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Abstract

Part Il of the Guidebook builds on the rationale
described in Part I and provides some specific applica-
tions. The first section lists those sources — method
combinations typically employed for collecting instruc-
tional evaluation information. The remainder of Part II
is a detailed discussion of student ratings of instruction
and their role in this comprehensive process.

Section 5: Collecting Information with
Various Source/Method Combinations

Any number of combinations of source and me-
thod can be employed for collecting evaluative infor-
mation described in this guidebook. The ways are
depicted in Exhibit 3. The combinations include five
sources — students, colleagues, self, alumni, and
records — and four methods — ratings, written apprai-
sals, achievement tests, and interviews.

Not all ways are equally appropriate to evaluate
different components of instructional performance,

Exhibit 3 is included as a guide in selecting one or more
ways to evaluate selected components of instruction
given the purpose for which the component is to be
evaluated.

In the following pages, the presentation is or-
ganized around sources. A brief introduction to the im-
portance of each source, examples of methods, a brief
review of the technical quality of the information col-
lected by a method from a source, and suggestions for
using methods or combinations of methods, listed
separately for personnel decision making and for im-
provement are given.

Section 6: Students as Sources
Students as sources provide an important and
unique perspective, since they are the primary re-
cipients of instruction. Student evaluations can include
both descriptions and judgments of value or worth.
Students are good sources when they are describing
student-instructor relationships, their views of the in-

Exhihit 3. Components which can best be evaluated for improvement and
personnel decisions by each source/method combination.

structor’s professional and
ethical behavior, their workload,

Purpose of Evaluation

and what they learned in the
course. As judges, they can re-
port on the instructor’s ability to

communicate clearly, but they
are not in a good position to
judge the relevance and recency
of the course content and know-
ledge and scholarship of the

Personnel
Source/Method Improvement Declsions Component
Students
1. Ratings
a. Globalratings A =O0verall Instructor
b. Generalratings B.C B.C.D Competence
c. Specific ratings B,C.D.E
2. Written appraisals B,C.D.E,F B=Teaching Skills
3. Interviews B.C.D.EF C=Relationships with
Students
4. Achievement tests F F D=Course Structure and
Organization
Colleagues E=Course Materials
1. Ratings B.D.E ADE F=Student Learning
2. Written appraisals B.D.E,F.G,H A,D.E,F.GH G =Course Development
Alumni H=Advising
1. Ratings B.C.,F AFH
2. Written appraisals B.C.F A.F.H
Self
1. Ratings B.C.D
2. Written appraisals B,C,D.E,F,G,H B.C,D.E,F,G,H
Records D,E,G,H ADH
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Exhibit §. Relisbility of Different Types of Rating Scale Items.*
Reliability
. Quallty
Type Examples Reliability’ Rating
A. Global 1. Ratethe Instructor a. Single class administration: High'
{Excelleat-Very Poor. 6 pt. .8to0 .9 for 1 to 2items
scals) (4127
2. Ratethe Course in General b. Average across four High
(Excelient-Very Poor, 6 pt. administrations:
acale) .8to .9for 1 item (12)
B. General 1. Theinstructor scemed well a. Single class administration: High
Concept prepared for classes (Yes, about .80 for minimum of
(Dept. “Core™) always-No, seldom; 5 pt. scale) a 5 item subscore (4,12)
2. The course was (Organized- b. Average across four Fairly
Disorganized; S pt. scale) administrations: High
about .80 fora Sitem
subscore (12)
C. Specific 1. How often did the instructor a. Single class administration: Moderate
(Instructor- review material? (Too much- range of .6 to .8 for
Selected) Not enough; 5 pt. scale) minimum of a 5 item sub-
. score (4,12)

2. How beneficial were the home-  a. Average across four Moderate
work assignments? (Very administrations: to
beneficial; Just busy work range of Sto .8fora Low
5 pt. scale) Sitem subscore (12)

' All resules assume s class slze of 20 students *Exhibit 4 is not Included in this text.
! Numbers for references found in hibliograpby

Information from students can be collected in a
number of ways. Four common methods are:
1. Rating scales
2. Written appraisals
3. Interviews
4. Student achievement tests.

