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The purpose of this study was to determine if leniency 

and halo error in student ratings could be reduced by train-

ing the student raters and by using a Behaviorally Anchored 

Rating Scale (BARS) rather than a Likert scale. Two 

hypotheses were proposed. First, the ratings collected from 

the trained raters would contain less halo and leniency 

error than those collected from the untrained raters. 

Second, within the group of trained raters the BARS would 

contain less halo and leniency error than the Likert instru-

ment. 

The study was carried out at a large independent gradu-

ate theological seminary in the southwest United States in 

the Fall, 1986 semester. In carrying out the study, a BARS 

was constructed to match the six dimensions of an existing 

Likert instrument. During the tenth week of the semester, 

half of the experimental subjects received training in 

avoiding halo and leniency error and in using the BARS. The 

other half received no training. The ratings were collected 

from all subjects on both the BARS and Likert instruments. 



The major findings are summarized here: (1) Ratings by 

students who had received training contained less leniency 

and halo error than the ratings from the no training group. 

(2) Ratings from trained raters contained less leniency 

error when collected with the BARS instrument than when 

collected with the Likert instrument. (3) Ratings from 

trained raters contained less halo error when collected with 

the Likert instrument than when collected with the BARS 

instrument. <^> The students found the BARS generally more 

difficult to use but felt it helped them give a more ac-

curate rating. (5) Faculty found the feedback from the 

Likert instrument with space for comments to be of about 

equal utility as the feedback from the BARS instrument. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Student ratings have provided the bulk of data used in 

evaluating college faculty since the first formal published 

form for collecting student ratings, the Purdue Ratina Scale 

of Instruction, was released in 1926 (*+). In the years 

following 19S6, the practice of collecting student ratings 

and the variety of methods used to gather them increased 

substantially. Today student ratings, collected by a var-

iety of methods, are utilized for faculty evaluation on 

college campuses across the nation. 

In a milieu where accountability is a watchword, stu-

dent ratings have taken on an ever more important role in 

accounting for the effectiveness of teaching <5, p. 39^t) . 

In this climate it is important to be sure that the very 

best methods are being used to gather and interpret student 

rating data. 

The usual student rating procedure has potential for a 

high degree of measurement error. Typically students are 

given the rating forms near the end of the semester and 

asked to rate the faculty member's performance over the last 

ten to fifteen weeks. Bernardin and Smith (1) noted that 

when students were asked to give justification for their 
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ratings of a faculty member they reported incidents that had 

occurred within the past few weeks. They said: 

When people make summary ratings based on retro-
spection after periods as long as a full year, their 
judgments are often biased. The "gating" process 
screens out observations that are not in agreement with 
prior stereotypes. Moreover, broad generalizations are 
made from a few, usually recent, observations (if, 
indeed, any observations are made at all). We believe 
that the typical judge is not cognitively prepared to 
summarize and abstract adequately from a great many 
observations if no record of observations has been 
maintained throughout the appraisal period (1, p.459). 

Even a carefully prepared Likert rating scale as typically 

administered is apt to produce ratings that are biased and 

not based on careful observation. 

A scaling technique intended to overcome just these 

problems was introduced in 1963 by Smith and Kendall (6). 

Scales produced according to the Smith and Kendall procedure 

are called behaviorally anchored rating scales (BARS) or 

behavioral expectation scales (BES). For simplicity, the 

abbreviation BARS will be used throughout this work to refer 

to these scales. 

BARS are developed through a procedure in which the 

raters themselves develop specific behavioral examples of 

ratee performance. These behavioral examples or anchors are 

sorted according to performance dimensions and arranged from 

examples of excellent performance to poor performance. The 

rater using the scale writes down specific examples of 

typical ratee performance and marks the scale where these 

examples would fall in relation to the scaled anchors. The 
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ratees' score on each dimension is the average of the newly 

scaled examples. 

BARS were first used in 1963 by Smith and Kendall <6> 

for nursing supervision. Since then they have been used in 

many professions > including college teaching, for perfoi 

mance evaluation (3, p. 564). The use of BARS in student 

ratings differs from other uses due to the status of the 

raters. Students are consumers of the teachers' perfor-

mance, not their supervisors. Thus for BARS to be effective 

in student ratings the students must be willing to assume 

the role of evaluator as well as consumer of instruction. 

Empirical comparisons of summative scales and BARS have 

failed to support fulfillment of the promise of the BARS 

methodology. One reason put forward for the failure of BARS 

to live up to their promise is the lack of training in using 

the BARS when the comparisons have been made. Bernardin and 

Walter (2) reported that rater training and careful record-

ing of observations have a positive effect on the appraisal 

quality of student ratings. 

The issues of instrumentation and rater training have 

been studied separately. This study was carried out to 

investigate the joint effects of scale type and rater train-

ing on psychometric errors in student ratings. Two types of 

error that may be brought under the control of students are 

leniency error, being too easy on the person being rated, 



and halo error, failure to evaluate aspects of performance 

independently. 

Statement of the Problem 

At the time of this study, little was known about the 

combined effects of rater training and scale type on halo 

and leniency error in student ratings of faculty. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to investigate the effect 

of rater training and scale type on leniency and halo error 

in student ratings of faculty and to determine if there was 

a significant interaction between rater training and scale 

type. 

Hypotheses 

1. Ratings following rater training show less error than 

ratings without rater training. 

a. Ratings following rater training show signifi-

cantly less leniency error than ratings without 

rater training. 

b. Ratings following rater training show signifi-

cantly less halo error than ratings without rater 

training. 

2. With training BARS contain less error than Likert 

scales. 

a. With training, BARS show significantly less len-

iency error than Likert scales. 
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b. With training, BARS show significantly less halo 

error than Likert scales. 

Definition of Terms 

Behaviorallv Anchored Rating Scale (BARS). A rating 

scale designed to assess behavior on specific performance 

dimensions. The rating is "anchored" by specific behaviors 

listed along a vertical scale with scale values accompanying 

the anchors. These are also known as behavioral expectation 

scales (BES). 

Halo Effect.—Standard deviation across dimensions of 

rating by a given rater. Lower standard deviation is an 

indication of greater halo effect. 

Leniency Error.—Shift in ratings from the scale mid-

point toward the positive end of the scale. 

Likert Scale.—A scale composed of statements about the 

characteristics of performance to be rated. The rater 

indicates his agreement or disagreement with each statement 

as it relates to the ratee by circling a number between one 

and five. A response of one corresponds to one extreme of 

agreement with the statement as it relates to the ratee? 

such as strongly agree, and five corresponds to the other 

extreme of agreement, such as strongly disagree. 
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Assumptions and Limitations 

1. It was assumed that all the participants in the study 

(faculty and students) would cooperate with the study. 

2. It was assumed that an essentially random process was 

used to assign students to a particular section of a 

course. 

3. It was assumed that none of the raters purposely falsi-

fied their ratings. 

k. The study compared only two rating methods > the BARS 

and the Likert scale instrument currently used by the 

schoo 1 . 

5. The study compared the two scales on only the two 

psychometric properties listed. 

6. The study compared only the two levels of rater train-

i ng 1i sted. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduct ion 

The purpose of this review was to identify and sum-

marize the findings of previous studies that relate to 

aspects of the current study. The central thrust of the 

current study was to discover the impact of rater training 

and scale type (BARS versus Likert) on leniency and halo 

errors in student ratings of instruction. Though the 

majority of the literature review dealt directly with rater 

training and comparative studies of BARS and alternative 

rating formats? there were a total of six subjects that were 

researched in the literature. Those subjects are presented 

below in the following order: dimensions of instruction, 

BARS developmental procedures? comparisons of psychometric 

error in BARS and alternative rating formats, effect of 

rater training on psychometric error in BARS and other 

rating formats, rater perceptions of BARS and other rating 

formats, and the utility of feedback to professors from BARS 

and other rating formats. 

Dimensions of Instruction 

One issue in the student rating literature that related 

to the present study was the identity of dimensions of 

8 



college teaching performance measured by rating instruments. 

Part of the methodology of the current study involved 

analyzing the dimensions of an existing Likert rating 

instrument in order to build a comparable BARS instrument. 

This part of the literature review was undertaken to 

determine what dimensions of instruction had been identified 

in previous studies. This information was used to guide the 

factor analysis of the current study in terms of the number 

and the naming of the dimensions underlying the Likert 

instrument that was analyzed. 

The eight studies reviewed? dating from 1973 to 1986, 

discussed instruments with from four to nine dimensions. 

Six of these studies were based on factor analyses of 

existing Likert-type instruments. The other two were based 

on development of BARS instruments, where the dimensions 

were developed through discussion of college instruction 

with college undergraduate students. 

Abbott and Perkins (1) found four dimensions of 

instruction based on factor analysis of a nineteen-item 

instrument. The four dimensions were labeled as follows: 

1. Ski 11 , 

2. Feedback and evaluation, 

3. Rappor t, and 

4. Text rating. 

Bail and others (£) found six dimensions of instruction 
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based on factor analysis of a thirty-four-item instrument. 

The six dimensions were labeled as follows: 

1. General factor, 

2. Mo t i vat ion , 

3. Instructor (cognitive), 

Instructor (affective), 

5. Feedback and evaluation, and 

6. Self-development. 

Burdsal and Bardo (17) found six dimensions of instruc-

tion based on factor analysis of a thirty-nine-item instru-

ment. The six dimensions were labeled as follows: 

1. Attitude toward students, 

2. Workload, 

3. Course value to students, 

4. Course organization and structure, 

5. Grading quality, and 

6. Level of material. 

McKeachie (46) listed five factors commonly reported in 

the literature from factor analyses. The five dimensions 

were labeled as follows: 

1. Skill—enthusiasm, 

2. Structure, 

3. Rappor t, 

4. Work1oad--difficulty, and 

5. Group interaction. 
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Frey (29) found a structure of four dimensions in a 

fifteen-item rating instrument. He labeled the dimensions 

as fo1 lows: 

1. Teacher's presentation, 

2. Workload, 

3. Grading procedure, and 

4. Teacher accessibility. 

Green (30) reported five dimensions of instruction 

based on discussion with undergraduate students in the 

process of developing a BARS instrument. The dimensions 

were labeled as follows: 

1. Relationships with students, 

2. Ability to present material, 

3. Interest in course material, 

. Reasonableness of workload, and 

5. Fairness of testing and grading. 

Kaufman (37) reported seven dimensions of instruction 

based on procedures followed in developing a BARS instru-

ment. The dimensions were labeled as follows: 

1. Stimulation of interest, 

2. Communication skill, 

3. Accessibility and responsiveness, 

. Fairness, 

5. Grading accuracy, 

6. Knowledge of subject material and preparation, and 

7. Patience. 
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liarsh (^5) reported nine dimensions of instruction 

based on extensive factor analysis of his thirty-five-item 

Likert instrument. The factors he reported are as follows: 

1. Learning/value, 

2. Enthusiasm, 

3. Organization, 

k. Group interaction, 

5. Individual rapport, 

6. Breadth of coverage, 

7. Examinations/grading, 

8. Assignments, and 

9. Workload/difficulty. 

In summary, though different terminology was used in 

the research reported by these eight studies, certain types 

of scales were found repeated in several studies. All eight 

studies reported a dimension that dealt with the instruc-

tor's knowledge and skill in presenting material. All eight 

studies also reported a dimension that dealt with the 

instructor's ability to establish rapport with students. 

Seven of the studies reported a grading and feedback 

dimension. Five studies reported a dimension dealing with 

the course work1oad. Four studies reported a dimensions 

that dealt with the instructor's ability to create interest 

in the subject matter. Other dimensions that were reported 

by fewer than four studies were the value of the course to 
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the students, the organization or structure of the course? 

and the level of the instructor's interaction with students. 

BARS Development Procedures 

The idea of a behaviorally anchored rating scale 

(BARS), introduced in 1963 by Smith and Kendall (54) in the 

field of nursing supervision, was to rate dimensions of 

performance based on specific examples of behaviors on that 

performance dimension. The behavioral anchors were stated 

as expectations with wording such as, "If this nurse were 

admitting a patient, the nurse would be expected to. . . . " 

The supervisor would observe the actual behavior of the 

nurse and infer from what she saw to what she would expect 

the nurse to do. The raters were to check the scale at 

places that represented behaviors they would expect to find 

in the nurses they were rating. They were then to document 

their checkmarks with the actual behavior they observed. 

Smith and Kendall recognized that asking supervisors to make 

predictions from observed behavior was something of a 

gamble. They said, 

Calling for the rater to make such predictions implies 
that he is willing to infer from observations of 
behavior, that he has his own—at least implicit-
belief about the intercorrelation of behaviors. The 
present procedure gambles that among a relatively 
homogeneous group of judges such as head nurses, these 
beliefs will be reasonably well standardized (54, pp. 
150-151). 

Thus the BARS procedure was developed with the calculated 

risk that a homogeneous set of evaluators would be able to 
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correlate observed behavior with the scaled expectations in 

a consistent manner. 

The procedure Smith and Kendall documented for develop-

ing BARS involved the following steps. 

1. Qualities or characteristics, i.e., dimensions, to 

be evaluated were listed, discussed, and agreed on by the 

groups of raters developing the instrument. 

2. The groups formulated general statements represent-

ing definitions of high, low, and acceptable performance for 

each qua 1i ty. 

3. The groups submitted examples of behavior in each 

quality. These examples were edited into the form of 

expectations of specific behavior. 

Judges indicated independently what quality was 

illustrated by each example. Examples were eliminated if 

there was no clear modal agreement (correct assignment by 60 

per cent of judges) as to the quality that it illustrated. 

Qualities were eliminated if examples were not consistently 

reassigned to the quality for which they were originally 

designated. This step represents the "retranslation of 

expectations" that provided the title to their work. 

5. The examples that were correctly retranslated into 

their respective dimensions were arranged on a vertical 

scale and rated from 0.0 to 2.0 based on the desirability of 

the behavior illustrated. Items with "large" (Smith and 

Kendall did not state a cutoff) dispersion across judges 
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were eliminated. The surviving items were arranged on a 

vertical scale according to their rating from this step. 

Smith and Kendall did not indicate how the final scale 

looked. If they used a quantitative system for scoring the 

scales, one would assume that they used the values from 0.0 

to 2.0 (possible range) for the scale values of the final 

anchors. The scales, evidently, were large, since the 

number of anchors on six scales constructed ranged from ten 

to twenty-one. Smith and Kendall also did not indicate 

exactly how the scales were to be used. They simply said, 

"Ratings are to be made by checking at any position along 

the line. . . . Provision is made in the format for support 

of each check by notes concerning actual observed behavior" 

( 5"̂  , p . 150 ) . 

In the years following the publication of Smith and 

Kendall's work, many studies utili2ed the BARS methodology 

for performance appraisal. Bernardin et al. (10) summarized 

methodological differences they found between the original 

Smith and Kendall (SK) procedures and procedures utilized in 

the subsequent studies. Four important methodological dif-

ferences were tested by them, leading to a recommendation of 

an optimal procedure for BARS development. They found, 

first, that the percentage-agreement of retranslation of 

anchors into dimensions should be 60 per cent. Second, they 

found that it is better that participants who rate the 

desirability of the anchors be different from those who 
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retranslated them. Third, they found no difference between 

using a continuous scale and a noncontinuous scale. Fourth, 

they investigated the procedure used for marking the rating 

scales. Some researchers had begun to use the practice of 

having raters simply check the most typical anchor on the 

scale rather than having the raters record observations of 

behavior and then scale them along with the anchors already 

on the scale. They found that the original SK procedure of 

having raters record observations and scale them produced 

significant1y less error in the scales than the "most 

typical incident" procedure. In addition, Bernardin et al. 

used a scale of one to seven for the final BARS. Though 

they did not discuss how this range of values was arrived 

at, it appears from the literature review to have become 

something of a standard by 1976. 

Published reports since 1976 indicated that Bernardin 

and associates' procedures were utilized in BARS development 

efforts (5, 9, 23, 3*+) . However, since the BARS development 

procedure is rather time-consuming, at least one researcher 

looked for ways to reduce the time involved in constructing 

BARS . 

In 1981 Green et al. (30) released a study of short-

cut methods for BARS development. They found that these 

short—cut methods resulted in creation of BARS that were as 

psychometrically sound as BARS created by the SK methodol-

ogy. The procedure they used required individual students 
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to create the complete BARS on their own. The best scales 

were selected by the group of students who created the 

scales. This procedure was a sharp departure from the 

"retranslation of expectations" of Smith and Kendall. It 

has not been tested by other researchers nor has it appeared 

in the literature following the publication of the study by 

Green et al. (30). 

Kaufman (37) reviewed the complete procedure for 

developing BARS for nine student-generated dimensions of 

teaching effectiveness. His procedure followed Bernardin et 

al. (10) except that he asked students to give examples of 

behaviors that would represent performance equivalent to 

scores of ten* eight* six* four* and two on a ten—point 

Likert scale for each dimension. Kaufman felt that this 

departure from Bernardin et al. (10) helped elicit be-

havioral anchors in the mid-range or average part of the 

seale. 

One issue in BARS development that was raised by Schwab 

et al. (50) in the first major review of literature on BARS 

development and use* concerned the selection of the final 

behavioral anchors that appear on a BARS scale. It is 

possible that many more anchors (examples of performance) 

will meet all the development criteria than can be used on a 

scale. The developer of the scale then must decide which of 

the anchors to use. This narrowing of performance examples 

to such a small number (typically six or seven anchors per 
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scale) can create some problems for the raters as Schwab et 

a 1. noted: 

In general, if one assumes that the original pool 
of incidents generated in any BARS study all represent 
behaviors that an evaluator may see and assess in an 
applied setting, instruments defined and anchored by 
relatively few examples could create at least two 
problems. First, the evaluator may have difficulty 
assigning observed behaviors to specific dimensions. 
Second, the evaluator may have difficulty deciding the 
scale value of effectiveness of the observed behavior 
against the examples provided. Both of these problems 
would obviously be potential sources of error variance 
(50, p. 558 >. 

The literature does not contain an answer to the potential 

problems of selection of anchors that Schwab et al. (50) 

ra i sed. 

In summary, to develop BARS that retain the original 

intention of Smith and Kendall and produce summary ratings 

that have good psychometric properties, the Bernardin et al. 

"optimal" procedure is recommended. How well the summary 

ratings from BARS compare to ratings from other formats is 

discussed in the following section of the literature review. 

Comparison of the Psychometric Properties of BARS 
and Other Rating Formats 

Schwab et al. (50) described a methodological continuum 

of means for describing effective-ineffective performance. 

They said: 

At one end of the continuum are performance evaluation 
measures that employ "trait-" or "evaluative-general" 
approaches. The traditional graphic rating scale, with 
poorly defined performance dimensions (e.g., quality) 
and poorly defined scale values (e.g., below average, 
average, above average), typifies this kind of measure. 
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At the other end of the continuum are "behavior-
specific" measures which attempt to define performance 
dimensions and scale values in behavioral terms (50, 
pp. 549—550). 

Schwab et al. went on to observe the expectation that the 

behavior-specific scales would produce ratings that would 

show higher reliability and validity than ratings from 

general trait-based scales. This expectation was based on 

the idea that the evaluator would be more of an observer and 

less of a judge, making the ratings more objective and less 

biased. BARS introduced in 1963 by Smith and Kendall (54) 

was one of the behavior-specific scale types that received 

much attention from researchers. The review of literature 

of Schwab et al. (50) in 1975 showed that the ratings from 

BARS had not been proved to be superior to ratings from 

other scale formats in suppressing psychometric error. 

Kingstrom and Bass (41) reviewed twenty—one studies, 

published between 1965 and 1980, comparing the psychometric 

properties of BARS and alternative rating formats. Their 

work built on and expanded the review of Schwab et al. (50). 

Most of the studies reviewed compared BARS with scale 

formats constructed from information obtained through BARS 

developmental procedures (41, p. 265). Seven of the studies 

reviewed compared BARS with a scale format derived from 

independent sources of information. None of the studies 

compared a Likert scale with a BARS which had dimensions 

derived from a factor analysis of the Likert scale. 
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Fourteen of the twenty-one studies dealt with student 

evaluation of instruction. 

All the studies Kingstrom and Bass (41) reviewed 

compared BARS with alternative rating formats on leniency 

error, operationa1ized as a tendency to mark toward the high 

end of the scale. In the twenty-one studies thirty-six 

separate comparisons were made between leniency in BARS and 

in other formats. Twenty of the thirty-six comparisons 

found BARS less susceptible to leniency error, fifteen found 

BARS more susceptible, and one found no difference. 

Kingstrom and Bass (41) found that the evidence for the 

superiority in reducing leniency error of BARS over other 

rating formats was inconclusive. 

Kingstrom and Bass (41) reviewed halo error under the 

subject of dimension independence. Several methods were 

employed in the studies reviewed to measure halo error or 

dimension independence. Fifty—one separate comparisons 

between BARS and other formats were found. Of these, 

thirty-five found BARS less susceptible to halo error than 

other formats, fourteen reported that BARS were more 

susceptible and two found no observed difference between 

formats. Kingstrom and Bass (41) believed that the evidence 

for halo error between BARS and other formats favored BARS 

slightly. However, they felt that this conclusion was 

tentative and possibly not warranted at all. 
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Kinicki et al. (4E) compared a ten-dimension BARS 

developed by undergraduate university students with the 

Purdue University Scales, developed by the Measurement and 

Research Center at Purdue University in 1968. The Purdue 

scales also contained ten dimensions; however, the dimen-

sions were different from those for which the BARS were 

developed. The two scales were administered to 7E7 under-

graduate students in 3E business courses in a large midwes-

tern university at the end of a 10-week spring term. To 

compare leniency error, the ten BARS scale scores and the 

ten Purdue scale scores were averaged for each rater. This 

procedure resulted in one BARS score and one Purdue score 

for each rater. These two scores were compared using a t-

test for related samples. The result showed that the 

overall BARS average (5.16) was significantly (p < .05) 

greater than the Purdue average (4.74). Thus the BARS were 

found to contain more leniency error than the Purdue scales. 

Since Kinicki did not compare two instruments with 

parallel dimensions, he could not utilize a more powerful 

procedure to analyze leniency. If the dimensions of the two 

instruments had been the same, he could have used a multi-

variate procedure with the ten dimensions as ten dependent 

variables. By averaging the ten scale scores, Kinicki was 

unable to determine the nature of the interrelationships 

between the scales and which ones contributed most to the 

finding of difference in leniency. 
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Kinicki et al . (42) found significantly (p < .05) less 

halo error in the BARS than in the ten-dimension Purdue 

University Scales. Halo was operationalized as the standard 

deviation of the ten scales scores for each rater. Kinicki 

found that the average standard deviation for the ten BARS 

was .98 and for the Purdue scales was .70. 

Bernardin and Smith (8) reviewed and responded to 

criticisms that had been leveled against the procedures for 

developing and using BARS. They observed that there had 

been a departure among more recent BARS developers from the 

original intention of the BARS scales as proposed by Smith 

and Kendall. On this matter they said: 

The procedure was designed to encourage raters to 
observe behavior more carefully? to infer the meaning 
of that behavior, and to record observed incidents on a 
continuum of effectiveness for specific dimensions. It 
was hoped that the method would allow for a record of 
observation that was sufficiently clear so that it 
could be discussed with the person who was rated and so 
that a summary rating could more easily be made at a 
later date, if necessary. The emphasis by subsequent 
researchers and writers on the BARS approach has 
apparently disregarded the important issues of observa-
tion and interpretation. Rather, the focus has been on 
the summary rating aspect of the process. In addition 
there has been little consideration of BARS as a method 
for enhancing the validity of future observations. Put 
another way, BARS was designed to standardize not only 
the rating process but also the observation process 
(Jacobs, Kafry &< Zedeck, 1980). There has been very 
little comment on this equally important aspect of the 
appraisal process (8, pp. *+58-^+59). 

