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This brief report summarizes information obtained from students on the Twin Cities 
campus along with responses from a limited number faculty and staff to a set of possible 
items to be used in developing another version of the standard Student Evaluation of 
Teaching forms available through the Office ofMeasurement Services. 

Background and Context 

The University Senate has a policy on the evaluation of teaching that dates back to 1973, 
although only the most recent 1992 policy is pertinent. That policy, developed within 
the faculty governance structure of the University ofMinnesota, demonstrates the 
commitment ofUniversity faculty to the evaluation of teaching. That policy requires the 
inclusion of student surveys as one source of information about a faculty member's 
teaching. The policy also requires that written student evaluations be obtained for at 
least one section of each of the courses taught during the previous year. 

In response to a request from students at the University of Minnesota-Twin Cities 
campus about the "possibility of releasing teaching evaluations to students," the Senate 
Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP) appointed a subcommittee to address the 
following questions: 

• Can the results of teaching evaluations now being used by instructors be made 
available to students to help them in selecting courses, or among various sections of 
a given course? If so, how? 

• If the current form is not acceptable, could another set of questions be developed that 
would be useful to students in their quest for information, questions that would be 
acceptable to both students and the faculty? 

• If either option is possible, what would be the most expeditious way to proceed? 

The subcommittee report "The Role of Student Opinion Data in Assisting Students in 
Making Course Selection Decisions" (May 1, 1997) summarized information about the 
possible use of student opinion data, collected through student evaluations of teaching, 
to assist students in making course selection decisions. The subcommittee based its 
discussion of student evaluation of teaching data on extensive information provided by 
the Office ofMeasurement Services. 

The report concluded that a two-fold concern exists but that release of all of the results 
ofthe five questions required by the University Senate for student evaluation of teaching 
is unlikely to yield positive outcomes. Instead, the subcommittee identified a need to 
provide students with student opinion data for a more appropriate set of questions, and 
recommended that the University should take additional steps to help students and their 
advisers make more informed course selection decisions. 
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The report summarized relevant materials and statistics gathered by the subcommittee, 
and discussed the relative advantages and disadvantages of using student evaluation of 
teaching data in course selection. The conclusions relative to the three primary 
questions were as follows: 

• The purpose for which the five required questions were developed was for use in 
making personnel decisions, and secondarily to indicate to faculty the direction for 
course improvement. The results of the five questions are not suitable for the 
purposes ofhelping students select courses. There is a legitimate and strong need for 
students to have access to student opinion data obtained from a more useful set of 
opinion questions. 

• The information needs relative to course choice vary by campus and degree level. 

• Another Student Evaluation of Teaching form should be added to the list of available 
forms. A version of Form SR (Student Release) was included as an appendix to the 
report. Although the five required questions would be on Form SR, results from 
those questions would not be published. Further consultation with students and 
faculty is necessary before Form SR is made available for use by interested faculty. 
The first step will focus on refining the proposed set of questions and then on the 
format for the electronic presentation of the results. 

• The most efficient and effective way to proceed is to make results available 
electronically as part of the information now available to assist students in 
registration. The subcommittee outlined the phases in implementing an electronic 
system, access to which would be restricted to currently enrolled students. 

On May 14, 1997, the University Senate approved the following Resolution: 

The University Senate supports the optional use of student evaluations of teaching 
data for those questions, on a form to be developed, as a tool in student course 
selection decision-making. 

The University Senate directs the Committee on Educational Policy to develop a 
plan (1) to implement the May 1, 1997 report of its subcommittee on teaching 
evaluation (including refinement of the list of proposed questions for the optional 
evaluation form), (2) to monitor its implementation, and (3) to plan for evaluation of 
the usefulness of the data for aiding students in course selection. 

The University Senate requests that the necessary funding be provided by the 
University administration to support creation ofthe required information system. 

