statistical Detail: Item Freqaencies, Averages, and Standard Deviations :
{tems 1-20: Teaching Methods items 21-32: Progress on Objectives
Key: 1=Hardly Ever 2=0ccasionally 3=Sometimes Key: luLow 2=Low Average 3=Average
A=Fregquently S=Almast Always 4=High Average _ _S=High
1 2 3 4 5 OmitjAvg. sd. 1 2 3 4 5 Omit)Avg. sd.
L 0 0 0 6 9 0 ]46 05 25, 0 1 2 4 8 0 |43 10
2. 0 i 5 4 5 o139 10 22 i 2 1 5 6 0 139 13
3. 0 1 3 5 & 0141 10 23, ] 0 4 3 7 0 {40 12
4. Y 1 2 4 8 0 43 10 24, 0 2 2 4 7 0 |41 11
3. 2 0 5 2 6 0 37 14 25. i 0 3 5 6 0 140 11
6. 0 1 4 3 7 0 f4r 10 26 0 1 1 2 i1 o6 }[45 03
7. P 1 4 7 1 t41 13 27 2 0 3 3 7 0 139 14
& 0 2 5 3 5 0137 11 2 0 0 2 3 10 045 o7
9. 0 0 1 5 9 0 145 06 29 0 0 3 4 ] 0 43 08
6. 0 | 5 3 5 0§39 10 30 2 i 3 4 5 0 j36 14
il 1 1 H 5 7 0 141 12 3. 8 0 5 3 7 0 141 09
12, 0 2 2 5 3 6 140 11 2. 0 1 3 2 7 0 |40 11
13. ¢ o 4 4 7 0 |42 09 Bold items were selected as Essential or Important.
4. 0 2 4 0 9 0141 12
15 0 I 5 4 5 6 ]39 10 Ftems 33-35: The Course
18. ) ¢ 3 2 10 0145 02 Key: |1=Much Less than Most Courses 2=1.e55 than Most Courses
3=About Average 4=More than Most Courses
7 i 2 4 2 6 0137 13 S=Much More than Most Courses
. 0 3 1 3 8 0|41 12 1 2 3 4 5 OmitjAvg sd.
1. 0 0 O 5 10 0|47 05 3. 2 3 7 1 0 2125 09
2. 0 0 4 2 9 ¢ }j43 08 ¥ 0 1 3 7 2 2|38 08
N 35. 0 0 7 4 2 2 1356 08
Items 43-47: Experimental Hems 36-42: Self-Ratings
Key: 1=Definitely False 2=More False Than Trie Key: t=Definitely False 2=Moare False Than True
3=In Between 4=More True Than False 3=in Betwesn 4=More True Than False
S=Definitely True S=Definitely Tiug
i 2 3 4 5  Omit] Avg. s H 2 3 .4 3 OmitjAvg. sd
43, 1 4 i 5 3 1 |34 13 36. 1 tH i i il 1 {45 1.2
4. 0 2 2 6 4 1139 10 3.0 2 4 6 2 1 136 09
45 0 1] 1 9 4 I 142 06 38. i 2 6 0 5 1 134 13
46. 0 ) 2 7 4 1 140 09 39. i 0 3 4 6 1 140 1.2
47, 1 i 6 5 I ! 33 10 40, 2 i 0 4 7 1 39 15
41, 0 i 2 4 7 1 42 10
42 0 1 4 4 5 1 39 10
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Figure 15.5 (continued) ~ Sample IDEA Report
Faculty Name: SAMPLE, AX Termn: Fall  1998-1999 -
Course: Communications 0000 Page 8
Section V. Siatistical Detail: Continued
Items 48-66: Extra Questi_ons
1 A 3 4 5 OmiifAvg. sd. 1 2 3 4 § OmitjAvg. sd,
48, 0 ¢ 18 6 0141 06 58. ¢ 0 0 0 0 28 | NJA N/A
49, 1 3 11 13 o 0 |33 03 59, 0 0 0 4 0 28 IN/A N/A
56, 3 7 14 4 0 0 {27 09 60. ¢ 1) 0 0 6 28 IN/A NA
51 0 n 7 10 o ¢ |30 09 6l. 0 0 0 0 1] 28 | NJA N/A
52, 23 o 2 0 3 0116 13 62, 0 0 o 0 0 28 INA NA
53. 4 12 10 2 o 0 124 08 63. 0 0 0 ] 0 28 | NA N/A
54, 5 4 9 6 4 6 [30 13 64. 0 0 0 0 0 28 [N/A NA
35. ¢ 0 0 G 0 28 |NJA N/A 65. 0 0 0 o 0 28 {NA NA
56. 0 0 0 0 0 2B INA NA 66. 0 0 g 0 0 28 [NA WA
37 G 4] 0 ¢ 0 28 JNA N/A
Section VI. Processing Error Messages

