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ABSTRACT

Three substudies of effects of different formats on
student ratings of faculty teaching effectiveness were conducted. One
substudy investigated Kinds of Keys, Agreement, Evaluation, and Needs
Improvement. The second, NO TUP, (New Observation of Teaching o¢f
Univergity Professor Rating Scale), investigated numbers cf positive
rating categories. The third, Wording, investigated the same items
worded positively, negatively, and neutrally, respectively.
Practically important differences in level of ratings obtained in
Kinds of Keys, and practically and statistically significant
differences obtained in NO TUP and Wording. Additional research is
necessary to determine if apparent differences in teaching
effectiveness are actually differences in teaching effectiveness or
differences in the methods of measurement. (Author)
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There currentlv 1is considerable interest in collere Faculty,  EPVCATION POLIT ON OK POLICY

administrators, and students in student evaluation of the effectivieness
0¢ collepme courses and colleee professors. The most commonlvy used means
of fobtaining student evaluation of instruction Is student ratines. Thile
tlicra has been considerable Interast In student evaluation there has not
!
yeen a correspondine amount of rescarch particulariy on the technical
ispects of student ratine scales. Some of the techinlcecal aspects on
which little rasearch has been reported are the leys and the formats.
There has been little applicd research reported on the effects of
inds of keys and forms of formats used In student rating scales of
‘faculty teachinp and course effectiveness. liovaver there is relevant
rasic research on kinds of kevs and formats in ratine scales in {ob
performance ratines. Barrett, Tavlor, Parter, and artens (1958) in-~

vestirated four formats: tralt namas onlv: vaerbal definitions of traits:

f!!‘ait names and hehavioral descriptions but no Jefinitions; an? tralt

.Eiﬂafinitions and Liehavioral Adeserintions but no rralt names, Thore were

cx:knniFLcant differences for forrmats oand for all interactions involvine

crffrmats. M prher ratines were associnted it tralt narns and behavioral

c::’escriptions but no definitions. Tn a similar study *fafden and Bourdon
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(1964) examined various format forms includine horizontal, vertical, bars,
no hars, number, and 1abels arraneerents. Aeain there vere sienificant
differences for formats and also Aall Interactions. It i3 anparent from
these hasic ratine rescarch stwlics that the verhods of measurement, as
well as the variahles measured, influcnce the level of ratines awarded.

The purpose of this paper is to report tha results of three sub-
studies of kinds of kevs for collere student ratines of collere profassore’
tcaching cffectiveness. In the first substudy, Xinds of Rays, the three
main kinds of kevs were investiocated: Apreement:* Fvaluation; and eads
Imnrovement. The reason for this specific substudy was to determine
1if the different ratinr contexts ner se influenced the level of ratinys
awarded.

In the second substudy, NO TP, four scta of evaluative kreys ranpine
from two nerative, one necutral, t'n nositive, to all five positive
catecaries, were investieated, MO TT® is an acronvm for the Yeu Ohser-
vation of Teachine of Tniversity Profrssors ratline scale. # resnonse
sot that characterizes rnanv ratine stituations 1 the leniencv (pener-
osity) effect. The leniency effect is the tendency of raters to con-
sistently assien ratines that are too hirh, Tu order to ameliovate this
problem Guilford (1954) recommended an unhalanced sot of catecories with
three nogitive, one neutral, ard one nepative rather than a conventional
set of cateporiles with tueo positive, one neutral, and two neective. 1In
another milieu involving ratings, essav rrading of Fnelish compositions,
Follman and collaapues conducted thrae relevant studles (Follman and
Peilly, In press; Vollman, 1972; Tollman, Silverman, and "eilllv, 1972).

In these three analyses the following Vinds of catecories were investipated:

Numbers (5, 4, 3, ?, 1); “epative caterories (nne positive, one neutral,
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thrée nermative); Conventional (two positive, one neutral, two neecative):
and Gullford catepories (throe positive, one neutral, nne nepative).
Across all three stndivs all sots of catecorles wore reliable. Across all
three studies {t was concluded that '.inds of caterories influence level of
ratinps, that ne~ative caterories produce the hichest ratines, and that
positive (fullford) catenories pro:duce the lowest ratines., Thus the
reason for the second specific substudy was to determine 1f Aifferent
combinations of nositive catercories would reduce the leniencv error in
gtudent ratines of instructor teaching effectiveness as they did in
Fnglish composition scorin~.

