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The problem this investigation considered was the

effect of student evaluation feedback upon subsequent class-

room behavior and attitudes of university faculty. Both

the students' and teacher's attitudes toward teaching were

measured by an evaluation questionnaire. Student feedback

questionnaires were reported in the literature as the most

common form of information-gathering device associated with

university teaching evaluation. Questionnaire feedback and

possible discrepancies between the students' rating and

teacher's self-evaluation were deemed an adequate method of

effecting attitude and behavior change in the classroom

(Zimbardo and Ebbesen, 1970). A student questionnaire similar

to McKeachie's (1974) was utilized, as well as a modified

form for teacher self-evaluation. The tabulation of the

student feedback and student-teacher comparisons or

discrepancies was facilitated by computerized feedback forms.

The subjects were 65 full-time teachers in a public

university in North Central Texas. These teachers responded

to self-evaluation questionnaires and administered student

evaluation questionnaires to one class of their choice three

times during the fall and spring semester of one academic



year. The teachers were randomly assigned to one of four

feedback groups: (1) feedback after each administration,

(2) feedback only at midsemester, (3) feedback only at the

beginning of the study, and, (4) no feedback during the

study. A total of 42 teachers completed the study with

1324 student responding.

The feedback and accompanying comments used to facili-

tate possible change in teacher behavior were given to each

of the groups at the appropriate times. The results of

analysis of the data revealed that neither the amount of

feedback, nor the time of semester the feedback was given

produced any significant change in the teachers' self-

evaluation. The discrepancies between students' evaluations

and teacher's self-evaluation which were present also had no

effect upon the teacher attitudes or classroom behaviors.

Other variables that were without effect upon the teacher

attitudes were number of years of teaching experience of the

teacher, elective versus required course offerings, level of

course, and academic department. These results refute much

of the findings in current literature concerning the effects

of various external consequences upon the attitudes of both

teachers and students. However, the associated procedural

difficulties require further explanation of the results.

A possible explanation for the lack of significant

results is detailed in the conclusion section. The reasons



include procedural difficulties associated with external

considerations which could not be controlled through

experimentation; however, these processes have a large effect

upon the final results. These external processes included

the availability of volunteers for the study and the over-

representation of the Education department in the final

sample. Consequently, the composition of the sample may

have been biased positively. That is, these teachers may

have been more self-confident and more resistant to change

than non-volunteers. Another problem was the current

negative climate concerning faculty evaluation on the campus.

This perhaps reduced the teachers' openness and receptivity to

the feedback from students. This lack of receptivity also

could have reduced the likelihood that the implications for

possible changes in teaching behavior would be observed.

The recommendations suggest further research in this

area, utilizing methodologically sound procedures. Also, the

institutional climate must be conducive to the evaluation

process, and the acceptance of highly discrepant evaluations

must be made clear to all teachers. This would reduce the

stress associated with evaluations normally assigned negative

values. These factors provide the basis for improvement of

teaching derived from student evaluation feedback.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The desire to achieve equity in making administrative

decisions about faculty has been a major stimulus for

increased faculty assessment activities in United States

colleges and universities in the 1970's. An examination of

the assessment instruments and procedures shows a wide

variety of methods used to attain the overall goal of insti-

tutional improvement. There are, however, many facets of

development associated with institutional improvement which

are carried out by and for faculty members. Institutions

must find reliable methods to assess faculty contributions to

student growth in knowledge, basic skills, depth of under-

standing, discreiminating ability, motivation, expanding

interests and breadth of awareness if the college experience

is to be truly meaningful in its broadest sense. Current

faculty assessment efforts do not seem to be designed, nor

used, to provide an effective means of faculty self-assessment

and self-improvement. Efforts to assess faculty achievement

in research and contributions to institutional and community

improvement seem more nearly adequate, although instititional

approaches to evaluating the quality and significance of

research may not be completely satisfactory.

1
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Professors engage in many activities, for most of which

they have no specific preparation. The seven most common

activities listed by Dressel (1976) were

1. Instructing undergraduates;
2. Instructing graduates;

3. Course and curriculum development, preparation

of instructional materials, evaluation and

grading of student progress;
4. Advising students;
5. Research, creativity, and scholarly activity of

a pure or practical nature;
6. Professional service, both internal (for example,

advising faculty members in other departments in

regard to aspects of one's speciality) and

external (for example, belonging to state and

national professional organizations, consulting

with community groups and individuals);

7. Participation in governance at departmental,
college, and university levels in order to attain

and preserve an environment and morale which are

conducive to the fulfillment of the obligations
of the university.

The range of faculty interest in, capability in, and

commitment to these seven activities varies greatly. The

major obstacle for institutions and their administrations 
to

overcome is the equitable evaluation of all these areas in

order to arrive at mutually agreeable merit pay, promotion,

and tenure decisions. This dissertation is an effort to

delineate some of the possible methods for such evaluations,

to review the current literature relevant to evaluation

techniques, methodology, and theory, and to establish the

viability of a specific method of faculty self-improvement

in the college setting.
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Statement of the Problem

This study was concerned with the effect of student

evaluations upon college teachers' classroom behavior and

effectiveness.

Purposes of the Study

The purposes of this study were to measure the effect

of student evaluations upon college teaching effectiveness

and to assess the effect of discrepancies between student

evaluation and teacher self-evaluation upon later teacher

self-evaluations.

Research Hypotheses

In order to accomplish the stated purposes, attention

was focused specifically on the following research hypotheses.

1. There will be no significant difference between the

end-of-semester teacher self-evaluation of those teachers

who received positive evaluation discrepancy feedback at

mid-term and those teachers who received negative evaluation

discrepancy feedback at mid-term.

2. There will be no significant difference between the

end-of-semester teacher self-evaluations of those teachers

who received positive evaluation discrepancy feedback at

mid-term and those teachers who received neutral evaluation

discrepancy feedback at mid-term.

3. There will be no significant difference between the

end-of-semester teacher self-evaluations of those teachers
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who received negative evaluation discrepancy feedback at mid-

term and those teachers who received neutral evaluation dis-

crepancy feedback at mid-term.

4. There will be no significant difference between the

end-of-semester teacher self-evaluations of those teachers

who received positive evaluation discrepancy feedback at the

beginning of the term and those teachers who received negative

evaluation discrepancy feedback at the beginning of the term.

5. There will be no significant difference between the

end-of-semester teacher self-evaluations of those teachers

who received positive evaluation discrepancy feedback at the

beginning of the term and those teachers who received neutral

evaluation discrepancy feedback at the beginning of the term.

6. There will be no significant difference between the

end-of-semester teacher self-evaluations of those teachers

who received negative evaluation discrepancy feedback at the

beginning of the term and those teachers who received

neutral evaluation discrepancy feedback at the beginning of

the term.

7. There will be no significant difference between the

end-of-semester teacher self-evaluations of those teachers

who received positive evaluation discrepancy feedback twice

during the study and those teachers who received negative

evaluation discrepancy feedback twice during the study.

8. There will be no significant difference between the

end-of-semester teacher self-evaluations of those teachers
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who received positive evaluation discrepancy feedback twice

during the study and those teachers who received neutral

evaluation discrepancy feedback twice during the study.

9. There will be no significant difference between the

end-of-semester teacher self-evaluations of those teachers

who received negative evaluation discrepancy feedback twice

during the study and those teachers who received neutral

evaluation discrepancy feedback twice during the study.

10. There will be no significant difference between

the end-of-semester teacher self-evaluations of those

teachers who received feedback twice during the study and

those teachers who received no feedback during the study.

11. There will be no significant difference between

the end-of-semester teacher self-evaluations of those

teachers who received feedback at the beginning of the term

and those teacher who received feedback twice during the study.

12. There will be no significant difference between the

end-of-semester teacher self-evaluations of those teachers

who received feedback at mid-term only and those teachers

who received feedback twice during the study.

13. There will be no significant difference between

the end-of-semester teacher self-evaluations of those

teachers who received feedback at the beginning of the term

and those teachers who received no feedback during the study.

14. There will be no significant difference between

the end-of-semester teacher self-evaluations of those teachers
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who received feedback at mid-term and those teachers who

received no feedback during the study.

15. There will be no significant difference between

the end-of-semester teacher self-evaluations of those

teachers who received feedback at the beginning of the term

only and those teachers who received feedback at mid-term

only.

16. There will be no significant difference between

the end-of-semester student evaluations of those teachers

teaching freshman and sophomore level courses and those

teachers teaching junior, senior, and graduate level courses.

17. There will be no significant difference between

the end-of-semester student evaluations of those teachers

with five years or less teaching experience at the college

leve and those teachers with more than five years teaching

experience at the college level.

18. There will be no significant difference between

the end-of-semester student evaluations of those teachers

teaching an elective course and those teachers teaching a

required course.

19. There will be no significant difference between

the end-of-semester student evaluations of those teachers in

the same academic department and the total teacher population.

Background and Significance

The rating of teaching and teachers has received consid-

erable attention in current literature. In a selected
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bibliography of student assessment of teaching, Feldman (1973)

listed 104 titles dated as early as 1929, with the majority

of research published between 1950 and 1975. Most of this

literature, however, was concerned with the evaluation of

public school teachers and not with college teachers. Pub-

lished bibliographies in this area reveal many studies

concerned with questionnaire validation and development but

not with basic research associated with the use of such

instruments (Barr et al., 1961; Domas et al., 1950; Feldman,

1973; Watters, 1954; and Yamamoto, 1963). Travers (1973,

Chapter 32) also reviewed pertinent college teacher evaluation

research and noted that very few studies produced data that

were methodologically sound.

The literature associated with college teacher evaluation

revealed a great diversity in the methodology used, as well

as the theoretical bases for attitude change adhered to by

the various researchers. The major problem confronting

administrators, however, is convincing faculty of the validity

of such evaluations, although the literature does not sub-

stantiate one method of evaluation over another. This lack

of consensus in the basic research has precipitated a strong

criticism of teacher evaluation. Contributing to the arguments

against the use of evaluations, faculty have voiced concern

as evidenced by statements such as, no one knows what

effective teaching is; evaluations of teaching are heavily

influenced by many factors in ways which are not well
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known; effectiveness of instruction cannot be assessed until

much time elapses after instruction takes place; teaching

does not exist, only learning exists; evaluation of teaching

cannot improve instruction because many aptitudes are inherent

and cannot be acquired (Glassman, 1976). Additional faculty

objections related to student evaluation reported by

Hildebrand (1971) were , students and faculty use different

criteria in evaluation of teaching, and those used by faculty

are more valid; instructors would teach to the evaluation

form rather than to their students; students may be severe,

punitive, or capricious in their evaluations; student eval-

uation is an invasion of academic freedom; and, since students

already publish evaluations, the faculty need not become

involved.

Although the critics seem to have clearly defined their

position in terms of evaluation, there remains the problem

of accountability to students and to the public for the actions

of educational institutions. Therefore, administrators must

find methods of evaluation which will alleviate the criticisms

as well as provide meaningful and valid information concerning

the effectiveness of activities and teaching in their insti-

tutions. In order to find an effective method, there must be

a sound theoretical, as well as, practical basis upon which

this research may rest. The theory which provides a basis

for such research is necessarily broad and multidimensional,

crossing disciplinary lines. The areas included are attitude
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change, questionnaire development, statistical evaluation

techniques, specific learning theory, and general human

behavioral components which must be accounted for within the

classroom. The following discussion provides a review of

the research which has occurred in relation to the

theoretical areas and faculty evaluation.

Theories Related to Teacher Evaluation

Heider's Theoretical Position and Attitude Change

Heider (1944) proposed a theory he believed was the

method through which people perceived social situations and

attributed causality to the perceived phenomena. He said

that one reintegrates the social field according to those

acts and persons considered to have influence upon our social

sphere. When one perceives the social field differently from

others, one attempts to reduce this imbalance to internal

factors, whereupon one attempts to change one's self to

better integrate the social self into the existing situation.

Those phenomena one considers important at present will

influence later behavior. Heider's proposal is similar

to other Gestalt and social-integrative theories of person-

ality (Maslow, 1970). This theory of "imbalance" is in

opposition to the concept that feedback serves as rein-

forcement in the evaluation of teachers. In order to use the

reinforcement theory, the desired teacher behavior would first

need to be emitted and then reinforced. The majority
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of studies reviewed support the theoretical position that the

magnitude of imbalance of evaluative perceptions is related

to the magnitude of change in attitude and behavior. A dis-

crepancy between teachers and students concerning what is

desirable in teaching might indicate the two groups are using

different standards for the evaluation. However, the pressure

to change behaviors may also be a discrepancy between the

actual performance and the rater's ideals. Centra (1973a) and

Braunstein et al., (1974) proposed that the imbalance was

caused by the discrepancy between student ratings of teacher's

performance and the teacher's self-ratings. The magnitude of

the change has been explained by Zimbardo and Ebbesen (1970).

They proposed that more change can be expected when the

discrepancy between the perceptions expressed by the evaluator

and the recipient is large. Therefore, in light of such

information concerning attitude change, knowledge of discrep-

ancies becomes a requirement for effective utilization of

students' opinions in the evaluation of teachers. These

goals include both the expected material to be covered as

well as the behaviors of the teacher in the classroom and the

rapport with the students (McKeachie, 1969; McKeachie et al.,

1971). It is necessary, therefore, to provide the teacher

with explicit information concerning the criteria used by the

students and the ideal behaviors they chose (Levinthal et al.,

1971).
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Effects of Feedback upon Teacher Behavior

Studies dealing with feedback obtained from evaluation

rating scales have reported mixed results. Braunstein

et al., (1974); Daw and Gage, (1967); Gage et al., (1963);

and Tuchman and Oliver, (1968), reported that the feedback to

teachers had a statistically significant effect on their

behavior in the classroom. Several other studies failed to

obtain significant effects (Centra, 1973a; Miller, 1971;

Pambookian, 1972; and Thomas, 1969). The effect of this

type feedback may depend upon the credibility of the source,

the receptivity of the target population, and the nature of

the feedback. The presence or absence of an effect may also

depend on the design of the study and the dimensions of the

effect investigated.

Miller (1971) studied the effects of student feedback

as a function of university teaching assistant's attitudes

toward the value of the student ratings. His findings

indicated that student feedback did not produce a significant

effect on the instructors' teaching behavior, regardless of

their initial attitude toward the source of information.

Tuckman and Oliver (1968) studies the effect of students'

and supervisors' feedback when given to vocational school

teachers. Their findings indicated that student feedback had

a small positive effect on the teachers, whereas feedback

from supervisors apparently caused a negative reaction which

was greater than expected spontaneous negative shift
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obtained in the non-feedback condition. In an effort to

account for this phenomenon, Tuckman and Oliver (1968)

suggested that "it can only be surmised that teachers are

defensive toward (or even hostile to) administrators who, in

the absence of much basis for judgment, attempt to tell them

how to teach [p. 299]."

Daw and Gage (1967) found that principals' behaviors

were affected in the same direction as feedback given to them

in the form of teacher ratings. Neither age nor experience

affected the significant results that occurred as a result of

the feedback. In a related study, Tuckman and Oliver (1968)

obtained no significant differences in student evaluations of

teachers as a result of differences in teaching experience.

Less experienced teachers tended to be more influenced by the

feedback, with the exception of the least experienced

teachers, who appeared to be least affected. Centra (1973a),

in a similar study, obtained no differences in student eval-

uations of college instructors who received feedback in mid-

quarter and the non-feedback group when the variable observed

was teaching experience or sex of the instructor.

The Zimbardo and Ebbesen (1970) theory of attitude

change has been supported by several recent studies which

found that there was some interaction effect between instruc-

tors who rate themselves higher than student evaluations

warrant (a positive discrepancy) and the accompanying lower

student evaluations. These instructors were more likely to
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change their teaching performance in the direction of the

feedback, as reflected in subsequent student ratings. College

instructors who overestimated the student mid-term ratings

were subsequently rated higher than might be predicted by a

regression formula (Centra, 1973b). Braunstein et al., (1974)

indicated that where instructors overestimated student

ratings, there were shifts toward student evaluations from

mid-term to the end of the term evaluation.

Pambookian (1972) supported Zimbardo and Ebbesen (1971)

and also found an expected positive linear relationship

between the discrepancy and the effect of the feedback. He

separated the teacher sample into three groups according to

the type of evaluation discrepancy obtained: (a) unfavorably

discrepant teachers whose self-ratings were higher than their

students' ratings; (b) minimally discrepant instructors

whose own perceptions of their teaching ability were similar

to their students' opinions; and (c) favorably discrepant

teachers whose students rated them better than they rated

their own ability. He found that across all dimensions on

the student rating forms the unfavorably discrepant group

improved the most after seeing their students' ratings,

followed by the minimally discrepant group and then the

favorably discrepant group. Instructors who received mini-

mally favorable ratings were more affected by the feedback

than those instructors who received very favorable or very

unfavorable ratings. He suggested that when the ratings



are very favorable, these ratings do not stimulate the

instructor to try very hard, and when the ratings are very

unfavorable they may elicit anxiety and defensiveness.

Another possibility not discussed by Pambookian (1972) but

suggested by Rotem (1975) was tha the extreme ratings

regressed toward the mean in the posttest measurement.

In a study similar to those of Pambookian (1972) and

Centra (1972), McKeachie and Lin (1975) considered instructors'

"ideal" teaching performance in addition to student evaluation

and instructor self-evaluations. Their sample consisted of

twenty-eight instructors of introductory psychology at the

University of Michigan, evaluated through the use of the

Michigan Student Perception of Teacher Form (McKeachie, 1976).

This questionnaire consisted of thirty-two items distributed

among seven dimensions: (1) Impact (the intellectual effect

of the teacher on the student); (2) Rapport; (3) Teacher-

as-a-person; (4) Group Interaction; (5) Difficulty; (6)

Structure; and (7) Feedback. In addition, the instructors

completed a form indicating their own perceptions of their

teaching ability. The instructors also indicated their

"ideal" of where they would most like to be on each scale.

The questionnaire was administered during the fourth

week and the twelfth week in a fourteen-week semester, and

the instructor received results one week after each admini-

stration. Although no significant differences emerged
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regarding the change scores among the teachers for most

dimensions, there were significant differences on the

dimenstions of Group Interaction and Feedback. The results

supported the hypothesis that the teachers whose expectations

and ideal ratings were higher than students' ratings whould

show the most improvement. These data correspond to

Pambookian's unfavorably discrepant and favorably discrepant

groups, and support his findings.

Discussion of Design Methodologies

An important dimension of the design relates to the

interval between the presentation of the feedback and the

measurement of its resultant effect. Centra (1973c) found

that a group of instructors who were given a longer interval

before the posttest showed more change, as reflected in

subsequent student ratings. However, this group also received

additional feedback during the interval; it is therefore

not clear if the larger effect resulted from additonal

information, the longer interval, or a combination. Daw and

Gage (1967) systematically varied the length of the interval

from six to twelve weeks but found no interaction or main

effect caused by the length of the interval.

The paradigm used by Gage et al., (1963) and subse-

quently in most investigations reviewed here is the "pretest-

posttest control group" design from Campbell and Stanley

(1963). A representation of this paradigm is shown below:
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R 01 X 03

R 02 04

R stands for random assignment of subjects to groups; 01 and

02 stand for pretest of the experimental and control groups,

respectively; X stands for the treatment (feedback); and

03 and 04 stand for the posttest of the experimental 
and

control groups, respectively. A second design which represents

considerations for external validity and internal validity

not accounted for in the previous design is the "Solomon four-

group" design from Campbell and Stanley (1963). A represen-

tation of this paradigm is given below:

R 0 X 03

R 02 04

R X 05

R 06

This design cannot be used in its entirety in evaluative

feedback studies because it is not possible to provide feed-

back to a group from whom information has not been obtained

in a pretest. Even in the truncated state, this design

insures against unknown reactive effects of the pretest.

