T . ) . ~

J—y

| - ‘ DOCUMENT RESUME o - (,
ED 229 393 > - o TM 830 282
AUTHOR '~ Aleamoni;*Lawrénce M. ,
TITLE Components of Teaching as Measured by Student
508 ; Ratings. - ‘ '
PUB DATE Apr 83 . ‘ : .
- 'NOTE 10p.; Paper presentedq at the Annual Meeting of the

American Educational Research Association (67th,
Montreal, Quebec, April 11-15, 1983).

PUB TYPE  Speeches/Conference Papers (150) -- Viewpoints (120)
EDRS PRICE MF01/PCO1 Plus Postage. - .
DESCRIPTORS *Evaluation Methods; Higher Education; Instructional
- .Development; *Instrugtional Improvement;

Instructional Materials; *Models; *Student Ewaluation

e . of Teacher Performance; Student Teacher Relationship;
t Teacher Behavior; *Teacher Effectiveness: Teaching
» . Styles . ) ‘
.. ABSTRACT -

I1f one assumes that the purpose of “education is to ‘
change student behavior as a result of some definite course of '
instruction, then an objective of educational research should be to:
determine what procedures.lor techniques best produce the desired
behavioral changes. If a course has been effective, then there could.
be a large number of components in that course contributing to its
effectiveness. This paper defines the instructional setting as
consisting of nine components that instructofs, instructional

designers and instructional evaluators would generally agree upon.

The nine components are (1) an instructional plan, (2) instructional
materials, (3) instructional methods, (4) instructional examinations,
(5) instructional evaluations, (6) the students, (7) the! instructor,
(8)&in§tructor-student interaction, and (9) the instructional arerna.
Three sources (instructor, departmental .neer review committee, and
student) were identified as being neceség?y to provide evaluative
informption on each of the nine components. This paper presents
examples of appropriate” evaluative statements for students to use so

as not to confuse their input with that of the instructor and
departmental peer, review committee.' (Author/PN)
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‘ COMPONENTS OF TEACHING AS MEASUREQ BY STUDENT RATINGS
Lawrence M. A]eamoni

University of Arizona .

If one assumes that the .purpose of education is to change’ studezpt behavior‘
as a result of some definite course of instruction, then an objective of
educationai research should be to determine what procedure: or techniques best
produce the des1red behavioral changes. If a course has been effective, then

there could be a large number of , components in that course contributing to its

effectiveness. /’ '
i
'

Although‘there appears to bé'some controversy among instructors and'
instructiona] evaluators concerning what the actual c6mponents of the instruc-
tiona] setting are, my experience indicates tnat ‘such & controversy need not
exist. If one defines the basic components of.the instructiona] setting as
e0nsisting of (a) an instructional plan, (b) instructiona] materiaTs, (c)"

instractional methods, (d) instructional _examinations, (e) instructiona]

) evaiuations, (f) the students, (g) the instructor, (h) instructor-student

interaction, and (1) the instructionai-arena, then there would be 1itt1e, if
any, disagreement between instructors, instructional designers and instruc-

tional evaluators,

“Some disagreement may‘surface when each of these components is deiineated.'
into a more specific subset of. components and when specific measures are N
produced for each member of the subset. -The deve]opment of these specific
measures, if carefully done, will usuaiiy represent a comprehensive assessment -
of the components of the instructional setting. The major mistake made at
this point by those designing an instructional evaluation system is to re]y

only on student input for. the specific measures delineated above. By doing

this these evaluators are indicating that students are the only acceptable

.
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source of information on the basic components of the instructiona] sstting
This predictabiy results in a very negative reaction on the part of faculty
Mho are to be evaluated, since they feel that relying on one source of informa-

tion poses a potentially unfair and inva]id assessment of their instructiona]

} effectiveness In order to a]]eviate this problem it is incumbent upon-

1nstructiona1 evaluators to deveiop multiple sources of evaiuative information

on the basic components of the instructiona] setting.

