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f " 1 Abstract |
1o | ~The purpose of this study was to determine if corrglations among
- Student ratings items desigrcd’ to be diagnostic could be lowered
through use of special imsticctions to raters. The authors argue
R that the lowering of inter-itcm correlations is indicative of a
. & reduction of the halo effdct which leads teo greater item diag-
* ' - mnosticity. The experimental group first ranked items in terms
of importance, then rated the course with the diagnostic items,
sthen rated the course with the general items. This| order was
Y ersed for the control group. The correlations .among items
"ﬁﬂéff: ere significantly lowe- for thé¢ experimental grohp%
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Students' evaluations of college courses continue to teceive attention ' ;4
ﬁ A

from faculty and administtation in institutions of highet learning In a tecent
 _paper on student-faculty evaluations Permut speaks of the demand for account—

ability in higher education and of the btightet spotlight being shone upon ..
student evaluations, not only by administrators and faculty, but by students and

L] — 'Y -."

goverBMental agencies (1974, p. 41). Whether student tatings are to be used

'for administrative decision—making or instructional improvement it is desirable
' ] .

to reduce the effect of extraneous factots on the tesults This study centets

itself around the "halo" effect that apparently exists in many rating situations,¢~

and asaeeses the impact of a sttategy to teduce this contaminating effect upon . ,;
Q‘ r <

o=,

the usefulness of student ratings for diagnosis,of insttuctional problems

Costin, Greenough, and fenges (1971) defined the halo e_ffect"as the tendency ..
. o . ¢ < Y
of raters to respo arly to allsitems on the basis of some set impression.

5

The origin or causes of these set. impressions is relatively unknown; however,

most studies have atttibuted the imptessions to vatious perceptual and attitu-’
- dinal prdcesses within the individual Widlak, HcDaniel and Feldhusen- (Note 3)
‘fperformed a factor analysis of student ratings tesults in ordet»to assess existing
halo effects. Using the Coutse—Insttuctor Evaluation (CIE) ftom Purdue . .
University, they correlated 18 evaluation items and, concluded that the hald\* ié“

effect was so strong in the CIE that the specific item ratings- may have little A%

diagnostic value in assessing 8 strengths and weaknesses Ina. . ) \;
\ N ’o&i( ) ‘ . 2 .;
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istatistical analysis of data from the fitst yeat s use of the Insttuctional

S

Assessment System (IAS) at the Univetsi y of Washington (involving the instrument

used in this study) Gillmore (NOte 1) reported faitly high cortelations among

~*

{tems designed’ to be diagnostic in. purpose. The cottelations, computed with
classes as the unit avetaged'abgut 70. Gillmo e suggested that these high *
hcortelations could indicate t}e ptesence of a sttong halo effect, and importantly

< may limit the diagnostic value of the items Gillmore cautiOned that ",..one
o

- who. does well in his teaching in one area [possibly] also tends to do well in

g

othet areas, and vice versa. In other words,_the halo may be,. in fact,‘an-

accutate petception.’ (21- 2)

! ‘.
One very evident way, Th which student tating tesults can be used to improve
A !

lnatruction is for the instructor‘}o concenttate on those items~on which he is

rated low, and- try to imptove in the ateas assessed by theaitems In other
wo;ds he <can use items on Which he 1is t\ted low as- diagnostic of particulat '. ' ‘
= problemsn~ Howevet, insofar as items are highlwfcorrelated across classes, the

>-1owet tated items will not- be indicative of: patticular ptoblems. The tela- \/J

»
4

' tively low mean values will be a tesu1t of tandom error or be an artifact of

Al /

1ﬁ’tﬁe intensity with which the item is wotded //Thus, high inter-item correlations - .

restrict the diagnostic value of the instrume nt, whethet the high correlations

accurately teflect teality or not. | T e "

s -

Thus' far,; we have based our. atguments,,both for the’ existence of a halo

A ] - »

- effect ‘and for the consequent loss ‘of item Hiagnosticity, on high intet-item

.‘ 5 N

.. ‘correlations across classes. However, halg effects are usually thought-of as
emanating from an individual rather than)a/gtoup : Cleatly fot student instruc-
I

tional ratings, a halo effect must be opetfting within individuals in order to

be ope?h\\ng fot classes. High inter-iterh cottelations across individuals‘

' - " D




C existencefof a halo effect at the individual level. Furthermore, to reduce:
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within a class would seem to be necessary if not sufficient evidence of the
.« . cv J\
5
'

. correlations among item means across classes, which are caused by a halo effect,

e “..vw L

l-‘

:one must be able to réduce the inter—item correlations within classes 3
The purpose of the present study 1s to.determine if the correlationa among .

