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In the Fall semester2000, | undertookto evaluatemy course,Physics360 “Computersin
Physics”usingthe boththe IDEA processow underconsideratioraswell asthe standarceval-
uationforms currentlyin use.Onthewhole, it is my opinionthatthe IDEA forms containmore,
andmore usefulinformationthanthe standardorms. Thus,| recommendhatthe new forms be
adopted. The coursein questionis a small, specialistcourserequiredof physicsundegraduate
majors,andtheform andcontentof the classwasa mixture of lectureandlaboratoryexercises.

Whenevaluatedunderthe standardorms,therewould seemto belittle roomfor improvement,

asshavnin Tablel.

Question SA 4 3 2 SD NA
1. ClearObjectves 5 0 0 0 0 0
2. ConsistentGrading 5 0 0 0 0 0
3. Useful Assignments 4 1 0 0 0 0
4. Reasonabl&xpectations 2 2 1 0 0 0
5. Well Prepared 5 0 0 0 0 0
6. Effective Presentation 4 1 0 0 0 0
7. AvailableOffice Hours 4 1 0 0 0 0
8. Overall Effectiveness 4 1 0 0 0 0

Tablel. STUDENTEVALUATION OF INSTRUCTOR, Physics360Fall 2000.

Of the 7 studentsenrolledin the course,5 submittedevaluations andapartfrom a perception
that perhapgoo much had beenexpectedof them, the studentsevaluatedthis courseessentially
ashighly aspossible.This highlightsoneof the flaws of the currentsetof forms,in thatthey fail
to resole the upperend of their spectrum. In a small classsuchas mine was, with committed
studentsagetrto pursuethetopic, it would be surprisingto seeevaluationscoresnuchlowerthan

theseundernormalcircumstancesThus,for the purpose®f the RTP processthe currentforms
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[ T-Score 40% of all Your Average
Overall Measures of Effectiveness | Unadj. | 2% ofall | 28% of all classes (¢1asses (AVE] 28, of all classes | 2% ofall || (5-Point Scale)
Adj. | classes range) classes Raw | Adjusted
- Sleve scentiz 46
1. Progress on Relev ant (E.ssentul e
and Important) Objectives 43 [
3 49
2. Improved Student Attitude 54 38 4.1
60
3. Overall Excellence of Teacher 6 4.8 5.0
= 35
4. Overall Excellence of Course 60 42 4.5

20 30 40 A5 S Eh0EE 55 6l 70 80
T Score--Comparison with all Classes in National Database

F—+%— Unadjusted T Score + one standard error of measurement " *
—&— Adjusted T Score = one standard error of measurement (adjusted for class size; student desire to take course regardless of who taught it; course difficulty
not attributable to instructor; student effort not attributable to instructor; and other student motivational influences)

Figurel: IDEA summarycomparablgo Tablel. Here,the calibrationof the IDEA systemcor-
rectsfor the fact that my classis small, composedf majors,andis seento be difficult. This
recalibrationrevealsthat studentgperceved that the coursehelpedthemattainmy importantob-
jectives,andthatthe courseis good,but not off the scale.

are sensitve to uncovering deficienciegatherthanto probing excellence Additionally, thereis
virtually no usefulfeedbackthatcanbe gleanedrom thesenumbers.

Therewerea numberof written commentsthat| did find useful,and| certainlyexpectthatif
IDEA formsareadoptedwritten commentswill be givenasmuchweightunderthe IDEA system
asunderthe current. It is reasonableo expectthat the written commentsrom the IDEA forms
andthe standardorms shouldbe comparableandthe factthatmy IDEA forms had consistently
fewerwritten commentss afunctionof redundang ratherthanthelengthof theform. | evaluated
the coursewith the standardormsinitially, andthenafteraweekstime, the IDEA forms.