‘ The first step would be to define what sources of\evaiuative information

could be used for each of the nine basic components enumerated above, The

instructionai plan component can be evaiuated by, the instructor and a depart-

mental peer (coi]eague) review committee using well developed criferia andg

| guidelines., Students would be able to evaluate only those parts of the instruc-

‘tional p1an that instrUctors forma]]y made them aware of, such as the objectives

of the course and the instructor S expectations regarding their pérformance
Such statements as:
"The objectives of the course were weii‘explained",
?What was expected of me in this course was NOT‘aiWays c]ear",~énd
- "The instnuctor's'expectations were NOT cleariy defined"
would represent appropriate student eva]uations of certain aspects of the

.I

instructor s instructionai plan.

| The instructionai materiais-component\can be evaluated by the instructor,

a departmentai»pee> review committee and the.students. The instructor would
evaluate this from the pOint of View of his/her rationéTe for sef%cting and -
using such materials and whether such materia]s can effectiveiy be used to .
stimulate student learning. The departmentaw peer review committee would
evaluate this from the point of view of -appropriateness, up- to-datedness,
relevancy, etc. The students would eva]uate this from the point of view of
worthwhi]eness, difficulty, 1nterest value, etc Such statements as

"Fhe course materia] seemed worthwhile", o q
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"The course material was top difficult", and
"The course material was interesting"

would represent appropriate student evaluations of the instructional materials

-
A J

The instructional methods component can be evaluated by the instructor,
a departmental peer review committee and the students. The instructor would
evaluafetthis from the point of view of his/her rationale for selecting and
using such methods and perceived effectiveness of such,methods.- The debart-;

mental'ﬁeer review.commfttee would evaluate this frpm the point of: :view of

" appropriateness, imnovativeness, etc. The students would evaluate- this from

the point of view of learning ya]ue, motivatﬁoaal vaTye, comparative effective-
ness,‘etc: Such statements as
"1 would have preferred another method of teaching in this course",
"I learn more when other teachinq methods are used", i
- "A geod'mixture‘oﬁ lecture and discussion was present qgring class", and
"The course_stimulated me to read fgfther in this area"
would represent appropriate student evaluaxions'of the instructional ﬁethods

e

component,

The instructional examinations component can be evaluated by fhe instbuctor,

a departmenta] peer review committee and the students. The instructor would

v evaluate this from the po1nt of view of number, diff1cu1ty leve], accuracy,

learning value, etc. The departmental peer review committee would evaluate
this from the point ‘of view of difficulty level,. accuracy, adequacy, learning
value, rep;esentat1veness, etc. The students would'evaluate Ehis from the
pofnt of view of difficulty level, representatiyenees, length, etc.' Such

statements as )
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“Examinations were too difficult",
"Examinations were mainly comprised of materia1 presented in c]ass", and

“Enough time was provided to comp]ete the examinations" '

would represent appropriate student evaluations of thziznstructionai examinations

component.

The instructional evdluations component can be evaluated by the i#:truc-

tor, a departmental peer review committee and the students. The instructor
wou]d evaluate this from the point of view of his/her rationale for the
,particuiar evaluation scheme, how standards were determined, what alternatives
_are available to the students. etg. The departmentai peer review committee
would evaluate this‘?rom the poéint of view of aPpropriateness. fairness.
objectivity, accuracy in relatfon to the measurement data, etc. The students
would evaluate this from the point of V1ew of fairness, objectivity. relation
to what was learned, etc. Such statements*as ~

'"The procedure for grading was fair",

"The method of assigning grades seemed very arbitrary", and ]

"1 do not fee] that my grades reflected how much I have learned"
would represent appropr{ate student evaluations of the instructional evaluations

component,

TN

The student component of the instructional setting is most aoprooriateiy
eva]uated by both the «instructor and the students. The instructor and the,
students would evaluate the students from the point of view of their interest,
attention, motivation, participation, level of 1earning. etc. Such statements
as o |

*1 deepened my interest in the subject matter of this'course".

