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The Effect of Written and Oral Student Evaluative )
Feedback and Selected Demographic and Descriptive Variables R
on the Attitudes and Ratings of Teachers and Students

TERRY W. BLUE

Franklin and Marshall College
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Nine hypotheses dealing with the;j effect of four moc'lgiﬁc’—:_fﬂs_tudent

‘evaluative feedback on eight measures of teacﬂer and studentv

attiﬁudes aqd ratings were tested. Five anciilary questions were

investigated to assess_Fhe effect of teacher and student"&ého—v

it

graphic variables, group processes variables, the application of
"“attifude change theory, .and the interrelationship of measures.

A consistent pattern was found on all comparisons of the effects

of treatment on eight posttest measures. A number of teacher and

student demogfaphic variables, selected group processes variables;

and level of teacher-student rating discrepancy were found to

P

significantly influence attitude and rating scores. Suggestions
for the improvement of teaching behaviors, student behaviors, -and
learning environments were offered. Implications for teacher

education were presented.




INTRODUCTION

It is expected that teachers should be constantly working to improve their
teaching skills and to develop stronger, more effective means of communizating

cognitive and affective skills to their students. The improvement of teaching

“-behaviors, however, usually requires some procedure to help the teacher to iden-

tify-those actions which are effective in encouraging viable learning ex eriences
o . o N

—

for stﬁ&éngs (Bebb, Low, angwwaterman, 1969). This is the role that modern sﬁper—
vision has agfempted to fill.

Supervisioﬁ'iﬁ the;public échools, however, is Eging through a continuoué
process of change. 6§ér the.years many systems of behavioral observation ﬁave
been developed and used in the classroom (Simon and Boyer, 1967). Each system .
assumes that behavior, observed over a given period of time, is a meaningful meas-—
ure from which interpretations can be made. Most of these systems ﬁtilize an out~
side observer(s) whose investmént in the particular class setting is & minimal
one. Supervision additionally is often.irregular and incomplete. Finally, if

teaching is to improve, the teacher must have continuocus access to reliable iun-
formation about his effectiveness.ﬁ Clear-cut proof of success is difficult for
a teacher to get, and the uncertainty has profound effects on attitudes and con-
duct (Snow, 1963).

Tn his review of the research on the effects of teacher behaviors on stu-
dent achievement, RuseqﬁP39§ (1971) has reported that general student ratings
have a particularly good history in offering.s;éh.input to teéchers. Others have

concurred in that view (Remmers, 1960; Bannister, 1961; Tuckman and Oliver, 1968;

Centra, 1974). Recent years have seen aon increase of interest in the topic sup-

porting the feeling that various types of student evaluation and feedback seem to ,

4
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-”Be useful, convenient, reliable, and vélidtmeansmog_self~supervision and self-
improvement for teachers.

Many demographic and descriptive variables, however, have been found to
confound[studies'of student evaluation of teachers (Yee, 1968, 1970; Paulk,

1972; Williams, 1973). Others (Solomen, Roseﬁberg, and Bezdek, 1964; Rayder,
1968) ; Kerlinger. 1963) have shown that students' perceptions of teachers are

- more a function of internal frames of reference or value systems than of concrete
teacher characteristics.. The students attitudes and values are therefore of much
concern. The same can be said 6f teachers' attitudes and values as well. Smitﬁ
(1971) has offered that there can be little doubt that the attitudes teachers
have toward themselves and fheir classes influence their behavior in ﬁhe class~—
room.

The m&ltiplexity of both teacher and student attitudes further complicates
the pictufe of the claésroom as a Sociailsystem (Krech, Crutchfield, and Ballachey,
1962). Bigelow (1971) proposed that such atﬁitudes color all éspecés of class—
room behavior. Schmuck (1971) further supported Bigelow's assertion when he sug-
gested that informal features of classroom groups often have important bearing on
formal aspects. Such features require continued investigationm. o

If the quality of teaching and‘leérning is to improve, many changes remain’
to be made. Miles and Schmuck (1971) haﬁe suggested that schoois tend to hire

“and retain people with dependent, submissive attitudes who have a difficult time .~
in situations requiring the exercise of open, frank problem solving. -This, thay -
offered, explains the low rate of instructional change characteristic qf»education.

that is perhaps needed is what }cGregor (1961) termed the new vision of man in

the organization. Instead of Theory X, which viewed man as indolent, passive,

5
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self-protective, and requiring managerial control from above, schools should be

..searching for, or better yet be creatlng, Theory Y qualltles which plcture man

as inherently curious and capable of growth, of belng trustworthy, and of taking
ijnitiative. Any attempt to empirically establish viable means for teachers to

move toward Theory Y qualities seems to require support.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The major problem examined in this study was vhether daily and weekly
written student evaluative feedback to teachers, weekly teacher—studént evaluative
discussions, or daily and weekly written student evaluative feedback with weekly
teacher-stvdent evaluative discussions, and the resultant teacher self~evaluation
stimﬁléted by each method would cause a change in:

1. students' attitudes toward self

2. students' attitudes toward o;hérs

3. students' a;titudes toward the school environment

4. students' ratings of their teachers

'5. teachers' attitudes toward self
5. teachers' attitudes toward others
7. teachers' attitudes toward the school env%ronmene_
8. teachers' self—ratiﬁgs

Another principal concern of the study was to determine the effect of the

et S

" various pretest measures as ‘Viable treatments by themselves: that is, to measure

the effect of pretest sensitization on the areas above.
Secondary concerns of the investigation included attempts to determine if
differences in posttest scores on teacher and student attitude and rating measures

could be explained by:



T | ). teacher and stu&ent déﬁographié Qériaﬁiéé,léuéh éé géaéﬁer experience;
level of professional preparation, sex, and subject assignment and studeﬁt sex,
'grade range, and invol?emeht in extra-curricular activities

2. group processes variables, such as cohesiveness, peer liking structure,
leaderéhip, norm, and communication patterns

3. the application of attitude change theory, particularly the idea of
discrepancy between expected and realized ratings for teachers

4. inter-relationships of the four measures ﬁsed for both teachers and
students~~~attitudes toﬁar& self, attitudes toward otheré, attitudes toward the

school environment, and student and teacher ratings and self-ratings

HYPOTHESES AND ANCILLARY QUESTIONS
The following null hypotheses were tested:

1. There will be no significant differences in posttest scores caused by

treatment oni dttifudes toward self for students .as measured by the.About Myself ___

Scale on the STS Youth Inventory.

B— | 2. There will be no significantldifferences in posttest scores caused by
treatment on attitudes toward self for teachers as measured by the Aéceptance of
Self Scale of the Berger Instrument.

3. There will be no significant differences in posttest scores caused by
treatment on attitudes toward others for students as measured by the Getting

_ Along with chérs Scale of the STS Youth Inventory.

A.v There will be no significant differences in posttest scores caused by

treatment on attitudes toward others for teachers as measured by the Acceptance

of Otyers Scale of the Berger Instrument.
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treatment on self-ratings of

5.’ There will be nro significant différencéé in posttest scores caused by
treatment on attitudes toward the school environment for students as measured by
the My School Scale of the STS Youth Inventory. -

6. There will be no significant diffe;ences in posttest scores caused by
treatment on attitudes toward the school envir;nment for teachers as measured by
the Purdue Teacher Opinionéire.

7. There will be no significant differences on posttest scores caused by
treatment on ratings of teachers by students as measured by the Purdue Teacher
Evaluation Scale.

8. There will be no significant differences in posttest scores caused by

teachers as measured by the Purdue Teacher Evalua-

U S R

tion Scale.
9. There will be no significant differences in posttest scores caused by

treatment between the student ratings of. teachers and the self-ratings of these

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

same teachers as measureém£§wﬁﬂem?ﬁrdhéHTéécﬁéf Ev;ihation'Scale.

The following questions were examined to provide peripheral data related
to the major hypotheses of this study: -

1. Are there any significant differences caused by teacher experience
level, subject assignment, level of professional preparatioﬁ, sex, age, grade
assignment, or involvement in extracurricular adtivities on the reported post—
test scores of teacher and student attitude.measures, teacﬁér and student rating
measures, and student descriptive variables?

2. Are there any significant differences caused by student sex, gradés
received, involvement in extracurricular activities, ability grouping, or plans
after high school bn the reported posttest scores of teacher and student atti-
tude measures, teacher and student rating measures, and student demographic and

descriptive variables?



3. Are there any significant differences cause& by class‘c0hesiveness,

peer liking structure, norms, leadership, or commenicétion patternembh the re—
lwmééééééwﬁééééééé”ééores of teacher and $tudent-attitidé measures, teacher and
student rating ﬁeasures,eand student demographic and descriptive vapiables?

4. Are there any significantrdifferences caused by the level ef diecrep—
ancy of student ratings and teacher self-ratings on the Purdue Teacher Evaluation
Scale on the reported posttest scores of teacher attitude and rating measures,
student attitude and rating measures, and student descriptive Qariables?

5. Are there any significant differences caused by teaehe; or student
level on one posttest measure on the reported posttest scores of the other three

attitude or rating measures?

EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURES

RV IVIVIVIVG

Design of the study

The design used for this study was an adaptation and extension of the
Solemon Four~Group design (Caﬁpbell and Stanley, 1963). This design is graph-~

jically presented by the following:

R' 07 X3 Oy (Group 1)
R' X; O3 (Group 2)
R" 04 Xg Og (Group 3).
R' X2 06 : (Group 4)
R' 0, X4 Og (Group 5)
R' X3 Og (Group 6)
R' O10 ‘010 | (Group 7)
R' 02 (Group 8)
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In this design the symbol R' denotes the stratified random assignment of
teachers and intact class units of students into the eight groups of the study;
The symbol of O represents -the pretest and posttest measures vhile the syﬁbol X
denotes the treatment utilized. The subscripts used with the symbol 0 were merely
to identify tﬁese elements for statistical analysis. The subscripts used with X
further describe the treatment with X; representing the treatment consisting of
both daily and weekly writter student evaluation and feedback and weekly teachér—
student evaluative discussion, X9 representing the treatment consisting of
daily and weekly written studgnt evaluation and feedback only, and X3 representing
the treatment consisting of weekly teacher-student evaluative discussion only.
Groups 7 and 8 in this deﬁign acted as control g;oqpswfor the treatment in the

study, while-Groups, -2, 4, 6, and 8 acted as control groups for pretesting.

