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INTRODUCTION QuesHonnaire design is not an exact science, particularly in the
area of teaching evaluation, and the form we use here at the Centre for Tertiary
Education Studies, like any other, involves many compromises. The latest version of
the CTES (“see-tease”) form is appended. We greatly appreciate criticisms and sug-
gestions for improvement and have regularly incorporated them during the form'’s
fifteen years of development{1]. However, a good many of the suggestions we now
receive are difficult to accommodate because of the pressure of other design consid-
erations with which the critic may not have been familiar. Hence it seems useful to
set out some notes on the underlying design problems that lie behind constructing
this or any such form, especially for those departments or individual staff who are
thinking of designing their own forms, a desirable exercise.

CONTEXT OF USE Student rating forms can only tell us about certain aspects of
teaching. For example, short of extreme cases, students cannot reliably tell us about
the instructor’s mastery of subject matter, or about the instructor’s work on curricu-
lum committees, which sometimes make up an important part of his or her contribu-
tion to teaching. However, students are in an excellent position, which also happens
to be the best position, to judge a number of matters, ranging from simple observa-
tion (e.g., attendance/punctuality, whether the books supposedly on reserve were
available, and whether the overheads, if used, were legible), to the vital matter of
whether topics were explained so that the students could understand them. For a
full evaluation of teaching, though, we have to add peer judgements of content, the
Head of Department’s (or other relevant experts’) judgement of load, subject matter
expertise, and of out-of-class contributions to teaching, and usually some indepen-
dent documentation (e.g. teaching materials that have been published and re-
viewed).

USES This form is designed as a general-purpose, first-stage form for the evaluation
of a number of matters related to teaching. (It does not address general questions
about the degree program in which the particular course is embedded; that's a mat-
ter for program evaluation.) It is general purpose because it asks about some matters
that are of interest for several purposes. In the teacher-evaluation area, these include
personnel decisions (so-called summative evaluation—e.g. the overall rating), self-
improvement or other-aided development (sometimes referred to as formative eval-

1. Many thanks to Sally Clarke for a great deal of help with the form revisions and for comments -
on an earlier draft; to the Student Guild of the University of Western Australia for their massive fund-
ing of a multi-forrn mailing to all students, their general enthusiasm for the teaching awards project,
and for many useful suggestions; to John Hattie for comments and implementation trials; and to Vice-
Chancellor Robert Smith and Deputy Vice-Chancellor Doug Clyde for support of the Centre and the
forms development effort.



uation—e.g. student comments on the readability of overheads) and other legitimate
consumer concerns (here called descriptive evaluation—e.g. comparative workload).
There’s a question on the adequacy of facilities, which sometimes generates results
of interest to the Buildings and Grounds Committee. In the content-evaluation area,
relevant to both unit and course evaluation, there are indicators of perceived value
and adequacy {(questions 1 and 2); these are of interest to the department or dean as
well as to the instructor, and often have little to do with the instructor’s range of
choices. Of course, the problem may simply be that the instructor is not doing a
good job of explaining why the course is valuable, or why certain matters were omit-
ted; in either case, something needs to be done.

There are, as mentioned, various compromises, due to the brevity of the form and
other considerations. For example, some students like to know about aspects of
teaching style (is most of the'class time spent on discussion?; does the instructor ex-
hibit enthusiasm for the subject?). However, selecting a few dimensions of style from
the scores that are of interest to some students, and/or have some research support
(which suggests they are particularly successful styles in some situations), would in-
correctly suggest greater importance for the aspects listed. Since style data also has
the problem that it contaminates personnel evaluation?, we omit it.

The other reason for calling this a general-purpose form is that it works quite
well—that is, it does something useful—with any type of class. Of course, there are
further questions that apply to special teaching situations which it does not ask (e.g.,
clinical teaching, where the question “How does the instructor treat patients?” is
pertinent), but these can be brought up in a second-stage form (see below). This
form is not intended to ask all questions relevant to all classes, but it does get a scan
on more than one hundred common issues where improvement might be needed or
excellence demonstrated, plus an overall rating on teaching effectiveness. The latter
rating is highly—though probably not completely—independent of special circum-
stances (lab, class size, subject matter, year, etc.). Although by no means fully com-
prehensive, this form is good enough in most cases to obviate the need for a form that
is specific to a particular department or faculty, with the consequent loss of compa-
rability.

