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The Validity of Student Ratings’

INTRODUCTION

Student ratings of instruction are widely
used as a basis for personnel decisions and
faculty development recommendations in ter-
tiary education today, most commonly in the
United States. But their validity is still a mat-
ter of dispute. Some of the objections come
from people who are simply ignorant of the
research literature, and these complaints have
been admirably handled by Centra,®
McKeachie,® and more recently Aleamoni,’
Other concerns about validity remain, for ex-
ample: (i) the general concern that student rat-
ing forms ask many questions about matters
that students do not appear to be in any posi-
tion to judge reliably; (ii) the fact that the
overall rating of teaching merit by students is
only statistically related to learning gains, a
concern if one believes that it is inappropriate
to use statistical indicators in personnel deci-
sions; or (iii) the concem that the validation
studies used to justify appeal to student ratings
use questionable indicators instead of the true
criterion. (For example, some of them corre-
late the student ratings with peerratings of the
merit of teachers instead of with superior
learning gains.) For these reasons, it seems
opportune to look carefully at the whole foun-
dation of the claimed validity of student rat-
ings.

Student ratings of courses and depart-
ments. The general question of the validity of
student ratings brings in their use in other and
less controversial contexts, notably in course
evaluation, and in the (analogous) evaluation

gePJr‘EBB

Vol.12. #7

Michael Scriven?
University of Western Australia

of seminars, workshops, and special lectures
or other presentations. Rating departments
and colleges brings in some special issues, but
nothing that presents novel methodological
difficulties comparable to the rating of instruc-
tion. Therefore, these other cases are only
treated in passing, and the main focus is on the
use of student ratings for faculty evaluation.

Nine potential sources of validity for student
ratings are distinguished in this paper, al-
though some of them are quite closely related
and could be grouped. We list them very
briefly now, coming back to themlaterin more
detail.

A.The statistical correlation of student
ratings with learning gains.

B.The unique position and qualifications
of the students in rating their own increased
knowledge and comprehension.

C.The unique position of the students in
rating changed motivation towards (i) the sub-
ject taught; perhaps also towards (ii) a career
associated with that subject; and perhaps also
(iii)-a changed general attitude toward further
learning in the subject area or more generally.

D.The unique position of the students in
rating observable matters of fact relevant to
competent teaching, such as the availability of
copies of the text.

E. The unique position of the students in
identifying the presence of teaching style indi-
cators. Is the teacher enthusiastic; does s/he
ask many questions, encourage questions
from students, etc.?

F. Relatedly, students are in a good posi-
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tion to judge—although it is not a matter of
direct observation—such matters as whether
tests covered all the material of the course,

G.Students as consumers are likely to be
able to report quite reliably to their peers on
such matters as the cost of the texts, which has
no essential bearing on the quality of instruc-
tion.

H.Student ratings represent participation
in a process often represented as “democratic
decision making.”

1. The “best available alternative” line of
argument,

Only two of these get much attention in the
usunal discussions—A and B. Contrary to the
usual view, one of those two-the strong em-
pirical connection to successful teach-
ing—cannot be used to support personnel deci-
sions, even if the research were impeccable.
But it is argued here that combinations of the
other eight do provide a secure foundation for

the four main uses of student ratings, namely -

to provide a basis for personnel decisions, staff
development, course evaluation, and student
information. (These are special cases of the
general evaluative tasks of summative evalu-
ation, formative evaluation, and product de-
scription.f)

PRECONDITIONS FOR THE USE

OF STUDENT RATINGS

None of these nine possible lines of argument
contributes to validity unless the particular
rating form used is appropriate for the particu-
lar kind of use that is envisaged.” Since rating
forms vary widely, the usual generalizations to
the effect that student ratings are a good indi-
cator of something else (learning gains or
teacher merit, for example) are misleading
since they rest on the assumption that there is
a common property to all such ratings.? In
terms of the potential sources of invalidity
stressed here, most forms (when used in the
most common ways) are invalid as a basis for
personnel action. For example, many forms
used as input for such decisions ask questions
that may influence the respondent by bringing
in extraneous and potentially prejudicial ma-
terial, such as questions about the teacher’s
style or personality, or the appeal of the subject
matter,
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Another problem with the use of rating forms
for summative evaluation is that many of them
ask global or overall questions-the ones on
which most personnel decisions appear to be
based, in the writer’s experience~which can-
not (except accidentally) generate the infor-
mation needed for such conclusions. Common
examples of this mistake include the use of
forms whose “key question” asks for: (i)
comparisons of teachers; (ii) whether one
“would recommend the course to a friend with
similar interests;” or (iii) whether “it’s one ov
the best courses” one has had. All are face-
invalid and certainly provide a worse basis for
adverse personnel action than the polygraphin
criminal cases.?

This means most of the usual forms are at best
defensible for formative evaluation, not for
summative, and there are serious problems
about their use for formative evaluation, cen-
tering around the usual procedures for inter-
pretation. For example, it is often recom-
mended that improvement should take place
on a number of dimensions concurrently. This
assumes that these dimensions are causally
independent of other dimensions on which the
performance was good or better; at least it
assumes they are not mutually inhibitory.
Since that is certainly not true in general, there
is an obvious risk. It’s not helpful to an ano-
rexic patient to recommend that they put on
weight by eating more and exercising less if
the only way they can build an appetite is by
exercising,.

One rating form can validly perform more than
one function, but the possibility of interactions
between the functions, even when they are not
completely incompatible,'® and the lack of evi-
dence on the size of such interactions, makes it
overoptimistic to assume that we yet have a
combination form that can perform all func-
tions. Hence, it is unlikely that all of the
considerations or lines of argument to be pre-
sented here, each of which appears to validate
certain uses and types of student ratings, can
safely be invoked in support of a particular
form.

There are also pragmatic considerations (lo-
gistical, political, economic, psychological)



affecting the design of forms, which are cruc-
cial for validity and count against multi-func-
tionality. Traps include: (i) using forms that
are so long that students do not fill them all in,"!
(ii) overkill, as in (officially) rating every
course every year, which leads to students
“turning off”” on the forms unless they are very
brief; (iii) using forms that do not include the
questions students want answered about
courses they are considering taking, thus cre-
ating resentment and a lack of willingness to
take trouble with filling in the forms;'? (iv)
using forms that do include questions students
suspect will be used to discriminate against
their comments'? or against them personally;'*
(v) using forms with inadequate head-room
for the best teachers’ performance to show up;
and (vi) using forms that are strongly biased
towards favorable comments (or unfavorable
comments).

