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ABSTRACT .

grades that students expecied to receive and their evaluations
of instructioral quality. Correlations between expected grades
and 10 evaluation scores—8 evaluation factors and two overall
suzmary items--were based upon :the average responses in 591
undergraduate classes offered ope tern a2t the University of -
Czlifornia, Los Angeles. Average responses to the overzli
instructor and overall course items, items most often used %o
obtain 2 surmmary irpression, showed statistically significan
correlations with average expectéd grades (r = .32 and .38,
reséectively), even though faciors most closely associated with
feaching (Instructor Enthusiasm, Breadth of Coverage, Interaction,
and Organization) showed much sm2lier relationships with expected
grades. This suggests that tke overall summary items are probabiy
more subject to response biases than factor scores that are
weighted averages of responses to more spécific ite%s. The
magnitude of correlation between expected grades and evaluvations
reported in this study is similar to that reported in 2 number
of other studies, but is higher than is generally reported in
literature reviews advocating thé use of students’ evaluations.
Based on the evidence presented, however, it was concluded that
even if grading leniency does produce 2 bias -in students?’

] evaiuations--and this is only one possible explanation--the
biases are relatively small and will npot cause a poor instructor

to be evaluated highly or a Superior instructor to be evaluated

poorly.
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The Eclationship Between Students® Evaluations
of Instruction and Expected Grades

There is oiten the suspicion or fear that variables uprelated
to the quality of instruction will aifect students' evaluations of
instruction. The harshest critics of students®' evaluations even
suggest that an ipstructor need only give high grgdes and demand
littie work of studenis to receive high evaluatiocns. The purpose
of this paper is tc investigate the relationship between studenis-
evaluations and the grade;-gigf students expggt to receive. A
grading leniency bias->students giving higher (or lower) evaluations
in expectation of receiving higher (or lower) grades——is one bias .
that, if established, could undermine confidence in the evaluation
process. .

The relationship between students® evaluations and course
grades that students expect to receive is a complex issue. 4
positive relationship, under different circumstances, can eitner
offer strong supp;rt for tne validity of students® evaluations
or argue for a daﬁgerous bias in their application. If highe;
grades recéived by students are indicative of superior learming
resuiting from super;pr instruction—-2a goal of all teachers--the
corresponding higher evaluations support the validity of the
studeat’s evaluations. However, if higher grades are only indicative
of greater leniency in assigning grades, then any improved
evaluations based upon the expectation of higher grades suggest
a bias and undermine the validity of the students' evaluztions.

' Evidence for the validity of students' evaluations has been

presented by Marsh, Fleiner and Thogas (1975). The average

student evaluations for each section of a multi-section course

correlated positively with student performance on a standardized

4




y Expected Grades 3 °1
final examipation. The sections did pot’differ in initial =bility %
and the student evaluaiions were made before tke final examinatién @
was ta2ken or final gradsas were awarded. StuQ§n§s in any one |
section did not know how theraverage perfornance of their sesciion
cozpared with the average performance of other sections. Conse-
quently the average grade expected by each section at the tice
of the evaluations, as opposed to z2ctual performance on the sub-
sequent examination, showed no difference across the differenf
sections. Siace alternative explanatiors were eliminated, this
study supports the vélidity of students' evaluations. Other studies‘
have reported similar findings (Elliot, 1950; MNorsh. Burgess and
Saith, 19256; Cohen and Berger, 1970; Frey, 1973; Dovle and Whitely,?x
1974). ’

However, the finding that student evaluations reflect
superior learning does not rule out the possibility that the
evaluations are also biased by grading leniency. A givez class
of students may receive higher grades because they learned more,
because ithe instructor was amn easy grader, or a combination oi the
two. Across aay wide sample of classes the iwo possibilities .
arz confounded. Th2 existence of a grading leniency big§ in

students' evaluations can only be disproved if the correlation

between expected grades and evaluztions is low or nonexistent.

Before reviewing the appropriate literature, several methodoc-~ ]

logical issues will be considered.

tlethodological Ccnsiderations

The first methodological issue is the temptation to imply
‘causation from correlation. Virtually all emperical data des-
cribing the relationship betﬁeen students’ evaluations and other

-

variables is correlational and any causal inferences drawn from
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this data are very speculative at best.

The second mettodological issue concerns the distinction
between statistical significance and practical significance.

