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.,ABSTRACT ‘
. The impact “or possible impact of college student

ratings on the individual instructor, on teaching generally, on

students, on administrators, and on,the ‘college is discussed. A study

of over 400 faculty members in which half were assigned to ‘an -
experimental group-and half were controls, showed that as a result of
student ratings on an instructor's practices, changes in instruction
occurred after only a half semester for instructors who were :- /
"unrealistic® in how they viewed their teaching, and a wider variety

of instructors changed if given more than a half semester and if they
weére given. minimal information to help them interpret their scores, .

Some adverse effects of student ‘ratings are that the ratings do not - _ .
allow for individual styles of teaching, and they encourage

‘traditional modes -of teaching. Flexibility in the employment of

student ratings is extremely éritical. . Student ratings influence

‘college administrators in that these evaluations make the

administrator's job easier and more effective..Student evaluations

may be.contributing to the current interest in administrator

-evaluations by faculty memhers..Where student ratings.have been .
incorporated into faculty evaluation procedures, the impact on

students is likely to be positive. Probably the major impact of

‘student ratings on students is provided by published course and :
teacher critiques. A worthwhile use ‘of student ratings is.that of

- providing departments with information about the ‘effectiveness of . -

-their ofiferings as seen.by students. Focusing on weaknesses
highlighted by student evaluations could be applied at the college
level. (DB) o :
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The Student as Godfather?

?

- The Impact of Student Ratings on Academial T ;

John A. Centra ‘o
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Most of you, I'm sure, are familiar with the Godfather role made ‘

éopular by the very successful book and movie., He was depicted as someone

with a great deal of power over people and viewed by most with a mixture

. : ‘ , _
of awe, fear, and respect. In fact, his "offers that one could not refuse" : .

vere indeed, as some of you will recall, quite compelling,

' There are some who fear that the college student, by virtue of the

s apparent increasing emphasis on Student ratings of professors, could become

BT ——

the "Godfather" of the academic community. More exactly, they fear that

=T 2

too much emphasis could be put on these ratings and that, generally speak—§

.

ing, the power that students might acquire would not be in the best inter- N

est of the academic community. . - 3

. . These Cassandras can, in fact, point to the medieval universities
N ’ \ B >
as an example of unreasonable student influence over teachers, As Hastipgs

Rashdall tells us in his writings about the medieval Eliropean univers{ties,

students at the Univéréit9 of Bologna riot only paid teachers a "collecta"
or fee (which apparently was ‘determined by a teacher's ability to haggle),

but they also could report teacher irregularities to the rector. For

~
" 2
i L

example, law texts were divided.into segments, and each instructor was - S

required to cover a particular segment by a specifie& date; to enforce

.

¢ ‘ -
= . -

1Péper presented at the Fifst“lnvitational Conference on Faculty
Effectiveness as Measured by Students, Temple University, April 1973,
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this statute, the rector appointed a committee of students. o report on

= dilatory proféssors, who were then required to pay a fine for each dhx'

z that they had fallen behind. )

While few péople would take seriously the possibility that students
are on the verge of assuming the role they played in medieval days, some

dg-question the ultimate impact of student evaluations on teaching ang

AN

learning. I will be more specific about some of their reservations later

in this paper, In\additioq, I plan to discuss evidence of the positive

&

@

effects of student ratings, and finally, since the impact of student
ratings on certain aspects of academic life is not iotally known, I will®

Qpeculate about some possible consequenceéi‘

I've grouped my comments within five categories and will discuss the

o
-

impact or possible impact of ‘student ratings on the individual instructor,

Y 6‘ on teaching generally, on students, on administrators, and on the college,
The Indfvidual Instructor ) ' .
First, let me begin by diséussing the person the ratings are meant . .o *

to influence most: the individua’ teacher. There has been a good deal

g of skepticism over how much effect the ratings actually have on changing

or improving instructidn-—particularly'vhen the results are seen only by

4

e

.