B STUDENT INSTRUCTIONAL REPORT Il (SIR 1)

Contact Information

Educational Testing Service (ETS)
Rosedale Road
Princeton, NJ 08541-0001

‘Phone: 609-921-9000
FAX: 609-734-5410
Web.site:  www.cts.org (For specific information

about purchasing the SIR I visit the ETS web site, click
on the “Products” tab, and scroll down to “SIR 11”.)

Format

The SIR 11 is available as a paper version and as an online
service. The SIR II rating form consists of 45 core items
that are divided into 10 sections with space for up to 10
instructor-prepared supplementary questions. The form
is printed on both sides of a scannable answer sheet. The
first five sections focus on instructor characteristics, in-
cluding Course Organization and Planning, Communica-
tion, Faculty/Student Interaction, Assignments, Exams
and Grading, and Supplementary Instructional Methods.

Commercially Available Student Rating Forms

Each of these sections contains five or six questions. tems
are scored on a 5-poinc scale, plus the option of Not Ap-
plicable. The 5-point scale is: 5=Very Effective, 4=Effec-
tive, 3=Moderately Effective, 2=Somewhat Ineffective, and
1=Ineffective. Questions in the first five sections include
such teaching and learning factors as instructor’s use of
class time, ability to make clear presentations, responsive-
ness to students, comments on assignments and exams,
and the use of practices and tools such as journals, portfo-
lios, computers, case studies, and team learning.

The sixth and seventh sections of the SIR II provide the
student with a different 5-point scale, asking them to rate
the relationship between the course and their self-assess-
ment of their contributions. The choices are: 5=Much More
(than most courses), 4=More Than (most courses), 3=Abour
the Same (as other courses), 2=Less (than most courses),
and 5=Much Less (than most courses). In the Course Qut-
comes section, the questions are abour a student’s increase in
interest in the subject, progress toward achieving cousse ob-
jectives, and involvement in learning. In the Student Effort
and Involvement section, the questions ask for how much
effort was put into the course, degree of preparation through
homework, and how challenged the student felt.
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The eighth section asks three questions about course
difficuley, workload, and pace. The ninth section contains
one question asking for an overall evaluation of the qual-
ity of instruction using the same 5-point scale as the first
five sections. The final section of the SIR II questionnaire
asks for student information such as class level, reason for
taking the course, English language proficiency, gender,
and expected grade. After space for up to 10 instructor-
supplied questions, a final paragraph suggests that stu-
dents make additional comments in writing on a separate
sheet of paper.

