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Introduction 

The Student Evaluation of Teaching Effectiveness (SETE) is the inventory which the University of 
North Texas implements online to comply with the State of Texas House Bill  2504.  

• “ 06/19/2009 E Effective immediately – relating to requiring a public institution of higher 
education to establish uniform standards for publishing cost of attendance information, 
to conduct student course evaluations of faculty, and to make certain information 
available on the Internet” 
(http://www.legis.state.tx.us/billlookup/History.aspx?LegSess=81R&Bill=HB2504). 

Evaluation of Teaching Committee 

Charge 
This committee shall recommend to the Provost an assessment tool to facilitate student 
evaluations of their instructors, allowing university-wide comparison in key areas. The tool 
should balance standard questions with the opportunity for appropriate flexibility for college, 
disciplinary and course-specific differences.  The committee is asked to provide the 
recommendation to the Provost no later than Oct. 1, 2008.  

Response  
After a review of the literature and input from committee members, it was determined that the 
committee should focus on measuring teaching effectiveness and recommend that course 
effectiveness be treated separately and by a different committee.  It was also determined that 
the survey instrument should be structured on the dimensions and elements presented on 
pages 51-53 in Berk (2006) as synthesized by Davis (1993) from research on good teaching 
(Chickering & Gamson, 1991; Eble, 1988; Murray, 1991; Reynolds, 1992; Schon, 1987) and on 
student achievement and success (Noel, Levitz, Saluri, & Associates, 1985; Pascarella & 
Terenizini, 1991, Tinto 1987).  Berk’s book, Thirteen Strategies to Measure College Teaching, 
was selected as a handbook and guide for the project.   
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Student Evaluation of Teaching Effectiveness (SETE) 
The Student Evaluation of Teaching Effectiveness (SETE) represents the student perception of 
teacher effectiveness in three domains. These domains are: 

1. Organization and Explanation of Materials - This score reflects the student’s perception 
of how well the instructor makes the course requirements and student learning 
outcomes clear to the students, gives assignments, activities, and materials that are 
helpful and contribute to understanding the subject, explains difficult material clearly, 
shows the relationships among topics and new concepts, and evaluates student work in 
ways that are helpful to learning; 

2. Learning Environment - This score reflects the student’s perception of how well the 
instructor establishes a climate of mutual respect, encouragement, motivates students 
to work and engage in learning, is available and encouraging, is skillful in   actively 
engaging students in learning, and provides useful feedback; 

3. Self Regulated Learning - This score reflects the student’s perception of how well the 
instructor guides and encourages self-directed learning in which the student is 
encouraged to be open to viewpoints of others, develop new viewpoints, connect 
course topics to a wider understanding of the subject, and contribute to the learning 
process. 

Reporting 
Domain scores use a Likert scale from 1-4. Each response represents a level of student 
perception: 

• Strongly Disagree  (1); 

• Disagree  (2); 

• Agree   (3); 

• Strongly Agree  (4). 

A preset model will tabulate all raw data and provide scale scores. A sample report form is 
available on page 3. This report model is a sample and may receive adjustments in appearance 
for online access.  
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UNT 
Student Evaluation of Teaching Effectiveness (SETE) 

Fall 2009 
 

    SD = strongly disagree   D = disagree  A = agree  SA = strongly agree  

Organization and Explanation of Materials SD D A SA 

1  My instructor explains difficult material clearly.  O O O O 

2  My instructor communicates at a level that I can understand.  O O O O 

3  My Instructor makes requirements clear. O O O O 

4  My instructor identifies relationships between and among topics. O O O O 
 

Learning Environment SD D A SA 

5 My instructor establishes a climate of respect.  O O O O 

6  My instructor is available to me on matters pertaining to the course.  O O O O 

7  My instructor respects diverse talents O O O O 

8  My instructor creates an atmosphere in which ideas can be exchanged freely. O O O O 
 

Self Regulated Learning SD D A SA 

9  My instructor gives assignments that are stimulating to me.   O O O O 

10 My instructor encourages me to develop new viewpoints.  O O O O 

11  My instructor arouses my curiosity.  O O O O 

12 My instructor stimulates my creativity.  O O O O 
 

 

This Class is:      A Required Course         An Elective        I am not sure           

What grade do you expect to earn in this course?       A        B        C        D        F 
 

Copyright © 2009 University of North Texas 

All Rights Reserved 

 Overall opinions SD D A SA 

1  I like this instructor O O O O 
2  I am interested in this subject  O O O O 
3  I think the classroom was appropriate for this class O O O O 
4  I would recommend a course taught by this instructor O O O O 
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UNT 
STUDENT EVALUATION OF TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS  

TEACHER REPORT 
           Part A     Draft  

10/20/09 
 

   
Instructor: ________________  Department: ___________________________ 
 
Date: ____________________  College: _____________________________ 
   
 
 
Note:  The SETE Scale Score replaces the mean score.  It is like the standard scores 
used on the SAT, GRE, and state tests like the TAKS.   It allows the SETE scores to 
be put on an interval scale.  Each of the three effectiveness factors has its own 
unique scale score.  The overall construct of Teaching Effectiveness also has its own 
scale score, and thus is not simply the average of the factor scores.   Each scale 
goes from 1 to 1000.   

 
 

Scale 
Score 

Organization and Explanation of Materials 
 This score reflects the student’s perception of how well the instructor:  makes the 
course requirements and student learning outcomes clear to the students; gives 
assignments, activities, and materials that are helpful and that contribute to 
understanding the subject; explains difficult material clearly; shows the relationships 
among topics and new concepts; and evaluates student work in ways that are helpful 
to learning. 

