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BACKGROUND

Student ratings have been used for three major purposes——in each case by
4 different group:

n, to assist tenchers in improving their teaching;

b. to aid administrative decisions with respect to
promotions or salary increases of teachers; and

c. to provide descriptions of courses and teachers
t'or students chonosing to enroll in courses or
sect.ions of courses.

"he basic premise of the studies pronrosed herein is that different sets of
items are useful for each nf these three purposes. This report describes
studies relevant to the first two of these purposes.




STUDY I: USING STUDENT RATINGS TO IMPROVE TEACHING

So far as we know no studies have tested the usefulness of student ratings
for all three purposes. There have, however, been studies relevant to one part,
of' the problem—the use of student ratings to affect teacher behavior.

In a study of effects of reedback of pupil ratings on elementary school
teachers' behavior, Gage, Runkel, and Chatterjee (1963) found that sixth
grade teachers changed their behavior in the direction of pupil's descript.ions
of the ideal teacher. Tuchman and Oliver (1468) found at the high school level
that feedback from student ratings changed teachers' behavior significantly
as compared with teachers not receiving feedback. Miller (1971), however,
most recently found no significant effect of feedback of midsemester collega
sftudent ratings on the end-of-semester ratings of graduate student teaching
assistants. He found, however, that mean tinal examination scores were higher
for those students whose instructors received feedback of student ratings
during the semester than those students whose instructors did not receive
feedback in two of three courses. Miller concluded that "...the results sug-
gest some limitations in the use of student ratings as a method of improving
instruction.” Centra's results (1972) support this conclusion.

A previous finding from our own research program helps explain the Miller
results and points toward further research needed. 1In this study Pambookian
(1272) also found little overall effect of feedback of student ratings, but
detailed analysis of his data indicated that significant positive changes did
occur for those instructors in the mid-third of the distribution of initial
ratings. Pambookian suggests that those instructors in the top third had 1little
need to improve while those in the bottom third may have become more anxious
and defensive.

Miller provided feedback on a 15-item scale of which only 10 items dealt
with instructor characteristics. We believe that more specific feedback on a
large number of items is more likely to be helpful than feedback on a smaller
number of more general items. We believe that the effect of feedback will be
specific and is more likely to be apparent if separate measures on several
Cimensions are used rather than a single global measure.

HYPOTHES IS

Our hypothesis was that teachers given personal feedback of student ratings
of instruction with enccuragement and suggestions for improvement during a
term will be superior on end-of-term measures of teaching effectiveness to
teachers receiving printed feedback or those receiving no feedback.




MEAGURES

Student Perception of Teaching and Learning

The primary measure was the Michigan Student Perception of Teaching and
Learning form. The Michigan Student Perception of Teaching and Learning form
has evolved over a period of 20 years in which items from the major student
r+ting of teaching forms in use in the 1950's were factor analyzed to obtain
items best representing the major dimensions used by students in rating
teachers (Isaacson, et al., 1y6k). The form was then revised as the result
of a series of validity studies (McKeachie, et al., 1y71) and of a multiple
diseriminant analysis (McKeachie and Lin, in press). The version of the form
ured in this study consisted of' 32 items. The form administered as a post-test
difrered trom the pre-test form in containing two additional items requiring
evaluation of the instructor's general teach..g effectiveness and the value
of the course as a whole. The form was administered at approximately the one-
third point. of the term and readministered with other outcome measures during
the 11th and 12th weeks of the lhi-week term. One-third of the sample did not
recaive the pre-test administration.

Psychological Thinking

While most other studies of feedback of student ratings have dealt with
the effect of feedback on later student ratings, the ultimate criterion is not
student. rstings but student learning. An important second outcome measure
therefore was student performance on items selected from the Introductory
Psychology Criteria Test (Milhollana, 1966). This test was developed by a
Committee of the Division on Teaching of the American Psychological Associa-
tion and has been used in much of our previous research. It provides a measure
of achievement of the higher level cognitive outcomes of the Bloom Taxonomy.

Attitudes

An Attitude toward Psychology Questionnaire consisting of eight Likert-
typre items drawn from Carrier's scale (1966) was administered as part of the
Lect rattery. Since previous use of the test had indicated that some of the
test items appeared to involve an uncritical, naive, endorsement of psychology,
the scoring key was changed to indicate simply agreement, disagreement, or
undecided. Only those items were used which five introductory psychology
teachers agreed to be appropriate in terms of the goals of introductory psy-
chclogy courses.

A lccally constructed 1O-item Likert scale of Attitude toward Self was
used to assess impact of the introductory classes on the student as a person.
In one of the four introductory psychology courses involved in the experiment,
a scale of Attitude toward Mental Illness was being used as a device for
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assessing the effect of student participation at a mental hospital. Thus, it
was also avallable as an additional criterion measure in that course.

Curiosity

To test student curiosity about psychology, students were informed that
they could skip a section of the test involving descriptions of several experi-
ments and a behavior modification case. This test was scored in terms of how
many of the studies a student read, as well as the student’'s rating of interest
in the study.

SAMPLE

The sample consisted of' 37 graduate student teaching fellows and three
taculty members recruited from the individuals teaching in the introductory
psychology courses at The University of Michigan, Fall 1973. Of the 37 teach-
ing fellows, 21 had had at leact one year of previous teaching experience and
all of the faculty members were full professors with 15 to 4O years of experi-
ence. Twenty two of the teachers were men; 18 women. Teachers were assigned
randomly to the three groups within each course.

