SITE Review Committee Report, 3/27/08
Comparison of Instruments for Student Evaluation of Teaching Effectiveness

At its last meeting, the SITE Review Committee evaluated commercially available student rating forms. Based on this evaluation, the
committee recommends that WKU adopt the Student Instructional Report II (SIR II) system that was developed by the Educational
Testing Service (ETS). In this report, we present the results of our comparison of the SIR II with the current WKU SITE system.

Validity | Reliability | National Local Comprehensive | Variety of | Custom Written Cost/
Comparative | Comparative | & Timely Delivery Questions Comments | Semester
Data Data Reports Methods
SIRII | Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes $38,760
SITE | No No No Yes No No Limited Yes $14,546

Preparation & Delivery via | Confidentiality | Scheduling Outside Normal Window | Coefficient Alpha
Institutional Research

SIRII | Yes Yes Yes Yes
SITE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Validity and Reliability:

The SIR II has undergone extensive testing for validity and reliability. This is not the case for the WKU SITE (see previous SITE
Review Committee report). The SIR II was originally developed in 1972 and then revised in 1995. The revision includes five
dimensions of teaching effectiveness from the original SIR (with some items removed and some added) as well as three new
dimensions reflecting more recent emphases in higher education. The specific dimensions measured include course organization and
planning, communication, faculty/student interaction, assignments, exams, and grading, supplementary instructional methods, course
outcomes, student effort and involvement, course difficulty and pace. There are 3 or more items for each of these dimensions. There
is also an item reflecting the overall evaluation of the course. The WKU SITE has fewer dimensions of teaching effectiveness and for
those that are included, there is only one item representing the dimension. Pretesting of the SIR II revision involved administration of
two forms of the survey with different response formats at 10 two and four year institutions. Item and scale analyses of these data



were conducted to determine the final version of the form, which was then piloted at a variety of colleges over the period of a year.
Pilot data were used to determine content validity and reliability (internal consistency, number of students needed for consistency,
stability of responses over brief periods of time). Technical reports with further details on the development and validation of this
instrument are available from ETS.

National and Local Comparative Data, Comprehensive & Timely Reports: ETS will process SIR II reports within 15 days of receipt
of completed surveys. Three copies of the report are provided for each class evaluated, provided there are at least 5 students
responding to the survey. (Reliability cannot be guaranteed with fewer than 5 students responding). These reports include average
scores for each survey item as well as an overall mean and a comparative mean for each dimension of teaching effectiveness. The
comparative mean for each dimension is based on means from similar courses (i.e., same level, type, and subject) in similar
institutions that use the SIR II. In addition, items within each dimension are flagged with a + if they are reliably at or above the 90"
percentile and with a — if they are reliably at or below the 10™ percentile of comparative data. Local comparative data (e.g.,
institutional, departmental, program) are also available eliminating the need for calculating independent confidence intervals for
within department, college, and university comparisons. Combined reports for class, department, or institution as well as data
diskette/CDs with item level responses for all classes can be requested from ETS. The WKU SITE report provides statistical
information for each item, but because the instrument is used only at WKU, the report cannot provide national comparative data.
Moreover, the reliability of the data is not considered -- reports are provided and are used for promotion and tenure decisions even
when there are few students responding.

In the SIR II, information on factors that might impact learning (e.g., student effort and involvement; required vs. elective course),
principal type of student in the course (e.g., lower or upper division, majors/non-majors, graduate) is also collected and reported.
These data are not collected or reported for the WKU SITE. In addition, a narrative explaining how to interpret the SIR II data is
provided in the report and there are published guidelines for the use of the data. No guidance is provided for interpretation of the
WKU SITE data and there are no formal guidelines for how the data should be used.

Delivery Methods: The SIR II system offers a variety of electronic survey methods (e.g., Blackboard, eCollege, email with unique
URL, unique course URL posted on course web page) and a special version of the survey is available for distance learning courses. It
is likely that one or more of these methods would interface with Banner.

