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‘rating of the course and the instructor. (7) A qnestlon frequently
raised is how student evaluatlons can be used to improve instruction.
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- . . . . L4

L. 0 In Ehe past few years there have been many propos’Ls for evaluating

instruction and a -few of them were a.so concerned with trying tq/{/;:\e

' evaluatﬁon to the improvement of instruction. Most proposals sugg{sted
‘ . . the use of similar elements in the.evaluation procedure. ‘These inclu e.

NE v o .

FD113995-

(a) judgment by student, peer, self and supervisor- (department hea

- [ -

- . PS . , c o ~ g
¢« and quaLity’of studen{ learning. 'If however, one looks for actual

>

. ‘e

working models of instructional evaluation,ait ‘is imMmediately-apparent
: that schemes involving systematlc ratings by peer, supervisor, or self

or of material &ontent etc., are rarely actualized. More often than

not, the student ratings of instructor and instruction-appear as .the

#
.

/ K - only elewments in any of the 'working models and there are many reasons
* ' .
. _ one could’cite for this. This paper, howevdr, wil] focus specificaﬂly
_ . \

% on seven typlcal favulty concerns ab0ut thé¢ appro riateness of’ using

ratings of instructor -and instruction at/ all. These are summarized \
[ T ’ & :
below in terms of common observations fﬁunently expressed by faculty.

. 1. (a) Students cannot make congistent judgments concerning
‘h ” ) - ¥ hd ’ . ’ ! -
- : , . the instfuctor and instruction because of their immatur-
. ) fy ) '
, ity, lack of experience, 'and -capriciousness.. Conversely,
v . . . C . , .

Es
'

[y
- . ¢

. ' . X / ' ‘_ :’l’ /;\
- An invited address \repared for presentation in the Symposium on

Methods of Improving *University Teaching at the Technion - Israel
Ingtitute of Technology, Haifa, Israel on March 24, 1974, P

L]

?The author is indeUted to dober{ H. Davis and Joseph S. Marcus
‘ for their constructive suggcstions S e
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= ) Afwfﬂel&»held’belief,ié that only colleagues with eiqéll—

- -

ent publication records and expérience are qualified to, ' - ‘/mz
N evaluate their peer's instruction. E -

2, Most student rating schemes are ﬁethyﬁg more than afﬁoﬁulafity .
> " . o \ N .

contest, w%th ‘the wa;m, friendiy, humorous, eagy grading s

-

2.
3

. . . ~ .
instructor emerging as the winier, - ?
R B \ » ~ - -
. . ¢ 1] .

3. Students are fot able to make pgcyrate judghenfg unti; they .

.
-

. d, .

have bqen'gway‘from the course and possibly away from' the uni- ’ 7
-, versity for several yeérél” o "; .
4. The gtudent r&ting forms are both uhreliablg‘and invalid. -

' . - Q ’ - . A . .
5. There.arg extrarneous ‘variables- or conditions that can'affect : y
. . . . > .. v N .

e, P .
‘ PEER s - S ‘
student ratings. Some of the more commor bnes are:
‘(a) the 3ize of the class ' S ; Lo .
- e ‘ - ] - - . Pe ’ . ’ . ¢
B 2 (b .the"sex of the student - w o \
’ : [ 4 o
; ) . . . - - . i
;//;:> " (c)  the tifie.of. day the course was offered - “ R .
- - - ’
! < . - R
. . A : N - .
| (d) thecher the student was taking the course as a riguirement .

-
. .

- or on an elective basils \\‘”)“ ' ‘.(f oY . : % o-

(e) whether gjge student was a major or.a ﬂon—ﬁajar_

cos ~(f) the term (or*semester) the course was offered
{gﬁ the level of the course (freshm@n;bsophomore, junior,
- segior, graduate) ) ’
(h) 'ghe rank of the instructor (instructor,'assistanp ' o 2
»
. * ‘professor, associate préfessor, full professor) ‘ : .
a .

.- ) ' ’
6. The grade or mark a gstudent recelves in the course is highly

éorfelateq with his ratin;\:}\ghe course and the instructor. :

]
7. Finally, a question that is frequently raised is "How can -
. 1 » . : . *
+ student evaluations possibly be used to improve instruction?" .
* ' . ) &
\,

s
’ i . - N
3 ‘. _
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_f Surprising as it may be, answers . to‘theae problems and questiona

A4 . ‘ SR { B
. !
can "be fouhd in a ogethoqg of researcv tSZt apans at leasf 50 years. ' Do

v .
, P ~ -

Moat bf thia reaearch haé”heen conducted . using student evaluation SN
k.

