CRLT GSM/GSI Coordinator Workshop
Consulting on Student Ratings

I. What to look for
Look at the medians: do any items stand out as particularly low or high? (Comparative data can help point out such items.)
Look at the distributions: do any items stand out as having an unusual distribution (e.g., many more “3’s” than any others, a bimodal distribution, many more “5’s” than others?)
Look at the “strong desire” question: it is a substitute for elective/required, and a low score there can mean lower ratings overall.
Look for high impact items: clarity, fair grading, treating students with respect, and use of class time can have a big impact on overall ratings, and can be discussed and remedied if they are problematic

II. The consult
1. [bookmark: _GoBack]Begin with questions for GSI: What did you notice? Any surprises? Anything you were glad to see? Why does that area matter to you?
2. Bring in your own observations: “I noticed that you had a comparatively lower score on use of class time. How would you interpret that? How do you organize class?”
3. Solicit more information if nothing jumps out at you: 
“What topics are not covered in the ratings that you think might be important?”
“Have issues come up in other courses/student ratings that might be relevant here?”
“Have past student comments been helpful? What issues did they highlight?”
4. Encourage reflection if all is outstanding:
“These are very impressive ratings: how would you explain your success?”
“What is your approach to students? Teaching? To the subject? How have you changed your approach over time?”
“What do students struggle with in your class? How do you help them?”
“Are there new directions you are considering for the future?”
5. End: ask GSIs if there are any other teaching issues they wish to discuss
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	Murray: Low-inference Teaching Behaviors and College Teaching Effectiveness


	
Table 3: Factor Loadings, Interrater Reliabilities, and Correlations with Student Rating of Overall Teaching Effectiveness Rating for 27 Low-Inference Teaching Behaviors


	
(Pooled data for N=424 teachers)


	Teaching Behavior
	Factor
Loading
	Interrater
Reliability
	Correlation with
Student Ratings

	Clarity

	uses concrete examples
	.57
	.76
		.47*

	stresses most important points
	.49
	.78
		.61*

	repeats difficult ideas
	.64
	.66
		.30*

	Expressiveness

	shows facial expressions
	.69
	.84
		.42*

	gestures with hands and arms
	.70
	.89
		.38*

	speaks expressively or “dramatically”
	.76
	.78
		.63*

	Interaction

	addresses individual students by name
	.51
	.92
		.36*

	asks questions of class as a whole
	.82
	.86
		.26*

	praises students for good ideas
	.54
	.77
		.36*

	Organization

	puts outline of lecture on blackboard
	.80
	.81
		.21

	signals transition to next topic
	.57
	.66
		.51*

	summarizes periodically
	.56
	.75
		.17

	Task orientation

	states teaching objectives
	.74
	.77
		.34*

	sticks to point in answering questions
	.59
	.73
		.22

	provides sample exam questions
	.72
	.88
		.17

	Interest

	describes relevant personal experience
	.74
	.80
		.23

	points out practical applications
	.58
	.67
		.39*

	relates subject to student interests
	.51
	.80
		.19

	Rapport

	offers to help students with problems
	.54
	.83
		.39*

	announces availability for consultation
	.66
	.81
		.43

	shows concern for student progress
	.52
	.69
		.54*

	Mannerisms

	avoids eye contact with students
	.62
	.92
		-.38*

	plays with chalk or pointer
	.68
	.78
		-.17

	says “um” or “ah”
	.55
	.89
		-.19

	Speech Quality

	voice fades in mid-sentence
	.64
	.64
		-.48*

	stutters, mumbles, or slurs words
	.70
	.70
		-.44*

	speaks softly
	.62
	.72
		-.22*

	*Significant at .05 level	
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