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Operating the Faculty Evaluation
System: Issues in Designing and
Using Student Rating Forms

2 L EGAL ISsUES

Easily the largest and most visible component of a faculty
evaluation system is the student rating form and its com-
puterized output. Over the years, for good or ill, student
ratings have come to be the single most heavily weighted
component of faculty evaluation systems. In response,
many institutions have developed their own student rating
forms, generally designed either by faculry, students, ad-
ministrators, or a commirtee made up of some combina-
tion of these. Experience has shown that in the majority of
cases these student rating forms have not been constructed
in accordance with professional psychomerric principles
and standards. Thus, the forms may be of inadequate, or

at least indeterminate, reliability and/or validity. The use -

of these forms may pose a legal liability for the instirution.

In the general area of faculty evaluation the cours
have tended to accept faculty-determined criteria and stan-
dards of professional performance, focusing instead on the
consistent application of contractual conditions or proce-
dures (Kaplin, 1978). Centra (1993} points our that, from
a legal perspective, institutions must take care to comply
with faculty evaluation procedures specified in the con-
tract or faculty handbook. In addition, an institution may
1ot use criteria or processes that create a discriminatory as-
sessment based on ethnic background, race, or gender
(Braskamp & Ory, 1994). Thus, the issues of what to
measure and Aow to measure it have tended to be left o
faculty ro determine. Primarily, institutions must have
procedures in place thar do not violate basic civil rights
and, in the event of an audit, must be able to provide ev-
idence thar their procedures have been applied correctly
and consistendly. The legal ramifications surrounding the
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design and use of student rating forms in a faculty evalu-
ation system must be considered within the context of
these principles.

Carr & Padgerr (1992) reviewed the legal fiability in
all 50 states concerning the design and use of student rat-
ing forms. They concluded that the primary legal issue re-
volves around statistical validity and reliability of such
forms. Legal liability is posed when unreliable and jnvalid
student rating forms are used in support of personnel de-
cisions. The legal liability of the institution includes dis-
crimination, defamation, and violations of individual
privacy and academic freedom.

State laws provide an additional environmental
element creating possible legal liability. OF partic-
ular concern are the open records laws. Unless
exceptions are made, chese laws provide that em-
ployment records such as salary and performance
evaluations of public employces are public infor-
mation. Some colleges and universities publish
the results of student ratings of faculty. Some do
not. Under open records laws, ratings would have
to be made public for a single faculty member or
for all faculty members if an individual or group
requested this information. In this litigious soci-
ety liability for publishing student evaluartions of
faculty members based on forms of dubious sta-
tstical validity seems rather apparent. (Carr &

Padger, 1992, p. 69)

An examination of the states’ open records laws indicates
that all states have Jaws allowing public access to govern-
ment records; however, various stares provide certain ex-
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ceptions or limitations relative ro access to faculty person-
nel records.

All Personnel Records Public—No Exceptions

The following states provide for no exception to state
statutes pertaining to the release of public employee
records, including faculty personnel records:

¢ Alaska » North Carolina

* Arizona « North Dakora
* Arkansas ¢ Ohio

» Georgia * Tennessee

» Massachusetrs * Texas

* Maine + Utah

¢ Minnesota * Virginia

* Missouri » Wisconsin

* Monrtana

All Personnel Records Public—General Exceptions

The following states grant only general exceptions per-
taining to the release of faculty personnel records. These
exceptions pertain to withholding information that would
invade a person’s privacy but do not specify whar this in-
formation may be.

» Washington, DC
* Kentucky
¢ Louistana

* Nevada

* Pennsylvania
* Washington
* West Virginia

Specific Exception for Faculty

The following states specifically exclude faculty personnel
records, including student ratings, from release to the

public:

s Florida
¢ New Mexico

* Oregon
¢ South Carolina

Personnel Records Not Public

The following staces specifically prohibit the release of per-
sonnel records including faculty evaluation results:

« Alabama » Idaho

» California * Ilinois

* Colorado * Indiana

s Connecticut * Kansas

* Delaware * Maryland
¢ Hawaii * Michigan
* Iowa * Mississippi

* Rhode Island
+. South Dakota
*» Vermont

* Wyoming

¢ Nebraska

* New Hampshire
* New Jersey

* New York

e Oklahoma

Institutions in states that have no or only general ex-
ceptions to public records Jaws may find themselves at
greater risk for possible legal action revolving around the
publication of faculty records that include data from un-
reliable and invalid student rating forms. In those states
where public disclosure of faculty records is less likely
owing to specific exceptions, the risk of legal liability still
exists if faculty personnel decisions are challenged in court.

In terms of the design or adoption of student rating
forms, the key issue is to establish their reliability and va-
lidiry prior to their use in a faculty evaluation system. The
adoption of commerdially available student rating forms
such as those reviewed in Chaprer 15 ensures that the
forms are reliable and valid, since they have undergone
rigorous psychometric procedures in their development. It
is generally recommended thar an institution consider the
adoption of a commercially available student rating form
before embarking on the task of building one from
scratch. However, if the institution chooses to design and
use its own student rating form, the administration must
be willing to commir to the yearlong rigorous psychome-
tric process involved producing a reliable and valid instru-
ment. To fail to do so places the institution at unnecessary
legal risk.

Civil rights legislation has provided a legal envi-
ronment in which employment tests and per-
formance evaluations must in most cases be
statistically reliable and valid. Thar is, there must
be statistical documentation that they are reliable
measures, are job related and predict job perform-
ance. Otherwise, the employer’s legal defense is
likely to be inadequate in cases of discrimination.
{Carr & Padgett, 1992, p. 68)

B DESIGNING A VALID AND RELIABLE STUDENT
RATING FORM '

As frequently noted in previous chapters the design and de-
velopment of a valid, reliable form intended to measure
the teaching performance of an instructor and/or the per-
ceived effectiveness of a course, isa technical rask requiring
professional expertise in statistics and psychological meas-
urement. It is a common fallacy among educarors thac all
that is required to develop a questionnaire is to sit down
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and write a set of questions. It should be noted that what
is being constructed is an instrument designed to measure
psychological phenomena (i.e., perceptions, opinions, reac-
tions, etc.). As such its development must be held to the
same high professional standards of accuracy, reliability,
and validity as any other scientific measurement tool or
instrument. In fact, since non-physical (psychological) phe-
nomena are being measured, the rask of designing the
measurement tool is thar much more com plex and difficult
to accomplish. To assume that all one has to do to construct
a psychometric instrument is to write 2 sct of questions is
analogous to assuming thar all one has to do 1o construct
an automobile is to ger a motor and attach some wheels to
it. Both tasks are easier said than done. And both tasks re-
quire not only precision and skill but also an undetstand-
ing of the underlying principles and science involved.