In calling this a ‘first-stage form’ we mean to allow for the legitimacy of a more fo-
cussed form at a later stage. Second-stage forms—they are usually subject- or ap-
proach-specific, or even fault-specific (aimed to uncover reasons for bad ratings on
particular items, e.g. comprehensibility of explanations) can be given later, if neces-
sary, once an attempt has been made to address the points that come up from ana-
lyzing the results from the first stage form. There is rarely any virtue in going to a
second-stage form until the first-stage results have not only been analyzed, a sys-
tematic attempt made to improve, and a re-run of the first-stage form done in order
to find out what progress has been made. In fact, it often takes two tries to get to the
point where a new source of answers is needed (“They say the lectures are hard to
understand, but is it that they are ill-prepared, or are my explanations less good than
they could be?”). Even then, going to a subject-specific form does not offer much _

2. That s, judges often have style preferences and hence will be affected by information about
style although it is illicit to use any information about teaching style in personnel evaluation, even if it
is known that certain styles tend to be more effective. (This point occurs in “Validity in Personnel
Evaluation”, Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education, vol, 1, No. 1, 1987, Kluwer Academic
Publishers, Boston, pp. 9-23 (copies from CTES on request)).



chance of solving the problem; having a high-rating colleague give a couple of lec-
tures while you watch, after which the students rate him, may be the best move. Or
perhaps it may make sense to give a diagnostic pre-test to find out if the students re-
ally do have the knowledge they are supposed to have. However, the dedicated
teacher will eventually want to use a second-stage form, so as to find out how well
they are doing with the matters that are specific to the subject or teaching mode.

When they are used, second-stage forms should be attached to the back of a first-
stage form, so as to keep a finger on the pulse of the overall ratings you have previ-
ously measured. After all, the standard form will normally be the one on which the
improvement has to show up eventually, since it's a little hard for a promotions
committee to tell how good you are from a form on which they have no norms.

There are thus several reasons for preferring a two-stage rather than a one-stage pro-
cess. First, doing so makes it'possible to keep the basic form short, which improves
return rates and reduces class impact, the problems of stereotyped responses, etc.
Second, as mentioned, a first-stage form can be standardized across the campus (or
across multiple campuses). Departments often make the mistake of thinking that
getting their particular interests included in the form they normally use should be
their first priority. However, this approach can do a serious disservice to those of
their staff who are going up for promotion since the interdepartmental review com-
mittee will then be faced with data on which there are no interdepartmental norms.
A department’s special interests—lab classes, clinics, team teaching, etc.—can easily
be addressed by attaching a second page to the standard form, as long as one re-
members not to let the results on that distract you from major issues revealed on the
basic form. It is often worth trying to get some agreement with other departments in
the same discipline, at comparable colleges, about the supplementary form, so that
some further baseline data is available.

The third reason for using a two-stage process is that it avoids the suggestion that
everyone needs to improve their score on all scales, a suggestion that is often implic-
it in the usual ‘rate everyone on 20 (or 50) dimensions’ approach?. By contrast, we
encourage the ‘if it’s working, don’t fix it’ approach, which begins with the view that
someone with a good score on the overall rating (B+ or better) should not lose any
sleep, even if anxious for a promotion. B+ is an 8 and our best estimate of the mean
score on this form is 6.75. If they are putting in a good deal of time on research
and/or service of various kinds, they can continue to do treat those as the areas

3. When a staff member sees a print-out that shows they are well down from the top on, say,
scales 12, 15, and 23, (while appearing to do quite well on the others), they tend to think that these are
the scales on which they should work in order to improve. This is often completely wrong. These are
typically scales where the medians are low (perhaps through some artifact of the wording of the
question) or where improvement is extremely difficult, or where improvement does not lead to sig-
nificant gains in overall rating. Because we do not have reliable norms on such scales, it is particularly
inappropriate o use a form incorporating them. The fallacy is compounded by using the common
‘Likert scale” which spans the “Strongly agree” to “Strongly disagree” spectrum. One has absolutely
no idea whether a score of 7 on a Likert scale alongside the item “The explanations given in class are
usually clear” is good news or bad news; nor does the median resolve ali doubts. But if 30% of the
class identifies your explanations as “particularly in need of improvement”, you receive a much
clearer message. Of course, you still have to put it together with your knowledge about how many of
the class lacked the appropriate pre-requisites. These responses on Question 5 must never be taken as
absolute indicators of inadequate performance. They are intended to be helpful in suggesting possible
directions for improvement.
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where they are going to gain the points for a promotion. Or they can put some of
that time into teaching (our teaching award winners score 10 on the 11 point scale),
because there is still plenty of headroom for them to explore.