-

T

the individual teacher. Faculty conservatism, when it comes to e@ucational

o
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changes, has been a well-known tendency, although there are signs that it
may be less true now than in the past. For example, I recently had occasion

to look at the responses of some 2800 college teachers to the question, ’

3

"When did you last make changes in the teaching methods you arg’ using?"
About a fourth indicated that they had nevér made changes, On the other , P

+" hand, about half said that they had changed their @ethodS'huring the past

L3
’ . -

D T A “aﬂé‘" Ty s N




.

PRI o 1 i PRI Y S B 0010 L g O ey ) TR K AR T

. The question,‘though, is what causes teachers to change.and, more

.
w3 . o
- P

two. years, - So it looks as if we should not indict all college teachers

with the time-worn stereotypes of stodginess and traditionalism. Many

apparentLy are willing to change their methods.

germane to my topic, can ratings by students lead to any noticeable changes - .

i

among ‘college teachers? While a few investigators have noted that the

3 -
W

ratings that teachers receive seem to improve over time, we know that we

{ . .
i -
/ .

-

cannot assume a cause and effect relationship. Those changes could have

been caused by any number of factors other than the initial student feedback,

E]
r -

" "Yone of the best ways to investigate thereffeéts'of stuaeht ratings on ” ;
o : ¢ .

an instructor's practices is to employ an experimental design in, which ‘ ’
random groups ot teachers receive feedback from stuoents while ‘other

teachers--those in the control groups——do not. As some of you know I com- ' &
pleted such a study within the past year gith‘the cooperation of over 400
faculty_members at five colleges. The_detéils of that study dre gresEntea ;
elsevhere (Centra, 1972), so I won't take;thé time to repeat fﬂem. But T
would 1like to discuss briefly the results. The major conclusions of the'

study were, first, that changes in instruction (as assessed by*repeated

student ratings) occurred after only a half semester for instructors whose
/

" self-evaluations were considerably better than were their student ratings.

- t *

If in other words, teachers were especially 'unrealistic” in how . they 'ggﬁf

viewed their teaching--unrealistic relative to their students’ views that
/

is--then they tended to make some changes in their instructional practices,
X
even though they had only. a half semester to do so. I might add that such

variables as the subject area of the course, sex of the instructorv and

number of years the instructor had taught did not ﬂistinguish which

'
f !
.t
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instructors made changes° or to put it another way, none of the. subgroups

»

of teachers formed by these variables were more likely to change. The

second conclusion wag that a wider variety of instructors changed if

I'd
]

given more than a half semester of time and if they had some minimal ' ﬁ .

information to help them interpret their scores. Let's consider briefly
the impliéations of each of these findings,

-

Starting with the first. result, why do you suppose changes in teaching"

3

procedures were related to the discrepancy between self-evaluations and .
student ratings? Actually this result was predicted at the outset of the
study because there was fairly good reason to expect it, based on social
psychological theory, As a matter of fact there are several similar
; theories that help explain the finding, Most ‘are referred to as self-con-
sistency or equilibrium theories; the central notion being that an individ-
. ual's actionS'a;e strongly influenced by his desire to maintain a consistent
cognitire condition with respect to his evaluations of himself. What this
means is that when student ratings are much/poorer than an instructor's
self~ratings a condition of imbalance (Heider, 1958), dissonance (Festinger, g
1957) or incongruency (Newcomb, 1961; Secord & Backman, 1965) is created
in the instiuctor. - iIn an attempt to become more consistent, or in more .
7theoretica1 terms to restore a condition of equilibrium, the instructor
changes in the-direction indicated by his students' ratings., ‘ ,
These theories assume, of course, that most instructors place enough
value on collective studeént -opinion, and that instructors know how to go -
about making changes, Undoubtedly some teachers merely write off student

Judgment as wnreliable or-imworthy, and for these individuals, changes ara

unlikely even though they may be called for, At least the changes are -

TN
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unlikelz-if the only motivation comes: from within the.individual teacher.
Increasingly, however, student ratings of professorsarepeceping pu%lic
informatibn, and in these instances there is undoubtedly a good deal of
social pressure to change. In fact, not only is there social pressure,’

§
but in some instances there is aconomic pressure, since the ratings may °
3

" be used in salary and tenure deliberations. But as I've said,. it is not

1
5 »

always clear to the teacher how to"ch%nge, if indeed he or she believes

H

. the change would be:an improvement. 'And this leads me to the implications -

l
3

of the second finding from my five-college study.