Again, none of the lines of argument here will

-support the use of student rating results that are
obtained from poorly administered tests,
poorly controlled data collection, and poorly
implemented use of the results. Among the
common errors of these types that undermine
validity, not sharply distinct from the preced-
ing, are: (i) the absence of adequate demon-
strations to students of the importance at-
tached to their ratings;* (iii) the use of instruc-
tors to collect and turn in forms rating their
own instructional merit;'¢ (iv) lack of controls
over pleas for sympathy or indulgence by the
teacher in advance of the distribution of the
forms;'? (v) allowing inadequate time for
completion of the forms; (vi) providing re-
wards for racing through the form (e.g. by
having them filled out at the end of a class and
allowing students to leave as soon as they turn
them in); (vii) lack of control against political,
religious or gender conspiracies todamage the
teacher;'® (viii) failure to pre-announce the day
on which forms will be distributed;!? (ix) fail-
ure to ensure an acceptable return rate;? and
(x) distributing forms too early or too late in
the course.!

Since the validity of student rating forms is just
as dependent on the techniques and contexts of
their administration as on the intrinsic merit of
the form, and since few or no studies meet the

conditions on proper administration men-
tioned here, one might suppose that most
conclusions so far should be regarded asrather
speculative. However, some of them geta new
lease on life via the alternative routes to justi-
fication to be discussed shortly.

Equally strong warnings apply, of course, to
errors of data processing and interpretation.
Examples include: (i) the use of averages
alone, without regard to the distribution; (i)
failing to set up appropriate comparison
groups so that the usual tendency forratings to

-be higher in graduate professional schools can

be taken into account; (iii) treating small dif-
ferences as significant, just because they are
statistically significant; (iv) use of factors
based on factor-analysis without logical/theo-
retical validation; and (v) ignoring ceiling/
floor effects. The most serious error of inter-
pretation, of course, is: (vi) that of supposing
the ratings can carry the whole load of either
formative or summative evaluation; see the
following paragraph.

Student ratings are one important source of
data for the evaluation of teaching merit, but
neither necessary nor sufficient. In particular,
student ratings should not be used in the ab-
sence of some evaluation of: (i) the academic
quality of content, bestrated by subject matter
specialists; (ii) the justification of the content
against the eventual (and sometimes the
immediate) needs of the students and society;
(iii) the quality of test construction—best rated
by measurement specialists, though there
should be some faculty in the same department
who have the necessary minimum competen-
cies; (iv) the use of valid and ethical grading
practices, by those with some understanding
of proper practice in these areas; (v) knowl-
edge of procedures for handling emergencies;
(vi) the professionalism of the individual’s
attitude to teaching (evidenced by attendance,
efforts to improve teaching, response to criti-
cism, etc.); and (vii) evidence of out-of-class
teaching-related activities, such as work on
curriculum committees, turning in grades on
time, assisting other teachers when needed,
etc. (A complete list of what ought to be
covered has been provided elsewhere.?
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Similarly, student ratings form an essential
part of the data for the evaluation of courses,
workshops, degree programs, etc., but they
cannot carry the whole burden. Itis essential to
look at the data on such parameters as needs,
demand, opportunities for symbiosis, content
and costs, and estimate the probable longevity
of all of them. These are covered quite well in

“ the program evaluation literature and will not
be discussed further here :

Now there are some approaches to faculty
evaluation that appear to offer the possibility
of providing not only a useful supplement to
student ratings, but an alternative that com-
pletely excludes them. It is essential to con-
sider these, because one of the main arguments
one hears for the legitimacy of using student
ratings is that, despite certain problems, they
are unavoidable. Conversely, itis often argued
that there is no need to use them at all, because
one or a combination of the following is a
satisfactory or superior altemnative.

ALTERNATIVES TO THE USE

OF STUDENT RATINGS—
ALTERNATIVE (A): GAIN SCORES
‘While it should not be claimed thatratings data
are absolutely superior to data about learning
outcomes or gains, the problems with using
terminal or gain scores are often seriously
underestimated.” To begin with, we can draw
no conclusions about the merit of the teacher
from the raw gain scores of the students, as
such, and the problem is to identify what else
we need in order to extract a conclusion about
teacher merit from those scores. To avoid the
“Harvard fallacy”® one must at least have
comparative data on the post-test (or gain
scores) of comparable groups dealing with the
same material and taught by other teachers.
This is possible with large multi-section intro-
ductory courses (and in large primary schools)
but not in general. (Of course, it must also be
true that the students were examined by means
of a test that is set, administered, and marked
by someone other than the teachers, or, as a
somewhat unsatisfactory substitute, by the
teachers collectively. And the test should not
be set until after the end of the teaching pe-
riod.)
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Getting gain-score data from other institutions
with similar courses is just possible in the case
of extremely tightly structured curricula, as in
accounting courses aimed at the national ex-
ams, but even there the results do not reveal
which slice of the “value-added” components
is due to the teacherrather than the peers or the
library, etc. We would probably be better off
with student ratings since students can at least
estimate and discount, whereas we cannot in
practice factor out the contribution of peers
and school resources. Merely having an expe-
rienced teacher of similar students look at the
gain scores (or just the final examresults) is far
too weak an approach, since we have no way
to tell how good the experienced teacher is, let
alone how objectively s/he can judge the re-
sults of others.

We may do better if we use gain scores from
earlier years, when other teachers taught the
same subject at the same institution, but then
we face the need to factor out changes in
facilities, curriculum, other staff, and, on the
student side, changes in demographics and
general motivation. (In the case of self-
evaluation—an important case of formative
evaluation—-the comparison with one’s own
performance in previous years is very impor-
tant and not so fraught with problems as com-
parisons with others.”)

But the problem is more serious, because all
we can hope to get from studies meeting all the
above conditions are comparative ratings, and
those are still not the criterion-referenced rat-
ings we usually need for personnel evalu-
ation.2®

In the more usual cases where we lack the
comparative data, the student ratings loom as
more important—though still not
sufficient—unless there is another approach we
can use. One possibility still appeals to many:
the idea of using someone besides the stu-
dents, some skilled observer, who can better
determine how well the class content is being
conveyed to the students. We’ll argue belowin
some detail that there is no possibility of an
observer doing this even nearly as well as
students, certainly at the secondary or post-
secondary level.”? But even at this point, it



cannot seem highly plausible to argue that a
non-student is more likely than a student to
judge how well the material is explained to
students, or that one person will be less likely
to err than many.