Section 7: Method of Collecting Data
from Students: Rating Scales

Rating scales include student rating forms or sur-
veys administered to students in class, and any type of
paper and pencil instrument on which students indicate
their response to items on some numerically-based
scale. Their use is common on the University of Illinois
campus because they are most efficient for collecting
information from students,

Technical Quality

The technical quality of student ratings encom-
passes’ both the reliability and validity of ratings.
Reliability refers to the extent the employed measure-
ment procedures provide information that is free from
biases due to sampling of students, courses, and time of
administration. There are two different types of relia-
bility:
1. Agreement: The extent of agreement among
students within a class on rating the instructor and

course.
2. Stability: The extent to which the same students

using the same rating form rate the instructor and
course similarly at two different times,
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The reliability of data obtained from rating scales
is dependent on the type of item used in the student
rating form as shown in Exhibit 5. (See third column.)
Because higher reliability is recommended for person-
nel decisions. each item type is not equally appropriate
for personnel purposes. Global items are the preferred
type for personnel whereas specific diagnostic type
items, even though their reliability is lower, are recom-
mended for improvement because of their increased in-
formational value.

A summary of generalizations based on the re-
search on the reliability of student ratings is presented
in Exhibit 6. These generalizations are particularly im-
portant when ratings are used for personnel decisions.

The other major aspect of technical quality is
validity; i.e., do ratings measure what they are in-
tended to measure? The validity of ratings must take
into account two issues: (1) to what extend do factors
not under the control of the instructor bias student

Exhibit 6. Generalizations about Reliabflity of Stulkm
Ratings i
1. Student agreement on global ratings is wfﬁcieat!y hlch ”!ﬁ:
class has over 15 students. (12,16,17.26,28) . .
2. Students are consistent in their globel ratings d the ﬂﬂ
structor at different times in the course. (9} . =
3. - Aninstructor’s overall teaching performance mmm 3
genéralized from ratings from five or more clasies aught {7 tha.
instructor in which at least 15 students were Wﬁ%
class. (12,23)
4. The same instructor teaching different sections of t’l[h e
course receives similar global raungsfromucbmtﬁn. (385,38).
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Exhibit 7. Factors that influence student ratings of the instructor or course.

Factor Effect Recommendation for Use

Administration

a. Student Signed ratings are more positive than anony- Students should remain anonymous
Anonymity mous ratings (18, 37)

b. Instructorin If the instructor remains in the room, ratings Instructor should leave classroom
Classroom are more positive (18)

c. Directions

d. Timing

e. Midterm

Nature of Course

a. Required/
Elective

b. Course Level

¢. Class Size
d. Class Size (less

than 6 students)
e. Discipline

Instructor
a. Rank

b. Sex of Instructor
c. Personality

d. Years Teaching

Student
a. Expected Grade

b. Prior Interest

c. Major/Minor

d. Sex

¢. Personality
Characteristics
Instrumentation

a. Placement of Items

b. Number of Response

Alternatives

c. Negative Wording of Items

d. Labeling All Scale Points Vs.
Labeling Only End Points

If stated use is for promotion, ratings are more
positive than if for improvement (§, 18)
Ratings administered during final exam

are generally lower than given during semester
(20)

Unreliable if students can be identified

Students in elective courses give higher ratings
than in required courses (5, 17)

Students in higher level courses tend to give
higher ratings than in lower level {17, 26)
Students in verv small (under 10) and very large
{over 150) courses tend to give higher ratings
than students in the other courses. (10, 17, 28)
Unusually high ratings (12)

Lower ratings are given in courses in science
and highest ratings are in courses in Applied
Life Studies and Education (10, 31}

Professors receive higher ratings than teach-
ing assistants. (5, 10, 24)

Inconsistent results (2, 19, 30)

Warmth, enthusiasm are generally related to
ratings of overall teaching competence (15)
Ratings of instructors increase during first

10 to 12 years of teaching and decline somewhat
thereafter (10)

