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Executive Summary


In the summer of 2007, Dean Mary Lynne Calhoun instructed the College of Education Level One Assessment Committee to recommend revisions to the course evaluation questionnaire. The Assessment Committee conducted several activities. First, course evaluation data from spring 2007 were obtained to evaluate the statistical characteristics of items on the questionnaire. Next, a meeting was held with the College of Education Leadership Council to assess (a) how the department chairs and dean use the course evaluation data, (b) what are the most useful items on the questionnaire, (c) what is missing from the course evaluation. In addition the committee analyzed external factors such as mean course GPA, type of instructor, gender of instructor, and size of class so that correlations could be examined.  

Results from the statistical analyses indicated there were several problematic items on the current course evaluation questionnaire. Two items that were problematic across multiple statistical analyses were items 6 and 15 (6. The assigned readings contribute significantly to this course and 15. The tests cover the material presented in class and/or readings). Of most concern to the Assessment Committee were results from the exploratory factor analysis (EFA). EFA results suggested that the course evaluation questionnaire is measuring a unidimensional construct; in other words, different factors of teaching effectiveness are not being measured by the course evaluation questionnaire but some global measure of students’ perceptions or options. Interviews with Department Chairs, Associate Dean, and Dean indicated that the questionnaire did not address many of the dimensions of teaching that they wanted addressed.

The final recommendations to the Dean are:

· Items should be grouped into specific factors to help students consider each factor as they complete the questionnaire.

· Reduce the number of items on the questionnaire by eliminating problematic items and including items requested by the Leadership Council. 

· While the open-ended items provide little specific information, they do provide an opportunity for students to express their opinion of their experience in the class. While other open-ended items were considered, the Assessment Committee recommended keeping the current open-ended items.
· Initiate discussion of intended use of course evaluations
· Develop a method of communication with faculty and students concerning the use, both purpose and function, of course evaluations
A revised questionnaire is reported on page 19. 
Student Evaluation of Teaching Questionnaire Revision


In the summer of 2007, the College of Education Level One Assessment Committee was asked by Dean Mary Lynne Calhoun to review the current student evaluation of teaching effectiveness questionnaire and make recommendations for revisions if needed. The current questionnaire consists of 18 Likert-type items and three open-ended questions. The items are reported in Table 1. Students responded to the items using a 5-point Likert scale, 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 
Table 1: College of Education Course Evaluation
	1.        The practical application of subject matter is apparent. 

	2.        The climate of this class is conducive to learning.

	3.        When I have a question or comment, I know it will be respected.

	4.        This course contributes significantly to my professional growth.

	5.        Assignments are of definite instructional value.

	6.        The assigned readings contribute significantly to this course.

	7.        My instructor displays a clear understanding of course topics.

	8.        My instructor is able to simplify difficult materials.

	9.        My instructor seems well prepared for class.

	10.      My instructor stimulates interest in the course.

	11.      My instructor helps me apply theory to solve problems.

	12.      My instructor evaluates often and provides help where needed.

	13.      My instructor adjusts to fit individual abilities and interests.

	14.      The grading system is fair and impartial.

	15.      The tests cover the material presented in class and/or readings.

	16.      The instructor encourages class participation.

	17.      Overall, I learned a lot in this course.

	18.      Overall, this instructor was effective.

	OPEN ENDED ITEMS

	19. Outstanding strengths:

	20. Notable weaknesses:

	21: Other observations, comments, or suggestions:



The Assessment Committee conducted several activities to evaluate the questionnaire. To understand the current research in student evaluation of teaching effectiveness, a short review of literature was conducted. This provided a context for judging effective practices in evaluating student evaluation of effectiveness of instruction in postsecondary education. Next, empirical data on the quality of the current questionnaire was obtained from a series of statistical procedures that examined (a) item effectiveness, (b) construct dimensionality, (c) item fit, (d) item bias, and (e) evidence of the validity of scores from the current measure based on correlations to external measures (i.e., class GPA, type of instructor, gender of instructor, and size of class).

Description of Course Evaluation from Faulty Handbook


The following paragraph is taken directly from the Faculty Handbook and retrieved from http://www.uncc.edu/handbook/fac_and_epa/full_time_handbook.htm.

“Courses and instruction are assessed through student evaluations using a standardized survey that has been developed at UNC Charlotte. It is a requirement that student evaluations be given at the end of each semester in each class. Faculty members should allow 15 to 30 minutes of class time toward the end of the semester for this evaluation to occur. Each college or department designee will distribute specific instructions to each faculty member on the administration and collection of the student evaluations. The results of evaluations are used to provide feedback to instructors and to assist with assessment of teaching during considerations for merit raises, reappointment, promotion, tenure, and scheduling and revision of courses.” 

Academic Personnel Procedures Handbook
The following statement was taken from the Academic Personnel Procedures Handbook (http://www.provost.uncc.edu/epa/handbook/chapter_VI.htm#A). 

“It is expected that students will be provided an opportunity to evaluate their courses and instructors at the end of each term. Although departments and colleges may require more frequent evaluation, the Office of the Provost expects each faculty member to be evaluated at least once per year in each of the different courses (not sections) that he or she has taught.”
UNCC Faculty Academic Policy and Standards Committee


The following course evaluation procedures were approved by Faculty Academic Policy and Standards Committee on March 30, 2000. 

“After researching the methods by which student evaluation forms are distributed by each college, after concluding that significant differences exist among several colleges, and in order to maintain a consistent process that support academic integrity, the FAPSC recommends that all colleges follow this procedure for distributing teaching evaluations:

1. Teaching evaluations are to be distributed within two weeks prior to the end of the semester.


2. Each College or Department will a) write a set of instructions for filling out the forms that is read to the students prior to their completing the forms, and b) write a brief statement to be read to the students explaining the importance of the evaluations.


