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I. Introduction 
  
The University of Notre Dame is committed to providing an outstanding educational experience for 
its undergraduate and graduate students.  To advance this goal, the University strives continuously 
to recruit, cultivate, effectively assess, recognize and reward faculty members who are both highly 
effective teachers and superb scholars.  In 2007, the Advisory Committee to the Provost on the 
Evaluation of Teaching (ACPET) published a set of guidelines to help departments conduct a more 
comprehensive evaluation of a faculty member’s teaching to inform renewal, tenure and promotion 
decisions.   This expanded review calls for faculty peers to assess in-depth a set of representative 
courses taught recently by the candidate and to appraise the ways in which the candidate enriches 
the student learning experience over and above his/her conventional teaching responsibilities.  
 
Beyond the occasional comprehensive review described above, the University invites students each 
semester to report on their experiences in the classroom.  Student ratings of teaching can serve three 
important functions:  

• Formative (providing feedback to the instructor for the improvement of teaching) 
• Evaluative (contributing to an overall assessment of the instructor’s effectiveness as a 

teacher) 
• Analytical (helping the institution determine what factors are most often associated with 

perceptions of effective teaching) 
 
The Provost’s Office launched the paper-based Teacher Course Evaluation (TCE) system in 1982.  
Since then, four different TCE forms have been used, with the latest set of changes instituted in 
1997.  Over the past decade, many faculty have registered complaints about the current set of TCE 
items; criticisms were directed at the wording of specific TCE items, difficulties in interpreting the 
“improvement needed” response scale, and the inability of the TCE to effectively address the 
diverse modes of teaching/learning at Notre Dame.   
 
Following an extensive study, ACPET recommends that (i) the University revise the TCE questions 
to provide more useful feedback for instructors and more reliable and valid measures of teaching 
effectiveness, and (ii) that students no longer complete a paper-based TCE form in class but 
respond online to a series of questions customized for each course.  The completely redesigned 
instrument is being titled Course Instructor Feedback (CIF) to signify the important role that 
students play in guiding the improvement of teaching. Appendix A outlines the benefits and 
potential concerns associated with transitioning the paper-based TCE to an online survey format. 
 
 
 
 

II. Revision of Questions/Items for the CIF System 
  
The web-based delivery of the CIF questionnaire enables students to view and respond to a set of 
questions that can be unique to each course.   Balancing the evaluative and formative aspects of 
the CIF instrument, some items will be standardized across the university, while other items will 
be customizable by the instructor.  
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The CIF items/questions will be organized into four tiers: 
 

• University – Sixteen multiple-choice items/questions will be asked of students in every 
course at the University. By having a common set of items across the University, the 
average score for each item in any given course can be compared with the average 
computed for all courses at the department, college, or university levels. Eleven of the 
items within the university tier are designed to inform the evaluation of teaching. 

• Learning Goals – It has been shown that a student’s self-reported progress in achieving 
course learning goals is modestly correlated with independent measures of the student’s 
learning and the instructor’s perceived teaching effectiveness (Feldman, 1996). Because each 
course is designed with a particular set of learning goals in mind, the CIF system will allow 
each instructor or academic program to select six course-specific learning goals from an 
extensive library of learning goals; students can then rate their progress towards each goal. 

• Section – The section tier is optional for instructors.  An instructor can preview online 
the questions that will be asked of his/her students.  If the instructor would like to add a 
limited number of additional questions, s/he can select from an online question bank 
and/or enter customized questions (open-ended or closed-ended).  The responses to 
section-specific questions will be reported back to the instructor, but they will not be used 
to inform personnel decisions (tenure, promotion, merit raise, etc.). 

• Informing Course Selection (ICS) – In an effort to provide students with more 
comprehensive and accurate information at the time of course selection, a web-based ICS 
system will be launched in Fall 2008. Included in the ICS system will be histogram plots 
of the student responses to 5 closed-ended questions, drafted by students & faculty and 
approved by Academic Council.  The responses to these items will not be used to inform 
personnel decisions.  The 5 ICS items will appear on the CIF form for all courses. 