Any test statistic based npon 2 large sanple siz2 may be sigai-
Ticant irom a statistical point of view, yvet be so small 2s %o
be of 1ittle practical significance. For exampie, a2 correlation
of r = .16 based npon a2 sample size of 600 is highly significani
(p<.001), but accounts for only about 2.5% of the variance. All
research cdescribing the relationship between studeant evaluaiioas
aad other variables gggg_éonsider both statistical and practical
significance.

A crucizal and lesé 6bvious methodological issue iswthe
choice of the appropriate uanit oif analysis—-the individual
student’'s evaluation or the average evaluation given by all the
students in an entire class. S*-uld the relationship between

expected grades and students’ evaluations be determined by the

correlation betiween the average grades exéected by entire classes
and the average evaluations given by those'classes, or by the
correlation between grades expected by individual student and

the evaluations given by the individual students? Althoug both

approaches have been used, there zre several reasons that argue
for the superiority of the class average as the appropriate unit

of analysis.

When the relationship between students’' evaluations and ex—
pected gradessis based on individual student responses, tnﬁtrela-
tionship must be determined from responses acros. many different N
classes. This relationship, when determined within a single class,

is irrelevant to the question of whether or not grading leniency A

6




- Expected Grades 5
biases studsnis® evaluations. Grading leniency is a characteristic

of tne instructor that will affect 211 the students in 2 given

class. The most z2ble student may expeci to receive a higher grade,
but tke grade is not necessarily a more "lenient™ grade; in fact,

a2 lenient grader will tend to give more lenieat grades to the least
able students—-"A" students will get their A's, but"D"and"F"students
will get B’s and C's. Within a single class the relationship be-
tween grades and evaluations probably depends on the focus of

the class. Both easy aund Sifficult graders can expect a2 positive
correlation if the class is directed towards ihe most able students~;
better evaluations hf'the'better student—and a negative correlaticn
if the class is directed towards the less able students. Correlations
within single classes, even when computed within a number of different
single classes, cannot be used to argue for or against a grading
leniency bias, and the appropriate comparison is between the
evaluations of different instructors who differ in respect to

grading lenieancy.

Even when the relationéhip between expected grades and students?®
evaluations is determined across a number of different classes,
practical considerations argue for the superiority of the class
average as the appropriaie unit of analysis. When students®
evaluations are used for administrative decisions, for feedback
to individual faculty, or for course selection by students,
the results are almost always presented in terms of class averages.
Thus the relevant question is whether or not these averages are
biased by grading leniemcy. In particular, grading leniency can
most appropriately be ssessed at the class level. An individual

student who is scholastically superior may expect to get an "A"

.

7




-» - Expected Grades 6
even when the teacher is 2 hard grader, but if every student in
an eatire claés expects to receive aa "A", then there is gocd
reason to suspect that the ianstrucior is aa easy grader. All
ihe students expecting to get A's may or may not be in for a
surprise when they actually reeeive their grades, but it is

their expectations rather than rezlity tkat may bias their

-

evaluations.
Sta%istical, as well 2s practical, comsiderations argue for
the superiority of the class average as the appropriate unit of
analysis. Statistical tests used to describe the relationsﬁ'p
are based upon.fhe assumpfion that éach unit of apalysis ig-
independent, and this is certainly not the case when many indi-
viduzl students judge the same teacher in the séme class; respogses
from 100 different students evaluating 100 different instructors
would be indepengent, but responses from 100 different students
evaluating the same instructor would not. ?inallﬁ, there is the
bfoﬁlegzqf response reliability. The average evaluations based
uﬁon 20 or more individual responses are extreme1y4reliable,
but the individual sfudent resbonses are not. Using the Spearman-
Brown correction factor to estimate reliabilities based upon
different sample sizes, an item that had a réliapilitg of .9
for a sample of 20 responses would only have a reliability of
about .3 for a sample siz; of one. The unreliability in both the

student evaluations and judgments of expected grades tends to
mask the true relationship between the twc variables.

In summary, the relationships between expected grades and !

students' evaluations are generally based upon correlational

data and any causal inferences are very speculative. Statistically

8




Expected Grades 7
sig.ificant relétionships, particularly when based upon large
sacple sizes, may be so small as to be of 1little practical
significance, and so both practical and staticstical sigpificance
should be considered. The.relationship between exzpected grades
and students’ evaluations should be based upon respoases across
2 large pumber of different classes and not respomses within
separate classes. Both practical and statisticél considerationé'

argue for the superiority of the average responses given by an

entire class of students as the appropriate unit of analysis.