PROCEDURES

Members of the research staff administered the Michigan Student Percepticii
of Teaching and Learning form during the last 15 to 20 minutes of a class
period during the 5th to Tth weeks of the lh-week term. (See the Appendix
for a copy of the form.) Wording of some items was changed to the present,
rather than past, tense to make the form appropriate for administration early
in the course rather than at the end of the course. Table 1 indicates the N
in each of the classes in the sample. As the table indicates, there was fairly
serious shrinkage in some sections, but a sufficient number of students gave
post-test ratings to provide reliable ratings of instruction. In each of the
three groups one section had less than 50% return on the post-test. One, of
course, worries sbout the possible bias of the remaining sample, but some
comfort may be taken in the fact that these classes were equally distributed
between the three experimental groups.

Rating forms were scored by computer and the computer print-out presented
the mean of the class and the mean of all classes in the same course for each
of the seven dimensions for whicn the form is scored: Impact on students, rap-
pert, teacher as person, group interaction, difficulty, structure, and feedback.

Following these factor scores were individual class and course means for
each item listed under the heading of the appropriate fector.

The print-outs were mailed during the Jth to 8th weeks of the term to

L



TABILFE 1

CTUNRLT CAMPLE,
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those in the "Printed Feedback" group and were returned and reviewed person-
ally during the Yth to 8th week ot thic term with each teaching fellow in the
group receiving personal teedback. Teachers were given their choice of re-
ceiving t'eedback from their course supervisor or from Professor McKeachie.
brofessor McKeachie gave the personal feedback to 12 of the 1L teachers in this
group and Protressor Elton McNeil and Judith Reitman each gave the personal
teedback to cne graduerte teaching assistant whom they were supervising.

At the begirning of the t'eedback sessions tenchers were asked to fill out
farms indicating their expectalion ot the student ratings on each dimension.
their ~wn self-percevtions, nnd where they would 1ike to be. Typically, Pro-
fesscr McKeachie then asked them how the class was going and in response to
their re:sctions, suggested how the student ratings confirmed (or rarely did
not eont'irm) their perceptions. He then pointed out factors on which Lhe
teacher .dit'tered significantly from the mean of all classes. If there seemed
" be any problems, he suggested some possible alternative methods of handling
the problem. All of the mean ratings, however, were relatively favorable (see
Table ). #~ that the hope that he could help teachers cope with very negative
feadback was not realized.

TABLE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF ~EAN PRE-TEST STUDENT RATINGS ON "IMPACT OF COURSE"!

Personal? Printed
Feedback Feedback

L.9 - 5,0
L,7 - 4.8y
L.s - L.6
L,3 - L4
L,1 - k.2
3.9 - 4.0
3.7 - 3.8
3.5 - 3.6

5.5 - 35)49

iOH\N-ﬁ"\J’II\JH
& |
(AN [ VN VRV I e

&

1
Impact of Course mean consisted of mean ratings on 16
items such as "The instructor stimulates my intellec-
tual curiosity"”

1 = almost never L = often
2 = seldom 5 = very often
3 = occasionally 6 = almost always

2Tha N in tnis table is larger than the N of +eachers
because two teachers in Group 1 and three iLecachers in
Grouyp 2 taught two sections.
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Iiring the 11th and 12th weeks of the 1lli-week term students were invited
by postcard to attend evening sessions to take the tests measuring the depen-
dent variables including the post-test of student perception of learning and
teaching,

Upon completion ot the test:s eacir student received wrilten feedbnck de-
scribing the experimental design and the nature of the tests used.

RESULTS

As Table % indicates, the student ratings at the end of' the term support
the primary hypothesis. Group [ was rated as most effective.

''he effect of feedback uron eff'ectiveness as measured by student achieve-
ment, wis not as clear cut. As Table L indicates, the hypothesis received
stari;tieally significant support in terms of student achievement on the Cri-
teria Test for Introductory ('sychology for classes of Psychology 170 and for
the mensure of curiosity in Psychology 171, but the other criteria did not
surport the hypothesis.

We hkad expected the favorable effects of personal counselling to be most
helptul to those teachers with poor ratings. Pambookian had shown printed feed-
back to be helpful to those in the middle third of his distribution. We had
expected personal reedback to help reduce the potential negative effects of
negative f'eedback by reducing anx.ety, by increasing motivation to improve
througn increasing hope of success, and by suggesting alternative oehaviors to
these oriticized. We thus separated the groups into thirds for further analy-
. As Table 5 indicates, the results were in the direction predicted. A
ilar analysis of the other criterion measures was also in the predicted di-
rection for the test of thinking, tha test of attitude toward psychology, and
the test of attitude toward self, but not for the test of curiosity. None of
these differences, however, were significant (see Table 6).

ses
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COUCLUSION

A5 the introduction indicated, previous studies had been rather discour-
aging =bout the usefulness of student ratings in improving teaching. The re-
sults of the present study indicate that ratings alone : e not very helpful
but. that a plan for using student ratings in counselling teachers can be
helpful.



