taining the need, content, and clientele for staff develop-
ment programs and for the generation of instructional
materials for the improvement of college teaching.

In addition, the rationale and methodology of the
study can have important implications for two groups of
investigators: those seeking to determine the relation-
ships between additional teaching behaviors and positive
college student learning outcomes and those seeking
justification for the inclusion of any given teacher com-
petency in a competency-based teacher education pro-
gram.
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Evaluation

Typical Faculty Concerns

About Student Evaluation of Instruction

Abstract

Eight typical faculty concerns ubout the appropriateness
of using student ratings of instructor and instruction are
presented. Discussions of the answers to these concerns
are presented using a plethora of research that spans ut
least 50 years. Finally, faculty members are asked to con-
sider the cight concerns from the point of view of faculty
evaluating students.

Lawrence M. Aleamoni

In the past few years there have been many
proposals for evaluating instruction. and a few of them
were also concerned with trying to relate evaluation to
the improvement of instruction. Most proposals suggest-
ed the use of similar elements in the evaluation proce-
dure. These include (a) judgment by student, peer, self,
and supervisor (department head), and (b) judgments of
course material, course content, course objectives, and
quality of student learning. If, however, one looks for ac-
tual working models of instructional evaluation, it is im-
mediately apparent that schemes involving systematic
ratings by peer. supervisor, or self, or of material, con-
tent, etc., are rarely actualized. More often than not, the

Aleamoni is director of the Office of Instructional Research and

Development and professor of Educational Psychology, The University
of Arizona, Tucson.
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student ratings of instructor and instruction appear as
the only elements in any of the *‘working models,” and
there are many reasons one could cite for this. This
paper, however, will focus specitfically on eight typical
faculty concerns about the appropriateness of using rat-
ings of instructor and instruction. These are summarized
below in terms of common observations frequently ex-
pressed by faculty.

Typical Faculty Concerns

1. Students cannot make consistent judgments
concerning the instructor and instruction because of
their immaturity, lack of experience, and capriciousness.

2. Only colleagues with excellent publication
records and experience are qualified to evaluate their
peer’s instruction.

3. Most student rating schemes are nothing more
than a popularity contest with the warm, friendly,
humorous, easy-grading instructor emerging as the win-
ner.

4. Students are not able to make accurate judg-
ments until they have been away from the course and
possibly away from the university for several years.

5. The student rating forms are both unreliable
and invalid.
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6. There are extraneous variables or conditions
that can affect student ratings. Some of the more com-
mon ones are (a) the size of the class, (b) the sex of the
student, (¢) the time of day the course was oftered, (d)
whether the student was taking the course as a require-
ment or on an elective basis, (e) whether the student was
a major or a nonmajor, (f) the term (or semester) the
course was offered, (g) the level of the course (freshman,
sophomore, junior, senior, graduate). and (h) the rank of
the instructor (instructor, assistant professor, associate
professor, full professor).

7. The grades or marks students receive in the
course are highly correlated with their ratings of the
course and the instructor.

8. Finally, a question that is frequently raised is
“How can student evaluations possibly be used to im-
prove instruction?”

Surprising as it may be, answers to these problems
and questions can be tound in a plethora of research that
spans at least SO years. Most of this research has been
conducted using student evaluation (rating) question-
naires similar to the one presently used at the University
of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (UIUC) called the Illi-
nois Course Evaluation Questionnaire (CEQ) (see Appen-
dix A for a copy of the CEQ).

Before beginning to cite and summarize the re-
search addressing each of the problems and questions
above, 1 will present a brief description of the CEQ in or-
der to provide a meaningful frame of reference for the
various studies.

The CEQ

The CEQ is an instrument used to collect student at-
titudes and opinions toward a course (Aleamoni & Spen-
cer, 1973; Aleamoni. Note 1). Its purpose is to enable
faculty members to collect evaluative information about
their teaching. The data are collected and processed by
course section but may also be processed by course, de-
partment, college. Extensive normative data have been
gathered on the CEQ over the past 10 years to provide
the instructor with valuable comparisons on the instruc-
tional dimensions of (a) general course attitude, (b)
course content, (c) method of instruction, (d) interest and
attention of the students, and (e) the instructor. These in-
structional dimensions represent the subscales of the
CEQ. The 23 items that make up the subscales provide
some diagnostic feedback to the instructor through ap-
propriate norm comparisons. For example, each instruc-
tor’s results are compared with those of other instructors,
of his/her own academic rank; teaching at the same
course level; and in his/her own department, college, or
university. In addition, comparisons are made to all in-
structors who have used the CEQ throughout the United
States.

