Making Better Use of Student
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I'm not saying anything new.
We've long seen this predicament
on many fronts. Research in eval-
uation has repeatedly shown that
if we give a paper to a set of read-
ers, they tend to give it the full
range of grades (sce Diederich

Peter Elbow

for a classic exploration; for an
indication of how long people
have noticed this problem, see

There is a widespread skepticism about students as
evaluators of teachers. I hear these criticisms most
frequently:

* Students are immature and not yet educated and
don't know about teaching and learning as we do.

* Students just go on feelings, whar they like, what's
fun or entertaining; they can be seduced by a good
show and easy grades.

* Student estimations of teachers vary wildly; their eval-
uations obviously have no reliability.

‘What shall we conclude from these charges? What I
conclude is this: we feel more keenly the problems of
evaluation when we are on the receiving end than
when we're on the giving end. That is, the charges I've
just summarized simply throw a clearer light on the
problems in #// evaluation, particularly conventional
faculty grading of students. Let me set the problems of
student evaluations into a larger context by briefly
standing back and talking about evaluation in general.

Trustworthy, fair evaluation means giving God’s ver-
dict—finding the single verdict that all right-minded,
good readers would agree on. The problem is that God
isn't telling her verdict, and we cannot get readers to
agree—not even good readers. It may sound extreme to
invoke God here, but we can't be cavalier about evalu-
ation in education. A single student’s evaluation of a
teacher doesn’t carry much weight, but a single teach-
er’s grade for a student often carries a lo—for example,
in an application for a scholarship or a job or profes-
sional school. We can't just take a fashionably theoreti-
cal view of the grades we give: “Oh well, of course my
grades are ‘situated’ and ‘interested’—so what else is
new?” Because grades carry heavy consequences, we
cannot take anything less than genuine fairness as our
goal—God’s view, correctness—yet we know that trust-
worthy, fair evaluation is not possible.

Starch and Elliott [three cita-
tions] and the summary of their
work in Kirschenbaum, Sidney,
and Napier 258-59).

We know the same thing from literary criticism and
theory. The best critics disagree about the quality of
texts—even about what texts mean—and nothing in
literary or philosophical theory gives us any agreed-on
rules for settling such disputes. Barbara Herrnstein
Smith may not be too cynical in concluding that when-
ever we have interreader reliability, we have something
fishy. And students know the same thing from their
controlled experiments of handing the same paper to
different teachers and getting different grades. (Perhaps
this explains why we tend to hate it when students ask
their favorite question, “What do you want for an A?”:
it rubs our noses in the unreliability of our grades.)

Champions of holistic scoring will reply that they do
get readers to agree, but they get that agreement by
“training” the readers before and during the scoring
sessions—that is, by getting them to stop using the
conflicting criteria and standards they normally use
outside the scoring sessions. Thus the reliability in
holistic scoring measures not how texts are valued in
natural settings by actual readers but only how they are
valued in artificial settings with imposed agreements.

Nevertheless, these practical and theoretical problems
don't permit us to decide we can get along without eval-
uation. Everyone seems to agree that we need some
kind of evaluation of students by teachers. And even
cynical teachers realize that we can't just refuse to have
our students evaluate us. Those who ignore the other

reasons still must acknowledge that colleges operate in a

The author is Professor of English at the University of Massachu-
setts, Amberst. This paper was presented at the 1991 ADE Eastern
Summer Seminar at Skidmore College. A version of this paper will
appear in a volume on evaluating teachers of writing, to be published
by NCTE.
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competitive marketplace where studen ts are con- For example, some students will see a good teacher as

sumers—and are scarce and precious. If we are selling a
service, we can't say, “Let’s ignore the consumer’s opin-
ion.” We need students more than they need us; it's a
buyer’s market; they can always go elsewhere. And this
asymmetry is also structural: students can learn without
teachers, but teachers cannot teach without studens.

So if fair, trustworthy evaluation is impossible but
evaluation is Decessary, what is the moral? [ see only
one answer. We should do less of it—so that when we
really must do it, we can do it better.

Doing it better. What would better evaluation look
like? Above all, it would be more trustworthy and more
informative. These two goals point straight at the main
culprit in evaluation: fine-grain, holistic, numerical
ranking along a single dimension. It is this alleged mea-
surement of a complex performa_ncc———scoring from 1
to 5 or F to A—thar is Jeast trustworthy and least
informative. Holistic scores are nothing but points
along a yea-boo continuum—with no information
about the criteria behind the yeas and boos. They tell
us with laughable precision how wel] or poorly evalua-
tors thought someone did but nothing about wha the
scorers meant by “well” or “poorly”—what they were
looking at or looking for.