3. The packet of evaluation materials will be given to faculty members by the College or Department.  Included in that packet is the set of instructions to be read to the students (see #2).


4. The faculty member will select someone to be present (the “proctor”) while the students fill out the evaluations forms.  Under no circumstances, however, will the faculty member him or herself be present while students are filling out the forms.


5. The proctor will read the College or Department’s statement and the set of instructions (see #2) to the students.


6. The proctor will collect the completed forms, seal them in an envelope, and return them to the College or Department’s secretary.”
An exception to this policy is the distance education course evaluations. Procedures for these courses can be found in Appendix B. There was no documentation concerning the items required on the course evaluation survey but in verbal communications with Dean Mary Lynne Calhoun and Associate Dean Barbara Edwards, items #17 and #18 are required by the UNCC.
 Brief Review of Previous Research
In a review of student evaluation of teaching in college classes, Algozzine et al. (2004) summarized what is known about evaluating the effectiveness of instruction in postsecondary education. There are two primary uses for information from course evaluations, (1) formative information for improving teaching and (2) personnel decision making. The following section provides a brief summary of what is known about effective practices for each purpose.

The original intent of the course evaluation (i.e., cafeteria-style rating scale) was to be used as a private matter between instructors and students about teaching effectiveness. Since the introduction of these rating scales, the practice has shifted to using the outcomes as a summative evaluation for input in the instructor’s annual evaluation (Adams, 1997; Blunt, 1991; d'Apollonia & Abrami, 1997; Haskell, 1997a, b, c, d; Remmers, 1927; Rifkin, 1995; Sproule, 2000; Starry, Derry, & Wright, 1973). 
Research suggest that if rating scores are being used to improve instruction, then an overall rating will not provide specific information on teaching behaviors (Cohen, 1983; Cranton & Smith, 1986; McKeachie, 1997). When items are grouped by factors (e.g., content knowledge, professionalism, etc.), it is possible to gain enough specific information to be meaningful to the instructor. The literature suggests that individual item scores should not be reported because is may be overwhelming for instructions. Furthermore, a single global score does not provide specific feedback that would allow an instructor to change specific behaviors.

When course evaluation outcomes are being used to make high stakes decisions (e.g., personnel decisions), most researchers recommend that the outcomes be used only as a crude judgment of instructional effectiveness (e.g., exceptional, adequate, and unacceptable) (d’Apollonia and Abrami, 1997). There is no single definition of what effective teachers are, which suggest that committees and administration should not try to make fine discriminating decisions. As McKeachie (1997) argued, evaluation committees should not compare ratings across classes because students across classes are different and courses have different goals, teaching methods, content, and many other differences (McKeachie, 1997).

There are researchers that argue that there are no valid outcomes from course evaluation (Damron, 1995; Haskell, 1997a; Mason, Stegall, & Fabritius, 1995; Sproule, 2000). Their reasoning is that students’ opinions are not knowledge or fact (Sproule, 2000). 

There is researcher agreement on using multiple data types from multiple sources in evaluating instructional effectiveness. Relying too heavily on course evaluation outcomes should be discouraged. Furthermore, evaluation committees understanding of the relationship of other factors that have a significant relationship to course evaluation ratings (e.g., class sizes, disciplines, level of course) should be considered when making comparisons among course evaluations.

Most of the literature on student evaluation of instruction focused on how the scores from course evaluations should be used for making inferences about teaching effectiveness. There is little research on what items should be included on the student evaluation of teaching but domains to include are considered. 
 Evaluation Plan


Multiple methods were utilized to evaluate the current student evaluation of teaching instrument. First descriptive statistics (i.e., frequencies, percentages, means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlation coefficients) were reported for all Likert-type items. An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was estimated to determine dimensionality, communalities, and item loadings. Next, item fit statistics (based on a Rasch model infit and outfit statistics) were calculated. The relationship between scores on the course evaluation and (a) class GPA, (b) tenure earning status, (c) level of course (i.e., undergraduate and graduate), and (d) gender were examined. And finally, differential item functioning (DIF) were run to determine potentially bias items.

In addition to quantitative data, qualitative data was collected to examine how administrators use the data to make personnel decisions. The following questions were presented at the Leadership council:
1. What information is the most useful in evaluating faculty teaching effectiveness?

2. What additional information would you like to receive on the course evaluation?

3. Any additional comments?

Recommendation about revision of the course evaluation instrument will be made based on both the quantitative and qualitative findings. 
Quantitative Analyses
Data from spring semester 2007 was used to calculate all statistics. The sample size was 3740 student evaluations across 256 classes. The frequency distribution of the respondents is reported in Table 2. All items were negatively skewed with over 50% of respondents rating strongly agree to all items except item 6 (The assigned readings contribute significantly to this course). The item means ranged from 4.23 to 4.65. Cronbach’s alpha for the 18 items was .97, suggesting strong internal consistency.