 
 
 
 

600.29  
 

Learning Environment  
This score reflects the student’s perception of how well the instructor: establishes a 
climate of mutual respect and encouragement; motivates students to work and 
engage in learning; is available and encouraging; is skillful in actively engaging 
students in learning; and provides useful feedback. 

 
 
 

575.32  
 

Self-regulated Learning  
This score reflects the student’s perception of how well the instructor guides and 
encourages self-directed learning in which the student is encouraged: to be open to 
the viewpoints of others; to develop new viewpoints; to connect course topics to a 
wider understanding of the subject; and to contribute to the learning process. 

 
 

650.89 

 
Overall Teaching Effectiveness Score 

 
645.52  

 
Copyright © 2009 University of North Texas 

All Rights Reserved 
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SETE Cycle 
The SETE Cycle for Fall and Spring Semester administrations are as follows: 

• Students will be able to access the online SETE for the final 11 regular class days prior to 
the start of final exams; 

• The Office of Institutional Research and Effectiveness will post results for faculty review 
(access will not be public domain while the review process is in progress); 

• Results are public domain after the review process; 

•  As of August 01, 2009; UNT will post SETE results in the Faculty Profile System online for 
compliance with House Bill 2504.  

The SETE Cycle for Summer Semester administrations are as follows: 

• Students will be able to access the online SETE for the final 5 regular class days prior to 
the start of final exams; 

• There will be two Summer Semester live administrations (one for 5WI & one for 
5WII/10W); 

• The Office of Institutional Research and Effectiveness will post results for faculty review 
(access will not be public domain while the review process is in progress); 

• Results are public domain after the review process (Beginning with Fall 2010 Semester 
data); 

•  As of August 01, 2010; UNT will start to post SETE results in the Faculty Profile System 
online for compliance with House Bill 2504.  

SETE Pre-Processing 
The Office of Institutional Research and Effectiveness (IR&E) will oversee the pre-processing for 
the SETE administration. The following procedures are for the pre-processing of the three 
separate files associated with the live administration for the SETE each Fall, Spring, and Summer 
semesters. Not all procedures may be necessary for data sets provided by EIS. 

Initial Data Request 
These are the steps for data population (Course, Faculty, Student) from EIS: 

• Request data 30 days after 12th class day for Fall and Spring semesters; 

• Request data 2 days after first day of class for 5WI, 5WII, and 10W Summer sessions; 

• THECB identifier is – 1 (lecture courses) for course population. 
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Data Cleaning  
Fill in missing values, smooth noisy data, identify or remove outliers, and resolve 
inconsistencies. Data cleaning task include: 

• Fill in missing values; 

• Identify outliers and smooth out noisy data (random error or variance in a measured 
variable);  

• Correct inconsistent data.  

Data Integration 
 Integration of multiple databases, data cubes, or files: 

• Combine data from multiple sources into a coherent store; 

• Detect and resolve data value conflicts.  

Data Transformation 
 Normalization and aggregation: 

• Smoothing – remove noise from data; 

• Aggregation – summarization, data cube construction; 

• Generalization – concept hierarchy climbing; 

• Normalization – scaled to fall within  a small, specified range. 

Data Reduction  
Obtains reduced representation in volume but produces the same or similar analytical results 

Data Discretization  
Part of data reduction but with particular importance, especially for numerical data. Obtains a 
reduced representation of the data set that is smaller in volume but yet produces the same (or 
almost the same) analytical results.  

Attributes are: 

• Nominal – values from an unordered set; 

• Ordinal – values from an unordered set; 

• Continuous – real numbers.  

Discretization includes: 

• Divide the range of a continuous attribute into intervals; 

• Some classification of algorithms only accept categorical attributes; 

• Reduce data size by discretization. 
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SETE Live Administration 
The live administration process begins with the initial delivery of the course file to Computer 
Information Technology Center (CITC).  

Delivery of Files to CITC 
Following the pre-processing of all data files, IR&E will forward the course file to CITC for load 
bearing and initializing for the current administration of the SETE.  

Host of Live Administration 
The CITC will host the live administration of the SETE. CITC will forward a cleaned raw data 
set to the IR&E to begin analysis.  

Student Access: 

• Student access will begin the final 11 days (prior to final exams) for Fall Semester 
administration; 

• Student access will begin the final 11 days (prior to final exams) for Spring Semester 
administration; 

• Student access will begin the final week (prior to final exams) for Summer 5WI and the 
final week for 5WII/10W and remain open for 7 days each administration. 

SETE  Data Analysis and Posting of Results 
IR&E will begin SETE data analysis and posting of results upon receipt of the raw data file from 
the CITC.  

SETE Data Analysis 
Data analysis will involve “R”, “M+”, and “PASW” software. Data analysis will be overseen in at 
the IR&E office. Algorithms for the analysis model are provided by the SETE Analytical Team. 
Model fit is supported by Research and Statistical Support (RSS). Data analysis is to be complete 
30 days after receipt of the raw data file from the CITC.  

SETE Results Posting 
Results for SETE administrations will be available after the analysis is complete of all SETE data. 
The results will be available for faculty to review on a secure SharePoint site. Faculty will be 
able to access their results from behind the firewall on the UNT server.  

Beginning with the Fall 2010 Semester, all results will be posted on the appropriate faculty page 
(Faculty Profile System) starting with data from the Fall 2010 Semester SETE administration.  
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