When we stop pretending to measure 2 complex
performance along one numerical scale, we naturally
bring in more useful evaluative information. Thar s,
we are led to create student evaluations that focus on
questions such as these: how well does this teacher con-
duct discussions, give lectures, devise assignments, com-
fMent on papers, help you understand the course
concepts and information, help you learn to think for
yourself, establish good relations wich you, and so
forth. Even if we are forced to ask for numerical answers
to these questions because there are t00 many students
to permit us to read written answers, we don't pretend
we can add up these numbers and come out with a
“score” for how good the teacher is. We realize that the
results need interpreration,

What I am talking about here is the crucial distinc-
tion between 7znking and Judging To rank is to give a
single, holistic, quantitative verdict along one dimen-
sion—even though teaching is a complex, multidi-
mensional performance. To judge is to look careful ly
enough at the performance to distinguish among parts
or features or dimensions and decide which parts of the
teaching are more effective and which less. The process
itself of judging, because it is discriminating or ana-
lytic, helps us acknowledge that different dimensions
of the teaching will matter more to different students.

someone who gets the material across clearly and
doesn't disturb their routines or assumptions. Other
students will see a good teacher as someone who shakes
things up and causes them to question their routines
and assumptions.

So where ranking gives us nothing but a number,
judging gives useful information about which features
of the teaching worked better of worse for which scu-
dents. The judging process also nudges the student
evaluators themselves toward being more thoughtful
and discriminating about the different dimensions of
teaching and learning. In contrast, ranking simply
invites students to record an overall fecling with a sin-
gle number. Students—indeed all evaluators—need o
be encouraged to step outside merely global feelings of
approval or disapproval. The most usefiy] and interest-
ing question in evaluation is always, Whart do you
see?—not, How do you rank i? As C. S, Lewis puts it,
“People are obviously far more anxious to express their
approval and disapproval of things than to describe
them” (7).

1Qsscores give a vivid illustration of the ranking prob-
lem. It is plain chat 1Q scoring does not represent a
commitment to looking carefully at people’s intelli-
gence—for when we do that, we see different and fre-
quently uncorrelated £inds or dimensions of intelligence
(Gardner). IQ scoring represents rather our culture’s
hunger to rank people along a single scale, 2 hunger for
pecking orders, or, in the military metaphor, for know-
ing who you can kick and who you have to salute.
(“Ten,” mutter the chaps when seeing a beautiful
woman.) We sce the same principle at work in conven-
tional grading: the use of single numbers on a one-
dimensional scale to describe 2 multidimensional
performance—with no stated criteria or categories. My
Argument is not against evaluation itself, only against
that crude, oversimple way of representing evaluation—
distorting it, really—as 4 single unreliable number!

Yet am not saying we can get rid of a// bottomline,
holistic verdicts. After all, for the sake of imporrant
decisions in areas such as hiring, promotion, tenure, and
merit pay, we often need to make the best estimate we
can about who is an excellent teacher and who is a gen-
uinely poor or irresponsible one. Such decisions can
never be wholly trustworthy, but they are not so prob-
lematic as fine-grain rankings in the middle range. That
is, when we look at answers to the moge substantive and
analytic student evaluations I've just described, most
teachers will fall somewhere in the middle and get a
mixed bag of results: a combination of strong-, middle-,
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and weak-rated features and probably many divided
opinions or disagreements among students. But a few
teachers will get strikingly strong or strikingly weak
responses from many or most students in many or most
categories. When we get unusually near unanimity this
way—and it is supported by other evidence—we are as
justified as we can be in reaching a bottom-line, holistic
verdict that a teacher is excellent or poor. But we have
no such justification for fine-grain, holistic, numerical
verdicts in the middle.

My point is that we can never have genuine reliabil-
ity—genuinely trustworthy ranking. But we can get rid
of as much untrustworthiness as possible. And since we
don't need to give a prize or to deny promotion to any
of the faculty members in
the middle, we dont need
to have bottom-line scores
for them, What we get
instead is a lot of responses
to look ar and an occasion
for the faculty member to
talk with the chair or a
committee about what
thar reacher does well and
not so well—and about
how he or she might
teach better.

