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A of Col,rp* 2vAlwItIon Forli

INTRODUCTION

TC.;;3 report cone,3rus a c.arisoa of the course and teacher evaluation
form used by New Colle:m of Hofstra with another form recently developed

is based on data derived from administration of the Pof-!trn Uniyarr!tv
and E..,:iuLt;;;rtionaire (hereafter referred to as

Form H) and the Net! ef1:112,72 Cot?rse Evaluation questfanairs (hereafter

referred to as form N) to 368 hew College respondents at the conclusion
of the Spring semester, 1974.

The current edition of the New College questionaire (Form N) has been
used for ev.austion of courses by students for the past year. Similar

r:re urea in tl,a prevInla academic year, 1972-73 and, in
0,11e7e hla c;:clrimented with a wIriety of different forms

since 1969. Thu Hofstra University questionaire, (Form H) was developed
during the current academic year and was administered voluntarily in a
number of ceurer...s at the end of thl Pall semester, 1973-74. Form H was
then to be administered in all undergraduate courses at Ibfstra University
during the Spring semester.

Each of the evaluation forms has been designed with specific purposes or
audiences in mind. Fore. H was developed in response to student requests
for an "objective" evaluation of instructors and courses. At its March
15, 1974, meeting, the University Faculty voted to make administration of
the questionaire mandatory in all undergraduate courses. This motion
and decision were made with particular reference to Faculty Policy
Series i15 which states, in part, that student evaluations and student
opinions may be used in making tenure decisions for Faculty. Consequently,
the use of Form H appears to serve two purposes: first, to provide
information to students regarding faculty and courses, and, secondly, to
provide a uniform system for collecting student opinions to be used by
appropriate parties in making personnel decisions regarding individual
faculty.' . ,

Form N represents the current means by which New College implements its
LLin;thi; pr. c. Lc of fAculty mud course cv3luation. Ihe New Colle;A

iaeulty sad auisteatioa have agreed oa the ioilowing uses of evaluation
results:

1 it; i!; ito:.:!:Q:,Li1.3 to roe::: thlt neinitmIioa of the quo:A:if:a:v.1re
if) ;!: rc:Itittn 11,:f:1

nut necessarily be used in tenure decisions. Faculty Policy Series
#15, IV, a. (b) states, "any opinion the candidate Tax wish to present

for inclusion in the file of the proceedings of the tenure committee to
support his candidacy, such as student evaluations . ." (underscoring ours)
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(a) to provide informntton and feedback to the faculty member about
hin (1-11 by (b) to rryle._! th: :;uw College

Lean's uitice and appropriate faculty with an evaluation of the-: of G
x,t..h1;! Collcc;o, 1111: (4) to

provide informntion nhout contrbmtionn ofr, fnO/nr
v. Li.k. %.4.164

form is handled by the New College Educational Research Office and is
nrn::itory for n11 ccro-^n. red fcc.l.tlty of

. . :
_

cue:'.,... faculty evaluations
will not be used in personnel decisions unless the faculty person
voluntarily and at his/her inittttive submits the material for such use.

PUIWSL OF THIS STUDY

6k:cause of tits mandatory status of the University Tinstionere (form H)
cAd for cv..,:_indity of pre:Tcom evaluation at Ne.. College, New College
ac;;Anisterod both Forms H and N at the conclusion of the Spring semester.
The purpoLe of this study was to compare results on the two forms to
dz!tcrine (1) if sin'!.lar information w,s gained from the two forms,
(2) if one or the other of the forms alone provided information appropriateto the needs of New Collet°, and (3) 11:, in the future, it would be
nee ssary to administer both ferias.

ML" dOEOLOGY

Sub acts and administration

Both Forms H and N were administered to 368 respondents in 34 classes at
New College. Students completed the two questionaires on the same
Opscan ansi;ar sheet so that pairwise comparisons could be made. Most
respondents were familar with Form N since they had completed this form
on three previous occasions during the year. No special instructions
ware given with reference to the completion of Form H with the exception
Co:lc the fit:: tits were cautioned several times to read the University
Form instructions carefully and to be aware of the direction of the
scaling.2

.......11DmMaWyELE

The first step in the data analysis was to identify pairs of questions
on the two forms which were similar. This was accomplished in two ways.
First, the investigators reviewed the questions on each form in terms of
their content and apparent "face" similarity. Then, Pearson Product
Moment correlations wore calCulated for each pair of questions. (The

pntrInr,, of qu.,stionl nn listed in Table I are the finl resultof sc proco:t!rcs t. t': togz!ther.)