. Selection of subjects

N PR G

The teacher and student sample used in this study was drawn from a junior

high school in Pennsylvania. Total student population of this school was approx-
imately 1306 students in graées seven, eight, and nine. Average class size in
this school ranged from twenty to thirty with all classes used in the study being
homogeneously grouped.

The total number of teachers in this school during the experimental period
was seventy~two with fifty-two qualifying for inclusion in the study by meeting
the conditions established in. the design. 0f these fifty~two teachers, forty-
eight were randomly selected so that all experimental groups would be of equal
size. At the completion of the study, one teacher per experimental group had tec
be excluded from éonsideration as several teaéhers submitted incomplete data.

Forty teachers (five in each group) and their classes were therefore included

in the study. . _
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Teachers in the study were randomly assigned to each of the eight groups
by grade. That £s; all groups had an equal number of teachers from any one grade,
two, yielding a total teacher population in each group of six. This balance was
subsequently lost when teachers presenting incomplete data were excluded. All .Af
teachers in the school who met with the same.students daily were assigned to one
of the groups so far as it was mathematically possible. Teachers were therefore
used from the English, reading, rathematics, science; social studies, and foreign '

language departments.

Student assignment into groups was on the basis of intact classes deter-
mi&éd by their teacher's group placement. Confoundiﬁg of student groups throughA
interaction with teaéhers of differing groups was avoided by choosing one period
per grade level when all students were assigned to their major teachers and ﬁ;in%

this-period -as the class used with each teacher. 'The median.class size used in

the study was twenty-four students.

Backgf;und datz for use in analysis of ancillary questions were collected
for teachers in the sample including: sex, age, 1évé1"5f”ﬁfbféSSiﬁhél“pféﬁéfétiSﬁ}”m
teaching experience level, grade and subject placement,.and involvemeﬁt in extra-
curriculér activities. Descriptive informatién for studentﬁ was collected includ-

ing: number going on te various types of additional study after high school,

- ——

sex, grades received, ability grouping, subject they were rating, and involvement
in extracurricular activities.

Pretest and posttest instrumentation
Pretest and posttest . instruments for students in the study included:
1. elements of the STS Youth Inventory dealing with My School, About

Myself, and Getting Along with Others

11



2. the Purdue Teacher Evaluation Scale, a student rating of teachers'
ability to motivate, ability to control, subject métter orientation, communication
patterns, teaching methc . and procedures, and fairness.

Pretest and posttest instruments for teachers in the study included:

1. the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire, s teacher morale measure made up of
ten factors including: rapport with principal, teaching satisfaction, rapport
among teachers, salary, teaching load, curriculum issues, status, community sup-
port, school facilitiss, and community pressure . o . |

2.. an adapted version of the Purdue Teachef Evaluation Scale used as a

self-rating.

3. The Berger Instrument of Acceptance of Self and Others -

Group processéas instruments..

Cohe31veness of .each class was measured using an adaptation of a teacher

e e e s e e~

ratlng scale of group cohesiveness developed by Bany and Johnson (1964&) .

Peer 11k1ng stfucturehsfblndlvldual classes was determlned USIng a pro-
cedure descrlbed by Schmuck (1963). h

Norm patterns of each class were measured using an investigator-designed
instrument based on the work of Jackson (1960).

Lea&ership patterns of each class were determined using a procedure simi-
lar to that utilized for peer liking structure (Schmuck, 1963) .

Communication patterns for each class were measured using a technique

described by Schmuck (1971).

Feedback instruments and discussion model
Instruments used for daily and weekly valuation and feedback to treatment

teachers were created by the investigator. Each week's instrument was designed. to

12
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be increasingly sophisticated and comprehensive when compared to the previous

‘week's measure. These instruments were largely based on examples offered by

o

Schmuck‘(i9685; Medley and Mitzel (1963), Remmers (1963), Ryans.(l960), Rosen-~

shine (1971), Rosenshinevand Furst (1971), Schmuck, Runkel and Langmeyer (1971),

and Schmuck and Schmuck (1971). |
The méd I used for weekly.teacher led discussiens was created by the

investigator based on the pattern described above for the feedback instruments.

Experimental treatment
Treatment for Groups 1 and 2 included:
1. —daily and weekly written student evaluation and feedback using a check-
list format developed by the investigator. Comments were entered on a daily basis
on this form and were submitted weekly to the teaeher involved

2. brief weekly dlscqulons (approximately ten minutes) of these evalua—

tions between the teacher and his/her class following guidelines provided by the

investigator

Treatment for Groups 3 and 4 inclu&ed:

1. daily and weekly written student evaluation and feedback using a check~
list format developed by the investigatdr. Comments entered on this form on a
daily basis and were submitted weekly to the teacher involved. No discussion of
the feedback followed, however

Treatment for Groups 5 and 6 included:

1. brief weekly discussions (approximately ten minutes) between teachers
and students of the activities of their class in the past week following discus-
sion guidelines provided by the investigator |

Groups 7 and 8 did not receive treatment of this type, but instead main-

tained their normal classroom activities during the experimental period.

