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Control'on Student Ratings of Insttuc::tion

Gerald M. Gillmore ’ :
. - - ."nd " | .’ i
- ‘ 7 Richard W. Naccarato
- - The purpose of thia study wvas to assess the effeét of factors
. outside the instructor's control on student ratings of his/her '
" instruction. Seven special items-along with the standard Student N

Rat:ings forme were administered to 28 classes in the Anthg\fpology

Department. Kesults indicated that the impact of outside factors, BN
as perceived by students, was not correlated with global evaluative

ratings.
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The Effect of Factors Outside the Instructor's
. ors e RN
Control on Studént Ratings of Instruction

o _ Gerald M. Gillmore and Richard W, Naccarato
, . INTRODUCTION )

-

During Spring Quarter, 1974, the Department of Anthropology and the

. i a
Educational Assessment Center té;med to do research on the effect of geveral

[N -

vaiiableg oﬁ'atudent’iatings of instruction (Gillmqre and Amoss, Note 1).

Students in twenty-two classes responded to three special items along with
. _ _ ‘
the standard Student Ratings form. These special items and the response .
,-

-
'

poaifions are founa in Table 1.
Results oi\ﬁhis study showed that classes with higher average rated

attendaﬂce reéeived»sighificantly.higher ratings on most of the standard

evaluatf&e student,ratingsiiteqs.' The percentage of-asaignnents’cbﬁgleted

_ wag.mot significantlypelated to the evaluative items. Toportantly, the

third speéi&l item exhibited moderately high correlations. Gillmore and

" Amoss’ described this resul£ as follows: '

The direction of the relationship is as expectad. .Students
who view factors oyt of the instructor’'s control to have & posi-
tive effect, also rate the class more favorably. Students who
are upfaéorably impressed by factors outside of imstructor's.
control tend to rate the class less favorably. .Although the
direction of the relatfonship is as expected, the magnitude is

. surprisingly high and potentially important. If there ‘are factors
which affect an instructor's rating which are out-of his/her con-
trol, this is very important in assessing the meaning of student

- rating results. Furthermore, if, as thege data suggest, the
students can asgess the impact of these factors, then it is'~
fairly simplé to adjust results appropriately (p. 2). .

Gillmore and Amoss also pointed out an alternative explanation for the .

magnitude and direction: of the cofrolations:

’ - - - .- - . - - S
. < . - LI - . -
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~ 1. Pércentage of cl;ﬁb meétinés

yf this course you ‘attended.
during this quayter- (to the
ﬂaarelt.approt;mate percent)

Percentage of “assigned
reading cogpleted (to the
nearest approximate percent)

-

1

How havp factors which are

- out of the instructor's con-
.trol ;nfluenced your evalua~

tion of this course (such as
time class meets, ¢lass room
location, class size, per-
sonal characteristics of the
instructor, reason for
taking this course, etec.)?

\

. //' ' N h - /
The nu?{e Special Items of Spring Quarter, 1974, Study -

-Table'l .

—

[

“

-

90-100  80-89 - 70-79  60-69 50 or less

- -

'90-100 80-89 70-79 . 60-69 50 or ‘less

H

Strong - . -Weak Weak Strong
Negatiye . Negative No Pogitive = Positive
Influence quluence Influgnce Influence Influence

Y -
(Lgsstrgvorable) ) - (More Pavorable)

”
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. Unfortunately, the wording-of the item itself is rather long
- and perhaps not altogether lucid. A student who did no%&, read the
' item carefully might have responded positively or negatively on

the basis of his/her feeling about the course ag a whole rather

‘ .than on the basis of the uncontrollable factors. If this hap-
pened with moderate frequency, the results would be cortelations
of the magnitude and direction obtained (p. 2).

, Given the potential importance of the finding described "above, we

designed a\followvup studf to more clearly explicate'the relationship of

v

 the ratings of factors outside the instructor's contrdl with the ratings
of evaluative items. 4

" METHOD

-

4

The Instruments

Pall Quarter of 1974, all teaching faculty in the Department of

Anthropology were asked to administer the’ Student Ratings Forms of the

Instructional Assesament S_ystem (Gillmore, Note 2). The Instructional Assess- ‘

A : R y :
ment System provides five different forms for instructor use; however, all

forms share four general, evaluative items. These four items and their

4

response positions are found in -Table 2.

