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There are now more than 1,500 references dealing with
research on student evaluations of teaching. 1DEA
Paper No. 20, Student Ratings of Teaching: A Sum-
mary of the Researcn (Cashin, 1988) attempted to
briefly summarize the research from 1971 to 1988.

This paper is an update of that paper and repeats much
of its content. No major study published since then has
substantively changed that paper’'s conclusions, but
several studies or reviews of the literature provide
modifications or further support for its conciusions.

This paper will attempt to summarize the conclusions of
the major reviews of the student rating literature from
Costin, Greenough, and Menges (1271) to the present.
That Iterature is extensive and complex. Cbviously, a
paper this brief ¢an offer only broad. general conclu-
sions and very limited citations. Interested readers are
encouraged to consult the various reviews and their
individual references for details. For readers with less
time, both Braskamp and Ory (1994) and Centra (1993)
nave chapters summarizing the student rating re-
search; see also Davis (1993) and McKeachie (1994).

The ERIC descriptor for student ratings is “student
valuation of teacher performance”. { suggest that the
term “student ratings” is preferable to “student evalua-
tions.” “Evaluation” has a definitive and terminal
connotation; it suggests that we have an answer.
“Rating” implies that we have data which need to be
interpreteu. Using the term “rating” rather than “evalua-
tion” helps to distinguish between the people who
protide the information (sources of data) and the
people who interpret it in combination with other
sources of data (evaluators).

Viewing student ratings as data rather than as evalua-
tions may aiso help to put them in proper perspective.
Wiriters on faculty evaluation are almost universal in
recommending the use of multiple sources of data. No
single source of data—including student rating data—

provides sufficient information to make a valid judgment
about overall teaching eftectiveness. Further, there are
important aspects of teaching that students are not
competent to rate (see IDEA Paper No. 21, Defining and
Evaluating College Teaching, Cashin, 1989, for details.)

Multldimenslanaltity

There have been a number of factor analytic studies
{see Abrami & d'Apollonia, 1990; Feldman, 1976b;
Kulik & McKeachie, 1975; and Marsh & Dunkin, 1992,
for details) that conclude that student rating forms are
multidimansional, i.e., that they measura several
different aspects of teaching. Put another way, no
single student rating item, nor set of related tems,
wiil be usetul for all purposes.

Both Centra (1993) and Braskamp and Ory (1994)
identity six factors commenly found in student rating
forms:

1. Course organization and planning

2. Clarity, communication skills

3. Teacher student interaction, rappon

4. Course difficully, workinad

5. Grading and examinations

6. Student self-rated learning

Marsh's (1984) SEEQ (Students’ Evaluations of Educa-
tional Quality) form has nine dimensions: earning/
value, enthusiasm, organization, group interaction,
individual rapport, breadth of coverage, axams/grades,
assignments, and workload. Other student rating forms
have items measuring some or all of the above dimen-
sions. In several of his reviews of the literature,
Feldman (1976h, 1983, 1984, 1987, and 1988) catego-
rized student ratings items—and gave examples—into
as many as 22 different logical dimensions. in a more
recent review, Feldman (1989b) identitied 28 dimen-
sions. When interpreting student rating data, we must
distingulsh among the various ltems and thalr
dimenslons to Insure that all of the approptiate
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dimenslons are rated. Averaging dissimiiar items
Is not appropriate.

Athough there is general agreement that student
iatings are multidimensional, and that various dimen-
sions should be used when their purpose is to improve
teaching, there is disagreement ahout how many, or
which, dimensions should be used for personne!
decisions. In several articles Abrami (e.g., 1989a; and
Abrami & d’Apollonia, 1991) suggested that one or &
few global or summary type items might provide
sufficient student rating data for personnel deci-
sions. Centra {1993) and Braskamp and Ory (1994}
make a similar recommendation. Cashin and Downey
(1992) tested this using the IDEA Overall Evaluation
measure as the criterion of teaching effectiveness.
Each of three global items—individually—accounted for
at least 50% of the variance in the criterion measure;
overall instructor effectiveness, 54%; overall course
worth, 60%; overall amount learned, 69%. However—
contrary to their hypothesis—controlling for the stu-
denis’ motivation to take the course, the size of the
class, or the difficulty of the subject matter, did not add
signiticantly to the amount of variance explained.
Marsh {1994) had some reservations about the way the
IDEA Overall Evaluation measure was caiculated and
he generated four variations that he considered im-
provements. However, Cashin, Downey, and Sixbury
(1994)—using each of Marsh's four variations as the
criterion measure—obtained the same results as the
original study: each of the global items accounted for
at least 50% of the variance in each of Marsh'’s criterion
measures, and the control items added little,

Reliability

In the educational measurement literature, reliability
covers consistency, stabllity, and generalizability of
items. For student rating items, reliability refers most
often to consistency or interrater agreement {i.e.,
within a given class do the students tend to give similar
ratings on a given item). Reliability varies depending
upon the number of raters, i.e., the more raters, the
more reliable. For example, with the IDEA sysiem
(Sixbury & Cashin, 1995a}, the median reliabilities
(intraclass correlations} for the 38 items are:

for 10 raters, .69

for 15 raters, .83

for 20 raters;, .83

for 30 raters, .88

for 40 raters, .91
Similar or higher reliabilities are typically found with
other well-designed forms, i.e., forms developed with
the assistance of someone knowledgeable about
educational measurement. As a rule of thumb, |
recommend that items with fewer than ten raters
(reliablilties below .70}, be interpreted with particu-
lar caution.