As nored earlier, many student rating forms in use are
homemade—constructed by faculty, students, adminis-
trarors, and/or committees who lacked questionnaire de-
sign and scaling expertise. Such instruments typically are
not subjected to reliability and validity studies and, there-
fore, may be easily influenced by extraneous variables in
the classroom such as time of day, class size, and the in-
structor's personality,

In order for student ratings to be considered an inge-
gral part of a comprehensive instructional evaluation sys-
tem, they must be reliable and valid. As a practical marcer,
certain issues must be considered when designing and/or
sclecting a student rating form.

Student Ratings Versus Student Evaluations of
Teaching

One of the core issues thar must be addressed i consider-
ing the process of designing a valid and reliable instru-
ment to be completed by students as part of the assessment
of faculty teaching performance is the differentiation be-
tween student ratings and student evaluations. As noted in
the introduction, the term evaduation is defined as: The
process of interpreting 2 measurement (or aggregate of
measurements) by means of a specific value construct to
derermine the degree 1o which the measurement(s) repre-
sent 2 desirable condition. Considering this definition of
evaluation, and examining the role of student input into
the evaluation of teaching performance, we can take one
of two directions: 1) Construct a form thar asks students
to make judgments on the desirability of certain instruc-
tor performances or characreristics (i.c., evaluate teaching
and the teacher), or, 2) construct a form that measures
the impact of the instrucror’s performance on the students
and from which a judgment on the desirability of the per-
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formance (evaluation) will be made later by the systematic
application of a specific, predetermined value construct.

Taking the first approach resules in constructing stu-
dent evaluation forms. On these forms students are asked
such questions as “How would you rate chis instructor
compared to all the other teachers you have had?” or,
“Overall, how would you rate this teacher?” These ques-
tions ask the student to classify the faculty member in
such ways as “among the top 10%,” “exceptional,” “unsat-
isfactory,” or “among the worst.” The problem with this
approach is that the judgment about whether the faculty
member’s performance represents a desirable or undesir-
able condition is being made on the basis of the student’s
individual value construct. Each student’s individual value
construct may not only be unknown to either the faculey
member or the administrator reading the results, bur may
differ from student to student. Tt is for this reason that
student evaluarion forms (that is, forms designed only to
gather student evaluarive judgments concerning faculty
performance) may be considered inherently flawed. The
reason for this is thar no marter how technically correct
the items may be in terms of their psychomerric charac-
teristics, there is no assurance that the value construce
being applied by the student o interprer their observa-
tions and experiences (and thus make evaluative judg-
ments) cither matches thar of the faculty or is even
consistent from student to student. This flaw in many of
the forms used in higher education generares the com-
mon conceprion thar student evaluations are merely a
popularity contest.

In contrast to student evaluation forms, student 722
ing forms take the approach of measuring student percep-
uons and reactions rather than asking for an evaluation of
some aspect of teaching. These forms measure those psy-
chological phenomena thar the student is best qualified to
provide—their own reactions. Well-designed student rat-
ing forms include such items as “The objectives of the
course were clear,” “The audiovisuals used in class helped
me to learn the material,” and “The instructor’s speaking
style made it difficulr for me to understand what he/she
was saying.” Students are then provided a “Serongly
Agree—Strongly Disagree” or similar scale with which to re-
spond to each irem. In this way, measures of the students’
perceptions and reactions to cerrain aspects of the instruc-
tor’s performance are gachered. The evaluation of the in-
structor’s performance is then made by someone clse using
an agreed-upon value construct to interpret the students’
reactions as being indicative of either a desirable or unde-
sirable teaching performance. As nored earlier, the use of
a previously agreed-upon value construct in the evalua-
tion process is the essence of contralled subjectivity. And, it

Developing a Comprebensive Faculty Evaluation System




is controlled subjectivity chat makes possible a fair and
consistent faculty evaluation system.

Unfortunately, the terms student rating and student
evaluation have come to be used interchangeably in higher
education, and even in the professional literature. Not all
so-called student evaluation forms truly call for the student
to make an evaluative judgment, but are, in fact, student
rating forms (although they may contain one or two items
calling for an evaluative conclusion). On the other hand,
not all student rating forms are designed to simply meas-
ure student perceptions and reactions, but include many
items thar call for students to come to an evaluative con-
clusion. It is likely that it is this mixture of terms and ap-
proaches (i.e., measurement of student perceptions and
reactions versus requests for students to draw cvaluartive
conclusions) that has led o much of the confusion and
continuing concern over the use of student input in the
evaluation of faculty performance.

In any case, as has been described in greater detail
elsewhere, the evaluation of teaching performance must be
based on multiple sources of data, not just student rating
data which, of necessity, can only provide part of the pic-
wure of the complex (merta-) professional performance we
call reaching.

Validity and Reliability of the Student Rating Form

The validity of student ratings is an issue of continuing
discussion and disagreement, perhaps due in part to the
confusion between the concepts of student ratings and
student evaluations (the underlying reasons for this con-
tinuing confusion are explored in Chapter 12). Basically,
the source of this disagreement is the fact that a universally
accepted definition or description of the characteristics of
an excellent teacher does not exist. While the student rat-
ing liverature provides an indication of the aspects of fac-
ulty classroom performance that impact learning, there is
still no precise formula for being a good teacher to which
everyone subscribes.

Although from a professional psychometric perspec-
tive the validity of a given student rating form may be cal-
culated, determination of validity is predicated on some
underpinning construct or assumptions of what should
be measured. Should a student rating form measure only
those things thar affect immediate learning outcomes?
Should a student rating form measure some longer-term
impact on students’ perspectives, motivations, or values?
Should a student rating form measure the degree to which
a faculty member’s style of dress or speech offends stu-
dents? Faculty will answer these and many similar ques-
tions differéntly depending on what they consider to be

relevant and important (of value). Thus, from a practical
perspective, the real problem in determining the validicy of
any student rating form is to determine a priori whart as-
pects of teaching performance should be measured. There
is no fixed answer to this problem. Although there is
strong evidence that teacher preparation and organization
positively affects student learning (Pascarella, 2001), dif-
ferent faculty value systems may dicrate thar different as-
pects of faculty performance (beyond those thart affect
immediate learning outcomes) be measured. For exam-
ple, in certain faith-based institutions a faculty member’s
teaching performance may be required to include an ex-
pression of faith in the style of delivery and the context in
which the content is presented.