Table 2: Frequency Distribution

	
	SA (5)
	A (4)
	N (3)
	D (2)
	SD (1)
	M
	SD

	Item
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	
	

	1
	2631
	65.50
	1118
	27.80 
	155
	3.90 
	86
	2.10 
	29
	0.80 
	4.55
	0.73

	2
	2482
	61.80
	1187
	29.50 
	209
	5.20 
	110
	2.70 
	31
	0.80 
	4.49
	0.78

	3
	2805
	69.70
	951
	26.60 
	151
	3.80 
	82
	2.00 
	33
	0.80 
	4.59
	0.73

	4
	2406
	59.90
	1133
	28.20 
	286
	7.10 
	155
	3.90 
	39
	1.00 
	4.42
	0.86

	5
	2197
	54.70
	1316
	32.70 
	300
	7.50 
	157
	3.90 
	50
	1.20 
	4.36
	0.87

	6
	1894
	48.50 
	1289
	33.00 
	509
	13.00 
	161
	4.40 
	50
	1.30 
	4.23
	0.92

	7
	2899
	72.20 
	912
	22.70 
	429
	3.20 
	59
	1.50 
	18
	0.40 
	4.65
	0.66

	8
	2390
	59.50 
	1140
	28.40 
	292
	7.90 
	153
	3.80 
	42
	1.00 
	4.41
	0.86

	9
	2662
	66.20 
	1044
	26.00 
	173
	4.30 
	103
	2.60 
	38
	0.90 
	4.54
	0.78

	10
	2478
	61.60 
	1045
	26.00 
	291
	7.20 
	144
	3.60 
	63
	1.60 
	4.43
	0.89

	11
	2099
	52.20 
	1248
	31.10 
	495
	12.30 
	149
	3.70 
	27
	0.70 
	4.30
	0.87

	12
	2268
	56.50 
	1199
	29.90 
	358
	8.90 
	150
	3.70 
	41
	1.00 
	4.37
	0.87

	13
	2275
	56.70 
	1152
	28.70 
	396
	9.90 
	147
	3.70 
	44
	1.10 
	4.36
	0.88

	14
	2473
	61.60 
	1160
	28.90 
	240
	6.00 
	92
	2.30 
	52
	1.30 
	4.47
	0.81

	15
	2230
	56.30 
	1012
	25.60 
	640
	16.20 
	57
	1.40 
	20
	0.50 
	4.36
	0.84

	16
	2772
	69.00 
	1005
	25.00 
	177
	4.40 
	38
	0.90 
	23
	0.60 
	4.61
	0.67

	17
	2475
	61.60 
	1045
	26.00 
	267
	6.70 
	154
	3.80 
	74
	1.80 
	4.42
	0.91

	18
	2625
	66.10 
	915
	23.00 
	230
	5.80 
	132
	3.30 
	70
	1.80 
	4.48
	0.88


Exploratory Factor Analysis


Because the data were skewed, a principal axis factor was used in the exploratory factor analysis. An examination of bivariate scatter plots suggested reasonable linearity. There were no outliers found. The correlation matrix is located in Table 3. All correlation coefficients were statistically significant and ranged from .46 to .86. 

Table 3: Correlation Matrix
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Items
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	.67
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	.55
	.66
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	.74
	.64
	.56
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	.71
	.61
	.56
	.74
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	.55
	.51
	.49
	.59
	.63
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	.61
	.59
	.58
	.60
	.59
	.49
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	.62
	.65
	.67
	.64
	.65
	.56
	.67
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	.60
	.61
	.55
	.60
	.61
	.52
	.70
	.66
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	.65
	.67
	.62
	.70
	.67
	.58
	.63
	.74
	.67
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	.62
	.62
	.59
	.69
	.68
	.62
	.61
	.72
	.64
	.74
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	.58
	.59
	.61
	.62
	.64
	.56
	.60
	.68
	.66
	.67
	.72
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	.59
	.64
	.68
	.62
	.64
	.56
	.57
	.73
	.60
	.71
	.72
	.72
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	.57
	.61
	.65
	.59
	.63
	.55
	.57
	.67
	.58
	.64
	.64
	.68
	.70
	
	
	
	

	15
	.51
	.49
	.46
	.52
	.57
	.54
	.51
	.54
	.55
	.53
	.57
	.59
	.55
	.59
	
	
	

	16
	.55
	.60
	.65
	.56
	.53
	.48
	.57
	.60
	.58
	.64
	.59
	.60
	.63
	.61
	.49
	
	

	17
	.73
	.66
	.60
	.80
	.75
	.60
	.65
	.70
	.67
	.75
	.72
	.68
	.67
	.65
	.58
	.61
	

	18
	.71
	.71
	.69
	.74
	.72
	.57
	.70
	.77
	.74
	.80
	.73
	.72
	.74
	.71
	.58
	.67
	.86


Note. Lightly shaded cells highlight correlation coefficients between .70 to .79 and the darker shaded cells highlight correlation coefficients between .80 to 1.0.

One factor was extracted that accounted for 63.4% of the total variance. The communalities and loadings are reported in the following table. The results suggest a unidimensional construct with all items having acceptable communalities and loadings. 
Table 4: Communalities and Loading from the EFA

	Item
	
	Communalities
	
	Loading

	1
	The practical application of subject matter is apparent.
	.61
	
	.78

	2
	The climate of this class is conducive to learning.
	.61
	
	.78

	3
	When I have a question or comment, I know it will be respected.
	.56
	
	.75

	4
	This course contributes significantly to my professional growth.
	.66
	
	.82

	5
	Assignments are of definite instructional value.
	.66
	
	.81

	6
	The assigned readings contribute significantly to this course.
	.48
	
	.69

	7
	My instructor displays a clear understanding of course topics.
	.57
	
	.76

	8
	My instructor is able to simplify difficult materials.
	.70
	
	.84

	9
	My instructor seems well prepared for class.
	.61
	
	.78

	10
	My instructor stimulates interest in the course.
	.72
	
	.85

	11
	My instructor helps me apply theory to solve problems.
	.69
	
	.83

	12
	My instructor evaluates often and provides help where needed.
	.65
	
	.81

	13
	My instructor adjusts to fit individual abilities and interests.
	.68
	
	.82

	14
	The grading system is fair and impartial.
	.62
	
	.79

	15
	The tests cover the material presented in class and/or readings.
	.45
	
	.67

	16
	The instructor encourages class participation.
	.54
	
	.73

	17
	Overall, I learned a lot in this course.
	.76
	
	.87

	18
	Overall, this instructor was effective.
	.83
	
	.91


The results from the exploratory factor analysis were unexpected. It had been hypothesized that there would be four factors (see Appendix A for the alignment of items to factors), which are often associated with the duties of an instructor, (knowledge of subject matter, instructional competence, assessment competence, and professionalism). These results suggest that there is a single global construct being assessed with no differentiation concerning specific behaviors. It is not clear if the global measure is teaching effectiveness. Based on the EFA and the bivariate correlations results, simply asking items 17 and 18 may give as much information as the entire instrument. 

