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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation examines the faculty evaluation 

systems within the institutions of higher education today; 

with particular regard to how student ratings of 

instruction data are utilized, and by whom. Specifically, 

the knowledge, skills and attitudes of users of student 

ratings of instruction data and the effects of training on 

those who utilize such data. In this quasi-experimental 

study, a revised form of the "Using Student Ratings Data" 

questionnaire (Franklin & Theall, 1989) was used. The 

questionnaire, in its current form, consists of 70 items 

embedded in three subscales: knowledge, attitudes and 

skills; including seven demographic items. The 

questionnaire was designed to elicit what student ratings 

users knew about student ratings, their attitudes toward 

student ratings, and moreover, how their knowledge and 

attitudes affected their perceived skills in use. The 

revised form of the questionnaire was administered, pre and 

post, to participating faculty and administrators of 

institutes of higher learning from throughout the 

Continental United States and Puerto Rico. The 



participants were attendees at a workshop aimed at the 

development of a comprehensive faculty evaluation system. 

Obtained subscale reliability estimates of the 

questionnaire were moderate to high (.60 - .81). Moreover, 

group differences were significant in both the knowledge 

and attitudinal subscales, suggesting that both the 

participant's knowledge and attitudes were positively 

affected by the training. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The development of a comprehensive faculty evaluation 

system, within an institution of higher education, is, to 

say the least, an elaborate endeavor. But, where the 

hiring, retention, promotion and tenure of faculty is 

concerned, it is an endeavor that must be met vigorously 

with sound research to support its implementation. When 

designed to meet the needs of all of the stakeholders, such 

a comprehensive evaluation system should be comprised of 

several essential elements, including; evaluation of 

research and scholarship, accounting for service 

commitments, collegial reviews of and student ratings of 

instruction. None of these essential elements are able to 

stand alone on their own merits, and none more hotly 

debated over time than the inclusion of student ratings of 

instruction. 

Student ratings of instruction were first studied at 

Harvard, the University of Texas, the University of 

Washington and Purdue during the 1920s by Remmers, 

Brandenberg and Wycoff (Marsh, 1987). Although Remmers 



recognized the reliability and validity of the multi-trait 

Purdue scale he published, (Brandenburg and Remmers, 1927) 

he issued, early on, a caution about the interpretation and 

use of student ratings. His research at that time 

suggested that his scale was designed to be used on a 

strictly voluntary basis, primarily to assess the student's 

opinions of their instruction (rather than the 

effectiveness of the instructor) and that none of the data 

should be used for purposes of promotion and tenure 

decision making until further studies could support the 

validity of student ratings of instruction. However, 20 

years later, Remmers et al. (1949, cited in Marsh, 1989, p. 

258) were confident enough in their research findings to 

suggest that student ratings were a valid and reliable 

measure of effective teaching and that knowledge gained 

from student ratings could lead to improvement in the 

instructor's performance. Moreover, he suggested that "As 

higher education is organized and operated, students are 

pretty much the only ones who observe and are in a position 

to judge the teacher's effectiveness" (Remmers, 1958, p. 

20) . His research laid an incredible amoxint of groundwork 

for those researchers coming after this so called "Father 

of Student Ratings." 



And so it goes, seventy years later that this same 

ideal holds true: Given a valid and reliable instrument, 

students should be able to rate the effectiveness of their 

instruction. In turn, instructors should be able to use 

the ratings data in the improvement of their instruction. 

Additionally, universities and their administrators should 

be able to use this information as one component of an 

established comprehensive faculty evaluation system. 

Although the use of student ratings of instruction has 

been studied extensively in the ensuing years. Marsh (1987) 

clearly delineates the most noted purposes for their use. 

First, student ratings of instruction data are used, with 

universal acceptance, as a form of diagnostic feedback 

provided to faculty about the effectiveness of their 

teaching, specifically for use in the improvement of 

instructional strategies. Second, student ratings of 

instruction data can be used as a measure of teaching 

effectiveness in the administrative decision making 

process, given the intentions of a specific institution. 

Third, providing the institution is willing to make public 

the obtained information, student ratings of instruction 

data can also be used as one source of information for 

students selecting courses and instructors. Fourth, 



student ratings of instruction data caui be used as a 

measure of the quality of the course, for purposes of 

course improvement and curriculum development, if the 

instrument was designed specifically to elicit information 

regarding the quality of the course, as opposed to the 

quality of the instructor. Finally, student ratings of 

instruction data can used as an outcome or a process 

description for research on teaching. However, Marsh 

acknowledges that using student ratings data for research 

on teaching has not yet been systematically examined. 

Through the last 70 years of research, the mystery of 

why we use student ratings of instruction has been solved: 

Their intended use in the 1940s, as it is now, was for 

students to be afforded the opportunity to rate the 

effectiveness of the instruction and instructional delivery 

offered them. When provided the results of student's 

ratings data, professors are expected to use the ratings 

not only as a measure of their teaching effectiveness, but 

more importantly as a tool for the improvement of their 

teaching practices. Administrators receiving these data, 

are expected to use them as a part of the institution's 

decision making process for promotion and tenure purposes. 
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Students previewing these results, are expected to make 

curriculum decisions regarding their courses of study. 

However, given the plethora of research on the topic 

of student ratings, the question that remains virtually 

iinanswered is that in order to be a savvy consumer of these 

ratings results, what must one know? What do any of these 

users of student ratings really know about interpreting the 

results that they receive in order to make them useful? 

What must one know in order to effectively use student 

ratings data? More importantly, how does one go about 

obtaining the information necessary to accurately interpret 

student ratings data? 

Surprisingly few studies have examined the use of 

student ratings from the standpoint of their ability to be 

interpreted and hence their usefulness. Franklin and 

Theall (1989) acknowledged the literature suggesting the 

way users of student ratings interpret and/or use the data 

that they are presented is almost non-existent. Results 

from their study suggest although one-third of their 

respondents indicated that they had used ratings results as 

part of promotion and tenure decisions, 50% of that 

subgroup were not able to correctly answer the most 

important knowledge questions about the ratings presented 



to them. However, those reporting the receipt of 

assistance in interpreting their ratings, scored 

significantly higher on the overall number of correct 

knowledge items than those who had not received any 

assistance. Not surprisingly, in most cases, those with 

the best attitude towards ratings were also likely to be 

the most knowledgeable about their ratings results• 

Franklin and Theall (1989) suggest that having contact 

with a skilled interpreter of student ratings should not 

only increase the amount knowledge one has about ratings 

data, but as a result, improve the user's attitudes toward 

student ratings data. Additionally, these researchers 

concluded that knowledge and attitudes about ratings were 

higher at institutions where the most faculty development 

and instructional support services were made available. 

Hence, we can infer that faculty and administrators at 

these institutions were at a minimum provided with the 

opportunity for consultation. 

How do all of the stakeholders involved in the use and 

interpretation of student ratings data, strategically 

acquire the necessary information that they need in order 

to be successful consumers? McKeachie (1987) suggests that 

the use of consultants can help in these endeavors in at 



least three ways: First, the consultant can separate the 

important critical information in the data provided the 

instructor. Second, the consultant can provide 

encouragement (such a luxury faculty are not often 

afforded), and finally, the consultant can provide specific 

suggestions for change based upon her expert analysis of 

the obtained data. McKeachie stresses, however, that in 

order for the consultation to be effective, the consultant 

must not be in any position to harm the faculty member 

professionally and must be considered trustworthy. 

Most studies of the usefulness of expert consultation 

have focused on the combining of ratings results with 

instructional improvement strategies (Aleamoni, 1978; 

Cohen, 1980; McKeachie et al., 1980). It has been 

documented (Stevens, 1987) that student ratings feedback, 

when used in isolation, provides inconsistent results where 

improved teaching practices are concerned. Instructor 

change requires more than the instructor being provided 

with evaluative information (student ratings data). First, 

Steven's notes, in order for an instructor to change 

instructional strategies or practices, that instructor must 

first display a willingness which requires both desire and 

motivation. Desire and motivation, he suggested, were 



constructs dependent upon knowledge, skills and attitudes. 

Interestingly, data shows (Franklin & Theall, 1990) that 

consultants should be able to affect all three of these. 

The conclusion, therefore, seems apparent: the use of 

student ratings data in combination with consultation 

specifically for the improvement of instructional 

effectiveness has been studied and is supported by many 

(Aleamoni, 1978; McKeachie, 1987; Wilson, 1987). Moreover, 

there also exists longitudinal research supporting this 

approach. Stevens and Aleamoni (1985) reported that over a 

10-year period, instructors consistently received higher 

ratings when they initially worked with consultants, as 

opposed to those who were provided ratings data in 

isolation. 

Although findings have clearly suggested that 

individual faculty can improve their instructional skills, 

there is skepticism of the feasibility of such suggestions 

based upon the limited number of available consultants and 

the scarce resources available today in higher education. 

As an alternative to the use of consultants for individual 

training, Cohen (1980) suggests that we should not attempt 

to train all faculty and administrators in the intricacies 

of student ratings, but rather concentrate our efforts in 
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training faculty development and instructional support 

service specialists so that they can act as efficient 

consultants to faculty and administrators within their 

institutions. He addresses the fact that the dissemination 

of the strong evidence favoring the use of student ratings 

data has been ignored for many years by faculty and 

administrator alike who do not support the inclusion of 

student ratings. Cohen suggests that we, as experts in the 

field, may want to abandon that approach altogether, and in 

lieu, target "change advocates" who will speak within their 

systems to the importance of improved evaluation and 

development services. 

Therefore, it appears as though instructors and 

administrators using ratings to either improve their 

instructional strategies or for use in decision making 

processes, appear to have at least four alternatives 

available to them in order to become more knowledgeable 

about the interpretation and utilization of student ratings 

results. The first alternative is the consultation of the 

pertinent literature. However, according to Franklin & 

Theall (1989) administrators or working coimaittees (e.g. 

merit review, promotion and tenure) did not routinely 

consult the pertinent student ratings literature when 
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interpreting results for use in the promotion and tenure 

decision making process. A possible second alternative 

would be the use of consultants, or experts in the field. 

As previously discussed/ the literature supports this 

alternative (Aleamoni, 1978; McKeachie, 1987; Stevens, 

1987; Wilson, 1987), but, unfortunately, the actual 

practice may not occur with great frequency. Third, as 

Cohen (1980) recommends, the use of "change advocates." 

Although advocating change, through instructional research 

personnel may be considered practical by some, honestly, if 

faculty and administrators were effectively utilizing 

instructional research departments today. Franklin and 

Theall's bleak research findings might look quite 

different. 