TABLE 3

EFFECTS OF FELDBACK ON THACHLNG EFFRCTIVENKSS:
FACTOR SCORES OF STUDENT PERCEPIIONS GF TFACHERS

___ Mean Class Scores

Personal Printed No F p
Feedback Feedback Feedback
Overall Iteml
General teaching
effectiveness 3,0 3.1 3.0 4,55 L0177
Overall value of course 3.4 3.0 3.0 5.77 . 007
pimensicn:
Impact >n students) b.17 3.95 3.80 3.60  .037
(Ttems 1 to 16)
Rapport 4,63 k,59 4.5 W17 .8L6
{ Ttems 17 to 20)
Teacher as person® 2,18 2,60 2,46 2.82  .072
(Items 21 and 22)
Group interaction 4,16 L, 34 4,10 .69 «506
(Items 23 to 25)
Difficulty 2.235 2.%6 2.23 23 <T97
(It=ms 26 and 27)
Structure 5.55 2,13 3.03 1.31 281
(Items 28 and 29)
Feedback h,1h L,09 3.79 .90 JU13
(Items 30 to 32)
Number of sections 14 13 13

S=ale for oversall items:
5 = Excellent; 4 = Very good; 3 = Good; 2 = Fair; 1 = Poor

QScale for dimensions:
1 = Almost never or almost nothing i = Often or much
2 = Seldom or little 5 = Very often
3 = Occasionally or moderate 6 = Almost always or a great deal

%
“High factor score represents high impact.

High score is over-personal.




TABLE L

EFFECT OF FEEDBACK ON TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS,
AS MEASURED BY STUDENT PERFORMANCE

Mean Class Scores

Measure Personal Printed No F P
Feedback Feedback Feedback

Psychology 170
Psychological thinking 19,09 16. 4L 17.52 5,9h1 .02
Attitude to Psychology 10.50 9.57 10.75 8.014 .01
Attitude toward self 4,69 4.16 3,83 2, 567 .12
Curiosity ik, 32 12.41 17.Lk9 2.584 .12
Number of sections L 5 L

Psychology 171
Psychological thinking 15.65 15,91 15.90 . O43 .96
Attitude to Psychology 10,04 10.47 9.11 1.925 .18
Attitude toward self 5,07 Lh,1h4 L, 37 3,241 <14
Curiosity 17.90 9.36 13.81 5.557 .02
Number of sections 6 by 6

Psvchology 172 & 192
Psychological thinking 17.03 16.61 16.45 .105 .90
Attitude to Psychology 9,92 11.10 9.7" . 962 L2
Attitude toward self 4,78 4,92 4,56 .218 .81
Curiosity 11.97 16.07 11.77 1.208 .35
Number of sections L L 3

TABLE 5

POST-COURSE STUDENT RATINGS OF IMPACT
FOR TEACHERS DIFFERING ON INITIAL RATINGS

Initial Personal Feedback Printed Feedback

Ratings M S.D. N M S. D, N
Low 3.9 .21 ) 3.5 b Y
Mid L.2 .19 L L.o .08 L
High h.5 .27 5 4.3 .31 5

t = 1.02 for differences of differences
Low vs, mid and high.
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OTUDY IT: AN EXPERIMENTAL INVESTIGATION OF FACTORS AFFECTING
UNIVERSITY PROMOTION DECISIONS

INTRODUCTION

Current pressures for use of student ratings focus heavily on their use
as evidence on teaching effectivenes: for decisions about faculty promotlons
or salary increases. Although data on the valldity of student ratings are
important in determining whether student ratings should be used, we have no
date on how they actually influence decisions. We need to begin to determine
what kind of contribution student ratings can make to such decisions. One
first step is tc determine what information decision makers use from reports
of student ratings. The exploratory study here reported provides data rele-
vant to the following questions:

Does the type cof information about teaching competence
affect promotion decisions?

What are the relative weights of teaching and research
on promctions?

The present report describes an initial attempt to investigate empirically
the factors involved in the decisions made by university promotion committees
concerning the promotion of assistant professors to the rank of associate pro-
fessor. For purposes of simplicity, only two major factors were considered
in the present study—teaching ability and research productivity. The study
was designed not only to give information about the effect of these variables
on promotion but also to determine whether the methodology employed would be
capable of providing relatively precise estimates of the relative emphasis
on teaching ability and research productivity in salary and promotion decisions.

One of the primary issues of interest in the study was whether or not
the type of information provided in the evaluation of a promotion candidate's
teaching arility would affect the promotion decision. The two types of eval-
uative information that were investigated were: (a) the department chairman's
subjective report of the candidate's teaching ability, and (b) a summary of
the student evaluations of the candidate's teaching ability for each of the
courses taught by the candidate in the past two years. Although an increasing
number of colleges and universities have been using student evaluations to
aid in the assessment of the quality of teaching, very little is known about
whether or not this information is utilized at the level of promotion deci-
sions. Thus the problem has practical importance.

Because of the design of the study, two supplementary issues could also
be investigated. These were whether or not the sex and academic department
affect the weighting of research and teaching in promotion decisions. The
sex igsue is of interest in light of recent Affirmative Action programs, and

16
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disputes about the existence, or extent of, sex discrimination in university
promotion decisions. The academic department of the candidate was manipulated
primaerily to increase the generality of any results.

METHOD

Subjects

Twenty senior faculty members at The University of Michigan were asked to
Judge the promotability of cases presented to them as described below. All
Judges were either currently members of, or had previously served on, Univer-
sity of Michigan promotion committees. No one refused the request, but one
Judge did not return his ratings.