Misfit Statistics Based on the Rasch Model

The infit and outfit statistics were used to assess item fit to the Rasch model. Infit is an information-weighted sum, which gives more weight to the performances of individuals closer to the item value (Bond & Fox, 2001). Outfit is based on the sum of squared standardized residuals and is more sensitive to outlying scores. An infit and outfit mean square value of 1+x indicates 100x% more variation between the observed and the model-predicted response patterns than would be expected if the data and the model were perfectly compatible. Bond and Fox (2001) recommend for Likert-scale items, infit and outfit mean squared values between .6 to 1.4 are responsible. The misfit statistics are reported in Table 5. Items 6 and 15 values were not within an acceptable range.
Table 5: Misfit Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	Infit Statistics
	Outfit Statistics
	
	
	
	
	

	Item
	SCORE
	COUNT
	MEASURE
	S.E.
	 MNSQ
	ZSTD
	 MNSQ
	ZSTD 
	CO
	RR. 
	OBS%
	EXP% 
	rating 

	15**
	11207
	2746
	53.80
	0.31
	1.45
	9.9
	1.81
	9.9
	A
	0.71
	59.1
	62.7
	15

	6**
	10540
	2702
	58.30
	0.30
	1.46
	9.9
	1.73
	9.9
	B
	0.74
	53.3
	59.1
	6

	3
	12334
	2789
	43.31
	0.37
	1.22
	6.1
	1.14
	2.9
	C
	0.67
	70.8
	70.5
	3

	2
	11896
	2787
	48.56
	0.33
	1.03
	0.9
	1.21
	5.2
	D
	0.73
	70.6
	67.1
	2

	16
	12370
	2783
	42.51
	0.37
	1.12
	3.3
	1.06
	1.3
	E
	0.68
	73.3
	71.1
	16

	9
	12104
	2787
	46.15
	0.35
	1.11
	3.2
	1.01
	0.4
	F
	0.71
	72.4
	68.9
	9

	7
	12516
	2783
	40.38
	0.38
	1.05
	1.4
	0.92
	-1.4
	G
	0.67
	75.3
	72.4
	7

	14
	11821
	2785
	49.33
	0.33
	1.05
	1.4
	0.99
	-0.3
	H
	0.73
	70.5
	66.5
	14

	1
	12148
	2786
	45.55
	0.35
	0.99
	-0.4
	0.96
	-0.9
	I
	0.71
	72.8
	69.1
	1

	5
	11368
	2787
	54.00
	0.31
	0.94
	-2.1
	0.97
	-1.0
	i
	0.78
	65.4
	62.7
	5

	4
	11624
	2786
	51.43
	0.32
	0.97
	-1.1
	0.96
	-1.2
	h
	0.76
	67.1
	65
	4

	12
	11406
	2783
	53.51
	0.31
	0.95
	-1.6
	0.96
	-1.3
	g
	0.78
	66.9
	63.2
	12

	13
	11364
	2781
	53.85
	0.31
	0.92
	-2.7
	0.93
	-2.1
	f
	0.78
	67.3
	62.8
	13

	11
	11152
	2785
	55.95
	0.30
	0.79
	-7.3
	0.92
	-2.8
	e
	0.81
	66.1
	60.9
	11

	10
	11649
	2788
	51.26
	0.32
	0.91
	-3.0
	0.81
	-5.7
	d
	0.77
	69.7
	65
	10

	8
	11589
	2784
	51.73
	0.32
	0.87
	-4.1
	0.86
	-4.4
	c
	0.77
	69.9
	64.5
	8

	17
	11603
	2784
	51.58
	0.32
	0.84
	-5.4
	0.74
	-8.0
	b
	0.77
	71.5
	64.6
	17

	18
	11714
	2749
	48.79
	0.34
	0.75
	-8.5
	0.58
	-9.9
	a
	0.77
	77.2
	66.7
	18

	 MEAN 
	1689.2
	2776.4
	50.00
	0.33
	1.02
	0.0
	1.03
	-0.5
	
	 
	68.9
	65.7
	 

	  S.D.
	480.8
	21.7
	4.73
	0.02
	0.19
	5.0
	0.29
	5.1
	
	 
	5.5
	3.5
	 


Note. ** indicate misfit items.
Item Bias

Differential item functioning (DIF) analyses were conducted to examine potential item bias. The reference and focal groups examined were: (a) undergraduate and graduate courses, (b) day and evening classes, and (c) female and male. Because of the large number of statistical tests, a more conservative significance level (.002) was used to determine statistical significance. Caution should be considered when reviewing the results. Statistically significant DIF indicates potential bias and further analyses (e.g., human review) is needed to determine if the item is bias.