Custom Questions, SGA Questions, Written Comments: Institution, college, department, or instructor can add up to 10 questions to the
SIR II. SGA questions could be administered on the same form and at the same time as the primary SITE. Item level responses for all



classes are available on data diskette/CD for the SIR II, which would allow Institutional Research to prepare separate reports for SGA
questions. The SIR II also has space for written comments, and ETS provides transcription and incorporation of the comments into
the instructor’s report.

Cost: With a few exceptions, all instructors are currently evaluated with the SITE in each class they teach in both Fall and Spring
semesters. Institutional Research prepares and processes approximately 3,058 SITE course evaluation packets per semester (~85,000
paper and pencil forms) for a total cost of approximately $14,546. If the same number of SIR II paper and pencil surveys were
administered and processed, the total cost would be approximately $38,760. The additional cost of this survey could be offset by
developing an alternative administration procedure whereby a subset of an instructor’s courses is selected for evaluation each semester
and the courses of pre-tenure faculty are evaluated more often than those of post-tenure faculty. This would also ensure that students
do not have to complete the same evaluation form multiple times during the SITE period, which would improve both completion rates
and the reliability of the data.

Preparation, Delivery, and Administration: The preparation and delivery of course packets and instructor reports for the WKU SITE
is coordinated through Institutional Research. There would be no change in this procedure with the SIR II system because ETS
requires an on-campus coordinator for distribution of the survey and the instructor reports. Department heads could continue to edit
the list of courses/sections that are scheduled to receive SITE materials. Likewise, administration procedures would change very little
though, as noted above, the SIR II offers greater flexibility in the method of delivery. The SIR II, like the WKU SITE takes about 15
minutes to complete.

Confidentiality: With the present SITE, the task of ensuring confidentiality resides with Institutional Research. There would be little
change in this task with adoption of the SIR II as Institutional Research would maintain control over the evaluation process as
described above.

Scheduling: Scheduling outside the normal administration window is possible with the SIR II as the preparation and delivery of the
evaluation packets would be determined jointly by Institutional Research and the various departments.

Coefficient Alpha: 1f necessary, coefficient alpha reliability estimates using matched pairs of instructor courses could be computed by
Institutional Research from the data provided in the SIR II data diskette/CDs. Of course, these estimates would not be available until
an instructor had been evaluated with the SIR II at least twice for the same course. However, given that the reliability of the SIR II
has been established empirically, it is not critical that these estimates be calculated for the SIR II.
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Figure 15.5 Student Instructional Report Il Form (front side)

an N B am | n a
SIR i Report Number

S_i 7T STUDENT INSTRUCTIONAL REPORT Il (SIR It) T

This questionnaire gives you the chance to comment anonymously about this course and the way it was taught. Using the rating scale
below, mark the ona responsa for each statement that is closest 1o your view. Fill in the appropriate circle to the right of the statement.

(5} Vaery Effective

(4}  Effective

(3t Moderatety Effactive

(2} Somewhat Ineffactive

(1}  Ineflective

(0}  Not appiicable, not used in the course, or you don't know. In short,
the statemant does not apply to the course or instructor.

As you respond to each statement, think about each practice as it
contributed to your learning in this course.

A. Course Organization and Planning
1. The instructor's expianation of course requiremants . . .....................o..o.o.s ..
2. The instructor's preparstion foreachclassperod . ... ... ..., i,y - -+ 1
3. The instructor's command of the subjeéct matter ................... s
4. Theinstructor's use of class me . ...................coooni.n 4
5. Tha instructor’s way of summarizing or emphasizing important poils i

B. Communication

6. The instuctor's ability to make clear and understanda ENOWEG...@... 0. O]
7. The instructor's command of spoken English {or . %N .3.0.0...6
8. The insiructor's use of examplas or Hlustrations 1d y ®..%..8.@..0. ... ©
9. The instructor's use of challenging questions or prdblemg ... N..... | P L SO ... ..0.... @
10. The instructor's enthusiasm for the course material § . . .- - YT VORI, S ®.0..8.@.0... 0]
C. Faculty/Student interaction

