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The objective of this study was to determine the relationships between

student ratings on the components of a teacher/course evaluation instrument and

o College Test scores, "expected grade," "actualngrade," "expected-actual grade’

. differential in the course, grade point average, and the variables sex and
college membership. This research was completed using both standardized and non-

standardized instruments administered to freshman students enrolled in English

160, a required course, Fall Quarter, 1970 at Kent State University.

Description of the Sample

Qéu;sgwﬁglgqcipn. The optimum situation for a study of this type would have been

to have had a single teacher evaluated by a lérge number of students. Unfortunatsly,
no required large section courses were being taught at that time in which a teacher
was exclusively responsible for all aspects of the course. English 160, however,
although taughf in small classes (average twenty-five students per section) by

one instructor, was available. In general the instructors were Teaching Fellows
nearing the completion of their doctoral program with a background in teaching
{college level and other). 1In addition; since each had two sectioms involved in

the study, the poesibility of having fifty student evaluations (at maximum) per .

teacher made this course a meaningfiill selection. Considering the relatively common

college background and experience of the students in this course, the usefulness
of the data collected across fifteen teachers who were teaching the comparable

content was seen as potentially much more valuable than that available in samples

y
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derived from different course cofferings.

Teacher Sample., The sample of students used was contingent upon individual teachers

volunteering to participate in the study. Teachers who were to be.teaching two
sections of English 160 were asked to volunteer. Fifteen of a possible one hundred
eighty did so and all were included in the sample. Demographically, this group
consisted of eight males and seven females, two with BE,A. or B.S. degrees, eleven
in post-Master's course work and two with the Ph;D. degree. The range for college

teaching experience was zero to six years with the median being two years.

Student Sample. The number of freshman students enreolled in English 160 numbered

nearly 750 (15 teachers x 50 students), however, the actual number included in

the final sample wae 549. Among the reasons for this decline in the sample size
were the failure of students to velunteer for participation, absenteeism on testing
dates, unusabie forms, and the usual first-quarter freshman attrition“:ate,

Demographically the finzl sample of students included 222 males and 327 females.

Of this group, 132 gave their college membersﬁip as Arts and Sciences; Fine and
Professional Arts - 108; Business = 59; Eﬂucation = 155; Nursing - 28; Heaith;
Physicrl Education and Recreation - 6. The final grade distribution for English 160
{(based en information supplied by thirteen teachers) included 50 A's; 165 B's;

220) C’s; 32 D'z and no failures.

Instruments

Teacher/Course Evaluation Instrument. The evaluative rather than the behavioral

approach was used as tbe basis for the construction of this instrument with the
item format rzflecting "how adequately'’ the students felt the teacher had performed
ratker than whether or not a specifiz teacher activity had occurrdd.

The final evaluation instrument consisting of 45 item; (see Appendix..A) was

the result of pretesting 78 items using a sample of B0 students enrolled in English
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161 during Summer Session II, 1970. One half of the sample was asked to evaluate
the items for their applicability in rating teachers im this course while the
remainder were requested to rate their teachers performance that session. Unfor-
tuniately, this unexpectedly small sample made factor analysis for scale develop-
ment untenable, and as an alternative, item variances using both ratings were
compared. Using as a basis small variances on the former and large variances on

the latter, items were selected for inclusion in the revised instrument.

The total sample from the Fall Quarter testing included 549 teacher/course
'evaluatien forms. These results were then analyzed using the principle components
analysis technique with 1.00 values inseéerted in the diagonal. The matrix of
intercorrelations included 36 items since the 9 items on the teacher personality
subacale were deleted for this analﬁsigi Eigen-values greater than 1.00 were used

. to determine the original factor stucture after which varimax rotations were used
to determine the best alignment of the items. Several rotations were made, however,
the four factor solution presented the best scale definition on the first three
factors. The fourth factor, as seen in Tablé 4,7was deleted from the final def-
inition of scales since it was not only difficult tb interpret, but, in additén,
was probably the resﬁlt of the high inter-correlations of items 24 and 28 rather
than reflecting any substantive factor. The .3500 cutoff, rather than the traditional
.3000 value, waa used to determine the inclusion of items on each scale since
the logical censistency of the-ssales was increased when items below .3500 were
deleted. Tha number of items per scale was not appreciatively altered by this
approach. For example, five items were deleted from Subscale I, none from Subscale
I, and only four from Subscale III using this appreoach.

