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R 2 . ABSTRACT ~ : -
> The re]étionéhfp betweé%fﬁﬂass-51ze‘ahd students' evaluations was -° .. -

, examined in experiments conducted at a public and a private university. .
R -In Experiment 1, a curvilinear relatioddhip where very small and very large
' classes were evaluated mone,favorab]x'thah,medium sized classes provided "
_ the best description of the data{y linear and log relationships accounted .
for smaller proportions of~§pefsgriation ih the ratings. This relatiofship
was reasonably consistent across six academ{gc departments representing the*
physical and social sciences, and the humanities. In Experiment 2, students' ¥,
_evaluations of classes inpthe Division of the Social Sgiences were o
summarized: by eight evaluation scores: sfx evaluatibn factors idéntifjed
through -factor aralysis and two overall summary rating -items. All eight
. reTationships were curvilinear, but were equally well described by a second
degree polynomial equation simMar to that, found. superiyr.-in Experiment 1,
‘or by a log function, In summary, the two experiments i dicated that the
relationship between course enrollment and students' evaluations--with the
-“exception of the quality of Group Interaetion factor score--tended to be
-small, with both very small and very large classes being rated more high]y‘n"

, than Jassés in between. The initial decline in students' evaluations, as™-

» courseidicollment increased, was not considerred large enough to warrant |
§gpa,¢§:“ orm-groups based on Experimept 1. However, in Experiment- 2, the D
magni e ‘of, the relationship was sufficient for the Group Interaction factor
to makg, 7'»§:Fent,important in interpreting the student.ratings. E
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pacting on both the cfassroom environ'
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CLASS SIZE ND STUDENT RATINGS OF INSTRUCTION: .
A CLARIFICATION OF RELATIONSHIP

.
o - Jesse-U.~Overall
- University of Ca]ifornia, Los Angeles
Herbert W. Marsh and Steven P. Kesler
University of: Southern California
; :
Student, ratings of 1nstruct1on are 1nf1uenc1ng facu]ty personne] and

promot1ona1 matters at an 1ncreas1ng number of colleges and un1vers1t1es

Y

Despite the benef1ts and rationales offered to Just1fy use of such rat1ngs,
many facu]ty members have hes1tant1ng]y warmed to the concept wh11e .

\ . .
interested in rece1v1ng periodic feedback on percept1ons of their teaching

effectnveness,'someffacu]ty argue that there are important variables im-

nt and student perceptions of
instnuction over which they’have.ﬂi tle control. Until the infTuente-of
these variables is accounted for, they contend,'a cabtiousibse—of these
ratings‘in faculty advancement decisions is essential.

Because of the inconclusive nature of current research .the increasing'

\.

_use of student ratings in promot1ona1 decisions, and rising facu]ty ooncern

about the 1mpact of class s1ze on ratings, the present investigations were

1nit1ated. In-br1ef,~th¢ purpose of this study was to investigate--in two

_separate university settings--theinature of the relationship between class

ifé and student ratings of instruction. The results of this study “hage

implications for the use of Students'-evaluations .and for adminTStrative

dec1 ions concern1ng the s1gn1f1cance of course enro]]ments If magnitude

of c?urse enrol]ment produces a b1as in. students eva]uat1ons, "then separate

f norms should be estzblished to neutralize this bias hefore rat1ngs are used

\
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Tf no re1at1onsh1p between
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\ f ¢ se]f-improvement or adm1n1strat1ve purposes

qua]ity of 1nstruct1on 1s perce1ved by students in sma11er c1asses needs to

R
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I v
be reconsidered : v
Revrew1ng research om'th1s relationship, McKeachie (1969) reported

several stud1e# w1th conf11ct1ng results in his summar1es of research on
He con rasted the pos1t1ve re]at1onsh1p found by Love11 and

teach1ng
Haner (1959) with the negative re]ationsh1p found by Remmers (1927) and
In a later rev1ew, Cost1n Greenough and

Riley, Ryan and 1fsh1tz (1950).
Menges (1971) po1nted to the 1nvest1gat1ons of Heilman and Armentrout (1936),

and McDan1e1 -and Fe]dhﬁsen (1970) as sypporting the existence of a positive’