Thus Bernardin and Smith argued that it was wrong to 

attack BARS for not doing what they were not intended to do 

in the first place. Since BARS were originally intended to 

be a guide to observation, it was wrong to criticize them 
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for failing to produce summary ratings that were not clearly 

superior to ratings from other formats. Nevertheless? 

evaluators' desire to reduce performance appraisals to 

simple quantities fostered the use of BARS for this purpose. 

And it was this aspect of BARS that received the most 

attention in the literature. 

In summary, the literature on comparative studies of 

psychometric error in BARS and other rating formats leaves 

an unclear picture. Some studies found BARS superior on 

halo and/or leniency, some found alternative rating formats 

superior, and some found no significant differences. 

Evidently there are important variables related to psycho-

metric error and rating formats that have not been addressed 

in the studies reviewed. 

The Effect of Rater Training on BARS and 
Other Rating Formats 

In 1983 Follman (28), in reviewing the state of the art 

of student rating of instruction, stated that validity of 

student ratings was a basic issue remaining to be resolved 

and that rater training might be an answer. He said, "Rater 

training may be efficacious in reducing leniency and halo 

effect and thus increase reliability and validity. Substan-

tial additional research is required" (28, p. 9). 

Borman (13) studied the effects of a short training 

session (5 to 6 minutes) for raters on later scale use. The 

raters were ninety low— and middle-level managers employed 



by a large, nationwide insurance company. These managers 

used a six dimensions BARS to rate staged vignettes (one 

before training and one after training) about individual 

hypothetical first-line supervisors. Borman found that halo 

error, as measured by the variance across dimensions was 

reduced after the training. 

Bernardin and Walter (9) conducted an extensive series 

of training programs and evaluated their impact on later 

student course ratings. The subjects were students in an 

introductory psychology course. They tested the effects of 

three types of training sessions on leniency, halo, and 

other psychometric errors. The first type of training 

session included one hour of instruction during the first 

week of the ten-week term on halo and leniency errors and 

were given a copy of the BARB they were going to use later 

in the evaluation. These students were asked to begin 

making observations about their instructor's performance as 

it related to the seven BARS. The second type of training 

was a one-hour session during the first week of the term in 

which the students were given instruction on leniency and 

halo error and familiarity with the BARS dimensions and were 

instructed to observe the instructor. The third type of 

training was the same as the second type, but given in the 

tenth week of the term, right before the evaluations were 

completed. A control group received no training. 
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Results showed that the group receiving the first type 

of training had the lowest halo and leniency error. The 

group receiving no training had the highest of these errors. 

The two other groups were about the same and were between 

the first and fourth groups on leniency and halo. Thus 

Bernardin and Walter (9) determined that training could have 

a significant effect in reducing halo and leniency errors in 

a BARS instrument. 

Bernardin (6) investigated effects over time of a 

comprehensive (one hour) versus an abbreviated (five minute) 

rater training session on leniency and halo error in student 

ratings of instruction. In week two or three of a semester 

(Tl) students rated all their nonlaboratory instructors from 

the previous semester, then training was given to the 

students regarding halo and leniency error. Ratings of 

their current nonlaboratory instructors were taken at the 

fourteenth week of the semester (T2). During the fourteenth 

week of the following semester (T3) the same students were 

asked to evaluate their nonlaboratory instructors for that 

semester. Bernardin (6) found that there was a significant 

drop in leniency and halo error from Tl to T2; however > the 

ratings taken at T3 (about a full academic year after 

training) had leniency and halo error about equal to that 

present in the first ratings (taken at Tl) before the 

training. Bernardin summarized his findings as follows: 

Perhaps the major finding in this study was the 
diminishing effect of training over time. Although 
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positive effects of either a comprehensive or an 
abbreviated training session were replicated) the 
effects were virtually gone after one rating period (6, 
p. 306). 

Ivancevich (35) studied managers' ratings made twelve 

months after training. Ivancevich) like Bernardin* found 

that the effects of training on leniency and halo errors 

deteriorated over time. 

Borman (14) investigated the effects of training on 

student ratings of videotaped performance of managers and 

recruiters using five different rating scale formats. 

Borman found that training had a small but significant 

effect in reducing halo error in a BARS instrument. He did 

not study leniency error. 

Bernardin and Pence <7) found that training of raters 

reduced leniency and halo error on BARS but also reduced 

accuracy. Their study compared the ratings of those trained 

with the "true" ratings of performance determined by 

independent? expert raters. Accuracy was operationa1ized as 

agreement with the rating of the expert raters. They 

theorized that rater training that included showing skewed 

distributions of ratings as evidence of leniency and giving 

exhortations to conform to more of a normal distribution 

simply created a new response set among the raters. The 

raters) they hypothesized) would have a lower response set 

following training but also would have less accuracy in 

their ratings. Thus they argued that rater training should 

focus on accuracy and fairness of ratings. They said: 
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It is our contention that rater training should 
concentrate on enhancing the accuracy of ratings 
through discussion of the multidimensionality of work 
performance) the importance of fair and critical 
evaluation} and the development of stereotypes of 
effective and ineffective workers. Thus, while the 
underlying causes of halo and leniency error should be 
delineated, no mention should be made of rating 
distributions or scale intercorrelations. For example, 
in the context of explaining causes of halo error, 
discussion should concentrate on the independence of 
individual work dimensions, with behavioral examples of 
the dimensions to illustrate the distinctions. In the 
context of causes of leniency error, raters should be 
trained to be fair in ratings and to use the behavioral 
anchors and dimensions clarifications statements as a 
basis for making their ratings. Raters should not be 
shown distributions of ratings reflecting halo or 
leniency error (7, p. 61). 

While their research supported their hypotheses, Bernardin 

and Pence (7) called for additional research into the 

content of rater training. However, the current review did 

not reveal any such studies. 

Jacobs et al. (36) reviewed eleven studies comparing 

BARS with alternative rating formats. All these studies, 

conducted between 1973 and 1977, were included in the 

studies reviewed by Kingstrom and Bass (̂ tl ) . Jacobs reached 

the same conclusions as did Kingstrom and Bass, namely, that 

there is little empirical evidence to support the super-

iority of BARS over other rating formats in suppressing 

leniency or halo error. Jacobs recommended that rather than 

try to reduce psychometric errors by seeking the "best" 

rating format, a more productive approach would be to 

stress the training of performance evaluators against the 
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potential problems associated with performance appraisal" 

(36 , p• 627). 

In summary, the literature demonstrated that rater 

training could be used to reduce psychometric errors in 

performance ratings. In particular, training given to 

students to avoid leniency and halo errors through accurate 

observation was effective in reducing the presence of these 

errors in ratings. 

Rater Perceptions of BARS and Other 
Rating Formats 

Dickinson and Zellinger (23) compared rater preferences 

for BARS and Likert-type scales. They found that the Likert 

scales were easier to follow and use, while the BARS were 

better in meeting the goals of assessment and were pre-

ferred . 

Elbert, Saunders, and Schweizer (26) compared the 

reaction of student raters to a BARS and a thirty-six-item 

summated scale. Both instruments consisted of four perfor-

mance dimensions. They found the raters (even those who 

participated in developing the BARS) preferred the summated 

rating scale for ease of use and accuracy. 

DeCotiis (2^) compared a BARS, a numerically anchored 

rating scale (NARS), and a trait-oriented scale and found 

that the BARS instrument was perceived less favorably than 

other formats in terms of general attitudes toward the 

instruments, ease of understanding, scale relevance for 
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performance counseling* and usefulness for identifying 

training needs. However? those who preferred the BARS 

mentioned its specific feedback as the reason. 

Schneider <*+9> found that a rater's cognitive com-

plexity, defined as the ability to discriminate between 

dimensions attributed to stimuli (differentiation) and the 

ability to discriminate within each dimension (articula-

tion ), interacted with the type of rating format used when 

evaluated against the dependent variables of halo and 

leniency error. Schneider (*+9> found that cognitively more 

complex raters had less leniency error with BARS than did 

cognitively simple raters, while the reverse was true for a 

simpler three—point scale. When it came to halo error, 

cognitively more complex raters had less error regardless of 

rating format. This finding is important because it 

indicates that the BARS may be too complex for some raters 

to use effectively. 

Utility of Feedback to Professors 

Scott (51) maintained that for evaluation data to be 

useful in curriculum development and in refinement of 

instruction, the data must be specific to the course and the 

activities of the instructor. He stated: 

Broad generalities are not very useful for course 
improvement. It is, therefore, important that course 
ratings relate directly to the instructional methods 
and materials used in each course. If ratings reflect 
instructional behaviors and/or course attributes that 
are modifiable, then the likelihood that the 
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informat ion will bs useful for instructional improve 
merit purposes will increase (51, p. 1). 

Other researchers have noted that if rating data are to be 

used to improve instruction, they must be specific and 

diagnostic in nature (^8, 52). Rotem and Glasman (kB) 

reviewed the literature on effectiveness of rating feedback 

to college instructors. They concluded that there was 

little evidence that feedback from student ratings made 

differences in instructors' behavior that was educat i ona11v 

significant. One possible reason for this conclusion was 

that the feedback from student ratings was too general to 

provide guidance to teachers. They said: 

Students' ratings seem to be attractive because of 
their numerical properties which make them efficient 
and easy to score. But this attribute may also be the 
source of their limitation in providing diagnostic 
feedback to teachers. . . . Whether another type of 
feedback, such as open ended responses, would produce 
more impact on teachers' performance than standardized 
ratings has not been tested (4-8, pp. 500-501). 

Horn et al. (3^) studied the effectiveness of perfor-

mance feedback from BARS as compared to a carefully con-

structed Likert instrument. Their procedure included having 

undergraduate students rate professors using the two rating 

instruments halfway through the semester, providing feedback 

on the results to the professors, and then having the 

students repeat the ratings at the end of the semester. 

This procedure was done once in a spring semester and again 

the following summer. Their results were mixed. They found 

no difference in the effectiveness of feedback from BARS and 
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the Likert instruments in the spring experiment. However, 

they found a greater change in ratings based on the BARS 

feedback in the summer experiment. The researchers were 

unable to explain the nature of their results. 

In summary) the researchers who have been reviewed 

indicated that there is need for specific feedback to 

instructors in order to elicit changes in their instruction-

al performance. There is some evidence that the BARS 

feedback provides a better basis for change, but this 

finding has not been supported adequately in the research 

1iterature. 



CHAPTER BIBLIOGRAPHY 

1. Abbott, Robert D. and Perkins? David, "Reliability and 
Validity Evidence for Scales Measuring Dimensions of 
Student Ratings of Instruction," Educat ional and 
Psvcholoaical Measurement, XLII (Summer, 1982), 563-

569. 

S. Bail, Fredrick T., et al., "Student Evaluation of 
College Teaching," ERIC document 180357, May, 1979. 

3. Bejar, Isaac I. and Doyle, Kenneth 0., "Effect of Prior 
Expectations on the Structure of Student Ratings of 
Instruction," Journal of Educational Measurement, 
XIII (Summer, 1976), 151-155. 

Berk, Ronald A., "The Construction of Rating Instru-
ments for Faculty Evaluation: A Review of Methodo-
logical Issues," Journal of Higher Education L 
(September-October, 1979), 650-669. 

5. Bernardin, H. John, "Behavioral Expectation Scales 
Versus Summated Scales: A Fairer Comparison," 

Journal of Applied Psychology, LXII (August, 1977), 
^8E-4E7. 

6. Bernardin, H. Jphn, "Effects of Rater Training on 
Leniency and Halo Errors in Student Ratings of 
Instructors," Journal of Applied Psychology, LXIII 
(June, 1978), 301-308. 

7. Bernardin, H. John and Pence, Ear 1 C., 1 Effects of 
Rater Training: Creating New Response Sets and 
Decreasing Accuracy," Journal of Applied Psychology, 
LXV (February, 1980), 60-66. 

8. Bernardin, H. John and Smith, Patricia Cain, "A 
Clarification of Some Issues Regarding the Develop-
ment and Use of Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales 
(BARS)," Journal of Applied Psychology, LXVI 
(November, 1981), ^58-^63. 

9. Bernardin, H. John and Walter, C. S., Effects of Rater 
Training and Diary-Keeping on Psychometric Error in 
Rating," Journal of Applied Psychology, LXII 
(February, 1977), 6^-69. 

38 



33 

10. Bernard in, H. John et al . , "Behavioral Expectation 
Scales: Effects of Developmental Procedures and 
Formats," Journal of Applied Psychology, LXI 
(February, 1976), 75—79. 

11. Bernardin, H. John et al., "A Recomparison of Be-
havioral expectation Scales to Summated Scales," 
Journal of Applied Psychology, LXI (October, 1976), 
564-570. 

IE. Blood, Milton R., "Spin-Offs from Behavioral Expecta-
tion Scale Procedures," Journal of Applied Psychol-
ogy, LIX (August, 1974), 513-515. 

13. Borman, Walter C., "Effects of Instructions to Avoid 
Halo Error on Reliability and Validity of Perfor-
mance Evaluation Ratings," Journal of Applied 
Psychology, LX (October, 1975), 556-560. 

14. Borman, Walter C., "Format and Training Effects on 
Rating Accuracy and Rater Errors," J our na 1 of_ 
Applied Psychology, LXIV (August, 1979), 410-421. 

15. Borman, Walter C. and Dunnette, Marvin D., "Behavior 
Based versus Trait-Oriented Performance Ratings: An 
Empirical Study," Journal of Applied Psychology, LX 
(October, 1975), 561—565. 

16. Braskamp, Larry A. et al., "Student Written Comments: 
Dimensions of Instructional Quality," Jour na 1 of_ 
Educational Psychology, LXXIII (February, 1981), 65-
70. 

17. Burdsal, Charles A. and Bardo, John W., "Measuring 
Student's Perceptions of Teaching: Dimensions of 
Evaluation," Educational and Psychological Measure-
ment , XLVI (Spring, 1986), 63—79. 

18. Campbell, John P. et al., "The Development and Evalua-
tion of Behaviorally Based Rating Scales," Jour na1 
of Applied Psychology, LVII (February, 1973), 15-22. 

19. Centra, John A., "New Directions for Research on 
Student Ratings of Instruction," unpublished paper 
read at the Annual Meeting of the American Educa-
tional Research Association, San Francisco, 1986. 

20. Centra, John A. and Linn, Robert L., "Student Points of 
View in Ratings of College Instruction," Educat ional 
and Psychological Measurement, XXXVI (Autumn, 1976), 
693-703. 



3^ 

21. Costin, Frank; Greenough, William T.j and Menges, 
Robert J., "Student Ratings of College Teaching: 
Reliability, Validity and Usefulness," Review of 
Educational Research, XLI (December, 1971), 511-535. 

22. Darr, Ralph F., Jr., "Evaluation of College Teaching: 
State of the Art, 1977," Bethesda, Md. , ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service, ED 162 559, 1977. 

23. Dickinson, Terry L. and Zellinger, Peter M., "Com-
parison of the Behaviorally Anchored Rating and 
Mixed Standard Scale Formats," Journal of Applied 
Psycho 1OQV, LXV (April, 1980), 1^7—5^. 

2k. DeCot i is, Thomas A., "An Analysis of External Validity 
and Applied Relevance of Three Rating Formats," 
Drganizational Behavior and Human Performance, XIX 
(August, 1977), 2^7-266. 

25. Doyle, Kenneth 0., Jr., Student Evaluation of Instruc-
tion, Lexington, Mass., Lexington Books, 1975. 

26. Elbert, Norbert F.; Saunders, Carol; and Schweizer, 
Jason, "The Role of Practicality in the Choice of 
Instructor Rating Methods," Journal of Experimental 
Educat ion, LI (Spring, 1983), 11^-121. 

27. Finley, David M. et al., "Behaviorally Based Rating 
Scales: Effects of Specific Anchors and Disguised 
Scale Continua(" Personnel Psychology, XXX (Winter, 
1977), 659-669. 

28. Follman, John, "Student Ratings of Faculty Teaching 
Effectiveness: Revisited," Bethesda, Md., ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service, ED 232 556, 1983. 

29. Frey, Peter W., "Comparative Judgment Scaling of 
Student Course Ratings," American Educational 
Research Journal, X (Spring, 1973), 149—15^. 

30. Green, Samuel B. et al., "Shortcut Methods for Deriving 
Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales," Educat ional 
and Psvcholoaical Measurement, XLI (Autumn, 1981), 
761-775. 

31. Harari, Oren and Zedeck, Sheldon, "Development of Be-
haviorally Anchored Scales for Evaluation of Faculty 
Teaching," Journal of Applied Psychology, LVIII (Oc-
tober, 1973), 261—265. 



35 

32. Harris, Elizabeth L., "Student Ratings of Faculty 
Performance: Should Departmental Committees Con— 
struct the Instruments?" Journal of Educational 
Research, LXXVI (Novembei—December, 1982), 100-106. 

33. Helmstadter, Gerald C. et al., "Measuring Faculty 
Performance for Promotion," unpublished paper read 
at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational 
Research Association, San Francisco, 1986. 

3*+. Horn, Peter W. et al., "Effectiveness of Performance 
Feedback from Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales," 
Journal of Applied Psychology, LXVII (October, 
1983), 568-576. 

35. Ivancevich, John M., "Longitudinal Study of the Effects 
of Rater Training on Psychometric Errors in 
Ratings," Journal of Applied Psychology, LXIV 
(October, 1979), 502-508. 

36. Jacobs, Rick et al., "Expectations of Behaviorally 
Anchored Rating Scales," Personnel Psychology, 
XXXIII (Autumn, 1980), 595-640. 

37. Kaufman, Brian J. and Madden, Joseph M., "The Develop-
ment of Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales for 
Student Evaluation of College Teaching Effective-
ness," Bethesda, Md., ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service, ED 189 995, 1980. 

38. Keaveny, Timothy J. and McGann, Anthony F., "Comparison 
of Behavioral Expectation Scales and Graphic Rating 
Scales," Journal of Apolied Psychology, LX (Decem-
ber, 1975), 695-703. 

39. Keaveny, Timothy J. and McGann, Anthony F., "Behavioral 
Dimensions Associated with Students' Global Ratings 
of College Professors," Research in Higher Educa-
tion, IX (December, 1978), 333-345. 

40. Keeley, Stuart M. and Browne, M. Neil, "Improving 
Student Evaluation Forms: Related Need for Critical 
Thinking Emphasis and Trained Raters," Peabody 
Journal of Education, LV (July, 1978), 305—308. 

41. Kingstrom, Paul 0. and Bass, Alan R., "A Critical 
Analysis of Studies Comparing Behaviorally Anchored 
Rating Scales (BARS) and Other Rating Formats," 
Personnel Psychology, XXXIV (Summer, 1981), 263-289. 



36 

42. Kinicki, Angelo J. et al., "Behaviorally Anchored 
Rating Scales vs. Summated Rating Scales: Psycho-
metric Properties and Susceptibility to Rating 
Bias," Educational and Psychological Measurement, 
XLV (Autumn, 1985), 535-549. 

43. Landy, Frank J. and Farr, James L., "Performance 

Ratings," PsvchoIOQical Bulletin, LXXXVII (January, 
1980), 72-107. 

44. Marsh, Herbert W., "SEEQ: A Reliable, Valid and Useful 
Instrument for Collecting Students' Evaluations of 
University Teaching," British Journal of Educational 
Psvchology, LI I (February, 1982), 77-95. 

45. Marsh, Herbert W., "Students' Evaluations of University 
Teaching: Dimensionality, Reliability, Validity, 
Potential Biases, and Utility," Journal of Educa-
tional Psychology LXXVI (October, 1984), 707—754. 

46. McKeachie, Wilbert J., "Student Ratings of Faculty: A 
Reprise," Academe, LXV (October, 1979), 384-397. 

47. Reardon, Maryellen and Waters, L. K., "Leniency and 
Halo in Student Ratings of College Instructors: A 
Comparison of Three Rating Procedures and Implica-
tions for Scale Validity," Educational and Psycho-
logical Measurement, XXXIX (Spring, 1979), 159-162. 

48. Rotem, Arie and Glasman, Naftaly S., "On the Effective-
ness of Students' Evaluative Feedback to University 
Instructors," Review of Educational Research, IL 
(Summer, 1979), 497-511. 

49. Schneider, Craig E., "Operational Utility and Psycho-
metric Characteristics of Behavioral Expectation 
Scales: A Cognitive Reinterpretation," Journal of 
Applied Psychology, LXII (October, 1977), 541-548. 

50. Schwab, Donald P. et al., "Behaviorally Anchored Rating 
Scales: A Review of the Literature," Personnel 
Psychology, XXVIII (Winter, 1975), 549-562. 

51. Scott, Craig S., "Motivating Faculty to Use Instruc-
tional Rating Data," unpublished paper read at the 
Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research 
Association, San Francisco, 1986. 

52. Seldin, Peter, Changing Practices in Faculty Evalua-
tion: A Critical Assessment and Recommendations for 
Improvement, The Jossey-Bass Higher Education 
Series, San Francisco, Jossey-Bass, 1984. 



37 

53. Smith, A1 , editor, Evaluating Faculty and Staff, New 
Directions for Community Colleges, Arthur M. Cohen, 
Editor—in-Chief, San Francisco, Jossey—Bass, 1983. 

54. Smith, Patricia Cain and Kendall, L. M., "Retranslation 
of Expectations: An Approach to the Construction of 
Unambiguous Anchors for Rating Scales," Journal—of 
Applied Psychology, X LVII (Apr il, 1963), 149-155. 

55. Vance, Robert J.» Kuhnert, Karl W.; and Farr, James L., 
"Interview Judgments Using External Criteria to 
Compare Behavioral and Graphic Scale Ratings," 
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, XXII 
(October, 1978), 279-294. 

56. White, James M. and Skaggs, C. Thomas, "Student Input 
for Teaching Faculty Evaluation Instrument: A Factor 
Analytic Study," College Student Journal, XII 
(Summer, 1978), 127-131. 

57. Wotruba, Thomas R. and Wright, Penny L., "How to 
Develop a Teacher—Rating Instrument: A Research 
Approach," Journal of Higher Education, XLVI 
(November-December, 1975), 653-663. 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES FOR COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Procedures for Collection of Data 

Design of the Study 

The two dependent variables of the study were halo 

error and leniency error in the rating of faculty by 

students. The two independent variables were type of scale 

and rater training. One nuisance variable* course* was 

controlled by inclusion in the study. Two types of scales, 

BARS and Likert, were compared. Two levels of rater 

training (training in leniency and halo error and no 

training) were compared. 

Four courses for study were selected at random from all 

courses that had two sections offered by the same faculty 

member. All students completed both the BARS and the 

Likert, making the design a repeated measures design. The 

order in which the students completed the instruments was 

established at random by individual student. 