“I‘participated more in class discussions in this course than in
/

.6
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simi]er courses", and s

’ » S 1}
"I learned more in this course than in similar courses"
4

would represent appropriate student evaluations of the student component.

The instructor component of the instruttional setting is also most

appropriately evaluated by both the instructor and students. The instructer

o

would eva]uate‘from the point of view of his/her performance, rapport with
the students, humor 1n the classroom, f]ex1b111ty. receptivity, etc. The -
students would evaluate the 1nstructor on the basis of%his/her performance,
humor, flexibi]ity, 1nterest demonstrated knowledge, etc. Such statements as
"The instructor wasvvery entertaining”, . .
"The instructor displayed a 'know-it;all' attitude", and )
"The instructor demonstrated a thorodgh knowledge of the subject matter"

would represent appropriate student evaluations of the instructor:comnonent— -

-

The instructor-student 1nteraction eomponent can be evaluated by the
.’“
instructor, a departmenta1 peer rev1ew committee and the students. The

1nstructor would eva‘uate this from the point of view of his/her design,
1mp1ementation and effecttveness of such an 1nteraction. The deoartmﬁntal
peer review committee would eva]uate this from the point of, ulew of design,
appropriate 1mp1ementation, perceived effectiveness, etc. The students wou]d
evaluate this from the point of view of question receptivity, clas¥foom
dichssion,'freedom to disagree, etc. Such statements as '

"The instructor encouraged the students to ask questions",

"1 participated'actively'in class discussions", and'

"Students in this course f2l1t free tosdisagree$

would represent appropriate student evaluations of the instructor-student
. ‘ ’
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instructor, a departmenta] peer review committee and the students. The

interaction component,' .
. f . L D

Fina]ly, the instructiona1 arena component can be evaluated by the

v

instructor wouldvevaluate this from the point of viewoof adequacy 6f size,
seating, b]ackboard,space, etc. The departmental peer review commi ttee
would evaluate‘this from the point of view‘of appropriateness of s{ze, seating,
b]ackboard space, etc. The students wou]d evaluate this from the point of
view of aporopriateness of size, seating, blackboard space, etc. Such
statements §;

“The'classroom created a cramped atmospherzﬁ,

"The sea:s were very uncomfortab]ei, and

", “The Jocation of the blackboard made 1t easy to take notes”

. >
would represent appropriate student evaluations of the instrpctional arena

-component , e

,// 4 §
-

In summary, if one defines the instructional setting as consisting of

‘the nine components descr1bed -above then\mﬁltiple sources of evaluative .

information wou]d be necessary to assess instructional effectiveness. :\
Although only three sources (instructor, departmental peer review comg}ttee and‘
student) were identified, others cou]d be 1nc1uded The description of the |
criteria each soufce would use in eva1uat1ng instructional effectiveness for A
each component of the instructional setting were basically qu1te similar,
however, the precise methods, guidelines and perspective of each source wou]d
not necessari]y be similar. For this reason it is imperative that when one
solicits student input that the statements be appropriate to,what the students

are in a position to evalyate, This paper presented examples of apnropriate

st
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- /;;///évalqative statements-to present to students so as not to confuse their

input with that of the instructor and Vdepa}irtme_ntal peer review \cram\i‘ttee”.zr

’

RS

.




= - ' -
. 8 /
o e . REFERENCES .
) = Aleamoni, L. M. Arizona course/1nstructor eva]uatlon guest1onna1re
- B F 4

2

(CIEQ)_resu]ts interpretation manual form 76. Tucson, Arizona:

'_ pffice of instructionqﬂ Research and Development, University of
.  Arizdha, 1979. : . B S

. . S . A

L Aleamoni, L. M. Components of the instructional setting. Instructional

EvaTuation, 1982, 7(1), 11-16. |
Millman, J. (Ed.) Handbook of teacher evaluation. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage

» Publications, Inc., 1981,