1. ®..90..0.0.... ©
12. ®.0.0.0.0. ... @
13. ®...0.0.0...0.... @
14, &...0.0..@..0. ... ®
15. ®..90.@.0..0..... ®
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®...0.@®.0...00..... o
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-
- gflons presented by the instructor for smalt group dNSCUSSIONS ............. ®.0.9.9.0... O]
- 2 (SO0 PIOIBEHS) .- ..o vee e it ettt e e &.0.0.0..0... ©
- 24, Lal axarcises for understanding imporiant course concepts . ..................... ®..@.0.0.0.... ®
- 25. Assigned projects In which students worked together .....................coooiiiol &®. . @.@.@. . .0O. ... @)
—-— 26. Casa studies, simulations, arrole playing ....... ... e ®..®.®.2.0.... O]
- 27. Course journals of logs required of SIIOBNIE ... v v v vrarevreannsaae e ®..©.@.@..0. ... @
-— 28. Instructor's use of computers as alds In INStRUCtoN ... ... ®.®.®..@..0.... ®
- Questionnaire continued on the other side. Wy
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For the next two sections (F and G), use the rating scale below. Mark the one response for each statement
that is clogest to your view. Fill in the appropriate circle to the right of each statement.

[ Figure 15.5 (continued) Student Instructional Report II Form (back side)
|

(5} Much More than most courses

{4) More Than most courses @da

{3}  About the Same as others \d” @"" Sp& e@

(2} Less than mosi courses & & 8 o 6&

(1) MughC%38 han most courses & Gﬁféf & \‘?'ap

0} Not , notused in the course, of you don't know. In short, o

i é‘msla mant toes nat apply tomecoursa‘r’::instmctof. 4::0 4‘:&‘5\}{@:}‘ j f

- . L - &
G.0.0. 0.0 . .. @
®.D.® .. ®
3D.0..0.6.0...0®
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®.0. .0 .. 0. . ..®

lolo)
®00
©00
000
000
®

38. The work ioad tor this coursa in retéh%:
() Much heavier (&) Heavier

39. For me, the pace at which the instructor coverag i
{£) Very fast (%) Somewhat fast

i. Overall Evaluation

(&) Very effactive (@ Effective
J. Student Information
41. Which one of the follewing best describes this coursa for you?
(1) A major/miner requirement (@ Acollage requirement
42. What is your class iovel?
() Freshman/tstyear (2} Sophomore/2ndyear  (3) Junior/3rd year

43. Do you communicate befler in English or in another language?
(1) Better in English (2) Better in ancther language (@) Equally well in

44, Sex (i} Female (@ Male

45, What grade do you expect to recelve in this course?

&) A @ A @ B+ ON:] ® B @® ¢c @

K. Suppiementary Questions  if the instructor provided supplementary questions and response options, mark your
Maﬂ(miypnemsponsabfeachques!ion.
4% POREO® 4 PEEEOE % FEEEOE 2 OGO M LEBLE
7 QORI % PLEEEE® 5 EOEEO® N EEEAO® % VRO

L. Student Comments if you wouid jike to make additional comments about the cotirse of instruction, use a separate sheet of paper. You might
elaborate on the particular aspects you liked most as well as thosa you liked least. Also, how can the course or the way # was taught be improved?
An additional form may be provided for your commanis. Plaase glve thess comments to the instructor.

AN Y R N NN Tmmmmm

if you have any comments about this questionnaire, piease send them to:
Student Instructional Report Il, Educational Testing Service, Princetor:, NJ 08541-0001.

I
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Figure 15.6 SIR I Sample Class Report

STUDENT INSTRUCTIONAL REPORT Il oo

CLASS REPORY

—
SAMPLE

Assessing Courses and Instouction oo e e w3

T omit

Effoetivi || Effeciive | Effwctive | inetfective | Inefactive § - -

1. The Instructor's explanation of course mquirements . 39 42 s

2. Tra ingtructor's preparation o7 each class pericd 4“2 “2 9 L]

3. The ingtructor's command of the 3ubject matter 39 “2 12 [

€. The instructor's use of class time 42 30 18 [ 3

5 Tha instructor's way of summanzing or emphasizing
important points in class 27 45 & 18 3

Owveratl mesn for COURSE ORGANIZATION AND PLANNING iz: &.67  The comparative mean Tor X-year institstions Is: xxx.