Materials

Six fictitious individuals were created and their case histories were pre-
pared in the same format as that used for recommending actual candidates for
promotion at The University of Michigan. The biographical and educational infor-
mation for the six candidates was devised in such a way that all candidates had
approximately equivalent backgrounds; i.e., all were approximately the same age
(31-33 years); all had attended prestigious graduate schools; and all had been
first appointed in September, 1969. The independent variables in the stuay
were the levels of teaching and research competence associated with each fic-
titious promotion candidate and tne type of information presented about teach-
ing. For each ~andidvte alternate versions of ecach case history were prepared
with differenc levels of research productivity and/or teaching ability. The
combination of teaching and research levels employed are presented in Table 7.

TABLE 7

COMBINATIONS OF TEACHING ABILITY AND RESEARCH PRODUCTIVITY
USED IN THE EXPERIMENTAL MATERIALS

Research ___Teaching Ability
Productivity Excellent Medium Poor

Excellent (a) (b) (e)

Poor (d) (e) (£)




The levels along the Teaching Ability continuum were created in two ways.
In the Chairman's report condition, the promotion candidates were rated on
their teaching ability in purely verbal form, as conveyed by means of the de-
partment chairman's opinions concerning the candidate's teaching ability. The
types of phrases characterizing each level were: Excellent— "excellent,"
"superior," "truly outstanding,” and "about average"; and Poor-—"somewhat
below average," "not particularly impressive," and "perlaps not outstanding."
In the student-rating condition numerical aversges of the student ratings of
teaching ability were included in the evaluations as well as the verbal phrases
characterizing each level. The student ratings were represented as being de-
rived from a 5-point scale ranginz from 1 (for excellent) to % (for poor).
The average ratings for each level were: [Fxcellent—1.50, medium—2.60, and
poor—3%.75. These values were chosen because they approximated best, medium,
and worst ratings received by a large group of teachers over a number of years
at The University of Michigan. Type of teaching evaluation was treated as a
between-subject factor of the candidate's teaching (hereafter designated as
chairman's-report condition), and 10 subjects receiving the student-rating
information as well as the chairman's rep.rt (hereafter referred to as the
student-rating condition).

The two levels of research productivity were created by varying the num-
ber of research publications listed in the candidate's vita from an average
of 3.1, with a range from 2 to 4, for the low-productivity level, to an aver-
age of 13.3, with a range from 11 to 16, for the high-productivity level.
Also varied across the two levels of research productivity were the types
of descriptive comments included in the evaluation of the research. 1In the
low-productivity cases the comments included the following phrases: '"not
impressive in quantity,” "not one of the most productive,” "not very active,"
and "perhaps not outstanding." The comments in the high-productivity cases
in~luded such phrases as: "large number of high-quality articles in presti-
gious journals," "consistently high quality," "international recognition,”
"solid scientifie reputation,” and "impressive in quantity and quality."

Fach of the evaluators or subjects in the study received six promotion
cace histories to evaluate, one at each of the combinations of teaching abil-
ity, and research productivity described above. The particular promotion can-
didates assigned to each combination level was varied across evaluators such
that each promotion candidate was evaluated at several levels of teaching
ability and research productivity.

Two other aspects of the candidates were also manipulated. These were
the sex of the candidate—one of the six candidates presented to each evaluator
was a female and the other five meles, and the academic department with which
the candidate was associated—Psychology for three of the candidates snd Phy-
sics for three of the candidates. The sex manipulation was achieved by pairing
two candidates and describing one as a female and the other as a male in half
of the case histories and then reversing this sex relationship for the remain-
ing case histories. The academic department manipulation was achieved by

= i3



presenting an equal number of Physics caundidates as Psychology candidates to
each of the evaiuators.

Special care was exercised throughout the construction of all case histo-
ries to insure that the portrayals of the promotion candidates were as realistic
as could be managed within the constraints of the study. Since the realism of
the case histories was considered to be essential for the validity of the study,
all of the evaluators were asked to rate the realism of the case histories upon
completion of their ¢valuation decisions.

Because &ll other interpretations would be tainted if the experimental
meterials were perceived by the subjects to be unrealistic, the data concerning
the realism judgments need to be considered before evaluating the other results.
Only eignteen subjects responded to this item in the questionnaire, but their
responses were encouraging, as may be seen in Table 8.

‘I

TABLE 8

SUBJECTS' JUDGMENTS ABOUT THE REALISM OF THE MATERIALS

-ery . "Generally "Not Very "Not at All
 Realistic" Realistic"  Realistic" Realistic"
Number of :
subjects 3 14 0 1

Several subjzcts offered comments about the materials, and from these the
most serious reservation seemed to be that there were no letters from experts
outside the department evaluating the candidate's research. Other comments
mentioned that there was too little variation across candidates, and that there
was little or no service on department or university committees in any of the
candidate descriptions. In general, however, the materials were apparently
believable and the decisions made regarding them were taken seriously.

PROCEDURE

Fach evaluator was asked to make both a decislon regarding prcmotion (yes
or no) and a decision regarding the amount of salary increase (from $0 to $1500
per year) for each of six fictitious promotion candidates. Upon completion of
the promotion and salary decisions for all candidates, the evaluators answered
a questionnaire containing items designed to assess the evaluators':

{a) rank-orderings of the candidates in terms of their
desirability for promotion;

11 13



(b) opinions of the realism of the case histories;

(c) estimates of the relationship between teaching ability
and research productivity in current faculty members at
The University of Michigan; and

(d) opinions of the most drsirable combination of teaching
excellence and research excellence.