Because Braunstein et al., (1974), Gage et al., (1963),

Miller (1971), Thomas (1969), and Tuckman and Oliver (1968)

did not compensate for possible pretest effects, it is not

possible to determine the extent to which the pretest sensi-

tized the student evaluation for both the students and the

teachers. The effects found in these studies could have
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resulted from knowledge of the items used to evaluate teaching

rather than from knowledge of the results provided by the

feedback.

Student ratings, however, are reliable in terms of

their test-retest stability (Costin et al., 1971), and this

can be considered to be a good indication that the students'

evaluation of teaching effectiveness is credible. However,

overall stability of ratings also provides evidence that the

students' sensitivity to changes may be low. It is possible

that students' sensitivity is hampered by an initial

impression of the teacher or the formation of stereotypes

(Kohlan, 1973). Kohlan (1973) did not apply an experimental

intervention in his study and did not detect any noticeable

change in teaching behavior that took place during the

interval. Therefore, it is difficulty to evaluate the results

in terms of student insensitivity to change or the lack of

change by the instructors.

Nevertheless, the possibility that students may remain

insensitive to the effects of changes in perception (i.e.,

changes in teaching behaviors) should reduce any total

reliance upon students' post-interval evaluations as the sole

basis for promotion or tenure decisions by administrators.

Issues related to the internal validity of the studies

are also an important aspect of this type of research (Feldman,

1977). The methodological weakness of those studies that did

not control for pretest effects has been noted earlier. A

second issue is related to the type of statistical
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measurement used to test the treatment effect. Tuckman and

Oliver (1968) and Braunstein et al., (1974) measured the

treatment effect by comparing gain scores on the evaluations

between the two administrations. This method, however, may

be statistically simplistic and unsound for the assessment

of change associated with teaching behaviors. This is

because the gain scores are systematically related to random

error of measurement. This weakness is especially evident

in the results of the Braunstein et al. (1974) study. The

investigators reported only the number of cases with gain

scores in both the experimental and control groups. Although

the overall gain scores are greater in the experimental group,

the effect of the feedback cannot be inferred to be causal

with any degree of confidence, because no comparison was made

between the overall ratings of the experimental and control

groups,

A third issue is concerned with the size of the sample.

Only Centra (1973d) used a very large sample, in all of the

literature reviewed dealing with feedback at the college

level. He utilized teachers from five universities, with a

feedback group of 137 subjects and a non-feedback group of

159 subjects; each group then decreased by about 30 because

of dropouts after mid-semester.

Miller (1971) used thirty-six subjects (N=14, 10, 12),

who were divided into a 2x2 cell design. These subjects were

graduate teaching assistants and not full-time professors.
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Under these design conditions, the N in each cell was three

subjects or less. Pambookian (1972) used 19 subjects who

were also divided into various treatment groups.

These previous studies used statistical tests with

inadequate sample size and have proposed generalizations

concerning college faculty members which are not valid. The

number of subjects must be sufficiently large to provide

adequate validity for such procedures as curvilinear trend

analysis and multiple regression analysis.

A final dimension of the feedback dilemma is whether the

feedback is based on evaluative or descriptive items. Eval-

uative feedback reflects the value judgment of the evaluator.

Descriptive feedback leaves the process of judging to the

recipient. Descriptive feedback is more informative, allowing

the instructor to judge what is important to him and how to

use it. Thie feedback is usually less threatening than

evaluative feedback.

Braunstein et al., (1974) further stated that feedback

should be about specific behaviors rather than personality

characteristics which would be difficult to change in any

situation, Kulik and McKeachie (1974) have provided several

possible explanations for the failure of rated teachers to

improve their standing in subsequent ratings, saying,

"One limitation of the studies is their
relatively short time span--improvement from
midsemester to end-of-semester. Instructors
may be better able to use the information from

ratings the semester after the ratings are
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collected. Centra claims to have some evidence
for this, and believes that, given enough time

student ratings result in modest instructional
changes for a wide range of teachers. Another

limitation in the studies is the scant information

given back to the faculty members. The teachers
receive ratings from their own classes, but without

norms or basis for comparison, it is difficult

to interpret student ratings. Lack of adequate

norms is not so much a flaw in the studies, which

represent standard practice fairly, as it is a

failure in standard practice itself. Finally,
even if teachers are able to interpret their

ratings and have the time to improve their courses,

they may not know what to do. Expert consultants

may be necessary to help teachers develop
strategies for course improvement [p. 25]."

Kulik and McKeachie (1974) further caution the researcher

that student ratings may not serve as effective feedback to

the instructor if the feedback is delayed, too global, too

judgmental, and too anonymous to have an impact on practice.

Evaluative feedback must be an integral part of the

instructional process if it is to be given serious consid-

eration by teachers.

Summary

This grief review has dealt with several aspects of

student evaluations and feedback to college instructors. The

theoretical basis for using evaluations by students and self-

evaluations by teachers relies upon the "imbalance" theory

proposed by Zimbardo and Ebbesen (1972), and Heider (1944).

Feedback with any discrepancy between students' or instructors'

perceptions should lead to a behavioral change in either one

or both parties, dependent upon the relative importance
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given to the evaluation feedback. Faculty self-awareness and

teaching effectiveness seem to be closely related. Student

feedback concerning teaching methods and behaviors, and

teacher self-rating constitute perhaps the largest portion

of faculty self-awareness. The effective use of student

feedback in colleges has only a small chance to succeed,

because of the lack of one superior evaluation methodology

as reflected by the contradictory results reported in the

literature. The problem remains: what effect does student

evaluation feedback in conjunction with teacher self-eval-

uation feedback have upon an individual teacher's perceptions

of teaching and subsequent teaching behaviors?

Past research has not provided a sound methodological

basis on which to either accept or reject the use of student

input for modifying teaching effectiveness. It is important

to examine more thoroughly the uses and outcomes of the

process of teacher evaluation to be able to assess and

project the significance which this aspect of evaluation

will have within the scope of total faculty evaluation. This

study is, therefore, significant in its effort to establish

a methodologically sound, reliable procedure concerning

feedback to college teachers.

Definition of Terms

1. Teaching effectiveness is defined as the manifest-

ation by a teacher of those traits which students and teachers

value most, Effectiveness is, therefore, the ability of an
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instructor to adapt to those student needs and expectations

which coincide with the instructor's value systems.

2. Evaluation discrepancy is the measured difference

between the teacher's self-evaluation and the students'

evaluation of that teacher, based upon student responses to

the Student Perceptions of Learning and Teaching questionnaire

developed by McKeachie (1976).

3. A positive evaluation discrepancy is obtained when

the value of a majority of items in each subsection of the

questionnaire on a teacher's self-evaluation was one point

or more above the mean value of all corresponding items on

the students' evaluation of that teacher.

4. A negative evaluation discrepancy is obtained when

the mean value of a majority of the items on each subsection

of the questionnaire on a teacher's self-evaluation was one

point or more below the mean value of the corresponding items

on the students' evaluation of that teacher.

5. A neutral evaluation is obtained when the mean value

of a majority of items in each subsection on the teacher's

self-evaluation was less than one point above or below the

mean value of all corresponding items on the students'

evaluation of that teacher.

6. Feedback is the presentation of the student eval-

uation responses and the self-evaluation responses to the

teacher in printed form, with instructions concerning the use

and the meaning of the information. No verbal comment is
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included in this type feedback. An example of some hypo-

thetical results with specific interpretations and suggestions

concerning changing teaching behavior is also included with

this feedback.

7. Evaluation discrepancy feedback given at the

beginning of the term was obtained by testing the teachers at

the end of the preceding term.

8. Teacher is the title given to any full-time teaching

faculty or staff member who participated in this study,

regardless of the person's academic rank.

Limitations

This study was limited to those full-time faculty

members at a public university in North Central Texas who

volunteered to participate in this study. This population was

similar to other concerned university faculty, but the data

must be evaluated in light of possible limitations of the

actual questionnaire used, and the overall time constraints

of this study.

Basis Assumptions

It was assumed that all faculty members who participated

in the study were concerned about the evaluation give to

them by their students. Consequently, the student feedback

was incorporated into their teaching behaviors according to

the importance each teacher assigned to it. A further

assumption was that each student and teacher completed the

questionnaire honestly and objectively.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW AND INTERPRETATION OF CURRENT LITERATURE

Administrative Evaluation Processes Which May

Be Used In Higher Education

All colleges and universities evaluate their faculties.

They all hire, promote, and terminate, and occasionally

provide rewards. They all must, therefore, necessarily make

evaluative judgments. Dependent upon the institution, the

evaluation procedures may be formally established, standardized

and clearly communicated to all involved, or the procedures

may be informal to the point of indiscernible obscurity. The

Task Force on Faculty Evaluation and Institutional Reward

Structures, a part of the Southern Regional Education Board

has reported the results of an extensive survey completed in

higher education institutions in the South (SREB, 1977). In

this report the Task Force gave an overview of the current

practices in faculty evaluation, and within this overview six

major trends were identified. The first common practice was,

1. Detailed and systematic evaluation practices

were most likely to exist in large, doctoral-level
institutions (p. 12).

This statement is evidence of the legal and public

pressures placed upon larger institutions to produce a

measurable quantity of their educational product. The larger

institution is more visible, and therefore must provide

24
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involved, formal programs of evaluation. This study estab-

lished that most non-doctoral institutions use informal

procedures which are not very well communicated. However, one

newer, more formal approach to a combination of faculty eval-

uation and development was the "growth contract" being

developed primarily at private liberal arts colleges, with a

few examples a community colleges (SREB, 1977, p. 12).

2. Faculty evaluation tends most often to be used

as a basis for personnel decisions and for management
purposes rather than for faculty development and
improvement (SREB, 1977, p. 13).

In both the survey and a questionnaire distributed to

colleges by the SREB, the faculty perceived evaluation as

both summative and formative. That is, it provided data with

which to make decisions regarding tenure, promotion, and

salary increases, as well as providing information on which

faculty development and improvement could be based. Sometimes

there is difficulty in distinguishing clearly between sum-

mative and formative evaluation. Persons active in faculty

development use the two terms separately and usually think of

them as leading to separate activities. "Formative evaluation"

is considered to be evaluation that can be used to guide a set

of activities specifically designed to assist a faculty

member in development and improvement. "Summative evaluation"

is thought of as a process which can provide information for

making personnel decisions unrelated to helping faculty

members improve. The SREB study found that a number of
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doctoral- and master's-level institutions interpret the

personnel decision-making process itself as resulting ideally

in overall faculty improvement (SREB, 1977, p. 15). A

properly administered summative process should serve to

improve the overall quality of the total faculty by identifying,

rewarding, and promoting the best performers, while terminating

the services of the poorest performers.

While the majority of all survey respondents stated

that promoting faculty development and improvement were the

primary reasons for evaluation, few examples could be found by

the SREB in either case histories or in informal institutional

visits. It should also be noted that while the majority

of administrators who completed the SREB questionnaire had

stated that the primary purpose for evaluation was to provide

a basis for information given to faculty for development and

improvement, the majority of faculty interviewed revealed that

they thought the primary purpose was for personnel decisions.

These results clearly suggest a lack of clarity in the eval-

uation objectives.

3. Faculty evaluation practices usually are

initiated and carried out by administrators

with little faculty involvment (SREB, 1977,

p. 16).

For summative decisions, the department chairmen were

the principle decision makers in doctoral-level institutions;

the academic dean was found to be the principle decision

maker in institutions conferring master's and bachelor's
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degrees and in two-year institutions (SREB, 1977, p. 16).

It was also found that students in the two-year institutions

were assigned a greater role in formative than in summative

evaluation, and student ratings were more often used for

development and improvement than for personnel decisions.

This may also suggest that student ratings of instruction

may be the only developmental activity taking place 
at some

institutions (SREB, 1977, p. 17).

4. Administrators say that instruction is the most

important evaluation area at their institutions,

but in fact, procedures for evaluating instruction

were generally poorly developed (SREB, 1977, p. 18).

Although the SREB survey reported that instruction was

the most important area for faculty evaluation, it was found

that procedures for evaluation instruction were not as well

developed as prcedures in other areas, particularly research

and publication. It appears that administrators feel that

instruction should be the most important area to be evaluated,

but this attitude has not yet been translated into practice.

5. Data or evidence on which judgments were made,

particularly in evaluating instruction, were not

gathered systematically or consistently (SREB,
1977, p. 19).

The SREB survey showed that the three most frequently

used sources of information were the academic vice president

or dean, the department chairman, and students. Department

chairmen were the single most frequent source of information

in doctoral- and master's-level institutions, and the academic
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vice president or dean was most often used in bachelor's-

level and two-year institutions.

Although eighty-eight per cent of the respondents

reported using student feedback as a general source of infor-

mation, fewer than half of the responding institutions

reported that they used information from students for making

personnel decisions. Few institutions included student feed-

back which resulted in reliable, consisten, or comparable data.

In a surprising number of cases, the student evaluations were

used as a "casual and sometimes gossipy source of information

(SREB, 1977, p. 20)". A large number of department or division

chairmen seemed to rely heavily on informal student comments

or complaints as valid sources of information about teaching

quality (SREB, 1977, p. 20).

Due to the general absence of reliable or systematic

teaching-effectiveness evidence, administrators have an

insufficient data base upon which to ground decisions, and

therefore some administrators may make capricious judgments.

The chairman or dean not only initiates the evaluation process

but also makes the original qualitative judgment. When there

is no systematic information for the chairman to use, he is

left to his own devices. Thus many evaluation systems that

appear to be objective actually begin with a judgment based

on little evidence. Consequently, as the chairman's decision

goes up the institutional ladder, it is treated increasingly

as if it were an objective assessment, and at the end of the
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process the determinations made by the chairman often are

used as if they were entirely reliable and accurate data

(SREB, 1977, p. 22).

Research and publication performance seem to be easily

evaluated because of the quantifiable nature of the products.

Journals judged by their reputations and other sources, such

as citation indexes, were used widely in doctoral-level

institutions as indicators of faculty performance (SREB, 1977,

p. 23).

In areas other than instruction, research, and publi-

cation, the gathering of data on which to judge performance

levels was found to be less thorough and less sophisticated.

Few institutions gave any consideration to the areas of

student advising, administrative activities, or personal

attributes in their evaluation of faculty.

6. Current faculty evaluation practices tend to

concentrate on individual components or separate

procedures rather than on comprehansive approaches

(SREB, 1977, p. 23).

It was found that most institutions used one or more

individual components of faculty evaluation, but few had

developed a comprehensive program. The most widely used

single faculty evaluation procedure was some form of student

evaluation of instruction. However, it appears that in many

institutions student evaluation data were not utilized

(Bejar, 1975). The SREB survey results suggested that about

half the institutions returned the data to each individual

instructor, whereas in other institutions the results were

used for personnel decision making.
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It appears that few institutions have taken a compre-

hensive approach to developing a faculty evaluation program

which begins with clearly stated purposes, and then provides

a program likely to bring about accomplishments 
of those

purposes. In view of these findings, current faculty eval-

uation activities have been designed in a piecemeal fashion

without a clear vision of either the purpose to be achieved

or of the components necessary for a comprehensive program.

Evaluation Process Models

The discussion above clearly delineates the need for 
a

comprehensive and systematic evaluation procedure. However,

inclusion of specific examples from all areas of faculty

evaluation would be outside the scope of this survey. The

review of literature, therefore, contains representative

samples from the broad field of evaluation, 
in addition to

the more specific area of student evaluation and feedback.

This review uses various points of view in an attempt to

survey the entire field of faculty evaluation without

prejudice.

The justification of any evaluation procedure used

depends upon the administrator's philosophy 
of evaluation

and a representative model of evaluation. Several repre-

sentative models of evaluation processes, which were developed

by the SREB Task Force (1977), Glassman et al., (1976), and

Dressel (1976), are presented below. Such a framework is
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intended to offer an approach which may contain 
components

for use by community, administrators, faculty and students.

This is only a framework and is not intended to be a specific

design for evaluation. These models contain common elements

which comprise part or all of most university evaluation

systems.

It is necessary for an evaluation model to clearly state

the purposes, areas to be evaluated, and the elements and

procedures to be used. The areas to be evaluated must be

clearly defined, because each teacher bay wich 
to prepare for

the evaluation, to insure the validity and reliability of the

evaluation. Such a model should include the following areas:

1. Activities in professional organizations,

2. Administrative activities,

3. Civic attributes,

4. Instructional activities,

5. Personal attributes,

6. Publications,

7. Public service,

8. Research,

9, Student advising.

Other possible areas which may be used in evaluation include

1. Academic training,

2. Experience,

3. Length of service in rank,

4. Competing job offers,

5. Consultation.
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Following the definition of the areas to be evaluated,

criteria must be established upon which each can be judged.

One approach to developing criteria in evaluating 
instruction

has been proposed by Meeth (1976), who suggested three

categories of criteria: ultimate, intermediate, and imme-

diate. Ultimate criteria are based on student learning and

achievement, while intermediate criteria are based on the

process or methodology of teaching. Immediate criteria are

based on the affective perception of the learning 
experiences.

Each model must also include standards whereby

performance may be evaluated against stated 
expectations.

There are, however, two types of standards available to

educational evaluators: Norm-referenced standards, which

compare a faculty member's performance with that of his

peers, and criterion-referenced standards, 
which compare a

faculty member's performance against some preset level of

achievement. It is imperative for the standards to be

clearly stated prior to evaluation.

Techniques for data collection depend upon the criteria

established,as well as the purpose or objectives of the

evaluation. The SREB (1977) study found that evidence of

effectiveness in the educational area required the greatest

attention. It is evident that within this area it is

extremely difficult to establish criteria and methods of

data collection. According to the SREB (1977) study,the
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following procedures were typically used in the collection of

data in most institutions: (1) self-evaluation, (2) student

ratings, (3) colleague ratings, (4) student learning outcomes,

and (5) multiple approaches.

An example of an evaluation model using evaluation

criteria, standards, and evidence to support the areas is

show in Table I, which represents only the areas of instruction

and research. This model could be completed for a division,

for a department, or for each individual faculty member.

TABLE I

EVALUATION MODEL*

Evaluation

Evaluation
Areas

1. Instruction

Criteria Standard

1. StudentI
learning
gains

2. Course
material

3. Student
satis-
faction

Prescribed
level of
achievement
of learning
objectives

Up-to-date
content;
relevance to
students

80% rate
the course
in top
level

_ _ _ _ _ _ I_ -_ _ _ _ _ _ I _ _ _ _ _ a-

Evidence

Pre- and post-
test graded
by department

Student
ratings

Student
ratings

--Ir-
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TABLE I--Continued

Evaluation Criteria Standard Evidence

Areas

2. Research 1. Publi- Specific Faculty self-

cations number of report
refereed
journals

Excellence Testimony of

in quality six outside
readers;
citations in
other works

2. Grants $20,000 Faculty self-

minimum in report;

grants records

*Source: SREB, 1977, p. 49.

A more comprehensive evaluation system, developed

through the implementation of various systems models and

management techniques, was set forth by Glassman (1976).

