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cF - . ' ‘DOES STUDENT EVALUATION -

D~ '’ STIMULATE IMPROVED TEACHING?

O ) . l

~ p Karl E. Vogt and darry Lashdr

O : ...

\ Student appraisal of faculty instructional competencies is commonplace.

\‘ " Although several log%cs account for sponsorship of student evaluation

schemes, the ultimate product of student evaluation ought to be/ improved

instruction. The purpose of this paper is to inv;stigate ;elqéionships

. . . . f
between student evaluating and better teaching. A mandatory system of

o ™

student assessment of teaching skills employed at Bowling Gqéen Unibérsity

-

B . - 1
is the frame of reference. : . - ~—
. * J .

.

If student ratings contribute to better teaching, ratings should

improve over time. Regression equations and standard t ‘tests were enployed
to determine the existence of trend increments. Findings reveal that
regression coefficients of regression equations were as low as' 0. By .

. inference, -student evaluation had not contributed to better teaching.-

-

- éhortcomings in the administration of the evaldation scheme and "

. -

faculty attitudes and. capabilities account for apparen ‘failures of the
= -+ - -scheme to-result -in-improved-teaching; —-——-———~— -~ : .
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. DOES STUDENT EVALUATION
STIMULATE IMPROVED TEACHING? -

-

. o -
Over the past several years, student eviluation of faculty instructional

competencies has become fashinable in academe. A variety of factors account .

for institutional acceptance of the student evaluation concept. Evaluation -
! . .

schemes may be viewed as a device to provide faculty insights about their

= ~

abilities tb-helé students learn or. the purpose of student evaluation may be

tied to thg-reward syétem--that is, evaluation results are used to document
~’

. \ *
claims foﬁ additional benefits. Regardless of the motives for acceptance, we

- K -
.

would, nevertheless, expect the ultimate product of student evaluation to be
an improvement in teaching effectiveness. This is to say that the real test

of student evaluation has to do with an improvement in teaching effectiveness

hbef time. -
The purnose of this paper is to gauge the impact .f student aﬁsessments

of faculty instructional skills on the improvement of teaching effectiveness

(as inferred from student evaluation resilts over time). Research draws upon .
L

experiences and empirical data associated with student evaluation at the,

College of Business Administration, Bowling Green State University.

(Y
ey

THE '"BOWLING GREEN" PLAN T

”
-

Student assessment of teaching skills becéme mandatory at the College of

. Business Administration in 1969. ~This action followed facul&y approval of

? -
'

the evaluation concept and definition of a rating.scheme. (See Appendix A)
In succeeding years, faculty have reaffirmed the principle of student evalga-
tion of instructors and continued use of the original plan.
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‘ Thes evaluation instrument empiZ?ed\in the "Bowling Green" scheme is
req

"open-ended" - that is, students a uested to describe their instructors'
Q

2 sf?engths or shortcomings, to identify approaches which’might contribute to )
N N\
[} .
improved performance, and to assign a particular grade (A-4, B-3, C-2, D-1,

or F-0). The grades assigned provide an index of performance. Open-ended
. ; ) o
evaluation forms (rather than structured, multiple. response types of instru-
Q
. ments) were adopted in order to permit students the opportunity to "tell it

as it is" - to provide evaluators degrdes of freedom to define for themselves
4
what const1tutes effective teaching; b it the . personal qua11t-=s of the
A »
tructor or learning outcomes, Moreover, because the open -ended instrument
. \

allows students maximum freedom to describe what "turned them on (or off), [

the form is thought eSpecially helpful to faculty as_guyides to self-improvement

! B Administration of the student evaluation scheme within the College of

Business is a shared reSponsibility of the Dean's Office, Departméntal Chairmen,

/

%

faculty, and students. The Off .ce of the"Dean is charged with logistical

aspects of the program which consist primarily of distributing and collecting :
' evaluation instruments, recording ratings, developing College and Departmental

performance indices, and forwarding fofms to appropr1ate Department Chairmen. !

.

4 ,DepartmenfEI Chaitmen and/or senior faculty, using evaluations as feedback

instruments, counssl faculty about gpproaches to exploit stremgths or to repair
4 -

- A PRI AP S0 Pl A et memeien. s ren o

shortcomings. The system is designed to promote the counseling function,

specifically as it relates to the attempts to assist junior faculty become more

[ . ~ ‘
effective/teachers. cFeculty are’?QSponsible for assuring students that their

1
X participation in the evaluation»process will not affect academic standings. To

g A

£ | insure the integrity of the scheme, faculty:are absent when students_complete
s ) .