Hence the faute de mieux argurment, that there
is simply nothing better, begins to look more
attractive. This is, after all, a line of argument
we use in selecting students for admission to
and retention in tertiary institutions; the tests
we use are by no means ideal, just the best we
can manage in the time and with the evaluators
available. However, there are serious prob-
lems about the use of any indicators with
merely statistical validation in personnel
evaluation, including the evaluation of stu-
dents, and we have to understand that legiti-
macy depends not just on showing that certain
data is the best available, but also that it is the
best that could be obtained with the maximum
Jeasible time, money, and expertise available.
The problem with gain scores is that they are
usually not going to do the job even fairly well,
and they virtually never provide what we need,
conceptually speaking, since they only yield
comparative rankings.*® But, in the case of a
large number of sections of a stable first-year
English course, for example, they may be the
best evidence of all.

The preceding arguments apply, with some
obvious modifications, to the evaluation of
courses or programs using outcome data.

ALTERNATIVE (B):

VISITING OBSERVERS

The only other hope for a general solution is
the visiting observer, either a colleague or a
specialist. But visitors are badly placed for
many reasons: (i) the time they are present fails
to meet minimal standards for sample size,
(ii) they distort what they observe by their
presence, t0 an unknown and essentially
immeasurable degree; (iii) under some ar-
rangements, their visits are foreshadowed and
hence, for a second reason, do not provide a
typical sample; (iv) they often bring in per-
sonal prejudices of an unknown magnitude (if
they know the evaluee outside the classroom),
or (v) they bring in prejudices in favor of some
teaching style or personality type that have no

absolute merit for personnel decisions; (vi)
they are socially protected from access to
certain kinds of data to which students have
access (e.g. they are unlikely to be subject to
sexual harassment); and (vii) they lack some
of the crucial cognitive qualifications to judge
the adequacy of the explanations, as discussed
in the next section,*

These “crucial cognitive qualifications™ con-
sist of estimating the cognitive resources of the
whole student group, since it is only in terms of
those resources that one can judge whether the
presentation is suitable or successful in creat-
ing comprehension. No one person can match
those resources, for logical reasons, so the
question is whether any one person can esti-
mate them accurately from an observation or
two that may be very atypical. The visiting
evaluator is, by virtue of age, experience, and
social milieu, almost certain not to match the
cognitive background of even one of the stu-
dents and certainly lacks the same motivations
(which significantly affect what one sees).
Student ratings, by contrast, are done by those
for whom these mismatches do not exist. Stu-
dents are necessarily better judges than visi-
tors in these two respects: in respect to the
logical point, and in most of the other respects
in which visitors are handicapped.

Even a teacher with extensive experience in
teaching the same subject to similar students
can only make estimates of cemprehension
during a visit—estimates that are of dubious
value for the students that remain
silent-whereas the students themselves can
make direct observations of it. If the visitor
moves back to the still more indirect approach
of judging the level of presentation against
what they have found to be successful, the
whole matter of validity dissolves into the
question of the merit of their own performance
and their own reliability in making judge-
ments of this kind (two different matters, nei-
ther of them tested in any studies I have
seen),>

Presumably the persistent myth about the
value of having peers visit classes to judge
teaching merit derives mainly from the argu-
ment that students can’t beregarded as capable

. Instructional Evaluation 9



of making judgements about content and
hence can’t be competent to judge teaching.
This argument presupposes that one is con-
strained to evaluate on the basis of one kind of
input, and that variations in content quality are
more important than variations in process
quality (rare, because the text provides a large
common core). The commonsensical process
is to use both inputs, with peers judging con-

* tent and students judging process. (Of course,
the peers should not think that visits are an
adequate basis for judging content.) The view
argued for here is that input from more than
one source is essential and that students are
best placed to provide one of the key inputs. Of
course, we also need to look at content, which
is just as much a necessary condition for suc-
cess as the conveyance of comprehension, but
visiting a class or two, of unknown representa-
tiveness, is no way to do it.*

Even if we accepted the view that only one
group can do the evaluation, and that it should
be peers, it’s doubtful whether having them
visit a classroom to judge pedagogical skill is
better than nothing. Given the sources of error
and bias, we might do better with nothing, as
indeed was the modal practice for decades in
the tertiary sector. But students aren’t nothing,
although one suspects that they must have
been rated very close to zero—-as judges—in
order to think that a casual visit by an elderly
man was worth more than their considered
collective opinions. The error of having fac-
ulty replace students’ input on this dimension
is at least as bad as having students replace
faculty input on quality of content,

Do the students perhaps lack an essential in-
gredient of maturity which the middle-aged
think they have acquired? (One might as well
restrict discussions to those of at least middle
age since it is they who control the decisions.)
It is surprising how many faculty members
will quote the views of their own children
when they happen to be enrolled in a class at
school or college taught by a teacher under
consideration, while not favoring student rat-
ings. But the children of faculty are not even
arguably more mature than the children of
farm workers, clerks or mechanics. Listening
to the discussions in faculty senate meetings, it
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is surely difficult to argue that all middle-aged
faculty are mature in any evaluative sense, and
it seems implausible to argue that a higher
proportion of them are capable of a fair judge-
ment of their colleagues than students are of
their teachers. With suitable precautions, the
claim of immaturity hardly seems to offset the
considerations pointing in the other direction,

Students are thus, it appears, the best-placed
judges of at least prima facie pedagogical
competence-the teacher’s ability to explain
things to them—and their ratings are not only
indispensable when we cannot meet the condi-
tions for interpreting gain scores, but usually
valuable even when we can, because they
cover more than just the learning. (Of course,
we have to meet the previously mentioned
conditions on the rating forms or interview
structures and on the process of using them.)
Now it is time to look more closely at the lines
of argument that might validate certain spe-
cific types of—and uses for—student ratings.

POTENTIAL FOUNDATIONS OF
YALIDITY FOR STUDENT RATINGS
The general logic of inquiry here is to locate
types of information, if there are any, that meet
two conditions: (i) they are important and pref-
erably essential for the evaluation of teaching,

.or the description of certain aspects of it, and

(ii) they are matters which the student is well-
placed (preferably best-placed) to determine.

The first of the potential grounds illustrates a
different kind of possibility, the possibility of
indirect evidence for the validity of student
rating. This kind of evidence supposedly vali-
datesitas anindicator of teaching merit, rather
than as direct evidence of that merit.