Stability is concerned with agreement between raters
over time. In general, ratings of the same instructor
tend 1o be similar over time (Braskamp & Ory, 1994;
Centra, 1993). For example, a longitudinal study
{Ovetall & Marsh, 1980) compared end-of-course

ratings with ratings by the same students years later {at
least one year after graduation). The average correla-
tion was .B3.

Generalizability is concerned with how confident we
can he that our data accurately reflect the instructor's
general teaching effectiveness, not just how effective
he or she was in that particular course that term. A
study conducted by Marsh {1982) illustrates the ques-
tion. He studied data from 1,364 courses, dividing
them into four categories: the same instructor teaching
the same course but in different terms, the sarme
instructor teaching a different course, different
instructors teaching the same course, and different
instructors teaching different courses. This permitted
him to study the differential effects of the instructor and
of the course. He then correlated student ratings in the
four different categories, separating items retated to the
instructor (e.g., enthusiasm, organization, discussion)
from background items {e.g., student's reason for
taking the course, workload), The average correlations
are shown below; the correlations in parentheses are
for the background items.

Same Course  Different Course

Same A .52
Instructor (.69) {.34)
Different 4 .06
instructor {.49) (-21)

The instructor-related correlations were higher for the
same instructor, even when teaching a ditferent course.
The correlations for the background items {in parenthe-
ses)—more tied to the course than the instructor—were
higher for the same course, Marsh concluded that the
instructor, not the course, is the primary determi-
nant of the student rating items. Marsh's results are
comparable to other generalizability studies (Gilimore,
Kane, & Naccarato, 1978; and Hogan, 1973).

When making personnel decisions, we want to use the
data to make judgments about the instructor's general
teaching effectiveness. When considering student
ratings {remembering that we need other kinds of
information beyond student ratings), the following seem
to be reasonable rules of thumb. If the instructor
teaches only one course {e.g., part-time instructors),
consistent ratings from two different terms may be
sufficient. For most instructors, however, use ratings
from a variely of courses, for two or more courses
from every term for at least two years, totaling at
least five courses. If there are fewer than fifieen
raters in any of the classes, data from additional
classes are recommended.

Validity

In educational measurement, the basic question
concerning validity is: does the test measure what it is
supposed to measure? For student ratings this trans-
lates into: to what extent do student rating items
measure some aspect of teaching efiectiveness?
Unfortunately there is no agreed upon definition of
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“effective teaching” nor any single, all-embracing
criterion. The best that one can do is to try various
approaches, cellecting data that either support or
contest the conclusion that student ratings reflect
effective teaching.

Approach One—Student Learning

Theoretically, the best criterion of effective teaching is
student learning. Other things being equal, the stu-
dents of more effective teachers should learn more. A
number of studies have attempted to study this hypoth-
esis by comparing multiple-section courses. In the
typical study, different instructors teach different
sections of the same course, using the same syllabus
and textbook, and most importantly using the same
external final exam, i.e., an exam developed by some-
one otherthan the instructors. Cohen (1981} and
Feldman (1989b) reviewed these studies. Using the
students’ grades on the external exam as the measurg
of student learning, they examined correlations be-
tween the exam grade and varicus student rating items.
The average correlations are given below (1981~
Cohen; 1989-Feldmany;

Student ratings of 1981 1989
achievement or learning A7 45
overall course A7 -
overall instructor A4 -
teacher skill dimension 50 -
—course preparation - 57
—clarity of objectives - 35
teacher structure dimension A7 -
—understandableness - .56
—knowledge of subject - 34
teacher rapport dimension 31 -
—availability - 36
—respect for students - .23
teacher interaction dimension .22 -
—encouraging discussion - .36

Note on Interpreting Validity Correlations: Earlier |
suggested as a rule of thumb that reliability correia-
tions of at least .70 (at least 10 raters) were desirable,
However, in the social sciences validity correlations
above .70 are unusual, especially if studying complex
phenomena, such as student learning. As a rule of
thumb, | suggest that student rating validity correfations
between .00 and .29, even when statistically significant,
are not practically useful. Correlations between .30
and .49 are practically useful. Correlations between
.50 and .70 are very useful but are not common when
studying complex phenomena.

Using the above rule of thumb, the average correlations
reported by Cohen (1981} and Feldman (1989b) are
generally useful. These relationships tend ta support
the validity of student ratings because the classes in
which the students gave the instructor higher
ratings tended 1o be the classes where the stu-
dents learned more, i.e., scored higher on the exter-
nal exam. On the other hand, the correlations are far

from perfect, in part because many of the variables that
relate to students' learning will be related to sfudent
characteristics (e.g., motivation or ability}, not to
instructor characteristics.