Literature Review

Comprehensive literazture reviews have typically reporied
that the correlation between students' evaluations and expected
grades. tends to be very lgy (Remmers; 1963; Costin, Greenough, aod
Menges, 1971; Hildebrand, ¥ilson andiDienst, 1971; McKeachie, 1973).
However, a number of individual studies reporting substantial
relztionships between the two suggest that this generalization

needs to be explored further.

Individual Student Responses. The pioneering research on students'

evaluations at Purdue University (Remmers, 1928; 1930) has often
been misinteréreted as'providing evidence against any grading
leniency bias. Remmers did find that there was no systematic .
relationship between scholastic achievement and students®
evaluations--some instructors were rated more highly by their best
students, others by their worst——but Remmers did not use letter
grades as a measure of scholastic achievement. Instead, students,
based upon information provided by instructors at the time of the
evaluations, merely indicated whether or éot they were id the top

half of the class being evaluated. This ingenious measure of_

9




te

T - Exﬁécted Grades g
scholastic achievement avoids any confusion introduced by different
grading standards and does not even depénd upon grading leniency.
Even if expected grades were used, the studies were based upon
correlations within separate classes, which as indicated previously,
cannot ﬁe used to argue for or againmst any grading leniency bias:

Studies that have looked at the relationship between
individual students® evaluations and expected grades across a
number of different classes have generally f&und low to moderate
positive reiationships (Sta;zgi_‘3934' Voeks and-French 1960;
Stewart and Halpass, 1966 Kboker 1968; Caffrey, 1969“ Welgef

. - ——

Oettlng and Tasto 1971 Hlldebrand et al., 1971; Bausell and Magoo

g o

1972 Granzin and Palnter, 1973). A selected summary of studies ;

- B - [ _f

using larger sample sizes provides some meaningful generalizations.

Hildebrand, et. al. (1971) collected evaulations from all students

- -

in 51 classes previously identified as being taught by the best
and worst teachers at a particular university.. The correlation
bet%een the overall instructor evaluation and expected grade was

r = .02 {n = 1015 students); expected grades accounted for less
than 1% of the variance in overall instructor rating. Granzin
and Painter (1273) collected evaluations from 17 different classes

&«

and found correlations between expected grade and ratings of the

"overall ccurse"”, "course content” and "instructor" of .21, .12

and .16 respeétivély (n = 639 students); expected grades accounted

-~

for between 2.5% and 4.4% of the variance in the three ratings.

Kooker (1968) asked students to rate one instructor they had the

=

previous term, and compared the evaluations of students who

received A's, B's and C's {or upper division and lower division
> 0

students separately. Significant F-ratios were reported, the
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grad° accounting for 10% of the variance in overall ratings for
upperclassmen and about 13% of the variance for lower classmen.
Bausell and Magoon (1972), drawing from a sample of 17,000
evaluations, randomly'selected groups of 500 students who expected
to yeceive A's, B's, C's and D's. F-ratios computed for each of
29 evaluation items were all significant. Expected grades accounted
for about 14% of the overall course evaluation, 7% of the overall
instructor evaluaélon, and an average of about 5% across all 29
items. In addition to the overall rating items, expected grade |
seemed most related ;o items referzlnv to - dlfflculty/workload and
grading]examinations Kowever, somewhat lower relatlonshlps would
pProbvably have been  found Lf the authorsﬂhadyused_the“samewproportlon
of students expecting to. receive each gra@e as had appeared in the
population from which they were drawn.

In summary, studies considering the relationship betweeﬁ

individual students' evaluations and expected grades have reported

P ’

low to moderate relationships. ‘These relationships are usually

statistically significant when based upon sufficiently large

‘sample sizes, but éxpected grades generally accounted for less

than 10% of the variance 1n the evaluatlon 1tems. The relatlonshlps

tended to be hlgher for overall summary rating items, and parti-

cularly for the overall course rating.