In describing such types of information here,
we expand on the earlier description some- -
what and introduce a name for the epistemo-
logical role of the students (or the indirect
measure) that invokes an analogy with some
other situations to suggest a source of possible
validity. The types of information include:

A. The statistical correlation of student ratings
with learning gains (the “surrogate” role of
ratings).



B. The unique position and qualifications of
the students in rating their own increased
knowledge and comprehension (the “privi-
leged access™ analogy; we will use the term
“cognitive witness” for the student role here).

Derivatively, they are in a unique position to

rate the extent to which texts, class handouts,
and instructor feedback—on their assignments,
class performance and tests—was enlighten-
2 35

ing.

C. As for B, but with respect to changed moti-
vation towards (i) the subject taught; perhaps
also towards (ii) a career associated with that
subject; and perhaps also (iii) with respectto a
changed general attitude toward further learn-
ing (the “affective witness” role). Obviously,
too, students are well placed to be witnesse to
(iv) whether they enjoyed the course, and this
is of some relevance to course/program/de-
partment evaluation, especially in recruiting
terms. And it is relevant to the wish of other
students to pick enjoyable courses, mutatis
mutandis. (Itmay even have somerelevance to

instructor evaluation, as a marginal considera-

tion.)

D. As for B, but with respect to simple matters
of fact relevant to competent teaching. There
are two categories of such matters of fact, one
relevant to summative evaluation (because it
relates to the performance of duties or under-
takings) and the other to formative evaluation,
covered in E below. Examples of summatively
relevant facts include; whether allegedly nec-
essary texts were in fact invoked; whether
books allegedly on the library reserve shelf
were actually there; whether the handwriting
on the board was readable at the back of the
lecture theatre; whether the lecturer’s speech
was comprehensible there; whether student
grades were merely reported to them or ex-
plained, etc. Although more likely to be con-
troversial, the same applies to matters such as
the use of racially derogatory epithets and
other improper discriminatory behavior such
as sexual harassment. {The “eyewitness™ role:
sub-category, “performance of duties” eye-
witness.)

E. The second eyewitness category of factual
observations, which the students are uniquely
placed to make, concerns teaching style indi-

cators. Is the teacher enthusiastic; does s/he
ask many questions; does s/he encourage
questions; does s/he look at you when talking;
does s/he use examples which are relevant to
current issues, etc. Responses to these ques-
tions not only cannot be used for summative
evaluation, but should not really be present ont

-any form used for summative evaluation. They

may, however, appear on a form used for
formative evaluation, on which a remedial
plan is to be based. And they are often of
considerable interest to the student-consumer.
(The “eyewitness” role: sub-category, “style”

eyewitness.)

F. Relatedly, students are in a good position to
tell whether tests covered all the material of the
course; whether prior courses—and
reading—said to be prerequisite were in fact
necessary; - and whether the course was as
promised in the first few lectures or handbook.
(These relate to duties or undertakings, to both
of which, unlike the adoption of a particular
style, the teacher is obligated.) Since a modest
degree of interpretation is involved in judging
whether these things occurred, students will
probably be more fallible in making them.
Still, they are not only well placed to make
such judgements, they are better placed than
anyone else, and it is the kind of judgement
they have had experience in making in many
other courses. (This involves some aspect of
the “well-placed witness” role and some of
the “expert witness” role.)*

G. The role of the students as consumers with
certain tastes and preferences, reporting to
their peers. This makes relevant not only such
questions as whether the teacher favors a dis-
cussion approach or stays with straight lectur-
ing (already covered in E), but also questions

. about the cost of the texts and whether the

student enjoyed the course or certain aspects
of it. Although the student has the status of
eyewitness or privileged access on such mat-
ters, the matter itself is not connected to the
merit of teaching in the direct way it is in
categories B, C, and D. These matters partly
involve product description and partly the
“market survey” role of a questionnaire
(finding out what the consumer likes. or
doesn’t like about the product.) It would be
naive to think that such considerations are not
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relevant to the value of a teacher to an institu-
tion, even if that is demarcated from merit.¥’
And they are often regarded as appropriate in
course evaluations, largely because such
evaluations are done for marketing reasons.

H. The “participation in democratic decision
~making” conception of student ratings; this
invokes what we might call the “voter” role of
the student and the “ballot” role of the ques-
tionnaire.

I. The “best available alternative” line of ar-
gument, already discussed briefly.

Notably absent from the list is the “recollec-
tions in tranquility” type of student rating
often put forward to justify one kind of student
rating, sometimes by people who are not will-
ing to accept any other kind. This is the idea
that student ratings would be a valid basis for
evaluation if we waited ten or twenty years to
get them, by which time the correct perspec-
tive on the importance of certain teachers will
have emerged. This is a naive view, even
conceptually; memory may distort or omit as
much as it clarifies, and in any case it refers to
teachers as they were, not as they are. Logisti-
cally, itis shaky; a huge effort at one institution
achieved an 8% return rate.*® One would be
reluctant to initiate personnel action based on
such a sample. And once we get near the
arguably relevant region (inside five years,
say), we find convergence with current rat-
ings.

SPECIFIC ARGUMENTS

FOR EACH APPROACH

(A) It’s common to suppose that the first of
these considerations—the existence of a posi-
tive correlation between high student ratings
and high learning achievement—is extremely
" ‘important. Indeed, it is sometimes said that un-
less it were true, there really could be no justi-
fication for the use of studentratings in person-
nel decisions. The opposite is the case. Con-
trary to the intuitions of many people, this
argument cannot be used at all in establishing
the legitimacy of using student ratings, and it
would not matter in the least if no such corre-
lation existed. Additionally, of course, there
are all the problems of getting from the Iearn-
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ing gains to conclusions about the real merit of
the teaching.