Figure 1 shows a broad systems approach to an evaluation of

an entire university (Glassman, 1976, p. 24). Although the

ultimate output is knowledge, the individual faculty members

are responsible for the areas of graduates, research, and

services.

This model is important to an overview of evaluation

systems because of its global outlook. It allows professors

ample opportunity for professional advancement 
while con-

tributing to the university and external community. 
The
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expectations of the external community are seen as limiting

pressures upon an ideal educational environment. 
This model

provides secureity for professors against these external

pressures. The environmental feedback or pressure may have

direct impact on the inputs, i.e., students, facutly, admini-

strative and technical staff, as well as, materials. In the

short run, curriculum requirements protect the faculty

member from losing his students, even if his students dislike

his course and teaching methods. Tenure and multi-year

contracts provide a cushion should a faculty member's 
course

enrollment drop. The institutions, however, lose students

and financial support in the long run, from such a system.

A decreasing budget may force an administration to take

drastic action, such as cutting faculty positions and closing

whole departments. External feedback, therefore, eventually

has its effect, although it may take several years to emerge.

In an effort to avert this powerful external feedback

mechanism, the university management must rely upon 
a broader

scope of feedback, shorter time intervals, and smaller

impact upon specific processes which are built 
into the

system represented below (Glassman, 1976).



36

Financial
Support

Environment

Input University System

Student

1yea__

Int,

Evaluation
Subsystem

External

administrative and
Technical staff

Process

Viraduates esearc I
ervic

Output I
Feecdback

Knowledge

Fig. 1--University evaluation system developed by

Glassman, 1976.

There are many diverse approaches to the process of

evaluation of college teachers. The review has centered on

academic evaluation as an entity, while the specific emphasis

has been alluded to but has been avoided in order to examine

a broad spectrum of evaluation processes. The main emphasis

-aterials

year 3 year year

ernal feedback
F

sI
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of the present discussion will be the impact on the teacher,

course, students, and the institution, brought about by

evaluations in general, and more particularly, by student

evaluations.

Current Research in Evaluation of Faculty

in Higher Education

In order to best describe the varied approaches 
taken

in faculty evaluation, it has been necessary to subdivide the

variables affecting the evaluation process 
and procedures.

Evaluation involves much more than simply 
giving a question-

naire and tabulating item frequencies. There has been

considerable research and editorializing concerning the

process of faculty evaluation and its effect 
on various

educational components.

Centra (1973d) concluded that when student ratings of

instruction were used by instructors as a source of feedback

on their teaching, some changes were made by the instructor.

Most likely, this process could be improved upon 
with better

interpretation of the results. The effects of student

ratings upon administrative decisions are more difficult to

assess. Certainly student evaluations are no less trust-

worthy than other methods now available to assess teaching

performance, and when combined with other methods they

probably contribute to a fair judgment. 
In order to

establish a connection between improvement of teaching and
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evaluation, a list of eight methodologies of evaluation was

proposed by O'Hanlon and Morteson (1977). O'Hanlon and

Morteson (1977) felt that teacher evaluation could best be

improved by finding methods which utilized existing 
approaches

more effectively. Methodological advancement of any eval-

uation system must approach the teacher evaluation process

by emphasizing the evaluation of student outcomes in the

assessment of teacher performance. O'Hanlon and Morteson

(1977) disagree with process evaluation as an approach to

the ultimate goal of education. However, they concede that

there are problems in the measurement of student outcome, and

propose that research has not yet supported inferences 
that

the use of any particular teaching method results in pre-

dictable student learning. Evaluating teachers by the use of

student evaluation methods solely should not be depended upon

entirely as a basis of teacher effectiveness. These investi-

gators recommend that evaluation techniques must 
be appropriate

to the purposes of the evaluation. Certain purposes for

evaluation they listed were

1. to help teacher improve their teaching,

2. to find ways for the improvement of student learning,

3. to identify teachers worthy of merit recognition,

4. to determine the best assignment for specific

teacher types or methods,

5. to make employment decisions (whether to hire,

retain, advance to next step on salary schedule,

or give tenure),

6. to convince the public that teachers are being

evaluated,
7. to gather evidence necessary to release a teacher.
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O'Hanlon and Morteson (1977) contend that each of these

purposes requires different types of information. 
Therefore,

a multi-component approach must be utilized to determine the

rating of a teacher in all areas. The number of different

evaluation procedures is dependent upon the source of the

information; therefore, the design of an effective eval-

uation plan must include as many characteristics as possible

to establish the competency of a teacher in all activity

areas.

Eight Methodologies used in Teacher Evaluation

The area of teacher evaluation has not been without

its methodological difficulties. The discussion above

points to the fact that there remain many unsettled problems

associated with the procedures used to collect data, the

mathods used to analyze these data, and the ultimate use of

such evaluations. However, the literature offers ample

research across the spectrum of possible problem areas. The

volume of research demands that a simple outline approach 
be

taken in a systematic review. Therefore, the format

presented by O'Hanlon and Morteson (1977) will be utilized.

O'Hanlon and Morteson (1977) divided teacher evaluation into

eight distinct methodological areas and summarized 
each area

according to its strengths, weaknesses, conditions for

effective use, nature of the evidence produced, and the

appropriate purposes for the use of the data gathered.
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The eight areas are

1. Student evaluation,
2. Student performance,

3. Simulated teaching,
4. Self-evaluation,

5. Supervisor observation,
6. Observer rating tools,

7. Visiting teams of experts,

8. Peer evaluation.

Each of the areas is described below in relation to the

establishment of a process of teacher evaluation.

Student Evaluation.--The first area, student evaluation, is

perhaps the most investigated and 
the most undecided. The

O'Hanlon and Morteson (1977) review of the area is repre-

sented by Table II. This table represents only a cursory

review of this broad and complex area. 
A better overview

of the extant literature must include a review in detail of

the student evaluation process and its development. Therefore,

student evaluation has been further subdivided 
into seven

topic areas which emerged from the comprehensive 
literature

review. These seven areas are

1. The types of questionnaires used and their devel-

opment.
2. The reliability and validity of the questionnaires

used.

3. Teacher traits and teaching method,

4. When the student evaluation should be administered

during the year.

5. Effects of differences between teacher 
and student

sexes.

6. The expectation of grades by students.

7. The possible influence of students on the teacher

and the course (the effects of feedback).
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TABLE II

AN APPROACH TO TEACHER EVALUATION:

STUDENT EVALUATION

Student Evaluation:
Students evaluate a teacher's performance through a

structured or unstructured questionnaire or interview.

Strengths:
1. Requires minimum of resources.

2. Teachers will change as a result of student

feedback (Tuckman and Oliver, 1968).

3. Results show high correlation with other peer

and supervisor ratings (Blackburn and Clark,

1975).
4. Observes teacher every day (Kulik, 1974).

5. Assessments are reliable and not affected by

grades (Menges, 1973; Aleamoni, 1976; Centra,

1976).

Weaknesses:
1. Factors other than teacher may contribute to

student satisfaction, e.g., class size, elective

or required courses (Gage, 1972; Kulik, 1974).

2. Students may tend to be generous in their

ratings.

Conditions for Effective Use:
1. Need student anonymity (Frey, 1976; Gage,

1972).
2. Need teacher willingness to accept student

feedback.

3. Instruments must be carefully developed, e.g.,

include specific items to obtain student judg-

ment of learning environment (Glass, 1974).

Nature of Evidence Produced:
1. Student perceptions of what they have learned,

how they have changed.
2. Student analysis of how various teaching acts

affected them.

3. Student suggestions for teacher actions.

4. Student perceptions of what they like and

dislike about a teacher.

Appropriate Purposes:

1. Help teacher improve (Kulik, 1974).

2. Identify teachers for merit recognition.

3. Make employment decisions (Centra, 1976).
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1. The types of questionnaires used and their devel-

opment.--The manner in which the data are to be collected must

be established first. One methods is the use of paper-and-

pencil scales completed by the students and the teachers.

Such instruments may cover a variety of attitudinal, affective,

and cognitive areas. However, to be meaningful for use as

feedback to the teacher or the administrator, such instruments

must be related to specific criteria or standards.

An example of student evaluation using specific criteria

is the procedure used to validate the University of Wisconsin-

Milwaukee (UMW) Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire (CEQ)

(Cassel, 1971). Using item analysis, Cassel (1971) found

specific factorial content in twelve uncopyrighted course

evaluation questionnaires. As a means of establishing valid

clusters of meaningful content, he had three faculty members

act as judges. These faculty members then grouped the

questionnaire items according to related content, as had been

done by a number of previous researchers (Anderson, 1954;

Anikeef, 1953; Bradley, 1950; Cosgrove, 1959; Fults, 1952;

Weaver, 1960; and White and Anderson, 1967). The faculty

members were asked to use a general category-grouping system

to define the items. These categories were

1. General course attitude,
2. Method of instruction,
3. Course content,
4. Student interest and attention,
5. Characteristics of instructor.
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In order to control for careless or haphazard completion

of the instrument, Cassel (1971) paired twenty-two of the

items. These pairings utilized reversals or partial

rewording which theoretically forced the students to read

each item and produce a more reliable, consistent instrument.

He found, however, that while the reliability factor was

.881, the five factors had accounted for only 55 per cent of

the total variance.

Using a different approach to the development of a

student evaluation questionnaire, Bridger (1973) began with

a pragmatic view of student evaluation. He wanted to develop

an opinionnaire that was easily analyzed by the teacher for

the purpose of improving instruction. The instrument

provided for anonymity, was norn-referenced, and distinguished

between teacher and course evaluation. Bridger (1973) found

that a forced-choice format reduce rater bias and helped

eliminate any halo effect. Although approached from a dif-

ferent viewpoint, the question areas were parallel to those

describe by Cassel (1971). Bridger (1973) was among the

first to use computer feedback which included percentages

and frequencies of responses to each question. He made no

provision, however, to account for open-ended questions

This was perhaps his most serious fault, because these

questions often elicit more subtle, insightful comments

than other types of feedback. Bridger (1973) expresses

the need for a comprehensive evaluation system when he stated,
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"...that this form, in conjunction with other types
of evaluation, such as classroom observation, self
and peer evaluation, contributions to the college
and community, will present a fairly objective and
meaningful rating for self-improvement, professional
advancement, and above all, better student learning
p. 45."

Using a factor analytic method with data from 1,648

student evaluations, Holmes (1971) found four distinct

factors. These factors were similar in content to factors

found by other researchers but were named differently. These

factors measured

1. The quality of the instructor's presentation,
2. The evaluation process and the student-instructor

interactions,
3. The degree to which the students were stimulated and

motivated by the instructor,
4. The clarity of the tests.

Each of these factors was found to measure different aspects

of teaching. Validity values for the thirty-five-item

questionnaire showed "considerable"(Holmes, 1971, p. 36)

convergent validity; i.e., the correlation between the factor

scores and the subscale scores was .71.

Finkbeiner et al. (1973) performed a factor analysis

upon their data to determine the underlying dimensions

associated with the interrrelations between teacher and

student as measured by a survey. The data consisted of

7,968 student evaluations from 650 different classes at

Cleveland State University. The data were analyzed and

yielded five rotated factors accounting for nearly fifty

percent of the variance. The five factors were
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1. General course attitude,
2. Attitude toward examination,
3. Instructor-student rapport,
4. Attitude toward method,
5. Attitude toward work load.

Another insight into feedback from these results was that

a single total score on a few general overall questions was

not sufficient feedback to teachers. In order to provide

accurate, meaningful information, factor scores on the under-

lying dimensions should be reported (Finkbeiner et al.,

1973, p. 163).

Similar factors were found by Kapel (1974). These five

factors were

1. Evaluation,
2. Presentation,
3. Personality,
4. Preparation,
5. Intellect.

Each of the five factors was found to be independent and

reliable, with no reported internal consistency values. These

factors were also stable across student groups, and correlated

highly with faculty self-evaluations. The use of the reported

questionnaire also discriminated between faculty of different

disciplines and remained applicable under various teaching

conditions.

Questionnaire construction was the focus of McDowell

(1975), who proposed that a semantic differential could be

used to discover relationships among such variables for

teachers as source credibility, relevance of content, and

judgment of oral communication variables. Using fifty-one
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college students, he developed a thirteen-item scale and

tested for unidimensionality on teacher credibility, content,

delivery, and feedback. The results of statistical analyses

showed an interdependence among four concepts. Students

suggested that such an instrument was superior to other

evaluation methods because more attention was given to

communication variables. Students also suggested that open-

ended questions which covered cognitive aspects of the course

shoudl be used to acquire a more complete evaluation.

McDowell (1975) cautioned that each teacher must perform a

factor analysis of scores to determine which factors are

unidimensional for each concept. These unidimensional

concepts, however, may be teacher-bound, content-bound, sex-

bound, IQ-bound, etc. It is indicated, therefore, that a

teacher must correlate relationships among the various teacher

variables and isolate student variables to discover whether

personality dimensions of student affect the evaluation.

The topic of questionnaire construction has been exten-

sively investigated and several concepts have appeared

repeatedly throught the literature. They are listed below.

1. The major factors associated with the teaching
role which may be evaluated remain constant.

2. The reliability of the questionnaires has
consistently been reported between .75 and .95.

3. The amount of variance accounted by the factors
has consistently be reported near fifty per cent.
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2. The Reliability and Validity of the Questionnaires

Used.--In establishing reliability and validity, the test

content and theoretical bias must be taken into consideration.

Wyeth (1973) pointed out that evaluation instruments should

at least satisfy the following criteria, to be valid:

1. All items in a scale should be stated in behavioral
terms,

2. They should be stated clearly and precisely,
3. Items should be included only if raters may

reasonably be expected to have evidence about them.

Using the above guidelines in conjunction with a

description of teaching given by Belnap et al. (1965), Wyeth

(1973) established an evaluation model from which suggestions

for hiring, orientation, and promotion of staff were detailed.

The model was based on three standard areas of scrutiny:

1. Instructional performance,
2. Professional growth and achievement,
3. Community service.

Each of these areas was then subdivided based on the following

three criteria:

1. Whether it described what a teacher did,
2. Its meaning must be reasonably clear,
3. It must be possible to secure evidence to support

the statement.

On the basis of this model, Wyeth (1973) developed an

ev auation instrument which contained eleven student concerns.

These areas presented by Wyeth (1973) were

1. Knowledge of subject,
2. Knowledge of developments in his field,

3. Goals for the course,
4. Appropriateness of course work,
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6. Communication with students,
7. Provision for individual differences,
8. Interest in progress of all students,
9. Stimulation of curiosity in students,
10. Measurement of student progress,
11. Appropriateness of assignments.

These eleven areas represent results found by many authors

in the area of evaluation of teaching effectiveness. Wyeth

(1973), however, did not report any data analysis or valid-

ation evidence to substantiate his claims for this model.

Follman (1975) questioned the validity of evaluation

procedures with regard to the kinds of categories used in

subdividing evaluation questionnaires and the unknown origin

of the variance associated with between-teacher comparisons.

Hoyt (1973) anticipated this argument by proclaiming that

he had developed a method of evaluating instructional

effectiveness which was both practical and useful. His

ratings were made with . . . reasonable discrimination,

reliability, and validity (p. 74)."1 The method incorporated

eight questions concerning students' progress or achievement

attained in a specific college course. The objectives used

by Hoyt (1973) were taken from Deshpande and Webb (1968),

which included

1. Gaining factual knowledge (terminology, classifi-
cations, methods, trends),

2. Learning fundamental principles, generalizations
or theories,

3. Learning to apply principles to solve practical
problems.
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3. Teacher Traits and Teaching Method.--Although not

musch has been written concerning the effect of teachers'

personality characteristics and teaching idiosyncracies upon

student evaluations the literature has produced a variety of

conflicting results. Feldman (1976) reveiwed current articles

associated with students' perceptions of "ideal" teachers

and found nineteen characteristics of the "ideal" college

teacher as seen by college students. These characteristics

are presented in Table III.

TABLE III

IDEAL TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS

1. Stimulation of interest:
a. The instructor puts material across in an

interesting way.
b. The instructor gets student interested in

the subject.
c. It was easy to remain attentive.
d. The teacher stimulated intellectual curiosity.

2. Instructor's enthusiasm (for the subject or for
teaching):

a. The instructor shows interest and enthusiasm
in the subject.

b. The instructor seems to enjoy teaching.
3. Instructor's knowledge of subject matter:

a. The instructor has a good command of the
subject material.

b. The teacher has a thorough, basic and current
knowledge of the subject.

c. The instructor has a good knowledge about or
beyond the textbook.

4. Instructor's intellectual expansiveness (and
intelligence):

a. The instructor is well informed in all related
fields.

b. The instructor has respect for other subject
areas and indicated their relationship to his
or her own subject of presentations.
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TABLE III--Continued

c. The instructor exhibited a high degree of
cultural attainment.

5. Instructor's preparation; organization of the
course:

a. The instructor was well prepared for each
day's lecture.

b. The presentation of the material was organized.
c. The overall development of the course has

good continuity.
6. Clarity and understandableness:

a. The instructor made clear explanations.
b. The instructor interprets abstract ideas and

theories clearly.
c. The instructor makes good use of examples and

illustrations to get across difficult points.
d. The teacher effectively synthesizes and

summarizes the material.
7. Instructor's elocutionary skills:

a. The instructor has a good vocal delivery.
b. The teacher speaks distinctly, fluently

and without hesitation.
c. The teacher varied the speech and tone of his

or her voice.
8. Instructor's sensitivity to, and concern with,

class level and progress:
a. The teacher was skilled in observing student

reactions.
b. The teacher was aware when students failed

to keep up in class.
c. The instructor takes an active personal

interest in the progress of the class and
shows a desire for students to learn.

9. Clarity of course objectives and requirements:
a. The purposes and policies of the course were

made clear to the student.
b. The instructor gave a clear idea of the

student requirements.
c. The teacher clearly defined student responsi-

bilities in the course.
10. Nature and value of the course material (including

its usefulness and relevance):
a. The instructor has the ability to apply

material to real life.
b. The instructor makes the course practical.
c. There is worthwhile and informative material

in lectures that doesn't duplicate the text.



51

TABLE II--Continued

d. The course has excellent content.
11. Nature and usefulness of supplementary materials

and teaching aids:
a. The homework assignments and supplementary

readings were helpful in understanding the
course.

b. The instructor made good use of teaching aids
such as films and other audio-visual materials.

12. Difficulty of the course (and workload):
a. The instructor covered the right amount of

material.
b. The difficulty of the course was reasonable.
c. The pace of the course was not too fast or

too slow.
d. The amount of outside readings seemed

appropriate.
13. Instructor's fairness; impartiality of evaluation

of students; quality of examinations:
a. Grading in the course was fair.
b. The instructor has definite standards and is

impartial in grading.
c. The exams reflected material emphasized in

the course.
d. Test questions were clear.
e. Coverage of subject matter on exams was

comprehensive.
14. Classroom management:

a. The instructor controls the class discussion
to prevent rambling and confusion.

b. The instructor maintained a classroom
atmosphere conducive to learning.

c. Students are allowed to participate in
deciding the course content.

d. The teacher did not 'rule with an iron hand'.
15. Nature, quality, and frequency of feedback to

students.
a. The instructor gave satisfactory feedback on

graded materials.
b. Criticism of papers was helpful to students.
c. The instructor told students when they had

done a good job.
d. The teacher was prompt in returning tests

and assignments.
16. Encouragement of questions and discussion;

instructor's openness to opinions of others:
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TABLE III--Continued

a. Students felt free to ask questions or
express opinions.

b. The instructor stimulated class discussions.
c. The teacher encouraged students to express

differences of opinions and to evaluate each
other's ideas.

d. The instructor invited criticisms of his or
her own ideas.

e. The teacher appeared receptive to new ideas
and the viewpoints of others.