In addition to the issue of the validity of student rating
forms, there is the issue of reliability. From a practical per-
spective, a student rating form is reliable if it accurately and
consistently measures students’ perceptions and reactions
to previously agreed-upon faculty teaching performances
and characreristics. If the form does not measure those as-
pects of teaching performance that the faculty feel are rele-
vant and important, it doesn’t matter how accurate and
consistent its measurements are. [n facr, experience has
shown that faculty prefer a form that they perceive as valid
even if the evidence shows that the form is not reliable.
Many institutions fall into the trap of using a student rating
form thar appears 1o be measuring the “right things,” with-
out being concerned whether the form is in fact producing
consistent and accurate measures of those right things.

From a strict, professional psychometric perspective,
an instrument must be reliable before it can be determined
whether it is valid. That is, the instrument must be meas-
uring something with accuracy and consistency before it
can be confirmed thar it is measuring what we want to
measure, Unfortunately, however, in common practice in-
stitutions accept a student rating form as being valid in the
sense that it asks questions that the faculty and/or the ad-
ministration think should be asked, without checking to
make sure that the form is reliable first. Such institutions
may be at risk (see discussion on legal issues).

Designing a Student Rating Form

The following is a brief discussion and overview of the
procedures required in building a valid and reliable stu-
dent rating form. This section is not intended to serve as
a technical reference on the issue of psychometrics. Rather,
what follows is a summary, with examples, of the various
phases an institution must go through to design and de-
velop its own valid and reliable student rating form. It is
assumed in this discussion that the institution will consult
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with appropriate professionals in psychometrics when car-
rying out the following procedures.

Phase I: Determine the issues to be measured by the form.
While the student rating literature indicates that the broad
dimensions of teacher preparation and organization, clarity
of communication, and rapport with students are among
those that tend to impact student learning, it is imporrant
at this point to gain consensus among the faculty and ad-
ministration on the major issues they feel should be consid-
ered. For example, if there is a concern that sexism or racism
not be expressed or demonstrated in any way by the teacher,
then this should be made clear. It is critical that the individ-
uals involved in this discussion do not fall into the trap of
beginning the process by simply sitting down and- writing
the items for the form. This discussion should steer away
from specific questions and focus on the underlying issues
and values on which the questions may be based.

The following strategy has been employed success-
fully in carrying out this step:

¢ Askthe faculty to develop a list of one-, two-, or three-
word descriptors of an excellent teacher and another
list of one-, two-, or three-word descriptors of a poor
teacher.

* Ask the students to develop the same two lists.

* Examine the faculty-generated and student-generated
lists of terms used to describe excellent and poor
teachers and find those descriptors used by the faculy
and students to describe each type of teacher.

* Use the list of common descriptors (those used by
both faculty and students) for excellent and poor
teachers to develop items for the student rating form.

Phase II: Write or select the items. Once the issues or
characteristics to be measured are determined, the process
of either writing new items or selecting them from exist-
ing caralogs (such as the one in Chaprer 14) may proceed.
As much as possible, the itemns should use the common list
of descriprors determined in Phase I.

* Each item should be written to measure only one per-
ception, reaction, etc. '

* For each issue to be measured be certain to write
and/or select ar least six to eight items.

Phase I1I: Develophselect apprapriate response seales. A
key element in building a valid and reliable student rating
form is the scale that is used to elicit student responses. It
is critical that the response scale used for each irem meets
certain logical and technical requirements, including:
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1) The response scale must be appropriate. Response
choices must logically follow from the irem/question.
For example, the item “Was the instructor organized?”
logically calis for a “yes” or “no” response. To ask such
a question and then give the studenr a response scale
such as Excellent—Poor or Strongly Agree—Strongly
Disagree will result in unreliable data.

2) The response scale must be panallel That is, the scale
MUSt N6t MiX two or more types of responses. The fol-
lowing is an example of a nonparallel scale:

* Very Good
* Above Average
* Satisfactory
* Unsatisfactory

Very Good fits with a Very Good—Very Poor scale;
Above Average fits with a scale thar provides indica-
tions of performance above, at, or below Average; and
Satisfactory and Unsarisfactory belong to a separate
satisfaction scale. A nonparallel scale compromises the
reliability of the student ratings.

3) The response scale must be balanced: There must be an
equal number of positive and negative choices. An w-
balanced scale is one that has cither more positive or
more negative choices. Obviously if you have mére
opportunities to make a positive response than a neg-
ative one, the responses will tend to be skewed in that
direction. The converse applies if there are more neg-
ative responses than positive. Also, it is generally rec-
ommended that odd-numbered scales in which the
middle response is “Neutral” or “Don’t Know” oz be
used unless the middle position has a specific meaning
relative to the item. Otherwise some students will use
the middle response simply to avoid answering the
item. The following are examples of a balanced, paral-
lel scale and a scale that is unbalanced and nonparallel:

Balanced Unbalanced and
Parallel Scale Nonparallel Scale
(+) Strongly Agree (+) Excellent

(+) Agree (+) Ourstanding

{+) Satisfactory
(+) Unsatisfactory

(+) Disagree
(+) Strongly Disagree

4) Every point on the scale must be defined. Do #oz use
a scale where only the end points are defined such as
“Low 1 2 3 4 5 High.” With such a scale you can
never be sure what the student is thinking when they
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pick a “2,” for example. Such scales tend to compro-
mise the reliability, and perhaps even the validity, of
the response data.

5) Make cerrain to use abbreviations to denote points
on the response scale, zor numbers or the letrers A, B,
C, D, E. For example, if your response scale is
Strongly Agree—Strongly Disagree, use the abbrevia-
tions SA for Strongly Agree, A for Agree, D for Dis-
agree, and SD for Strongly Disagree. Do not use 4 for
Strongly Agree, 3 for Agree, and so forth. Also, do
not use A for Strongly Agree, B for Agree, C for Dis-
agree, and D for Strongly Disagree. Again, when ei-
ther numbers or letters are used instead of the
abbreviations for the responses, you can never be cer-
tain what the students arc thinking when they re-
spond. The letters A, B, C, and D can easily be
interpreted as grades racher than varying degrees of
agreement. The numbets 4, 3, 2, and 1 can mean dif-
ferent things to different people, including being in-
terpreted as ranking system. Therefore ir is crirical
that the response choices on the student rating form
either use the full words describing the choice points
or an appropriate abbreviation of those words. =

Phase IV: Conduct field trials to gather the datia needed
Jor subsequent validity and reliability determination. A this
point you may be testing 50, 60, or even 100 items, Sep-
arare subsets of these items should be placed on different
forms and administered to all kinds of classes. Once you
have ar least 200 responses for each item (that is, each
item will have appeared on one form or another so that at
Jeast 200 students have had the opportunity to respond to
it) you are ready to move to the next step.