The evaluators' opinions concerning the most desirable combination of
research and teaching competences for a promotion candidate were elicited in
the following manner: First, ~ach evaluator was shown a graph in which the
axes reprcsented arbitrary scales of excellence such as percentile ranks. The
ordinate was used to indicate increases in research quality and productivity
and the abscissa was used to indicate increases in teaching quality and effec-
tiveness. Next, the evaluators were requested "...to draw a line on the graph...
to enclose the region of research and teaching percentile values in which a
candidate would be seriously considered for promotion...({that is)...outline a
region that would include all the possible combinations of teaching ability or
excellence and research ability or excellence in which a candidate possessing
those percentiles would receive serious consideration for promotion."

All of the materials described above (i.e., the six case histories, the
salary and promotion decision forms, and the final questionnaire) were mailed
to the eveluators along with a cover letter of explanation and instruction.
It is estimated that the evaluators took from 1 to 6 hours to complete the
meterials. The materials were returned by nineteen of the subjects from one
to eight weeks after the initial mailing. The twentieth subject failed to
return the materials and since attempts to contact him were unsuccessful, he
was dropped from the study.

RESULTS
The first dependent varisble to be considered is the percentage of "yes"

promotion decisions at each level of teaching ability and research productiv-
ity. These percentages are listed in Table 9.

39
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TABLE 9

PERCENTAGE "YRS" DECISIONS AT EACH LEVEL
OF TEACHING ABILITY AND RESFARCH PRODUCTIVITY

Research Teaching Ability
Productivity Excellent Medium Poor Mean
100% 80% 607, 80%
Excellent
88.8% T77.7% T77% 71.49
50% 0% % 16.7%
Poor
22.3% 0%, % 7.4
75% Lot 30% 48.3%
Mean
55+ 5% 38.8% 38.8% Li L9,

liote: The numbers above the diagonals are the means from the 10 subjects in
the condition in which student ratings were reported, and the numbers
below the diagonals are the means from the 9 subjects in the chair-
man's-report condition.

Discussion of the pattern of results in Table 9 will be deferred until
after the results from the other dependent variables have been presented.

In addition to the decisions about whether each candidate should be pro-
mcted, the subjects also made independent judgments about the amount of salary
increase appropriate for each candidate, r.:d the rank order of the candidates
in terms of their desirability for promotion. Both of these sets of data were
subjected to analyses of variance, using the mean values of each cell to sub-
stitute in the case of missing data. The three factors in the analysis of the
salary data were: (a) the type of teaching-evaluation information; (b) the
lerel of teaching ability; and (c) the level of research productivity. Only
the teaching-level and research-level factors could be analyzed with the rank-
order data since the ranks for each group and, indeed, for every subject, were
constrained to have the same mean. The results from the two analyses of variance
are presented in Tables 10 a.i 11.
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TARLE 10

YA SATARY TLORFASE: AT BACH LEVEL
L4 CTEACHINSG ARILITY AKD RWGEARCH PRODUCTIVITY

ceveare:,

leaching Ability

Procagtivion Ex2ellert e o Pcor Menn
1350 . 1020,0 25,0 110%.0
Fegellert /
1318.8 887.9 65,6 10572
RN L40.0 360.0 5%0.8
Ps r
B21.9 438,49 335.% ch3.4
Yzt 735.0 6L2.5
Mean
1078.1 663.2 660.6
fAnaiysis of Varlance Results
From the Salary and Rank-Order Data
“eperdent Variable: E£alary Increase
Factor af F !E
Type of teaching
evaluatior information 1.18 .06 0
Teaching ability 2.36 55,99+ .223
Research productivity 1.18 164,.13* .864
Interaction (Tvpe of
teaching evaluation
information X teaching .
ability) 1.3%6 1.21
« p < .00L.
..cte: Ttor all other interactions F < 1.0.

.Jote:

The inlex w@ supplements the F values by providing an estimate of the proportion

of the variance in the dependent variable accounted for by the independent vari-
able (see Hays, 1963).
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TABLE 11

MEAN RANKS OF PROMOTARILITY

Research Teaching Ability
Productivity Excellent Medium Poor Mean
1.00 2.65 2.75 2.13
zxcellent
1.00 2,40 2.80 2.0
3.70 5.40 5.50 4,87
Poor
3.80 5. 10 5. 90 o33
2,35 4.02 4,13
Mean //,/’
2,50 375 h.35

Dependent Variable: Rank Order

Factor drl F EE
Teaching ability 2.3% 85.16* .22k
Research productivity 1.18 1058.40% 680
Interaction (Type of
teaching evaluation
information X teaching
ability) 1.36 2.80

*p < ,001.
jiote: *or all other interactions F < 1.0.

iote: The index w2 supplements the F values by providing an estimate of
the proportion of the variance in the dependent variable accounted
for by the independent variable (see Hays, 1963).
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Following the convention introduced iu Table 9, the numbers above the
diagonals are from the subjects in the student-rating condition, and the num-
bers below the diagonalc are from the subjects in the chairman's-report condi-
tion,

The results presented thus far can b gummarized quite brietly. First,
in none of the analyse:; did the type of teaching-evaluation information make
a significant Aifference in the promotion decisions. Second, all of the datin
indicate a conslderably larger emphasis on research productivity than on teach-
ing ability. This is obvious in the relative magnitudes of the ¥ values f'rom
the analyses of variance, and particularly in the sirze of the we estimates.
Tt is also appearent by inspecting Tables 9, 1@, and 11, and ~romparing the range
of values across recearch levels (i.e., the row means) with the range of values
acrocs teaching levels (i.e., the column means), or by comparing the means of
the ex-cellent research-poor teaching combination with the means of the poor
resear~h-excellent teaching comtination. All of these comparisons reveal that
in making promotion decisions, in making salary-increase decisions, and in
assigning rank-orders to promotion candidates, the subjects placed much more
emphasis on research productivity than upon teaching ability.

