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ABSTRACT

This report concerns a coamparison of the course and
teacher evaluation foras used by New College of Hofstra with another
fors recently developed for use in other units of Hofstra University.
The comparative analysis is based on data derived from adaministration
of the Hofstra University Course and Teacher Evaluation Questicnnaire
and the New Col'lege Evaluation Questionnaire to 368 New College
respordents at the conclusion of the spring semester 1974. The
purpose of this study was to compare results on the two foras to
deteraine: (1) if similar information vas gained from the two foras,
(2) if one or the other of the foras alone provided inforsation
appropriate to the needs of New College, and (3) if in the future it
vould be necessary to administer both forams. Overall, it aight be
concluded that the two forms do get at basically the same
inforsation, since significant correlations duv exist between many
itens and many iteas do have "face" or content similarity. Yet, as
previously indicated, much higher correlations might have been
expected among certain items that are in fact identical. The
possibility of some systematic bias in responding, as suggested by
the reviev of individual respondee sheets, and by the relatively low
intercorrelations betweéen foras with relatively high '
interacorrelations betveen items on the same foram, limits any
extensive interprevation of comparability of foras. Reproduced froa
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A Corpvfsan of Conrss Dvaluakion Fowman

INTRODUCTION

Tua s report conearns a corparison of tha course and teacher evaluation
form used by New Collece of Hofscra with another form recently developed

Vol atd \...-_._' Vo Ow i Loy R ORNN L...‘......-.L" PO [y .‘...u.. Vi .A-.L)- .

1s based on data derivad from o w'n‘s:ration of the Hof~tra Unfvanrley
Covree and Tu ;W 2 Hveiuttion Quacsinnaire (hereafter referred to as
Form H) and tha Navy P~‘1~w~ e _Course Evaluation Cuestisnaire (hereafter
referred to as Foru N) to 368 Mew Gollogo reopondonel at the conclusion
of the Spring secmester, 1974,

The current edition of the llew Colleze questionaire (Form N) has been

used for evuiluation of courses by studeats for the past year. Similar
¢:octienaires were uced in the proviouss aeadenic year, 1972-73 and, in
pancral, New Caller~e hus cunsrimented with a varicty of dlfferent forss
since 1969, Tha Hofstra University questionaire, (Forim H) was developed
ducing the current academic year and was administered voluntarily in a
number of courecs at the end of the Fall gemaeter, 1973-74, Form H vas
then to be adninistered in all undergraduate courses at Hofstra University
during the Spring semaster.

Each of the evaluation forus has been designed with specific purposes or
audiences in mind, Por: H was developed in response to student requests
for an “objective" evaluation of instructors and courses., At its March
15, 1974, mceting, the University Faculty votnd to make administration of
the qucotionaire mandatory in all undergraduate courses. This motion

and decision were made with particular reference to Faculty Policy

Series #15 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 purposcs: £irst, 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 personnal decisions regarding individual
faculty.l .

¢
Form N represents the current means by which New College implements its
Looo standluy practdea of faculty and course evaluation, The New College
faculty and adaiunisteation have agreed on the following uses of evaluasion

results:
1 lec i int L.~..u Lo note thzt uhilu adiinistration of the questicnalre
(\ ‘{) .l e ",ii.l,‘_..'\"".’ 11 L, R .;'-;:-‘": Co .«..1Q. t Tl o o "10<¢ 1o ‘\'

nut neceasarily be used in :enure deciciona. Faculty Policy Series

#15, 1v, a, (b) states, 'any opinion the candidate may wish to present

for inclusion in the {ile of the proceodings of tha tenure committee to
support his candidacy, such as student evaluations . . ." (underscoring ours)
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(a) to provide information and feadback to the faculty member about

revennrine e of hig eovvean by ae e, (D) Lo provids thy New College
Lean's Uirice and appropriate faculty with an evaluation of the
rrf e ety B D A R O L R R T A T SR Soollege, aud (¢) to

provide information ahout econtriburiona of naw snd/or arnamienngeatl

vetind Ve bt e w e bGnd

form 18 handled by the New College Educational Research Office and is
nendatory for 0l) covenca,  The Dean and fasuley of iow Colle:no,
B I T ST R Codives wd laculty evaluations
will not be used in personnel decisions unless the faculty person

voluntarily and at his/her iniei:tive submits the material for such use,

PURXOSE OF THIS STUDY

secause of tiie mandatory status of the University aunastionatre (form H)