.
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evaluation instruments during the last week Af classes, students do not

identify themselves on forms, and faculty may review insfrumentsnonly after
7/ } .

final grades have been deposited.with the Registrér. Students, for their

- [ .
part, are expected to participate in the program in a responsible and honest

P
- »

N manner. In order ‘to generate greater student particibatioﬁ‘in the evaluation

. 1 . - - .

‘process, the Dean's Advisory Council (a group consisting of the undergraduate
leadership of honofqry societies ‘and professional organizations in the College)

feach quarter addresses-letters to students prior to theé distribution of .

p evaluation instruments, requesting genuine cooperation.

I1
HAS TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS IMPROVED?
. If student evaluation contributes to an improvement in teaching éffective-

ness,’bgesumably students would acknowledge'improvements by assigning faculty

7\\5: : higher ratirigs. Reflections of improvement should take4£he form of (at least)
v . ¢ - . . -
<) F a gradual increase in the overall average value of ratings received by faculty.

This is not to say that improvements will become evident from one petiod to

A

the next. FacJ}ty may be unable fo react immediately to feedback, or ‘the

. - - .
identiby between effective teaching and the pay-off system may be unclear so

- v .

that perdeived inducements do not act as motivators. Existence of a lead-lag

0 telatioﬁship between student evaluation and improved performance of (say) two

W o I PO AT St ok b e e i e ©
[

. periods, ﬁgnce; would seem reasonable. “'Expectedly, the average Co%lege Yorade"
. F] ~

of 2.8 over time would tend toward 3.0 and beyéhd. ?

{
L4 . I

v . In order to develop an uriderstanding of thé effect of evaluations upon

faculty instructional performance over time, regression equations using the
| d *

r4
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meLluu 01 resye £QUATIS Wile ucvc70p80 ror two taculty groups. . Moreover, .
using a standard t test we sought to determine whether regression coefficients

were significant. ‘Our hypothesis|was that coefficients were equal toqzero__
r -

(Ho: B=0) - that is, no trend increments existed - by way.of inference, |
. Qo P "% ’ .

teaching effectiveness had not ﬁnproved In a%piying these methodologies,

we assumed that the criteria employed by students to judge teaching effective-

ness remained unchanged and application of criteria over evaluation periods
n

was uniform.

Group A consists of 50 teachers who were members of the College of v

Business Afministration faculty at the time student evaluation was intro-

— S -,
duced, Winter Quarter 1969-1970, and have participated in the program all

eight quarters. Instructionmal skillg of this group wpre evaluated‘by
% o

22,141 students who were members of 1,000 course offerings. Members of

Group B are 13 faculty who joined the Collefe in September 1970 and have

L4

taught 'during six consecutive quarters. Group B "

grades'" reflect the assess-

ments of 4,317 students enrolled in 195 courses. Excluded From these groups

.

are faculty who were not assigned instructional responsibilities for all

. quarters under consideration, who left Bowling Green after Winter Quarter

N = A

1969-1970, or who are Fall 1971 edditions. By segmenting, faculty according

P

to the'scheme described above, it was thought that the' (potential) impact of
student evaluation upon teaching effectiveness might be better observed. To
¢

illustrate - faculty who' joined the College September 1970 received (for the

most part) appoinbnents at lower academic ranks, accepted the concept of a

mandatory. student evaluation system, and were commibted to instruction of

" L

undergraduate programs,
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_lTotai "quality points" (A=4, B=3, C=2, D=1, F=0) for each course
for each facule member/total student evaluationms.

‘ \

ieSultk of the test for significance appear in Exhibit II.

EXHIBIT II ‘
" ' g
TEST FOR SIGNIFICANCE

Group Critical Valuesi= .01

1 t .QE
A "1.3000 3.143 6
B 3.747 4

.8169

. '/

l1see Appendices B and C for method and calculatjons.

