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II. Statement of Problon | '

The writer was intoroatod in tho problem of faculty
evaluation by the students. The writor believed that the
students! evaluation of their instructors was oné very
important way of ovaluatiﬁg faculty and the writer believed

.that the students were in an\:xpoilont position to make this
evaluation. \-

A :
The writer was interestsd in knowing if there were any

relationships between the grades a student achieved and how

he, the student, rated that instructor.

Instructors? ratings, by their studonys, are becoming
increasingly more important as they are bofng used in
questions of prometion in rank, tenure, ro?#qtionhand selary
inereases. This ;aszthc nature of the pfoblon and the
motivation ‘or' the writer rlo%i;ndertaking thia"particular

|

research topie. - \

I1II. Hypotheses: .

¥ull Eypothesis (H,) .
There is no ligniricant r‘iationahip between the grade a
student received in a clgsn and how he rated the in{}ruétor
in that oclass. .

Altornativ; Hypothosia (Ha)

Thero is =2 lign‘gieant relationship between the grfxdo a
student received in a class end how the student rated the

instrmictor of that class.
%

-

-

v
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IV, Background and Significance of the Stﬁdy
The writer believed that this study was of vital
importance, as student ratings do play an important part
in each faculty memberts ey¥aluation. The writer has
overheard faculty conversation in the effices, lounges, halls,
etc., that tended to be disparaging and pejorative towards
student rating. Many faculty mo@bors fo;l that the student
- ratings are worthless and should not be a part of the evalua-
tion process. Typical comments that have passed among
faculty include: inatructors who gave high grades and who
were "soft" or lenient would tend to receive higq'atudont
ratings, Other faculty members said that the instructor whe
maintained hard, rigid étandards of excellence was punished
by this system, as the students would view him as mean ‘and
punitive with his tough grading polio? and thus lower his
‘rating. Many instructors view the student ratings as a way
for the students tg gain revenge for a low grade achieved
in a cla.'as.k Same 1n$tructors perceived the ratings as a way

of forcing them to "water dewn" the course centent. The

~len

_writer wished to ascertain if, {fi~faot, it was possible for
an instructer to "load the deck" in his faver and thus, by
giving high grades, insure himself of obtaining a high,

favorable rating. -

9]
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" ‘Irene R. Klernan states in her article that the
research evidence shows that faculty who "give" good R
grades dire likely to receive "goéd" student evaluations and
vice versa. She further goes on to state th§£ her data

appear to show that present student evaluations measure only

one thing, whether or not students like their teacher.1

The Rodin and Rodin study indicates that the only
effective method of evaluating teacher or;oetivoneas i;
wheéther or not tho.atudoﬂts haQo learned. They believe that
- ‘ beacher evaluation should be based on how many students
complete the course with acceptabls grades, an indication

of their learning the material. They believe we are’ /‘ |
equating "1iking" with ‘"learning" and this is not valid.2
\\ .».In-an article by J.A, Kulik and C.L.C. Kulik,

{
Item 5 in their conclusions indicates a slight tendency

[
[,

for students of highly rated teachers to outscore, on

1%t ‘exémihations, the -atudents or'ldﬁz}atod‘toh6#;r8¢

%1 . A .
- et &4

lrrens R. Klernan, "Student Evaluations Re-Evaluated,"
Community.College Journal, 45 (April, 1975) pp..R5-27.

2M. Rodin and B. Rodin, "Student Evaluations of Teachers,”
Seience, 117, (1972) pp. 1164-1166. .

: \
e 4"
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The research results have been very inconsistent in
that very high positive, very high noéativo and inconsis-
tent corfolationu all havo-boeq'roportod on various studies.
Th-y‘do agree that the highly rated teachers éond to be
cultured, sophisticated, pxbrtssivo,-and’moqt‘of all,
,nthu:iastic.B ) s ‘

T, P. Hogan indicates that the {gptors that measure
toaghing skill are strongly influenced by the teacher's
charactoriatica.u | )

F. ¥. Kerlinger believes that bqs;ibly much of the
-hostility that.one hears from faculty about s%ﬁ@onﬁ ratings
mey stem from the fact that teachers see ratings ‘as an
elien intrusion into the sanctity of their clés;roon°and
the instructional proceas. 5 )

The most damaging material pr?aonfod about student
ratings hes been from the Rodins. The sub titie to

their ‘article is, "Students Rate Most Highly Instructors

—

. . (' v N
37.A. Kulik and CLL.C. XKulik, "Student Retings of Imstruction,”
1, (December, 197l;), Teaching of Psycholegy, pp. 50-56.

uT.P. Hogan, "Similarity of Student Ratings Across In-
structors, Courses and Time," Research in Higher Educationm,:
&3 (1973) pp. 149+154. -

-

SP. N. Kerlinger, "Student BEvaluation of quvoriity
Professors,” 8¢hool and Seciety, 1, (1971) pp. 353-356.