~

3

I mentioned that with additionaf time and with some interpretative

" information, the ratings for a more diverse group of teachers had changed -

in a positive direction. WNot surprisingl§, mani teachers need more time

to change-their procedures, particularly in those areas.that cannot be

quickly altered {(clarifying course objectives, for exeﬁble). Yet if student

ratings are to have maximum impact, I believe we need to do more in inter-

o

pretihg the results to instructors and in helping them improve. One ef
the reasons that we need to help instructors interpret their ratings is

that the ratings are typically skewed .in a positive direction, Most of

)

us already know this but the average-: teacher does not. On'a,five-éoint
scale, he views his mean score of 3.6 as above average, when actually

it may well be oqiy average or even below average if compared to other

L)

teachers. Parenthetically, I mlg?; add that instructor self-ratings,

not surprisingly, are skewed even more positively than" student ratings.

3

And faculty peer- ratings based on classroom visits, according to some

data I've recently collected, are also generally more favorable than

4

student ratings. In any event, some kind of normative or comparative

I
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data is importantifor interpreting student ratings, and, perhaps, the

more the better. The instructor might be given the choice of comparing

s - . . . ~
his students' responses to those of other teachers at his institution
- . * - ’

' . »
or to those of mémbers of'his department; or pevhaps he may prefer a more
cosmopolitan comparison--such as to instiuctors;??o;/;)sample of other

! institutions, or,perhaps to a national sample of teachers in his field.

RN U

&

The point is that a variety of comparisons might be made available to

B AR B

. the instructor s0 that he can decide which are most meaningful. .

'Some of these comparison data are already being made available to

instructors, though not always with the variety I've suggested. But.I'm

—

afraid that they do not totally solve the problem. There will still dbe

B BN 4 4

some instructors who need special help, and for this reason Kenneth Eble

£
=
2

A

© (1971), for o;e, has suggested that-individual 1ns€ructional counseling
be made freely available. A teacher counselor might'not only help

instructors interpret their student evaluations Bﬁtacould, of course,

also suggest particular ways in which to improve, A ‘:few institutions

are already doing this, but _in these times of tight money this will

a

probably remain a limited endeavor.

T 1'd like therefore to mention another possibility that I'm now

pursuing. In place of an individual counselor I would propose substituting

the next best thing: the computer. One of the remarkable feats of the—

computer is that’it ‘can be programmed to produce a verbal interpretation

A
\

of a numerical summary; Rather than means, standard deviations, or per-

g NJM‘QW}}W R R 8 T T A Wm'“,wrmmu‘mrm”1\1}“*‘ﬂ!"”\ﬂl‘ﬂlﬂﬂ‘”‘“ U““W]WW" X

centile ranks, each professor could instead\get several paragraphs of

*

prose telling him how he differs from his own expectations and how he

differs from some predesignated group, such, aS\other teachers in his field.
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The number-leery professor need not wotry about whether his scores,are

-» »

significantly different—-the computer will make thas interpretation. \Mbre-
over it would even be possible to refer the instructor to specific material~

books, or even video tapes pertinent to his weaxnesses. For example, if

. . )
students said his course objectives vere not made clear, cr 'if they rated

the quality of exams poorly, there would be several excellent references\

2

dealing with these topics suggested to the instructor. Tn fact, there s;
really no need to rely on the computer to produce thesec suggestions2-we
,ought‘to:be doing that sort of thing right'now;"-
Before moving on to-discussing other categories: I‘d_like to make gne
8 e A
last point regarding the effects of studentf?atings on the individual \\'
teacher, With the. emphasis generally put on -mean scgores ‘or percentile‘.

]

ranks of scores, I'm afraid that the individual teacher is being influenced
.to see his class only as a hemogeneous glob, Anyone who has taught knows
that quite frequently there are several types of students ia *he typical

¢

class, "each of which may be reacting a little differently to the teacher

) and the coutrse, These different types and their various viewpoints do

PR

not mean that the ratings are unreliable in the sense that there is a

great deal of fluctuation or inconsistency in student respunses., "We know .