13



Experimental methodology
The experimental aspect of thls study began at the start of the fourth
quarter. of the school. year. This gave students and teacherswan'opportunity to .
become well acquainted and allowed the attitudes of bothvto reach the stable
level described by Tuckman and Oliver (1968), Wong (1971), and Flanders, Morrisom,
and Brode (1970). During this waiting period the experiment was ofganized,

materials wete prepared, and groups were structured.

Pretest data were collected for students in Groups l, 3, 5; and 7 during

a two day period. Tests were administered to these students in the academic

" sections making up these four groups. Teachkers in Groups 1, 3, 5, and 7 also

were given the three pretest measures to complete during this time. All pretest

data were submitted to the experiment supervisor upon completion. A Student

Questionnaire and Teacner Rating Scale were completed during the first week of

the expetinent and.were also submitted to the superVisor upon completion.

When all pretest data were collected, experimental treatment began. At
the start of each of the six weeks of the study; teachers in Groups 1, 2, 3, gnd
4 distributed a checklist type of evaluative device to their students. This in-
strument was divided into six sections. Five of the sections were used for daily
evaluation while the remaining section was.used to record weekly evaluative
responseS.‘ The content of the instrument changed every two weeks, gradually mov-
ing toward more sophisticated commentary and evaluation by students. Teachers
gave:students a few minutes each day to conplete these forms. At the end of
each week the completed form uas turned over to the teacher.

Teachers in Groups l‘and.2 then spent approximately ten minutes of a sub-

sequeunt class meeting discussing these anonymous evaluations with their students,

following a format provided by the investigator. Teachers in Groups 3 and 4

14
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were asked Lo refrain from discussing the evaluations they collected, putting

off, if necessary, student attempts to do so. This pattern was folloved for each

of the six weeks of the study for these groups. . ,V““fv_MdM“wmmmmmwumu“
Teachers in Groups 5 and 6 meanwhile were carrying out only the second

phase described above. They used the discussion outline provided by the inves-—

tigator to lead their classes in a weekly diécussion of the past week's lessons

with no prior evaluation by students.

Teachers in Groups 7 and 8 continued to conduct their c! oothe -

normal manner during the six weeks of the study.

At the end of the six week experimental period, sll teachers were direct-

ed to suspend all evaluative exchanges. Posttests were administered to all

'teachers .and students in all eight groups following the procedures described above

for pretesting. After all the posttest data were collected, teachers in all

_groups were allowed to resume or begin student evaluation if they so desired.

An anecdotal experiment questionnaire was completed by teachers :at this time

aﬁd the results of the experiment were discussed.

Control of treatment
In order to insure that treatment took place as designed, teachers in
Groups 1, 2, 3, and 4 were required to send their completed student evaluation
forms to an experiment supervisor to be recorded on a weekly basis. Once the
completion of this phase of the study was certified by the supervisor, the forms

.

were returned to the teachers for their future use. Each week teachers in
Groups 1, 2, 5, and 6 were requir®#d to submit a brief summary of the class dis—

cussions they led to the supervi+or. These, too, were returnsd o teachers

once their completion was certified and recorded.

15
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Teachers were ‘dritionally asked to maintain and certify a log indicating
the dates each of the activities reqﬁired of them and their classes félafive to
this study was completed. This log was collected at the close of the expérimen~
tal period.

Finally, teachers were asked to avoid discussing the activities of their
experimental class relative to this study with teachers of other groups.

One additional related consideration merits reporting. A series of one-
factor analyées of variance were run on the pretest means of teachéZS$%nd stu-
dents in an effort to determine if any significant differences existed in the
initial scores of such participants. No significant differences among pretested
groups were found on any teacher or student score including the six subscales of
the PTES. Consideration of the main effect of pretesting on posttest séé%gs will

be treated below.

ANALYSIS OF DATA

Nine hypotheses: in null form and five ancillary questions wer= pmbtalated
relative to this study.

Two-factor am=lysis: of variaﬁce‘was used to test each of the niji€ kypoth-
eses. The main efFects of pretesting, treatment, and the interact’ <~ of pretest—
ing and treatment were determined. One-factor analysis 6f variance¢ And the
Tukey WSD technique w;re used to further identify any significant & fzrences
that were found. A significance level of .05 was used in each of &n se tasts.
Trends were, however, identified at higher levels.

A series of one-factor analyses of va?iance was used to answar fouwsz: of
the five ancillary questions. The fifth ancillary question was evaluated #hrough
a series of Pearson Product-Moment Correlations. A .l0 significance lswel was

employed on these tests of the ancillary questions because of their s¢cwondary,

descriptive role in the study.