A study by Bquse]] (1976) presented Si 11ar1y cons1stent
L1tt1e if any re1at1onsh1p be ween c1ass size and -

tudies conducted by Goodhartz (1948), Guthr1e
(1971), and

.relat1onsh1p.{

.positive.re1ationships

student ratings was found in
¢Z Dienst (T971) J1obu and Pollis

- (1954), H11debrand w11son a
Solomon (1966)’s§ Trent and Cohen (1973) report that a study by Gage (1961)
The ex1stence of such a non-

"'\(
suggests’ the re1at1onsh1ﬁ to be curv111near
Tinear relat1onsh1p was reconf1rmed by Koh1an (1973) and wood Linsky and

Straus (1974). .
Marsh Overall and%J omas (1976) found sma11 but statistically’

s1gn1f1cant relationships between course enroliment and 10 components of ér
near correlations with course enro]]ment accounted -

“the effectiveness of student-teacher interaction

effecttve instruction
/the variance in any of the other nine scores
f %

for 13% of the variance i

-3

factor, but less than 5% ‘\
1nc1ud1ng overall rat1ngs Xf the course and imstructor
illy (1975) alsb reported that the magnitude

Crittenden, Norr and Le
rat1ngs and coursge enroliment var1ed

of the rela@1onsh1p between xudents
for f1ve différent eva1uatgod\d1mens1ons p1us a summary rating item focus1ng

-
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-sh1p in which the log of course enro]lment accounted for 14% of the variance

q\/jerms of such items as encourades students to become act1ve1y involved-
in 1earhlng," but only five qr;s1xlpercent:ofﬂthe variance in other sets of
items Such as "know]edge'and conmand of'subject matter,t l"goqd chofce of-

read1ngs and other ass1gnments," and "organ1zed and systemat1c presentat1on

oF mater1a1 " -\

‘

' Wood, Linsky and Straus (1974) .looked at thefrelationship between

’students overa11 eva]uat1ons and class size for over 4000 courses rep-
<
'resent1ng 16 d1fferent campuses The lack of comparab111ty 1n eva]uat1on .

N instruments used at the d1fferent schoo]s and the lack of prec1se enro]]ment

‘f1gures forced the authors to use severa arb1trary assumpt1ons Howe\br,

a clear curv111near re]at1onsh1p was found in wh1ch eva]uat1ons started -
x

Iz

" out favorably and gradually declined as enrollment reached about 250; these

evaluations then‘became increasdngly favorable for even 1arger classes.
The authors specu]ated :hat the. Tow point represented the enro]]ment at
which faculty stopped try1ng to apply small class teaching techn1ques to
large classes and began deve]oping procedures more un1que1y su1ted to the

specific reouirements of very large classes. These'authors'proposed the ¢

intriguing possibility that, at least in some situations, quality of educa- -

tdon'as eva]uatedfby_students themselves may be superior in very large
courses. Q’ ~ . | |

‘ Severa] sources .of potent1a1 confus1on complicate any poss1b1e genera1-
zat1ons about the effect of course enrollment on students evaluations.

F1rst’ th magn1tude of the ne]at1onsh1p needs to be considered as well as

the stati t1ca1 s1gn1fhcance A sma]] re]at1onsh1p may .be 1ns1gn1f1cant when

4
based upon a small samp]e size and significant, though of 11tt1e pract1ca1

importance, whep based upon @ large sample s1ze ~Second the re]at1onsh1p
may be non-tinear (Gage, 1961; Koh]an, 1973; wood Linsky and Straus, 1974)

5

i

on student learning. They found a Togrithmic, generally monotpnic{'relation— -

»
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G e Studies based. upon s1mp1e corre]at1on generally assess only the 11near \ ;
"\ T re]atfonsh1p ‘while stud1es based updn analysis of var1ance often assess