Students in classes with higher expected grades
give higher ratings than those in classes
with lower expected grades (9. 14)

Prior interest generally is associated with high-
er ratings (25, 32)

Majors tend to give more positive ratings than
been obtained (2)

Small effects but complex relationships

have been obtained (2)

No meaningful and consistent relationships (1)

Specific items placed before global items has a
minimal effect on overall ratings (33)

Six point response scales vield higher item re-
liabilities than five point response scales

(29, 31)

Overall ratings of the course and instructor are
not significantly affected by the number of nega-
tively worded items (33)

Labeling only end points yields slightly higher
means (22)

Indicate which items are used for which
purpose

Administer during last 2 weeks of class and
not last day of class or during final exam

Use ofjective items only, anonymously collected
ICES campus norms partially account for status
Required/elected norms partially correct for this

Should be taken into account, if classes are small
administer surveys in every course.

Use cautiously for personnel decisions

Use both university and department norms and
department core items if available

ICES campus norms partially account for rank
(professorial and TA)

Generally not needed to be taken into account
Not to be used for personal decisions

Needs to be considered with type of course taught

Interpretation is difficult. High ratings might be a
“reward"” for an expected easy grade, but they
may also mean that good grades are expected be-
cause much has been learned from a good teacher.
Confounded with many other factors, and thus
difficult to interpret

Complexity of the relationship prevents any trust-
worthy conclusions

Complexity of the relationship prevents any
trustworthy conclusions.

Does not need to be considered for personnel
decisions

Global items can be placed at either the begin-
ning or end of a survey
Global items should use more than five point

response scales

Both negatively and positively worded items can be

Response format used should be consistent
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ratings, and (2) Do student ratings correlate with other
measures considered to be defensible indicators of ef-
fective instruction?

Research on factors not under the control of the
instructor that influence student ratings is voluminous.
Unfortunately thz results are not always consistent and
the interactive effects of the factors need to be taken
into consideration. However, some generalizations are
worth noting, although they may not always pertain to
the specific course or instructor.

These factors and their influence are summarized
in Exhibit 7. These generalizations are particularly rele-
vant for personnel decisions, since an instructor doing
evaluation for self improvement can easily collect more
information o1 only use the collected information as a
“warning” to potential problems.

Given these generalizations, it is prudent to inter-
pret student ratings of the instructor and of the course
with an understanding of the contextual factors that
may influence the ratings. For example, students may
give low ratings to some courses in a department re-
gardless of the instructor. In addition, several factors
can be confounded which interferes with any clear in-
terpretation of the influence of any one factor. For
example, teaching assistants may be teaching more re-
quired and larger classes than senior faculty and thus
teaching assistants receive lower ratings because of the
confounding effects of required/elective status of the
course, rank of instructor, and class size.

Several generalizations can be made about the
second issue of the relationship between student ratings
and other measures or indicators of teaching com-
petence. These generalizations displayed in Exhibit 8
point to two major themes: First, student ratings corre-
late with other measures of competence, and thus they
have sufficient validity to warrant their use for both
personnel decisions and improvement purposes.
Second, global ratings by students correlate more
highly with student learning than do diagnostic ratings,
and thus global ratings are recommended for personnel
decision making.

Examples of Rating Scale Surveys

A number of different rating scale surveys are cur-
rently being used. They include a single set of 20-30
items used by every instructor in a department, college
or university. The items may tap student assessments of
what they learned (i.e., product) or student descrip-
tions and judgments of how the teacher behaved or or-
ganized the course (i.e., process) or both product and
process. The surveys may be very individualistic; i.e.,
instructor selects items either from an established pool
of items or writes them from personal experience. If a
pool of items is available from which instructors have
the opportunity to select those items which are con-
sidered most relevant for evaluating a given course, the
pool is called a “cafeteria system.” The Instructor and
Course Evaluation System (ICES) used at the Univer-
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sity of Illinois is a cafeteria system. The ICES item pool
includes three basic item types — global, general
concept, and specific, Items are classified into types by
the amount of inference student raters make in an-
swering a given item. Global items require high in-
ference, since students need to make judgments and
generalizations from experience in the course. For
example, “rate the instructor” requires students to
make a considerable amount of inference. On the
other, specific items are essentially descriptive and are
diagnostic; e.g., “Were written assignments returned
promptly?” General concept items pertain to areas of
instruction and require students to make some in-
ference before they answer the item.

