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GRADING STYLE AND STUDENT EVALUATION OF FACULTY 1

This paper discusses the asaociaiibn between student grades and student
ratings of fhculty. It 18 organized as follows: the first section re-
views the findings of 4 1973-74 study of the ratings of Harper College
English teachers; the second section reports the findings of a Just-com-
pleted 1974-75 follow up study; the third reviewé the literature of the
field to- determine if Harper College results replicate those of other
colleges; the fourth diacuss%s the implications of the findings.
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Tha“1973-74 Study

The original study, made at the end of the fall 1973 term,appeared in
March 1974 under the heading "Evaluation and Student Grades". It showed
strong' associations between studenq grades and teacher ratings for the

18 full time Harper English faculty‘membera. The coefficient of correlation
between grades and ratings as computed by a statistical formula called
Spearman's rank order was a high .73. The chances of the finding being
accidental was determined to be less than one in 100.%*

The strength of the association is illustrated by the following‘ﬁata. The

5 teachers who received the highest mean student ratings (above 4.19 on the

5 point rating scale then used) had given an average of BZZ‘A'Q and 372 B's 2

to theilr students. The 5 teachers who ranked lowest (below 3.93 on the 5 g

point scale) had given an average of 97 A's and 23% B's. The mean gfgde . -
point average assigned to students by the 5 highest ranking teachers ﬁgs

2.90, just below B on the 4 point scale. The g.p.a. of the 5 lowest ranking

teachers was 2,06, just above C.

- iy

The evidence pointed to a powerful relationship betwéén grades and raté g8»
It suggested that those teachers who insisted on comservative grading Xi
standards might be at a very considerable diaadvantage in competing for i“
merit raises, promotions and sabbaticals 1f student evaluation of facult“f‘
continued to play a role (as the Harper Board of Trustees imsisted it shoulﬂ)
in the college's faculty evaluation system. The report thus suggested thak
computer-summarized faculty rating scales were perhaps of questionable valﬁhity,
. ‘m

*FPor an explanation of the statistical notations used in this paper see
"A Statistical Note" -- Appendix E.
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in spite of what was assumed to be massive evidence to the contrary, and
! ~ .
that their continued use in a competitive faculty evaluation system might

set wp a jockeying for position among faculty members that could affect
the standards of the college and could lower rather than raise the quality
of teaching. : ' -

-

The 1974-75 Study

THE SAMPLE

The present study attempts to determine whether last year's findings would
be replicated with a new and standardized teacher evaluation form, the
nat.:ionally distributed University of Illinois C.E.Q. form having replacéd
the Harper committee-created form used last year. The conditions of
rating were also more controlled. Last year, though the student ratings
were anonymous, the instructor administered his own ratings and turned
them in to the Division office. This year the anonymous ratings were
placed in sealed envelopes by students, and the instructor did not see
them until the semester was over. In addition, this year a statement was
read to the student telling them that the ratings would be used as evidence
for promotions and pay increases. In last year's ratz.ngs a few students
might not have been aware that the results would be used for personnel
purposes. The more r:.gld controls are important. Research studies by
Aleamoni and Hexner (Eric ED 081405, 1973) and others haved:amonstrated that
evaluatio/pfs tend to be highér when (1) the instructor administers them and
2) wh\en the students are aware that they will affect the instructor personally
or professionally.

Of the lé\ full-time English teachers in the college 16 made available their
confide'ntigl computer printouts summarizing the results of student evaluations
taken near\the end of the fall term in December, 1974. In all, printout of
35 of 40 evaluated sections were voluntarily made ava:l.lable and are included
"in the study. The college evaluation system requires that teachers be
evaluated by at least two of the four or flvq sections they teach each
semester. The division chalrman selécted th¢ classes to be evaluated. Most
of the teachers are thus represented in this study by two classes, but two
teachers were evaluated by three classes anq one/ by fqur. One teacher is

represented by only one section. , |

4




THE DESIGN: (OMPARING HIGH AND LOW GRADERS

The 16 English teachers in the study fall into two separate and easily
identifiable groups according to thelr habitual patterns of grading.
Column 1 of Table A shows the mean grade point average given by each-

of the teachers to all their students in all classes in the fall temrm

of 1973. Column 2 shows the same data for fall 1974. Column 3 is an
average of the first two columns. "It is the teachers grading style index
and is the basis of the 1 thru 16 rankings shown in Column 4. Columns 5
and 6 show the percentage of A's given by each teacher in fall of 1973
and fall of 1974 respectively.

The two groupings are apparent from the table. "High Graders", teachers

1 through 8, assign average grades from 2.50 wpward, the top of this group
having grading style indexes just above and below B. They are generotis with
A's, the median for the group being 29%. "L&v graders", teachers 9 through
16, assign mean grades of from 2.50 Gownward to just above and below C.

They are stingy with A's, their median being 12%.

The department has low turnover. The teachersie experience.d. The grading
pattexrn changed little between 1973 and 1974, even though an "N" (not
completed) grade counting as 0 in teacher grade point averages wasl added

to the A through F system in 1974. A check of grades for 1972 and 1971
reveal the same patterns, though the departmental grade point average has
risen. High’ graders remain high and low graders low. The only movement
betwWeen groups occurs at the very bottom of the high group and the top of -
the low group.

¢

The grading style index is not influenced strongly by the type of course taught
or by time of day the course is given , though literature courses and other
electives tend to be graded samewhat higher. The department mean average for
evaluated literature courses is 2.70 and for English 101, 2.52. All the '
teachers usually teach three of four composition courses and one literaturé.
There are no cammon final exams. Though soms sections naturally tend to be

of higher ability than others and would tend to receive higher grades, theix

effect on the grading sti(le indexes is thought to be equal for all. Grades "/'.

, are based aexclusively on’ the instructors own opinion of what the student

has earned. Habitually that opinion differs between those who belong to
the "high grader" groy and those who belong to the"low."

o
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FINDINGS ;

Item 9 on the C.E.Q. asks the students to rate the instructor overall
performance on a 6 point scale: l-very poor, 2-poox, 3~fair, 4-good,
5-very good, and G;excellent. The computer adds ail&g.s}ﬁudent ratings in
each section and prints a mean section rating. These section means

become a statistic on the charts used by peer and administrative evaluators.

Table B shows the 35 section means in two columms. The left column lists
the 18 courses taught by the 8 high graders. The right hand column shows
the 17 courses taught by low; graders. The median s’ectioh rAting of the
-high grader was 5.32, the median score of the low graders was 5.00: Only
one class taught by a low grader reached the median of the high graders.
The average section of the high graders was 5.22, the average of the low
graders 4.78. Ewery high grader except one placed at least one section at
5.22 and above, and the one who did not make it was close, at 5.17. Four
sections taught by low graders reached that level.

The students were asked to place the grade they expected to receive in the
course on the rating form. 2an expected grade mean could thus be camputed

for each section. Actual final grades assigned by the teacher at the end of
the semester were also available. The average mean section expected grade
for the low graders was 2.86, for the high gradexs, 3.13. The average mean
section final grade for the low graders was 2.33; for the high it was 2.80.
It is significant that the four seci:ions of low-grading teachers that reached
the high~grader mean of 5.22 show both expected grades and final gra'<\1e5 well
above the teacher's usual pattern. The average expected grade for t:hose four
sectio%xs was 3.07 and the average final grade, 2.65. The final section
gradesjare 40% to 50% of a grade level above the teachers' grading style index.

Coefficlents of correlation computed by the lseazson product moment méthod were:

Mean teacher ratings in 35 sections with:

Student expected grade mean: .49
Student final grade mean: .43
Teacher grading style index: .58%
English 101 sectiongonly with
expected grades .54
Literature & electives with :
expected grades .46

6 .




The Spearmén rénk order correlation between teacher grades and ratings in
each teacher's highest rated class are shown on Table C. The rank order
correlation between mean section rating3 and teacher's grading style index
is .75.* Between the ratings and Bectipn final grades, it is .79.

The 1973-74 study findings were obviously replicated in the 1974-75 study. ‘
Unless the Harper correlations are a one in one hundred statistical accident; ‘
grades, or whatever grades symbolize, have a very important association with
teacher ratings, perhaps accounting for one-third to two-thirds of the

differences in teacher ratings.

“

-

&

W

T N
.

*Of the five evaluated English sections not made available to this study,
four were taught by low graders. Their grading style indexes and rating .

ranges are known. If it had been possible to include them in the study ;3
they would have increased the grading style index correlations. &




-~ ~—evaluation of faculty.

- Conflicts With Expert Testimony

The evidence from the replicated studies thus indicates that in the English
area of Harper College there is a continuing relationship between the grades
a student receives eBSJthe ratings he gives his instructor at the end of the
course. The findings, however, run counter to what expert testimony has
predicted would be found. In the past several years the college has brought
in no fewer than six outside comsultants to help it establish a system of
student evalue;ion of faculty. All seems to have ignored or played down.the
effect of graé 8 on teacher ratings. In doing so they were supported by

a large body f literature, their own and others', that repeatedly states

that no sucl/asscociation exists.

For exae?

sald 1n/1973 in the Proceedings of the First Invitational Conference on
Pacul

e, W. J. McKeachie, one of the consulranta brought to Harper,

Effectiveness as Evaluated by Students:

"The classic research on most aspects of student ratings
of instructors was carried out by Henry Remmers and his
students at Purdue. His results are still largely un-
challenged by more recent research. Among the factors
which did not significantly affect ratings were such
student characteristics as: { -
Veteran/non-veteran status
Age
Sex ' | .
Class standing
Grade in Course (However when the top students
achieve more than expected they
{ ' rate the course higher, and
when the poorer Btudents do
better than expected they rate
the course higher.)" -

Kenneth E. Eble, anot r Harper consultant, says in his 1972 book Professors

as Teachers. ) .

- "Serutiny of thousands of questionnalres at perhaps the 8
easiest point for testing the popularity hypothesis—-
the correlations between favorable grades and favorable
r responses~-repeatedly shows no-correlation." ) //"

Profeeaor Eble, the former director of AAUP Project to Impﬁove College,
1s probably the best known of the contemporar§/authorities on student




Charlotte Epstein, writing in the 2pril, 1974 issue of the Comnmiitxl
_anfd Juniorollege Jouwrnal asks-a question:

How & the perceptions of faculty.compaze with the
findings of scholarly research on the validity of »
student evaluations?

She took a faculty poll at her community college to find the answer. She

reports:

In most cases faculty attitudes do not agree.
Research findings, for example, do not support
the faculty view that student ratings are affected
by grades, class size, or whether or not the
student is majoring in the discipline. Nox do
the faculty seem aware of a body of research
which cites student ratings as remaining Y-

- affected by the sex of the instructor or th¢
students" grade point average. ¢

The testimony of authority has thus been quite strong n this area.

Richard I. Miller in his book, Developing Programs for ‘Raculty Evaluation,(1974),

the most complete and seholarly work in its fileld, comeito the oconclusion
that grades and ratings are only marginally related, if ‘;; all, queting the
previous review findings of cost.in Greenough and ﬁenges ‘;é‘f the University

of Illinois, published in Review of Educational Research d,h 1971. Lawrence
Aleamoni, still another consultant at Harper, said in an %ddress delivered at
the Symposium on Methods of Improving University Tqaching h§1d at the Israel

Institute of Technology, Haifa, Israel in 1974: : % : {
In almost all ¢tle studies cited in Costin, et al. (1971)

and by investigators such as Guthrie (1954), Remmers

(1960) and Weaver (1960) little or no relationship:

‘has bBeen found between a student's grade and faculty

rating.’ In fact, the positive correlations seldom. =
exceed .30. The evidence, therefore, indicates that “
students do not necessarily rate an instructor or

course based upon the grade they have or are about |

to receive. '

. . } g
Mr. Aleamoni is with the Measurement and Research Division of-the Office

R

of Instructional Reseurces of the University of Illinois, publiahers of
the Illinois Course Evaluation Questionnaire (GEQ).
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It is no wonder that authorifies in the field‘, and adxﬁinistrators who have
been in contact with them ometimes express irritation at those faculty
" members who, operating frgm a gqut feeling, insist that a quantitative evalua-
/ tion system forces them to play to the wishesof those students who are ’
able. ) ProfeSSQr Eble, who is both authority and

least ambitious and leas
/ administrator, expresse su«zﬁ irritation when in the J‘anuar,y, 1974 issue

of College English, he/attacks an article by Evelyn I;ossoff, which had’ o
'/ appeared in the wintey 1971-72 edition of The American Scholar. Ms. Kossoff,
// vwhom he calls a "former English teacher", had criticized ratings from a
/ philosophical rather than an empirical polnt of view. After calling her

article another of the "eruptiens of ignorance" that he keeps confronting

/ in respectable placés, he says: . )

\ The basis of information from which Ms. Kossoff's
article proceeds if (1)fnot long ago I saw a
questignnaire," (2)"another widely circulated
evaluation questionnaire," and (3) two survey

\ articles in 1953 and 1963 general reference
A works. These Sources offer as little informa-
tion about evaluation as "there flashed through

my mind the picture of one professor who..." _

(Ms. x&izzj:'s words) affords about the nature v

of effe teaching. It is as if she set out to

question the validity of current cancer research -
by citing a pamphlet picked wp in a chiropracter's

office and an article in a 1953 encyclopedia... -

All this is bad enough as measured\by any standards

of scholarship, but it is worse wher\ one considers.

that a writer working within a University community

night come across one or more of the féllowing.