. both 11near and non- 1inear components of the re at1onsh1p Th1rd €gtudents
ffv?}‘v ' evaluat1o can be used to Peasure 5eparate components: of effectiVe instruct1on
o 3 .; _‘ and the rniat1onsh1p w111 vary depend1ng upgn wh h component 1s be1ng
o evaluated (Hi]debrand w1lson and D]enst, 1971; Marsh 0vera11 and Thomas,
1976 Crittenden, Norr and LeBa111y, 1975) Finally, almost all research is ;
based upon corre}at1ona1 datafwh1ch cannot be used to 1nfer a causal relae

t1onsh1p If Tess effective instructors.are ass1gned to teach 1arger

then the 1ess favorable eva]uat1ons that they rece1ve may not be a fu
of enro]ﬂment alone. Furthermore, the ‘empirical re]ationsh1p w1i{ vary 1f
different procedures forhass1gn1ng 1nstructorspare used.

Experiment I

Methodology

A Y
Dur1ng the 1971- 72 academic year at the University of Ca11forn1a Lose

o Angeles (UCLA), students evaluations of 1nstruct1ona1 effect1veness were ,
'conducted and results were summar1zed in a studentrcourse g¢1de (Overall,
1972). Eva]uat1ons of courses from the six academ1c departments (Anthropo]ogy,

~ ) e .
Chemistry, Econom1cs, H1story, Phys1cs, and Psycho]ogy) having the broadest ..

coverage.served as the basis for this’ study A total.of 410vundergraduate
L " Classes were evaluated in these six academ1c departments Cdurse enroV1ment$
ey ranged from 5 to 1409 students, with an- average. of 88 (median = 55{; Twelve
| percent of the c]asses had enrol]ments 1argen thap 2 0 Students‘ eva]uations

~ for each class were represented by the class average response to an overa]] A
&

¢

6 : I
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. ; .
summary rating item: '"How strong]y would you recommend th1s 1nstructor to

others"? Responses to th1s 1tem _were made along a five- po1nt response scale

and courseé enro11ment F1rst, a simple 11near

-‘;;fﬁg the re1atlonsh1p Added Var1ance accounted for

(N1e and Assoc1ate , 1975, p 369) Then, the po]ynom1a1 trend ana]ys1s '
.was repeated for. two d1fferent 1og transformat1ons of the enrqllment data
| 1) a 1og to the base 10 transformat1on ‘and 2) a categorization of enro]]-
,ments 1nto approx1mate1y equai]y space 1og units--less than 11, 11 to 20,
“+21 o 40, 41 to 100, 101 to 200, and over 200. Finally, a "categor1es of
enro11ment" academ1c department" analysis of variance was performed on
the students' evaluations The academic department by enroliment 1nteract:on
prov1ded a test of whether the re1at1onsh1p between students' evaluations |
{ " and enroP]ment‘was consistent across different academic departments.‘ This

e . .

B ‘ . . . . . . s

-analysis was performed with the classic experimental design in which”yariation,: -
. [ ’ . [} 3\ .

-

~" due to the interactjan effect, and V&{ii:ion unique to ‘each main effect were

tested separate1y<(Nie and Associates, ;75; p..405).

- . . : : . . . . ' 1
] . . h .

L \

Results

] —_—
. \\\ ' The 11neer re1at1onsh1p between the overall instructer rating°and course
| enro]]ment (r|= - 01) did ot even reach’ stat1st1ca1 s1gn1f1c\hce However,,

. A N ’

the quadrat1c, cubic, and cuartic components of enro]]ment each added )
s1gn1f1cant1y to the variance exp1a1ned by enro]Tment (see Tab]e 1) though
even the fourth order equat1on aCCounted for only 7. 4% of the variance in

_‘the dvera]l instructor rat1ng The quadrat1c function: showed an 1n1t1a1 dec11ne

"ﬁn‘favdrableness of eva]uations as enro]]ments increased. to about.200, then

X R ' . .
- 'y n
‘7 ' ? L

Q E ' ' ®
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showed an increase in favorabTeness for even Targer enrollments |

ﬂ . . _ . g /
.