cgl gl

LR
Not. |- Very - Lo | Mpdaratfaly
Omiy | Appifeabin | Effective | Etfective | Effecthve -
€. The instrucior’s ability to maka ciear and
understandabls preveotstions . .. 30 3 2 &
7. Tha instructor's command of spoken English {or tha 61 56 3
fanguage used in the course) . . .
4. The instructor’s use of exampies or ilustrations fo 33 33 LTS z
clarify courss material .
8. The inghuctor's ute of challenging q or 13 19 27 3
L
10. The instructor's enthysiasm for the course material . . . 21 as 3 3

Owersll mesn for COMMUNMICATION is: 9,06  The comparstive mesn for X-yesr institutions 18: e

I T e
-] féﬁ.ﬁiﬂy&%ﬂf interaction:
o= Fodrming in b : Smit
11, Tha instructor's belp and respor 1o
+ s, 3 33 15 12
2. Tha instructor's respect for students . | 45 2% 18 L ]
11 The i ] for student progr . 34 33 15 15
4. The avaitability of extra heip for thiz ciass flaking
into sccoun! the size of the class) . . . 3% 33 2 ’
5. Tow instructor's willingness to iisten 1o student
guestiohs and opinions . . . 3 36 12 &

Oversil mesn for FACULTY/STUDENT INTERACTION ist 3.97  The comparstive mesn for X-yesr institutions in: xaox

+ This mean 13 higher than the compatative mean. See page €
= This mean is iower (han the comparative mean Ses page & For explanation of flaggeng {*), see "Number of Students Responding.” page 4

L_ P
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Figure 15.6 (continued) SIR II Sample Class Report

TIONAL REPORT 1]

STUDENT INST

ﬁ ii!lqnmeuts, Exaims, and Grading

o . s I ] 2 1

TUThink wboot £3ik praclice w3 # contnbated o your ot v Moderatuly] Somawhat

» desrding i this conrsé Omit | Appticablé [ EHwmen Ettective | Eftertive | faelactive | Innffrctive | Mesn

16 The information given 10 Studenls about how they 4S 38 15 4,50
woyld be graded

17 The clarity of exsm questions 36 33 21 L] 1,97

18 The examy” coverage of important aspecis of the 33 42 18 P 4.83
course )

13 The instrucior's comments on attgaments and 27 39 21 12 5.82
“>ams . )

20. The overail quaiy of the tmabook(s} + 2 45 15 15 & X.4%

2t The helplulness of a1signments in understanding 27 a8 21 X 4088

COurss rnatering

Overall mesn for ASSIGNMENTS, EXAMS, AND GRADING is: 5.93  The comparative mean for X-year institptions ix: ot

wi Supvh“"‘am instructionat Methods . g . s N .
£ Rith ina efmaciiveness of bach practie usad a5 i . ’ il
B L il P Wot Very Moderatery| Semewtial | ¢
51 Bontribied to yout faming: - Ot | Used .| Eriective | Efoctive | Effectiva. | inettective | Inettoctiin |, © Mean
2 Problems o mﬁm«s presenied by the instructor for 3 3 21 Py v -
amalf group discussions
23 Term paper(s) or projectis) 30 58 12 naw
4. Ladoratory meercises for understanding important
coutse concents . 12 582 12 k] L L1}
23 Assigned projects in whish studen!s worked
togetner L+1 48 12 & LLL
24. Case studies. simutations, or role playing 3 111 12 LEEs
27. Coursa Journals of logs required of slpdents . | L) 4 ’ . é 3 EE L
2. Intiructor's wis of computers 3s aids in insiruction . L 70 ’ 12 wuw

Means pre not reported (o) for SUPPLEMENTARY INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS,

? Couru mrtcomes 5 4 3 ? £
© | uch Mam | More That | Apoct the | Less Than | Much Less
4 "J"'* the imiponse that f2 clozest © your view Hot That Most Most Same 0y Mot Then Most
OomiL| Applicadie | Courzes Couryes Othery Couryes Coutrses Maan
29, My frarning increased in 1his course 3 i5 33 33 12 3 ! 47
2. 1 made progress loward achieving course
objectves 3 18 30 45 3 3,68
1. My interest In the subject area has increased k-3 15 24 13 15 L i 3.22
32 This course heiped me 1o think independently ahout
the subject matier 3 24 13 45 » 3.5¢9
33 This coursa actively invobved me in what 1 was s 27 3z 8 & 4 384

tesrning . . .