Professor Eble then goes on to explain that there wei'e 50 items that might
haye come-to Ms. Kossoff's attention, includ%.ng "the existence of t
Univarsity of Washington office of student evaluation since 1925; and the
fact that I (Eble) had been on her campus (U. of Kentucky) the previous
Octobér talking with a campus-wide audience about evaluation.® He
continues: "That is why I turn to willful ignorance as an e.xplanation of
this kind of imperviousness to in%ormation on a subject important to college
teachiny...The examined life is held up as a scholardy ideal as long as it
stops short of examining teaching.”
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One can well understand Professor Eble's frustrations, as he expressed them
- in thé College English art{Tle, which he entitled "{hat Are We Afraid Of?"

He has worked long and hard in the field, making some progress, as testified
to by his statement in Professors as Teachers- "My recent'inquiries suggest

that t?\e use of systematic student ratings has greatly increased since 1966."

i . ¢
/ (d Collecting the Data '

/ / '

/ - The fact remained that in the Harper College English courses, grades and ratings
.-

. were So closely connected that the wisdom of continuing to use quantified
* evaluations could be called into question. Even though expert testimony
po)/nted to error or statistical accidént as the cause of the Harper findings,
it was thought best to loock at e past research done in other coolleges for
clues’ as to why the Harper findings were different. It was decided to do a
thorough job, to avoid the easy hab%{ of picking up studies in chiropracter's
offices or using exa:nples of the "there flashed through my mind a picture"
type. 1t was decided to do the most thorough job yet attempted in this field--
to locate and summarize every original®Source research study published since
1930 that focused in wimole or part on the student grades-teacher ratings topic. -
It was decided to look closely at the regsearch, not just at the conclusions
the researc}er reached, but to study the intention, sample, design and execu-
tion of the work as well.
The collections of two large university libraries were seafched. 2an ERIC
camputer search was run. More than 200 review studies were read for their
- references and their bibliographies. More than 75 studles were xeroxed and
, ) summarized. Many turxied out to be secondary sources or student achievement
studies, but 41 seemed to meet minimum requirements, that is the author had
\ ~._ locked at a body of student ratings in a planned way for the specific purpose
iéf determmining if grades and ratings were related, and - _had said something
. about the size of i’xis sample, ;his mathod of Aexamining' the data on_the, results
of his investigatiefx;‘ . -, ‘//
/' ) ' - /’
It became plain early 1% the search that many studies listed in the review
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questionable research designs. These weaknesses were not apparent when one"
read orily the researcher's conclusion, but became obvious when one went deeper
into the study.

Table D lists all of the 41 empirical studies found in the search: It is non-
selective. No study has been om{tfic_i. . Those stu.dies that seem to meét minimum
research standards are marked with an asterisk. The studies are arranged chrono-
‘ logically from 1930 onwaré' in olum 1 of the table. Oolumn 2 shows the number
of students, teachers or sections involved in the study. Columns 3, 4 and 5
show the strength of the grade-rating assoc}ations foimd by the researchers,
If the authors of the study concluded that the correlation between grades and
ratings was negative, nil or negligibly positive, the results are entered unde'r
Colum 3. If weak to moderate associations were found, the results are found
under Column 4. Finally if marked or strong asso::iations were found, or if
the author believed the assocation he found to be %te important, it is entered

under Column 5. ¢

. ~ ‘
s
N .

It's quite obvious frc;nfglance at the table that those who mainta:'.'n that re-

s'earch has shown that therxe is no relationship between student grades d student
ratings of faculty seem to be right up to ‘a pojie 953 to be e ut this
Paper will hereafter show that they were nﬁ;:ven to 1953. 1It's quite
obvious that they are not correct from 1953 onward. Of the 28 studies conducted
since 1953, six showed negligible correlations, 10 showed low to moderate correla-

tions and 12 showed marked to strong correlations. .

Because of the apparent conflict between ‘what Pvzofés:sor Eble and others who work

in this field have said about the r€lationship of grades to ratings and Table D, . .

it will be worthwhile, though time-consuming to look more deeply at every one '

of the studies so that better judgmehts can be made about what they signify.

All 41 are summarized on the following pages. The smnarie"s begin with the

studles, all made from 1953 onward, that are listed in Columns 4 and 5 of Table D

and show at least a low relati.onship between grades and ratings. After that the
dles that showed negative, nil or negligible correlations are smmarize-th\ All

L3

but six of these were conducted before 1953. ‘ F )

It should be remembered that soiae‘ of the studies were concerned not only with
grades and ratings, but with other facets of _studefnt evaluation of faculty as well.

-
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In most instances, the findings on. effectmdf class size, time of day of
,-ilase and the 1like have been omitted. Focus\i on the key iseue--the effect
f grades on the validity of the scales. x

Some studies were eurely &esed in the\e\e\chphd several 1isted in

e bibliographiee could not be found. Those unpublished studies that mist lie

in filing cabinets at various colleges coull not of course be included., -
/ ) .
Still, it i8 felt fhat the 41 studies are, the Jost complete .cotlection yet'

appearance of mid 1974, periodical indexes.

-

assémbled and give a comprehensive picture of em\;ii'i;l regearch up to the
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Studies Showing Positive Grade—-Rating Correlations

The first research to show a ro ationship between student grades and teacher
rating waé'déacribed‘in the article by A.M. Anikeef, appearing in 1953.

. \
It followed a quarter century of studies that\unanimously insisted that

—

grades were not important to ratinéa. The vo;§ considerable prestigé

‘1 ’ , - . A

" of psychologists H.H.é&emmers at Purdue and E.R. Guthrie at the Uniyersity

ﬁ of Washington supported the no grade-bias position. Anikeefs' was the .
- -\ ‘ : - N
“\ “ . o
\ watershed. Since it appeared the great bulk of the original Eggeaich has .

‘ shown that grade bilas exists. The research that has notj/ﬁill be shown in

the next section to be -of questionable belie Biii;;. Anikeef's stuéy and the

Column 4 and 5 studies that followed 1t are summarized below. The numbers

-

that precedethe author's names,aud the study title identify the study's
— - * ’

S position on Table ‘D Anikeef's is the third study from the yeér 1953.

) \ . .
-

1953-3:  A.M. ANIKEEF. "Factors Affecting Student Evaluation of College
Faculty Membera. Journal of Appliéd Psychology, 37, No. 6, 1953.

Anikogf ;;;EIZH\isoo gétings of 19 instryctors in the School of "Business

and Qndustri at Missiasi Stgte College. He found a correlation of .13,
si;;ificant at the .01 level, between grading lenienc; scores” (the )

- ' 11ead grade point average assigned by the instructora) and the ratings of their |
inat;uctora by freshmen and sophomot¥es. For junior and seniors he found

? “

a correlatdon of. 43 \Yhich he did not claim to be statiatically significant -

a conrelation of .48 oéing needed if significance is to be claimed when

\ 3 N
v . \ * #

working with tﬂe number of teachers in his study. The combined freshmen—senior

\ o .
. .. correlation wggzif§:4 Anikeéﬁ cohoiudea that 53% of the variance in freahment

—_— sophOmore ratings d\ZSZ of tﬁg combined freshmen-senior ratings could be

the Harper Engliggiotudiea.
" ) T _\ . ..\\w\
similar. A merit pay systeéir-w
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1960-1: CARL H. WEAVER: "Instructor Ratings by College Students"
Journal of Educational Psychology, 51, No.“i, 1960.

The artiéle reports a study of 699 student ratings‘in 39 sections of

history, English, personnel and speech taught by 12 differént.instructora

at Central Michigan Unvirsity. The teachers were not compared as in the
Anikeef study. Instead, expected grades listed by students on the Purdue
rating forms were pooled. Expectant A's gave mean ratings of 96.10, B's 94,56,
C's 91.15, D's 84.63. The differences were significant at-the .00l level

of confidence. The author suggests that grade bias 1is of ;%31 importance

in interpret%gg ratings. . -, L, >

-

1964: PAUL P. ECHANDIA: "A Methodological Study of Factor Analytic'
Validation of'Forced Choice Performance of College Accounting Instructors.
Dissertation Abstracts, 1964 (25) (4) 2605-2606.

-

Studying 546 accounting students of 16 teachers at New York University, .
Echandia found that students who recieved higher grades in the course

I ,‘ ‘e

rated their'teachera significantly higher on factors concerged with course

organization and lucid exposition. Motivational factors were not significantly

correlated with grades. No correlation figures are given in the abstract.

- &
1965~1: R.E._SPENCER AND W. DICK: Reported in "The Illinios Course Evaluation
Questionaire: A Description of Its Development ans a Report of Some
of Its Results." by Lawrence Aleamoni and R.E. Spencer in Educational
and Psychological Measurement, 33, 1973.

Sample: 600 students in two courses at Pennsylvania State rating their
i;strucfop using the Illinois Course Evalution Queétionaire (CEQ) developed
by Spencer. Whether the two courses had more than two sections or two .
instruct;rs 1s not stated. Finding: "Course grades and rating scores
did correlate significartly (even though magnitude of the correlation

was small) with all the subscores except the instructor rating." Exact

correxgtiona are not given.

C
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1965-2 R.E. SPENCER AND W. DICK (1965-2). Same sources as 1965-1 above. |
Sample: }60 students in 12 gections of Speech 101 at Pennsylwvania State, usiﬁg
the CEQ form. Findings: grades'on 8ix speeches and three tests all
correlated impressively with ratings -- .85 for speeches, .86 te .91 for eachp

of the tests. ‘
~ Comment: These two studies were apparently reportgg first in the

«

5 edition of the Manual of Infergretation for the CEQ by Spencer and

Dick. . The 1972 edition of the manual, by Lawrence M. Aleamoni, seems in

/
its 64 pages to contain no specific reference to the Spencer and Dick
studies or to make any mention of a relationship between grades and ratings.

Aléamoni and Dick do, however, in their 1973 article in Educational and

Psychological Measurement say, "It can be seen, then, that in some courses,
student opinion about the course is highly related to suecess in the course."

The CEQ form is used by the students at Harper College.

\1866—2: CLIFFORD T. STEWART AND LESLIE F. MALPASS. "Estimates of Achievement
and Ratings of Instructors." The Journal of Educational Research,
Vol. 59, No. 8, 1966.

Sample: 1975 students rating 67 instructofs teaching 53 cour;;h at the
University of South Florida. Findings: '"Highly significant relaéionahipa
were observed between estimated course grades and rating; of ina;ructor—
variables." These included strong ass&éiations between expected grades and
approval of the teachers grading policy. The relaqionahips were aignificang
well beyond the .001 level. '

.

1969~1: B. DAYLE WALKER. An Investigation of Selected Variables Relative T
to the Manner in Which Population of Junior College Students Evaluate
Thelr Teachers. Dissertation Abstracts, 1969, 29 (9-B), 3474.

According to the abstract, 1447 students of 30 teachers at Lee Junior College
rated their teachers on the Purdue Rating Scale. No statistical correlations
are given, but the abstract says, "Students tend to rate teachers in the

, L]
direction of their stated anticipated grades.”
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' 1970j1: J~ RUBENSTEIN AND H. MITCHELL:'"'Feeling Free, Student Involvment .|
and Appreciatfon." Proceedings of the 78th Annual Convention of
the American Psychological Association, 5, 1970,

»

4

Sample: 1655elementary psychology students at Purdue in 60 sections.

Results: Class grades earned up to the date of the rating correlated .14
«

to appreciation of instructor and .30 to appreciation of the course. Final

course grades correlated .09 to appreciation of imstructor and .44 to
T \

’i

appreciation of course.

1971-1: DAVID S. HOLMES: "Theé Relationship Between Expected Grades and
Students' Evaluations of Their Instructors." Educational and
Psychological Measurement, 31, 1971.