The fourth order poTynomiaT function was quite 51m11ar
................. o - -

v

The two non-11near transformations of t;}s enroTTment data--Tog to the '?“"
. _hase 10 and the discrete categorization 1nto $ix enroTTment groupings (with
e approx1mate1y equal 1og spac1ng)-—both accounted for about 3.3% of the

variance in thé’overa]] 1nstructor rating. The second degree poTynomiaT

\ -

equation, accountnng for a greater portion of variance, provided a better
g

0
description of the reTationship(between students eVaTuations and COurse

v

. ; enro]]ment This conc1u51on is further supported by the fact that even

i B - L .
. N N

’ the Tog transformations a quadratic component added 51gn1f1¢ant1y ‘to the T

variance exp]ained as was the case for the untransformed enro]]ment data

- e ) N )

described earlier. 1. e
¥ The six “enroTTment categories" by six- academic departments" ana1y51;,;.
_of variance 1nd1cated that differenCes because of enroTTment (F(5 375) o

5.93, p < 001) ahd academic department (F (5 325) 5. 29 p < .001) were’

-

| «statisticaiiy 51gn1f1cant The 1nteraction hetween these two, mann pffects,‘ .

‘q

however, hareTy reached statisticai 51gn1f1cance (F(5 d375) 1 78 p < 05)
u’/ ThTS smaTT interaction effect suggested that-the form and the magnitude of

the reiaﬁionship between students evaTuations and course enroTTment de not//
Ay )

" vary supstantialiy for the six academic departments con51dered 1n Experiment I.

< , .‘:

PN N S &
1
: '
© A ,' - ’, Experiment IL -+ * - 4 O S o
ém a e . - , [ Qy i S, d ) . - '
. . ' 1 ' i [ %
. PN Y - :
. Q;; X Methodo]ogx ° . N o N
3 . . R . Q ‘-e ST N Lo - o ’/ K "'

e S The evaTuation 1nstrument used 1n Experiment 11 was deveToped for use -

" : in the DTVWSTOH of Social Sc1ences at the Univer51ty of Southern California :

i
. v . . ? °- ot
N A

e . ) -1,-'
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'(USC). The instrument consisted of 27 evaluation items,ﬁthe major%ty of -

%?ich were derived from the.research of Hildebrand, Wilson pnd‘Dienst'(19715{v
?actor anaiys1s«(Marsh, 1976a) supported the existence of six eva]uat1on
factors that the instrument was de51gned to measure The med1an re11ab111ty

" of- - the eva]uat1on items, based on a set of 20 responses, was .84; the median
re]iab111ty of the six eva]uat1on factors was .89" (Marsh 1976b). |

Students' eva]uat1ons were, summar1zed by eight evaluation scores--s1x

evaluation factors and two overall summary 1tems The six factor sgores
were'based on weighted averages ofdﬁé;e;aluation items,. while the tao overall
summaryiratings were based on respodses to singJe items. The six factor
scores werevcomputed by taking a weighted average of standardized scores and
substituting the mean for any m1ss1ng values. These factor scores were'then”’

standard1zed to have a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. The

evaluation factors and a brief descr1pt1on follow:
‘ ‘ . .

Breadth of Coverage—-presentat1on of a broad background encompassifig
alternative approaches to the subject and emphasizing ana1yt1c ab111ty
and conceptual understanding.

<

0rganazat1on—-we11 organ1zed and, prepared; exp]anat1ons and answers
are clear. ' 0w

Group Interaction--class dtftn{s ehcouraged, stydents 1nv1ted to
share their own ideas or 6;}3ﬂﬂtgﬁb1 of instructor's.

Individual Interact1on——fr1end1y and 1nterested in students, access1b1e
to students. .

rd

Instructor Enthus1asm——d1sp1ayed enthus1asm energy and humor; he]d
student interest.

Learn1ng/Va1ue—-a valuable, 1nte11ectua11y demanding 1earn1ng experience
was encounfered .

Overall Instructor--a single item asking students "How does this 1nstructor
cdmpare with other instructors you have had. at ‘this school?" !

-

Overall Course--a single itém asking students "How does this course compare
»  with other c0urses you have had at this school?"