Student responses to the CEQ are anonymous, and
two copies of the questionnaire results (see Appendix B
for sample output) along with interpretative information
are returned only to the instructor. Instructors may de-
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cide to submit one copy to their department chairperson
for rank, pay. and tenure consideration; but the CEQ is
primarily used to provide feedback to instructors to indi-
cate where potential problems may exist in the class-
room. There is ample space on the CEQ form for in-
structors to utilize more specifically diagnostic items in
identified problem areas. Conferences relative to the in-
terpretation and utilization of results may be arranged at
the instructor’s convenience with consultants from the
Measurement and Research Division of the Office of In-
structional Resources at UIUC.

With that brief description of the CEQ as back-
ground, I will respond io the eight concerns.

1- Students cannot consistently judge in-
structor and instruction. There is ample evidence on this
point dating back to 1924, according to Guthrie (1954),
in which reliabilities of student ratings remain in the .80
to .90 range. More recent literature on the subject by
Costin, Greenough, and Menges (1971) and Aleamoni
(Note 2) has shown that well-developed instruments and
administration procedures can consistently vield high
reliabilities (i.e., reliabilities in the .90s).

20 Only colleagues with excellent
publication records and experiences are qualified to eva-
luate their peer’s instruction. Wherever a discussion
about or a proposal for student ratings emerges, this
statement can usually be heard. Recently, a well-known
statistician presented just such an argument in The
American Statistician (Demins, 1972). Fortunately (or
unfortunately for those who believe such a contention)
about the time that Professor Deming's article appeared,
a study had been completed addressing that very topic.
Aleamoni and Yimer (1973) found that colleague and
student ratings were not significantly related to the in-
structor’s research productivity: the correlations were .07
and -.04, respectively. In addition, there was ample evi-
dence previously (Guthrie, 1954; Swanson & Sisson,
1971; Stallings & Spencer, Note 3) to show that colieague
and student ratings were very highly correlated (from .63
to .70). The response to Professor Deming's article can be
found in a later issue of The American Statistician (Alea-
moni, 1972).

3' Most student rating schemes are nothing
more than a popularity contest. Answers to this problem
are presented from published and unpublished studies
on the CEQ and The Advisor (a student-sponsored form)
(Feldman, Note 4) at UIUC. The studies conducted in
developing and utilizing the CEQ subscales (Aleamoni &
Spencer, 1973) indicated that no single subscale (i.e.,
Method of Instruction) completely overlapped the other
subscales. Basically, this means that an instructor who
received a high decile rating on the Instructor subscale
(made up of items like "“The instructor seemed to be in-
terested in students as persons.”’) would not be guaran-
teed high decile ratings on the other four subscales
(General Course Attitude, Method of Instruction, Course
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Content, and Interest and Attention). To explore this
problem more fully, 1 reviewed the written comments
made by students on both the CEQ and The Advisor and
then compared them to their objective responses. The
results indicated that students would frankly praise in-
structors for their warm, friendly, humorous manner in
the classroom: but if their courses were not well organiz-
ed or their methods of stimulating students to learn were
poor, the students would equally frankly criticize them in
those areas. When these comments were compared to the
objective measures in the same areas, a high degree of
relationship was observed. This evidence, in addition to
that presented by Costin et. al. (1971) and Grush and
Costin (1975), indicates that students are discriminating
judges and not easily fooled by the good “'showman' who
is lacking in the other instructional qualities.

4- Students cannot make accurate
judgments until they are out of the course and away from
the university for several years. This point is repeatedly
raised by faculty and was recently presented by
McKeachie (1969). It is very difficult to obtain a com-
parative and representative sample in longitudinal fol-
low-up studies. The sampling problem is further com-
pounded by the fact that almost all student attitudinal
data relating to a course or instructor are gathered
anonymously. Most studies in this area, therefore, have
relied on surveys of alumni and/or graduating seniors.

Earlier studies by Drucker and Remmers (1950,
1951) showed that alumni who were out of school five to
ten years rated instructors much the same as students
currently enrolled. More recent evidence by Aleamoni
and Yimer (Note 5) further substantiates the earlier find-
ings. This evidence indicates. contrary to popular belief
and speculation, that students are very perceptive in their
judgments and are in substantial agreement with peers
who have been out of the course and away from the uni-
versity for several years. A very carefully controlled fol-
low-up study. however, needs to be conducted to fuily
answer this problem.