Finally, the fourth option could be that faculty, and 

administrative decision makers could attend and participate 

in interpretive workshops held by expert consultants that 

are geared toward the dissemination of important content 

knowledge of student ratings data. No evidence in the 

literature suggests that this strategy has been 

systematically examined. 
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The Importance of This Study to the Field 

This study provides an examination of the effects of a 

training session conducted by experts in the field of 

student ratings of instruction. Through the documentation 

of the study a view of the effects of such a workshop on 

participants who are in administrative and/or teaching 

positions throughout the country will be determined. 

This study supports the use of interpretive group 

training conducted by student ratings experts. Training, 

whereby faculty and decision makers would be afforded the 

opportunity to learn basic assumptions of student ratings 

interpretation, including the introduction of student 

ratings myths. Such training, if found to make a 

difference, could prove a cost effective approach to an 

obviously existing problem: users of ratings data being 

unaware of prudent practices of interpretation and use. 

The effects of such indiscriminate practices must be far 

reaching, but unfortunately data is not available 

suggesting exactly how devastating such misuse can be. 

This study adds to the existing body of literature to 

the extent that no endeavor such as a group training 

session has been examined systematically. Moreover, the 

findings might suggest that the inclusion of such a 
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training program could provide stakeholders a viable 

alternative to the current strategies for using and 

interpreting student ratings data; currently considered to 

be faulty at best (Franklin & Theall, 1989). 

Goals of the Study 

The purpose of this study is two-fold: First, to 

assess the knowledge, skills and attitudes of the users of 

student ratings of instruction (via a questionnaire 

designed to elicit the necessary data), and second, to 

examine how these attributes are affected by expert 

training. Specifically, the research questions are: 

1. What knowledge, skills and attitudes about student 

ratings results do the users of these data possess? 

2. Does training help aid users of student ratings in 

their interpretation and perceived use of the ratings data? 

The methods section of this document will address the 

characteristics of the workshop's attendees, the agenda of 

the workshop and specific experiences provided in the 

workshop; including the instructional goals of the 

workshop. The results, conclusions and discussion sections 

will shed light on the very basic question: Did the 



workshop make a difference in what the participants knew 

about the results of student ratings data? 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

History of Higher Education 

and Faculty Development 

In many respects, the capacity of higher education has 

effected radical transformations over the years. The 

academic focus during the mid 1600s was simply and 

distinctively the pursuit of spiritual, moral, and 

intellectual development (Finkelstein, 1983) . It was not 

until the mid 1800s that the academy began to mildly 

resemble what we know today (Beale, 1973) . Over time, 

these institutions of higher learning have launched into 

quests, ever so diverse, in nearly every phase of their 

operational foci. 

Evolutionarily speaking, fundamental changes that have 

occurred within these institutions span the gambit. From 

the extensive curricular development to the inclusion of 

previously non-represented minority groups. From the 

inception of the university whose first approach was the 

traditional tutorial (that severely limited population 

accessibility), to some of the current delivery strategies. 
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including but not limited to Web site course work (Beale, 

1973; Geiger, 1992). 

The modern university system appears to have begun its 

journey toward broad restructuring during the mid 1970s. 

The academy, at that time, with its developed array of 

intricacies was forced to tighten budgets due to declining 

enrollments. In order to justify faculty positions and 

increase productivity, administrators nationwide were 

forced to introduce the notion of accountability. Seldin 

(1984) and Lacey (1988) have written that it was during 

this period that research-based literature began to appear 

investigating the need for policies and procedures for 

conducting personnel decisions, looking specifically at the 

developing needs of university faculty and analyzing 

students' evaluations of teaching styles. Comprehensive 

faculty development and evaluation systems were born. 

Inherent in faculty development systems were, of 

course, components of instructional evaluation. And 

although multitudinous changes had indeed taken place 

within the establishment over time, the one thing that 

appears to have remained, although not necessarily a focus 

at times, but a nevertheless a constant, was the imparting 

of knowledge to students. However, by this time faculty 
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were being scrupulously evaluated, and moreover these 

evaluations had much higher stakes. And although it has 

been written (Doyle, 1983) that the evaluation of 

instruction began informally with Socrates having been 

executed for corrupting the youth of Athens in 399 BC, 

instmction, and the evaluation thereof, were once again 

considered a priority of extremes to all that participated 

in the system. 

Student Ratings of Instruction 

Albeit teaching effectiveness had been evaluated for 

many years in one form or another, it was not until this 

century that student ratings of instruction began to be 

studied and utilized as an entity in and of themselves. 

During the mid 1920s, Brandenburg and Remmers (1927) 

published their Purdue scale. The Purdue scale was not 

only an instrument designed to allow students to rate their 

instruction, but also included criterion specifications to 

the design of such an instrument. Upon publication, the 

researchers asserted that the list of instructor's traits 

must remain somewhat short, in order to avoid halo effects 

and student boredom. Also, imperative was experts agreeing 

on what the list of traits should be. Finally, the 



27 

researchers stated that students must clearly be able to 

observe and make judgements regarding the selected list of 

traits. These aforementioned basic premises of instrument 

construction still hold true today (Marsh, 1987) . 

However, Brandenburg and Remmers (1927) also attached 

at least three caveats to the utilization of these 

instruments that researchers in the field of student 

ratings have since sought to discredit. First, that 

student ratings instruments were not intended to measure 

teaching effectiveness, but merely student's opinions of 

the learning process and the relationship between them and 

the teacher. Second, that these instruments were not to be 

used as decision making tools for promotion. And finally, 

that these instruments were to be used on a strictly 

voluntary basis, although acknowledging the results could 

probably assist teachers in their quest to improve 

instruction. 

However, many of the basic measurement premises 

regarding student ratings of instruction that still hold 

true today were in fact first studied by these researchers 

during the 1930s and 1940s. Reliability studies conducted 

by Remmers (1931, 1934) concluded that agreement should 

occur between different students rating the same teacher. 
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and that class-average responses would be affected by the 

number of students rating the instructor. Correlational 

studies conducted by Remmers and Elliot (1949) and Drucker 

and Remmers (1950) provided evidence that demographic 

characteristics, such as gender, academic ability, and year 

in school had little effect on student ratings. 

Initial validity studies conducted by Remmers et al. 

(1949) laid the groundwork for what we now know as multi

section validity, when they randomly assigned students to 

different sections of the same course and were able to show 

that a relationship existed between section average 

achievement and section average ratings, and that a 

relationship existed between alumni ratings and ratings of 

current students that had been taught by the same 

instructors. Moreover, Smalzried and Remmers (1943) 

through factor analysis, had even identified two higher-

order instructor traits: Empathy and Professional Maturity. 

Although formal studies on the use of student ratings 

of instruction only began in the 1920s (Brandenburg & 

Remmers, 1927; Remmers & Wykoff, 1929), researchers have 

continued their pursuit of knowledge regarding student 

ratings instriiments and have, in the interim, reported some 

rather significant findings. Following is a brief, but 
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more in-depth, examination of measurement; both their 

general interpretations and their underlying assxamptions 

where the construction and use of student ratings of 

instruction is concerned. 

Reliability 

Anyone who regularly plays a game with objective 
scoring ... is acutely aware of the variability of 
human performance. No one operates at his or her 
personal best on all occasions, be the domain of 
physical activity or mental activity. This 
inconsistency stems from a variety of factors, 
depending on the nature of the measurement. Among the 
important factors are subtle variations in physical or 
mental efficiency of the test taker, uncontrolled 
fluctuations in external conditions, variations in the 
specific tasks required of individual examines, and 
inconsistencies on the part of those that evaluate 
examinee performance. Quantification of the 
consistency and inconsistency in examinee performance 
constitutes the essence of reliability analysis. 
(Feldt & Brennan, 1993, p. 105) 

In classical test theory, an observed score is the sxam 

of a true score component and a measurement error 

component. As such, Anastasi (1988) defines reliability as 

an indicator of the extent to which individual differences 

in obtained scores are attributed to true differences in 

the characteristics under consideration (true variance) and 

the extent to which they are attributable to chance errors 

(error variance). 



However, measurement error is considered inherent in 

everything, and results in the inconsistencies which lower 

the effects of obtained reliability estimates. Results can 

be quantified by either the standard error of measurement 

(within-person inconsistency) or the reliability 

coefficient (a simimary of the (in) consistency among 

measurements). Whereas the standard error is "scale 

specific," the reliability coefficient is known to be 

"unitless" and therefore can be compared from one 

instriament to another. 

All types of reliability are, therefore, dependent 

upon the degree of consistency or agreement between two 

sets of scores, and as a result can be expressed in terms 

of a correlation coefficient. When estimating reliability 

coefficients, you are merely estimating variance 

components: a ratio of true score variance to error score 

variance. The magnitude of these estimates should usually 

exceed .70 in order to be considered acceptable. 

Reliability in Instrumentation 

In applying these theories to students ratings 

analysis. Coefficient Alpha (Cronbach, 1951) is the 

reliability estimator of choice for two reasons. First, 



there are no right or wrong items in student ratings 

instruments, and second, the part scores for these 

instruments are measurements on more or less continuous 

scales, that are assumed to be parallel. Here, the 

variance of all individual scores for each item are 

determined and then these variances are added across all 

items to determine interitem consistency. 

According to Marsh (1987) and Marsh and Roche (1993), 

reliability estimates of student ratings can be determined 

by studying interrater agreement (agreement among ratings 

by different students in the same class) and/or the results 

obtained from questionnaire item analyses (correlations 

among responses to different items designed to measure 

identical components of teaching effectiveness). Some 

research suggests (Marsh, 1987; Marsh & Roche, 1993) that 

interrater agreement (within class) internal consistency 

estimates are consistently too high. These researchers 

caution that these estimates can be inflated and should be 

interpreted with discretion, due to the fact that they 

ignore a large portion of error due to the lack of 

agreement among different students within the same course. 

The reliability of student ratings data is most 

commonly and appropriately evaluated using an interrater 
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(relative consistency between different students in the 

same class) approach (Feldman, 1977; Marsh, 1987). This 

type of reliability is referred to as ^Vithin-class" or the 

coefficient of intraclass correlation. Here, with several 

students in one class, reliability estimates are calculated 

using class average. Class average responses are derived 

because individual student ratings (interrater consistency) 

estimates are typically quite low; students within classes 

are not necessarily consistent in their ratings. Simply 

put, if you have more disparity among the students in a 

course, you expect the reliability to be lower. Taking 

class averages tends to reduce error; assuming the ratings 

have been made independently. Feldman (1977) argues that 

it is only if ratings are not made independently, then the 

possibility of obtaining spuriously high estimates of 

reliability can exist. 