. -

Holmes studied ratings by 1539 students in 7 large lecture clgésea with
enrollment of more than 100 at the University of Texas. Grading wgs by
objective exams. ’He found statistically signifiéant but small relationships .
between expected grades and two of the three rating subscales. The series of
items gathered under the heading "Student Stimulation" vere all aaaoci;ted

with expectant grades, as were most of the items uder khe heading "Interaction—
Evaluation." However, only one item under the heading "Instructor Presentation"
was found to be mode§2t1§ related to grades. The mean amount of variance
shared by grades and-kéy evgluation items was found to be 5% and the

}

maximum 137%.

) L et

1971-2: RICHARD G. WIEGEL, EQB. OETTING AND DGNALD L. TASTO: "Differences
in Course Grades and Student Ratings of Teacher Performance "' Schopl
and Society, 99, 1971.

At the beginning of their study Wiege} and his associates say ", . . reports
dating ag far back as 1928 have shown there to be only a,negligiblf relation-
ship between course grades and the teacher pgrformahce evaluations." They
then describe a study of éhe ratings of 4 teachers by 331 students in 7

psychology sections at Colorado State College. They found a strong positve

correlation, éignificant at the .0l levedl, in some classes and not-4m ~°
*
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others. .Pooled ratings for the Z sections shpwed positive correlations,

alsosignificant at the .0l level. They cénclude ", . . even t@ough large
correiational studies indicate thathgtudents' grades and evaluation of the
teache are not importantly related; éhis relationship should not be dismissed
lightly. The effect is likely to be’idiosync¥a;ic for both teacher and -
course, and should be consideréd in ;lanning of interpreting teacher evaluations.”

»

1972-1: R.B. BAUSELL AND JON MAGOON: '‘Expected Grade in a Course, Grade
Point Average and Student Ratings of the Course ang the Instructor.'
Educational ;and Psychological Measutement, 32, 1972,

Bausell and Magoon ex d\mined 12,000 rat#&gs taken university-wide at the .
University of Delaware in fall, 1969. They rgport . . . the present study
found strong consistent biases in both instruSZOrs and course ratings

whicb can be traceé to (a) the grade the .student expects to receive and

(b) the discrepangy between the students' expected grade and his G.P.A..

The relationship between the G.P. A. and rating ‘alone* 1s negligible, and should
not be considered an important source of bias." The coefficf%mf of correlation

between expected grades and ratings was found to be 62 and between discrepent

grade and ratings .53, significant bexgnd the .00l level.

1972-3: ALAN NICHOLS AND JOHN SOPER: "Economic Man}in the Classroom."
Journal of Political Economy, 80, Sept~Oct, 1972.

Nichols and Soper studying 339 social science sections, at Central Michigan
University in £fall, 1§70, compared section mean expected grades and section
mean instructor ratingé and found‘a correlation coeffé;ent‘of .53. .They
suggested that the unive;sityts grades were again on tﬁe rise followipg the
introduction‘of a dcqpulsq:yeva;uation-by—student systein. They also suggest
that by raising the mean gradg point average of alsectisp 4 half grade

level, an instructor could expect a half grade level rise in hig mean

s

section ratings. . )
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1972-4: W. ROBERT KENNEDY: "The Relationship of Selected Student Characteristics
to Components- of Teacher/Course Evaluation Among Freshmen
English Students at Kent State University." Paper & Symposium
Abstracts of the 1972 Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association,

3
}

Sample: 549 freshmen in English 160 at Kent State University, Fall, 1970.

. N ‘At a
Findings: grade point averages, final grades and expected f£inal grades all
correlated significantly with teacher ratings. Student ability, as measured

by. .X.C.T. scores, did not seem to be related to teacher rating.
Comment: This is the third study available only in abstract and

specific figures arelacking. The tone of the abstract éuggeat quite strong

-

assogiations between grades and ratings, but it and the other two have been

put under the "slight to moderate' heading on Table D because of uncertainty.
In none of the three abstracts does the summary suggest that the relationship

S

is negligible.

1972-5: DAVID S. HOLMES: "Effect of Grades and Disconfirmed Grade Expecﬁancies
on Studgnt's Evaluations of Their Instructor ." Journal of Educational
Psychology, 63, No. 2, 1972.

Q

In an introductory psychology class of 97 students at the University of Texas
course grades were based on four objective tests.‘_After completing three

of the tests'eath student knew exactly whatﬂéqade he had éarned up to that
time. Student wrote the grade the& expectgd%do recelve in the course on

the final test paper, after being promised that the éxpected grade would in
no way influence the final grade. When the students returned to collect
their final.exam and learn the final grade, half of those who had both.
expected and earhed A's and half of those who éad both expected and earned .
B's were told th;t their final grade was one ievel lower than they expect;d.
The other Ea{f was told the trﬁth. They then cpypleted teacher rating forms
before they all got their finals back and lea¥né‘ there had been an
experiment. No difference was found between thé atings given by A and B

students, but those whose grade expectancy had ée disconfirmed rated the teacher

19
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significantly lower on teacher preparation, lecture, coherence, use of

examples, ability to evaluate, value to the students and ‘test clarity.

1973-1: BARAK ROSENSHINE; ALAN COHEN AND NOKMA FURST: “Correlates of
Student Preference Ratings." Journal of College Student
Personnel, .14’ May, 1973. -

The study was of lzdo.daatime classes in all the schools and colleges of

' Temple University in )pring, 1970. The methods of administration Qnd the
reasons for administerius the scales are not discusaed. " The authors found
correlations of .09 to .27 between expected grades and two questions that
asked the student to chpare the instructor and the course with others. A
four point rnaing scale v;n used. They found no correlation between grade
point averages and ratinga. They conclude that the effect of expecigd grades

on ratings, though statistically significant, is low. .
Comment: The Rosenshine rating form asked the students to rate

teachers on 23 items net:uriﬁs classroom style and behhyior. of specialﬁ

[}

interest to English teachers are -the three items that showed the lowest
: . ¢

correlations with student nppréﬁiation of the cldss and of ‘the instructor.

They are:. _ ' '
. Criticism of papers was helpful to the students .26
Instructor used assigned papers as an aid to

learning W21
. Instruhtor criticized stuident responses in
. destructive way -.16

Low correlations were also found for the following varigblesia) inéepquent
projects and bapets, b) class partigipations, c) creative thinking,

d) application and appreciation werle important for the final grade.

-

Much higher correlations were found for the following itemst

Instructor's main emphasis was on student's learning W0
Grading in the course was fair LT .k
Instructor's main emphasis was on having the :
students enjoy the course .50_
Instructor was enthusiastic . - LY
Instructor's prelentation was clear and - ‘
undersuuuaze o .62 (the

. highest.of 23)

20




The authors comment that though criticism of papers is often cited as being

important for college teaching, its importance was not borne out by the

data collected in the study. ¢

/

/

These findings seem to suggest that the following teacher behavior may not
be conducive to high teacher ratings: -
1) assigning camplex,symbolic hard-to-explain readings
- 2) emphasizing learning over student enjoyment
3) being unfair in grading -- grading harder than one's peers
4) counting papers toward the final grade, particularly if the
papers require creative thinking and application of kncwledge
5) writing negative criticism on papers .

&

1973-2: RICHARD K. PERRY AND REEMT R. BAUMANN: "Criteria for the Evaluation
of College Teaching: Their Reliability and Validity at the University
of Toledo." Proceedings, The First Invitational Conference on
Faculty Effectiveness as Evaluated by Students, ed. Alan L. Sockloff,
Temple University Measurement and Research Center, 1973. \

Perry and Baumann - analyzing 900 students ratings at the University of
Toledo in Spring 1972 - found correlations %f up to .78 between class mean

expected grades and class mean ratings, with an average of .42 for all levels

of the institution. They said of the rating scales "the indictment of the /

validity is very strong; what the correlations reveal is that variations in
course ratings is accounted for to the extent of 30 to 60% by the grades
assigned. . . this problem must be resolved in some fashion before one can

build. a reasonable case for validity.?"

-
— »

1973-3: JOHN A. CENTRA AND ROBERT L. LINN: "Student Point of View in Ratings
of College Instruction." An Educational Testing Service Research
Bulletin, October 1973. ERIC Document 089581.

The study was of 300 randomly selected.students from 402 classes in 5 colleges.

-Grades were found to be "moderately"related to ratings though not in all classes.

No specifics were given. The authors say that their findings underscore the

importance of context of the course in determining ratings.
Comment: This 1973 Centra and Linn study does not seem to be mentioned

! -

in the 1974 ETS SIR (Student Instructional Réport) ma?ual of interpretation

{
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or in the portfolio of materials ETS distributes to advertise the SIR

rating scales. . ;Z?V/;//’fé;r :

1973-4: ROLF MIRUS: "Some Implicatio Student Evaluation of Teachers.'
.~ Journal of Economic Education,25r<\\. 73.

) Mirua studied 122 course,evaluationa (unstated number of studenrs) at the
Faculty of Business Administration and Commerce at the University of Alberta ’
in 1971-72. He compared mean- section expected grades with mean section

-

instructor ratings, section by section. Finding a correlation of .85, he ~

states, "There 18 a strong indication that the exoected grade is a major ™ ;
»ﬂdeterminant of the professor's grade .« A profesaor who, compared to his

colleagues, makes the class expect a 1.00 point higher grade can improve-

his own evaluation .85 of a point." Mirus suggesta that. the higher coefficieht

or correlation between grades and ratinga found in this study as coﬁparedf‘ '

to the Nichols and Soper is because the career orientation of the Alberta

students mdkes them more reSponsrye to grades. Mirus asserts that an

L
*

updrift of institutional grades can be'ékpected as a result of the
evaluation system. A statistically significant higher average gradzkwagyreported

in 1972 as compared to 1971.

192&—5 K.L. GRANZIN AND J.J. PAINTER: "A New Explanation for Students
, Course Evaluation Tendenciea. American Educational Research Journal,
g ~// 10, No. 2, 1973. . : K
' )

The authors gave first day of class "expectation' questionaires and the last
//h day of class "ratingf questionaires to 637 students in 17 coursea_offered‘
in 11 differentldepartmehtslat the University of Utah. Among correlations
foundkto be aignificant at the .00l evel : of confidence are: )
Course rating to expected grade .21

Course rating to final grade .15

Course rating to expected grade change - higher rating at the .

S '22
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end thah expected afbegihning .18 r

Instructor rating and,expected grade .16

Instructor rating to expected grade change .l4

.09 with instructor rating.

§ o

-~ @

1973-6: ALLEN J. SCHUH AND ML . CRIVELLI: "Animadveraion Erro
(Student Evaluations of Fadulty Teaching Effectiveness."
of Applied stchology, 58, No. 2y 1973. b

A class of 85 studenta in 4 required busineas adminiatration degree course
in induatrial relationah 8 were asked to rate their instructors immediately
after he has returned their midterm exams. The instructor left the roomy
while the ratings were administered. Ratinga were found to be aasociate

with midterm grades beyond the .001 level of significance.

* .
- -p;.eﬁﬁ(h‘r,’:‘*

‘.r-»'\,

" 1974-1: C.D. CORNWELL: "Statistical Treatment of Data from Student Teaching

q Evaluation Questionaires.' Journal of Chemical Education, 51, No. 3, 1974
Sample: An unstated number of students in 101 difﬁerent chemistry lecture -~
sections taught by 70 different lecturers in 20 different institutions. The
data was collected by a committee on Undergraduate Teaciing 6f ‘the” American

\
Chemical Society. Findings: Statistically significant but\weai\?elationahips

~.

~

were found between grades and ratinga. The research ‘estimates that the ™

~.

grades account‘ the variance in ratinga. ’ B

1974~2: WILLIAM M. BASSIN "A Note on the Biases in Students’ Evaluations

of Instructors." The Journal of Experimental Education, 43, No. 15 1974r«T***

Mean grade point averages géiea by 6& teachers at the University of Mary-'
; " \\\
land were compared with the mea ratihgé'giveq them by students. Bassin

found an overall coefficient oftcorrelation between grades and ratings

v
i
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of only .10. However he found that this minor correlation was associated

T v !

with a major effect on teacher rankings. The average teacher teaching a
quantitative course, giving a grade point average of 2.0, ranked at the

30th percentile in stu rating 6f leésggg,q ity. The average teacher
/

itive courseg/butfgi;ing(g 2.5 grade point average, ranked

teaching a qu

at the 62nd percentile in student rating of lecture quality.

~

/ L] L L]
/ . . . ,
Examination of 22 of the 28 studies made since 1953 shows clearly that 4
grade-rating correlations do exist and that the alséciations between e

e

grades and teacher ratings can be quite powerful, Before reaching a conclusion
about the relevance of these studies to the Harper English study it Hould
pay to look zather'carefully at and comment on the 19 studies published

since 1930 that have led many people to believe thit grades and ratings

are unrelated.