5- The student rating forms are both
unreliable and invalid. This problem can be divided into
two portions, one concerning the reliability of student
rating forms and the other the validity of student rating
forms.

The research literature is replete with studies that
answer the question of the reliability of student rating
forms. Almost all of the instruments which have been
carefully constructed and tested by professionals yield
reliabilities at the level of .80 and .90 on the subscales as
well as the total instrument (Costin et al., 1971). Reli-
abilities computed on the items and subscales making up
the CEQ (Aleamoni, Note 2). for example. have yielded
item reliabilities ranging from .73 to .94 and subscale
reliabilities ranging from .80 to .98. It should be noted,
however, that wherever student rating forms are not care-
fully constructed with the aid of professionals, as in the
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case of most student-generated forms (Everly & Alea-
moni, 1972). the reliabilities may be so low as completely
to negate the evaluation effect and its resulits.

To answer the problem of the validity of student rat-
ing forms is much more difficult than addressing the reli-
ability problem. To validate something one must have a
criterion measure for comparison. One criterion measure
that can be used to validate student rating forms is to
determine how well the items and subscales measure
what is intended (called content validity). This is usually
accomplished by constructing the instrument so that it
contains items and subscales that will yield measures in
the areas that are considered necessary by an individual
or group of experts in the field under consideration. Most
of the student rating forms generated were validated by
using this approach (Costin et al.. 1971). Statistical tools
like factor analysis have also been used to verify subjec-
tively determined dimensions of the instructional setting
and process. Both statistical (factor analysis) and subjec-
tive expert judgments were used in generating the items
and subscales that make up the form (Aleamoni & Spen-
cer, 1973).

Additional evidence that students can accurately
rate instructors was presented in a recent study by Sub-
koviak and Levin (1974) showing a high degree of simi-
larity between students’ perceptions of the “ideal pro-
fessor” at two separate universities,

Many other criterion measures have been suggested
to validate student ratings. Some of those are peer (or
colleague ratings), expert judges' ratings. and student
learning. Many of the problems and questions that facul-
ty pose, such as the eight stated above. can also be inter-
preted as validity concerns. To avoid any redundancy of
answers to the faculty concerns, let me indicate that
studies in which student ratings were compared to (a)
colleague rating (Aleamoni & Yimer, 1973: Guthrie,
1954; Swanson & Sisson, 1971), (b) expert judges’ ratings
(Stallings & Spencer, Note 3), and (c) student learning
measures (Cohen & Berger, 1970) all indicated the exis-
tence of high positive correlations which can be consider-
ed as providing additional validity evidence.

60 What extraneous variables or conditions af-
fect student ratings? Studies conducted on the (a) size of
the class (Aleamoni & Graham, 1974; Costin et al., 1971:
Guthrie, 1954), (b) sex of the student (Costin et al.. 1971:
Aleamoni, Note 2), (c) time of day the course was offered
(Aleamoni, Note 2), and (d) term {or semester) the course
was offered (Costin et al., 1971; Aleamoni. Note 2), indi-
cate that these variables had little or no relationship to
the student ratings. The rank of the instructor (Aleamoni
& Graham, 1974; Costin et al., 1971; Guthrie, 1954)
seems to have some effect, but it is usually not statisti-
cally significant.

One the other hand, (a) whether the student was
taking the course as a requirement or on an elective basis
(Costin et al., 1971: Gillmore & Brandenburg, Note 6),
and (b) the level of the course (Aleamoni & Graham,
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1974; Costin et al.. 1971) yielded significant effects on
student ratings. Such effects, however, can be controlled
through the use of appropriate normative data; this is an
important feature of the results reported for the CEQ.

The one study cited by Costin et al. (1971) indicated
that whether the students were majors or nonmajors did
not affect their faculty ratings. This concern is presently
being investigated using CEQ data.

7- The grades or marks students receive in the
course are highly correlated to their ratings of the course
and the instructor. There is ample evidence in the re-
search literature to provide a definite answer to this con-
cern. In almost all of the studies cited in Costin et al.
(1971) and by investigators such as Guthrie (1954), Rem-
mers (1960), and Weaver (1960), little or no relationship
has been found between a student’s grade and faculty
rating. In fact, the positive correlations seldom exceed
.30. The evidence, therefore, indicates that students do
not necessarily rate an instructor or course based upon
the grade they have or are about to receive.