'_the diagnostic items of the IAS can be reduced by altering the standard procedure

,

for administering the forms: Specifically, standard administrative procedure o

was altered in two‘tegards First, IAS forms contain items within three sectiohs,

. with items within the initial section being designed to be global or general in

- s

' - nature. Since students normally complete this section prior to continuing on

'to the . diagnostic items, the general items may produce a set to respond at a

'do given devel throughOut the instrument. This level would probably be based on

' '.‘to the general items.

3 ‘ A

-Jthe students overall judgment of the quality of the course and instructor.

'Thus, our first strategy for reducing inter-item correlations was to have experi- .
o 'c .
'mental subjects respond to the diagnostic portion of the»form prior to responding '
, ) .
"

ES

Our second strategy was based on the gotion that students possibly do ni#

. take the time and effort to read and consider items carefully before responding,

"and, hence, do not make careful discriminations based onﬁitem content. To’

[}

' counteract this tendency, 1f 1t exists, we forced experimental students to
- =

make fine discriminations among the diagnostid‘items by requesting that they

be ranked in terms of importance in assessing teaching effectiveness priov to
&
, being used to rate the,course. As a somewhat serendipitous result of .this "

strategg -we were. also able to obtain dsta on- the relative importance of the

~
¢

various items as perceived by students. B - .

.

. )
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T . Subjects. Ninety~six students from an elementary economics course at the.
- N / . ¥ . "
University of Washington participated in the study. Fourlquiz sections were ,

»
y .

_randomly selected from the twenty sectlons comprising the course. Two of these‘

sections were randomly chosen frcm the - four and combined into an- experimental
group, (N = 49) The remaining tvo sections were combined to form the control
group, (N/= 47). The separate quiz sections met twice a week, whereas the

" entire groég.sttended lectures three timns per week The evaluation instrument

- s

was administered se/the four quiz sections separately at their weeLly meeting.
Instrument. IAS form 3 (Gillmore, Note 2) was administered to experi-
mental and control groups (see Appendix A foﬁecomplete form)

Procedure. Permission from theacourse instructor had been secured: prior’ .
~to visiting the qu17 sections and the teaching i3313t89Q5 (TA's) for the -
sedtions)were aWware that their section might be chosén that day forfpartici-‘
pation in thevexperiment. o : ‘ 3 o ' _;y

Whensthe experimenter arrived at thé .classrooms, the TA left the room.
’ The tailored instructions (See Appendix c for complete {8 "*:.vns) were read, -
aloud to the two sections comprising the'experimental group AThese students
were instructed to bypass ‘the demograohic items and the four global items, to

v

Jrank order'separately the remaining eighteen. diagnostic instructor feedback -

.

and course information items, and then to grid in thﬂir evaluative responses

v ~

_ to these diagnostic items befora responding to. the former items., Standard

k3

instructions (See Appendix B for complete 4nstructions) Were given to the two
"‘ sections composing the, control group, in which students responded to a11 _evalua-
“tion items in the order in which they occurred. SuBseﬁuently_gs‘were asked T

.to rank order the diagnostic instructor and course items as to their importance

. -
-
~ . - i
. s i Al . !
. - .

. - . . ' - M
(< S T, 7
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in meaSuring teaching effectiveness. Both control and experimental groups were

2
<

told that they Were rating the main instructor for the course and not the TA

for_their section. N e _‘?