However, Aleamoni (1996, personal communication) 

asserts that within class variability can suggest two 

things: rater dependence (students directly or indirectly 

collaborating) or subjectivity of the raters, versus 

strictly random error. If, he suggests, that we siibscribe 

to the theory that ratings can and should be considered 

subjective, this subjectivity component actually leads us 
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to clearer conclusions regarding the separation of true 

variation within raters, as opposed to systematic variance. 

Feldman (1977) in his review and analysis of 

reliability of student ratings, examines the work of many 

in the field of student ratings with regard to studies of 

reliability. Initially, he acknowledges the effects of 

class average response on ratings when he suggests that 

when the ratings of 20 to 25 (or more) students in a class 

are averaged together, that the composite ratings of 

teachers and courses are dependable measures. "Given a 

sufficient number of students, the reliability of class-

average [student ratings] compares favorably with that of 

the best objective tests" (Marsh & Roche, 1993, p. 231). 

Some researchers (Feldman, 1977) suggest that within-

class variability may be more than just random error. And 

although within-class reliability estimates are the tool of 

choice for most student ratings researchers, averaging 

ratings assumes that raters are replicates, except for 

error. If indeed subgroups do exist within a class, 

students' ratings may not be so easily inter-changeable 

and, as a result, obtained reliability coefficients may not 

be so easily interpretable. However, Marsh (1987) notes 

that even if siibgroups of students do exist within classes. 
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this would not likely contribute to a bias due to the fact 

that subject characteristics have been proven to have 

little effect on student ratings. 

Between class (interclass) reliability analyses look 

at the pooled effects of variance estimates across classes 

or courses. The obvious problem here, is that the 

application of this technique produces combined variance 

estimates that can potentially mask the effects of with-in 

class variation. In other words, we are unable to "tease 

out" the effects of the variability within a class versus 

the variability between the classes. 

For general purposes, however, the intra-class 

reliability coefficients appear to be most suitable. 

Estimating reliability within classes allows for variance 

estimates to be determined based upon student's responses 

within a particular class. These estimates can then be 

attributed to variability within one class, as opposed to 

combining within and between-class variability. However, 

if it is the researcher's intention to show change over 

time with regard to one particular instructor, then the 

between-class approach must be used. 

Further student ratings research endeavors (Overall et 

al., 1980) have studied reliability estimation from the 



standpoint of long term stability. Overall et al. (1980) 

examined correlational data of students that were rating a 

class at the end of the semester and again several years 

later. In 100 courses, there appeared to be a .83 

correlation; an obtained figure indicative of both 

stability over time and construct validity. 

Additionally, generalizability theory (G-theory) has 

been used successfully in the analysis of the student 

ratings data. Gillmore et al. (1978) found that using G-

theory yielded dependability in results for generalizing 

over ail courses taught by a specific instructor for use in 

personnel and tenure decision making. Albeit perhaps a 

desirable statistic, Gillmore et al. acknowledge the error 

term associated with the teacher by course interaction that 

can be attributable to teachers being able to choose which 

classes' ratings they want considered in their evaluation 

and their careful consideration of which classes they are 

assigned to teach. However, the researchers also found 

that generalizing courses over teachers with respect to 

student ratings, does not always produce dependable 

results. Only if one does not wish to generalize beyond 

certain teachers associated with certain classes does this 

become a viable and dependable measure. 
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Moreover, Gillmore et al. (1978) have suggested that 

defining the object of measurement (within or between 

class) should depend upon the use of the ratings data. In 

the standard analysis of student ratings data, using the 

class as the object of measurement, obviously confounds the 

course and teacher effects. The researchers acknowledge 

that this may not be such a bad thing if the results are to 

be reported to and used by teachers, as tools in the 

improvement of their practices. However, Gillmore et al. 

suggest that if the data is being used by administrators in 

personnel decision making, generalizing over all courses 

that an instructor may teach (to examine the teacher 

effect) may be a more suitable option. The application of 

generalizability theory nonetheless, allows the effects of 

teacher and course to be isolated, when those effects need 

to be isolated (i.e., personnel decision making). 

Validity in Instrumentation 

The construct validity of students' evaluations 
requires that they be [positively] related to 
variables that are indicative of effective teaching, 
but relatively uncorrelated with variables that are 
not (i.e. potential biases). Since correlations 
between student ratings and other indicators of 
effective teaching rarely approach their reliability, 
there is considerable residual variance in the ratings 
that may be related to potential biases. Furthermore, 
faculty generally believe that students' evaluations 
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are biased by a number of factors which they believe 
to be unrelated to teaching effectiveness. Whether or 
not potential biases actually impact student ratings, 
their utilization will be hindered so long as faculty 
think they are biased. (Marsh, 1987, p. 305) 

It has been noted (Marsh, 1987) that because student 

ratings are just one measure of the complex, multi-faceted 

construct referred to as "teaching effectiveness," they are 

somewhat difficult to validate. Although the use of a 

construct validation approach has been criticized, it is 

what is most often applied to validating student ratings of 

instruction. Here, researchers attempt to demonstrate that 

student ratings are logically related to other indicators 

of effective teaching by means of correlational analysis. 

In effect. Marsh (1987) states that in order for student 

ratings to be considered valid they must be highly 

correlated with other measures of teaching effectiveness, 

such as: self ratings, ratings of former students and 

student achievement in multisection validity studies 

(assuming, of course, that the other measures have been 

deemed both relisdDle and valid) . Essentially, this is a 

multi-trait, multi-method (MTMM) approach. 

Cook and Campbell (1979) say that in order to assess 

construct validity, you must first test for convergence 

(across different measures of the same construct) and then 
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test for divergence (between measures of related but 

conceptually unique constructs). Kremer (1990) concurred 

as he described the establishment of construct validity as 

being achieved by providing evidence for convergent 

validity (one measure of the construct should be highly 

correlated with other measures of the same construct), and 

providing evidence for divergent validity in two ways: one 

measure of the construct should have low correlations with 

other measures of different constructs and one measure of 

the construct should have low correlations with the same 

measure of different constructs. 

Convergent/divergent validity coefficients of student 

ratings were reported in the Multitrait-Multimethod (MTMM) 

approach taken in Kremer's (1990) analysis of teaching, 

research and service. The three variables that were 

significantly correlated with teaching were: peer ratings 

(r = .50), student ratings (r = .39) and teaching awards 

(r = .32). Surprisingly, however, the correlations between 

student ratings and pxablications was .02 and between 

student ratings and grants was .06; both of which are 

considered in retention decisions as indicators of teacher 

effectiveness. 
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The reality is that construct validity studies have 

shown that generally when student ratings are gathered with 

standardized instriaments, the results are positively 

correlated with both student achievement and ratings by 

trained observers (L'Hoimaedieu et al., (1990). 

Alternatively, when Abrami et al. (1990) define 

student ratings validity, they suggest that it should be 

described in two ways: process and product. Multisection 

validity, as defined by these researchers, is accomplished 

by means of the researcher correlating the average student 

ratings and average student achievement on a common 

examination from multiple sections of a course. The 

promulgators of the multisection validation design argue 

that the establishment of student ratings validity from the 

perspective of techniques that inherently ignore what a 

student learns, lack worth. Data soliciting student's 

opinions of instructional effectiveness is one thing, say 

Abrami and his colleagues, but instructional efficacy is 

quite a different beast. As a result, these researchers 

prefer to address student ratings validity from an 

"outcomes" perspective that they argue cannot be inferred 

from data collected on student's opinions about the quality 

of a teacher or the quality of a course. 
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Abrami and his colleagues, note that as students are 

cons\jmers of the teaching process, their satisfaction with 

the instruction is seldom criticized, and as a result, 

state that, "... [traditionally] student ratings are 

[considered] valid if they accurately reflect student's 

opinions about the quality of instruction, regardless of 

whether ratings reflect what students learn" (1990, p. 

219). However, the researchers assert that there is 

clearly another view that states, . Student ratings 

are valid if they accurately reflect instructional 

effectiveness" (p. 219). Abrami et al. suggest that the 

multisection validation design offers a more sophisticated 

interpretation of teaching effectiveness; one that combines 

and accounts for these two paradigms. 

Furthermore, Abrami et al. assert that in using 

traditional validation procedures, students and their 

ratings can be criticized due to students' lack of 

knowledge regarding the product. However, studies have 

shown (Aleamoni & Yimer,1973; Kremer,1990) that student and 

peer ratings correlate .70 and .57; a relationship stronger 

than that of any other with regard to teaching 

effectiveness. The obvious paradox here is that if peers 

don't know about an effective product, then who would? 
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Interestingly, Kramer (1990) reported that the 

retention and promotion decision making processes that 

department chairs and d.eans engage in, are based on 

variables that do not correlate with student ratings. 

Variables such as research, publications, awards (and the 

like), Kremer states are not indicative of effective 

teaching. Therefore, based upon his research, he asserts 

that it may not be appropriate to use them as predictor 

variables when attempting to measure "effective teaching." 

Perceived Biases in Student Ratings 

Potential biases and irrelevant or extraneous non-

teaching factors that can impact ratings (Feldman, 1977) 

have been addressed by several researchers (Abrami et al., 

1990; Cohen, 1987; Feldman, 1989; Kremer, 1990; L'Hommedieu 

et al., 1990; Sagen, 1974). Cohen (1987) in his Meta

analysis states that student ratings are indeed valid, 

especially in the areas of global ratings of the instructor 

and certain other dimensions (skill, rapport, structure, 

and students' self-rating of their learning). Feldman 

(1989), expanding on Cohen's work, found that the 

instructor's elocutionary skills, encouragement of 

discussion and openness to others' opinions, motivation of 
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students to reach high standards, stimulation of interest, 

clarity and understandableness, the instructor's 

preparation and organization, consistently explains 10% or 

more of the variance in student achievement. 

Nonetheless, the fear of potential biases has long 

been an issue associated with student ratings of 

instruction. In fact. Marsh (1987) went as far as to refer 

to the search for these potential biases as a "witch hunt." 

Issues such as: Students cannot make consistent judgements 

about the instructor and instruction because of their 

immaturityr lack of experience^ and capriciousness and Most 

student rating schemes are nothing more than a popularity 

contest with the warm, friendlyr humorous instructor 

emerging as the winner every time, were addressed by 

Aleamoni (1987) in his often cited rebuttal entitled, 

"Student Ratings Myths Versus Research Facts." Aleamoni 

addresses 15 of the most frequently perpetuated myths, 

concluding that the only problem truly inherent in student 

ratings is the misuse and misinterpretation of the data. 