Populat ion 

The population for study consisted of students enrolled 

in required courses taught by faculty members at Dallas 

Theological Seminary in the Fall* 1986 semester. To 

accommodate the experimental design, only courses which had 
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two sections taught by the same professor were selected for 

the study. In addition, only daytime, weekday course 

sections were made part of the population. Review of the 

class schedule indicated that there were twenty courses that 

met the criteria for the experimental population. 

Selection of the Sample and Assignment to Treatments 

Four courses were selected from the experimental 

population of twenty courses. To reduce the possibility of 

large numbers of students being enrolled in more than one of 

the courses selected, a stratified random sample was 

selected. The courses in the experimental population were 

categorized according to the year in the prescribed Master 

of Theology (Th.M.) curriculum (first, second, third, or 

fourth) that a student would normally take the course. It 

was found that there were ten courses that would normally be 

taken by first-year students, seven that would normally be 

taken by second-year students, three by third-year students 

and two by fourth-year students. One course from each of 

the four categories was selected at random. The four 

courses selected were as follows: Course One, Elements of 

Hebrew (second year); Course Two, Elements of Greek (first 

year)5 Course Three, Acts and General Epistles (fourth 

year); Course Four, Sanctification and Ecclesiology (third 

year). Using a table of random numbers, one section of each 

course was assigned to the training treatment, and the other 

was assigned to the no training treatment by default. 



^0 

Development of the BARS 

Since the design of the study included comparing a BARS 

instrument with an existing Likert instrument} it was 

necessary to analyze the Likert instrument to determine its 

factor structure. The dimensions of the existing Likert 

instrument became the dimensions for which BARS were 

created. 

Analysis of the Likert instrument.—Using a principal 

components analysis with oblique rotation of factors* six 

factors were distilled from the fourteen item course 

evaluation form used by Dallas Theological Seminary during 

the Spring^ 1986 semester. (See Appendix, p. 90 for a copy 

of the instrument.) Data from 2,682 course evaluation forms 

were used for the factor analysis. 

Factor models with from two to seven factors were 

generated and examined. Since the purpose of the factor 

analysis was to transform the fourteen Likert items into 

dimensions of teaching that would serve as a basis for 

creating a BARS instrument, the researcher looked for a 

factor model that was both clean (most Likert items loading 

clearly on only one factor) and simple (factors that 

contained only one recognized dimension of teaching). The 

models generated with from two to four factors were clean 

but the factors were not simple. The five—factor model was 

good, but combined grading/feedback with workload. The six-

factor model paralleled the five-factor model, with the 
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exception of separating grading/feedback and workload. The 

seven-factor model had a less clean structure than the six-

factor model, thus the six-factor model was chosen. These 

six factors were labeled Creating Interest (CI), Grading and 

Feedback (GF), Establishing Rapport <ER>, Course Preparation 

(CP), Subject Coverage (SC), and Workload (WL). The initial 

statistics reported for the principal components analysis 

are given in Table I. 

TABLE I 

INITIAL STATISTICS FOR PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS ANALYSIS 
OF FOURTEEN-ITEM LIKERT INSTRUMENT 

I tem Communa1i t y Factor E igenva1ue '/. Var . Cum. '/• 

1 1 .0 1 6.31734 45. 1 45. 1 

2 1 .0 2 1.27089 9. 1 54.2 

3 1 .0 3 .90917 6.5 60.7 

4 1 .0 4 .76304 5.5 66. 1 

5 1 .0 5 .67589 4.8 71 .0 

6 1 .0 6 .63466 4.5 75.5 

7 1 .0 7 .53643 3.8 79.3 

8 1 .0 8 .52102 3.7 83. 1 

9 1 .0 9 .47482 3.4 86.5 

10 1 .0 10 .43673 3.1 89.6 

1 1 1 .0 1 1 .39524 2.8 92.4 

12 1 .0 12 .37616 2.7 95. 1 

13 1 .0 13 .35967 2.6 97.7 

14 1 .0 14 .32892 2.3 100.0 

The pattern matrix displays the correlations between 

the factors and original items. Diagonal squares in the 

pattern matrix (upper left to lower right) indicate the 

items from which each factor is built. The pattern matrix 

for the six-factor model is displayed in Table II. 
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TABLE II 

PATTERN MATRIX FOR SIX-FACTOR MODEL 

I tern CI GF ER CP SC WL 

14 .72323 .10630 .01596 .07263 .12176 .04100 

10 .72321 .11468 .11593 .06519 .03335 .03134 

9 .49800 -.05798 .01872 .07805 .37652 .12519 

13 .13023 .86039 .14415 -.03402 -.32538 -.15600 

5 -.04451 .73272 -.04565 .02193 .08525 .23623 

IE -.05554 .09796 .92054 .05171 -.06575 .01805 

1 1 .26760 -.08396 .54584 -.02757 .25174 .12909 

2 .28049 -.03531 .01857 .80792 -.12691 -.03677 

1 -.21552 .02683 .1^174 .72258 .24531 .00780 

6 .21254 .19552 -.04836 .42375 .18517 .21807 

3 -.04226 .32127 -.00670 .40180 .07325 .35002 

7 .03134 .04693 .00940 -.01430 .84593 -.04418 

a .05960 .00446 .02745 .03879 .80592 -.01471 

4 .04015 -.01069 .06715 -.04274 -.06802 .96038 

Since oblique rotation of the factors was used, the six 

factors were correlated. Table III (p. 43) presents the 

correlation matrix for the six factors. 

Steps for development of BARS.—Bernardin and as-

sociates established a set of optimal procedures for 

developing and using a BARS instrument (1). These pro-

cedures are presented below. 

First, a group of students develop a pool of statements 

of teacher behavior that represent excellent, average, and 

poor performance on each of the dimensions of teaching to be 

stud i ed. 
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TABLE III 

CORRELATION MATRIX FOR THE SIX-FACTOR SOLUTION 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI 1 .0000 

GF . 2522 1.0000 

ER .3378 .3821 1.0000 

CP .3364 .3399 .2993 1.0000 

SC .4451 .2816 .3691 .4073 1.0000 

WL .2 464 .3680 .2262 .3226 .2833 1.0000 

Second* a different group of students retranslates each 

behavior statement into the dimension where they believe the 

statement fits. Statements that are placed in the same 

category by 60 per rent of the group are retained. 

Third, another group rates the surviving statements on 

their desirability on a scale from one to seven. Statements 

with a standard deviation of scale value of 2.0 or less are 

reta ined. 

Fourth, the scales are constructed as a vertical axis 

with behavioral anchors placed along the axis, marked on the 

axis to indicate their scale value. The following para-

graphs describe how these procedures were implemented in the 

current study. 

Step one: collection of behavioral anchors.—Examples 

of teacher behaviors in each of the six categories were 



collected. A form was developed to elicit from students 

examples of excellent, average* and poor teacher behaviors 

in each of the six categories (Appendix, pp. 91-97). This 

form was distributed to approximately ninety students in 

Bible 303D, Old Testament History II and Poetry, on Friday, 

September E6, 1986 with instructions to complete the form 

and return it to the researcher through campus mail. After 

one week, only four forms had been completed and returned. 

The researcher then appealed to the course instructor for 

classtime to have the students complete the forms. He 

agreed to allow the researcher as much time as needed on 

Friday, October 3, for further data collection. To shorten 

the time needed to complete the task, the researcher 

utilized matrix sampling in this second attempt to gather 

data. The forms were separated and distributed one page to 

each student present. Each student completed just one page 

of the form, covering just one of the six aspects of 

teaching. This procedure required about twenty minutes. 

After this second effort to collect data, the following 

numbers of completed forms were in hand: Creating Interest, 

twenty-two; Grading and Feedback, twenty—two; Establishing 

Rapport, twenty-two; Course Preparation, eighteen; Subject 

Coverage, eighteen; and Workload, nineteen. The responses 

on these pages were edited, duplicate responses being 

omitted. Table IV shows the number of edited responses 

according to their categories. 
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TABLE IV 

BEHAVIORAL ANCHORS COLLECTED IN STEP ONE 

Category Behavioral Anchors Category 

# Excel lent # Average # Poor Tota 1 

CI 34 19 28 01 

6F 27 17 26 70 

ER 23 20 25 68 

CP 21 13 25 59 

SC 16 12 14 42 

WL 14 11 15 40 

Tota 1 135 92 133 360 

Step two; retranslation of behaviors.—The next step in 

the development o"f the BARS was to validate the appropriate-

ness of the behaviors as anchors for the category in which 

they were given originally. To accomplish this step it was 

necessary for a group of students to see the statements of 

teacher behavior and assign them to one of the six cate-

gor ies. 

Since it was felt that asking students to respond to 

all 360 items would represent an unreasonable request, the 

360 items were divided randomly into 4 sets of 90 items 

(Appendix, pp. 99-130). The sets of items were checked to 

make sure there was a good balance of categories in each of 

the four sets. Each student was given an instruction sheet 

defining the six dimensions of teaching (Appendix, p. 98) 

and one set of the items. 
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The first class to retranslate the behaviors back into 

categories was CE 711, History and Philosophy of Christian 

Education* meeting on Thursday* October 16, 1986 at 1:40 PM. 

Thirty-seven students were present, and all completed one 

set of the items. The second class to retranslate the 

behaviors back into categories was PM 607, Pastoral Mini-

stry, meeting on Friday, October 17, 1986 at 8:10 AM. 

Thirty-four students were present, and thirty-three com-

pleted one set of the items. 

Analysis of the results of retranslation indicated that 

224 of the 360 items (62.2 per cent) were retranslated into 

their original categories by 60 per cent of the students and 

could be retained for the next step. The number of anchors 

in each category that survived the retranslation were as 

follows: Creating Enterest, thirty-two; Course Preparation, 

forty; Establishing Rapport, fifty; Grading and Feedback, 

sixty; Subject Coverage, twenty; and Workload, twenty-two. 

Step three: scaling the behavioral anchors.—The final 

step in securing anchors for the six scales was to have 

another group of students assign a scale value to each of 

the surviving 224 items. The items were gathered into their 

categories and then split into four sets of fifty-six items 

each (Appendix, pp. 131-158). These sets were distributed 

to PM 602B, Evangelism, on Tuesday, October 21, 1986 for 

evaluation. The students were instructed to circle a number 

from one to seven to indicate how desirable the anchors were 
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to indicate performance in its category of teaching. One 

indicated low performance and seven indicated high perfor-

mance. Fifty-eight usable sets were returned. Analysis of 

the results showed that only one item had a standard 

deviation over 2.0. 

Step four; construction of the six seales.--Sinee 223 

items were available and only 6 or 7 were needed for each 

scale, the researcher selected items that had the lowest 

standard deviations* were distributed evenly across the 7— 

point scale, and represented a variety of the content in the 

anchors for that scale. A copy of the completed instrument 

is found in the Appendix, pp. 161-167. Table V summarizes 

the statistics compiled during the construction of the six 

BARS . 

TABLE V 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF DIMENSIONS 

Dimension # Items # Items Range of SD # Items 
Step 1 Step 2 for step 3 < 2.00 

CI 81 32 .29—2.06 31 

CP 59 40 .52—1.97 40 

ER 68 50 .52—1.73 50 

GF 70 60 .29—1.68 60 

SC 42 20 .62—1.56 20 

WL 40 22 .68—1.56 22 
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Dimension # Anchors Range of Range of 

on scale means on SD on 
final scale final scale 

CI 6 1 .43—6.50 .65—1.41 

CP 7 1.50—6.38 . 6 7 — 1 .81 

ER 7 1.44—6.50 . 5 5 — 1 .29 

GF 7 1 .33—6.25 .49—1.45 

SC 5 2 . 1 7 — 6 . 1 2 . 6 2 — 1 .56 

WL 7 1.67—6.17 .72—1.21 

Use of the BARS scales.—When the scales were marked by 

the raters, the following procedure was used. First, the 

raters listed three specific behaviors that they believed 

were typical of the behavior of the professor over the 

course of the semester. Second, the raters marked the scale 

at the three points where these behaviors fit with the other 

anchors. The scale value for each dimension of the rating 

was taken as the mean of the value of the three behaviors 

mar ked. 

Administration of Treatments 

On November 6 and 7, 1986 the treatments were delivered 

to the course sections involved in the study. Four sections 

received training and four sections received no training. 

Training sections.—The students in sections receiving 

training listened to a fifteen-minute presentation on halo 

and leniency error and were given a copy of the rating 

instruments to be used in rating the professor in that 
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course. The presentation stressed the importance and 

benefit of student ratings and the need to avoid committing 

leniency or halo errors. The students were given actual 

copies of the BARS and Likert rating instruments (with a 

cover sheet for note-taking during the presentation) to keep 

with their classnotes for the rest of the semester (Appen-

dix, pp. 159-169). They were asked to begin to record 

observations about the instructor's behavior on the six BARS 

scales. They were told to retain the rating instruments as 

they would be collected at the end of the semester. The 

script for the training presentation is found in the 

Appendix, pp. 170-181. 

No training sections.—The students in sections not 

receiving the training were presented with the currently 

used Likert instrument and asked to critique it. They were 

told that the administration desired to improve the instru-

ment and that their comments were sought. The students were 

given the opportunity to ask the researcher questions about 

the student rating process or about the instrument itself. 

No instruction was given regarding errors in the student 

rating process. All instruments were collected from the 

students at the end of fifteen minutes. The students were 

told that the researcher would be back in their class at the 

end of the semester to collect their ratings on that course. 
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Collection of Student Ratings 

During the fifteenth week of the semester the resear-

cher spent approximately thirty minutes in each of the eight 

sections in the study.1 All students present were asked to 

complete both the Likert instrument and the BARS instrument. 

Students who had been present for the training during the 

tenth week and who had retained the instruments distributed 

at that time were asked to fill them out. Others were given 

new copies of the instruments. The two instruments were 

p r e 5 e nted as a single rating instrument with two forms, Form 

A (BARS) and Form B (Likert) (Appendix, pp. 160-169). Some 

students received a booklet with Form A first, others had 

Form B first. This arrangement was determined by a random 

process. 

In addition to completing the two rating instruments, 

lThe professor in the training section of Course Three 
held class up until fifteen minutes before dismissal. Since 
the instruments were to be completed at the end of the hour, 
this group was rushed. The professor in Course Three also 
held the no training section until fifteen minutes before 
dismissal. However, since this class ended forty-five 
minutes before chapel with no classes scheduled in between, 
many of the students stayed after the bell had rung to 
complete the forms. The professor in Course Two was out of 
town on the day the course evaluations were collected. He 
allowed the entire class period for the students to complete 
the evaluation forms. The researcher encouraged all 
students to complete their evaluations in thirty minutes, 
nevertheless, a few students in both the training and no 
training sections took up to forty minutes to complete the 
forms. Both training and no training sections in Course One 
and Course Four were given exactly thirty minutes to 
complete the forms. 
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all students were asked to complete a form in which they 

could respond to the two rating formats (Appendix, p. 182). 

Utility of Feedback to Professors 

The four faculty members whose sections participated in 

the study were presented with the results of the ratings. 

An attempt was made to ascertain how the faculty members 

responded to the results from the new instrument as compared 

with the report they usually receive from the Likert 

instrument. Of particular interest was the question of the 

usefulness of performance feedback for developing goals and 

strategies for improvement. A copy of the interview guide 

is found in the Appendix, p. 183. 

Procedures for Analysis of Data 

The design of the study followed Kirk's Split Plot 

Factorial 2 by by 2 design (SPF 24.2) (2, p. 523). Figure 

1 (p. 52) presents a diagram of the design. 

The two between blocks treatments are rater training 

(two levels) and course (four levels). The within blocks 

treatment is type of rating scale (two levels). A repeated 

measures design was used in which the individual student 

composed a block. 

There were no hypotheses concerning the effect of 

courses on leniency and halo. However, the researcher 

planned to investigate the nature of any significant 

interaction of course and training or course and scale. 
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Treatment A: Training 
al = Training 
aE = No Training 

Treatment B: Course 
bl = Course #1 
bE = Course #£ 
b3 = Course #3 
b̂ t = Course 

Treatment C: Scale 
cl = Likert 
cE = BARS 

Fig. 1—SPF E4.E design for analysis of data on halo 
and leniency error. 

A multivariate design with rating on each dimension was 

used to assess leniency error. The average rating of the 

professors on each dimension of the rating instrument was 

compared. Significant difference in mean rating was taken 

as difference in leniency. 

To assess halo error the standard deviation of each 

student's ratings across the dimensions of the rating 

instrument was computed. These standard deviations were 

used as data points in a univariate analysis of variance 

following the same design as was used for evaluating 

leniency error. The lower the standard deviation across a 

student's ratings, the higher was his halo error. 
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Deriving Comparable Scores from 
the BARS arid Likert Scales 

Since the design of the study called for comparing the 

results of the Likert instrument and the BARS along the six 

dimensions discovered in the Likert instrument, it was 

n6C£55sry to carry out several data transformation steps. 

The goal of the data transformations was to obtain six scale 

values for the data from the fourteen Likert items that 

would represent its six factors and be directly comparable 

with the scores from the six BARS. In addition, some 

procedure was needed to handle missing data* The researcher 

handled missing data by replacing the missing values with 

the group mean on a given item of the course and section of 

the student whose data were incomplete. The following steps 

were carried out to accomplish this purpose. 

1. Scale scores were computed for the six BARS by 

averaging the scale marks on each scale for a given student. 

The scale that was presented to the students ranged from one 

to seven. The data were recorded on a scale from ten to 

seventy, with two significant digits and no fractional part. 

This system was less prone to data recording error than 

using a scale from 1.0 to 7.0 with one decimal place. If 

the student made three marks, the scale score was the 

average of the scale value of three marks. If the student 

made only two marks, the two values were averaged. If only 

one mark was made, the scale value was based on that mark 
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only. If no marks were made on a scale? that scale value 

was considered missing. 

2. Means were computed "for the six BARS and "fourteen 

Likert items. Means were broken down by courses (four) and 

sections (two per course) making a total of eight separate 

groups. 

3. Missing data were replaced with the appropriate 

mean from the student's group. 

Six factor scores were computed from the fourteen 

Likert items based on equations from the factor analysis of 

the Spring? 1986 course evaluation data. At this point the 

data had been reduced from its raw state to two sets of six 

scale scores. However? the two sets of six scale scores 

were not yet directly comparable because the BARS scores 

were based on a range of values from ten to seventy? and the 

Likert scores were based on an range of approximately minus 

three to plus three.e Thus the Likert scores had to be 

transformed again to yield a set of six scales that would be 

able to be compared with the BARS scores. 

5. To make the Likert scores comparable to the BARS 

scores? the Likert scores were standardized and then 

transformed to have a mean and standard deviation ap-

proximately equal to the BARS scores. These transformations 

eThe factor scores from the factor analysis of the 
Spring? 1986 course evaluations were standard scores with a 
mean of zero and standard deviation of one. However ? when 
applied to the experimental data? the equations for factor 
scores yielded results with slightly different characteristics. 
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were linear transformations which did not change the shape 

of the Likert score distributions or cause any information 

to be lost. However, it was no longer possible to make a 

comparison of the overall means of the BARS and the Likert 

scales because the two now, by definition, had the same 

overall mean. This shortcoming was not a problem for the 

current study, since the question of a main effect for scale 

type was not hypothesized. 

6. The final step in data transformation was to 

compute a statistic for halo error for the BARS and for the 

Likert scores. The halo for BARS and Likert were computed 

separately for each student by taking the six scores as data 

points and computing the standard deviation across them. By 

doing this separately for the BARS and Likert, two halo 

errors were obtained, one for the BARS and one for the 

Li ker t. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Hypothesis One 

The first hypothesis stated the expectation that 

ratings following rater training would show less error than 

ratings without rater training. This hypothesis was 

evaluated by testing two supporting hypotheses. 

Hypothesis One (a)—Leniency Error 

Hypothesis one (a) stated that ratings following rater 

training would show less leniency error than ratings without 

rater training. Leniency error was defined as the tendency 

of the evaluator to mark the scale toward the higher end. 

Thus the rating itself was used as a measure of leniency. 

The higher the rating, the higher the leniency error. Two 

sets of ratings on six scales, one set from the BARS and one 

set from the Likert items, were used to test leniency. The 

scales were labeled Creating Interest (CI), Course Prepara-

tion (CP), Establishing Rapport (ER), Grading and Feedback 

(GF), Subject Coverage (SC), and Workload (WL>. Tables XVII 

through XXII present the cell means and standard deviations 

of the data on the six rating scales (Appendix, pp. 18^-

189) . 

57 



58 

Inspection of Tables XVII through XXII indicates that 

the means on both Likert and BARS scales were generally 

lower for the training sections than for the no training 

sections. The statistical significance of these differences 

was calculated in order to evaluate hypothesis one (a). 

Following Kirk's Split Plot Factorial E by 4 by 2 design 

(SPF 24.2) (li p. 523)? MANOVA with repeated measures was 

used to assess the main effect for training. The six 

dependent variables were the six scale ratings measured both 

by the Likert and BARS instruments. The multivariate test 

for training yielded a value of Hotellings T s = .1721* which 

is equal to F (6, 256) = 7.3427, p < .001. Thus the null 

was rejected for hypothesis one (a), leading to the finding 

that there was less leniency error in the ratings when 

training had been performed. 

Univariate tests on each of the six scales were 

performed to determine the nature of the significant 

multivariate result. Table VI presents the results of the 

univariate tests. 

The results of the univariate F—tests in Table VI 

indicate that the difference between the training and no 

training groups was composed of differences (at .05 level) 

in four of the six scales. The four scales were Creating 

Interest (CI), Course Preparation (CP), Grading and Feedback 

(GF), and Workload (WL). 
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TABLE VI 

UNIVARIATE F-TESTS ON SIX RATING SCALES 
FOR MAIN EFFECT OF TRAINING 

(1,261) D.F. 

Scale Name MS Between MS Error F Sig. of F 

CI 3471.52 141.66 24.50 < .001 
CP 2161.21 134.22 16. 10 < .001 
ER 355.69 116.65 3.05 .082 
GF 1248.88 226.27 5.52 .020 
SC 372.22 112.57 3.31 .070 
WL 2325.34 204.63 1 1 .36 .001 

Hypothesis One (b)—Halo Error 

Hypothesis one (b) stated that ratings following rater 

training would show less halo error than ratings by student 

raters who did not receive training. Halo error was defined 

as the standard deviation across the six scale scores. The 

higher the standard deviation, the lower the halo error. 

Thus each subject in the study had a halo error score for 

the Likert scales and a halo error score for the BARS 

scales. Table XXIII presents the means and standard devia-

tions of the halo errors (Appendix, p. 190). 

Inspection of Table XXIII indicates that there was less 

halo error (larger mean standard deviation) on both the 

Likert and BARS scales for the training group than for the 

no training group. The statistical significance of the 

difference found between the training and no training groups 

was tested by univariate ANOVA with repeated measures. 
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Table VII presents the results of the full factorial test of 

the SPF 24.2 design for halo error. 

TABLE VII 

ANOVA ON SPF 24.2 MODEL FOR HALO ERROR WITH FACTORS 
OF TRAINING, COURSE, AND SCALE 

Source SS DF MS F Sig . 