17. Intellectual challenge; encouragement of inde-
pendent thought:

a. This course challenged students intellectually.
b. The teacher encouraged students to think out

answers and follow up ideas.
c. The teacher attempted to stimulate creativity.

18. Instructor's concern and respect for students;
friendliness of instructor:

a. The instructor seems to have a genuine interest
in and concern for students.

b. The teacher took student seriously.
c. The instructor established good rapport with

students.
d. The teacher was friendly toward all students.

19. Instructor's availability and helpfulness:
a. The instructor was willing to help students

having difficulty.
b. The instructor was willing to give individual

attention.
c. The instructor was available for consultation.
d. The teacher was accessible to students outside

of class.

Feldman (1976) indicated that no one factor defined the

"ideal" or the effective teacher. He postulated that it is

entirely possible that a trait considered highly important

by students may not differentiate the better from the poorer

teacher in actual teacher rating situations. It was found

that stimulation of interest and clarity (understandableness),
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knowledge of subject matter, teacher's preparation for the

class, and his enthusiam for the subject matter or for the

teaching were the most highly rated traits. When students

were allowed to descreibe their ideal or best teachers on an

open-ended questionnaire, they gave different characteristics.

Among the most frequently mentioned characteristics were

friendliness (concern and respect for students), helpfulness

(availability), and openness to other's opinions (encouragement

of class questions and discussion).

Superiority on specific items of a teacher evaluation

questionnaire may not explain the teacher's overall superiority

(as perceived by students). Superiority in specific areas of

teaching may not even produce a high overall rating. It may

be that students develop an initial impression and later find

those traits which uphold the first impression and discard

any traits which would provide discrepant data in relation to

the initial judgment. This has been described as the "halo

effect", and has been discussed at length by Centra (1973e),

French-Lazovik (1974), Hoyt (1973), and Purohit and Magoon

(1971).

Yamamoto and Dizney (1966) found that students' prefer-

ences for eight psychology instructors had a specific order.

The investigators used a different set of characteristics but

found that students prefer the roles of Teacher, Researcher,

Socialite and Administrator, in that order. The research
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supported the view that students still prefer to have a mentor,

or counselor, as their teacher.

Dwyer (1973) reported ten generalizations derived from

a review of sixty-two studies of characteristics and rela-

tionships of selected criteria for evaluating teaching

effectiveness. These criteria are given below:

1. The reliability of student ratings is a function
of the number of raters. Such ratings tend
generally to be reliable in terms of agreement
among raters.

2. There are no significant relationships in ratings
with reference to teaching experience, age of
instructor, class size, sex of the instructor or
student, severity of grading, and maturity of
the rater.

3. Student give a low rating to instructors who
dwell on the obvious, do not prepare their
lectures, are authoritarian in their manner,
or use sarcasm.

4. Neither an instructor's knowledge of the subject
matter nor his knowledge of acceptable teaching
procedures is reflected in his ratings by students.

5. Student ratings of course organization when com-
pared with degress held by their instructor ind-
cated that instructors holding the higher degrees
tended to be rated higher.

6. On the basis of a limited number of studies not
judgment can be made as the to effect of research
and publication by the instructor on ratings of
teaching.

7. Supervisors are more lenient in rating instructors
the greater the length of time they have known
those being rated.

8. Students and alumni show considerable agreement in
their ratings of the same instructor.
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9. Rating scales possess more statistical reliability
than validity to teacher effectiveness.

10. Students and supervisors do not consider the same
characteristics of teachers as important in
relation to effective teaching.

The list above contains a combination of both person-

ality characteristics and behavioral traits associated with

teaching effectiveness. The behaviors associated with the

act of teaching may readily be measured, yet it remains

difficult to equate specific behaviors with personality

characteristics. This problem and the lack of a clear

definition of effective teaching have led to a justifiable

opposition to the comparison of different teachers' ratings.

While there has been little criticism of the use of rating

scales which permit an instructor to gain insight concerning

his students' perceptions of his instruction and their

suggestions related to methods of improvement of instruction,

opposition to the use of ratings as comparative measures

may be justified because teacher effectiveness measures vary

with different types of students (i.e., grade level, I.Q.,

age, etc.), objectives to be achieved, and methods and

techniques of instruction used. Additionally, often it is

not readily apparent to those being rated just what is being

measured (e.g., behaviors, characteristics, methodology,

student gains, or objective achieved). Furthermore, when

an instructor has been described by his possession of a number

of characteristics listed on a scale, there is no reliable
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evidence that those characteristics are the ones that will

facilitate or hinder student acievement of specific edu-

cational objectives, and ultimately this is the area in

which the results should be evident.

Sherman and Blackburn (1975) studied specific person-

ality traits and their conrrelation to teaching effectiveness

of college faculty. Using a semantic differential scale and

two student evaluation forms which were highly intercorrelated,

they gathered data from 108 faculty members. Their results

produced four factors with high loadings. These factors were

personal potency (communicates well and has a relaxed atti-

tude), pragmatism (down-to-earth), amicability (friendliness),

and intellectual competency (clear, knowledgeable). The

factors above were similar to previous findings which provided

evidence for the presence of common personality traits for

teacher effectiveness. Sherman and Blackburn (1975) discounted

the possible overshadowing, or halo effect, of grades and

grade expectations upon such characteristics, and cited

several studies in support of their position (Caffrey, 1969;

Elliot, 1950; Lehmann, 1966; Rayder, 1968). Other assumed

relationships were also dismissed, based upon the findings

of Costin, Greenough and Menges (1971). The argument that

students rate all teachers the same was also dispelled by

their data. They found that the relationships between

personality factors and teaching effectiveness varied between

members of different academic disciplines. Students
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distinguished between specific psychological and pedagogical

attributes of faculty, and the teaching situation did matter.

This evidence led the authors to state that the perception

of instructional effectiveness was perhaps a relationship of

the personality characteristics of the teacher and his

students.

Grasha (1975) investigated the role of student frames

of reference in the student evaluation process. He used an

established example of an ideal teacher as a reference point

for students to compare to their current instructor. The

resutls were inconclusive, possible because the no-reference-

point group assigned ratings on their own and did not need a

reference point to establish a level of rating. Also, there

may be a broad spectrum of reference points which are not

distinguishable but rather form a complex matrix of

characteristics used to judge teachers and teaching performance.

Follman (1975) found that student personality traits

and perceptions affected teacher evaluation ratings. Students'

ratings of teachers seemed to be influenced by students'

psychological needs, but this concept remained unclear

(Rezler, 1965). Day (1969) determined that the more students

perceived the teacher to be similar to themselves, the higher

they rated the instructor. Later Davidson (1973) and

Levinthal et al. (1976) found that students who perceived

the teacher as superior to themselves tended to rate the

teacher's performance higher than students who perceived the
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instructor as more similar to themselves. Davidson (1973)

concluded that students' comparison of the instructor to

themselves affects their expectations of him also. It was

apparent that users of student ratings of instructors'

teaching effectiveness must consider carefully the probable

influence of the raters' various personality characteristics.

The most important and most commonly found personality

characteristics included need for academic achievement, need

for social approval, authoritarianism, child-centeredness,

feelings of personal control, and aesthetic and artistic

interests (Follman, 1975).

4. When the Student Evaluation Should be Administered

During the Year.--Although there may be much confusion

concerning the composition and validity of student evaluations

of teaching effectiveness, there are other procedural problems

which must be overcome, including when to administer the

instruments. Centra (1972) stated that, given enough time

between the administration of evaluation instruments, a

change could be measured for the teachers' behaviors. Kulik

(1974) found that a minimum period of six to twelve weeks was

needed for a change to appear in the teachers' ratings.

It is standard practice to administer teacher eval-

uations on the last class day of a semester. This day was

found by Carrier et al. (1974) to be advantageous over the

final examination day. However, the advantage is not in
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elevated rating levels but in the convenience of adminis-

tration.

It would appear that there is no clearly best time

for the administration of such evaluations. However, it

has been firmly established by Kulik (1974) that in order

to produce any effect upon the teacher, feedback must be

given more continuously than once during the semester and

with greater regularity during the entire semester. This

feedback should also continue throughout the entire school

year. It is possible that only after a period of more

than one semester would there be any measurable change in

a teachers' classroom behavior.

5. Effects of Differences Between Teachers' and

Students' Sex.--Many of the studies in which the ratings of

male and female students in the classroom were compared

found essentially no differences between the two groups

(Bendig, 1952; Elmore and LaPoint, 1974; Granzin and Painter,

1973; Levinthal, 1974; Pohlmann, 1972; Walker, 1969;

Whitely and Doyle, 1976). Of the studies which reported

statistically significant relationships between gender and

ratings, the associations were usually confined to specific

rating items and were usually small in size (Bausell and

Magoon, 1972; Bendig, 1952; Centra and Lin, 1973; Elliott,

1950; Elmore and LaPoint, 1975; Kapel, 1974; Kohlan, 1973;

Quereshi and Widlak, 1973; Rayder, 1968; and Touq, 1972).
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It was also reported that women students rated the teacher

or course higher than did men. A few studies reported

mixed results; however, there was no consistent pattern of

rating items higher by men or women (Doyle and Whitely,

1974; Haslett, 1976).

Interactions between gender, personality traits, and

attitudes and values have been reported to negatively effect

student ratings of teachers (Rezler, 1965). Bausell and

Magoon (1972) and Kohlan (1973) found evidence of an inter-

action effect on ratings between gender and year in college.

Quereshi and Widlak (1973) found a statistically significant

interaction effect on rating between gender and students'

course grades. Haslett (1976) found a statistically signif-

icant interaction between students' gender and their

interest in knowledge of the course. In other studies,

however, interaction effects on ratings were not found

between gender and anticipated grade in the class (Levinthal,

1974) or gender and overall grade-point average of the

student (Kohlan, 1973).

When the variables of teacher sex and role stereotypes

were studied, further evidence for interaction effects was

found. McKeachie and Lin (1971) found that male teachers who

were perceived as having high levels of warmth had relatively

high achievement standards for women students but not for men.

For women instructors, teachers with high warmth seemed to be

more effective with students of both sexes than teachers with
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low warmth. Low warmth women with low achievement standards

were the least effective of any of the teachers studied.

Harris (1975) found that female students generally rated a

teacher's performance and academic rank higher than did male

students. Teachers using a masculine mode of teaching were

rated higher in performance, rank, and masculinity than

teachers using the feminine mode.

Horner (1968) suggested that female college students

were anxious about achieving success because of their belief

that intellectual achievement may lead to unpopularity and

loss of femininity. However, two other studies found that

females need not be concerned with a predisposition to fail.

Elmore and LaPoint (1974, 1975) found no interaction effect

between sex of faculty, sex of student, and warmth of teacher.

The only interaction fund was that when students rated their

instructor's interest and warmth, teachers received higher

ratings in teaching effectiveness who were warmer and

primarily interested in students. When teachers rated them-

selves on warmth and interest, self-ratings interacted with

sex of faculty.

Another variable associated with evaluation ratings

was class size. Faculty members have frequently suggested

that teachers of large classes may receive lower ratings

because students generally prefer small classes with more

student-teacher interaction. This belief has been supported
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by finding reviewed in Costin et al. (1971) and Crittenden

et al. (1975). Crittenden et al., (1975) found that class

size had inconsistent effects upon various teacher charac-

teristics rated by students. A second pattern was that the

class size effect was diminished in classes where the

student had a high level of experience in or commitment to

the courses. The academic areas were divided into the

natural sciences and humanities, and while the natural

sciences had no class size effect, the humanities did.

This result was related to the extra time spent in laboratories

in the natural science courses and the associated increase

in student-teacher interaction. However, several studies

found no effects associated with class size and achievement

or attitudes of the students Eash and Bennett, 1971).

6. The Expectation of Grades by Students.--Evidence

concerning the effects of grades and the expectation of grades

upon teacher evaluation ratings has been conflicting in its

claims. Costin et al. (1971) reviewed the literature and

pointed out that while a large number of prior studies found

significant positive correlations between grades and ratings,

many others found no relationship (Bausell and Magoon, 1972;

Kline, 1975). Recent studies have found low positive rela-

tionships (Brown, 1976; Feldman, 1976; Kennedy, 1975;

Snyder and Clair, 1976; Walker, 1974a, 1974b). Snyder and

Clair (1976) found a significant main effect between expected
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and obtained grades. Walker (1974a) found that the ease or

difficulty of a course was not a primary consideration in a

student's mind as he made judgments about a teacher's

ability. Hall (1970) found no evidence to confirm the belief

that student-teacher rating congruence would correlate with

student learning. The actual teaching style of the instructor

was a better predictor of learning than the rating congruence

scores or the student's rating of an ideal teacher.

A major problem associated with assigning importance to

the achievement expectations of students has been the lack of

methodological precision in the research (Brown, 1976). Some

of the shortcomings include

1. Sampling a small number of students,
2. Sampling only one department,
3. Sampling only graduate teaching assistants,
4. Sampling only one course level,
5. Contamination by volunteerism,
6. Inadequate analyses (use of only simple correlations).

These inconsistencies were not present in all of the reviewed

studies, but rather represent problems which occurred across

the whole of the literature. These shortcomings weakened any

positive findings and did not allow any definite statements

concerning the effects of grades upon the evaluation ratings

of faculty members.

7. The Possible Influence of Students on the Teacher

and the Course (Feedback).--Some indentifiable effective

behaviors contribute to improved student achievement or atti-

tude; therefore, there may be a "pupil effectiveness" influence
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wherein the students may be able to help their teachers

improve teaching behaviors (Klein, 1971). Tuckman and

Oliver (1968) used student ratings to determine changes in

teacher behavior and found that teachers changed their

behavior positively according to suggestions received from

their students. In an investigation using pre- and posttest

questionnaires of teacher self-perceptions and student

descriptions of their ideal teacher, Gage (1963) concluded

that if teachers learned how the students wanted them to

behave, they would become more like the students' ideal.

Kline (1975) found that positive feedback from students

resulted in positive teaching behavior. This effect was

present for both verbal and non-verbal behaviors. Feedback

concerning the student's perceptions of teachers has generally

been reported as producing positive effects. Teachers'

commitment to self-improvement has been the basis for many

of the effects of student feedback upon teachers (Calista,

1975; Diener, 1973; French-Lazovik, 1975). Another theory

which explains attitude change differently is the "imbalance"

theory proposed by Heider (1958) and Zimbardo and Ebbesen

(1970). This theory was discussed previously.

To be most effective using any theoretical basis, the

feedback must meet certain formal criteria (Kult, 1975).

These criteria, developed from both experience and research

in teaching effectiveness, were developed as guidelines for

feedback procedures. The ten procedures are as follows:
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1. An informative discussion should precede the actual
evaluation presentation, preferably in the class
immediately before the evaluation. Included in this
discussion should be a clarification of the reasons
for the evaluation and an explanation of the eval-
uation type and format.

2. Prior to the actual evaluation presentation, a brief
review of the main points of the former day's
discussion should take place. Emphasis should again
be placed on the positive results the evaluation
can have for both students and teacher.

3. Response should be made to any last-minute questions.

4. Students should be given the amount of time which
they feel is needed to complete the evaluation.

5. All evaluation should be anonymous.

6. A test-like atmosphere should be employed.

7. The completed evaluations should be randomly
arranged by the teacher as they are handed to the
teacher.

8. A discussion of any problems can take place
following the completion of the evaluation.

9. The students can be allowed to converse among them-
selves for a period of time following the completion
of the evaluation.

10. A positive acknowledgment of the students' partici-
pation should be made before the class is formally
ended.

Following the administration of the questionnaires to

students and teachers, Kult (1975) recommended that the

results be adequately interpreted to the teacher. Possible

methods of interpretation given by Kult (1975) are as follows:

1. The interpretation of results should be performed

under circumstances which support careful consider-

ation, reflection, and introspection.

2. An awareness of possibly being excessively influ-

enced by an extremely praising or critical comment

should be present when reviewing the evaluation
results.



66

3. Positive and negative comments can be calibrated
according to strong and weak areas as a basis for
continuing the strengths and correcting the
weaknesses.

4. Attempts at preparing detailed response norms may
be undesirable and less useful than the preparation
of focus areas.

5. The interpretation of results can be more valid,
meaningful, and conclusive when the results are
reviewed more than one time.

These suggestions may be augmented by Centra's (1973d)

suggestion that more should be done to maximize the impact

of feedback. He said that in place of an individual

counselor, which would be effective but costly, the next best

thing was the computer. Rather than receiving means, stan-

dard deviations, or percentile ranks, each professor should

receive several paragraphs of prose telling him how he differs

from his own expectations or from some other predesignated

group.

Student Performance and Teacher Evaluation.--Research

on predictive measures of teacher effectiveness has been

conducted for many years, yet the numerous efforts to

identify the characteristics of an effective teacher or to

describe and measure effective teaching performance at the

college level generally have led to inconclusive results.

Table IV represents the positive and negative aspects asso-

ciated with testing student performance and relating it to

teacher effectiveness (O'Hanlon and Morteson, 1977).



TABLE IV

AN APPROACH TO TEACHER EVALUATION

Tests of Student Performance:
Measures of what students have learned or how they have
changed over a period of time in working with a teacher.

Strengths:
1. Student attainment of objectives is a legitimate

source of data on teacher performances (Lucio,
1973).

2. Measures of impact of teacher on students over
period of time.

Weaknesses:
1. Difficulty of designing appropriate tests.
2. Gains on standardized tests often an inadequate

measure of performance (Glass, 1974; Popham,
1974).

3. Other factors may considerably affect perfor-
mance, e.g., student intelligence, family
background, previous schooling (Gage, 1972).

Conditions for Effective Use:
1. Must have systematic and comprehensive data

collection plan.
2. Need personnel skilled in collecting perfor-

mance data.

Nature of Evidence Produced:
1. Student work samples.
2. Test results (standardized and others).
3. Attitude measures.

Appropriate Purposes:
1. Improve student learning.
2. Identify teachers for merit recognition.

A major problem associated with predicting teacher

effectiveness has been that of reaching a consensus on a

measurement criterion (Ryans, 1960). Primarily in the public

school sphere, investigators approached teacher effectiveness
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through various ratings of administrators and supervisors on

such areas as (1) teaching ability, (2) disciplinary

ability, (3) scholarship, and (4) personality. All of these

areas of teacher competence were found unreliable for an

overall measure of effectiveness (Barr et al., 1961;

Kleinman, 1966; Morsh and Wilder, 1954; Popham, 1971;

Ryans, 1960). However, following the lead of industry,

higher education has begun utilizing performance objectives

as a basis for judging personnel effectiveness. The shift

has been, therefore, from what the teacher does to examining

changes in learners' behavior as a result of instruction.

