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Student Opinion of Teaching (SOOT)
Per ceptions: A Study of the Purpose and
Usefulness of the SOOT Process

by
Dr. Matthew Stollak,

Assistant Professor of Business Administration and
Dr. Paul Schnorr,

Assistant Professor of Sociology

Editor’s Note: Thisis the second of two issues de-
voted to research on the Sudent Opinion of Teaching
(SOOT) and the process by which we currently
evaluate teaching effectiveness. This month’sissue
is devoted to a study by Dr. Matthew Stollak compar-
ing faculty and student perceptions of the purpose
and usefulness of SOOT items and processes.
Sollak’s complete study includes 15 detailed tables,
excerpts fromwhich are included in thisissue. The
complete set of tables can be viewed on the OIE web
site under “ Reports & Presentations’ https://

www.snc.edu/oie.

OVERVIEW

To coincide with the historical analysis of SOOT
data, aparallel study of student and faculty percep-
tions of the purpose and usefulness of the SOOT
process was conducted in the Spring of 2006. The
results indicate differences in the perceived value of
SOOTs, not only between faculty and students, but

within each of those groups.
Population and Sample. Electronic surveyswere
sent to all students and faculty.

Student Demographics. 523 students (out of 2,050)
returned the survey for aresponse rate of 25.5%. Of
those who responded, 123 had never completed a
SOOT form. Of the 400 usable surveys, women con-
stituted amajority of the sample (75.3%). Interms
of class standing, 65 freshman, 115 sophomores, 116
juniors, and 102 seniors fully completed the survey,
with 2 students not declaring ayear in school. In
terms of GPA, 10 students had a GPA below 2.5, 70
had a GPA between 2.5 and 3.0, 142 had a GPA be-
tween 3.0 and 3.5, and 177 had a GPA above 3.5. In
terms of division, 123 surveys were completed by
Humanities and Fine Arts students, 62 were in the
Natural Sciences, 152 were in Socia Sciences, 4

were undecided, and 58 listed “ Other”.
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Faculty Demographics. 84 faculty (out of 177
full and part-time) completed the survey for a
response rate of 47.5%. 60 of the respondents
were tenured, 23 were untenured, and 1 faculty
member |eft the tenure question blank. Of those
who responded, 53 were male, 30 were female,
with 1 leaving the gender question blank. In
terms of division, 37 surveys were completed by
faculty in the Humanities and Fine Arts division,
16 in the Natural Sciences, and 30 in the Social
Sciences, with 1 leaving the division question
blank. Finally, in terms of years taught, 21 re-
spondents have taught at St. Norbert College for
less than 5 years, 18 have taught between 5 and
10 years, 13 have taught between 11 and 15
years, and 31 have taught for more than 15
years. One faculty member |eft the question

blank.
RESULTS

Faculty versus Student Perceptions

Item means were calculated for students and
faculty and compared. Independent t-tests were
run to compare the mean difference among these
two groups. Table 1 (see page 2 of newsletter)
shows how students and faculty differ in their
perceptions of the purpose and usefulness of
specific SOOT items.

In general, students felt more strongly than fac-
ulty that SOOTsfulfilled their understanding of
the SOOT’ s purpose and were useful for evalu-
ating teachers/professors and courses, with sta-
tistically significant mean differences (p<.005)
ranging from .46 to .67.

Except for one item, students agreed more
strongly regarding the purpose and useful ness of
SOOTsthan faculty, with differencesranging
from .23t0.91. All these items were statisti-
caly significant at p<05. Students and faculty
disagreed most when asked whether “the work-
load in acourseistoo heavy or too light” isan
appropriate question for evaluation, with faculty
providing amean of 2.67 to 1.76 for students
(t=-7.63, p<.005). The next largestdifference
appeared when asked whether the statement
“student learning is assessed by appropriate
methods of evaluation” is appropriate for evalu-

(Continued on page 3)
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Tablel
Faculty Versus Student Perceptions

Question
SOOTs fulfill your understanding of their purpose
SOOQOTs are useful for evaluating teaching/professors
SOOTs are useful for evaluating courses
SOOQTs, as an evaluative tool, are beneficial to the College
SOOQTs, as an evaluative tool, are beneficial to Faculty Members
SOOTs, as an evaluative tool, are beneficial to Students
"The instructor clearly defines the objectives of this course" is appropriate for evaluation
"The instructor shows enthusiasm for the subject” is appropriate for evaluation
"The instructor is well-prepared for class" is appropriate for evaluation
"The instructor explains course material clearly and understandably” is appropriate for evalua-
tion
"The instructor answers questions clearly" is appropriate for evaluation
"The instructor does his/her part to create a (free) climate..." is appropriate for evaluation
"The instructor treats students with respect” is appropriate for evaluation
"The instructor evaluates students in a fair and consistent manner" is appropriate for evaluation
"The instructor does his/her part to challenge students..." is appropriate for evaluation
"If | choose to meet with the instructor outside of class, | am able..." is appropriate for evaluation
"Taking into consideration...the overall rating | give the instructor is..." is appropriate for evalua-
tion
"As a result of taking this course, | have deepened my interest..." is appropriate for evaluation
"Student learning is assessed by appropriate methods of evaluation" is appropriate for evalua-
tion
"As a result of taking this course, | have increased my knowledge..." is appropriate for evalua-
tion
Given the nature of this course, the workload is..." is appropriate for evaluation
"Taking into consideration...the overall rating | give the course is..." is appropriate for evaluation
"What were the best features of this course..." is appropriate for evaluation
"Are there specific ways this course could be improved" is appropriate for evaluation
The current format of SOOTS allows students to effectively express their views
SOOTs would be taken more seriously if they were administered online

