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SELF-RATINGS OF COLLEGE TEACHERS:‘ A COMPARISON WITH STUDENT RATINGS

John A. Centra

Educational Testing Service

Abstract

Collége téachers' self-ratings were investigated ih this study by
comparing themr to ratings given by students. The sample consisted of 343
teaching faculty from five colleges; ‘t.i'lese‘tea.chers, as wvell as the students
in one oI" their classes, résponded to a 21 item .inst';ructional reporti
questionnaire.

Correlating .teac'ner responses to euch item with the mean class
responses (across the 343 classes) disclosed a modest relationship 'oef,ween
the two sets of evaluation: a median correlation of .21 f‘or. the items.

In addition to the general lack of agreement [between self and s’tudent
evaluations, the;‘e was also a ténde'r_lcy ‘f‘or teachers as a group te gi\.re
t‘;lemselves better ratings than t’neii‘. students did. Comparisons between
~..student and faculty responses were aiso made across items, and a rank
correlation of .77 indicated a geod deal of similarity in the way the two
groups rank orderad the items.

Discrepancies between individual teacher ratings and ratings given by
the class were further analyzed for: (a) se:-:v of the teacher (no differénce
found); (b) number of years of teaching experience (no difference); and (¢)
subject area of the course (differences noted for natural sclence courses
vs, those in education and applied areas).

hmong other conclusions, the results of this study would argue for

the collection of student ratings to supplement self-ratings.




SELF-RATLIGS OF COLLEGE PEACHERS: A COMPARiSON WITH S'I‘UD‘IL!T RATIHGE

John A. Centru

BEducational Testing Service

Teacher self-ratings-have been ;)x;oposedb as a ‘possible source of
inf‘ormétion for perf‘érmance impx_'oveme:zt and, to a lesser exient, as an
‘input into performance evaluation. As a basis for decisions on promotion
or salary,’ seh-eva]ua.tlons are not lxl'(.lj to h ve much validity, FPut
i‘_c is possible that some form of systematic self-evaluation could be
helpful to the teacher trying to inrpr':vc i_:*.stx'uction, particularly if

combined with external evaluations provided by students or colleagues.

There has been little research on teacher self-ratings. In particular,

the relatlonsmp between self-ratings and those n“ovmed by students or
collea.gues is not yet fully known. With 51 1nstructprs in a mllltary
setting, Webb gnd Ilolan (1955) reported a correlatlon of .62 between
instructor self‘-ratings and student ratings. Clarx and Brackburn (1971)
nowever, reported a ‘correldtlon of .19 between student ratmgs aad faculty
self-ratings at a small college, and a sﬁmlarly moderate correl atlon (. 28)
hetween self-ratings and colleague raitings. In both of these studies,
overall teaching was rated rather than specific instructional practices.
The purpose of this study was to f‘urther investigate college teachers'
self-ratings and ratings given by students by comparing these two sets of
ratings over a wide range of specific, student-oriented instructional
practices. Discrepancies between self-ratings (or self-.descriptions) and
those provided by students would underscore the need for student feedback
to the instructor as well as highlight specific areas of instruction where

feedback is most essential. Differences in ratings will also be studied

to investigate their relationships to selected teacher and course characteristics.
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Procedure

The samplé for the study consisted of 3&3 teaching faculty at five
institutions of higher'educatioh.‘ Retween 75 to 90 per cent of the teachers
invited from each college participated in the study. The five institutions

included two state colleges (one of which had a predominantly black enroll-

ment), a selective liberal arts college, a multipurpose college, and an

urban community college. Nonevof these institutions had, at the time of
the study, a systematic program to colleCf student ratings, nor did a
significant portion of their faculty collect student ratings on their vown.
The majority Qf teachers ih this study, therefore, were not familiar with
how students might rate their instruction.

Students and teachers responded to 21 items dealing with ihstructional_
practices. The student questionnaire was titled the "Midsemester Student - -
Instructional Report" and actually contained 23 items, 21 of which were
judged appropriate for‘instructor selfératings. Included were items that
faculty members in an earlier étudy had identified és.providiﬁg information
they would like to receive from étudents (Centfa, 1972). Among the
dimen§ions of instruction included were the organization of the course,
student-teacher interaction, instructor communication, student effort, and
stimulation of students. Previous factor analytic studies had identified
several of these as dimensions that effectively differentiated among
instructors (Coffman? 19543 Gibb, 19553 Hodgson, 1958, Isaacson, KcKeachie,
Milholland, Lin, Hofelier, Baerwalt, & Zinn, 1964).