The University Senate also directs the Committee on Educational Policy to bring 
back to the Senate, no later than the winter quarter, 1998, a proposal for action which 
responds to the three points outlined in paragraph two of this resolution. 
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Data Collection Procedures 

To obtain feedback from students and faculty and staff about potential items to include in 
the new form, two data collection approaches were used: (a) a Web site was established 
and was available from September, 1997 through January 6, 1998; and (b) the Minnesota 
Student Association (MSA) provided students with "bagels on the bridge" in return for 
their spending a few minutes to complete a paper-and-pencil version of the same 
instrument. A total of63 responses were obtained on the Web site, and 745 responses 
were obtained on the paper-and-pencil version. Data from the paper version of the 
survey were processed by the Office ofMeasurement Services. Given the differing 
nature and size of the resulting data sets, results from each are summarized separately. 

MSA Opinion Poll 

Ofthe 745 responses, the distribution by year-in-school was as follows: first year 
(28.4%), second year(28.4%), third year (21.4%), fourth year (10.2%), fifth and beyond 
(5.0%), and graduate (5.0%). 

The version distributed by MSA included a few additional questions concerning the 
proposal to make results collected in the regular evaluation of teaching processes 
available to students. Results of those questions are summarized as follows: 

• At the time of fall 1997 registration, how useful was the currently available 
information about instructors: 

Not useful 

Extremely useful 

41.8% 
21.4% 
21.1% 
10.8% 
4.9% 

• How did students gather information about instructors? 

Had no information 
Word of mouth 
Personal experience 
Student evaluations 
Other 

56.6% 
35.0% 
16.1% 
4.8% 
8.3% 

• Of the respondents, 94.5 percent indicated that they would find instructor 
evaluations useful for course selection. 

• Of respondents, 92.3 percent believed that such access would encourage students to 
take the evaluation of teaching process more seriously. 
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Students believed they would access information about the experiences of other students 
in the following ways: 

World Wide Web 
Published booklet 
Library 

84.3% 
53.0% 
18.4% 

Preferred Mode 
76.5% 
20.6% 
2.9% 

The responses relative to the perceived usefulness of the 17 possible questions are 
summarized in Table 1. The means range from a high of 4.13 for "I would take another 
course with this instructor" to a low of2.97 for "I communicated with the instructor by 
e-mail or telephone." 

In addition to the overall analysis of the usefulness ratings, a one-way ANOVA (Analysis 
of Variance) served to determine if there were year-in-school differences in the mean 
usefulness ratings given by responding undergraduates on the Twin Cities campus. The 
only item for which there were significantly different year-in-school means was 
"Instructor spends considerable time repeating material contained in the course." 
Comparisons among the means indicated higher means for second- and third-year 
students and the lowest mean for fourth-year and beyond students, but the magnitude of 
the difference was not so large as to warrant inclusion ofthis particular item in the set of 
proposed items for Form SR. 

Web Version of Survey 

During the period from early September 1997 through January 6, 1998, a total of63 
individuals responded to the Web survey. The characteristics of those respondents are 
summarized in Table 2 below. Although the numbers in the various categories are not 
large, they represent distinct groups so the overall results reported in Table 3 might 
represent groups with differing views about the potential usefulness of particular items. 
The very small numbers of student respondents in each of the respondent groups 
precludes a meaningful comparison of each group's responses with those of faculty and 
staff members. Table 3 also contains the average responses for the combined group of all 
four faculty ranks and teaching assistants. 

In addition to usefulness ratings for each of the proposed items, respondents were able to 
provide commentary about the content and/or wording of specific questions. Those 
comments are not reported here in detail, although the comments were used to modify the 
wording of particular items. 

Procedures Used to Shorten List of Items 

So that the Student Release items might be added to already existing Student Evaluation 
ofTeaching forms, it was desirable to propose a shortened list of items. The process used 
and its results are summarized in Table 4. The first step selected those items for which 
there were the highest usefulness ratings from the paper-and-pencil 
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Table 2 
Characteristics of Respondents to the Web Version of the Proposed Questions 

Respondent Group N % 
63 

Undergraduate Student 

First year 

Second year 2 3.2 

Third year 3 4.8 

Fourth year 2 3.2 

Fifth year and beyond 

Graduate Student 

Master's program 2 3.2 

Doctoral program 9 14.3 

Professional School Student 

Student enrolled in University College 2 3.2 

Faculty member 

Professor 17 27.0 

Associate Professor 9 14.3 

Assistant Professor 3 4.8 

Instructor 2 3.2 

Teaching Assistant 8 12.7 

Academic Professional Staff member 3 4.8 

Other 1 1.6 

7 



Table 3 
Summary of Usefulness Ratings from the WWW Version of Proposed Questions 