The alignment of items and their factor loadings fer each of the three
components are presented in Tables 1 cthrough 3. The first subscale, ""Instructional
Methods," includes fifteen items which reflect various aspects of the instructional
methods or procedures used in the classroom. Only one item, number four, ''made
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valid interpretations of the reading (e.g. poems, novels),' could be considered
unique to classes in English as compared to other course offerings. Table 2
includes those items defining the "Interpersonal Relationships with Students”
subscale and it also contains twelve items of which only one,\item number seven,
''was able to effectively communicate the rples of good writing,'' could be
considered as rather unique to English classrooms. The third subscale, "Content
Competency,' includes the skills and abilitigs needed by teachers in this course,
The transferability of the third scale to other cqntent areas would probably be
limited particularly when item three ''showed a good working knowledge of the rules
of grammef;” seven, ''was able to effectively communicate the rules of good writing;"
two, "expressed himself (herself) clearly when writiﬁg;” and four, "made valid
interpretations of the readings (e.g. prems, novels)'" are c@ﬁsideredi

Table 5 is a presentation of the nine items on éhe "Teacher Personality"
subsecale. Because of the semantic differential rather than Likert format, these
items were excluded from the component analysis and resulting scale éanstiruetieni

The description of each of the three factors according to number of items,
range of loadings, percent of variance acccunted‘for in total factor space, and

percent of total variance accounted for is presented in Table 6. Subscale I,

TABLE 6

Description of the Three Varimax Rotated Factors Determined
for the Teacher/Course Evaluation Instrument

O

Names of Factors Nunber of. Range of Pcrcent of Percent of

Items with | Loadings Variance the Total
Factor Loadings Accounted for Variance b
«3500 ] . : in the Common Accounted For
. ' Factor Space
- of the Thrce
Factors . .
I. Instructional
Methods 15 37 - .79 41.78 16.78
I1. Interpersorial Res
lationships with . - .
Students 12 «36 - .66 33.29 - 13.37
Ili.Conterit . . , . .
. Competency 12 «36 = .62 : 24.92 10.00 °
© ’ .



"Instructional Methods' had the greater number of items and accounted for the
greater percent of common and total variance of the three factors.
The alignment of the items on the respective scales is presented in Table 7.
TABLE 7

The Alignment of Items on Each of the Four Subscale
of thc Teacher/Course Evaluation Instrument

Subscales Subscales
I 2 3 4 I 275 4
1. * b 24.
- 2. * 25. *

N * 26. !

4. * * 27. *

5. * . 28.

6. * . 29. *

2. x ® 10. L] ®

8. £ 31. *

5. » 32. *
10. 33. *
11. * 34. *

1z * 35. *
13. * 36. *
14 * 37. .
1s * 38.
16. & x 39, . &
17. * 40. *
18. * . *
19 & S 42, *
20. ® 43, * .
21. * 44. 2 s -
22. a 4s. « n

23.

Forty-one were included with items ten, twenty-three, twaﬁty=fourj and twenty-eight
being excluded. Sevéral of the items (numbers one, four, seven, sixteen, thirty,
forty-four and forty-five) were included on two of tée scales. Although the
varimax rotation defines orthogonal factors reflected in the final Ffactor scores
(were they to be used), by séoring the scales with raw scores high inter-scale
correlations were produced. This is a definite limitation in this study. However,
from the standpoint of practical application of the findings (Eeeﬁback to teachers)
it was felt that raw scores rather than factor scores were more appropriate.

Table 8 is a presentation of the intercorrelations of the teacher/course evaluation
be considered as measuring completely independent dimensions of teacher behavior or

rourse attributes.