We can get along
with much less
official, high-
stakes evaluation
of teachers by
students if we
make more use of
low-stakes
evaluation—
unofficial feedback
for the teachers’
eyes alone.

Doing it less. Good eval-
uation is more work, but
less evaluation would in
fact be a blessing. In par-
ticular, we can get along
with much less official, careful, high-stakes, institu-
tional evaluation of teachers by students if we make
more use of low-stakes evaluation—of informal, unoffi-
cial feedback for the teachers’ eyes alone. (We can also
use comparable private, low-stakes evaluation from a
friendly colleague or from someone in a faculty devel-
opment office.) Teachers tend to learn and improve
more with this kind of unofficial feedback because it is
less threatening: they have more control over it and
don't have to defend against it as much as they do
against official, institutional feedback. (I say this on the
basis of having set up a faculty peer-feedback system
and served as a “visitor” in it; see Elbow.)

When I ask students for this informal evaluation, 1
like to do so at midsemester and to make sure they can
feel that the request comes from me as reacher, not
from some larger, impersonal institutional enterprise.
Indeed, I often simply ask my students to write me a

letter that answers questions like these: Whar are the
most important skills and contents you have learned?
What skills or abilities do you see me most trying to
teach? Which features of the course and my teaching
have worked well and which ones not so well? There
are many benefits from this midsemester procedure:
there’s still time for improvement in that very semester.
And the mere fact that I make the request improves my
relationship with students since they see me as asking
for feedback; the exercise encourages honesty and
attention to teaching by them and me.

Even though this informal evaluation is private and non-
institutional, the department or chair or institution can,
indeed should, make it happen—for example, by requiring
faculty members to write reflective self-assessments of their
teaching in which they discuss what they learned from pri-
vate evaluations by colleagues and students.

Someone might object that in a section titled “doing
it less” I am calling for a lot of evaluation. True enough,
but this informal evaluation is easy and nonbureau-
cratic, and it permits much Jess official, institutional,
“judging” evaluation, which could perhaps be done
every two to three semesters for untenured faculty
members and every four to five semesters for tenured.

Doing it. So how would they work, these official
student evaluations of teachers? I would like to suggest
some procedures by way of trying to answer the objec-
tions or misgivings about student evaluations that I
mentioned at the outser.

* Students are immature and not yer educated and
don’t know about teaching and learning as we do. It's
true that students may not understand the thoughts—
even the goals and intentions—of a faculty member.
But students know more than anyone else about the
results of those intentions and goals. And it’s true that
students may be mistaken about their learning—they
may even lie. But they see more of the teacher than any
visitor possibly could. They have more evidence, more
data, for they see lots of ozher teachers in just as much
derail, so they are in an ideal position to make
informed comparisons about the effectiveness of differ-
ent procedures. Students know more than most of us
about the success of different styles of and approaches
to teaching, since we usually see only our own teaching
and a tiny bit of others’. (An important general prob-
lem in much evaluation is the “COIK” factor: clear
only if known. Many explanations, lectures, classes,
essays, and books seem admirably clear to colleague
evaluators, but only because these professionals already
understand what is being explained. When the perfor-
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not already know the material, a very different verdic
often emerges. Notice, for example,
deductive, abstract presentation is
summing up a body of material that you already
understand— by just wrong for introducing materia]
that is new and difficult for you to understand.)

the problem with students as evaluarors js
not whether they haye useful information or know]-
edge, but how to get their information and knowledge
in a trustworthy form, | turn now to this question.

* The most serious charge is that students just go on
feelings and the pleasure principle, on what's fun of
entertaining; they can be seduced by a good show and
casy grades. There’s a blanker answer to this critj-
cism—namely, thac pleasure and feelings are not so
bad. In the academic world we suffer from 3 prejudice
against whar s €asy, popular, and (the worst of all stu-
dent words) “fun ” There is no necessary conflict
 between something being easy and fun and also pro-
ducing good learning, Most people learn better when
they enjoy themselyes,

[ think my blanke; answer is important,
acknowledge that of course

thara hierarchical,

often just right for

we wish and the latter lower than we wish. (But Robert
Boice, in a short, usefu] piece reprinted as an appendix
to this article, suggests the contrary, Summarizing
research thar finds thar “heavy work loads correlate pps-

itively with SETs,” thac is, with favorable student eval-
uations of teachers.)