Phase V: Conduct a factor analytic study. It is critical to
determine the reliability and validity of the form and ¢he
degree to which the items reliably measure each issue or
characteristic of interest. Nationally standardized forms,
such as those reviewed in Chapter 15, should be used as
the vehicle for developing your own form: Insert the items
developed for your form in the optional items section of
the commercial form and then conduct factor analyric
studies on the responses to the commercial rating form
items and the items written for your form. In this way it
is possible to compare the results of the analysis of your
items with the analyses of the itemis on the commercial
form. Although the factor analytic study must be con-
ducted by individuals proficient in statistics and psycho-
metrics, the outcome of such an analysis should produce
at least four items for each issue of interest. In order ro ad-
equately measure a specific perception of or reaction to an

issue of interest, at least four items measuring that percep-
tion or reaction must be used. From a technical perspec-
tive the facror loadings of these items on the dimension
being measured should be .400 or higher.

Phase VI: Develop subscales based on the result of the
Jactor analysis. The form should produce separate scores for
each of the dimensions or characteristics being measured
by the form. Such subscales provide more detailed diag-
nostic information for instructor use in improving or en-
hancing their performance and fairer comparisons across
time and across different courses.

Phase VII: Refine the form based on the results of the
factor analytic study to ensure reliability of each subscale
and the form as a whole. Ideally, the reliability values
should be .60 or higher.

Phase VIII: Establish norms. Since no specific, agreed-
upon set of criteria for what constitutes an excellent
teacher exists, we must use a norm-referenced model of
evaluation. That is, we cannot simply say that someone is
an excellent or poor teacher based on a specific rating value
derived from the student rating form. It is important to
develop a way to interpret the ratings relative to an appro-
priate cohort group. This part of the process is the most
time consuming, since data on the form must be gath-
ered for at least three years before any kind of appropriate
normative interpretation may be made. Data from all
classes should be accumulared without replacement into a
normative database that can then be used to properly in-
terpret the student ratings of an individual faculty mem-
bet. Thus, it will become possible to interpret the student
ratings for an individual in terms of where the faculty
member stands relative to others in the norm group. The
commercially available forms reviewed in Chapter 15 all
make use of norms—developed over decades of use across
a broad spectrum of courses and course types—to pro-
vide appropriate interpretations of an individual’s ratings.

Phase IX: Organize the jtems. The final step in devel-
oping your student rating form is to decide how the items
are to be grouped and labeled in the final design of the
form: Determine how the items should be organized for
easy reading and answering and how and where the re-
sponses should be recorded. If there is a logical or chrono-
logical flow to the items, then their organization on the
form should reflect that. If there are only a few negative
items, then one or two should appear very early in the in-
strument to avoid positive response set mistakes (i.c., be-
fore students get in the habit of thinking the response to
the extreme right is always the most positive). It is advis-
able to have a few negatively stated items in the instru-
ment, bur only if they can be stated negatively in a logical
manner.
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At ¢his point it should be clear that constructing a
valid and reliable student rating form is a time-consuming,
technical process that requires various studies and analyses.
As stated before, it is recommended that experts in psycho-
metrics and statistics be consulted in underraking such a
project. A good example of a study that demonstrates the
technicalities involved in constructing a valid and reliable
student rating form is “Differential Relationship of Stu-
dent, Instructor, and Course Characreristics to General
and Specific Items on a Course Evaluation Questionnaire”
(Aleamoni & Thomas, 1980).

Phase X: Implement the Student Rating System. Once

the student rating form has been completely developed™.

and has been shown to be valid and reliable, it can be
placed into operation within the comprehensive faculry
evaluarion system. The overall usefulness of the student
rating form can be maximized, however, if it 1s constructed
so that it has not only the standard, validated, and reliable
items, burt also room for additional optional items that
may be unique to either a deparement or an individual fac-
ulry member. Forms constructed in such 2 manner allow
the instructor to select supplementary (or more diagnostic)
items from a catalog. Each commercial student rating
form reviewed in Chapter 15 is designed in this manner.
For example, the Course/Instructor Evaluation Question-
naire (CIEQ) provides the standard 21 items (from which
the five subscale scores are derived and for which norma-
tive data are provided), and two optional 21-item response
sections. The optional item response sections allow in-
strucrors to selecr up to 42 additional items from the 373-
item CIEQ optional item catalog,

A more sophisticated approach to maximizing the
utility of student rating forms is to develop multiple stan-
dard forms. This requires the institution to possess a great
deal of in-house expertise in psychological measurement
and statistics and be willing to undertake the major re-
search and development projects involved. Under this ap-
proach optional items and optional item sections are
generally not available to the individual instructor. Instead
the instructor is given a choice among forms that more
closely match specific teaching/learning environments. For
example, the Universicy of Washington Instructional As-
sessment System provides six valid and reliable forms ro
their faculty, one for small lecture/discussion courses, one
for large lecture courses, one for seminar courses, one for
problem-solving courses, one for skills-oriented or
practicum courses, and one for quiz sections (Abrami &
Murphy, 1980).
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2 ADMINISTERING STUDENT RATING SYSTEMS

After an appropriate instrument has been developed or
selected, administrative procedures need to be established.
If possible the responsibility for managing and directing a
campus-wide program of distributing, administering, and
collecting student ratings should be given to a unit such as
a teaching and learning center, a professional development
center, a testing and evaluation center, or an office of in-
stitutional research. The responsibility for operating the
system should be given to the student government or dis-
tributed to either individual college deans or department
chairs. As a last option, the responsibility for operating
the system may be assumed by the chicf academic officer
of the institution, since the danger of having the program
perceived as a “watchdog” program of the administration
is increased by doing so. Ideally, the unit that operates the
student raring system should be seen, legitimately, as one
dedicared to providing services to the faculry.