Overstl maan for COURSE OUTCOMES is: %,56  The comparathw maan for X.yesr institutions s xxe

%m Studert Effart and tnvelvement ‘ 5 . 3 | e 1

the Fés, m“ Is elosest o . JMuch More | More Than | About the | Lesx Then | Much Leas
<t M’,‘. -°°‘“’ + 1o your ew. Sl - Wt - bynan Mast]  Most | Same s Most . | Than Most
L_Ng,‘ FAMERET T ; Omit 1 Applicable | Courses Couryen rthers Courses Courses Mean
4. | sludied and put effort Ento this course 3 45 12 3 3 4.0%
35 | was prepared 1or pach Class fwriting and reading

asaignments) . . -1 43 27 30 3 3 1. 48
6. { was challenged by this course -3 33 12 36 L] [ 3.59

Gversll mesn for STUDENT EFFORT AMD iNVOLVEMENT is:  3.83  The comparative mesn for X-yesr inctitutions Ja: xxn

4+ This mean is highet than the comparative mean See page &

— This mean is lower than the comparative mean See page 4 For pxplanation of Asgging (*), see “Number of Students Responding 7 page &

R
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Figure 15.6 (continued) SIR II Sample Class Report

ASSESSING COURSES and INSTR

H, Course Difficuliy, Workload, aid Puce
Nmmmmxnmumwvm . . o i Wy -
“ w A w o Omit ¥ Ditfieutt'
37, For my preparation and 2bility, the leve of difficulty of 6 42 &2 3 3
this Course was .
. . N Much . Awt“ﬁ ! . -~ Mich .
I . ’ . Dt Mesvier ' Ruﬁ.r ot ame “  Lbghbie - ‘L‘ing
38. The work load for this course in refation to other 3 5% 24 15 3
courses of equal credit was . |
o P PO BE N Bt B et Soawhat | Verd
crotrrnsE el e L Faf o bt | oo ARG ] L Slow 5oL ¢ iSilow
[ o, S i v . b _ta B o % g § whfou o gy BT S
3%, For me, the pace af which 1he ingiructor covered the
materlst during the tern wat _ . . 3 & 33 55 5

Means art pot sppropriate for COURSE DIFFICULTY, WOAKLOAD, and PACE.  Raview the distribulion of studenta’ rexponser.

teelings about the course confent }

i A_’ v & W b s N 5
i l Overallinluatiaa v ARSI NS - ;‘ %.‘“3& V“f‘” ;
by : ; Al L * " i et e
Ffemin L LSS anry g ““%Mx “ifelive
Syt Sy v M
40 Rate the quatity of instruction in This course as it
contributed to your learning. (Try (o set xside your 3 1s 52

OVERALL EVALUATION mean is:  5.84

J. Student Informatioh.

P

\am;.uw\.-*,w
‘ #i

S » Gehit Cotey hqul " otnér -
4Y, Which one of 1he foHowing best describes this course for you? 3 7&
42, What ¥ a M —f.ivr “,
is your class ievel? : Frid al -
omit " | 1t Yeur -
3
4. Do you communicate better in English or in ancthar deriy S w2
tanguage? omit - utter I English. "

45 What grade do you expect to receive int this course?

K sl’”’e m Qﬂg’{hn 1 P »-w-»lmﬁﬁw::‘:
""e .'V, b :waw‘x.wfqua@am-w,—&am
PRIy L RN PRI ey

+ This mean is higher than the companrative mean. See page 4,

— This mean is fower than the comparative mean. See page 4.

For explanation of flaggeng ), see "N of ponding.” page 4.
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Figure 15.6 (continued) SIR II Sample Class Report

—

I

INTERPRETING SIR il

The SIR 1L Is deslgned to:

+ \dentily areas of strength and/or argas for improvement.
» Provite information on new teaching methods or techniques used in class.
* Provide feedback rom siudents abowt thefr courses.