Approach Two—Instructor’s Self Ratings

Researchers have sought for a criterion of e active
teaching that would be acceptable to facul’y. One
possihbility is the self ratings of the instructor. Ina
review of the literature, Feldman {1989a) cites 19
studies which correlated instructer's self ratings with
student ratings. The average correlation was .29,
However, in one study (Marsh, Overall, & Kesler, 1979)
instructors were asked to rate two different courses in
arder to see if the course the instructor rated higher
was also rated higher by the students. The median
correlation—based on six factor scores between the
instructor’s self ratings and the students’ ratings—was
49, In alater report (Marsh & Dunkin, 1992) using
nine factor scores, the median was .45. Such studies

provide further support for the validity of the students’
ratings.

Approach Three—The Ratings of Others

if one is willing tc grant that the ratings of zdministra-
tors, colleagues, alumni, and others have some valid-
ity—and, excepting alumni, that these ratings are
independent of feedback from students—then student
ratings share that validity.

Administrator's Ratings—Student ratings correlate
with administrator's ratings, ranging from .47 to .62
(Kulik & McKeachie, 1975), but Feldman {1989a), using
global items, found a lower average correlation of .39.

Colleague's Ratings—Student ratings correlate with
colleague’s ratings, .48 to .68 {Kulik & McKeachie,
1975); Feldman (1989a) found an average of .55.
Marsh and Dunkin (1992} question the usefulness of
colleague's ratings based on classroom visitation
because such ratings tend to be unreliable.

Some faculty question whether the students have an
appropriate conception of what effective teaching is. In
a review of 31 studies, Feldman (1288) found that the
students’ view of effective teaching was very similar to
the faculty's view (average correlation equalled .71).
There were some differences in emphasis between the
two groups. Students tended to place more weight on
the instructor being interesting, having good speaking
skills, and being available to help; students also fo-
cused more on the outcomes of tnstruction, e.g., what
they leamed, Faculty placed relatively more weight on
intellectual challenge, motivating students, setting high
standards, and fostering student self-initiated leaming.

Alumni Ratings—Student ratings correlate with alumni
ratings, .40 to .75 (Overall & Marsh, 1980; Braskamp &
Ory, 1994). Feldman (1989a) found an average
correlation of .69. This belies the conventional wisdom
that the students will come to appreciate our teaching
after they get into the real world as working aduits.
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Trained Ohbservers—A few studies have used external
ohservers who were trained (see Faeldman, 1983a, also
Marsh & Bunkin, 1992), Revlewing five studies,
Feldman tound positive correlations with global student
ratings (average correlation was .50). On a related
issue, in another study (Murray, 1583) the median
reliability for trained observers was .76. This suggests
that peer ratings based on classroom observation
would be reliable if the observers were trained,

Approach Four—Comparigon with Student Com-
ments

Some faculty question the value of student ratings but
accept student written commenits to open-ended
gquestions. One study (Oty, Braskamp, & Pieper, 1980)
of 14 classes found a correlation of .33 between a
global instructor item and the students comments. A
second study (Braskamp, Ory, & Pieper, 1981) of 60
classes found a correlation of .75, These studies
suggest that, for personnel decisions, the information
from student ratings overlaps considerably the informa-
tion in student comments. :

Approach Flve—Possible Sources of Bilas

One need not talk with faculty very long to be awaie of
their concera about possible biases in student ratings—
about variables that correlate with student ratings.
Some writers have suggested that bias be defined as
anything not under the control of the instructor. Marsh
(1984) argued against this definition because, for
example, grading leniency—instructors giving higher
grades than the students earned—uwould not be consid-
ered a bias using this definition. Marsh suggests that
blas in student ratings should be restricted to var!-
ables NOT related to teaching effectiveness. By this
definition, the correlations between student ratings and
class size, or the students' interest in the course are
not hiases because it is probable that students in small
classes, or classes of students who are interested in
the subject matter actuaily do learn more.

In IDEA Paper No. 20 {Cachin, 1988). | suggested an
even narrowar definition wher using ratings for person-
nel decisions or the instructor's improvement. 1 sug-
gested restricting bias to variabies not a function of the
instructor’s teaching effectiveness. Thus, student
motivation or class size might impact teaching effec-
tiveness, but instructors should not be faulted it they
were less effective teaching large ciasses of unmoti-
vated students than their colieagues who were teaching
small classes of motivated students. In this case,
student motivation and class size, although related to
teaching etfectiveness, were not a function of the
instructor's characteristics, but ot student and course
characteristics. Thus, they should be considered
sources of bias, and shouid be controlled for by using
appropriate comparative data. Feldman (1995, April)
observed-—accurately in my judgment—that such a
definition of bias, while possibly acceptable, was not
the usual definition and it served to contuse the litera-
ture. Marsh and Dunkin (1992)—considering that prior
student interest in the subject matter is not a bias
bscause it does impact teaching and learning—raise

the question of “fairness” in comparing instructors
teaching classes of interested students versus
instructors teaching classes of uninterested students.

In the interest of ¢larity, rather than using “bias” in the
restricted sense | did in the original paper, | will identify
variables {(when carrelated with student ratings) that
require control, especially when making personne)
decisians.