8- How can student evaluations possibly be
used to improve instruction? This could well be the most
important question asked concerning student evaluation
of instruction. There has been a great deal of discussion
in the research literature about how, when, and where
such evaluations should be used, but no clear-cut evi-
dence has been offered to show that it does have an effect
on instruction. The studies by Braunstein, Klein, and
Pachla (1973): Centra (1973); and Miller (1971) were in-
conclusive with respect to the effect of feedback at mid-
term to instructors whose instruction was again
evaluated at the end of the term. However, such evidence
is found in a recently completed study by Aleamoni (Note
7) where student ratings gathered near the end of the
term using the CEQ were presented to university instruc-
tors along with the opportunity to discuss their results
with a measurement and evaluation expert. The CEQ
ratings were again gathered at thc end of the same
courses (one semester to a year later) taught by the same
instructors. The results revealed that there was a signifi-
cant increase in the student ratings of these faculty on
the two lowest-rated CEQ subscales that were discussed
in the meetings with the measurement and evaluation ex-
pert. On the other hand. faculty who were not able to
avail themselves of expert consultation but did receive
the CEQ results remained unchanged in their subscale
ratings. Even though this study should be replicated. it
represents the first tangible evidence that student ratings
can be used to improve instruction.

It should be obvious by now that the problems and
questions faculty typically raise about the appropriate-
ness of using student ratings of instructor and instruction
have very definite answers highly supportive of using
such ratings. Interestingly enough, many faculty will still
disregard the evidence and maintain that there is not
enough evidence or that there are still too many unan-
swered questions and problems to take student ratings
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seriously. However, these same faculty would stoutly
defend their own methods of evaluating students even
though they might not be able to present any evidence to
substantiate their claims.

Conclusion

In conclusion, therefore, it might be useful to re-
verse the situation and ask faculty members to consider
the eight concerns posed above from the point of view of
faculty evaluating students! How much evidence would
or could be provided to convince the students that:

1. Faculty can consistently judge student learning?

2. The performance of students with excellent
ability is not used to set the standard for the rest of the
students in the course?

3. Most faculty grading schemes are not affected
by the attentive, polite, conforming. and noncreative stu-
dent? '

4.  What was taught in the course is useful in other
courses or outside that university?

5. The course examinations are reliable and valid?

6. Aninstructor's marks or grades are not affected
by (a) the size of the class? (b) the sex of the student? (c)
the time of day the course was oftered? (d) whether the
student was taking the course as a requirement or an
elective? (¢) whether the student was a major or a non-
major? (f) the term (or semester) the course was offered?
(g) the level of the course? (h) his/her professional rank?

7. Instructors who had a particularly rough time
when they were in college do not tend to be just as rough
on their students?

8. The course examinations are useful in improv-
ing their learning?
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BOOK
REVIEWS

A. W. Burger

Book Review Editor
Dept. of Agronomy
Univ. of Illinois

John R. Campbell and Robert T. Marshall, The Science
of Providing Milk for Man. McGraw-Hill Book Com-
pany. 1975, 801 pp. Hardbound $16.95.

The title of this book indicates it will differ from the
routine. Reading the book closely, one finds that it dif-
fers from many previous textbooks on this subject be-
cause it excellently covers the subject of milk from the
cow completely through the finished product. A real at-
tempt was made to relate milk to man.

The content is current. Sire summaries, production,
testing programs, world and U.S. production and con-
sumption, milking facilities and equipment., milk pro-
cessing and milk products are thoroughly discussed and
well illustrated. Some improvement could have been
made in selecting pictures relating to manufacturing
plants.

The strong points for this book include its depth of
coverage, currency of information, quotations of famous
people and historical times throughout the book, its
sound scientific basis for all subjects and the easiness of
reading. Possibly more attention was needed for the in-
fluence of environmental regulatory agencies on the dairy
industry and some photographs should have been more
current.

The book can be used very successfully in an intro-
ductory course covering both production and manu-
facturing, or it could be used in more advanced courses
in either subject matter area. In addition, it certainly is
an excellent reference source for anyone interested in
knowing more about the dairy industry. I believe this
book will receive widespread usage among our colleges
and universities as a textbook.

Gary T. Lane
Dairy Production
Texas A & M University
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