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- . ABSTRACT A

. This study examined the relationships between student ratings that

- . -

college faculty members received from their students and a variety of
- . ot R . .
indepeﬁ%ent variables. Major independent variables in this study were'each

L ' - ' ’ R g 4
faculty member's willingness to publish results of studert ratings, experi-

-

ence (as evidenced by rank and highest degree held), size of class (both a

v

2- and L-category-indicator), and five instructor defined extenuating cir-

K4

cumstances. The subjects were 91 faculty members ‘at a small public 4-year

-

college whose academic rank ranged from the .level of instructor to full
professor.# Correlational and descriptive techniques were-used in analyzing

data from 4,285 separate administrations of a faculty rating scale’

The overall results of the present investigation provide evidence in

support of the contention that student ratings of instructor performance
are either influenced by or related to a number 6f'yariables. Four general

conclusions were suggested: (a) there wa; a slight negative relationship

between a faculty mémber's willingness to puplisﬁ*resultS‘pf student Tratings

: and'fhe atfaﬁheq student ratings; kb)'there was also‘a slight.nggative rela-
. ° ¢ , .

tionship between class size and ratings attained; (c) there Qea no relation-

4

ship demonstrated Between student ratings and instructor's expertence as

defiﬁed by rank and highest degree held; and (d) there was some }hdlcatlon
that there may be a significant re]afaonshlp between several xnst(uttor

A - ~ . x, ! 'l’ L3

defined extenuating circumstances and attained stud nt ratings. ? he first

-

three of these flndlngs have relevance for prevaousl reported-ﬁd%g%rch ' \
i . )

) 4(.21815 were .

.{! ’(

the;

f

findings. Whlle~the.f| dings regarding the}extenuqtlng circumst

not definitive, they do lend support for further examination in

Y

influence of such factors on student ratings of. instructor performahcq 1‘

pq&Stble .
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This study is an investigation of the relationships between the ratings
4 - ! . -

given to college fachlfy members by their students and a variety of indeﬁendent

variables. Some of these variables have been examined elsewhere (i.e.,

s ]

facylty member's rank, highest degree held; and class size) while others

.have been the subject of little or no researgh (i.e., faculty member's,

willingness to publish results of student ratings anggféye instructor.

defined extenWating circumstances). -In addition to reexamining the pre-

’
~

lviously researched fadtors, the study represents the first attempt to look-

-

at the relationship between student ratings and a new category of extenua-
. & .
ting circumstances. This line of inquiry has become more important in light

~ c - oy ' Lo - "
ofAtbe movement in higher education toward more extensive use of student

ratings in the promotion/tenure process. ) . . e

In September,\1973, the Teaching Research Division of the Oregon State

Y . L4

System of Higher Education (0SSHE) began a 3-year study of the factors which
‘influence promotion and tenure in highe} education. The study is supported

by a: grant fronwite fund for the Improvement of Postsecondagy Education

] : .

(HEW) and is conducted as a part of the Division's Higher Education Research

Program. The basic intent of this lérgér,study is to develop a higher
degree of understandi;g of the consequence&'résulting from present poligies
ahd procedures su}rohndiné the assessment of fgculgy pérférmance, while *
makiﬁg attempts to assist OSSHE institutions in éaking any ngces;ary réfin;-

? hents aﬁ exi§ting practices. Tq date: a number of data soﬁrqgs Apye been

:
ae

) . . _ \
* used. A primary”source has been administrators at the:instituti$n and

, . . ) : )
5 department levels. These administrators supplied policy statemerts, guide-
¢ 1 - T ;0 R . “\“
lines, forms, and indicators used when they assess faculty perfor%aﬁce. The
* . . Lt - ‘
second major source of data was a system-wide survey-which evaluaf?d the’

[ ¥

\
, . . 4 iy . \
. ‘ R . -
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promotion/tenure process frompfaculty members' perspectives. Flnally, many

\

of the campuses used faculty review conmytteesﬁet the depart%%nt level and
¥ |/—
then at intermediate levels on:up to the president of ‘the institution. =

-~

. Where such campus-wide personnel commi ttees orfjﬂvxsory bodies existed, .