Studies showing Negl_igible Grade-Rating Correlations

P—- .
) Colum 3 of Table D shows that the authors of 19 of the 41 studies
have concluded that the ratings of teachers are not biased by the
* - grades the teacher gives. The 13 studies made before the \Anikeef

pe .
study of 1953 were wnanimpus in taking this position. Since 1953,
six of the 28 studies have supported the no-bias position. Detailed

P

- smnma(ries apd caments follow.

T
/ L
) / 1930: H. H. REMI‘E!RSﬁ "Two What Extent Do Grades Influénce Student
"' Ratings of Instructoxrs?". Journal of Educational Research,
P 21, 1930; - 4:

Rmers of Purdue popularized the use of the ratingscales in colleges.
study, first published in a shorter form in 1928, made use of
7 classes. Seven wyﬁzn/school clagses taught by practice teache¢xs.

Ten were co lege classes ught by four different instructors. Dafa

g . was collected as follows. When the students completed the rating -
, the teacher read off the names of those studsnts ranking in th  top
/ half of the class, agking them to put an x on the form. ' Remmers-
/ correlated non-X and X ratings within each class. Sarme classes showed

positive grade—rating correlations; crEfers showed negative correlations.

, en he averaged all the c6rrelations from 17 /:lasses he found a mean
/ - lation ofﬁ.O?O "at the most" He therefore concluded ' ‘... for
// ‘ v .m instructor and the average studé/nt there is practl/cal}:{/ o

relationship bétween a student's grade and his judgement of the instructor
N as recorded‘f/‘ the Purdue Scale for Instruction."

- Comment: The study is of course a collection of 10 separate
) "within class" studies of the classes of four college teaphers, subjects ,5
op *\ and methods unstated. Remmers did not compare teachers, éven though

rating scales by their very nature do compare teachers. It is not to
be expected that 'singlewitffiin—class studies of this type will alwdys
tell samething about the relationship of grades to ratings. They can
not detect differsnces in gr:ading style, nor will they in all cases -

- -

- N ” . e
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shc’:w'positive correlations betwee;l abilities and ratings, even when
powerful associations between the two exist throughout a department

or a college. The low ability and the high ability students of a

"high" grading teacher ;nay be equally happy with him and give ;him -,
‘equally high ratings, since all are exposed to the same grading style
and equal numbers from both groups may be earning higher grades tharr
they are accwtcmed to making elsewhere. Likewise low and high ability
growpings from classes of "1cw;' graders may contain roughly equal numbe;:s
of students who are exf:eriencing, more trouble with grades than they ‘
are ac%ustmed to, orl'that their peers are experiencing in comparable
classes. The result could be equally low ratings from both groups

and again a lack of positive corr‘élatio‘n between gradeS' arild ratin'g r .
If RemerS’had pooled results acxoss sectibns - then drawn ooefficients
of correia;j“f&i for the entire grouwp, he would perhaps ‘have detected

the small correlation that has sometween found in studie in which
student abilities, as indica;ed by their grade point averageg, have
.béen correlated with teacher ratings Among studies that have not

found the gpa correlation 'are ‘study 1972-1 (Bausell and %a on) and ' -

study 1954 (Clark and Keller). Among-those that have fgun
positive ability cor‘relations’_is stydy 1950-2 (_E/llictti.
(Wiegel) for a small study of 4 teachers, similar to the Remmexrs

study but with- quite di:fferent results, when A, B, C, D gi'a:des ware

. pooled across sections. . ‘ i

.

-— x
&

1934: J. A. STARRAK: “Student Rating of Instruction." Journal of
Higher Education, No. 5, ,1934 '

¢ *

e ’ e

Starrak reports that 40,000 scales have been taken at Iowa State College
.Since 1928. He gives Jo details of the method of collection or size

of the sample used to reach the conclusion that the correlation between
'~ grades and ratings is only .15. This correlation he believes is smali

P’

‘enough td be disregarded.

¢ .
. Cr v Phad P
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1936-1: J. D. HEILMAN AND W, D. ARMENTR)UT "Ther.Rating of a&].eg
Teachers on Ten Trgits bwahei;c Students." The Journal of
~ Educational Psychology, 27, 1936.«

The authors studied ratings taken in 50 classes taught’ by 46 different
P s




teachers at the OOIorado State College of Education in Spring 1935.

Average class size was 42, Teachers apparently administezed their \
own ratings an&_wolmtarily turned them in. The authors found * \ ‘
a severity of grading score for each teacher by averaging all grades o
he assigned in the 1935-36 school year. The Severity of grading *,\
scorxres were then compared witlh mean sectioﬁ student ratings. The '
correlation found was -:042. .The authors therefore conclude that /—~
there was no relation between ‘student grades and teacher ra.tings. They o
comment at, same ;I.ength, however, on the difficulties individual instruc- '
tors had in interpreting the meaning of the scales. Average section
standard deviations were very high. \One instructor, for exanple, |
was found to have a standard deviation of 27.30 on the 10'0_point scale,
suggesting such a wide scatter of student opinion \as to deny the

existence of a center.” ‘ ' - D, T
,  Comment: The Heilman and Armentrout - study is well g designed o |

detect the influence of grades orr ratings, It Is an admirably detailed
study. Though ‘the teachers took their own ragE , .Somewhat weakening »
its believability , i1t seems ‘l:o this reviewer to be tha only study :Ln ’ * . >
_ the litérature which ta;:uly supporta‘the conclusion that the grades a
] " | _-teacher gives and the ratimgs he receives can be unrelated. One may, e
however, wonder about the size of the stan'dard 'deviations. found,. ‘Their
size may indicate that some%:hing was wrong. with the scale or wi .

1936~2: MILTON L. BLUM: "An Inyestigation of the RelationE hg

- o/Beﬁén Students' Grades and Their. Rating e st s’
T Ability To Teach." Journal of Educatiﬁ{a/l%sych 00 o
“ ™~

. This is a study of 57 students in tw° 8-Week summer psy
/\
taught by the same teacher at C:Lty College of Naw York.

e

relationship between expected or al grades and inst
Forty of* the 57 students were e&pectdng A's ahd B'sat m\‘m
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ratiné. Sixteen were expect/ing C's, one a D. -
Commenty I.e.ckingan experimental design such as ‘those found

in the single teas.herﬁ"w;hthin\ class studies of Schuh and Crivelli L
(1973-6) and Holmes (1972-5), this study merely adds two more vith-

in class studies to the 10 found in Remmers (1930). They show

that a teacher need not Always expect to find positive grade rating
. correlations within his own classes. The study is' of no value in

telling the teachexr how the grades ‘other teachers give affect his ‘

-

N

ratings, ( A
N
1949: H. H. REMMERS, F. D. MARTIN¢ AND D. N. ELLIOTT:. "Are Student

Ratings of "Instructors Related to Their G:rades?"
Pyrdue Studies in Higher Education, 66, 1949.

The study evaluatied 37 graduate a.ssist:anfcs teachifg-the lab and
recitation seg:tic;ns' of the freshman chemistry cowrse at Purdue. The
senior professor who gave the lecture - demonstration was not evaluated.
’I‘he g‘radtﬁte assistants had little to say“about course grades, exams .
g standardized and departmentally graded. The researchers divided
the students into two groups : ~ the plus group cohsisted of those whose -
final ‘grades were hiéher than pre-couzse placement tests predicted; '
the minus group received grades lower than predlicted.: The plus groups
were fownd to rate their instructors significantly higher (.13 to .35)

11 than the minus groyp. $Since the researéhers found no relationship between
placement test scores and ratings, and since the assistants did not '
control the grades, they mnclude that the connection found is not higher
‘grades cause better ratings but that better teadﬁ.ng causes higher

atingS. The authors also gave -their gttention to the phenomena thato

~ .
* Remmers had first noticed 20 years before, the fact that some of the

c‘.l.gsses in his within~class study of 1928-30 shawed a negative correlation
between grades and ratings, other shwinwositive correlations. They

@




ya ’/;:
now su:ggested‘ that some teachers are good at teaching high ability students
and poor at teaching low ability students These teachers, they reason, -*>°
will receive poorexr ratings :b:om the weaker students and thus show positive
correlations between grades and ratings. On the other hand, teachers who ~
are best at teaching low ability students will alienate some high ability

students and shéw negative correlations between grades and ratings.
Comment: The Remmers e:@lanation of his findings of 20 years

ea.rlier may suggest the intezesting poss:.bility that the best method of
achieving consistently high mean student ratings would be to teach.to the
abler students and to see to 1t that the less able were not disaffected ~
that ‘is make the weaker students feel successful. See Holmés (1972-5).. for
a possible explanation of the action of the minus group. Also see Baus_ei.lg
and Magoon (1972-1). o

+

e T

i

1950-1: DONALD N. ELLTOTT: "Characteristics and Relationships of Various
Criteria of College and University Teacﬁng\" Purdue University
Studies in Higher Education, 70 1950. \

' Donald Elliott was Remmer's assistant in the Division of ﬁducational Reference
at Purdue. His first study seems to be .a continuation in greater detail of

. Remmers, Martin and Elliott ‘(19@. Freshman chemistry as}gistants were |,
.again involved. Only 9% of the\a;sistants had previous teaching experience.
Most did not plan to become teachers. The senior lecturer was not evaluated.
The assistants had little to say about the grades. Tests'were departmentally
designed and eyaluated. Elliott found correlations of grades to ratings of
only :032 for lab sections:,and .049 for recitation sections. He did hwever”
find a correlation of .24 between ratings and achievement, that is he found
that students who got better grades than their pre-course tests indicated
they would-tended to rate their teachers higher than students who did not
achieve as much. Elliott also found a negative correlation between student

) achievemenfnd teacher knowledge, o\; dnemistry. The students who achieved
most (as

AN

ured by grades higher than pred:.cted by placement testa) tended
to be most often in classes taught by teachers who scored lowest on a test \'

of knawledge of chemistry. .
Oomment : This' £inal finding of Elliott ia fascinating. He who knows

~ "“

o

least teaches best, and gets the higheet student ratings. Its significance
to the Harper English Depaatt:ment study is wmknown, but ene may speculate,

The problem Elliott faced in this study is the one faced by Remmexs, Maft;in,
Elliett (1949) and by .all the many reseaxrchers who have tried to prove that

29 "
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student ratings of faculty are related to what the student learns. The |
prqblem is that one can never be certain that the student who scored ‘ 4
higher on an exam or received a final grade higher than his GPA or aptitude ‘

. tests inaicatgg he should is rating his teacher higher because he has j
‘Tearned more than he expected or because his grade is ‘higher than he |
expected it to be. Again, refer to the Bausell ‘and Magoon study (1972-1) |

for an e:@lanation of the discrepant grade effect. .

1950~2: DONALD N. ELLIOTT: (The Second StudgAfound in "Characteristics
and Relationships of Va:r:,ous Criteria of College and University
Teaching," 2Zbove.)

This study was the second of two undertaken by Elliott as material for his
doctoral dissertation. 'According to Elliott 26,014 ratings of 460 instructors
had been collected from 14 Indiana colleges and universities as part of the
Indiana College Evaluation Program. He mentions the numbers exactly,y How- |
ever, he says only thos;\r;tings taken at Purdue contained infomation about :
grades. At Purdue, the instructors, following Remmers plan of 1928-30, |
asked their maper-‘half Students to put an X on the forms. A total of 3786 :
ratings (1906 upper and 1880 lower) were then available for comparison. The |
5 Zatings were groupedy not treated as within - class ratinga as in 1928-30. | i
\ . -~ ‘
" In all categories except that of the graduste student the upper half students . ‘
rated the instructor higher than the lower half of class. Saiuple mean Scoxes
from the scale that were found significant at the .01 level of cénfidenoe

TTe— . Upper . Lower .
Fairness in grading . 89.15 82.40
Presentation of subject S .

: matter ) 75.80 73.35 P

Simalating intellectual ‘ . ‘ A
curiosity / 75.05 . 72,65 .
The lower-half students gaye slightlg.r lower raj::f.n‘gs‘ for every other item on
the 10 point scale. Elliott concludes "....£he factor of scholastié'succeés
has such a slight effect, albeit the effect is statisticall.y significant, as
to be virtually ignoxable, particularly when It is recalled that most classgs

are made up of students of widely varying scholastic success."