Responses to 17 of the items were on a four-point agree-disagree scale,

“with a "not applicable" option also provided. The four remaining items

used a four- or five-point scale with different response options for each




item, Th= wording for each of the statements in the questionnaire
diffefed s1ight1y for students and instructcrs. For'éXwnple, an item on
course objectives was worded as follows for each group:

For students: ‘The inst;ucﬁor's objectives have been made clear

Fof teachers: I feel my ijectives for the course have been‘made

clear to students |

.Teachers were askedto_"descfibe>this course, your teaching, or the
students enrblled." They were .told that the reason for obtaining this
self-report was to ‘see which itéms vere tapping information already known
to most instructors.

The data.were collected at midsemester of the Fallv197l term. Instfuca
tors administered the rating form in one class of their own choésing, with
the understarding that only. they would receive a summary of‘their students’

responses,

Analyses

Facul ty-student cpmparison§ were made in a_number of ways, First,
the relationship betwegn the two sets of fatings was»studied by correlating
instructor responses to each of the 21 items with the mean responses of
students in their class (N = 343 classes). Secondly, differences between
the way faculty as a group and students as a group rated or described
instruction were investigated by a comparison of means; i.e., the mean
score for all teachers on each item was compared to the average of the
student class means.

Finally, the discrepancy between each instructor's response and the

mean response of his class was of particular interest. The extent of that

discrepancy and its relationship with specific teucher or course variables
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(i.e., sex, yeurs of teaching experience, subject ares of the course)

were analyzed through multivariate analysis of variance,
Results und Discussion

The results of the comparison cf means and the correlational analysis
tor items 5-21 are presented in Table 1. The cofrelationvbetween,the'two»
sets of descriptions or ratings was npt particularly high, indicating only
modest agreemenf,in the way faculty and students perneived insﬁruCtion.
While the correlation between faculty and student responsés was significantly
different from zero for most of the items due to the large N (343), the |

median correlation was only .21,

Insert Table 1 about here

Also listed in Table 1 are the mean faculty resvonses for each item
and a.ranking of the itemé,‘the mean of the classroom (student) means and
a ranking of those scores, the results of the t-tests, and the number of
colleges where the difference between phe means was significant. A
graphical presentation of the duta is'presénted in Figure 1. Responses
for items 5-21 could range from one for "strongly agree" to four for

Insert Figure 1 about here

"strongly disagree"; thus, lower values represent greater agreement with

each statement. The comparisons of the mean values indicate that instructors

as a group generally rated or described their teaching more favorably than

did their students.{Students' ratings were also skewed toward the more
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favorable end of the scale, which is usually the cése with this t&pe of
,instrument.) In particﬁlar, instruétors'and students did not agree on the
foilowing items: the extent to which students ére free to ask questions
or give opinions in class (item lh), the extentvto which instructors are

concerned with student learning (11), the amount of agreement between

objectives and what is being taught (6), instructor openness to other
viewnoints (20), the extent to which instructors inform students of how
they would be evaluated (16), whether the insﬁfuctor encourages.students
to think for themselvesv(lo),‘and the clarity of cdurse objectives (5).
For each of these seven items, instructor-student differences were ;
notablé.at‘either>four or all five of the colleges.

On thé other hand, there was little difference bétween the faculty
énd stﬁdent grqﬁps in their ratings of the instructor preparation'for
class (15) and onbthe extent to which cdurse objéccives were being accom-
plished (21). For tﬁe remaining eight items, the.differences were modest

and in many instances not significant within a college.

Another way to look at the data is to compare items with each other.