NUMBER OF STUDENTS RESPONDING

The nuraber of students responding can aHect the results when the class is very small {fewer than 10
students are enrolied), or when fewer than two-thirds of the students enrolied in the cdass actually respond.
For this reason, a Class Report will not be produced when fewer than five students responded, that is, lewer
than five completed answer sheets were received for 3 class.

The degree of acouracy for each Hem mean Increases 3s the number of students responding |ncreases, For
exampie, the estimated reliability for the Overalf Evaluation Item is .78 if 10 students respond;, .88 if 20
students respond; and .90 iT 25 students respand, (A hall discussion of the reliabifity of student evaluation
items can be found in SR Report Ne. 3.} To call attention 1o possible reliatility concerns, a report whl be
flagged (*) for aone or more of the following.

= The number responding will be Aagged when: 10 or fewer students responded or less than 60 parcent
of the class responded {this calculation is based on information from the instructor’s Cover Sheet),

= An item mean will not be reported when: 50 percent or more of the students did not respond, or marked
an iem “Not Applicable,” or fewer than five students responded to an item.

» An overall mean Is not reported when ane of mere item means are not reported.

COMPARATIVE DATA (HDT AVAILAHLE FOR SIR Il PiLOT)

The comparative means used throughout this report are based on user data from a sample of two and tour
year colleges and universities, An institution is identified by type — two-year or four-year .. on the
Processing Request Form that is returned with the questionnaires for scoring. Either two-year or lour-year
comparative data are used, based on that identification.

These data are comparative rather than normative. That is, they are prepared by combining class reports
from institutlons at which the questionnaire was administered. The data are updated periodically and are
developed and published separately for two-year and for four-year institutions in the Comparative Data Guides.

The Comparative Data Guides for both two- and four-year colieges contain data anatyzed jor: size of class,
teve] of class (freshman/sophdmore and junior/senior], type of class [lecture, discussion, lab), and severat
different subject areas. A copy of the appropriate Guide is sent to institutional Coordinators with the 5iR 11
reports.,

tocal Comparative Data: Equally important and yseful are an institution’s own comparative data. Such local
comparative data — e.g., an Institutional Summary, deparimetital summaries, program sunmaries — are
avallable to any user institution. Forms for ordering these reports are included in the (nstitutionat
Caordinstor's Manual.

Understanding Mean Ratings

Ratings can vary by class size and discipline. The Comparative Data Guides provide dala by various
categories to assist users in interpreting the SIR I reports. Please refer to the Guide and to the SIR If

uidelt for further information, Since student ratings typically tend to be favorabie, it is important to
have comparative data to interpret a report fully. For example, white a 3.6 is numerically above average
?n a 5-point scale, it may be average or even siightly beiow average in comparison to other means tor
tems in SIR 1.

what Makes & Score Differénce Sigrificant?

The mean scores on all of the items and scaies in this report have been compared against the scores
obtained by all of the classes in one of the appropriate comparative data groups (two-year of four-year
Iinstitutions). Specifically, the scores have been compared agalnst the score values corresponding to the
10th percentite and 90th percentile in the comparative group, If the resuits indicate a score s

reliable and I3 below the 10th percentite or above the 90th percentiie, it will be flagged in the report

as follows: + This class mean is rellably at or above the 90th percentile.
— This ctass mean is reliably a1 or beiow the 10th percentile,

Scores above the S0th percentile or below the 10th percentite are flagged when there is appropriate
statistical confidence that the “true scores” {i.e., the scores that would be oitalned if there were no
measurement error) fall within these ranges. IT a score is flagged with a +, there Is {ess than one
chance In 20 that the "rue score” is below the S0th percentite; if a score is flagged with a —, there is
l=ss than one chante in 20 that the “true score” is above the 10th percentile. (One chance in 20 is the
comimonty accepted Mmeasurement standard for a 95% confidence level.)

Because measurement error varies from glass to class, Instructors with jdentical means on the SIR 1L
itemns may not have the same items fagged. In particuiar, measurement error tends to be larger when
the number of respondents is low and when gisagraement among the respondents is high. For
example, Instructors in small classes ate likely to have fewer items flagged than those in large tiasses
hecause there is tess confidence of the reliability of means in small dasses.
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