Class Avérage Responses. Several experimenters have considered the

relationship between average expected grade for an entire class and
average evaluatiens given by the class. As previously indicated,

this is the more appropriate unit of analysis for studying the effect -

. of expected grades. Roshenshine, Cohen and Furst (1973) correlated

average expected grade with average ratings of the instructor and

i1
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course,and found correlations of r = .Q9 and-.27'respective1y -

- (n>1000 classes); expeoted grades accounted for about 1% and 7%
respectively of the variance in the two items. -Jiobu and Pollis
(1971) reported that expecred grade correlated .30 with overall
course evaluation and 13 with amount of "Student Percelved
Learning'" (n = 67 classes), expected grades ac?ounted for 9% and

. 3% respectlvely of the variance in the two 1tems. Perry and

Bauman (1973) found a correlation of r-= .42(n = 123 classes)

-~ /
between average expected grade and the oVerall instructor rating; -

J

expected grades accounted for about %89 of the variance in this
item. The relatlonshlp was soéewhat hlgher for upper division
courses than lower d1v1s1on courses. Anikeef (19539 correlated
average’ grades actually obtained with éverage_evaluations. Each
average evaluation of an instructor was based upon the mean of 50

+ or more students’ évalpations from at least 3 differeht classes.
Across all course levels, the correlation was r = .51 (o = 19
instructors), but was higher for freshman-sophmore classes than it
was for Junlcr—senlor classes. Note that wnile grades actually
recelved accounted for 26% of the variance in cvaluations, the
small sample sizZe suggests that this estimate is not very reliable.

In sumnary, stud;es,considEring the reiationship between class

*ayetqge evaluations and\olass average expected grades have found -
moderate relatlonshlps. Expected érades generally éocounted for/(/
close to 10% or more of the variance in at least pne 0Vera11 .
summary items. The magnitude of the relatlonshlp tends to be

higher than was reported in studies based. upon individual student

responses.
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Ocher Approaches. A rather unique approach to ths study oi the
relationghip between expected grades and students?’ evaluations'
was undertaken by Holmes (1972), who gxperimentally-manipulated
the eifect of expecteg grades. Stﬁdenés in an introductory
Psychology course €xpecting to receive an A or 2 B were either
given that grade or were given one grade Yower than they earned.
Holmes found that students who were given a grade lower than they
earned subseguently evaluated the course siguificant. jsower on
5.of 19 evaluation items (instructor Preparation, did instructor
bave sufficient evidence to evaluate achievemernt, did you get less
tkan expected from the course, and clarity of exaﬁ questions).
However, e@en for items that showed statistically siénificant
differences, the experimental manipulation z2ccounted for less

than 8% of the variation in any of evaluation items.

Methods

The Evaluation Instrumentz

The evaluation instrument used in this study was developed
while the first author was Director of the Evaluation of Instructign
Program at the'Uﬁiversity of California, Los Angeles; Originally'
conceived as a méghs to improve undergraduate instruction, the
instrument- was designed to fulfill a host of objectives: sound
stafistical properties, practicality of usage, and acceptability
by bpth students and faculty. Items with low reliabilities vere
" eliminated; the median reliability for a class size of 25 is aboﬁt;
-86. Items that faéulty indicated as most useful and students

indicated as most important were retained. Finally, factor analjy sis

N

i




. . ’ Expected Grades 12
was used extensively to find a reasonsable aumber of items that
would adequately define distinct comporents of students’
evaluations.

The research presented in this Daper is based upon 21,000
evaluation forms compieted by students in 591 undergraduate classes ]
each with an enrollment of =2t le>st 10 students. The evaluations
were condgcted during the fall term in 1973 at the University of
California, Los Angeles. 4 principle components factor ana sis
followed by-a-direct oblimin roiation (Barmon, 1968; Dixon, 1973)
was perforced on the elass average evaluations. Eight evalﬁétion
factors were defined with suificient 91arity sc that each
individual item loaded higher on the factor it was designed to
measure than on any other factor. The median intercorrelation
betveen the weighted factor scores wvas r = .26. The difficulty
factor tended to have low negative correlations with the other
factors, while the remaining factors had low to moderate positive ~
correlations. with each other. ..

Th2 eight evaluation factors and two overall_summgry items are:

Instructor Enthusiasm~- The instructor's displdy of enthusiasm,

energy and ability to hold student 1nterest while making ]
valuable presentations.

Breadth~~ The prespntatlon of a broad background . -encompassing
alternative approaches to the subject.

Organization—— The organization of the course, course materials,
and class presentations.

Interaction-— The freedom students felt in interacting with the
" instructor 2nd the value of these interactions.

Learning-- The extent to which students encounted a valuable
learning experience.

Examinétions—- Student perceptlons of the value and fairness
" of graded materials in the course. .

14
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Assigarents-- The value of class assigorents (rsadings,
Eozework, etc.) to the course.