Change in pupils' behavior became the criterion for evaluating

teachers' performance (Morsh, Burgess, and Smith, 1958; Popham,

1971). Lucio and McNeil (1969) assumed that (1) learning

was evidenced by a change instudent behavior; and (2)

teaching was successful only when the instructor's predeter-

mined and intentional changes sought in the learner actually

occurred. The evidence of actual change was established as

the attainment of a predetermined criterion level on a

cognitive evaluation instrument (Lucio, 1971). Student

performance scores lose their importance when the learner

behavior is examined in the conventional manner of test

achievement in a specific content area. However, Lucio (1971)

found that little evidence existed which indicated that

particular teaching acts or teacher characteristics were

associated consistently with learner achievement.
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Data refuting the Lucio (1971) findings were reported

by Bryson (1974). She found a highly positive relationship

between general evaluation and gains scores and final exam-

ination scores. Bryson (1974) used full-time professors

instead of teaching assistants, different learning criteria,

and different sampling techniques. These methodological

differences seemed to account for the discrepancies with

other research, and substantiate the claims for the positive

relationships.

Jenkins and Bausell (1974) surveyed teachers and school

administrators on product, process, and presage criteria.

The process criteria had the highest mean ranking, with

product and presage following. The one most important

criterion given by teachers was the establishment of a good

relationship or rapport with the class. The least important

was years of experience. Jenkins and Bausell (1974) felt

that the reason for this outcome could have been that a

teacher assumed one or more of the following:

1. The amount students learn is not all that
important. Schools were not instituted to
produce student learning any more than they
were to provide a location outside of the
home for growth that occurs naturally anyway.

2. Student learning is important and I know what
variables are responsible for producing it.
These variables are the other criteria I
rated higher than student learning.

3. Student learning is important, but the existing

measures of learning are too primitive to base

our judgment of teacher effectiveness upon them.
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4. Student learning is important, and I will assume
for the moment that adequate measures are available
for this and other criteria. However, I do not
trust an outside judge to use the right measures.
For example, an outside judge might place undue
emphasis on the subject matter learning at the
expense of either skill learning or attitude
learning, or vice versa.

5. Student learning is important, but there are many
factors which influence student learning that are
beyond the teacher's control. Therefore, it would
be unjust to employ this criterion in teacher
evaluation. Two teachers could not be compared
using this criterion because their students may
have markedly different abilities or dispositions.

6. Student learning is important, but if too much
emphasis is placed here, certain undesirable methods
or people may be allowed to enter educational
practice. That is to say, certain educational
practices whould be excluded because of their side
effects, even though they may be effective in
producing student learning.

Jenkins and Bausell (1974) suggest that perhaps the underlying

assumptions for the behavior criteria should be altered to

bring administrators and teachers together.

Simulated Teaching and Teacher Evaluation.--Simulated

teaching allows the teacher to evaluate his methodology on

some standard instructional unit using student performance

gains as criteria for assessment. This technique can control

for extraneous variables which may be associated with the

teacher effectiveness such, as teaching style, teacher interest

in content, enthusiasm of both the teacher and the students,

and interactions developed in the classroom (Glass, 1974).

This approach holds a two-fold methodological weakness: it

fails to account for growth, and it is further confronted
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with all the problems associated with the assessment of

student learning. Table V presents other weaknesses and

properties associated with simulated teaching and teacher

evaluation (O'Hanlon and Morteson, 1977).

TABLE V

AN APPROACH TO TEACHER EVALUATION: SIMULATED TEACHING

Simulated Teaching:
Brief teaching unit on content normally not taught by

the teacher to a special group of students; pre- and
posttests measure student gains.

Strengths:
1. Evaluated teacher skills in terms of student

learning (Justiz, 1969).
2. Provides short term feedback.

3. Increases control over non-teacher variables
assumed to influence students (Glass, 1974).

Weaknesses:
1. Does not allow for assessing student growth

over time.
2. Expensive to conduct.
3. Not a normal classroom situation.

Conditions for Effective Use:
1. Need personnel trained in design of controlled

situation evaluations and in student performance
testing.

2. Requires extra teacher preparation time.

Nature of Evidence Produced:
1. Evidence on student learning under controlled

conditions.

Appropriate Purposes:
1. Improve student learning.
2. Make employment decisions.

O'Hanlon and Morteson (1977) indicate that this approach

is also expensive to conduct, is not a standard classroom

situation, and requires a special evaluation procedure and
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extra preparation time for the teacher. The inherent weak-

nesses seem to outweigh any positive effects this procedure

may have. However, O'Hanlon and Morteson (1977) adhere to

the prmise that either a measure of student learning or

simulated teaching procedures should be used in any compre-

hensive evaluation process.

Self-Evaluation and Teacher Evaluation.--Dressel (1976)

felt there had been insufficient research on professor self-

evalution to allow him or others to comment with certainty

about this area. However, an apparently effective method of

self-evaluation which he supported was audiotaping or video-

taping the teaching situation. This would allow a teacher to

assess his attributes and shortcomings and to institute

appropriate alterations in style or content. This approach,

however, lacks the supervision or expert consultation to make

it effective (Dressel, 1976). Table VI outlines the components

of teacher self-evaluation most important when relating this

approach to teacher evaluation (O'Hanlon and Morteson, 1977).

TABLE VI

AN APPROACH TO TEACHER EVALUATION: SELF-EVALUATION

Self-evaluation:
Teacher uses various means to gather information to
assess performance relative to own goals.

Strengths:
1. Can be a continuous assessment.
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TABLE VI--Continued

2. Most likely to act on data one collects oneself
(Centra, 1972).

3. Related to own goals and needs.
4. Essential part of professional behavior (Simpson,

1966).

Weaknesses:
1. Results not consistent with other raters

(Blackburn and Clark, 1975).
2. May be unwilling to collect and/or consider

data relative to his performance (Simpson, 1966).
3. Tend to rate themselves higher than students do

(Centra, 1972).

Conditions for Effective Use:
1. Teacher must have self-confidence and security.
2. Need skills in identifying goals and collecting

appropriate data.
3. Must not be used for determination of promotion,

salary, or related decisions (Centra, 1972).

Nature of Evidence Produced:
1. Information on progress toward one's own goals.

Appropriate Purposes:
1. Help teachers improve (Simpson, 1966; Centra,

1972).
2. Determine best assignments.

Centra (1973e) compared teacher's self-ratings with

ratings by students. This procedure showed only a modest

relationship between the two ratings and revealed a general

tendency for teachers to give themselves better ratings than

their students gave them. He further analyzed data for any

discrepancy between teacher self-ratings and the ratings

given by the class and found no difference when the sex of the

teacher or the number of years teaching experience was used

as the dependent variable. There was a difference noted

between the discrepancies for natural science courses versus

those in education and applied areas.
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Blackburn and Clark (1975) correlated evaluations by

administrators, colleagues, students, and the teachers them-

selves. They found that each group assigned different weights

to various aspects of teaching effectiveness. There was only

slight agreement on the same performance dimensions between

self-ratings and peers, with ro relationship to judgments

made by administrators. However, the professor and student

judgments were in close agreement. These data support the

use of rating by both professors and students in the evaluation

of faculty performance.

Sagen (1974) presented evidence contradictory to the

above findings and reported little agreement between overall

instructional effectiveness and department chairmen's ratings.

He found that students, faculty, and department chairmen

arrived at ratings of everall effectiveness by different

methods. Students seemed to stress the instructor's ability

to facilitate mastery of the subject, whereas faculty and

department chairmen placed more emphasis on personal qualities

of the teacher.

The lack of consistent evaluation results in these

studies may be explained as a possible effect of the pressure

placed upon the self-worth of faculty members in the evaluation

process. The very high value faculty members place on their

teaching may be sufficient to release normal defense mechanisms

when they are asked to assess themselves (Maslow, 1970). Sagen

(1974) offered some suggestions for the rating process when

he said,
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"...Social scientists deal with such discrepancies
in perception in a variety of well-known ways--
information exchange, T-groups, and performance
apraisals. Such procedures are our recommendations,
too, but we advise caution. Similar efforts in the
business world have had minimal success. Other
procedures would have students, faculty, and admin-
istrators meet together and inspect the data.
Apparently communication lines have not been
established to detail what each of the subgroups
expects of a professor--to say nothing of whether
or not any human being can satisfy people who have
very diverse, even conflicting demands. Conver-
sations regarding expectations are the very least
that must be done (p. 270)."

Supervisor Observation; Observer Rating Tools; Visiting

Teams of Experts and Teacher Evaluation.--The assessment of

teaching behavior and effectiveness through supervisor and

other external observer methods has not been studied exten-

sively at the university level. This approach, using pre-

determined behavioral tallies on specific criteria, has been

used as a research tool primarily in the public schools

(Bosch, 1972; Campbell, 1974; Cambell and Barnes, 1969;

Flanders, 1965). The three areas of evaluation outlined by

O'Hanlon and Morteson (1977) may better be surveyed by con-

sidering them as one external observation process unit. These

areas are supervisor observation, presented in Table VII;

observer rating tools, presented in Table VIII; and visiting

teams of experts, presented in Table IX.
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TABLE VII

AN APPROACH TO TEACHER EVALUATION: SUPERVISOR OBSERVATION

Supervisor Observation:
Administrators evaluate a teacher's performance through
classroom observation, review of student learning data,
and feedback from students.

Strengths:
1. Familiar with school and community goals,

priorities and values (Ryans, 1973).
2. Often have additional information about

teacher performance.
3. Can compare teachers within a school.
4. Requires minimum of resources for observation,

feedback, and followup.
5. Have legal responsibility for evaluation and

related decision making.

Weaknesses:
1. Bias due to previous data, personal relationships,

reason for observation, own values, and favored
teaching methods.

2. Lack of current teaching experience may distract
focus.

Conditions for Effective Use:
1. Supervisor needs adequate time and observational

and review skills.
2. Observation must focus on characteristics of

teaching that research has established relate
to desired student outcomes (Glass, 1974).

Nature of Evidence Produced:
1. Comments on relations between teacher acts and

student behaviors.
2. Information on how teachers compare on certain

factors.
3. Comparisons with methods supervisors consider

to be good.
4. Directions on changes to be made.

Appropriate Purposes:
1. Determine best assignments.
2. Make employment decisions (Popham, 1974).
3. Convince public of evaluation sincerity.
4. Gather release evidence (Popham, 1974).
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The inherent strengths of such procedures do not out-

weigh the weaknesses which occur with these measurements at

the college or university level. Supervisor observation,

as seen in Table VII,may be used on a majority of campuses,

but the supervisor usually only observes a classroom once or

twice for a very few minutes. In many instances such an

observation does not focus on teaching characteristics which

actually relate to desired student outcomes (Glass, 1974).

At the same timean externally monitored observer rating tool

may only focus on the teaching process rather than the student

outcomes (Popham, 1972). This type rating procedure (Inter-

action Analysis) also demands the use of highly trained

observers, and several observations (Flanders and Morine,

1975), as outlined in Table VIII.

TABLE VIII

AN APPROACH TO TEACHER EVALUATION: VISITING TEAM OF EXPERTS

Visiting Team of Experts:
People external to the system recognized as qualified
in teacher evaluation procedures observe teacher
performance and/or review student learning data.

Strengths:
1. Can select evaluators with special skills.
2. External to politics, problems and biases of

the school.
3. Provides reliable data through pooling of

independent ratings (Ryans, 1975).

Weaknesses:
1. Bias of evaluators due to own values, preferences,

etc.
2. Evaluators not accountable to district.
3. Costly to bring visiting team in for sufficient

time.
4. School may tend to ignore data collected this way.



TABLE VIII--Continued

Conditions for Effective Use:
1. Experts must be properly selected and oriented.
2. Time is needed for multiple observations and

reviews.

Nature of Evidence Produced:
1. Comments on relations between teacher acts and

student behaviors are compiled.
2. Comparisons are made with methods experts

consider to be good.
3. Suggestions are made for teachers on methods,

etc., to use.

Appropriate Purposes:
1. Help teachers improve.
2. Convince the public that an evaluation system

exists.

The use of visiting experts may infringe upon the

process of academic freedom in the university. Professors

do not like to be told what to teach and, least of all,

how to teach it (Tuckman and Oliver, 1968).

The list of properties concerning observer rating tools

presented in Table IX reveals that external evaluators provide

reliable but costly information concerning process evaluation.

The need for trained observers and the time involved seem to

be significant aspects which negate the use of such an eval-

uation procedure.

TABLE IX

AN APPROACH TO TEACHER EVALUATION: OBSERVER RATING TOOL

Observer Rating Tool:
Use of standardized instrument to describe a teacher's

performance. Data depend on instrument rather than

on rater.
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Strengths:
1. Lessens observer bias.
2. Provides reliable data (Flanders and Morine,

1975).
3. Provides quantifiable evidence.

Weaknesses:
1. Does not provide judgmental data.
2. Costly and time consuming.
3. Focus on process rather than product criteria

(Popham, 1974).

Conditions for Effective Use:
1. Need trained observers and several observations

(Flanders and Morine, 1975).

Nature of Evidence Produced:
1. Quantified information on certain teacher and

student behaviors.

Appropriate Purposes:
1. Help teacher improve (Flanders and Morine,

1975).

The negative aspects of these three evaluation pro-

cedures reduce the viability and cost effectiveness of

their use in a university setting. Therefore, a pressing

need should be present prior to initiating any of these

procedures.

Peer Evaluation and Teacher Evaluation.--Colleagues can

make unique and important contributions to the evaluation of

faculty performance (Centra, 1975). Centra (1975) presented

positive evidence for this premise when he reviewed four

studies on peer ratings which had agreement between colleagues'

and students' ratings of teachers. However, he then discounted

this positive evidence by saying that little is actually
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known about the basis of colleague evaluations. The reli-

ability of colleague's ratings tends to be lower than that of

students' ratings, while colleagues' ratings tend to be higher

and less variable. Colleagues' ratings were also based

primarily upon one observation of a class, while the students'

ratings came after a semester of observation. The students'

ratings were based on a larger observation data base and

probably reflect a less biased view of the teacher's perfor-

mance (Centra, 1975). This entire argument appears to be

aimed at undermining the usefulness of peer evaluations.

However, it is merely a method of convincing the reader that

peer evaluation must be tempered with specific guidelines and

procedures for effective use (Centra, 1975). Both Centra

(1975) and Batista (1976) present convincing evidence for the

use of colleague evaluation in the proper setting and with

the proper emphasis.

The use of peer evaluation should be a learning exper-

ience, an interchange of ideas and methods which may lead to

improvement of teaching. Table X shows that there are

several aspects of teaching that colleagues may be able to

judge. Among the areas which seem appropriate for this type

evaluation are (1) the instructor's qualifications and

knowledge of the subject, (2) the course syllabus and

objectives, (3) the reading lists and materials employed in

instruction, and (4) the assignments and examinations

(Centra, 1975). Colleagues might also be able to judge
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concrete evidence of student achievement in a course, such

as term papers, course projects, or possibly even test

results. These aspects could be assessed best by colleagues

within the same discipline, and without going into the

classroom. An overall rating of teaching by colleagues,

based on this type evidence, would probably be more valid

than ratings based on classroom procedures alone (Centra,

1975; Batista, 1976).

TABLE X

AN APPROACHT TO TEACHER EVALUATION: PEER EVALUATION

Peer evaluation:
Other teachers evaluate teacher's performance through
classroom observation, review of student learning data,
and feedback from students.

Strengths:
1. Peers are familiar with school goals, priorities,

values, and problems teachers face (Ryans, 1975).
2. Encourages professional behavior, e.g.,

motivation to help upgrade own profession.
3. Evaluators can be chosen from teacher's subject

area and thus may be able to give specific
suggestions.

Weaknesses:
1. Bias due to previous data, personal relation-

ships, and a need to have fellow teachers
"look good."

2. Staff relationships may suffer.
3. Possible bias due to evaluator's preference for

own teaching method (Ryans, 1975).

Conditions for Effective Use:
1. Requires high degree of professional ethics and

objectivity.
2. Requires observational and analysis skills.

3. There needs to be time for multiple reviews.
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TABLE X--Continued

Nature of Evidence Produced;
1. Comments on relations between teacher acts and

student behaviors.
2. Comparisons with methods peers consider to be

good.
3. Suggestions for teachers on methods, etc., to

use.

Appropriate Purposes:
1. Help teacher improve (Flanders and Morine, 1975).
2. Identify teachers for merit recognition.

Student Evaluation Summary

The very nature and complexity of student evaluation have

clouded the issue with diverse research conclusions. The

review above contained a representative sampling of the

articles concerned with this subject. There are, however,

several conclusions which may be made.

1. The questionnaires used seem to be both reliable and
valid for the purpose of measuring students' per-
ceptions of teaching.

2. The time of administration does not seem to bias the
results. However, ample feedback must be given with
enough time between test administrations to effect
teacher behavior changes.

3. There seems to be a mild effect of teacher/student
sex differences, grade expectations, and teacher
personality upon student evaluation ratings.

4. Class size seems to have a small effect upon ratings,
yet many other factors complicate this finding.

5. Students tend to prefer teachers who are available,
and not preoccupied with research, publications or
writing.

6. Many of these factors are not clearly delineated and
constitute possible future problems for method-
ologically controlled research.
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Overall, the effects of student evaluation upon the

instructors, students, courses, and institutions tend to be

elusive, and associated with the imprecision and

theoretical properties of behavioral and personality research.

Bausell and Magoon (1972) found that students did not change

their evaluation ratings from the first day of class to the

final day; therefore, "Pre-evaluation could almost pass for

post evaluation . . . ." This suggests that the initial

impression is the most important. Bausell and Magoon (1972)

cited five studies which indicated that at present practically

nothing is known about manipulatability of ratings. It would

appear that although the measurement of teaching effectiveness

remains imprecise and the effects are little understood, there

are no better measures of this aspect of the teaching process.



CHAPTER III

PROCEDURES FOR COLLECTION AND

TREATMENT OF DATA

Description of the Instruments

The evaluation instrument used in this study was a form

first described by Isaacson et al. (1964), McKeachie (1969),

later by Pambookian (1972), and more recently by McKeachie

(1976). This type of questionnaire has been validated for use

by a university student population (Costin et al., 1971;

Isaacson et al., 1964; McKeachie et al., 1971). The orig-

inal Isaacson et al. (1964) questionnaire contained fourty-

six items. All items in this questionnaire were factor

analyzed, and six dimensions of teaching on the college level,

as rated by students, were found. These factors were skill,

overload, structure, feedback, (group) interaction, and

rapport. A seventh factor was added to account for the

expectancy of students, called achievement-standard. A

factor-similarity analysis suggested that the first six

factors could be regarded as evidence for stability over the

effects of sex of faculty and sex of students, evaluation

periods, student groups, and teacher groups.

The questionnaire used in this study was made up of the

thirty-two questions with the highest factor loadings on the

teaching dimensions as found by Isaacson et al., (1964). The

84
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instructor self-evaluation form was a reworded version of

the student questionnaire. Samples of the student and

teacher questionnaires are found in Appendixes C and D.

The construct validity of such questionnaires has been

expressed by the amount of research which has utilized these

forms, as well as by the factor analyses done on a variety of

questionnaires. The reliability for the mean ratings of an

instructor in classes of fifteen or more students has been

typically 0.9 or above, with this questionnaire (McKeachie, 1976).

Population

The sample consisted of 65 full-time college teachers

at all professional levels who agreed to participate in a

study of student evaluation. The sampling procedure resulted

in the use of different teachers during each feedback session;

however, the total usable sample consisted of 42 teachers

who had participated during each of the questionnaire sessions.

The first session (Fall) was composed of 53 teachers, with a

class size range of 22 to 55 students. The total number of

student for this administration was 1623, or a class average

of 31 students. The second session (Midsemester) consisted

of 44 teachers, with a class size range of 18 to 39 students.