Results

Three copies of a two-page report are provided for each
class evaluated. For each of the questions, the percentages
of the total number of completed questionnaires for each
of the five ratings is displayed together with the mean
score. An overall mean for each section is also printed,
and for most of the sections, a comparative mean from ci-
ther two-year or four-year institutions is also displayed.
These means are based on a comparison of the instructor’s
average score on each item with means from a wide vari-
ety of two-year, technical, and four-year institutions that
use the SIR IL. Item means are flagged with a “+” if they
are reliably at or above the 90th percentile of compararive
data and with a “~” if they are reliably at or below the
10th percentile of comparacive data. When class size is
small and/or the percentage of students responding is low,
responses may be flagged or not tabulated, reducing the
probability of interpreting unreliable dava. Separate com-
parative data guides for two-year and four-year institu-
tions are provided with cach set of reports. Fach guide
contains data analyzed for specific institution types, class
size, class level, class type, and subject area. In addition to
class reports, institutions may request a summary report
and/or special combined reports.

Special Features

SIR 11 is a2 commercial rating system; the questionnaire
must be purchased from Educational Testing Service. Sales
of questionnaires are separate from processing charges,
providing institutions the option of processing the ques-
tionnaires themselves. Costs vary with quantity ordered.

Development and Validation
The SIR II is a 1995 revision of the original 1972 SIR

(Student Instructional Report). Two new forms were de-
veloped and pretested in spring 1994. These forms in-

162

cluded five of the scales from the original SIR with ques-
tions added or deleted. Three new scales or dimensions
were added. These new scales reflected recent emphases on

measuring learning outcomes and promoting students’
time on task and efforc in their learning. Each of the two
pretested forms included a different response formar to
the same set of items and scales. By having random halves
of students in 50 classes respond to the two forms, it was
possible to determine which response format was better.
Pretesting was carried out at 10 two- and four-year col-
leges. Traditional item and scale analyses of the two forms
included computing means, standard deviations, coeffi-
cient alphas, item-to-scale correlations, and factor analyses.
A Rasch analysis also compared the response categories
for the two forms to determine which provided better vari-
ation in student responses. Pilot-testing of the final form
occurred at a variety of colleges from spring 1995 through
spring 1996. Course means and standard deviations were
computed for each item and scale. A sample of the data
from the pilot-testing was used to determine the reliabil-
ity and construct validity of SIR II The three kinds of re-
liability computed established the internal consistency of
the items within the scales (coefficient alpha), the number
of students needed for consistency of course results (intra-
class correlations), and the stability of responses over brief
periods of time (test-retest). The factor analysis indicated
that the resulting factors matched perfectly with the ex-
pected or a priori scales for SIR 11

Research Reports of the SIR also support the SIR 11,
given their similar research basis. John Centra, professor of
education at Syracuse University, performed many studies
of the SIR and was also instrumental in developing the
SIR II {Centra, 1972a, 1972b, 1973, 1976, 1998; Centra
8 Gaubariz, 2000). He continues to write research reports
from SIR II data. Six research repores based on SIR data
covering such topics as comparisons with alumni data, re-
search productivity and teaching effectiveness, relation-
ships with the use of portfolio evaluation, and
comparisons with self-ratings are available from Educa-
tional Testing Service.

Sample Form and Report

The following is a sample of the SIR II form as well as an
example of the faculty report provided.

Developing a Comprehensive Faculty Evaluation System




Figure 15.6 Student Instructional Report 1I (front)

CHWBS222  Q1057-0

~HN E N EE = n |

L]

- S : SiR 1l Report Number
- 71  STUDENT INSTRUCTIONAL REPORT I (SIR If) TN
.

-_—

== | This questionnaire gives you the chance to comment anonymously about this course and the way it was taught. Using the rating scale
== | below, mark the one response for each statement that is closest to your view. Fill in the aporopriate circle to the right of the statement.
- {5) Very Effective

- (4) Effective

— {3) Moderateiy Effactive

- (2) Somewhat Ineflective

— {1}  Ineffective

— {0}  Not appiicable, not used in the course, or you don't know. In short,

- the statement does not apply to the course or instructor.

" { Asyou respond to each statomant, think about each practice as it

— contributed to your learning in this course.