The Uses and Users of Student Ratings Data 

Although the utilization of student ratings as one 

indicator of effective teaching has been substantiated time 
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and time again, several researchers (Cohen, 1980; Franklin 

& Theall, 1989; Marsh, 1993; Marsh & Roche, 1993; 

McKeachie, 1987; Wilson, 1987) have concurred that in order 

for student ratings to be effective, they must be used 

effectively. As Franklin and Theall (1990) point out: 

The weakness of ratings systems have little to do with 
the validity and reliability of ratings themselves. 
Ineffective use of ratings can very easily come about 
when policy is unclear, when there is no faith in the 
reliability of data-collection procedures, or when 
reports of results are disseminated without regard for 
how they may be used or by whom. Merely having valid 
and reliable student data in no way ensures that the 
information will be used appropriately or effectively, 
(p. 18) 

It has been determined (Cohen, 1980) that student 

ratings of instruction data are being primarily utilized 

for three reasons: (1) Personnel and decision making, (2) 

Student course selection, and (3) Improvement of 

instruction. Theall and Franklin (1990) suggested that 

student ratings data is being used for a multiplicity of 

reasons, including but not limited to, promotion and tenure 

decision making, course and/or instructor improvement and 

course selection. Additionally, these researchers profess 

that although the same data can be used by different 

persons for different reasons, the data presentation must 

vary according to its purpose. 
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It is students, Theall and Franklin (1990) contend, 

that are the evaluators of effective instruction only where 

course selection is concerned. Effective instruction is 

evaluated by course instructors as they use student ratings 

data in a formative manner, to either improve their own 

teaching practices, or inadvertently make contributions as 

members of promotion and tenure decision making committees. 

However, summatively speaking (when promotion and retention 

decisions are being made) , Theall and Franklin (1990) 

suggest that the ultimate evaluators of teaching and/or 

teaching effectiveness, are decision makers, such as 

participants of promotion and tenure committees, department 

chairs and deans. 

At a minimum, instructors, chairs and deans, as 

participating consumers of the dissemination of student 

ratings data, have been assumed for years to be savvy in 

their interpretation and use of such data. Ironically, 

Franklin and Theall (1989) made some very disturbing 

discoveries revealing just how unknowledgeable users of 

student ratings really are. In their quest to determine 

exactly what the users of student ratings data knew. 

Franklin & Theall, reported that the knowledge, attitudes, 

and skills of the over 700 instructors and decision makers 
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that were queried, was astonishingly low. For example, out 

of the third of their respondents who admitted 

participating in personnel decisions using student ratings 

data, 25-50% of them did not know the correct answers to 

the most important knowledge of student ratings questions. 

Franklin & Theall concluded that although valid and 

reliable student ratings data can be provided to 

instructors and decision makers, these instructors and 

decision makers, unfortunately often aren't as valid and 

reliable as the data presented them. 

Additionally, Franklin and Theall (1989) noted that 

although a voluminous amount of literature is available on 

student ratings, these researchers discovered that the 

respondents in their study who had participated in 

choosing, adapting or writing these instrximents, did not 

routinely refer to the available literature. Or worse, the 

researchers ascertained that when the users did, they may 

not effectively interpret the literature in terms of 

application. 

Although studies have not been conducted regarding the 

misinterpretation and/or misuse of student ratings data, it 

is presumed that decision making errors can result in 
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devastating realities for those affected by improper 

decisions. Franklin and Theall (1990) state that. 

In a sense, the user is the last defense against bad 
practice, since the user makes the final decision 
about whether and how to use any data provided in the 
system. Rating systems must empower users to 
recognize false or irrelevant information and avoid 
misconstruing valid and reliable information, (p. 81) 

The interpretation and use issues notwithstanding, 

researchers concur that within a successful comprehensive 

faculty evaluation system, lies the inclusion of student 

ratings of instruction data (Arreola & Aleamoni, 1990) . 

These data, when interpreted and utilized correctly are 

considered imperative, in the evaluation of effective 

teaching when combined with administrative, peer and self-

review components. However, according to Franklin & Theall 

(1989), what does remain somewhat nebulous are the current 

reports questioning the validity and reliability of the 

users of student ratings data. If indeed the users of 

these data are as invalid and unreliable as these 

researchers suggest, what approaches have been taken, 

heretofore, in the quest toward the improvement of the 

interpretation and use of student ratings data? 
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The Consultation Approach 

Although Cohen (1980) maintains that information 

derived from student ratings data can be used to aid in 

administrative decisions, to aid students in course or 

instructor selection, and to provide feedback to 

instructors for instructional improvement, only providing 

feedback to instructors for instructional improvement has 

been studied systematically where the inclusion of a 

consultant was concerned. Results have consistently shown 

(Cohen, 1980; Stevens, 1987; Stevens & Aleamoni, 1985; 

Wilson, 1987) that student ratings feedback, when 

accompanied with consultation, dramatically improve the 

effectiveness of instruction and instructional delivery. 

Moreover, the inclusion of a consultant for purposes of 

faculty improvement has also been reported to improve 

students' motivation and achievement (Overall & Marsh, 

1979). 

Wilson (1987) concurred with his colleagues regarding 

the use of consultants in the improvement of instructional 

effectiveness. However, he determined that the expenses 

associated with consultants could prove to be cost 

prohibitive in many instances. He, instead, began 

providing student ratings users with interpretation manuals 
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in lieu of consultants. Initial results indicated that 

simply supplying these users with written text was deemed 

ineffective, as it was reported that the manuals were not 

easily understood and as a result, not utilized. 

Currently, further studies focusing on alternatives to 

consultation for use in the improvement of instructional 

effectiveness include: the use of emeritus professors, 

teaching idea packets and personal teaching guides. 

What appears to be absent from the literature, 

however, are the studies pertaining to how the consultation 

model might aid administrators, and instructors alike, in 

their interpretation and application of student ratings 

feedback. How perhaps, in light of the bleak Franklin and 

Theall (1989) findings, that the decision making processes 

could benefit as a result of the addition of consultants. 

In their quests to utilize student ratings data in making 

personnel decisions, it would seem logical that 

administrators and members of promotion and tenure 

committees would wish to be as knowledgeable as possible 

regarding the interpretation of such data. These users 

appear to be in need of help from consultants more than 

anyone. The decisions that they make, based on knowledge 
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that they don't have, could potentially impact people far 

beyond what anyone might imagine. 

Having read and heeded the research advice of those 

that have come before us, the current research sets out to 

apply the theory that using the consultation model could 

prove beneficial in the interpretation and utilization of 

student ratings data for administrators and instructors 

that are charged with its use. Moreover, the body of 

existing literature would be best served by the addition of 

a model designed to not rely exclusively on the traditional 

consultant that has heretofore proven cost prohibitive. 

But rather, to attempt to deliver student ratings 

information to these decision makers via a training 

session. 

In essence, student ratings have been found to be 

valid and reliable indices of effective instruction and 

instructional delivery. However, a myriad of questions 

regarding the interpretation and utilization of these data 

remain unanswered. Franklin and Theall (1989) suggest that 

the knowledge, skills and attitudes of the users of student 

ratings data that they sampled, were mediocre at best. The 

current research necessitates the inclusion of the Franklin 

and Theall findings, coupled with the alternative to 
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consultation, namely training, in order to not only examine 

the prevailing status of these decision makers, but in 

addition, to assess the effects of training on their 

knowledge, skills and attitudes toward student ratings 

data. Simply stated: Will training make a difference in 

the knowledge, attitudes, and skills and of users of 

student ratings data? 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

Participants 

Data for this study was collected from 68 participants 

who had attended a workshop entitled ^^Developing a 

Comprehensive Evaluation System." The four-day workshop 

was held in St. Louis, Missouri, in October 1996. The 

participants were faculty and administrators of institutes 

of higher learning from throughout the continental United 

States and Puerto Rico. 

The Workshop: An Overview 

The four-day workshop was facilitated by two experts 

in the fields of comprehensive faculty evaluation systems 

and student ratings of instruction. The primary goal of 

the workshop was to provide its participants with step by 

step procedures to use in the development of a 

comprehensive faculty evaluation system that specifically 

delineates the role peers, students, administrators, and 

others play in the evaluative process. Additionally, the 

facilitators addressed the issues of evaluating teaching, 
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research and service; the use of peer and student ratings; 

techniques for combining data from multiple sources; and 

the development of questionnaires, forms, and operational 

policies. Moreover, methods for using evaluation 

information as feedback for instructional improvement, as 

well as for promotion, tenure and merit pay decisions were 

also addressed. 

The Workshop: An Agenda 

The first two days of training included topics such 

as: "The Portfolio System for Gathering and Maintaining 

Evaluative Information," "Determining the Faculty Role 

Model," "Determining Component Weights," and "Application 

to Personnel Decisions." The following two days focused on 

topics such as "Student Ratings: Myths Versus Research 

Facts," "Peer Evaluation," "Differential Relationships of 

Student, Instructor, and Course Characteristics to General 

and Specific Items on a Course Evaluation Questionnaire," 

"Techniques for Designing a Course Instructor Rating Form," 

and "Evaluating Academic Administrators." 
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The Instrument 

The participants were asked to anonymously complete, 

pre and post, a revised form of the "Using Student Ratings 

of Instruction" questionnaire. This instrument was 

originally designed by Franklin and Theall (1989), in 

conjunction with several experts in the field of student 

ratings to measure the knowledge and attitudes of users of 

student ratings data. Additionally, Franklin and Theall 

sought to explore the perceptions of these users in terms 

of their skills, and hence, application of such skills. 

The questionnaire, in its current form, is comprised of 

three components, the first containing 54 statements, 51 of 

which were devised to measure basic, global knowledge of, 

and attitudes toward student ratings. Although the first 

51 questions in the questionnaire provide a 5-option Likert 

response scale that includes Strongly Agree, Agree, 

Uncertain, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree, the first 38 

items were designed such that the users of student ratings 

knowledge could be assessed. Therefore, those items are 

intended to be "graded" and scored as either "correct" or 

"incorrect." Items 39-51 are attempting to tap into the 

participant's attitudes and opinions regarding student 

ratings; obviously no right or wrong responses were 
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expected. The remainder of the statements in the first 

section were incorporated to sxammon demographic data only. 