_project staff have interviewed these individuals, raising a humber of .

" questions about those features of the promotlon/tenure process whlch they

~

fand the most usele and about those features which they deem to be i

consaderable Z;ed of change. ) y 3[ .

Ddring the course of lhese system-wide data collection efforts] both
-teaching and administrative faculfy voiced a number of concerns about the

ramifications of the use of student rating data in the promotion/tenure

v

process. |t soon became evident that, many of the expressed concerns were
a direct result of a general lack of fami *iarity with available research

which examines the relationships between various factors. and student ratings.

-
A .

X However, a number of faculty members were concerned about. the possible

influence of a number of extenuating circumstances on student ratings which

- . i
. - .

they felt could be'of°legitrmété concern to a faculty membey whose ratings
may be used in the promotion/tenure process. The present study consti tutes
an attempt 6 begin to clarify the degree of legi timacy surrounding these

extenuating circumstances. The results of the investigation should be of :
4

N ¥

interest to teaching and administrative faculty, regardless of whether or .

- <

% not the extenuating circumstances tend to result jn significantly different

~

2

Student ratings. The important point here js that those who are charged

with the responsibility of promotion and/or tenure decisions should know .

which, if any, of the extenhating circumstances appear to have impact upon
Q ‘ .

'

student ratings and are therefore legitimate concerns, and”which are not.

- 2

-
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Previous -research (Heilman & Armentrout, 1936; Lovell & Hanner, 1955;
- - — U , - ks
McDaniel ¢ Fg}dhusené 1971) has yielded results which suggest that there

+may be a slight né§ativq,correlation between class size and student ratings.

. \ .
- Q '

P “ » . . 0
Guthrie (195#)?concjuded that there was no correlation between- size of

class and ratinés while other stud1es have |nd|cated that there may be a

.

‘variable relatnonshnp (Gage, 1961 Wood, Linsky, & Straus, 1974) .
With regard=¢o the assocnatlon Qetween a faculty member's experlence

. (usually represented by rank) and student ratings, the relationship is
N . -

unclear.’ Langen (1966) reported~a posittve cqrrelation between Tank and
. . N . » ~

-

ratings. .Cénversely, a study by Riley, Ryan, & Lifschitz (1950).;uggested

+

a negative correlégion between rank and ratipgs. The preseny study examines

’

the relationshipship be tween faculty memberi' experience and student ratings
’ L4 ’

_using two iﬁdicéto;s'(viz., faculty member's rank and faculty membef's

highest degree held).
: Method

'Sub]ects. N . . .

a

The subjects were 91 faculty mBmbers-at a small public h-year college

‘whose aeademic rank ranged from the level of instructor to full professor’
— ! ” N
(4 instructors, 46 assistant professors, 21 associate professors, and 20

full‘professorS).- All subjects were voluntary participantg in a campus-widé_

/

: - Y, . 2 :
ddministration of a’student rating stale. Approximately, 60%. of the faculty.

members at the institution participated, in the evaluation. Data were

collected in Méy,.l97h; in 253 classes during the seventh week fof instruction.

Instruments ) . ”

i
- .

Duriﬁg the winter quarter of the 1973-74 academic year, the inStitution's

-

) ‘ .
Faculty Senate established a Joint Faculty Evaluation Committee. TRis’

.

.
! : : * 6
. .
v
- . .



commi ttee was*comgosed of six faculty members and six studdhts. D"i'he author,

L]
2

who was not a member of the, faculty, was .asked®to serve as-a consultant to
. 4 . .

- [
B o
~ N - N
- »
.

the commi ttee. Consultation was provided in the areas_of'faculty rating’
scale selection, administration, and analysis. The primary objéctive of
- ) » "
this committee was to devase a complete student rating system for annual
i 4

campus-Wide use. Subsequent to examination of anvariety of exasting student
!

rating scales, the commi ttee decided that none fully met the needs of
", 'd . ot ‘ C,
faculty evaluation at their specific insti“tution. The committee decided to

.develop its own rating scale by combining items frém three Fating scales.