ERIC
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TABLE §

Intercorrelatiens of Teacher/Couvse Evaluation
Subscales (N=403) -
{(Decimal Teoints Omitted)

Subscales 1 II IIX 1v -
I ) 71Ex 79%% G0**
I1 . 728% Soht
III . . A7
v
- ** p <£.01

each subscale were high, I - .89, IT - .86, III - .86, IV - .77, the scales do
reflect the problem of the intercorrelation of items found on more than one dimension
in addition to the overlap of the dimensions themselves. Such data suggest that

" further refinement of cﬁe instrument is needed if these dimensions are to be made
differentially effective one to another and meaningfully reflect student ratings of

the various aspects.

Omnibus Personality Inventory - Form F. The following scales were included in the’

data analysis due to their relationships to the objectives of the study (i.e.
differentiating college students azcording tc values, attitudes, and opinions - .,
concerning the academic experience). The seven scales (their general descriptions

taken from the test manual) included:

1. Thinking Introversion (TI). Persons scoring high on this measure are

characterized by liking reflective thought and academic activities.

2. Theoretical Orientation (T0). High scores indicate preference for
dealing with Ehearetical concerns and problems and use of the
scientific method of thinking.

3. Estheticism (ES). High scores indicate diverse interests in artistic

1 matters and activities, a high degree of sensitivity and response to
v

[]{U: esthetic stimulation,

P o o . 8



4. Complexity (CO). High scores reflect an experimental and flexible

orientation rather than fixed way of viewing and organizing phenomena.

5. Autonomy (AU). High scores express a tendency to be independent of

authority as traditionally imposed through social institutions.

6. Religious Orientation (RO). High scores reflect a skepticism concerning

religious belief and practices.

7. Anxiety Level (AL). High scores indicate a denial of feeling or

symptoms of anxiety and do not admit being worried or nervous.

8. 1Intellectual Dispositior Category (IDC). This is a composite score

made up on the basis of 6 subscales scores which identify both the
type and extent of commitment to general learning and intellectual
activity. Eight classes are used with 1 and 2 indicative of broad
intrinsic interests in intellectual or academic pursuits and 7 and

8 indicative of a limited and restricted orientation toward learning.

Data Collection Procedures

During the first week of Fall Quarter, students of teachers participating
were asked to take part in the study and provide such information as sex, college
membership and "expected grade"‘fcr the course. The distribution, completion, and
collection of the forms were the responsibility of the teachers,

During the seventh and eigth weeks of the quarter the OPI was administered
to each of the thirty sections on an individual basis during the regularly scheduled
class period. The last week of the quarter prior to final examinations the teacher/
course evéluatian-instrumenc was given. Arrangements had been made in advance
with the teachers to have approximately twenty minutes of one class period for this
testing with teachers absent.

Additional student data were made available in several ﬁays. English 160 grades
were secured by having each teacher forward, at the end of the quarter, a copy of

tha assigned grades for each student in the participating sections. Fall grade

ERIC
s
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point average and American College Test {(ACT) score information were released

with the approval of the Director, Management Information Systems, for all students

who had submitted correct student identification numbers. Of the possible 549

students in the study, 350 completed the form correctly enabling this information

to be included in the data analysis.

Limitations of the Study

There were certain limitations of this study which should be noted.

1.

Academic performance was indicated by the grade point average at the
end of Fall Quarter. These marks were assigned by different teachers
and although the shortcomings of such marks were realized, they were

accepted as a relatively valid measure of student performance.

The American College Test scores were determined from one month to

one year in advance of Fall Quarter entrance for the student. It was
assumed that the relativé position of subjects' scores one to another
would not have to be significantly éifferent had one mass testing been
done for the entire sample.

Thé decreasg in the sample size (from a potential 750 to 549) limits

the generalizability of the findings.

Since the Omnibus Personality Inventory is a paper and pencil personality
test, the difficulties inherent in this type of instrument were realized,
The high intercorrelation of the subscales {(mean intércerrelatiaﬁ = ,65)
made it difficulc to assume that they were measuring completely independent
dimensions of teacher behavior. However, by squaring the mean inter-
correlation valueiof .65, the coefficient of determination was found to

be .42, This means that approximately 587 of the variance was unaccounted
for thus suggesting that each of the scales was measuring relatively

unique aspects of teacher behavior.