Total Respondents 
Questions 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Instructor focuses on an in-depth 
understanding of selected items 
Instructor emphasizes the need to 
cover all of the topic areas included 
m course 
Instructor spends considerable time 
repeating material contained in course 
Instructor stimulated me to think 
critically about the course content 
I would take another course with 
this instructor 
I attended most all of the class 
sessions during the term 
Students who want a structured 
learning environment should take 
this instructor 

8. The course syllabus/outline was an 
accurate description of learning 
activities 

9. Students who want less structured 
courses should take this instructor 

10. The instructor used a variety of 
teaching and learning strategies in 
the class 

11. The instructor provided me with 
timely and helpful feedback about 
my performance 

12. The instructor set high expectations 
for student performance in the 
course 

13. Lectures and other in-class 
activities contributed to my learning 

14. The learning objectives for the 
course were well achieved for me 

15. Students usually participated in 
classroom discussions 

16. I met with the instructor some time 
during the term (during office hours 
or at...) 

17. I communicated with the instructor 
by e-mail or telephone 

(N=63) 

2.71 

2.10 

2.90 

3.68 

3.71 

2.77 

3.03 

3.41 

2.89 

3.03 

3.95 

3.30 

3.25 

2.66 

2.53 

2.31 

2.44 
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Instructional Staff 
(N=39) 

2.47 

1.87 

2.44 

3.69 

3.46 

2.79 

2.84 

3.21 

2.67 

2.76 

3.63 

3.16 

3.11 

2.33 

2.13 

2.19 

2.16 



version of the survey administered through MSA. That process yielded a maximum of 10 
items noted in the first column in Table 4. The next step considered the results of the 
analysis of the Web survey, including the comparisons between student and instructional 
staff respondents and the comments made about particular items. That step yielded only 
one change from the initial list, and that change is noted in the second column in Table 4. 
The third and final step provided an empirical analysis of the correlations amongst the 
proposed 17 items, based on the assumption that for pairs of items for which there were 
very high correlations, students were responding similarly to the two items. Because of a 
large correlation for any pair of items, one might conclude that both items may not be 
necessary. At the same time, items representing quite different aspects of an instructor's 
classroom teaching style might both be important information for students to use in 
making course selection decisions. 

The aforementioned procedures used to refine the list of proposed items resulted in the 
list of proposed Form SR items as listed in Table 5. An earlier version of this report, 
dated January 23, 1998, was discussed with the MSA Academic Affairs Committee and 
was presented to SCEP at its meeting on February 4, 1998. 

Following the circulation of the aforementioned draft, additional suggestions from 
individual faculty and the Committee on Educational Policy, College of Education and 
Human Development, on the wording of particular items were forwarded for SCEP for 
discussion at the February 4, 1998, meeting. That discussion yielded a final version of 
the proposed Form SR items, listed in Attachment A, together with the suggested 
response format for the ten questions. 

Unresolved Issues and Proposed Timetable 

• Response format: Scaled-response (e.g., strongly disagree to strongly agree) or 
yes/no format 

• Presentation of results: Numeric or graphic 

• Characteristics of respondents: Percentages or figural portrayal of respondents 

• Route for access to results: Linked to Course Guide or free-standing Web site 

• Number of previous sets of results: All available results by term/year; only the three 
most recent results; or only the most recent set of results. 

• Development of a final version of consent and release form (Attachment B is a draft 
version). 

Listed below are the relevant dates in a proposed timetable for inclusion of the proposed 
new student evaluation of teaching form (Form SR) into the set of forms currently 
processed by the Office ofMeasurement Services. 

February 5, 1998 Presentation and discussion at the Senate Committee on 
Educational Policy 
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February 19, 1998 Report to the University Senate 

February 24, 1998 Letter sent to all faculty from Executive Vice President and 
Provost inviting all faculty to use Form SR (copy of form as 
attachment to letter) 

March, 1998 Forms available from Office ofMeasurement Services for 
limited use in winter quarter 1998 end-of-course course 
evaluation. 