- A. Course Orgenization and Planning

- 1. Tha instructor's explanation of coursa requiternants

- 2. The instructor's preparation for each class period . .......ooviernennnss SO (

L] 3. The instructer's command of the subjectmatter ... ........... P avrane, SR N (@),

- 4. The instruclor's use Of CIBSS TG . «...vevvivrrierinsenrnnnns s e . e -

— 5. The instructor's way of summarizing or emphaslzing important pgifits in clges WO ... FION

- ) j

- 8. Communication _ .

- o O T TN O I ®

- B . » JOON ) 0N ) JORN ) TR ®

- @B @D ®

— @@ D ®

- @@ @

L}

-—

- @...@_...@...@...@ ..... ®

- ®...0..0...@..0..... @

o ®.@.0...@.0.0

[ ®.®...0...0...% ... @©

-— ®.0..0...0..0..... @

-

-

- &®..®.0.@.0..... @

— ®...0..0..@...00 ... O]

- .. @.@.@.0. .. O]
- ®.-®.@®.@0...0..... ©

- &..0..0...0...(0..... ®
— ®.®...0... O]
- chora canbeuseddurfngaooursa In this section (E}, rate only &g\@ Lo

— e insWuctor included as part of this course. & é.“p ‘ée‘?‘ \@F ‘\;&96
- ‘of aach practice used as It contributed to your leaming. o o ‘,qu’ f:@ &

—

- 22_.,&%“ s or qugttions presented by the instructor for smal group discusslons ............. ®.0..0..@...00..... ®

— 2&%{0@@9«:1(3) ...................................................... ®.®.0.0.0.... @®

- 24, La axercises for undarstanding Irmportant COUrSe CONCEPIS ............coveiuust. ®..0..@...0..... O]

- 25. Assigned projects in which students worked together .....................ocoiiii..s ®.®.@..0..... @

- 28. Case studies, simulations, orrale playing .............cooiviiiieiiiii i &...@0.@.@...00.... @

- 27. Course journals or logs required of SIUABNNS . ......o.niiuireeninirniaiieoaaiaaans ®.®...@.@...0... @

- 23. instructor's usa of computers as algs In instruction ... U &.@©..0....0..... (O]

— Questionnaire continued on the other side. B
= @B oS i e T e, B et Nt SO R PO R s mon oo N40test

Commercially Available Student Rating Forms
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Figure 15.6 (continued)  Student Instructional Report II (back)

For the next two sections (F and G}, use the rating scale below. Mark the one response for each statement
that is closest to your view. Fill in tha appropriate circle to the right of each statement.

{5}, Much More than most courses
{4) More Than most courses

{3} Aboutthe Same as others

(2) Less than most courses

(1) Much £888 TRan most courses

)

2
0%10’?,%0
%%6 .:,%%
", %,
%, %,
S,
%% Qb%

{0} A le, ndt.used in th \ don't know. In short, &

oo e ;azap;::yt:;:,“;zr:;z‘:?m':m“ e S TS 4

s T ~)° vﬁ) f@ *o‘
@@ DD @
@ DD ®
@ @ @D ®
@0 . ®
@@ @D D

SIGIO)
©00
©00
560
®

(1) Vory glementary

(1) Much lighter

39. For me, the pace at which the instructor covel ;

(8) Very fast (D Sornewhat fast (1) Very slow
L. Overall Evaluation ' . \
40. Rate the quadity of instruction in this course as it contributed to you sokasi gblings ghout the course content):
&) Vary aftective @ Effoctive () Modeholy offpetive Dot fotive . (@) Inaffective

J. Student Information
41, Which one of the following best describes this course for you?

() A major/minor requirement (@ Acollege requirement

42. Whatis your class level?
(3) Freshman/istyear (2) Sophomore/2ndyear (3} Junfor/3rd year

b

43. Do you communicate better in English or in another language?
(1) Betterin English (@ Better in another language (3) Equally well in Englig

44, Sex (T Female (@ Male

45, What grade ¢do you expedt to receive in this course?
ON @ A @ B+ @ 8 ® B c

K. Supplementary Questions  if the instructor provided supplementary questions and response optians, mark your ansiyg
Mark only one response for sach question,

5 OAOOH “ PREEDE % Y «° AV % EEEAOEO
7. @YY © POEGEE i ERREOE B EOEEOE % COEROE®

5 saction.