3

that student ratings are reliable, ‘as indicated by the numerous intraclass
reliability studies that have been reported, What I'm talki:g about ts
identifying subgroups of students who differ systematically in their
ratings. 1Is there, in'short, sone rhyme  or reason to the diversity of
viewpoints' that may exist in the typicalhclass?

B One way to investigate this quesrion is to use factor analytic tech-'

niques that allow one to group individuals rather than items as is usually

-

'




.the case (see Tucker & Messick,'1963). The cniy study I have found that

looked at this‘question had investigated students' general notions about

> Voo o
types of teachers rather than their specific ratings of individual teachers !

‘: =

(Rees 1969).: So I ve undertaken some additional analyses-~first with

-~
! il
———
) e i i R *“'i"““?’i'mmﬂt\w R
. . .

o three larga clksses separately’ and then across ‘a larger-sample of coursé?-v

3
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which indicate|that there are frequently three or sometimes four points of

view represented in a single class. Each of these groups sees various ! -

v

aspects of the cqurse or the instruction they are receiving somewhat ‘ -

\

differently than he other group:. One group, for example, may have | &

o

*

rated the 1nstructor as generally 1neftective, but at the same time in- ’ »
- JdiCthd that the instructor was well organized and usually accessible;

‘ R -

another graup might\have rated tpe instructor as ineffective and'inaccessiblg;

Unfortunatély, 1 do&'t‘1t this point have enough information about student
. characteristics thatiwould allow me to describe the’ groups. Ultimately, ' i -
howevér, iz may be possible to a1ert the individual teacher to relevant
subéroups 6} points of view in the class; these points of view might be _-.
identified by student characteristics information, of they might be identi-~ -
fied by patterns of ratings, Until thenﬁ teacherS'should,beAenCOUraged tc:
look at th¢ distribution of stuqentfresponses to the items on their rating
form--and Tot'onlj at .the nean scores. While no one xpects them to pléase -

all of their students all of the time instructors ought to be aware of %

how they irteract with different segments of the class, =
/

/

Impact on Veaching Generally . .

PR M A e am 4 e AR P 1o N 1 S 45 S i i 4 DR, T e g 7

Closcly related to the effects of student ratings on the individual
teacher is the possible impact that they have on teaching ‘generally. The

critics of student ratings claim that an undue emphasis on :he ratings,




" First, some critics claim that the ratings do not allow for individual styles

‘such as using them to assist_inrdecisions'on faculty promotions; can have

-adverse effects on instruction, What are some of these adverse effects?

of teaching, that they instead force everyone to be measureg on the same

9ardstick2 Few people would: try to assess artists or compose%s on the -

" same yardstick, accoruing-to one skeptic of student ratings. That skeptic

goes on to say, in an article in The'American Scholar, that:

The art critic need not evaluate portraits painted bv
- Picasso, Whistler, and Rembrandt in terms of criteria
for effectiveness common to all three. de finds it
possible to examine each artist'swork in terms of the
artists' own goals, or to identify the strengths and
- weaknesses of an individual painting in terms of re-
lations of parts to the whole (Kossoff 1972, p. 89).

P1

Even though I don't happen to beliéve that teaching and art are entirely.

2 [

comparable, we know enough about teaching to know that individuals can have

. quite different styles, .and that they. should prcbably develop the style that

_best fits their:personaliti”and approach, 1I'll return to this point in a

minuteok . - - -

A second adverse effect of student ratings, according to the same

critics, is that they encourage traditional modes of teaching., Most rating
“forms are indeed directed at classes taught in some combination of lecture-
discussion, but logically so--that happens to-be the way most courses have
been taught and the forms are merely reflecting what 1is typically the- case,
The question is, however, are othep methods such as student-centered learning,
or nondirective teaching, or team teaching being stifled by the typical
student rating forms’ The answer, in ny opinion, is” that they are if an

institutio&does not allbu\:ome flexibility in the application of student

ratings. This means that for some courses, and_ this is stilla relatively

7
7

4
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small number on most campuses I suspect, it ls:necesssry'either to SUpple-

ment or disregard .items in the tiaditional rating forms, -
- Flexibility in the employment of;: student ratings is, in other. vords, '
h» . extremely critical. .Many of the widely used forms have been devéloped

through what might he called the consensus approach.- In other woxds the

. developers have asked samples of. faculty members (or facult" mLmbers and
i -
students) to identify specific characteristics tbat are impcréant in