Comment : _The Manual of Instruction for the Purdue Rating Scale %
for Instyuction by H. H. Rembers and J. A. Weisbrodt (Revised edition, :
1965 ) copyright by ths Purdue Research Foimdation, contains the following |
paYagraph as its total contribution to the grade-rating controversy:
f\/« "Several questions have been raised regarding other factors
that might affect the student ratings of instructors. Remmers -
g ’ and Elliott (16) have ar;éwered many of these questions. In )
— a study of the ratings of 460 instructors by 26,014 raters .
in 10 different institutions of higher learning they found ‘ .
that freshmen rated their instructors no hidher and no lower , ¢
than did sex'xiors, male students rated their instructors no
differently from female students, yeteran students rated
their instructors simi-tﬂ"zly to non-veteran students, and
students in the upper half of ;che class rated their in-
structors like those in the lower half. None_ of these
factors had any effect on the ratings by the studen
Someone is mistaken, either Elliott oxr the editors of the Manual. .It is
wnlikely that two separate studies would start with exactly 26,014 ratings.

1951; EARL HUDELSON. "The Validity of Student Rating of Instructors"
School and Society, 73, 1951. . .

This is a one teacher study with a difference. Hudelson asked his 192 students 7
¢ to rank their former teachers anonymously. He then asked them to give the

grades they had received from the teachers. Finding a correlation “of only

.19 between gradés- and ratil:xgs, he 'oonc.ludes, "Obyiously these students

could not fairly be charged with letting marks influence their opinions of

. their instructors as teachers. n
‘ Comment: The system of collecting data, somewhat' Bi;nilar to that

. _- later used by Voeks & French (1952-1, 1952-2), could lower the positive

correlation since it removes from the sample those who d to leave
. school because of the low grades they received. Hudelsm
searcher found in}the literature who provides a Scaéterrdiag;.'anl to Mlustrate
the association between grades and ratings. Though he did not give
teacher ratings for each g;:ade 1eve<l, it is instructive to the reader to
examine the scatter-diagram closely and to do his gm*aritlmetic. If he does
so, he will discover that the weak “19 correlation was produced by the
following data: ' S

\
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The 38 A students gave mean ratings of 6.8. ) o .
The 87 B students gave mean ratings of 6.5. | B
The 57 C students gave mean’ ratings of 5.6. ‘Z '
The 8 D students gave mean ratings of 5.6. ,
All ratings were on a 10 point scale. The teacher who gave an averagt
grade of C to his classes mi'ght thus expect to produce average student
ratings about 9/10ths of a decile below those who gave an average grade
of B. In the 1974-~75 Harper English study tha average mean final. grades

. of the low graders was 2.33, of the high 2.80, a difference of a half

grade level. The average mean ratings of the high graders was 5. .‘22 on

' the 6 point scale and of the low 4.78, a difference_of approximately

~

8/10th of a decile. The Harper grade-ratings relaticnship are therefore
seen to be approximately twice as strong as those fownd by Hudelson in
1951 -- results not :anan§istent considering Hudelson's msthod of col-~
letting data and the merit system at Harper. It is obvious, in spite of
Hudelson's conclusion, '?‘:‘hat the 1951 study does not show a negligible
associatiorn. between grades and ratings, but rather shows the opposite.

"It is possible that Starrak (1934) with his .15 correlation "small enough

to be dlsregarded" also belongs in another columm in Table D.

1952-1, 1952-2; 1952-3:" NrrernTi w. yord a/n\d GRAGE M. FRENCH.: “"Are
Student-Ratings of Teachers Affected by Grades." ‘Joumsl of
Higher Education, 31, 1960. )

These three studies which were specifically focused on the grade~rating
relationship,,were part: of a series on a n@Mcﬂ:s of teacher
evaluation undertaken undex the direction of E. R. Guthrie at the University
Qf Washington. The reseaxrch was done in 1952, but publication was delayed
until 1960. . . : ' ' '

Data for the first two studles was collected at spring registration. Students
of advanced sophomra or higher rating were asked to nominate teachers who
fitted the five categories of the Washington teacher rating scale; very
superior, superior, competent, only fair, of less yalue tQ me\t‘man the
others, h

The xasearche.ra then computed pean ratings for thoge teachers nominated 20
or moye timas. They alao cllected the grades thege tepcheys had agsigned
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during the preceding two terms. .
3 ‘}

Study 1952-1: In the first study the researcher &revw rank oxder .
correlations in three departments between student ran}d.ngs and 1) percentage

]

of A's and B's and 2) percentage of D's and F's the #eacher gave in the
preceding two terms. They report:". . . . all the coﬁrelatlons between grades
and studentwratings were negligible (see Table I). N? correlations Was__

reliably greater than zero, even at the 5 per cent confidence level." \

[

The essential part of Table I are, reproduced below. »
Ui

' 1y
Correlation of ‘the Ratings Assigned

No. of by Students the Percentage of
Department f‘aculty Each, Gr.ade Given
A&B o 7 D&F
A (Physical Science) 10 . .00 -. 3 - +.04
B (Physical Science) 1 +.60 -. -.05 N
C (Humanities) 13 +.05 -21 +.36 .
r .

Comment: It is difficult to understand why thez_ author chose to

display the data in the above way.. The mean grade point average cf each
teacher should have been available. C(orrelations drawn between mean ratings
and mean teacher g\rades would have been much nr;re usefu]: to the reader. The
strong correlation between A's and B's and the ratings in Department B suggests
that a rank order correlation based on mean grades could approach the cor-
relation levels found in the Harper English studies. In ﬂhe other departments'
the negative’ correlat(ifcns under the.C's suggest that'a”) rank order co-
efficient based on mean grades might produce correlatn.ons :Ln the range of
.15 to .30. The correlation of .36 under the D & F column in Departmem‘.: c ‘4
is of little significance on a stucﬁ-that eliminated manny students and
lower level C's from the sample by taking ratings only fz:om those who
su.rv:i}ved to at least advanced sophomore status. The stateg'ent "No correla-
tion was reliably greater than zero, even at the 5 per ceht confidence level”
has little meaning when a study is restricted to 10 to 13 teachers. Co-
efficients of correlation have to be in the range of 55 to .65 before
significance can be claimed with such limited numbers. ,

Study 1952-2: In the second study the autliors ccm}_?'_ﬂared the highest
and lowest rated teachers in each of 10 large departments. " They provide
Table II to show results. The essential parts of the t‘a\ble follow:
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No. of Mean Grade No. of Mean Grade

Department Students Highest Rated Students lowest Rated
Architecture 8l- . 3.185 " 151 - 2.338

. Art 126 3.206 90. 2.400
Chemistry - 79 2.633 239 . 2.155
Economics 365 2.123 . 68 2.838

. Education 134 2.888 - 241 . 2.822
English . 165 3.062 62 2.145
Math 100 2.350 45 2.155,
Political Sci. 267 2.588 S, 62 2.564
Psychology 97 2.588 , 439 2.414,
Sociology 237 2.477 . g 2.222

The regearchers commpent:

As Table II shows, the teacher with the highest student~rating

in his department usually had given a slightly higher average ’ —

grade than the teacher with the lowest. rating...These differences-

given by the ten teachers with low student-pdtings...in the

relatively rare instances in which a teacher with high ratings

also gave aépreciably more high grades; it is evident that he
. did not receive higher grades bécausé he gave more-than the

average number of low grades. .
Comment : The compa.risons in the aboye table are ;ezha,ps unfair,

large-section lecturers, who may not be personally involved in grading, being

compared with seminar teachers. HoWever, the table does show that in 9 out

10 departments the highest rating went to the man with the higher grades.

In four departments the differéﬂEé is quitﬁ large. The English Department °

- difference, 90% of a grade level,is close to the difference between the

. ~ highest and lowest rated teacher in the Harper English study. It is Qif-

. ficult to see how the authors could make their generalizations on the basis
of the data they display, particﬁlarly since the method qf collgéting ratings
would serve to eliminate disaffected low-graded students.

Study 1952-3: In the third study the researchers found 16 teachers
who had given the Washington course evaluation questionalre to different

sections of the same course, the ratings being taken at least oneéwquarter
apart, and who had scored at least three deciles higher on the second adminis-
tration than the first. They then compared the grades the teacher had given
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tl'ge first time with the grades they had given when they scored the
higher rat:.ngs to see if the gradeshad gone up with the ratings.
They supply a complex table that shows whether the difference in N

. grades could be explained by chance. They found that one teacher had
given appreciably lower grades to the class that gave him the higher
rating. On page 333 they report that two tedchers had given higher

" grades approaching statistical signif.icance (.07 and ;011 to the™
second class. On page 334 they report that only one teacher had
given appreciably highex grades the second time. They eonclude,
"*USually the grades given to the twc{ classes Wexre strikingly similar.

Appa:rently high ratings |cannot be 'bought*..."
Camment: It :Ls mfort'tmate that the guthors did not take the »

very sinple step of placing opposite each other the section grade
point averages given by ‘ldv-radng and high-rating classes. Instead
they elected to give only e chi squares of difference in grades in
the two classes., This i df. course not very helpful to the reader '
since it depriyes him ofT e opportunity of seeing whether the majority
of the higher rated classes! got somewhat higher grades,” and it also
does not allow him to ses if tHe highest ratings, those in the 8th,
9th, and 10th deciles, were accompanied-by high section grades.

If either\of these situations existed,” one-might be \tempted to take
the Voeks \and French studies and put them under the col ) Table D
that showslat least moderate assoglations betwéen grades and\ratings.

: N B 3 p

often points to the University of- ﬁas\gt&?’&s the

model of goo evaluation.practices. "What/z/tre We Afraid O£?" he .
criticizes "abuse of research” shown by Miriam-and Burtén Rodin in -
their articletin Science that suggested students rate highest those

teachers from

Professor

they learn ‘the least. onf.essor Eble used\the .’ .

' following texms 4
] N ;}

4 L~
. [ ]

The authors (Rodins) ommission of releVant resedrch is
curious. Théugh Virginia Voeks article "Publjcations an

~ A

Teaching Effectiveness) is cited, a more xel article\ by R
e , - fv . MRS ’
' %
E m \\
R - \ o ~ % \ -
v, .
\ h? 3 5' , . *
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Voeks and G.M. French," Are Student-Ratings of Teachers " L
Affected by Grades," with conclusions again the opposite I

of the authors', is not. Perhaps this is because Voeks' .. _

work is based an careful study of data amassed at the

University of Washington, where almost 50 years of .

experience with student evaluations supports the conclusion .. .
that student evaluations do correlate with teaching effective- -

ness,

It seemS to this reviewer tha;t the data amassed at the Univexsity of

Washington may have been somewhat distorted by the student rating scaleﬂ

. used to amass it. It is the one encountered in the stuay of the large
literature of?student evaluation that is most curiously lacking in
parallel structure The first four rating categories: 1) ve'r:y superior,
2) suwperior, 3) oonpetent, 4) only faiy, are standard enough, ‘but

the fifth category "of less value to me that the others” suddenly in-
vites the student to switch from an evaluation of the instructor to an .
eValua;ym of the course. Even though Professor Eble went out' of his *
way in his AAUP-AAC-Carnegie supported study, The Recognition and Evalua-
tion of Teaching, to praise it as a model for other colleges to copy, it
is difficult to see how valid z;:atin'g data could be cellected from it.

The Voeks and French studies have been of major importance to the litera-
ture of student evaluation of faculty. They are quoted in ost all

the important review literature of the past dozen years. eir publica~
tion in 1960 negated the effects of the Anikeef (1953-3) and Weaver

(1960) stundies that had shown positive grade rating correlations. In—
the opinion of this reviewer the Voeks and French studies'had the —
following faults: ‘ g o .

1.. -The instrument used to collect the data was questionable.--

2. The method of collecting " thlie ratings invited bias.

3. The data collected was not displayed in the most natural way.

4. The conclusions reached did not follow naturally from the .
data that was displayed. -

1953-1: A. W. BENDIG. "The Relatio; of Level of- c\o;a\rse Achievement
to Student8% Instmctaor and.Course -Rating ihn Introdictory
Psychology" - EQucational and Psychological Measurment 13, 1953. '

s
Bendig studied 5 introductory psychology courses (132 students total)

at the Uplyersity of Pittsburgh in Spring 1951. He found p_ositive

-
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correlations of .14 to .28 between grades‘-sngi ratings. He concludes
"Student achievement does affect the rating, but not to a degree that
invalidates continued use of the scales." .

