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Analysis of student responses in 1,200 undergraduate

classes to a 40 item Course Evaluation Questionnaire yielded the
following results. None of the eight demographic variables correlated
.2 or higher with any of 30 items on course and instructor. Variables
‘ correlating .4 or higher with five preference criteria wecre: clarity
of instructor's presentation, value of class, interest of subject
matter, and instructor's emphasis of student enjoyment of course.

Variables correlating negligibly (.2 or lower) with all criteria

were: teacher lecturing, independent papers, class participation, and
application necessary for final exam. (Author)
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CORRELATES OF STUDENT PREFERENCE RATINGS1

Barak Rosenshine
University of Illinois at Urbana
Alan Cohen
and
Norma Furst

~ —Fempie—University

The purpose of this study was to analyze the data from a student
evaiuation survey of courses and insctructors in order to determine whether
certain demographic variables were related to student ratings of courses
or instructors, and which rating variables were related to certain "pre-
ference criteria."

The 40-item "Course Evaluation Survey'" was administered to students
in 1200 daytime, on-campus, undergraduate classes in all the colleges and
schools of Temple University in Spring, 1970. The questionnaire items
were drawn from existing instruments. The first seven items on the survey
were demographic variables (e.g., maritalstatué%rade point averagc, expected
grade, sex, number of previous courses in this field), which were included
in order to determine whether ratings of the course or the instructor were

assotrated with
differentially zﬁﬁ:z#:dnby these variables. The content of the remaining

31 items, each on a four-point scale, ranged from fairly specific descriptions

of the course or the instructor to global evaluations.

Procedure

Five global items were selected as '"preference criteria" for this scudy
because they were the items of greates&enterest to students and faculty in

the Course Evaluation Survey (1970), and because the items were similar to
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;:;;\renée criteria used in other studies (Costin, Greenough, Menges, 1971).
oS¢ items were: compare this instructor to your other college instructors,
wouié you recommend this instructor to a friend, compare this course to your
other college courses, would you recommend this course to a friend,dwas this
course worthwhile to attend.

The intercorrelations among the five preference criteria ranged from

.45 to .73 (Table 1), indicating the criteria were measuring the same thing

to some extent, but the intercorrelations were not high enough to warrant
selecting only one preference criterion. For brevity, the two most redundant
criteria were deleted from the rest of this article (''Would you recommend
this instructor to a friend," "Would you recommend this course to a friend").
“he results with three preference criteria were the same as they would have
been with five preference criteria.

Class mean scores on each of the demographic variables and each of the
26 remaining descriptive variables were then correlated with class mean scores

on each of the preference criteria.

Results

Seven demographic variables were included in the sur?ey: year in school,
grade point average, expected grade in the course, sex, age, number of pre-
vious courses in this field, and marf?&al status. The correlations between
each of the demographic variables and each of the preference criteria are

presented in Table 2. None of these variables had correlations above .2 with
\

Insert Table 2 about here
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+ .« subscecuent ratings, and most of the correlations were .1 or less.
L.ewwis of significance are not very meaningful because for a sample larger
zawr 1,u00, a corrclation of .06 is significant at the five percent level.
2t, two results in this table are of interest. First, those who expected
& aiyher grade in the course tended to give more favorable ratings on the
~reference eriteria (rs = .09 to .27). Second, there was a tendency for

- orc e perienced students (those who were older, had more courses in the

field, were upper-classmen, were married) to give higher ratings, although

anlv_mne af those correlations was as high as 10+ ~

s,

The correlations between each of the descriptive items and the pre-

e-ence criteria are presented in Table 3. The cable is divided into three

L)

narcs according to the strength of the relationships between the descriptive
items and the preference criteria. The strongest correlates, those items
whien had a correlation of .5 or higher with two or more of the preference
criteria, are in the first section. The moderate predictors are in the second
nart. The lowest predictors, those items which yielded an average correlation

of .2 with the five criteria, are in the third part.

Discussion

The lack of any meaningful correlations between the'demographic variab les
used in this study and the five preference criteria cross-validates results
obtained in other studies of this type. The results of this study add strength
to the generalization that these variable have relatively little influence
on class mean student ratings. (For a review of additional studies employing

demographic variables see Costin, Greenough, and Menges, 1971.)
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nrce of the highest correlations in this study are comparable to

tnose odccined in other studies. In their review, Costin, Greenough, and
Senies (1971) cited the variables which had the highest correlations with'
stucent preference criteria in 10 additional studies. Four variables appeared
in at least six of the ten studies: clarity or organization of class, teacher

enthicsicsm or interest in the material, whether the teacher stimulated student

curiosity or iaterest, and whether the teacher was well prepared or knew

tite

&}

ubject. The first three of these variables are also among the variables

R - parery

which had high-corfelations with student preference criteria inithis study.
ihe fourth, teacher knowledge of course material, appeared among the moderate
corrolates in this study.