L3 - N

(rating) queationnairea similar to the one presently ‘used at the.Uni-

o

L versity of Illtnoia at Urbana—Champai\\jxﬁIUC)hand entitled the

-

‘2 Illinois Couxse Evaluation Questionnaire (CEQ). A copy of the CEQ <

is preaented inAAppendix A, - - o /f- N
i ] N ~
. Be%pre beginning to cite and summarize the reaeafch addreasing *

. . each of the ptoblems anﬂ queationa above, a brief description of the
y | . .\"A —
+ CEQ will be presented iﬁ order-tp provide a meaninggul frame.of refer-‘

'

ence for»the various atddiea. ‘ ' ‘<

A
The CEQ ia an-inst ument uaed to collect atudenx attitudes and

- - .

opinions toward a.courae iAleamoni, 1972a; Aleamoni and Spencer, 1973).=;'
Its purpape.ia toienable.faculty membera to collect enaluative infor-
-mation about their teach ng$ The data ie collected and proceaaed by
courSe‘aection but may;a 8o be procfaaed by*course, départment, 3!11e3e,v'\
ete, ,Extenaive.normativ data hab been gathered on the CEQ over the
. . S - o .,

past lOJyeara and thig provides the ingtructor with valuable comparisons

on the\linstructional diménsions of (a) General Course Attitude, (b) Course
. 1 - ) »

v

¢ - Qontent, (c) Method of 1 struction, (d) Interest and Attention of the ) ™
atudenta; and (e) the In tructor.\ These 1netructional dimensions repre-

sent the subscales of the éEQ. The 23 items tha't .make up the subscales -

are uséd ‘to help provide lsome diagnostic feedback to the.instructor

through appropriate norm |comparisons, For example, each instructor's

’

. .
results are compared with| those of pther instructora of hfs own academic

v

[ 4 ' K

A




rank, teaching at xhe-same course level and in his ~ewn deparcment Rt
¥ ° . B . :

L \

&college ot university, as* well as w&th cou des that have used the’ CEQ .

.

throughout the United Stat’es. ./‘ . o N . :
- R ¥ ) ) LN .
N L. The student .responses ‘to the CEQ sre anonyﬁbus, and two copies
/ L
e of the quesFionnsira.{esults (seé Appendix B) along with interpretative .

infdrmation are returned only 7b the instructor. ‘The instructor mAy.
!

- o decide to submit sne copy to his department chairman for rank, pay, andei

.

tenure’ consideration, but the CEQ is primarily used to prpvide feedbach

N 2 . . .
NG .

_to instructq;s as to whére pqtential problems may exist in the classroom.

- ]
- - . T A

There is ample space on the CEQ form for instructors to utilize more\

“ -
specifically diagnostic items in identified,problem areaa. Coqfetences

relatiVe to the interpretation anQ‘utilization of results may be
N . - L
artanged at the instructor 8 ‘convenience with, consultants from the .
~. . ) S -
. Measurement *and Research Division of the Office of Instructional Resourceh
' . RS ‘ . o : €
at, UIuUC, ‘ .y " ‘ . b
N . o P . // N PR 4 "
( With that brfef description of the CEQ as backgroundy responges to

3 ! . -
S . v

the @even concemg are how presented in the order of their presentation

t o . '
. . - ~

above){

1. (a)- Students.caﬁnot ¢é:;istEntly judge instructor and‘instruc-
4 .

. e tion. There is ample*evidence on thisupoini dating backto l924 .

' according ko Guthrie (l954), in which reliabilities of student ratings

N

“remain in the .80 to .90 range. More recent literature on- the subject

.

. t; by Costin, Greenough aﬂd'Menges (1971) and Aleamony. (1972b) Ras shown ™

’ that well developed Mstruments and administration procedures can con~ .

e \ . "
skgffently yield high reliabi}ities (i.e., reliabilities in the .90's},

) ) ~
0




(b) r olloagues with excellent publication records and e ggeri-

? : ~ " : *
' ences are ggalified to evaluate their peer s insrruction. Wherever a ,/”
, T T . e

dia%uasion about or a prnposal for student ratings emergra, thia state-

o

ment can usuglly be heard Recently, a weJl known statisticfan presented .

juat suchﬁan agrument in The American Statistician (Deming, 1972).
s . / N L
Fortunateiy Zor unfortunately for thoae who believe such a- contention) ,

: about the time. that Préfessor Deming 8 article appeared a study had been:

-cpmpleted addressing that very, topic. Aleamoni and Yimer (1973) found .
. . N

that colleague and student'ratings were not aignificdntly related to the

‘
" . . ' )y 2

- 1 .
*instructor!s research productivity (the correlationa were .07 and -.04,

., -
- \ .