M. V. ©strowski-

»

N

. . ) .
. VT . T T T T T U



’ M. V. Ostrowski
pe. 5 of 29 ")

.
- . . ~5-
:
.
.

Préin Whom They Learn Least." They found a correlation of S

e
-

=.75 between instructor ratings and class oxaminafion -
performence. The instructors with the lowest student -
ratings taught the three cleeses with the highest exem

- ‘Boores. The instructer with the highest student rating

teught the elass with the lowest sxam score. They felt

that good teaching was ‘not validly measured by student

ratings in thelr present rorm.6

In the Rodin study, it was felt that "effectiveness"

is wheat th; student learns frocm the instructor; In
their @pihking, the nmore th; student leams, tho;moﬁs

' ortoctive iz the teacher. In many studies, the studentts
evaluation is rather a subjective measure of ‘the teacher?s
orroetiv;noss. Roéin ruftg;r states that student evaluatioms,
to a large extent, reflect the personal, social qualities

; and warmth of an instructor rather than that-which he does

6r how he teaches his suybjects. T -

. ‘t .
Roéin concludes ~

If how mmuch students learn is considered to
‘ be' a major compenent of good teaching, it must
¢ - be comcluded that good teaching is not validly
i measured by present studontlovaiuatian forms.

D S T T

M. Rodin and B. Rodin, p. 1165.

v \ e )
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H, H. Rexmers, in two atuéigs,‘stétos that éradea do
not influence students! ratings of their instructors.’ |
Hi J. MoKeachie feels that the ultimate criterion of
‘ good teaching effectiveness ghould be based on how well
the students meet the oducationsl objectives of the
© eourse ;na he does not believe that the present evaluations
take into consideration objective mastory.B McKeachie
also believes that student ratings of instructors ahoﬁld
not be published, as this tends to increase instructor
anxiety and to prevent th@ﬁ from changing.

Elliott finds that teacheér orfoctivonoss‘ia deter-
mined, in;part, withfkortain typo; of students. Those
teachers of high ability or highly motivatsd students
tend to receive higp ratings from those students éhd poor

rétings from low achievement oriented atudents.9

.

g

7H. H. Rermmers, "Teaching Methods in Researcl on Teaching,"
in Hendbook of Resegrch en Teaching. (Chicago, 1963).

H. H. Remmers and F. D. Martin snd D. K. Elliott, "Are
Students! Ratings of Instructors Related to Their

Grades?® Purdue University Studies in Higher Ed-

ucation, 66 (1949), pp. 17-26. ) .

W. J. McKeachie, "Student Ratings of Paculty," AAUP -
Bulletin, 55(1969), pp. 439-Lkhk.

9. H. Rlliott, "Characteristics and Relationships of
Various Criteria of College and University Teaching,"
Purdue University Studies in Higher Education, 70
(1950), pp. 5-6l. - ‘
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He also'finds that instructors! ranks tend to
affect r&tings. For example, professors and associate
professors are rated higher than assistant professors and

instructors. The B.A. degree inatructors are,rated

'lower than those having the M.A. or Ed.D.

P, W. Frey concludes that there is no evidence for -

a strong positive relationship betwsen final exam grades

"end the ratings, when the effect of the ingtructor is

removed. He feels that the teacher!'s porformanco is an

independent variable that is directly related to student

‘evdluations and ratings.— Of the thirteen instructors

that he observed, hw findas that the "t&po of person”
the instructer appears to be and how he rolatod to the
students is more important then' the grade the student earned

in correlation with the rating., The personal element
104

y
\

appears to be very impértant.
.Gessner, in 1973 has challenged Rodin's selection of

teaching assistants as instructors, as being invalid.

Redin observed graduate assistants who Gessner feels

were too homogeneous a group and were not experienced

or coxmitted te teaching as other more mature professors ¥

wouild be. He feels that with heteregeneocus groups, the .
-students can pick out the meore ofroctiv; teacher.