A dlt toward easiness

ranking. We are dumb designers of evaluation unless
we ask students lots of questions that have little rank.
ing or evaluarive dimension. That is, student judg-
ments (like all judgments) are most valuable when they
contain lots of descriprion and least valuable when they
give nothing but a number to express 3 degree of

can ask questions ke

oractivity? What do you see as the teacher’s major and
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mance is evaluated by the intended audience, who do subsidiary goals or

priorities? Do you see more empha-
sis on informarion, concepts, skills, or attitudes? How

difficult was the worl? What side of you did the course
and teacher tend 1o bring oue?

Then of course we can

you rate your
teacher on knowledge of the subject? guiding discys-

sions? lecturing? devising paper topics? commenting
on papers? choosing readings? relating with studens?
I'm not saying that we should remove 4]] opportunity

answers to more particular questions on substantive

criteria. For example, global, Yea-boo questions increase
the chances thar a student who hates a teacher can still
80 on to acknowledge merit in, say, the teacher’s paper
assignments or lectures. (Thus these questions should
perhaps come near the beginning of the form.)

* Student estimations of teachers vary wildly; there is
obviously no reliability in student evaluations. My
fesponse to this charge is to turn the tables and, say,
“Of course.” Surely one of the reasons why we so often
distrust student evaluations of us s that the disagree-

of reliability”—calls o0

Some logistics. Tt i important that studens write our
some of their answers instead of just checking boxes on
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Since I'm suggesting a pile of data that a computer
cannot reduce to a number, I'm implying that human
beings must look at it and try to assess what it means.
Teachers need discriminating feedback about particular
practices and strengths and weaknesses, and we must
premise the whole operation of collecting it on the fol-
lowing crucial principle: in teaching, as in writing, it is
possible to be good in very different ways. A teacher might
be warm or cold, organized or disorganized, easy or
hard—and still be good.

The logistics of dealing with these data are not really
so daunting. Indeed the very fact of not giving in to
ranking or bottom-line verdicts leads naturally to the
only kind of system we should trust: one that invokes
some human judgment,
not just arithmetical cal-
culation. Thus we need a

evaluation number of very small
committees. Each would

V4 T‘Obﬂbly. does look at all the findings for
more to tmprove  only a few faculty mem-

teacbz'ng than bers (probably inviting the
the Oﬁdd / teachers also to look at the

data and to comment).
kind does. For remember that we

don’t need this official
evaluation system for every
teacher every semester. If we ensure that teachers them-
selves gather informal feedback from students in every
course every semester and from occasional visits by col-
leagues, this official judging mechanism need only be
used every two to three semesters for untenured faculty
members and every four to five semesters for those with
tenure. Not an impossible job. And the point of gather-
ing lots of these student perceptions and not summing
them up into a grade is that they would lead to informed
discussions of teaching. That’s what we need.

I have not talked much about faculty evaluation of
faculty members, because that is not my subject in this
essay. But I assume that each evaluarion committee
would send a member to visit the classes of the teachers
allotted to it, would get examples of the reachers’
assignments and of their comments on student writ-
ing, and would also look at the teachers’ grading (as
well as probably getting evaluations from a sprinkling
of former students). And—very important—the com-
mittees would get immeasurable help from seeing
reflective statements by teachers about their strengths
and weaknesses as teachers and about how they've
developed since the last such statements. All these
efforts will create faculty portfolios. Reviewing these
portfolios is not such a difficult task if small commit-

Low-stakes

tees only have to look at three or four teachers each.
The job is also easier if committee members remember
the problems of ranking and the value of judging. That
is, the committees aren’t trying to rank teachers with
scotes or to create precise bottom-line verdicts of how
bad or good teachers are—with an important excep-
tion: the committees need to identify very poor teach-
ers and very good ones. (And these end-of-spectrum
verdicts are not so hard to agree on.) The committees’
main goal is to analyze and communicate strengths
and weaknesses for the vast majority of faculty mem-
bers who are neither terrible nor extraordinary—so as
to help these colleagues teach better.

I'll summarize my main points.

« It is impossible to have truly fair single-number
rankings—that s, to get a range of good observers to
agree in their verdicts about a complex performance.
Bur if we do /less evaluation, we can do it more care-
fully and thereby make it a bit more fair. We can
avoid the simplification of ranking and instead use
judgment—a process of careful looking that discrim-
inates among features or dimensions of a complex
performance and is built on the recognition that
observers have different priorities. Thus students will
be no better than we are at ranking (perhaps worse),
but they are good at aiding informed judgment by
giving us information on what the teacher did, what
they learned, how they reacted.