The overall results in this study are comparable to the results obtained
in studies in which similar descriptive variables were correlated with student
achlevement. In reviews of studies on descriptive variables and student
achicverent (Rosenshine, 1971; Rosenshine & Furst, 1971), variables such as
teacher clarity and teacher enthusiasm were consistently, significantly related
to student achievement, and variables such as student participation or teacher
lecturing were not significantly related to student achievement. However, it
would be unwise to extrapolate from this finding and use student preference
ratings as "proxy variables" for student achievement, at this time. Rather,
investigators who use student questionnaires to determine correlates of student
achievement are advised to include a number of global student preference meas-
ures such as the ones used in this study.

The most interesting findings in this study are the variables which had
the lowest correlations with student preference criteria: teacher lecturing,

willingress to meet students outside class, criticism of students in a destruc-

tive way, importance of class participation for the final grade, whether

—
i e
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interpretation of ideas was important for the filnal grade and whether
criticism of papers was helpful. Although these last variables are frequently
citeG as being "obviously important" for college teaching, their importance
is not borne out by these data. Similarly, equally obvious variables such
as instructor encouraged discussion, instructor encouraged creativity, and
instructor hzndled course in innovative ways had only moderate correlations
(.2 to .3) with the preference criteria.?
Tn coatrast to the low correlations on the variables above, the students
in the 1200-clkasses in this sample believed that "good teaching" is most — ———- o

strongly associated with clarity of presentation, continuity of course organ- .

ization, instructor enthusiasm, and a feeling that they learned something.
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Footnotes

*i:is article was written while all three authors were at Temple University.
<¥our adcditional variables also had low correlations with the preference
critesia. These were items on whether (a) independent projects and papers,

iass sarticipation, (c) creative thinking, or (d) interpretation and appli-

~~
32
~
0

caticn were important for the final grade. These items may be inappropriate

in & scudy of this type because the questionnaire is usually administered before

tne Tinal nrade is received. In addition, anecdotal information indicated that
ntiecats paid Iituiz attentren—to—these four—ftems—whenr—using the published

srintouls zo select instructors for future courses.
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Table 1

Intercorrelations Among Five Preference Criteria

i .
) 16 30 17 31 2
Compare Recommend Compave Re commend Worthwhile
instructor instructor cousse course to attend
16. Compare this imstructor to your other college
instructors. — .73 .64 .48 .68
30. Would you rccommend this instructor to a
friend? .73 —_— .60 .48 .62
17. Cowpare this course to your other college
courses. .64 .60 —-— .64 .62
31. Would you recommend this course to a friend? 48 .48 .64 - .49
2. The class was worthvhile to attenid. .68 62 .61 .49 -
|
OF
)i
3
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Table 2

Correistions Detween Demographic Variables and Preference Criteria

Compare Compare Worthwhile
instructor course to attend
Year in schoold .00 .06 .01
Grale point averaged .00 .02 .02
nudected oraded .09 - Y A .12 B
PR .06 04 .07
... ~er of previous
cousses in this fieldd .07 .10 .06
Sew? -.10 .11 -.04
“arital status® .04 .02 .02

dscudents who were higher on these variables (e.g.,older, higher GPA)
cenced to give more positive preference ratings.

bScored as 1 for male and 2 for female, meaning that men gave higher
rstings on “compare instructor" and "worthwhile to attenq: and women gave

higher ratings on '"compare course."

csingle people tended to give higher ratings on the preference variables.
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Table 3

cow..on. ané instructor correlations

1.

p-r
(W3l
3
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29.

instructor's presefation was clear
anc uncerstandable.

irsoructor was enthusiastic.
Overail development of course had
continuity.

Subject matter was interesting and
stimulating.

Kate how much you learned in this
course.

instructor's main emphasis was on

having students enjoy the course.

. course and instructor correlations

~¢ Criteria Correlated with Other Course and Instructor Behavioral Criteria

ERIC
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Instructor encouraged discussion.
iastructor encouraged creativity.
instructor was toleraut of other
points of view.

Crading ir. course was fair.

Inscructor knew course material,
Instructor stimulated independent

reading.

16 17 2
Compare Compare Worthwhile
instructor course to attend
.62 ] .62
57 .43 .50
«52 A7 .92
54 .69 57
57 .66 .60
.50 .50 .43
.32 34 .26
.45 .39 .37
<42 .34 .33
46 .38 .37
.40 .29 .35
43 .40 .37
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P —

L .




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 3 (continued)

16
Compare

instructor

coerse and instructor correlations (m%'d.)

-,

-~

Low

rascruccor haadled course in innova-

i-screczor's main emphasis was on

scufent ieaming.

course and instructor correlations

3.

2G.

ucurse conducted by lecturing,

Tnstructor willing to meet with

students outside class.
instruczor criticized student
respoases in destructive way.

instructor used assigned papers as

ar: aid in learning.

Criticism of papers was helpful to

students.

-008

.26

-016

17
Compare
course

2
Worthwhile

to attend

.38

- 009

.30

_023

.15

.17

A1

«25

-016

.13

.17
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