Second, we restrict the teaching-specific responses to matters that are identified by
the customer as particularly needing improvement (or as particularly commendable).
Hence, there are quite often very few responses, whereas they spill out all over the
page when there’s a problem. This approach is particularly appropriate in a situa-
tion where we know essentially nothing about interaction effects*. Since marks on
the items in question 5 are just suggestions for improvement—or commenda-
tions—that seemed to the student to be ‘especially worth mentioning’, they cannot
be interpreted as scales on which everyone should get a high score. If everything is
commendable—and in fact commended in the overall rating—then nothing may be
seen as especially commendable. Hence students will sometimes give a very good
overall rating with hardly any indication of ‘especially commendable’ sub-items; the
overall rating pre-empts the need to spell out the details.

The fourth reason for restricting efforts to a simpler form rather than one which
would try to cover all interests of all parties is to keep down the CTES staff load.
There are other important matters that deserve staff attention. While we can make a
few suggestions about second-stage forms that are submitted for comment, we
haven't the resources to design them or process them.

DESIGN SPECIFICS

THE FIRST FOUR QUESTIONS These questions have two roles. First, they serve the
face-valid role of gathering information that is of value to various audiences, includ-
ing fellow-students, department members, and deans. Second, they serve as
‘deflectors’—opportunities for the student to comment on matters that sometimes
threaten to overwhelm their ratings of the teaching. These matters have to be attend-
ed to quickly so that those feelings will not contaminate comments on later matters.

The first question asks whether the course content seemed valuable, in terms of
whatever values seem important to the student. We avoid the term ‘relevant’ but it
is worth recalling that massive complaints about relevance were one of the issues
that fuelled the student revolts of the sixties. This question brings out the worst in
faculty members, many of whom are furious at the very suggestion that students
should be asked whether they can see any value in a course. A poor score on this
scale® obviously doesn't prove that the subject is worthless, but it may suggest that
the teacher might spend a little more time on explaining the value of the unit, as
s/he sees it. Once in a while it may flag the instructor or the department about a real
problem over a low level of significant content sometimes because the entry level of
knowledge has crept up. Some respondents ask “Valuable for what?”; or “Do you

4. Thatis, the extent to which efforts to improve on one scale lead to deterioration on others. This
is serious with respect to style factors, less so with respect to clearly discrete components of teaching,
which we try to emphasize. For example, it is not likely that efforts to improve the legibility of black-
board writing will undermine one’s good rating on helpful hand-outs. But increases in the time spent
0 previewing /reviewing, a common style preference,cut into the time available for discussion or lec-
turing and may therefore result in a net loss of learning.

5. ‘Low’ doesn’t mean ‘near the bottom of the scale’. It's a pretty serious complaint that one-third

of the material lacked apparent value, and that corresponds to the third rating from the top of the
scale.



mean ‘valuable in preparing for the exams’?”. If students lack any over-riding set of
values that drive them in evaluating the content of the course (vocational, social, eth-
ical, etc.), they are not the group about whom we are primarily concerned at this
point. Nevertheless, this kind of write-in response does suggest that the issue of the
value of the course has not been addressed.

The second matter—addressed by the second question—addresses the converse con-
cern that, whether or not everything covered appeared to the students to be of value,
too much was not covered (of what they see as their needs and/or expectations).
Again, the responses are often a matter of considerable interest to many depart-
ments as well as to many staff. If there is a list of missing items attached here by the
students and the load is rated as light in Question 3, then there is an argument for
enriching the content. If there’s a good deal missing that students feel they need, but
the load is already rated as-heavy, there may be a need for another unit, perhaps
even a required unit, in this general area. An extreme case that deserves attention is
the case of not covering what was (seen as) promised.

The third matter—and question—relates to work-load. Students in some classes feel
desperate about overload and will use any question to express that concern by criti-
cizing whatever it is they have the chance to criticize; it is crucial to give them a
question addressed to the specific concern. And it is often thought to be useful feed-
back to instructors. Of course, it is often not a matter on which the instructor should
be praised or faulted. That's the reason to get it out of the way before getting down
to the teaching.