Thereal benefitof the IDEA form is in thereportgeneratedasedon my specificationof the
importantgoalsfor thecourse Asin Figurel, it appearshatl have metmy essentiahndimportant
goalsfor the courseaboutaswell asotherfaculty membersn the IDEA databaséave, andthat
both my instructionandthe coursewere statisticallybetterthanaveragequality. Thereis clearly
room for improvement,but the issueis that the instrumenthasroomat the top of the scalethat
canshov whenthatimprovementhastaken place. With the standardorms, recall, the courseis

essentiallyat the top of the scale. This informationwould be extremely importantfor an RTP
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| T-Score 40% of all ‘ Your Average
i Part A. Essential Objectives - None [ (445 | 2% ofall | 28% of all classes [£1255¢S (AVE/ 289, of all classes | 2% of all || (5-Point Scale)
| marked as ESSENTIAL Adj. classes range) classes Raw | Adjusted
Part B. Important Objectives
| 22. Principles and theories ;3 i 33 29
23. Apply course material to 39 4.3 4.2
improve thinking skills 56 a :
24. Professional skills, viewpoints o 37 | 34
28. Oral and written {rdid 39 3]
communication skills |30 : e
1
*31. Analysis and critical evaluation 47 33 34
of ideas 48 . -
20 30 40 45 50 55 60 70 80

T Score--Comparison with all Classes in National Database where the
Objective was Selected as "Essential” or "Important”

Figure2: Individual ratingson importantobjectives. This table containsvital informationcom-
pletelyunavailablethroughthe normalforms. For example,| ammeetingmostof my statedgoals,
but the courseis curiously weakin exposingprinciplesandtheoriesof numericalanalysiswith
computers.As | redesigrthe coursefor Fall 2001, shall certainlybe ableto take advantageof
this measurement.

committeeto have.

But, further, thereis informationthattheinstructorcangetfrom theIDEA reportthatis impos-
sibleto achieve with the old forms. | meetmostof my statedgoals,for examplein giving students
hard problemsrequiring thought(item 23. “Applying materialto improve thinking skills”) and
in written and oral communication.| find a surprisingly (to me, anyway) weak performancen
studentperceptiorthat principlesandtheorieshave beenclearly explained. Thatis anareathat|
am certainlykeento improve upon,but with theinformationavailablefrom the standardorms, it
would have beenimpossibleto detectthis deficieng, andthereforempossibleto correctit.

Also, asa faculty memberwho is still learningthe professionof university teaching,it is e-
speciallyimportantto get detailedfeedbackon both what is going well, and what needsto be
improved. The IDEA formsprovide thisinformation. This informationmaynot be appropriatdor
RTP committeedo considerin their decisionsput is is certainlyvaluablefor thefaculty member

As shavn in Figure 3, the IDEA analysisessentiallyconfirmsme in my expectationfrom being
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Part Three: This section summarizes teaching methods to consider for improvement strategies and methods which are effective and
should be retained.

Potential Areas for Improvement Efforts
Generally, improvement efforts are most successful if they focus on no more than three teaching strategies at a time. These results
suggest that your improvement strategies might best be chosen from the following teaching methods:

*16. Asked students to share ideas and experiences with others whose backgrounds and viewpoints differ from their own

Strengths to Retain
In doing so, you should take care to retain the methods which are currently effective, including:
*3. Scheduled course work (class activities, tests, projects) in ways which encouraged students to stay up to date in their
work
8. Stimulated students to intellectual effort beyond that required by most courses
12. Gave tests, projects, etc. that covered the most important points of the course
*14. Involved students in "hands on" projects such as research, case studies, or "real life" activities
19. Gave projects, tests or assignments that required original or creative thinking
Additional methods: 7, 11, *1, 2, 13, *17, *20

Figure3: Analysisof strengthsandweaknessesf the course.Again, this informationis clearly
usefulin guiding junior faculty in continuallyimproving their teaching,andthis informationis
completelyinaccessiblérom the standardorms.
in the classroomandteachingthe coursethat | am at leastfocusingon severalimportantteach-
ing stratgjies. As one might expectfrom an upperdivision physicscourse,including hands-on,
researclexperiencds important,aswell asdemandingntellectualeffort beyond mostcourses.

The real benefitto the IDEA systemis that“off-scale” excellencecanbe measuredandthat
informationof critical importanceo bothRTP committeesandjunior facultymemberss available.
The only dangerwith the IDEA systemis that the rich detail of the report can be essentially
discardedn favor of a numericalanswerto a singlequestion:“what is the relative excellenceof
theinstructor” If departmentsisethe IDEA forms merelyasa newv way to askQuestion8 of the
currentform, its valuewill be muchdiminished,andfor heightenediepartmentatostto boot.

My opinion, after evaluatingthe sameclasswith bothinstrumentds thatIDEA is clearly the

superiordevice.
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