 
ACPET has drafted a brief set of open-ended questions that are designed to solicit formative 
feedback for the improvement of teaching.  ACPET has also drafted a set of closed-ended items, 
for the university tier of the CIF system, based on constructs that are correlated with student exam 
performance and overall perception of effective teaching. Appendix B provides a detailed rationale 
for each of the latter items along with the relevant correlation coefficients.  Appendix C lists each 
item on the current TCE for which there is no counterpart in the new CIF system. Note that the 6-
point response scale is different than that on the current TCE.  Pilot testing confirmed that the 
distribution of student responses on the CIF is less compressed at the high end of the scale. 
 
 
Open-ended Items in University Tier: 
 

i. Please comment on how well the activities, readings, lectures, and assignments 
helped you learn in this course.  

 
ii. Please identify what you perceive to be the greatest strengths of this instructor's 

teaching. 
 

iii. Please identify areas where this instructor could improve his/her teaching. 
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Multiple Choice Items in University Tier: 
 
Rate this course on the following.  Please consider your overall experience in the course, rather 
than isolated incidents. 

A. Excellent    E.  Poor 
B. Very Good    F.  Very Poor 
C. Good    G.  Not Applicable 
D. Satisfactory 

 

1.  Overall organization of the course 

2.  Availability of appropriate help or learning resources outside class  

3. Helpfulness of required assignments (readings, projects, etc.) in facilitating my learning 

4. Usefulness of the feedback I received concerning my work in the course 

5. Instructor's preparation for each class 

6. Instructor's clarity of communication 

7. Instructor's fairness and impartiality in conducting the class 

8.  Instructor's effort to help students develop mastery of the course material 

9.  Instructor's stimulation of my interest in the subject matter 

10.  Overall promotion of my creative, analytical or critical thinking 

11. Overall teaching effectiveness of this instructor 
 
12. The degree of intellectual challenge I experienced in the course was 

     A. Extremely high 
     B. Very high 
     C. Somewhat high 
     D. Moderate 
     E. Somewhat low 
     F. Very low 

 
13. The percentage of this course's regular class meetings I attended this semester was approximately 

A. 50% or less   B. 60%   C. 70%   D. 80%    E. 90%    F. 95%+    G. Not applicable 
 
14. I spent approximately ___ hours per week, on average, doing work for this course outside regularly 

scheduled class time.  
A. 0-1       B.  2-3     C.  4-5 D.   6-7      E.  8-10   F.  11-14    G. 15 or more 

 
15. I am taking this course as an  

A.  Explicit requirement with my major, minor or concentration 
B.  Elective that fulfills a requirement within my major, minor or concentration 
C.  College requirement 
D.  University requirement 
E.  Free elective 

 
16. I anticipate that my final grade in this course will be  

     A.  A        B.  A-        C.  B+   D.  B        E.  B-    F.  C+        G.  C or lower 
 

Rate your progress toward the following learning goals, taking course level into account. 
17 - 22.    Items 17-21 represent different learning goals relevant to the course. 
A. Excellent B. Very Good C. Good      D. Satisfactory      E. Poor  F. Very Poor     G. Not applicable  
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III. Timetable for Implementation of CIF 
 
The University has contracted Gap Technologies to administer the new online Course Instructor 
Feedback (CIF) system using a product called Online Course Evaluations.  University 
implementation of the CIF system consists of instrument development followed by deployment of 
CIF within Gap’s software. 
 
INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT 
Time frame Action 
Summer 2007 Limited pilot testing of University tier (16 sections) 

With in-classroom follow-up interviews 
Fall 2007 Refinement of University tier 

Second pilot test in 90 sections (2460 students), dual 
administration method (paper and online) 

Spring and Summer 2008 Pilot testing with online-only administration 
University tier: multiple choice and open-ended items 
Limited testing of Learning Goals tier 

 
GAP DEPLOYMENT 
Time frame Action 
Spring 2008, end of semester Limited pilot test of CIF online 
Summer 2008 Full pilot test of CIF online 
Fall 2008 Full-scale implementation of CIF online 
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Appendix A. Online Administration of the CIF System 
 
In considering how best to administer the survey through which students provide feedback on 
courses, there are two natural choices: (i) paper forms distributed and collected in class, and (ii) a 
web-based form that students complete online.  There are several benefits and potential concerns 
associated with transitioning from paper-based to online administration of the TCE or CIF. 
 