In the fourth question we pick up the bitter complaints about lecture theaters where
20 students are sitting in the aisles throughout the year, or where students whose
schedule makes it impossible to get to the lab early never get their hands onto the
better equipment or computers. Again, this is useful information and it is, we think,
vital that the affect Hied to it be released before the student starts taking it out on the
teacher.

GENERAL FEATURES OF THE FORM, A number of these have already been mentioned
and explained. They include:

(i) the use of deflectors, (ii) brevity, (iii) the ‘black marks’ approach, (iv) the use of cues in-
stead of questions, (v) salience scoring, (vi) the avoidance of questions about style variables
(referred to here as ‘de-styling’), (vii) the avoidance of questions inappropriate to the
student’s expertise, (viii) the large number of questions on practical aspects of delivery of in-
struction, (ix) the strong explicit emphasis on the overall rating, (x) the specific choice of
wording on the overall question and (xi) the skewed rating scale on the overall question.
Each is responsive to a particular kind of problem that arises with common ap-
proaches to the design of student rating forms.

Deflectors Note that Questions 1 and 2 are conceptually distinct. For example, a
high score on 1 and a low one on 2 would suggest to the department the need for
more courses in the area; the reverse suggests cutting down the length of a course.

Brevity Considerable effort was expended in keeping the form to a single page in
the course of scores of design passes. Our latest version, completed only as this goes
to press, has abandoned this mainly because of the problems for the key-punchers;
those doing manual scoring can still get it on one page. We have also incorporated a
number of new cues, based on an analysis of the write-in comments on several thou-




sand forms done under no time pressure. With the expanded form we shall probably
have to go over the 10 minutes it used to take us, in classes of up to a hundred, but
not by more than four or five minutes. Many comments on multi-page forms that re-
quire responses on all criteria complain about their length, and reduced response rates
(on the form submitted by a given student) speak louder than comments. Experience
suggests that most of the data from long forms is not used, and running them wastes
a great deal of paper, staff time, student ime and computer time; hence money, It’s
also relevant that restricting the printing to one side of a page leaves plenty of room
for comments on the back. The other reasons for brevity are: (i) to minimize the dis-
ruption of teaching and learning; (ii) to avoid the problems of poor (overall) return
rates and (iii) of stereotyped responding®, when students react against the effort
involved in filling out long forms, especially if they receive a great many of them;
(iv) to leave plenty of time and energy for departments and instructors to add their
own form on a second page. (Be sure that you have the time and energy to do the
analysis of the results on the second form!) After you've analyzed the write-in com-
ments of a few thousand students who have been encouraged to suggest improve-
ments, as we now have, you will be inspired to move the most frequently made
comments on to the list of cues, thereby reducing the time spent on reading free-
form comments. Doing this does steal space from the free comments, but it also re-
duces their frequency. (Leftover comments are often useful for second-stage forms,
and for program evaluation forms.) In any case, the trick is to get the respondents to
tell us which of a large number of options (109) they really care about, using one
piece of paper, in a short time.

‘Black Marks’ We separately list the ways in which instructors sometimes fall short
of their responsibilities and the ways in which they can excel, rather than incorporat-
ing them into a single scale. It is almost certainly the presence of the so-called ‘black
marks list’ which has eliminated the usual headroom problem and brings our mean
rating down to 6.75 on the 11 point scale. And the use of any more-or-less compre-
hensive list of potential sins and virtues tends to improve the validity of the overall
ratings since it reminds students of (relevant) events they may have forgotten, or
helps them to think about relevant matters they may not have considered.

