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7 : , . ” “ A.A' .
AN ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY ON THE EVALUATION
OF COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY,PROFESSOR EFFECTIVENESS

‘ .

-

r .

‘ \ Limited ‘to the five years from 1970 through 1974 this represents a

- gearch of materials relating to the evaluation of college or. university pro-
fessors from three points of view: administrator, colleague or peer, and stu- )
dent. - Most of the information seems to be from the student point of view .
‘followed by colleague and then -administrator and is directed at teacher: effec—
ttveness with some information about research, publicaé&on and service.

The materials searched were: ERIC (Educational Resources Infbrmation -

Center), Educational Index, CIJE (furrent Index to Journals in Education),- Bib~
liographic Index and the card catalpg at San Diego State University's library.
The descriptors used in this searchwere: Evaluation; Evaluation apd college ‘
faculty; Evaluation of teacher effectiveness} Evaluation techniques; College ,

. facullty and administrator evaluation; College faculty; Teacher evaluation,
College professors, Rating of; College professors and instructors? Rating of;
and elf—evaluation. .

E
~

i .This bibliography is divided into three parts: 1) The Journal aiticles,

|

/ 2) The‘materials from FRIC, 3) Books.:

/ﬁ'/ - A few articles could not be found in the lfbrary at San Diegngtate Uni-
L versity but are included in a list on the last page. _ . .

Some information was ‘rejected- because the articles simply stated,the -
opinion that evaluation should be done. Others discussed evaluation of mate-
rﬁals, evaluation of elementary or- secondary teachers, evaluations of special’
programs or curriculums, evaluation of administrators or public school systems.
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Annotated Bibliography onaFvaluation 5
Part 1= Journal Articles- ’

2

e .

’

Aleamoni /lawrence M. and’Makonnén Yimer. "An inveétigatién of the. relation—,w
“-ship between colleague rating, student' rating, réseajkh productivity, and ‘
.academic rating in rating instructional effectivenessm“ Journal of Educa-

tional Psychology, LXIV. (June, 1973), 274-77. TR , ot { o
:“ Based on a study done at the University of Illinois (Urbana—éhampaign ,
\\V - campus) .a questionnaire was sent to the faculty asking them to nominate.or:

indicate three .faculty deserving mention: forfgood teaching. . Two queétion~

}, naires were used, CEQ and The Advisor, ‘plus information about publidations.

" Results, discussion and data concerning relatiOnship of puhlications to
rinstructional and academic ratings to academic' rank included and ooints
" -out related items needing investigating. : . ‘}f
Alvarez, Ronald A.F. - "Evaluating college. teaching (Research and Development),"
. American Education, IX (October, 1973), Back cover. - 8 » . '

f?g%‘ Ap article teffing about a ‘research study sponsored by the U.S. Office of
1) . Education and carried out by its Regional Research Program. Conducted at

= -eorgia Institute of Technology asa basis for developing a device to mea~- |

iy sure teaching effectiveness. Basically the CIT (Critical Incident Tech-

", niquge) method was’ utilized. -Digest of information aVailable and prepared S

“;i- “by PREP (Putting Research into'Educational Practice).

: PREP Report 34, Evaluating college classroom teaching-: effect eness‘
k : (OE972‘9), avdilable from ERIC. Documentdtion Reproduction Ser ice
LTI P.0. Dpawer O

B R Bethesda, Md. 20014 - ‘;’f | _'\w f""

G‘ s
\ ¢

'Bassinp Willyam M. "A note on the biases dn students' evaluatidns of in ruc—'
tors," The Journal of Experimental\Education, XXXXIII (Fallw 1974), 1 17.,
A brief study that demonstrates that a significant pattern of bias is dis—
~+cernible in students' evaluations of instructors involving low grades and
a high level of Quantitative content. o o
' 0
Carstens, ames C. ''Steal this tool," American Vocational Journal XXXXVIII :
(ApriL '1973), 77-79. : S ‘ ’ P

A ]

Perfovmance goals in faculty evaluations is the subtitle for this‘instru-
ment or framework for conducting an evaluation. . Devgloped at The GCenter
for chational and .Technical Education, it contains ‘many useful ideas. .
o Loe R Y
Cook J. Marvin. 'Direct meaSurement of collegiate teaching effectiveness
> Educat*onal Technology, XIT (June, 1972), 51-54.