The total number of students for this administration was 1206,

or a class average of 27 students. The third session (Spring)

consisted of 49 teachers, with a class size range of 18 to

51 students. The total number of student for this administration
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was 1461, or a class average of 30 students. The three

sessions had 42 participants who had given the questionnaires

each of the three times. Therefore, 23 teachers were not

included in the final tabulation of results because of their

limited participation.

When the sample totals were divided into their

respective academic departments, the College of Education

had the highest proportion of participants at each session.

This college had 22, 18, and 21 participants in the fall,

midsemester, and spring evaluation sessions, respectively.

The total usable sample from this area was 18 teachers, with

528 students responding. There were also nine other depart-

ments represented in the study. Each of these samples was

smaller than the Education sample, and therefore only the

usable sample total was given for each below. The departments

included Biology, Chemistry, Physics, Geography, Psychology,

Political Science, Business, English, and Art. The Biology

department had two teachers with a total of 77 students, while

the Chemistry department had three teachers and a total of

127 students participating. The Physics department had two

teachers with a total of 68 students, while the Geography

department had two teachers and a total of 76 students

participating. The Psychology department had two teachers

with a total of 59 students, while the Political Science

department had four teachers and a total of 118 students
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participating. The Business department had three teachers

with a total of 87 students, while the English department

had two teachers and a total of 58 students participating.

The Art department had four teachers with a total of 126

students participating. The total usable sample at the

final session consisted of 42 teachers and 1324 students.

Selection of Sample

Prior to distribution of the questionnaires to teachers,

permission to conduct this study was obtained from each

department head. Once this permission was granted, each

teacher was given an introductory letter, a short description

of the study, an Informed Consent Form, and the Agreement

to Participate Form. These forms are found in Appendix B.

These forms were signed by the teachers and returned to the

experimentor in an addressed envelope which accompanied the

letters.

Teachers who used other student evaluation forms were

encouraged to continue their use; however, they were asked

to refrain from looking at these ratings until this study

was completed. Once participation was agreed to, each

teacher was randomly assigned to a treatment group. Each

teacher was then asked to choose one class to be used in this

study. This class had to meet the following requirements:

(1) the teacher must have taught the same course both

semesters, or its sequel the second semester; (2) the class
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must have had no fewer than fifteen students nor more than

fifty-five students; (3) the class must have been scheduled

in the morning for a minimum of three hours per week; (4)

the class may have been either undergraduate or graduate

level; and (5) the class must have been regularly offered

for college credit.

Collection of Data

Once these criteria were met, the teachers were asked

to administer the questionnaires to the chosen class during

the two weeks prior to the end of the fall semester, then

again during the two weeks prior to the middle of the spring

semester, and during the two weeks prior to the end of the

spring semester. Each teacher gave the directions to the

class and then excused himself from the room for the period

necessary for the students to complete the form. During this

same period of time the teacher completed the self-evaluation

form which was provided. The confidentiality of the ques-

tionnaire was assured in the following manner: upon completion

of the form, the students returned their completed anonymous

questionnaires in an envelope. The teacher placed his

completed questionnaire and accompanying information form in

the same envelope. This envelope was when mailed to the

departmental office to be picked up later. The envelopes

had identification numbers on them for data analysis only.

Each teacher received a letter of appreciation for his

participation in this project, approximately one week after
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completion of the questionnaire in the fall. This letter

acknowledged his help in the project and encouraged him to

participate in the project to its completion in the spring

semester (See Appendix A).

The teachers in groups one (feedback each time) and two

(feedback in the fall) also received a packet of feedback

information. The teachers in groups one and three received

feedback at the spring mid-semester administration also.

The feedback was a programmed computer printout which included

a short introduction and a description of the information.

This feedback contained the teacher's self-evaluation values

for each question and the mean value for the students'

choices for each question. The teacher's response on each

question was designated by a "IT" below a one to five scale.

The students' mean choice was designated by an "S" above the

same line. The feedback for each question thereafter was

expressed in a similar manner. The questionnaire was divided

into the seven areas of teacher behavior derived by Isaacson

et al. (1964): skill, overload, structure, rapport, inter-

action, feedback, and achievement-standard of the students.

In each case the questions for each sub-group were separated

from the rest for each of definition. In order to insure

that the feedback was optimally meaningful to each teacher,

an explanation of possible discrepancies between teacher and

student was given, as well as possible alternative behavioral

modifications which could be instituted as a result of these
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data. For each of the seven areas, only descriptive data

were given unless a simple majority of the questions in the

subgroup had a teacher-student discrepancy greater than one

scale value. At that point, an example for each of the

seven groups which had a criterion discrepancy was given.

This example contained a hypothetical situation similar to

those faced by the individual teachers, or possible teaching

changes which could alleviate the discrepancy. However, in

each case the discrepancy was not valued as important or

"1bad"T, but instead, it was left to the teacher's judgment

to determine what action he should take, if any action was

warrented. An example of the complete questionnaire with

possible changes and an example of the feedback format may

be found in Appendix D.

Following the completion of the feedback study in the

spring, all teachers were sent a letter of appreciation and

all of the feedback that had been withheld because of the

various treatment conditions.

Research Design

The time table for the administration of the question-

naire is presented in Table XI.
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TABLE XI

TIME TABLE FOR EVALUATION ADMINISTRATION

Fall Semester Spring Semester

Group Two Weeks Prior Two Weelfs Prior Two Weeks Prior
to Finals to Mid-semester to Finals

1 TEST-FB TEST-FB TEST*-FB**

2 TEST-FB TEST 'TEST -FB

3 TEST TEST-FB TEST -FB

4 TEST TEST TEST -FB

*TEST: questionnaire completed by both the teacher
and the students.

**FB: the teacher received the computer printout
feedback.

For all groups of teachers receiving feedback and those

receiving no feedback, appropriate letters were mailed to

acknowledge their participation in the study.

Experimental Variables

The independent variable was the student feedback given

to college teachers. The dependent variables were the student

questionnaire responses and the teacher questionnaire

responses. The variables controlled by sampling procedures

were class size and class meeting time. The variables asso-

ciated with possible treatment effects were level of the
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course, academic department associated with the course,

required versus elective course, and years of teaching

experience and, most importantly, the teacher attitude as

measured by the teacher questionnaire responses.

Procedures for Analysis of Data

Statistical Analyses Used to Test the Hypotheses

A Scheffe multiple comparison procedure was employed to

compare the mean teachers' scores for the feedback groups and

evaluation sessions (Glass and Stanley, 1970). A fixed-

effects 3x4 analysis of variance technique was used to test

the difference between teacher self-evaluation questionnaire

scores, using the feedback group and evaluation session as

dependent variables. Three fixed-effects 1x3 analyses of

variance were utilized to test the difference between

teachers' responses for each of the feedback discrepancy

groups. These tests were for the effects of feedback at the

beginning of the semester, at mid-semester, and twice during

the semester. Further analysis of variance was used to test

the difference between the end of semester student evaluations

for the dependent variables: level of course, teaching

experience, requirement of the course for a program, and

academic department.

Reporting the Data

All statistically significant relationships were

reported in this dissertation, using both written and graphic



93

representations of the data. All results were reported.

The level of rejection of the null hypotheses was 0.05 for

all tests except the Scheffe, which was 0.10. This test is

more rigorous than the other tests of significance and this

level reduced the chances of concluding that no difference

existed when in fact there was a difference. This is a

Type II error.



CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS

The purposes of this chapter are to present the

results of the teacher evaluation questionnaires and the

associated effects of feedback to the teachers. The data

are presented in both tabular and narrative form, and each

research hypothesis is addressed.

The first six hypotheses are related to the dimension

of discrepant evaluation feedback received once during the

study and its effects upon end-of-semester teacher self-

evaluation. Table XII contains the data used to test

hypotheses 1, 2, and 3.

TABLE XII

DATA FOR AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE COMPARING END-OF-SEMESTER
TEACHER SELF-EVALUATION SCORES TO TEST

HYPOTHESES 1, 2, AND 3

Feedback Group Mean Standard
N Scores Deviation

Group 1: Positive Discrepancy 7 3.38 1.84
at Midterm (PdM)

Group 2: Neutral Discrepancy 27 4.40 2.20
at Midterm (OdM)

Group 3: Negative Discrepancy 7 3.60 2.18
at Midterm (NdM)
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The first hypothesis stated that there would be no

significant differences between the end-of-semester teacher

self-evaluations for those teachers who received positive

evaluation discrepancy feedback at mid-term and those

teachers who received negative evaluation discrepancy feedback

at mid-term. The data are presented in Table XII, and the

results of analysis of the data are presented in Tables XIII

and XIV. No significant difference was noted between the means

for the two groups of teachers, as noted in Table XIV.

Hypothesis 1 was accepted in the null form.

Table XIII presents the results of an analysis of

variance used to test hypotheses 1, 2, and 3.

TABLE XIII

RESULTS OF AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
USED TO TEST HYPOTHESES 1, 2 AND 3

Sum Degrees
Source of Variation of of Mean

Squares Freedom Square F P

Between groups 28.48 2 14.24 1.60 .40

Within 338.20 38 8.9

Total 366.68 4o

Hypothesis 2 stated that there would be no significant

difference between the teacher self-evaluations after the

teachers had received positive evaluation discrepancy feedback
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at mid-semester or after the teachers had received neutral

evaluation discrepancy feedback at mid-semester. The data

presented in Table XII were analyzedusing an analysis of

variance techniqueand the results reveal no statistically

significant differences between the scores for the two groups.

The results of this analysis are contained in Table XIV, for

groups 1 and 2. Hypothesis 2 was accepted in the null form.

Table XIV contains the results of multiple comparisons

used to test hypotheses 1, 2 and 3.

TABLE XIV

MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF TEACHER
FEEDBACK GROUPS 1, 2 AND 3

Degrees of
Group Freedom F P

1 (PdM) vs 3 (NdM) 1L,12 .46 .51
N= 7 N= 7

1 (PdM) vs 2 (OdM) 1L,32 .72 .48
N= 7 N=27

3 (NdM) vs 2 (OdM) 1,32 .03 .84
N= 7 N=27

Hypothesis 3 stated that there would be no significant

difference between the end-of-semester teacher self-evaluation

scores for those teachers who received negative evaluation

discrepancy feedback at mid-semester and those teachers who

received neutral evaluation discrepancy feedback at
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mid-semester. Table XIV presents an analysis of the data

necessary to test hypotheses 1, 2 and 3. No significant

difference between groups 2 and 3 was noted. Hypothesis 3

was accepted in the null form.

Hypotheses 4, 5 and 6 were related to the dimension of

discrepant evaluation feedback received once at the beginning

of the study and its effects upon end-of-semester teacher

self-evaluations. Table XV contains the data used to test

hypotheses 4, 5 and 6.

TABLE XV

DATA FOR AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE COMPARING END-OF-SEMESTER
TEACHER SELF-EVALUATION SCORES TO TEST

HYPOTHESES 4, 5 AND 6

Mean Standard
Feedback Group N Scores Deviation

Group 4: Positive Discrepancy 11 3.50 1.72
at Beginning (PdB)

Group 5: Neutral Discrepanty 25 3.78 2.11
at Beginning (OdB)

Group 6: Negative Discrepanty 6 3.54 1.81
at Beginning (NdB)

Hypothesis 4 dealt with the possible differences between

end-of-semester teacher self-evaluations produced by the

presentation of either positive evaluation discrepancy feed-

back at the beginning of the semester or negative evaluation
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Tables XVI and XVII present the data analysis necessary to

test the hypothesis. There was no significant difference

between groups 4 and 6, respectively. This hypothesis was

accepted in the null form.

The data analysis for the analysis of variance is

presented in Table XVI.

TABLE XVI

RESULTS OF AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
USED TO TEST HYPOTHESES 4., 5 AND 6

Sum Degrees
Source of Variation of of Mean

Squares Freedom Square F P

Between groups 24.40 2 12.2 2.14 .24

Within 222.30 39 5.7

Total 246.70 41

Hypothesis 5 stated that there would be no significant

difference between the end-of-semester teacher self-evaluation

for teacher who received either positive evaluation discrep-

andy feedback at the beginning of the semester or those

teachers who received neutral evaluation discrepancy feedback

at the beginning of the semester. Table XVI represents the

results of an analysis of variance for these data and Table

XVII presents the results of multiple comparisons between the

feedback groups. Hypothesis 5 was concerned with groups 4
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and 5. There was no significant difference between the two

teacher groups as related by Table XVII. This hypothesis

was accepted in the null form.

Table XVII presents the multiple comparison of the

groups included in hypotheses 4, 5, and 6.

TABLE XVII

MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF TEACHER
FEEDBACK GROUPS 4, 5, AND 6

Degrees of
Group Freedom F P

4 (PdB) vs 6 (NdB) 1,15 .01 .90
N=ll N= 6

4 (PdB) vs 5 (OdB) 1,34 1.50 .22
N=ll N=25

6 (NdB) vs 5 (OdB) 1,29 .09 .76
N= 6 N=25

Hypothesis 6 stated that there would be no significant

difference between the end-of-semester teacher self-evaluation

for those teachers who received negative evaluation discrep-

ancy feedback at the beginning of the semester or those

teachers who received neutral evaluation discrepancy feedback

at the beginning of the semester. Table XVII presents the

results of multiple comparisons for the groups necessary to

test hypothesis 6. There were no significant differences

noted between groups 5 and 6, respectively. This hypothesis

was accepted in the null form.
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In order to test hypotheses 7, 8, and 9, the number of

teachers who received either positive, negative, or neutral

evaluation discrepancy feedback twice during the study was

tabulated. These data are presented in Table XVIII. Only

those teachers who received positive or negative evaluation

discrepancy feedback twice during the study are reported in

the table; the remaining teachers received neutral evaluation

discrepancy feedback twice during the study and are not

reported.

TABLE XVIII

TABULATION OF TEACHERS WHO RECEIVED POSITIVE OR NEGATIVE
EVALUATION DISCREPANCY FEEDBACK TWICE DURING

THE STUDY

Direction of

Teacher Number Discrepancy
4 . . . . . . . ................-
9......................-.-- - -+

33 . ...................... --
35 . ....................... +
36 , . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . -.. -. . . . +

38 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .... .. . -
39 ................-.-.-.-.-.-.-.---

There were, therefore, three teachers who recieved posi-

tive evaluation discrepancy twice during the study, four

teachers who received negative evaluation discrepancy feed-

back twice during the study, and the remainder of the teachers,

who received neutral evaluation discrepancy feedback twice

during the study (N=12). The rest of the sample received a

combination of the types of discrepant feedback.
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Table XIX contains the data compiled from the tabulation

of the teacher feedback groups in Table XVIII. No analysis

was performed on the data presented in Table XIX.

TABLE XIX

DATA FOR AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE COMPARING END-OF-SEMESTER
TEACHER SELF-EVALUATION SCORES TO TEST

HYPOTHESES 7, 8 AND 9

Feedback Group Mean Standard
N Scores Deviation

Group 7: Positive Discrepancy 3 2.53 1.01
Twice (PdT)

Group 8: Neutral Discrepancy 12 3.81 2.03
Twice (OdT)

Group 9: Negative Discrepancy 4 3.60 1.87
Twice (NdT)

Hypothesis 7 stated that there would be no significant

difference between the end-of-semester teacher self-eval-

uation for those teachers who received positive evaluation

discrepancy feedback twice during the study and those teachers

who received negative evaluation discrepancy feedback twice

during the study. The data expressed in Table XIX were not

subjected to multiple comparison techniques because of the

small number of subjects in each of the discrepant groups.

This hypothesis was therefore not tested.
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Hypothesis 8 stated that there would be no significant

difference between the end-of-semester teacher self-eval-

uation for those teachers who received positive evaluation

discrepancy feedback twice during the study and those teachers

who received neutral evaluation discrepancy feedback twice

during the study. The data expressed in Table XIX were not

subjected to multiple comparison techniques because of the

small number of subjects in each of the discrepant groups.

This hypothesis was therefore not tested.

Hypothesis 9 stated that there would be no significant

difference between the end-of-semester teacher self-eval-

uation for those teachers who received negative evaluation

discrepancy feedback twice during the study and those teachers

who received neutral evaluation discrepancy feedback twice

during the study. The data expressed in Table XIX were not

subjected to multiple comparison techniques because of the

small number of subjects in each of the discrepant groups.

This hypothesis was therefore, not tested.

Hypotheses 10 through 15 involved the following four

feedback groups: (1) teachers who received feedback twice

during the study, with no regard as to the direction of the

feedback; (2) teachers who received feedback at the beginning

of the semester only, with no regard as to the direction of

the feedback; (3) teachers who received feedback at mid-se-

mester only, with no regard as to the direction of the feed-

back; and, (4) teachers who were tested but did not receive

feedback during the study.
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Table XX presents data used to test hypotheses 10 through

15.

DATA FOR

TABLE XX

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE COMPARING END-OF-SEMESTER
TEACHER SELF-EVALUATION SCORES TO TEST

HYPOTHESES 10 THROUGH 15

Feedback Group Mean Standard
N Scores Deviation

Group 1: Feedback Twice (FT) 12 2.00 1.67

Group 2: Feedback Beginning
(FB) 11 4.45 2.43

Group 3: Feedback Midterm
(FM) 11 2.74 2.41

Group 4: No Feedback (FO) 11 3.01 2.63

Hypothesis 10 stated that there would be no significant

difference between the end-of-semester teacher self-eval-

uation for those teachers who received feedback twice during

the study and those teachers who received no feedback during

the study. The results of multiple comparison analysis

appear in Table XXI The comparison of group 1 and 4 resulted

in no significant differences between the means for the two

groups. This hypothesis was accepted in the null form.
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Table XXI presents the results of an analysis of

variance used to test hypotheses 10 through 15.

TABLE XXI

RESULTS OF AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE USED
TO TEST HYPOTHESES 10 THROUGH 15

Sum Degrees
Source of Variation of of Mean

Squares Freedom Square F P

Between groups 34.65 3 11.55 1.56 .31

Within 303.40 41 7.40

Total 338.05 44

The results found in Table XXI allowed the multiple

comparison of the groups. This comparison is reported in

Table XXII below.

TABLE XXII

MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF TEACHER
FEEDBACK GROUPS 1, 2, 3 AND 4

Degrees of
Group Freedom F P

1 (FT) vs 4 (FO) 1,21 .86 .42
N=12 N=ll

2 (FB) vs 1 (FT) 1,21 4.24 .06
N=ll N=12
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TABLE XXII--Continued

Degrees of
Group Freedom F P

3 (FM) vs 1 (FT) 1,21 .89 .3 2
N=l1 N=12

2 (FB) vs 4 (FO) 1,20 2.03 .10
N=ll N=ll

3 (FM) vs 4 (FO) 1,20 .22 .76
N=11 N=ll

2 (FB) vs 3 (FM) 1,20 .89 .32
N=ll N=ll

Hypothesis 11 stated that there would be no significant

difference between the end-of-semester teacher self-evaluation

for those teachers who received feedback at the beginning of

the term and those teachers who received feedback twice

during the study. The results of analysis of the data appear

in Table XXII. There was no significant difference between

the means for groups 1 and 2, respectively. This hypothesis

was accepted in the null form.

Hypothesis 12 stated that there would be no significant

difference between the end-of-semester teacher self-evaluation

for those teachers who received feedback at mid-semester only

and those teachers who received feedback twice during the

study. The results of analysis of the data appear in
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Table XXII, which shows no significant difference between the

groups 1 and 3, respectively. This hypothesis was accepted

in the null form.