Cues and salience scoring Cues (or prompts), to which an all-or-none response is re-
quested, are used instead of the usual terms attached to a continuous scale. The first
intent is to elicit only salient (‘heartfelt’) responses, by avoiding pressure on the re-
spondent to answer even when s/he has no real feelings about the item. (The in-
structions call for marking the box only if the feature mentioned was particularly im-
portant.) Thus one advantage of the approach is to reduce dilution of significant re-
sponses by forced responses. Another advantage is to cut down on respondent load,
hence improve the chances of high returns; the respondents only have to put a mark
where they feel inclined, and they do not have to think hard about where to mark a
continuous scale (something about which they often complain, especially with long
forms). There's also a saving in keypunching and number-crunching. It isn't very
important that one not get a response on each cue by every student, because the
number of students that mention the item (in any class that’s big enough to provide
a basis for action), provides an alternative and better indicator of real trouble or out-

6. For example, marking the same point on the scale for all scales on a 20-scale form. It's easy

enough to find out that this is occurring (by reversing the sense of some of the questions) bul the seri-
ous fask is to avoid causing it.
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standing merit; and you can go to the second-stage form if you need to.
Additionally, of course, by using cues we are able to pick up responses on far more
details than we could with any single-page form using full scales’.

Salience scoring and shifting baselines The reduction of response time (and of re-

sentment by instructors) is assisted by the fact that the overall grade sets its own ba-
seline on the items. A high overall rating may be coupled with virtually no marking
of cues, meaning that they tended to be uniformly good.

Destyling The use of style research—including valid style research—in summative
personnel evaluation involves exactly the same fallacy as racism. It renders invalid
as well as probably illegal any decisions based on the use of—or even the seeing
of—such data. Data on the performance of duties is: (i) adequate for personnel deci-
sions; (ii) the only data that can legitimately be used for personnel decisions. N in-
structor has any duty to use any styles—even those that have been, on balance, more
successful; any individual instructor may be still more successful using other styles,
Instructors can only be judged on the success with which they, as individuals, teach
valuable subject matter in an effective and ethical way. In the formative context, if
great care is exercised, style data has some legitimate uses. The two main ones are to
salvage a disaster case and to check on the success with which an instructor is
achieving a particular style which they have decided to adopt. In both cases, this
should be done with a second-stage form.

Style data may, however, be of considerable interest to students. This interest may
require a student-run evaluation system, with all its difficulties®; i's one of the feyy
points on which there seems to be any kind of gap between the student interests in
staff ratings and the interest in accountability or professional development . T.ack of

r

shy, or “cool’; this is not a good kind of cue to bring into the list that will affect the
overall rating. The Attitude to Students cue picks up some style reactions, but it's
there because it sometimes serves as the lone locator of trouble or outstanding merit
in a teacher who gets no other cue responses; and because there are attitudes that
raise questions of ethics rather than style. The most controversial issue is whether
‘organization’ of presentations is a matter of style or an obligation. It's as well to be
cautious about including criteria on which the only person to have a teaching style
named after him would have failed. Nevertheless, although Socrates would have
failed, there are certainly particular teaching tasks where its absence appears to be 4
fault. But because its absence is not universally a fault (e.g. in tutorials and advanced
seminars run as discussions of student-raised questions or just-emerging issues), we
exclude it°. Close analysis of the cases where organization seems appropriate often

ering all the items would take; and simply providing the median or mean response on scales is very

+ seriously inadequate. On the other five questions we provide the more usual vertical bar charts,
8. Low return rates, lack of credibility, history of manipulation, technical deficiencies, time costs
to students, etc.
9. Student rating forms often ask about certain specific approaches to organization, e.g. “provides
objectives for each class”, “follows outline for the term”. These are much more rigid and less defensi-



reveals that the instructor is doing what a text should be doing, and can’t do it as
well. If no available text does it, the instructor might do better by handing out full
class notes on which discussion of applications and problems, methods and related
material, could then center.

On the other hand, we indude ‘amount of discussion’, which is to some extent a
style parameter. But discussion serves other purposes, which go beyond style; it is
the students’ chance to get further explanations of the part of a lecture or test which
they did not understand:; it provides them with a chance to get feedback on their in-
terpretations; to request more applications to examples, etc. And those other fune-
tions bear on the obligations of the teacher, not just on their style of teaching. Still,
there is a grey area here.

The avoidance of questions inappropriate to the student’s expertise The form has
also been pruned, as far as we.can tell, of questions which students are not in a posi-
tion to answer validly, in general, such as questions about the teacher’s subject-mat-
ter expertise—and judgements about enthusiasm for the subject. Of course, everyone

that their students only rate them 50% competent. Ask a silly question, you get a

silly answer. Moreover, it’s an answer which antagonizes staff towards the useful

Weak Knowledge of Subject Matter? It's not as bad as a required rating, but it’s stil]
inappropriate since the cues are meant to be clearly matters that fall within student
competence in general, even though some of them call for judgement.