’

1953-2: A. W. BENDIG. "Student Achievement in Introductory Psychology

And Studfnt Rating of the Competence and Empathy of Their’
Instructors." Journal of Psychology, 36, 19537
e )

In fall 1951 Bendig again studied 5 sections of introductoxry psychology
(121 students) Grades Were apparently based. entirely on objgctive

achievement tests. He found strong negative correlations (figure not
given) betWe}n érades and rating. He cancels his sfﬁr:ing'findings as \
follows "....the previously reported strong positive correlation between
-student achievement and summed ratings on the P.R.S.T. scales was a
function of the factorial complexity of the scales." Bendig gives a%
possible explanation for the qegétive correlation, "Students of high
overall ability may be more aware Of inadequacies in the fteaching of

their instructors and to judge them more critically."”
Camment: The presence of one unpopular high grader in a sample

of five oxr a highly structured course, earning.the contempt of abler
students, could both produce the results. Bendig's high negative correla-
tion and Heilman and Armentrout's ~.042 aré the only studies of the

41 to show negative correlations between grades and ratings. If no
correlation existed between grades and ratings, approximately 20 studies .
could be: expected to show negative results. a

~3

-

1954:  KENNETH E. CLARK ND R. J. KELLER: "Student Rating of College
Teaching." in R. E. Eckert and R. J. Keller (eds.) A University
' Looks at Its Program. Uniyersity of Minnesota Press. 1954.

A total of 15,000 ratings by students in 380 classes in the miversity
of Minnesota College of Science Literature and the Arts were collected
in a yoluntary program in 1949. Though the authors supply no specific

* data, they report they found little relationship between the students .
overall grade pointi average as he reported it on the rating form and
the teacher ratings. In fact, students with grade point averages below
"o" tanded to rate teachers somewhat higher in general teaching ability
than other students. Only a few items such as quality of exams, ability
of teachers to adjust to the lew of the‘_students and willingness to
reconmend the courSe to a friend werefound to be related to ratings.

A




Comment: The interesting tendency Sf truly marginal D and F
students to rate their teachers higher than C students has been observed

in several other studies. The Clark and Keller study, concerns itself
c;niy with the grade point average ~that:. the studex{t brings to class.
is not a study of grades earned or expected 'with}z‘m a class
point average and placement test studies tend to agree :
student ability is only marginally- related to teaqlfér
and Keller's study, of course, says nothing about the relati

ratings and the grades the students were expecting from the instructor .

they were rating. ‘ o /
. , B 7 et

-8
7

1962 C. M. GARVERICK AND H. D. CARTER: "Instructor Ratings and
Expected Grides." California Journal of Educational Rese ,
- 13, 1962. T T

;\

Sample: 164 students of ohé,instructor in an introductory psychology
course at Bexkeley :Ln\two.semcs;:ers. Findings: The grades the student
expected and the grades the student thought he deserved had little relation-

ship to teacher rating. The correlation was only .079.
Comment: A one teacher study of this type proves little. flee
the comments under 1936—2 (Blum) . ;

1966-1: C. L. OVERTURF AND E. C. PI;J:CE: "Student Rating of Faculty at
St. John's River Junior College With Addendum for Albany
Junior College.”" 1966. ERIC Document EDO 13066.
A total of 10,000 ratings were taken college wide iq 1964-65. The ratings
were conpuisoxy', the Dean of the college and the instructor waiting out-
side the .dgor while the students completed the foﬁnS. The results were‘
apparently used for merit pay and other personnel puwrposes. Teachers
were ranked 1 to 91 according to their evaluations. Although the highest
ranicing instructor gave 72% A's and B's and the lowest 7.2% A's and B's, '
the authors report that when they ranked the 91 pairs (mean gpa given by
teachers and mean ratings giyen by students) and applied Spearman's
rank oxrder equation to the two lists, they found a correlation of only
.17, significant at the 10% level but not at the .05. Following tHe
common statistical custom of not £inding lan association unless there is '
95% certainty that the results 9ould not have come about by accident,

LY
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"1969-2: BERNARD CAFFREY: "Lack of Bias in Student Evaluation of Teachers."

/'ufétructors at Clemson University. The subject matter taught or methods

they state, "The statistical evidence des not support the conclusion
that instructors awarding higher marks should expect a higl';e‘x-q rating
from his students." .

Comment : The statistical evidence from St. John's River is
unconvincing. BAnikeef and several other§ have used Spearman's formula
to find correlations between grades and ratin.gs, correlationg;):hidl
incidentally turned out to be much higher than’0verturf and Price found,
but they worked with lesser numbers. The Spearmgn formula is believed
to be accurate enough for most purposes when 15 to 30 palrs are being
correlated, but it does not seem reasonable to expect it to handle 91
pairs. Overturf and Price were surely working with very large squares
of difference in rank and with a Wmber of ties n-eeding coxrection.

A. C. Crocker in Statistics for the Teacher, 1991, says on page 58, "a
simple method of calculating a correlation is the Spearman rank order

correlation. This is useful for classes of children (or any set of scores)
wp to a maximm of thirty scores in'each set. Beyond thirty the results
‘tend to be unreliable." '

Proceedings of the 77th Annual Convention, American Psxchological
Asgociation, 1969, Vol. 4.

Caffrey studied 131 students in three sections taught by three different

of grading are not discussed. He found that only 6 of the 46 items on

the rating scale correlated beyond the. .0l levél of significance with
course expected grades and only two correlated at that level with grade
point average. The six positive correlations with expected grade ranged
from .32 for the students overall rating of the course to .23 for the
instructors ability to explain clearly. The author judged the effect of
grades on ratings to be of little importance. '

L A

1971-3: MILTON HILDEBRAND, ROBERT C. WILSON AND EVELYN R. DIENST:
Evaluating University Teaching. Center of Research and
“Development in Higher Education: University of California,
1971, . . { :

The authors undertook a study at the University of California at Davis
designed to develop a ratinJgA system. As part of-the study they took 1015
student ratings. The method of collecting data is unclear and no specific

>
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data is listed. :They do however state that they found small positive

correlations with grades which were significant at just beyond the .01 3

level. Their findings they believe are consistent with previous research:’

for they comment: "Cohen and Brawer (1969) reported similar results.
Other studies have reported a relationship between expected . grades and

ratings of teachers (Stewart and Malpass, 1966; Weaver, 1960) , a relationship

only at lower class levels (Anikeef 1953) , and no relationship {Kent:,
1967, Voeks and Fredch 1960). These contradlctions geem consistent with
the presence of a definite but trlfling correlatiOn. / ’

Comment: Hildebrand and his associates seem to be mistaken on nearly

all counts when they check the believability of the:Lr own findlngs by
reference to past regearch. 'I'he original research study in Cohen and
Brawer (1969) seems to say nothing about grades. Instead Cohen and

Brawer refer to the doubtful (;verturf and Price study (1966-1 above).

A careful reading of Anikeef (1953-3) shows he did find associations between.

grades and ratings at the upper class lewvel -- .43 to be exact. Kent is

-

a secondary source. Voeks and French (1952-60). did of course report no

correlation.

‘ : ’ "
1972-3: ALLEN C. KELLEY: "Uses and Abuses of Course Evaluations as P

Measures of Educational Output." Journal of Econofilc Education,
4, NO l, 1972

\( 6‘

Sample: 258 students in two lecture sections in economics at the University

of Wisconsin, ‘Madn.son. Both sections were taught by the same professor.
He was aided by 7 graduate a.ssistants who met discussions%ections once a

week. The ratings were taken aftér the. first midterm exam and before the )
. secon& Controlg: 'rhough ratings could not be anonymous, the ‘students

were assured that their identities would not be revealed. The seniorx '
professor left the room when ratings were taken. Controls not discussed
are: filrst, the nature, of the midterm exam, ‘whether it was objeotive or
essay and.whether graded by computer, assistants, or senior professors:
and second, whether or not the students belie_{r.ea the results would be
used for personnel purposes. Findings: By c0nstructin% two simulated
statistical mdels, projeeting ‘what would have happened if conditions in
e_course had been different, -Kelley demonstrates that if students had
coived qp}i@'s and B's for the midteym exam the actual rating of the

40

r professor would have risen from 3.784 to only 3.860. Thus he finds -




that the ‘inpact; of ificreased ected grades, though statistically
significant, was very minor. [rhe teaching ass;stants as a growp were\ :

found to produce a negatiye e fecf: on the senior préfesgors rating.
The negé.ti-ve effect was cause lcrgoiy by TA#5. If his students had
been enrolled in the classes fof TA#2 and TA#4, the senior professor's

ratings, according to Kelley§ would have been .28 higher.'.
Comment : Noycamment. . ‘
Y .
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The Relevance.of Past Research to the Haxper English Findings
R . ’ o v
—_—

N -
The eviSEr\ce indicates that. the widely-held belief that grades and ratings
are wnrelated is a myth. Further, it indicates that the myth seems to
have been spread by those who have a vested interest”in éromting it. The

. body of eppirical research tb.at supposedly underlies the no-relationship h

* generalization tuxns out to be without real substance when one niakes an
effort to look at all the evidence, xiot just at—selected studies or parts
of selected studies. If a convinq.ng body, of evidence ep:d.sts‘to support

t?‘e generaliéation it has evidently not been published.

» : -

3

The "classic research" as McKechie called it, of’é. H. Remmers and his
studénts at Purdue tums out to be- (l) an-examination of four,.college )
instructors (subjects and methods of grading unstated) and seven high schoql
practice teachers; (2) 37 graauate assistants in a chemistry course where k
the senior professor was not - e“vil‘aated,\yhere the assistants for the most
part did not plan to become teachers and had little to say in assigning
grades; (3) a study of an unstated number of Purdue instructors teachmg
_unstated subjects, the study design guaranteeing that differences in studegt
reaction to hard and easy teachers would be concealed; (4) an instruction
manual reporting the findings of the research and in doing so turning one
college into 10, an unstated number of instructors into 460, 3786 students
into 26,014, and "virtually ignora.ble" differences into totally ignored
differences ‘ S

-

\

-
’

The "carefnl sttlxdy ‘of data," as Professo:r.: Fble describes it, at.the Univee:Sity .
of Washington, which nexf, to the Purdue studies did the most +o promote the
no-relationship generalization, is revealed upon examination to be somewhat
less careful than one might wish. and the same is true of the project at
St. John's River ' Community cOllege, a, szject mach publicized among two year
-colleges, where the dean and the teacher stood together outside the classroom
'goor, waiting for the ratings that would rank the teachers in order® through
o 9o’ .ot the 11 remaining no-bias studies, three are one-teacher in-class
projects; one is-a three teacher study finding correlations of wp to .32‘;
_two are conflicting five teacher studies; and one is a grade point average
.8tudy (Clark & Keller). One of the remaini;xg studies (Starrack, 1934) reports
a positive -‘ooxrelatiOn of .15, but give no details as to how the figure was
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reached. Another (mzdelson, 19511 seems to prove that grades are quite
important when a correlation of .19 exists. - ;

The case for the no-bias position’ rests largely on two studles, conducted
35 years apart. Thesq & the Heilman and Arnentrout study of 1936 (cor- -
) ‘ mlation ~.042) and Hildebrand, 1971 {corxelation about .09), and the ) ‘
b former“is tainted by the size of the standard deviations and the latter
' by the lack of speciii&tails abcut hg_vg_thewgrade—rating comlaticns were
drawn, the type of classes used as samples, and the like. In any event one
must view them in conjunction with a large number of studies, many quite
persuasive, that show othexwise. If we were to draw a frequency curve of~
all the 28 published grade-rating studies\made since 1953, including all
s:lx studies in mlunn 3, translating all ﬁ.ndings into correlation coefficients,
the range would ’rm f:om just under +.10 to +.90 with a fai::ly even distri-
bution between. There seems to be a tendency for the correlations to be
higher when the ;:atings are compulsory and tied in with a nexit pay or :
faculty promtion system. They also seemed to be’ higher whe grading is
subjective and when the teachers bcing rated are teaching mu.l.ti—secticned

2™

courses, ' &
’ . \ vt . . &
2

The Harper English study findings of§g973-74 and 1974-75 therefore & not seem
to be atypi&al%they seem to fall easily into the patterns established
by prior research. There is little doubt that ‘a.st:r:ong relationship between-
grades and rating exists in the Eanish Depa;rtmcnt at Harper. It is doubtfﬁl
that as high ; correlation exists in other dspsrtmnts and divisions of the
college, but it would be most surprising considering the history of the

. :;eseazch to find any large ‘transfex 'oourse subject area whsre it aid “not

s exist in same f.o::m. : SO .

&

It is customary among some statisticians to assert 'that correlation of less
than a .25 as virtually meaningless and those of under .50 as indicating
< something of no great. lxportance even vhen constant replication of results
indicate that association exists beyond reasonabls doubt. But when pecple
_are being ranked on a scale the assestion would seem to be open to _question.
Other things being equal the one with only a.slight advantage will be ranked
. s.head. Hudelson's correlation of +.19 and Basein's (1974-2) correlation
‘_ of +.10 with’ their corresponding shifts in percentile ranks illustrate this.
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When a limited number of pramotions are being conpeted‘for, even small
correlations becoummean\inggul. The spread between the 4th and 10th
teacher rank deciles in most rating scales usually &es not exceed one

half of a rating level. Harper's is no\exoeption.