The reason for this conclusion is that one can
essentially never use statistical correlates of
merit in personnel decisions affecting staff.
You can’t fire people for exhibiting a charac-
teristic known to be associated with poor per- ..
formance, or hire them for the opposite, not
even if the correlation coefficient is 1.00. To
do so involves guilt by association (or “stere-
otyping”), and is tue essential flaw in racist or
sexist practices. You can only proceed against
(or for) an individual on the basis of data about
that particular individual’s performance on,
and only on, what are demonstrably duties of
the particular job. I have setout the reasons for
this view at length elsewhere and will not
repeat them here.*

Now we need to look at the other possible
foundations for the validity of student ratings
to replace the one we have just dismissed. We
will first examine the “epistemological”
grounds of validity, considerations B through
F. Then we’ll look at the special cases of Hand
I. :

(B through F) Student ratings of certain cru-
cial aspects of teaching merit are potentially
valid, and are superior to the ratings of visitors
to the class, simply because the students are in
the best position to report on several matters
thatare crucial to evaluation, and because they
are not lacking, to a fatal degree, any relevant
wisdom or skill. For personnel action, devel-
opmental planning, and consumer recommen-
dations, one needs to know whether the mate-
rial covered is being well explained, and thatis
what the student is reporting on in the case of
questions that ask for a rating of the kind of
things covered in B. (For brevity, in discussing
summative evaluation, we will focus on the
role of B, allowing the reader to make the
appropriate adjustments to the arguments for
C, D, and E.) It is surely from the privileged
position of the students in reporting on how
well the Instructor has explained the subject
matter to them, and the centrality of that con-
sideration in their overall rating, that the high
positive correlation with learning gains
emerges.



Student input is just as crucial for formative
evaluation, which involves D and E as well as
B and C. Once one shifts emphasis from the
idea that teaching improvement should be
focused on improving teaching style, to a
primary focus on performing duties, using
whatever style suits the teacher, then the data
from D and F become crucial. And the same
case can be made, even more strongly, for the
product description questions illustrated in
F, which yield data of value to students “shop-
ping around,” although they are not merit indi-
cators. But there are many institutions today
where getting enrollments is a consideration
that must enter into the evaluation of the
teacher.

(H) We now come to the ugly duckling, which
appears to suggest that the student’sratings are
valid by analogy with the voter’s ballot. This
general line of argument is usually greeted
with the scorn appropriate for the idea that the
students’ vote should be used to determine the
answers to problems in mathematics. Let us
begin by conceding that this consideration
must be regarded as playing a very different
kind of role from the others; it is sociological/
psychological/political rather than epistemo-
logical. But, even if it is not put forward as
bearing on validity, it can be unpacked into
substantial additional support for the use of
student ratings. There are several associated
sub-arguments here, whose force varies
greatly from student to student, campus to
campus, and time to time. They range from
reasonably plausible hopes, through fre-
quently reported student views, to clear indi-
cations: (i) To have students involved in the
Pprocess of evaluating teachers contributes to
avoiding the “students vs. administrators” set,
and the “teachers as oppressors against whom
students are powerless™ set, with consequent
benefits for campus atmosphere -and
hence—one may hope—motivation, reduction
of trouble, etc. Part of this process involves the
reduction of alienation or anomie, andincreas-
ing the student’s sense of part-ownership of
the institution and of his or her own destiny;
(i) The use of student ratings can lead, if there
is some appropriate associated discussion, toa
much better understanding by students of the
difficulties involved in grading students;

(iii) It can have a salutary effect on the attitude
towards, and grading of, students by teachers,
although there are certainly dangers as well as
benefits in this area (one of which has been
mentioned before—the special pleading prob-
lem); (iv) It can, students have volunteered,
have a marked benefit on their own self-es-
teem (“I am not just a-victim of criticism, I am
also a critic™); (v) It clearly gives some sub-
stance to the notion of student involvement in
governance, for which student governments
often cry in vain.*! These effects appear to—and
should in any case be explored in case they

.do-lead to a cumulative improvement in the

care taken with filling out the student rating
forms. And this increases validity.

So H is not a poor relation, except possibly
with respect to the degree of confidence one
can have in the connections involved. It does

_not just contribute to campus spirit, and so on.

1t is certainly of the right type to be in this list,
and we should be doing some research on the
size of its contribution to validity.

If these arguments are sound, it would appear
that there are a number of types of questions
which can legitimately appear on a rating
form, and one must prioritize the local needs in
order to pick a selection. It is useful that there
is no need to argue over the issue of whether
the “one overall question” is in a privileged
position in terms of the empirical evidence, an
issue which has been the subject of the inter-
esting recent discussions cited earlier. How-
ever, the One Big Question—something like
“Overall, how would yourate the instructor on
a scale of Excellent/Good/Acceptable/Unsat-
isfactory/Very Poor’—remains in a privileged
position in terms of what is logistically fea-
sible for the summative process (which in-
cludes one function of the “annual review”

- process). Itis rare for that process to be capable

of handling more than one result, and indeed
hard forit to handle more than one number (ex-
ceptional cases apart), usually the mean or
median of the ratings on the One Big Question.
In my experience, it is possible and highly
desirable to get a general purpose form down
1o one page with four questions and a few
prompts (50 or so0),*2 but how to do that and
what to do with the results is another story, one
that cannot be the same for all situations.
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CONCLUSIONS

There are two significant but very limited
places for the use of expert visitors giving style
advice, namely for remediation suggestions to
ateacher who has proved to be very unsuccess-
ful and asks for help, and for suggestions to
those new teachers at a loss for workable
approaches. Butin order toprove that a teacher
is unsuccessful, or successful, we would al-
most always have to use student ratings, we
can virtually never use visitors, and we can
never use style considerations. Moreover,
valid recommendations for teacher improve-
ment can get started very well just by using
student ratings on aspects of teaching that are
not related to style (audibility, readability of
overheads, utility of comments on assign-
ments, adequacy of explanations or materials
given out in class etc.). However, one should
not carelessly pass up any port in a storm, and
itis arguable that someone who must improve
should inter alia call for style analysis and
expert observation, preferably including vide-
otaping (so that pre- and post-change perform-
ance can be seen). Where style suggestions
promise solutions to desperate problems
(“stand next to the student that initiates
trouble™), they should be tried for minimax
reasons; the objections begin with minimax
ends and we are aiming for optimization of
teachers who are not in trouble.

A more dangerous use of the visitor is thus
when the teacher is not demonstrably bad, but
simply desires to improve. The risk is then that
trying to upgrade style, piecemeal or holisti-
cally, will interfere with something else that is
working very well. Again, it is much more
sensible to begin by trying to upgrade non-
style performance, and it is arguable that one
should do only that since then at least the gains
from every change seem certain. Even there,
however, there is still some risk in ignorin gthe
Master Mechanic’s Rule, “If it works, don’t
fix it.”