16
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CONCLUSIONS
Based on a literal interpretation'and analysis of data presented in
Chapter IV, the following conclusions relative to this study can be offered:. ...-
1. Pretest sensitization was not a significant cause of differences on
seven of the eight.measures used in this study. Only in the measurement of

[ AN,

student attitude toward school was there a significant main effect of pretesting

2. Table 1 presents a summary of significanﬁ differences, trends, and

order means from analyses of variance and pair-wise contrasts on the hypotheses.

" In each of the twenty posttest measures (ihcluding the suBscales of the PTES)

the means of teachers and students who participated in Treatment 3 (discussion

only) were higher than or more positive than those of Treatment 2 (written feed—

back only), Treatment 1 (both written and oral feedback) , and Treatment 4 (the
control grouP). In three instances (§;udent attitu&e towar& self and teacher
self-ratings on Scales 5 and 6 of the PTES) the differences were significant at
the .05 level. These significant differences-were-bet&een_Treatmenté 3 and 1
on student attitude toward self and Scale 5 of,ﬁhé PTES and between Treatments
3 and 4 on Scale 6 of the PTES. In tests where differences were not significant
at the designated level, a pattern nonetheless was evidenceq. This pattern.saw
Treatment 3 surpassing Treatmentil on virtually all posttest measures. Means
for Treatments 4 znd 2 generally fell between those for Treatments 3 and 1, but
in varying ordgr. It would appear then from a literal interpretation of the |
test results that teacher-student evaluative discussion was the most effective
means of student evaluation of teachers tested in this study. The strength of
this ﬁattern was most intense on student attitude and teacher'self-rating meas—
ures, less intense on teacher attitude measures, and least intense on student

rating measures.

17
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Table 1. Summary of Significant Differences, Trends, and Order of Means from
Analyses of Variance and Pair-Wise Contrasts on "Hypotheses ™

. Slgnlflcanq i , .
T Ry pothy "Measure Differences ‘ Trends@ A Order of Means
1 STSYI-Myself® 1 >3 . 1>4
. : F=2.943 @ 2.72 F=1.638 @ 2.72 1722 2> 453
e e ..~.»--<3<-~~'~--,-~-~~~-~S'r~SY-I—O-thersb~~~-~~-‘-~~~~n';s.d.d oo 3Te .083® 1>4 222>3
e 5 ' STSYI;tﬁg":thlb " n.s.d. 1>30@ .142 1722 > 4373
7 PTES-Student )
Total n.s.d. 3>1@ .419 3242 2 >1
Scale 1 . n.s.d. 3>1@ .356 324> 22>1
Scale 2 n.s.d. 3>2@ .748 324 > 1> 2
, Scale 3 n.s.d. 321@ .649 324 >2>1
T Scale 4 n.s.d. 3>1@ .332 3>4272 251
o Scale 5 n.s.d. 3 >1@ .328 324 2> 2>1
Scale 6 n.s.d. 3>2Q@ .35 321 >4>2
2 Berger-Self n.s.d. 3 >1@ .09 352 5> 4>1
4 Berger-Others n.s.d. 3. >1@ .318 322> 4>1
) — 5 ;
6 PTO n.s.d. 32@ .165 3>1> 42
8 P'I‘ES-Teacher . : '
Total n.s.d. 3”1@.078 3>2 > 4:31
Scale 1 n.s.d. 3>1@ .227 3>2> 42>1
Scale 2 n.s.d. 3>1 @ .446 3> 2 > 4351
_Scale 3 n.s.d. 3>1@ .492 3212 452
Scale 4 n.s.d. 3Xx1@ .358 3>2 > 4>1
/ Scale 5 3>1 2 >1 352 > 4 >1
F=3.055 @ 2.72 F=2.626 @ 2.72
L>1
F=1.876 @ 2.72
Scale 6 324 2>4 "3>2> 14
F=3.272 @ 2.72 F=2.004 @ 2.72
1>4
F-1.803 @ 2.72
9 PTES-Teacher/ n.s.d. 3>1@ .060 3>2 >4>1
Student
a differences not significant at .05
b lower score = more positive value
¢ critical t value
d no significant differences
e probability

18
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3. When teacher posttest means were grouped by various levels on teacher

demographic variables, a number of significant influences were isolated. Teacher

. I
-wse1E~ratings on_thewp$§sﬁwere-found’tU“BE*"wgﬁifTEEﬁﬁly related to teacher sex,

PO

professional preparation, experience, age, subject and grade taught. Teacher atti-

tude scores were found to be significantly influenced by teacher levels on sex,

age, activities, and subject variables. Student attitudes and teacher ratings

were less subject to such influences. Only teacher levels on sex and preparation
were Si,. «icantly responsible for differ=mces in studemt: ratings while only

teacher levels on experience and grade variables significantly influenced student

attitude scores. Finally, teachers' sex, preparation, experiemce, activities,

and subject levels were found to be significantly related to student scores on

_group processes variables

. 4. The effect of various studentwdémographic variables on teacher post—

‘test scores was less revealing. No sigmificant differences on either student

ratings or teacher attitude measures were found to be caused by student level

on any of these variables. Some strongprobabilities just beyond significance

were isolated, however. Student attitude scores were found to be significantly

influenced by students' grades and activities while teacher self-ratings were

@

found to be significantly related to student levels on grades,ﬁactiVities, plans,

and ability. Strong significant relationships vere additional®y found among the
various demographic variables and the reporcted scores of each level on the group
processes variables

5. When class units were grouped into: levels on the basis:of scores on

group processes variablg§1¢st§qu“patterns<af'relationship vere again found.