10
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Since only 15 of the possible 180 teachers volunteered to participate
in the study, such self-selection makes generalization of the findings
to all sections of English 160 difficult if not impossible. However,

demographically these 15 teachers were not significantly different

from the total group.

Data Analysis

The findings presented in Table 9

show that students' teacher/course evaluations were independent of personality
dimensions as measured by the OPIL subscales. Although Seveﬁ of the thirty-two
correlations were significant (p==,0l1 and p==<.05) in absolute values, the range
was .105 to .229 indicating that the relationships found were low.

The lack of correlation between the OPI scores and the teacher/course
" evaluation subscales may be due to the sample used ié'this studf. For example,
in the studies reported by Yonge éﬁd Sassenrath (1968) and Weinstein and Bramble
(1970), cénsistéd exclusively of upperclass education majors enrolled in educational
psychology courses, while this sample of students represented a wide variety of
colleges and academic majors. The differences between these student groups may
have contributed to potentially greater variability within classes and may have
attenuated these relationships between students' personality scores and their
evaluations.

Another explanation for this lack of significant-garrelations concerns the use
and nature of the criterion instrument, Although no statistics concerning the
validity or reliability of the instruments used elsewhere were available, possibly
the evaluation instruments employed in the other studies were more capable of
measuring the range of students' attitudes and opinions than demonstrated by the

instrument used in the present study.

11
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TABLE &

Correlations of Teacher/Course Evaluarion Subscale Scores
with Selected Omnibus Personality Inventory Scores,
American College Test Scores, Grade Point Average
and the Variable Scx Across All Teachers
(Decimal Points Omitted)

acher/Course Evaluation Subscales

Variable ’ . Te:
T 11 T v
OP1 Subscales
T 229%% 188*+ 179%% 058
TO 066 006 . 006 . -012
ES ©152%%  105* 078 016
co_ 011 -048 -052 . 0s8
AU ; ce7 -006 =032 " 013
RO -041 -107% -088 =052
AL 016 043 . 041 . -068
ipc . ~130%% =063 -076 =088
N = 403
*p< .05
t:n 2 .01
AmericQEVCcllgge Test Scores . . ) 7
English - .~ Q70 024 . 029 061
Mathematics ~ - 029 -053 -019 -010
-~ Social Studies 024 034 -J08 <055
Natural Sciences -010 -024 -p13 oo
Composite 034 -003 =002 031
Grade Foint Average 114% 125* 7 121* 117*
. .
N = 350
*p< .05
Sex : ~-002 120* 047 124%*
* p< .05 .

ERIC
12
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American College Test Score. Of the twenty ACT correlations, none were significant,

indicating that students' teacher/course evaluations were independent of ability
as measured by ACT scores.

Although the instrumentation problem as presented in the discussion of the
OPI findings is applicable here, the absence of significant correlations betwaen
the ACT scales and the compomants of the teacher/course evaluation was unexpected
considering the findings in regard to grade point average and 'actual grades”
received (to be discussed later). Since English 160 was a required course, a
wide range of abilities was expected in the sample of students. In addition, since
ability is emphasized in Ehe college environment, relationships between this
variable and evaluations were hypothesized. This ?inding of iﬁdependence between
abiltiy measures and student ratings if replicated in other studies will encourage

. the use of such rating instruments.

Grade Point Average (GPA). As shéwn in Table 9, GPA was significantly positively
correlated with all subscales. This finding is consistent with those reported by
Weinstein and Bramble (1970) wherein they found students with higher grade point
averages rated the instructor significantly higher than did students with low grade
point averagegi Unfortunately, their e&aluaﬁicn scale reflected an "omnibus'
teacher rating and was not constructed with scales measuring various aspects of
teacher behavior. Although these cérrelations were significantly correlated

(p =.05) with subscales, iﬁ terms of absolute values the range of .114 to .125

was very low.