I.. Student Comments If you would like to make additional comments about the course or instruction, use a separate shest of paper, You might
alaborate on the particular aspects you liked most as well as those you liked least, Also, how can the course or the way it was taught be improved?
An additional form may be provided for your comments. Please give these commants to the instructor.

IIIIIIIIllllllWlllll!lllllllIlIillllllllII'IiIIIIIlIlIII_IIIIIl

it you have any comments abowt this questionnaire, please send them to:
Student Instructional Report b, Educational Testing Service, Princeton, MJ 08541-0001.
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Figure 15.7 SIR II Sample Class Report

STUDENT INSTRUCTIONAL REPORT II

——

Ergolenand | Adman, Date

Repor No,

Batch

53 90/00

20000

L1

=

CLASS REPORT
SAMPLE

PERCENTAGES reported betow are based

Assessing Courses and Instruction  rmicss e swov are s

33

important points in class . . .

. The Instrucior's explanation of course requirements | . . 39

2 The instructor's preparstion lor each class period , | | 42 92 L] &

3. The Instruclor's command of the subject matter . 39 a2 12 6

£, The Instructor's use of class time _ . | 92 30 18 & E-1
5 Tha s way of Hziog ar h: ing 27 45 6 18 3

Oweraif mean for COURSE ORGANIZATION AND PLANHING is: 4.07  The comparstive mean far X.year inshitohions i3 xoo

€. The instructer’s abilily to make clear and 30 36
understandable presentations . . .

7. The instructor’s command of spoken English {or the 61 6
language used in the course) . . .

8. The instrucior's use of examples of iflystrations to 33 3%
clarify courae maternial . . .

8. Tha instructor's use of challenging questions or 8 39
problems _ . .

18, The instructor’s enthusiati for the course material . . . 21 45

Overall mean for COMMUNICATION is: 9.06  The comparative mesn far X-year inctitutions 182 %,

12. The insteuctor's respect for stydents . . . £13 24 18 9 3
33, The instructor's for student progress . . . 36 23 15 15
1%, The availaddlity of exira help for this ciass flaking
tnto account the size of the class) . .. 36 33 2 ?
15, The instructors willingness to listen 1o student
questions and opinlons . . . 39 36 12 & 6
Overslt mesn (or FACULTV/STUDENT INTERACTION Js: 3,97  The comparative mean for X-year inatitutions ts: x.icc.
+ Thit mean is higher than the comparative mean. See page 4.
— This mean i3 [ewer than the comparative mean, See page 4, For ewplanation of flagging (°), see “Number of Students Responding.” page 4

Commercially Available Student Rating Forms
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Figure 15.7 {continued)

SIR II Sample Class Report

STUDENT INSTRUCTIONAL REPORT 1l

2

CUNOt R Nedy Moderately! Semewnn! [ . o c
Appticable | Efective ]I EHectvn [ EnsfTective | Inelfective “Mean
t6. The intormation glven to students aboul how they . 39 15 “30"
wouid be graded . . | -
17. The clacity of exam questions 36 535 21 9 3_.9_7‘
18 The wxams’ coverage ol important aspects of (ke 33 42 18 8 q .'03
course . R I :
13, The instracior’s comments en assigaments and 27 x5 21 1z 5.h3
exams . . :
20, The overail gquality of the textbook(t) & 12 45 15 15 (3
2t The of o is in under ding 27 21 z V

course material | ..