Hypothesis 13 stated that there would be no significant

difference between the end-of-semester teacher self-evaluation

for those teachers who received feedback at the beginning of

the term and those teachers who received no feedback during

the study. The results of analysis of the data appear in

Table XXII. There was no significant difference between the

groups 2 and 4, respectively. The hypothesis was accepted

in the null form.

Hypothesis 14 stated that there would be no significant

difference between the end-of-semester teacher self-evaluation

for those teachers who received feedback at mid-term and those

teachers who received no feedback during the study. The

results of analysis of the data appear in Table XXII. No

significant difference between groups 3 and 4, respectively,

was found. This hypothesis was accepted in the null form.

Hypothesis 15 stated that there would be no significant

difference between the end-of-semester teacher self-evaluation

for those teachers who received feedback at the beginning of

the term only and those teachers who received feedback at

mid-term only. The results of analysis of the data appear

in Table XXII. There was no significant difference noted

between groups 2 and 3, respectively. This hypothesis was

accepted in the null form.
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Hypotheses 16, 17, 18,and 19, dealt with various aspects

of the teacher and course and their effects upon the student

evaluations. Table XXIII presents the results of a t test

used to test hypothesis 16.

TABLE XXIII

RESULTS OF A t TEST COMPARING END-OF-SEMESTER STUDENT
EVALUATIONS FOR LOWER DIVISION AND UPPER
DIVISION COURSES TESTING HYPOTHESIS 16

Level of Course Taught

Lower Division Upper Division
Degrees

Standard Standard of
Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Freedom t P

4.18 2.80 2.95 1.43 4o .76 .22

Hypothesis 16 stated that there would be no significant

difference between the end-of-semester student evaluation

for those teachers teaching freshman and sophomore level

courses and those teachers teaching junior, senior, and

graduate level courses. The results of analysis of the data

appear in Table XXIII. There was no difference between the

groups and the hypothesis was accepted in the null form.
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Table XXIV presents the results of a t test used to

test hypothesis 17.

TABLE XXIV

RESULTS OF A t TEST COMPARING END-OF-SEMESTER STUDENT
EVALUATIONS FOR TEACHERS WITH DIFFERENT AMOUNTS

OF EXPERIENCE : TESTING HYPOTHESIS 17

Teaching Experience

5 years or less More than 5 years
N=18 N=27

Standard Standard
Mean Deviation Mean Deviation df t P

2.23 2.11 2.55 2.09 44 .08 .851

Hypothesis 17 stated that there would be no significant

difference between the end-of-semester student evaluations

for those teachers with five years or less teaching experience

at the college level and those teachers with more than five

years teaching experience at the college level. The results

of analysis of the data appear in Table XXIV. No significant

difference was found between the groups. This hypothesis was

accepted in the null form.

Hypothesis 18 stated that there would be no significant

difference between the end-of-semester student evaluation

for thos teacher teaching an elective course and those

teachers teaching a required course. The results of analysis

of the data appear in Table XXV.
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TABLE XXV

RESULTS OF A t TEST COMPARING END-OF-SEMESTER STUDENT
EVALUATIONS FOR TYPE OF COURSE TAUGHT

TESTING HYPOTHESIS 18

Type Course Taught

Elective Required
N=19 N=26

Standard Standard
Mean Deviation Mean Deviation df t P

3.53 3.09 3.77 2.51 44 .14 .763

No significant difference was noted in Table XXV. This

hypothesis was accepted in the null form.

Hypothesis 19 stated that there would be no significant

difference between the end-of-semester student evaluation

for those teachers in the same academic discipline and those

teachers in different academic disciplines, and also the

total teacher group. The means for the disciplines from which

teachers volunteered to participate in the study are presented

in Table XXVI.
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TABLE XXVI

MEANS FOR END-OF-SEMESTER STUDENT EVALUATIONS
FOR DIFFERENT ACADEMIC DISCIPLINES USED TO

COMPUTE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS
PRESENTED IN TABLE XXVII

Behavioral
Science

3.56

Arts

4.10

Education

3.64

Total
Sample

3.69

The results of a 1x4 fixed-effects analysis of variance

are presented in Table XXVII.

TABLE XXVII

RESULTS OF AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE COMPARING
END-OF-SEMESTER STUDENT EVALUATIONS FOR

SUBTESTS AND ACADEMIC DISCIPLINES
TESTING HYPOTHESIS 19

Sum Degrees
Source of Variation of of Mean

Squares Freedom Square F P

Between groups 23.85 3 7.95 1.24 .24

Within 243.58 38 6.41

Total 267.43 44

The results presented in Table XXVII were nonsignificant

for both the differences between disciplines and the total

teacher population. This hypothesis was accepted.

Natural
Science

3.81

------------- ---------------

11



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND

RECOMMENDATIONS

Findings

The purpose of this study was to measure the effect of

student evaluation upon college teaching effectiveness

through the assessment of students' opinions about teachers'

behaviors in the classroom. These opinions were measured

through the use of the Student Perceptions of Learning and

Teaching questionnaire. Teachers answered questions on an

equivalent evaluation form, Teacher Perception of Learning

and Teaching. Feedback consisting of computer summaries of

the teacher and student responses and the comparison of these

scores was given three times during the study. These feed-

back times were at the beginning of the semester, at the

middle of the semester, and at the end of the semester.

The current study utilized a Solomon four-group design

with testing and feedback given three times during the year.

This design had three experimental groups and one control

group. The Experimental groups received feedback either at

the beginning of the study (semester), at the middle of the

study (semester), or at both administrations of the question-

naire. The feedback was also designated as positive,

111
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negative, or neutral discrepancy. This was defined by the

overall difference between the teacher self-evaluation and

the student evaluation of that teacher. This discrepancy

feedback produced several new groupings within the study.

These groupings were associated with the direction of the

feedback received and the number of times that particular

feedback was received. The feedback consisted of student

and teacher response frequencies and comparisons of the

responses. The comparative feedback utilized a computer

program to evaluate the number of discrepant items for each

teacher. If the majority of items was discrepant for a

subtest, a prewritten narrative was given which offered

possible reasons for the discrepancy with the student

responses, and possible classroom alternatives for changing

student perceptions of the teacher. This type feedback was

judged to be more informative than simple frequency data with

no explanations.

Testing of the research hypotheses resulted in retaining

the null hypothesis of all the research hypotheses proposed.

Although the teacher self-evaluation scores varied greatly

for each of the feedback conditions, there were no significant

differences between any of the scores for a specific treatment.

High overall self-evaluation scores on the questionnaire imply

that the teachers thought highly of themselves and their

teaching techiques. The direction of the discrepant feedback,

the point in time during the semester it was received, and the
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number of times it was received, appear to have no effect on

the final teacher attitudes as measured by the questionnaire.

These results indicate an insensitivity on the part of either

the teacher or the questionnaire. These results provided

no evidence of the efficacy of this type of feedback or the

procedures used. The lack of significance in all areas tends

to supporth the premise that the pretest measurements of

teacher evaluation are as useful as other measures taken

during the latter part of the semester.

There were, however, several specific procedural

occurrences which possibly had direct effect upon the final

results. First, the participants involved in the study were

all volunteers. This may account for the lack of change in

teacher attitude. These teachers appeared to be those who

were interested in the job they did and the students in their

classes. However, this interest or concern did not result in

obvious utilization of the feedback when it either indicated

needed change or reinforced qualities already deemed important.

The discrepancies which did appear between the teacher's

concept of teaching and the students' concept of teaching

were no sufficient in magnitude or impact to produce con-

current changes. These teachers were perhaps content with

their style of teaching, and two semesters of student feedback

were not enough to change that point of view.

A possible second effect was the composition of the

sample associated with the academic disciplines involved. The
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section in Chapter III above, dealing with the composition

of the sample, revealed that a large proportion of non-science

departments was represented. Indication from prior research

suggested that there should be more change in liberal arts

fields than in the sciences. There was, however, no difference

between these two areas in this study. This result may

indicate the paucity of science representatives and their

effect on the overall data, or the relative homogeneity of

this particular sample as a whole.

Another occurrence not specifically part of the design

was the overall climate present on the campus concerning the

use of faculty evaluation procedures. The presence of a

negative evaluation movement undermined many of the possible

effects of this specific study. This sensitivity may have

reduced the willingness of some teachers to participate, or

may have placed undue expectations upon the feedback by others.

Either process resulted in no effect present after the

instigation of the feedback procedure.

Conclusions

The following conclusions resulted from the study:

1. The effects of teacher evaluation feedback remain

unclear. The amount of feedback given and the direction of

discrepant responses does not appear to affect subsequent

teacher self-evaluation,
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2. Neither the level of the course, teaching experience

of the professor, elective nature of the course, nor th

academic discipline, produced differences in the end-of-

semester student evaluations.

3. A review of the literature gave many varied approaches

to faculty evaluation, with equally varied results. No

conclusions may clearly be drawn from the literature which

now exists. Feedback to teachers remains a questionable

practice when improvement of teaching is the main emphasis.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are offered:

1. Further methodologically sound studies are needed

to establish the process of teacher evaluation and its

effects upon the teacher's classroom behaviors. These method-

ological flaws have been described above and must be accounted

for when evaluations are used to generalize basic teacher

characteristics to overally populations.

2. Faculty evaluation, to be effective in changing

classroom attitudes and behaviors, must be instituted and

carried out in a climate of mutual acceptance by both the

faculty and administrators. This positive climate must also

be supported by a clear description of evaluation procedures

to be used and the final utilization of positive or negative

ratings. This follows closely a similar recommendation made

by the SREB (1977).
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FORM 1

STATEMENT BY PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR OR ACTIVITY DIRECTOR

A. Activity Director: Michael J. Green under John A.
Williamson.

B. Activity Title: Dissertation: Effect of evaluation
feedback on teachers

C. Department: Education D. Telephone: 2097

E. Date Submitted: September 22, 1977

F. On a separate page or pages, give response to the
following:

1. Identify the requirements for the subject population.
Explain the rationale if the population includes a
special group such as prisoners, children, mentally
disabled, or those whose ability to give informed
consent may be in question.

2. Specifically identify those procedures in which a
human subject is used which depart from the application
of those established anda accepted methods necessary
to meet his needs, or which increase the ordinary
risks of daily life, including the recognized risks
inherent in a chosen occupation or field of service.

3. Describe and assess any potential risks -- physical,
psychological, social, legal, etc. and assess the
likelihood and seriousness of such risks.

4. If electronic or stressful instrumentation is to be
used, provide the name of the manufacturer, the model
number and appropriate specifications of the device,
as well as how it is to be used on the subjects.

5. Describe procudures, including confidentiality safe-
guards, for protecting against or minimizing potential
risks and an assessment of the likely effectiveness of
the procedures (i. e., physician's examination;
required attending physician; attending registered
technician; etc.).

6. Assess the potential benefits to be gained by the
individual subject, as well as benefits which may
accrue to society in general as a result of the
planned work.
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FORM 1--(Continued)

6. Is any kind of incentive offered to the subject?
YES NO

If "YES" response, explain the type and amount.

SIGNATURE
of

SUBMISSION

SIGNATURE
of

APPROVAL

Principal Investigator or
Activity Director

Department Chairman

Attach a copy of the Informed Consent Form 2 filled in as

completely as you expect to present it to the subject for
signature. Include a copy of your statement to the subject
covering the six basic elements required by an informed
consent as identified below.

*Informed consent must include the following six basic elements:

1. A fair explanation of the procedures to be followed, and
their purposes, including an identification of those which
are experimental;

2. A description of any attendant discomforts and risk
reasonably to be expected;

3. A description of any benefits reasonably to be expected;

4. A disclosure of any appropriate alternative procedures
that might be advantageous for the subject;

5. An offer to answer any inquiries concerning the procedures;
and

6. An instruction that the person is free to withdraw his
consent and to discontinue participation in the project or
activity at any time without prejudice to the subject.
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RESPONSES TO FORM 1

F.l. The population will consist of a minimum of 40 full-
time teaching faculty members. These people will be drawn
from the entire faculty on the basis of their consent to

participate in this study. After reading a statement concerning
the nature of the study, with additional verbal explanation
when necessary, each subject will be asked to read and sign
an informed consent form. All subj-cts will be asked to
complete a self-evaluation questionnaire concerning specific
teaching behaviors. Students in one class taught by each
instructor will be asked to evaluate the instructor on the

same criteria. The instructors' participation is voluntary,
and they may leave the study at any time without penalty.
The student's participation is also voluntary.

2. The students will face no risk not already associated
with participation in classroom activities. The instructors
will receive feedback of the student questionnaire in a
descriptive form. Each question will have the teachers'
self-evaluation on a 1 to 5 scale, and the student's average
response on the same 1 to 5 scale. There will also be
seven areas of teacher behavior tabulated from groups of

questions. No inherent risk if involved other than that
involved in receiving an evaluation of one's teaching
behavior from an extented source (students).

3. No pressure express or implied is placed upon the

instructor to comply with these data supplied. All information
given are clearly only suggestions.

4. No electronic equipment will be used.

5. In order to minimize risk of overreaction to the
feedback, a letter of explanation will be included with the
feedback information. This will contain specific instruction
as to what the data are designed to express. The feedback
will contain no names, only an identification number and will
be hand delivered to each instructor's office. Included in
this packet will be an additional letter stating that no one

has seen or will see these data and all information will be

kept confidential. The identification number list master
copy, will be filed with the Dean of the College of Education,

in a sealed envelope, during the period of the study. These

numbers will be used only for the final tabulation by the

computer for the research statistical analyses. Following

the conclusion of the study, the list of names and numbers

will be destroyed.
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RESPONSES TO FORM 1--(Continued)

6. The instructor will be better able to assess the
student's perceptions of his teaching behavior in relation
to his own perceptions on set criteria. This will allow the
instructor to evaluate and possibly reassess his teaching
methods to better fit the specific student population within
the class. In this way both the instructor's and students'
needs and expectations may be better met.

7. The benefit is foreseen as a possible method of
improving instruction on a college campus. No risk is
perceived to individual teachers because of the non-evaluative
nature of the feedback, the confidentiality safeguards
inherent in the study, and the voluntary participation.
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM 2

Name of Participant:

1. I hereby give consent to Michael Green to supervise the
following investigational procedure:

Both student teachers will evaluate a course using
similar criteria. The evaluations will occur at the end
of the fall semester, once at mid-spring semester, and once
at the end of the spring semester. The only classes involved
will be those which are taught two semesters in succession by
the same teacher. These classes will need to meet the
followinh requirements: meet in the morning hours, and have
an enrollment of 15 to 55 students. These classes will be
chosen by the participating teacher. No students will be
given any feedback. Depending upon the random grouping of the
instructor, he will receive feedback at various times during
the research period. The information will remain confidential
and will be used exclusively for research purposes.

This evaluation can be used in conjunction with other
established evaluation procedures. It is asked, however,
that other student evaluation data not be viewed until the
end of the research period.

2. I have seen a clear explanation and understand the nature
and purpose of the procedure and I understand that no pressure
is implied or expressed upon my acceptance of the feedback.
I understand that the procedure to be performed is investi-
gational and that I may withdraw my consent at any time without
penalty. With my understanding of this, having received this
information and satisfactory answers to the questions I have
asked, I voluntarily consent to the procedure designated in
Paragraph 1 above.

(Date)

Signed:

(Participant)

Please return this form via campus mail to:

Michael Green
Department of Education, Room 102A
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FORM 3

USE OF HUMAN SUBJECTS

COMMITTEE ACTION

1. Activity Title Dissertation: Effect of evaluation

feedback on teachers

2. Activity Director Michael Green under John A. Williamson

3. Department Education 4. Telephone Extension 2097

5, Date Submitted September 22, 1977

x The statement submitted for the activity

conforms to the University Policy on the

Protection of Human Subjects and the

activity is approved.

The statement submitted for the activity

does not conform to the University Policy

on the Protection of Human Subjects and

the activity is disapproved for reasons

stated on the attached sheet (s).

October_17,_1977

Signature for the Committee Date

Robert W. Gracy, Chairman

Institutional Review Board for
the Protection of Human Subjects
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LETTER SENT TO DEPARTMENT CHAIRMEN
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LETTER 1

In view of recent campus and national developments

pertaining to faculty evaluation, a study of the effect of

student evaluation upon teaching behavior is being undertaken.

This study is a doctoral dissertation, as well as an effort

to assess the possible presence of evaluation feedback effects.

Past research has been remiss in its efforts to establish

methodologically sound data concerning faculty evaluation and

the use of student feedback to teachers. This study is being

undertaken in order to better assess the effectiveness of such

paper and pencil evaluation forms in a closely controlled

campus-wide project. We are soliciting you approval in this

project, and upon receipt of your approval we will send a letter

of introduction to each professor in your department. This

letter will contain a short explanation of the study and an

informed consent form. Each teacher will also be given an

opportunity to examine the evaluation instrument prior to

agreeing to participate, All participation is voluntary and

all information will remain confidential. Teachers will be

encouraged to continue with student evaluation procedures they

are presently using provided they will voluntarily not view

these evaluation data during the period of the study. This is

done to maintain control over the effects of one uniform type

of feedback.

It is realized that teachers are justly cautious concerning

the use and accessibility of such records. In order to assure

confidentiality of such information no one will see any infor-

mation not pertaining to them personally. This study will

attempt to clarify both the issue of student evaluation effects

upon teacher behaviors and the reliability of student eval-

uation in various course situations.

Enclosed are the forms and instruments to be used in this

project. We are looking forward to hearing from you at your

earliest convenience, as we hope to schedule the mailing of the

letters to instructors during the third week of October. If

you have any suggestions concerning procedures please contact

me, Mike Green, at 2097.

Thank you for your cooperation and support in this project.

Michael J. Green John A. Williamson

Graduate Student Major Professor

encls.
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LETTERS SENT TO PARTICIPANTS
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LETTER 2

In an effort to continue to upgrade instruction on this

campus and to complete the requirements for a dissertation,
a study of the effect of student evaluation upon teaching
behavior is being undertaken. This research is aimed toward

providing a methodologically sound study to clarify the cloud

of doubt and misconception surrounding student rating of

faculty members. Your participation in this project will be

greatly appreciated. The experience should prove to be

rewarding for you as a teacher. This study will allow you to

receive an assessment of how your students perceive you as a

teacher on criteria upon which you will rate yourself.

Depending upon your experimental grouping, you will receive

feedback of these results at different times during the study.

We feel that you, as a professional educator, recognize and

appreciate the significance an investigation of this type has

for higher education.

This study will continue through both the fall and spring

semesters; however, the class time required will be only

approximately 10 minutes, once near the end of the fall semes-

ter, and twice during the spring semester. You will be asked

to choose one class in which you will be will ing to administer

the instrument. In order to have adequate controls, the course

must meet certain requirements: you must teach the same course

both semesters, or teach two successive courses; the class

must meet in the morning; and the class should have an enroll-

ment of at least 15 but not more than 55 students.

Both you and your students from the class of your choice

will be asked to complete the questionnaire concerning teaching

behaviors. Your students will not be told the results unless

you care to tell them. No one else will see the results from

your class but you. This information will be completely

confidential and used exclusively for research purposes.

If you have further questions concerning the study, please

contact me, Mike Green, at 2097. We are looking forward to

hearing from you as soon as possible. Please sign and return

the Informed Consent Form to the Education department by
November 15, 1977.

Thank you for your cooperation in this project.