The visitor to the classroom of a good teacher
who has asked for help in improving, if very
specifically trained, can be useful in observing
and reporting on the evaluable non-style fea-
tures of the teacher’s performance, such as
content quality, coverage of material prom-
ised at the beginning of a session, firmness of

14 Instructional Evaluation

treatment, audibility at the back of the room,
and discharge of minimum obligations to
teach for the benefit of all students. However,
almost all trained people in this area have been
trained to focus on and comment about style
because they are usually from preservice or
traditional remedial programs.*3

Surely such a visitor might also venture some -
suggestions, such as recommending that the
students be given more time to respond to
questior... The danger of moving into the area
of recommendations is the unknown nature of
the interactions. There is a risk of unknown
size that one may spoil a good wine by tinker-
ing with one feature that seems less-than-ideal
inisolation. Still, common sense suggests that,
if appropriate cautions are stressed, some
suggestions can be made. Afterall, the teacher
canobtain enlightenment even from looking at
videotapes of her or his own performance, and

can surely sometimes benefit from the point of

view of another—especially an experi-
enced—commentator. While it is surely not
improper to respond to the request for such
suggestions, we are now at a point where we
should be extremely cautious about doing so.

An adviser, not visiting the classroom but
looking at materials, tests, grading practices,
an outline of topics and activities, and the
comments on student work that are being
provided, can cover another large slice of
evaluable aspects of teaching and is much less
likely to slide over the line into style-hyping.

In any case, the data from student rating forms
is crucial in planning an overall remedial pro-
gram, because there are aspects of style that
only show up in the long haul and in the
absence of visitors.* Those aspects may need

- ahigher priority than anything the visitor sees.

So there is at most a very small role for. the
expert (or inexpert) visitor in formative evalu-
ation, and much less in summative evaluation
since the most obvious features of the teaching
are style characteristics that cannot be used at
all.” In both these cases, and in providing
product descriptions, the student ratings are
absolutely crucial. Hence student ratings are
not only a valid, but often the only valid, way
to getmuch of the information needed formost
evaluations—and for many useful



descriptions—of teaching. (And the same ap-
plies to the evaluation of courses, depart-
ments, and programs, where student input is
rarely protested although it is also rarely well-
designed.)

The validity of student ratings is not the only
reason for using them. Their use has potential
reactive effects on, for example, the quality of
instruction.*® Properly arranged, these effects
should be, on balance, positive—and signifi-
cant in size for most instructors, although
some flurry of negative effects may persist.*’
As the literature makes clear, it certainly can
not be assumed that the mere use of student
ratings will automatically produce benefits in
instruction, regardless of the quality of the
form or of its administration and interpreta-
tion. Butin the end, good teachers, noless (and
probably more) than appliance manufacturers,
can benefit substantially from, and recognize
that they benefit from, appropriate evaluation
by those they try to service. If teachers do not
benefit as a result of this evaluation, one must
keep in mind the possibility that the fault lies
in them rather than in the expectation that
student ratings will produce improved teach-
ing. There are always two ways to improve
teaching: get the teachers to improve, or re-
place them with better teachers. Of course, one
should also keep in mind the possibility that
the teachers are doing about as well as is
feasible in the circumstances, and hence have
little or no room to improve. The system of
faculty evaluation should be designed todeter-
mine whether this possibility applies.*

It has been argued here that educational ad-
ministrators interested in the improvement of
instruction (whether by improving courses
themselves, or the performance or the compo-
sition of the faculty)-and instructors and stu-
dents with the same interest—will benefit from
the use of a sound system of student ratings. In
fact, it has been argued that student ratings are
essential as well as valid for this purpose.
Theiruse is also likely to be beneficial in other
important ways and they are inexpensive to
acquire and process. But it may be appropriate
to end this paper by reminding the reader that
to leave them out of a system for faculty or
course evaluation is no worse a sin than to
include only them.
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S L. M. Aleamoni, “Student Rating Myths vs. Re-
search Facts,” Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Edu-
cation, vol. 1, no. 1, 1987, pp. 111-119.

6 Description is included here as part of the task of
evaluation, instead of heing contrasted with it (as is
usual}, for two reasons. First, the reality is that most de-
scriptions involve some evalvative language, at some
level of analysis (e.g., “speaks clearly”). Second, it
often takes a good part of a serious evaluative investiga-
tion before one can describe a product (person, pro-
posal, program, etc.) correctly and objectively, even in
non-evaluative language. Description is also the main
function of student ratings used for research purposes,
for example in research on the most common ways in
which teachers administer discipline.

7 We talk throughout of “rating forms” for simplicity,
but one might gather student opinion from interviews
instead. The greatloss is absolute anonymity, but some
experiments with interviewing graduating seniors at
Berkeley (Robert Wilson, personal communication)
clearly showed that important results can be obtained in
that way (notably, the existence of otherwise unde-
tected superteachers).

¥ The existence of a positive correlation (even acorre-
lation of 1.0) between the scores on several forms does
not show the presence of a common property; there
must aiso be logical or theoretical grounds for the
identification and usually also further factual evidence
for it. See “Fallacies of Statistical Substitution” by the
present authorin Argumentation, 1987, pp. 333-349,D.
Reidel.

? (i) Comparative ratings of teachers can’t support the
claim that the worst are bad or the best good, without
which conclusions few personnel actions can be sup-
ported. (ii} Friends with similar interests may be com-
mitted to other programs because of different career
choices; hence no recommendation would be appropri-
ate, (ili) Course preferences are not usually relevant
when evaluating teachers.

10 As in the case mentioned above, where style assess-
ment, which has a limited use in formative evaluation,
completely confounds the use of a form for summative
purposes (personnel action).
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It Apart from validity, long forms massively increase
processing costs and raise serious problems of dilution
of impact.

12 Common examples of questions to which students
want {0 know the answer include: (i) how heavy the
work load is compared to other courses; (i) whether
gradmg is easy, (iii) whether it isreally necessary to buy
all the “req " texts; (iv) what style of teaching is

' employed (dlscussmn vs. lecturing, for example); and
(v) whether the course is “relevant” or “too academic.”
In the limit, failure to attend to these concerns forces
student government to set up a duplicate sysiem, with
consequent waste of resources, especially classroom
time, and leads to refusals to fill in the official form, or
fatigne effects from doing both.