It should be noted that this sample consisted only of first quarter freshman
students. As a result, grades in English 160 generally comprised from one=fourth
to one-seventh of their total GPA. These Eindings-sheuld be considered tentative
until further research is undertaken with étudents who have accumulated greater

numbers of credit hours than represented by the first quarter freshmen in this

FRICop1e. |
e 13
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Sex. The findings concerning the relationship of this variable to the various
evaluative components are also presented in Table 9. Significant (p<<.05)
correlations were found for ‘'Interpersonal Relationships with Students' and
"Teacher Personality;' however, in terms of absolute values, they were not large
(.120 and .124). Eémales, on these scales, gave their teachers higher mean
evaluation than did males. Since the teacher sample had eight males and seven
females these results cannot be attributed to a greater frequency of male teacher--
female student interaction. An alternative possibility may be that females were
more liberal in their ratipgs on these dimensions because of "knowing'' their
teachers better than males., On the basis of several conversations with a number
of English 160 teachers, it was noted that females generally out-performed maleé

on tests and overall were more interested and active in the course than were males.
‘Another possible explanation might be that they felt more at ease being critical
of the teacher's methods of instruction or competency than his or her.”perscnal

qualities.”

Expected Grade. A significant F value (p~é20l) was found only for "Interpersonal

Relationships with Students'" (Table 10). Using Scheffe's method of multiple
comparisons of means (Table 11) it was found that students who expected A or B

grades had significantly higher (p<=.05) mean ratings than did students who expected

TABLE 10

Analysis eof Variance of "Interpcrsonal Relationships
With Stdents' (Subscale 11) According
to "Expected Grade'2 in the Course
. Across All Tcachers

Source of Sums of Deprees of Mean F
Variation Squares ~ Freedom Square
Betwecn Groups 931.48 2 465.74 7.25
Yithin Groups 29481.95 459 64.23
Total 30413%.45 461
O N . . ) _ e ,,‘
EE l(:‘ 3giudents vhe expested A totaled 47, B-270, c-144.

o o e :j,g
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C grades. The differences between the A - B expected grade group when compared to

the C group is difficult to explain since no similar differences were found on
TABLE 11 .
Diiferences Between Mcans of Groups Dofined by "Expscted
Grade" in the Coursc on “Ianterpersonal Relatienships
With Students™ (Subscale I17) Using Scheffe's
Metliod of Multiple Comparisons

Expected Eiﬁgcted Eipeeted
Grade A Grade B _ Grade Ci
X = 46.338 X = 45.03 X = 42.44
R = 47 N = 270 N = 144

A 1.35 3. 94%

B 2.50%

c .

b .

* p<.05

the other subscales (since only four students received D grades they were deleted
from this analysis). Further research, using instruments without high inter-
correlations among the subscales and different samples of students should be

considered before this wvariable Is set aside.

Actual Grade. The data for this analysis are presented in Tables 12, 14, 16 and

18 in Appendix B. Significént F values (p==.01) were recorded for all subscalesi-
Tables 13, 15, 17 and 19 (also Aépendix B) are presentations of the Scheffe analyses
which were calculated to compare the means of the groups. On all of the subscales,
students who received A and B grades were significantly higher (p=<.05) in the
evaluations of the teacher than those students who received C and D grades. Although
the subscales of this instrument were highly correlated, the relationship of 'actual
grades'' received by students was significantly related to their evaluations of the
teacher in the course as indicated by these findings. These results aré;in direct
oépcsitian to the studies reported by Remmers (1928) and Blum (1936) who reported

no relationship between these variables,

. These findings concerning "actual grades' should be considered within the con-
¢

]ERJK;E of the course under investigation. In English 160, students received
o i o
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considerable feedback concerning the quality of their work. However, the grading

practices were, in general, squective rather than objective, and the teacher
probably was more often seen as being more personally responsible for the grades
distributed. Under these circumstances, students may have felt a stronger personal
reaction (either positively or negatively) to the teacher than found with students
in courses wherein more objective methods of evaluatiorn and grade distribution

were used.

College Membership. The findings presented in Table 20 show that students' evaluatior

were not independent of the variable "college membership.'" Significant differiences Vv

between the mean scores (Tabie 21) found between the College of Nufsiﬁg and Fine
and Professional Arts, Arts and Sciences, ﬁusinessgnanagemeﬁt and Education with
the mean for the students in Nursing being significantly higher than all on

‘Subscale LI - Interpersonal Relationships with Students, The mean for the students
in the College of Education was significantly higher than that of thé‘Ccllege of

Business.