Variables Not Requiring Control

Despite widespread faculty concern, the research has
uncovered relatively few variables that correlate with
student ratings but are not related to instructional
effectiveness. Generally the following variables tend to
show littfe or no relationship to studernt ratings:

A. Instructor variables not related to student
ratings:

1) age, and teaching experlence—in general
age, and also years of teaching expetience, are not
correlated with student ratings. However, where small
difterences have been found, they tend to be negative,
i.e., older faculty receive lower ratings (Feldman,
1983). Marsh and Hocevar (1991) noint out that most
of the studies have been cross-sectional, studying
different cohorts of faculty to represent different age
groups. In a longitudinal study they analyzed student
ratings of the same instructors for as long as 13 years.
They found no systematic changes over the years.

2) gender of the instructor—in a review of 14
laboratory or experimental studies, e.g., where stu-
dents rated descriptions of fictitious teachers, Feldman
{1992) found no differences in global ratings in the
majority of studies, but in a few studies the male
teachers received higher ratings. In a second review of
28 studies of actual ratings of realteachers reporting
glebal ratings, he {Feldman, 1993} found a very slight
average difference in favor of women teachers {r =
.02). However, a few studigs raised the question of
whether women faculty had to do more of what was
being rated (e.g.. being available to students} to obtain
the sarme ratings as men. In a few other studies there
was a gender of student/gender of instructor interac-
tion, i.e., female students rated female teachers higher,
and male students rated mala instructors higher.

3) race—ECentra (1993) points out that there have
been hardly any studies of the race of the instructor.
He speculates that students of the same race as the
instructor might rate the instructor higher. In a doctoral
dissertation using IDEA, Li (1993) found no difference
in the global ratings of Asian students compared to
American students ¢f their (presumably Caucasian)
instructors,

4) personallty—few personality traits tend to
correlate with student ratings (Braskamp & Ory, 1994,
Centra, 1993). In studies measuring personality using
instructor's self report (e.g., personality inventories,
self-description questionnaires), Feldman (1986) found
only two {out of fourteen) traits that had average
correlation with a global item that approached practical
significant correlations. These iraits were positive self
esteem (r= .30}, and energy and enthustasm (r =
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.27). Note, | suggest that these two traits enhance the
instructor’s teaching effectiveness and so should not
be controlled. Murray, Rushton, and Paunonen {1990)
found significantly different patterns of personality traits
of psychology instructors teaching six different types of
courses, e.g., intreductory, graduate. They concluded
that instructors tend to be differentiatly suited to differ-
ent types of courses.

5) research productivity—has little correlation
with student ratings (Centra, 1993). In his review of the
literature, Feldrman (1987) found the average correla-
tion between research productivity and overall teaching
effectivenass items to be .12. This very low correlation
suggests that research productivity is indicative neither
of good teaching nor bad teaching.

B. Student variables not related to student ratings:

1) age of the student—(Centra, 1993).

2} gender of the student—(Feldman, 1977,
1993), but sometimes there is a gender of
student/gender of instructor interaction (see
above under instructor variables). '

3) level of the student—e.g., freshman
(McKeachig, 1979).

4} student's GPA—(Feldman, 1976a).

5) student's personality—(Abrami, Perry, &
Leventhal, 1982},

C. Course variables not related to student ratings:
1) class size—although there is a tendency for
smaller classes to receive higher ratings, it is a
very weak inverse assaociation, i.e., smaller classes
receive higher ratings, average r = -.09 (Feldman,
1984). The average correlation of class size for
the 38 IDEA items is .14 (Sixbury & Cashin, 1985a).
2) time of day when the course is taught—
(Aleamoni, 1981; Feldman, 1978).

D. Administrative varlables not related to student
ratings:
1) time during the term when ratings are col-
lected; any time during the sacond half seems
to yield simitar ratings—{Feldman, 1979).

Variables Possibly Requiring Control

The research cited above suggests that many
variables suspecled of biasing student ratings are not
correlated with them to any practically significant
degree. For the following variables, however, the
research suggests that there are correlations—relation-
ships—with student ratings that may require control.

A. Instructor varlables related to student ratings:
1} faculty rank—regular faculty tend to receive
higher ratings than graduate teaching assistants
{Braskamp & Ory, 1994). This variable does NOT
require control because regular faculty as a group tend
to be more effective teachers than GTAs as a group.
2) expressiveness—the Dr, Fox effect (Naftulin,
Ware, & Donnelly, 1973)—where a professional actor
delivering little content received high ratings—suggests
that student ratings may be mora influenced by an
instructor’s style of presentation than by the substance

of the content. The literature is comnlex (see Abrami,
Leventhal, & Perry, 1882), but Marsh and Ware (1982)
suggest that, especially in studies involving an incen-
tive and a test, manipulations of instructar expressive-
ness primarily influences items related to instructor
enthusiasm, and manipulation of cantent coverage
primarily influences items related to instructor knowl-
edge and student exam performance. Nevertheless,
making the class interesting as well as informative
helps students learn content. Expressiveness tends to
enhance learning and does NOT require control.