P

. Several

10;, w, 'Stuécnt Ratings of Teaching: Validit
ﬁr'{ng Pactors,” Science, 192 (1973), vp. 35-85.)

r t 9
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‘ Frey also supports Gessnert!s atudy; they both used
older, more mature, {:ﬁsoned pfOfQBBOfa, wA:EOaB'Rodin ,
used a homogeneous grohp,or teaching assistants. .
Pactors that were associated with professors? high
ratings were: 1l)clarity of pg;sentqéﬁon 2) always well
prepared 3) visusl prosontatioha It) task oriented 5)
specific objectives were prosent;d 6) highly onthusiastig
Lo - end 7) ability to develop interest in their first year

L 4

students which was neceasary to motivate them to go on - '
to advan?od courses. Thers was also an expectation that o
on d master a given amount of material and be held |
accountable. | ,

McKeachie and Lin found these factors significant in '
relation to high student ratings: 1) skill of the teacher é
2) atructu;e 3) feedback li) group interaction 5) rapport 7
or warmth 6) aonsitivity 7) emetional stability. 11 %
Costin, Greenough and Menges reol'that high rétingg
~ are not based on entertainment value, but rather on sub- ;

stance teaching, especially ir'this was from teachers who
,

themselves were highly interested, motivated and capable %

of expressing enthusiasm about their ,prx.lz

o

t e

fiﬁ. J. McKeachie and Yi-Guan Lin, "Student Ratings of
Teacher Effectiveness; Validity Studies,” American Ed- |
ucational Research Journmal, 8 (¥ey, 1971), pp.kﬂﬁg-ﬂﬂg. |

12pank Costin, William Greenough and Robert J. Menges,
"Student Ratingas of College Teaching; Reliability, Validity,
and Usefulness,"” Review of Educational Research, 41 (De-
cember, 1971), pp. 511-535. i

10 Y : 2
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In the moat recent study published on faculty ratigg, \\h
" Murray shows that studant rating of teachers is vased on
, personality traits of the instructor. Four personality
traits appear to be related to high studont ratinga such -

I3

as 1) loadarship 2) extroversion: 3) objactivity ‘and

.- h) lack or, or low anxioty. Murray also shows that peer %
teachors can rate new toacﬁors on how well “they will do,
when using thﬁu personality traits, bofpre they toaoh.
This can also be used for inservice training to help
teachers if the gmphaéia is placed on arrootive and inter-

personal traits rather than on information or OOgnitinof

. elements, It appoars that students may rate the in-

structor's porsonality mnore than his ability to toqch. The

14

such as: speaking clearly and cdhoront}y. The low anxioty\

would also imply more solr conridohée.13 -

-

1

low anxioty is also related to some classroom teaching skills i
Murray also mentions that only one of these traits o 1

i

would be significant in a popularity contest ~ extro-

«

.version. This instructor must be: ‘friendly, fair, flexible,
.have definite goasls and take the initiative in the class-

P
- B

-

3 ] } «

13Earry Murray, "Prodicting Studest Ratings of Collogo .
Teaching from Peer Ratings of Persomality Types,"
Teaching of Psychology, 2 (April, 1975), pp. 66-69. \\

v
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- poom situation. Initiative was very close to authoritarisn-
}am - on the benevolent side. Students do not seem com;or-
‘tabio wifh teachers they can manipulate, "psych - out" or
domin atet

In conclusion, the correlations between grades and
ratfn ‘may be due to greater interest in the coufse by i
stﬁdoﬁﬂi receiving the better E;adha. It is possible that
cortdiﬁ’inétructors can 80 stimulate interest and excite

| the students that they cause ;he students to want to

come to class, do the assignments-and. in turn, receive

high grades.. This in tusn, makes the students feel good

about themselves. Once s studg?t roolé "good about himself"

he oai afford t¢ foo} happy about‘gpqﬁbno olso, especially

a teacher who s0 clo;rly sets out objectives that allow

the student to master the subject Natter and to learn.

' The writ;r,ﬁolzovos that not all teschers allow their
‘;tudents.ﬁp learn. The writer believes thaﬁ:thp idea off
student evalﬁations’is géod, but we must obtain some de-
finigive, reliable studies to support their ua;f/;; we ey
age using the ratings for veyy important pur;gfoé. Ir

it is trme that grades received ;rroct teachers! ratings,

» ' ’ - ~
these independent variables, the grades, should be identi-~
. . ~ 3

fied so’'that they can be properly weighted or controlled.