Between blocks 
Constant >2331.00 1 42331.00 1579.35 <.001 
Training 360.11 1 360.11 13.44 < .001 
Course 2259.61 3 753.20 28. 10 < .001 
Training by 

course 150.18 3 50.06 1 .87 . 135 
Blocks w/in 

training by 
course 6995.53 261 26.80 

Within blocks 
Scale 523.77 1 523.77 37.03 < .001 
Training by 

scale 5.93 1 5.93 .42 .518 
Course by 

sea le 26.42 3 8.81 .62 .601 
Training by 

course by 
scale 15.28 3 5.09 .36 .782 

Scale by blocks 
w/in training 
by course 3691.54 261 14. 14 

The F-test for training indicates that the observed 

difference in halo error between groups receiving training 

and groups not receiving training is significant. Thus the 

null for hypothesis one (b) was rejected. 

Hypothesis Two 

Hypothesis two dealt with the interaction of training 

and scale type. It stated that with training the BARS will 
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contain less error than the Likert scales. This hypothesis 

was evaluated by testing two supporting hypotheses. 

Hypothesis Two (a) Leniency Error 

Hypothesis two (a) stated that with training the BARS 

will contain less leniency error than the Likert scales. To 

test this hypothesis the interaction between scale type and 

training was evaluated using MANOVA with repeated measures 

with the six rating scales as dependent variables. The 

value of Hotel 1ings T E that resulted was .1429, which is 

equivalent to F (6,256) = 6.098, sig < .001. This result 

indicated that there was a significant interaction on the 

multivariate level between training and scale. 

To determine which of the six scales were contributing 

to the overall multivariate effect, univariate F-tests were 

performed on each of the six scales. The results are found 

in Table VIII. 

TABLE VIII 

UNIVARIATE F-TESTS ON THE SIX RATING SCALES FOR 
INTERACTION OF TRAINING AND SCALE TYPE 

(1,261 D.F.) 

Scale Name MS Between MS Error Sig. of F 

CI 
CP 
ER 
GF 
SC 
WL 

94. 11 
31 .40 
61 .06 

252.16 
1053.67 
1877.53 

79.66 
103.84 

8 1 . 2 1 
99.75 
71 .57 
86.22 

1 . 18 
.30 
.75 

2.53 
14.72 
21 .78 

.278 

.583 

.387 

. 113 
< .001 
<.001 
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These F-tests indicate that the multivariate effect was 

composed of significant differences on two of the scales: 

Subject Coverage (SC) and Workload (WL). Inspection of 

Tables XXI and XXII shows that on these two scales the mean 

rating for training groups was lower for BARS than for 

Likert scales. Thus the null was rejected for hypothesis 

two (a ) • 

Hypothesis Two (b)—Halo Error 

Hypothesis two (b) stated that with training the BARS 

would contain less halo error than the Likert scales. This 

hypothesis was tested by the same full factorial ANOVA which 

was reported in Table VII. The within blocks section of the 

table indicates that there is a significant main effect for 

scale type and that there is not a significant interaction 

between training and scale. Reference to Table XXIII 

(Appendix, p. 190) indicates that the Likert scales con-

tained less halo error (higher mean standard deviation) than 

the BARS. This effect is true regardless of the presence or 

absence of training (no interaction). Thus the null was 

retained for hypothesis two (b). 

Effect of Training on Number of Observations 

As a part of the training treatment, students who 

received training were allowed to have the BARS and Likert 

instruments in their possession for the eleventh through the 

fifteenth weeks of class. They were encouraged to begin 
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making observations of their teacher's behavior on the BARS 

where appropriate. The effectiveness of the treatment in 

eliciting students to make observations was evaluated on the 

basis of the average number of observations recorded by 

students in training and no training sections. The optimum 

procedure for filling out the BARS indicated that the 

student should make three observations and mark the scale 

three times, once for each observation. It became clear, 

however, when the first group completed the BARS that there 

would not be time for them to make three observations on 

each BARS if they had not already made some during the 

previous few weeks of the course. Therefore they were 

instructed to make at least one observation on each BARS and 

go back and do more if they had time. 

All eight groups, except the training group for Course 

Three, had approximately thirty minutes in class to complete 

both rating instruments. The professor in the training 

section of Course Three held class up until fifteen minutes 

before dismissal. Since the instruments were to be com-

pleted at the end of the hour, this group was rushed. The 

professor in Course Three also held the no training section 

until fifteen minutes before dismissal. However, since this 

class ended forty-five minutes before chapel with no classes 

scheduled in between, many of the students stayed after the 

bell had rung to complete the forms. The professor in 

Course Two was out of town on the day the course evaluations 
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were collected. He allowed the entire class period for the 

students to complete the evaluation forms. The researcher 

encouraged all students to complete their evaluations in 

thirty minutes. Nonetheless a few students in both the 

training and no training sections took up to forty minutes 

to complete the forms. Both training and no training 

sections in Course One and Course Four were given exactly 

thirty minutes to complete the forms. The tally of observa-

tions made by each group is presented in Table IX. 

TABLE IX 

NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS MADE ON ALL SIX BARS 
BY TRAINING AND COURSE 

Training No Training Tote il 

Mean N Mean N Mean N 

Course 1 
Course 2 
Course 3 
Course 4 

Total 

7.71 
12.52 
6.70 
11 .45 

14 
25 
43 
42 

7.82 
11 .26 
7.51 
8.98 

22 
19 
61 
43 

7.78 
11.98 
7.17 
10.20 

36 
44 
104 
85 

Course 1 
Course 2 
Course 3 
Course 4 

Total 9.60 124 8.48 
. 

145 9.00 269 

Students in the training groups made on the average 

about one more observation than did students in the no 

training groups. This overall effect was due to the large 

difference in number of observations between the training 

and no training sections of Course Four and the difference 

of about one observation between the training and no 

training sections of Course Two. The significance of the 
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differences in number of observations made by course and 

training effect was evaluated with a two-way ANOVA. The 

results are presented in Table X. 

TABLE X 

ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENCE IN NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS MADE 
ON BARS BY COURSE AND TRAINING EFFECT 

Source SS DF MS F Sig. 

Training 
Course 
Training by 

course 
Within cells 

18.96 
3666.bk 

869.80 
3573.75 

1 
3 

3 
261 

18.96 
1222.21 

289.93 
13.69 

1 .38 
89.26 

21 . 17 

.240 
< .001 

< .001 

The results in Table X indicate that the small effect 

for training was not statistically significant. However, as 

observed the difference between number of observations made 

in different courses was significant. In addition, the 

interaction indicates that there was a significant dif-

ference in number of observations made between training and 

no training sections in some of the courses. Based on the 

evaluation of the number of observations made by sections 

receiving training compared to sections not receiving 

training, there is no evidence that giving out the instru-

ments in the tenth week resulted in students recording 

observations over the following five weeks. 
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Interaction between Course and 
Independent Variables 

Even though there were no hypotheses regarding the 

differences in how the four courses reacted to the treat-

ments, it was noted that such interactions were present. As 

a matter of interest, significant interactions were graphed 

to investigate their nature. 

Course by Scale Interaction 

Leniency error.—Multivariate tests for interaction 

between course and scale using the six scales as dependent 

variables yielded a value of Hotellings T e of .5871 which is 

approximately equal to F (18, 764) = 8.31, p < .001. 

Univariate tests on the six scales showed that the multi-

variate interaction was based on significant interactions on 

five of the six dependent variables. The variables which 

displayed the significant interaction (p < .05) were 

Creating Interest (CI), Establishing Rapport (ER), Grading 

and Feedback (GF), Subject Coverage (SC), and Workload (WL). 

Course Preparation (CP) did not show a significant interac-

tion (p > .05) between course and scale type. 

Since the difference in scale type was of interest only 

within the training sections, the mean leniency errors for 

the training sections of the four courses were plotted for 

Likert and BARS. CI, ER, and GF (Figures 19 to 21 in 

Appendix, pp. 191-192) showed the same graphic pattern. 

Course One, Course Two, and Course Three had less leniency 
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error with Likert but Course Four had more leniency error 

with Likert. 

With SC, Course One and Course Two, had less leniency 

error with Likert, but Course Three and Course Four had more 

leniency error with Likert (Figure 22 in Appendix, p. 192). 

With WL, Course Two and Course Three had less leniency error 

with Likert, but Course One and Course Four had more 

leniency error with Likert (Figure 23 in Appendix, p. 193). 

In summary, Course Four always showed more leniency 

error with the Likert scale than the BARS; Course Two always 

showed less leniency error with the Likert than with the 

BARS; and Course One and Course Three had mixed results. 

Ha1o error.—As shown in Table VII (p. 60) the test for 

interaction between course and scale type yielded a value of 

F (3, 261) = .62, p = .601. Thus no significant interaction 

between course and scale type was found. 

Course bv Training Interactions 

Leniency error.—Multivariate tests for interaction 

between course and training using the six scales as depen-

dent variables yielded a value of Hotellings T e of .1447 

which is approximately equal to F (18, 764) = 2.05, p = 

.006. Univariate tests on the six scales showed that the 

mu11 i var i ate interaction was based on significant interac-

tions on two of the six dependent variables. The variables 

which displayed the significant interaction (p < .05) were 
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Creating Interest (CI) and Course Preparation (CP). 

Establishing Rapport (ER), Grading and Feedback (GF), 

Subject Coverage (SC), and Workload (WL) did not show a sig-

nificant interaction (p > .05) between course and scale 

type. 

Graphs of the interaction between course and training 

for CI and CP show the same pattern (Figures 24 and 25 in 

Appendix, pp. 193-194). Though all four courses showed less 

leniency error for training sections than for no training 

sections, the difference was greater for Course One than for 

any of the other three courses. 

Halo error.—As shown in Table VII (p. 60) the test for 

interaction between course and training yielded a value of F 

(3, 261) = 1.87, p = .135. Thus no significant interaction 

between course and training was found. 

Attitude of Students to Likert 
and BARS Instruments 

A supplemental questionnaire was given to all students 

in the experiment to help determine their reaction to the 

two instruments, the Likert and the BARS. The questionnaire 

consisted of six questions. The results from these ques-

tions are summarized in Tables XI through XVI. 

Question number one asked the students which form they 

would prefer to use if they were evaluating every course 

every semester. As indicated by Table XI, nearly 61 per 

cent indicated preference for the Likert instrument. The 
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percentage of students preferring the BARS and Likert did 

not vary significantly based on whether they were in the 

training or the no training groups (Chi-square = .88, p = 

.64) . 
TABLE XI 

PREFERENCE OF SCALE TYPE IF EVALUATING EVERY COURSE 
IN EVERY SEMESTER 

Training No Training Tota 1 

N '/. N '/. N '/. 

BARS 35 £7.56% 42 E7.63*/. 77 27.60'/. 

L i ker t 75 59.06% 95 62.50'/. 170 60.93'/. 

Undec i ded 17 13.39'/. 15 9.87'/. 32 1 1 . 47'/. 

Total 1S7 100.00'/. 152 o
 
p
 

o
 
o
 
279 100.00'/. 

Chi-Square = .88, (p = .64). 

The second question asked the students to select either 

the BARS or the Likert if they were to evaluate just one 

course each semester. Table XII presents the tabulation of 

the data from question two. 

TABLE XII 

PREFERENCE OF SCALE TYPE IF EVALUATING ONE COURSE 
IN EVERY SEMESTER 

Training No Training Total 

N '/. N '/. N '/. 

BARS 68 53.54'/. 64 42.11'/. 132 47.31'/. 

Li ker t 50 39.37'/. 74 48.68'/. 124 44 .44'/. 

Undec i ded 9 7.09'/. 14 9.21'/. 23 8.24'/. 

Total 127 100.00'/. 152 100.00'/. 279 100.00'/. 

Chi-square = 3.64, (p - .16) 
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Table XII indicates that over 47 per cent of the 

students would prefer the BARS while over 44 per cent would 

prefer the Likert. In the training sections, 53 per cent 

preferred the BARS, while in the no training sections, 42 

per cent preferred the BARS. However, this difference in 

proportion due to training effect was not significant (Chi — 

Square = 3.64, p — .16). 

The greater preference for the BARS if using it for 

just one course per semester rather than for every course 

every semester was reflected in some written comments on the 

supplemental questionnaire. Several students indicated a 

sense of frustration about the lack of time to complete the 

student evaluations, not only during the experiment, but in 

their regular course evaluations. The BARS did take more 

time to complete than the Likert, but many students indi-

cated a desire to use this more time-consuming procedure if 

they were not overwhelmed with the quantity of evaluations 

they must complete. 

Question number three asked the students to indicate 

which scale they felt helped them give a more accurate 

evaluation. The results are presented in Table XIII 

(p. 71). Over 49 per cent of the students felt the BARS 

helped them give a more accurate evaluation, while 32 per 

cent preferred the Likert for accuracy and nearly 19 per 

cent were undecided. The breakdowns varied slightly in 
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favor of the BARS for the training sections, but not at a 

statistically significant level (Chi-Square = 1.37, p = 

.50) . 

TABLE XIII 

SCALE TYPE WHICH STUDENT FELT GAVE 
A MORE ACCURATE RATING 

Training No Training Total 

N */. N */. N */. 

BARS 67 52.76Yi 70 bh. 05'/. 137 ^9.10*/. 

Li kert 37 29.13% 53 3b . 87*/. 90 32.26*/. 

Undec ided 23 18.11*/. 29 19.08*/. 52 18.6 V/. 

Total 127 100.00*/. 152 100.00*/. 279 100.00*/. 

Chi-Square = 1.37, (p = .50) 

Typical written comments that dealt with accuracy of 

ratings indicated that the students liked the opportunity to 

make more detailed observations about the professor's 

behavior. However, many students also commented that it was 

difficult sometimes to fit their own observations in with 

the scaled anchors. This situation led several students to 

comment that they felt the best solution would be a Likert 

scale with a line for comments under each item. 

Question number four dealt with the relative difficulty 

in using the two scales. Table XIV (p. 72) presents the 

results of the analysis of this question. Clearly the 

students felt that the BARS was more difficult to use than 

the Likert. Over 81 per cent indicated that the BARS was 
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the more difficult instrument to use. There was no 

significant difference in preference according to the 

training effect (Chi-Square = .78, p = .68). 

TABLE XIV 

SCALE TYPE WHICH STUDENT FELT WAS 
MORE DIFFICULT TO USE 

Training No Training Total 

N •/. N '/. N */. 

BARS 102 80.31*/. 126 82.89'/. 228 81 .72'/. 

Likert 1^ 11 .02*/. 17 11 . 18'/. 31 11.11'/. 

About same 11 8.66'/. 9 5.92'/. 20 7.17*/. 

Total 127 o
 
o
 
o
 
o
 

152 1 00.00'/. 279 

o
 
o
 • 
o
 
o
 

r-H
 

Chi-Square = .78, (p = .68) 

Question number five asked the students to indicate if 

they understood the instructions for using the BARS. The 

results are presented in Table XV. 

TABLE XV 

DID THE STUDENT UNDERSTAND THE DIRECTIONS 
FOR USING THE BARS? 

Training No Training Total 

N */. N */. N '/. 

Yes 9^ Ik. 02*/. 118 77.63*/. 212 75.99'/. 

No 9 7.09'/. 9 5.92'/. 18 6. <+5'/. 

Not sure 2<t 18.90'/. 25 16. ̂5'/. k9 17.56'/. 

Total 127 100.00'/. 152 100.00*/. 279 100.00% 

Chi-square = .50, (p = ,78) 
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Nearly 76 per cent indicated that they did understand 

the instructions. Under 7 per cent said they did not 

understand the instructions, but over 17 per cent were not 

sure that they understood the instructions clearly. 

The sixth question asked the students if they under-

stood the directions for using the Likert scale. The 

results are presented in Table XVI. 

TABLE XVI 

DID THE STUDENT UNDERSTAND THE DIRECTIONS 
FOR USING THE LIKERT SCALE 

Training No Training Total 

N % N % N % 

Yes 123 96.85'/. 143 94.08% 266 95.34% 

No 1 . 79'/. 5 3.29% 6 2. 15% 

Not sure 3 2.36% 4 2.63% 7 2.51% 

Tota 1 127 100.00% 152 100.00% 279 100.00% 

Chi-Square = 2.09, (p = .35) 

Since this is the standard scale that is used at the 

institution, it was expected that there would be very few 

students who would not know how to use it. Table XVI 

indicates that over 95 per cent of the students said they 

did understand the directions for using the Likert scale. 

There was no difference in how the question was answered by 

training compared with no training sections (Chi-Square — 

E.09, p = .35). 
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Utility of Results of Evaluation 
to the Faculty 

The instructors of the four courses in the present 

study were presented with the results of the student 

evaluations on the Likert instrument within two weeks of the 

end of the semester. They were given the actual Likert 

instruments collected from the students and a report that 

indicated their performance on each of the fourteen items 

and their overall rating. The report was organized to allow 

the instructors to compare the ratings by their two sections 

of the same course and to compare item by item their 

composite ratings (both sections combined) with the grand 

mean of the four courses in the study. 

After the instructors had had time to review the Likert 

instruments and the accompanying report, the researcher 

interviewed them (interview guide in Appendix, p. 183). All 

four of the instructors indicated that they found the 

written comments by the students to be more helpful than the 

quantitative ratings in assessing their performance in the 

c1 ass. 

The instructor in Course One received a very good 

evaluation from his classes. He did find a problem for the 

students in the way the assignments were scheduled. Since 

his course was an introductory Hebrew class, he had started 

the class off on a slow pace. However, to cover the 

required amount of material it had become necessary to begin 

to double up on assignments later in the semester. He 
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learned from the written comments that "this arrangement had 

been discouraging for the students when they encountered the 

more difficult part of the course. He therefore set a goal 

of restructuring the assignment schedule in that course to 

allow for a more even distribution of work. 

The instructor in Course Two found in the written and 

quantitative feedback a weakness in his performance in 

regard to use of classtime. He set goals of simplifying his 

presentations in class and devising step-by-step lessons 

plans for the course next time it is offered. 

The instructor in Course Three discovered that his 

lowest item on the Likert instrument was in the area of 

grading. He had received complaints about the grader during 

the semester and had set a goal of doing all of his own 

grading the next time he taught the course. 

The instructor in Course Four received low evaluations 

in organization, preparation, and course content. However, 

he received good evaluations in workload and rapport with 

the students. He was teaching his first course at this 

institution and had had little time to prepare. Therefore 

he was not altogether surprised at the results of his 

evaluations. He had utilized a teaching method throughout 

the semester that drew heavily on discussion and critical 

thinking and had lectured relatively little. He believed 

that this arrangement had taken the students somewhat by 

surprise and confused them. Based on his evaluations he set 
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goals of explaining his methodology more thoroughly at the 

beginning of the class and increasing his lecture content 

while maintaining his emphasis on discussion. 

After the initial part of the interview where the 

results of the feedback from the Likert instrument were 

discussed, the researcher presented the instructors with the 

actual BARS scales and a summary report of the ratings on 

the six dimensions. The report allowed the instructors to 

compare their two sections on the six scales as well as to 

compare their own course ratings with the mean ratings on 

the four courses in the study. The instructors also 

received an explanation of how the BARS scales were con-

structed and a brief discussion of the results of the study. 

The instructors were asked to review the report and the 

actual BARS scales to determine if there was any additional 

information there that they had not obtained from the Likert 

scales and the first report. 

Follow-up to the interview was conducted within two 

weeks. All four instructors indicated an interest in the 

format of the BARS and appreciated being able to read 

specific comments from the students regarding the six 

dimensions of instruction. The instructor of Course Two 

made note of two or three strengths and weaknesses that he 

found in the BARS observations that he had not been made 

aware of through the Likert instrument. None of the four 

instructors had developed additional goals for improvement 
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beyond those developed after seeing the results of the 

Likert instrument. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

FOR FURTHER STUDY 

Summary of Findings 

In Chapter IV findings, based on analysis of the data, 

were presented. Summaries of those findings follow. 

Findings Concerning the Effect of Training 

1. Student ratings of instruction following rater 

training to avoid leniency and halo error by careful 

observation of the instructor's performance contained less 

leniency error than ratings by students who did not receive 

training. 

2. The difference in leniency error between student 

raters receiving training and those not receiving training 

was found in four of six rating dimensions. The dimensions 

which showed the difference were (1) Creating Interest, <2> 

Course Preparation, <3> Grading and Feedback, and (4) 

Workload. The two rating dimensions which did not show a 

difference in leniency between trained and untrained raters 

were (1) Establishing Rapport and (2) Subject Coverage. 

3. Student ratings of instruction following rater 

training to avoid leniency and halo error by careful 

observation of the instructor's performance contained less 

79 
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halo error than ratings by students who did not receive 

training. 

Findings Concerning the Effect of Scale Type 
for Trained Raters 

1. Ratings made by students receiving training to 

avoid leniency and halo error by careful observation of the 

instructor's performance contained less leniency error when 

collected with a BARS instrument than when collected with a 

Likert instrument. 

2. The difference in leniency error between ratings 

collected with a BARS instrument and ratings collected with 

a Likert instrument was found in two of the six rating 

dimensions. The two dimensions which contained the dif-

ference in leniency were (1) Subject Coverage and (2) Work-

load. The four dimensions which did not show a difference in 

leniency were (1) Creating Interest, (2) Course Preparation, 

(3 > Establishing Rapport, and (^> Grading and Feedback. 

3. Ratings made by students receiving training to 

avoid leniency and halo error by careful observation of the 

instructor's performance contained less halo error when 

collected with a Likert instrument than when collected with 

a BARS instrument. 

Findings Concerning the Effectiveness of the Training 
in Producing More Careful Qbservation 

1. Students who received training to avoid leniency 

and halo error by careful observation and who were given 
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five weeks to record observations of their instructor's 

performance recorded about the same number of observations 

as did students who did not receive training and who were 

given about thirty minutes to record their observations. 

2. Follow-up to a significant interaction between 

course and training indicated that in Course Pour students 

who received training made more observations than students 

who did not receive training. 

3. The number of observations made by students varied 

by course. Students in Course One and Course Three made 

fewer observations than did students in Course Two and 

Course Four. 

Findings Concerning Interaction of Course and Scale Type 
for Students Receiving Training 

1. In regard to leniency error* five of the six scales 

showed a significant interaction between course and scale 

type. Creating Interest, Establishing Rapport, Grading and 

Feedback, Subject Coverage, and Workload demonstrated the 

interaction. Course Preparation did not show interaction 

between course and scale type. 

2. The ratings by students in Course Four had less 

leniency error on all five scales that showed interaction 

when they used the BARS instrument than when they used the 

Likert instrument. 

3. The ratings by students in Course Two had less 

1sniBncy error on all five scales that showed interaction 
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when they used the Likert instrument than when they used the 

BARS instrument. 

The ratings by students in Course One and Course 

Three had less leniency error on four of the five scales 

that showed interaction when they used the Likert instrument 

than when they used the BARS instrument and more leniency 

error on one of the five scales that showed interaction when 

they used the Likert instrument than when they used the BARS 

i nstrument. 

5- In regard to halo error there was no significant 

interaction between course and scale type. 

Findings Concerning Interaction of Course and Training 

1. In regard to leniency error , there was a sig-

nificant interaction between course and training on two of 

the rating scales? Creating Interest (CI) and Course 

Preparation (CP). No significant interaction was found on 

four of the rating scales, Establishing Rapport (ER), 

Grading and Feedback (GF), Subject Coverage (SC) , and 

Work1oad (WL). 

2. The graphs of the interaction between course and 

training for CI and CP both indicated that the there was a 

greater effect of training in Course One than in the other 

three courses. 