~

In addition to the regular form, seven additional items, degigned to

clarify the puzzling relationship noted above, were- administered to students.

These items with their response pogitions are found in Table 3. Items 23
through 26 are specific demographic features of a courae which’ are con-
sidered to be out of the inatruttor's control.‘ Item 27 is simply a rewording
of the third“item of the previous study, but with the ambiguity remoned by
only asking if thére was a tendency to rate the course lower because of,
circumstances beyond the inatructor 8 control. Thé wording of item 28 repre-

senta an attempt to neutralize factors outside the instructor's control by -

agking students how they would expectﬂtourate a different, equally qualified

. ~

-
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. ‘ - Table 2 . ! \ - . » /i
2’ Global, Evaluative Items of the Instructional Assessment System' )
1. The course as a whole was: o " E V6 6 F P VP
. . . ' ‘_3- . SN T <
2. The course. content was:.. ‘ - E V6 G F P _Vp
T 3. The insti‘uggpr'.a ~‘:éd'ti§ribution to the coursewas: E V6 G F P " vp :
‘4. The instructor's effectiveness ﬁ.teaching \ .
the subject matter was: L ‘ . B. V6 6 F P VWP
ﬁ ’ 7.
£ = Excellent B . i e .
VG = Very Good .
G = Good
F = Fair ° :
. P = Poor , _ ,
VP = Very Poor o f -
» . B 5 | .
' . N ”:
_— 1 . N . :
/ .
/0 |
B r .

DY
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, Additional Items, Fall Quarter 1974
- . : . . v . ' N . . ~
23. The size of this class' #3T°E V6 G F P VP . )
S 2. The time of day at which the class meets 48: E VG G F P VP °
| . 25, The location of the class 4s: E V6 & F P WP . - - -
. - ’ . ‘ :
. - 26. The physical qualities of the classroom are:* E VG G .F P VP N ‘
27. Do yéu’ feel that there were ci'réumst:anceé beyond the inétructt;;:*é .t
. control, such as the four above, which caused you to evaluate this -
course less favorably than you might have otherwise? : ‘ )
) .0 = Definitely not i c L ’ _‘ - - . '
1 = Probably not . o <L v
2 = Possibly , , - , ’
. 3 = Probably . e T e .
4 = Definitely - S .
28. 1If ever‘ything else about the course were the sane, hqw‘-wgulf you .
' expect to rate & different;, equally~qualified fastructor? .
b o~ . s ’ ‘o : .
0. = Much more favorably than I'rated the present instructor St ‘
1 = Somewhat higher . \ o h . -
2 = Probably about! the same - oo T ' '
3 = Somewhat lowe; . . . ‘
R . " 4 = I would rateiy present instructor higher - o s
M"" . - N .
. o : " c N . '
29. Do you think that t,his‘ coursé is one which 1s fairly ‘easy to teach?
. ’ . . , ] \ .‘. , . R . . . o
c 0 = Yes . 1 : — .
. . ’ 1 = About average '’ . R i
* 2= NO o ? /_: con : .m'\%‘!‘i.
) 3 = I really have no idea ' ; %
« oL S ) - ,f’ ‘. B . ‘ - %
Ay , * ”* i L X ‘ . 1«—' -
" - (_ '
L o L L C CoL
R 'E = Excellent L / : o ' . s
: VG-VeryGood-. - ..
; . 6 = Good ‘ .
5 . Fwrair . L ' o
ST P = Poor, . - s :
;’P'. ) 2L VP :" V{’-’Y P°°_F - "t . -
, , ‘ \
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instructor téaéﬁiﬁg the sa;e course, Finally, item 29 attempts a giobql ) ) .
assessment of fgc%grs outsi&g the instructor's. control b} asiing about how |
easy thll; course is to teach. -
Also included in the analysis to be presented subsequently was an item
) found at the top of éﬁzﬂ;tudent ratings forms: wﬁen enrolling, was this a
course you %antéd to take: ‘Yes, Neutral, No. Cla;s size, as indtcated _
by the dﬁmber of forms completed for a class, was also ?ecotded for subge-