+
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on the overall indtructor ratings item alone. : i

K

This eXper1ment was conducted in all c]asses offered in the ten academ1c

_departments of the D1v1s1on of Social Sc1ences at the University of Southern

'Ca11forn1a. Eva]uat1ons were co]]ected in a tota1 of 420 undergraduate

cowrses taught by regular faculty during the fall and spr1ng semesters of

'academic year-1925-16. Enrollments in these courses varied betueen 4 andv

675. However, the average enrollment of 39.5 {median = 25.5) was much
sma11er than in Experiment I; on]y‘z% of thesewclasses‘had enrollments oyer :
200. Statistical analysis for this experiment was essentia]]y the same'as
descr1bed in Exper1ment I; however, the ana]yses were performed separate]y

on each of the e1ght eva1uat1on factor scores descr1bed above rather than

.- 1

Results

In Experiment ;I,\statistica]fy significant relationships were found
between"course enrollment and seven of the eight evaluation scores; the
relationship with Instructor Entbusiasm was not significant-(see Table 2).
Each of these relationships 1nvo]ved some non Tinearity. The second order
component accounted for a significant proport1on of variation in all rela—
tionships, while theuth1rd and fourth order components of tbe relationship

witb{gua]ity of Group Interaction were alseo statistically signififant.

- e e e e = e o e e W = -

o ‘ Insert, Table 2 about here

‘Only the re]ationsbip between quality of Group Interaction and course
enrollment was large-enough to be oﬁwpractical significance, even though™
other re]ationships were‘statistically sfgnificant. Course enroT]ment
accounted for about 20% of the variance ih the Group Interaction scoreii

but accounted for less than 5.5% of the: var1ance in any of the other

..

10, . .



eya]uation scores. All eight réﬁgiionships showed a gradda]ioecline ip -
favorablness of evaluations as énrollments increased to aboute 250 or 300,
' and‘then showed an fncrease for even 1arger enroi]mentsﬁ
" ‘ ; The proportion of variance sepirately aécounted‘for by each of the two.
fog transformations (see Table 2) was approximate]yfthe same as was accoﬁﬁted '
-for“by the polynomial functions. While both the'1og fhnctions ano the - S
,po\ynomiailfonctions showed an-initial decline intevaloations as enrojlment
. increased, the 1og functionsjsﬁmply leveled off,nhile the poTynomjal functions
- began to rise. The relatively few number of veryflarge c]asses in Experiment *
II did not provtde-an adquate basis for se]ecting which description, the log
A function or the po]ynom1a1 funct1on was best. o 3 N | Lﬁ
~.‘ The resu]ts outlined above 1nd1cated that, at least in Experiment II,
the categoriiéd log transformation‘aoequately described the re]ationship
between students'.evaloattons and course enrollments. The “categories of
enro]1ment“ by "academic department" analysis of variance jnojcatedlthat ' ‘s E
there were generally signifﬁcant differences doe to enrollment: Frratios
varied from (F)5,363) = 20.2, p < 001) for Group Intéract1on to the one non-
significant F(5,363) =‘1.8g\for Instructor Enthusiasm. There were also some
statistica11¥zsigniffcant.difterences in the evaluation of courses in .
" different _.academic, oepartments [he interaction between courss enrollment
— ~and academ1c department was small, \however, rqaching statistical s}gnificance
for ogﬁ?ﬁ%@m of the eight eva]uat1on factors F(32 363) = 1. 65 p <’ 05 for

f%"
fGrouﬁiThﬁE%ap&Yon and F(32,363) = 1.64, p < 05 for Breadth of. Cov rage.
.‘- & X S
' %ﬂe}e smaty i y:ract1on effects 1mp11ed that both the form and the magnitude
.- ) .."' ‘(’l .
' of't e ﬁeﬁ§t1o‘shmp between course enrollment gng each of the.3va1uat1on

; Jyfhot vary substant1a11y across the different academic departments
-«8”’ . -

!
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departments. ‘ .