Faculty Students Difference

2.42 1.96 0.46
2.55 1.88 0.67
2.48 2 0.48
2.43 1.82 0.61
2.3 1.81 0.49
2.61 2.15 0.46
1.85 1.85 0

1.96 1.56 0.4
19 1.59 0.31
1.85 1.43 0.42
1.96 1.48 0.48
1.96 1.54 0.42
2.08 1.46 0.62
2.17 1.49 0.68
2.14 1.67 0.47
2.06 1.56 0.5
2.42 1.72 0.7
2.27 1.92 0.35
2.46 1.71 0.75
2.12 1.72 0.4
2.67 1.76 0.91
2.36 1.72 0.64
19 1.67 0.23
1.93 1.52 0.41
2.43 1.86 0.57
3.02 2.77 0.25

1" indicates "strongly agree," '2' indicates "agree," '3" indicates "disagree," and '4' indicates "strongly disagree."

n = 400 students, 84 faculty

-4.63
-6.02
-4.74
-5.74
-4.78
-4.57

-2.87

-3.97
-4.65
-4.37
-5.84
-6.45
-4.64

-6.25
-3.16

-6.97

-3.98
-7.63
-5.77
-2.32
-3.9
-4.92
-2.23

Sig
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.01

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.03
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Student Opinion of Teaching (SOOT) Perceptions:
A Study of the Purpose and Usefulness of the

SOOT Process (Continued from Page 1)

ation, with faculty providing a mean of 2.46 to 1.71 for students
(t=6.97, p<.005).

Students and faculty also differed on which questions they felt
were most important on the current SOOTs form. For faculty, the

top five questions were:
“The instructor explains course material clearly and under-
standably. (M=1.85)"
“The instructor clearly defines the objectives of this course.
(M=1.85)"
“Theinstructor iswell-prepared for class. (M=1.90)"
“What were the best features of this course... (M=1.90)"
“ Are there specific ways this course could be improved
(M=1.93)"

For students, the top five questions were:
“Theinstructor explains course materia clearly and under-
standably. (M=1.43)"
“Theinstructor treats students with respect. (M=1.46)"
“The instructor answers questions clearly. (M=1.48)"

“Theinstructor evaluates studentsin afair and consistent
manner. (M=1.49)"

“Are there specific ways this course could be improved...
(M=1.52)"

1 ayc

Finally, both students and faculty, on average, felt that SOOTS
would not be taken more serioudly if they were administered
online.

Mean Faculty Perceptions of the Purpose and Usefulness of
SOQT Items by Gender

Item means were also calculated for male and female faculty. In-
dependent t -tests were run to compare the mean difference among
these two groups. In all but 3 cases (see Table 2, page 2 of news-
|etter), there were no significant differences between male and
female faculty. Of the differences, female faculty (M = 1.733) felt
more strongly than males (M = 2.132) that the statement “ Thein-
structor does hig'her part to create a climate in which students are
freeto ask questions, disagree...” is appropriate for evaluation
(t=2.17,p = .033). Further, women placed more emphasis on the
open-ended questions than men. Specifically, female faculty (M =
1.667) felt more strongly than males (M = 2.075) that the question
“What were the best features of this course?’ isappropriate for
evaluation (t=2.18, p = .033). Female faculty (M = 1.667) also
felt more strongly than male faculty that the question, “Are there
specific ways this course could be improved?’ is appropriate for
evaluation (t=2.32, p=.024).

Mean Faculty Perceptions of the Purpose and Usefulness of
SOQTshy Division, Years Taught, and Tenure

Faculty item means were calculated and compared by division,
years taught, and tenure status. An anaysis of variance (ANOVA)
was run to compare the mean difference among these groups.
Complete data appearsin Tables 3, 4, 5 on the OIE web site.