3. In regard to halo error, there was no significant 

interaction between course and training. 
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Findings Concerning Attitude of Students to Likert 

and BARS Instruments 

1. When students were asked which instrument they 

would prefer to use if rating every course in every semes-

ter, they indicated a preference for the Likert instrument 

over the BARS instrument by a ratio of over two to one. 

This preference was approximately the same for students who 

received training and those who did not. 

2. When students were asked which instrument they 

would prefer to use if rating just one course in every 

semester, they indicated approximately equal preference for 

the Likert instrument and the BARS instrument. There was a 

slightly greater preference for the BARS in the training 

sections and a slightly greater preference for the Likert in 

the no training sections; however, the difference between 

the preferences in the training and no training sections was 

not statistically significant. 

3. When students were asked which instrument they felt 

allowed them to give a more accurate rating, approximately 

49 per cent indicated a preference for the BARS and about 32 

percent indicated a preference for the Likert. This 

preference ratio was approximately the same in both the 

training and no training sections. 

4. When students were asked which instrument was more 

difficult to use, approximately 82 per cent indicated that 

the BARS was more difficult to use and about 11 per cent 

indicated that the Likert was more difficult to use. These 
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proportions were approximately the same in both the training 

and no training sections. 

5. When students were asked if they understood the 

directions for using the BARS instrument, about 76 per cent 

said that they did understand them. The percentages of 

students who indicated that they understood the instructions 

for the BARS instrument were approximately the same in both 

the training and the no training sections. 

b. When students were asked if they understood the 

directions for using the Likert instrument, about 95 per 

cent said that they did understand them. The percentages of 

students who indicated that they understood the instructions 

for the Likert instrument were approximately the same in 

both the training and the no training sections. 

Findings Concerning Utility of Results of Evaluation 
to the Faculty 

1. The results of ratings based on the f our teen-i tent 

Likert instrument along with written comments by the 

students were useful to the course instructors for identify-

ing strengths and weaknesses and for formulating goals to 

improve instruction. 

2. The results of ratings based on the six dimensions 

of the BARS instrument confirmed the feedback from the 

Likert instrument but did not provide additional information 

to be used as a basis for additional goals for improvement. 
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Conelusions 

1. Rater training during the tenth week of the 

semester was effective in reducing leniency error and halo 

error in ratings collected in the fifteenth week of the 

semester on a BARS and a Likert instrument. Leniency error 

Mas reduced in four dimensions of the ratings from both six 

dimension instruments. 

2. Only in Course Four was there evidence that 

students who had the opportunity to record observations in 

the weeks following the training session actually did so. 

3. In light of conclusions one and two above, it is 

concluded that the effect of the training treatment in 

reducing leniency and halo error was in the explanations of 

leniency and halo error and the exhortations to avoid them? 

and not in the opportunity to record observations during the 

latter part of the semester. 

When students received training in rating, their 

ratings contained less leniency error when collected with 

the BARS instrument than they did when collected with the 

Likert instrument. This difference in leniency was observed 

in two of the six rating dimensions. 

5. When students received training in rating, their 

ratings contained less halo error when collected with the 

Likert instrument than they did when collected with the BARS 

i nstrument. 
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6. In light of the interaction between course and 

scale type regarding leniency error, it is concluded that 

there are factors outside the control of the current study 

which, if known, would influence the choice of a rating 

scale format for a given course. 

7. If students were to evaluate every course in every 

semester, they would prefer to use a Likert scale. This 

conclusion is supported by the students' statements of 

preference for the Likert scale under those circumstances 

and the findings that they found the Likert scale easier to 

use and a greater percentage of them understood the direc-

tions to the Likert than understood how to use the BARS. 

8. If a BARS scale is to be used for student ratings, 

the students will feel they are able to do a better job of 

rating if there is a fuller explanation of how to use the 

scales and if they are not asked to rate every course in 

every semester. 

9. Feedback from a BARS instrument that was con-

structed to parallel the structure of a Likert instrument 

did not provide information for improvement of instruction 

beyond that which the Likert instrument provided. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

1. This study was the first to attempt to develop a 

BARS instrument for student ratings with the same dimensions 

as the factors found in factor analysis of an existing 
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Likert instrument. Certain areas of this process require 

further study: 

a. The literature indicates that the normal BARS 

development procedure calls for the raters to identify and 

define the dimensions of performance to be rated. The 

factor analysis procedure used in the current study departed 

from this procedure by deriving the dimensions from the 

principal components analysis with oblique rotation and then 

naming and defining the dimensions based on the content of 

the items which loaded on them. A comparison of the clarity 

of the scale names and definitions derived from the normal 

BARS development procedure and the procedure of this study 

i s needed. 

b. A second area for study in the BARS develop-

ment procedure is found in the final step in developing a 

BARS. The literature does not provide guidance in selecting 

the anchors for the final scale from the pool of anchors 

that have survived all of the development steps. In the 

case of scales that have a variety of teacher behaviors 

associated with them» there may be difficulty in selecting 

the best combination of anchors for the final scale. A 

study is needed to provide help in selecting the anchors in 

the final development step. 

£. The results of the current study indicated that a 

fifteen-minute lecture regarding leniency and halo error and 

exhortations to avoid them was effective in reducing 
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leniency and halo error in ratings collected five weeks 

later. Further study is required to determine the nature, 

length» and frequency of training that will best maintain 

the effect of training each time the student ratings are 

co1lected. 

3. The mixed results on leniency and halo error when 

BARS and Likert scales were compared between students who 

received training and those who did not receive training and 

the interaction between course and scale type indicate that 

further investigation is needed into factors which make one 

scale more appropriate for some students than for others. 

The difference in student preference for Likert and 

BARS instruments depending on how frequently the students 

would be asked to rate courses indicates that further study 

is needed on the possibility of diminishing returns when 

students are asked to rate every course in every semester. 

5. The preference of the instructors for written 

comments in contrast to summary ratings indicates need for a 

study comparing the effectiveness of summary ratings alone, 

written comments alone, and a combination of the two in 

effecting change in teaching performance. 
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COURSG eVALUATION FORM 90 

Course Instructor. 

Course Title 

Course Number. Section. 

Your Signature. 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

agree 

4 5 

Instructions: For each item please circle the number which best represents your thinking. Be sure to circle only one number 
for each statement. If you circle more than one number for any single item your response for that item cannot be used. 

Evaluation of the course: 

1. The course objectives and requirements were clearly defined. 

2. The instructional materials (texts, handouts, visuals) utilized in the course were helpful. 

3. The methods of evaluation (tests, papers, projects, class discussion) were appropriate 

to the objectives of the course. 

4. The workload seemed reasonable for the credit assigned for the course. 

5. The grading of my work seemed fair and appropriate. 
6. Overall the course accomplished its objectives. 

Features of the course most helpful to me: 

disagree 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Features of the course that caused me the most difficulty: 

Evaluation of the instructor/professor: 

7. Demonstrated a thorough knowledge of the subject matter. 

8 Was well prepared for each class session and utilized classtime effectively. 

9. Communicated clearly and effectively to the level of my understanding. 

10. Encouraged me to think perceptively and to integrate what I learned with what 
I already knew. 

11. Responded appropriately to student questions and comments. 

12. Made himself available for consultation with and/or assistance to students. 

13. Gave helpful feedback on my tests and/or assignments. 

14. Made the course interesting. 

Additional comments: 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 
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WORKSHEETS FOR DEVELOPING COURSE EVALUATION FORM 

An experimental course evaluation form is being 
developed, based on input from students. We need you to 
tell us what is important to you about the quality of your 
courses at the Seminary. 

There are six essential aspects of seminary teaching 
that we have found from the past course evaluations. They 
are: 

1) CREATING INTEREST, 
2) GRADING AND FEEDBACK, 
3) ESTABLISHING RAPPORT, 
4) COURSE PREPARATION, 
5) SUBJECT COVERAGE, and 
6) WORKLOAD. 

On the following six pages these characteristics are 
descr ibed. 

This worksheet is designed to allow you to list 
specific actions of teachers that relate to these six 
aspects of teaching. 

YOU ARE NOT RATING ANY SPECIFIC COURSE OR PROFESSOR NOW! 

There are six pages with one aspect of teaching on each 
page. As you fill out each page, please list specific 
actions of teachers that indicate excellent, average and 
poor performance on that aspect of teaching. 

Try to recall specific things any of your DTS teachers 
have done that fit into the performance categories under 
each aspect of teaching. The more specific you can be, the 
better, but do not name the teacher or the course. 

Please try to contribute at least two examples in each 
category on each page. The more you can give us, the 
bet ter. 

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM THIS WEEK TO 

STUART COOK—STEARNS HALL 

THROUGH CAMPUS MAIL OR IN PERSON 

Thank you very much for your help. 
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CREATING INTEREST; TEACHERS WHO CREATE AND HOLD STUDENTS' 
INTEREST IN THE SUBJECT BY COMMUNICATING CLEARLY AND 
ENTHUSIASTICALLY AND BY CHALLENGING STUDENTS TO THINK. 

List specific actions of teachers who are excellent when it 
comes to creating interest. 

1 . 

2 . 

3. 

List specific actions of teachers who are average when it 
comes to creating interest. 

1 . 

2. 

3. 

List specific actions of teachers who are poor when it comes 
to creating interest. 

1 . 

3. 



93 

GRADING AND FEEDBACK; TEACHERS WHO GRADE ASSIGNMENTS FAIRLY 
AND GIVE FEEDBACK ON ASSIGNMENTS THAT WILL ENCOURAGE 
STUDENTS AND SHOW THEM HOW TO IMPROVE. 

List specific actions of teachers who are excellent when it 
comes to grading and feedback. 

1 . 

3. 

List specific actions of teachers who are average when it 
comes to grading and feedback. 

1 . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

3. 

List specific actions of teachers who are poor when it comes 
to grading and feedback. 

1 . 
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ESTABLISHING RAPPORT: TEACHERS WHO WELCOME STUDENTS' 
QUESTIONS IN CLASS AND ARE AVAILABLE FOR CONSULTATION 
WITH STUDENTS OUT OF CLASS. 

List specific actions of teachers who are excellent when it 
comes to establishing rapport. 

1 

2. 

List specific actions of teachers who are average when it 
comes to establishing rapport. 

2. 

3. 

List specific actions of teachers who are poor when it comes 
to establishing rapport. 

1 . 
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COURSE PREPARATION: TEACHERS WHO PLAN AND PREPARE FOR THE 
COURSE, SHOWING CARE IN SELECTION OF TEXTS AND VISUAL 
AIDS, AND THOUGHT IN PREPARATION OF THE SYLLABUS SO THE 
COURSE WILL BE EFFECTIVE. 

List specific actions of teachers who are excellent when it 
comes to course preparation. 

1 . 

List specific actions of teachers who are average when it 
comes to course preparation. 

1 . 

2 . 

3. 

List specific actions of teachers who are poor when it comes 
to course preparation. 

1 . 

3. 



96 

SUBJECT COVERAGE; TEACHERS WHO KNOW THE COURSE MATERIAL 
THOROUGHLY AND USE CLASS TIME WISELY TO COMMUNICATE 
THAT KNOWLEDGE. 

List specific actions of teachers who are excellent when it 
comes to subject coverage. 

1 . 

List specific actions of teachers who are average when it 
comes to subject coverage. 

1 . 

3. 

List specific actions of teachers who are poor when it comes 
to subject coverage. 

1 . 

a. 

3. 
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WORKLOAD: TEACHERS WHO ASSIGN A REASONABLE AMOUNT OF WORK 
FOR THE COURSE. 

List specific actions of teachers who are excellent when it 
comes to workload. 

1 . 

a. 

3. 

List specific actions of teachers who are average when it 
comes to workload. 

1 . 

S. 

List specific actions of teachers who are poor when it comes 
to workload. 

1 
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WHAT DTS STUDENTS EXPECT FROM THEIR TEACHERS 

Analysis of the course evaluation forms at DTS has 
indicated that there are six aspects of teaching that are 
important to students. Each of these six aspects of teach-
ing, its two letter code, and its definition are listed 
here: 

CI CREATING INTEREST: Teachers who create and hold stu-
dents' interest in the subject by communicating clearly 
and enthusiastically and by challenging students to 
th ink. 

GF GRADING AND FEEDBACK; Teachers who grade assignments 
fairly and give feedback on assignments that will 
encourage students and show them how to improve. 

ER ESTABLISHING RAPPORT; Teachers who welcome students' 
questions in class and are available for consultation 
w ith students out of class. 

CP COURSE PREPARATION: Teachers who plan and prepare for 
the course, showing care in selection of texts and 
visual aids, and thought in preparation of the syllabus 
so the course will be effective. 

SC SUBJECT COVERAGE; Teachers who know the course mater-
ial thoroughly and use class time wisely to communicate 
that knowledge. 

WL WORKLOAD; Teachers who assign a reasonable amount of 
work for the course. 

On the following pages are statements about specific 
teacher actions, identified by DTS students, that relate to 
these six aspects of teaching. To help establish the clar-
ity of these statements you are to identify the category 
into which each of the following statements fits. 

PLEASE REFER TO THE DEFINITIONS ON THIS PAGE IN 
CATEGORIZING THE STATEMENTS THAT FOLLOW. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP. 
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SET #1 

Direct ions; In column #1 are 90 specific teacher actions 
that have been identified by DTS students. In column #2 are 
codes representing aspects of teaching. Please place each 
teacher action into the appropriate category by circling one 
of the two letter codes in column #2. Refer to the cover 
sheet for the definitions of the coded categories. 

COLUMN #1—SPECIFIC ACTIONS OF TEACHERS 

1. When a student asks a question in 
class, this professor makes sure 
he understands the question com-
pletely before he begins to answer 
i t. 

2. This professor hands out a full 
set of classnotes for the entire 
semester during the first class 
session. 

3. When a student asks a question 
during lecture, this professor 
acts defensive, as if the student 
were trying to trick him. 

k. When a student has a valid excuse 
for failure to complete a course 
requirement on time, this profes-
sor extends a period of grace to 
the student. 

5. 

6. 

8, 

The class period after a student 
has shared a prayer request, this 
professor remembers the need and 
asks the student how it's going. 

When a student asks a question 
during lecture, this professor 
answers the question hurriedly and 
moves on. 

This professor teaches 
tone voice. 

in a mono-

No matter how ridiculous a ques-
tion is asked in class, this 
professor treats the question 
seriously and treats the student 
with dignity. 

COLUMN #2—CODES 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 



9. This professor makes comments 
about how little time he had to 
get ready for this course. 

10. This professor shows enthusiasm 
about the subject matter. 

11. This professor requires outside 
work that supplements the class 
lectures and discussions. 

12. This professor shows excitement 
about new discoveries he is making 
in the course subject. 

13. This professor provides for ade-
quate interaction in class but 
does not always clarify unclear 
points completely. 

14. This professor uses visual aids 
that contribute to the course 
ob ject ives. 

15. This professor uses visual aids 
but is not quite ready with every-
thing at the beginning of class. 

16. This professor uses visual aids 
that are not relevant to the 
course. 

17. This professor goes through all 
class material at a superficial 
level in order to "cover" the 
sub ject. 

18. This professor states, "I am 
really not competent to teach this 
course." 

19. This professor gives quizzes and 
never returns them. 

SO. This professor is friendly and 
courteous to students. 

21. This professor suggests books and 
articles for further study of the 
sub ject. 
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CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 



22. This professor becomes nervous and 
flustered when students ask ques-
t i ons. 

23. This professor returns exams and 
papers late. 

2̂ t. This professor listens attentively 
and patiently to students' 
quest ions. 

25. During lecture this professor 
answers students' questions quick-
ly but thoroughly and then resumes 
the lecture. 

26. This professor welcomes questions 
any time during a class period. 

27. This professor requires assign-
ments that really are more appro-
priate to other classes. 

28. This professor makes relevant 
application of course material to 
contemporary life. 

29. This professor occasionally makes 
application of the course material 
to 1 if e. 

30. This professor requires several 
assignments that could be com-
pleted without a real understand-
ing of the material. 

31. This professor plans all assign-
ments to be due at the end of the 
semester. 

32. This professor requires all 
assignments to be done5 without 
the freedom to drop one or more. 

33. This professor occasionally walks 
away from the podium and gets 
among the students while lectur-
ing . 

3t*. This professor gives papers back 
with a grade but no comments. 
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CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 



35. This professor assigns work based 
on quality and not just quantity. 

36. This professor covers the basic 
course material but does not treat 
controversial issues thoroughly. 

37. This professor seems to be unable 
to express or respect views of the 
subject other than his own. 

38. This professor usually stays 
behind the lectern during class. 

39. This professor makes assignments 
that require varying amounts of 
work for varying grades. 

40. This professor provides no bib-
liography with the course sylla-
bus . 

41. This professor recommends current 
books on the course subject. 

42. This professor places the burden 
for learning on the student) 
expecting him to provide his own 
motivation and gather information 
from his own readings. 

43. This professor greets students by 
name outside of class. 

44. This professor involves students 
by selecting a few to be respon-
sible to answer questions each 
class period. 

45. This professor shows a caring 
attitude toward students. 

46. When the mood in class is heavy, 
this professor uses humor to 
lighten things up. 

47. This professor approaches the 
class as a fellow learner. 

48. This professor comes to class 
unprepared. 
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CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 



^9. At the beginning of class this 
professor has all visual aids in 
order and ready to use. 

50. This professor allows several 
class periods to go by without 
giving an opportunity for students 
to ask questions. 

51. When a student in class raises a 
question that is slightly off the 
subject, this professor departs 
completely from his lecture notes 
and pursues the "rabbit trail" too 
far . 

52. This professor gets to class early 
and talks informally with stu-
dents . 

53. This professor distributes hand-
written classnotes. 

5^. This professor prepares incomplete 
class notes that are difficult to 
foilow. 

55. This professor's assignments are 
very vague. 

56. This professor tells the class 
that getting good grades is not 
the most important goal in a 
c1 ass. 

57. This professor rushes into class 
just in time to begin. 

58. At the beginning of class this 
professor is unsure of where he 
left off last time, possibly 
confused because of teaching 
different sections of the same 
course. 

59. This professor stays after class 
about five minutes to answer ques-

t ions. 

60. This professor leaves the class-
room immediately after each class 
sess ion. 
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CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 



61. This professor uses a clear, 
readable, and logical main outline 
of lectures. 

62. This professor scribbles illegible 
comments on graded papers. 

63. This professor writes vague com-
ments on graded work. 

6U. This professor writes detailed 
comments on graded work. 

65. This professor provides written 
comments on graded work that 
explain ways of improving style or 
content. 

66. Through his prayers and comments 
this professor shows the students 
that he is "on their team." 

67. This professor makes encouraging 
comments on graded work. 

68. This professor writes sarcastic 
comments, belittling the student, 
on graded work. 

69. This professor expresses friendly 
concern when students approach him 
but makes no effort to initiate 
personal contact. 

70. This professor maintains eye 
contact with students throughout 
the lecture. 

71. This professor emphasizes the 
controversial aspects of the 
course without making sure the 
class understands the basics. 

72. Even during a short conversation 
with a student this professor 
gives his undivided attention to 
what the student is saying. 

73. This professor covers the course 
material incompletely. 

10<+ 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 



74. This professor prepares the course 
so that it is just a "re-hash" of 
the course texts. 

75. This professor distributes a 
course bibliography that is very 
brief and not up to date. 

76. This professor integrates the 
course material with other disci— 
p 1 ines. 

77. This professor gives frequent 

daily quizzes. 

78. This professor revises the daily 
class schedule several times 
during the semester. 

79. This professor becomes so detail 
oriented that his grading misses 
the big picture. 

80. This professor provides a detailed 
class outline with dates assign-
ments are due and grading scale. 
He mentions that outline briefly 
during every class period. 

81. This professor has a different 
standard of grading than his 
graderj creating uncertainty about 
the validity of the grade the 
student receives. 

8E. This professor gives very dif-
ficult quizzes every week and 
never gives suggestions on how to 
improve. 

83. This professor delivers dull, 
disorganized lectures. 

84. This professor schedules time 
during each class to review mater-
ial from the previous class ses-
sion . 

85. This professor lectures with 
enthusiasm, passion, and excite-
ment . 
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CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 
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86. This professor looks for evidence CI GF ER CP SC WL 

of thinking in grading papers and 
not just rote recall of facts. 

87. This professor shows no excitement CI GF ER CP SC WL 

about the subject matter. 

88. This professor speaks with excite- CI GF ER CP SC WL 
ment about how the subject applies 

to dai1y life-

89. This professor adjusts the work- CI GF ER CP SC WL 

load during the semester if it 
appears to be too heavy. 

90. This professor skips minor points CI GF ER CP SC WL 
of subject matter if pressed for 

t i me -
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SET #2 

Directions: In column #1 are 90 specific teacher actions 
that have been identified by DTS students. In column #2 are 
codes representing aspects of teaching. Please place each 
teacher action into the appropriate category by 2 ™ 
of the two letter codes in column #2. Refer to the 
sheet for the definitions of the coded categories. 

rnii.MM # 1 — SPFP-TFIC ACTJnMg nF TEACHERS m i DUN # 2 — C O D E S 

1. This professor regularly makes CI GF ER CP SC WL 
excuses about why he didn't bring 
in any visuals "Tor the lecture-

8. This professor shares personal CI GF ER CP SC WL 
experiences of application of the 
subject to daily life. 

3. This professor requires a few CI GF ER CP SC WL 

assignments but expects them to be 

done we11. 

This professor bases the final CI GF ER CP SC UL 
grade on only two or three assign 

ments-

This professor returns the first 
paper after the second paper is 
due, so the student has no way of 
knowing what to improve on for the 
second paper -

This professor uses criteria for 
grading that are not clear. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

7. This professor grades papers for CI GF ER CP SC UL 
spelling> grammar, and style more 
than for content. 

8. This professor chooses texts for CI GF ER CP SC WL 
the course that are useful for the 
course and for future ministry. 

9. This professor shows respect for CI GF ER CP SC WL 

students. 

10. This professor shares experiences CI GF ER CP SC WL 

from his own student days. 

11. This professor frequently deviates CI GF ER CP SC WL 

from the course goals. 



12. This professor is absent from his 
office during his posted office 
hours. 

13. This professor distributes a full 
bibliography of further readings 
for each class period. 

14. This professor makes very general 
comments on papers that really 
don't help the student see how to 
improve. 

15. This professor expresses a genuine 
desire to meet with students one-
on-one . 

16. When lecturing, this professor 
gives background information on 
the sub ject. 

17. When lecturing? this professor 
gives only very basic information 
on the subject. 

18. If this professor were giving a 
series of lectures, they would be 
disconnected and unrelated to one 
another. 

19. This professor accomplishes the 
goals of the course. 

20. This professor utilizes a good 
grader who understands the grading 
criteria of the professor. 

21. This professor provides a good 
balance in course requirements 
between readings, exams, and 
papers. 

22. This professor occasionally dis-
cusses grade changes. 

S3. This professor returns all graded 
work within a week to 10 days. 

2*+. This professor has the grader do 
all grad i ng. 

10B 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 
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25. This professor gives good grades CI GF ER CP SC WL 
to work that is sloppy or incom-
plete. He can be "snowed." 

26. This professor gives good grades CI GF ER CP SC WL 
to "good students" regardless of 
their performance on this par-
t icular assignment. 

27. This professor uses a grading CI GF ER CP SC WL 

scheme that requires quality of 
effort and not just quantity. 

28. This professor uses contract CI GF ER CP SC WL 
grading with way too much work for 
an A as compared to what is re-
quired for B or C. 