The question then becomes: To what extent dolthe groups of teachers and
students orderbthe items similarly? A ranking of item means for each of‘the'
two groﬁps indicates fairly high similarity; in fact, a rank correlation

of .77. This would suggest that, while teachers and students are generally
using different points on the scale in responding to the items (as

indicated by the comparison of means), both groups tend to see the same
relative strengths and weaknesses among the teachers in this study. For

example, while tnere is a large mean difference between the groups on




-6~

instructor concern with student learning (ibem 11), both groups rated

instrpctoré favorably on this item in comparison to other aspects of
teaching. Keeping in mind that higher scores representbunfavofableb
(dlsagree) responses, both gxoups also rated the 1n<tructofs in this tudy
poorly on stlmulatlng student 1nterest in the course (]8)

Generally speaking, combining the ranks of both teachers aﬂd students

indicates that not stimulating student interest enough (16), the lack

‘of‘helpful”comments on papers or exams_(lQ), and not knowing when students
'underétand the material tended Lo hé rated_as the most frequent criticisms
.ofbinstruction for the ﬁeachgrs in this study. On the o£her hand, their

strengths were in allowing étudents to feel free to ask questions or give

opinions (14) and in their concern with student lcarning (11).

Individual Teacher-Ciass Differences

Probably more important thun a comparisén of the way an average
1nstructor and an average class rated instruction is some knowledge of‘how
many instructors perceived themselves far differently than their students
did. A distribution of the differences between each instructor's
respoﬁses and those of his class (i.e., the class means ) proyides'that
information. Presenfed in TableFQIis a summary of the results-of such a
distribution. For each item, thc pefcentage of instructors who géve them-

selves "considerably poorer” or 'considerably better" ratings is indicated

within each college and for the total sample. A difference of .63 or
greater was used to define "considerably poorer or better" because a
difference of at least that great would appear to be large enough to

have some practical significance; it is also the approximate standard

deviation for most of the student item responses.




.‘Insert Table 2 about here

| For most of the‘items between a fourth and a thlrd of .the 1hs£ructois
described or rated themselves considerably better than their students did.
The median, in fact, was just under 30 per cent for all °h3 1wstxuctors
and their classes. Forty-one per cent of the insty uétozs gave themselves
better ratings on item 1h: students are free to ask questlons or 21vc
bpinions in class; and 30 per cent on item 11: . the instructor is concerned
about whether students learn aﬁd tries to bsiactively‘helpful; Both items
deal wiﬁh facult&-student interaction as do items 8, 9, lo?ﬁand 16 for
which fairly high percentages of instructors also gave thehsslves better
ratings. The faculty-student intsracﬁion dimension, then, appeuars to be
onevon which a siza zble number of instructors and their students do not
agree and on which student resqtions would appear ts be espec1ally cvucial.
Other'similaf areas would be the instructor's Qpénness to other viewpoints

(item 20) and the agreement between announced objectives for th=2 course

and what was being taught (G).

Alsurprisingly large percentage of instrﬁétors‘rated themselﬁes pootrer
than students did in a‘fsﬁ afeus.' Fifteen pef csnt“rated themselves more
poorly on class preparation and 12 per cent were less satisfied that they
vere accsmplishing course objectives., In general, however, only between
L4 to 8 per cent of the teachers gave themselves considerably poorer ratings.

One of the items in the form was unique in that it elicited opinions
on student effort .in the course (19). For students, the exact wording was:
"I have been putting a good deal of effort into this course"; for instructors

it was worded: "Students seem to be putting a good deal of effort into this

0
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course," The restlis for this item, ac one mipght. egpect, were nmuch different

than those for oLhér items; Compared Lo students' responses, 14 per cent
of the f#culty thohght stﬁdénta Uvnezally vere Duttlnp considerably les
gffort into the course, while 10 per cent guve c‘udcnts better raL1np< on
effort than students gave_themsélvés; In other words, in this ingtunce
students have tended o gi?e themselves bet.ter ratings Jjush as instructorﬁ
did'bn SO mény of the pfeVioﬁs itemé. |

~An inspection of the differénces withih eéch:cbllege indicates fuiriy
similaf results with the excepti@n of college five. In compérison o the
otﬁer four colleées; highér percéntages d? Lhe instructors at colléqe
five rated Lhenselves con51de1ably better than did Lhelr students on =z
majority:of the items. While it is not possible to conclude much on the
basis of oné college, it is interesting to note that college five was the
vsmgllest and most seieétivé of the colleges in the study.  Moreover,'in-
structoré‘atvcolleéé five werevgiven the poorest student ratings ambng the
fiﬁe‘colléges, ﬁhereés their selférétings were not much diffe;ént pr.poore:
than those of 1nstructcrs e1°ewhere. Thus, the gap.between instructof—
sfudent 1du1ngs ‘at college five was due 1axgely to. the p001er 1at1ngs by
 $tqdepts. perhans because of hlghcr exnactatlons on their part, rather
than on better ratings by instructors. |