?
£

. teaching. Those areas or items for which there was’ the gredtesf consensus ‘,
were then included in the fafing instrument. Generallyzspéaking, the itemsf' ‘.,

have centered around such factors as course-organization, teacher-student

i
+ - s‘ .
‘ i

interaction, and communication or verbal fluency.-‘It s clear that this: . j".

s "J . -

approach does nof'produce an instrument that reflects ény particular éheory
® P [ JEN C
of teaching. And that probably has made.good sense in view of “the fact that "5

it would be difficult to get any college faculty to agree on a single _cheory.

. ) : ~ . " ;/r‘{'r'd.
of teaching., o e . ol o

. .

While most forms allow individual instructors to add their own items

I3

: to a basic get, there are other ways in which txe rating forms ‘can be even
} - . !

i ‘more- flexible, If the items are-to be used in making dec}sions on faculty-

N ? I

. members, then the individual teccher might pe allowed to eliminate those
items that are not relevant to his~style. Better yet,\a system might be
implemented which allows teachers to both choose and weigh -in advance
the items which they feel most'adequately reflect their style 2f teaching

and what” they are trying to accomplish in the course.-’At least one

: ' institution ‘is now working on such an approach.

-
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Impact on Administrators 1 i

. . ' Another group that student ratings influence--albeit more indirectly

- thaﬁ previous groups--are college administrators. I have two observations

to offer regarding this, . First, that ir instances where the ratings are

) used in making deeisions on promotious, it 21 ve that the dean or , £
:;;_@;;jihw _department chairman 5 job becomes~s little _easier., . o ' "; i
: National surveys have told us,that frequently the judgments of one * g

-r - Or more administrators a\e relied§:n to assess teaching effectiveness& ! %

i . E ’particularly at smaller colieges. Not many people would defend this as

ARn, vy

a very wise or valid app*oach. If we can agsunic that the evicence provided

by student EValustions means not only wiger decisions but alsc ones that

= a2 -

are more easzly defended, then students -evaluations make the administrators -

O L TR TR

»
vt
st ¢ B

T :; - ‘ jobs*easier and more éffe‘tive. Some,-I realize, would debate that point. ) g

. “

R LAt

byt

o . A second obse;vation that T have is that student evaluations may well

- \

: . be contributing to what seems to be a current groundswell for administrator ‘

-evaluations by caculty members. A not too infrequent-request to ‘ETS is

[
v
A e o R A

for an instrument to evéluate administrator performance. Apparently the

- 7 feeling is that if -faculty can be evaluated by their constit“ents, then !

-

P G e R o

o

by all means‘so can administrators. 1Inc-easingly, it yould appear that
they are. For example, the trustees of the State University of New York

announced in January that the presidents of the 29 colleges operated by ° ' : H

the state Hiil have to undergo intensive evaluation of ' their records .

LAY

eyery five years, But I'm not a} all sure that a handy-dandy machine- -

~ seored instrument ‘could be developed that wodld measure reliably and ;
validl y an administrator s performance. More likely the charge is for, :

~ 1] o7 >
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‘students feel geﬂerally~£hat faculty promotions ought to be based in pé;t

. —
\ \
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{

administrator accountability (to use the still-currently "in" word),
»

in which an individua} is -accountable not only to his superiors but also

. ' .8 subordinates.