2 Lor ewalinaley ot prosean evaluation at naw College, New College
auuinistered both Forms H and N at the conclusion of the Spring scmester,
The purpocc of this study was to coupara results on the two forms to
detnrmine (1) if sinflar inforantlon vas gained from the two foras,

(2) if onc or the other of the forms alone provided information appropriate
to the ncads of New College, and (3) i{, in the future, it would be
necessary to adninister hoth foras,

METHODOLOGY

Subjects and adninistration

Both Forms H and N were adninistered to 368 respondents in 34 classes at
New College., Students completed the two questionaires on the same
Opscan answer sheet so that pairwise comparisons could be made. iost
rcspondents vwere 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
tuag tha stulcuts wore cautioned szveral cimes to read the University
Form 1no§ructiono carefully and to be aware of the direction of the
scaling, :

Data analysis »

The first step in the data analysis was to identify pairs of quastions
on the two forms which were similar. This was accomplighed in two ways.
First, the investigators revieved the questions on each form in terms of
their content and apparent "face" similarity, Then, Pearson Product
Moment correlations ware calculated for each pair of questions, (The
resnltant patrine of ausstions as listed in Teble I are the final result
of those procoures takan togathes,)

To determine the dimensions involved in the questionaires, a factor
analysis vas perfornad on cach questionafrve. This procadure {s completed

€N Mt ab. chat e . i e—timat

2 The problem of assumed reversal of scaling will be discussed later in
this raporet,




METHODOLOGY ) 3
Data analysis

regularly aftar each acnistearion of the New College Fopm,

RESULTS AND DYSCUSSYON

ggggarabiligz of Information

A rolriisa coneiionn vas BFroiolndd awoag the 22 questions on the
University Forwm and the 18 evaluative questions on the New College
Porm, Because of the method of gcaling (viheve 3 s a "perfect" score
instead of 5) questions 17-19 on Forn H are not discussed in the

analyais, Alsn hon-vrs o, rosiiag Clcitlons ave teversaed on the
forms, all the resulting correlations between forms are nepative hue
car bz futerpecs ool o O T

To provid: a frang of reference for interpreting correlation cocfficients
between forms, intracorrelations of itrms on _the s~ue form were also
reviewved, It was noted that there were an unexpectedly high number of
high correlations #7e3 tha guastions ou Fomm H, Onitting quascions
17-19 because of scaling problems, nineteen questions remained, Choosing
an arbitrary correlation levol of ,70, there were 32 pairs of questions
on Form U vhich excoedod that level, By comparison, Form N had only 17
pairs vhich excead~d ,70. '

On the other hand, few high corrclations between questions on the
difforent forms were found, The highest correlation was =, 51 between
"Overall rating of the instructor inside the clasersoz" (Form N) and
“Would you take another course with this instructor?" (Form H), The
majority of coefficeints centered around -,30 with a range of -,0l ¢o
=.3l, Because of the sample size, almost all correlations above -,20
were significant at the ,001 level, :

Table I provides a list of potentially comparable items on the two

forms along with the resulting correlation cocffleients betwaen the
items, This list was initially doterminad on the basis of "face"
similarity of items, Then, any items which correlataed at -,35 or
higher were added, As indicated within the Table, some ftems on Form N
(3, 4, 13, and 16) had no comparable questions on Form H and no correlations
as high as -,35, Similarly, the game 1is true of i{tems on Form H

Q10, 11, 16, 18, and 22), Items 7 ("How valuable was thae exam(s) to you
as a learning tool?") and 11 ("Was and approporiate level of prior
knowledge assumed?") on Form N had comparable items on Form H but could
not be evalusted because of the different scaling systems used for the
responscs, :




Comparison of questions on Porm N and Form H

TABLE I
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TABLL 1

. continucd
QIQSL.L;)’]- W B rw
FORY N ' FORM H
15 Y S
16 . no comparable item
17 1 ..“2
) 2 ..41
4 "032
8 "037
9 ..50
13 .037
H -y
15 ..l‘[‘
18 1 -39
2 .39
7 "037
8 ..46
13 .038
14 35
15 .."55

* pl.001 for all r's reported.