To determine the dimensions involved in the questionaires, a factor
annlysis vls perforvmd on each questionnire. This procOmre is coltIpletod

2 The problem of assumed reversal of scaling will be discussed later in
this report.



METHODOLOGY
Data analysis

regularly after etch neinttJtrotion of ;;Le New Colleze Form.

RESULTS AND DTSCUS5TONI

Sgsgability of Information

A rnlryLg vaz ao.o..-G the 22 questions on theUniversity Form and the 18 evaluative questions on the New CollegeForm. Because of the ethod of scalinz (0ere 3 is a "perfect" scoreinstead of 5) questions 17-19 on Form It are not discussed in theanalysis. Ainm
rev,:rbod on theforms, all the resulting correlations between forms tire nerAtive hntcar be. 1.11:e,r1-,

;.

To providc a frame of reference for interpretinz correlation coefficientsbetween forms, intracorrelations of ite.7s on the sr:ne form wore alsorevievad. It was noted that there were an unexpectedly high number ofhigh correlations :,-1:13 the c:utions ou roan H. Oa fitting questions17-19 because of scaling problems, nineteen questions remained. Choosingan arbitrary correlation levol of .70, there acre 32. pairs of questionson Form 11 vhich th4t ltvol. By comparison, Form N had only 17pairs which excceeA .70.

On the other hand, few high correlations between options on thedifferent forms were found. The highest correlation was -.51 between"Overall rating of the instructor inald, the classroom" (Form N) and"bbuld you take another course with this instructor?" (Form H). Themajority of coefficeints centered around -.30 with a ralge of -.01 to-.51. Because of the sample size, almost all correlations above -.20were significant at the .001 level.

3

Table I provides a list of potentially comparable items on the twoforms along with the resulting correlation coefficients between theitems. This list was initially determined on the basis of "face"similarity of items. Then, any items which correlated at -.35 orhigher were added. As indicated within the Table, some items on Form N(3, 4, 13, and 16) had no comparable questions on Form H and no correlationsas high as -.35. Similarly, the 14014 is true of items on Form H(10, 11, 16, 1.8, and 22). Items 7 ("How valuable was the exam(s) to youas a learning tool?") and 11 ("Was and approporiate level of priorknowledge assumed?") on Form N had comparable items on Form H but couldnot be evaluated because of the different scaling systems used for theresponses.



TABLE I

Ow'rtion_g

Se -
Comparison of questions on Form N and Form H

...........- 11 --
r*

1

2

3

8
9

15

-.3u
-.41
-.20

-.42
-.44
-.40

2 4 -.33
5 -.32

3 nn c*,7.7nr,-`11 qurntion

4 no ewparable question

5 12
. -.29

6 12 -.29

7 :,17 no comparable data because of
stain;.; difference

8 1 -.42
2 -.45
3 -.18
7 -.25
8 -.42
9 -.51
10 -.28
11 -.34

9 6 -.45

10 1 -.43
2 -.45
3 -.17
8 -.44
15 -.43

11 19 no comparable data becaus
of scaling difference

12 13 -.37
15 -.47
8 -.44

13 15 .39

14 14 -.30
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TABLE

continued

r
FOIC1 N FORM H

15

16

7C

no comparable item

17 1 -.42
2 -.41
4 -.32
8 -.37
9 -.5u
13 -.37
1,
15 -.44

18 1 -.39
2 -.39
7 -.37
8 -.46
13 -.38
14 -.35
15 -.AC

* pi.0001 for all es reported.



RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 4

Given the "face" similarity between mr,ny of the questions, the resultant
correlations ara lc-1,r than mirht have been e%pected. un one quof,tion
which was virtually identical on both forms - "Availability of instructor
outsiC:: el stn: (Iom E) cc.n,,A.cd to "outsido tLc cicss t!.c
lnsrrt'rtor vas: Pv1)Irtqc to un'tvairble" (rorn P) the eerrelstien.ws
-.4.,

virtually identical dimension at the same point in time, the resultant
corriAetion Ws:2.n hay,' e!Tectue to more closely apnro%ir.2te 1.00.
Inc fact that it 4:6 bui;z;e:,Lc:d that aoul,: ty5twatic IALas uy havu
been operating.

