MEMORANDUM
TO:
Committee on Academic Programs
FROM:
Steering Committee 
RE:
Student Feedback on Teaching
DATE:
3/28/07
Background:
The attached memo was received from Susan Albertine in regards to the Student Feedback on Teaching form that was revised at the end of the 2005-2006 Academic Year.  It raises concerns surrounding the deletion of item #15 (an overall summary item) used in previous forms. 
Charge:
The Steering Committee asks the Committee on Academic Programs consider the attached request and provide their recommendation. Please remember that testimony should be collected from faculty before providing a reply. 
Timetable:
If possible, please make your recommendations to the Steering Committee by the end of April so that, if recommended, a revised Student Feedback on Teaching instrument can be in place for use at the end of Spring semester, 2007.
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

Steering Committee 

FROM:

Susan Albertine



Dean, School of Culture and Society

DATE:

March 15, 2007
RE:
Review of Former Item 15, Anonymous Instructor and Course Feedback Instrument 

_____________________________________________________________________

In spring 2006, the College began to use the newly revised Anonymous Instructor and Course Feedback instrument.  The new form, approved by CAP in February 2006, differed substantially from the former version and offered a number of improvements.  The changes also included one deletion—one line item deleted—that I request we send forward for review and reconsideration.

The deleted item was the former #15 of the old instrument, which read as follows: “Overall I would rate the instructor's teaching effectiveness as . . .”

In the two semesters since we have begun to use the revised form, I have received questions from faculty who are concerned that the new instrument offers no summary question and so no basis for comparison with the former instrument. Faculty who want to study their overall ratings over time as a way to contextualize the more specific questions on the form are unable to work with the new form in this way.  No other question provides a general overview or summary or allows for a more holistic response. Furthermore, I wish to note that work undertaken at Temple University to assess the very same item, work undertaken by psychometricians and institutional research staff, as well as a university faculty committee, found the overall effectiveness question to be the sole item that could be nationally benchmarked.  Such published instruments as the Individual Development and Educational Assessment (IDEA) student feedback form include this item and have studied its utility.  Research on course evaluation clearly indicates that the question prompts reliable and valid ratings.  

Having reviewed the record of deliberation at TCNJ at the time the ad hoc committee recommended the new instrument, I see that the decision against item #15 was based on one overriding concern.  The ad hoc committee believed that item #15 might be (or had been) used as a substitute or proxy for a full evaluation of teaching or that it could (or did) carry disproportionate weight. Agreeing that no one item should serve as proxy for a full presentation of one’s teaching, I believe that the loss of this one item is nonetheless significant.  Its value far outweighs the risk of its misuse.  Furthermore, the process of review, with its several succeeding layers of evaluation and endorsement, is designed to catch any over-reliance on one evaluation item. 

Because the “overall” item has proven value, I request we reconsider its importance.  I would be pleased to provide references to the Temple report, should there be interest.