+

Focuses on the evaluation of the univerSity professor in his role of’ teach~
ing studernts and points out the challenge of using direct measures of
teaching effectiveness. Attempts to distinguish between teacher traits and
skills, the measurement of Effectiveness, the rating and evaluation of a

teacher, Complete with definitions of terms and five specific steps ‘dnvolv-

*-ing student, faculty and administration .the author f els would result in

'meaningful rewards, = . . - . L i _
€0 A v L A o
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Costin, Frank and others. “Student ratings of college teaching: Reliability,
Validity, and- Usefulness," Review of Educational Research XXKKT » (December;
1971) 511-35. .

’

J

VA close, critical look at the ratings given col\ége professors by students,
this “is recommended .as a complete, useful, honest summary for constructing ,
"~ data for the evaluation of teaching. Has bibl%#graphy.

Grant, Claude W.» "Faculty aliocatiqn of ‘effort and student course evaluations,
« The Journal of Educational Regearch, LXIV (May-June, 1971) 405~410 S

A discussion of the intergelatiohship of ‘two types of data obtained at the

: . of time distributed a
o ment by analysi',of variance procedures. Course evaluation following the
' model of Osgood's Semantic Differential Scales was printed on IBM data card
size forms and)included in pre-registration packets. |Forms were- sent to
faculty for time allocation infarmation. Discussion and results with foot-
v.note that tells where comp let “statistical data may berbtained. :
‘ \

University of Utah, s:ggent -evaluations of courses’ and faculty allocation

GreenWood Gordon E. and others. "Student evaluation of cdllege teaching behav~

iors instrument: - A fac analysis," Journal of Higher Education, XXXXIV
(November, 1973), 596-604. - - W _ \ .

T ’ . - !
+ A study of student evaluations using this instrument to theck students
+ "knowledgé of 'good teaching. Many critics maintain that students do not -
know but' this study's findings indicate that students d6 lhave, knowledge of
what -constitutes 'éood teaching. Y L /,—\ . f E

Harry, Josephj Norman S Coldner.‘ “The null relationship between taaching and
research.' SocioIo?y of Education, XXXXV (Winter, 1971) &7 60. v

Analysis of the data from a Survey of members of a univers ty faculty and
of -student attitudes toward this faculty indicate no relati pship between
student-ratingg of teaching and the teacher's: scholarly activity. Student
- eriteria seem based on teaching style. anl des a Confusin "statement on
research. t\ RIS

~ Harvey, J. Noland' Donald G. Barker, "Student evaluatidn of teaching effective~”

ness," Improving,College and- University Teaching, XVIII (Autumn, 1970)
' 275—278. .oer , , .

Harvey and Barker did a study to ! compare" studentsj gross subjective
judgements and their responses to a typicai rating Scale. These are
included in the article and called "elaborate instructor rating scales.

~ Also includes other types of questionnaire forms ‘along with the signlfi—»
cant" results. : : ‘

.

, Hind, Robert R.’ and others. °"A theory of evaluation applied. to aKUniversity
. faculty," bociology of Educatiqn, XXXXVII (Winter 1974) 114~128. '
- N /
A scholarly paper that examines evaluation processes at Stanford UniverSity.

[l

/o S . ‘ ' ' . . -
o . . ) f IR . ..\

g academic activitiés Data was subjected to treat-.
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' a university’ faculty. %tudy As the haseline for the measurement of chanpe o

i

/ -

A theory of evaluation and authcritv is applied to the system of evaluating

in the system.
* Dornbusch,uSanforan and W. Richard Scott. Fvaluation and authority
(I process-of pubiication) e Y , R

‘,n

/ Imgrovinglgollege .and University Teachi‘g, "Evaluation. Guide and,Cuardian,"

-XXI (Winter, 1973)

,,,,,

ST 0, R -/

Kerlinger, Fred N. “Student evaluati&ns nf University profeSsors," School ‘and

B
. Ty

Society, LXXKKIX (Octoher, 1971) 353—56,. | , _ 4

e

,.--Interesting article’ covering evaluations of professors by students. Pre-
_ sents’reasons why evaluations should be done and by whom and how student “

- Kohlan, Richard G., "A comparison of faculty evaluations early -and late in»the o

N

evaluations should be used. Many ramifications, particularly hostility,
can . result hurting both student an professor if student evaluation is

. uséd tdé truly evaluate._

course," Journal of Higher Education, XXXXIV (November, 1973) 587-95.