Difficulty—- The relative difficuliy and workload of the
course and the pace of presestations.

Overaill Ipstrucior— A single evaluation item asking “Fnat
is your overall rating of the imstructor."

Overall Course-— A single evaluation item asking "What is your
overail rating of the course.”™

Procedures
Toe evaluation forms were completed by students during tke last

tvo weeks of the 1973 £a211 quarter at TUCLA. The actuzl pechanics

of adninistering the forms varied for different academic departﬁeats.
Cemerally the forms were distributed by the instructor, completed
anonymouély by students, placed in.a large manilla envelope and
irzediately returned to the department coordinator by either the
instructor or a student in the class. Students were informed that

the results would be used for administrative decisions, and feedback to
" the faculty; also, results would be made publicélly available (with ‘i
instructor permissicn) for use in student course selection. .Instrucg?rs
were mot given the results of the evaluations until final grades had
besn assigned. The use of the particular form was not mandatory,

but was used by most of the academic departments. Iandividuzal
instructors were generally urged to use the evaluation instrument

by department chairmen, but actual participation was voluntary.

Statisgépal,Anaiysis

Toe students' evaluations are represented by 10 evaluation
scores—-—-Ffactor s;;res for the eight evaluation factors already
" discussed and the Overall Instrucfor and Uyerall Course evaluation

items. Analysis was performed on both individual student responses

and course averages. A random sample of apploximately 1,300
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individual studeat responses (with no more than 2 items missing

or marx2d "pot applicable™) was selected from the entire populaiion
of daté- The eight factor scores, weighted averages of the
evaluations items, were ccmputed for ezch student; the group

cean was substituted for any missing values. Factor scores

wera 21so computed ifor each class. All 10 evaluation scores were
standardized (zean 59, standard deviation 10! to make comparison
easier. BEecause of the large sample sizes (1321 randomly selected
students or 591 classes), even trivial difference are statistically
significant. Relationships accounting for less than 5% of the
variance in an evaluation score zare dismiséed as being unimpdrtant

even when statistically significant.

Results and Discussion

~ The correlation between expected grades and each of the 10
evaluations is presented in Table Oze. Although interpretations are
based upon class average responses, correlations based upon z2 randonly
selected sample of individual student responses are also_presented for
burposes of comparison. The Zindings preseq@ed in Table One indicate
that expected gradcs showed substantial cofrelations with sever;l
evaluation scores. Classes of students who, on the average, expected
to receive higher grades indicated that their classes were less
difficult (accounting for about 22% of the variance in this score),
felt their examinations-and overall learning experiences vere more
valuable (accounting for gbout 14% of the variance in each of these

scores), gave the course a higher overall rating (accounting for about

14% of the variance in this score) and gave the instructor 2 higher

i6




- Expected Grades 15
overall evaluation (accouanting for about 105 of the variance in this
score). The relationship betreen expected grades and tke cther five
evaluation scores (Enthusiasm, Breadth of Coverage, Organization,
Icterac;ioﬁ, 2nd Assigoaments), althouga statistically sigaificant,
was small; expected grades accouried for 4% or less of tae variance
in any of these scores. The pattern of correlations based unon
individual siudent responses is the same as just described; but
without exception, ezch of these correizations is supstantially lower

than the same correlation bzsed upon class average responses.

insert Table One about here

The low to moderate correlations found here are similar to
those iocund in other studies. Some of the relationships are nvi
surprisiag and may not have any serious conseguences; classes of
students expecting to receive lower grades understandably find =z
course more difficﬁlt, are less satisfied with'ihe,eiaminations upon

which the grades are based, and, if they believe -the lower grades
are justified, may feel that ?hey'have learned less. However, the
spbstaﬁfial correlations between expected grades and the two overzall
summary items are more serious in that these summary items are often
the only ones used to obtain an overall_impression oi imstructional

quality .

Overzll summary items; being global and non-specific, tend to

be more susceptible to Tresponse bias. Alap Sockloff (1973, p. 143)

contends that the "use of poor, relatively global-type items seems to
demand persomal response bias rather than objectivity” and suspects

"that a good actor who assigas high grades and stimulates little in

-

-17 .
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tne way of learaing can fare preity well on iastruments consisting

of itens that violate most of the guidelines.™ In suprort of this
contention, it should be ncted that even though the four evaluation
factors cost ofiten used to characierize aspects of teaching
(Instructer Enthusiasm, Breadth of Coverage, Interaction and Organi-
zation) éorrelate highly with the overall summary items, they shoé
little relation to expected grades. The obvious conclusion is that

if expected grades are a2 source of dbias in students’ evaluzatioas, then

tha factor scores based upon 2 aumber of specific items are less biased

-

than the overall summary items. This is particnlarly imporiant in that

many programs of students’ evaluations still rely heavily upon these

overall surmary items rather than on factor scores reflecting distinct !