= -5-
Averages or student cv:iuiticn tcr Sr;uya A aud D arekaescribed below.
. ‘\
- B EXHIBIT I .
.- MEAN vALuEs!
L (BY GROUP AND QUARTER) v
Quarter L A ' B
Winter 1969-1970 ~ ©. 2.83 |
Spring 1969-1970 2.90 ' ’ N
Fall 1970-1971 2.75 2.79
Winter 1970-1971 2.88 - 2,79
Spring 1970-1971 2:98 297 A
Fall 1971-1972 2.86 2,99
Winter 1971-1972° 272 2,97
Spring 1971-1972 2,91 - 3.09
" Total period ' 2,88 2.93 '

offering r.

Decision on Ho

Accept ..

Accept
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On the basis of t?st results we accept the null hvnnthecic that va-

T~

\ \ .
gression coefficients of our regression equations are as low as 0. We
conclude, therefore, that because the overall valve of student ratings has

' not incréased, student evaluation has not resulted in an improvement in

»
N

teaching effectiveness,

III

- IMPLICATIONS *

. The evaluation system employed at Bog}ing Green appears to have faile

T

to stimulate an overall improvement in teaching. The question at hand then
is -- what factors account for apparent failure of the teacher evaluation
scheme to stimﬁlate improyved instruction? From o&r viewpoint, shortcomings
in th; overall administration of the .student évalua%ion program and faculty..

capabilities and attitudes are factors' which primarily account for the seeming
. [J \ *

inability of student evaluation té'promoté teaching effectiveness,

o

N Before we discuss these factors, we need to re-examine our original

.

assumption that student perceptions about faculty in§tructional performances
o

are constant. The assumption may be invalid due to the possibility of changes

"in student expectations of teaching competencies. Students who have partici-
patéé in the evaluation process for several quarters, for ‘example, may now

require more from their .teachers-and, therefore, might become more critical
their evaluation of performance. The possibility exists, then, that while
-~ ¢

teaching effectiveness may have improved it might not have been recorded as

evaluators became harsher critics. Although we have reviewed thousands of

N [ A
student responses to questions asked on the evaluation form and, in turn,
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* skills is practiced .widely. In some cases, little attention is directed to

-Nevertheless, student evaluations have only recently seérved as inputs to

" use of Management by Objectives as a joint (faculty-Chairman) goal determination

Lave avyuiled sume reel rov grutont Judgméuils abuut errective teaching, we .

©

do not hbelieve sufficient informstion'exists in order to affirm or deny the
' o’
1 »

assumption of constant expectations.

The evaluation, scheme assumes counseling relationships- between faculty

and Departmental Chairmen. Chairmen and/or "master" teachers are expected

to assist faculty who receive low ratings to become mote competent in the
. . . f
classroom. Although some Chairmen and faculty have worked diligently to

help colleagues (especially junior memBers) become more effective teachers,

o

indications are that neither counseling nor joint development of instructional

1

‘counseling activities because the concept of student evaluation'of instructors
Lt ‘
is not accepted and, in|other situations, effort, directed to the sharpening

and honing of teachimg skills is thought to be a high cost/low reward acti-

vity - in essence, some'may perceive improved teaching‘efforts as performance
\ .

AR AR Verats e s

punishing activities.

Good teaching is rewarded - in fact, recommendations for merit salary

‘ ’ ‘ !
increases and promotions must be‘documented by results of student evaluation.

4 .
¢ .

—n -

decisions regarding"definition of rewards (Group A - 1969-1972; Group B -

1970-1973). Chairmen and the College's administration could do more.to demon--

strate the relationship between teaching.excellence and rewards. To illustrate: °
: , .

Dty & i e oy R

and appraisal technique in place of the traditional scheme of fsculty evaluation

and allozation of rewards ‘may be desirable to assist faculty develop and perceive
<




3 ) Az
tea.ning improvemerit as performance non-nunishing (rewarding) activitiac,
. \ .
Resulfs of student evaluation of instructors are not made public.

Student assessments are seen only by the College's administration, the .
assessed faculty &ember, and his Department Chairman, One.renﬁpn*for |
'- » . / L]
8

restricting this information is that interpersonal comparisons may lead

to conflict situations among facuity. But, of greater import, student

.

evaluation is keyed to self-improvement.
The iniéiative to seek ass?stance from colleagues, as a means-to self-
improvement and self-development must come from tne faculty mémber. In
.general, faculty are reluctant to seek the help of;their colleagues., Senior
ﬁaculéy tend notd to ask for help from junior facnlty members who are recog-

;Jf nized for their teaching abilit§ because of status relhtionshipe associated
| with rank, age, aind tenure differences.