& -

V. Definition of Terms
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1. Wwilliam R. Harper is a;buo year community college
offering both career and transfer courses. It is located
in the northwestern suburban area of Chicago and is made
up mainly Qr middle class students, having a few upper-
lower class. students, as well as a few lower-uﬁpor class *
studoﬁts.

' 2. Grades that were used in this study were the ones

that the students received at mid-term for the Spring 1975

semester. These were chosen as the administration re-

&

quired the faculty evaluation forms, course evaluation

questionnaire, to be distributed af%or the mid-term grades
were sent to tholstudonta. If grades did'havo an effect
on the ratings, this would havo‘beon the time when the
effects of the grades would have had the greatest impact
on the students! feelings and thus the rating they assign
to their 1ﬁstructors.;

Bl L 2 "&n
3. Bffectiveness was equated tb section . nine of the

- course oevaluation questionnaire, where the student rated

the instructor in one of five categortes: excellent,
abéxo average, averagé, belew average, poor. The doscripf
tive terms were‘translated into a number sybtem assigning
five points to tho.highost, to one for the lowest. The
faculty was then ranked en the total mean ratings such as
4.86, 4.20 @own to 1.00 or th; lowest.

4. The instructions to the students were: "In

M. V. éstrowskf
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relation to other college instructors that you have had,
.you will rate this instructor as:" . (Oée of the abeve
five categories.), B
vi. Li?;tations‘or\xh;‘Studf

The excéptions' that the writer must make about this
study are the f&ilowing: 1) This referred only to students
at Williem R. Harper .College for the Spring, 1975.semester,
who were enrolled in the Introduction to Paychology class
161-001. 2) The samplo,'although adeéuate and chosen on
a systematic random basis, wasytakon from the population
or;tho\Psychology 101-001 large lecture which qgnsisfod of
approximately 300 students. 3) The student composition of
this class appeared to be a representative cross section \\
of the school, s0 the writer did not see any reason why

-

| one could not generalire the findings of this paper to
other classes witirin the institution, -
-{“,h) The other limitation was that the wq}tor relied on
tﬁ; memory and honesty of the students to recall how they
rated their instructors after the mid-term. 5) The writer
" w8s not able to ascertain it any instructor gave all Cts,
etc. to his students at mid-term rather than attempt to
make an honest evaluation of each gtudadi!s work. b) It
was also possible that some® students would not accurately

remenber all their grades that they received at mid-term.

- 14
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Thia would be a point to consider in future follow up

studies. g

7) The writer did not have to conduct a second .
follow up of questiéhnair;a as they were distributed in
the lecture hall and collected the same day. The writer
thus received a 100¥ recovery rate. (However, one

queationnaire was spoiled; 75 were distributed and 7L

<

ware uséble.)
8) The writer requested that the respenses Be anony-
mous s0 as to insure a high degree of confidentiality in
response. )
The writer g@s aware that there wcrouothér independent
;ariabloa which the writer had no control over, such as:
9) status of the instructor 1Q) the instructorts enthu-
siasm or lack of it 11) ‘his structure of th: class pre-
sentation 12) text material or other similar factors

that other researchers have found to have an effect on

. student ratings.,

VII. Basic Assumptions e

1) The students in the population and sample were
& . )
typical of William Rainey Harper and were not a biased
group. 2) There was no bias in the diastribution of the

I.Q. between the subjects and the pOpulatiO%EOf William

M. V. Ostrowski
P. 13 of 29
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Raind% Harpeg’Collego 3) There was an equal race and ethnic
distgibution for college freshmen in Psychology 101 L)
There were equal age and sex distributions and 5)
Bvori\stqgont had an equal chance to be selected into this
sample. '

¢ -I

In the absence of any evidence to the contrary, and
' in view of what is generally assumed about the compo-
sition of a géneral freshman level course at Harper, the
writer felt éhat the students were truly erresontativo

of the total Harper population.

g

g

VIII. Procedures for Collecting Data

The motho&ology that was used in this investigation
was the submitting of questionnaires to the sample of
students of the Psychology 101-001 lecture class on
Wednesday, May 21, 1975.1h (Prior to class exposure, the
quostionnaire-was read bf several other students for clarity
and eas of ¢omprehension.)