TABLE 20
Analysis of Variance of "Intcrpersonal Relationships
With Students" (Subscale I1) According to

“Collepe Membership™® of the Raters
Across All Teachers

Source of Sums of .Degrees of  Mean F
Variation Squares Freedom Square

Betweon Celloges 3466.19 - 5 T 69X.24 10.19%*
Within Collcges 32803.78 482 68B.CO

Total 36269.97 487

k4 p< .01

. ECoilegermembership of the studcent raters: Arts and Sciences,
132; Fine and Professional Arts, 108; Business, 59;
Educatior, 155; Nursing, 28; Health, Physical Eduszetion,

ERIC
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TABLE 21

Difference Fetweon Mcans ef Grswups Defined by "College
Meubershin® en "Interpersonnl delationships with
“Students’™ (Subscale IT) Usi Zcheffe's Methoed

of Multiple Comparisons

5.90 X=54.36 X=43.50

X=44.72 X=43.585 X=41.71 %=4

N=132 N=108 N=59 N=153 K=2§ N=6
AES 1.17 3.01 -1.18 -9.64*% 1.22
FGPA . d.s4 -2.35  -10.561*  0.05
BUS. -4.19% -12.65* -1.79
ED. : -8.46% 2.40
NURSING ’ ] 10.86
HPER - i
* p<.05

Speculation about this finding is very limited; however, a possible explanation
"could be that students enrolled in the Colleges of Nursing and, to a small extent,
Education 1look for and encourage interpersonal relationships with their instructors
as part of their goals for the course. Thus, they feel some personal commitment
to the teacher and their evaluations validly reflect the reality of their ekperiences.

Students from the other colleges may possibly be more content-oriented and simply did

not take the time or have the inclination to develop any personal retationships.

'Expected Versus Actual Grade' Differential. In this analysis, the 'expected grade"
in the course was compéred with the "actual grade' received for all students.

Three groups were formed, Higher--those students whose actual grade was higher than
anticipated; Equal--those students whose expected grade was equal to that received;
and Lower--those students whoase grade was less than expected. One-way analjsis of
variance was used to compare the groups for egch of the four subscales. As shown

in Tables 22, 24, 26 and 28, (Appendix C) all tests were significant (p~=01).
Scheffe's tests of multiple comparisons of means were calculated (Tables 23, 25,

27 and 28) and, in general, the same pattern of significant differences (p==05)

ERIC 17
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emerged. Students who received grades higher than expected had significantly

higher evaluations than did students in either of the other groups on Subscales
"Instructional Methods,’ "Interpersonal Relationships with Students,' the
significant differences between the means occurred between the Higher and Lower
groups and between the Equal and Lower groups. These data support the previously
reported finding concerning '"actual grade' received in the course wherein it

was shown that grades were related to students' evaluations of the ﬁeachar.or course.
Once again, the problem of the high inter-correlations among the subscales confused
the findings to the extent that speculation about which of the dimensions of teacher
behavior was more significantly related to grades and grading practices was
impossible.

The ”e#pected grade’' data were collected at the beginning of Fall Quarter.
Thus, students were aware of the'dichotomy (higher or lower) between this grade and
the grades they were receiving regularly over the quarter. This finding suggests
the possibility of an emotional reaction (positive feelings when higher and
negative when lower) by students when their anticipated grades did not coincide
with those they received. Further research concerning the relationship of '"'grade
expectations' to teacher/écurse evaluations is needed in upperclass course offerings

and content areas such as history, science classes and education courses to name

a few.

Additional Data Analyses

On the basis of such variables as GPA, actual grades, and sex, inter-
teacher comparisons were seen as appropriate. Since none of the ccmmoniy collected
teacher variables had been secured in this study (i.e. instructional methods,
interaction patterns with students, etc.) teachers were grouped using data which
were-available--the students' teacher/course evaluations. Mean values had been

calculated for all subscales and teachers were divided into three groups labeled

[E T(fgh (1) , medfam (2), and low (3) on the basis of these scores. A summing of

s
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these values was done aéross scales for each teacher with the pcs;ible range being
four teo twelve, Six teachers had summed scores between twelve and ten, six were
in the range from eight to six, and three scored a perfect four. These groups
were labeled low (Group 3), medium (Group 2), and high (Group 1) respectively.