BENEFITS 
The University community may realize the following benefits: 
 

• The CIF can be administered online without sacrificing 10-20 minutes of class time for 
distribution, completion and collection of the paper-based TCEs.  

• Online administration of the CIF would prevent the possibility that an instructor could 
refuse to participate.  In Fall 2006, for example, TCEs were not collected in 181 class 
sections that were designated for evaluation. 

• NetID-limited access to online CIF submission would guarantee that only students 
enrolled in a class could submit a CIF for that course. Currently, any student who 
happens to be present on the day that the TCEs are administered can complete one or 
more forms; conversely, any student who is absent that day does not have the opportunity 
to complete a paper-based TCE.  

• Online administration of the CIF will eliminate the need for a student from each class to 
collect the TCE forms and deliver them to a drop box.  Removing this step from the 
process will prevent forms from being lost and will guarantee that no student from the 
class can review or alter the responses of his/her classmates. 

• Online administration of the CIF will eliminate the need for 60,000 paper TCEs to be (i) 
hand-counted, packaged and mailed to instructors three weeks before the semester ends, 
(ii) collected and hand-sorted by IR staff after the TCEs have been completed, and (iii) 
sent off campus to a 3rd-party scanner.   

• The period over which students can complete the online CIF will span from ten days 
before the last day of class through the last reading day. 

• Students can complete the free-response questions to the online TCE without concern that 
their handwriting will be recognized by the instructor. 

• Students would not have to repeatedly answer five demographic questions for every 
class, because this information could be accessed from institutional data. 

• An online CIF system can incorporate a customized set of questions that would 
complement the items utilized across the University. Because a portion of the questions 
will be tailored to selected characteristics of the course, each instructor will receive more 
relevant feedback about his/her courses.  Similarly, students will appreciate responding to 
a set of CIF questions that are better matched to the course they have just experienced. 
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CONCERNS 
Two concerns that are most often expressed with regards to online versus paper-based 
administration of student ratings are (i) the fear of low response rates and of the bias this may 
introduce, and (ii) the potential loss of confidentiality for students who complete the CIF.    
 
In reflecting upon the concern of low response rates, it is important to keep in mind that 
response rates with the paper-based TCE system average about 82% in courses for which forms 
are received and about 78% overall, if we include all sections that were designated for 
evaluation. 
 
There is no precise threshold for acceptable response rates, but it is important that two conditions 
are met.  First, response rates should bolster overall reliability by minimizing random error.  That 
is, enough students should respond so that faculty and administrators have confidence that the 
sampling error is small.  Second, response rates should bolster overall validity by minimizing 
systematic error.  That is, there should be little to no difference between the kinds of students 
who do and do not respond so as to not introduce response bias.  If, for example, students who 
were dissatisfied with a course were less likely to respond, the results would be artificially 
inflated. 
 
Fortunately, we have data from several sources to indicate that changes in response rate as Notre 
Dame moves online are unlikely to undermine either reliability or validity.  Several top-20 
research universities have moved successfully to an online student feedback system, including 
Harvard, Northwestern, UC Berkeley, Stanford, Vanderbilt, Washington University and Yale.  
Many have enjoyed 70-85% response rates.  At Stanford, response rates online actually increased 
compared to their paper system, and they were achieving high 80s by their third round of online 
administration.  Strategies have been identified by these institutions (see below) to enhance 
response rates.  Moreover, during the pilot test of the online CIF in fall 2007 at Notre Dame, in 
which 90 sections participated, the average response rate was 73%.  This rate was achieved 
without any incentives, after the students had already been asked to complete paper TCEs in class, 
and in a shorter time frame (just seven days) than we will use when CIF is implemented.   
 
With regard to response bias, we again have data from other institutions and from our own pilot 
test.  Research conducted at Northwestern (Hardy, 2003: 34) when they moved online indicated 
that, comparing paper and online feedback in the same classes taught by the same instructors 
using the same questions, 42% of the ratings were higher online, 46% of the ratings were higher 
on paper, and 12% were mixed.  Hardy’s conclusion: “The ratings may be lower or higher or the 
same.”  The report from Northwestern (Appendix D) provides succinct and useful insights into 
the very concerns expressed by many faculty at Notre Dame.   
 