Impact on.Students v

¢ L]

According.to’the vesults of the ACE 1972 annual survey of freshmen,

—e

on student ratings. That opinion was endorsed by three-quarters of the

=4 . ¢ . o

étudents from the 373 institutions in the survey.- Thig pf&BaB}y comes as
no sqrprise. The past decadeahas, of course, been a time when students
have demanded a greater role in in&titutional decision-making, and the
eva;uation of tgaching would appear ‘to be an area in which they feel they
can make a unique contribution. ‘Where student ratings have been incorporated
into faculty evaluation procedures,-ther?fore: the impgct on student; is

likely to be quite positive; at least each of them can feel that he or she

is helping the institution make important educational decisions. This is

‘not to be taken lightly. While in the past teachers and administrators

“

have been willing to give students a say'in such areas as.the establishment

of student personnel policies and regulations, they've been more reluctant

to relinquish their hold on academic decision-making.

3

. Aside from this, probably the major impaét of student ratings on stu-

4

dents is provided by published course and teacher critiques., While some

institutions make public the results of.bollege-sponsored student evalua-

tions (and some publish*course guides based on detailed descriptions e

provided by the instructof), most of the critiques are based on surveys

\

that ‘are student initiated and conducted. As you might suspect, these

¥

student-produced critiques vary considerably in quality from one institution

|
!
|
|
[
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to another; in fact, they may vary from year to year at single institutions,

o L depending,on_whibh students get involved., The worst of the critiques-- -—
have been based on pootr samples and frequently border on sensationalism by

highlighting the juiciest- of criticisms. eedless to say these crithues

do neither the teachers nor the students who purchase them much good But

4

. - . _____what_about xhe_betterﬁpublications;—what—aboutﬂthe~critiques~based*on;

-

thorough methodology ‘and which, as inhsome instances, also give the, teacher

- @w
i

an opportunity to respond to his® student evaluations? Do they heve a suit-
" able reason for being? e might aréue that they provide information that

the college catalog or other publications don't provide ‘and this would
Vseem to be a valid purpose. Névertheless there are many faculty members
. who obje"t strongly to stude t conducted course ratings. Their objeetious

-

have been delineated by Kerling in a 1971 article in School z1d Society.

e

: " He argues that student initiated r;t}ngs\result in "instructor hostility%y

resentment, and distrust," and thus aliema aculty members from their

work. He goes on to suggust that ratings are legiti{mate only if conducted

voluntarily by professor§ and used for self-improvement. Obviously then,

.
o

; not only is there concern for who initiates and conducts a student rating
i ey
. -

of instruction program, but also to what end the results are to be used.
Needed, it seems to me, is a major stLdy of the effects of student
ratings when they are used to assist in deciding whom to promote. There |
are a qumber of questions that such a stuéy might investigatef For
example, to what extent do faculty become alieneted? Which types become
most alienated? Does it encourage traditional teaching and limit~teaching

styles, as already discussed? Does it erroneously reinforce the notion

in students that the instruct;r is largely responsible for how much students

A
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learn in a course? This last point may be true regardless of how student

N

rating results are use? and in spite of the fact that many qfﬂihe rating

~

forms ask students aﬁoht their own effort and involvement in the course.
But the major question to ie answered by such a study is whether more
defensible promotion decisions are made when student evaluations are

». included as part of faculty assessment,

Impact on the Cellege

* The last category that I will comment on is the impact, or possible .

-

impact, of student ratings\on the college,

_ I've already discussed changes’ that take place among individual

teachers--or at least ambng .some teachers. But can an institution, or

w

perhaps the departmenis within an institution, learn something about them-

selves from student evaluations? A corollary question is: "What can the

. kS

institution or department then do about what they've learned?"
. Let's start at the department level, A seldom ﬁentioned thcugh
seemingl} worthwhile use of-student, ratings is that of providing depart-

ments with information about the effectiveness of their offerings as seen
k7 -

by students. To do this it would be necessary to combine the ratings of

-

all members in a department, and ftems dealing with specific as well as

s

general course objectives should be included inrthe’assessment. In

-

additionto these course-instructor evaluations, a sor of major field

questionnaire might be given' to seniors. Princeton University, for one,

has been using a-major field or department questionnaire for .the past

several years. ,While not the typical application of student evaluations,
the assessment'of departmental offerings would seem to be worth con-
e

sideration by other institutions,

~
-~

-
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_Another point ;hggfmigh: be made concerning the departments is that, - - —— —