B. Student variables related to student ratings:

1) student motivation—instructors are more
likely to receive higher ratings in classes where stu-
dents had a prior interest in the subject matter (Marsh
& Dunkin, 1992), or were taking the course as an
elective (Aleamaoni, 1981; Braskamp & Ory, 1994;
Centra, 1993; Feldman, 1978). The average correla-
tion of the IDEA (Sixbury & Cashin, 1995a) motivation
item, “I had a strong desire ta take this course,” with
tha other 37 items is .40. Marsh and Dunkin (1992)
conclude that reason for taking the course (which
overlaps with student mativation), also is related to
student ratings. Higher ratings were received from
students who took a course for general interest, or as a
major elective; lower ratings were received when the
course is being taken as a major requirement or a
general education requirement. This variable RE-
QUIRES CONTROL.

2) expected grades—there tend to be positive,
but low correlations (.15 to .30} between students
ratings and expected grades (Braskamp & Cry, 1994;
Feldman, 1976a; Howard & Maxwell, 1980 and 1982;
Marsh & Dunkin, 1992). Three possible hypotheses
have been proposed for these carrelations. One is the
validity hypothesis—the students who learned more
earn higher grades and give higher ratings (therefore,
student ratings are vaiid}. Another explanation is
grading leniency-—instructors giving higher grades
than the students deserve receive higher ratings than
they deserve. A third is based on student character-
Isties—some student characteristics, e.g., high motiva-
tion, lead to greater learning and, therefore, to higher
grades and higher ratings. In two studies by Howard
and Maxwell (1980 & 1982), which used IDEA data,
they cencluded that most of the correlation between
expected grade and a global instructor item was
accounted for by student (self-reported) learning—the
validity hypothesis—and desire to take the coursc—a
student characteristic. To control for the possibility of
grade leniency, my recommendation is to have peers
{faculty knowledgeable in the subject matter) review the
course material, particularly exams, computer scored
test rosults, graded samples of essays, projects, etc.;
and judge whether grades are inflated.

C. Course variables related to student ratings:

1) levei of the course—nhigher level courses,
especially graduate courses, tend to receive higher
ratings (Aleamoni, 1981; Braskamp & Ory, 1994,
Feldman, 1978). Howaever, the differences tend to be
small. Regarding possible control, check o see if your
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freshman/sophomore classes receive lower ratings
than your junior/senior classes; similarly compare
undergraduate with graduate classes. If yes, do the
differences remain after centrolling for student motiva-
tion and size? lf yes, develop comparative data for the
appropriate levels.

2) academic field—Feldman (1978) reviewed
some studies showing that humanities and arts type
courses receive higher ratings than social science type
courses, which in turn receive higher ratings than math-
science type courses. Others (Braskamp & Ory, 1894;
Cashin, 1990; Centra, 1993; Marsh & Dunkin, 1992;
and Sixbury & Cashin, 1995b) have found similar
results. Although there is increasing evidence that
ratings for different fields differ, it is not clear why.
Cashin (1990) suggests six possible explanations. For
example, if some fields are rated lower because they
are more poorly taugh?, then these differences do not
require control. On the other hand, if instructors in
fields requiring more guantitative reasoning skills are
rated iower because today’s students are less compe-
tent in such skills—one of the hypotheses explaining
why some fields are rated lower—then this should be
controlled for.

3) workload/difficulty—these are correlated with
student ratings (Centra, 1993; Marsh & Dunkin, 1992).
However, contrary to faculty belief, they are correlated
positively, i.e., students give higher ratings in difficult
courses where they have to work hard. Although
positive, the correlations are nct large. For example,
using the 38 IDEA items (Sixbury & Cashin, 1995a) the
average carrelations with the remaining 37 IDEA iterms
are:

Amount of reading

Amount of other {non reading) assignments

Difficulty of subject matter 15

Waorked harder in this course .29
These modest resulls support the validity of student
ratings and the variables do NOT require control.

A1
A6

D. Administrative variables refated to student
ratings:

1} non-anonymous ratings—signed ratings tend
to be higher (Braskamp & QOry, 1994; Centra, 1933;
Feldman, 1979; Marsh & Dunkin, 1992). The hypoth-
esis is that requiring students to sign their names
inflates the ratings because some students are con-
cerned about possible reprisals, Control: instruct the
students not to sign their ratings.

2) Instructor present while students complete
ratings—-these tend to be higher (Braskamp & Ory,
1994; Centra, 1993; Feldman, 1979; Marsh & Dunkin,
1992}, possibly for the same reason as non-anony-
mous ratings. Control: have the instructor leave the
room while tne ratings are being completed and col-
lected.

3} purpose of the ratings—some studies have
found chat if the directions say the ratings will be used
for personnel decisions, the ratings tend to be higher
than if they will be used only by the instructor for
improvement {Braskamp & Qry, 1994; Centra, 1993;
Feldman, 1979; Marsh & Dunkin, 1992). Speculation is
that the students tend to be lenient if the data will be

used by someone other than the instructor. Control:
include in the standard directions the purpose(s) for
which the ratings will be used. This will not eliminate
the bias, but it will eliminate variations in ratings due to
differences in student beliefs about their purpose.

