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TAP
TEACHING ANALYSIS POLL FOR STUDENT FEEDBACK

By Robert Kordts, Mahaut de Vareilles, Kjersti Daae, Eirun Gandrud, Anne D. Årvik, and Mirjam S. Glessmer

Many university instructors receive end-of-semester responses 
to standardized student questionnaires (student evaluations of 
teaching, SETs) collected through online systems. But how well 
do SETs work to improve teaching and student engagement in 
learning? Research has found a large number of challenges and 
problems with SETs, including, (1) they do not assess teaching 
quality; (2) they often use quantitative, predefined scales that 
leave little space for additional comments; (3) they often have 
unclear goals, with course improvement not being the main one; 
and (4) there is often little student engagement, indicated by low 
response rates for online evaluation.

At the Geophysical Institute (GFI), University of Bergen 
(UiB), we consider high-quality feedback from students to 
instructors important in order to improve course outcomes. 
However, we wanted to move away from SETs and so looked 
for alternative feedback methods that would better represent 
student views (respecting both their qualitative and quanti-
tative aspects) and could be presented to the instructors in a 
motivating way.

We chose to experiment with the Teaching Analysis Poll 
(TAP; Hawelka, 2019) that was, to our knowledge, developed 
at the University of Virginia and has been used in different 
higher-education institutions, countries (e.g., United States, 
Germany, Switzerland), and disciplines. The recommended 
TAP procedure for face-to-face classes takes about 30 minutes 
and is performed by an external facilitator who collects student 
feedback on three aspects, which are then communicated back 
to the class instructor:
1.	 Which aspects of the course facilitate your learning?
2.	 Which aspects of the course hinder your learning?
3.	 What suggestions do you have for improving the obstructive 

aspects? 

Box 1 provides a detailed description of the TAP procedure as 
employed by the authors. 

The method can easily be adapted to different teaching sit-
uations. As facilitators, we have experience with TAP in both 
small courses with two or three student groups and very large 
courses with several hundred students; both face-to-face and 
online (using online collaborative writing and poll tools); and 

with both TAP on the course level and TAP on the study-​
program level (with students commenting on aspects related 
to the program curriculum). See the variants described in 
Johannsen and Meyer (2023).

At GFI, TAP implementation was part of a larger educa-
tion initiative, iEarth Center for Integrated Earth Science 
Education, and of an ongoing collaboration with the UiB uni-
versity pedagogy group. Between 2022 and 2024, we conducted 
seven TAPs in selected geoscience courses (many of which had 
a focus on active learning), and two courses repeated the TAP 
after one year. People involved were administrative staff at GFI, 
a university pedagogy colleague, and two students who served 
as TAP co-facilitators and helped analyze the data.

Because one of TAP’s characteristics is confidentiality, we 
will not detail TAP results. However, to provide an overview 
of the topics mentioned, we analyzed all TAP reports based 
on the categories identified by Hawelka (2019). Hawelka’s sys-
tem includes eight main categories and several subcategories, 
ranging from comments about interactions between students 
and instructors to students’ understanding of the task, their 
motivation, their learning strategies, and their self-regulation 
for learning, to general resources and overall ratings about 
the course and about its structural conditions. Table 1 shows 
samples of the Hawelka (2019) categories that appeared most 
often in the TAPs together with examples of students’ positive 
or negative quotes.

TAP results provide not only general positive or nega-
tive views (Category No. 7) but also comments on more spe-
cific points, such as the learning materials (Category 6.2) or the 
lecturer’s presentation style (Category 1.1). In fact, most com-
ments found in the TAP were about aspects that the instruc-
tors typically can change. Rather surprising to us, the students 
commented on aspects that support their learning progress 
(Category 5.2), specifying positive and critical examples. This 
indicates that the TAP stimulates the students to evaluate what 
others, such as the instructors, do, as well as what they need for 
their own learning success. This is a huge advantage of the TAP 
compared to traditional SET methods. Finally, some TAP feed-
back relates to aspects that instructors alone typically cannot 
change (Category 8). 
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BOX 1. TEACHING ANALYSIS POLL (TAP) 
AT THE GEOPHYSICAL INSTITUTE, UNIVERSITY OF BERGEN 

Getting Constructive Student Feedback for Interim Course Improvement

We find the TAP method particularly useful because of the limited investment and effort it requires, it represents anonymized 
students views (while respecting both their quantitative and qualitative aspects), and it provides constructive feedback to the 
instructor midway through the course in a motivating and actionable way.

In the hope that more courses apply this method, we share a step-by-step description, with practical tips, of how we imple-
ment TAP. For further information and other examples of TAP implementation, we recommend starting with Hawelka (2019) and 
Johannsen and Meyer (2023).

 

STEP 1. Find a Facilitator to Conduct the Tap

The facilitator is the person who will conduct the poll with the students in the absence of the instructor and report the student 
feedback to the instructor after the poll. It is important that this person is neutral, that is, has no conflict of interests with either 
instructor or students. The facilitator should be familiar with the TAP method but does not necessarily need to be an educator. 
Indeed, at GFI, the TAPs have worked well when performed by the research advisor (administrative staff) or students external to 
the course.