May 1, 1998 Web site available that contains results ofForm SR questions 
for instructors who use form for winter quarter 1998 and all 
terms thereafter 
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Table 4 
Summary of Students' Ratings of Usefulness of 

Proposed Items to Assist in Course Selection 

Item Step 1 Step 2 

1. Instructor focuses on an in-depth understanding 
of selected items. 

2. Instructor emphasizes the need to cover all of the 
topic areas included in course. 

3. Instructor spends considerable time repeating 
material contained in course. 

4. Instructor stimulated me to think critically about 
the course content. 

5. I would take another course with this instructor. 
6. I attended most all ofthe class sessions during 

the term. 
7. Students who want a structured learning 

environment should take this instructor. 
8. The course syllabus/outline was an accurate 

description of learning activities. 
9. Students who want less structured courses 

should take this instructor. 
10. The instructor used a variety of teaching and 

learning strategies in the class. 
11. The instructor provided me with timely and 

helpful feedback about my performance. 
12. The instructor set high expectations for 

student performance in the course. 
13. Lectures and other in-class activities 

contributed to my learning. 
14. The learning objectives for the course 

were well achieved for me. 
15. Students usually participated in classroom 

discussions. 
16. I met with the instructor some time during 

the term (during office hours or at ... ) 
17. I communicated with the instructor by 

e-mail or by telephone. 
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Table 5 
Questions for Proposed Form SR (Student Release) 

Reactions ofPrevious Groups ofEnrolled Students 

Dept. 1-311: Opinion Survey Methodology 
Instructor: Roger S. Poll 

1. Instructor emphasizes in-depth understanding of selected course topics 

2. Instructor used a variety of teaching and learning strategies in the course 

3. Instructor stimulates students to think critically about course content 

4. Students would take another course from the instructor 

5. Lectures and other in-class activities contributed to students' learning 

6. Students report having attended almost all class sessions during the term 

7. Instructor provided a highly structured learning environment for students 

8. Students who prefer a less structured learning environment should take 

this course 

9. Course syllabus/outline accurately described learning activities in course 

10. Instructor provided students with timely and helpful feedback about their 

performance 

11. Instructor set high expectations for student performance in the course 
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Attachment A 

Form SR (Student Release) 

A summary of your responses to these questions will be provided to your instructor. At 
the written request of your instructor to the Office of Measurement Services, summary 
results will be accessible on the Web for students to use in making well-informed course 
selection decisions. 

1. The instructor provided (mark one) 

o A minimally structured learning environment 

o A moderately structured learning environment 

o A highly structured learning environment 

2. The instructor emphasized (mark one) 

o Covering fewer course topics in depth 

o Balancing breadth and depth in course topics covered 

o Covering many course topics rather than a few 

Yes No 
3. The Course Guide and course syllabus accurately described 

the learning activities that occurred during the term. 0 0 

4. Instructor stimulated me to think critically about the 
course material. 0 0 

5. Instructor set high expectations for student performance in 
the course. 0 0 

6. Instructor used a variety of teaching and learning strategies 
in the course. 0 0 

7. In-class activities contributed to my learning. 0 0 

8. Instructor provided me with timely and helpful feedback 
about my performance. 0 0 

9. I attended almost all of the class sessions during the term. 0 0 

10. I would take another course with this instructor. 0 0 



Attachment B 

(SAMPLE PROTOTYPE FOR THE RELEASE OF 'FORM SR' DATA) 

STUDENT EVALUATION OF TEACHING RELEASE OF 'FORM SR' ITEMS 
FOR DISTRIBUTION TO STUDENTS ON THE WEB 

I authorize the Office of Measurement Services to release the results of 
the items from FORM SR (Student Release) to be published on the WEB 
for the current course(s) I teach. 

Course Designator & Number : _______ _ 
Section(s): _____ _ 

Course Designator & Number : _______ _ 
Section(s): _____ _ 

Course Designator & Number : _______ _ 
Section(s): _____ _ 

Course Designator & Number : _______ _ 
Section(s): _____ _ 

Signature: _______________ _ 
Campus Phone: _____________ _ 
Email Address: ____________ _ 

Office of Measurement Services, 2/4/98 