Ve

. .
The resultant rating scale consisted gf four sections///fhe first‘ '

* section contatmed 13 items intended -for campus-Wide us (iZ‘speoific i tems

. SN .. N ¢
and 1 overall-instructor performance item). Prior selection, ach.

. ‘ .
s « - ),« . .

“ .

potential item was examined in an abtempt\toaj}fminate‘those~&tems which

might result in an unfair advantage-or disad,antage for a facui/y member
<
X - h
/u
because of h|s maJor discipline and/or coufr'se assngnment. In addition,
. \ S - “ . .
each. item was designed to avoid requesting any information from the studqnt;

”»

that would require judgments about the feeiings'or'attituges of classmates.

N . - . ‘ M [ s q -
-Each of .the 12 specjfict performance items was tied td‘a'Likert-gype S‘point
) :
scale, whi ch ranged from a low oﬁ A (strongly disagree) to a high of

ugn (strongly agree). . The second'and third section of the total rating

/ ' . )
scale were_optional department;and instruc?or segments,'respectively: A
final section‘orovided an %uenue‘students couid use'to sdoply written
comments‘directiy to tneir;i structors. Only'the ingtitution-wide itemsh

constituting section 1, werg analyzed in this study.

" The content of the I3/ items was as follows: "the inst?uotor seems to

-

be knowledgeable in tbé sybject area witn which the gourse‘deais”; ""the




RN

-

. * b

instructor has effectively presented the subject matter to be learned (in

attitudes)';

this evaluation,

P
°

'subject matter’

may‘mean facts, skills,

-
S

InS|gh¢s, and/or

Y

"'the instructor seems to be genUIner interested jn the

4

€

subject matter';

""the instructor seems to be genUIner lnterested |n the

students' learning the materlal‘I

A

. *

7

. ° ' . .' ' . . ‘ . .-
- - comfortable approaching to ask questions or to discuss ideas relating to -

“the instructor is someone l would feel

.

:’ « the subjeét mat ar™; ''the instrudtor has beenireaéonably accessible to me
. Py N - >
- outside of ¢lass Cif you did,not try to contact the instructor, Ieave
o = ‘ *
. this item blank)'; !'the instructor seems to be sens{tlve tq the responses

of the class''; '"the course seems to be sufficiently rigorous (challenging)";

- . .

" Ythe instructor has presented matefial which | think is re]evant (within

Pthe,limitabions impoged by the‘subjept)“;

‘\‘ N X ‘:/\ %
LT this £Lourse''; "

;,

- ‘o '_
”I.have Iearnedwa great deal in

"my interest an the subJect matter has lncreased asaa result

’

of; taklng this course'; and ""the |nstructor has been faar |n the selectaon.

Q.‘.

Qe

N

of "examination questlous and/or evaluatlon crlterla used |h this course“”

4

The overall (general) ratlng i tem was, “Rank the instructor on' the following

-rte
[+ JIEY

S
unacceptable, 2 = below standard 3 = standard, 4 = above

-

. ’. AX JInstructor Datat Sheet was used to collect information from thd

~faculty members about both class related characterlstlcs and lnstructor

.

.

S sA
@~ P [N
scale: | =
standard, and 5 = outstanding."!
def|ned extenuatlng circumstances.
.
s . ~
Procedure ‘
N -

1

Approximately ten days before the week of the evaluation, all‘faculty

o - members at the lnstltutlon ‘received a copy of a memorandum from the commlttee

u"

-

~ “which asked if they were wnlllng to partacnpate in. tbe evaluathsn, and if they

-

‘
-

A

were WIIIIng to release the resultlgp data for publlcatagnaby the student,

. -8

’
-
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N .. -
B

-

body government. Each barticipating faculty member-was requested to identify

AR

a student administrator tqr each of his classes. These‘students were

responsible for the actual administration of the rating scale. Several
. % .