No statistically significant differences were found at thep<.05
level for faculty division, years taught, or tenure status.
(Continued on page 4)

Table 2. SOOT Items Differing by Faculty and Student Gender
Question Male  Female
Faculty Faculty
(n=53) (n=30) Difference t Sig
"The instructor does his/her part to
create a (free) climate..." is appropri-
ate for evaluation 2.13 1.73 0.4 2.17 0.03
"What were the best features of this
course..." is appropriate for evalua-
tion 2.08 1.67 0.41 2.18 0.03
"Are there specific ways this course
could be improved" is appropriate for
evaluation 2.11 1.67 0.45 2.32 0.02
Male Stu- Female
dents Students
(n=99) (n=301)
"The instructor evaluates students in
afair and consistent manner" is ap-
propriate for evaluation 1.62 1.44 0.17 2.42 0.02
1'indicates "strongly agree," '2' indi-
cates "agree,” '3" indicates
"disagree," and '4' indicates "strongly
disagree."
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Mean Student Perceptions of the Purpose and Usefulness of
SOOT items by Gender

Item means were calculated to determine the degree to which male
and femal e students agreed or disagreed with various statements.
Independent t -tests were run to compare the mean difference
among these two groups. Further, students were asked “would
knowing professors view handwritten comments affect SOOT
responses’ and “should professors be able to see the handwritten
SOOTsform”. Therewas only one statistically significant differ-
ence between male and female students using t-tests. Female stu-
dents (M = 1.44) felt more strongly than males (M = 1.62) that the
statement “ The instructor evaluates studentsin afair and consis-
tent manner” is appropriate for evaluation (t=2.418,p = .017).
Chi-square analyses indicated that women were much more con-
cerned about handwritten SOOT forms. Specifically, female stu-
dents (55.81%) felt that knowing professors view handwritten
comments would affect their responses compared to only 43.43%
of males (chi sq.= 4.581, p=.032) Thisindicatesthat femalesare
more concerned that professors will know who filled out the
SOOTsform. Further, female students (72.67%) a so felt more
strongly than male students (51.02%) that professors should not be
able to see the handwritten comments (chi sg.= 15.737, p=.000).

Mean Student Perceptions of the Purpose and Usefulness of
SOQT items by Year in School

The degree to which students agreed or disagreed with various
statements based on their year in school was also examined. Stu-
dents were divided into four groups. 1) Freshmen, 2) Sophomores,
3) Juniors, and 4) Seniors. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
run to compare the mean difference among these four groups. A
number of survey questions showed statistically significant results
at thep<.05 level (see Table 9 on the OIE web site). In most of
these cases, the data indicates that as students continue their aca-
demic careers at St. Norbert College, they feel less strongly about
the purpose and usefulness of SOOTSs. For example, with regard
to the statement “ SOOTS, as an evaluative tool, are beneficial to
students,” the average for freshman was 1.89, for sophomores
2.03, for juniors 2.22, and for seniors, the average was 2.36
(F=6.92,p=.000). Similarly, for the statement “The current format
of SOOTs alows students to effectively expresstheir views,” the
average for freshman was 1.66, for sophomores, 1.72, for juniors
1.95, and for seniors, the average was 2.05 (F=5.66,p=.001).
Chi-square analyses indicated no statistically significant differ-
ences on whether knowing professors viewed handwritten com-
ments on SOOTs forms would affect response, and whether pro-
fessors should be able to see the handwritten SOOT forms, based
on class standing. Tables 10 and 11(see OIE web site) show the
results of the Chi-square analyses.

Mean Student Perceptions of the Purpose and Usefulness of
SOOQOT items by GPA and Major Division

Means were cal cul ated to determine the degree to which students
differed on the usefulness of various SOOT items based on their

GPA. Studentswere divided into four groups: 1) lessthan 2.5 GPA
2) 2.51t03.0GPA, 3) 3.01t0 3.5 GPA, and 4) above 3.5 GPA. An
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was run to compare the mean differ-
ence among these four groups. Further, students were asked “would
knowing professors view handwritten comments affect SOOT re-
sponses’ and “should professors be able to see the handwritten
SOOTsform”. Table 12 (on the OIE web site) shows the mean
difference in perceptions of the purpose and usefulness of SOOTs

between students based on their GPA.

Statistically significant differences were found for several SOOT
items as well as with the questions regarding hand-written SOOT
forms. In most of these statements, agreement with the appropriate-
ness for evaluation increased as GPA increased. For example, for
the statement “’ The instructor explains course materia clearly and
understandably’ is appropriate for evaluation,” students with a GPA
below a 2.5 had a mean response of 1.8, students with a GPA be-
tween 2.51 and 3.0 had a mean response of 1.47, and students with
a GPA above 3.5 had a mean response of 1.32 (F=6.88,p=.000).

Chi-square analyses al so showed that students with higher GPAs
felt more strongly about whether professors should see the hand-
written SOOTsform. 55.56% of students with a GPA below 2.5
think professors should see handwritten SOOT forms, compared to
35.71% of those with a GPA between 2.51 and 3.0, 40.85% of those
with a GPA between 3.01 and 3.5, and only 23.86% of those stu-
dentswith a GPA above 3.5 (chi s9.=12.941, p=.002), indicating
that above-average students do not want professors to see the hand-
written comments (see Tables 13 and 14 on the Ol E web site).

No statistically significant differences were found at thep<.05 leve
when student responses were compared by division.

We invite your comments on the two SOOTS studies and with your
permission we will publish themin a subsequent issue of Assess-
ment News
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