We can easily cut down on official, high-stakes,
summative evaluation because we can get good
results from more frequent low-stakes, informal, pri-
vate, formative evaluation. Low-stakes evaluation
probably does more to improve teaching than the
official kind does.

Though people are accustomed to ranking almost
everything—looking for “bottom line,” quantitative
verdicts along a single continuum—we seldom need
these oversimple verdicts. Yes, we need an unequivo-
cal, blunt decision when someone’s teaching is gen-
uinely unsatisfactory or exemplary. But most of the
time we are better off with more discriminating,
multidimensional feedback about the strengths and
weaknesses of particular features or practices.

We must find ways to dignify student evaluations of
teachers and to make the process thoughtful and
reflective rather than mechanical.

-

Notes

‘In particular, T found great relief when I realized that I dont have
to grade individual papers just because I have to give grades at the
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end of the semester, On

the papers [ offer general responses and steps. The first consists of recognizing myths aboug SETs in their

telling stu- common forms. The second entajls challenging [these myths] in
dents tha if they want to know how their final grade js shaping up, light of the research literature, The third consists of inducing faculty
they can come see me Sartng at midsemester, bur not sooner. See

Belanoff and Dickson on portfolios,

*Someane is bound 1o object: “How can you say that teachers do
not grade reliably in comparison with one another when some su-

dents get A from all their teachers?” Reply: When 4 student gets all
Al ir’ i i

First and Second Steps: Racog'nizjng and Challenging Myths
ILS not an instance of the same performance getting the same

to try SETs in formative and painless fash
of feedback from students. The fourth
educate studencs ro give more

10n to experience the value
helps show faculty how ro
constructive feedback in SET:,

; The following myths about SETg appear most commonly in my
ranking from multiple observers Straight A students (typically peo- experience. (Each myth s followed, parenthetically, with reburtals
Ple who care a lot aboyr A’s and know how o get them) have 1o from the research literature,)

make nontrivi| adjustments in their performance from teacher ro

! 1) SET: reflect little more thay a teacher’ personality and popularity,

S an A from one teacher will Some of us employ this belief 1o help salve the pain of evaluations,

£ Statements often take this form: “If ] Were an entertainer, my SETs

Students give good testimony of how they must frequently make would improve dramatically.” (In fact, the gist of research is that

j Principle if we look at the other measures of personality and popularity correlate ar low, usually

ho do not care about getting A's insignificant, levels with SETs,)
typical straight A student) usy-

: 2) SET: mirror course difficulty and expected grades. Here again, we
ally geta fair number of Bs—and not infrequenty even some lower can devalue SETs by assuming that they decrease as we make
grades. The point is that such students refause 1o adjust their perfor-
mance from teacher to reacher.

courses tougher. The common statemen: “Highly-rated colleagues
pander for good evaluarions by giving casy assignments and gener-

ous grades.” (Research makes a strong case to the contrary, Antici-
o e o ol pated grading and SET:
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Appendix

extend beyond the classroom, however, the problems may become

apparent. A common example: acting in ways before and after class
; Y . that students see a5 abrupt and impersonal,)
Countering Common Misbeliefs about
Smdent Evaluaﬁons of Teaching Third Step: Remed_ving Another M)’th, That SETs Must
. Be Pai
Robert Boice S

Whar can be said in res

As we begin to recognize thar SETs may be credi
evaluations of teaching (§

ponse to widespread beliefs thag student Worry even more abo

ETs) merit lictle credibility? I encourage instruments chat we n
- olleagues to reconsider such artitudes toward SET via four simple

ble, we may
ut the pain of getting poor evaluarions from
ow know are valid, One way of involving fac-

painless. The firse sample SET ar the end of
such a forma. By asking studens si
indicate desired direcrions of change along continua wit
or bad endpoints, faculty can get painless feedback abg

ndix reprinted from Taachin, Excellence 2.2 (1990-91) by permission
pe P 14 P

of the Professional and Organizarion Development Nerwork jn Higher
Education.

ut ways in
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which they might consider change. At its best, the painless SET
becomes the topic of discussion with classes (e.g., “why do you sup-
pose that as many of the indications for change face in one direction
as the other on this item?”).