"’ student administrator orientation sessions were held the week before the

P -

evaluation for the purpese of familiarizing ‘them with the process they were
: " . e “ )

¢

to follow whén administering the ratingyscale in their, classes. Detailed *

£
. N

admlnlstrataon lnstructaons were prov;ded orally at these sessions. The

' [}

student admannstrators also rece|ved wrltten admlnlstratlon |nstruct|ons, at

the” t|me they plcked up the rating scale packets, immediately pnaor to the

N

©

time of the evaluation in thelr respectlve classes. . .

. -

.
Each rating scale packet contaaned sufflClent coples of the rating scale,

)

machine’ processab]e answer sheets, blank sheets of paper for written comnients,
v, ’
and -pencils. In addition, each packei contained written administration

directions for the student adm|n|strators and an lnstructor Data Sheet: Each
returned packet was hand checked by the authdr to verlfy that the students

had correctly coded their course identification information and evaluative
' : .

responses (students responded anonymous ly~~-however, 95% also answered five

descrﬁﬁtive items which provided information about.their personal charac=

- | . .
teristics). The percentage distribution of these key background varjaBles

(i.e., ¢lass standing, owverall GPA, required or elective course, age, and

-

sex) were cempared wi th ihformation published by the Registrar's Office on

ot

the same variables. The distribution. corresponded quite closely between

the.two data sources for each variable. All of these data were machine
scored and mergéd with fnformatiqn.provided by the appropriate faculty
member about each'class. These combined data prgvided input for bothfthe
individual instructor reports, which were provided each participant, and

o

for the analyses of this study.

.

’ LT i’ .
.
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Variables ot ’ ] - -
The prima}y'depcndent variable used in this study .was the mean student
-+ - ' . 7 rS
»

rating on tif@ total .scale (items 1 through 12). Also examined as a dependent

. ¢
’ LN

, * variable was the mean/rating rgceived by the faculty member on the overall

v ~ .

(géneral):item.
1 . . » - M M ~
Independent Yariables came from a variety .of sources™ Of the 10 inde-
. ) . . FPCI . .
pendent variables included in this study, 4 came from institutional records

)

and 6 were supplied by participating facul%y members. . Institutional records
provided,data on class size (a 4-category indicator and a 2-category indica- .
tor were constructed) and on faculty members' highest degree and rank.

Willifngness to publish results of the ratings .was ascertained ftom the

~ Ay 14 b

original participation inquiry. Data on instructor defined extenuating
. . ‘ \ ot

circ%ystances was gdthered:by means of an item on the Instructor Data Sheet

.

(a separaté sheet was completed for each evaluated class). The item read

.as follows: ®An instructor's pé}formance canssometimef be hindeFed by

-
0

circumstance. |f you feel there arei clrrent circumstances which may unfairly

) o

{Iower the ratings given you by your students, please’indicate them.'" The

o .'

faculty member was instructed td check ''Yes" or "No' with regard to five

_possible extenuating circumstances. These circumstances included: 'Work
~ "

* 104d too heavy to devote adequate attentiop to the course,' ''clas® is too
-

a

large to adequately present the material,' ''this particufar class «s outside

»
.

b . . -t . .
- of my greatest competence .area,' ''this is a new/untried course,' and "inno- '

‘vations in the instructior are being introduced.' Space was provided to

o+ add "other' extenuating circumstances, but none were suggested.