Emphasis on_the overall rating Most student rating forms include some kind of

ble, especially since “objectives” are often taken to mean “behavioural objectives”, which excludes
perfectly sensible objectives such as “will allow students to raise any problems they encountered in
understanding the lectures/reading/ tests”. It does seem reasonable to expect instructors to make
clear their conception of the function or role of labs /tutorials /lectures in a course, certainly if it devi-
ates from the norm or if there is ng clear norm. We cover that under "defining expectations from
students’,
10.  That is, the actual amount learnt by the students; usually obtained from a comparison of pre-
ith scores on a final examination (the post-test). The pre-test must match the final for
content and difficulty, though it may include some other questions to check on prerequisite coverage.
Many faculty are amazed to find students in their courses who can pass the final on the first day.
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weightings; presumably, we should make an effort to cope with their diversity.

Wording and placement of the overall question The form, and position, of the over-
all question are very Important. Form: no question calling for a comparative rating
can validly support the usual. personnel decisions (it can Support an award for the
best teacher)!!, Questions like “Would you recommend this unit to a friend with
similar interests?” have been floating around for years, and appeal to many, but are

Departments—since they are often interested in recruiting majors—are often keen
on questions about how much increase in interest in the subject the teacher has en-

tion are not easy to interpret except in very tightly controlled contexts, Moreover,
they are not generalizable—and hence not dear to central administraion—since
gins in majors by one department are usually at the expense of others.

discriminaton, while leaving plenty of room at the bottom for clear expressions of
unacceptable and marginal ratings.

structors were particularly good or bad. We used this (bi-modal, relatively low re-
Sponse-rate) data to identify some outstanding candidates (the ‘students’
candidates’); and. asked department heads to nominate others (the ‘heads’
candidates’). Then we went into the classes of nominees—with their permission, of
course—and got (virtually)100% returns from the students present. To this we

bution to out-of-class teaching-related efforts, and size of teaching load. We then
checked for large differences between faculties, first-year and upper-division class-

1. Courts may not be up on fancy talk about construct validity, but they know face—inva]idity
when they see it. Since jt’s obvious that the worst teacher on the faculty may be quite good, it's use-
less to ask questions from which you will only be able to rank faculty.

Scriven: Design of Stidant Ratin- Ea.. -



es, etc,, but found none. The half-dozen winners, with their almost-perfect 10s, stood
out clearly (a unanimous vote by a distinguished selection committee), and came
from across the faculties, ranks, years, and class-sizes™, It didn’t hurt the legitimacy
of the exercise at all that the incoming, elected, Chair of the Academic Board was not
only a winner, but the only one nominated by both routes,

12 Women were ‘over-represented’ amongst the finalists, and (slightly) undef-represented
amongst the winners,

Scriven: Design of Stisdant Ratinn Erron-



NOTES

[1]1 The history of this form began with a report commissioned by the Vice-Chancellor at
Berkeley {“The Evaluation of Teaching at Berkeley”, 64 pages, Scriven, 1973, published in UC

standard overall question (corresponding to Question 6 on the present version) to provide baseline
data. The standard overall question was then required for all faculty evaluation at Berkeley; some de-
partments used the whole form. Other campuses in the UC system followed suit to varying degrees,
as did other systems subsequently. Many others had been using student rating forms for a long time

velop some of the procedures and concepts in this memorandum:

“The Validity of Student Ratings¥, in Instructional Evaluation, September, 1988, pp. 5-19, 1988.

“Summative Teacher Evaluation”, in The Handbook of Teacher Evaluation, Jason Millman, ed.;
Sage, 1981, pp. 244-271.

“The State of the Art in Tertiary Teacher Evaluation” Higher Education Research & Development,
October 1988. (Preprints available from CTES.) _
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STUDENT RATING FORM _
(Centre for Tertiary Education Studies, The University of Western Australia)

Name of Teacher: t-aa Unit Number: pra Date: (2841}
Lt nayrey IniLgte
Class Time: 2aq Day: s Bldg/Rm. I wrsa saTut'ln/Laba/lectoyS'm e e cne

It's onty essential to circle five ratings, one for each of the questions 1, 2, 3,4 and §.... Your ratings will be used to im-

prove teaching and promotions.... t's best to read all the questions before answering any.... Use the bottom of the
page for any comments that won fit elsewhere.... Try to avoid influence from your personal Iikings {for subject or
teacher).... Suggest improvements 1o this form, too.