Usefulness of Student Ratings

Many faculty wiil grant the usefulness of student ratings
for personnel decisions, but question their usefulness
for improvement, preferring to rely on students’ open-
ended camments. Cohen (1580) performed a meta-
analysis of 17 studies of the effect of student-rating
feedback on improving teaching. Receiving feedback
about student ratings administered during the first half
of the term was positively related to improving college
teaching as measured by student ratings administered
at the end of the term. Typically there were three
groups. All groups had ratings administered during the
first half of the semester and again at the end. That is
all the first group received, i.e., no feedback. The
second group received the student rating feedback,
quantitative data, from the first student ratings. in
addition to that, the third group received some kind of
consultation (which varied across the different studies).
Using the end-of-term ratings as the measure of
improvement and setting the first group's mean ratings
at the 50th percentile, Cohen presented the following
data:

During term End of Term
No student rating teedback = 50th %ile
Only student rating feedback = 58th %ile
Student rating feedback pius
consultation = 74th %ile

Conclusion, if an institution really intends to use
student ratings to improve teaching, it needs to provide
some kind of consultation to the insiructors.

Conclusion

There are probably more studies of student ratings
than of all of the other data used to evaluate college
teaching combined. Although one can find individual
studies that support almost any conciusion, for a
number of variables there are enough studies to
discern trends. In general, student ratings tend to be
statistically reliable, valid, and relatively free from bias
or the need for control; probably more so than any
other data used for evaluation. Nevertheless, student
ratings are only one source of data about teaching and
must be used in combination with multiple soutces of
data if one wishes to make a judgment about all of the
components of college teaching. Further, student
ratings are data that must be interpreted. We should
not confuse a source of data with the evaluators who
use student rating data—in combination with other
kinds of data—to make their judgrnents about an
Instructor's teaching effectiveness.

-7



A
i

References and Suggested Reading

Abrami, P. G, {1989a). How should we use student ratings to
evaluate teaching? Research in Higher Edueation, 30, 221-227.

Abrami, P. C. (1988b). SEEQing the tuth about student ratings of
instruction, Educational Researcher, 43, 43—45.

Abrami, P. C., & d'Apollonia. {1990). The dimansionality of ratings
and thair use in personnel decisions. In M. Theall, & J Franklin
(Eds.), Studant ratings of instruction: |ssues for improving
practica: New Diractions for Teaching and Learning, No. 43 {pp.
97-111). San Francitco: Jossey-Bass.

Abrami, P. C., & d'Apollonia. (1891). Multidimensional studants’
evaluations of teaching etfectivenass— generalizability ot “N = 1~
research: Comments on Marsh (1991). Journal of Ecucational
Psychology, 83, 411415,

Abrami, P, C.. Leventhal, L., & Perry, R. P. (1582). Educational
seduction. Review of Educational Research, 52, 446464,

Abrami, P. C, Perry, R. P., & Leventhal, L. (1882). The relationship
between student personality characteristics, teacher ratings, and
student achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 74,
111-125.

Algamoni, L. M. (1981). Student ratings otinstruction. 1n J. Millman
(Ed.). Handbock of teacher avafuation (pp 110-145). Beverly
Hills, CA: Sage.

Benton, S. E. (1982}, Ratng coflega teachers; Criterion validity
studias of studant avaluation-ol-insiruction instruments. AAHE-
ERIC Highaer Education Research Report, No. 1. Washington,
DG: American Association for Higher Education.

Braskamp, L. A., & Ory, J. C. (1994). Assassing laculty work:
Enhancing individual and institutional performance. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Braskamp. L. A, Ory, J. C., & Pieper, D. M {1981). Student written
comments Dimensions of instructional quality. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 73, 65-70.

Cashin, W. E (1988). Studant ratings of taaching: A summary of
the rasearch. IDEA Paper No, 20. Manhattan, KS: Kansas State
University, Center for Faculty Evaluation and Oevelopmant
{ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 302 567)
{Repnnied in K. A, Feldman & M. B. Paulsen (Eds.). {1984).
Taaching and learning in the collage classroom (pp 5§31-541)
Neadham Heights. MA: Girin Press).

Cashin, W. E. {1989). Delfining and evalualng colfege teaching.
IDEA Paper No 21. Manhattan, KS: Kansas State University.
Center for Faculty Evaluation and Development. (ERIC Docu-
ment Reproduction Service No. ED 338 731)

Cashin, W.E (1990). Studants do rate ditferant academic fields
differently. In M. Theall. & J. Franklin (Eds.}, Swdent ratings of
instruction. Issues for improving practice New Diractions for
Teaching and Learmng, No 43 (pp. 113-121). San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Cashin, W E. (1992) Student ratings: Tha need for comparative
vata (nsiructional Evaluation and Facuily Development, 12, 1-6.

Cashin, W.E.. & Downey, R. G (1992) Using global student
ralings for summative evaluation Journal of Educational
Psychofogy, 84, 563-572.

Cashin, W. E_, Downey, R G., & Sixbury, G R. (1994) Global and
specific ratings of teaching eflectiveness and their relation to
course objectives: Reply to Marsh (1994). Journal of Educa-
tional Psychology, 86, 649-657.