A review of individual response sheets of some students revealed that
in 6cN,:;r41 CVScts !:d cne po:Ltic:Iy"
"A" on form N), and the similar item as Imost negative" on the other

. f: :
, .

reverse his ratings in such a way, the most probable explanation has
to do with the directionality of the scaling. The scaled values on
Form H run from 5 (Mat positive) to 1 (most negative). These values
run horizontally from left to right, whereas the values on the Opscan
sheet run vertically fru-% 1 to 5. iurthemere, there vay be, in the
minds of some students, a "psychological" tendency to think in terms
of using 1 as the hiCheit or most positive valpe (i.e. "first").
Consequently, fro:a a 11_ an crGino:rina point of viek, these two factors
mry have coLihined in eniutcntionil confusion on the part of
the student as he res?one;:e. If so, then, the reliability of the results
of Form H must be seriously questioned.3

ummary: Overall, it might be concluded that the two forms do get at
basically the same information since significant correlations do exist
between many items and many items do have "face" or content similarity.
Yet, as previously indicated, much higher correlations might have been
expected among certain items which are in fact identical.

The possibility of some systematic bias in responding as suggested by the
review of individual response sheets and by the relatively low inter-
correlatiuns between forms with relatively high intracorrelations
between items on the same form, limits any externsive interpretation of
comparability of forms.

Factor Analysis

Theoretically, both student evaluation questionaires are designed to gather
data on more than one dimension. Each question should, as far as possible,
require a simple rather than a compound answer. Ideally, singularity of
demensiona is sought. Therefore, questions which measure each dimension
and correlate highly are used to represent a dimension under investigation.
The -lttt is is !.:t cr 20 itc;:l 41.1 rt. evrcP of

tirwe LoC.1-1)1i,;.th. 1:ith thi:. v:cle.el in mind,

a factor analysis was performed on each of the questionaires.

7-117-1777777771.717 evrycnt rn-,,tionarp, an at:tc;.:t vas
Ali. to ovoid th.: 6:ircti'14:1!:Ly "mc1,01.(ical.
s(!t" to ritto!tl-n irr.:1 A to r th A
being "very good" and "very poor".
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The analysis of Form N rroeuced two factors which were labelled (1)

"ia:sttuttor (.-7!:7-!ro;:r." It :d ()) "Stve,: nts own effort as re-

flected in attendance, ntudy time and involvement." To put this result

iLlo 1icrspecLi,..2,
pmvioug ildAnistrations

of Forr. N, factors consistently emerged: (1) Instructor inside the
!

projects, and (3) student involvement. For some reason, the first two

frctort into o:'e in this mrrent evaluAtion. Sitvc!rol types of

rutz:cion w2rc -.I in ;:r.
3 6!:.1.-11.1:7:. ci

the evaluation. However all methods produced a clear two factor structure.

By intorprotrition, from the clusterino, on factor I, it is possible to

seprrnte factor I into the two original factors. This method indicates

blth f:-c:or7 arc. of tt7"7^ hitt that the instructor

inside the classroom is a more powerful cluster than the parameters of the

The factor nualysis of orm R yeileud only one factor which accaunted for

66% of the variance. No variable loaded less than .61 on this factor.

For want of a better name, this factor tight be labelled "Did you like the

instructor?" Azzqn, by i:Iterprettion of the clustering on the factor,

two additional dimensions can be hyphesizedot. One might be identified as

thn (1) instructor outside the class along with his tolerance for dis-

agrcent and tha oac:r as the (2) stv.:1,es cn 'efforts.

In goeral, the factor orelysis of Form N en7.7:cses that the questions are

probably rulti-dimensional and that all questions may be calling for an

evaluation of one underlying dimension.

It must be remembered, that the factor analysis of Form H discussed above

was done with New College students only. It would be informative to know

if the same pattern holds for the University as a whole.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

(1) It is recommended that New Collep continue to use its of form, and

that with the consent of the New College faculty, make the results of

individual courses Available for publication assuming the University

continues the policy of making public the course evaluation results.

Reasons for this recommendation include the following: (a) Comparison of

questions between forms suggests that there exists "face" similarity be-

tween questions and significant correlations between questions. (b) The

factor analysis suggests the single dimesion emerging on Form H is

roughly equivalent to the primary factor emerging on Form N, namely the

"Instructor". Other reasons not mentioned so far in this analysis include:

(e) the greater familiarity' which the New College faculty and students

r7,r, on4 (4) rnirsltninc* of continuity in program

eva1-4.1L tu:1 for ;.,:w

(2) Modifications might be made in the New College form to accomadate

vhich the Vn!vity felrl 1,f.tt not on the New Cnile7c

Fov. -1; .!trIt-1:.Jr's kncratud-p. of FT/lc:tate

r"! 'ttr. ffr.10, thr vnitin of llhorntory experi encos

(where appropri.ttc), 1.4irne4 1,1 ;:na of oacr

students. Similarly, the University might consider adopting questions

from the New College ieum such as the Icnrning vslnc of assignments and

exams, helpfulness in writing skills, and "overall" ratings.
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Recommendations rcgardirf Form H

Based upon the analysis of Form H, our observations make while administering
thu UniverIty -rem, and our own experience in Developing and using course

rt1 r rc^:.ret: rt-e
oi two current University form:

(1) The scalix: nyrtcm br reversed to ma :v it consistent with the
Upscan sheet and with the normal/typical "psychological" directionality
of the respondent.