29. This professor gives out grading CI GF ER CP SC WL 

information at the beginning of 
the semester and does not mention 
it again during the semester. 

30. This professor has rigid grading CI GF ER CP SC WL 

standards. 

31. This professor bases all grading CI GF ER CP SC WL 
on a mid-term and a final compre-
hensive exam. 

32. This professor changes the grading CI GF ER CP SC WL 
scale on a test if the whole class 
scored lower than expected. 

33. This professor uses contract CI GF ER CP SC WL 
grading with a fair distribution 
for A, B, and C. 

3<f. This professor utilizes contract CI GF ER CP SC WL 

gr ad i ng. 

35. This professor assumes students CI GF ER CP SC WL 
have read the texts and uses 
classtime for discussion of the 
mater ial. 

36. When a student says he is having a CI GF ER CP SC WL 
lot of trouble with the course 
material, this professor makes no 
effort to help him outside of 
c1 ass. 
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3 7 . This professor states that he is CI GF ER CP SC WL 
not interested in teaching the 
course. 

38. When a student raises his hand to CI GF ER CP SC WL 
ask a question during lecture* 
this professor ignores it and goes 
on talking. 

3 9 . This professor humbly shares his CI GF ER CP SC WL 
convictions with class without 
trying to offend or belittle those 
who disagree. 

40. This professor shares from his own CI GF ER CP SC WL 
life occasionally. 

41. This professor gives take-home CI GF ER CP SC WL 
tests that require over 10 hours 
to complete. 

42. This professor occasionally shows CI GF ER CP SC WL 
how the course material relates to 
other subjects. 

43. Even when a personal illustration CI GF ER CP SC WL 
would really help communicate a 
point, this professor refrains 
from any personal references. 

44. This professor presents personal CI GF ER CP SC WL 
illustrations that help illuminate 
the subject but are not really 
challenging. 

45. This professor covers all impor- CI GF ER CP SC WL 
tant sub-topics and issues related 
to the course material. 

46. This professor gives the impres- CI GF ER CP SC WL 
sion that his lecture notes have 
not changed significantly over the 
past SO years. 

4.7. This professor allows flexibility CI GF ER CP SC WL 
in assigned outside reading. 

48. This professor gets involved in CI GF ER CP SC WL 
discussing current theological or 
ministry issues. 
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. This professor creates anxiety in 
students by calling on them to 
answer questions during class 
without warning. 

50. This professor is personable in 
class but out of class acts as if 
he has never seen you before. 

51. This professor appears nervous in 
front of the class. 

52. This professor is approachable in 
class but does not go out of his 
way to initiate contact with 
students. 

53. This professor occasionally brings 
in outside speakers who are ex-
perts in some aspect of the course 
subject matter. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

54. 

55. 

This professor is realistic in his 
expectations of what quality of 
work to expect from students. 

This professor is interested in 
students' insights about the 
application of this subject to 
da i1y 1i fe. 

56. This professor explains carefully) 
in writing, all assignments and is 
specific about the criteria by 
which the assignments will be 
eva1uated. 

57. This professor presents material 
in an illogical fashion. 

58. 

59, 

60. 

This professor embarrasses stu 
dents in front of class who have 
not completed their reading. 

This professor distributes an 
incomplete syllabus which has to 
be amended all during the semes-
ter . 

This professor gives no indication 
on graded work on how the student 
is do ing. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 



61. This professor brings fresh in-
sights to the subject matter. 

62. This professor shows little inter-
est in teaching the course. 

63. This professor shows more interest 
in the subject matter itself than 
in how it relates to the students. 

6̂ t. This professor shows some interest 
in the course material. 

65. Usually this professor handles 
interruptions during lecture 
quickly and returns to the sub-
ject . 

66. This professor threatens and 
intimidates students who ask 
quest ions. 

67. This professor invites students 
into his home for informal get-
togethers . 

68. When lecturing, this professor is 
unable to distinguish important, 
key points from other, less impoi 
tant deta i1s. 

69. When lecturing, this professor is 
prepared to discuss the practical 
application of the subject. 

70. When lecturing, this professor 
keeps the pace of the class mov— 
i ng. 

71. This professor does not know the 
names of many class members. 

7£. This professor does not know how 
this course is supposed to prepare 
the students for higher level 
courses in the same department. 

73. This professor rushes through 
lectures, leaving a minute or two 
for questions at the end of class. 
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CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 



74. This professor delivers adequate 
lectures with some interaction. 

75. This professor presents well-
organized lectures that lack 
examples of application of the 
subject matter to life. 

76. This professor illustrates his 
lectures with diagrams that are 
complicated and hard to follow. 

77. This professor presents well-
organized lectures that lack 
suggestions for areas needing 
additional investigation. 

78. This professor presents well-
organized lectures. 

79. This professor provides a list of 
possible assignments from which to 
choose. 

80. This professor requires several 
long assignments that students do 
on their own without referring to 
class material. 

81. This professor uses a lot of class 
time to express his views on 
matters unrelated to the course 
content. 

82. During class this professor main-
tains eye contact with students 
most of the time. 

83. This professor comments on many 
aspects of a graded paper that 
were good. He has a heart to 
encourage students. 

84. This professor covers course 
material with little depth. 

85. This professor presents original 
material in class, not just what 
is already in books. 
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86. This professor covers course CI GF ER CP SC WL 
material without much attention to 
its relationship to human nature. 

87. This professor points out mistakes CI GF ER CP SC WL 
on graded work. 

88. This professor uses lecture most CI GF ER CP SC WL 
of the time but provides no class-
notes to help the students follow. 

89. This professor highlights the most CI GF ER CP SC WL 
important points of the course. 

90. This professor requires as much CI GF ER CP SC WL 
work for a 2-hour class as is 
required for a 3—hour class. 
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SET #3 

Directions; In column #1 are 90 specific teacher actions 
that have been identified by DTS students. In column #2 are 
codes representing aspects of teaching. Please place each 
teacher action into the appropriate category by circling one 
of the two letter codes in column #2. Refer to the cover 
sheet for the definitions of the coded categories. 

COLUMN #1—SPECIFIC ACTIONS OF TEACHERS COLUMN #2—CODES 

1. This professor assigns so much 
work that quantity is emphasized 
over quali ty. 

2. This professor gives only multiple 
choice tests requiring memoriza-
tion of class notes. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

This professor knows the names of 
most class members. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

4. This professor gives only negative 
comments on a graded paper. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

5. When lecturing this professor 
never uses audiovisual aids. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

This professor includes a note on 
a graded paper encouraging crea-
tivity. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

7. This professor distributes class 
notes that are aimed at helping 
the student later on in the min-
istry. 

8. This professor presents class 
notes and then proceeds to read 
them verbatim. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

9. This professor distributes 
thorough notes but only highlights 
the most important issues. 

10. This professor distributes lecture 
notes in narrative form with no 
space for students to add com-
ments . 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

11. This professor presents lecture 
notes out of order. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 



12. When lecturing this professor 
occasionally uses illustrations. 

13. This professor requires papers of 
10 to 15 pages in length. 

14. This professor arranges all of his 
office hours early in the morning 
or late in the afternoon when it 
is difficult for most students to 
see him. 

15. When he sees one of his students 
outside of class, this professor 
recognizes him but is not able to 
remember which class he is in. 

11>. This professor appears out of 
touch with today's world scene. 

17. On the first day of class, this 
professor introduces himself by 
sharing something about his pei 
sona1 life. 

18. This professor keeps his office 
door open most of the time and 
enters into conversation with 
students as they pass by. 

19. This professor gives credit on 
tests only for "pat" answers and 
does not consider the student's 
th ink ing. 

20. This professor writes comments on 
papers that are legible. 

21. This professor goes off on tan-
gents frequently during lectures. 

22. This professor deducts points on 
the final grade for lack of par-
ticipation in class discussions. 

23. This professor knows the names of 
all class members. 

24. This professor requires only one 
type of assignment, rather than 
allowing flexibility or assigning 
a variety of assignments. 
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25. When lecturing this professor 
openly discusses his own strengths 
and weaknesses. 

26. This professor grades some or all 
of the class papers himself. 

27. This professor gives partial or 
full credit for graded work that 
the student has corrected and 
turned in again. 

28. This professor allows one or two 
students to dominate class discus-
sions and constantly interrupt the 
1ec tures. 

29. This professor presents poorly 
organized outlines that appear to 
have been "thrown together." 

30. This professor distributes a 
course outline that is a mere 
skeleton) requiring the students 
to write constantly during class 
to take notes. 

31. This professor has good outlines 
of main points but with little 
deta i1. 

32. This professor uses handwritten 
overhead transparencies that were 
hurriedly prepared. 

33. This professor uses his own ad-
vanced knowledge of the course 
material to make the students feel 
stup id. 

3̂ t. This professor returns graded 
papers after the end of the semes-
ter . 

35. This professor keeps assigned 
papers to a reasonable length of 5 
to 10 pages. 

36. This professor gives back papers 
so late that you forget what the 
assignment was in the first place. 
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37. This professor returns graded 
papers with specific suggestions 
for improvement. 

38. This professor indicates what 
parts of the assignment were 
unacceptable but gives no sugges-
tions for improvement. 

39. This professor includes a personal 
comment, giving encouragement, on 
graded papers. 

40. This professor shows little per-
sonal interest in the subject 
matter. 

41. This professor takes a personal 
interest in the students. 

42. This professor asks for prayer 
requests and prays before class. 

43. When planning assignments, this 
professor requires mostly outside 
read i ng. 

44. During class discussions, this 
professor keeps the discussion 
moving toward the course objec-
t i ves. 

45. This professor distributes lecture 
notes that do not follow the same 
outline as his lectures. 

46. All during semester this professor 
reminds students to ask questions 
if anything is unclear. 

47. During the semester this professor 
assigns work other than what is in 
the sy11abus. 

48. During a lecture this professor 
fields questions with such insight 
that he answers the question and 
fits in the answer with the course 
ob jec t i ves. 
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49. This professor does not provide 
any variety in type of assign-
ments . 

50. This professor knows the names of 
the outgoing students but not the 
shy ones. 

51. This professor does not provide 
enough assignments to allow the 
student to get a good grasp of the 
sub ject. 

52. This professor uses high quality 
slides and overheads. 

53. This professor asks a question 
with no obvious answer and then 
sayf "No, that's not what I'm 
looking for." 

54. This professor asks thought-
provoking questions about the 
subject matter. 

55. This professor seldom asks ques-
tions for class discussion. 

56. This professor fields student 
questions skillfully. 

57. This professor never asks ques-
tions for class discussion. 

58. This professor welcomes "informa-
tion" questions, but shys away 
from controversial questions. 

59. This professor gives a quiz on the 
same day a written assignment is 
due. 

60. This professor has to read his 
lecture notes because he is not 
familiar enough with the material 
to speak from memory. 

61. This professor requires daily 
reading assignments. 
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62. This professor coordinates lec-
tures, readings and assignments so 
that the students get a complete 
picture of the subject matter. 

63. When lecturing this professor 
reads class notes in a monotone. 
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CI GF ER CP SC WL 

6̂ +. This professor states "I really 
didn't want to teach this course, 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

65. When explaining the course re-
quirements, this professor insists 
that all assignments be completed 
as stated without any room for 
ind ividua 1i ty. 

66. This professor assumes personal 
responsibility for the quality of 
grading. He does not pass off 
this responsibility to the grader. 

67. This professor requires several 
routine assignments. None of them 
are really challenging. 

68. This professor stays on schedule 
with the course outline. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

69. This professor gets behind sched-
ule occasionally. 

70. This professor uses assigned 
seating in a class. 

71. At the first class session this 
professor urges students to ask 
quest ions. 

72. During question and anwswer ses-
sions this professor keeps the 
focus of the questions on the 
sub ject. 

73. This professor does not show any 
concern for students personally. 

7^. This professor is very slow to get 
the class period started. 

75. This professor speaks so softly 
that it is difficult to hear him. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 
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76. This professor provides for some 
interaction during class. 

77. Occasionally this professor does 
something really different (like a 
puppet show) in class if appropri-
ate . 
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78. When lecturing this professor 
speaks slowly as if "spoon-feed-
ingM the class. 

79. This professor uses a standard 
routine in conducting class that 
is very businesslike and imper-
sonal . 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

80. This professor prepares class 
notes that are too detailed to be 
covered in the time alloted. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

81. This professor avoids making 
statements about his or his grad-
er's availability to discuss 
grading of an assignment. 

82. This professor belittles a student 
who cannot correctly answer a 
question during class discussion. 

83. This professor questions a stu-
dent's honesty when the student 
asks a question in class. 

84. This professor states that stu-
dents should make this course a 
priority over all other courses. 

85. This professor threatens the 
students the first day of class 
with how difficult the course will 
be. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

86. This professor assumes all stu-
dents are prepared for class and 
so never gives a broad overview of 
the sub ject. 

87. This professor talks with students 
out of class* but only briefly in 
passing. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 
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88. This professor says he does not CI GF ER CP SC WL 
expect students to do well in this 
course. 

89. This professor tells the students CI GF ER CP SC WL 
exactly how important each assign-
ment is for the total grade. 

90. When introducing a new subject, CI GF ER CP SC WL 
this professor gives a broad 
overview before getting into the 
detaiIs. 
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SET 

Direct ions; In column #1 are 90 specific teacher actions 
that have been identified by DTS students. In column #2 are 
codes representing aspects of teaching. Please place each 
teacher action into the appropriate category by circling one 
of the two letter codes in column #2. Refer to the cover 
sheet for the definitions of the coded categories. 

COLUMN #1—SPECIFIC ACTIONS OF TEACHERS COLUMN #2—CODES 

1. This professor distributes thor- CI GF ER CP SC UIL 
ough classnotes but only high-
lights material for the test. 

2. This professor treats the subject CI GF ER CP SC WL 
matter as an end in itself, rather 
than a means to gaining ministry 
skills. 

3. This professor prepares a syllabus CI GF ER CP SC WL 
that shows the course require-
ments, assignments and lecture 
topics for the whole semester. 

This professor prepares a syllabus CI GF ER CP SC WL 
which he has to take a full class 
period to explain and change. 

5. This professor distributes a CI GF ER CP SC WL 
syllabus that only meets the 
minimum standards and really 
does not indicate what aspects of 
the course are most important to 
the professor. 

6. This professor prepares a syllabus CI GF ER CP SC WL 
with class schedule that fails to 
take holidays into account. 

7. This professor acts like teaching CI GF ER CP SC WL 
is fun for him. 

8. This professor allows less than CI GF ER CP SC WL 
one week for assignments to be 
completed. 

9. This professor provides notes that CI GF ER CP SC WL 
are unclear, illogical, or 
sketchy. 



10. This professor prepares a syllabus 
that he has to spend some class 
time explaining and changing 
siightly. 

11. This professor requires assign-
ments that are good but not relat-
ed to future ministry. 

12. This professor selects texts that 
are only of limited value for the 
course and for future ministry. 

13. This professor requires assign-
ments that are practical. 

1̂ +. This professor requires work that 
can be completed within the guide-
line of 2 hours outside class for 
every hour in class. 

15. This professor selects texts that 
are not related to course objec-
t i ves. 
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16. This professor assigns readings 
that are unrelated to the course 
mater i a 1. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

17. This professor assigns work that 
seems unrelated to the course. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

18. This professor assigns work that 
seems unrelated to future min-
istry. 

19. This professor requires assign-
ments that give the students 
experience in actual ministry 
skills. 

20. This professor assigns grades that 
correspond to the amount of effort 
that went into the assignment not 
what he felt should be spent on 
the assignment. 

21. This professor makes tests that 
require only rote recall. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 



22. This professor regularly urges the 
class to ask questions about the 
class material» not just before a 
test. 
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23. This professor starts off the 
class session with a relevant and 
believable illustration that 
illuminates an otherwise difficult 
top ic . 

2^. This professor occasionally re-
lates the subject matter to cur-
rent issues faced by evangeli-
cals. 

CI BF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

25. This professor wanders from the 
class schedule. As a result the 
assigned readings do not corres-
pond to the lecture material. 

26. This professor adheres to the 
course outline during lectures. 

27. This professor consistently falls 
behind so that the subject is not 
covered during the term. 

28. This professor maintains only the 
minimum required office hours. 

29. When a member of the class is 
sick, this professor knows about 
it and shares the information with 
the rest of class. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

30. This professor spreads out the 
assignments evenly over the whole 
semester. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

31. After returning graded exams this 
professor explains the correct 
answers during a review of the 
exam during class. 

32. When expressing an opinion, this 
professor runs down those who 
disagree with him. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 



33. Occasionally during a lecture this 
professor has to fumble around to 
find the right overhead transpar-
ency . 

34-. During a class discussion this 
professor asks questions that go 
right to the heart of the issue. 

35. This professor distributes a 
thorough set of classnotes in 
outline form. 
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36. This professor utilizes classtime 
for getting to know students. 

37. This professor takes classtime to 
talk about his own academic in-
terests but not about himself 
personally. 

38. This professor utilizes classtime 
so that no time is wasted. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

39. This professor uses classtime for 
lecturing only and makes no effort 
to get to know students. 

40. This professor plans classtime so 
he never seems rushed or has to 
sk ip mater ial. 

41. This professor allows students to 
earn credit for pursuing aspects 
of the course that particularly 
interest them. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

42. This professor is able to show the 
integration of this subject with 
the whole curriculum. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

43. This professor listens carefully 
to students' comments in class. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

44. This professor is unwilling to 
discuss any grade changes. 

45. This professor does not relate the 
course material to real life. 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 

46. This professor is willing to say 
"I don't know, but I'll find out." 

CI GF ER CP SC WL 



47. This professor sticks to basic 
class material but discusses some 
additional i ssues. 

48. This professor requires students 
to resubmit graded tests with the 
correct answers to ensure that the 
students have learned the mater-
ial . 

49. This professor drops hints to the 
class not to bother him outside of 
class because of his busy sched-
ule. 

50. This professor is willing to 
discuss the grade given on any 
assignment. 

51. This professor knows how to oper-
ate the visual aids he uses in 
c1 ass. 

52. This professor allows students to 
do outside reading according to 
the students' interests. 

53. This professor tries to cover all 
course material in great depth? 
falling behind in the schedule and 
having to rush through the last 
few class sessions. 

54. This professor is unable to answer 
students' questions about the 
c1 ass top i c . 

55. This professor gives out too many 
high grades. 

56. This professor uses overhead 
transparencies or slides that are 
professionally prepared and appro-
priate for the subject matter. 

57. This professor practices the 
truths he is teaching. 

58. This professor is so unfamiliar 
with the class material that he 
often has to search through his 
notes to find his place. 
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59. This professor makes extensive use 
of the overhead projector with 
handwri tten transparencies. 

60. When lecturing this professor uses 
good transitions that move well 
from one subject to another. 

61. When lecturing this professor uses 
audiovisual aids most of the time. 

62. When lecturing? this professor 
uses illustrations that help bring 
an abstract concept to life. 

63. When lecturing, this professor 
uses terminology that is way over 
the heads of the class. 

. When lecturing? this professor 
uses a variety of vocal inflec-
tions and facial expressions. 

65. When lecturing, this professor 
uses audiovisuals some of the 
t i me. 

66. When lecturing, this professor 
utilizes creative visual aids. 

67. This professor uses a variety of 
teach i ng techniques. 

68. This professor uses no variety in 
teach ing techniques. 

69. This professor uses enough variety 
in class presentations that the 
class is a little bit unpredict-
able. 

70. This professor concentrates on 
vital aspects of course material. 

71. This professor gets excited when a 
student shares an insight into the 
course material during class. 

72. This professor assigns the whole 
text for reading when only parts 
of it are actually necessary. 
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73. This professor schedules appoint-
ments with students to go over 
assignments in person. 

74. This professor returns papers with 
only the word "Good" or "Excel-
lent" on them without saying what 
was good. 

75. This professor shows familiarity 
with the latest discussions, 
journals? and books related to the 
course material. 

76. This professor distributes hand-
outs with a lot of typing errors. 

77. This professor gives tests with 
questions that relate to material 
never covered in class. 

78. This professor is familiar with 
standard texts in his field but 
not with the latest scholarship. 

79. This professor challenges students 
with practical ways to apply the 
subject to their own lives. 

80. This professor makes appointments 
with students and then forgets 
them. 

81. This professor returns assignments 
within one month. 

82. This professor returns papers 
within two weeks of submission. 

83. This professor uses graders with-
out giving much direction to them. 
As a result the grading is very 
sub ject ive. 

84. This professor gives a word or two 
of explanation on graded work 
regarding how the student is 
do ing. 

85. This professor returns graded work 
promptly but with no comments. 
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86. This professor assigns only work CI GF ER CP SC WL 
that requires rote learning. 

87. This professor returns graded work CI GF ER CP SC WL 
with numerous comments that are 
precise and helpful. 

88. This professor assigns course work CI GF ER CP SC WL 
that emphasizes thinking skills. 

89. When the student has worked hard CI GF ER CP SC WL 
to make the assignment creative? 
this professor makes special note 
of the student's creative efforts. 

90. This professor allows question and CI GF ER CP SC WL 
answer time to use up too much 
c1asst ime. 
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SET #1 

DIRECTIONS; You are being asked to help with the develop-
ment of a new course evaluation instrument. 

Included here are 56 statements of actions DTS professors 
might perform. Each action is listed under one of six 
categories that represent aspects of seminary teaching. 

Please indicate the desirab i1i tv of each action as it re-
lates to its category. Circle a number between 1 and 7> 
where 1 is less desirable and 7 is more desirable. Please 
use the full range of numbers. Avoid marking all items at 
the extremes of the scale. Please circle only one number 
for each item. 

YOU ARE NOT EVALUATING ANY PARTICULAR PROFESSOR AT THIS 
TIME. You are simply indicating how desirable these actions 
would be if they were performed by any DTS professor. 

CREATING INTEREST; Teachers create and hold students' 
interest in the subject by communicating clearly and enthus-
iastically and by challenging students to think. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. When lecturing* this professor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
speaks slowly as if "spoon—feed-
ing" the class. 

2. Occasionally this professor does 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
something really different (like 
a puppet show) in class if ap-
propri ate. 

3. This professor shows excitement 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
about new discoveries he is 
making in the course subject. 

4. This professor shows enthusiasm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
about the subject matter. 

5. This professor delivers dull* 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
disorganized lectures. 

6. This professor gets involved in 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
discussing current theological or 
ministry issues. 
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CREATING INTEREST 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

7. This professor shows more in- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
terest in the subject matter 
itself than in how it relates to 
the students. 

8. This professor shares personal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
experiences of application of the 
subject to daily life. 

COURSE PREPARATIONS Teachers plan and prepare for the 
course, showing care in selection of texts and visual aids, 
and thought in preparation of the syllabus so the course 
will be effective. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. This professor distributes an 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
incomplete syllabus which has to 
be amended all during the semes-
ter . 

2. This professor regularly makes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
excuses about why he did not 
bring in any visuals for the 
1ec ture. 

3. If this professor were giving a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
series of lectures? they would be 
disconnected and unrelated to one 
ano ther. 

4. This professor prepares the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
course so that it is just a "re-
hash" of the course texts. 

5. This professor uses visual aids 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
that contribute to the course 
ob ject ives. 

6. This professor makes comments 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
about how little time he had to 
get ready for this course. 



