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ABSTRACT

This paper reports the results of a validation study
of data obtained from a teacher rating survey conducted by the
Oniversity of Akron Studeant Council during the Pall 1969. The rating
questionnaire consisted of 14 times: two items measured the student's
overall evaluation of his instructor; S5 items measured specific
performance dimensions such as stimulation, cosmmunication,
consideration, evaluation, and workload, and 2ach of these dimensions
was measured by two methods: (1) asking the student to compare his
instructor with others he had known, and (2) requiring the student to
make an absolute evaluation of the instrncior on’'a graphic rating
scale. The last two items obtained information on the student's class
standing, and his cupulative GPA. Information was also obtained on
the size of each class, the average grade given in each course, and
the instructor's rank. The data analysis coasisted cf the multitrait,
multimethod approach to convergent and discriminant validation, first
proposed by Campbell and Fiske in 1959. The results indicated that
the performance dimensions showed fairly high reliability and '
convergent validity. However, the discriminant validity was not high
enough to conclude that independent dimensions of instructor
performance were being accurately measured. (AF)
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Introductiocn

— Ll . '

Although everyone agrees on the importance cf good teaching,
little is known about what makes a good teacher. It is not yet
clear what aspects of an instructor's beliavior are the most
egsentiul in achieving the dual goals of student learning and
student satisfaction with their educational experience. Before
this can be determined, it is necessary to identify separate
dimensions of instructor performannce and to develop accurate
nmeasures of these performance dimensions. This paper reports the
results of a validation study of data obtained from a survey
conducted by the University of Akron Student Council during the

Fall quarver of 1969.

Me thod

The réting questionnaire consisted of 14 items and was dis-
tributed td students in their classroows during the iast week of
class. Two items in the questionnaire (items 11 & 12) measured
the students' overall evaluation of their instructor. In zddition,
five specific performance dimensions wnich seermed to be separate
and meaningful wecre mweasured. These snecific perforrmance dimen—
sions were lacveled a 4 defined as follows:
Stimulation: Hew well is. the instructor able to stinulate student

interest and enthusiasm in the course? (items JA & 2A)




Communication: How clear and well-organized are the instructor's
levtures or explanations? (items B & 2B)
Consideration: How friendly, helpfal, approachable, and considerate
is the instructof? (items 1C & 2C)
Evaluation: How cbjective, fair, and comprehensive is the
instructor‘s grading of students? (items JD & 2D)
Workload: | How heavy and demanding is the course workload
(e.g. reading, assignments, and requirements)?
(items }E & 2E)

These five dimensions were selected after reviewing the
rgsults of previous studies involving factor analysis of student
ratings. Bach dimension was measured by two methods. Method ]
called for a relative evaluation of the instructor; that is, the
student was asked to compare his instructor with others he had
known. Method 2 required the student to make an absolute evaluation
of the instructor on a gravohic rating scale.

Two additional items obtained information concerning . .«
student's class standing (item 13) and bhis cunulative G.P.A.

{item 14). From the university reccrd:z, the following information
was obtained: the size of each clasé, the average grade given in
each course, and the instructors rank.

The data analysis consisted of the multi-trait, multi-method
approach to convexgent and discriminant validation, f£irst proposed

by Campbell and Fiske ia 1959. As applied to the student rating



gata. t..- procedure involved calculating intercorrelation matrices
and examining the pattern of cqrrelations to determine if the ”
ratings from two different methods of measuring a single dimension
agreed more than ratings on two different dimensions measured by

a single method.

Results

The ratings given by the students showed considerable
variety in their responses. This was demonstrzted, not only in
ratings giveh by the individuals, but for average class ratings
as well. Taking one of the overall evaluation items for an example,
when the mean rating for each class wis calculated, the range of
the class means was from 0.4 to 4.0, which is on.iy slightly
smaller than the total possible range of from O to 4.0. This
distfibution of class means3 was .legatively skewed, showing a
tendency for leniency in student ratings of their instructors.
Althnsugh the midpoint of tke scale was at 2.00, the actual mean of
the average class ratings was 2.74.