Presented in Table 3 is a summary of responses to the first four items
which used varied responses rather than agree-disagree options. The items
deal with the pace, the level of difficulty, and the work load of the

course, as well as the exlent to which the instructor used examples and

illustrations. Once again there were student-instructor differences although

they were not particularly large. Instructors tended to think they more




often used examples'&nd illustrations, and at three of:the colleges
instrﬁctors more likely coasi-iered the pace at which muteriu1>wus_covered
vto be slow. College five, thekselective 1iberal urts collegey Qas once
‘aguin noteworthy in that its faculty and to some extent the studenﬁs
réported less frequent usé~of examples of illustrations in courses.

Insert Table 3 about here

A final question regarding individual teacher-class differences was
whether those differences were related to instructors of different sexes,
with varying amounts of teaching experiences, or those teaching diflerent

subject arsas. Are the seisf-ratings for female teachers, for exampleg

more'similar to their students' ratings than are those of male teachers?

) Eor this analysis, each course was gfouped into bne of four general subject'
area catepgories: natural sciences, humanities,’spcial sciences, and
education and appljed_sUbjecfs"(e.g., business, home eéonomics,‘nursing).
Téaching e;perience”ccnsisted of three categories: éhe or two'yeaiﬁ;.ﬁﬁfee
to six yea s; and seven years or more. Data'for 235 teachers were évéiléble.

for thiz analysis.

The resalts of the muliivariate analysis:of variance, in which ali'
21 items were used as-variables, are given in Table 4, There were nc
differences due to sex or years of teaching eiperience or for any of the
interactions; there was, however, a significant difference (p < .05)
due to subject area. This difference was largely between natural science
courses and those in education and applied subjects. Specifically, teachers
in the natural sciences did not think the pace of the course was as Tast

as their siudents said it was, and they did not think students put as much
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effort into the course as students said they did. Conversely, teachers
in education and applied subjects reported the course as having a fuasler
pace than their students reported, and thought that students putl more

effort into the course than students said they did.

Insert Table b about here

Summary and Conclusions

A comparison of students' ratings of instruction with teachers' self-
reported ratings in over 300 closses at five colleges disclosed a2 modest
relationship betweeﬁ the two sets of cvaluatiohs. The median‘correlation
for 17 items was .21, indicating that faculty members generally evaluate
or describe their teaching somewhal differently from the way it is
evaluated or descrihed by their students. ilot surprisingly, the highest
correlations occurred for the more factual items, on which there was some-
what less chance for disagreement (e.g., the instructor informs students
of how they would be evaluated), while items eliciting opinions (e.g.,
the instructor is using class time well) resulted in the lowest correlestiznz.

As mentioned earlier, previous studies, in which students and faculty
ratings of instruction had been compared, employed a single overall measure
of teaching and produced conflicting results: .62 in one instance (Webb &

Holan, 1955) and .19 in the other (Clark & Blackburn, 1971). The latter

correlation was reported for college teachers and, of course, was fairly similar

to the median correlation for the 17 items used in the five-college study
reported here. Webb and Holan's use of instructors in a military setting

may explain the unusually high correlation found in their study; in any
* s

event, it does not seem to apply to more typical college teaching situations.
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In addition to the general lack of agreement between self and student
evaluations, there was also 2 tendency for teachers as a group to give
themselves better ratings than their students did. In a sense this

tendency might be viewed as only "human,"

or certainly not surprising.
As Robert Burns has reminded us, mosi people do not see themselves as others

see them; teachers and the way they see their instruction are apparently

no exception.

Comparisons between student and faculty responses were also made
across items, and a rank correlation of .77 indicated a good deal of
similarity in the way the two groups rank ordered the items. This suggests
that instructors are indeed aware of many of their particular teaching
strengths and weaknesses, even though they see themselves more favorably
in absolute terms. They are also probably more aware of their own relative
strengths and weaknesses than they are of the way they might compare to
otlier instructors, as suggested by the previously cited correlational data
for each item. An ipsative approach to student rating of faculty, there-
fore, in which the emphasis is on identifying the specific "good" and "bad"
practices of each individual teacher, would not appear to be as informative
to instructors as the normative approach, in which comparisons may be made
with other relevant grcups of instructors.