48

Cverali mean for ASSIGNMENTS, EXAMS, AND GRADING is:

%.9%  The comparative mean for X-year instity

tions is: X

%

22. Problems or questions presenied by the {nsiructor for

Enalt group discussions . . 5 3 21 Al k4
23, Tertn paper(s) or project{s} . 50 56 12 xuw
24, Laboratary exercises for undersianding important [
course concepls 12 52 18 ® ? Jemn
25, Assigned projects in which students worked PR
together _ . 33 48 ) ¥-4 [3 g prr
2. Case studies. simutations. or role playing . .. 33 55 12
27, Course joyrnais of logs tequired of students | ., ] &% 9 k] 3 3
28, Instructor’s use of computers as aids In Instruction . . L 4 70 9 iz
Means are not reported {***} for SUPPLEMENTARY INSYRUCTIONRAL METHODS.
> -} Much Morn ‘About th Lwte Thain
7 Kot Then Most ‘Same &% 1Mot ] Than Maat
Appltcabic [ Coutses .| Course$’ | .. Othery Coutses: [+ Copraes
- 29. My learning increased in this course . 3 15 33 33 12 3
30 1 mad 4 7d achievi
M‘t‘:‘::o?relas oward achitving course % 18 - 45 x
2. My Interwst in the subject area has increased | 3 15 24 ix is 3
32 This course helped me to think independently at-out
the subeci matter . . . 3 24 18 45 ?
I This course actively Involved me In what | was
learsing . . . 3 27 33 30 ]
Overa!l mean lor COURSE OUTOOMES is: 3.56 ‘The comparative mean for X-year Institutions is: xxx,
A
Much Lexs
7 Than Mot
: - Courses ..
34, t studied and pul effort into 1his course . . . 3 45 12 k1 3
35. I was prepared for each class {writing and reading
assignments) . . . 3 32 27 30 3 3 R
36. [ was challenged by this course 3 3 1z 36 5 é 359

Overall mean for STUDENT EFFORT AND INVOLVEMENT is:

3.83

The comparative mean for X-year institutions g2 oo

+ This mean is bigher than The comparative mean. See page 4

— This mean it iower than the comparative mean. See page 4

For explanation of fiagging {*), se¢ "Humber of Students Responding,” page &
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Figure 15.7 (continued)

SIR II Sample Class Report

) ) ASSESSING COURSES and INSTRUCTION

o it

38. The work [oad for this course in relation to other
courses of cqual credit was .,

R e

A i,

3% For me. the pace at which the instructor covered the
materiaf during L6e term was . . .

Meanz are not appropriate for COURSE DIFFICULTY, WORKLOAD, and PACE. Review the distribution of

e it
a0 b M o ea, o

40. Rate the quality of instruclion in this course as it
contribeted to your learning. (fry fo set aside your
feelings abowl the coursk content,)

OVERALL EVALUATION mean ist  5.849

&1, Which one of 1he foliowing best describes this course for you?

42, What is your class tevel?

41 Do you icate betier in English or in h
tangurage?

44, Sex

45, What grade do you expect to receive in this course?

+ This mean s higher than the comparative mean. Sec page 4.

- This mean is lower than lhe comparalive mean. See page 4.

of Students Respending.” page &,

Commercially Available Student Rating Forms




Figure 15.7 (continued)  SIR II Sample Class Report

- INTERPRETING SIR 1} '

The SIR If is designed to;

+ [dentity areas of strength andfor areas tor improvement.
» Provide information on new teaching methods or technigues used in glass.
+ Provide feedback from students about their courses.

NUMBER OF STUDENTS RESPONDING

The number of studenls responding can aHect the results when the class is very small {fewer than 10
students are enrolled), or when fewer than two-thirds of the students enrolled in the class actually respond.
For this reasen, a Ctass Report wil not be produced when fewer than five students responded, that Is, fewer
than five completed answer sheets were recelved for a class.