The first analysis of convergent and discrimirant validity is
represented in Table 1. This table presents a correlation matrix
indicating the correlation between each possible pair of items
measuring the five specific performance dimensions. Each circled
value is the correlation between the two types of methods (i.e.

relative and absolute ratings) for a single dimension. The higher




the circled correlations, the better the coavergent validity.

In this analysis, convergent validity is similax to internail
consistency reliability. Convergent validity for St;mulatiﬁn.
Communication, Consideration, and Evaluation was fairly tigh, but
not as high as we would have hoped. However, there was an obvious
lack of agreement between the two items measuring workload. This
may have. been due to a response set built up from nhe'pattcrh of
previous response alternatives. If you look at the preceding
questions usging Method i, you will see that “considerably above
average" and "above average" were response choices which repre-
sented a high evaluatior of the instructor. Socme students may'
have interpreted the resvonse choices for the Worklosd item

{item 1E)} in the same way. However, for the Workload item.
"considerably above average" and';above average" were suppoused

to indicate an above average workload. not an above average
evaluation of the instructor.

Discriminant validity is evaluated by ccmparing a circled
value with the «ther correlation values in the same cow and column
in the matrix. The lowar these other values wure, and the greates
the difference between the cirled value and thesz uwiier valus.,
the better is discriminant valaidity. %he discrinmanant vaiﬂdiﬁj ot
the specific performance dimensions was only mildly irpresszive
There are several possible explanations for the lack of cleur-:zut

discriminant vaiiditv: -(J) the dimensions are not really inde-

A



pendent, (2) the ratings are contaminated by the particular
measuring procedure which is used, or (3) the raters are susceptible
to a general eveluative halo. Although it is not possible to
determine to what extent each explanation is correct, we believe
that the halo effect is the most iikely explanation for our
results.

I second analysis of convergent and discriminant validity
is hased ¢n Tablie Z. Each class was randomly divided into two
equal groups of rarers, and the extent of agreement between the
two groups was determined for each of the Altems. For this analysis,
hoth items measuring a dimension were combines. Convergent
validity for Stimulation, Communication, Consideration, and
Evaluation was very impressive, s evidenced by the very high
circled values. However, Workload again showed low convergent
validity. Since, in this analysis, the methods are actually
randomly assianed groupe of raters, convergent validity is
somswhat similar o inter-rater reliability. Discriminant
for this matrix was low, tne circled values are not auch l¢view
than the other values in the same row or caslumn, and these other
values are large, which is not desirabic. TRese résults lead
one o conclvde that the graphic rating scale was not measuring
- geparate and independont aspects of instructor performance.

Evidence cencerning the reliability of the two overall ratings
(items 11l & 12) was also availablz. The correlaticn between theza
two items was .75 indicating adequate internal consistency.

b4



reliability. The correlation between the two groups of raters
in each class was .91 for item 11 and .92 for item 12, indicating
high inter-rater reliability.

The results of the check for contamination of the overall
ratings by varicus other wvariables are presented in Table 3. There
appears to be no appreciable relationship between the ratings made
by a student and his Grade Point Average or class standing (i.e.
Freshman, Scphomsre,. Junior, or Senior). Furthermore, the ratings
do not seem to be affected by the size of the classor the rank
of the instructor (i.e. instructor, assistant professor, associate
professor, or full professor}. We did find a corielation of .29
between the average grade given in the course and the average
rating received by the instructor. Hewever, this correl-
accounte for only 9% of the total variance of tue ratiwor<: ur

does not appear to be 8 serious contaminant.