+  Analysis -

Correlational and descriptive techniques were used in analyzing three

1 ' ,

4

-, different data sets.  The first data set contained responses from 4,285

’ . +

Q .“?; , ’ ) .10




. ..+ The instructor data set.was used to examine relationships between independent

",

\

' varbables related to ihstructors, such as, rank hlghest degree held,

. 2 * I ) . N . < . * ' <
separate administrations of the faculty rating scale. This data set served

-

S

two purposes. First, it was used to calculate item analysis information® °
related specif}cally to the rating scale. Second, it was used to create

a

two other summary data sets--one for courses and one for instructors. Thei ¥
. g .

course data set gontained data from 253 courses (prior to'analysis 16

y

co )
courses were excluded due to special circumstances). The instruétor data

- ¢ )

set contained one randomly selected course for each of the 91 participating =
faculty members. These summary, data set$ consisted of: (a) informetion
lfrom course add/or jnstructor~summaries of  the Q,ZQS student responées, and
(b) course-specific information supplied by faculty members as previously

described. The course data set (237 courses) was used to examine, in a

correlational sense, the relationship between class size and student ratings.

. ’

.

WIlllngness to publish resu]ts of student ratlngs, and the five prevaously .

-descr}bed\eitenuéting circumstance items. -

Results

Major independent variables in this study were each faculty member's

willingness to publish. results of student ratings, experience (as evidenced

~

. ¥ . ) ‘ i
by rank and highest: degree held)", size of class (both a 2- and L-category

lndlcator), and five’ lnstructor deflned extenuating circumstances., Willing-
ness to publnsh instructor experience, and size of class were analyzed .
separately from the extenuating "circumstances.

’ )

-

‘Williﬂgness to Publish, Instructor Experience, and Size of Class’

Table 1 presents correlatlons between the depeXdent and lndependend
\

varlables using data from the Spring, I97h student evaluations of ' .

” -
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. AN \ . - , ‘s '
NS AT x
. . Variable Description A - Row Variable Number L
AR . . . Tt
A K 4 s . % 71
' i 1.7 Mean ratlng on. total’ scale oo ‘ ., .
L i (12 items) 7 - - S o 20 <15 -.08  -.37% -y
. , 2. Hean ratlng on an overall | - F . : ‘ - . b
‘ o Ageneral) item .3 ,'._ s . -0 ;‘-‘ By & 25%7 - 13 . -0k N\ -3 DN 27 ' \
. v - .‘o . ’ e * - )‘ k4 o.\’
3 Faculty membérts wlllmgness to publish ; 4 = * ‘ . <’ '
results of ratings’ (1=9o; 2=maybe; 3=yes) . 13k S13% —_— 27 .00 .01 R
RPN . A .- SN
> 4. Facylty member's rank (1 instructor Z-asst. < , T, >
a prof.; 3=assoc. prof.; 4 prof.) o “* Foe T L M7 -2 el L69% ° -.07 -.08
3 . . ~ . -, . . . :
5. Faculty member's ‘highest degree (1=bacheldriss ™ s @ N . ) . ’ 7
2=master's; 3=Ph.D.} ° \ S , -.18 ‘,% .04 JJ0 .08* 1
s . &
6. Class size A (I=1 tq 10; jz-n 0 30; - o .
R 5 T so h=over 60) /‘ . . .w.zy -.23'*, .00 3 .07 BN — 87
7. Class slze B (1=30 or lass; ' ) - ' .
2=over 30) 7 v -2t .2152 w03 % 08 g . .
N o - s - .
! Correlations above the dl%gonal are based upon 9] classes (one’ class for each partncnpatmg ~faculty member
with 7 classes excluded due to special tlrcumstanccs). Correlations-below -the dlagonal are based upor: 237
- classes {onc to four classes for each participatiag faculxy member) .
.o . . N - TR - - .
* Significant beyond the .05 lewvel.’ o - - “up.Y -
= N | . -,
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. uinstructor performance. (forrelations above the diagongl wére,gbased upon
t . ’ ~ .
91 classes (one class for each partucupatlng faculty member wnth Z classes )
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. were” based gorj 232 classes {one to four clas-ses for. each participating 7 - .,
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facu]ty member). ResUltant correlatrons were: ~sbased flrst on.one A:lass for. =
each participating faculty member and second on‘! ultlple classe/ for each