In keeping with the concept of designing and operat-
ing the faculty evaluation system to serve formative and
summartive purposes, several guidelines related o student
rating systems may be stated. First, it must be recognized
that the value of any student rating system relies on the
confidence the students have that their input will cause
them no harm, and have some effect on the instructor
(Arreola, 1987). In actual practice, operating a student
rating system requires a careful balancing of the needs and
concerns of the students, faculty, and administration.
These needs and concerns are sometimes antithetical to
one another. This can often place the person in charge of
the office or agency running the student racing system in
a very difficult and tricky situation.

On the one hand, faculty may be fearful and distrust-
ful of the administracion. Faculty go through a predictable
set of stages in resisting or attempting to escape from a fac-
ulty evaluation system. On the other hand, students may
be fearful of retribution by the faculty if they give negative
ratings, and they might not believe the faculty or the ad-
ministration will pay attention to what they say anyway.
Finally, the administration may desperately want any kind
of quantitative or hard data on which to base difficult per-
sonnel decisions. Long experience with these circum-
stances leads to the following practical guidelines
pertaining to running a student rating system:

1) If av all possible, do not locate a student rating coor-
dination or processing agency in the office of a dean,
vice president, or other major administrator. Such
placement only reinforces the idea that the student
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rating systemn and the faculty evaluation office are sim-
ply watchdog agencies of the administration.

2} Tiy to locare the student rating form processing office
ina test-scoring center, computer center, media cen-
ter, of, ideally, in a faculty professional enrichment

center
v

3) Arrange the processing schedule so thar the completed
analyses of the student rating forms are not available
until after final grades have been reported.

4) Conduct a program to mainrain the credibility of the
students in the studenr rating system. Include regular
contacts with student government, appoint student
representative(s) to the Committee charged wich de-
veloping the comprehensive faculty evaluation sys-
tem. Submirt articles to the student newspaper
describing the importance and use of student ratings
at least once each term. A constant communication
campaign with the students must be maintained
which informs them thar the faculty member will not
see the student rating results until after grades have
been reported and thar the stiden ratings are raken
seriously by the faculey and the administrarion
(Arrcola, 1983). Withour such a campaign, the stu-
dent rating system will experience serious problems,
including refusal of the students o complete forms,
completing forms by simply marking the same re-
sponse for all items, and covering the forms with var-
ious types of graffiti.

5) Make it clear that the studen rating form processing
office is a service to the faculty and nor the adminis-
- tration or the student government. Do not auromat-
ically send results of the ratings to the administration
or the student newspaper, even though written per-
mission has been given by the instrucror, Such actions
will forever raint the credibility of the processing of-
fice. Require anyone wanting information concerning
the student ratings of a faculty member to get them
from that faculty member.

6) Make certain thar the issue of the distribution of
copies of the individual faculty student rating reports
is a matter berween the administration and the faculty
or between the studenes and the faculty. Provide the
faculty member with multiple copies of the student
rating report form containing the analyses or other
results; do not keep copies in the processing office.
Make it physically difficult to recover or reconstitute
a given faculty member’s student rating report. The
best approach is to maintain only raw data computer

files. Then, if a request is received by the processing
office to provide copies of a particular faculey mem-
ber’s evaluation results, it can truthfully be said that
the processing office has no copies but thar the faculty
member has several.

The issue of the confidendality and distribution of
individual faculty member’s student rating reports should
be a matter between the faculty member and the admin-
istration and not berween the processing office and the
administration. The processing office must not be per-
ceived as an arm of 2 “big brother” administration.

The method of administering and gathering student
responses can determine the quality of the resulting data.
It is advisable to administer the instrument in a formalized
manner in the classroom by providing a standard set of in-
structions and enough time to complere all the items. If
the instrument is administered in an informal manner,
withour a standard set of instructions and a designated
time to fill it out, the students tend not to take it seriously
and possibly do not bother to turn it in. Furthermore, if
the students are permitted to take the instruments home
to fill them our and return them ar the nexr class meeting,
very few instruments will be returned.

The foliowing practical procedures have been success-
fully used in managing large student rating systems. These
procedures assume that the faculty member will not be
the primary person administering the rating forms in class
to the students. :

1) Set up a log system for maineaining control of student
rating form distribution and collection. This log
should contain the name of the faculty member, the
number of the course, and the enrollment. Such infor-
mation is generally available from the registrar’s office.

2) Prepare student rating packets with at least five more
sheets than the official number enrolled in the course.
Log in the actual number of sheets sent to the in-
StruCtor.

3) In addition to the student rating forms, the packet
should contain a standardized script to be read when
administering the forms and a proctor identification
form (PIF). Upon receipt of the packer, the faculty
member should remove the PIF and indicate the
name of the student in the class who has been selected
to administer the rating forms, The faculty member
must sign the PIF and return it separately to the pro-
cessing office. The processing office should log in the
date of the receiprt of the form and the name of the
student procror.
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4) Afrer removing the PIE, the faculty member should give
the student rating form package to the chosen scudent
proctor. The student proctor removes and distribures
the student rating forms and removes and reads a spe-
cial form identified as the proctor administration form.
It conrains the srandardized script for administering
the student rating form. In addition to the standard
information concerning the use of a #2 pencil to record
student responses, the script should note that

* The faculty member is not in the room.

* The results of the rating will not be returned o

the instructor until after final grades have been

turned in.

* The students’ responses will be an important part
of the information considered in improving the
course or making promotion, renure, retention,
and merit pay decisions.

5) The proctor must sign the proctor administration
form, certifying that the student rating forms were
administered in accordance to the instructions, that
the script was read as part of the administration, and
that the faculty member was not in the room.

6) Finally, cross-checking items should be included on
the student rating forms that ask such questions as,
“Was the instructor in the room when this form was
administered?” “Did the proctor read the administra-
tion directions out loud to the class?” and, “Do you
have confidence that your responses will make a dif-
ference?”

7} After the forms are completed and returned to the proc-
tor, they should all be placed in the envelope, along
with the signed proctor administration form, and
dropped in the campus mail o the processing office.

8) Upon receipt of the packet, the dare of receipt should
be logged in; the name on the proctor administration
form should be checked against the name reported
by the instructor on the proctor identification form.
A count is made of the incoming completed student
rating forms to make sure that the number does not
exceed the official enrollment figure for the class. This
lacter step is designed to discourage stuffing of com-
pleted student rating packets by either students or, in
certain instances, the faculty themselves.

9) Before machine processing, the student rating forms
must be visually scanned for stray marks. Often the
students doodle in the margins or simply cross out
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an incorrect response rather than erase it. These types
of marks must be erased before the sheets can be
processed. Experience has shown thar the scudent rat-
ing processing office would be well advised to buy
electric erasers rather than using the eraser end of a
pencil. The time and staff size required to carry our
this necessary step is often much larger than would
first be anticipated. This is especially true if the system
is new and the students are not yet familiar with the
rating forms,

10) Finally, log the date when the completed computer
analysis and student rating forms were returned to
the faculty member.

