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For the 2008-2009 academic year, upon the recommendation of the joint faculty and staff Committee on Course and Teaching Evaluation, the university began using the Student Feedback Forms (SFFs) to provide University-wide data on the quality of instruction.  The Course and Teaching Evaluation (CATE) form had been used in previous years. The University’s formal policy on assessment underscores the focus on assuring the quality of instruction at all levels: 
Temple University is committed to high quality instruction in graduate, undergraduate

and professional programs. Student feedback regarding instruction is an integral part of

assuring quality in the University’s educational programs. Every instructor – each person teaching at the University – is required to have his or her teaching evaluated by students every semester using a standard form adopted for such purpose.  [Policy on Course and Teaching Evaluations (02.78.14), Nov. 2002]
The SFFs replace the single CATE form with four different forms, tailored for different course and section types:  Basic, Single Instructor Student Feedback Form (S1), Laboratory Instructor Form (L1), Recitation or Workshop Section Form (R1), and Performance- or Studio-based Form (P1).  There is also a Multiple Instructors Form (M1).  
The CATE/SFF Subcommittee on Research has emphasized that the CATE/SFF profiles (the reports that are returned to instructors, deans and chairs) are but one measure of faculty teaching effectiveness. An accurate evaluation of overall teaching effectiveness should rely on various kinds of assessments of faculty teaching.  Departmental chairs can play a key role in creating a healthy climate of assessment by using statistical data carefully and by encouraging instructional improvement at all levels, from the most seasoned veteran to those instructors who are newest to the department and teaching for the first time.  The Teaching and Learning Center, for example, offers confidential assessments to individual faculty and a program of events aimed at improving teaching.  Collaborative, departmental initiatives are also crucial in helping faculty determine the goals of instruction in your discipline and in defining learning outcomes for your students.  

Departmental chairs and faculty members have asked how the statistics listed on the SFF profiles should be used to make specific evaluations about a faculty member’s teaching effectiveness. The SFF profiles include percentages and means for each item, and an overall teaching performance indicator that is reported by three broad levels – upper, middle and lower.  The levels are defined as follows, and the classification rules are applied sequentially:

· Instructors are classified into the ‘upper’ category if more than 50% of respondents rated the instructor ‘Strongly Agree.’

· Instructors are classified into the ‘lower’ category if more than 20% of respondents rated the instructor ‘Disagree’ or ‘Strongly Disagree,’ and 50 % or less of respondents rated the instructor ‘Strongly Agree.’ 
· Instructors not classified according to the prior rules are classified into the ‘middle’ category.

Please note that the upper, middle, and lower classifications are based on percentages that have not been rounded up or down.
When viewed together, the frequency percentages, the mean, and the performance level indicator (PLI) allow for a more accurate assessment of faculty performance than using any one of these measures alone.  Listed below are a few of the benchmark statistics that may be useful for evaluating SFF profiles.
Percentages of Responses to Student Feedback Form Items and Item Means

On a five point scale (5 indicates a strong positive response and 1 indicates a strong negative response), on average, students tend to rate instructors above 4.00.  Relatively few students assign neutral or negative ratings.  For the fall 2008 evaluations, close to 80% of students “strongly agreed” or “agreed” with items on the single instructor form that reflected positively on the instructor.  Average scores for the single instructor form items averaged close to 4.20. The percentage of agreement and the item University-wide means for the standard form are listed below:

Single Instructor Form Items





             % Strongly
                                                                                                                                                                  agree

                                                                                                                                                               or agree    Mean

	 1
	I came well prepared for class
	83%
	  4.1

	 2
	The instructor clearly explained the educational objectives of this course
	85%
	  4.2

	 3
	The instructor was well organized and prepared for class
	87%
	  4.3

	 4
	The instructor was conscientious in meeting class and office hour responsibilities
	86%
	  4.3

	 5
	The instructor promoted a classroom atmosphere in which I felt free to ask questions 
	86%
	  4.3

	 6
	The instructor provided useful feedback about exams, project, and assignments
	79%
	  4.1

	 7
	So far, the instructor has applied grading policies fairly
	83%
	  4.2

	 8
	The instructor taught this course well
	80%
	  4.1

	 9
	The course content was consistent with the educational objectives of this course
	86%
	  4.3

	10
	The course increased my ability to analyze and critically evaluate ideas, arguments, and points of view
	76%
	  4.1

	11
	I learned a great deal in this course
	80%
	  4.1


The SFF profile lists the percentages and mean responses for each item.  Percentages are listed for the course section along with the comparable percentages for the department, college, course level, and University.  Deans and department chairs should pay close attention to the College and Departmental averages when evaluating faculty profiles.  Comparison to the overall University statistics can be misleading because of differences in how students rate courses in the different colleges.  

A high percentage of neutral or “disagree” responses for a course section, in comparison to the responses for the College and Department averages, may indicate a need for further review, particularly if the percentages of neutral and “disagree” responses extend over many items.  Colleges and departments may want to set goals in terms of the percentage of favorable responses expected for each item.
Statistical evidence for individual instructors should be reviewed over time and understood within the context of the faculty member’s length of time teaching, the course characteristics, subject matter and the course’s degree of instructional difficulty.  