In the third substudy, Ttem Vordine Nirection, the aprecmant Yevs
used 1in the Kinds of Keys substudy were used for the same set of items
each sat respectively worded nositively, rerativelv, or neutrally,

Two basic rating research studles wern identified in which item phrasine
was varled nositively and nepatively. 'Mipple (1057) compared nositive
and negative phrasine in an item writine study. Lictle differences ware
found between the two forms of phrasing hut there was a tendencv for "true"
to he glven to positively worded items. Ishitawa (1966) made a number of
empirical comparisons includinge one between afirmative statement and
question statement formats and found few differences. Thus the reason
for the third specific substudy was to determlne in the context of
student rating scales if the jtem wordine tone of difterent ratine sets,
positive, nepativa, or neutral, would influence tha level of ratines
avarded. The three studles are depicted in Table 1.

The objective across all three substudles was to determine 1¢ the
keys per se affected the level of student ratinps of facultv teachine
effectiveness. PReliability was also consildered, but it was not anticinated
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to be critical becaude of the substantial size of each treatment eroup

within each sample within cach suhstudy,

PROCENITT,

All three substudies were conducted {n "rcemhor 1977 at the "miversity
of South Tlorida. The Ss for substudy #1 (Rinds of Keys) were students 1in
an underpraduate finarce course. The Ss for Suhstudy #2 (N0 TIP) were
undergraduates in another section of the finance course conducted by
another instructor. The Ss for Substudy #1 (Item Vordine M™rectlon)
were students in an undereraduate broadcastinr course. The three instruc-
tors were chosen beceuge they were considered to he characteristic collene
teachers. Operationally, this means that they usually recelve student
ratine near four on a flve noint scale.

The rating scale for Substuldy #2 consisted of 17 conventional collere
teaching cffectivencss rating items developed at the '"nlversitv of South
Florida. These items were also used for Suhstudy 1 and Substudy #3,

In addition, 23 items, developed by the iversity of South Florida
Collepe of Tducation, were also used.

The studenis in the class composina cach respective substudy were
randomly assirned to 1its respective treatrment conditions.

Thae ratinps were quantified 5, 4, 3, 2, or 1 for the statistical
analyses as indicated in Table 1.

ANOVA adjusted proun reliability estimates were Aetermined for each
treatment proup for cach substudy.

“Means, standard deviations, and AMNVYA'g were comnuted for total of
items, and individual 1tems, for each format to determine the effects of
each treatment format within each substudy on level of ratines.
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RESITTS

Table 2 indicates the croup roliability estimates, means adjusted
to the five point scale, and total score means and standard deviations for
each treatment erroup within each substudy, across all three substudies.

Initially, 1t 1s apparent from Table 2 that all treatment ecroups acress
all three substudles rated reliably. Tven the Item Uording Nirection “eutral
proup's estimate, .79, the lowest, 1s adequate. It 1s likely that this
aeroup's estimate would have been hicher had its size been bieeer. Con-
sequently considerable confidence can be placed in the inteprity of each
aroup's ratines as a dependent varlable in the thiree subsSequent treatment
effects analyses.

The treatment effect analvses will be treated sequeatially. For
Substudy #1 Table 2 indicates a lower mean for the Twvaluation format
vis a vis the Arreecment and Meeds Improvement formats. An AYOVA indicated
a non-sienificant ¥ cf 2.20 for 2 and 10 devrens of freedom. One-way
ANOVA's for each individual item indicatad sienificant differences for kevs
for only one 1item. DNespite the oeneral nen-sienificant

. nature of these
differences it 1is sugrested that an absolute ratine difference of .23 or .25
(3.71 vis a vis 3.94 and 3.96) on a flve noint scale wonld not ke percelved
indi€fferently hy faculty of an institution vhere such ratines wrre used
administratively. This 1s particularlv true "~“c-us~ the Rvaluation format
i1s used much rore frequently than the “erds Improvement format. Therefore
it is suprested that additionel research be carried out on this 1ssue usinn
a largse number and varlety of instructors and students.