. o - . -7
Y participatirrg faculty member, ':because‘l three of the variables (i.e., WIll‘mg-‘,
2 . ‘9 .
. - Fd “‘f . .p -
- - ness to publish results of ratings, faculty mémber,'s rank, and faculty
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. examlned qslng data whlch were~based on more than;one cdass per facu]ty
. N T . . - \/ . 1" ¢ . ; . )
e i member. e o . K ) ? ,’T"g' i >

) '1,—:!’,;' 2. - . ' o )

- Examlnatlon of Table - :ndtcates a_§trong relataonsﬁlp bEtweenvthe 2?§,:" i
v R v - ’,.-‘-‘-:" _____ _ '.-'-q._.c R (S'

mean ratgngs’ o the total scale (12 ltemsh End the mean’ ratang on. the overall’ IR

(
roe

lnétructor rating tef ( 89 for the7mu1t|p]e~class data set ws. .92 for the " " -~

. - SIngle class data set). This nblles that entheﬁ,score could have been
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valldly used as a criterion measure agalnst whlch to evaluate the reIatlon-_.
A 1)

Shlp between the lndepe’dent variables of interest and the.dependent variable

(student- ratlngs) Note that in both data»sets each of t é\i dependent varl- -
!.'4 e

ahle .5 two cofre]atlons with the two dependent variables exhrbsted extremely
L T 1

»
~

. §I|ght.var|at|ons. Therefor for the sake of snmp]ucnty the fol]ewung
¢ .. s s N
‘ L e, discuqsions will focus- prlmaraly on the relatlonshlps between the |ndependent -
~y ! ~ > ‘
. *3 variables and the mean rating on the total scaie. :

b . A Y T .o . o &
o _yhllllngness to publish resu1ts. Examination of Table. I shows that there,

R . ¢ [
'

was a correlatnon of 24 between. faCu]ty member s willingne§s to publish _ v

Ty . resu]ts of*student ratings and the’mean ratlng on the total Pating scale.
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e T classes. tikewise, the two clas> slze |nd|cators were more approprlately

, ) ( This suggests that faculty, members who for one reason or another, did not ,
L

° 3
“did those,instructors who were wilfing to have the student government publish
o *

‘the results of the|r ratings, (It is lmportant to note that peTmlssaon to

* Toe
.

’ . re]ease the|r ddata %or.publleathn tended to get slightly Iower ratlngs than

publish was’ obtalned prlgy to the week of the evaluatlons )
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i . Instructor experlence. The professorla /ank whlch the faculty members .
“ hd . &
; held and their highest academlc degree were used in this study as

. :ndncators
i nkaxd

, _of professqonak expernence. Examination of Tgb]e 1 |nd|cates thit neither: of

o : 'the§e indicators \ were sngnlflcant]y re]ated toaattalned student ratings.
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Correlations for féculty member's rank and highest.degree held were ~-.15

\

.
* ’

apd -.08, respec;ﬁvely.' T
i Size of class. Table 1 shows significant negativé correlations of

-.2b4 and -.23 for- the 2-\and h-category class sjze indicators., This -
finding indicates that for this sample of faéulty members, there was a ‘
5 N : ) :

. ) ) v .
slight tendency for student ratings: to decrease as class s&ze increased:
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instructor Defined Extenuating Circumstances

Table 2 presents mean:.ratings and t-scores. for five instructor defined

*

~ ‘e

extenuating circumstances. Sinqe most faculty members reported.that the exten-

- . N
- ., - .

“uating cnrcumstances drd not apply, there,was a éubstantlal difference in,

.. \ —

the sizes. of theﬂgroup f§5pond|ng~vyes” and\z\g greup responding ''no."
. N
For this reason {t was deCIded that‘a correlational. analy%ds would be

- . A
-._ -,

.

|happropr|ate because it would tend to obsture any exnstlng re}athn§hlp«

. -, -

. . g,
due primarily to this discrepancy in group size. Therefore, t was used-
as a test statistic to test the hypothesis of nowdjffefence between the

“means (Blommers & Liﬁdquist, 1960) .