Results of the DIF analyses examining undergraduate and graduate courses are reported in Table 6. Results suggest that there were four items that were potentially biased against undergraduate courses and one item with potential bias against graduate courses. For undergraduate courses the following items were harder for undergraduates:

1.  The practical application of subject matter is apparent.

3.  When I have a question or comment, I know it will be respected.

7.  My instructor displays a clear understanding of course topics.
16. The instructor encourages class participation.
For Graduate Classes, item 15 (The tests cover the material presented in class and/or readings) was more difficult.
Table 7: DIF Analysis for Undergraduate and Graduate Courses

	Item
	Group
	Measure
	SE
	Group
	Measure
	SE
	DIF Contrast
	SE
	Z
	p

	1**
	Undergrad
	46.80
	0.47
	Grad
	44.01
	0.53
	2.80
	0.71
	3.95
	0.000

	2
	Undergrad
	49.26
	0.45
	Grad
	47.70
	0.50
	1.57
	0.67
	2.33
	0.020

	3**
	Undergrad
	44.79
	0.49
	Grad
	41.49
	0.55
	3.30
	0.74
	4.48
	0.000

	4
	Undergrad
	51.15
	0.44
	Grad
	51.70
	0.47
	-0.55
	0.64
	-0.86
	0.388

	5
	Undergrad
	53.41
	0.43
	Grad
	54.61
	0.45
	-1.20
	0.62
	-1.94
	0.052

	6
	Undergrad
	58.79
	0.41
	Grad
	57.73
	0.43
	1.06
	0.59
	1.80
	0.073

	7**
	Undergrad
	41.96
	0.51
	Grad
	38.40
	0.58
	3.56
	0.78
	4.58
	0.000

	8
	Undergrad
	51.16
	0.44
	Grad
	52.33
	0.46
	-1.18
	0.64
	-1.84
	0.066

	9
	Undergrad
	46.07
	0.48
	Grad
	46.17
	0.51
	-0.10
	0.70
	-0.14
	0.891

	10
	Undergrad
	50.88
	0.44
	Grad
	51.64
	0.47
	-0.75
	0.64
	-1.17
	0.241

	11
	Undergrad
	55.73
	0.41
	Grad
	56.16
	0.44
	-0.43
	0.60
	-0.72
	0.473

	12
	Undergrad
	52.76
	0.43
	Grad
	54.30
	0.45
	-1.54
	0.62
	-2.47
	0.014

	13
	Undergrad
	53.29
	0.43
	Grad
	54.44
	0.45
	-1.15
	0.62
	-1.85
	0.065

	14
	Undergrad
	48.70
	0.46
	Grad
	49.97
	0.48
	-1.27
	0.66
	-1.91
	0.056

	15**
	Undergrad
	50.82
	0.44
	Grad
	56.90
	0.44
	-6.08
	0.62
	-9.74
	0.000

	16**
	Undergrad
	44.66
	0.49
	Grad
	39.82
	0.57
	4.84
	0.75
	6.45
	0.000

	17
	Undergrad
	52.14
	0.44
	Grad
	50.89
	0.47
	1.25
	0.64
	1.95
	0.051

	18
	Undergrad
	48.80
	0.46
	Grad
	48.72
	0.49
	0.08
	0.67
	0.12
	0.904


Note. ** indicate statistically significant DIF
Results of the DIF analyses examining day and evening classes are reported in Table 7. Results suggest that there were two items that were potentially biased against day-time classroom instructors (6. The assigned readings contribute significantly to this course and 15. The tests cover the material presented in class and/or readings) and two items potentially biased against evening classroom instructors-10. My instructor stimulates interest in the course and 18. Overall, this instructor was effective.
Table 7: DIF Analyses for Daytime Class Instructors and Evening Class Instructors

	Item
	Group
	Measure
	SE
	Group
	Measure
	SE
	DIF Contrast
	SE
	Z
	p

	1
	Day
	45.70
	0.38
	Evening
	46.03
	1.50
	-0.33
	1.55
	-0.21
	0.831

	2
	Day
	48.49
	0.36
	Evening
	48.02
	1.47
	0.47
	1.51
	0.31
	0.757

	3
	Day
	42.99
	0.40
	Evening
	42.72
	1.57
	0.27
	1.62
	0.17
	0.868

	4
	Day
	51.68
	0.34
	Evening
	53.74
	1.40
	-2.06
	1.44
	-1.43
	0.152

	5
	Day
	54.35
	0.33
	Evening
	54.91
	1.39
	-0.56
	1.43
	-0.39
	0.696

	6**
	Day
	59.31
	0.31
	Evening
	48.74
	1.46
	10.56
	1.50
	7.06
	0.000

	7
	Day
	40.61
	0.41
	Evening
	36.15
	1.76
	4.45
	1.81
	2.47
	0.014

	8
	Day
	51.58
	0.34
	Evening
	50.13
	1.44
	1.45
	1.48
	0.98
	0.327

	9
	Day
	45.88
	0.38
	Evening
	49.72
	1.44
	-3.83
	1.49
	-2.57
	0.010

	10**
	Day
	50.83
	0.35
	Evening
	55.49
	1.38
	-4.66
	1.43
	-3.26
	0.001

	11
	Day
	56.01
	0.32
	Evening
	56.06
	1.38
	-0.05
	1.42
	-0.04
	0.971

	12
	Day
	53.30
	0.33
	Evening
	53.74
	1.40
	-0.44
	1.44
	-0.31
	0.759

	13
	Day
	53.55
	0.33
	Evening
	52.56
	1.41
	0.98
	1.45
	0.68
	0.497

	14
	Day
	49.00
	0.36
	Evening
	50.81
	1.44
	-1.81
	1.48
	-1.22
	0.223

	15**
	Day
	53.85
	0.33
	Evening
	49.88
	1.47
	3.97
	1.50
	2.64
	0.008

	16
	Day
	42.67
	0.40
	Evening
	39.87
	1.65
	2.80
	1.69
	1.65
	0.099

	17
	Day
	51.43
	0.35
	Evening
	55.10
	1.39
	-3.67
	1.43
	-2.57
	0.010

	18*
	Day
	48.03
	0.37
	Evening
	54.33
	1.39
	-6.30
	1.44
	-4.37
	0.000


Note. ** indicate statistically significant DIF

Results of the DIF analyses examining gender of instructor are reported in Table 8. Results suggest that there was four items that were potentially biased against females—

7.        My instructor displays a clear understanding of course topics.

9.        My instructor seems well prepared for class.

10.      My instructor stimulates interest in the course.

15.      The tests cover the material presented in class and/or readings.

There were three items that were potentially biased against males--
3.        When I have a question or comment, I know it will be respected.