" respecgively). In addition, there was ample evidence previously (Guthrie,

1954; ﬁtallinga and Spencer, 1967; Swanson and Sisson, 1971) to show that
‘" 4 o * 4 .
.colléague and student rarings were very highly correlated (from .63 to

- ~ -

17d3. The* reaponse to Profeaaor Deming's artLgLe can be found in a

~ -

Q1ater issue’ of The American Statistician (Aleamoni 1972}

2. Mdst student rating schemks are nothing more than-a popularity

contest. Answers to this problem are presented from published and uh-

-

published atudiea,on thé CEQ and The Advisor (a student-sponsored fotm) -
- - . _ .
(Feldman, 1970) at UIUC. The studies conducted in developing and uti-

4 o

lizing the CEQ subscalgs, (Aleamoni-and Spencer, 1973) indicated that no -
single subscale (t.e., Method of Instruction) completely overlapped the
other subscales. Basicall;z this means that an inatructor yho received -

a high decilc rating on the Inatructor aubscale (made up of items like

-

» "Fhe inzf’\ctgr_seemed to be interébted in gtudents as persons.") would
k W

-

not Be'guaranteed high decile ratings on the other four subscales *

v T N

.
$ - | )
-




tGeneral Course Attitﬁ&E,IMethod of Instruction, Course Content, and‘ ' Yy '(

‘ - ‘

Interest and Attention). ‘In order to more fully explare tQ}a problem

_ the written comments %ﬁﬂé by students pn both -the CEQ and The Advisor

N

yére revigwe& aqd.comﬁared to thetr objective responses. The results
. indicated that students would frankly praise an instructor ‘for his —
watm, friendly, humorous, etc.,, manner in the classroom, but 1if Qis

course was not well organized or his method of stimulating students .

to learn was poor,'Ehe students would equally frankly criticize him

’ . - ) 7 A Y ' ) ' . —_—
in those areas.  When. these comments were compared to the objective
measures in the same areas, a high deéree of relationship was Bbaerveﬂ.

= ’ . : . . - /
. This"evidence, in additjon to.that presented by/fostin, et al.,’ (1971),
. ; 3 ,

indicates that studenta'arg discriminating judges and not eaéily fooled
oy : S

by the good Vshowman' who 1is 1$cking in the other instructional quali~

v

ties, _ , T . S -

3. ‘Students cannof make accurate Judgments until they are out of
‘ > .
the course and away from the university for several years. Thid point * - ¢

is repeatedly raised by fagulty and was recently presented by McKeachie
P $ .

«

(1969). . This problem is a very difficult one with which to deal because
. ' . . :

’ -

] . ) . .
longitudinal Xollow-up gtudies nced a great deal of attention to the

:

. . . . .
question of whether samples are comparative and represeantative. The . .

sampling problem is gurther COmpBundeé by the fact that almost all stu-
‘dent,atcitudinalldata relating to a course or inattutto; 1s'gacﬁered >
anonymously., Most studies in this area, therefore, have rolied 6& sur- .
veys of alumni and/or gsﬁﬂuating séniora. ’

One of the earliest studles by Drucker and Remmcrs (1350. 1951)

IS ] -
showed that alumi who were out of school five tq ten years rated the

¢ ¢




v

LN

.

N

y

1natructora much the same aeéynMents currently enrolled. More recent

.8 -

evidence by Aleamoni and Yimer (1974) . further aubstantiatea the earlier-

findings. This ewidegfe seems to iqdicate,_contrary to popular belief

\qu apech}ation, that students are vé>?speréep;109 in_theix judgments
and.are ;n‘aubstantiai agreement with peers who have been out of the
course and away from the uhiveraity fogwaevethl'yeara. .g\yery care

. r v ) .

'fully controlled gollow;up study, howgver,.needa fo be comducted in

. order to fully ana&er this problem. e ) 7

e e -t

4, “The student rating forms are hoth wunreliable ana invalid. 1Ip

‘order to answer this pfoblem‘it must be divided into two poréions, one

. [
Y

cohcerntng the feliability of student rating forms ahd the other, the

§al§diéy of student rating forms. o o | 2

- ) )

The ‘research }iterature id replete with studies that answer the

question of_ the téliabiliﬁy oF'éEEEFnt’rating forms. Almogt all of the )

4 s

{

instruments which have been carefilly constyucted and'teatedey pro-

.fessionalé yield reliabiiixies at the level of .80.and .90 on the

P

subscales as well aajghe total ins;ruﬁent (Costin, et al,, 1971).