‘ N Table 2 . .
. R ; 1
Hean Ratings and t-scor\esy-fd‘r"Inétrucbr‘&qflnpd gxtenuatjng Clrcums tances

s
- . 3

,
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o = . =

. . Meanf rating of Hean rating’of. - - - t of difference

Instruc¢tor, defined extenuating circumstance - group responding o group responding, °,. between *
R "'Np" e Wes" L7

. ..
>

[ - — ry
v o’
ork load too heavy to devote adequate i L ’.-‘
attention to the course' 4,2

“"Class too large to adequately present e .
the material®, . o1 1.7 (p < .1)

“ .
. A & .

“This particular class is outside of my .

greatest competence area" ok, , . . .68 (p < .5) .

“This ¥s a new/untried course' b, . -1.07 (p < .3}
“Jpnovations in the Instruction-are , 3 )
being introduced" B : - &bl (p <

f}

* o is the probabili'ty of having t.this large or larger in slzg by chance.
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) ‘ Examlnatlon of the group mgans in TaUIe‘Z |ndlcates that there was  a

) tendengy for student ratlngs tq decrease/fgr those'lnstructors who said that

1 . foer e .
. , N
the extenuatlng circums tances applled to thetr'particular situatPon. Exam-

. Il
v

dpation of the aSSOCIated t scored? suggesﬁé that two of the extenuatlng

¢ -

C|rcumstances produced group mean d:fferences S|gn|f|cant/bexond the 2 level

The remalnlngcthree-extenuatlng circumstances,provide Iess evfdence of a .
v . <" Mg
. v il
wy Significant reIatlonshlp between student rattngs”and these extenuatlng

/’o\ ! .- . A
T - .

-

C|rcumstances. While these resu1ts are no; deflnltnve they do lend~support

\ ,r~
.

_to further examination into the possrble lnffuence of’ such factors on

~ -
> . (. ~ o
[ . - . o, O

student raTangs of lnstructor performance. }-.~_ S ) N

'o‘ -
.

S ' - '\

o The/OVeraIl resuhts of the Py sent |nvest|gatlon provade evnden‘ ini
A X .

L
Ay I

tudent ratlngs ‘of |nstructor performance
N \,\ o ’
ated to a number of varlables. Four general

\ ~ .

Lo P
L conclusionsikere suggested (a) there was a sllght negative relatlonshlp
5 \ 3

L . Y .
i

i, between a, féCUTtY‘mehbeP s wllLLngness to publlsh results of student ratings_

. support ofv;he tént
§ ‘.

(. "are elther'ihflqe
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by 0

and the @ttalneF sgudent ratangs,»(b) thére WBs als\\a qught negaflve rela—

. [ ‘ . . \ ~
: tlonshlp BetWEen chass«stze ‘and ratnngs attalned (c) f ere was no relatlon-‘ L
. ‘ - . "g.".vl . o N .
P ’ S e . o
i Shlp'demonstrateﬂ between student ratlngs and |nstFuctor S experlence ag. >
“‘.E Ve . RN
; i defjned by rank and hlghest degree held; and (d) theTe Was some |nd|cat\on
l ‘ ~ \\ |
Py it S

;. that there may be a s“gnuflcant relatlonshlp between several instructor . . .

v,

NG

N |
deﬁbned extenuaﬁﬁng cir¢umstances and attarned student ratlngs. The flnst .
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three of these‘fqhélpgs have relevance forvpreVIously reported research
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> f:bdlngs. W|th regérd~to the fourth cpnc]u5|0n, the pf&sent study was hot
iy H t'f ' .,,. ‘ B
b A% :
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. |nstructor deflned extenuatlng cnrcumstances were S|gnlficantly related to
- " - . c ’:' e /
-y -] , student ratlngs of :nstructop’performance«

. Whether o hot the relationship
- . o i
e between the extenuatﬁng-cgrcums;ances and student ratlngs is
- ) s M - .
. h
l' , to be of real ﬁracticaLIS|gn ficance to faculty members,"

% -
A .