‘

Results and Concluwsions s ,

The primary research hypothesis of this study concerned ig?elf with the

)

| reduction of the halo effect as evidenced by high inter-item correQaﬁEg?s. For

our évaluative instrument 'the d1agnostic items of interest are the in tructor
B ' B
*feedback and student information items of ‘Table l;, The resulting inter—item

p; 2’

correlations for these two sets of items, under the tailored instrubtions}given

to the experimental groun and the. standard instructions given to the control

‘group, appear in Table 2. TItalisized correlations represen se of thej‘i
! o 4 _ ~

1

experimental group}

lnsert Tables. 1 and 2 about here - .

A c e J
The inter-item correlations among items 5 through 15 and 16 . through.22

.

- tend to be smaller: for- the experimental group than those of the control grou {
7 . .

'condition (Table 2) The-ave*age inter—item correlation (r ) within bothy

instructor feedbacL and student information items for the experimental gfbup

y I

was .29 whereas for the control group rij equalled .43 for the instrudtor

I

feedback and .46 for the course. information items. To test for pairvise direc-

-4

tional differences between experimental and control group correlat :ns a sign

~

J’st (Uiner l97l) was performed on the pairs ‘of correlations i fable 2. C)f'w

the 55 pairs of chrelation'coefficients within the diagno

ess than those of

back section, 33 of the experimental group correlations were’

'the controi group, a difference significant at the .0l level.

The result of Ceon
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5 correlations for the experimental group to-be less’ than those of the control
-.gréup - a difference signifieant at the .05 level. We can- conclude from these

) ’
~ '

reaults, then, that the tailored instructions given to the experimental group -

»

resulted in red-iced inter-item correlations among the two sets of diagnostic

evaluation items., . - B

(.

8 Additional evidence exists to show that the ‘students within the experimental
_. / group continued to shovg more discrimination among 1items between the’ instructor
7 - *
" feédback section and course information section, askwell as within thase‘éva a=

tive sections. Total ratings were computed for the eleven instructor ?gﬁagack

itens and-the'seven course'information items’ for both-experimental and control

-

groupsil The correlation between total instructor feedback and course information

sections across all students within theweaperimental group equalled 53 whereas-

B~
the same correlation for%the control group was .71. These results may be taken

(3

as further support for the-contention that the experimental instructions cause -
A} v ol
the student to look mere discerningly at the specific items rather than to be-

-;i affected by some overr in? attitLde, ot»%alo effect throughout the evaluation.

N,

- .
_ //A #-test for differences between these correlations did show, however, Q0 -
[P statistically significant difference between the groups.

. - It is interesting to ask if +no cxperimental tteatmant altered thejitem means"-

in comparison to the control groupf t}tests were performed between experimental -

-—

and,control group mean r!sponses on all diagnostic items within  the instructor

' feedback and student information sections. No dbtainedlt value between group_ s

'h

“  mean responses reached significance at the .05 level.‘ Furthermore, the experi-
. . : ' ¢ s

v :
L - i ¢

- mental group gave.more favorable ratings on ten items, and less favorable
. - /

'/j . “ratings ‘on eight items. This difference is not significant. Thus, there is

no evidence that the experimqual treatment’ alﬂered the overall level at which e

A

9 ..

stude?ts responded. -

\)‘ ) -‘ ’ ! ‘ ]
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Instructions to both the experimentai-and controlugroup students included

having each student rank the items within each section in terms of importance.

ihe only difference between groups was that the experimental group ranked the\

P
LS

dip their rankings subsequent to th°1r ratings
‘Q'; for both groups is,found in Table .3

items prior to using them to ‘rate tne course and instructor, the control group

Thekmedian rank of each item Co-
: Also found in Table 3 are the relative
ranks of the items in terms/of these medians.

) AN “':1 . ‘-..v.
' % . - ] . ) - o
K Insert Table 3 about here

. . J"
1

)

B
~In. general, there was a high degree of agreement between e;perimental and
{control group members in terms of the relative importan

e of items.
~correlation between the ranks for the instructor Feedbsg

The rank ;

P same Ccor
: 5

i

IS

k items was .79, the
ation for the student information items was a pexfect 1, 00

i
Within the instructor feedback section, the highest rankeﬁ—&tems were’

.those dealing with the instru tor s explanations and organization.