The discrepancy between individual teacher ratings and the mean rating
given by his class was mosit notable for between a fourth to a third of the
343 instructors in the study, and in partienlar for items related to student-
instructor interaction, course objectives, ind the ;nstructor‘s openness
to other viewpoints. These areas of instruction, then, would seem to be
particular ones in which a sizable proportion of tenchers could profit from

student feedback.
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Teacher-student discrepancies were about the same for men and women
teachers and for the more and less experienced teachers. Thuat there were
no sex differences in rating discrepancies is not particularly surprising;

but one might have predicted that the sell-ratings of more experienced

teachers would be closer to student ratings. Since most of the teachers
in this study had not made a practice of obtaining systematic feedback
from their students, the findings susgest that getting to know student
reactions to teaching is not something that comes merely with experience.
Of particular interest, however, vere differentinl discrepancies
noted for the subject arcas; teachers of natural science subjects under-
estimated (relative to their students) both the pzace of their course and
their students' =fforts, while teachers of education und applied subljectis
overestimated the course vace and their students' efforts. These subject
areca differences night be explained by the differences in the content and
in Uie intended objectives of courses in each area. Instructors of
mathematics, vhysics, biology, 2nd the like may feel that there is so much
factual and theoretical material ¢o cover in their courses that a {ast
pace coupled with 2 pood deal of student effort is a necessity. What
teachers in the naturual sciences view as an acceptable pace and work load,
Wowever, apparenily does not coincide with their students, who frequently
are using courses in other fields for comparison. In education and applied
subject areas, not only might the amount of factual material be less
demanding on students, but frequently the major objectives of the courses
are to establish particﬁlar attitudes or skills with students. Working
toward those objectives may result in courses that appear slower paced to

students.
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In conclusicn the results of this study would argue for the collection

of student ratings as a meuns of providing instructors with information

they do ‘not already have about their teaching. As an aid to instructional

improvenent, teuacher self-ratings might in fact be used in conjunction with

student feedback as 2 means of highlighting discrepancies for the individual

-

instruator.
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Faculty=-Student Comparisons zt Five Colleres nnd Total (i = 3W3),

for Four Items in Instructional Report Juestionnaire

=1f=

Tuble 3

" N [
Percentare Responding

Storudents v Faculty
College Ccllege
1 oz l 5  Totnl 1 2 i 5 Motal
1 ace nt which material
covered:
Ver: or socmewhat slow 9 10 7 & ¢ 9 22 24 10 £ 1b 16
Very or somewhat fast 26 20 27 23 33 25 20 28 2k 6 20 o7
2 Level of aifficulyy of
course for students
enrolled:
Very or somewhat elementary 11 13 10 10 9 11 10 7 0 &L & T
Very or somewhat difficult 31 25 32 21 38 30 2¢ 31 37 3T W 34
3 Work load of course rela-
tive to others:
Lighter 18 22 17 19 18 19 25 24 21 17 1k 20
ileavier 20 21 27 29 27 25 35 23 32 2 33 20
4 Extent to vwhich examples
and illustrations were
used:
Frequently G0 70 76 67 58 67 88 15 A& &2 69 &
. Occasionally 28 26 20 26 3b 26 12 21 14 18 32 12
Seldom 10 & W G 8 6 0o 2 D0
ilever 2 1 1 1 1 1 0o 2 0] 0

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

a X . .
fpor items 1-3, the four responses have been collapsed into two categories; the
middle response ("about right" or "zbout the same”) is not shown.
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Table b

Summary of MAIIOVA Results of Instructor-Class Dif'ferences

by Sex, Subject Area, and llumber of Years Teaching

(N = 235)

\ ar daf
Source” Hypothesis Error F p <
Sex 21 e 3k .99
Years of Teaching Lo 36k 1.09 J3h
Subject Area €3 5Th 1.33 .05
Sex x Years Teaching he 364 .86 S0
Sex x Subject Area 63 5Tk G2 .99
Years Teaching x Subject Arex 126 1121 .85 .89
*The triple-order interaction was not run because one of the cells was blank.
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Fig. 1. Faculty and student mean responses to items in in-

structional report.
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