6.        The assigned readings contribute significantly to this course.

16.      The instructor encourages class participation.

Table 8: DIF Analyses for Females and Male Instructors

	Item
	Group
	Measure
	SE
	Group
	Measure
	SE
	DIF Contrast
	SE
	Z
	p

	1
	Female
	44.00
	0.66
	Male
	45.28
	0.61
	-1.28
	0.90
	-1.43
	0.153

	2
	Female
	46.82
	0.63
	Male
	48.85
	0.58
	-2.04
	0.85
	-2.39
	0.017

	3**
	Female
	41.95
	0.68
	Male
	47.00
	0.59
	-5.05
	0.90
	-5.58
	0.000

	4
	Female
	50.02
	0.59
	Male
	52.07
	0.55
	-2.05
	0.81
	-2.53
	0.011

	5
	Female
	53.59
	0.56
	Male
	54.25
	0.53
	-0.66
	0.77
	-0.85
	0.395

	6**
	Female
	58.43
	0.53
	Male
	60.42
	0.51
	-1.99
	0.73
	-2.71
	0.007

	7**
	Female
	40.84
	0.70
	Male
	37.24
	0.70
	3.59
	0.99
	3.63
	0.000

	8
	Female
	52.57
	0.57
	Male
	52.48
	0.55
	0.08
	0.79
	0.10
	0.918

	9**
	Female
	47.42
	0.62
	Male
	43.09
	0.63
	4.33
	0.89
	4.89
	0.000

	10**
	Female
	52.16
	0.57
	Male
	49.96
	0.57
	2.19
	0.81
	2.72
	0.007

	11
	Female
	56.71
	0.54
	Male
	55.88
	0.52
	0.83
	0.75
	1.11
	0.268

	12
	Female
	53.20
	0.57
	Male
	53.06
	0.54
	0.14
	0.78
	0.18
	0.860

	13
	Female
	53.85
	0.56
	Male
	55.50
	0.52
	-1.65
	0.77
	-2.15
	0.032

	14
	Female
	49.84
	0.60
	Male
	49.90
	0.57
	-0.06
	0.82
	-0.07
	0.941

	15**
	Female
	55.93
	0.55
	Male
	52.37
	0.55
	3.56
	0.78
	4.58
	0.000

	16**
	Female
	40.57
	0.70
	Male
	43.91
	0.62
	-3.34
	0.94
	-3.55
	0.000

	17
	Female
	51.42
	0.58
	Male
	49.90
	0.57
	1.52
	0.81
	1.88
	0.061

	18
	Female
	48.86
	0.61
	Male
	47.06
	0.59
	1.80
	0.85
	2.11
	0.035


Note. ** indicate statistically significant DIF

Relationship of Course Evaluation Scores and External Factors
Class GPA

Statistical analyses were conducted to determine if there was a relationship between course evaluation scores (grand mean at class level) and class GPA. Statistically significant positive correlation between GPA and course ratings (r=.26, N=242, p<.001). It is expected that the correlation coefficient is actually higher for the population due to restriction of range found for both the course evaluation scores and GPA.
Type of Instructor
A one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine differences between the types of instructor. The sample sizes, means, and standard deviations are reported in Table 9. There was a statistically significant difference (F(3, 252) =2.80, p=.04) for type of instructor but post hoc did not find differences in any of the pairwise comparisons.

Table 9: Sample Sizes, Means, and Standard Deviations for Course Evaluation by Type of Instructor
	Type Instructor
	N
	M
	SD

	Tenure
	80
	4.43
	.51

	Tenure Track
	70
	4.54
	.37

	Adjunct
	80
	4.39
	.49

	Clinical
	26
	4.63
	.30


Gender

The sample sizes, means, and standard deviations on the course evaluation by gender are reported in Table 10. There were no statistically significant differences, t(174)=.17, p=.86.
	Gender
	N
	M
	SD

	Female
	91
	4.51
	.38

	Male
	85
	4.50
	.49


Number of Students in Class and Course Evaluation


The relationship between the number of students in a class and the class means from the course evaluation was calculated. After deleting outliers (classes with more than 100 students), there was a statistically significant negative correlation coefficient (r= -.13, p=.046, N=235). It is expected that the correlation coefficient is actually higher for the population due to restriction of range found for the course evaluation scores. This relationship is considered small, but does suggest that there is some inverse relationship between the number of students in the class and outcomes from the questionnaire. 
Discussion with Leadership Council

On July 9, 2007, Emily Stephenson-Green explored three questions with the College of Education Leadership Council (attended by Department Chairs, Associate Dean, and Dean) and asked three questions:
1. What information is the most useful in evaluating faculty teaching effectiveness?

2. What additional information would you like to receive on the course evaluation?

3. Any additional comments?

The following sections highlight the Leadership Council’s responses to the questions.
How do Chairs use course evaluations? 

· Use in the teaching section of the annual report

· Look for trends in the comments section

· Correlate numerical outliers with written comments

· Compare to College and Department data

· Look for problem areas
· Look for outstanding areas

· Look at course size and type to determine who is most effective with what type course and style of teaching

· Where there is consistent struggle – Suggest meeting with mentor and/or chair

· Adjunct/Part-time evaluations – talk to those with problems and use information to decide whether to rehire/not rehire.

· Look at data in conjunction with Peer Observations

· Use in RPT letter

· Look for anomalies – no data in a particular section of a course, lack of written comments 

How does the Dean use the course evaluation?