« Reliabilities dbmbufzd.qn"thé items and gubscales making up the CEQ

~

(Aleamoni, 1972b), for example, have yielded item reliabilities rang-
.ing from .73 to .94 and .‘subscale reliabilities ranging from .80 to

. N a A . *

.98. It should be noted, however, that wherever student rating forms -

are not carefully constructed with tﬁe aid of professionala, as in the
case of most student generated forms (Everly and Aleamoni, 1972), the
reliabilitiea may be 80 low as'to~cnmplepely negate the evaluation

effect.and its fesults. «

. - ) . '
N .
.

Y -8

.:;}?1 T . /




o

v . o / |
Trying to answer the p#oblem of'fhp/ﬁzjig}cy of student rading

forms is much more difficult than adﬁ;essing'ché'réliability problem,

- -

’In order to validat¥ somedthing one must have a criterion measure for
. N / . [

comyarison. One of the criterion meaauréé that can be-used to vali-
date student rating forms 18 to determine how well the items and

subscaieg measuré what 1s ipéeqded (cailed conte%t'vaiiﬁity).a Tﬁia
is usuall& accomplished by carefully conétrucéing the instrument so

that it contains items and subscales that will yield measures in the

* ;

areas that are considered necessary by gn individual or group of
. . : 3 -

expegta,in the fleld imder consideration. Most qf'che‘acﬁdenc rating

forms generatedrwere validated by using just this sort of approach

(Cgptin, et al., 1971). The use of statistical tools like Factor

M 7’

Anklyais have also beeé used to verify subfectively determined dim-
ensions of the inscouctional éectipé und ﬁ?dcea;. The CEQ used both ;
. : 4 . 4
statistical (Factog Ana{ysia) and'aﬁbjegtive expert judgments in
« Benereting the items and aabscaiés timt mﬁkgypp the fo¥m QAleamonii
«nd Spencer, 1973)., | . -
Many ther criterion measures have been suggested by which to
vaiidate student ratings. Some of those are pder (or ccllaague rat-
;ings), oxpact juds.s' ratlngs, student learning, etc. You wiil
notice that Qany of the probtlems and questions that faculty pose,
such as the seven SLated.abOVQ, can nlsg be interpreted as validici
concerns. In order to avoid any redundaﬁcy of answers to the faculty
concerns, let me sin%ly indicate that scpdies in which student rat-

ings were ccupared toe (a) cglleague ratf:g (Guthrie, '954; Swanson

and_Sisson, 1971; Aleamoni and Yimer,,lq73), (o) expert”judges’

L]




V)
/
’
e .
o . .
-

ratings (Stziiings and Spencer, 1967), and.(c) srudent leaming measures

14 -

RCbhen and enger 1970) all indicated the existence of high positive ’ o

s . N
correlations which can be considered as providing additional validity . .
. Y C -
evidence.

=]
t

5. What extraneous variables or conditionsg affect student recings?
. B Y

Studies conducted on the (a) aize of the classc(Guthrie, 1954; Costin,

’ ’

‘et al., 1971; Aleamoni and Graham, 1974), (b) sex of the student (Costtn,

et al., 1971' Aleamoni, 1972b), (c) time of day the course was offered
e

(Aleamoni 1972b), and (d) term (j}Lsémester) the course was offered

(Costin, et al., 1971; Aleamon}, 1972b), indicate that‘these variablea

had little or no relationship to the student ratings. Ihc ranN of the
< ’ ‘ :
instructor (Guthrie, 1954; Costin, et al., 1971; Aleamon1 and Graham,
o, «

1974) seems to have sbme effect but it is\usually not quite st tistically J

significant. A _ . . - ’f

On the other Nand, ﬁh).whether the gtudent was taking the course ag
|

o
¢

a requirement or od an elective basis (Costin, et|al., 1971; Gillmore
and BrandenbUrg, 1974), and (b) the level of the dourse (Costin, 1971'
Aleamoni and Graham, 1974) yielded significant ef: ects on student ratings.,

Such effectsy however, can be controlled through dhe use of appropriat%

~

normative data, which 1s an:important feature of the results reported for
# . i N

»

the CEQ.

The one study cited by Costin, et al., (1971) indicated that whether

-

the student was a major or a non;majorpdid not affgct his-faculty rating.

This concem is preSently'heing—investigated using CEQ data. ’ .