COURSE PREPARATION 
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ACTION DESIRABILITY 

7. At the beginning of class this 
professor is unsure of where he 
left off last time, possibly 
confused because of teaching 
different sections of the same 
cour se. 

Less More 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. This professor prepares incom-
plete classnotes that are dif-
ficult to follow. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. This professor distributes hand-
written class notes. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. This professor distributes a 
course bibliography that is very 
brief and not up to date. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

ESTABLISHING RAPPORT: Teachers welcome students' questions 
in class and are available for consultation with students 
out of class. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 

1. This professor humbly shares his 
convictions with class without 
trying to offend or belittle 
those who disagree. 

2. Even during a short conversation 
with a student this professor 
gives his undivided attention to 
what the student is saying. 

3. This professor greets students by 
name outside of class. 

Less More 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. When a student asks a question in 
class, this professor makes sure 
he understands the question com-
pletely before he begins to 
answer i t. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

This professor welcomes questions 
any time during a class period. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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ESTABLISHING RAPPORT 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

6. When a student asks a question 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
during lecture? this professor 
answers the question hurriedly 
and moves on. 

7. This professor stays after class 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
about five minutes to answer 
quest ions. 

8. This professor listens attentive- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
ly and patiently to students' 
quest ions. 

9. This professor shows a caring 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
attitude toward students. 

10. This professor gets to class 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
early and talks informally with 
students. 

11. This professor asks for prayer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
requests and prays before class. 

12. This professor uses assigned 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
seating in a class. 

13. This professor keeps his office 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
door open most of the time and 
enters into conversation with 
students as they pass by. 

14. This professor belittles a stu- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
dent who cannot correctly answer 
a question during class discus-
sion . 
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GRADING AND FEEDBftCKs Teachers grade assignments fairly and 
give feedback on assignments that will encourage students 
and show them how to improve. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. This professor gives out too many 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
high grades. 

2. This professor utilizes a good 1 2 3 4 - 5 6 7 
grader who understands the grad-
ing criteria of the professor. 

3. This professor returns graded 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
papers after the end of the 
semester. 

4-. This professor includes a person- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
al comment? giving encouragement, 
on graded papers. 

5. This professor gives partial or 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
full credit for graded work that 
the student has corrected and 
turned in again. 

6. This professor grades some or all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
of the class papers himself. 

7. This professor includes a note on 1 2 3 4 - 5 6 7 
a graded paper encouraging crea-
tivity. 

8. This professor avoids making 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
statements about his or his grad-
er's availability to discuss 
grading of an assignment. 

9. This professor utilizes contract 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
grad ing. 

10. This professor changes the grad- 1 2 3 4 - 5 6 7 
ing scale on a test if the whole 
class scored lower than expected. 

11. This professor grades papers for 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
spelling* grammar, and style more 
than for content. 

12. This professor has rigid grading 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
standards. 
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GRADING AND FEEDBACK 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less 

13. This professor looks for evidence 
of thinking in grading papers and 
not just rote recall of facts. 

14. This professor returns exams and 
papers late. 

15. This professor gives quizzes and 
never returns them. 

More 

6 7 

7 

SUBJECT COVERAGE: Teachers know the course material thor-
oughly and use class time wisely to communicate that knowl-
edge . 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. During class discussions, this 
professor keeps the discussion 
moving toward the course goals. 

2. This professor provides for ade-
quate interaction in class but 
does not always clarify unclear 
points completely. 

3. During lecture this professor 
answers students' questions 
quickly but thoroughly and then 
resumes the lecture. 

4. When a student in class raises a 
question that is slightly off the 
subject, this professor departs 
completely from his lecture notes 
and pursues the "rabbit trail" 
too far. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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WORKLOAD: Teachers assign a reasonable amount of work for 
the course. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. This professor assigns so much 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
work that quantity is emphasized 
over quality. 

2. This professor requires assign- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
merits that really are more appro-
priate to other classes. 

3. This professor requires outside 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
work that supplements the class 
lectures and discussions. 

4. This professor adjusts the work- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
load during the semester if it 
appears to be too heavy. 

5. This professor requires a few 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
assignments but expects them to 
be done we 11. 
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SET #2 

DIRECTIONS: You are being asked to help with the develop-
ment of a new course evaluation instrument. 

Included here are 56 statements of actions DTS professors 
might perform. Each action is listed under one of six 
categories that represent aspects of seminary teaching. 

Please indicate the desirab i1i ty of each action as it re-
lates to its category. Circle a number between 1 and 7, 
where 1 is less desirable and 7 is more desirable. Please 
use the full range of numbers. Avoid marking all items at 
the extremes of the scale. Please circle only one number 
for each item. 

YOU ARE NOT EVALUATING ANY PARTICULAR PROFESSOR AT THIS 
TIME. You are simply indicating how desirable these actions 
would be if they were performed by any DTS professor. 

CREATING INTEREST; Teachers create and hold students' 
interest in the subject by communicating clearly and enthus-
iastically and by challenging students to think. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. This professor uses no variety in 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
teaching techniques. 

2. This professor starts off the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
class session with a relevant and 
believable illustration that 
illuminates an otherwise diffi-
cult topic. 

3. This professor shows little per- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
sonal interest in the subject 
mat ter. 

4. This professor asks thought- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
provoking questions about the 
subject matter. 

5. When the mood in class is heavy, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
this professor uses humor to 
lighten things up. 

6. This professor speaks with ex- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
citement about how the subject 
applies to daily life. 
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ACTION DESIRABILITY 

7. This professor teaches iri a mono-
tone voice. 

Less More 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. This professor presents personal 
i1lustrations that help illum-
inate the subject but are not 
really challeng ing. 

COURSE PREPARATION; Teachers plan and prepare for the 
course, showing care in selection of texts and visual aids, 
and thought in preparation of the syllabus so the course 
will be effective. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 

1. This professor uses overhead 
transparencies or slides that are 
professiona1ly prepared and 
appropriate for the subject 
mat ter. 

2. Occasionally during a lecture 
this professor has to fumble 
around to find the right overhead 
transparency. 

3. This professor chooses texts for 
the course that are useful for 
the course and for future min-
istry. 

4. This professor accomplishes the 
goals of the course. 

5. This professor distributes a full 
bibliography of further readings 
for each class period. 

6. This professor uses handwritten 
overhead transparencies that were 
hurr iedly prepared. 

Less More 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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COURSE PREPARATION 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

7. This professor distributes a 
course outline that is a mere 
skeleton* requiring the students 
to write constantly during class 
to take notes. 

8. This professor has good outlines 
of main points but with little 
deta i1. 

9. This professor has to read his 
lecture notes because he is not 
familiar enough with the material 
to speak from memory. 

10. This professor presents poorly 
organized outlines that appear to 
have been "thrown together." 

ESTABLISHING RAPPORT: Teachers welcome students' questions 
in class and are available for consultation with students 
out of class. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. This professor invites students 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
into his home for informal get-
togethers . 

2. This professor expresses a genu- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
ine desire to meet with students 
one-on-one. 

3. This professor is approachable in 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
class but does not go out of his 
way to initiate contact with 
students. 

4. This professor is personable in 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
class but out of class acts as if 
he has never seen you before. 

5. This professor is absent from his 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
office during his posted office 
hours. 
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ESTABLISHING RAPPORT 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 

6. This professor threatens and 
intimidates students who ask 
quest ions. 

7. This professor shows respect for 
students. 

Less More 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. This professor knows the names of 
most class members. 

9. This professor knows the names of 
the outgoing students but not the 
shy ones. 

10. On the first day of class? this 
professor introduces himself by 
sharing something about his per-
sona 1 1 i f e . 

7 

11. When he sees one of his students 
outside of class? this professor 
recognizes him but is not able to 
remember which class he is in. 

7 

12. This professor talks with stu-
dents out of class? but only 
briefly in passing. 

13. This professor questions a stu-
dent's honesty when the student 
asks a question in class. 

GRADING AND FEEDBACK: Teachers grade assignments fairly and 
give feedback on assignments that will encourage students 
and show them how to improve. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. This professor returns papers 
within 2 weeks of submission. 

2. This professor returns assign-
ments within one month. 
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ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

This professor returns papers 
with only the word "Good" or 
"Excellent" on them without 
saying what was good. 

After returning graded exams this 
professor explains the correct 
answers during a review of the 
exam during class. 

7 

This professor writes sarcastic 
comments, belittling the student, 
on graded work. 

7 

6. This professor makes encouraging 
comments on graded work. 

7 

7. This professor gives papers back 
with a grade but no comments. 

8. This professor provides written 
comments on graded work that 
explain ways of improving style 
or content. 

9. This professor writes detailed 
comments on graded work. 

7 

10. This professor returns graded 
work with numerous comments that 
are precise and helpful. 

11. This professor gives very dif-
ficult quizzes every week and 
never gives suggestions on how to 
improve. 

7 

12. This professor has a different 
standard of grading than his 
grader, creating uncertainty 
about the validity of the grade 
the student receives. 

13. This professor becomes so detail 
oriented that his grading misses 
the big picture. 

7 
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ACTION DESIRABILITY 

14. This professor writes vague com-
ments on graded work. 

15. This professor scribbles illeg-
ible comments on graded papers. 

Less More 

1 a 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

SUBJECT COVERAGE: Teachers who know the course material 
thoroughly and use class time wisely to communicate that 
knowledge. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. When introducing a new subject, 
this professor gives a broad 
overview before getting into the 
detaiIs. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. During a lecture this professor 
fields questions with such in-
sight that he answers the ques-
tion and fits in the answer with 
the course objectives. 

3. This professor emphasizes the 
controversial aspects of the 
course without making sure the 
class understands the basics. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. This professor covers the basic 
course material but does not 
treat controversial issues thor-
ough 1 y. 

5. This professor skips minor points 
of subject matter if pressed for 
t ime. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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WORKLOAD: Teachers who assign a reasonable amount of work 
for the course. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. This professor requires daily 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
read ing assignments. 

2. This professor requires as much 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
work for a 2-hour class as is 
required for a 3-hour class. 

3. This professor gives a quiz on 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
the same day a written assignment 
is due. 

4. This professor does not provide 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
enough assignments to allow the 
student to get a good grasp of 
the sub jec t. 

5. During the semester this profes- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
sor assigns work other than what 
is in the syllabus. 
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SET #3 

DIRECTIONS: You are being asked to help with the develop-
ment of a new course evaluation instrument. 

Included here are 56 statements of actions DTS professors 
might perform. Each action is listed under one of six 
categories that represent aspects of seminary teaching. 

Please indicate the des irab i1i tv of each action as it re-
lates to its category. Circle a number between 1 and 7> 
where 1 is less desirable and 7 is more desirable. Please 
use the full range of numbers. Avoid marking all items at 
the extremes of the scale. Please circle only one number 
for each item. 

YOU ARE NOT EVALUATING ANY PARTICULAR PROFESSOR AT THIS 
TIME. You are simply indicating how desirable these actions 
would be if they were performed by any DTS professor. 

CREATING INTERESTs Teachers create and hold students' 
interest in the subject by communicating clearly and en-
thusiast ically and by challenging students to think. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. When lecturing this professor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
uses illustrations that help 
bring an abstract concept to 
1 i f e. 

2. When lecturing this professor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
uses terminology that is way over 
the heads of the class. 

3. When lecturing this professor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
uses a variety of vocal inflec-
tions and facial expressions. 

4. This professor acts like teaching 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
is fun for him. 

5. This professor speaks so softly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
that it is difficult to hear him. 

6. When lecturing this professor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
reads class notes in a monotone. 

7. This professor takes a personal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
interest in the students. 
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ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

8. This professor states MI really 1 2 3 4 5 6 ' 
didn't want to teach this 
course." 

COURSE PREPARATIQN: Teachers plan and prepare for the 
course? showing care in selection of texts and visual aids? 
and thought in preparation of the syllabus so the course 
will be effective. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. This professor distributes hand-
outs with a lot of typing errors. 

2. This professor prepares a syl-
labus that shows the course 
requirements, assignments and 
lecture topics for the whole 
semester. 

3. This professor assigns readings 
that are unrelated to the course 
mater i a 1. 

7 

4. This professor prepares a syl-
labus with class schedule that 
fails to take holidays into 
account. 

5. This professor selects texts that 
are only of limited value for the 
course and for future ministry. 

6. This professor revises the daily 
class schedule several times 
during the semester. 

7. This professor hands out a full 
set of class notes for the entire 
semester during the first class 
sess ion. 

8. This professor covers the course 
mater ial incompletely. 

7 
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COURSE PREPARATION 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

9. This professor uses a clear, 
readable? and logical main out-
line of lectures. 

10. This professor distributes lec-
ture notes that do not follow the 
same outline as his lectures. 

ESTABLISHING RAPPORT; Teachers welcome students' questions 
in class and are available for consultation with students 
out of class. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. When a student raises his hand to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
ask a question during lecture, 
this professor ignores it and 
goes on talking. 

2. When a student says he is having 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
a lot of trouble with the course 
material, this professor makes no 
effort to help him outside of 
c1 ass. 

3. When a member of the class is 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
sick, this professor knows about 
it and shares the information 
with the rest of class. 

4. This professor maintains only the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
minimum required office hours. 

5. This professor regularly urges 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
the class to ask questions about 
the class material, not just 
before a test. 

6. This professor does not know the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
names of many class members. 

7. This professor leaves the class- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
room immediately after each class 
session. 
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ESTABLISHING RAPPORT 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

8. This professor is friendly and 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
courteous to students. 

9. This professor allows several 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
class periods to go by without 
giving an opportunity for stu-
dents to ask questions. 

10. The class period after a student 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
has shared a prayer request? this 
professor remembers the need and 
asks the student how it's going. 

11. This professor arranges all of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
his office hours early in the 
morning or late in the afternoon 
when it is difficult for most 
students to see him. 

12. This professor knows the names of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
all class members. 

GRADING AND FEEDBACK: Teachers grade assignments fairly and 
give feedback on assignments that will encourage students 
and show them how to improve. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. This professor is willing to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
discuss the grade given on any 
ass i gnment. 

2. This professor makes tests that 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
require only rote recall. 

3. This professor makes very general 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
comments on papers that really 
don't help the student see how to 
i mprove. 

4. This professor uses criteria for 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
grading that are not clear. 

5. This professor uses a grading 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
scheme that requires quality of 
effort and not just quantity. 
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GRADING AND FEEDBACK 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

6. This professor points out mis- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
takes on graded work. 

7. This professor gives good grades 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
to "good students" regardless of 
their performance on this par-
ticular ass ignment. 

8. This professor gives no indica- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
tion on graded work on how the 
student is doing. 

9. This professor gives good grades 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
to work that is sloppy or incom-
plete. He can be "snowed." 

10. This professor requires students 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
to resubmit graded tests with the 
correct answers to ensure that 
the students have learned the 
mater ial. 

11. This professor assigns grades 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
that correspond to the amount of 
effort that went into the assign-
ment not what he felt should be 
spent on the assignment. 

12. This professor is unwilling to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
discuss any grade changes. 

13. This professor returns graded 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
work promptly but with no com-
ments . 

14. This professor gives a word or 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
two of explanation on graded work 
regarding how the student is 
do i ng. 

15. This professor uses graders with- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
out giving much direction to 
them. As a result the grading is 
very subjective. 
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SUBJECT COVERAGE; Teachers know the course material thor-
oughly and use class time wisely to communicate that knowl-
edge . 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. This professor sticks to basic 1 E 3 4 5 6 7 
class material but discusses some 
add i t ional issues. 

E. This professor concentrates on 1 E 3 4 5 6 7 
vital aspects of course material. 

3. This professor distributes thor- 1 E 3 ^ 5 6 7 
ough class notes but on ly high-
lights material for the test. 

This professor covers all impor- 1 E 3 4 5 6 7 
tant sub-topics and issues re-
lated to the course material. 

5. This professor uses a lot of 1 E 3 4 5 6 7 
class time to express his views 
on matters unrelated to the 
course content. 

WORKLOAD; Teachers assign a reasonable amount of work for 
the course. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. When planning assignments, this 1 E 3 4 5 6 7 
professor requires mostly outside 
read ing. 

E. This professor requires papers of 1 E 3 4- 5 6 7 
10 to 15 pages in length. 

3. This professor requires several 1 E 3 4 5 6 7 
long assignments that students do 
on their own without referring to 
class material. 

This professor provides a list of 1 E 3 A- 5 6 7 
possible assignments from which 
to choose. 



WORKLOAD 

151 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

This professor keeps assigned 
papers to a reasonable length of 
five to ten pages. 

6. This professor provides a good 
balance in course requirements 
between readings, exams and 
papers. 

7 
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SET #4 

DIRECTIONS; You are being asked to help with the develop-
ment of a new course evaluation instrument. 

Included here are 56 statements of actions DTS professors 
might perform. Each action is listed under one of six 
categories that represent aspects of seminary teaching. 

Please indicate the desirab i1i ty of each action as it re-
lates to its category. Circle a number between 1 and 7, 
where 1 is less desirable and 7 is more desirable. Please 
use the full range of numbers. Avoid marking all items at 
the extremes of the scale. Please circle only one number 
for each item. 

YOU ARE NOT EVALUATING ANY PARTICULAR PROFESSOR AT THIS 
TIME, You are simply indicating how desirable these actions 
would be if they were performed by any DTS professor. 

CREATING INTEREST; Teachers create and hold students' 
interest in the subject by communicating clearly and enthus-
iastically and by challenging students to think. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. This professor shows no excite- 1 2 3 A- 5 6 7 
ment about the subject matter. 

2. This professor places the burden 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
for learning on the student, 
expecting him to provide his own 
motivation and gather information 
from his own readings. 

3. When lecturing this professor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
utilizes creative visual aids. 

4. This professor uses enough var- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
iety in class presentations that 
the class is a little bit un-
pred ictable. 

5. This professor challenges stu- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
dents with practical ways to 
apply the subject to their own 
1ives. 
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CREATING INTEREST 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

6- This professor lectures with 1 2 3 4 - 5 6 7 
enthusiasm, passion, and excite-
ment . 

7. This professor states that he is 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not interested in teaching the 
course. 

S. This professor shows some in- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
terest in the course material. 

COURSE PREPARATION: Teachers plan and prepare for the 
course, showing care in selection of texts and visual aids, 
and thought in preparation of the syllabus so the course 
will be effective. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. This professor provides no bib- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
liography with the course sylla-
bus . 

2. This professor prepares a syl- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
labus which he has to take a full 
class period to explain and 
change. 

3. This professor selects texts that 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
are not related to course objec-
t i ves. 

4. This professor assigns work that 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
seems unrelated to future min-
i stry. 

5. This professor knows how to oper- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
ate the visual aids he uses in 
c1 ass. 

6. This professor distributes a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
syllabus that only meets the 
minimum standards and really 
doesn't indicate what aspects of 
the course are most important to 
the professor. 
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COURSE PREPARATION 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

7. This professor prepares a syl-
labus that he has to spend some 
class time explaining and chang-
ing slightly. 

8. „ This professor uses visual aids 
that are not relevant to the 
course. 

9. At the beginning of class this 
professor has all visual aids in 
order and ready to use. 

10. This professor uses visual aids 
but is not quite ready with 
everything at the beginning of 
class. 

ESTABLISHING RAPPORT: Teachers welcome students' questions 
in class and are available for consultation with students 
out of class. 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. No matter how ridiculous a ques- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
tion is asked in class* this 
professor treats the question 
seriously and treats the student 
with dignity. 

2. This professor usually stays 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
behind the lectern during class. 

3. When a student asks a question 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
during lecture, this professor 
acts defensive, as if the student 
were trying to trick him. 

4. This professor maintains eye 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
contact with students throughout 
the lecture. 
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ESTABLISHING RftPPQRT 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

5. This professor expresses friendly 
concern when students approach 
him but makes no effort to in-
itiate personal contact. 

6. Through his prayers and comments 
this professor shows the students 
that he is "on their team." 

7. This professor drops hints to the 
class not to bother him outside 
of class because of his busy 
schedule. 

8. This professor uses class time 
for lecturing only and makes no 
effort to get to know students. 

9. This professor listens carefully 
to students' comments in class. 

10. This professor takes class time 
to talk about his own academic 
interests but not about himself 
personally. 

11. This professor makes appointments 
with students and then forgets 
them. 

IS. This professor utilizes class 
time for getting to know stu-
dents . 

GRADING AND FEEDBACK; Teachers grade assignments fairly and 
give feedback on assignments that will encourage students 
and show them how to improve. 

' ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. This professor bases all grading 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
on a mid-term and a final compre-
hensive exam. 
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GRADING AND FEEDBACK 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

2. This professor has the grader do 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
all grading. 

3. This professor returns all graded 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
work within a week to 10 days. 

4. This professor occasionally dis- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
cusses grade changes. 

5. This professor returns the first 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
paper after the second paper is 
due» so the student has no way of 
knowing what to improve on for 
the second paper. 

6. This professor comments on many 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
aspects of a graded paper that 
were good. He has a heart to 
encourage students. 

7. This professor gives out grading 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
information at the beginning of 
the semester and does not mention 
it again during the semester. 

8. This professor deducts points on 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
final grade for lack of par-
ticipation in class discussions. 

9. This professor gives only nega- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
tive comments on a graded paper. 

10. This professor indicates what 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
parts of the assignment were 
unacceptable but gives no sugges-
tions for improvement. 

11. This professor returns graded 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
papers with specific suggestions 
for improvement. 

12. This professor gives back papers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
so late that you forget what the 
assignment was in the first 
place. 
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GRADING AND FEEDBACK 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

13. This professor writes comments on 
papers that are legible. 

14. This professor gives credit on 
tests only for "pat" answers and 
does not consider the student's 
thinking. 

15. This professor assumes personal 
responsibility for the quality of 
grading. He does not pass off 
this responsibility to the grad-
er . 

SUBJECT COVERAGE: Teachers know the course material thor-
oughly and use class time wisely to communicate that knowl-
edge . 

ACTION DESIRABILITY 
Less More 

1. This professor goes off on tan- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
gents frequently during lectures. 

2. During question and anwswer ses- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
sions this professor keeps the 
focus of the questions on the 
sub ject. 

3. This professor distributes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
thorough notes but only high-
lights the most important issues. 

4. This professor goes through all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
class material at a superficial 
level in order to "cover" the 
sub ject. 

5. This professor covers course 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
material with little depth. 
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WORKLOADi Teachers assign a reasonable amount of work 

the course. 

APT T DM DESIRABILITY 
H U ' x - — Less More 

1. This professor allows less than 1 
week for assignments to be com-

p1eted. 

2. This professor spreads out the 

assignments evenly over the whole 

semester. 

3. This professor requires work that 
can be completed within the 
guideline of two hours outside 
class for every hour in class. 

This professor makes assignments 
that require varying amounts of 
work for varying grades. 

5. This professor allows flexibility 
in assigned outside reading. 

6. This professor gives take home 
tests that require over 10 hours 
to complete. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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STUDENT COURSE EVALUATION 

I. Benefits of student coarse evaluation. 

A. To the teacher. 

B. To the student. 

II. Problems with student course evaluation. 

A. Leniency error. 

B. Halo error 

III. A solution to the problems with student course evalua-

tion. 

A. Halo and leniency error may result from . . . 

B. Systematic observation . . 
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D A L L A S T H E O L O G I C A L S E M I N A R Y 

C O U R S E E V A L U A T I O N 

Course Instructor 

Course Title 

_ K1 Course Section Course Number 

Your Signature 

General Instructions; 

Information from course evaluations is important to the 
faculty. This feedback is very helpful to your instruc or 
in sharpening his skills as a teacher. 