-

componsnts of teachking.

Insert Figure 1 zbout here

In order to preseat a clearer picture of the efiect of expected

grades upon the 10 evaluation scores, the 591 classes were divided

'

into four groups according to the average grades that each class
expected to receive. lMean evaluations for each of the 10 evaluaiion

scores are plotted for the four groups in Figure Ope. Because thé ‘

evaluation scores are standardized (mean = 50, standard deviation = 10),

tre magnitude of the differences between groups is directly comparable
to the magnitude of correlations presented in Table One. 1In addition,
the evaluations of 26 "most outstanding” instructors and 26 “least
outstanding™ instructors are presented to provide a basis of comﬁarison.
The previous year, graduating seniors were asked to complete a “Senior
Survey” in which, along with other ihformafion, they identified the

instructor in their major department who had contributed most (and

18

Q
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least) to their educatiional experience in a classroom setting. The

two sets of 26 ianstructors were identified on the basis of these

responses. -
Vhile the effects of expected grades are moderate, even classes

expecting {0 receive the highest and the lowest grades are evaiuated

less extrem=2ly than classes tau§?t by the best and worst teachers.

The implicatibns are that even if expected grades do bizas evaluations——

and this is oniy one possible explanation of the relationship——~the

bias, even in the nost extf;;;héases is pot large. An averzge instructor

who is particularly lenient in assigning grades may be evaluzied some-

what better than average (particularly if only overall summary items

are considered), but grading leniency will not cause a poor teacher

to be evaluated highly or a supesrior teacher to be evaluaied peorly.

”~-




Expacted Grades
BIBLIOGRAPHY

Anikeeff, A. M. Factors affecting student evaluation of college faculty
members. Journal of Applied Psychology, 1953, 37, 438-260.

Bausell, BR. B. and lagoon, J. Expected grade in 2 course, grade point
average, and student ratings of the course and the ianstructor.
Educational and Psychological Y¥easurement, 1972, 32, i1013-1023.

Caffrey, B. Lack of bias in student evaluations of teachers. Proceedinzs
of the 77th Annual Convention of the Azmerican Psychological
Association, 1969, 4, 6421-642. -

Cohen, S. H. and Berger, V. G. Dimensions of students ratines of college
iastructors underiying supsequent achievement on course examinations.
Procesdings of the 78th Annunal Convention of the American Psychologi
Association, 1970, 6€05-606.

Costin, F., Greenough, W. T., and slepges, B. J. Student ratings of
college teaching: Reliability, validity, and usefulness. Review
of Educational Research, 1971, 41, 511-335.

Dixon, . J. (Ed.) Biomedical Computer Programs. Berkeley: University
of California Press, 1973.

Doyle, X. O. Jr., and Vhitely, S. E. Student ratings as criteria for
‘effective teaching. American Educational Research Journal, 1974,
i1, 259-274. ’ . I

Elliot, D. H. Characteristics and relationships of various criteria of
college and universiiy teaching. DPurdue University Studies in
Higher- Education, 1950, 70, 5-61. )

Frey, P. V. Student ratings of teaching: Validity of several rating
factors. Science, 1973, 182, 83-85.

Granzin, X. L. and Painter, J. J. A new explagation‘%or students'
course evaluation tendencies. American Educational Research
Journal, 1973, 10, 115-124. .

Harmon, H. H. Modern Factor Apalysis. Chicago: University of €hicago
Press, 1957. ~

Hildebrand, Y., Wilson, R. C. and Dienst, E. R. Evaluating Upiversity
Teaching. Berkeley: Center for Research and Development in
Higher Education, University of Calijornia, Berkeley, 1971.

Holmes, D. S. Effects of grades and disconfirmed grade expectancies
on students' evaluations of their instructor. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 1972, 63, 130-133. ’




Expected Gradss -~

Jicbu, R. }. and Pollis, C. A. Student evaluations of courses and
instructors. The American Sociologist, 1971, &, 317-321.