The ICES system is designed to take into account
the two major purposes for the collection of student
ratings: administrative data for personnel decisions and
feedback for course improvement. The first purpose is
satisfied by the inclusion of three global items (Rate the
Course Content, Rate the Instructor, and Rate the
Course in General) on every ICES survey form. The
second purpose is satisfied by a large catalog or pool or
items from which instructors have the opportunity to
select items they consider best meet their information
needs.

Suggestions for Using Student Ratings. The pur-
pose of the evaluation needs to first be determined
since the purpose influences the type of student ratings
items to be selected. Although the dual purposes of self
improvement and personnel decisions can lead to con-
flicts. a strategy can be designed whereby many poten-
tial conflicts can be alleviated, if not eliminated. This

Exhibit 8. Relationships Between Student Ratings and
Other Measures of Effective Instruction

High Positive Correlations Between ...

1. Student and alumni ratings of overall instructor competence.
(7.35)

Moderate Positive Correlations Between ...

2. Student overall ratings of instructor and student learning. (6.11)

3. Student overall ratings of the course and student learning. (6,11)

4. Stwudent learning and student ratings of teaching skills of in-
structor. (11)

5. Student overall ratings of instructor and instructor overall self-
ratings. (3,6,13.27)

6. Student overall ratings of instructor competence as measured by,
ratings. written comments to open-ended questions. and interviews
(34)

Low Positive Correlations Between ...

7. Student learning and student ratings of student/teacher in-
teraction, feedback. and evaluation. (11)

8. Student learning and student ratings of course structure an

organization. (6.11)

9. Student ratings of course difficulty and ratings of instructor’
teaching skill. (11)

Low Negative Correlations Between ...

10. Student ratings of course difficulty and student ratings of course
structure and instructor-student report. (21)

Negligible Correlations Between ...

11. Student ratings of course difficulty and student learning. (11)
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Exhibit 9 Item type and usefuiness.

Usefulness for

Item Type Personnel Improvement Recommended Distribution to:
1. Global

Rate the Course Content Good Poor Instructor,

Rate the Instructor Very Good Poor Departmental Administrator, and

Rate the Course in General Very Good Poor Promotion/Tenure Committees
2. General Concept Good Good Instructor and to Others Depending upon Policy
3. Specific, Diagnostic Poor Very Good Instructor Only

strategy is outlined in Exhibit 9. It is based on the prin-
ciple that different types of items in our ICES system
can be used for different purposes. Since both types of
items can be included in a single ICES form, both pur-
poses can be met. To implement this strategy, several
guidelines for each purpose are recommended.

Using Student Ratings For Personnel Decisions

1. Student ratings should not be the sole piece of
evaluative information as a basis for judging instructor
competence.

2. Summative or global ratings are more appropriate
than highly diagnostic items to evaluate overall instruc-
tor competence and the course in general.

3. Requiring student ratings of every course every
semester may result in “overkill” because students may
not take the evaluation seriously. Rather a random or
representative selection of courses is recommended,
especially for faculty who have earned tenure.

4, If the ratings are to be used for personnel purposes,
this use is to be included in directions given to students.
5. Administering survey forms sometime during the last
two or three weeks of the semester is preferred to ad-
ministration immediately after the final exam or during
the final exam period.

6. Instructors may distribute the form and use a stan-
dard set of directions. Then it is recommended that
they leave immediately and provide at least ten minutes
of class time for the students to complete the form. A
student can collect the forms and place them in campus
mail for processing.

7. The credibility of information is tied to the propor-
tion of students completing the survey. At least 80 per-
cent of the students should be available on the day on
which the student surveys are completed.