\ o ‘ v | B . - ) * .
The above rESearch has identified severa] 1mportant findings in two

different institutionaJ-settings" Course enrolﬂment was fqund 'to d% re]ated
to students eva]uations of 1nstructiona1 effectiveness, however, a s1mp1e e
linear representation was not an adequate descriptiop of the re]ationship .
in either experiment. Students' eva]uations showed an 1nitia1 dec1ine as
nro]]ment 1ncreased, 1eve1ed off and began to. increase for even higher 3
enro]]ments The neSu]ts of Experiment I, showed that the magnitude of the
re1ationship betWeen students eva]uations and. course enro]]ment varied for
differeqt eva1uation factors. Course enro]]ment, which accounted “for more
than 20% of the variance 1n,qua1ity~oﬂhGroup fnteraotion,,was not signifi- '

cantlyvrelated to' Instructor Enthusiasm,*and accounted’ for no moré than 6.2%

}

of the variance in any of the other evaluation scores. 'There‘werevsignificant .

differences in students evaluations of different academic departments in

o

both studies,‘buf/the interactions between course enrollment and departments

were smail of non—significant This suggests that the form and magnitude
\ v,
of the enrollment/rating re1ationsh1p is neasonab]y cons1stent acress

v o

-

Polynomial and log functions explained a much greater percentage of .
. r] _ . .
the variance in the enroliment/rating relationship than did the linear -
function. In Experiment I, the polynomial functionaprovided the best .

K4 —y
’

description of the data. In Experiment II, neither function.was.clearly

' superior, although the small number of classes with very ]arge enrollments--

re1at1ve to Experiment I--did not'provide an adequate basis on which to

'Judge the polynomial function. The curVilinear relationship reported by

Wood, Linsky and:Straus (1974)--an initial decline in ratings fo]]owed by a
PR R . "~ 3 ) % . ' . c N L

than”smail'ones;—was similar to the relationship between Overall Instructor

. g / . . L ’ S
12 -. Sl
LN

/.

. subseguent increase to the point that very large glasses are ratedgeven higher )

Qratings_and‘course enrollment found in both Experiments I and II.‘\Crittenden,

Ty
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iNorr and LeBailly (1975) recently argued that a- log.functdoﬁ'prOVided a

v:better descriptiod’of the enrollment/rating relationship.' However, these
Aauthons did not attémpt to fit a polynomial function to their data, their
actual data plots do suggest some quadratic trend, and--as with: Experiment II--
their data -contdin too few very large ‘classes to .adequately test the function

Experiment Il\::ménstrated that the magnitude of the relationship

between course enro

nt and students' evaluations varied with the particular

-

; component of evaluations being. consideredl While course enrollment was sub-

. \\ stantially related to quality of Group Interaction, its relationship w1th -
\ Tan d‘ 4"

o ' \ other components was much smaller The same conclusionSIwere drawn by ﬂarshn

0verall ‘and Thomas (1976) in a study using,a similar evaluation in;trument

—~ -

e B at the public institution involved in Experiment 1. The fact that GrOup
é;;‘;;ﬁ?fv Interaction was the only evaluation factor strongly related to courSe v -
%*ﬁ’, ".; enrollmenﬂ.pffered supporfifor the construct validity of the ratings§
Construct validity requires that a construct be related to variables with .
which it s logically connected and unrelated to other variables. Indeed,
- Af course enrollment were not more closely related,to the quality of Group
| é"' 'Interaction than to other components, the construct validity of the student ,
- '_ ratings would be suspect. ' ' ff' -
¥y

l~:7-¢" ' - It is important to look at possible explahations for the curvilinear ,
D | relationship between enrollments and ratings. In these experimehts, faculty h
who taught moderately large cldsses--150 to 300 students--tended to receive
' relatively lower evaluations--on thé average—-than did faculty teaching
" very small or vory large classes ' 3 R A {Nl o :

(

-

" To: furthen investigate the practical implications of the initial decline .

" 1n student ratings as enrollment varies from small to, moderately large,
.« \:

representative "sumll classes" (enrollment of 20) and "moderately large

classes" (enrollment of 200) were co?gdred in each experiment. In Experiment I,

A8
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the average overaﬂl'instructor rating for a c]ass~size-of520 students was

]
<.