Another att‘tudinal influence is that senior faculty are charged with
the resPGnsibility of evaluating overall performance of jumior facult:y.6
This relaE%onship is perceived py some faculty (in particular, non-tenured
members) to operate contrary to the development of mutual trust and csnfidence.

' L
In addition, ‘the academic enviromuent tends to stress individual contributions, )
~ ) I . . . P

a~tendency which may frustrate attémpts at team building and interdisciplinary
- )

efforts to promote greater teaching effectiveness. '

¢ With respect to the notion of faculty capabilities ae a constraining

influence upon the improvement of teaching effectiveness, we mean simply that

e faculty do not possess the potential to markedly improve their perfor-

' mance, Students from one period to the next rate the collective College

fort as a "éolid"‘ . We interpret this rating to mean that, as a

»

. whole, facul y are rendering fine contributions to the 1earning process - it///
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(desired-actual) is ‘not, significant enough to indicate existence of perforl/
3

mance problems& First of all, we cannot expect faculty already ach1eving

- )

A |
high ratings (say) 3 5 and above to enhance the value of their teadhing,
'

i - .
\ Further, we believz that it is difficult, via student ratings, forXehavioral

A} changes to occur it some faculty who, over time, wer: not effective tea*hers
-~ ’ \ ’ \

\

but, in terms of self -appraisal, perceived or rationalfzed that they helped

students learn, Behavioral change occurs slowly and the eight quarter and
r

six-"uarte: evaluation feriods for groups A" and "B," respectively, may not’

.be Sufficiently long en ugn for faculéy learning and experimentation results ’

to be observed. \ // _ .
/ ‘ (
l\ .
L, v 7 . .
\ e . \
. : ' \ CONCLUSION / N ]
\ . s N,
. The student evaluation %ystem employed at Bowling Green appears not to

-

be effective - although stud;nt evaluation of instructional skills may have
: . - x
Yelped“some members of the faculty to become better teac ers, from an.aggre-

[P

»

. 3ate point of view it does not\appear thats the evaluation scheme has resulted

in improved teaching. Experiences with student evaluation at the'College of
. ‘ ) .

- ——

Business should not; however, become arguments against the evaluation concept,
. The potential of_student assessment of faculty finstructional competencies to

heip faculty create a bgetter environment for learning still appears to be

significant: Realization of this potential,’ nevertheless," is dependent upon

the improvement of Department Chairman-faculty counseling relationships,

-

distribution of greater rewards fgr effective teaching, a change in attitude

, \

pey
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g;scribe approaches

e results of an evaluation system.

skil} deficiencies.

fakulty pcrcept1%ns of the importance of'teaching performanc? and administra-

)o Improve performanc,';es and‘facultyoex loitation of

YLy

Tt dcflic guud Leaciing and ,

\ V¢ / !
Student evaluation doés identify f

It appears the shortcomings of this schfme relate to , :

LiJe activ;(ies~to help 1emove dbstacles to creating an environmentzconduqivgﬁ

to tmproving teaching\effeotlveness.
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Karl E, Vogt and Harry. Lasher
College of Business Administration
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APPENDIX A

* . -

' COLLEGE OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION
{ Bowling Green State University
. Bowling Green, Ohio 43403

.
. [

STUDENT EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTOR e : )

’ /
. / ’ A . * o
URSE NUMBER AND TITLE : 8 Lo

'INSTRUCTOR'S NAME 3 . -

; . ®

The 5acu1ty members of the College of Business Administration have
., wvoted to juse student evaluations because they feel that through these
' evaluati ns teaching competence can be improved. -Consequently, you are

f:”‘ . being agked to grade your instructor on his overall teaching effectiveness, .
! ' z N [x3 !! - X . ¢ ) b ¢ ‘
.~ ’fﬁLjs Igdicate in a brief statemént the factors which you consider signifi-
;«,~ ’ -cant .about the instructor of this course, o
¥ K ‘
: - I' )
3 J R k
6. " ) . e c k
s ‘ . - ' R |
: - T L : . ' “
‘“ /l’—’\ - v 54 g
L , J’ ) . \ : » ' > ’
. - How do you believe this instructor,could improve his/her teaching ) ;
effectiveness” ;
; [ TQ ’ \?
- ‘) . - §
g . k3
, ‘ % -
r :
| E
[ v - ’A -
[y N i ‘_,’c‘