In order to obtain an adequate sample of the population
the writer had decided on' a 25% systematic sample of the
approximately 300 students present in the lecturc}s A
25% sample of the 300 students was 75 students. The

writer selected them by numbering the pames on the alpha-

Al

1)"5399 sample questionnaire at end of report

15R. F. Mines and George Barton, - Applied Educational
Research and Evaluation (1973), p. L2.

16 ’

-
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betical class roster from 1 to 300. The writer then
selected every 25th student until the sample of 75 students
was obtained. (A systematic sample csn be considered

to satisfy all requirements of a rendom sample.)

The exact data.;hat was colloc;ld consisted of the
students 1isting, in Colum 1, all the courses in which
they were registored at mid-term during the Sprlng, 1975
semester., The 1isted, in Colurmm 2, the mid-term grade
received .and in the third column, they rated the instructor
in each class on a-basis of 1 to 5 as follows: 1, poor;
2, below average; 3, average; l, good; 5, excellent. The
students listed their grades at mid-term as letters, A,

.B,C,D,F, (I or incompletes were not considered in this
study,) The letter grades were transposed into a numeri-
cal equivalent of 5 for a&%h; L for a B;,3 for a C; 2
for a D; and 1 for an F, \

- J

e The time for the collection ‘of the data was 8:00
a.m. on Wednesday, May 2lst while the students were in
the lecture hall, E-106. ’

The students were read a passage which was as follows:

N

Your instructor is interested in what courses

you were enrolled in this semester, the grades

" you received at mid-term and how you rated
. the instmictors that you had in those courses.
-On tha forms béfore you, will you please give

that information. List your courses in Column

1, grade for each of those courses at mid-term

in Column 2. If you felt the instructor was

excellent, rate a 5; very good, e a L; average,

a 3; below aveéerage a 2; and poor, a 1. This

rating goes in Column 3.

If you have any questions, ploase indicato

them to your instructor.
p 17
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iX. Procedures for Treating Data

‘The writer subjected the raw data to the statistical
treatment of a oneway analysis of variance.l6 This was done
to ascertain if there was a significant relation between the
grades t?; students earned and the rating given to their in-

structors. The specific formula that was used was obtained
18
from Hays' Statistics.

Of the 25%,system§3}c random sample of the Psychology
101-001 population, all but one of the 75 cuestionnaires
were used (25% of 300 is 75). One questlionnaire was completed
inappropriately and was discarded. Thus, the grand N for

the study was actually 74 rather than 75 as reported in the

{
proposal,

The writer had originally establishéd five treatment
cells (A,B,C,D, and F). Howsver, due to the insignificant -
number of F grades at mid-term in Cell #5 (one grade) the

writer, under the direction of Dr. G. Rankin, collapsed the

e
’

18 . N
William L. Hays, Statistics (New York, 1963), p. 677.

17 ~
The significance level waz ,05,

18

Dr. Gary Rankin, Deasn of Students at Harper College, Reader
for Nova's Ed.D. program for Community College personnel.

18
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the D and F cells into one, thus increasing the N.
X. Data Resulting From the Study
Of the 74 student questionnai?es returned, there wgre 328
grades reported or approximately an a&erage of 4.43 grades per
student.
’ : f
Of the 328 grades, 104 were A's, 116 were B's, 90 were
C'a, 18 were D's and 1 was an F: : : . =
A preliminary analysis that was madq prior to the analysig
of varliance was to sum the ratings that each student gave to
the 1nstruct€r for each grade given. Each student was 1nst#hcted
to rate each instructor on a scale from 1l=5, poor to excellené.
1, Sum of raéings from students who received A grades: -
438 divided by 104 =a mean instryctor rating for the A grades
of 4a211.
- 2. Sum of ratings from students who received B grades: 446 +—
Tﬁ"-‘—' A msan instructor ;'ating for the B grades of 3,844,
3. Sum of ratings from/students who received C grades: 310+
90 ¥ a mesn instructor rating for the C grades of Z.444. .

4. Sum of ratings from students who received D and F grades: 50 =

18 =g mean instructor rating for the D and F grades-gﬁ-Z;fZ&L

From a cursory observation, we find a declining progression
1n/moan faculty ratings as the grades decline in a corresponding

fashion.