£ OPTIONS FOR ADMINISTERING RATING
Forms iN CLASS

The steps described in the previous section assume thar a
student procror, selected from the class itself, administers
the rating form. Other options, more or less desirable,
are possible. '

Self-Adminjstered

In systems where instructors administer their own student
rating forms, they should also read the standard ser of in-
structions after the forms have been distributed and then
remain in the front of the room until all forms have been
completed. The instructor may then select a student from
the class to gather the completed forms and deposit them
in the campus mail. As before, the statement read should
specify thar the instructor will not see the resules unril
after the term grades have been turned into the admis-
sions and records office. The exception to this procedure
is when the instrucror has informed the students that their
responses will be used in a formative way to improve the
CUrTent course.

i
.

Student Government Administered

Another option is to have representatives of the student
government association administer the student rating
forms if the faculty and department or college administra-
tors are willing or request them to do ir. The students ad-
ministering the instruments should also read a similar
standard ser of instructions and request that the instructor
leave during the administration. The student organization
could use the campus newspaper to announce when the
instruments are going to be used and how they will be ad-
ministered as a final cross-checking procedure.
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Staff Administered

If an administraror decides to designate a staff member to
administer the student rating form, then the same proce-
dures should be followed as suggested above. This option
should be avoided, however, unless there is no other way to
ensure a common administration of the instruments. As
noted carlier, faculty and students tend to feel threatened if
they know that an administrator is controlling and direct-
ing the administration or processing of the instruments.

When the student rating form is administered, the
students should have all necessary materials. Students
should generally fill out.the forms in their regular class-
room near the beginning of a particular class session.
Above all, the students must be left with the impression
that their frank and honest comments are desired and not
that this is their chance to get back at the instructor. If the
students get the impression that the instrucror is not really
interested in their responses, they will not respond seri-
ously. If the students feel the instrucror is going to see
their responses before final grades are in, they will respond
more positively and write very few comments. This is es-
pecially true if the students are asked ro identify them-
selves on the student rating form. If the form is
administered immediately before, during, or after the final
examination (or any other meaningful examination,
homework, or term paper deadline), the students tend to
respond in an inconsistent manner. If scudents are allowed
to discuss the course and instructor while filling out the
forms, then biases may enter into their ratings.

B THE STUDENT RATING REPORT

One of the most important aspects of any program is the
method of reporting the results. If the results are not re-
ported in an appropriate, accurate, and timely manner,
the usefuiness of the student rating form and the system as
a whole will be seriously compromised. When tabulating
and summarizing item responses, the following procedures
should be considered:

*+ The item responses should be given numerical values
in order to calculate descriptive statistics, and the de-
scriptive statistics should be reported. However, the
response positions on the form should be labeled only
with abbreviations and e the numerical values used
in later compurations.

* The results should be reported by item and subscale,
if appropriate.

* The results should be summarized by class section,
department, college, and so on.

Directionality of Numerical Scale

When iterns are presented with defined response scales,
such as Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, and Strongly Dis-
agree, they should be weighred to reflect direction and
ideal response when the results are tabulated and summa-
rized. For example, if this response scale were weighted 4,
3, 2, and 1, respectively, it would indicare that the item
was posttively stated with the ideal response being Swrongly
Agree. With such a weighting, it is possible to calculate a
mean and standard deviation for each item for a given
class of students. The mean value indicates their average
rating and the standard deviation indicates how similar or
dissimilar their responses were. With such a weighting
scheme and the resulting means and standard deviations,
the results can then be reported for items and subscales.
The results can also be summarized and reported by class
section, course, selected courses, courses within a depart-
ment, courses within a college, and courses within the
university. Such complete reporting schemes permit mean-
ingful comparisons when necessary.

Distributing Rating Results—Voluntary Systems

An important aspect of any system of reporting student
rating results is who will or should actually see the results.
If the administration of the instruments is completely vol-
untary, then only the faculty members themselves should
receive the results. As noted earlier, the processing office is
ill advised to enter into an arrangement thae places it be-
tween the faculty and the adminiscration.

Distributing Rating Results—Mandatory Systems

If the administracion of the student rating form is manda-
tory, as is the case in many systems, then every effort
should be made by the processing office to remove itself
from the responsibility of distributing rating results di-
rectly. However, if the processing office has no choice and
the system must be designed to provide faculty with the
option of releasing copies of their results to other inter-
ested parties, great effort must be taken to ensure that the
instructor feels no pressure to release the results. Insuch a
circumstance, a procedure must be implemented that re-
quires a formal written release by the instructor. The pro-
cessing office would be well advised to consult with the
college or university attorney in developing the wording of
such a release. Every effort must be made to make faculey
members aware of who Is to receive copies of their results
and how frequently. Under no circumstances, however,
should students’ written comments be reported to admin-
istrators or student organizations, because those comments
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tend to be susceptible to widely discrepant subjective in-
terpretations by the reader.

Publishing Rating Results

If the faculty or administration has entered into an agree-
ment with the campus student organization to publish
the results of the student ratings, every efforr should be
made to ensure fair and accurare reporting of the results.
Such results may be reported in a book divided by disci-
pline or content area or published on a web site. Studenc-
published books are usually promoted as course and
wnstructor guides for prospective student enrollees as well
as vehicles to encourage instructional improvement. Un-
fortunately, due to the zealousness of some student editors
and the vendettas of others, such publications have tended
to simply generate antagonistic relationships between the
rated faculty and student editors.

Recently the Internet has become an outler for scu-
dent rating results. Student organizations may publish stu-
dent ratings on a web site and, in a few instances, invite
comments to be made via email. These anonymous email
comments are then posted to the site, This approach to
distributing faculty rating data poses new challenges, not
the least of which is the issue of confidentiality. In a setting
where it is illegal for faculty to publicly post studenc grades
with identifying names and social security numbers, it is
likely thar the emerging practice of posting faculty rarings
on the Interner will generate legal challenges in the future,
In any case, care must be taken 1o respect the legal require-
ments of your state relative to the release of faculty pexson-
nel records as discussed at the beginning of this chapter.