A study of the validity of student feedback and to try to learn ‘about the
faculty evaluation process. Results which are included show student evalu-

T ation to be valid but he urges another study be done. , ook

\ -

Magid, Joel. "Evaluation of college teaching," Liberal Education, LVIII

(December, 1972) 474-77.
The ‘subtitle of this essay is 'Some practical Sﬁggestions on how_to go about
it/ and they seemed worth including.r SO Lo

»

']

Mc Keachie, w.J. and others. "Student ratings of teachet effecti ness: Valid-

ity studies," American Educational Research Journal, NIII y, 1971)

435-45.

I

“Results of'studies;'trying to measure 1earning.in,conjunction with'teachfg”

ing effectiveness and evaluation by students. Author's basic hypothesis’

was_that~the "skill" factor would relate positively to teacher effectiveéw

ness as measured by-student performance and includeﬂ a difference between

‘men and women teachers. . . \ D ﬁ¢

i
Meany, ¢John 0. and Frank J. Ruetz. "A probe into faCulty evaluation," Educa~
- —pe—

- approach to evaluation. . } ,

tional Record, LIII “(Fall, 1972) 300-307.

.

[ | - §

- Two. psychologists analyze current theories and empirical studles on[present'

evaluative techniques. They offer what they cons1der to be an equitable

e

o

Review ofVEducational Researgh "Educatlonal evaluation," XXXX (April, 19769

3

/
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several areas of education from cufriculum to instruction that could con—
tain some helpful information.

3

", . Rowland, Ray. "Can teaching be measured objectively’“ Improvingvdollege and -«
o University Teaching, XVIII (Spring, 1970) 153—57. - - _

’
¢

L1
A comprehensive review of the problems and caiteria involved in the evalu-
ation of teaching from’ 'student -to colleague "to self to administrator and .
stresses effort and ceoperation. - ) s

Siever, Richard G. agd others. "Role perceptions of department chairmen in
. - two land grant udiversities;” Journal of Educational Research, (May—
June, 1972) 405~10. :

.
S

A discussion of the characteristics of effective departmental chairmen - : Qﬁ
which includes hoth good and bad traits, also includes data and question- ' '
naires. _ : , o : v .

eron Ameii,T "Eliminating bias from student ratings of college instructors,"
r Journal of_ Applied Psycholqub LIV (June. 1970) 278-281.
A study done as part of a doctoral dissertation which attempted to develop
a relatively 'bias-free', forced-choice scale which could be used by college .
\students to evaluate instruqtors.

o, : Smock H. Richard and Terence J. Crooks. "A plan for the comprehensive evalu- ‘:
. C ation of college teaching, "Journal of. Higher. Education, XXXXIV (November, .
: . . 1973) 577~586 : s L . . :

4

- N ) .
Offers a three part or 'tri—level' system with input frbm student, - col~ ’ *

- leagues and depzltment administrators. Level I - A concise, general, brief /]
surmary; Level Specific attributes of instructors and courses; Level '
II1 = Detailed diagnostic feedback. A helpful article with bibliography.

A
‘Stimaft, Reynold P. and Alton L. Taylor. "Predlcting excellence in college
teachers: A vector algebra approach The Journal of Experimental Educa- .
‘tion, XXXXII (Fall, 1973) v, . , \

. An interesting and novel concept is this procedure for predicting excellence
o in college teachers. Lo .

Statement on Teaching Fvaluation. Committee c, 'AAUP, LX (June 1974)'168~l70.