———THE CONTENT
1. How much of the material covered seemed valuable, if you feel you are able to tell

now? (Circle or tick one of the ranges of numbers, 8.g. 44-54)

s 0-10%a 11-21%n 2-32%a BB-4% HM-54% 55-65%m G6-T6%m 77-8M%mn 88-100%m
Mention here, or at the bottom of the page, any pan that seemed not fo be valuable....

2. How well did the unit cover what you felt you needed (and could reasonably expect)?
{Circle or tick one of the ranges of numbaers, e.g. 44-54)

@ 0-10%a 11-21%m 2-3%a 33-43%x M-5% 55-65%a 66-76%e 77-6/%m €9-100%m
What was missing? wa Tick here if tha missing things had been promised, in words or print......n

THE LOAD
3. How heavy a load did this unit represent (compared to other units this year)? (Circle one re-

sponse in the first line.)
s Much lighterm Lightere Averagem Heavierw Much heaviens

THE FACILITIES
4. How are the facllities?
wy  Overcrowded ( .... Getstoo hota ... No ventilation m ....  Uncomfortable seats w ...
Inadequate lighting .... Unsale practices m.... Insutficient access to equipment m....
Late classes cause danger or inconvenience m....
OTHER. .

After completing Questions 5 and 6 on Page 2 put any other comments In the space
below,
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——THE TEACHING
5 With respect 10 what was covered,
ate boxes as you go, then enter an overail grade on Question 6. )

? {Read the following fists and mark any appropri-

SA: Any aspects that you felt particularly needed improvement?

61 O Classroom control
62 0 Explanation of what you're
expected to do
Lecturing
630 little relevance to course
64 O  too similar to the taxt
6503  too theoretical
66 O  drifts off point too much
670  not enough on theory
or general methods
68 [0  speechis hard to
understand
69 1  assumes 00 much
prior knowledgs,
70 O  unclear explanations
70O oo easy
720  usually too fast
730  too much jargon

740  boring

75 O  legibility of board
writing

76 O too rushed towards the
end

770  never pulls it all together
OTHER...

Overheads
783  hard to read
7900  too many
god too few

8t O  irrelevant
820  shown too fast

Discussion
830  notenough
g4  too much

850  poor quality

‘880 not reponsive to

questions asked
88 0  notwaell controlled
Hand-outs
893  quality
o0  quantity
920  not enough practice
questions
Texis

920 oo many

930  too costly

94 00  not available

95 1  poor quality or
relevance

5B: Any aspects that you thought were particutarty commendable?

1200 Classroom control
121 0 Explanation of what you're
expected to do
Lecturing
12700  excellent voice
1290 clear explanations
201 very interesting material
300  highly readable board
writing
500  extremely valuable
Overheads
600  very readable
s  very helpful

OTHER...

6 OVERALL: In the light of 5A and 5B, how would
Do not circle the verbal descriptions.)

C(q sk

{13 F fn D(a C"m

15 0  well managed
Handouts

18 O  quantity
17 0 quality
2i O Textis
Reserve Materials
24 3 vaiy helpful
Asslgnmeris
2700 clearly defined
28 0 useful comments

B-w Ba B

Reserve Materlals
9% O too late
97 O  missing
Assignments
99 O  notenough
100 too many
w0 O unclear
102 0  inadequate comments
13 0 slow or no return
104 O Demonstrations
105 (J Fleld trips
106 [J Labs
Testing
1070  notenough
18 30  toomuch
119 (0  poor coverage
10 0 unfair marking
m O  poor explanation of

grading
112 0  poor supervision of tests
113 (1 Punctuality

114 (7 Frequently cancelled

115 3 Bunning well over time

116 [ Running well under time

117 00 Availabllity of lecturer or
tutor

118 O Attitude to students

' 28 O Damonstrations

30 O Field trips
31 Ulabs
Testing
32 O right amount
34 O good coverage
3s O fairly marked
a7 O good explanations of
grading
36 O properly supervised
42 O Avallabliity of lecturer or
tutor
43 [J Attituds to students
Flexibillty
44 O adjusted to student needs

you rato the teaching? (Circle ong grade: B+ is one grade.
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