Notre Dame’s fall 2007 pilot data does not allow for a direct comparison of the paper and online 
results because different questions were asked in the two modes, and the response scales were 
also different.  The two global items (TCE Q17 and CIF Q11) had a correlation of 0.87.   
 
Institutional Research will monitor the response rates for individual sections and employ various 
incentives campus-wide to enhance student response rates.  Some of the successful strategies 
that other institutions have adopted to ensure high response rates include: 
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1. Promote an ethic where students take seriously their responsibility to provide 
feedback to their instructors (All institutions)  

2. Students receive frequent reminder emails from the dean, until they have completed 
their course evaluations. (Vanderbilt) 

3. Students receive points in their courses for completing their course evaluations 
(Washington Univ.) 

4. Students are entered into a lottery when they complete their course evaluations. 
(Georgia Tech gives away iPods; Stanford uses iTunes giveaways).   

5. Students can see their grades online only after they have completed their course 
evaluations (Yale and Stanford) 

6. A student can view the student ratings compiled for other courses only if she has 
completed the evaluations for all of her own courses from the past semester 
(Northwestern) 

 
Notre Dame plans to adopt a hybrid between the first, second and sixth strategies.  Those 
students who complete their CIFs in a given semester gain unrestricted access to the Informing 
Course Selection reports during the following registration period.  Noncompliant students can 
view only the Instructor- and Registrar-provided portions within the Informing Course Selection 
reports.  Discussions with the Academic Affairs Committee of Student Government during 
Spring 2008 indicate strong support for all three of these strategies, along with consideration of 
the possibility of a modified version of regulating early access to grades dependent on 
completion of CIFs.  Evidence from the fall 2007 pilot also indicates the more actively that 
faculty encourage participation, the higher the response rate.  
 
The concern about student confidentiality can be addressed in more concrete ways than can 
concerns about response rates.  Because the CIF system must match students with courses, 
complete anonymity is not possible.  A student will login to the CIF system by entering his/her 
netID and password.  The student will then be presented with a list of all the courses in which 
he/she is enrolled.  Clicking on each course link will deliver a customized CIF questionnaire for 
the student to complete online.  When all of the student’s forms have been completed or the 
system is closed for the semester, the identifier is de-linked from the data base.  No unique 
identifying information for the student will be stored with the student’s CIF responses for a 
course.  Gap will run the analysis to determine which students have completed all of their CIFs 
and will return to Notre Dame a data base with a Yes/No marker for whether each student has 
met the participation criteria.  That file will be used to determine each student’s level of access to 
the Informing Course Selection views. 
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Appendix B. Rationale for Each New Item/Question in CIF  
 
The rationale for each multiple-choice item in the CIF university-tier includes the following: 

• Explanation of why a student’s response to the item might be coupled to the student’s 
achievement in the course and to his/her perception of the instructor’s effectiveness.   

• Correlation coefficients reveal the strength of association between the students’ rating of 
the specific item/construct and either their exam performance in the course or their 
perception of the instructor’s teaching effectiveness. The Pearson’s correlation coefficient 
(r) measures the strength and direction of a linear relationship between two variables. An 
r value of zero indicates no correlation between the two variables, whereas an r value of 
exactly +1 indicates a perfect positive linear fit.   

• Intended uses for results gathered for a specific CIF item may include the following: 
o Formative (providing feedback to the instructor for the improvement of teaching) 
o Evaluative (contributing to an overall assessment of the instructor’s effectiveness 

as a teacher) 
o Analytical (helping the institution determine what factors are most often 

associated with perceptions of effective teaching) 

 
 
 
                                                 
1 Through a meta-analysis across several studies and involving thousands of students, Feldman measured 
correlation coefficients (r) between student ratings for specific constructs and student performance as 
measured by a final examination for the same course. Feldman, K. "Identifying Exemplary Teaching: 
Using Data From Course and Teacher Evaluations." in Svinicki, M.D. and Menges, R.J. (eds.) Honoring 
Exemplary Teaching, New Directions for Teaching and Learning, No. 65, Spring, 1996, San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass Publishers, Inc.  
2 Correlation coefficients are derived from online pilot of new items conducted at Notre Dame in Fall 
2007 (N = 2460 students).  The correlation coefficient (r) indicates the relationship between the students’ 
responses to this specific item and their overall perception of the instructor’s teaching (Item #11).  