as many of us have discoveJea, there are some interesting variations in

the evaluations that teachers in different subject fields receive. Among /

>

a group of some 450 teachers, for example, I found that courses in the

“%PBEQiiﬁﬁi?EFESJHﬁQLQEiYQ_tgﬁ;hosewin"humanities,nsocia;wsciences,gand/»w
education and>épplied subjects, were seen by students as having a faster .
pace, as being more &i;ficult, and as.bging less likely to stimulate
student interest. 1In éddition, teachers perceived the natural science
teachers in the sample as less open to other viewpoints. Humanitfes
fé;chers, iﬁ cﬁmparisqg to those in the other threc general subject areas,

-

were less likely to inform students of how they were to be evaluated, and
there was less agreemen; between the'éhnounced objectives of huﬁanities
courses and what was actually tauéht. |

The obvious question is whéther it is tge suﬁject matter itself that

produces these differences or the types ‘of individuals within each of the

subject areas. It may well be a combination of both. At any rate, patterns

: of ratings would indicate that subject fields or departments might focus on

‘certain apparent weaknesses (fbr example, humanities professors might

[T

attend workshops on improving their evaluation procedures). .. .. . . ... .. ... ..
The whole notion of focusing on weaknesses highlighted by student

evaluations could be applied at the ccllege level.even more generall&. If

8 college is able to coﬁb;re itself tc other colleges--that is, if the

aggreéate ratings of all teachers can be compared--thén it may be possible

to identify_sﬁectfic weaknesses. Workshops in that particular aspect of

instruction might then be offered to assist in faculty improvement.

-
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i . ) Conclusion . .
- < e - o
) . - ® ] . 8
In this paper I've attempted to discuss the effects or possible effects , . T
é of student evaluations on academia. It has been apparent throughout the <o
‘ ’ .. discussion that the major effects are, to a large extent, dependent upon .

3 n =

hnthhe_ratingsgare-uéédv-fheir~primary~usesvcan*péThaps be summarized :
. t

<3

L st by adapting Michael Scriven's (1967) terms for the.two major functions

’

of tests: formative and summative evaluation. Tests used formhtively,

arcqrding to Scriven, give the instructor periodic faedback on his students'

progress, thus telling the instructor whadt needs to be. stressed 1n the - - - - T

-

R I R S L LT T

futurez The summative function of tests, as the term implies, is a way

of providing a summative evaluation of each student at some point in time. )

)

When student ratings of instruction are used formatively--that is,

R R TN I T TS PR PINNTIT

when they are used by instructors as a source of feedback on their teach-

VPRI AR e

ing-~the evidence indicates that some changes are made by the instructor.

And most likely we can improve on this with better interpretation of the

results., The effects of using student ratings in a summative way--that

is, in making administrative decisions on faculty-~is a little more diffi-

VI T 8 BN o, o

cult. to assess. As a researcher I feel we ought to learn more about the

side effects. But if I were a department chairman or dean faced with

]

increasipgly tougher .tenure-promotion decisions, or if I were ;vfacdlty

member who felt that his teaching was not ‘being rewarded, then I might

hold a different view, Certainly student evaluations are o less trust-

wo}thy than other methods row available to assess teaching performance,

anid when combined with othef methods, they probably contribute to a

fair judgment.
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" In cfosing, I'd 1iké to yeturn briefly to the title of th‘F talk.

As_you have realized by this time, I don't believe that students, thiough

student ratings, are or will become the Mario Puzo type of Godfatner to

r"lw Bt A g ey
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-

K

the academic community’”‘Bﬁféfﬁig_zg_noteto saywchatfthey—might not“function

in a limited way as proper quiathers. Traditionally, of course, aéGod-
father has bad a much more positive image; he essentially is one whé helps

provide guidance and direction to those in his charge. Waile I'm nét‘,

suggesting that students. are the new saviors of academig,fq; thg;vgéllegqn
- . . L vouks BLoatdld é

5

o~ . N
‘teachers must rely on the guidance of their students, I do think that a

A

well-designed student ratings program can do more to benefit tuan te harm

the académic community.
)
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