The Harper English study shows that good ratings and moderate grades are
.not incompatible. It also shows that giviné high grades does not of
itself guarantee high ratings, but it does show, beyond doubt, that on
journeys to the high cowntry - the 8th, 9th and 10th decilés where B ’
the~"outstanding” English teachers are - high grades seem to be essential.
A recent Harper College committee report.suggests that the term "out-
standing” be reserved for those teachers who had scored 5.50 or above on
the 6 point Harper rating scales. Only four Englishtsections in the

fall 1974-75 term reached that level. The average expected grade in

the four courses was 3.27, the average final grade 3.07. In expected
grade means these settions rank lst, 7th, 8th and 11th among the 35 in

in \?tudy In finalAgrade means they rank 1lst, 2nd, 4th and 8 th.

The grading style indexes of the four teac‘hers ranked 1lst, 2nd, 3rd

and 6th among the 16 teachers in the defartment.

At the bottom of Table B are the four lowest rated sections in the depart~
ment. They are ip first decile college wideé as well. These sections
ranked 20th, 26th, 34th and 35th in expected gradé , 1o9th, 29th, 32nd

and 35th in final grade. Their teachers ranked 12th 13th, 15th and 16th
in their grading style indexes.

‘These rankings are quite consistent with the findings of numerous empirical
studies during the past 20 years.

¢
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High Grades, High Ratings and Student Learning

Once the correlation between gtudent grades and teacher rating is demonstrated
it becomes necessary to prove that the grades are earned by the student rather .
than given freely by the teacher. Otherwise, the belief in the validity of
ratings must collapse. Otherwise,no teacher can be certain of the degree

to which student opinion of his knowledge and technique 18 colored by one

.

aspect?of ‘his teaching - grading style.

. N
For 30 years researchers have been trying with little succesb to prove a

connection between 1earning anE\ratings. There is a aizeable literature on
the subject. The studies are no more convincing than those that tried to
prove that there was no cotrelation between grades and ratings. There 1s
little need to summarize here 511 the studies in the literature that address
this problem. Neither Professor Eble or anyone else seems té have claimed that
a connection has been convincingly demonstrated, at least with rating scales

that give the student an opportunity to state his preferences.

»

- &
Several years ago a research study measured student writing improvement in

English 101 sections at Harper. Nine of the 16 teacﬁers included in the
1973-74 grade-rating studies participated. Four of the nine were high graders,
five low. Their‘grading styles have not changed relative to each other since,
though there has been an updrift of departmental grades as a whole. In the
student achievement atudy, numerous gradings“were made of paired start-of-

semester and end-of-—-semester papers of 600 students.

The study did not attempt at that time to examine the relationships between |
grades and ratings. Itg focus was only on an attempt to determine if there ‘
had been student achievéfient during the semester, and how much. It was found

that in the most successful sections 40% to 50% of the students were writing

|
|
: |
better at the end than at the beginning. It is now possible to go back to that |

s r > ’ * i
study to see 1f there was a relationship between grading styles and student

achievement. There was no gradingeachievement relationship at all., Of the three whose

\

i
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clﬁh&es showed the most improvement, one is a high grader who scored high in

the 1973-75 student ratings. The other two had thep and have now the lowest
_grading style indexes in the department, Both were'at or near the bottom of

the evaluation rankinga in 1973-74 and at the lowest deciles departmentally and

' ingtitutionally in 1974-75. Neither placed a class as high as 5.00 in the ratings.

What of other, more formal; studies? Hemmers and Elliott attempted to show a

connection in f?ﬁQ:and 1950 in the sections of the chemistry assistants, but

the correlations wé;z difficult to pin down and shiftipg. Russell and Bendig,

following the Remmer and Elliott example, in 1953, divided psychology atudénta

into a plus group consisting of those whose final gradeé were higher than |
pretests predicted, and a minus group whose grades were lower than predicted.

They found, as had Remmers and Elliott before them, that slightly higher ratings

came from the plus group, but Bendig, working alone, had found in study 1952-2

that the students who got the highest grades on the final exam appreciated

their teachersg least. v <-

P

Recently more interesting work has been done. Peter Frey of Northwestern University,
writing in the October, 1973 edition of Science, tells of a study of 13 calculus
clasaes which showed correlations of up to +.90 between student mean section final
grades and mean section teacher ratings. It was a study that could have been used
in Table D to show a relationship between grades and ratings, but was rejected
because its oﬁly focus was on student achievement. Grading in the sections was

by a departmentally prepared final with:g departmental curve. The individual
teachers could neither be praised or blamed for being hard or easy graders. Frgy
argues that the high positive correlations between grades and ratings come about
beqause his rating form identifies superior teaching. There is a weakness in

his study in that the ratings were taken by mail after the student knew his final
grades. They were not anonymous and students with low grades did not respond in
the same proportion as students with high grades. So there is obviously no way
of determining whether the ratings resulted from the student's discovery that he
had made good grades or from his appreciation of good teaching. An influx of
ratings from students with low grades might havé driven the ratings down.

2
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Therxe is however good reason to believe that he has demonstrated a rel ationship
between teacher ratings and student learning. His success seems to lie in his
rating form, which is radiéally different from those in common use. Frey is
not in fayor of the global rating forms that measure student p;mterence,‘ such as
the Purdue, CEQ and SIR types that have been popular since 1930. He does not
use such questions as "Should this instructor be retained if suitable replace-
ments are available?" that Remmers had on the form he used to rate the chemistry
assistants or the "excellent" to "very poor" instructor ratings on the CEQ or
the percentile rating of instructors on the SIR. Instead, Frey's key question
asks the student to tell how much work he was required to d& - not whether he
liked doing the work or whether he liked the teacher who assigned it to him, but
simply how much there was. This question combines with another on clarity of the
instructor's presentai:ion to produce, according to Frey, positive correlations in
the neighborhood of .90 with student achievement as measured by final exams.
Frey explains it bluntly: 1lack of clarity in the teachers presentation can be
compensated for by a heavier student work load; if there is a heavwy wo.rk load,
explanations need not be so clear.

.
If‘the Frey scale were used instead of the student preference type now used, the
two low-rated Harper English teachers mentioned above, both of whom assign large
amounts of work, midht be expected to rise rapidly in the ratings, even to the
point where they might expect to be considered for promotion. But there is
little chance that quantitative scales of the Frey type could be adopted in
teacher merit systems, Settipg teachers in competition with each other to see
how much work they could assign would surely cause enrollments to decline rapidly.
A éiobal student preference rating scale was used by Arthur Sullivan and Graham
R. Skanes in 1972 at Memorial Univexrsity of Ngwfmmdland when they found a'éor—‘
relation between final exam grades and teacher ratings of.35 in 130 sections.
The final exams, counting 50% of final grade, were departmentally prepared and
graded. The sections, all of them in the sciences, math and psycitology, worked
from structured common syllabi. Therefore, it would seem that the effect of
individual grading styles was partially cancelled. The study ‘unfortunately
suffers from two weaknesses that make it difficult to point to the study as proof
that student achievement and grades are related. First, the authoxs did not

17
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undertake the difficult and doubtful job of "regressing"” the final exam score

to compensate for differences in initial abilities in the different sections;
second, in a follow-up study of 24 psychology teachers, the group that was found
to have produced the strongest second year psychology students was a small group
of low-rated teachers.

»

The best known rating-achievement gtudy is that of Miriam and Burton Rc}d;n published
in Science in September, 1972. They used a global preference rating scale to

find high negative correlations between the amount students learned and their
rating of teaching assistants. ILike the Remmers and Elliott studies of 1948 and
1950, the assistants had little to do with assigning student grades. The highly
structured orxrganization of the course, the exams and the methods of grading were
the creations of the senior lecturer, who taught the class three of the five
sessions each week. He was not rated by the studeots. The Rodins concluded

that some of the assistants forced their students to work harder than others, and
received low ratings as a result, even though their students scored higher on exams.
Hence, the negative grade-rating correlations. The study has been vigorously
attacked by numerous supporters of student ratings, among them Professoxr Eble,

who says:

Ignorahce continues to appear. Last fall I was invited
to Virginia Commonwealth University to discuss evaluation
of teaching. Among the first things that confronted me
when I arrived was an article just printed in Science
called ‘Student Eyaluation of Teachers.' The subtitle .
made the claim: 'Students rate most highly instructors from
whom they learn the least.' I spent a good part of the
‘ afternoon on the health science campus pointing out that
T the research that supposedly supports this claim was pretty
' shabby even by a humanist's standards.

3

)?rofesso{ Eble is on sound grounds, though "jgnorance" is perhaps not the term
to apply to the study. The Rodins after all made a number of improvements in ‘
the design that Remmers and Elliott used in their work with teaching assistant;s
at Purdue, the studies that succeeded in persuadingc large_nmﬂ)ers of people that
rating scales were valid. The conclusions the Rodins draw are supported by thoir
data far better than those drawn by Voeks and French, whose work Professor Eble
often praises. However, the sample was inadequate ana>the Rodin's conclusions
should be approached cautiously. .
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MAnother atypical sample is found in the less pt;blicized réport by Richard Turner
and Robert Thompson, gERIC EDQ900826) who repoxt that a stu@}? of graduate

stude eaching 16 sections of French in 1972-72 and 24 segtions in 1972-73
found substantial replicated negative correlations between st\udent performance
on exams and the students ratin§ of the performance of the graduate assistants.

‘ |
The evidence of learning-rating assoclations is weak. It seems unlikely that
convincing positive correlations between the amount the student)learns and the
rating of instructors will be demonstrated soon if student preference-type

P 'S
global ratings continue in use as in the past.

The evidence indicates that the problém in getting the correlations between gradas
and ratings is not caused by a lack of student appreciation of teachers who are
skillful in furthering student learning. It shows that most students do want to
learn and do -appreciate. teachers who know their subject and can explain it
clearly. The problem seem3 to be that students also appreciate other thJ.ngs in
addition to learning. Apparently there are students sitting in every class-who
need something else more than they need to learn the subject, and thei;r presence
distorts the class mean and confuses the learning-rating issue. The need for
praise, for example, is very strong in scme students, as it is in teachers; the
need for grades in same others. Sometimes the need f.or grades seem to b€ so
stmn; that it outweighs all other considerations. .A student needing a "B" to

~get a scholarship, or to stay in'schogl or to transfer to another school or to

graduate might find a course a ‘disaster if he gets a "C", eyen though he learned
. I

a great deal.

T .
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Discrepant’ Grades and Scale Validity . - ™

The mechanism by which,the grade-rating bias may work has been described in two
of the studies summarized earlier. Thesé are studies 1972-1 (Bausell and Magoon)
and 197‘2-5 (Holmes). Together the studies suggest that two types of discyepant
grade expectancies are operating”in the classroom. Holmes has shown that students
who are receiving lower grades than they anticipated may react by rating a teacher
down in almost all aspects of his teaching technique. This can be termed nega-
tive discrepant grade reaction. It was found that the drop between mean section
expected grade and mean section final grade was almoét twice as severe among low
grading teachers as high graciing in the Ha::\per English study. The high graders ‘
at Harper gave final mean section grades only a qua;v.-ter grade lower on the
average an the students expected. Low graders ga.we final grades averaging. a
half gradg lower.

Bausell and Magoon in their study not only detected the negative discrepant grade
reaction, but found a positive dlscrepant grade reaction as well. S‘tudents who
were expecting higher grades than the grade point average they brought .to the
class tended to rate their teachers higher than expected. -

The two types of gradc'e discrepanc;ies mi;ht, thexefore, have influenced the Harper
stud.y results. The negative reaction could have occurred when the student found
he was receiving lower grades than he had expected to receive, or suspected that
his final grade would be lower. It could also occur when he found that he was
receiving lower grades, or had to work harder for his grade, than his peers in
‘other sections of the same course.

The presen't reviewer has seen evidence of the negative discrepant reaction as it
X occurred in an English 101 class during the 1973-74 fall semester. A high-grader
was teaching an unusually weak section. On a Monday, a week before the end of
.the semester, he retumed the last of a series of important tests to the class.
Most of the students had done poorly. He administered the required faculty
rating form lmmediately thereaftér. When he examined his ratings he discoyered
he had receivég ratings much lower than he expected, On the following Wednesday,




i

i
he announced that the last test had been cancelled, and scheduled a new

one. Two days later he gave a much easier test, and returned the papers on
the following Monday. The average student had improved his grade one grade

. level. Upon taking anothér teacliex réting immedlately thereaftex, he
‘scovered that his rat‘ings had within a week improved almost half of a
© rating levei, enough for him to become a candidate for a 5% salaxy bonus

then offered by the Board of Trustees to outstanding teachers. The Schuh -

' and Crivelli study (1973~6 ) describes much the same student reaction.