Teacher attitude scores were significantly -influenced by students” ‘levels on the
cohesiveness, norm, and leadership variables. Self-ratings of teachers were

found to be significantly related to students' levels on the cohesiveness, leadax—

19




éhib, and peer liking v;riables. While levels on only the leadership variable
offered significant pre&ictioné of student ratings of teachers, levels on both
the cohesiveness and norm variables yielded influences on student attitude
scores. Strong interrelationships of the various group process®ts variables
wefe also foﬁnd. In addi:!r  ,esivcrness, peer liking, and leadership pat-
terns were'found to be significantly related to student demographic character-
istics

6. The analysis of the discrepancy between teacher and student posttest
scores on thevPTES proved an efficient pr=dictor of significant relationship.on

both teacher and student rating measures. It was not, however, found to be as

1
&

effective on either teacher or stuaent_attitude measures
7. When each of.the elght postte§m‘meésﬁres was correlated with each of
the seven other measures, significant relationships were found on all but four
of the possible~combination5'(studentfoﬁhers and teacher-—school, student-school
and teacher—school,Istudent'PTES and teacher-PTES, and teacher-school and
teacher-self). After the direction of the STS Youth Imventory scorés was revers-— .
ed, six of the negative or inverse relatiomships were associated with student
attitude toward others. An improvement (decrease) on such scores led to a’
decrease in student attisude toward self and school, in teacher attitude toward
self and otﬁéf;:”éﬂ&'ih teacher and student rating means. The final negativé ;
relationship was found between student ratings and teacher attitude toward the

school environment .

DISCUSSION OF THE CONCLUSIONS

"While the statistical analysis:2and interpretation of data which resulted
in the above conclusions represented the legitimate and best effort of the in—
vestigator in assessing the hypotheses-of :this study as they were designed, an

elemant of concern nonetheless remained :after their-presentation. This element
| 20
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of concern dealt primarily with the conclusions of this study relative ro the
hypotheses. |

While w significant differences were found among pretested groups of
dny of :he eight posttest measures and.whilernly one significant effect of
pretesting was found among posttest means in the consideration of the eight o
attitude and rating measures, post hoc analysis of the ancillary questions of
this investigation indicates that in the fuéure control over the four treatment
groups could be improved: o o o e e ;vw~jj~m{

Through the structure provided by tﬁe first three ancillary questions,
several‘demographicwand group processes variables were found to have a signifi-~
cant influence on teacher and student attitude and rating scores. Tables: 2 and
3 present a summary of those variables by treatment and an indication of the
1evél'df influence each haq on attitude'and~ratiﬁg scores. The tables addition—
ally show the direction of influence by treatment. In eb;ry case where a vafi—'
able had high influence qnfattitude and rating measures, the direction of influ~
ence favored Treatment 3 over the other treatments. In eight of the ten high
influence variables Treafments 1 and 4 held the two lowest positions on the
direction of influence. It should be indicated that while no significant dif~
ferences were found for any of the variables when tre&tm;nt means were comparei,
‘the ‘édﬁ';ﬁf“égé“‘é!i‘iﬁéa by Treatment 3 when &1l high influencé Vafidbles are com-
bined would certainly seem to be an influence in explaining the differences.
found in the analysis of the first eight hypotheses. It is therefore suggested
that conclusion two aqus”be anmended by the following:

2. ceeen The above effects of treatment were possibly confounded by the
high influence that certain teacher demographic, student demographic, and group
processes variébles were found to have on teacher -and student attitude and rat-

ing measures. The combination of these influences seemed to have favored
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Table 2. Summary of Teacher Demographic Variables Showing Level and Direction
sy of Influence and Treatment Benefitted by Each Variable

Treatment Level of Direction: Treatment
' o of
Variable Category 1 2 3 4 Influence. Influence Benefitted

Sex v /Ma le
Female

20-25

Age 26-35
... Over-35

o
v Wn

High M '3725164

Moderat= HAMEL 3717472

e i _B_to_B+29

Preparation Over B+29 High oL 37471&2

0-2 Yrs.
Experience 3-7 Yrs.
Over, 7 Yrs.