Iarge enough

is a question about

N

. . whlch more data are needed before any retiable answers can be glven.

_ . The proposatlon that students have the most advantageous perspectnve

by vartue'of their-daily classroom observations,

to assess the inﬁclass

effectlveness of//Helr professors

ss the topic of a diminishing amount of
’»/ ,’,

~

,debate . Comprehensnve evaluatlon of teachin

®

g performance for ejther salary .

. /

e , -
and promotnon consuderatnons or for instructional improvement has become
- -

more and more dlffncult to ach|eve and justify unTess some type of data from’

!
. il
g students |s'available. However, ‘as ratlngs become more |nfluent|al it

k]

. becomes even .more important .to understand what it

_tor. or a group of lnstructors, to attaln goodfratangs.

’Unfortunately, there has been little research completed which deals

directly'wjth administrative uses of. student rating data. While the present

.report also does not dlrectly
& .

adm|n|strat4ye use of rattngs,

involve datg emanating from or leading to

the/results of the extenuating circumstance

analyses are unique and should be of direct :nterestﬂto both |nd|v1dual

. i}

faculty members who feel that their performance |n the classroom can some-

tnmes be hindered by cnrcumstagég and- to adenlstrators who must interpret

B the results of student® ratings. . ’ ‘

The fadt‘that‘the focus of this study

©

'f%ply that such ratlngs ‘are vnewed by the author as belng the sole, or eVen

‘he most JUSCIfIable |nd|cator of teaii&pg performance in an overall

ra

- .

lt is recognlzed\that the. total performance of an

y ecss:on-maklng scheme

.

‘{fistructor "is a function of a varnety of very different types of behaviors.

is that enables an instruc-

|s studen; ratings should not  ---
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data which, withoit é eStion)'limited the scope of the analyses. Therefore,
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Performance in the classrdom per se id merely part of a professor's role

that can be reflected in student ratings. Data which relate directly to

0

faculty members' classroom performance (i.e., stldent ratings) have a
necgssary and justifjable role to fulfill in the overall assessment of

professorial performance. However, student ratings should only be used’

in conjunttion with é6ther sources of information about instructional
effectiveness. \\\~‘

.
s

An argument can be made that this study, becaus& it is the first

e

large-scale look at these instructor defined extenuating circumstances, is

N

. -’ - a0
circumstances and st dent ratings. This seems to be a reasonable argument,
: ‘ /o Tt oy P : PERRE]

t of some of the cited limitations inherent within the

not truly representa;}we of the actual relationsﬁig between the extenuatirg

4

particularly in 1i

it-would be. reasonable to’ éontinue this type of investigation using more:
o | P

precise definitioghs ¢f extenuating circumstances in conjunction with a

2

In addttion, utilization of other téchniques such as anéf§-'f
. ' . B
sis of variange would add a needed dimensjon to the investigation: that

- - ) .
would allow guch more to be ‘Ssaid about the legitimacy.of the extenugting

imé of growing use and possible misuses of student ratings for .\

constitutes a step toward a muth needed refinement in the process of
! . * N

o .

evaluating this aspect of faculty members' teachihb.perforﬁance. _ However,-
€ . ¢ - .

in light of the present findings, a'lé}ge part of the.task remains if we

- >

are to-determine which, if any, of .the often-voiced instructor defined
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,extenuating circumstances are.legitimate concerns, and which are not. The

<jiajor point here is that it is imperative that further investigation into

- : N
Rlley, J. W., Ryan, B. F.,

1 . f

‘-
N ’ ]

e poss.ible influence of extenuating circumstances, such as those examined,

in this study, be continued. Until the influence of such factors is

eitﬁef confirmed or discounted, it will remain difficuit to equitably .. /
éppiy fhe resh]ts—of's}ydent ra;ings in decision-making processes. / .
. . * . ’ . ’/
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