Items,

o #
clarity of objectives and availability of " egtra help were rated as less
important.

-

dealing with characteristics of the instructor, e.g., his/her enthusiasm, intsrest,

4
)

,Within the student infhrmation secbion, amount lea
L

‘wag rated most highly followed by‘éhe re
content,

¢ .
ed in the course

levance and usefulness f the cou*he
t o
Instructor interest -student learning and use of class time were
intermediately ranked Gradin

clarity of fesponsibilities
work were rated as least important.

and assigned
rankings by students seems very sgound.

From a pedégogical point of view, the //

M 9
0
»
LY

" However, it should be kept in mind that
these rankings were applied to a specific course, not cnu<ses in general:
. 4' _‘ . ’ 10

S } ~
. N
» N s . h
. N - N .
- .
. » .

o\ '_ ’
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. ’ t w
ERIC . .



. o .,/
(. : , ’

_ , . _ Student Ratings Effect
L . . ‘L." .
¥ A o -8

4 . ' )1scussion

-
. v

= © The prigaryvpurpose aof this study wadgto explore whether correlations‘amongi

diagnostic items of a student ratings form could be reduced through using

L3
ol

z : special instructions to raters EThese instructions differed(from standarg in-‘

‘struc'tions iJo ways: ts rank- ordeted \items in Jerms of importance _
\ .
prior to using them to rate the course, and htudents responled to the- diagnost{
* -

: items prior to responding to general evaluationaﬁ itans g . 3

a

" The special instrnctions were ucctssful in reducing the inter-item corre- .
ations relative to the same cotrell\ions deriving from the ratings of a group
using standard instructions We theorized that this reduction could be indicaté?e ‘

A
‘ of greaser diagnostic value of the ratingé of the experimental group. This

[y

i implication is clearl baaed’on an 1ind ct and statistical agreement, but

~ reduced” correlations ng items within a class are not sufficient to claim
.,A '\,
gféater dtagnosticity of those items. In the extreme case, inter“item corre-

4l5 )

\3v lations csn‘be reduced by including irrelevant and poorlydwritten items on

T

the form, a methoéiwhich ‘would clearly reduce: diagnosticity Further studies
should be conducted 1in which the methodology of this study is combined with o \

systematic mandpulations of some specif{c teachigg behaviors, e. g R poor vs

good explanat&ona, while holqing others

nstant. Studiés of this;bort could

Wk \;.

Jnore directly confront the issue of relat ve item diagnosticity . . ¢
S :‘ Further study is also necessary to a sess the. relative importance -of the

]
. g Kl

" two strategies used in this study to influ-_ce correlations among items o
L. . Ky N 5
’ Having students rank items before using thEm for rating the course was con-

hY
founded with having students respond to the diagnostic items prior to respdnding ,\‘

{
to the general items. It is presently_gmpossible to determine which of these
strategies i1s effective, ‘or whether it 18 a combination of the two. At least o

. - - ! . . B L
. N b4 ’ ’ > . . s tT

‘1§i ‘ A - . 11 . e
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are only modified to includevprior rd
instructions are only modified to include responding to diagnostic items first?’

To conclude, the basic purpose of this study was achieved; that is, non-

standard instructions were developed which uccessfully reduced correlations

ong items. We feel these lowered correlations may reflect an increase in the
ij

nformation arising ftom these items specifically for the diagnosis of instruc-

" .'i“

tional problems. .Further researcthkmore direct in. nature, is needed to validate

our assumption. &' h
b3 ) \
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two add}tional groups should be assessgd; one for which standard instructions

o

are only modified to include prior s

\

instructions are only modified to include responding to diagnostic items first?’