Summary and Conclusions:

The perfoimance dimensions measured by the student ratings
showed fairly high reliability and convergent validity., However,
the discriminant validity was not high encvugh to conclude that
independent dimensions of instructur perfourmance were being
sceurately measured, Sinde ratings on the specific performance
dimensions were highly inter-correlated, it appears that all of

the rating scale items were measuring the same dimension --probably



the student's general satisfaction with his instructox. Therefore.
in order to simplify the adminiitration and scoring procedures,

it would be possible to use only the two general evaluation items
and omit the specific performance items altogether. This shorter
rating form would suffice as long as the generxal items werxe
reliable and only a sinule overall rating is needed for each
instructor. However, if additional information concerning specific
traits or behaviors is desired, in order to provide diagnostic
faedback to the instructor, then a method other than the graphic
rating scale should be considered. A checklis* or forced choice
scale may prove more successful for this purpose.

In conciusion, the malti-trait, multi-method technigue of
estimating convergent and discriminant validity. does appeas unew
ful in evaluating student ratings., In our study the two ratirg
methods were very cinilér to each othexr wund this type of analysis
would be even more meaningful if two very different rating methods
wexre used, such as graphic ratings and forced chojice. 1in any
case the multi-trait, multi -method approach, ylelds a gcod deal
of useful information about the reliability and validity of

student ratings.



METHOOD 1

-efect the aiternative which best describes how your instructor compares

with instructors you have had in college. If you are a freshman please use

your

1A.

18-

1C.

10.

1E,

past college instructors and high school teachers for your comparison.

How weli is the instructor able to stimulate the student interest and
enthusiasm in the course?

a) Considerably above average
b) Above average

c) Average

d) Below average

e) Considerably below average

How clear and well organized arc the instructer's lectures or explsnatfons?
consider effectiveness of getting across the material to the student.
(If no lecture please leave blank)

a) Considerably above average
b) Above average

c) Average

d) Below Average

e; Considerably below average

How friendly, helpful, and considerate is your instructor?

a) Considerably above average
b) Above average

c) Average

d) Below average

e) Considerably betow average

How objectiQe, fair, and comprehensive is the instructoris evajuation
(i.e. grading) of your knowiedge of the course material?

a) Considerably above average
b) ‘ Above average

c) Average

d) ‘Below average

e) Considerebly below averaqe

How heavy and demanding is the course werkload, i.e. the reading and
assignments? (If there is no reading or assignments piease skip this
question.)

a) Considerably ahove average
b) Above average

c) Average

d) Below average

e) Considerably below average



contnuums

2A

2B

2C,

20,

2E.

Vo oj ey Lot A T B : ' v i @ i"‘)‘erva!h a"o.’g

e yher - R S sk e Pawe your ipsuructor
oy the aetee whien 0 begetes bum with respect to the evaluative
How inte esting and stimulating is the instructer?

Yery interesting A B € D E Very dull and boring

How clear and well organized are the instructor's lectures or explanations?
Consider effectiveness of getting across the material to the students.

Véry clear and organized A B € D E Conf.sing and disorganized
How friendly, helpful, and considerate is your instructor?
\ery friendly and helpful A B C D E Hostile or inconsiderate

How fair, objective, and comprehensive is the instructor’s evaluation
(i.e. grading) of your knowledge of course material?

Very fair and objective A B C D E Unfair and inadequate

How difficult is the workload, that is,the assignments and reading?
If none please leave blanke.

Unusually easy workload A B C D E Very heavy workload

OVERALL RATINGS

1,

12,

In general, with A equal to the highest grade end F equal to the lowest
grade, how would you rate this instr.ictor®s teaching of this course.

a) A
b) B
c) C
d) D
e) F

In general, how satisfied are you with your instructor?

Very satisfied A 8 C D E Very dissatisfied

10
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Table 3
Correiatior Detween Cverail Ha. inds

and Var:ous Extraneous Variables

- Pearson r  Sample Size
Student Ciade Point Averxaqe .08 160000a
Class Standing cf Student i3 16,0002
Class Size .07 435P
Instructor Rank ~ 04 302€
Ave rage Course Grade -29 ~ 100¢

80te: This is the number of rating forms, not the number of
students. Students usually rated more than one instructor
during the survey.

bNote: All television courses were omitted from this computation.

®Notes All television courses and classes with less than 20
students were omitted from this computation.

dNotez These classes were selected randomly from non=television
courses, with class sizes ranging from 20 to 100.
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