· Glances at all evaluations each semester

· If worried about someone – looks more closely

· Digs into the data for RPT review – looking for patterns

· Mean ratings in 2s or low 3s get closer look

· Look at items 17 and 18 most closely

· Look for themes and patterns in written comments

· At time of review for RPT looks at course evaluations, peer observations and candidate’s narrative

What do you find most useful about the numerical vs. opened questions?

· Look for themes across several courses

· Comments more helpful for pinpointing strengths and weaknesses

· Reliability of comments can be balanced against numeric

· Look for concerns

· Look for data that suggests preventative measures/mentoring for new and part-time faculty

· Feel there is a need for a NA column – clearly some course do not have things like required tests or readings

· #2, 3 and 9 speak to creating a learning environment

· Instructors’ duties include instructional competence, content competence, assessment competence and professionalism

What is missing from the course evaluation?

· No way to substantiate the pattern of complaints from students which get to Dean’s and department offices.  The complaints include:

· Not showing up for class and showing up on time

· Returning work on time – so it can help students improve

· Lots of complaints having to do with assessments (too slow in providing feedback, unclear written directions and or feedback, harsh/publicly critical/unkind/made fun of/humiliated, not sure when they will get feedback) 

· Not getting work back (papers, tests, projects, etc.) until too late.  

· Felt belittled by assessment feedback

· Faculty not available during office hours or not responsive – also discussed that in this day of technology students expect instant replies.

· Discussed what was reasonable for return of work and suggested that instructor post in syllabus when course work would be returned.  

Other thoughts and comments:

· Might consider using one evaluation for cross-listed course, especially when there are just one or two in a section.  When numbers are low students do not feel free to give honest feedback.   

· Would like to see the instrument revamped so there is just one set of questions that can be used by all courses including university supervisors during student teaching.

· It was suggested that the comments be restructured to the following – there was a lot of support from the group for this change

· If I were the instructor of this course, next time I would stop…

· If I were the instructor of this course, next time I would continue… 

· If I were the instructor of this course, next time I would start…

· Suggestion was made that the committee look at comments that were submitted and draw new questions from the trends found in these questions

· Would like to see the course evaluation collected electronically – it might impact the number of comments and means that data does not have to be transported by anyone.  

Recommendation to Dean

Based on the results reported in this study, the Assessment Committee makes the following recommendation. 
The final recommendations to the Dean are:

· Items should be grouped into specific factors to help students consider each factor as they complete the questionnaire.

· Reduce the number of items on the questionnaire by eliminating problematic items and including items requested by the Leadership Council. 

· While the open-ended items provide little specific information, they do provide an opportunity for students to express their opinion of their experience in the class. While other open-ended items were considered, the Assessment Committee recommended keeping the current open-ended items.
· Initiate discussion of intent use of course evaluation

· Develop a method of communication with faculty and students concerning the use, both purpose and function, of course evaluation
The recommended revised Student Evaluation of Teaching Questionnaire is reported on the next page. The alignment of the revised questionnaire items to the domains of teaching effectiveness are found in Appendix A. It is recommended that the Dean and Associate Dean reviewed the items and revise as needed before presenting to College of Education Faculty Council.  

Recommended Revised Student Evaluation of Teaching Questionnaire

Instruction

1. My instructor was prepared and organized for class. 

2. My instructor’s teaching strategies helped me understand course content.

3. My instructor’s assignments helped me understand course content.

4. My instructor effectively challenged me to think. (Maybe consider: My instructor stimulated my thinking about the course content – or it could be “subject matter.”)
Assessment

5. My instructor provided prompt feedback on class performance and course assignments.

6. My instructor provided useful feedback on class performance and course assignments.

7. My instructor used evaluation methods that were fair and impartial.
Professionalism

8. My instructor met the class as scheduled in the syllabus.

9. My instructor was available during office hours. 

10. My instructor created a positive learning environment for all students.

Overall

11. Overall, I learned a lot in this course.

12. Overall, this instructor was effective.

13. Overall, the materials and resources used during this course aided my learning.

Open-ended

· Outstanding strengths

· Notable weaknesses

· Other comments or suggestions

References
Adams, J.V. (1997), Student evaluations: The ratings game, Inquiry 1(2), 10-16.

Algozzine, B., Beattie, J., Bray, M. Flowers, C., Gretes, J., Howley, L., Mohanty, G., & Spooner, F. (2004). Student evaluation of college teaching: A practice in search of principles. College Teaching, 52(4), 134-141.
Blunt, A. (1991), The effects of anonymity and manipulated grades on student ratings of instructors. Community College Review 18, 48-53.

Bond, T. G. & Fox, C. M. (2001). Applying the Rasch Model: Fundamental Measurement in the Human Sciences. Mahwah NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Cohen, P. A. (1983). Comment on a selective review of the validity of student ratings of teaching. Journal of Higher Education, 54, 448-458.

Cranton, P. A., & Smith, R. A. (1986). A new look at the effect of course characteristics on student ratings of instruction. American Educational Research Journal, 23, 117-128.

Damron, J.C. (1995). The three faces of teaching evaluation. Unpublished manuscript. New Westminster, British Columbia: Douglas College.

d’Apollonia, S., & Abrami, P. (1996, April). Variables moderating the validity of student ratings of instruction: A meta-analysis. Paper presented at the 77th Annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New York.

Haskell, R.E. (1997a). Academic freedom, tenure, and student evaluations of faculty: Galloping polls in the 21st century. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 5(6), February 12. Retrieved January 31, 2001, from http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v5n6.html.

Haskell, R.E. (1997b). Academic freedom, promotion, reappointment, tenure, and the administrative use of student evaluation of faculty (SEF): (Part II) Views from court. Education Policy Analysis Archives 5 (6), August 25. Retrieved January 31, 2001, from http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v5n17.html.

Haskell, R.E. (1997c). Academic freedom, promotion, reappointment, tenure, and the administrative use of student evaluation of faculty (SEF): (Part III) Analysis and implications of views from the court in relation to accuracy and psychometric validity. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 5(6), August 25. Retrieved January 31, 2001, from http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v5n18.html.