The relationship of OPI subscale scores, ACT sacrés, grade point average, college
membership, "expected grade'' and actual grade' in the course, '"expected versus
actual grade' differential and sex to the components of the teacher/ course
evaluation instrument were then calculated for each group.

The findings were that overall OPI and ACT scores, grade point average, college
membership, "expected grade' in the course, "expected versus actual grade'
differential and sex were uncorrelated with any of the evaluative subscales for
the three teacher groups. In some few instances, significant statistics were
found, however, there was a GOmélete lack of discernible potterns overall (tables
not included).

The findings for the variable '"actual grsi-:® ia the course were different and

rather interesting. The distribution of letter grades in each of the three groups
is important. Teachers in Group I gave fourteen A's, fifty-two B's and Forty C
or D grades. Group II teachers gave twenty-eight A's, sevaniy-six B's, and
seventy-five C's or D's, while.ceachers in Group III gave eight A's, thirty-seven
B's and one hundred thirty-seven C's or D's. Teachers in Groups I and II distributed
their grades much more evenly than did those in Group III wherein nearly seventy-
five percent of the students had C or lower grades.
teachers in Group I significant F values were fou-d on all subscales (see Tables
30, 32, 34 and 36 in Appendix D). The results of «i»e Scheffe tests showed that
evaluations by students receiving A and B grazf:z were significantly higher than
students receiving € and D grades on Subscales "Interpersonal Relationships with
Q students' and "Teacher Personality" (Tables 35 and 37). Significant differences

JERJ(;etween the means of groups ruzvziving B and C-D grades were found on Subscales

. 19
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“"Tnstructional Methods' and Content Competency' (Tables 31 and 33).

This relationship between "actual grades”-aﬁd students teacher/course
evaluations occurred only once in teacher Grcﬁps II and TII. 1In Group II, students
who received A grades had significantly higher mean ratings than did students
who received C and D grades on 'Teacher Personality." Significantly higher mean
ratings existed between studenté who received B gradés rather than C or D grades
on "Interpersonal Relationships with Students'" for teachers in Group IIIL.

The significance of these findings concefning grades is that once teachers
were grouped according to mean ratings acrassF311 dimensions, actual grades received
in the course made no difference in overall evaluations except for teachers in
Group I. For teachers in Groups IL and III, however, grades received by the
students did not have significant relationships to their ratings (except for two
of the eight subscales). Thus, students of teachers in Group I used different
eriteria upon which to evaluate their instructors than did students of teachers
in Groups II and III. In the latter groups, students classified these teachers as
average or below average (summing across the four subscales) possibly in part
because of their grading practices while teachers in Group I were seen as above-
average teachers regardle;s of their grading habits. These findings suggest an-
other variable influencing relaﬁignships. That is, if teachers are seen as ‘''good"
or 'above-average'' overall by their students, then the criteria used by students
for a total evaluation are not related to the actual grade they received in the
course (since significant mean differences by letter grade were evident in the
student ratings yet these teachers had the highest mean ratings in the sample of
teachers). In comparison, when students saw a teacher as "average'' or 'below
averagd' they may have used as their criteria gradihg practices or merely reflected
a discontent with the teacher's attitude as demonstrated in his grading pattern.

Further research is necessary to determine what specific or general criteria students

Qo in this course use to rate teachers. If grades do not have that significant

Eg;g;?elaﬁicnship to 'good teachers'' performance, then what variables are the students
w3



using?

Discussion i
As indicated previously, one of the limitations of this study and Dthérs
like it is the relatively high intercorrelations of thesubscales of the te;cher/
course evaluation. A possible method for decreasing this high intercorrelation
may be to have students, through separate instructions, evaluate portions of
teacher behavior individually. This would allow them to focus their thoughts on
homogeneous scales reflecting teachers' behavior or aspects of the course without
the problem of continually changing their mental set as occurs when heterogeneous

grouping of items is done. This procedure might act to lower the intercorrelations

among the scales while increasing the stability of the ratings over time.