Low H>ML 391524

LW NWw PN NW

5
5
3
6
1
7
3
1
6
3
Seven 4 :
Grade Eight 3 Moderate Irregular Irregular
: 3
1.
2
5
1
1
2
2
3
3

SN DWW Lun HU S

Nine

S\Q/Q’.‘"/',S,tru_rw,rw.r-./‘.r ’ L/ .rv‘_r\/‘.rv‘:l‘\/‘.r‘/‘.l'v‘.fv‘.f'/‘.r‘/‘.r‘/‘.r‘/‘.l"/‘."‘/‘.I"./‘."v‘,rl.."./ LALS A LT AT IS AN NN TN I NS
Lang. Arts

Subject Math
Science

For. Lang:

Caanat

Moderate Irregular Irregular

Zero
Extra- “One
curricular Two
Activities Over Two

Moderate:  L&NSH&M 345251

WRONW . HFNoNDWNS NS WU WN Db

ToOHOW HWOoOULE. WWH
OUNW HWHEWE




Table 3. Summary of Student Demographic and Group'Processes Variables Sho&ing .
' Level and Direction of Influence and Treatment Benefitted by Each
Variable :
Treatment Level of Direction Tréatmen;
Variablgjm” 1 2 3 .4 . " Influence Infiience Benefitted
Grades 4.838 4.931 5.223 4.599 High H>MOL 3>251>4 :
Plans 3.204 3.320 3.525 ‘3.172 High H>MOL 3522714 |
Activities '3.800 3.é18 3.587 2.975 Moder;:él‘lrregu%éfu ;rregular
Sex Ratio .939 1.348 .910 2.235 Moderate LSMPH 371325
Ability 3.6 2.9 3.1 3.2 Moderate Irregular Irrégular
N 23.1  23.4 25.0 22.2  High DML 3518204
Cohesion 43.2 46.9 53.5 43.2  High H>MPL 3>20184
éommuriication 3.123 3.307 3.274 3.323 Low H>1>M 2845103
e T ety < 11 S 11 M X S T YA o wnse
Peer Liking .621 .561‘”‘”"."&'62;"”"';'567  High ‘“"D7M>B‘ 3>28451
Liked
- Peer Likiﬁg .465 .455  .377  .464 High DM B 3>2>1&4
Disliked
Leadership 494 .448  .366  .485 High DFM>B 3>2>184
Leaders
Leadership (483 .421  .404 .523 High " DSMB 3525154
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Treatment 3 over theigther treatments in the facilitation of positive attitude

g

and rating change. T e

(TR

The other conclusions would remain as presented above.

IMPLICATIONS e

It was the goal of this study to extend the research on this topic and

to combine a number of variables in a novel and comprehensive manner. The con-

clusions offered above would seem to indicate some measure of success in defin-

¢

ing the effects of various forms of evaluative feedback from students to teachers,

in clatifying the effects of various teacher and student demographic variables
and student group processes varlables, in applying an attitude change theory to
the process of student and teacher attltude change, in measuring the effect of
pretest sensitization on teacher endAstudent attitude and rating measures, and

r v‘ruw-€ PP TN TS AAT AT AL

itude and rat:mgw\m'easuresfwwﬁs

a result of these findings, some suggestions for those interested in improving
the quallty of edet;t;;;;Inggﬁetiences seem in order.

Since the relationship between certain group processes variables and
teacher and student attitude and rating measures was found to be so stromng, it
would seem that all educators.should be more cognizant of the role such variables
play in fixing the social and emotional climate of the classroom. This would

seem particularly important in the junior high school setting. If class co~

hesiveness, peer liking structure, and leadership patterns of classes are such

a strong influence on the attitudes and ratings of teachers and students, attempte

should be made to encourage high levels of cohesiveness and diffuse patterns of
peer liking and leadership in the school and classroom environment. Much more

than this, these high cohesion levels and diffuse’ peer liking and leadership

24
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patterns should be positively related to the goals of the school. Students
could, for example, be highly cohesive in their hatred of the teacher and/or

school. This type of counterproductive cohesiveness could be discouraged

through an openness in relationships between teachers and students, between
students and other students, and_between teachers and other teachers. The
logical extension of this idea then wcnld be to include the administrative
team in a series of similar relationships. In the same manner, an openness in
“these relationships and a high level of regard for the variety of unique cap-
abilities held by allyindividuals involved in the schools should encourage the
.diffuse peer liking and leadership patterns so conducive to positive change.
The movement toward the Theory Y image of man (McGregor, 1961) in the school
environment should be stimulated by such a shift.
A second suggestion would be related to the findings of this study rela~ .
tive to teacher and stndent demographic‘variables. If the interests of all
classes‘in a school are to be considered, it would seem imperative that the
individual(s) responsible for scheduling in that school attempt to balance the
experiences of students with teachers of the various demographic levels. With-
out such a balance, the opportunities for some students would greatly outweigh
those of other students. At the same time, it would seem that the effects of
the influence of certain student demographic variables would make a strong case
in favor of random assignment of students to classes for the same: reasons..
Equality of educational opbortunity would seem to be limited by more tnadirionalf'.
grouping patterns. Development of the high .level of cohesiveness and. the dif-
fuse patterns of peet.iiking and leadership should, however, be a necessary,
though difficult concommitant part of such a shift. Without such a change,

the mere Shlft in grouping patterns would probably be of 11m1ted value
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Some conflicting suggestions would have to be made based upon the data
collected in the study relative to the relationships among the various posttest

attitude and rating measures. While in most cases improvement on one measure e,

-

SRR i B A e s

predicted improvement on the other measures, -an opposite pattera was 1solated

when student attitudes toward others were considered. With the exception of

teacher attitudes toward the school enviromment, where the relationship was not
significant, an improvement in student attitudes toward others led to a decreasev'
on the other measures: On - the- basis ‘of - these ----- resulcs -1t would seem counter— ;;:i;

productive to encourage strong student acceptance of others rather than strong

acceptance of self. The reason for this pattern remains unc1ear and requires

future examination. The reason for a lack of a relationship between teacher
and student scores on the Purdue Teacher Evaluation Scale also remains unclear
at this pOlntu