Haskell, R.E. (1997d). Academic freedom, promotion, reappointment, tenure, and the administrative use of student evaluation of faculty (SEF): (Part IV) Analysis and implications of views from the court in relation to academic freedom, standards, and quality of instruction. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 5(6), November 25. Retrieved January 31, 2001, from http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v5n21.html.

McKeachie, W. J. (1997). Student ratings: The validity of use. American Psychologist, 52, 1218-1225. 

Mason, P., Steagall, J., & Fabritius, M. (1995). Student evaluations of faculty: A new procedure for using aggregate measures of performance. Economics of Education Review, 12, 403-416.

Remmers, H. H. (1927). The Purdue Rating Scale for Instructors. Educational Administration and Supervision, 6, 399-406.

Rifkin, T. (1995). The status and scope of faculty evaluation, ERIC Digest [ED385315]

Sproule, R. (2000). Student evaluation of teaching: A methodological critique of evaluation practices. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 8(50). Retrieved from http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v8n50.html
Starry, A. R., Derry, J. O., & Wright, G. L (1973). An automated instructor and course appraisal system. Educational Technology, 13(5), 61-64.

Appendix 1

Comparison of Questions on Original Course Evaluation Instrument (2006-07)

and Proposed Course Evaluation Instrument (2007-08)  
	C0ED Course Evaluation Questions 

for 2006-07
	Proposed COED Course Evaluation Questions for 2007-08

	Knowledge of subject matter

Q1        The practical application of subject matter is apparent. 

Q5        Assignments are of definite instructional value.

Q6        The assigned readings contribute significantly to this course.

Q7        My instructor displays a clear understanding of course topics.
	Research suggests that students are not content experts and therefore cannot adequately evaluate instructor content expertise.  Questions concerning the instructor’s content knowledge have not been included on the proposed course evaluation instrument

	Instructional competence

Q8        My instructor is able to simplify difficult materials.

Q9        My instructor seems well prepared for class.

Q10      My instructor stimulates interest in the course.

Q11      My instructor helps me apply theory to solve problems.

Q13      My instructor adjusts to fit individual abilities and interests.

Q16      The instructor encourages class participation.
	Instruction

Q1        My instructor was prepared and organized for class. 

Q2        My instructor’s teaching strategies helped me understand course content.

Q3        My instructor’s assignments helped me understand course content.

Q4        My instructor effectively challenged me to think. (Maybe consider: My instructor stimulated my thinking about the course content – or it could be “subject matter.”)


	Assessment competence

Q12      My instructor evaluates often and provides help where needed.

Q14      The grading system is fair and impartial.

Q15      The tests cover the material presented in class and/or readings.
	Assessment

Q5       My instructor provided timely feedback on class performance and course assignments.

Q6       My instructor provided useful feedback on class performance and course assignments.

Q7       My instructor used evaluation methods that were fair and impartial.

	Professionalism

Q2        The climate of this class is conducive to learning.

Q3        When I have a question or comment, I know it will be respected.
	Professionalism

Q8       My instructor met the class as scheduled in the syllabus.

Q9       My instructor was available during office hours.

Q10     My instructor created a positive learning environment for all students.



	Overall and self-evaluative questions focused on candidate not instructor

Q4        This course contributes significantly to my professional growth.

Q17      Overall, I learned a lot in this course.

Q18      Overall, this instructor was effective.


	Overall

Q11     Overall, I learned a lot in this course.

Q12     Overall, this instructor was effective.

Q13     Overall, the materials and resources used during this course aided my learning.



	Open-ended Questions

Q19:1   Outstanding strengths:

Q19:2   Notable weaknesses:

Q19:3   Other observations, comments, or suggestions:


	Open-ended

· Outstanding strengths

· Notable weaknesses

· Other comments or suggestions




Appendix 2

Evaluation of Distance Learning Courses – Spring 2007

Distance Learning courses are evaluated using a survey program called Student Voice.  This program delivers an email directly to the student’s inbox.  The student then clicks on a link which takes him or her to the website where the course evaluation is to be completed. 

During the spring of 2007, 532 students were sent evaluations to complete concerning their distance education courses.  Of the 532 students surveyed, 48 students completed the survey (about 9%).  The same course evaluation questions are asked for distance education as for on-campus courses.  

The following are the instructions the student receives:

First Email:

UNC Charlotte’s College of Education is conducting evaluations for its Spring 2007 online courses during the month of April. Please take a few minutes to complete this online course evaluation. Your experiences are very important to us in identifying ways to improve instruction for all students taking online courses. Information about your evaluative feedback, including your identity, is completely confidential. You will not be personally identified in any reports generated as a result of your participation. We thank you in advance for taking time to provide valuable information to the College of Education.

To access the survey, please click here. If the survey does not open automatically, please copy and paste the following link to your internet browser's address bar: 

http://studentvoice.com/p/?uuid=5e36135007b04b4e861467ab5c2ab657&p=1 

Thank you!
Barbara 

It is possible to send out reminder emails, but it appears that the reminders did not go out during the spring semester evaluation period.  That will be corrected in the future, and students will receive 2 reminder emails if the evaluation has not been completed.  

The following is the reminder email which was to go out when future distance education course evaluations are administered.  

Reminder Email:

This is a friendly reminder to submit your online course evaluation. We value your input and will use it, along with that from other students, to improve our online course offerings.

To access the survey, please click here. If the survey does not open automatically, please copy and paste the following link to your internet browser's address bar: 

http://studentvoice.com/p/?uuid=5e36135007b04b4e861467ab5c2ab657&p=1

Sincerely,
Dr. Barbara Edwards
Associate Dean
College of Education 