Michael J. Green John A. Williamson

Graduate Student Major Professor

encls.
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LETTER 3

I want to thank you for agreeing to participate in my

study on student evaluation of faculty. I regret I have not

contacted you personally but my schedule and the number of

teachers involved has not allowed me to accomplish such a

task. If you have any questions about the procedures please

feel free to call me.

Enclosed with this letter you will find the student

questionnaires and answer sheets. The directions are on

the questionnaires. Simply pass these out to the class you

have chosen and let them fill the form out. You may do

this at any time prior to the final examination which is

convenient for you. The questionnaire should take no longer

than 10 minutes to complete. The students are to answer

the questions on the IBM answer sheets provided. The students

do not need to put their names or identification numbers on

the IBM sheets.

While the students are completing their form, you are

asked to complete the Information Form for Instructors, and

the Instructor Perceptions of Learning and Teaching Form.

Please complete the questionnaire on the separate IBM sheet

provided. The teacher IBM sheet has a large T at the upper

left. No name or identification should be put on the form.

Again, I want to stress that all information is confidential

and no one but you will see the data from your class.

When the questionnaires have been completed, please

return them in the same manilla envelope sent to you. If

you definitely wish to receive feedback for this administration

please indicate this fact on the completed information form.

Thank you again for your help and cooperation in this

project.

Michael Green
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LETTER 4

You participated in a project concerning faculty
evaluation during the fall semester. It is time to conduct
the survey again for the continuation of the study.

Enclosed is a packe of yellow student questionnaires,

computer answer sheets, and an instructor self-evaluation
form. Please give these questionnaires to the same numbered

class or a similar course, as the course you used last

semester. This should be completed prior to the Spring

Vacation.

The instructions are the same as before, and are printed

on the front of each questionnaire. Please complete the

Information Form for Instructors sheet so that the current

data may be added to the prior data.

Please forward the completed questionnaires to me,

Michael Green, Department of Education, Room 102A.

Also enclosed in you envelope is a computer feedback

form. This feedback tells you how you rated yourself, and

how your students rated you in the fall. You may use this

form for any purpose you choose. Again, I want to stress

that all information is completely confidential.

Thank you for your continued participation in this

project.

Michael Green
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LETTER 5

You participated in a project concerning faculty
evaluation during the fall semester. It is time to conduct

the survey again for the continuation of the study.

Enclosed is a packet of yellow student questionnaires,

computer answer sheets, and an instructor self-evaluation
form. Please give these questionnaires to the same numbered

class or a similar course, as the course you used last

semester. This should be completed prior to the Spring
Vacation.

The instructions are the same as before, and are printed

on the front of each questionnaire. Please complete the

Information Form for Instructors sheet so that the current

data may be added to the prior data.

Please forward the completed questionnaires to me,

Michael Green, Department of Education, Room 102A.

You have been assigned to a non-feedback group for the

fall semester evaluation session. Please do not think that

the feedback is forever gone, you will receive all summaries

at the conclusion of the study.

Thank you for your continued participation in this

project.

Michael Green
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LETTER 6

Thank you for your continued particpation in my faculty

evaluation study. You have been assigned to a non-feedback

group for the mid-semester evaluation session. Please do
not think that the feedback is forever gone, you will receive

all summaries at the conclusion of the study. There is one

last evaluation session during the two weeks prior to final

examinations this semester. Following that session you will

receive that feedback as well as any other not received during

the study.

Thank you again for your continued cooperation and

participation in this project. I hope you will see the project
to its conclusion, your input is vital to the successful
completion of the study.

Michael Green
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LETTER 7

Thank you for your continuing participation in my
faculty evaluation study. You have been assigned to the
feedback group for the mid-semester evaluation. The
evaluation summary has been included with this letter.

Thank you again for your cooperation. There will
be one more evaluation session during the two weeks prior
to the end of the semester. I hope you will continue with
the project through its conclusion.

Michael Green
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LETTER 8

I want to thank you for your kind and persistent
participation in my faculty evaluation study. It is time
to complete the study and give the questionnaire to the
students again. Please give the questionnaires to the
students in the same class used earlier in the study.
The directions are on each individual packet. All answers
are to be put on the computer answer sheet. No ident-
ification numbers are needed on these sheets. Please also

complete the Instructor Information Form and the
Instructor Questionnaire. I again stress that all
information will be kept confidential.

You will receive all feedback from all administrations
of the questionnaire following the spring semester final
examinations. Please return all packets to Mike Green,
Department of Education, Room 102A, as soon as possible.

Again, I want to thank you for your participation in
this project.

Michael Green
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LETTER 9

I want to thank you for your persistent and patient

cooperation this past year in my research project. Included

here are the final feedback results and any student comments

which were made during the study. I have learned much about

the practical problems associated with faculty evaluation,

and the procedures which might be most feasible in such a

process. I hope you received some meaningful information

from the feedback given to you.

Again, I want to thank you for your participation in

this project, without your help I could not have completed

this study.

Michael Green
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STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF LEARNING AND TEACHING



138

STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF LEARNING AND TEACHING

The items on this questionnaire ask you to comment on

various aspects of your course.

The questionnaire has eight brief parts. The first part

is intended to assess your perception of your own learning;

the second part is your perception of characteristics

related to instructor effectiveness. Other parts are not

evaluative but are intended to assess aspects of teacher

style; for example, either a high or low degree of structure

may be effective.

Please put all answers on the computer answer sheet.

You may place the additional comments on the last page of

this questionnaire.

Thank you for taking time to fill this form out

thoughtfully. Your answers and comments will help your

teacher improve the course.
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If not applicable, leave blank

1= almost never or almost nothing 4= very often

2= seldom or little 5= almost always or a

3= occasionally or moderate great deal

IMPACT ON STUDENTS

1. My intellectual curiosity has been stimulate by this

course.

2. I am learning how to think more clearly about the area

of this course.

3. I am learning how to read materials in this area more

effectively.

4. I am acquiring a good deal of knowledge about this

subject.

5. The course is making a significant contribution to my

self-understanding.

6. This course is increasing my interest in learning more

about this area.

INSTRUCTOR EFFECTIVENESS

7. The instructor is enthusiastic.

8. The instructor gives good examples of the concepts.

9. The instructor goes into too much detail.

10. The instructor is helpful when students are confused.

11. The instructor seems knowledgeable in many areas.
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RAPPORT

12. The instructor knows student names.

13. The instructor is friendly.

GROUP INTERACTION

14. Students volunteer their own opinions.

15. Students argue with one another. (Not necessarily with

hostility).

16. Students feel free to argue with the instructor.

17. The

18. The

19. The

20. The

DIFFICULTY

instructor assigns difficult reading.

instructor asks for a great deal of work.

STRUCTURE

instructor plans class activities in detail.

instructor follows an outline closely.

FEEDBACK

21. The instructor keeps students informed of their progress.

22. The instructor tells students when they have done a

particularly good job.

23. Tests and papers are graded and returned promptly.
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t! NOTICE I! THIS SCALE IS DIFFERENT !

STUDENT RESPONSIBILITY

If not applicable, leave blank

1= definitely false 4= more true than false

2= more false than true 5= definitely true

3= in-between

24. I had a strong desire to take this course.

25. I actively participate in class discussion.

26. I consciously try to make a tie-in between what I am

learning through the course and my own experience.

27. I attend class regularly.

28. I utilize all the learning opportunities provided in the

course.

29. I have created learning experiences for myself in

connection with the course.

30. I have helped classmates learn.

OVERALL EVALUATION

Indicate your evaluation of characteristics below, using

numbers based on the following scale:

1= Poor 4= Very Good

2= Fair 5= Excellent

3= Good

31. Rate the instructor's general teaching effectiveness for

you.

32. Rate the value of the course as a whole to you.
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INSTRUCTOR PERCEPTIONS OF LEARNING AND TEACHING
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INSTRUCTOR PERCEPTIONS OF LEARNING AND TEACHING

The items on this questionnaire ask you to comment on

various aspects of your teaching.

The questionnaire has eight parts. The first part

is intended to assess your perception of student learning;

the second part is your perception of characteristics

related to instructor effectiveness. Other parts are not

evaluative but are intended to assess aspects of teacher

style; for example, either a high or low degree of structure

may be effective.

Please place any additional comments on the last page.

Thank you for taking the time to fill this form out

thoughtfully. Your answers will be kept confidential.



If not applicable, leave blank

1= almost never or almot nothing 4= very often

2= seldom or little 5= almost always or a

3= occasionally or moderate great deal

IMPACT ON STUDENTS

1. I stimulate student intellectual curiosity through this

course.

2. The students are learning how to think more clearly about

the area of this course.

3. The students are learning how to read materials in this

area more effectively.

4. The students are acquiring a good deal of knowledge about

the subject.

5. The course is making a significant contribution to the

student' s self-understanding.

6. The course is increasing the student's interest in learning

more about this area.

INSTRUCTOR EFFECTIVENESS

7. I am enthusiastic in this course.

8. I give good example of the concepts.

9. I go into too much detail.

10. I am helpful when students are confused.

11. I am knowledgeable in many areas.
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RAPPORT

12. I know student's names.

13. I am friendly.

GROUP INTERACTION

14. Students volunteer their own opinions.

15, Students argue with one another. (Not necessarily with

hostility).

16. Students feel free to argue with me.

DIFFICULTY

17. I assign difficulty reading.

18. I ask for a great deal of work.

STRUCTURE

19. I plan class activities in detail.

20. I follow an outline closely.

FEEDBACK

21 I keep students informed of their progress.

22. I tell students when they have done a particularly good job.

23. Tests and papers are graded and returned promptly.
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!! NOTICE !! THIS SCALE IS DIFFERENT !!

STUDENT RESPONSIBILITY

If not applicable, leave blank

1= definitely false 4= more true than false

2= more false than true 5= definitely true

3= in-between

24. Students had a strong desire to take this course.

25. Students actively participate in class discussions.

26. The students consciously try to make a tie-in between what

I am teaching through the course and their own experience.

27. Students attend class regularly.

28. Students utilize all the learning opportunities provided

in this course.

29. I have created learning experiences for the students in

connection with this course.

30. Students help classmates learn.

OVERALL EVALUATION

Indicate your evaluation of characteristics below, using

numbers based on the following scale:

1= Poor 4= Very good

2= Fair 5= Excellent

3= Good

31. Rate your general effectiveness in this course.

32. Rate the value of the course as a whole to the students.
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INFORMATION FORM FOR INSTRUCTORS

NAME

LETTER DESIGNATION AND COURSE NUMBER

(i. e., EDSE 345)

SECTION NUMBER

DEPARTMENT

THIS COURSE IS PRIMARILY:

ELECTIVE REQUIRED

(PLEASE CIRCLE ONE OF THE ABOVE)

NUMBER OF YEARS I HAVE TAUGHT IN A COLLEGE/UNIVERSITY

CLASS SIZE

CLASS MEETING TIME

CLASS MEETING DAYS

-

)
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INSTRUCTOR FEEDBACK FORM
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INSTRUCTOR FEEDBACK FORM

Teacher # Number of Students

All suggestions are given in lieu of specific evaluative

data for the purpose of supplying information to teachers

concerning their classes. No express evaluation is intended

by this feedback. Written feedback will be included after

each group of questions only when there is a discrepancy

between your self-evaluation and what your students perceived

in that area. Some discrepancies may be in favor of the

teacher. This information is meant to better inform you about

your students and yourself. All decisions to use such

information, for whatever purpose, are left to each teacher.

Question Scale:

1= almost never or almost nothing

2= seldom or little

3= occasionally or moderate

4= very often

5= almost always or a

great deal

IMPACT ON STUDENTS

1. My intellectual curiosity has been stimulated by this

course.

Mean for students' responses

Mean for teacher responses

Difference score *

Standard deviation

_ Standard deviation

(* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5
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2. I am learning how to think more clearly about the area of

this course.

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - -4 - - - -5

3. I am learning how to read materials in this area more

effectively.

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5

4. I am acquiring a good deal of knowledge about this subject.

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - -4 - - - -5
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5. The course is making a significant contribution to my

self-understanding.

Mean for students' responses

Mean for teacher's responses

Difference score *

Standard deviation

Standard deviation

(* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5

6. This course is increasing my interest in learning more

about this area.

Mean for students' responses

Mean for teacher's responses

Difference score *

__ Standard deviation

__ Standard deviation

(* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5

There seems to be some discrepancy between your responses

and those of your students in this area. This is not an

indication of teaching ability, but rather the perception of

you impact upon your students. Possible alternative strat-

egies in this area include: (1) Providing real-world situ-

ational examples within the curriculum; (2) Enthusiasm

generated 'from the presentation of material; (3) Assignments

aimed at long term understanding and establishment of an

appreciation for the meaning of the information.
These suggestions are not aimed at individual teaching

styles, but rather they should be used to better understand

the cause of the discrepancy between you and your students.

A discrepancy may not demand a change or be an indication of

teaching effectiveness.
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7. The instructor is enthusiastic.

Mean for students responses Standard deviation

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5

8. The instructor gives good examples of the concepts.

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5

9. The instructor goes into too much detail.

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's
response (T):

1 - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - -5



10. The instructor is helpful when students are confused.

Mean for students' responses

Mean for teacher's responses

Difference score *

__ Standard deviation

Standard deviation

(* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S),, and teacher's

response (T):

1 The ins seems knowl3-a- -- m4a ares5

11. The instructor seems knowledgeable in many areas.

Mean for students' responses

Mean for teacher's responses

Difference score *

__ Standard deviation

Standard deviation

(* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - - - - - 5

The evaluation has produced a discrepancy between your

responses and those of your students for this group of ques-

tions. The determination of specific changes in teaching,

if such changes are warranted, may be made by looking at

specific questions. Instructor effectiveness certainly

encompasses for areas than asked about here. The process of

efficient teaching must be determined by each individual

teacher within his/her particular situation. A discrepancy

here may result from a lack of a well developed background

by the students, or a lack of clear channels of communication.

It is up to each individual instructor to determine the meaning

of such an evaluation. All decisions to use such information,

for whatever purposes, are left to each teacher.
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12. The instructor knows student names.

Mean for students' responses

Mean for teacher's responses

Difference score *

__ Standard deviation

Standard deviation

(* present when the
difference is 1)

Students mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 Te -s 2 fr3in4d5

13. The instructor is friendly.

Mean for students' responses

Mean for teacher's responses

Difference score *

__ Standard deviation

__ Standard deviation

(* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5

The responses given by your students do not align with

your self-evaluation responses. It is an individual teacher's

prerogative to establish or avoid friendliness in the class-

room. Friendliness does not determine good teaching. However,

a discrepancy here may mean that your students were led to

expect something different early in the semester, or they

associate a certain amount of friendliness with good teaching.

It remains your decision concerning any change taken in this

area. All decisions to use such information for whatever

purposes is left to each instructor.



156

GROUP INTERACTION

14. Students volunteer their own opinions.

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation _

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5

15. Students argue with one another.

hostility).

(Not necessarily with

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation _

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation _

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5

16. Students feel free to argue with the instructor.

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation _

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5
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A discrepancy between your responses and those of your

students has been calculated for this group of questions.

Possible strategies to alter this outcome on a later evaluation

include: (1) encouragement of open student response within

the class/laboratory setting, (2) the establishment of a clear

line of communication between you and your students. Depending

upon the classroom environment this interaction process may

not be important, or practical. The decision to produce

change is left to the teacher. Any decision to use such

information for whatever purposes, is left to each teacher.

DIFFICULTY

17. The instructor assigns difficult reading.

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation _

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5

18. The instructor asks for a great deal of work.

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's
response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5

---------------------------------------------------------

A discrepancy between your answers and those of your

students has been calculated for this group of questions.

This area is not one in which suggestions concerning alter-

native teaching strategies may be given. This information

simply conveys perceptions of your students. Any decision

to use such information, for whatever purposes, is left to

each teacher.
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STRUCTURE

19. The instructor plans class activities in detail.

Mean for students' responses

Mean for teacher's responses

Difference score *

Standard deviation

Standard deviation

(* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 The -ns 2o-o- a ou3t-i- cos4ey 5

20. The instructor follows an outline closely.

Mean for students' responses

Mean for teacher's responses

Difference score *

Standard deviation

__ Standard deviation

(* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's
response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5

A discrepancy between your responses and those of your

students has been calculated for this group of questions.

Structure in a course is highly dependent upon the presentation

of strategies taken, and the course content. Therefore, this

information is meant to inform you of your students' perceptions.

No suggestions concerning changes in teaching may be given

without specific consultation with individual instructors.
Therefore, it is left to each instructor to use this

information as he sees fit.
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FEEDBACK

21. The instructor keeps students informed of their progress.

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation _

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5

22. The instructor tells students when they have done a

particularly good job.

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5

23. Tests and papers are graded and returned promptly.

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5
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A discrepancy between your responses and those of your
students has been calculated for this group of questions.
Possible strategies which may be taken in order to alter
student perceptions are: (1) to keep students better informed
of their progress, either through the use of tests and
written feedback, or through the use of spoken encouragements
and directions given during the lecture; (2) to process tests

and papers rapidly in order to keep information within the
realm of student contact, thus producing student interest
and learning. Such suggestions are of a general nature and
include only those area tested.

1! NOTICE THIS SCALE IS DIFFERENT !!

STUDENT RESPONSIBILITY

1= definitely false

2= more false than true

4= more true than false

5= definitely true

3= in-between

24. I had a strong desire to take this course.

Mean for students' responses

Mean for teacher's responses

Difference score *

Standard deviation

Standard deviation

(* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's
response (T):

1 - - - - 2c- - i c3 disu4ssio 5

25. I actively participate in class discussion.

Mean for students' responses

Mean for teacher's responses

Difference score *

Standard deviation

Standard deviation

(* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's
response (T):
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26. I consciously try to make a tie-in between what I am

learning through the course and my own experience.

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviaiton

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - -5

27. I attend class regularly.

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation _

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's
response (T):

1---- 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5

28. I utilize all the learning opportunities provided in the

course.

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5
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29. I have created learning experiences for myself in

connection with the course.

Mean for students' responses

Mean for teacher's responses

Difference score *

Standard deviation

Standard deviation

(* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S)., and teacher's
response (T):

1 - - - - 2I-h-e-e-p3e--l-s-m4ate e5

30. I have helped classmates learn.

Mean for students' responses

Mean for teacher's responses

Difference score *

Standard deviation

Standard deviation

(* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's
response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5

A discrepancy between your responses and those of your

students has been calculated for this group of questions.
This group of questions concerns processes involving personal
commitment and values. Your values may differ from your
students'. However, no implication is made that this difference
directly effects your teaching. This information is meant to
better inform you about your students and any differences which

may occur. Any decision to use such information, for whatever
purposes, is left to each teacher.
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OVERALL EVALUATION

Indicate your evaluation of characteristics below,

using numbers based on the following scale:

1= Poor 4= Very Good

2= Fair 5= Excellent

3= Good

31. Rate the instructor's general teaching effectiveness

for you.

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation _

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher's

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5

32. Rate the value of the course as a whole to you.

Mean for students' responses Standard deviation

Mean for teacher's responses Standard deviation

Difference score * (* present when the
difference is 1)

Students' mean response for this question (S), and teacher'

response (T):

1 - - - - 2 - - - - 3 - - - - 4 - - - - 5

--- ------------ ------------------------------------------

A discrepancy between your responses and those of your

students has been calculated for this group of questions.

However, no implication is made that this difference

directly effects your teaching. This information is meant to

better inform you about your students and any differences

which may occur.
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