The facilitator and instructor then agree on a time to conduct the TAP. We typically choose 20–30 minutes at the end of a class, 
midway through the course. Though time is valuable to instructors and students alike, our experience at GFI is that both instruc-
tors and students who have been part of a TAP found it worth their time, with several instructors requesting TAPs in following 
years. Holding the TAP toward the end of a class period is helpful because the students are already in place with their minds 
fresh on the topic. 

STEP 2. Student Group Discussions (10–15 min)

After the instructor has left, the facilitator briefly explains the purpose and procedure of a TAP and asks the students to form small 
groups of three to five students. Feedback from up to five groups is usually representative of the majority student view, so for 
large class sizes, we recommend taking a random sample of five student groups.

The groups are asked to discuss and collaboratively fill out a form (paper or online) that contains the following three questions 
(this takes about 10 minutes): 
1.	 Which aspects of this course facilitate your learning?
2.	Which aspects of this course hinder your learning?
3.	What suggestions do you have for improving the obstructive aspects?

STEP 3. Polling (10–15 min)

The facilitator collects the forms, reads them aloud to all, solicits clarification where needed, and asks the students to raise their 
hands if they support a statement. We have found that for very small classes (e.g., only two groups), it might be worth asking stu-
dents to vote in a more anonymous way to avoid having peer pressure influence the vote. We stress the importance of making 
sure that any unclear statement is fully understood by all before voting. For example, a statement such as “instructor talks too 
fast” could mean there is a language/communication issue, or it could mean that the amount of content planned for one single 
class is too large. It is important to clarify such aspects so the instructor can better work with the feedback.

STEP 4. Feedback and Analysis

After the TAP, the facilitator meets with the course instructor to discuss the anonymized student feedback (and potential conclu-
sions), focusing on statements that received support from 50% or more of the students. 

In our experience, the meeting between the facilitator and instructor usually suffices for the instructor to be able to work on 
the feedback towards improving teaching and learning in the class. However, we also offer the possibility for the instructor to 
schedule a meeting with staff at the university pedagogy group should they feel better guidance is needed for addressing some 
issues. The instructors are responsible for telling their students what they have learned through the TAP. Additionally, instructors 
should explain which aspects they can and will change, which they will not change, and provide rationale for their decisions.



Oceanography |  Early Online Release

We believe that instructors should respond to a TAP session 
by telling their students what they learned from it. Additionally, 
they should explain to students which aspects they can and will 
change, as well as those they will not, providing the rationale 
for their decisions. In our specific case, forwarding some of the 
student feedback to the study administration led to some struc-
tural improvements, such as better equipment in classrooms. 
The feedback we received from the instructors was all positive—​
important, considering that they had to invest 30 minutes of 
their valuable class time to administering the TAP.

If you are interested in trying out TAP as a feedback 
method, we recommend aligning your evaluation approach 
with the instructors’ and study programs’ needs and goals. 
The TAP could be part of a larger transformation pro-
cess that could also, for instance, include introducing active 
learning or alternative teaching methods. To gain experi-
ence with TAP, it is useful to employ two facilitators, to start 
small with a few courses, and then to build a team of people 
who can facilitate TAPs. Because staff time is often limited, 
TAP facilitators could include students, which is something 
we have done and have found to work well. We know of at 
least one university (University of Erlangen-Nuremberg) that 
trains students to be TAP facilitators. Working together with 
students in this way is a great example of student-staff part-
nership and co-creation. Feel free to contact us to discuss TAP 
(https://cocreatinggfi.w.uib.no/contact/).
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TABLE 1. Relevant categories from Hawelka (2019) identified in GFI TAP, 2022–2024. The first and second columns indicate the category titles, number 
of responses (n), and definitions. The third and fourth columns show example GFI TAP responses in each category.

CATEGORY TITLE CATEGORY DEFINITION 

EXAMPLE RESPONSES TO THE QUESTIONS…

WHAT FACILITATES LEARNING? WHAT HINDERS LEARNING?

Learning Materials, 6.2
(n = 22)

The lecturer provides helpful learning 
resources for self-study.

“the [Learning Management System’s] 
page is tidy”

“[we want] more exam-relevant 
problems”

Presentation, 1.1 
(n = 16)

Lecturers use adequate rhetoric 
and visual means to present the 
learning material in an intelligible and 
stimulating way.

“[Instructor] is very good at explaining 
concepts in a pedagogical way”

“[Instructor should] talk slower and 
clearer”

Monitoring students’ 
learning progress, 5.2 
(n = 13)

The teacher supports the students 
in monitoring their learning progress 
through feedback, formative 
assessment, and similar strategies.

“Quiz at the end of lecture”
“The lab report seems to be more 
work than learning”

General framework, 8
(n = 12)

This category includes all feedback 
about the course, the lecturer, and 
learning outcomes.

“The small size of the class”
“Classroom: Screens are hard to see, 
some screens do not work”

Overall rating, 7 
(n = 11)

This category includes the 
organizational and curricular 
framework of the course.

“Good introduction to different 
courses that come later in program”

“Workload of this course more like 
10 ECTS than 5”
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