In my experience, once previously reluctant faculty try painless
SETS, they are far more likely to volunteer for greater investment in
conventional SETs.

Items on the painless SET can, of course, be changed to suit the
tastes and needs of those who administer ir.

Fourth Step: Countering a Final Myth, That SETs Must Come
at the End

The obvious problem in not giving SETs earlier than at semester’s
end is that faculty are unlikely to make changes that could help
improve ongoing classes. The second sample of an SET format at
the end of this article illustrates a simple means of getting early,
informal feedback from classes.

Early and informal evaluations like this one offer several advan-
tages: a) They encourage fuculty to rely on more than casual com-
ments as the index of how they are doing. Instead, faculty can
actively solicit anonymous opinions from all students—even those
who ordinarily remain quiet during the semester. b) Early evaluations
help get students involved. As the instructions attached to the early
SET indicate, students can help collect, analyze, and even discuss the
results. ¢) Discussions of the results of early SETs in class help edu-
cate students as evaluators. Faculty discussing early SETs can do
more than indicate intended changes in teaching-related behaviors.
They can also give students feedback on what kinds of evaluative
comments are constructive and which are not. Experience with this
strategy indicates thar many students become more proficient as
evaluators and more interested in the teaching process as a result of
paying attention to specific categories of performance. d) Early SETs
provide an opportunity to collect something usually left out of eval-
uations—compliments.

This general plan for getring faculty to abandon the temptation
to see SETS as capricious indices of pandering and vengeful students
revolves around action. It stimulates us and our colleagues to sup-
plant our usual passiveness with proactiveness. In actual practice, I
find thar the general sequence of steps outlined here works best to
change attitudes and behaviors (not necessarily in that order). In
essence, these steps involve educating ourselves abour whar SETs
really mean and how they can help.

One advantage of the sort of approach suggested here, according
to my own research, is that it leads to three positive changes: 1)
raised SETs, 2) alternative teaching behaviors, and 3) improved
classroom comfort for both faculry and students.

State University of New York at Stony Brook
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Student Feedback for Instructors
Bob Boice and Lyle R. Creamer

Recommend changes by drawing a directional arrow on each
line. For example: ++ Or use up arrow for no change: ++—+

SAMPLE ITEMS
Srudents should be less Students should be more
involved in class. involved in class.
Lectures should provide| |Lecrures should provide|
less detail, more detail.

Suggestions for Using the “Informal Student Evaluation” (ISE)

1. Administer the ISE art least once before formal evaluations; the
earlier the administration of the ISE, the more instructors generally
benefit. Try to use the ISE by midrerm ar the latest.

2. Allow 5 minutes at the end of a class to administer the ISE.
Simply say that you're interested in learning what you're doing well
and what you could do better while there is still time for change.

3. Ask for student volunteers to collect and compile evaluation
sheets. In fact, students do not see this request as an imposition. In
fact, students provide more useful feedback if they know that you
will not see their handwriting (thus the reliance on students to col-
lect and summarize the evaluation sheets).

4. Ask the student volunteers to summarize the results on a copy
of the ISE. Numerical ratings can be summarized as a sampling of
the most common types (e.g., “the instructor treats students with
respect”). Have the summarizers omit uncommon remarks.

5. Xerox copies of the summary sheet and distribute them to all
students at the beginning of the next class. Plan to spend 5 minutes
reflecting on the results and probing students about what some eval-
uative comments mean (and how you can address them in terms of
changes in style, content, etc.).

6. Use the occasion to educate students about ways to provide
useful feedback to you; about your assessment of the class on
dimensions like involvement, preparedness, etc.; and about your
rationales for teaching the way you do (i.e., you may want to defend
some of your practices).

7. Choose a sample of items from the formal evaluation to be
used later in the semester (as in the example ISE provided here).
These can give you a preliminary sense of how students will rate you
(and a chance, in your discussions with them, to derermine the basis
for their numerical ratings on formal items).

Informal Student Evaluation (ISE)

1. What the instructor does well (please be specific):
2. What the instructor could do beteer (please be specific):

3. Please rate the instructor on the following scales 1-7 (7=maxi-
mum/excellent)
SAMPLE ITEMS

a. objectives and procedures were made clear.
b. instructor is well-prepared and organized.
c. the course stimulates my thinking.

d. presentations are clear.

N