8. Student evaluation forms are not to be returned to
the instructor until after the final grades have been sub-
mitted so that students do not perceive any threat of re-
taliation from the instructor.

9. A department may wish to establish a departmental
core (i.e., a set of items used by all departmental
faculty) for all their instructors to provide further com-
parative information about components of the course.
Since core items are normed for each department,
comparisons within a department can be obtained for
these items as well as the three global items.

10. At least 5 sets of evaluations, each based on at least
15 enrolled students, are recommended before student
ratings are to be used for major personnel decisions. If
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the average number of students is 10 or less, the
number of evaluations should be at least 8. If ratings
are given in every course every semester, a small
number of items (six to twelve) may be sufficient.

il. A profile of student rating including item statistics
such as means and comparisons with other courses for
each course can be used as a cumulative record. Dif-
ferences in student ratings due to such extraneous
factors as class size and type of course can be noted by
such a listing.

12. If instructors are to be compared with others, fac-
tors out of the control of the instructor need to be
taken into account in the interpretation of the ratings.
In the ICES systems, two factors are used in es-
tablishing norms — faculty status (teaching assistant
and professional rank) and elective/required course
status. In this comparison, an instructor is compared
with other instructors classified into one of six groups.
Any interpretation of normative (i.e., comparative) re-
sults must be done cautiously, since other factors not
included in these norms may be important. Other
faculty who have first-hand experience with a course
can generally provide additional information which can
be used in the interpretation of an instructor rating.

Using Student Ratings For Improvement

1. Specific and diagnostic items are the most appro-
priate items, because they attempt to measure specific
teacher behaviors or course characteristics. These
items are included in the ICES Catalog (ICES Newslet-
ter Number 1) classified under the following categories:
Course Management, Student Qutcomes of Instruc-
tion, Instructor Characteristics and Style, Instructional
Environment, Student Preferences for Instruc-
tor/Learning Style. and Specific Instructional Settings.
2. A specific area or problem of instruction can be in-
vestigated by selecting a number of items pertaining to
that area or problem. One caution: If instructors con-
centrate solely on weaknesses, then students may be
more negative about the course in general than if a
more representative sample of items are selected.

3. Student ratings given early at the midterm of a
semester can be used to make changes during the cur-
rent semester.However, if an instructor receives feed-
back before grades are determined, negative feedback
needs to be viewed as constructive criticism and not
negatively affect the working relationship between the
students and instructor. Instructors, by discussing the
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evaluation with students in class, can respond to criti-
cisms and also demonstrate to the students that their
feedback is being taken seriously.

4. Student responses to specific and diagnostic items
are recommended to be sent only to the instructor and
not be distributed to others without the consent of the
instructor.

5. The ratings may be more fully utilized if the in-
structor works with a faculty colleague or a profes-
sional staff trained in faculty evaluations and
development. The instructor can learn ways to change
and improve as well as discuss the results in a suppor-
tive atmosphere. A colleague who serves as a counselor
generally should not alse be responsible for making
personnel decisions since ‘his may result in a serious
conlflict of roles. Openness and trust are essential for a
serious examination of strengths and weaknesses.

Conclusion: Part |l
The majority of Part II was devoted to our analysis
and recommendations for using student ratings of in-
structions as one strategy in the evaluation of teaching.
Readers are urged to review Part I and Section 5 of this
Part to understand our comprehensive perspective.
Additionally, readers should note that other strategies

listed in Exhibit 3 will be given specific consideration in

Parts III and IV. Part III will be published in the June
1984 issue of NACTA Journal.
Part Il — Bibliography

1. Abrami, P.C., Perry, R.P. and Leventhal, L. 1982.
The relationship between student personality
characteristics, teacher ratings, and student achieve-
ment. Journal of Educational Psychology, 74, 111-125.

2. Bennett, S.K. 1982 Student perceptions of and ex-
pectations for male and female instructors: Evidence
relating to the question of gender bias in teaching
evaluation. Journal of Educational Psychology, 74,
170-179.