‘. ‘ -

. ' .. t. . 2 .
‘Please circle the letter grade which you assign te this instructor,

fA é‘. B ; : . C D - P - )

;(g§9g11th) (Good) - §A¥9r889) . (Poor) ' (Unsatisfactory)

‘s ’

NOTE: THE RESULTS OF THIS RArmc BY STUDENTS WILL NOT BE MADE KNOWN TO

“tw

o THE INSTRUCTOR UNTIL AFTER PINAL GRADES HAVE BEEN RECORDED

N . : o




- R APPENDIX B - ) - .

Qt‘udpnf Pvahlar'inn of Famﬂt‘v Tncrnwrimﬁa‘l Competencies Has Not \
Resulted In An: Improvement In Teaching Effectiveness Over Time '

. ’ ‘ (Group A) ' -
! MODEL .Yi=a:!-.8xi+ei . ‘
IEST M, :8.% 0- ., w
. > . . ) N ’
H :B8> 0 o .
b = m:xy-(z)g (XY) 4 =% - bE
. Nzx (ZX) 1 .
(Quarter «in Transforming ' (Grade Point Average Of \
) -Units) « Student Evaluations)
‘ ) . 2.83 = 28
1 _ 2,90 lty = 23.03
N2 , : 2,75 * (zﬁxg2 = 784 '
-3 ’ ' 2.88 = 140
4 2.98 . ZYZ = 66,3303
5 . . 2.86 = 81.15
: _ " 6 . ¥ 2,92
g 7 2,91 , .
8(81.15)~28(23.03) : p ;
~ b= T : = 4.36 = 0130 '
8(140)-784 336 .
e a = %[23.03-.0130(28)] = 22,6660 = 2 8332 . . .
! . .~ 8
i . , .
E . A = 2.8332 + .0130X,
% ileviin . £.= 0 At Winter Quarter, 1969-1970 ) :
: t = b6 )
E Sy o 1
é s - sy | T \l66 3303-2. 83232(23 .03)~0130(81.15) (T
N 3 - —
\/g(xi.z)z ' \[ 336 - 42
\'/.0001,9..,0;r : ‘“'-w.\ ' '
M
(‘00130-0 l
t = 2ol Y .
Lo L3 , ’

t. 99(5 )=3 143

DECISION. .ACCEPT H, (REGRESSION NoT SIGNIFICANT) -

R - A B e ot s e b s Moo




A
X *

-
3
t
t
£
!
K
3

e . g R

(Group B)
MODEL Yy = o+ BXp+ e
TEST ——HTF = 0« ' '
Hy : > 0 <§3
b = NIXY-(ZX) mzr) : - ‘ :
NEX? - (ZX)% »
X . ’ LY ' )
(Quarter in Transforming’ (Grade Point Average of
Units)- Student Evaluations) o
0 2.79 . Xx =15
1 . 2.79 . = 17.62
2 2,97 (zx% = 225
. 3 2,99 . = 55
4 o 2.99 - zY2 = 51.8174
g 5 ’ 3009 XXY = 45.11
b 6(45 113-(15) (17.62) - 536 - os10 ‘
. 6(55) - 225 105 y :
8= % [17.62 - .0510(15)] = w = 2,9239
e o Y‘i = 209\2391 + 0051081 -6 ) o
i = 0 At Fall Quarter, 1970-1971 S _
‘t = b -8 . ' Lo , T ' L4
, \[ZYZ-aXY-bEXY 51.8174-2. 9239(17.62)- .0510(43.11)
Sb = S]!ox Y ) - - n-z — 4

'DECISION: _ACCEPT H, (REGRESSION IS NOT STGNIFICANT) v

APPENDIX C

Student Evaluation of Faculty Instructional Competencies Has Not
Resulted In An Improvewcui iu Iracuing rIfectiveness Over Time

1

— F B 2 )
vr(xi-x) v z(xj_"x) \ \’ 105
\ ’ . 0682
7.5 ‘ , .003897 06243

e 20510-0-  _ ‘gie9
Toeass ¢

£ 99¢4) =3%47 . SR

-
~
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