When teacher/course evaluation instruments have been rov i, questions
concerning reliability and not validity have been most often given attention.
Rarely, if at all, have questions concerning the basic walidity of thé instruments
been asked. Two types of validity should be distinguished at this point. In one
type, validity is concerned with whether studeﬁts' ratings honestly reflect the
teacher behavior being evaluated. In the second type, validity is concerned with
whether the behavior the students are ratiﬁg in a given item is approgriéte to
the content area under investigation (content validity). In other words, should
teachers in English be rated on the same scales measuring "methods of instruction”
as are teachers of physical education? Should teachers be measured om "interpersonal
relationships with students’ when such abilities ére not valued in all subject
matter areas? These questions should be considered as integral to proper instrument
development, revision aﬁd use.

One approach to the question of validity would be to use a two stage approach
to teacher/course evaluation iﬁstrumen; construction. In the first stage, inter-
departmental or inter=college differences between courses and teachers could be

O
FR](C efined through the use of the '"behavioral approach' (Solomon, Issaacson). This

s
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data could then be used to determine whieh teacher behaviors or course aspects

are unique to specific content areas. In the second part, the "evaluative
approach' could be used to develop items appropriate to the appfaisal of behaviors
in each area, This practice would be a first step toward establishing ceontent
validity for such rating instruments.

Considering the number of variables which were significantly related to the
teacher/course evaluations in this study, the use of such instruments for the
purpese of faculty promotieons, tenure, and pay raises might be cautiously approached.
Eventually, for example, it might be better if evaluations were analyzed and
reported separately for each assigned grade student group to appraise the overall
effectiveness of the teacher. However, much research (instrument development,
other samples, ete.) is needed before such corrective measures are undertaken.

The possible classroom application of these findings concerning student variable
correlates of teacher/course evaluations should not be overlooked. Although
personality and ability measures were uncorrelated in this sample of teachers,
this does not negate the possibility of such correlations with specific teachers as
suggested by the findings of Yonge and Sassenrath (1968). In addition, the other
variables included in thié investigation such as grade point average, sex, and
"expected grade” in the course might be of value to individual teachers for their
use in the planning of educational strategies. If, for example, a teacher found
that consistently lower evaluations of his "instructional methods' were provided
by students with high grade point averages, this would suggest that he should alter
his methods to better accomodate the needs of these students or request that they
be placed in classes with teachers who offer more effective techniques. This approach

to the use of feedback from teacher/course evaluations focuses upon the possible

characteristics desired by particular students. Since little research has been

?gne in this area to show that achievement gains are effected by such clustering,

\‘ w .
[]{U:Eorts should be undertaken to further clarify the relationship between teacher-

s >0
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student matching and student achievement., Of particular importance is the question
of whether teacher/course evaluation ratings can be used effectively as a means

for grouping students with teachers.

Further research should be undertaken to determine what criterion variables
students use to evaluate 'ashove-average' teachers since in this study these teachers
were placed in this category by students who used criteria other than grades
received in the course or teacher grading practices. What teacher characteristics
were the students using for such classification? Since teachers who received
average and below-average ratings were possibly elassified to a large degree on
the basis of these variables, why were above-average exempt from this? Such a
finding suggests that a '"master teacher’ group may exist as determined by student

ratings and further research should be done to determine their characteristic

patterns of behavior both in and out of the classroom environment.

IC
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1. - was sble to effectively relate the
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fileld of knowledgpe. 1 2 3 4 5
2. - exprezsed himself (herself) €learly i
when writing. E 1 2 3 4 5

3. = showed a good vorking knowledpe of
the rules of graumar.

‘4. - made valid intsrpretations of the

readings (e.g. poens, novels). 1 2 3 4 5
$. = e€apably related inforunation fron

ather fields to the course material, 1 2 3 4 5
6. - presented the materizl in an inter-

esting manner.
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- the rules of good writing. 1 2 3 4 5
B. - presented the subject matter in too
. copplcx i manner. 1 2 3 4 &
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- matter. . 1 2 314 5
10. - cavered the material too slowly. 1 2 3 4 5
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subject. 1 2 3 4 5
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of irrclevent or meaninpgless topics. i 2 3 4 5
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