To conclude, the basic purpose of this study was achieved; that is, non-

standard instructions were developed which uccessfully reduced correlations

ong items. We feel these lowered correlations may reflect an increase in the
ij

nformation arising from these items specifically for the diagnosis of instruc-

" .'i“

tional problems. .Further researcthkmore direct in. nature, is needed to validate

our assumption. &' h
b3 ) \
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. o o © Table 1. '
: < o ' ~ A o
: Ttems Within the Instructor Feedback and the Studeny,i- .
A : Infqrmation Seétions' (I;ofm' B) ~of fKS e
Iuéikucron FEEDBACK ITEMS ) _
5. 'ééursg organdzation wgs;\ o ' ¢
)A( 6. Sequéntiél presentation of‘coﬁcebcs was: ,
:; 7. ﬁgpi;natidns by instidc:$r we?e: f.
| §;fLInstruct6£?s ability té'presgnt a;tetnative explanat}ons_ .
when néé@ed was:
9. _ Insgfucth's use of examples and ilihsﬁrati;ns'ﬁas;
10. ‘Instéﬁhtér‘é enhancément\of_student interest in. ’
v . 1 . ' ' . -

, L,thg materiallﬁas:’ .

‘A;llg'@S;h&ent\confidenceain 1ﬁstfuctor's knowledge was: R
12. nInégluc;ox's enthusiasm was: . .

, 13. Clarity of course objgctives was: - . A, i
14. IntereSt ievel of class sessions Qas:
' 15. Availability of extra help when ﬁeeded was: | s

¥,  STUDENT INFORMATION ITEMS

16. Use of class time was:

-

17. Instructor's interest in whether students lehrnea was:
18. Amount Xoh lea;ned in the course was:

19. Relevance ahdbuaefulness of course content i:'
20. Evaluative aﬁa grading techniques (tests, papers,

o

projects, etc.) were:

"

21. Reasonableness of assigned work was:

22. Clarity of student responsibilities and requirements was:

[

Q | 13 .
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B | Table 2
tIntéf-Item Cor;eIétiﬁns of Instructor Feedback Items and

Student Information Items in Experimental and Control'Groups1

i N - \ T " N i N B B s . . *
Moo 06 7 8 9. 10 11 12 a3 3% 150 17 18 19 20 21 22
‘48 .32 .26 .19 .31 .17 -.05 .58 -.p6 -.1i
.78 .28 .46 .33 .30 .31 .56 .21 .08 32+
.56 .29 .38 .30 .19 .24 .54 .004 .04
.43 .51 .45 .40 .37 .49 .35 .42 . .28,
.29 .58_..38 56 .31 .36 .33 .14
69 .46 .42 .27 .38 .24 .27 .20
Lo.42 14 .37 16 .19 .30 .16
. 7 .59 .49 4h 41 .38 .56 .39
\ .44 .57 .31, .21 .25 .37 , .
g h L4544 33 .%?" 40, .26 | . T ) .
' .30 .40 .20 .62 .20 : 2 -
.54 46 .28 .68 .36 = N
, | .44 04 .37 .45 ’
\ .36 .18 .45 .42
. * 00 .46 .50 °
_ 61 .38 .47
- -16 .35
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. " ' o200 .24 .12
. W42 .64 .50
¢ .44 .36
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talic numbers reprégght the experimental condition. Items 5-15 are the instructor feed-

ack items, while items 16-22 are-the student information igehs. . . ' .
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‘Table 3 . K ’
Median I‘mportance Ranks and Relative Rank of L,
. Items :l.n Experimental and Control Conditions
4..' | ' o N ' Median Rank o .Relatiw;e' Rank
Instructor Feedback Items n‘ Exper. Cont:ro].:3 o Exper. QQntFoI
5 | T aa s.6 2 . 4
6 ' 5.6 6.4 . s 7
7 2.4 1.7 1 1
8 ‘ _ 5.4 5.4 % 3
9 . 5.0 4.0 32
0 - 7.1 5.4 8 s
e 11 . ’ 7.3 6.1 9 6
12 - 6.7 7.1, S 8
13 ‘ S 6.5 7.6 - 6 . 10
14 - ’ . 8.6 7.6 ' 11 . 10
15 | . 7.9 7.6 10 10
Student Information Items .
16 62 42 S
17 . . 3.5 3.3 3 3
1 "o 18 . 1.8 1 B
19 . 23 2.2 L2 2
20 | 49 4.9 s 5
21 - 5.4 5.6 7 7
2 | 5.2 5.3 6 6
\
Q ‘ ' o 15 Q
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Appendix B: Regular Control Group Instructions =«

e A
) . j\\_ ) . . . ’ /
{ Hello, I'm . ~ from the EducationaiAAssessment‘Center
- and I'm doing a szudy to lesrn.more‘about hou students rate theirﬁcourses
. o . P}
I'd &ike you'to respond to ‘this questionnaire ile this is not a regular

:end—of the-quarter rating, the results will be given to ‘the instruetor after -
"the course is over. If items refer’ to|the instructor, rate your professor

and not your T. A‘ Please respond to every question. Does anyone need a pencil?