Additional Result: Sex and Department

The results from the supplementary issues concerning the sex and academic
department of the candidate are presented in Table 12. Although there were
certain consistent trends in all three dependent measures, the absolute mag-
nitudes of the differences in Table 12 are quite small, particularly in com-
parison to the differeunces obtained across the various teaching and resegrch
levels in Tables 9, 10, and 11. Because of a mistake in implementing the
design there was a partial confounding of sex and the particular combination
of teaching ability and research productivity. This prevented the use of
sratistical tests on the data, and only weighted averages could be used to
obtai: the summary results in Table 1l2.

TABLE 12

ANALYSES OF CANDIDATE'S SEX AND ACADEMIC
DEPARTMENT AS FACTORS INFLUENCING DECISIONS

Percent Salary Rank
Promotions Incresse Order
sex :
Males b1.7% $735.3h 3.73
Females 37.5 670.38 L.o7
Academic
Department
Psychology L8.3 838.98 3.45
rhysics uz.0 782.13 3.55
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The data from the question dealing with the most desirable combination of
teaching excellence ard research excellence in the final questionnaire adminigs-
tared tn the subjects lend further support to the conclusion that a much heavier
empracis 1o placed on recear-+h than on teaching in evaluating candidates for
promotion. Tt will be remembered that the subjects were instructed to ontline
a region n a two-dimensional graph that represented the most desirable rombina-
tione of teaching and research excellence for a promotion candidate. These
regions wvere analyzed by computing the arras of the ovutlined regions above the
positive Aiagonal (i.e., those regions i which the emphasis on research excel-
lence, scaled on the ordinate, is more than the omphasis on teaching excellence,
scaled on the abscissa), and the regions below the positive diagonal (i.e.,
where teaching excellence, scaled on the abscissa, is emphasized more than re-
search excellence, scaled on the ordinate) and dividing the area above the
diagonal by the area below the diagonal. The ratio resulting from these com-
putations might then be considered a measure of relative research emphasis, iu
the abstrazt, since it is not dependent upon any particular case histories as
were the other analyses reported earlier. The mean ratio for the 18 subjects
completig this item in the questionnaire was 1.79 in favor of research. Nine
of the subjects assigned =qual weight to teaching excellence and research
excellenre; none placed greater emphasis on teaching than on research.

A final datum from the post-experiment questionnaire was the subject's
estimates of the actual rorrelation between research productivity and teaching
ability in current members of the faculty at The University of Michigan. The
mean correlation from the 17 subjects reporting an estimate was +.56, with a
range from +.25 to +.7%.

DISCUSSINY

Before discussing the results of the study, it is perhaps best to mention
some of the limitations governing any interpretations. First, there is the
very obvious limitation that the results cannot be generalized beyond a single
uiiversity at a given point in time. Second, the case histories were perhaps
too simplistic since they were constructed so as to vary along only two me.jor
Aimensiots. And third, there is no assurance that the different levels along
the teaching-ability continuum are in any way equivalent to the different lev-
els along the research-productivity continuum. That is, the difference bet-
veen what we have termed excellent and poor teachers may not have represented
the same difference as that between what we have termed excellent and poor
researchers,

With *hese limitations in mind, we can nonetheless still be optimistic
about the potential of thic type of study. We were successful in obtaining
‘houghtful representative judgments from subjects of the target population
with which we were concerned, university promotion committee members. And,
-hie naterials were judged to be "generally realistic." Thus our methoutlogy
seens vorthwhile for further studies.
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One of the major goels in the study was to determine whether the type of
teaching-evaluation information provided in the promotion candidate's descrip-
tion affected the decision regarding that candidate's promotion, salary increase,
or relative rank in a "desirability-for-promotion" scale. As the results of
the analysis of variance on the salary data indicate, and ac is evident in Tables
9, 10, and 11, the addition of the student-rating information apparently made
1ittle difference in any of the decisions. From the present results, we find
1ittle evidence that information from student ratings of teaching is utilized
where decisions regarding promotions and salaries are made.

Tt is interesting to speculate about the reasons for the failure to utilize
the additional, and possibly more objective, information about the candidate's
teaching. The most obvious interpretation is that the quality of the teaching
was considered to be a very small factor in evaluating the candidates, and hence,
the specific type of information used to assess the teaching did not really
matter.

A second possit'lity for the apparent failure to utilize the student-rating
information is that the subjects may not have believed that student ratings were
an accurate, or valid, way to assess teaching quality.

A third possibility is that the form in which the student ratings were pre-
sented was not persuasive. We suspect that a combination of statistical summary
and direct quotations would be more persuasive than the numbers &alone.

A fourth possibility is that teaching information is critical to decisions
only when the candidate's research qualifications are not clearly exceliant or
poor. In such cases teaching may tip the balance and the quality of information
provided about teaching may be critical. With our basic methodology apparently
established as adequate, we hope to investigate this possibility next.