L3

The overall mean was 6328 observations
or 308

) 1,244 total ratings

Q ‘ . IBA
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which-placed the instructors between the high end of the"average™

range towards the low end of the "good" range.

" 4 The actual steps involved Lp 'the "one way analysis of

‘
A

var;ance ¥org as followes

1 Y4

1. 3 xa=zlo#
2 X2A =1,928
of the students (104) who received an A grade,

1

49 rated their instructor as a &
33 rated their instructor as s 4
18 rated their instructor as a 3
3 rated thelr instructor as a 2

1l rated his instructor as a1

$ xB J116 Co C -
$%%B =1,840 _ L

of the students who received a B grade (116) z

38 rated thelr instructor as a 5

vl \ , :
1 1 // A -
41 rated thelir 1nstrucLor1&4_iL___,r“ )
22 rated\their instructor.ss.a 3 // > .
10 rated.tﬁeir instructor as a 2 : ‘ <
5 rated their instructor es a 1 ’ e ) N S
3. S$XC =90 ‘ ’
- . ~, -
sx% =1, 178 ¥ '

L

of the students who received a C grade (SO)

14 rated thelir instructor as a §
LN : .
32 rated their instructor as a 4 jf”
31 rated their instructér as a 3 . C L

8 pated their instructor as a 2 -

~ .19
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‘/
5 rated their lnsxruétgr as a 1
4. 2XDF’;-‘~18
YR -
, SX“DF =172 P s
of the students who recsived a D or F grade,
2 rated their !nstructor as a § -
4 rated thelr instructor as a 4
§ rated theilr instructor as a 3 >
( .
2 rated their Instructor as a 2 o
5 rated their instructor as a 1
- ’ A
oo N 2 - o0
. ve In essencg, the writer is comparing the mean ratings of ﬁ%ﬁr
groups ‘¢f students.
. . ~ ? ,
Gl o G 2 ~
e’ , ,‘
N Nl: 104 ¢ ) I N NEWI]}G e »
$X; =438 2Xp Tad6, ,
X T4.2115 (Meen) Kp 33.8448  (mean) . . -
s ) 2
3 X2y =1,528 \ S$Xo =1, ee9 o
N . . 2
(2_3(1)2 = 191,844 & (ZX5) :198,91(:
coe 2 *
(2x)% : (Sx,)° ,
-~ = 1,844.65% = 1,714.79 t
e v N ¢ *
L4 & ®
- . ,
k4 4
: !
o* 3

20
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' . .
¢ 3 S A
N.E:'go . \ N4 =18

35X, 310 Zx4_~_so-

o—————

X = 3,4444 (Mean)

———————

- - ,X4 X 2.7778 (Mean)
. S Xa® 31,178 ~ Zx;i T 172

2 o5 10 :
($X5)% =96,100 (2x,1% 52,500

(5x,)2 ’
2E)° 2 1,067.78 , (ZX4)2
~______N . \ — =
‘ .- 138.89
A= 5,127
B < 1,244 ‘
C= 4,766,11
(82)
Ss = A=
t N

~.1,547,536

Sy = 5, 127 < 38

' . 8§ =5, 127 «4,718,1

t
SS,, = 408.9 - .
. 2 N i
ss - ¢ - B )
LI \
. h N
ss 1,547,536 .
b = 4,766.11 = 328 T
~
, 83, -~ 48.01 , i :
v ' )
i . <
21 )
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L\,. E] L

S8y = A=C

S8y ¥ 5,127 =4,766.11

Ss, = 360.89 : .
ss,

MSb = ...___b___

" (G-1)< 3

3

MSb_ = 16

S8y

Ms_ =
w N-groups -

= 360.89 | ,

MS,,

MS, = 360,89
324 “
s, = 1,11
Sy
- F = us,

16
L.ll or the calculated F 1s 14.414

o

3 . ‘ 19
df =322 . _The critlcal F according.to the tables.
19 2.6 at- .08 level of signifi ca.ir_x_c_é*
19 ’
Hays, p. 677.
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N Havink obtained a calculated F of 14.414, the null

hypothesis can be ‘re jected and the alternative hypothesis
can be accepted. The study Indicated that there is a
significant relationship between the grades a student achieves