 
1: Overall organization of the course 
 
Relationship to 
Student Exam 
Performance 

When students are aware of the organization of a course 
they can better see the big picture and gauge their own 
progress.  To the extent that learning in a particular area 
needs to be sequential, course organization facilitates 
development of conceptual understanding and skills. 

r = .57  1 

Relationship to 
overall perception of 
effective teaching 

A well-organized course, as perceived by the students, 
helps them see the instructor's plan and is evidence of a 
significant preparation effort. 

r = .73  2 
 

Intended Use of Item Formative,  Evaluative, Analytical 
Similar item(s)  
on former TCE  

#2 - The Course is well organized and its goals clearly established. 
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2: Availability of appropriate help or learning resources outside class 
 
Relationship to 
Student Exam 
Performance 

Students are more likely to succeed when they have 
access to appropriate resources and help from the 
professor or TAs as needed. 

r = .36   1 

Relationship to 
overall perception of 
effective teaching 

When students perceive that they are provided the help 
and resources that maximize their success they are more 
likely to consider themselves well taught. 

r = .62   2 

 

Intended Use of Item Formative, Evaluative, Analytical 
Similar item(s)  
on former TCE  

#8 – Help is available to students outside of class. 

 
 
 
3:  Helpfulness of required assignments (readings, projects, etc.) in facilitating 

my learning 
 
Relationship to 
Student Exam 
Performance 

Clearly thought-out assignments that engage students in 
meaningful tasks and connect with course goals help 
students perform at a high level. 

--- 

Relationship to 
overall perception of 
effective teaching 

When students recognize the contribution of the 
assignments to their learning they don’ t feel like they are 
being asked to do “busy work” and are likely to see the 
work as part of a well designed learning environment. 

r = .67   2 

Intended Use of Item Formative, Evaluative, Analytical 
Similar item(s)  
on former TCE  

No similar item 

 
 
 
4:  Usefulness of the feedback I received concerning my work in the course 
 
Relationship to 
Student Exam 
Performance 

Prompt informative feedback extends the learning 
experience of students beyond the initial completion of an 
assignment, increases engagement, and focuses time on 
task. 

r = .23   1 

Relationship to 
overall perception of 
effective teaching 

Useful feedback is an important part of the learning 
process and values the work that students have done. 
When promptly and consistently received, it contributes to 
the students’ sense of being well taught. 

r = .62   2 

 

Intended Use of Item Formative, Evaluative, Analytical 
Similar item(s)  
on former TCE  

#9 – The instructor’s evaluations of my work are helpful. 
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5: Instructor's preparation for each class 
 
Relationship to 
Student Exam 
Performance 

A well-prepared instructor can maximize the impact of 
time spent with students and of their progress toward 
successful achievement of course goals. 

r = .57   1 

Relationship to 
overall perception of 
effective teaching 

When the instructor is well prepared, it sends the 
message that teaching is considered to be an important 
activity and that students’ time is valuable.  

r = .73   2 

 

Intended Use of Item Formative, Evaluative, Analytical 
Similar item(s)  
on former TCE  

#1 – The instructor is well-prepared for each class. 

 
 
 
6: Instructor's clarity of communication 
 
Relationship to 
Student Exam 
Performance 

Clear communication facilitates student understanding of 
what is expected of them as well as their 
learning/development of the ideas, concepts or skills 
associated with the course. 

r = .56   1 

Relationship to 
overall perception of 
effective teaching 

If communication is not clear students will be frustrated in 
their attempts to learn and this will reflect negatively on 
their perception of effective teaching.  Many students 
interpret lack of clarity with lack of concern about the 
entire teaching activity.  Particularly in lecture settings, 
clarity is the strongest component of the student-teacher 
relationship. 

r = .81   2 

 

Intended Use of Item Formative, Evaluative, Analytical 
Similar item(s)  
on former TCE  

#3 – The class material is clearly presented. 