Centra, J. A. (1993). Raffectiva facully evalualion. Enhancing
teaching and detarmining {aculty effactiveness San Francisco
Jossey-Bass.

a

P

Cohen, P. A. (1980}. Effectivenass of student-rating teadback for
improving callege instruction: A meta-analysis of findings.
Research in Higher Education, 13, 321-341.

Cohen, P. A. (1981). Student ratings of instruction and student
achievement: A meta-analysis of muitisaction validity studies.
AReview of Educational Research, 51, 281-309.

Cohen, P. A. [1990}. Bring research into practice. in M. Thaall, & J
Franklin (Eds.), Student ratings of instruction: Issues for
improving practice: New Directions for Teaching and Learning,
No. 43 (pp. 123-132). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Costin, F., Greenough, W. T., & Mangas, R. J. {1971}, Student
ratings of college teaching. Reliability, validity, and usefulnass.
Raview of Educational Research, 8 511-535.

Davis, B. G. {1993). Tools of teaching. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass.

Feldman, K. A. (1976a). Grades and college students' evaluations
of their courses and feachers. Research in Higher Education, 4,
69-111.

Faldman, K. A. (1976b). The superior college teachar from the
students’ view. Aesearch in Higher Education, 5, 243-288.

Feldman, K. A. {1977). Consistency and variability among college
students in rating their teachers and courses A reviaw and
analysis, Research in Highar Education, 6, 233-274.

Feldman, K. A. {1978). Course characteristics and college students’
raings of their teachers; what we know and what we don't.
Resaarch in Higher Education, 9, 189-242.

Feldman, K. A. {1978). Tha significance of circumstances for
college students’ ratings of their teachers and courses. HResearch
in Highar Education, 10, 149-172.

Feldman, ¥. A. (1983). Seniority and experience of cellege teachers
as ralated to evaluations they receive from students. Aesearch in
Higher Education, 18, 3—124.

Feldman, K. A. (1984} Class size and college students’ evaluations
of teachers and courses: A closer lock. Hesearch in Higher
Education, 21, 45-1186.

Feldman, K. A. (1988). The perceived instructional effactiveness of
college teachers as related to their personality and attitudinal
characteristics: A review and synthesis. Aesearch in Higher
Education. 24, 129-213.

Feldman, K. A. (1987}. Research productivity and scholarly
accomplishment of college teachers as related to their instruc-
tional efiectiveness: A raview and exploration. Rasearch in
Higher Education, 26, 227-298.

Feldman, K. A. {1988). Etfective college teaching from the students’
and faculty’s view. Matched or mismatched prionties Research
in Higher Education, 28, 291-344.

Feldman, K A. (1888a). Instructional eftectiveness ot college
teachers as judged by teachers themsalves, current and former
students. colleagues. administrators and external (neutral)
observers. Hesaarch in Highar Education. 30, 137-194.

Feldman, K A. (1988b). The association between student ratings of
specitic instructional dimensions and student achievement:
Refining and extending the synthesis of data from multisection
validity studies. Aasearch in Higher Education, 30, 583-645

Feldman, K. A. (1992). College studants' views of maie and famala
collega teachers: Part 1-Evidence from the social laboratory and
experiments Research in Highar Education, 33, 317-375



y

@@S

- e

Feldman, K. A. (1993}, College studenis’ views of male and female
college teachers: Part li-Evidence from students’ evaluations of
thair ¢lassroom teachers. Rasearch in Higher Education, 34,
151-211.

Faldman, K. A. (1395, Apnl). Some unresoived issues in studying
instructional erfactiveness and student ratings. Invited address
presented at the annual meeting of the A ierican Educational
Research Association, San Francisco, CA.

Gillmore, G. M., Kane, M. T., & Naccarato, R. W. (1978). Tha
generalizability of student ratings of instruction: Estimation of the
teacher and course components. Journal of Educational
Maasurement, 15, 1—13.

Hegan, T. P. (1973}. Similarity of student ratings across instructors,
courses, and time. Research in Righer Education, 1, 149-154.

Howard, G. 8., & Maxwell, S. E. (1980). The correlation between
student satisfaction and grades: A case of mistaken causation?
Journal of Educational Psychology, 72, 810-820.

Howard, G. S., & Maxwell, S. E. (1982). Do gradas contaminate

student evaluations of instruction? Resaarch in Higher Educa-
tion, 16, 175-188.

Kulik, J. A., & McKeachie, W. J. {1975). The evaluation of teachers
in higher education. In F. N. Kerlinger (Ed.}, Review of rasearch
in education (Vol. 3, pp. 210-240). Mtasca, IL: F. E. Peacock.

L. Y. (1993}, A comparative study of Asian and American studants’
perceptions of facully teaching eflectivenass at Ohio University.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Ohio University, Athens.

Marsh, H. W. (1982). The use of path analysis to estimate teacher
and course effects in student rating's of instructional effective-
nass. Appliad Psychological Maasurement, 6, 47-59.

Marsh, H. W. [{1984). Students’ evaluations of university teaching:
Dimensionalty, roliability, validity, potentin! viases, and wility.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 76, 707-754.