1h a course and how the student rates the effectiveness of

N s
his instructor.
Table 1
an§Way Analysis cof Varlance \
Summary
A
Source S.3. . ar NS ! F
~ .
Treatments 48,01 2 16 7 14.414
..between groups )
Error within’ 360,89 324 1.11
groups
Totals 408.9 o 327 ,
N 4
P

XI., Conclusions * | ) 5

> The conclusions that can bé‘drawn from this study include:

there is a significant relationship between the‘grades a student

‘ receives and the rating which the student gives the instructor

of the course in which the grade was earned. Wecannot assume

a cause and effect relationship, but there 1s c%rtainly a

+

<
?
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positive correlation: student ratings of instructcrs
tend to &o upward as zrades 1in the course move upward
and conversely, as grades move downward.

v

f%e 1hplications for Harper college and other insti-

tutions that tend to tle student evaluations with faculty
retention, promoticn, rank, etc. is that if an instructor
\]

wants to insure himself a high rating, he may do th‘\

by making certaln that the major Yhol his students

'receive high or higher grades th&ﬁ@might otherwise be

LI
distributed. i

This study haé implica?ionéhfor the instructors J
who use the mastery level concept which allows a higner g
percentagg of students, by taking sugcesgivelexams, to 1
obtain A ; B grades, as well as the instructor who grades® Li
on a curve withfa one-time exam. This would also haveﬁ -
implications for the instructors.who use: the mastegy
wo:¥5o§k technique to base, future exam questicns upon, ,
Agaln, this tethnique allows for a larger pe"ceﬂtage of
students towobtain higher grades and this increases the @
likelihood of the instructor's.obtqining a higher ratinga

Wheq\the administration 1s reviewing t%e rating of

1nstructoLs, does'ét also consider the method c¢f presen-

tation or the delivery system of the instructor in the

classroom? Do the instructor ratings obtained in diffepent'; i

’
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delivery system classes have ‘the same welight? Can they
be comparable or should this factor be welighted so that L

B3

8 more equitable evaluation can be made?

-

g

Is 1t possible that the higher ratings‘are due to
a mastery system of teaching that allows more students
to learn, -thus helping them.enjoy the "class ‘more adql'
rating the instructor higher as a result? Perhaps it
sﬁg;ld~be so 1f we are\re;lly interested in having

A

students learn. ) '

The wr}ter will present.this pap;r to Dr. D. Carlson,
Chairperson, Social Science.Division;-Sor discussion
w;thin thq division; Dr. {. Lucas,valector of Institutional
Researcéh for publication ;h the house ﬁublicatiog,'Heuristic;

and Mr. Robert Powell, President of the Faculty Senate.

. XII. Residual Fipdings "
| The one bit of data that the writer found espgcially

impressive was the fact that out of 74 students with 328

grades at"mid~term, only one student received the lone

F'érade. ir this is from a sample (Psychology 101-001

with 300 s%udents) representative of the entire population,

there would only have been four students with one F grade.

This impressed the writer as an extremely fow figure.
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XIII. Further Studies:

1. The wrster would like to recommend that a follow )
up study bé conducted, using a larger number of subjects,
the entire 101~0C1 population or a random sample »f students
from all the freshman level courses at the institution.

° 2. The writer would also rscommend = study of tne
soﬁhomore level courses to determine 1if there is any
difference between students ratings of instructors at
the freshman and sophomore levels.

3. If there is a difference between the twoﬁlevels,
does the administration take this into consideration wnen
ranking two 1nstruc;ors - one asbove the Sther by, at gsdgs,
a few hundrgiths of a decimal point.

4. Is that type of difference really significant,

-~and i3 it valid to compare the ratings of a freshman
) l;vefxinstructor to that of a sophomore level instructor?

5. The writer would also like to know the specific
reasons for a student's rating an instructor Eow, especially
whéﬁ the student receiveska high grade, as was evidenced
in some cases of this study.;

6. *The writer would like to isolate the trajts of
instructors that tend to be disagreeable to students .
and result in lower ratings. He would also seek to de-

termine which teéhhing techniques tena to be disliked by.

students and produce dewer ratings.

L3
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-

7. Having rejected the null hypothesis, the writer
would recommend further study of the alternative hypothesls,
not the null hypothesis.

8. The writer would recommend a s£Ud¥ aﬁ the end of )

the semester to see if these results verify the mid-term
" results. A correlation could be done between a mid-term

rade and a semester's end grade, a 3tudy conducted to
g

determine if there is8 reliablility between the two.

S

e
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