Kooker, E. W. The relationship of kmown college zrades to course

ratings on student selected items. The Journal of Dsychology,
168, 69, 209-215.

Marsh, H. V., Fleiner, H., zad Thomas, C. S. validity and usefulness -
of Student evaluations of jinstructional guality, Journal of
Educational Psychology, 1975, 67, 833-839

HcKeachie, W. J. Correlates of Student Ratings. 1In Sockloff, 4. L.
(Ed.), Proceedings: The Pirst Invitational Conference cn
Yaculiy Effectiveness as Evaluated by Studenis. Philadelphia:
Measurement and Researcn Center,” Temple University, 1973.

Y¥orsh, J. E., Burgess, G. G. and Smith, P. }N. Student z2chievensat as

-4 %

a2 measure of instructor effectiveness. Journzl of Educational
Psychology, 1956, 47, 79-88.

Perry, BR. R. and Bauman, R. RBR. Criteria for evaluation Gf college
teaching: Their reliability and validity at the University of
Toledo. In Sockloff, A. L. (Ed.), Proceedings: The First
Invitational Conference on Faculty Effectiveness as Evaluated

by Students. Priladelphia: Neasurement and Besearch Center,
Temple University, 1973.

Remmers, H. H. Teaching methods in research on teaching. In N. L.

Gage (Ed.), Handbook of Research on Teaching. Chicidgo: Rand
MeNally, 19562, - -

Remmers, H. H. The relationship between students' marks and students!

attitudes toward instructors. School and Society, 1928, 28,
759-760. :

Remmers, H. H. To what extent do grades influence student ratings of
instructors? Journal of Educational Research, 1930, 21, 314-316.

Roshenshine, B., Cohen, A., and Furst, N. Correlates-of student

preference ratings. Journzl of College Student Personnel, 1973,
14, 269-272.

Sockloif, A. L. Instruments for Studeént Evaluation of Faculty: 1Ideal
and Actual. In Sockloff, A. L. (Ed.), Proceedings: The First
Invitational Conférence on Faculty Effectiveness as Evaluated
by Studernts. Philadelphia: ‘Ieasurement and Research Center,
Temple University, 1973.

Staraak, J. A. Student rating of instruction.’ Journal of Higher
Education, 1934, 5, 88-90. i

»

Stewart, C. T. and Malpass, L. F. Estimates of-achievement and ratings
of instructors. Journal of Educational Research, 1966, 59, 347-350.

-

21 ‘



Expected Grades

Voeks, V. aad french, G. M. Are student ratings of teachers affectegd
by grades? Journal of Higher Education, 13860, 31, 330-334.

VWeigel, R. G., Oetting E. BR. and Tasto, D. L. Differences in course

grades and student ratings of teacher performance. School and
Society, i97i, 99, 60-62.




A
. Expected Grzades

Footnotes

1Requests for reprints should be sent Herbé}t . ifarsh, President,

Evaluation, Testing and Research, Inc., 1110 Iake St., Suite =

Venice, Califoraia 90291 -

27The evaluation instrument describedﬁin this research was the basis
for the commercially available Studenf{ Evaluation of Education (SEE).
instrument. I;qdiries should be Sent to the firsi_author of tais

articie or to Evaluation, Testing & Research..

.




Table Ope
Correlations Between Expected Grades

and 10 Evaluation Scores1

- - Class Average Individual Student }?
Evaluation Responses Responses
Scores - (r = 591 classes) (n = 1321 students)
Instructod _ - i
Enthuéiasm 1 .13 *xk .03
Breadth - 14 xx .02
Organization A2 = .03
’ -
Interzaction .18 | *xx .08 *k=x
Learning ‘ .38  Fxx .21 ok
Exams .38 #x% 21 sk
Assignments .21 k% .16 *dx
i Difficulty AT EEE .30 #%% ' =
Overall
Instructor .32 Fk%k - .13 FEk
Overall
Course- .37 k&% L7 ks
* p.=.05, ** p.=.01, ¥ p.=.001 -
Arhe direction of the correlations indicate that higher
expected grades are associated with higher evaluations
and less difficult courses. :
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Figure Caption

Figure One. Class average evaluation scores for courses differing
in average grades expected by students as compared to class average '
evaluation scores of courses taught bg instructors who were indepen-
dently identiiied as good (most outstanding) and poor (least out-
standing) teachers. ("Difficulty" scores have been reversed so that

—

higaner scores reflect easier courses.)
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