3 The usual cnes concern: (i) expected grade in this
course; (ii) overall grade in school to date; (jii) whether
the student has been required to take the course. These
are inappropriate, partly becanse the evidence is that the
answers are not reliable (from comparing the registrar’s
figures with the class reports and also from asking
students to say, anonymously, whether they lie on such
questions), but mainly because they encourage faculty
in the entirely improper response of disregarding the
complaints of the weaker students,

4 The obvious example is requesting their names. One
still hears faculty arguing that if students haven’t the
courage tosign their evaluations, the evaluations should

“not be taken seriously. This is reminiscent of dictators
who say their door is always open for dissidents who
wish to complain. But it is also extremely unprofes-
sicnal unless one has very well-thought-out ways to
ensure that one’s grading or letters of recommendation
will not be influenced by complaints or praise and has
proven to the satisfaction of the students that those
procedures will be enforced. I've yet to find someone
who meets those conditions,

% 1t’s not enoungh just to say this. To mean it entails,
among other things, that: (i) there has to be space on the
form for suggestions about how to improve the forms
and the evaluation process; (ii) student government
must have some input into procedures and content; (iii)
the resnits are at least sometimes used to improve the
course whose members are asked to fill in the forms, e.g.
by running a mid-term version for improvements as
well as the end-of-term one for the record; (iv) the stu-
dents are informed about how theirratingsare weighted
in the faculty evaluation process, and student govemn-
" ment is assisted in verifying any such claims. Absent a
policy which addresses these considerations, one must
face the problem that students have good reasons for
" running their own ratings system. This involves a con-
siderable duplication of production resources, of class
time, and a reduction of student interest. It may involve
open hostility.

16 There is no great reason to object to teachers distrib-
uting the forms and appointing a student to take them in
to the department head or, better, central office, as long
as students are informed in some other way about the
importance of the process. But having department sec-
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retaries or the staff of a support center do the whole
business is in general preferable. If teachers are to do it,
students must be independently counseled and asked
about possible abuses of the system—perhaps by means
of some remarks on the form itself-and provided with
space on the form to register a belief that there has been
an attempt to use inappropriate influence; scb stories
about family circumstances are one of the problems. It
isusually not necessary to ask staff to absent themselves
from the room while the forms are being filled in, but it
is one way to keep students informed about changes in
the process, and to provide them with a chance for
asking questions.

*7 There must, of course, be a warning to faculty that
this is unprofessional behavior that will be treated very

seriously in personnel evaluation.

18 This was a serious problem in Berkeley in the late
sixties, when some of the radical left got control of the
student evaluation process. There are various ways to
detect and control such conspiracies, but the mere
possibility of them is a strong reason for allowing
appeals against student ratings.

1 In a sophisticated system, there could be reasons for
unannounced visits, but in general it is better to encour-
age the presence of those who wish to put in rating
forms.

# This requires that the evaluators: (i} know the cur-
rent enrollment figure: (ii) ensure that those present do
fill out the form, if they have the authority to do this; (jii)
do something about absentee ballots. My inclination is
not to accept less than 95% retum rates, and Thave found
this to be achievable; certamly anything below 80% is
very hard on validity.

% Too early rules out reactions to grading procedures
and feedback; too late loses input from those who drop
the course because they think it’s bad. I prefer the
following arrangement. Distribute forms on the first
day, with envelopes, and request that those dropping the
course fill them in before or after doing so, using
campus mail to return them. Request returns after the
mid-term tests have been handed back and use them 1o
improve the course. Arrange for the final to be givenon
the last day of class. Require attendance at the time
scheduled for the final in the exam period as a condition
to getting a grade. At that session, return the exams for
immediate study, with comments, or at least a demon-
stration or examples of answers that would have re-
ceived an A, Allow questions and then protests about
the grades. Collect the exams for the archives and..
distribute the rating forms. Collect the forms, and check
off that every student has tumed one in, as well as
returned an exam. This procedure has a salutary effect
on any headroom problems, but it is also a good way to
avoid wasting the final exam as a learning experience.

Z Bi-modal distributions tell a very different story
from bell-shaped curves with the same mean.

3 “Duties-Based Teacher Evaluation” in Vol. 1, No. 3
of Journal of Personnel Evaluationin Education, 1987,



This listreadily generates student rating forms to maich
the parts of it that students can ratc and converts easily
to cover tertiary duties.

% It might be mentioned that one hardly ever sees
tertiary institutions using the hard-won discipline of
program evaluation to evaluate their programs. Even
the use of alumni to help with the needs assessment is
extremely rare. This is a replay of colleges not using
what was long known about how to evaluate teaching.
The track record is quite different on admissions; pre-
sumably a cynic would say the explanation is that the
exercise does not involve looking critically at them-
selves.

25 1 do not here discuss the very serious technical
objections to the use of gain scores that have been raised
by measurement specialists, including, for example, the
problem of regression 1o the mean, and special prob-
lems of reliability and validity that arise with any tests.
The problems discussed here are conceptual problems
that apply even if the technical problems can be dis-
missed, as is possible in cases of massive gains.

26 The “Harvard fallacy” is the fallacy of supposing
that the teaching at Harvard must be good because its
graduates do very well in later life in proportion to their
numbers. All that one can infer from that data is that
Harvard does not inflict permanent brain
damage—usually. The rest of the trick lies in selecting a
talented entering class and not getting in the way of their
use of the library, labs, peer wtoring, and family influ-
ence or brand-name reverence. The contribution from
the faculty, if any, is the residue after factoring out the
non-faculty influences on the academic side, and the
effect of the “old boys network” and brand recognition
on job selection and promotion. While Harvard is de-
monstrably a great university, itis certainly not demon-
strably a great teaching university, just a superbly
equipped one.

7 Self-evaluation is, of course, not evaluation without
input from others, but evaluation that is self-initiated
and directed; the use of anonymous student ratings is a
sine qua non of any self-evaluation by teachers. Natu-
rally, any systematic process for the evaluation of
faculty should reward serious self-evaluation and sys-
tematic self-development based on it. In teaching, as in
any profession, the combination of these two practices
are the hallmarks of professionalism, the minimum
standards for social tolerance of: the practitioner.

2 That is, ail the teachers being compared may be
weak, or the worst of them may be very good and the
others better, etc. Student ratings, especially in upper
secondary and post-secondary contexts, are based on a
much wider range of comparisons than this, which
provides a better approximation to criterion-referenc-
ing.

¥ Ttis hard to see why student evaluations, if supported
by a substantial effort at prior training for the students
(something of considerable educational merit in its own
right), wonld not be sound well down into lower pri-

mary. But we need more experimentation in thatarea, as
well as legitimation by leadership use.