3.98 (correspondﬂng to the 5lst percent11e), while the average rat1ng for:
a class of 200 was 3.63 (35th percentt]e) The change in percent11e units--
16 in this case--wou]d be much smaller for' rat1ngs %of either more effect1ve E
or less effect1ve teachers whose rat1ngs did not fall near the middle of
the distribution Thesé‘f1nd1ngs suggest that the practlcal 1mp11cg¢1ons‘“
of this relat1onsh1p are sma]] and that there is. ﬂ1tt1e need to consider
ffﬂ:f - the construction of separate norm groups. -
A - However, the\s1tuat1on is not 50 c]ear dn‘t}perinent II. 'looking’at"‘.
n | the overa]] 1nstructor rat1ng, the. average rating for a c]ass of 20 students
was 3. 92’(47th percent11e), while the average rat1ng for a c]ass Jﬁ ZOO was
3.36 (25th perceht11e) But, the d1fference is much’ 1arger for the eva1uation |
factor most c]ose]y related to course enro]]ment--the quality of Group lnter-
action: 102 (52nd percentile) for a class of 20 and 78.3 (19th percentile)
’ “ for a class of 200. The data 1n Experiment II;'particularlv ratings of
the quality of Group Interact1bn, may-suggest the need’ for separate norm
groups. | | ..
Several possible exp]anat1ons ex1st-for the higher eva]uations rece1ved
for courses with very large enrollments. First, 1nstructors may have-been
assggned to the very 1arge classes on the bas1s of demonstrated success or .
expressed interest in these courses. Sgcond c]ass size--particularly in
the 1ntroductory or prerequisite courses which have no upper enro]]ment .
’11h1ts--may be determined by teaching effectiveness. For. examp1e. students
who ]earn about very effective teachers through other students or through’
published summaries of instructor ratings, are more 11ke1w to enroll 1n .
the1r c\asses, and less 11ke1y to enro]] in coursesltaught by 1es§/e¥fectdve
teachers. Third 1nstructors in the very large classqs may be ‘more mot1vated

or cha]]enged. It is very rewarding to have a favorab]e Ampact on a large

\) (‘ \'v. (s . B »‘ , ‘ ‘ v . ) L " . . 14
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o of a 1arge aud1ence F1na11y, as suggested by Wood, L1nsky ﬁnd Straus
1nstructors of moderate]y large c1asses may have tr1ed to adapt 1nappropr1ate
LY
teach1ng techn1ques from small c]asses, but were forced to deveﬁop better

S - '{-'
“large c1ass" tEChn1ques as: enro]]ments became even larger. r

o

In summary, non-linear re}at1onsh1ps were found between course enroll-
<3' ment and student rat1ngs of 1nstruct1ona1 effect1veness in two separate
| 1nst1tut1ona1 settings; both very sma]] and very 1arge c]asses were rated
h1gher, on thefaverage, than classes 1n between S1nce the percent
of variance in rat1ngs accounted for by enro]]ment was 6. 3% or less for
al) but the Group Interaction factor, the construct1on of separate norm
groups may be’ unwarranted. However, for the re]at1onsh1p with Qua11ty of
. Group Interact1on, class size.is a very potent var1ab1e and c]ear]y needs to

4

be considered "in mak1ng any 1nterpretat1on of these student rat1ngs
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Relationshlp Between Counse Enrollment and Overall Instructor Ra'tmg
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.rather than by any specefic component., However, each component added significantly to the percentage |

r

+ " of wariance explained by the lover order function that did not contain the component.

18 ZQuadratlc ;:bmpongnts of thie two log transfornations added mgmfmc&;tly to the proportion of variance 19

U .invoverall instpuctor’ rating which was explained by the log transformations of enrollnent, strenﬁthenmg
the conclusmn that the relatlonshlp is fon- -linear, - ] -
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. Relatlonshlp ‘Between Course Enrollment and Students' Evaluatlons S
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