3. Blackburn, R.T. and Clark, M.J. 1975. An
assessment of faculty performance: Some correlates
between administrators, colleagues, student, and self-
ratings. Sociology of Education, 48, 242-256.

4. Brandenburg, D.C. April 1979. Some statistical
properties of item specificity in ratings. Paper pre-
sented at National Council on Measurement in
Education annual meeting, San Francisco, CA.

5. Brandenburg, D.C., Slinde, J.A., and Batista,
E.E. 1977. Student ratings of instruction: Validity and
normative interpretations. Journal of Research in
Higher Education, 7, 67-78.

6. Braskamp, L.A., Caulley, D.N. and Costin, F.
1979. Student ratings and instructor self ratings and
their relationship to student achievement. American
Educational Research Journal, 16, 295-306.

7. Centra, J.A. 1974. The relationship between
student and alumni ratings of teachers. Educational
and Psychology Measurement, 34, 321-326.

24

8. Centra, J.A. 1976 The influence of different
directions on student ratings of instruction. Journal of
Educational Measurement, 13, 277-282.

9. Centra, J.A. 1980. Determining faculty per-
formance. San Francisco, California: Jossey-Bass.

10. Centra, J.A. and Creech, F.R. 1976. The
relationaship between student, teachers, and course
characteristics and student ratings of teacher ef-
fectiveness. Project Report 76-1. Princeton. NI:
Educational Testing Service.

11. Cohen, P.A. 1981. Student ratings of instruction
and student achievement: A meta-analysis of multisec-
tion validity studies. Review of Educational Research,
51, 281-309.

12. Crooks, T.J. and Kane. M.). 1981. The
generalizability of student ratings of instructors: Item
specificity and section effects. Research in Higher
Education, 15, 305-313.

13. Doyle, K.O., Jr., and Crichton, L.A. 1978.
Student, peer, and self evaluation of college in-
struction. Journal of Educational Psychology, 70, 815-
826.

14. Feldman, K.A. 1976. Grades and college
students’ evaluations of their courses and teachers.
Research in Higher Education, 4, 69-111.

15. Feldman, K.A. 1976. The superior college
teacher from the students’ view. Research in Higher
Education, 5, 243-288.

16. Feldman, K.A. 1977 Consistency and variability
among college students in rating their teachers and
courses; A review and analysis. Research in Higher
Education, 6, 223-274.

17. Feldman, K.A. 1978. Course characteristics and
college students’ ratings of their teachers: What we
know and what we don’t. Research in Higher
Education, 9, 199-242,

18. Feldman, K.A. 1979. The significance of circum-
stances for college student's rating of their teachers and
course. Research in Higher Education, 10, 149-172.

19. Ferber, M.A. and Huber, J.A. 1975. Sex of
student and instructor: A study of student bias.
American Journal of Sociology. 80, 949-963.

20. Frey, P.W. Validity of student instructional
ratings as a function of their timing. 1976. Journal of
Higher Education, 47, 327-336.

21. Frey, P.W. 1978. A two-dimensional analysis of
student ratings of instruction. Research in Higher
Education, 9, 69-91.

22, Frisbie, D.A. and Brandenburg, D.C. 1979.
Equivalence of questionnaire items with varying
response formats. Journal of Educational
Measurement, 16, 43-48.

23. Kane, M.T., Crooks, T.l., and Gillmore, G.M,
March 1976. Generalizability and the interpretation of
student evaluations of teachers. Paper presented at the
annual meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, San Francisco.

NACTA Journal — March 1984



24. Marsh, H.W. 1980. The influence of student,
course, and instructor characteristics in the evaluations
of unijversity teaching. American Educational Research
Journal, 17, 219-237.

25. Marsh, H.W. and Cooper, T. 1981. Prior subject
interest, students’ evaluation, and instructional effec-
tiveness. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 16, 82-104.

26. Marsh, H.W. and Overall, J.U. 1981. The relative
influence of course level, course type, and instructor
on students’ evaluations of college teaching. American
Educational Research Journal, 18, 103-112.