Recommendations for Use of SFF Results

Deans and chairs should monitor faculty performance over time and major decisions about merit or promotion decisions should not be based solely on one or two CATE/SFF evaluations.  Faculty who consistently receive low or average ratings should be encouraged to participate in activities designed to strengthen teaching--perhaps using peer review training sessions developed within the department or college, or sessions sponsored by the Teaching and Learning Center (TLC).  Continued improvement over time should be acknowledged.


The Individual Development & Educational Assessment (IDEA) Center at Kansas State University is a nationally recognized center for evaluation research, and the IDEA Center’s faculty evaluation system served as a model for the development of Temple’s CATE and SFF systems.  Bill Cashin, the first director of the IDEA Center, has written several recommendations for use of faculty evaluation instruments.  Listed below are a few of Bill’s recommendations that might be helpful for instructors, deans and chairs as they review teaching effectiveness:

1. Use multiple sources of data about a faculty member's teaching if you are serious about accurately evaluating or improving teaching.
2. Do use student rating data as one source of data about teaching effectiveness.
3. Discuss and decide upon the purpose(s) that student rating data will be used for before any student rating form is chosen or any data are collected. 

4. To obtain reliable student rating data, collect data from at least ten raters.
5. Collect data from at least two thirds of the class. 

6. To generalize from student rating data to an instructor's overall teaching effectiveness, sample across both course and across time. 

7. Provide comparative data, preferably for all the items.  Student ratings tend to be inflated. Without comparative data, it is not possible to meaningfully interpret student rating data. 

8. Decide how you will treat student ratings from different course levels, e.g., freshman, graduate, etc. 

9. Decide how you will treat student ratings from different academic fields. 

10. Develop a system that is interpretable.  It is very important that the data be understandable to the average faculty member.
11. Use the short, evaluation form (or items) in every class every term.
12. Do not over interpret the data, allow for a margin of error.
13. For improvement, ask for open‑ended comments as well as quantitative ratings.
14. Use the open‑ended comments only for improvement.
15. For evaluation, develop standardized procedures for covering all aspects of your student rating system and monitor that the procedures are followed.
16. For evaluation, administer the ratings about the second to the last week of the term.
17. Develop standardized instructions that include the purpose(s) for which the data will be used, and who will receive what information, and when.
18. The instructor may hand out the rating forms and read the standardized instructions, but the instructor should leave the room until the students have completed the ratings and they are collected.
19. The ratings should be collected by a neutral party and the data taken to a predetermined location‑‑often to where they are to be scored‑‑and they should not be available to the instructor until the grades are turned in.
20. Develop a written explanation of how the analyses of the student ratings are to be interpreted.
21. Appoint a faculty member to serve as instructional consultant to help faculty interpret their results and to improve their teaching.
Using SFF Results Strategically

Departments and instructors should also be encouraged to use the Additional Items section of the Student Feedback Forms to develop more carefully tailored questions that are specifically designed to allow for student responses in areas that are covered more generally, or not at all, by the SFF forms.  Use of Additional Items does require careful planning and coordination across the department’s courses, but the results can be used to identify specific concerns or gauge the success of specific departmental or course initiatives. 

Chairs can also try to codify the different kinds of courses within their department to get a sense of instructor ratings that vary between and among, for example, survey, ‘gateway’ or required courses, where student resistance to the course is significant, and courses at the upper level where majors predominate.  As a chair, in which courses would you deploy your strongest instructors?  You can use results from the SFF items and from tailored Additional Items to establish a sense of context or a degree of difficulty for teaching certain kinds of courses in your department. Over time, such distinctions may be helpful in assessing particular instructors’ teaching for promotion or merit, where actual scores might be lower--but the teaching duty more challenging--than for those with other assignments and higher scores.  These contexts can be more easily established for particular cases where there is a body of data from other sources.

Summative and Formative Uses of SFF
In using the results from the SFFs, it is important to remember that data such as these have multiple purposes. While there has been considerable attention paid to using these data for evaluating a faculty member for promotion or tenure or merit, student evaluations should be principally used to improve teaching. There are times when an instructor wants to try a new approach or use new teaching techniques. The student feedback can be a useful way to ascertain if these new approaches are working.  An over-emphasis on the use of student evaluations for summative purposes might have the unintended effect of causing instructors to avoid situations where they might obtain poor ratings, but where these ratings might be informative in improving their teaching. Chairs should try to use student evaluations in ways that help faculty diagnose their strengths and weaknesses so that their teaching can improve.     

Chairs can also help realize the “formative” possibilities of the SFF by underscoring that instructors should meet basic University and departmental expectations about, for example, providing adequate and timely feedback about projects, integrating materials and activities of the course, returning graded work promptly--even such basic obligations as being on time to class.  Additional Items can help shape formative departmental goals, as well.     
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