In the second section, the respondents were supplied with a 

vignette and a set of "dummy data" and were offered the 

opportxinity to apply their student ratings use skills to 10 

situational statements. Additionally, they were asked and 

provided space to include any other statistical information 

that they would have liked to have seen included in the 

mock data, and to indicate which statistical information 

they relied most heavily on while making their decisions. 

In the third and final section, the participants are asked 

three additional questions: the role that they play in 

selecting student ratings forms at their institutions, how 

often they use ratings results in making personnel 

decisions, and finally, if they have ever received 

assistance from an expert in such endeavors. 

The Procedure 

On day three of the workshop, prior to the beginning 

of instruction on student ratings, the participants were 

given the revised form of the "Using Student Ratings of 

Instruction" questionnaire by one of the workshop's 

facilitators. On day four, following the student ratings 
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instruction and prior to the respondent's departure, they 

were once again asked to complete the ^^Using Student 

Ratings of Instruction" questionnaire. For those unable to 

complete the questionnaire prior to their departure, they 

were given a self-addressed, stamped envelope along with 

the post questionnaire and were asked to complete and mail 

the questionnaire within two days. 

An analysis of the data will include: subscale 

reliability estimates, descriptive statistics and frequency 

distributions. Additionally, correlated groups' t-tests 

will be performed to assess group differences. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Respondents' Information 

Of the respondents, 58% are female, 42% are male. 

Fifteen percent of the respondents reported never having 

had assistance in interpreting and/or using student ratings 

data and were not interested in having any such assistance. 

Four percent reported never having had assistance in 

interpreting and/or using student ratings data and were 

interested in having assistance. The remaining 81% 

reported having received assistance in interpreting and/or 

using student ratings data at least once. 

Six percent of the respondents reported never having 

selected, adapted or written a student ratings form for 

either their own use in improving instruction, their own 

use in personnel decision making, or for the use of others 

in either improving instruction or for use in personnel 

decision making. However, the remaining 94% of the 

respondents reported having selected, adapted, or written a 

student ratings form for either their own use in improving 

instruction, their own use in personnel decision making, or 



57 

for the use of others in either improving instruction or 

for use in personnel decision making. 

Fifty percent of the respondents reported never having 

used student ratings for personnel decision making 

purposes. The other 50% reported having either used 

student ratings in the past or were currently using student 

ratings for personnel decision making purposes. 

Eighteen percent of the respondents reported that 

their current duties consisted of teaching only, 25% 

reported currently teaching with some administrative 

duties, 20% reported that they're currently working in 

primarily administrative positions, and 27% reported 

working currently in solely in administrative positions. 

Eight percent reported working as instructional or faculty 

development professionals with some teaching 

responsibilities and the remaining 2% reported working 

solely as instructional or faculty development 

professionals. 

Of those who were faculty, 21% reported being full 

professors, 34% reported being associate professors, 21% 

reported being assistant professors, and 25% reported being 

instructors. 



Two percent of the respondents have taught less than 

one year, 5% have taught more than two years, 18% have 

taught more than 2 but less than 8 years, 13% have taught 

more than 8 but less than 12 years, 32% have taught more 

than 12 but less than 20 years, and 30% have taught more 

than 2 0 years. 

The Analysis 

A reliability analysis of the questionnaire focused on 

its subscales. The obtained alphas were as follows: 

The knowledge subscale yielded an alpha of .81, the 

attitude/opinion subscale yielded an alpha of .64, and the 

skills subscale yielded an alpha of .60. 

On the pretest, the mean (average number of correct 

keyed responses) of the knowledge subscale was 18.44 and 

the standard deviation was 6.097. On the posttest, the 

mean was 21.7778 and the standard deviation was 4.925. 

Utilizing the t-test to examine the difference between 

the mean values of the two groups on the three subscales, 

the following was discovered: The knowledge subscale 

yielded an obtained t score of *4.58, n=27, p=.000 and the 

attitude/opinion subscale yielded an obtained t score of 

*2.11, n=27, p=.044. 
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Table 1 

Subscale Analysis 

KNOWLEDGE 

Number of 

Items = 38 

ATTITUDES 

Number of 

Items = 13 

^EILLa 

Number of 

Items = 10 

Alpha = .81 

t = *4.58 

n = 27 

Alpha = .64 

t = *2.11 

n = 27 

Alpha = .60 

Mean number of correct keved responses: 

Pre = 18.44 3.44 

Post = 21.77 3.58 

Standard deviation of correct keved responses: 

Pre = 5.09 .436 

Post = 4.925 .398 

* Indicates statistical significance. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

Based on the bleak findings of the Franklin and Theall 

(1989) research, this study made an inquiry into the 

effects of group training on the knowledge, attitudes and 

skills of the users of student rating data. Study 

participants were faculty and administrators from 

institutions of higher learning across the country, 

presumably (although not officially) , a random sample of 

users of student rating data. These participants attended 

a four-day training session focusing on the establishment 

of a comprehensive faculty evaluation system, including a 

series of lectures focusing on the delivery of a broad 

overview of student rating literature, including but not 

limited to the appropriate use and interpretation of 

student rating data. As a means of pre and post 

assessment, the participants completed a revised form of 

the Using Student Ratings Data questionnaire. Sixty-eight 

participants completed the pretest; 27 completed the 

posttest. A copy of the questionnaire and the obtained 
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results can be found in Appendix A. The respondents' 

demographic data can be found in Appendix B. 

This particular research is the first of its kind to 

examine the effects of an alternative approach to 

consultation: the use of group training as it applies to 

the interpretation and use of student rating data. 

Whereas, traditional consultation has been shown to play an 

effective role in the dissemination of student rating data, 

specifically as it applies to the improvement of 

instruction, it has proven to be, at times, cost 

prohibitive (Wilson, 1987). Moreover, the effects of 

consultation of any type have not been studied as they 

apply to the use and interpretation of student rating data, 

by administrators or promotion and tenure committees, 

expressly for use in decisions regarding retention and/or 

promotion. 

While developing the original data bank of questions 

for use in the "Using Student Ratings Data" questionnaire. 

Franklin and Theall intended, from a global standpoint, to 

utilize the questionnaire as a means of assessing the 

amount of basic knowledge about student rating data that 

users of student ratings either did or did not possess. 

Furthermore, the researchers were interested in knowing 
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whether or not questionnaire responses provided by users of 

student rating data indicated either their familiarity with 

the body of literature surrounding student ratings or, more 

importantly, if their responses might suggest that these 

users referred to the literature on a regular basis. 

Finally, Franklin and Theall wished to assess these users 

on the basic statistical concepts inherent within the 

appraisal of student rating data. 

As such, it was the intention of Franklin and Theall 

to create the "knowledge" items such that the respondents 

were unaware of the fact that this subscale was basically a 

test. As a result, the respondents were provided a five-

categorized Likert response scale to each of the first 38 

items "disguised" as merely opinion-seeking items. These 

items were subsequently re-coded and analyzed as 

dichotomous: either as a "correct keyed response" or an 

"incorrect keyed response." 

What was learned from this knowledge si±>scale was that 

the participants averaged correct scores of only 47% on the 

pretest. Furthermore, of those 68 pretest responders, 50% 

of them have at some time, or are currently, participating 

in making personnel decisions using student rating data. 

This could be interpreted as though half of the users 
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possess only half of the necessary interpretive knowledge 

required, but are using this data on a daily basis to make 

personnel decisions. Fortunately, however, the data 

suggests that even though the sample size decreased 

dramatically on the posttest, the participants' average 

correct score rose to 56%, indicating that the training had 

a significantly positive effect on the participants. 

The 13 attitudinal items were designed to tap into the 

perspectives of the participants, and as such were not re-

coded in the analysis of the data. One such item solicited 

the participants to assess their own level of statistical 

savvy. When pretested, only 26% of these participants 

agreed or strongly agreed that they knew enough about 

statistics to interpret student rating data. 

Interestingly, however, 94% of the same pretest responders 

said that they have either helped choose, write, or adapt a 

student rating form for their school. While only a quarter 

of the respondents feel statistically qualified to engage 

in the interpretation of ratings data, almost all of them 

are executing such tasks. 

Furthermore, 75% of the respondents reported having 

taught eight or more years, 55% being either Associate or 

Full Professors. This suggests, perhaps, that knowledge 
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regarding the use and interpretation of student rating data 

does not appear to increase with a person's tenure or 

longevity. 

Unfortunately, it appears as though our institutions 

are continuing to operate under instructional research 

paradigms in which administrators and faculty members alike 

are not becoming more knowledgeable about the 

interpretation and use of student rating data. Where 

exactly the system is filing these users is at this time 

un-researched and purely speculative. It has been 

suggested that faculty members and administrators are 

either too busy to seek assistance, have poor attitudes 

toward student ratings, or may possibly be even embarrassed 

by their lack of knowledge. 

It is the opinion of this researcher, however, that it 

could be that these users, in many instances, are simply 

unaware of their lack of knowledge. To some extent, this 

theory is supported in the data. Item 41 of the 

questionnaire states: I know enough about student ratings 

to use them to improve my teaching. On the pretest, 66% of 

the respondents agreed or strongly agreed with this 

statement. However, on the posttest, only 59% of the 

respondents agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. 
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Perhaps it was that as the respondents' knowledge 

increased, their awareness of what they did not know also 

increased. 

Nevertheless, the prevailing apprehensions of the 

potential misinterpretation and misuse of student rating 

data with its broad, far-reaching, perhaps even 

unmeasurable implications, depends upon who is using and 

interpreting this data. Students attempting to interpret 

and apply student rating data to personal course selections 

may not face face exorbitant peril. In a worst case 

scenario, a student makes a course or instructor selection 

based on being given no assistance in ratings 

interpretation and later frustratingly regrets having 

selected that course or instructor. However, the 

instructors' attempts to utilize their own ratings data in 

the quest to improve instructional practices may be a more 

profound undertaking. Without any technical assistance, 

many a stack of student rating data may simply wind up in 

the desk of the instructor for lack of any interpretive 

knowledge, hence meaningfulness. 

Moreover, it is the use of student rating data by 

administrators or faculty members participating on 

promotion and tenure decision-making committees, who lack 



(based on. the current and preceding research) the skills 

necessary to be able to correctly interpret and use this 

data in their decision-making endeavors that could prove 

most harmful. Although the research community continues to 

be uncertain of the prevalence of data misuse and 

misinterpretation in decisions regarding retention and/or 

promotion the potentially damaging consequences seem, at 

least, agonizing. 