 
 
 
7: Instructor's fairness and impartiality in conducting the class 
 
Relationship to 
Student Exam 
Performance 

This construct affects student achievement more in the 
negative than the positive; i.e., unfairness and partiality 
are likely to discourage students' best efforts. 

r = .26   1 

Relationship to 
overall perception of 
effective teaching 

Students perception of effective teaching will be reduced 
both by perceptions of unfairness (e.g. tests that don’t 
reflect preparation) and by perceptions of partiality by the 
instructor. 

r = .65   2 

 

Intended Use of Item Formative, Evaluative, Analytical 
Similar item(s)  
on former TCE  

#10 – The instructor’s dealings with students are fair and impartial. 
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8: Instructor's effort to help students develop mastery of the course material 
 
Relationship to 
Student Exam 
Performance 

Students are motivated by the instructor's concern for 
their learning. This motivation, along with the additional 
support that might come from a concerned instructor, can 
lead to higher levels of achievement. 

r = .30   1 

Relationship to 
overall perception of 
effective teaching 

Demonstrable interest in student learning is a key factor 
when students evaluate teaching effectiveness. 

r = .77   2 

 

Intended Use of Item Formative, Evaluative, Analytical 
Similar item(s)  
on former TCE  

#12 – The instructor shows care for students’ learning. 

 
 
 
9: Instructor's stimulation of my interest in the subject matter 
 
Relationship to 
Student Exam 
Performance 

Students with higher interest levels are likely to be more 
engaged and spend more time on task leading to higher 
levels of achievement. 

r = .38   1 

Relationship to 
overall perception of 
effective teaching 

Students understand that some subjects will not interest 
them as much as others, but see the instructor's efforts to 
stimulate interest as part of an overall effort to fully 
engage the students. 

r = .77   2 

 

Intended Use of Item Formative, Evaluative, Analytical 

Similar item(s)  
on former TCE  

#11 – The instructor is enthusiastic about the subject matter. 

 
 
 
10: Instructor's promotion of my creative, analytical or critical thinking 
 
Relationship to 
Student Exam 
Performance 

Creative, analytical or critical thinking lead to deeper and 
more persistent learning than does rote memorization. 

r = .25   1 

Relationship to 
overall perception of 
effective teaching 

Particularly in settings other than lectures, students 
equate the promotion of deeper thinking with the essence 
of good teaching. 

r = .77   2 

 

Intended Use of Item Formative, Evaluative, Analytical 

Similar item(s)  
on former TCE  

#4 – The instructor stimulates creative or analytical thinking. 
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11: Overall teaching effectiveness of this instructor 
 
Relationship to 
Student Exam 
Performance 

Students are more committed to studying for classes in 
which they believe they are being well-taught. 

---   

Relationship to 
overall perception of 
effective teaching 

This item allows the student to communicate an overall 
perception of effective teaching that may reflect 
constructs beyond those explicitly identified in items #1-
11.  

r = 1.0   2 

 

Intended Use of Item Formative, Evaluative, Analytical 
Similar item(s)  
on former TCE  

#17 – Now please evaluate only the quality of the instructor’s teaching. 

 
 
 
12: The degree of intellectual challenge I experienced in the course was … 
 
Relationship to 
Student Exam 
Performance 

Students study harder and report learning more in 
courses that provide an intellectual challenge. 

r = .25   1 

Relationship to 
overall perception of 
effective teaching 

Students respect instructors who challenge them and who 
express high expectations for their learning. 

r = .31   2 

Intended Use of Item Formative, Analytical 

Similar item(s)  
on former TCE  

No Similar Item 

 
 
 
13: The percentage of this course's regular class meetings I attended this 

semester was approximately … 
 
Relationship to 
Student Exam 
Performance 

If participating in class adds great value to student 
learning, then excessive absences may reduce student 
achievement in the course. 

--- 

Relationship to 
overall perception of 
effective teaching 

If a student finds an instructor to be a particularly 
ineffective teacher, s/he is more likely to skip class.  

r = .16   2 

Intended Use of Item Formative, Analytical 

Similar item(s)  
on former TCE  

No Similar Item 
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14:   I spent approximately ___ hours per week, on average, doing work for this 

course outside regularly scheduled class time. 
 