Marsh, H. W. (1987). Students’ evaluations of university teaching:
Research findings, methedolegical issues, and directions for

future research. Internationaf Journal of Educational Research,
11, 253-388.

Marsh, H. W. (19891a). Multidimiensicnal students’ evaluations of
teaching effactivenass A test of alternative higher-order
slructures. Journal of Educationial Psychology, 83, 285-296.

Marsh, H. W. (1991b}. A multidimensional perspective on students’
evaluations of ieaching eflectiveness; Reply 1o Abrami and

d'Apollenia (1991). Journal of Educational Psychology, 83, 416—
421

Marsh, H W. (1994). Waighting for the right criteria in the IDEA
System. Global and specific ratings of teaching effectiveness and
their relation to course objectives. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 86, 631-648.

Marsh, H. W., & Dunkin, M. (1992) Students’ evaluations ol
university teaching. A multidimensional perspective. InJ. C.
Smart {Ed.} Higher education: Handbook of theory and research
{Vol. 8, pp. 143-233). New York: Agathon.,

Marsh, H. W., & Hocevar, D. {1981). Students’ evaluations of
teaching sffecliveness: The stability of mean ratings of the same

teachers over a 13-year period. Teaching & Teachar Education,
7. A03-314.

Marsh, H. W., & Qverall, J U. (1979). Long-term stabilty of
students’ avaluations: A nole on Feldman's consistency and
vanability ameng college studants in rating thair tsachers and
courses. Research in Highar Education, 10, 139-147.

Marsh, H. W., Qverall, J. U., & Kesler, S. P, (1979). Validity of
studant evaluations of instructional effectiveness: A companson
of faculty self-avaluations and evaluation by their students.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 71, 149-160.

Marsh, H. W., & Ware, J. E. {1982). Effects of expressiveness,
content coverage, and incentive on multidimensional student
rating scales: New interpretations of the Dr. Fox effect. Joumal
of Educational Psychology, 74, 126—134.

McKeachie, W. J. (1979). Student ratings of laculty: A reprise.
Academe, 65, 384-397.

McKeachie, W. J. (1390). Research on collage teaching: The
historical background. Journal of Educational Psycholagy, 82,
189-200.

McKeachie, W. J. (1994). Teaching lips: Strategies, rassarch, and
theary lor college and university teachers, (9th ed.). Lexington,
MA: D. S, Heath.

Murray, H. G, (1980). Evaluating university teaching: A raview of
research. Toronte, Canada: Ontario Contederation of University
Faculty Association.

Murray, H. G. {1983). Low-interence classroom teaching behaviors
and studant ratings of college teaching effectivenass. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 75, 138-149.

Murray, H. G.. Rushton. J. P.. & Paunonen, 5. V. (1990). Teacher
personality traits and student instructional ratings in six types of

university courses. Journal of Educational Psychology, 82, 250—
261.

Naftulin, D. H., Ware, J. E., & Donnelly, F. A. (1873). The Doctor
Fox lectura: A paradigm of educational seduction. Journal of
Madical Education, 48, 630835,

Ory, J. C., Braskamp, L. A, & Pieper, D. M. {1980). Congruency of
sludent evaluative information collected by three mathods.
Journal of Educational Psycheiogy, 72, 181-185.

Qverall, J. U,, & Marsh, H. W. (1980). 8’ 'dents’ evaluations of
instruchion: A longitudinal study of their stability. Journai of
Educalional Psychology, 72, 321-325.

Perry, R. P, (Ed). (1980). Special Section: Instruction in higher
education. Journal of Educational Psychology. 82, 183-274.

Sixbury, G. R, & Cashin, W. E. {1995a). IDEA technical repor! no.
9. Description of database for the IDEA Diagnostic Form.
Manhattan: Kansas State University, Center for Faculty Evalua-
tion and Development.

Sixbury, G. R., & Cashin, W. E. (1995%). !DEA technical report no
10: Comparative dala by academic field. Manhattan. Kansas
State University, Cenler for Faculty Rvaluation and Development.

Theall, M., & Franklin, J. (Eds.). {1990). Studant ratings of instruc-
tion: fssues for improving praclice: New Diractions for Teaching
and Learning, No 43. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

IDEA Papers may be ordared from the Center. Individual copies are
$2.00. A complete sat of IDEA Papers may be ordered for $15.00.
Bulk orders of the same paper: 2049 copies are 30 cents a copy,
50-99 copios are 25 cents a copy, 400 or more copiss are 20 cants
acopy. Orders of less than $50 00 must be prepaid. Pricas
effective through 6/30/98.

Canter for Facuity Evaluation and Development
Kansas State University

1615 Anderson Avenue

Manhattan, KS 665024073

J



AS
o

ADDENDUM-IDEA PAPER NO. 32

Add the following as the last paragraph of the paper.

This paper has summarized the general conclusions from the research on
student ratings. Whether those conciusions hold true for any given campus is an
empirical question. If an institution has reason to believe that they do nof apply. it
should gather focal data to answer the question. However, in the absence of
evidence to the contrary, | suggest that the general conclusions serve as a guide.
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