27. Marsh, H.W., Overall, ].U., and Kesler, S.P.
1979, Validity of student evaluations of instructional ef-
fectiveness: A comparison of faculty self evaluations
and evaluations by their students. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 71, 149-160.

28. Marsh, H.W,, Overall, J.U., and Kesler, S.P.
1979. Class size, student’s evaluations, and in-
structional effectiveness. American Educational Re-
search Journal, 16, 57-70.

29. Masters, J.R. 1974, The relationship between
number of response categories and reliability of Likert-
type questionnaires. Journal of Educational
Measurement, 11, 49-53.

30. McKeachie, W.J. 1979. Student ratings of
faculty: A reprise. Academe, 65, 384-397.

31. Measurement and Research Division. ICES
Norms. Unpublished report. University of [llinois.

32. O’'Hanlon, J. and Mortensen, L. 1980. Making
teacher evaluation work. Journal of Higher Education,
51, 664-672.

33. Ory, 1.C. 1980. The influence of student’s affec-
tive entry on instructor and course evaluations. Review
of Higher Education, 4, 13-24,

34. Ory, 1.C., Brandenburg, D.C., and Pieper, D.M.
1980. Selection of course evaluation items by high and
low rated faculty. Journal of Research in Higher
Education, 12, 245-253.

35. Overall, J.U. and Marsh, H.W. 1979. Midterm
feedback from students: Its relationship to instruc-
tional improvement and students’ cognitive and af-
fective outcomes. Journal of Educational Psychology,
71, 856-865.

36. Shingles. R.D. 1977. Faculty ratings: Procedures
for interpreting student evaluations. American
Educational Research Journal, 14, 459-470.

37. Stone, E.F., Spool, M.D., and Rabinowitz, S.
1977. Effects of anonymity and retaliatory potential on
student evaluations of faculty performance. Research
in Higher Education, 6, 313-325.

- Pullman,
Washington
June 17-20

NACTA Journal — March 1984

Field Study Opportunities
A Unique Learning Experience

Mark E. Headings

Introduction

Creative instruction involves seeking, discovering,
and implementing effective new approaches to learn-
ing. This can include innovative and experiential alter-
natives or supplements to conventional classroom in-
struction. The acquisition of knowledge should be a
positive and enjoyable experience for the student in
order to maximize the knowledge gained and its reten-
tion. Students differ in how they learn best; however,
for some it is through experiences and applied activities
in contrast to primarily theoretical instruction. The ap-
proach used at The Ohio State University Agricultural
Technical Institute combines theoretical instruction
and applied activities (“hands on” experiences). The
latter are obtained through course laboratory activities,
practicums, internships, independent and group
studies, and more recently through international field
study (or study tour) opportunities. Study tours to
Ecuador, Spain, and Andros Island, Bahamas, are of-
fered as college credit courses and give students the op-
tion to participate on either a credit or noncredit basis.

Planning a Field Study

Preparation for a successful field study (especially
in a foreign country) requires a considerable amount of
time, hard work, and advance planning. Many details
need to be dealt with before embarking on such an
undertaking. A person considering the leadership role
for a field study group should lirst identify the desired
topic of investigation within his/her area of expertise.
One then needs to check possible locations for con-
ducting such a study as well as the potential arrange-
ments for food, lodging, and transportation for a
group. Other questions which need to be answered are:
(1) where does one obtain permission to conduct the
proposed study at a selected location and what are the
regulations (i.e., is a permit required), (2) what are the
types and quantity of equipment and supplies necessary
for such a study, (3) what time of the year is best to con-
duct the field study, and what time fits the schedules of
the prospective participants. (4) is there sufficient stu-
dent interest in your selected topic area and in the loca-
tion selected that they will want to participate, (5) can
the students afford the cost of transportation, food, and
lodging, and (6) will the college you represent provide
course credit for those participants who desire it?

The leader should travel to the selected study site
before taking a group of students there. This allows

Headings is an assistant professor of Entomology and Chairman of
the Agricultural Businesses Division at The Ohio State University
Agricultural Technical Institute, Wooster, Ob'o 44691.
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