Relationship to 
Student Exam 
Performance 

If assignments outside of class are designed to promote 
effective learning, then time spent outside of class should 
correlate with student achievement  

r = .09   1 

Relationship to 
overall perception of 
effective teaching 

The relationship between time students spend on the 
course, and evaluations seems to depend on the nature 
of the time and motivations involved.  If a student likes the 
course content, or if the student expects an A or B in the 
course, more time is generally associated with a higher 
overall perception of effective teaching.   

r = -0.02 2 

 

Intended Use of Item Formative, Analytical 

Similar item(s)  
on former TCE  

#15 – In comparison with other courses I have taken at Notre Dame, 
the amount of time I spend on this course is: 

 
 
 
15: I am taking this course as a …     (requirement, elective, etc.) 
 
Relationship to 
Student 
Achievement 

The reason why a student is taking a course may 
influence the student’s commitment to learning in the 
course. 

--- 

Relationship to 
overall perception of 
effective teaching 

A student’s perception of an instructor’s teaching 
effectiveness may depend on the extent to which the 
student sees the course as integral or beneficial to his/her 
chosen program of study. 

--- 

Purpose of Item Formative, Analytical 

Similar item(s)  
on former TCE  

Course is: (a) in major and required (b) in major but not required  
(c) not in major but required (d) not in major and not required. 

 
 
 
16: I anticipate that my final grade in this course will be … 
 
Relationship to 
Student Exam 
Performance 

A student’s self-assessment of his/her performance in a 
course is often similar to the grade assigned by the 
instructor. 

--- 

Relationship to 
overall perception of 
effective teaching 

Students who perform well in a course are more likely to 
judge the instructor to be an effective teacher. 

r = .19   2 

Purpose of Item Formative, Analytical 

Similar item(s)  
on former TCE  

I anticipate that my final grade in this course will be … 
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17-22: Rate your progress toward the following learning goals, taking course level 

into account. (Items 17-22 represent different learning goals relevant to the course.) 
 
Relationship to 
Student Exam 
Performance 

A student’s self-assessment of his/her own learning is 
reasonably correlated with an objective assessment of 
the student’s learning gains.   

r = .46   1 

Relationship to 
overall perception of 
effective teaching 

Students who believe they have learned a great deal in a 
course are more likely to judge the instructor to be an 
effective teacher. 

--- 

Intended Use of Item Research indicates that students’ perception of progress toward 
learning goals is an important factor in their overall perception of 
teaching. Notre Dame’s Office of Institutional Research will conduct 
detailed analyses of the CIF data from Fall 2008 to determine whether 
the results from the learning goals tier (Items 17-22) have 
characteristics useful for informing the evaluation of teaching at Notre 
Dame.  Until the Academic Council reviews the analyses, the learning 
goals tier should be used only for Formative purposes.   

Similar item(s)  
on former TCE  

#19. How would you rate your progress toward this goal as a result of 
this course? 

 
Appendix C. Discontinued TCE Items  
 
The following TCE items are being discontinued and have no comparable item included in the 
university-tier of the CIF: 
 
TCE Item # 
 
#5 –  The examinations appropriately test my mastery of the course material. 

Explanation for omission – Faculty peers are in a better position than students to judge the 
appropriateness of exams.  See ACPET Guidelines – 
http://provost.nd.edu/academic-resources-and-information/ 

 
 
#7 –  When asked questions the instructor satisfies the students. 

Explanation for omission – The respondent should not be asked to judge whether other 
students are satisfied. 

 
 
#14 – On at least one occasion, I had a discussion with my teacher outside class. 

Explanation for omission – The response to this item may be more indicative of the 
student’s initiative, or lack thereof, than the instructor’s openness. 

 
 
#16 – In evaluating any course, you can consider the course content alone or what the     

instructor does with the material. Please evaluate the course content alone. 
Explanation for omission – Faculty peers are in a better position than students to 
judge the appropriateness of course content.  See ACPET Guidelines – 
http://provost.nd.edu/academic-resources-and-information/ 
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Appendix D. Experience at Northwestern University  
 
The following book chapter outlines Northwestern’s experience moving from paper to online 
student evaluations.  Many faculty at Northwestern had concerns similar to those expressed by 
Notre Dame faculty. 
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