30 There are also conceptions of teaching that make
them less important, perhaps—in extreme
cases—completely inappropriate, for example, the con-
ception of teaching as creating a climate for leamning
rather than as transmitting it.

31 In a common situation, there are one or two visits,
usually for less than a complete period, out of 30-100
class meetings. Given the way in which individual class
meetings vary, as every instructor knows, both for
idiosyncratic reasons and as the term goeson, as the first
or the final test looms or as the topics vary in interest,
this cannot be thought of as an adequate sample. One
should also take into account the way in which visitors’

“ratings can change as they come to “see through™ the

teacher’s style, a process which may continue over a
large number of visits (Studies at the University of
California at Davis make clear that this effect can be
very substantial, and I know of none that found it to be
small; Wilson et al. College professors and their impact
on students, Wiley, 1975).

32 There is some reduction of impact of these criticisms
if we videotape all sessions of a course and select a
substantial random sample of these to evaluate. But the
cost and connotations of this approach are worrisome,
and we lack experience with it.

33 There are some extreme cases where the visitor can
make a reliable judgement of pedagogical skill. The
validity of these judgements is skewed along the merit
axis: it is easier to identify deep trouble than great merit. -
But, of course, the stndents can make the same judge-
ment with the same or greater validity, so the visit is
unnecessary.

3 The teaching materials and test or project work done
by the students will better serve that purpose.

35 Students are similarly in a uniquely strong position
torate the presence of immediately identifiable benefits
from the material and skills acquired from a teacher, but
this is arguably notcrucial in evaluating teaching merit.
However, itcan be very useful for formative evaluation,
if you are or are considering spending some time per-
suading the class of the importance of the subject to
them. And it is significant for many discussions of a
department’s curriculum. Hence, it should be consid-
ered for inclusion on a “general purpose” form, This is
adifferent matter from rating the eventual or long-term
value of the course to the student’s e.g. professional
needs, about which the students are not in a good
position to pass judgement.

3% Ttseems sensible touse student rating formsin a two-
stage procedure. In the first stage, a good summative-
valid form is used, administered in a summative-valid
way (security procedures, etc.). Only if someone does
so badly on that stage as to jeopardize their job or offend
their own sense of satisfaction with the quality of their
work should they then move 10 the use of a second form. -
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The second form can simply call for a more detailed
analysis of the duties (expanding on the type of ques-
tions mentioned in D). But it could also—if the teacher
preferred-ask the student to answer questions about
style (as in E), so that the information provided by the
style literature, as to what works best for many teachers,
can be invoked. (Thanks to John Hattie for pointing out
the legitimacy of category E in this list.)

7 The usual distinction here is between merit and
worth (or suitability}. Both are legitimate in the evalu-
ation of faculty, within limits, It is worth and not just
merit that leads to a position being advertised in the first
place, and to the verdict of redundancy. Worth can
sometimes be vsed, properly, to justify gender preioe-
ence; and is often used, improperly, to rationalize politi-
cal discrimination. A longer discussion of it is provided
in a paper on teacher selection in the forthcoming
Handbook of Teacher Evaluation, Second Education
(editors, J.  Millman et al., Sage, 1988).

* The Colorado School of Mines, a prestigious and
much-beloved engineering school.

3 “Validity in Personnel Evaluation” in Journal of
Personnel Evaluation in Education, vol. 1,no. 1, 1987, ~
In a sense, the genesis of the present article is that the
JPEE one just cited destroys the usual argument for the
use of student ratings, thus creating the need for rethink-
ing their justification. Doesn’t this argument invalidate
the use of exams for tertiary admission, since it is
usually thought that the justification for that procedure
isthe predictive validity of the results against success in
college? The use of what appear to be statistical indica-
tors can be justified in the case of using Public Service
Board exams, or tertiary admission testing, by the
absence of any other way to get valid evaluations of all
members of a very large and very widely dispersed
group; by the fact that the exam, if properly designed, is
close to being a work sample; and by the fact that it is
* also atestof prerequisite skillsand knowledge. None of
these mitigating considerations apply to rating acces-
sible personnel, with accessible track records, using
style variabies. (Breath-alcohol and polygraph testing
raise similar questions; but the first can be given an
indirect defens¢ whereas the second cannot.)

0 This viewpoint was expressed in the late sixties by
the radical left in the bitter phrase “the student as
nigger,”

41 Provided, of course, that the results of the student
evaluations do carry weight in the decisions made. A
monitor from student government on the committee is
desirable here, and appropriate controls of anonymity
are possible.

42 A prompt is simply a hint as to something that the
respondent may wish to underscore as significant, or
commenton, or simply take into account when selecting
an answer 10 the One Big Question, but which does not
require a response. We get more than 50 prompis in
small print on our one-page four-question rating form,
but the average time to complete is still around 3
minutes compared to 10-15 for a 50-question form,
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Other advantages are; (i) coding for summative evalu-
ation is simpler (and it’s no more difficult for formative
evaluation); (ii) the integration of multiple considera-
tions is done by the respondent, not by the evaluator
who lacks good reasons for any particular relative
weighting; (iii) it uses relatively little paper, time, and
computer processing. Readers are welcome to acopy of
the form we use upon request.

43 Which are based on the idea that if someone is not .
doing well at teaching, they must be “going about it the
wrong way,” i.e., they need to have their teaching style
improved, The correct approach would be to see, first,
if their discharge of teaching obligations needed im-
provement. There are many such obligations that need
improvement in most teachers and can easily be im-
proved as one can immediately show. You can’t get
good agreement between two independent observers as
to the best style, but even if you could, the size of the
benefits are not demonstrable.

“ Bad temper is an obvious example, but excessive
repetition, reading from texts, and the failure to ask
questicns except in the presence of visitors are others,

5 Certainly, since the visitor cannot avoid seeing the
style features and, hence, cannot guarantee not being
influenced by them, visitors cannot be used for input on
personnel decisions,

45 As well as possible benefits for campus morale, as
already mentioned., :

47 The usual problem of initial faculty opposition to
weighting student ratings sometimes tumns into the
opposite one; after a few years’ use, there is a tendency
towards overweighting smdent evaluations. A major
source of benefit comes from improved faculty self-
evaluation, resulting from the need to face up to and
discuss the student ratings of their work, which in other
institutions will only occur to those who actively and
independently undertake to get their performance rated
by students,

8 Some suggestions about such a system are provided
in “Summative Teacher Evaluation” in Handbook of
Teacher Evaluation,ed. J. Millman, (Sage, 1981).