(2) All quest;om should use the same scaling system. The current form
re ;wires that ti:: studc.nt cilznce his "msponse a:A" for questions 17-19,
and then revert bra*. This combined with nroblers of directionality may

addo4; in r.epond.n,,.

(3) The instructions are long and complicated and may contribute to
fttigua and a certain "ne7:1:tivism" before the student even starts to
answer the questions. Similarly, there is no indication at the outset
as to what the purpose of the evaluation is.

(4) The way the form is set up le somewhat awkward. That is, the positive
attribute is separated by five or six spaces from the 05 (or positive
re....;:',risc0 aid cl,c cttributt. is directly acUacuat Wthe
Utel.Eer this is a sirnifictnt fecter is difficult to judge, but it does have
the effect of visually distorting the scale.

(3) Thu narrativa comments arc separated from tit objective questions. Our
experience at New College has been that the narrative comments are often
the most informative and valuable to the instructor. Similarly, we have
found that narrative comments are most readily illicited when space is
provided immediately after the "objective" questions, i.e. narrative
contents about the instructor immediately following the questions about the
instructor.

Genera 1 Iments

The proceeding points are important with regard to the technical format of
the questionaire, and suggest changes which may enhance the usability and
readibility of the form. However, of much greater concern is the overall
reliability and validity of this or any such measure. This issue is of
particular importance if the information is to be used by students in
making choices of courses and/or if it is to be used by others in making
important personnel decisions.

Recently, Colleges and Universities across the country have been adopting,
abuti6will'il, and experipentiw: with ccutl,r and teacher evalention of all
types and varieties. in general, research has not kept pace with these
developments (Villano, Rosenstock, and Estes, 1974). Many schools have
abandoned the use of evaluations because of their lack of validity or

r%4101.-,.Ld In 1ILLutA.. Lc
charactoized as inconsistent and contrz.:1ictory (Cystin, Urecnoulih, and :lenges,
194).
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 7
General Comments

Our limited analysis sufzesr.s that the Vhiversity tom, as it now exists,
may not be effectively diseriminatinr different characteristics or
diwanzioha of the cow:se 444 the instructor. IL the results are to be

of a givun faculty th.wber siteuLa be taken into consiaeration. In
general, if Hofstra is going to institute a mandatory system of course
eVrILatifIL31 a CL:7CiU1 cA*;-1tica Of thc man inginicess and accuracy of
information restating is indeed essential.

Re fere!Ice s
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Educational reeeerch, 1971, 41(5), 511-535.

Villano, iLW., Rosen*tock, E.H. & Estes, C. A decade with a student
course evaluation form at a major university. Paper presented
at AxAtA Annual Leeting, Chicago, April, 1974.
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NSW COLLEGE, HOFETRAUNIVEASITY

Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Session Month /Year

Instructor

Your Academic Year

Your Concentration____ Is this a roquirnd cotirss? Grm4a you expect

This questionnaire is enttiqned to evaluate and improve New Cclle &e courses. All
answers will be anoryme3.

Please rate each of the dimensions of this course according to the fallowing cods:

A Very Good/Well
D Poor

Cfo4/Voll C m Average
IC al V2-4 Icor Black - Not Applicable

1. Quality of class presentations, lectuzen and demonstrations.

2. How well did class discussion help in the leityning experience of
this class?

3. How valuable were the assigned readings to you in your studies of
this course topic?

4. Value of papers, nyojects, problems and other additional assignments.

5. Did this course have a major focus? Did it have a direction which
you understand?

6. To the extent that you aveed that this course had a major focus,
was that focus or objective meaningful to you?

7. How valuable was the exam or exams as a tool to help you to learn?

Comments: Use this space to add further comments you want to make concerning
the first seven questions which are on specific aspect. of the course.

S. Overall rating of the instructor inside the classroom.

9.

10.

Availability of the instructor outside of the classroom.

How well did the professor present the material/content of the course
in a logical order that helped you to lean,.