RESULTS AND DISCUSSION | 4

Given the "face" similarity between miny of the questions, the resultant
corrclations arn lowcr then mipht have been cupected. Un one question
which was virtually identical on hoth forms - "Availability of instructor
outsfcs the elassran.” (Form i) e peved %o “wetside tic eless tlhe
instructor as: avalishle to unavaisble® (Form H) = the correlation was
Tolicn DAL UL chnn SVGLLUSE Vel DrledTil, Lied bk alibbecieve Lo
virtually identical dimension at thc same point in time, the resultant
correlation might hiave bosn evrected to more closely apnrozinate 1,00,
Tne fact thal it Gid 1wt supjesicd that some systematic bias may hawve
been operating.

A review of indivicdual reosponse theets of some students revealed that
in scversl eases fiudo ot lod Talel ene ften "eoet porltfvely " (co3.
“A" on form N), and the similar item as 'most negative' on the other

form . Souos iv oo N A N S AP L T S
reverse his ratings in euch a way, the most probable evplanation has

to do with the directionality of the ecaling. The scaled values on

Form H run from 5 (mrost positive) to 1 (most negative). These values
run horizontally from left to right, whereas the values on the Opscan
shect run vertically fron 1l to 5, iurthervore, there may be, {n the
minds of some students, a '"psychological' tendency to think in terms

of using 1 as the highest or most positive valpye (i.e., "first"),
Conscquently, froam a bu.an enginccring point of view, these two factors
mry have ecnbined resoltirg in unirsentionil eonfusion on the part of

the student as he resrondud., 1f so, then, the reliability of the results
of FPorm H must be sericusly questioned,3

Suymmary: Overall, it mirht 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 sre in fact identical.

The possibility of some systematic bias in responding as sugpgested by the
review of individual response sheets and by the relatively low inter-
correlativns 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, 1Ideally, singularity of
demensions 18 sought., Thercfore, questions which measure each dimension
and correlate highly are used to represent 8 dimension under investigation,
The vormit 48 thot 2 1€ cr 20 itun v octicnaire VL pesoune Gree op
hopoiully move wndorlydi godo snefonns,  Lith thisn theorclical model in mind,
a factor analysis was performed on each of the questionaires.

A5 0. clE G tre crrrent New Collese ouontionnire, an atte .ot wuas
1 ¥ : ‘ ] .

-
muadic to aveld the prebloos ot seallng dlreticun? oy nud "poayebolepical

get' byoartiing e st ne to oyt ench quertion feen A te 1 owith A
- being 'very good" and & ''very poor',




RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 5

The analysis of Form N procduced two factors which were lcbelled (1)
Winetiuctor Ju.dde the o earecm' and (2) MStedunts owm cffort as re-
flected in attendance, study time and involvemcnt,'* ‘fo put this result
i1.te perspeciive, Ln foclor cmulysie of the threo previous adnindstrations
of Form N, tr-or facters concistently emerped: (1) lnatructor inside the
Ciflecle Wiy Ry &olnen ST W POV e
projects, and (3) student involvement. For some reason, thc first two
factars rovood dnte ore din this current evaluntion, Savoral types of
pototion ware perosr b oin oan put Lo v restes s o 3 el cdennlitye ef
the evaluation, However all methods produced a clear two factor structure.
By interpret-tion, from the clusterine on factor I, it is possible to
gepcrate factor I ipto the two original factors, This method indicates
Ctaac both Lootors are of the g2me ¢4 .mafarality, but that the instructor
inside the classroom is a more poweriul cluster than the paraeters ol the
Cll oY

The frctor apalysis of rorm H yeilced only one factor vhich acaaunted for
66% of the variance, No variable loaded less than .61 on this factor.
For want of a better name, this factor might be lzbelled "Did you like the
{rotructor?”  Azciu, by interpretntion of the clustering on thz factor,
two additional dimensions can be hypothesized. One might be identified as
the (1) instructor ocutside the class aleng with his tolerance for dis-

agrecwent end the othur as the (2) stucines ovm cfforts,

In re-eral, the factor enclyeis of vorm Il eu~rects that the questions arc
probably rultiedimensional aund that all gquestious mzy be calling for an
evaluation of one underlying dimension.