The secondary issues of interest in the present study, concerning the sex
and academic department of the candidate, appeared not to be major factors in
the decisions although a confounding with teaching research level precluded a
formal statistical test.

One of the clearest findings in the experiment was the marked emphasis on
research productivity compared to teaching ability. That there is such an em-
phasis on research is not surprising, but the current tecimiques allow reason-
ably precise estimates of the relative emphasis on research compared to teaching.
Indeed, so many estimates are avallable (see Table 13) that one is faced with
the problem of deciding which particular one is best. Fortunately, all of the
estimates are reasonably similar, indicating approximately twice as much empha-
sis on research compared to teaching.
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Perhaps the contribution of greatest import in the present study is the
introduction of a viable methodology for the investigation of decision making
in academic institutions. It is our hope that the research reported here will
serve as an impetus to begin the systematic investigation of these decision

processes.
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STUDY III: DO DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN STUDENT RATINGS, TEACHER EXPECTATIONS,
AND TEACHER IDEALS RESULT IN CHANGES IN TEACHER BEHAVIOR?

INTRODUCTION :

Much attention has been ;riven to student ratings in recent years. Much
research has investigated whether or not student ratings of instruction are
related to the effectiveness of teachers a$ determined by student achievement.
Other studies have focused on the etffect of student ratings on the instructor's
behavior. The present study examined one aspect of this effect, specifically,
do student ratings of teacher eftectiveness have differential effects on in-
structors whose own perceptions of their teaching ability were similar to
their students' perceptions as compared to those whose perceptions were Jdis-
crepant from the student ratings?

Both Centra (19Y72) and Pambookian (ly72) studied student ratings in ter.e
of such discrepancy. Centra found that teachers who were shown that the, had
unrealistically high opinions of their teaching changed the most in a positive
direction. As this discrepancy, where students rated teachers less favorably
than the latter expected, increased there was an increased likelihood of
teacher change. Similarly, when teachers rated themselves as average or poor
and students' ratings concurred, teachers showed very little change despite
their awareness of a need for improvement. Pambookian separated his teacher
sample into three groups: (a) unfavorably discrepant teachers whose self-
ratings were higher than their students' ratings; (b) minimally discrepant
instructors whose own perceptions of their teaching ability were similar to
their students' opinons; and (c) the favorably discrepant teachers whose stu-
dents rated them as better than what the teachers themselves perceived of
their abilities. As predicted, Pambookian found that across all dimensions
on the student rating forms, the unfavorably discrepant group improved the
most after seeing their students’ ratings, followed by the minimally discrep-
ant and then favorably discrepant groups.

In the present study an additional factor was considered, that of the
teacher's opinion of how he would like to teach, termed here as his "ideal."
Thus teachers were divided among eight classificstion groups, as enumersated
below:

(A) Teacher expected and ideal ratings higher than students'.
(B) Teacher expected rating higher than student pre-test
(student ratings given after the first five weeks of classes)

and ideal at or below student pre-test.

(C) No discrepancy between ideal, expected, and student
pre-test ratings.
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(D) No discrepancy between teecher expected and student
pre-test ratings, but teacher ideal rating higher,.

(E) No discrepancy between teacher expected and student
pre-test ratings, but teacher ideal lower.

(F) Teacher expected rating lower than student pre-test
and ideal rating higher than student pre-test.

(G) Teacher expected rating lower than student pre~test
and ideal close to the student pre-test.

(H) Teacher expected rating lower than student pre-test
and ideal rating lower than student pre-test.

On the basis of our analysis of research on effect of feedback on per-
formance, we hypothesized that feedback results in greatest improvement when:
(a) the knowledge of results gives new information to the learner; (b) the
learner is motivated to improve; and (¢) the learner knows what actions are
necessary to improve. In terms of the above-listed groups, we expected group
A (corresponding roughly to Pambookian's unfavorably discrepant group) to
show the most improvement as a result of the feedback and group H to show
the most negative changes in performance.

METHOD

Sample

The data were collected a~ part of the larger study on the effect of the
feedback of student ratings on & teacher's effectiveness. The sample consisted
of 28 instructors of introductory psychology clusses at The University of
Michigan.

Measures

The measure used to assess teacher performance was the Michigan Student
Perception of Teacher Form. It consists of 32 items distributed among seven
dimensions: Impact (the intellectual effect of the teacher on the student),
Rapport, Teacher-as-Person, Group Interaction, Difficulty, Structure, and
Feedback.

In addition, the instructors completed a form indicating their own per-
ceptions of their teaching ability. For each of the seven dimensions, the
teacher estimated whether he expected his students would rate him to be in
the top 109, above average, average, below average, or in the bottom 104, of
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the sample. Instructors also indicated their "ideal" of where they would
most like to be on each scale.

Procedure

The students of the teachers in the sample completed the student raliny
form for the first time at approximately the one-third point in the semester.
Before the instructors saw these results, they completed the teacher expecta-
tion and ideal evaluation forms.

Approximately two weeks before the end of the semester, the students
reevaluated their teachers. The same rating form as in the pre-test was used.

Mean change scores were computed between the pre-test and post-test rat-
ings for each instructor on each dimension. In addition, discrepancy scores
were computed between (a) the teacher's expectations and the actual ratings,
and (b) the teacher's ideal compared to the actual ratings. Instructors were
then distributed among the previously mentioned groups A through H. Not all
of these groups emerged on every dimension (see Table 14 for group N's), but
group E was the only one which was never represented on any of the seven
dimensions.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

There was some support for our hypothesis that discrepancy between student
pre-test ratings and teacher expected and ideal ratings would result in '
changes in teacher performance. Table 1l presents the mean change scores for
each group of teachers as well as a brief reiteration of the type of discrep-
ancy that characterizes each group. Although no significant differences or
patterns emerged regarding the change scores among the teacher‘groups for most
dimensions, there were significant differences cn the dimensions of Group
Interaction and Feedback.

Groups A and G showed the most change on Group Interaction after the pre-
test ratings in contrast to groups D, F, and H who only changed slightly, the
latter two changing in the negative direction. These results support our hy-
pothesis that the teachers whose expectations and ideal ratings were higher
tnan the students' ratings (group A) would show the most improvement. Group
G's change in behavior is not consistent with our expectation because neither
their expectations nor their ideals where above the actual ratings.

The mean change scores on the Feedback dimension were more drasmatic.
Groups A and F showed the most improvementi, while group H changed markedly
in the negative direction. This clearly supports our hypotheses. Groups A
and F were both motivated to improve whereas the teachers in group H received
ratings which were higher than both their expectations and ideals thus pro-
viding no motivation to improve. Groups A and H correspond roughly to
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Pambookian's unfavorably discrepant and favorably discrepant groups, respec-

tively. Thus, their change scores on this dimension concur with Pembookian's
findings.
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APPENDIX

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN
STUDENT PERCEPTION OF TEACHING

PLEASE PUT YOUR STUDENT NUMBEK, COURSE,NUMBER AND SECTION NUMBER ON THE
ACCOMPANYING IBM FORM, AS WELL AS ON THIS FORM!

Student No.
Date
Section

Instructor

Your Grade Point - U of M

3.4 -~ &4,

2.9 - 3.3
2.4 - 2.8
Below 2.4

First Semester Freshman
High School Rank
Top 5%
Top 25%
. Below 25%

PLEASE INDICATE ON THE ACCOMPANYING IBM FORM YOUR REACTION TO EACH OF THE
FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

0 = not applicable

= almost never or almost nothing
seldom or little

occasionally or moderate
often or much

very often

almost always or a great deal

NN & W=
I R B B |

WRITE IN AFTER THE QUESTION ANY COMMENTS THAT YOU WISH TO MAKE. GIVE EXAMPLES
WHEREVER POSSIBLE.
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1.

2.

3.

b.

5.

6.

not applicable

almost never or almost nothing
seldom or little

occasionally or moderate
often or much

very often

almost always or a great deal

OV WNFO
(IS I BN BN IR BN

IMPACT ON_STUDENTS

The instructor stimulates my intellectual curiosity.
Comments:

1 am learning how to think more clearly about the area of this course.
Comments:

1 am learning how to read materials in this area more effectively.
Comments:

The instructor is effective in conveying the larger human context within which
this subject lies.
Comments:

I am acquiring a good deal of knowledge about the subject.
Comments:

The course is making a significant contribution to my gself-understanding.
Comments:
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8.

9.

10.

12.

not applicable

almost never or almost nothing
seldom or little

occasionally or moderate
cften or much

very often

almost always or a great deal

AN LWNEHO
a8 4 882

The course is increasing my interest in learning more about this area.
Comments:

1 am generally bored in this class.
1f yes, why?

The instructor is enthusiastic.
Comments:

The instructor gives good examples of the councepts.
Comments:

The definitions and concepts given in class are generally clear.
Comments:

The instructor goes into too much detail.
Comments:
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- nc. tpplicable

almost never or almost nothing
seldom or little

occasionally or moderate
often or much

very often

almost always or a great deal

DWW D
s & n 858

13, Students are confused.
Comments:

14. The imstructor is able to tell when students are confused.
Comments:

15. The instructor is helpful when students are confused.
Comments

16. The instructor seems knowledgesble in many areas besides psychology.
Comments:

RAPPORT

17. The instructor is permissive.
Comments:
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not applicable

almost never or almost nothing
seldom or little

occasionally or moderate

often or much

very often

almost always or a great deal

At WO
| 2N N NN B BN B

18. The instructor is friendly.
Comments:

19. The instructor invites criticism of his/her acts.
Comments:

20, It is very easy to learn to trust the instructor.
Comments:

EACHER AS PERSON

2l. The class is more pleasant than productive.
Comments:

22. The ingtructor spends so much time being "one of the gang', that we don't
learn as much as we could.

Comments:

39
34




not applicable

almost never or almost nothing
seldom or little

occasionally or moderate
often or much

very often

almost always or a great deal

NS WO
IO NN DN DN BN

GROUP INTERACTION

R A ——

23. Students volunteer their own opinions.
Conments:

24. Students argue with one another. (not necessarily with hostility).
Comments:

25. Students feel free to argue with the imstructor.
Couments:

DIFFICULTY

26. The instructor assigns very difficult reading.
Commgnts :

27. The instructor asks for more than students can get done in the time available.
_Comments:
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not applicable

almost never or almost nothing
seldom or little

occasionally or moderate

often or much

very often

almost always or a great deal
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STRUCTURE

28. The instructor plans class activities in detail.
Comments:

29. The instructor follows an outline closely.
Comments:

FEEDBACK

30. Instructor keeps students informed of their progress.

O Armee o o &
W LD o

31. The instructor tells students when they have doié a particularly good job.
Comments:

32. Tests and papers are graded and returned promptly.
Comments:
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