Examination of the results for Substudy #2, Y0 TUP, indicates some
fascinating findines. Specifically, the adfusted means were 4.13, 3.A0
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3.68, and 3.51, respectivoly, for Conventional, larden Variety, Nirvana,
and NO TUP, respectively. The ANOVA indicated a slonificant (p < .05) F
of 3.15 for these keys. AMOVA's for individual fterms employins a conserva-
tive level of significance indicated three (of 17) items sipnificant (p < .05).
Since the means ranpe sipnificantly {rom 3.51 to %4.13 depending upon the
kirds of categories used, and since this ranpe could be extended even more
by using nepative cateaqories it 1s clear that the kinds of categories used
influence the level of ratings awarded. The corollary conundrum 1s the
issue of which catecories to use. If the assumption 13 made that collere
professors in generaj are better teachers than teachers in general (the
focal arpument would be that they know more) then some set of catesories
employlng more positive than nepative catecorics would nrohably be
anpropriate. If, on the other hand, the assumpticn is made that college
professors are not better than teachers in ceneral or else that student
raters should compare the particular professor with other professors
only and not with teachers in general, then a balanced set of catepories
might be appropriate. 1In any case 1t 1is clear that kinds of caterories to
be used in ratine instructors 1s an issue that should be considered seriouvusly.
Fxamination of the results for Substudy #3, Item Vordine Tdirectlon,
indicates means of 3.36, 3.03, and 2.15; respectively, for Positive, lleutral,
and Negative cateporles, respectively. The AMOVA indicated a hinhly sip-
nificant ( p < .001) F of 19.6 for 2 and 58 Adenrces of freedom for these
rating set tones. AllOVa's for individual items apain usine a conservative
sienificance procedure indicated 21 (of 40) items sipnificant (p ¢ .05).
These findings are viewed as additional evidence of the effects of format
factors in addition: to the actual corpretence of the instructor being con-

sidered. It is not considered that these findinps are otherwisze important,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



for twe reasons. One reason is that in order to make this substudy similar
structurally to the other two substudies sonrne conceptual interpretative
uncertainties were bullt into the combination of the individual items and
the agreement format. Secondly, honcfully no onc will emplovy a negative

format.
OQVERVIFW

Overview of these three substudies indicates the followinp conclusions.

Initially, it 1is compellinerly clear that kinds of catepories influence
massively level of ratinps awarded.

Secondly, 1t 1is also compellinply clear that this source of spurious
variance will have to be taken into account In any administrative applica-
tion of student ratinns of faculty teachinp effectiveness. The paramountcy
of this 1issue 1s evident when it is considered that most faculty fall within
1.5 ratinps on a conventional five category scale and that MO TUP alone
manipulated .62 of a rating unit, almost half of the actual functional ranee
from which to di.ffercntiate facuity, assuming such an administrative
objective.

Third, additional research is recommcnded on the kinds of formats
employed, i.e., Fvaluation, Arreement, “eceds Improvement. Tt appears that
while there may be some limited differences in lavel of ratines awarded it
might be prudent to please faculty by usine elther the Apreement or Meeds
Improvement formats particularly 1f the ratine levels are simflar.

Fourth, both empirical evidence and rational research need to bhe
reported on the question of which kind of catepories should be used. This
enipgma has philosophical implications on the number system to be used in
quantifying the data for the statistical analyses.

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI



E

Fifth, while ratinn reliability 18 not a matter of concern validity
is a vital concern. TImplicit in the vse of student ratines 13 the assumption
that students are an appropriate, valid public. This 1is prohably more of
a normative question than an empirical one considering the charucteristic
correlations of .30 - ,40 bhetween student ratlnus of teacher effectiveness
and the students' achievement (Follman, 1972).

Finally, the pro forma caveat 1is noted that the results reported
herein are veridical to the ecxtent that the three instructors usad represent
collepe Instructors 1in ceneral. It is considered that the tetal item
ratings of 3.71, 4.13, and 3.3%, respectively, for Instructors #1, #2, and
#3, respectivley, on the most conventional keys are certainly at worst ball
park  figures. The hich reliability estimates provide additional support
for this interpretation. In anv case 1t is recommended that research be
conducted on the questions raised hereln as they are intepral to any

administrative application of student ratinps.
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