Conclusions 

The currently obtained data suggests, congruent with 

Franklin and Theall's (1989) theory, that there may indeed 

exist a relationship between the amount of knowledge that 

users of student rating data possess and their attitudes 

toward student ratings. In this experimental pilot study, 

not only did the knowledge scores of the participants 

increase, pre to post, but the participants' altitudes 

likewise improved. Additionally, statistical significance 

was found in both subscales. 

The preliminary data analysis, it seems, could 

certainly support the implementation of group training, at 

least on an experimental basis. This approach, versus the 

traditional consultative approach, appears to be a cost 



effective and efficient way to impart student rating 

knowledge/ so desperately needed, in our institutions of 

higher education. Even with such a small percentage of 

this particular workshop geared specifically toward the 

interpretation and use of student rating data, the 

participants seemed to grasp and apply the knowledge 

presented them. 

If this data and the data collected by Franklin and 

Theall (1989) are to be taken in earnest, and faculty and 

administrators are indeed as ineffectual in the 

interpretation and use of student rating data as they 

appear to be, something must be done. If nothing is done, 

they will continue to misinterpret, and as a result perhaps 

even misuse student rating data, which could pose future 

ethical issues. It would seem that provided results such 

as these, every institution that participates in the 

administration of student rating instruments would want to 

re-examine its motives. 

If student ratings are to be used effectively, then 

we, as researchers, must continue in our pursuit for 

knowledge on the use of ratings results. In order for us 

to promulgate the utilization of student ratings, we must 
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not only discover what the users know, but more 

importantly, how they apply their knowledge of ratings. 

The bottom line is, and as Franklin and Theall alluded 

to in 1989, a valid and reliable ratings instrument can 

only be as valid and reliable as the users who use them. 

Given a valid and reliable instrument, the appropriate use 

of ratings data should be the most fundamental aspect of 

their existence. 

Recommendations 

Continued studies of training approaches may be as 

important and necessary an endeavor in the improvement of 

knowledge and attitudes among faculty members and 

administrators, as has been just about anything else in 

recent years. This persevered research could shed light on 

some very integral questions that still remain unanswered 

by the community of scholars that study student rating 

research. 

In order to advance this study and further pursue 

resolutions to this proliferating dilemma, future studies 

in this arena need to address some of the inadequacies 

inherent within the research studies conducted to date. In 

this study, random assignment was not used for logistical 



reasons. Future studies could benefit from the inclusion 

of random assignment as it could aid in the attempt to 

control for alternative explanations. 

To build a stronger case for the group training 

approach, comparative studies could likewise be designed 

such that alternative training methods could be employed 

simultaneously in future studies. For example, training 

could be delivered via web site or teleconferencing. These 

alternative methods of delivery could be used 

simultaneously as comparison groups, perhaps even with the 

inclusion of a control group, in order to potentially 

provide stronger baselines for evaluating the effects of 

the group training workshop. 

Unfortunately, in this study some participants delayed 

returning their post questionnaires. This could have 

affected the nature of the posttest data. Posttest data 

might be more reliable and valid if post questionnaires 

were collected at the conclusion of training. Moreover, 

many of the respondents that did complete the post 

questionnaire did not complete the third section wherein 

the obtained data reflecting their skills were to be 

analyzed. Typographical errors were discovered in the set 

of dummy data provided to the participants during the 
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pre-testing, resulting in few participants even being 

willing to complete the given items in either pre or post 

assessment. 

Conspicuously, attempts to obtain greater sample sizes 

could greatly benefit the evolution of the research as 

well. Sampling error, that could have occurred as a result 

of a small sample size, may also have affected the 

statistical analyses that te researcher performed. 

Moreover, the inclusion of additional participants would 

have enhanced our chances of discovering more about the 

population of student rating data users in many aspects. 

Furthermore, an increased sample size would have benefitted 

the development of the questionnaire as it would have 

allowed the application of many supplemental statistical 

techniques, including but not limited to regression and 

factor analysis. 

An attempt to apply factor analytic techniques to the 

data proved futile, as the current research was embedded in 

the use of a questionnaire containing 69 quantitative items 

and a sample size of less than 30. A much larger sample 

may have been able to provide the necessary power to 

separate the hypothesized constructs. Gorsuch (1983) 

defines a large sample as five or ten times the number of 
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variables. Further work in this domain will hopefully 

yield better response rates. 

The collection of longitudinal data could provide 

additional information regarding the retention of the 

information provided the participants. Retention of 

student rating knowledge and the application of such 

knowledge are two areas that could be investigated by way 

of direct field studies. Such studies could potentially 

reveal the intricacies of student ratings (mis)use and 

(mis)interpretation that are not addressed in the current 

literature. 

Unequivocally, however, these results should prompt 

further study into the employment of group training to 

improve the knowledge, attitudes and skills of student 

rating data users. Obviously, future research should begin 

with further field testing of the instrument. Although the 

knowledge and attitudes subscales of the questionnaire 

proved worthy in their initial debut, as previously 

mentioned, the skills subscale fell short. Hopefully, with 

its revisions, it may also show that the participant's 

competence in application can also be enhanced as a result 

of utilizing group training. 
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APPENDIX A 

USING STUDENT RATINGS OF INSTRUCTION 

DIRECTIONS: PART I 

Using the key below, write in the response that most closely matches 

your level of agreement with each of the statements. 

A = Strongly Agree 

B = Agree 

c = uncertain 

D = Strongly Disagree 

E = Disagree 

1. There is rarely good agreement between the ratings 

of students and other measures of teaching competence (such 

as administrative review, peer observations, and interviews 

with students conducted by independent consultants). 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 75.8 86.7 

INCORRECT 24.2 13.3 

2. Student ratings can't really give a teacher the kind 

of feedback needed for improving the quality of instruction 

s/he provides. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPQNPINg 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 80.3 100. 

INCORRECT 19.7 .000 
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3 • Very specific items dealing with a teacher's 

behavior and skills usually correlate more highly with 

student achievement than do broad, global items such as 

^^this instructor compared to others." 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

£B& POST 

CORRECT 20.0 24.1 

INCORRECT 80.0 75.9 

4. Really good, but "tough " teachers will tend to 

receive lower ratings and will only be appreciated by 

students years later when real life experiences have 

provided a new perspective. 

^ POST 

CORRECT 62.1 86.7 

INCORRECT 37.9 13.3 

5. Fifteen students in a given course are more likely 

to agree with each other in their rating of an instructor 

than are fifteen of the instructor's colleagues rating the 

same course. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 28.8 73.3 

INCORRECT 71.0 26.7 
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6. Even a few written comments from students can often 

tell more about a course than a page full of statistics 

from a student rating questionnaire, no matter how many 

students responded to it. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 25.8 76.7 

INCORRECT 74.2 23.3 

7. Discussion, lecture and laboratory classes are so 

different that there is no valid way to use student ratings 

to compare the instructors who teach them. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 78.8 90.0 

INCORRECT 21.2 10.0 

8. Student ratings used for personnel purposes should 

not be returned to the instructor until after the grades 

have been submitted. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 21.5 36.7 

INCORRECT 78.5 63.3 



When student ratings are used for promotion and 

tenure decision-making, it really doesn't matter who 

administers the course evaluation. 

POST 

CORRECT 89.4 70.0 

INCORRECT 10.6 30.0 

10. Students should be required to sign their answer 

sheets. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

SBE. POST 

CORRECT 83.3 73.3 

INCORRECT 16.7 26.7 

11. The instructor should leave the room during the 

administration of a student rating questionnaire. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

£B&. POST 

CORRECT 10.6 26.7 

INCORRECT 89.4 73.3 

12. Telling students that results will be used for 

personnel purposes tends to cause students to be more 

critical and thus lowers ratings. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPOWINg 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 54.5 66.7 

INCORRECT 45.5 33.3 
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13. There is no predictable relationship between 

student ratings and student achievement. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 43.9 40.0 

INCORRECT 56.1 60.0 

14. Students are more likely to give slightly higher 

ratings to their majors or electives thaji to courses taken 

to fulfill a college requirement. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 24.2 26.7 

INCORRECT 75.8 73.3 

15. The ratings obtained from "good" students should be 

given more weight than those of students who aren't doing 

well, i.e. the higher the grade point average of the rater, 

the more likely valid that rater's responses. 

REgPQNSg PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 84.8 90.0 

INCORRECT 15.2 10.0 

16. A student's gender tend to exert predictable and 

systematic influences on the ratings s/he gives. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 54.5 86.7 

INCORRECT 45.5 13.3 
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17. There are no predictable differences between the 

ratings given to lower level (beginning) courses and those 

given to upper level courses. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 56.1 93.3 

INCORRECT 43.9 6.70 

18. Students who expect lower course grades almost 

always give lower ratings than students who expect higher 

course grades. 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 43.9 73.3 

INCORRECT 56.1 26.7 

19. ^Entertaining teachers, tend to get better ratings on 

"overall" items (e.g. "this instructor compared to others" 

and "this course compared to others") than less "flashy," 

but otherwise better teachers. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPQWINg 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 22.7 50.0 

INCORRECT 77.3 50.0 



20. A poor teacher can get higher ratings by lenient 

grading-even when the ratings are anonymous and students 

know that results will not be released until after grades 

have been filed. 

PESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 37.9 90.0 

INCORRECT 62.1 10.0 

21. Generally, a rating of heavier than average 

workload and/or difficulty is associated with lower than 

average ratings of the teacher's performance based on 

"overall" item scores. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

POST 

CORRECT 43.9 82.8 

INCORRECT 56.1 17.2 

2 2 .  The content area of courses is associated with 

predictable differences in the ratings students give, 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 18.2 43.3 

INCORRECT 81.8 56.7 
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23. Class size has no predictable influence on student 

ratings. 

SEE. POST 

CORRECT 60.6 16.7 

INCORRECT 39.4 83.3 

24. Administrators should usually give more weight to 

student rating items dealing with an instructor's specific 

teaching skills (such as commxanication, rapport, testing, 

and grading) than to broad, global items such as "this 

instructor's teaching effectiveness compared to others." 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

POST 

CORRECT 22.7 16.7 

INCORRECT 77.3 83.3 

25. Properly constructed, administered, and analyzed 

student ratings are usually sufficient as the sole source 

of information about teaching effectiveness for the purpose 

of personnel decision-making. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPOWINg 
POST 

CORRECT 98.5 89.7 

INCORRECT 1.50 10.3 
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26. T̂he smaller the classeŝ  the more classes are needed 

to determine an instructor's "average" teaching 

performance. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

£BE. £QS£ 
CORRECT 50.0 62.1 

INCORRECT 50.0 37.9 

27. The niomber of courses needed to provide a 

reasonable basis for understanding a teacher's performance 

depends largely on how the rating results are to be used. 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 24.2 44.8 

INCORRECT 75.8 55.2 

28. Given a valid questionnaire properly administered, 

the ratings obtained in a single large lecture course (e.g. 

100 students) would be an adequate sample of student 

opinion for use in personnel decision-making, provided that 

at least 75% of the students responded. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 59.1 55.2 

INCORRECT 40.9 44.8 



29. The proportion of a class that rates an instructor 

is not as important as the total number of raters. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDINfS 

EBE. POST 

CORRECT 57.6 55.2 

INCORRECT 42.4 44.8 

30. The best measure of overall teaching performance is 

obtained by averaging the scores for each item on the 

questionnaire into one "grand mean". 

REgPQNSB PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 63.6 64.3 

INCORRECT 36.4 35.7 

31. When interpreting ratings results, the only way to 

statistically control the influence of bias in student 

ratings is to construct a regression equation. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 26.2 39.3 

INCORRECT 73.8 60.7 

32. A good way to compare an instructor's global or 

overall ratings with those of other instructor's is to 

compare mean scores for each item. 

RgSPOUSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 34.8 48.3 

INCORRECT 65.2 51.7 
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33. For personnel decision-making, nationally based 

norms are a fairer basis for comparison than local 

(institutional or departmental) norms. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 80.3 51.7 

INCORRECT 19.7 48.3 

34. A good way to understand both the range and 

direction(s) of student opinion in a class is to examine 

the percentages of students responding to each option for 

an item. 

REgPONSE PERCENT RESPONDINC3 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 6.10 17.2 

INCORRECT 93.9 82.8 

35. For items with a five point scale, standard 

deviations of more than 1.5 generally indicate that the 

respondents were in relatively good agreement on an item. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONL 

£BEL POST 

CORRECT 26.6 37.9 

INCORRECT 73.4 62.1 
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36. For items with a five point scale, standard 

deviations of more than 1.5 make the results for that item 

nearly useless for interpretation for any purpose. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 42.2 50.0 

INCORRECT 57.8 50.0 

37. For student ratings, a mean score with a 

percentile ranking of 60 usually indicates better teaching 

performance than a mean with a percentile ranking of 50. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 25.4 10.7 

INCORRECT 74.6 89.3 

38. For an item such as "rate this instructor compared 

to other you have had," a mean score with a percentile 

ranking of 10 always indicates a poor teaching performance. 

RESPONSE PERCENT RESPONDING 

PRE POST 

CORRECT 37.5 50.0 

INCORRECT 62.5 50.0 
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39. Student rating questionnaires are not a very useful 

way to measure teaching effectiveness in my particular 

discipline. 

RESPONSE PERCENT PRE PERCENT POST 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 27.3 34.5 

DISAGREE 48.5 58.6 

UNCERTAIN 06.1 00.0 

AGREE 16.7 06.9 

STRONGLY AGREE 01.5 00.0 

40. I know enough about statistics to interpret the 

results of student ratings without assistance. 

IgSPOySE PERCENT PRE PERCENT POST 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 12.1 13.8 

DISAGREE 48.5 48.3 

UNCERTAIN 13.6 10.3 

AGREE 18.2 20.7 

STRONGLY AGREE 07.6 06.9 

41. I know enough about student ratings to use them to 

improve my teaching skills or course. 

RESPONSE PERCENT PRE PERCENT POST 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 01.6 00.0 

DISAGREE 19.4 33.3 

UNCERTAIN 12.9 07.4 

AGREE 62.9 55.6 

STRONGLY AGREE 03.2 03.7 
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42. Administrators generally use student ratings in 

promotion and tenure decisions in ways that accurately 

depict quality of teaching performance. 

RESPONSE PERCENT PRE PERCENT POST 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 26.7 16.0 

DISAGREE 28.3 36.0 

UNCERTAIN 30.0 32.0 

AGREE 13.3 16.0 

STRONGLY AGREE 01.7 00.0 

43. Students have a right/responsibility to rate 

courses/instructors. 

RESPONSE PERCENT PRE PERCENT POST 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 00.0 00.0 

DISAGREE 09.2 06.9 

UNCERTAIN 04.6 06.9 

AGREE 50.8 55.2 

STRONGLY AGREE 35.4 31.0 

44. Using student ratings in my institution provides 

little or no benefit to the quality of instruction students 

receive. 

RESPONSE PERCENT PRE PERCENT POST 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 03.1 10.3 

DISAGREE 40.6 37.9 

UNCERTAIN 17.2 17.2 

AGREE 25.0 27.6 

STRONGLY AGREE 14.1 06.9 
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45. I believe mandatory evaluation of teaching 

performance without institutional support for teaching 

improvement is pxmitive. 

RESPOHSE PERCENT PRE PERCENT POST 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 00.0 00.0 

DISAGREE 07.8 06.9 

UNCERTAIN 09.4 03.4 

AGREE 51.6 55.2 

STRONGLY AGREE 31.3 34.5 

46. I trust my students to give sincere and honest 

responses on student rating questionnaires. 

response PERCENT PRE PERCENT POST 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 03.2 00.0 

DISAGREE 12.7 10.3 

UNCERTAIN 12.7 06.9 

AGREE 65.1 58.6 

STRONGLY AGREE 06.3 24.1 

47. I have improved my teaching or my course based on 

information I obtained from student ratings. 

RESPOWSE PERCENT PRE PERCENT POST 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 00.0 03.7 

DISAGREE 13.1 07.4 

UNCERTAIN 11.5 07.4 

AGREE 55.7 55.6 

STRONGLY AGREE 19.7 25.9 



48. With the exception of notaibly poor teaching 

performance, there appears to be little or no practical 

administrative interest in the quality of teaching in my 

department. 

BFISPONSE *E PERCENT 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 23.0 25.9 

DISAGREE 32.8 55.6 

UNCERTAIN 03.3 03.7 

AGREE 29.5 11.1 

STRONGLY AGREE 11.5 03.7 

49. I am unaware of any explicit procedures or policies 

regarding the use of student ratings in personnel decisions 

in my department. 

RESPONSE PERCENT PRE PERCENT POST 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 26.7 03.4 

DISAGREE 21.7 37.9 

UNCERTAIN 10.0 13.8 

AGREE 30.0 41.4 

STRONGLY AGREE 11.7 3.4 

50. I feel my career has been harmed to some degree by 

student ratings I have received. 

RESPONSE PERCENT PRE PERCENT POST 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 38.4 28.0 

DISAGREE 46.7 60.0 

UNCERTAIN 03.3 08.0 

AGREE 06.7 04.0 

STRONGLY AGREE 05.0 00.0 
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51. I believe that personnel decisions (e.g. hire/fire, 

promotions, tenure, merit increments, etc.) in my 

department have been unfairly influenced by student 

ratings. 

RESPONSE PERCENT PRE PERCENT POST 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 15.3 10.7 

DISAGREE 54.2 50.0 

UNCERTAIN 13.6 25.0 

AGREE 11.9 14.3 

STRONGLY AGREE 05.1 00.0 

52 How many years have you been teaching at the post-

secondary level? 

PERCENT 

less than one 01.7 

one to two 05 .0 

more than two but less than eight 18.3 

eight or more but less than twelve 13.3 

more than twelve but less than twenty 31.7 

twenty or more 30.0 

53. Indicate the response which best fits your current 

duties (excluding research). 

PERCENT 

• teaching only 18.3 

• teaching with administrative duties 25.0 

• primarily administrative appointment with 20.0 

some teaching duties 

• administrative appointment, no teaching 26.7 

duties 
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• instructional or faculty development, or 08.3 

evaluation professional with some teaching 

duties 

• instructional development, faculty 01.7 

development, or evaluation professional, 

no teaching duties 

54. Indicate your faculty rank. (If you are faculty) 

PERCENT 

• full professor (including emeritus) 20.5 

• associate professor 34.1 

• assistant professor 20.5 

• instructor 25.0 

• lecturer (including adjunct, senior, 00.0 

and part-time) 

• teaching assistant 00.0 
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INSTRUCTIONS: PART II 

For items 42-51, you are a member of department XYZ's promotion and 

tenure committee reviewing the teaching effectiveness of five 

instructors. Many sources of evidence concerning their teaching 

performance have already been considered by the committee. The 

committee's attention now turns to the available student ratings for the 

five. The goal is to coit^are the ratings of the candidates before 

integrating the ratings data with other previously considered data. 

The ratings were obtained using a short questionnaire which included the 

three items described in the key. The results for the instructors and 

the XYZ department are siammarized in the table below. 

KEY TO QOESTIONNAHCB ITEMS: 

OVERALL RATING OF INSTRUCTION 

5 points among the best 

4 points better than average 

3 points about average 

2 points worse than average 

1 point among the worst 

OVERALL RATING OF INSTRUCTOR 

5 points among the best 

4 points better than average 

3 points about average 

2 points worse than average 

1 point among the worst 
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5 points exceptional amount 

4 points more than usual 

3 points about as much as usual 

2 points less than usual 

1 point almost nothing 

KEZ TO BEPORT IHFOIOATIQN; 

MBAN for each course is the mean of the student 

responses in class for item. 

S.D. standard deviation of the mean. 

T is the T score. A standardized score showing the 

standard deviation unit where the course section mean 

stands in the XYZ comparison group of similar courses. 

T score of 50 represents the XYZ mean. 

Enr/Rssp enrolled vs. responded. 

Course Muadsers show level. For exan^le, 101 is a 100 

level undergraduate course; 270 is a 200 level under

graduate level course. The course number 602 is a 

graduate level course. 

XtZ D«D*rtm»nt:-wtd« results 

tisan ?rP.- High liOw 

Learned 

Instructor 

Course 

3.53 

3.60 

3.47 

0.50 3.58 

0.70 3.67 

0.50 3.53 

4.80 2.26 

5.00 1.50 

4.68 1.89 

Oni.vegsi.t.v wiiie-results 

Msan ? r P r  Median High Ii^w 

Learned 3.63 0.50 3.69 

Instructor 3.75 0.70 3.86 

Course 3.62 0.60 3.67 

5.00 

5.00 

5.00 

1.33 

1.38 

1.56 
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Overall owrall Overall Sample 

Amount Instructor Course 

L«arn«d 

Courss Maan SD T Maan SD T Maan. SO T Enr/Raap % 

XYZ 101-01 3.8 0.7 55 4.5 0.7 62 3.6 0.7 53 75/85 93% 

Smith XYZ 101-02 3.4 0.7 62 4.7 0.5 66 3.3 1.1 49 82/99 93% 

XYZ 101-03 3.3 0.7 43 4.3 0.9 49 3.4 0.9 49 93/115 81% 

Sraxid Maan. 3-5 4.5 3.5 

Aspen XYZ 270-01 3.7 0.5 53 4.5 0.5 63 4.2 0.4 64 7/6 86% 

XYZ 102-01 4.2 0.7 65 4.8 0.4 67 3.6 0.5 53 5/5 100% 

XYZ 101-01 4.2 0.7 64 4.3 0.7 60 4.2 0.7 64 7/6 86% 

XYZ 101-02 4.2 0.7 65 4.6 0.8 64 4.3 0.7 64 5/5 100% 

XYZ 102-01 4.8 0.4 78 5.0 0.0 70 4-6 0.5 70 5/5 100% 

Grand Mean 4.2 4.6 4.2 

Fahey XYZ 201-01 3.3 1.0 47 3.3 1-0 46 3.6 0.8 53 53/23 43% 

XYZ 201-01 3.5 0.9 49 3.5 0.8 49 3-4 0.9 48 35/18 51% 

XYZ 201-01 3.4 1.1 46 2.8 1.1 38 2.9 0-9 38 61/29 48% 

XYZ 201-01 4.0 1.4 59 3.6 0-9 50 3.6 0-7 53 39/16 41% 

Grand Maan. 3.5 3.3 3.4 

Cohen XYZ 402-01 3.3 1.0 45 3.0 1.0 42 3.5 1-0 50 29/23 79% 

XYZ 403-01 3.8 0.8 57 3.7 1.0 51 3-5 0.6 51 14/12 86% 

XYZ 402-01 3.6 0.8 51 3.4 1.1 48 3.7 0-5 55 30/23 77% 

XYZ 403-01 4.3 0.6 67 4.1 0.8 57 4.2 0.7 64 16/12 75% 

XYZ 402-01 3.6 0.7 50 3.6 0.8 50 3.8 0.8 51 29/21 72% 

Grand Maan 3.7 3.6 3.7 

Pa:dcer XYZ 602-01 3.5 0.9 49 4.3 0.9 60 3.7 0.8 54 39/37 95% 

XYZ 602-01 3.8 0.8 56 4.1 0.9 57 3.9 1.0 58 33/22 67% 

Grand Maan 1.8 2.1 1.9 

At various times during the course of deliberations, the statements at 

the bottom of the facing page are made by members of the conmiittee. 

Based on the data in this report alone, use the response option that 

would best describe your opinion concerning each of the following 

comparisons. Mark only one option for each comparison. 

(Italicized options are the correct keyed responses.) 



Comparing Aspen's teaching effectiveness ratings with 

Smith's Pre N = 47 Post N = 22 

Aspen's ratings are considerably lower suggesting Aspen 

is less effective 

Pre =00.0 Post 00.0= 

Aspen's ratings are considerably higher suggesting 

Aspen Is more effective 

Pre = 48.9% Post = 59.1% 

The difference, if any, between Aspen and Smith is 

trivial 

Pre = 29.8% Post =22.7% 

There is insufficient ratings data to form, a reliable 

basis for judgment 

Pre = 21.3% Post = 18.2% 

Comparing Aspen's teaching effectiveness ratings with 

Cohen's Pre N = 43 Post N = 22 

Aspen's ratings are considerably lower suggesting Cohen 

is less effective 

Pre =00.0 Post = 00.0 

Aspen's ratings are considerably higher suggesting 

Cohen Is more effective 

Pre = 65.1% Post = 54.5% 

The difference, if any, between Aspen and Cohen is 

trivial 
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Pre =16.3% Post = 22.7% 

There is insufficient ratings data to form a reliable 

basis for judgment 

Pre = 18.6% Post = 22.7% 

Comparing Aspen's teaching effectiveness ratings with 

Fahey's Pre N = 44 Post N = 22 

Aspen's ratings are considerably lower suggesting Fahey 

is less effective 

Pre =4.5% Post =00.0 

Aspen's ratings are considerably higher suggesting 

Fahey is more effective 

Pre =45.5 Post = 68.2 

The difference, if any, between Aspen and Fahey is 

trivial 

Pre = 13.6% Post =00.0 

There is iasufficxBat ra.tings data to form a reliable 

basis for judgment 

Pre = 36.4% Post =00.0 

Comparing Aspen's teaching effectiveness ratings with 

Parker's Pre N = 43 Post N = 22 

Aspen's ratings are considerably lower suggesting 

Parker is less effective 

Pre = 00.00 Post =4.5% 
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Aspen^s ratings are considerably higher suggesting 

Parker is more effective 

Pre = 30.2% Post = 45.5% 

The difference, if any, between Aspen and Parker is 

trivial 

Pre = 23.3% Post = 13.6% 

There is insufficient ratings data to form a reliable 

basis for judgment 

Pre = 46.5% Post = 36.4% 

Comparing Smith's teaching effectiveness ratings with 

Cohen's Pre N = 41 Post N = 22 

Smith's ratings are considerably lower suggesting Cohen 

is less effective 

Pre =2.4% Post =00.0 

Smith's ratings are considerably higher suggesting 

Cohen is more effective 

Pre = 17.1% Post =9.1% 

The difference^ if any, between Smith and Cohen is 

trivial 

Pre = 51.2% Post = 72.7% 

There is insufficient ratings data to form a reliable 

basis for judgment 

Pre = 29.3% Post = 18.2% 
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Comparing Smith's teaching effectiveness ratings with 

Fahey's Pre N = 42 Post N = 22 

Smith's ratings are considerably lower suggesting Fahey 

is less effective 

Pre =00.0 Post =00.0 

Smith's ratings are considerably higher suggesting 

Fahey is more effective 

Pre = 26.2% Post = 27.3% 

The difference, if any, between Smith and Fahey is 

trivial 

Pre = 42.9% Post = 36.4% 

There is Insufficient ratings data to form a reliable 

basis for judgment 

Pre - 31.0% Post = 36.4% 

Comparing Smith's teaching effectiveness ratings with 

Parker's Pre N = 41 Post N = 22 

Smith's ratings are considerably lower suggesting 

Parker is less effective 

Pre =7.3% Post =00.0 

Smith's ratings are considerably higher suggesting 

Parker is more effective 

Pre =4.9% Post = 18.2% 
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• The differencer if any, between Smith and Parker is 

trivial 

Pre = 58.5 Post = 45.5% 

• There is insufficient ratings data to form a reliable 

basis for judgment 

Pre = 29.3% Post = 36.4% 

8. Comparing Cohen's teaching effectiveness ratings with 

Fahey's Pre N = 41 Post N = 22 

• Cohen's ratings are considerably lower suggesting Fahey 

is less effective 

Pre =00.0 Post =00.0 

• Cohen's ratings are considerably higher suggesting 

Fahey is more effective 

Pre = 19.5% Post =9.1% 

• The difference, if any, between Cohen and Fahey is 

trivial 

Pre = 53.7% Post = 63.6% 

• There is insufficient ratings data to form a reliable 

basis for judgment 

Pre - 26.8% Post = 27.3% 

9. Comparing Cohen's teaching effectiveness ratings with 

Parker's Pre N = 40 Post N = 22 



Cohen's ratings are considerably lower suggesting 

Parker is less effective 

Pre =2.5% Post = 9.1% 

Cohen's ratings are considerably higher suggesting 

Parker is more effective 

Pre = 5.0% Post = 27.3% 

The difference, if any, between Cohen and Parker is 

trivial 

Pre = 52.5% Post = 45.5% 

There is insufficient ratings data to form a reliable 

basis for judgment 

Pre = 40.0% Post = 18.2% 

Comparing Fahey's teaching effectiveness ratings with 

Parker's Pre N = 40 Post N = 22 

Fahey's ratings are considerably lower suggesting 

Parker is less effective 

Pre = 25.05 Post = 13.6% 

Fahey's ratings are considerably higher suggesting 

Parker is more effective 

Pre =2.5% Post = 31.8% 

The difference, if any, between Fahey and Parker is 

trivial 

Pre = 25.0% Post = 18.2% 
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• There is ±xisu£f±cxent ratings data, to form a reliable 

basis for judgment 

Pre = 47.5% Post - 36.4% 

11. What (if any) statistics or information that DID not appear in this 

report would you have preferred to have had for making the preceding 

comparisons? Describe briefly in the space below. 

12. Which of the following statistics did you rely most heavily on in 

making comparisons? N = 32 N = 16 

• departmental means 

Pre = 31.3% Post =00.0 

• departmental standard deviations 

Pre = 6.3% Post = 6.3% 

• departmental medians 

Pre = 6.3% Post = 00.0 

• departmental high-low 

Pre =3.1% Post =00.0 

• individual section means 

Pre = 6.3% Post = 18.8% 

• individual section standard deviations 

Pre = 00.0 Post =00.0 

• individual section T scores 

Pre = 6.3% Post = 18.8% 



individual section **enr-resp" rates 

Pre = 9.4% Post =00.0 

the instructor's grand means 

Pre = 31.35 Post = 56.3% 
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APPENDIX B 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

Indicate how often you have participated in personnel 

decision-making in which student ratings (other than your 

own) were offered as evidence of teaching performance. 

PERCENT 

• on a regular basis (at least once every 24.5 

academic year for at least the last two 

years) 

• not currently, but have done so at least 24.5 

twice in my career 

• have never done so 50.9 

Indicate which response describes how you have participated 

in creating or selecting student rating forms 

PERCENT 

• I have helped choose forms for use in my 43.4 

department or institution for personnel 

decision-making. 

I have helped write or adapt forms for 13.2 

use in my department or institution for 

personnel decision-making. 

I have chosen, adapted or written forms 05.7 

for use by others in my department or 

institution for diagnosis for teaching 

improvement. 



I have chosen or written forms for my 

own use to present evidence of my teaching 

performance for personnel decision-making. 

15.1 
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I have chosen or written forms for my 

own use in obtaining diagnostic feedback 

for teaching improvement. 

17.0 

I have never selected, adapted or written 

such forms. 

05.7 

Have you ever received assistance from a teaching 

improvement specialist or master teacher in your efforts to 

interpret and/or use student ratings to improve the 

instruction you provide? 

PERCENT 

• YES, on at least two separate occasions. 03.8 

YES, but only once. 76.9 

NO, never, BUT I would like to try it 

sometime. 

03.8 

• NO, never, AND I am not interested in 

trying it. 

15.4 

Your sex: 

• female 

PERCENT 

58.0 

male 42.0 
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