The degree of accuracy for each item mean Increases as the number of students responding intreases, For
example, the estimated reliability for the Qverall Evaiuation item Is .78 if 10 students respond; .88 i1 20
students respond; and .90 if 25 students respond. {A fuli discussion of the refiability of student evaluation
{tems can be found in SIR Report No. 3.} To zall attention to possible reliability concerns, 8 report will be
flagged {*) for one or more of the following.

= The number responding will be flagged when: 10 ot fewer students responded or iess than 60 percent
of the class responded {this calculation is based on information from the fnstructor's Cover Sheet).

= An item mean will not be reported when: 50 percent or more of the students did not respond, or marked
an item “Nat Appllcable,” or fewer than five siudents responded to an item.

= An averall mean Is not reported when one or more ftem means are net reported.

COMPARATIVE DATA (NOT AVAILABLE FOR SIR i PILOT)

The comparative means used throughout this report are based on user data from a sample of two and four
year colieges and universities. An institution is identified by type — two-year or four-year — on the
Processing Reguest Form that is returned with the questionnaires for scoring. Either two-year or four-year
comparative data are used, based on that identification.

‘These data are comparative rather than normative. Thatl Is, they are prepared by combining class reports
fram [nstitutlons at which the quest ire was at ed. The data are updated pericdically and are
developed and published separately for two-year and for four-year institutions in the Comparative Data Guides.

The Comparative Data Guides 1or bath two- and four-year colleges contain data analyzed for: size of class,
teve! of tlass {freshman/sophdmore and junior/senior}, type of class (lecture, discussion, fab), and several
different subject areas. A copy of the aperopriate Guide is sent to Institutional Coordinators with the SIR &
reports,

Lucal Comparative Data: Equally important and usefuf are an institations own comparative data. Such tocal
comparative data — e.g., an Institutional Summary, departmental summaries, program summaries - are
availabie to any user Instintion. Forms for ordering these reports are included in the Institutional
Coordinatar's Manual,

Understanding l.!eah Ratings

Ratings cen vary by class size and discipline. The Comparative Data Guides provide data by various
categories to assist users in interpreting the SIR M reports. Please refer to the Guide and to the SIR 11
Guidelines for further information. Since student ratings typlcally tend to be favorable, it is important to
have comparative data to interpret a report fully, For example, while & 3.6 is numerically above average
an a 5.-point stale, |t may be average or even slightiy below average in comparison to other means for
items in SIR 0.

What Makes 2 Score Differsnce Significant?

The mean scares on all of the items and scales in this report have been compared against the scores
obtained by all of the ciasses in one of the appropriate comparative data groups {fwo-year or four-year
Institvtions). Specifically, the seores have been compared against the score values correspording to the
10th percentile and 80th percentile in the comparative group. If the resuits indicate a score s sufficlently
refiable and {s bejow the 10th percentile or above the 90th percentife, it will be flagged In the report

as Toliows: + This ciass mean is reliably at or above the 90th percentile.
— This class mean is reliably at or below the 10th percentile.

Seores above the 90th percentile or below the 10th percentile are flagged when there Is appropriate
statistical contidence that the "true scores” (i.e., the scores that would be oblained if there were no
rmeasurerment error) fall within these ranges. If 2 score Is Bagoed with 2 +, there is less than ong
c¢hanee in 20 that the “true score” is below the 80th percentile; If a score is flagged with a —, there is
less than one chance in 20 that the “true score” is above the 10th percentite. {One chance In 20 is the
commonly accepted measurement standard for 3 85% confidence level.)

Because measurement error varies from class 1o class, Instructors with identical means on the SIR 1
iteims may hol have the same iterns flagged. In particular, measurement error tends to be larger when
the number of respondents s low and when disagreement among the respondents is high, For
example, instructors in small classes are likely to have fewer items flagged than those in large classes
because there is less confidence of the reliabillty of means in smalt classes.

Copyright © 1935 by Educational Testing Service. Alf rights reserved.
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