A fourth set of implications relative to this study cou1d be based on the

data relative to treatment differences; With the qualifications proposed above;
Treatment 3 teachers and students were found to have scored significantly higHer.
on seVeral.posttest measures. The encouragement of the discussion format for
student feedback to teachers would seem to be indicated. Centra (1974), however,A
has suggested that teachers who initially rated themseIVes more favorably than
students rated them tended to change in the direction suggested by students.‘ As
all of the pretested student groups rated their teachers more unfavorably than
did teachers themselves, the application of Centra's theory to the posttest-
scores on the PTES would indicate that Treatments 1 and 2, nhich shifted most
in their pretest to posttest scores, were the most responsive teacher groups.
Treatments 3 and 4 showed little change from pretest to posttest (for those

P PR

groups who were pretested) and could be said to have changed the least because of

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E &C ‘“

26




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

G"

ERIC

24

student feedback. This condition would certainly be easily accepted for Treatment
4, the control group.

easily explained however. Little change was found on any measure. but what

change there was favored Treatment 3 rather than Treatment 1. The explanation
offered earlier, that the confusion and disequilibrium caused by the rigors of

the treatment was responsible for this increase in student problems, remains

the only suggestion on this concern. A replication with structures built in to
measure the direction as well as the magnitude of change would seem in order.

The reactions of teachers‘involved in the study through their responses
on a questionnaire provided by the investigator included some other considarations
for future efforts in this research area. Generally teachers and students entered
the study with limited enthusiasm for the rather figorous procedures required.
Few had any experience with the whole process of student evaluation. Those:

teachers who did, had collected data from students only at -the end of the year.

“"Many teachers felt that the particular class chosen for them to work with was

not an ideal choice, that the time of the year chosen for the study was less than

optimal, and that it would have been better if all of their classes had been in-

- volved. While many felt that student evaluation was of only limited value after

their experience, the majority did not plan to give up thoughts of trying it ‘at

another time.

The teachers had strong feelings regarding how the results of student

evaluation should be used. Few wanted to share student opinions,with even their

department chairman much less with a building or central administrator. The

strong majority additionally felt that student evaluations should not be employed

in determining teacher competence, compensation, and related uses.
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From this brief summary one can see that student evaluation of teachers
wds far from a popular procedure. It was only grudgingly considered for future
use. Until teachers can be more open in their dealings with their students,

cant change toward the Theory Y teache- (McGregor, 1961) are yet small.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the results of this sFudy, it is recomménded that this study be
expanded with the following changesland]of'uﬁder‘tﬁé-follbwing conditions:>k

1. The size-of‘teacher and class groups should be enlérged to further
increase the power of statistical analysis.

2. The population sample utilized should be broadened to include teachers
and parﬁicularly students of a wider range of socioeconomic status

3. The age/grade level tested should be extended to include both high
school and elementary school students and their teachers.v |

4. The experimeﬁtal periéd should be extended to include one school year ™
so that procedures need not be so intense and aemanding and so that t;énds in
student and teacher attitudes and ratings over the course of a school year.can
be plotted

5.‘ Various other?formé énd frequencies of evaluations should be tested

6. Either no one involved in the study should be pretested (as it ﬁas

found to have little or no effect) or everyone involved should be pretested (so
that the direction of change could be ascertained for all participants)
7. Treatment groups should be controlled for the significant group pro-

cesses and demogréphic variables isolated in this study or a design calling for

multiple regression analysis should be added
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8. If at all possible, permission for access to data orn individual students
should be secured so that changes iz individual student's attizmdess and ratings
could be determined

9. Measurement of the dirz-tion as well as the magnitutfe of teacher and
student change should be attempted

10. More accurate instrumsnug Fuwr: the:memsurement of st. @il rorm and
communication patterns should be ¢-= 1sped and utilized

11. Responses of teachers :3) 1l:: be additionally analyze w: the basis
6% fhéir raﬁed effectiveﬁésé

12. Other measurements of student attitude toward others szpuld be included
to help clarify the relationship of this variable and tﬁe other posttest measures

It is further recommended that the scope of this study be extended to
include the following:® \

1. Measurement of the effect of a.series of supportive inservice programs
for ﬁeaqhers coordinatéd with the written and oral evaluative feedback from
students should be attempted

2. "The measurement of the effect of various types of intervention and
guidance by admini;trators; consultants, and other teachers on teachers' attitudes
toward the handling of student evaluatiQe feedback should be attempted

3. The determination 6f the behavioral change ggused by evaluative feedback
to teachers as meaéured on both cognitive and affecti;e dimensions by systematic
observation instruments should be attempted .
4. Finally, it is recommended that any design or procedure that would lead

to the encouragement and develdpmént of more open relationships within and among

classrooms and schools be supported as a prime research focus for American schools.
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