T»o c u r s e evaluation forms are included here. Form A 
is gray, and Form B is ivory. P l e a s e c o m p l e t e b o t h f o r m s . 

Spaces are provided on this page for your written 

comments. 

Features of the course most helpful to me: 

Features of the course that caused me the most difficulty: 

Additional comments:. 
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C O U R S E E V A L U A T I O N 

F O R M A 

Instruct ions: 

On the following pages are scales for s i* 

the topic, and a series of specific teacher actions that 

relate to the topic. 

To complete each page, please do the following: 

Record 3 observations of the professor's actions that 
you believe are typical of his performance in this 
course in regard to the given topic. 

Mark the scale 3 times with an "X" to ^ i o n s 
you believe these 3 observations fit with the actions 

already on the scale-

3. Label each "X" with a number <1» 2, or 3) to indicate 
which observation it represents. 

1 . 

2. 
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roFATTNG INTEREST: Students want teachers who create and 
hold students' interest in the subject by communicating 
clearly and enthusiastically and by challenging students to 

th ink. 

7 — 

6 — 

5 — 

i* — 

3 — 

2 — 

1 —I 

This professor would be expected to show enthusiasm 
about the subject matter. 

This professor would be expected to share personal 
experiences of application of the subject to daily 

1 ife. 

This professor would be expected to use enough 
variety in class presentations that the class is a 
little bit unpredictable. 

This professor would be expected to place the burden 
for learning on the students. He expects the stu 
dents to provide their own motivation for learning. 

This professor would not be expected to use any 
variety in teaching techniques. 

This professor might say, "I really didn't want to 
teach this course." 

Observat ions; 

1 . 
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HQURSE PREPARATION: Students want teachers who plan and 

prepare for the course, showing care i n s e l e ^ l ° " ' \ 
and visual aids, and thought in preparation of the syllabus 

so the course will be effective. 

7 —, 

6 — 

5 — 

1 

This professor would be expected to choose texts 
that are useful for the course and for ministry. 

7t the beginning of class this professor would be 
expected to have all visual aids in order and ready. 

This professor would be expected to distribute a 
bibliography of further readings for each class. 

This professor would be expected to distribute good 
outlines of main points but with little detail. 

This professor would be expected to use hurriedly 
prepared, handwritten overhead transparencies. 

At the beginning of class this professor would be 

expected to be unsure of where he left off. 

T h is professor would be expected to distribute an 

incomplete syllabus which he has to amend all during 

the semester. 

Qbservat ions; 

1 . 
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F^Toni TRHTNG RAPPORT: Students want teachers who welcome 
students' questions in class and are available for consulta-
tion with students out of class. 

1 —I 

Even during a short conversation with a student, 
this professor would be expected to give his full 
attention to what the student is saying. 

This professor would be expected to express a 
genuine desire to meet with students one-on-one. 

This professor would be expected to know the names 

of most class members. 

This professor would be expected to express friendly 
concern when students approach him but to make no 
effort to initiate personal contact. 

When a student asks a question during lecture, this 
professor would be expected to answer the question 
hurriedly and move on. 

This professor would be expected to be personable in 
class but out of class act as if he has never seen 
you before. 

~This professor would be expected to make appoint-
ments with students and then forget them. 

Observat ions; 

1 . 

2. 

3. 
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GRADING AND FEEDBACK; Students want teachers who grade 
assignments fairly and give feedback on assignments that 
will encourage students and show them how to improve. 

5 — 

1 —I 

This professor would be expected to include a 
personal comment, giving encouragement, on graded 

papers. 

This professor would be expected to assume personal 
responsibility for the quality of grading. He does 
not pass off this responsibility to the grader. 

This professor would be expected to assign grades 
that correspond to the amount of effort that went 
into the assignment. 

This professor would be expected to require students 
to resubmit graded tests with the correct answers to 
ensure that the students have learned the material. 

This professor would be expected to have the grader 
do all grading. 

This professor would be expected to indicate what 
parts of the assignment were unacceptable but give 
no suggestions for improvement. 

This professor would be expected to return exams and 
papers late. 

Observat ions; 

1. 
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QilRTFCT COVERAGE: Students want teachers who know the 
course material thoroughly and use class time wisely to 
communicate that knowledge. 

7 

6 — 

1 —I 

During question and answer sessions, this professor 
would be expected to keep the focus of the questions 
on the subject. 

"During class discussions, this professor would be 
expected to keep the discussion moving toward the 
course goals. 

This professor would be expected to distribute 
thorough class notes but only highlight materials 
for the test. 

This professor would be expected to cover the basic 
course material but not treat controversial issues 
thoroughly. 

This professor would be expected to use a lot of 
class time to express his views on matters unrelated 
to the course content. 

Dbservations; 

S. 

3. 
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WORKLOAD; Students want teachers who assign a reasonable 
amount of work for the course. 

6 — 

5 — 

1 -J 

This professor would be expected to provide a good 
balance in course requirements between readings, 
exams* and papers. 

This professor would be expected to provide a list 
of possible assignments from which to choose. 

This professor would be expected to make assignments 
that require varying amounts of work for varying 
grades -

This professor would be expected to require daily 
reading assignments. 

This professor would be expected to require papers 
of 10 to 15 pages in length. 

This professor would be expected to require assign-
ments that are more appropriate to other classes. 

This professor would be expected to assign so much 
work that quantity is emphasized over quality. 

Qbservat ions: 

1 . 

2. 

3. 
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C O U R S E E V A L U A T I O N 

F O R M B 

Instruct ions: 

For each item please circle the number which best 
represents your thinking. Be sure to circle only one number 
for each statement. If you circle more than one number for 
any single item, your response for that item cannot be used. 

Evaluation of the courses disagree agree 

1. The course objectives and require 1 
ments were clearly defined. 

2. The instructional materials (texts? 1 
handouts, visuals) utilized in the 
course were helpful. 

3. The methods of evaluation (tests, 1 
papers, projects, class discussions) 
were appropriate to the objectives 
of the course. 

m The workload seem reasonable for the 1 
credit assigned for the course. 

5. The grading of my work seemed fair 1 
and appropriate. 

6. Overall the course accomplished its 1 
ob ject ives. 

Evaluation of the instructor/professor: 

7. Demonstrated a thorough knowledge of 1 
the subject matter. 

8. Was well prepared for each class 1 
session and utilized class time 
'effect ively. 

9. Communicated clearly and effectively 1 
to the level of my understanding. 

3 4 5 

Please go on to the next page 



10. Encouraged me to think perceptively 
and to integrate what I learned with 
what I already knew. 

11. Responded appropriately to student 1 
questions and comments. 

12. Made himself available for consulta- 1 
t ion with and/or assistance to 
students. 

13. Gave helpful feedback on my tests 1 
and/or assignments. 

l*t. Made the course interesting. 1 

169 

disagree agree 

1 2 3 ^ 5 
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TRAINING PRESENTATION SCRIPT 

[Before the presentation distribute to all students a 

copy of the course evaluation instrument along with a cover 

sheet for notetaking (see Appendix, pp. 159-169).3 

I am here today to ask for your help in our research 

into the student course evaluation process. What I'm talk-

ing about is the course evaluation form that you are asked 

to fill out at the end of each course. CHold up a sample of 

the current course evaluation instrument (see Appendix, p. 

90 > . 3 

We realize that this evaluation process is time-con-

suming and that you may if it is really beneficial, 

••fire there really benefits to student course eyaluation?" 

you may ask. Yes, there are! CDisplay slide one, (see 

Figure 2) .3 

f student course evaluation 

Pig. 2—Training presentation, slide one, 



171 

Course evaluation can help both teachers and students 

become better teachers. [Display slide two, (see Figure 

3) . ] 

Fig. 3—Training p resentation, slide two. 

Teachers benefit from the feedback you give them about 

what worked and what didn't. You students are in the best 

position of anyone to help us assess the effectiveness of 

our teaching. CDisplay slide three, (see Figure ^>.3 You 

students also benefit from the process by noting what teach-

ing techniques are effective. Since most of you will be in 

some form of teaching, you benefit now by being aware of 

what makes your professors effective. Most of what they do 

are skills they have learned, and you can learn them too. 
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B E N E F I T S 

* To the teacher 
* To the student 

Fig. ^—Training presentation, slide three. 

Though there are benefits of course evaluation, there 

are some problems, too. [Display slide four (see Figure 

5) . 1 

with student course evaluation 

/ 

Fig. 5—Training presentation, slide four 
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Two problems with student course evaluation are lenien-

cy error and halo error. CDisplay slide "five* (see Figure 

6) . 1 

Fig. ^--Training p rese ntation, slide five. 

It Leniency error is being too easy on the professor, 

is a tendency to overlook his weakness when evaluating him. 

For example, if the professor did 'OK' in some areas, but 

you score him high, that is leniency error. CDisplay slide 

six (see Figure 7).D 



17<t 

d isagree agree 

1 2 3 © 5 

1 e 3 (b 
1 2 3 6) 
1 2 3 G) 5 

1 2 3 Q> 
1 2 3 0 5 

1 2 3 4 Q) 

Fig. 7—Training presentation, slide six 

0 r if the professor did poorly in some areas, but you score 

him about average on those items, that is leniency error. 

[Display slide seven (see Figure 8).3 

d isagree agree 

1 2 3 © 5 

1 2 (b 5 

1 2 3 <3> 
1 2 3 & 5 

1 2 3 (!) 
1 2 (b 5 

1 2 3 0 5 

Fig. 8—Training presentation, slide seven. 
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Leniency is a problem because it "fails to give a realistic 

picture of areas of teaching that the professor needs to 

improve. 

[Display slide eight (see Figure 9).3 

P R O B L E M S 

* Leniency error 

* Halo error 

Fig. 9—Training presentation, slide eight. 

Halo error is the tendency to rate the professor the 

same or nearly the same on all aspects of teaching. It is 

allowing his strengths or weaknesses in one area to affect 

your rating of him in other areas. [Display slide nine (see 

Figure 10).D For example, if you give all fives when there 

were some areas of the professor's performance that could 

use improvement, that is halo error. 
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disagree agree 

1 2 3 k Q> 
1 2 3 k Q 
1 2 3 k <3> 
1 2 3 k 6) 
1 2 3 k 
1 2 3 k Q> 
1 2 3 k <3> 

Fig. 10—Training presentation, slide nine. 

Or you allow your overall bad impression 

blind you to the professor's strengths. CDisplay 

(see Figure 11).3 

of the course to 

slide ten 

d i sagree agree 

1 (s) 3 k 5 

0 2 3 k 5 

1 I) 3 k 5 

1 0 3 k 5 

© 2 3 k 5 

2) 2 3 k 5 

0 2 3 k 5 

Fig. 11—Training presentation, slide ten. 

Halo error makes the ratings difficulty to interpret 
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How can these problems be overcome? How can you reduce 

the presence of leniency and halo error in your ratings so 

that both you and the professor will derive maximum benefit? 

[Display slide eleven (see Figure 12).3 

A solution: 

S Y S T E M A T I C 

O B S E R V A T I O N 

m A/ 

Fig. 12—Training presentation, slide eleven. 

Systematic observation of the professor can help overcome 

halo and leniency error. Halo and leniency often result 

from your basing evaluations on vague recollections or over-

all impressions. By making a record of specific actions of 

your professor, you can base your evaluations on more objec— 

t i ve data. 

But what do you record? There are six aspects of 

teaching that have been identified from past evaluations. I 

suggest that these categories provide a system into which to 

record your observations. Look at the gray Form A in your 

handout (see Appendix, pp 161—167). This is an evaluation 
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form you can start to use now to record your observations 

about your professor's teaching. The form has one page for 

each of the six aspects of teaching. CDisplay and read 

slides twelve through seventeen (see Figures 13 to 18).3 

CREATING INTEREST: Students want 
teachers who create and hold students' 
interest in the subject by communicating 
clearly and enthusiastically and by 
challenging students to think. 

Fig. 13—Training p resentat ion, slide twelve. 

COURSE PREPARTAION: Students want 
teachers who plan and prepare for the 
course, showing care in selection of 
texts and visual aidsj and thought in 
preparation of the syllabus so the course 
will be effective. 

Fig. l^t—Training p resentat ion, slide thirteen. 
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ESTABLISHING RAPPORT: Students want 
teachers who welcome students' questions 
in class and are available for consulta-
tion with students out of class. 

Fig. 15—Training presentation, slide fourteen, 

GRADING AND FEEDBACK: Students want 
teachers who grade assignments fairly 
and give feedback on assignments that 
will encourage students and show them 
how to improve. 

*Jl/ 

Fig. 16—Training presentation, slide fifteen, 
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SUBJECT COVERAGE: Students want 
teachers who know the course material 
thoroughly and use class time wisely to 
communicate that knowledge. 

Fig. 17—Training presentation, slide sixteen. 

WORKLOAD: Students want teachers who 
assign a reasonable amount of work for 
the course. 

Fig. 18—Training p' •esentat ion, slide seventeen. 

Here is how to use these forms to record observations. 

Turn to the page that is labled "CREATING INTEREST" (see 

Appendix, p. 162). You will note that there are spaces for 
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three observations about this professor when it comes to his 

ability to create interest in this subject. The definition 

and the observations (or expectations) will guide you in 

what types of behaviors to record on each page. During the 

next five weeks please begin to record observations about 

this professor's performance in this class on all six of the 

pages of Form A. 

Please remember to keep this form with your class notes 

for this class. Bring it with you each time the class 

meets. Record observations about the professor's behavior 

when it comes to creating interest, course preparation, 

establishing rapport, grading and feedback, subject cover-

age, and workload. At the end of the semester I will be 

back to help you complete the evaluation forms. 

Are there any questions? 
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SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE REGARDING COURSE EVALUATION 

1. If you were to choose one of the two course evaluation 
forms to use in every course, every semester, which one 
would you prefer? (Circle only one.> 
a. Form A 
b. Form B 
c. Undecided 

2. If you evaluated just one course per semester, which 
course evaluation form would you prefer? (Circle only 
one. ) 
a. Form A 
b. Form B 
c. Undecided 

3. Which course evaluation form do you believe helped you 
give a more accurate rating? (Circle only one.) 
a. Form A 
b. Form B 
c. Undecided 

Which course evaluation form was more difficult to use? 
(Circle only one.) 
a. Form A 
b. Form B 
c. About the same. 

5. Did you understand the directions for using Form A? 
(Circle only one.) 
a. Yes. 
b. No. 
c. Not sure. 

6. Did you understand the directions for using Form B? 
(Circle only one.) 
a. Yes. 
b. No . 
c. Not sure. 

Additional Comments: 
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Interview Guide for Use with Faculty 

1. Have you had a chance to look over the course evalua-
tions from [Name of Course]? (These were the evalu-
ations from the Likert instrument.) 

2. What did the students indicate your strong points were? 

3. What did the students indicate your weak points were' 

4. What specific goals do you have for the next time you 
teach this course? 

[Present and discuss the results of the BARS3 

5. Do these results add anything to what you learned from 
the regular course evaluations? 

h. Do you have any additional goals now that you have seen 
these results? 
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CELL MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR "CREATING INTEREST" 
BY TRAINING AND COURSE 

Likert BARS 

N Mean S.D. Mean S.D. N 

Training 
Course 1 
Course 2 
Course 3 
Course 4 

Mean 

42.46 
52.06 
56.22 
55.41 

9.38 
9.57 
10.74 
15.08 

44.00 
57.24 
57.36 
46.54 

12.65 
7.60 
7.48 
11 .34 

14 
25 
43 
42 

Training 
Course 1 
Course 2 
Course 3 
Course 4 

Mean 53.55 12.67 52. 16 11.10 124 

No training 
Course 1 
Course 2 
Course 3 
Course 4 

Mean 

56.88 
55.49 
56.60 
56. 12 

9.72 
8.80 
10.26 
12.24 

59.31 
60.41 
60.07 
51 .77 

9.99 
7.46 
7.69 
12.46 

22 
19 
61 
43 

No training 
Course 1 
Course 2 
Course 3 
Course 4 

Mean 56.35 10.55 57.54 10.28 145 

Grand mean 55.06 1 1 .63 55.06 10.98 269 
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CELL MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR "COURSE 
PREPARATION" BY TRAINING AND COURSE 
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Li kert BARS 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. N 

Training 
Course 1 47.04 12.24 44.22 12.17 14 
Course 2 57.35 10.25 57.93 7.84 25 
Course 3 50. 18 12.83 51 .92 9.28 43 
Course 4 36.23 13.00 34.26 11.10 42 

Mean 46.54 14.61 

C
D
 

C
U
 

-0
 

>
*
 13. 66 124 

No training 
Course 1 53.29 8.20 57.34 12.75 22 
Course 2 60.80 8.92 60.44 7.24 19 
Course 3 50.98 10.84 52.60 8.64 61 
Course 4 41 .46 12.48 38.00 12.41 43 

Mean 49.79 12.38 

O
J
 

o
 • 

o
 

in 13.22 145 

Grand mean 48.30 13.53 48.30 13.53 269 
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CELL MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FDR "ESTABLISHING 
RAPPORT" BY TRAINING AND COURSE 
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Li kert BARS 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. N 

Training 
Course 1 56.95 8.90 57.29 6.71 14 
Course 2 54.84 9.88 59.97 5. 10 25 
Course 3 52.96 11 .89 55.52 9.56 43 
Course 4 55.89 10.95 49. 13 11 .45 42 

Mean 54.78 10.85 54.45 10.10 124 

No training 
Course 1 55.53 7.09 62.01 8.79 22 
Course 2 52.59 6.16 58.39 7.34 19 
Course 3 56.42 10.49 56.62 11 .29 61 
Course 4 60.36 9.99 55. 15 10.03 43 

Mean 56.95 9.67 57.23 10.27 145 

Grand mean 55.95 10.27 55.95 10.27 269 
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CELL MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR "GRADING 
AND FEEDBACK" BY TRAINING AND COURSE 
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Likert 

Training 
Course 
Course 
Course 
Course 

Mean 

1 
2 
3 
4 

No training 
Course 1 
Course 2 
Course 3 
Course 4 

Mean 

Grand mean 

Mean 

44.02 
52.95 
32. 17 
43 .11 

41 .40 

47 .21 
51 .99 
34.87 
45.67 

42. 19 

41 .83 

S.D. 

12.49 
9.54 
14.13 
14.22 

15.11 

9.20 
8.09 
15.55 
1 2 . 1 1 

14.38 

14.70 

Mean 

46.38 
54.29 
32.93 
35.45 

39.61 

55.32 
55.08 
39.22 
39. 14 

43.72 

41 .83 

S.D. 

13.23 
10.02 
10.99 
10.75 

13.73 

13.24 
9.37 
14.32 
14.25 

15.28 

14.70 

14 
25 
43 
42 

124 

22 
19 
61 
43 

145 

269 
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CELL MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR "SUBJECT 
COVERAGE" BY TRAINING AND COURSE 
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Likert BA RS 

N 
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. N 

Training 
Course 1 
Course 2 
Course 3 
Course <• 

Mean 

5^.^2 
50.91 
63.85 
<•3.00 

12.37 
8.32 
8.69 
12.29 

5^.67 
53.33 
56.77 
39.86 

8.48 
8.38 
8.98 
11.2^ 

1<+ 
25 
<•3 
<•2 

Training 
Course 1 
Course 2 
Course 3 
Course <• 

Mean 53. 11 13.50 50. 11 12.12 12^ 

No training 
Course 1 
Course 2 
Course 3 
Course <• 

Mean 

5^.56 
<•8.70 
60.35 
<•3.<+9 

5.2^ 
6.71 
7.57 
10.21 

61 .<+1 
57.30 
58.79 
<•7.06 

8.72 
7.87 
8.29 
13.6^ 

22 
19 
61 
<•3 

No training 
Course 1 
Course 2 
Course 3 
Course <• 

Mean 52.95 10.80 55.51 11 .55 1^5 

Grand mean 53.02 12. 10 53.02 12. 10 269 
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CELL MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR "WORKLOAD1 

BY TRAINING AND COURSE 
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Li kert BARS 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. N 

Training 
Coarse 1 
Course 2 
Course 3 
Course 4 

54.92 
47.48 
49.70 
59.74 

11 .72 
10.59 
15.76 
10.58 

43.11 
47.78 
53.29 
50.44 

10. 16 
11 .60 
13.47 
12.17 

14 
25 
43 
42 

Mean 53.24 13.58 50.06 12.60 124 

No training 
Course 1 
Course 2 
Course 3 
Course 4 

54.07 
47.45 
54.21 
57.98 

7.87 
8.25 
13.31 
11 .37 

60.86 
56. 17 
57. 10 
55.72 

11 .68 
8.43 
12.57 
11 .90 

22 
19 
61 
43 

Mean 54.42 1 1.81 57. 14 1 1 .78 145 

Grand mean 53.88 12.64 53.88 12.64 269 
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CELL MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR HALO ERROR 
BY TRAINING AND COURSE 
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Likert BARS 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. N 

Training 
Course 1 
Course 2 
Course 3 
Course 4 

10.91 
8.71 
14.59 
13.90 

5.40 
4.44 
5.51 
5.82 

9.55 
6.71 
11 .64 
10.47 

3.34 
3.16 
3.52 
3.24 

14 
25 
43 
42 

Mean 12.76 5.83 10.01 3.76 124 

No training 
Course 1 
Course 2 
Course 3 
Course 4 

6.71 
8.01 
12.67 
12.48 

4.49 
3.44 
6.00 
4.74 

5.48 
5.47 
10.62 
10.44 

4.47 
2.67 
3.97 
3.77 

22 
19 
61 
43 

Mean 11 . 10 5.64 9.11 4.45 145 

Grand mean 11 .86 5.77 9.53 4. 16 269 
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60—1 

55-

50— 

45— 

U0— 

35— 

L i kert 

30. 
Course 3 Course 1 Course 2 

Fig. 19.—Course by scale interaction for training 

sections on "Creating Interest. 

Course 4 

60—| 

55— 

50—I 

<45— 

40-

35— 

30-
Course 1 Course 2 Course 3 Course 4 

Fig. 20.—Course by scale interaction for training 

sections on "Establishing Rapport." 
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60-

55— 

50-

^5— 

^0-

35— 

30-
Course 1 Course 2 Course 3 Course A 

Fig. 21.—Course by scale interaction for training 
sections on "Grading and Feedback. 

65—, 

60-

55— 

50-

^5— 

t*0— 

35— 

30-
Course 1 Course 2 Course 3 Course 

Fig. 22.—Course by scale interaction "for training 
sections on "Subject Coverage." 
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6 0 — I 

55-

50— 

45-

40-

35-

30-

•BARS 

Course 1 Course 2 Course 3 Course 4 

Fig. S3.—Course by scale interaction for training 
sections on "Workload." 

6 0 — I 

55— 

50— 

45-

40-

35-

No training-

/ 
/ 

/ 

Tr a i n i ng 

30-
tourse 1 Course 2 Course 3 Course 4 

Fig. 24.—Course by training interaction -for BARS and 
Likert combined on "Creating Interest." 
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60—1 

55— 

50— 

45-

40-

35-

30-

No training 

Traininq 

Course 1 Course 2 Course 3 Course 4 

Fig. 25.—Course by training interaction for BARS and 
Likert combined on "Course Preparation." 
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