11. Did the course assume an appropriate level of prior knowledge and/or
experience by the students?

1/74



NEW COLLEGE, HOFSTRA UNIVERSITY
Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Comments about the Instructor b Instruction:

Page 2

12. What was the extent of learning about the field of inquiry.

13. What was the extent of learning about skillful writing.

14. To what extent did you become involved in the course?

13. To what extent did you expend time any effort in studying for this
course?

16. What was your attendance in class?

Comments on your Personal Involvement:

0.4
Overall rating of the course.

18. To what extent were your expectations in taking the course achieved?

Mark A for each of the following items which were a reason for your taking the
course. Leave blank those items which were not reasons for your taking the course..

19. Needed to meet a requirement.

20. Needed to prepare for a career or graduate school.

21. The subject of the course was interesting.

22. The professor had a good reputation.

23. The course was less demanding required less work.

24. This was the only course which fit into my schedule.

25. All other reasons, please specify on the printed sheet.

General Comments:

1/74

=1 =.



HOFSTRA UNIVLBSITY

COURSE AND TEACHER EVALUATION

Questionnaire

Directions: Here is a list of attributes concerning either your instructor and/or
your course. Read each attribute and its rating scale. When you decide on a
rating, blacken the approprilte space on your answer sheet (Questions 1-22). Also
fill in whether you are part or full-time (day or evening), and your student status
(freshman, sophomore, etc.). In the student number box %Ls° the first three columns
(left most columns) to enter your cumulative average--do not include a decimal
point. In the sex box, blacken "Nr if this course was required for major or for
degree; and the "P" if it is not required. Use the pencil supplied and erase fully
if you wish to change your answer.

Remember, at the top of es.ch part are definitions of thv scores; these differ for
each part. Not every item is appropriate to each course; inappropriate items should
be omitted.

1,

Part I - The Instructor

The instructor's organization of subject

Score Definition
5= Perfect score
3= Average score
1= Lowest Possible Score

matter was (Clear) 5 4 3 2 1 (Confusing)

2. The organization of each class was
(Well organized) 5 4 3 2 1 (Unorganized)

3. The instructor's knowledge of the subject
matter was (Outstanding) 5 4 3 2 1 (Inadequate)

4. Did the instructor see to it that the class-
room situation was conducive to discussion?

(Very much) 5 4 3 2 1 (Not at all)

5. Did the instructor see to it that the class-
room situation was conducive to questioning?

(Very much) 5 4 3 2 1 (Not at all)

6. Outside of class the instructor was
(Available) 5 4 3 2 1 (Unavailable)

7. The instructor's attitude toward disagreement
was (Tolerant) 5 4 3 2 1 (Intolerant)

8. Intellectually the instructor was
(Stimulating) 5 4 3 2 1 (Not at all)



9. Would you take another course with this
instructor? (Definitely) 5 4 3 2 1 (Never)

10. How much knowledge did the instructor have
of graduate programs in his field.

(A Great Deal) 5 4 3 2 1 (None)

11. Row much knowledge did the instructor have
of career opportunities in his field?

(A Great Deal) 5 4 3 2 1 (None)

12.

Part II - Course

Did the course cover the material it was

Score Definition
5= Perfect Score
3= Average Score
1= Lowest Possible Score

supposed to: (Completely) 5 4 3 2 1 (Not at all)

13. Has your ability to evaluate evidence in
this field increased? (A Great Deal) 5 4 3 2 1 (Not at all)

14. As a result of this course your interest
in the subject matter has (Increased) 5 4 3 2 1 (Decreased)

15. The amount learned from this course was
(A Great Deal) 5 4 3 2 1 (Nothing)

16. How much did the laboratory part of this
course contribute to your knowledge of
the subject? (A. Great Deal) 5 4 3 2 1 (Not at all)

Part IIB - Course Score Definition
3= Perfect Score

17. The quality of tests was (Too Difficult) 5 4 3 2 1 (Too easy)

16.' The grading was (Too hard) 5 4 3 2 1 (Too easy)

19. The level of course was (Too difficult) 5 4 3 2 1 (Too easy)

Part III - The Student Score Definition
5= Perfect Score
'3= Average

1= Lowest Possible Score

20. The amount of effort you put into this course
was (A Great Deal) 5 4 3 2 1 (Nothing)

21. Were you prepared for the level on which
this course began? (Entirely) 5 4 3 2 1 (Not at all)

22. Did the other students in the class help

the classroom exchange be constructive

(Very much) 5 4 3 2 1 (Not at all)



Part IV - Open Response Questions (Optional) Instructor

Course

1. The following strengths impressed me most about this course/instructor:

2. The following weaknesses were evident to me about this course /instructor:

3. If the course had a lab or discussion section, please give any comments on
how they helped, or how they can be improved:

4. Please make any other comments about this course, the instructor, or this
evaluation questionnaire:


