CEPP Reporon gSET analysis

Brief Background

The College has long sought student feedldackvaluate teaching at Skidmorghe College,
relevant committees, and faculty adoptedquastion format over two decades ago to gain insight
into studats’ evaluation of teaching effectiveness. In an effort to assist faculty in receiving more
nuanced, and less biased, feedback CEPP and ATC (formerly known as CAPT) formed a joint
subcommittee in 2011 to evaluate and potentially revise {eeS8tion student evaluation of
teaching instrument. Based on the woflhis subcommittee, along with CER#put, internal and
external consultation, and pilot testjtige current “Student Rating of Courses and Teaching” form
was born and ultimatelyadopted by the faculty (See https://www.skidmore.edu/dof
vpaa/meetings/faculty/2012013/minutes3t.php). The rationale outlined in the motion put forth

by CEPP proposed that “an assessment of this new form be conducted no later than the academic
year 2016/2017, with that assessment shared with the fadLikgly due to CEPR focus on the
general education curriculum overhaul, this assesswesnpostponedntil the current academic

year To conduct this analysis of the quantitative student evaluation of teaching (AR
devised the following process outlined in the figure below:

Historical Study

To understand the genesis of the current gSET form, CEPP read the historical context and the work
that went into developing and testing the form. Michael Arndsdfatulty member who chasd

CEPP during the developmenttbé current gSE;Tmet with CEPP in spring 2018. Subsequently

a representative fronCEPP (S.lves, Cochair) also met with Catherine Berheide, a faculty
memberwho wasdirectly involved in the refinement and testing of the instrumensummary,

the current gSET was piloted in the 20A¥E in conjunction with a National Science Foundation
award, andvas developed and refined in broad consultation with faculty internally, and through
seeking input from external experts in the field as Yeley Sprague and Catherine Robs}he



spirit of following a similar process, we sought to perform aenmal analysis of the qSET form
and obtain external input.

Internal Assessment of gSET







Interestinglythe instructor’'s gender does not significantly impact the restiiaything females
consistentlyscore on average 0.01 higher on qSET scoféis finding differsfrom some
published studies that suggest females can be disadvantaged by nearpoial{2].

It is worth noting that the above data analysis was conducted in avarpy fashionThus we
did not adjust our criteria for significance in accordance thienumber of questioms variables
beingexplored (e.g. does time of day influence gSET scoBgcifically,based upon probability
the more questions we agkvariables we exploréhe more likely we might find a “significant”
result simply because we asked many questorexplored many variables statistics, many
would suggest that researchers adjust their level of significance, or alpha level, emsatagor
the number of questior variables being probg@]. Such an adjustment to what wadsemed
statistically significant, either a priori or post he@s not made in the current analysis.

The level of the couesdoes appear to influence QSET scores, snoees appear to fall as the
course level increase®00- and 300level courses are significantly scored lower than-lE@el
courses.

There are some additional factors that were looked at. For examglector status (e.g.
instructor, tenurdrack, or tenured) was never significant. Another item for consideration was
expected grade vs. actual grade and the effects and trends were similar. Interestingly, neither
expected nor actual grades diffeger time.

Though most effectarerea fraction of a point andomewere statisticallyinsignificant, it may

still be that an individual instructor’s scores are impacted by the sum of the various factors. For
example, an older professor teaching a required course (low desire to enroll) at an upper level may
see lower scores as a result of the combined effect of these course and instructor characteristics.

As is oftenthe case withiesearch, a project cdming about more questions than it answers, and
the robust an



tenure and promotion committee. Collectivehe sample was relatively robust aeg@resentative
of the College.

The main findings of the survey are:

x In ternms of satisfaction with the current gSET form, and whether the form provides useful
feedback, faculty werdivided and well dispersed from strongly disagree to strongly agree.
53% disagreed or disagreed strongly that they are satisfied with the qSET form.

X 66% of faculty disagreed or disagreed strongly that the qSET are objective evaluations of
teaching.

X 77% of faculty disagreed or disagreed strongly that instructor characteristics do not
influence qSET scores

X 69% of faculty disagreed or disagreed strongigt tqSET is usful to assess student
learning, and 59%isagreed or disagreed strongly that students base their ratings on how
muchthey learned62% disagreed or disagreed strongly that faculty gSET scores correlate
with student learning outcomes3% disagreed or disagreed strongly that QSET scores
correlate with future academic performance.

x  While 50% of faculty disagreed or disagreed strongly that the gSET data are necessary for
evaluating teaching, about 23% agreed or agreed strongly.

X 61% of fawlty disagreed or disagreed strongly that there is a specific qSET thabre
demonstrates a minimum standard of effective teacihthose thaagreed, the responses
ranged from 2 to 3 to 3.5 to 4. Others mentioned the mean or median as minimum scores.
One response stated “4.0 as the "gold staridardPeople seem to think thasié. | don't
share that beli¢f and another thatThis is absaltely where bias could come’in

x 88% of faculty disagreed that a qSEdore less than the mean would indicate inadequate
teaching. Of those that disagreed, 4% said qSET scores more 1 standard deviation (SD)
would be ineffective, 12% said more than 2 SD, and 84% said unclear/need more
information.

x Faculty were divided and well dispersed from strongly disagree to strongly agree as to
whether students give higher ratings to those who teach less demanding courses, with TT
faculty more likely to agree than other cohorts.

x 80% agreed or agreed strongly that students base theirgsatin satisfaction with the
course or instructor.

x Faculty were divided and well dispersed from strongly disagree to strongly agree as to
whether they as an instructor feel pressure to make their course less demanding. TT faculty
were less likely to disage thanénured or NTT faculty.

X 77% and 73% of faculty agreed or agreed strongly that faculty gender and race/ethnicity
respectivelyjnfluences their gSET scores.

x 59% of faculty agreed or agreed strongly that instructors take the qSET seriously. However,
there was no consensus whether students take them serithosigh 62% of faculty
believed students should be trained about the qSET.

X 56% of faculty disagreed or disagreed strongly that they are satisfied with how the qSET
is used.
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Table Summarizing 2013-2018 qSET data analysis

Course Overall Instructor Overall Learning Overall
# of years # of years # of years
Independent Variable Effect on Score?significant Effect (%) Effect on Score? significant Effect (%) Effect on Score? significant Effect (%)