L4

queng'analysis. : . , . / '
[ J . N 4 * e

" Data Source

Tﬁz‘instfument descyibed above was administered in.twenty-eight-

Anthropology classes. The smallest class size was thteg étudents, and the

litgest was’147, with a mean class size of 51 students and a median class

size of 11.5. - | o
- ‘ . RESULTS : ‘

All items ftom'the.héandatd Student Ratings Forms were correlated

. Qith.thé'gfven additioﬁal items. The seven additional items were corre-

late& among themselves., < 'Aléo correlétea’with the above was the item 'Was

this a cbutse.you wgnte& to take?" and class size. It is important. to

note that these’ correlations ‘were calculated ‘across the 28 class means,

- .

not individual students. These'correlations are presented in Table 4.
Only correlations involving the “four global items of’the standard rating
form are presented; éipce cot;elétibns involving the remaining items are

~

complete;y cqnsis;ent‘with these four and‘édd little information. .

Factors Outside the Instructor's Cohttol

»

The four items tapping é%udents' attitude toward specific demographic
features of the clggses correlated mdaetately among themselves (.29 to .58).

- - N .
- -
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Table'4

B

"

26 27 .

R R
24 09 17 18

05 -06 .00 " 03

11 =090 -14° -03

20 "0 .2 20
58%~ 29,

. 1
: 4T% . 48%  ~51%
o F .
58% _~74%
: T =34
' 2
X ' .

, , - . hd . . . - “-’ - ! : .
: 'Co;&éxagions among Student Ratings Items® _ ', -

-

R '28
47%

© 38%

. 55%

%

R
~65% " <15

15

17

29

-19

S0t

i “

'.r "wanted

29 to take

.- class
2 1%

24 15
-15 11
19

04

19

-04 . '
T +16 04

34

~ g ¢

-

*Decimal points have been ve‘].iminatéd for edse of rea‘c'ling’.

- , I
- *p <, .05 N
. [ ’
~ » . .
A\ | "
-
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The tcting of the favorableness of the class sige correlated with adtual ) T

this sample ‘of classes, the ratings of the fou demographic features were

‘related however, this relationship cannot be ttributed to the size of oo

Al - ‘N A 7 ’ - -
L . - ’
the class alone™ - - .. : ‘

L4 | 3}

’kJ
\

/' L All four of the’ demographic items correla ed with the more global item o

27, dealing with an overall assessment of the ffeEt of factors outside the

.
’

' instructor 8. controf (- 63, --51 .74 and -v34).

- This gives evidence,that ' !
~ N

-much of what influenced students in the ratin oﬁ
’ I
items 23, 24 and 25; and to.a 1esser/extent 26. The highest correlation,

item 27'was captured in

-

- i o i ST N

curiously&bwas the location of the class. . \ . <

» ¢ 4

ShRelation between Factors Outside the nstructpr '8 Control and Overall‘

: - Evaluation - - o J -

None* of the first five special items co related significantly with the

four global evaluational items. Furth rmore,

factors outside the instructor 8 control. It m 28 did however, correlate "

with ‘items one through four, vwhich indi ates it. did serve to Somé exteht-. '
S N . . '
as angeneral evaluative item. e ’ Lo

-

A

' teach. This item apparently failed as an ndifect assessment of factors

! outside the instruct rV/’control gsince it \Ifed to correlate signifi- .

'y

<
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course. ' The only correlation of moderate size was with iteq 28 (. 41), ' - '
showing a tendency for a cou;se rated as edsier to teach to also be one, in -

‘which another. instructqr would be tated highet as well. - v .
~ ,‘ } e

Finally, the item "Wheu enrolling, was this a coutse you wanted to

take?" did sdot correlate significantly wit® any of the genetal evaluﬁtion C e

-

items, or any of the factors outside the instructor's conttol. Thus, this

-

sample gives no evidence that precourse attitudes, as measured by this - «

»

- item, are influential in postcourse ratings. .