It must be remembered, that the factor analysis of Form R discussed above
was done with New College students only. i1t would be informative to know
{f the same pattern holds for the University as a whole.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

(1) It is reconmended that lew Colle;e continuec to use its own 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 forns suggosts that there exists "face" similarity be-
twecn questions and significant corrclations between questions, (b) The
factor analysis suggests tho single dimesion emerging on Form H is

roughly equivalent to the primary factor emerging on Form N, namely the
“Instructor', Other reasons not mantioned so far in this analysis include:
(e) the greater familiarity which the New College faculty and students
hove ooph the cussr ot oo and (@) maintafnance of continuity in program
evaluation far daw Coilrgae  F

(2) Modifications might be mada in the New College form to accomadate
fe-0n yhieh ars incta ot in the Lty -nits far but not on the New Collere
Fors, dhoar speteds eoosviosos aboas o inttyuctarts knaled e or eracuite
D T I IACTRTR U LA S R F1n1d the valan of laboratory experiencaes
(where appropriate), lairucss oi Larevaslyy aiid win? Cinarimtzdon oi viher
gtudents., Similarly, the University might conasider adopting questions

from the New Colleyge icun such as the lcarning valuo of assignments and

exams, helpfulneas in writing skills, and "ovarall" ratings.
’ .

/-

/




CONCLUSIONS AND RECOM:AENDATIONS . é

Recommendations regsardin: Form H

Based upon the analysis of Form H, our observations make while administering
the University rom., aud cur own experience in acveloping and using course
e clration T, ghe S0 Veine eps forions aws rife repovdin e tle fnens

03 the current university rorm:

(1) The scalinv: svetem 1isht be reversed to mads it consistent with the
Opscan sheet znd with the normal/typical “paychological®’ directionality
of the respondent,

(2) All questios should use the same scaling system., The current form
requires that tha stuuent change nis “response sct' for questions 17-19,
and then revert baeck, This combined vwith problems of directionality may
CiLod LLl dlULLLL AGULL Gliaallil) i FeopOliGailye

(3) The instructions are longz and complicoted and may contribute to
fetipue and a certain 'nesctivism" before the student even starts to
answer the questions, Similarly, there is no indication at the outset
as to what thc purpose of the evaluation is.

(4) The way the form is set up iz somevhat avkward, That is, the positive
attribute is geparated by five or six spaces from the #5 (or positive
reoronse) and che nogative attribute is civectly adjaccat to'the «l.

Whelter this is a sipnificant facter is difficult to Judge, but it does have
the effect of visually distorting the scale.

(5) The navvative comments arc soparated froa thw 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 {llicited when space is
provided immediately after the "objective" questions, {.e. narrative
comments about the instructor irmediately following the questions about the
instructor,

Genoral Comments

The preceeding points are important with regard to the technical forwat 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 {f it is to be used by others in making
important personnel decisions,

Recently, Colleges and Universities across the country have been adopting,
aboudoning, and experirentine vith ccurse and teacher evaluation of all
types aud varieties, un geueral, research has not kept pace with these
developments (Villano, Rosenstock, and Estes, 1974), Many schools have
abandoned the use of evaluations Lecause of their lack of validity or
hioalipaiulinss e the tiudligs repovecd 20 Liwe litorotlute ate vdien
charactesrized as ducousistent and contruilctory (Gstin, Grecnough, and LONECS
1v:4),




CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Gencral Comments

Our liniced analysis susgests that the Universicy forw, as it now exists,
may not be effectivelv discriminatineg different characteristics or
diwensions o tae cousrse aud the instructor, 1L the results are to be

| U S O B o L R A A AR R R SR B pram MIft et
of a given facuity uiiver suwula be taken into consigeration. 1in
general, 1f Hofstra is poing to institute a mandatory system of course
evaivatingma, a corerul evelrrtion of the ncaningfulness and accuracy of

inlormation resuiting is indced essential,

Raferences:

Costin, F., Grecnough, W,, & Men;es, R, Student ratinps of ccllege
tecaching: realiability, vzlidity, and usefulncss., Review of
Educational Prgearch, 1971, 41(S), 511-535,

Villano, M.W., Rosenstock, E.H. & Estes, C, A decade with a student
course evaluation form at a major university. Paper presented
at AJRA Annuul leeting, Chicago, April, 1974,




NBW COLLEGE, HOFSTRA UNIVERSITY

Course Evaluation Questionnaire

Course Instructor
Session Morith/Year Your Arodemic Yoar
Your Coreantrattion Is this a requizad covrse?__ _ Greda you expect

This questionnafre {s carfgned to evaluate and inprceve New Ccllege conurses, All
answers will be aacrnymocs,

Please rate each of the dimensions of this course according to the f~llowing code:

A = Very Good/Well B e frad/Mall C = Average
D = Poor E = vaiy lcor Blark = Not Applicable

l. Quality of class presentations, lectu:es and demonstrations.