& FORMAT OF THE STUDENT RATING FOrm
COMPUTERIZED ANALYSIS OUTPUT

It has been assumed that virtually every operational stu-
dent rating form system produces some form of comput-
erized analysis output. This ourput may range from a
simple frequency count for each response to cach irem up
to a very sophisticated printout showing normative data of
various sorts. Experience has shown that most faculty react
to a sophisticated printout that containg page after page of
indices, norms, graphs, and tables with something less
than total enthusiasm. Although professional standards
demand that the analysis of student rating dara be accurate
and statistically sound, it must be remembered that most
faculty are not well versed in the intricacies of jtem analy-
sis, measurement theory, or staristical analysis. Moreover,
most faculty have no real desire to become well versed in
these areas. Thus, for the computerized analysis of stu-
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dent rating results to have the desired effect of providing
useful information thar may be acted upon by the faculey
member for self-improvement, an effort must be made ro
make these computerized analyses user friendly. One way
to do this is to provide a verbal summary sheet that trans-
laces the searistical information into general statements.
For example, if the student rating form has four re-
sponse choices per item, it is clear that a standard deviation
exceeding 1.00 would indicate wide disparity of responses
to the item. In such a case, the mean value of the irem
would have little value other than to represent the numer-
ical average of the responses. The computer program can
be written to produce a statement such as the following:

On item 6, the standard deviation was 1.3.This
can be interprered to mean thar there was CON-
SIDERABLE DISAGREEMENT among the
students on this item and thus the average re-
sponse value should NOT be interpreted as rep-
resenting a consensus rating by the class.

Or, the program could present a statement such as

On item 18, the average response was 3.1 and
the standard deviation was 0.4 . This can be inrer-
preted to mean that the students rated you as
being MODERATELY HIGH on this item and
there was a HIGH degree of consensus among
the students in this raring.

Ideally, such statements should be printed as either the
first or the last page in 2 computer analysis so they are eas-
ily found. Obviously, the program must be written to
make the proper interpretations of various combinarions
of data relative to the appropriate norms. The point is that
even though the processing office may produce reports
which are statistically sophisticated and correct, one must
never lose sight of the fact that for the analyses to be use-
ful they must be understood and used by the faculty. As a
practical guideline providing compurerized, written iner-
pretations of the statistical information listed in the print-
out is highly effective in helping to promote the
cffectiveness of the student rating informarion.

&2 INTERPRETING AND USING STUDENT RATING
REsULTS

Although we may want our analyses to be user friendly,
they must still present dara of sufficient clarity and detail
to permit sophisticated interpretations. How accurately
and meaningfully the results of student ratings are inter-
preted and used depends on the type of information pro-
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vided to the participating faculty member and other inter-
ested parties. The research on seuden ratings has revealed
a definite positive response bias, which needs to be ad-
dressed when interpreting and using the results. That is, if
students are asked to respond to positively stated items
using a 4-point scale of Agree Strongly, Agree, Disagree,
and Disagree Strongly, the responses tend to be distribured
as shown in Figure 13.1.

To someone unfamiliar with statistics, the midpoint
of the 4-point scale (2.5) could easily be interpreted as av-
erage, and any rating higher than 25 could be interpreted
as a positive rating. But, as Figure 13.1 shows, the easy in-
terpretation that any rating of 2.5 or higher is good can be
seen as being substantially in error. In fact, because the dis-
tribution of student ratings is skewed, the average or mean
rating tends to fall closer to 3.0 than 2.5.

One effective way to report studenc-rating data is to
present decile information based on the appropriate norm
base. In this way, the bias of the student rating distribution
can be taken into account. Figure 13.2 shows one way to
represent student rating dara in deciles,

The use of comparative (normative) data, such as the
deciles shown in Figure 13.2, when reporting results can
serve to counteract the positive response bias and result in
a more accurate and meaningful interpretation of the ras-
ings. For example, comparative data gathered on fresh-
men-level courses in the anthropology department allow
the instructors to determine how they and their courses are
perceived in relation to the rest of the courses in the de-
partment. When such comparative data are not available,

Figure 13.1 Skewed Student Rating Response

the instrucror will be interpreting and using results in a
void with very litcle substantiation for the resulting conclu-
sions and actions taken,

Qualirarive judgments can also be provided to the in-
structor by identifying course mean intervals in the com-
parative data, which can be defined as representing levels
of excellence or needed improvement. For example, the
comparative data for the freshmen courses in the anthro-
pology department consisting of course means on student
rating questionnaires could be divided into 10 equal por-
tions. Each portion could be defined as representing a
10% interval of rated courses with a defined minimum
and maximum course mean. These 10 intervals could then
be defined as follows:

* VP = Very Poor. Any course mean falling in the lowest
10%, 20%, or 30% interval is defined as being of un-
acceptably low quality insofar as the elements being
measured by the student rating form are concerned.

* P = Poor (Improvement Required). Any course mean
falling in the 40% or 50% interval is defined as being
of low quality (insofar as the elements being meas-
ured by the studenr rating form are concerned) and
indicates that improvement is required.

* G = Good. Any course mean falling in the 60% or 70%
interval is defined as being of solid professional quality
(insofar as the elements being measured by the student

- rating form are concerned) and, although improvement
is always destrable, no improvement is required.

Figure 13.2 Decile Interpretation of Student

Curve Ratings
G
VG
Mean
1] I 1 1 i 1
1.0 2.0 2.5 3.0 4.0 4.0
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* VG = Very Good. Any course mean falling in the upper
80%, 90%, or 100% interval is defined as being of
high quality (insofar as the elements being measured
by the student rating form are concerned) surpassing
standard professional performance.

This information could be provided to each participating
instructor in a computerized formar along with the appro-
priate interpretive materials. Or, as noted earlier, these val-
ues could be built into the computer program to produce
appropriate written interpretive statements.

Further, the numerical values of 1, 2, 3, and 4 have
been assigned to the labels VB B G, and VG, respectively.
Thus, a raw student rating average of 3.2 may translate into
cicher a decile of 8, a category rating of Very Good, or pro-
vide an appropriately norm-referenced summary qualita-
tively determined value of 4 since VG = 4. In computing the
composite role rating (CRR) for teaching, the norm-refer-
enced summary value of 4 in this example would be entered
into the matrix in Figure 9.1 if this dara were indicative of
faculty performance in instructional delivery for instance. If
student rating dara from more than one course were being
used in the matrix in Figure 9.1, then the norm-referenced
value of 4 in this example would be averaged with the com-
parable data from the other courses.

Once established on a representative number of
courses, the normative database should not change appre-
ciably from year to year. Additional courses can be added
to the normative database withour significancly changing
the distibution and comparative judgments. For some of
the sources of invalidity identified as nontrivial by research
studies, such as class level and required—elective status,
comparative data stratified by course level and
required--elective status will provide meaningful interpre-
tations of the results. Aleamoni and Stevens (1986) in-
clude particular examples.

Once faculty members are provided with comparative
data and interpretive materials, they are then ready to in-
terpret their results. The comparative interpretarions result
from the normative data provided, and the subjective in-
terpretations result from reflections on what rook place in
the classroom that could be relared to the comparative in-
terpretations. Using this procedure, in addition to a care-
ful reading of the students’ written comments (if
available), each instructor should be able to generate diag-
nostic interpretations of instructional strengths and weak-
nesses in the course, If an instructor has results on two or
more similar sections, then the ratings of one section may
be compared to those of another section to determine
what instructional behaviors may have led to the higher
comparative ratings in one section.
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If the faculty are not able to generate any diagnestic
interpretations, they may need to talk with the depart-
ment head, dean, or instructional development specialist
about the results: This assumes, of course, that these indi-
viduals know how 1o interpret the results. Finding that
this approach still does not adequately identify the source
of inscructional difficulty, the instrucror may want to con-
sider other procedures (e.g., the use of additional diagnos-
tic optional items, classroom visitation, videotaping, etc.)
in future evaluations.

Afeer identifying their instructional strengths and weak-
nesses, instructors can use the information to plan an im-
provement strategy. In some instances, the strategy may
simply require minor modifications in the course or teach-
ing method. In other instances, the strategy may require a
substantial commitment of time and resources on the part
of the faculty member and the department. It has been
through a process such as this thar instructors have been able
to use student ratings to identify instructional problems
and then rectify them. Obviously, the success or failure of
such a venture rests solely with the instructors and their
willingness to gather and use the data provided.

If faculty members decide to submit copies of their
student rating results to their department head or dean for
rank, pay, and tenure considerations, then all of the ap-
propriate interpretive materials should also be provided.
Ideally, the student rating results should be interpreted by
someone with expertise in the field of measurement and in-
structional development. Deans and department heads
should be made aware of the necessity of using the compar-
ative data to interpret the results rather than relying on the
mote subjective and highly unreliable written and oral
comments of students. Interpretations of student rating re-
sults may also be carried out by peer review triads using sev-
eral other assessments of instructional effectiveness such as
self-evaluation, qualicy of student learning, and peer ratings
of content (Aleamoni, 1987).

Student course/instructor rating data should never be
used alone in evaiuatix{g instructional effectiveness for rank,
pay, and tenure decisions, because such data are not com-
pletely diagnostic of all elements in the instructional do-
main. How such student rating data should be used in a
comprehensive system of instructional evaluation and how
much weight they should carry is something that should be
determined at the department level.

B FACULTY EVALUATION AND PROFESSIONAL
ENRICHMENT ~

Experience has shown, time and again, that a faculty
evaluation system implemented without reference or
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connection to a professional enrichment program will
generate greater amounts of anxiery and resistance
among the faculty than if it is part of a larger faculty de-
velopment or instructional improvement effort. Like-
wise, experience has also shown that faculty professional
enrichment programs, operated in isolation or without
reference to a faculty evaluation program, tend to attract
“mainly those faculty who need their services the least.

Ideally, a faculty evaluation system should be an in-
tegral parr of a larger faculty evaluation/professional en-
richment program. To achieve maximal benefit from
these two programs, each element of the faculty evalua-
tion system should have a corresponding and concomi-
tant element in the professional enrichment program.
Thus, if the faculty evaluation system is going to evalu-
ate how well faculty reach courses or how frequently they
publish scientific articles, there should be professional
enrichment seminars, advanced workshops, and instruc-
tional materials available to assist them in learning how
to teach better or how to write manuscripts that are more
likely to be accepted for publication. In short, the faculey
evaluation system should provide diagnostic information
on the strengths and weaknesses a faculty member pos-
sesses and then follow up with programs or materials to
aid the faculty member in enhancing strengths or over-
coming weaknesses.

Again, as a practical matter, the computerized report
derived from student ratings should include written com-
ments that not only highlight the major areas of concern
but also provide information on where to seek assistance.
For example, a computer printout could include a state-
ment such as:

On the TESTING AND GRADING section of
the student rating form, the majority of the stu-
dents {87%) indicated that your tests did not seem
to relate well to the course objectives. The Office
of Assessment and Professional Enrichment offers
a seminar for faculty on Test Construction that
may be of some interest. Call 555-1234 for infor-
mation about the next seminar.

Thus, t be truly effective, a faculty evaluation program
must be linked to, and work in concert with, a structured
and supported professional enrichment program. Only in

this way will both programs stand a reasonable chance of
achieving the common goals of improving instruction and
enhancing faculty performance.

& ONLINE STUDENT RATINGS

"The administration and use of conventional paper-and-
pencil student rating forms clearly involves cost and in-
trusion in class time. The advent of Internet technology,
however, has made possible the use of online student rat-
ing forms which may be completed outside of class and
which cost less to administer. Despite the continuing
problem of low response rates to online student ratings,
and even though the research concerning the utility, re-
liability, and validity, of online student ratings is just be-
ginning to emerge, there appears to be a rush to adopt
this technology. In fact, the popularity of online student
rating systems has begun to grow to such an extent that
more than 60 universities report their use (Clark, 2003).
Online student rating systems are seen as having a num-
ber of advantages over paper-and-pencil systems includ-
ing ease of administration, more complete data
collection, longer, more thoughtful student responses,
reduced processing time and costs, more accurate data
collection and reporting, and more detailed, user-
friendly reports (Hmielski & Champagne, 2000; John-
son, 2003). Theall (2000) has questioned these
preliminary findings. The fact is that using rechnology to
streamline data handling does nothing to address a fun-
damental lack of sufficient research concerning online
teaching and learning, the quality of the underlying fac-
ulty evaluation systems making use of online student rac-
ing data, and the quality and appropriateness of the
reporting and interpretation of such data (Franklin &
Theall, 1989). In the larger context of considering the
development of a comprehensive faculty evaluation sys-
rem, it must be concluded thar insufficient literature and
experience exists within the higher education community
to make definitive recommendarions concerning online
student ratings at this point. It is recommended, how-
ever, that insticutions interested in this technology ex-
plore the literature that currently exists. See Sorensen
and Johnson (2003) for an excellent starting point for
entering this literature.
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