6. - The grade or mark a student receives in the coursge is highly

correlhted to his rating of the ‘gourse and the instructor. There is ample

. . s :1‘)
+




ry

evidence inlthe research literature to provide a definite ans&er to
this concern. In almost all of the’ studies cited in Coetin;/ec al, ,/ij
(1971) and by inveatigatora auch as Guthrie (1954) Remmere (5966)
_and Weaver (1960) little or no relationship has bcenngcund/between |

) P . :

a student's grade and’ faculty rating; In’facf{ the pI:itive corre~-

lations seldom exceed .30. The evide é. therefore, dicates that
,99 ’/I ’ ated

students do not necessarily rate an inat;néfor or course based upon V///

\ S %
the grade they have or are-aR;:t to pecejve. ('
7. How cun student evalidations gzsaiblylgg used to improve
- \\ [ ~ “
-instruction? This cpuld well be the most important question to be

asked concerning student evaluau{cn'of instruction. There has been
[ . N

'a'great deal 6f d;acusaion,in the research literature about how, when,
and where such evaluations should be used, but no clear-cut evidence
gna been cffered to show that it doea have an effect on instruction,

e @ *

The studies by Miller (1971), Braunstein, Kle land Paghla (1973), V.

and Centra ({2?3) were inconclusive' with respect to the effect of

feedback at midterm to twetructors whidfe instr c}ion was again eval-

-/
uated at the end of the term. How

er, such eﬁidence i# found in a

recently completed etudy by Aleghmonl (i974), where a;udent ratings

(e 4

gathered near thc end of the ferm, on thy CEQ, were presented to Uni-

versity instructors alepé wirh the opportunity of discussing their

results with a measurement and evaluation e'xpert'. The CEQ ratings

-
> o,

were again gathered at the end of the same tourses (one semester to
: . > A . . .

- a year later) taught By the same instructors. The results revealed
» A N . 3

that there was a aignificant increase:in the student’' ratings of
these faculty on the two lowest, rated CEQ subscales that were diacussed

in the meetinga wich the measurement and evaluation expert.‘ Op the*

/ L]
F s P2 4 ?

U IV ; T L
A to ./ o™ : - - .

'4




-

: . ; ._’., -t . ". 'ﬂ“'.".r
other hand, the group of faculty who waa not able tp avail themsélvee

. 4
.

-

oj expert consulfati®n but did receive the CEQ reaulta, remained un- N

.changed in their subscdle ratings. Even though thia atudy needa to ’

=

e

be replicated, it repres&nts the firat tangible evidence that atudent

. f .
‘ratings can be used to improve instructish, :

! .
o M . - ‘

It ahould be obvious by now that the ‘problems and questions that
) '\
faculty typically raise about the appropriateneaa of using student

ratings of inetructor and inaﬁruction have* very definite answers which

can be interpreted as eing highly supportive for uaing such ratinge.

. o - .

Intereatingly enough, ny faculty will still disregard the evidence \
3 and will maintain rhat there eﬁill is not enough evidence or that there

.

.are 8tlll too Many unanawered questions, and pioblems to take student .~ B

ratings aerioualy. However, ‘these aame faculty would atoutlyAﬁéfe:d

their own methods of evaLuating atudents even though they might not be

'able bg present any evidence to aubatnntiate their claims,

In concluaion, therefore it might be” useful to reverse the situa-

tion and ask faculty members to consider the seven concerns posed- above

L]

from the point of view of faculty ‘evaluating students! How much evi- -

@
dence would or'could be provided to convince the students that' ?
: . emumr

1. (a) Faculty can consistently judge student 1earning? and

/s . . T

Ab)- the performance of etudgnte with excellent ability ia not uséd

Q-
to aet the standard for the rest of the atudenta 1in the course?

>

2, Moat faculty grading schemes are not affected by the’ at;entive,

polite, conforming, and non-creative student?

-

3, Whdt was taught in the course is useful in other courses or
outside that university? o

’ ' st
.




“ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. »> - M

4., L-The course examinatibns are reliable and valid’

5. An 1nstructor g marks\er grades are’ hot affected by?
(a) the size of the ciass?

3 . l\ '\ .
(b)-\the sex of the_stUQEnt?

,

(c} \the time of day the course was offered? .
(

’

(d) %hether the student was taking the courge as a requ*red

R ¢ ‘x . o
»C}gr an elective? oL :

. .
. . X *
t Y

(e} whether the student was a\majgx~or a non—major? MY

.M(f)_ L\) the\\ourse was offered?
: (g)f the level of the course? -
T () | o

his professional rank? \ A\ R

" 6 -

L

the term (or semés

.

Instructors who had a partic rly’ rough time when they ‘were.

°in college do not tend to be just ag rough 6n their studente7

7.. The' course-pxaminations are usefuL in improving their learning?
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