The positive diScr_epant grade reactionl on the other hand, could occur when

a student taking, for example, English 101, encounters a teacher who gives

him higher grades than he received in high school English or praises his

papers more than they have been praised before. It is pnssible that such .
a student would not only feel good about his teacher but might actually
believe he had learned mofe than, wprejudiced before and after testing
could detect.

"'Both - types of grade reactions would probably have their strongest effect 1 )

//[\1‘ multi—sectn.oned, non-quantitative courses like Engllsh where grading éust T
;S N be 1arge1y based on the subjective decisions of the "teacher. ;zcﬁes :
/ study suggests, however, that even when grading is done entirely through \\
ochjective exams and the student can blame no one but himsaif/the diSOOn-
firming of grade expectations can have a strong.effect on ratings. : ’ /

Grade differences between those teachers with high ratings and those with low
means that administrators or peer committees are asked to do an impossible

job in interpreting preference rating scales. In looking at high ratings

. they must determine if praise or forgiveness in the classrxoom exceeded the
bounds of intellectual honesty, knowing full well that positive reinforcement

L through grades may be the mark of a good teacher. In locking at low ratings
they need to determine if strict adherence to traditional work load standards
or to the college's official grading policy is a sign of bad teaching. The
presence of a grade effect suggests that teacher evaivation systems based in
whole or in part on student preference voting have always been invalid and
may have lowered the quality of college teaching, not raised it, as sup-
porters contend. ’ . |
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‘but there are strengths they tend to destroy, and on l?a;fance they seem to

When I first started looking into the fringes of the literature al?out

student evaluation of faculty a year and a half ago, I w;:‘a supporter * i
of the use 6f student evaluat@s a:\s an impo;ctant part of a faculty

evaluvation system. .I had used them in my own classes for almost 20 years

and partly because of them had ,become a relaxed, permissive, high-grading

teacher. I am now convinced that quantified student ratings of the pre-

ference type, even whep used privately hy the teacher for the avowed pur-

pose of inpmving 0ﬁitruct:ion and never shown to anyone else, have done .
more hamm than good.™ The problem seems to be that the need of the students
to be ioved,. praised and rewarded, and the need of the teacher to be lovsd,’ .
praised and rewarded, and the need of disciplines for thc_gi‘r traditions,

and the need o6f society for standaf.ds, do not quantify together in any

-~

rational way.

There a.r.e?wealmes'ﬂses in teaching that quantified scal:as help to correct, ) )
\déstroy more than they correct. One thing emerges clearly from a close

study of the literature. The scales éannpt di.scriminate between "gbod"
teaching and "bad" teaching. A gbod reading test used in English classes
cannot reliably discriminate between the 80th and 90th percentiles in student
abilities, but it discriminates very well between the iOth and ;90th percentile.
Not so the teacher rating scales. There is little reason to believe that
those English teachers who rank above the 90th p'ercentile in cumulative student
preference ratings are "better" teachers than those who rank below the 10th. |

-

>
.
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- TABLE A v
Endish Teacher Grading Styles-
- ' Based on Average Mean Section Grades *
(1) (2) « (3), (4) (5)
. : \ \ $ Of % Of
T _ - A's a's
’ ) Grading Style FALL Fall
. FALL, 1973. FALL, 1974% Intlex 1973 1974 '
‘ \ High Graders o
3.14 - 3.16 (1) 3.15 n 31 29
3.02 2.75 (2) 2.92 39 26
'3.01 . 2.84 (3) 2.88 29 22
2.92 ) 2.72 . (4 2.82 23 18
, 2.63 . 2.78 (5) 2.70 38 . 44
2.74 2.64 (6) 2.69 13 27
2.66 ‘ © 2.66 (7) 2.66 30 31
, 2.40- : 2.76 ) (8) 2.58 24 29
. Io%l Graders
2.40 ° 2.56 (9) 2.48 7 12
2,51 ' 2.26 - . (10) 2.39 . 19 8
) 2.27 / 2,27 © oy 2.27 . 10 o 13
. thavailable - - 2.13 T2y 2.13 X . 21
¢ 1,92 /  2.26, (13) 2.09 .9°. .14
2.08 ¢ 7/ 2.05 (14) 2.07 6 9 .
2.06 2.06 (1) 2.6 . 7 . 12 |
2.17 1.71 (16) 1.94 - ,16 8 4
2.53 2.48% 2:49" |
) a |

-

. % 1973 grades: BA=4, B=3, O=2, D=1, F=0
1974 grades: ma;4,' B=3, C=2, D=1, F=0, N=0

N

The "N" grade had the effect of lowering teacher grade point a%rerages an unknown
~amount, since some teachers used it to replace F's, incompletes and unofficial’
withdrawals. The latter two were not camputed in the 1973 averages.




TABLE B ,
Teacher Evaluation Means in 35
English Sections

. {6 Point Scale: 1VP, 2P, 3F, 4G, 5VG, 6EX)

0

Section Scores (1) Section Scores (1)
of High Graders 0f Low Graders e
‘ - e
.5.81% | _
5.73% ‘ e
5.62*% ’
5:57 ()%
5.47*
5.44
5.40 1
5.38 A
*  5.38 A ,
o 5.3 51an
T . 5.31-
- : 5.29°
5.29
5.27
5.22 Mean ¢
% ¢+ 5,18% °
5.17 ’ ¢
5.15#&
5.15% i
5.14* h
L : L e . 5.08*%
. - 5.00% 5.00 . AR
: Co 5.00 Median '
. 4.89 '
4.79 4,71 Mean 4.78
4.63
4.56 r « ,
4.27
4.21— E
4,06*
4.06 5 e
3.89% :
3.75 (2) )
*Courses marked with abterisks are ®nglish 101 . ,
required composition courses. :,Those not marked are ,
literature courses or other electiyes. '

(1) Based on two year cumulative grading style index--average grades given to all
students in two semesters a year apart. The grading style index range of the
8 high gradexs was 2.58 to 3.15 on a 4 point grading scale. The index for the
8 low grades was 1,94 to 2.48. )
Average qrading style index of 4 outstanding sections, 2.91; of 4 worst
sectinns, 2.06.. 54
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TABIE C
‘ Rank Orders From tfxe Section Giving Each of 16 Tga.chers His
e . or Her Highest Rating in Fall, 1974~
. (1) (3) (%) (s) (6)
”ﬁ?&u Sty Rating Rating Teacher “Indéx Section Final Final Grade
of ructor:s Dept. Grading Style Depte Grade Mean: Depte.
Section Mean Rank Index Rank  (A-N) Rank
w‘ \
5,81 1 269\ 6 2.7 8
5062 3 3.15 1l 328 2
5457 I 2492 2 ' 3.3 1
) 5 Z.07 LW 2456 1n
6 2470 5 3408 3
2.66 o ?7 2476 7
26 g b 2.88 5
[ . .
227 11 2671 9
2.39 b 10 2.82 6
\
5417 1 2458 8 252 12 \
5408 12 2,48 | 9 268 C 10
500 13 2409 . b 13 239 13
4471 .14 1.94 16 1.7 16 '
T 363 s 15 2013 12 2426 W
4427 16 2,06 | 15 \ 2405 15
» ﬂzb )
Spearman Correlation} -
o & . Column 2 with Column & = + 75 .

Colunn 2 with Column 6 = + 79
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Comprehensive Listing
of All Available 1930-74 -
Published Research

€Y

—1930 (Remmers)

1934 (Starrak)

1936-1 (Heilman & Armentrout) *46T

1936-2 (Blum)

1949 (Remmers-et al)
1950-1 (Elliott)

1950-2 (Elliott)

1951 (Hudelson)

1952-1 (Voeks & French)
;?52-2 (Voeks & French)
1952~3 (Voeks & French)
1953-1 (Bendig)

1953~2 (Bendig)

‘1953~3 (Anikeef)

. 1954 (Clark & Keller)

1960 (Weaver) .

1962 (Garverick & Carter)
1964 (Enchandia)

1965~1 (Spencer & Dick)
19652 (Spencer & Dick)
19661 (Overturf & Price)
1966+2 (Stewart & Malpass)
1969-1 (Walker)

1969-2 (Caffrey)

1970 (Rubenstein & Mitchell)

1971-~1 (Holmes)

1971-2 (Wiegel et al.)
1971-3 (Hildebrand)

1972-1 (Bausell & Magoon)
1972-2 (Nichols & Soper)
1972~3 (Relley)

1972-4 (Kennedy)

1972-5 (Holmes)

1973-1 (Rosenshine et al.)
1973-2 (Perry & Baumamn)
1973-3 (Centra & Linn)
1973-4 (Mirus)

1973-5 (Granzin & Painter)
1973-6 (Schuh & Crivelli)
1974-1 (Cornwell)

1974-2 (Bassin)

nggarisoﬁ\*

- 1974 Harper (Powell)

1975 Harper (Powell)

T=Teachers R=Ratings
Merit:

* An asterisk indicates the \gbort met minimum research and

TABLE D

-
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BN

Correlations: Grades to Ratings
Asgoclation Association Association
Judged »  Judged Low Judged Marked
Sample Negligible to Moderate or Important
(2) - 3) (4) (5)
11T,409R ° +.07. .
40,000R +:15
. . =04
1T, 57R © N1
37T +.13 to .35 « s
Unstated +.03 b
3786R Unstated \
192R +.19
34T Nil ,
20T Nil -
16T Nil-
5T “ +.14 to .28 ,
5T High Neg.
*19T +.73 Merit
15,000R Unstated
*12T, 699R ‘+.001 level
1T, 164R +.08
16T +Unstated
600R . +Unstated
*12 Sec. +.85 to .91
10,000R +.17 Merit
*67T . +.001 level
30T . +Unstated .
3T, 131R +.23 to .32
*60 Sec. : +.09 to .44
7 Sec. +5% of Var.
4T, 331R el +.01_1level
1015R +.097
*12,000R +.53 to .63
*339 Sec. +.53 Merit
1T, 258R +.02 of Var.
549R +Unstated
iT, 97R . +Various -
*1200 Sec. +.09 to .27 )
*900R +.26 to .78
300R +Unstated —y
*122 Sec. +.85 Merit
*17 Sec. +.14 to .21 - )
1T, 85R . +.001 level
*70T +11Z of Var.
*64T +.10, 30% 1iles
18T +.73
16T, 35 Sec. rt.43 to .79

Sec.=Sections Var.=Variance Level=Level of Confidence
The author indicates that ratings were used to decide pay, promotionms, etc.

tes' rch re rting
requirements: typicality and size of sample, design,'tepo;§}:§ of data, etc.

~—




. APPENDIX E

A Statistical Note

Two statistical symbols are used in this paper. The first, correlation’
coefficients, are estimtates, reached through standgrdized algebraic
formulas, of the degree of association between two or more sets of figures,
They are stated in terms of departure from zero cerrelation (0.00).

Perfect positive correlation is +1.00, perfect negative, -1.00. The

+ sign 18 usually omitted before positive correlations. A perfect 1.00
correlation would be produced if when grading on and being rated on a

five point scale, the teacher received all fives from his A _students, an
average of four from his B students, an average of three from his C students, |
etc. A correlation of .50 would probably occur if a teacher received

average ratings of 3.50 from C students, 4.00 from B students, 4.50 from

A students. Average reatings of 4.10, 4.20, and 4.30 respectively'would
produce a correlation of .10. Equal negative correlations would occur 1if
grades were inversely related to ratings. They would be of equal signifi-
cance. Obviously, .79 1is a strong showing, .10 a weak one.
The second type of statistical symbols, level of significance notationms,

are estimates of how likely it is that the results found occurred by chgnce.
They are expressed as percentages. A .05 level of significance means that

the results might occur by chance alone five times in a hundred; .01 in-
dicates one chance in a hundred; .001, one chance in a thousand. It's
important to remember that a high level of confidence does not necessarily
mean that a high correlation is present if-‘the sample 1s large. A small
sample, on the other hand, must produce higher correlations before signifi-
cance can be claimed. Several researchers, finding interesting correlations
of .35 to .45 between grades and ratings have dismissed them as{non-signifi-
cant bécause they were working with small samples. A correlatidp ‘of .49, for
example, 1s needed to claim significance at the .05 level when o is working
with a sample of 16 teachers. It's also important to keep in mind that some
‘researchers, having found statistically significant but small correlations

of .10, .2Q, and .30 have dismissed them as negligible, trifling, or slight.
In doing so they are exercising statistical judgment, which may or maj<ﬁg3::\\

be sound. Statistical practice is involved but not rigid statistical law.™._
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