“This statement was prepared by the Association s Committee C on College

- and University Teaching, Research and Publication. Not intended as the
definitive statement on. revieW1Rg and weighing ‘all aspects of a faculty
member's work but: concerned with the teaching responsibilities. They felt
the need to define service. -

Swghson, Richard A. and David J. Sisson. "The development, evaluation, and
utilization of a departmental faculty appraisal system, Journal, of Indus—
- trial Teacher Education, IX (Fall 1971)" 64~79. '/ . .

| T

~Z

.
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v

Study to develop and evaluate a university departmental faculty appraisal

system -(FAS), specifically to: develop a .theoretically sound appraisal
- ° system, select or develop .appropriate instruments, and develop a scoring

system. Includes all data and ‘a comprehensive but older bibllography.,

Wilson, Robert c. and others. '"Characterlstlcs of effective college ‘teachers
as perceived by their colleagues," Journal “of Educational Measurement, X
(Spring, 1973) 31—37. '

One of a series of studies done at the UnlverSLty of California, Berkeley,
for the purpose of studying the: dimensions faculty members associate with
being a good- teachet. Describes the instrument used the sample and data -
reduction. ) _ . ,

& °
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N ' - Part 2 - Materials from'ERIC .
Baker, Jack and Cail Langer Karwoski "The MSA (Minnesota Student Assoc.) - p,

method of teaching evaluation." - Abstract No. ED 091 988 Research in '
Education, 9 73, October, 1974,

‘Based on a 1964 study by Iséacson et al, (University of Michigan) a 102~
" . .page system of student evaluation was developed for use at any teaching
faculty.. The authors postulated that there are six "universal" dimensions
_ of teaching that can be identified in diverse teaching situations. A '
"« random sample of senior students were asked to place "weights" on each -~
‘ "~ of the six teaching behaviors, includes evalﬁation form, charts\ tables, '
conclusions. and recommendations. 'v Y . . L

. /
Becker, Samuel L. "Evaluation of academic programs." Abqtract No. <ED 072 479
Research in Education, 8:28, November, 1973.
X .
Developments/in faculty Qrganization and accountability are discussed
Separately jn terms of implications for evaluation of academic programs
and departments. Faculty organization is examined in relation to accessi~
"~ bility to and utilization of feedback data assessing their performance . .
and effectiveness.

e -Blackburn, Robert T. “Tenure. Aspects of Job'securityion'the changing campys, "
r _ Abstract No. ED 068 055, Research in Education, 8: 67 February, 1973 - .

1 ‘ ”

A
_ Report discusses criticism of academic tenur and examines literature "

that supports or refutes the criticism., The 'author feels current tenure
practices does result in a group of faculty that'will age and:the percent-
age will increase but qualitles like adaptability and productivity are -
not ,impaired by tenure statuse Interesting research. '

-Centra, John A. and Robert L. Linn. "Studentppoints,of view in ratings of '
. college instruction." Abstract No. ED 089 581, Research in Education,.
9:87, August, 1974, ~ ° : - . - T

!

Investigates student points of view in their ratings.of courses and: ‘ _b .
L instructors by analyzing responses within each of three classes and then .
Voo tried to genera;ize the results by add1tiona1 analyses. '

Centra, John A. "Strategies for improving college teaching. ‘Report 18."

Abstract No. 071 616 'Research in Educatibn, 8'97 ”May, 1973 , S
L B ' > i B

. Reports several ways tg "inprove or reform college instruétion. “Covers

* two opposite p051ti0ns, those who feel the-teacher is expected to be+mble

" to teach by whatever means possible (the major responsibility being on -

the teacher) and the other position that the burden is on the students with

"the teacher as facilitator. The aim is the same——improve teaching. o R
. 7’ o .

- : "Self—ratings ofjcollege tcachers. A comparlson with student
ratings." Absttact No. ED 069 701, Research in Education, 8:124, March

1973, : : v \;/)'
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a

O ratings of students., The sample consisted of 343 teaching faculty from
five colleges., Teachers and students in one of their classes answered ,
21-item questionnaire. The results are,interesting and the author seems Y
to imply that stadent ratings should be used to supplement the self%ratings
ogfkhe teachers. - . R .

i

Self—ratings of college teachets were invesuigated by comparing them.toair’ . o
Lo

«

‘ 'Cook J. Marvin and Richard F. Neville. "The faculty as téachers: A perspec—
RO tive on evaluation." Abstract Nc. ED 054 392 Research in Education, 7 5,
" January, 1972. . 4 v : v o S o

)

‘ Evaluation methods currently in use are reviewed and a recommendation for/
- the implementation of. an<approach is hade.,=Teaching effectiveness is _
. . defined as the study of teaching outcomes. Authors analyze the relative N

r merits of ‘measuremént based on student performance.(direct measurement)
* - ’ and measurement based on teaching activities (indireq; measurement).‘ '

&

Fittante, Louis, €. and Evan R. Powell. "Classroom verbal behavior and stu-
! dent perceptions of college teaching." Abstract No. ED 090 857, Research
) in Education, 9:70, Septembér, 1974. a T . I .

! ‘A paper presented ‘at a meeting of th® American Educational Research Asso-
: . eiation (Chicago, 1974), this was a study to uncover relationships between -
what verbal interaction’ took place in college classrooms and the ratings
of the préfessots by their undergraduate students on a rating form that

]

" was dérived from saveral, - \ L , R

Gelég;:, Paul. "A discrepancy evaluation system for university professor - \
* 1973, Abstract No. ED 081 855, Résearqh in Educatfon, 9:149, January,. S

M'm," 1?%. - T . ‘ ) . e , . \

A

~/4/2 medel desigped for evaluating professional activities which is a system- .
atic process for reporting activities and a dlscrepancy evaluation.for
. comparing ‘goals and objectiyes outcome: This model assessgs activitydi
" ten categories including teaching and research with an evaluation inve v- -
1ng ten basic steps such as percentage of effort setting up goals for the - :
semester and nine more to reduce discrepancies in an ongoin rcgram. : ' X
Gillmore, ‘Gerald M. and Dale C: Bran nburg. "Would the pr0poJ§;in of students
taking a class as a requirement afféut student. ratiﬂg of the course?" . .7
Abstract No. ED 089 628, Res earch in Education, 9:93, August, 1974. R
£ : -
A research report on using the CEQ and The Adv1sor (instruments developed
at the University of TIllinois (Urbana-Champaign) to evaluate courses and >
instructors, includes charts, forms and data, - ) K a '

RN i .
~ Graham, Marvaret H. '"The relatlonship between ‘CEQ ratings and 1nstructors s - .\

: . rank, class size and course level." Abstract Ne. EDR 076 147 Research
- in Education, 8 64, September, I973. ' : N

-

C A study conducted to detexmine if the tendency for faculty members of ° R
members of higher rank receive the highest ratings on the CEQ remained: ‘

’ . o . . A . . T
. : - “ o .
kA . RN . : . .
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when other variables were taken into account. This was-done-by means of = .~

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). A 21-item bibliography is
o included. ’ o ' C W -

-
-

- . . ' i . i ’ s S L, b ot e
Grasha, Anthony F. "Evaluatioh ;éaching: Some ‘problems." Abstract No. ED
. 071 582, Research in Education, 8:93, May, 1973. "y ' ' o

Descg}bes many factors that need to be taken into account other than a .

. teachier's activities and behaviors inside the classroom like fixed goals
* |, for a particular class, attitudes toward students, peers® attitudes.towaxrds
" him and others. Attewpts to answer who should be doing the evaluating, L
Y ‘the purpose of the evaludtion and a,fo;low-ub]evaluatio#. Specific ques- . - ~\\~/
' tioms are set up to help determine whether faculty should be' given tenure N o N\
r-.or promoted. e I S ) ¢

R Haehn, Jades 0.- "Is college teaching so bad that most ppofessors ought to be
o ,_.gg;”“ sued for malpractice?" Abstract No. ED 072 731, Research in-Educationm,- .
' .~ 8:60, June, 1973. ‘ o A A I\ ° \
y P [ , N - o N '
. Presents results of one item that‘Was‘included‘onftwo'sufveyé of California
State Colleges professors to bring out attitudes about occupational satis-
: faction.  In 1968, 7%-strongly felt that college teaching‘was bad enough =~ °
A ' far,sﬁing while ‘in 1970, 8% felt that way, Results seemed to indicate that-f'i '
faculty under forty years of age are-unhappy while rank or field had no -
© - bearipg. S oL T . S ‘ - .

‘Heyn, David R. -“De&elbpment and wvalidation of a sociometric imstructor evalu~
ation instrument apd procedure. Fipal report." Abstract No. ED 086 077,
‘Research in Education,~8:75,AFebruafy,-1933. : o EEEN T

A

Prdfessors and courses at Austin College were evaluated sociometricaily by
.almost 90% ef full—time;reéident students. The three professors and courses
. . | they would most recommend and the three theywould least recommend.Wwere -,
listed. ‘Faculty were-d%kqg to Tespond to.a questionnaire devided 'to indi- .
caté credibility and defensiveness. There was some evidence that .the pro-
" cedure brought about.changbs in faculty attitudes. Applicable to all levels =
of teaching, the author feels this.approach merits further research. T,
Hind, Robert E. and others. "The evaluation ”Univexéity teachers: An, appli- °
cation of a theory of evaluation and.auth®ity. Abstract No. ED 071 618,
"Resbarch in.Education, 8:97, May, 1973. o o o

a

A papér reporting oﬁ an iﬁgest{gation pfmgvalﬁation.of teaching and xesearch..-
at Stanford University (School of Hunagities.and Science). This involved

* teaching and research plus cdlleagues, students, and administrators and v |
all their points of view while maintaining that a balance between should-
be achieved involving many factors. = = - ' Co :

: . - I o o - .

. Kimm rew, Elbert L. and Leo R. Day.  !Staff evaluatign, Sacramento City I

' Ilege, 1973." Abstract No. ED 088 543, Research in Education, 9:97, \

oo July, 197h. . & ST I T \

S 'R
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A 3l-page paper that relates "the* efforts ‘of Sacramento City College in, |
performing evaluations -of instructors, counselors, and the administratiVe
staff or managemen% team, The district and college philosophy, goals, <
objectives,\standards, and procedural’ calendar~-as related to staff = = = .
evaluatien are outlined." Details involved in' the-treatment of. this data
dre provided in evaluation forms and data processing reierence.
Kulik James, A. and Stanford C. Erickson: “Evaluation of. teaching. ’ Memo fo " -
.~ the faculty: Memo no, 53" Abstract No. ED- 092 025,. Research in Education, -
- 10:78-79, October, 1974. L I . ‘

RY

. .Evaluation procedures used- within the system' of The, .University-of Michigan
differ with the departments, schools or colleges.' Student rating forms. -
. are'used as each school or department\feels best. suits thé purpose., Empha~
sis is placed on student rat;ngs, sources of;varigtlon in the r4tings, the
"use of them, - ratings by colleagues, ratings by administrators, self-ratings, .
limitations of performance measures, and student achievement and. ratings._y'
,\ R : .
Nagelg Thomas S. and 1yra Paixao. A study'of student ratings of Eiementary »
‘Education Instructors as San Diego State College.™ Abst'tact No, ED 053
: \19 ,\Research in, Education,. 6 108 November, 1971, + S 0 LT

v ) L]

\ ~s

ing to\their student rating. Compared were the insgructors' employment
‘? situation (tenured or not) to professiondl rank. Four conclusions show-
ing differgnces were listed. 2 - _— ‘

0 ) o . ’ A -

-ﬂnxrohit Anal and Jon A. Magoqn. "The validity of student—run course eyalua- ‘
tions." Abstract No.. ED 047630 Research in Education, [ 66 June, 1971

\ Invest{:ates differences @mong sixty-five instructors performance accord-.

‘After reviewing }iterature of evaluations!hade by studentsg thisois ®
~discussion of three different evaluation questionnaires used in the years -
1968, 1969, 1970 at the- University of Delaware.) Each form Kepresents ran~ ©
attempt to make the ratings less susceptible to the "halo effect" which.
~-1s defined. Several suggestions are offered for-the improvement of the
gvalldlty of the evaluat‘on 1nstruments.“ : , C
» 4 ) .
Shermah Barbara R. and Robert T., Blackburn. "Personal cha!acteristics and
teaohing effectiveness’ of colle?e faculty." Abstkact N6 ED 088 313,
,Research in Education, 9167, July, 1974. : . R . L.

,_:_}_‘ . DN

 personal- characterlstics and judged teaching effectiveness. Students in-
a liberal arts college rated faculty on th¥.typical teaching evaluation

" instruments and on a semanticélifferential -ferm. 'Data came.l,500 students
Sn 108" faculty (86%). .Findings seemed to suggest that 4improvement of ‘
 teaching effectlveness may depend more on ‘changes related t personallty

”factprs than\on those,involving-classroom proceﬁures. Urges, further . . -
study be doneoln this area. . S ‘

-An inqulry to determine the degree of relationshig between observed faculty

. - V \ . ' ' ' -
“ "Student evaluation of - teaching.. Presentations at a conferenée*"y Abstract No."
. ED 054 724 Research in Education, 7 50, January, l972. S
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A pamphlet of two articles on student evaluation of instruction. The first
by W.J. McKeachie "Research on student ratings of teaching" deals with
«  reactions t6 his article.in a AAUP Bulletin. He feels that the purpose._
of evaluating teaching is to improve learning and should be based only on’
: that. The second article by George L. Fahey "Student: rating of teaching,
-some questionable assumptions" deals with what he thinks are assumptions

L]

'.3 f , "Universyéy survey of courses and teaching (USOCAT) Millard Fillmore College,
T - < 'Fall, 1972. Abstract No. ED 086 719, Research in Education, 9: 175, May,

:I A A standard format of\43 questions (a copy of which is included) of a sur<
1 o vey of one—hundred seventy coursés taught ‘at. Millard Fillmore (suny, - ,
-5 - Buffalo) during the 1971~72 year. Questions from a profile of class (stu~ '
S dent data) to the Students opinions lead to student evaluations.-, ,
‘ ) P . :
% Voght, ‘E and Harry Lashe;. -"Does student evaluation stimulate improved
o teaching’“ Abstract No. £D 078 748 Research in Education, 8472,,NbVember,
1973. - .

T F

.. . w o
- -
,-

- An investigation of the relationships between student evaluating and better
. teaching. A mandatory system of student assessment. of teaching skills used
at Bowling Green'University is the frame of reference. Findings seém to
~. .- infer that student evaluations had not contributed to better teaching.
T Shortcomings in the administration of the evaluation scheme and faculty
o ~attitudes andcapabilities account for apparent failure of scheme to. resultf
in improved teaching. B . ) g

Williams, Robert L. -"The faculty work loan~~ﬁlt énate method§ of evaluation..‘
N o Abstract No. ED 051 791, Research in Educatio 6: Sl October, l97l.

et A papervﬁased primarily on an analysis of faculty workload at several mid-
© western universities. The workload is comprised of three .assignments:
‘teaching, research, and public service¥ Thia'is discussed in terms of
hours, and many other varlables.».f
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in student ratings and whax these asSumptions imply. L D 0 _ ~
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vl Eble, Kenn&th E. Professors'as Teachers. San Franeisco:’ Jossey—Bass, 1972

i J :
, : This book grew out of the author's work with the Projeét, to Improve Col‘ege
< e ' Teaching, developed during 1968-1969 and sponsored by the American Associ-
' . ation of University Professors and the Association of American Colleges.
. ’ Offers a series of positive proposals designed -to reward.and improve- college .. |
- instructors and enliven teaching. Contents include: recognition of ‘teach-
ing, evaluation and,the improvement of teaching, student evaluation instru- ) |
) - ments and procedures, impact of student evaluation and faculty review. | |
- + Two, other works by’ the same author and also a result of the Project to - .
Improve College Teaching: ‘and useful in evaluation. .are: . -, . o ;*““‘

[ - i
N . .

s Career Deyelopment of the EffectiverCollege.Teagher, o ,;

-‘2 \.;. ' The Recognition and Evaluation of Teaching‘ ' ,.! BT .

Lathrop, Peter Howland. Analysis oﬁ a me‘hod for evaluating teacher rating
- scales. San Diegos 1973. : ) . . o b

o : ) oy .

A Master'¥ thesis with ‘the intent of trying to determine which behaviors

student and faculfy consider examples of effective teaching and to messure
~ degree of agreement.’ B ) . -

;g\* Miller, Richard I. Developing,Programs for Faculty Evaluation, (A sourcebook
for Higher Education). -San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1974.

o -~ ' Not. a revisiOn of Evaluating Faculty Performance, but designed as a resource1
(/’74(/ - ¢ in the develpping and maintaining of a.faculty evaluagion system. Strate- _
gies for developing, choosing.criteria, using student evaluation, teacher o
. evaluation case study, - administrator evaluation and a%‘extensive, annotated

bibliography. e L o o SR o e

Bass, 1972, . .
This is a book specifically for faculty evaluation with' nine areas pro-

. posed. for examining from téaching to .research. Special attention to class—
room teaching is given. Inaludes a list of appraisal forms--student, self '3
and administrator with a very complete, annotated bibliography, o, oy

. a. . ‘ - _ v
Peterson, Ronald Harvey. Studv of relationships between student ratings’given
o _ pr?fessors and selected at +¥itudinal and demographic characteristics. A
e T thesis presented to the faculty of San Diego State College, May 1972, -
. . ‘

\
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\

|

|

. . - ) - . . [ |
_+ Evaluating Faculty Performance. San Francisco: Jossey~' :
|

.. - The general purpose of this study was to gain,insight into the evaluatioﬂ _
* of classroom teaching effectiveness through ‘déevelopment and administratiod
of a student-professor evaluation instrument. - Specific purpose was to
examine the relationship between student ratings givén professors’ and
~ selected characteristics. Limited to graduate students attending the
+ .School of . Business Administratlon, San Diego State College. -
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Materials not in the library . L
5 -~ , : ST . » - o RS
Missing-from shelygs: -
“~ .. Bayd, C.H. "Faculty merit rgting,“ Physical Education, XKVIII, (December,
1971) 2Q3~2Q5. . . i -
. . : , 4 ‘ ; x
’ Braunstein, D.N. -and G.J. Benston. "Student and department chairman views
] of the’ performance of university. professors," Journal of Applied Psychology,
LVIII (Octgzlj:er, 1973)" 244—49.. B | -
: . ' ” S o g
: Hannon Ralph H. and others. "Teacher .evaluation: A business approach,”
P Journal of College Science Teachi_g, 11T (October, 1973) 76.
N -4 t BN T S
a i Nob received in thg 1ibr4ry yet' L o : , \’}_
* Welch, I. David "From rules to reSponsibility,“ Colorado Journal. of’ Educa-
tionaﬂ,&esearch XIII (Winter 1974) 14-15. w . s
. .’ . . . . A3 ,;1
‘\. ) ) . A * ® -
. Available at San Jose. N > "
Thompsgon, Leslie M. "Trends in faculty evaluation in department§ of English
ADE B\flletin, XXXVII (Hay 1973) 8-13. . .
The rollowing books. were checked out but seemed useful° e
tﬁ - Baldridge, J.V. Academic Governance. Research on institutional politics and .
2806 decision making. Compiled and edited by 3.‘Victor Baldridge. Berkeley,
B24 McCutchan Publishing Corp,' 1971. i B
LB ‘\yational Conferences on Highererucatlon, 26th, Chicago, 1971.
2322 New Teaching, New Learning,- first edition,'San Francisco, Jossey—Bass, l97l.
-N33 : .
1971 ~  Contains good articles by J.G aaff and H.L. Hodgkinson. L ' " - o,
LB Wright, Penny Lou (Thesis) - L v .
2333 - Developing student evaluation forms for assessing teaéhers, San Diego,
1973.. o ' S . S :