Beginning at the top oftthe questionnaire, where you ‘are asked for in-

~,forma,tion about yourself, please respond to the entire questionnaire I'l1
wait. (Wait.) Now, let's go bacy,to Section II. Rank order all of the 11
items from 1to 11 judging what you believe are most important as feedback

items to the instructor's teaching efrecciveness. Renember,‘1~is most imoortant
'and 11 is 1east.important; Place your ranks to the left of the printed item
" number. Do not go back and change your responses. Do the same for the 7 -

' .___/".items in Section III, ranking them from 1 to 7. Again, 1 is most importsnt‘“
and 7 is least important:

Are there any questions? - g . : ' )

(When finished, thank the students.)

A
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Appendix C: Tailored Instructions . A L
. - . 1‘ . -

a

.Hello, I'm from the’ Educatiogal Assessment Center and I'm doing

a study to learn more about how students rate their courses.: I d%ke‘you to
respond to this questionnaire. Vhile this is not a regular end-of—quarter
lrating, the: results will be given to the instructor after the course is over.‘ If’
' items refer to the instructor, rate your profeséor and not your -T.A. Please o

-

respondfto every ‘question. I'm going to pass out questionnaires. Please leave

. O 3 - <

them face-down until I give you further instructions. Does anyone-need'a'penoil?‘
| I would like to begin with Section II. FRead the‘items - there are 11 of
them. Rank order all of‘the items in Section IT from 1 to 11 judgihg how 1im-
portant they are as feedback items to the instructor's teaching effectiveness.
1 is most important and 11 is least importaht. Place your ranks to the left of
the printed item number. (qause) Go back and grid in the items in ‘the order
in which you ranked-them..Lone first, and so on. Do the same.for Section III,

ranking the 7 items from 1 to 7. Again, 1 is most important and 7 1s least

important. ‘ ‘ ) , .
When you have completed Seetion III, go 'to the top of-therquestionnaire

where you are askedlforuinformation-about yourself. Please reepond. Then po to -

Section I. ‘Do not rank order these items. Simply respond'to the choices.

Are there any questions?

(When finished, thank the students.)

L)
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Appendix C: Tailored Instructions . A L
. - . 1‘ . -

a

.Hello, I'm from the’ Educatiogal Assessment Center and I'm doing

a study to learn more about how students rate their courses.: I d%ke‘you to
respond to th1s questionnaire. Vhile this is not a regular end-of—quarter
lrating, the: results will be given to the instructor after the course is over.‘ If’
' items refer to the instructor, rate your profeséor and not your -T.A. Please o

-

respondfto every ‘question. I'm going to pass out questionnaires. Please leave

. O 3 - <

them face-down until I give you further instructions. Does anyone-need'a'penoil?‘
I would like to bepin with Section IT. Read the‘items - there are 11 of
them. Rank order all of the items in Section II from 1 to 11 judging how {im-
portant they are as feedback items to the instructor's teaching effectiveness.
1 is most important and 11 is least importaht. Place your ranks to the left of
the printed item number. (qause) Go back and grid in the items in ‘the order
in which you ranked-them...one first, and so on. Do the same.for Section III,

ranking the 7 items from 1 to 7.. Again, 1 18 most important and 7 is least

important. ‘ ‘ ) , .
When you have completed Section III, go 'to the top of. the questionnaire

where you are asked for information about yourself. Please respond. Then po to -

Section I. Do not rank order these items. Simply respond'to the choices.

Are there any questions?

(When finished, thank the students.)
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