. ’ . n 1 . *

-pIscusston ~ L : :
N rd M .
This study set out ‘gi;;inéa more accurate apptaisél of the/ effect of
factots outside _the instructor's conttol on tatings by studento of his/het \.‘

insttuction. The tesults of the study seem to sttongly indicate that these
.. { ’ .
factors do not have an influence. As direct evidence, items 23 thtough 27 e

rl

did not cortelate significantly wlth any oﬂ the global evaluative itema. . . \\;’)

The lack of telationship between’iten 27 aid the’ 5;95;1 evaluative items is

-

especailly important, aince it was a similat item which showed significant

cortelations in the previous study\‘\lt looks as though the cotteIations

fourd in that study were caused by the particular item wording rather than

s . -
~ - -

by any actual telationship.. o . _ .

b ]

As futthet ‘evidence, it is instructive to lqok closely at the tesults
.o ad .

of item 28. In temms of assessing the influence of factots outside the

. * )

instructor’s control relative to the influence of his/het actuat perform-
. ' ¢ ) - ) - ' L2
ance, there seems,to be two distinct outcomes for this item. Insofar as -~ e

“

factors outside the instructor 8 control have an influence, the tati/g of a

[

different, equally~qualified insttuctor would not seem to’ghange, since.he/she o

.
L N . ' s .

¢ . F .
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) wOuId be saddled wj.th these same factora. Insofar as the instructor 8 CoT T e
perfomncr is influential the 'cours‘e would be rated as l;etterxaught by o

“ soneon,e else in the case of a poor instructor, and mofe pqorly taught by .

soneone else ih the csae of a goo,d instructor'.

»
» ﬂa ‘ -

For the First possibility, item 28 would correlate with item 27, and ‘ / -

.« ¥ . . €%
: - . . i

’

not with i'tena one through 'four (especially three and four which are global b T

. Pl -3 e T
i \ O instructor item) For, the second poss’ibility; th,e opposite result is - .

C predictable. The data from this study come down in favoy of the latter. Soe “

The correlation between items 28 and™27 is’ low and non-«significant (-.19) ]
The correlations between item ,28 and items 3 and 4 are much higher and sig- -7

- -
Y

," ; nificant ( 55 "and .50 respectively) LS . " . ) | ’

A Although the data appeat “to gi7e evédenc'e that factors outside the °

-

' finstructor‘s eontrol are not a. significant determiner of globsl student

% ratings, some' basic 1imitations in the method of the. study should be’ men- ,q o )

o -

- tioned. - First, the study was\done in only one aca“demic department. Thus,

) these results cannot justifiably be generalized to all disciplines without

replication in a more representative set of departments. 0n the other hand,

-

-‘L’

‘there is no clear reason to expect Anthﬁ(pology classes to d:fffer in any .

' important way from classes at least within other social scienca discipline

1

x5

¢
)

-eress. o C L

. ¥ Secondly, the number of classes represented in the study is relutively
¢ = ®
small (28) and many of ‘these classes were quite small. A case cau easily

be made for replicatd.ng this study in a larger sample, as well as one nore

representative of t,he entire University. - - )
V ’ -

Third, one should not lpge sight of the fact tHat this study is based .

- 4
_on the student s perception of the influence of factors outside the . :

7




. instruetor 8- contfol not the aetual factors themselves. The only variable‘

in thi.s study on actual, as opposed to rated, outside factore is ela;s size,’

vhich did uot correl‘ate 'q‘ignifieently wlth the- evaluative itm, Other

B {- . R
,factons m:l.ght, howeve:. < e

»
, S

Finally, the basic design of this study was eor:relational, which makes

. cauae and ef"feet statements tenuous at best. Future studies could be

’ ’ L L4

v

designed which actually man{pljzate factors of interest, such as the class~

" room in whith the classes are held. - R o o

. ¢~ . .
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