2.

How well did class discussion hel.p in the le.xning experience of
this class? '

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

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

3. Did this course have a ujor focus? Did it have a dirsction which
you understand?

6. To the extent that you ag-eed 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 aspects of the course,

Overall rating of the instructor inside the classroom.

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 learn.

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

1/74




NEW COLLBGE, HOFSTRA UNIVERSITY Page 2
Course Bvaluation Quastionnaire

Comments about the Instructor & Instruction:

16,

Comments on your Personal Involvement:

What was the extent of learning about the field of inquiry.
What was the extent of learning about ski:lful writing.
To what extent did you becoma involved in the course?

To what extent did you expend time and effort in studying for this
course?

What was your attendance in class?

Overall rating of the course.

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.

19.
20.

21,
22.
23.
24,
23,

Leave blank those {tems which were not reasons for your taking the course..

Needed to meet a requirement,
Needed to prepare for a career or graduate school.

The subject of the course was 1neoro§e1ng.

The professor had a good reputation. )
The course was less demanding required less work. |
This was the only course which fit into my scheduls.

All other reasons, please specify on the printed sheet.

General Comments:

1/74



HOFSTRA UNIVERSITY

COURSF. AND TEACHER EVALUATION

Questionnaire

Directions: Here is a 1list of attributes concerning either your instructor and/or
your course. Read each attribute and its rating scale. When you decide on a
rating, blucken the approprizte space on your answer sheet (Questions 1-22)., Also
£i11 in whether you are part or full-time (day or evening), and your student status
(freshman, sophomore, etc.). In the student number box usc the first three columns
(left most columns) to enter your cumulative average--do not include a decimal
point. In the sex box, blacken "M" if this course was required for major or for
degree; and the "F' if it is not required. Use the pencil supplied and erase fully
if you wash to change your answer.

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

Part 1 - The Instructor Score Definition
8= Perfect score
3= Average score
1= Lowest Possible Score

1, The instructor's organization of subject
* matter was (Clear) 54321 (Confusing)

2, The organization of each class was
(Well organized) $ 43 21 (Unorganized)

3. The instructor's knowledge of the subject
matter was (Outstanding) 543 21 (Inadequate)

4, Did the instructor see to it that the class-
room situation was conducive to discussion?
(Very much) 54321 (Not at all)

S, Did tke instructor see to it that the class-
room situation was conducive to questioning?
(Very much) 54321 (Not at all)

6. Outside of class the instructor was
(Available) 354321 (Unavailable)

7. The instructor's attitude toward disagreement
was (Tolerant) 54321 (Intolerant)

8. Intellectually the instructor was
(Stimulating) 54321 (Not at all)




10,

11.

13.

13.

14,

18,

16.

17.

18,

19.

20.

a1,

Would you take another course with this
instructor? (Detfinitely)

How much knowledge did the instructor have
of graduate programs in his field.
(A Great Deal)

How much kuowledge did the instructor have
of career opportunities in his field?
(A Great Deal)

Part 11 - Course

Did the course cover the material it was
supposed to: (Completely)

Has your ability to evaluate evidence in
this field increased? (A Great Deal)

As a result of this course your interest
in the subject matter has (Increased)

The amount learned from this course was
(A Great Deal)

How much did the laboratory part of this

course contribute to your knowledge of
the subject? (A Great Deal)

Part 11IB - Course

The quality of tests was (Too Difficult)

The grading was (Too hard)

The level of course was (Too difficult)

Part 111 - The Student

The amount of effort you put into this course
vas . (A Great Deal)

Were you prepared for the level on which
this course began? (Entirely)

Did the other students in the class help

the classroom exchange be constructive
(Very much)

54321 (Never)

543 21 (None)

543 21 (None)

Score Definition

$= Perfect Score
3= Average Score
1= Lowest Possible Score

54321 (Not at all)

54321 (Not at all)

543 21 (Decreased)

543 21 (Nothing)

54321 (Not at all)

Score Definition

3= Perfect Score

54321 (Too easy)
54321 (Too easy)
54321 (Too easy)

Score Definition

3= Average

1= Lowest Possible Score

543 21 (Nothing)

54321 (Not at all)

54331 (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:




