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" This report presents statistical knalyses of data derived from the‘first

each form; inter-item correlations; and correlations of it )
non~evaluative variables. Among the major results discussed are the ﬁigh
item reliabilities for all but small classes, the high inter-itetn coxte-
Tations and their implications for use of ratings results for diagnosis

of instructional problems,. and the causal implications ofitem correlations
with non-eyaluative variables, e.g., whethetr students wanted to :ake the
course andaérade expected. \x
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. year's use of the Instryttional Assessment System. Included are: j
,’~§3 standard deviations,.and several reliability estimates forezzéh item 1 1
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collected from students ‘via a yariety of means. For example, in 1951 a
- procedure was implemented in which students at registration ranked their

'Y
H

ipstructors of the previous term on the basia’ of Epaching gerit.l More
" common wover this time, and still prevalent on college campuses,, is the

3

" single form containing a series of evaluative statements about a course

<
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Statistical Analyses of the Data from .the ?itst Year of Use of the ‘
" 'Student Ratings- Porms of the University of Washington L 1
~,"' Instructional.Aésessment System ™\ i
. . . ) T ~
.. ‘ N * G.. M. Gillmore' - i . w
, y N - . R -
The systematic dollection and dissefination of evaluative information u}
from students concerning the courses o which they are enrolled is a ) w
conmon occurrence In American Higher Education. The University of Washing- .
ton (UW) as an institution, is a pioneer in this endeavor, with efforts~ - '
dating back to the 1920's. During this period of time, data have been ,
-
|
|
%

and instructor, which is administered at or near ‘the end of a course.

-

Students either indicate the extent of their agreement to each statement,

-

in the classical Likert Strongly Agree ‘to Strongly Disagree format, or

¢

rate the "goodness" of the: course in terms of each item.
The most recent ‘major chﬁpge in ¢he Student Ratings program at—(be
UW accurred in the fall of 1974, when the Instructional Assessment System
(IAS) was implemented. 2 The _purpose of this regort is to present/analyses
of the data collected/the first year of use. To achieve this purpose jn :
on-

coherent manner, a 1 amount of degcription is necessary. The key

e
. s
N T T T T

cepts guiding the development of the system can be briefly stated as

. were responsible for the forms and.the items within forms of the. systen. 4

' Educatiofial”Assessment Center. q

e

followa : . ' " ¢ jm /' . t | B
- S '
lAccording to T+ F. Hodgson (1974), "The faculty quickly labeled’ this ;._

procedure with th€ ungraceful name of Dragnet, the program fell from s
favor, and after a few years was discarded by the administration" (p. 5). ,

2Shelley Tucker, Helen Smith and John McMillin, along with the author,

Jerry Edwards designed the optically scannable input documents, and he and .
Ronald Stofer designed and wrote the computer analysis system. The entire;
developmentgl project was wholly funded by the University of Washington /
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& T First, there is an explicit recognition the student ratings
can and do serve multiple furictions, nd the ‘same evaluative
. . questions are thot necessarily appropriate for each. Secondliy,
) there is an explicit recognition that adequate diagnostic informa-
- tion cannot be efficieﬁtly provided instructoré with use of .a .
. common set of evaluative questions for allclasses (Gillmore,
e 1974f.p. 1).. .
The impetus for the IAS came in part from the de{ineation of types of
information yielded by student rstings found in Smoek and Crooks (1974).
Aso influential in a negetivelrggard was my experience with use of the
same evaluative items for the diversity of.clas'ses found within a latge
university N ’ . ' Y
The system contains five forms; each tailored for a broad courae
type. Form A was designed for small fbcture—discussion c%asses; Porm B o
. for large lectures; Form C for seminar-discussion classes; Form D for “{w
‘ problem-solving classes, and Form E,for skill-acquisition classes., Each
form has items within three sections, each with distimct instructions to
students. Section 1 contains 4 global evaluative items whose major pur-
Rpese is normative, i.e., to allow comparisons with various populations.
“Th items are common to every form. Section 2 contains 1l items that
are diagnostic in'nature. They are designed to provide feedbeck to in-~
structors, useful for improving the course; These items are unique to
. each form, although overlap is present Section k3 contains 7 items Which
are published for gtudent use, with instructor permission. These items
are common to all forms. Thus, it is only Section 2, the diagnositc,

- ) itemstgwhich change from form to form.3 The items for all forms are

\\ .77 listed in*Tables 2 bhrough 7 (pages 6 through 11).

All items use a six position response scale. . The response position
labels aqd their nuherical values are as follows: Excellent (5), Very
Good (4), Good (3), Fair (2), Poor (1), and Very Poor (0).

Additignal information asked of students when they complete the

. v . L
form is as follows: . ! ——— \

. . >~ .

3

370 be more precise, the forms contain two additional sections: space
for 8 optiomal, ingtructor-chosen closed items and two open-ended ques-
< tions. Neither of these sections is relevant té the present discussion.: °
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. When registering, was this a course®ou wanted to take? Yes, Neutral,
- ro
'NO. . - ¢

e . 7
~ I8 this course: In your major, In your Minor or program requirement,
A distribution requirement, An elective, Other.

n

»

’ . Your class: Freshman, Sophomore, Junior, Senior, Graduate, Othe?,

Grade you expect to receive: A/ B, C, D, E, Pass.

e The results to be presented in this report include the number of

{

classes in which each form was used at the UW and the average class sizes, -

the mean, standard deviationr‘hnd reliability of each. item, the inter-item "

correlations of the eleven common items €Sections 1 and 3) and correlations
of the common.itemsrwith selected non-evaluative variables such as class

size and level. . . T ] o

Data -Source N

\

All data presented'in this report are derived from courses'
at UV in which the IAS was used. In most cases this is an exhaustive

'\‘gample of those usinz;}he system for the academic year 1974975, excluding
summer juaxter. Py Whe e

the data presented are not an exhaustive sample,

it will be so indicated. It is best to consider the data ag?coming from
a non—randgn volunteer set of courses since, strictly speaking, Student
evaluatiods of courses using IAS are not mandatory. However, faculty are

- required by Faculty Senate regulations to provide some evidence of teaching
effectiveness as perteived by students in any request for promotion or
nerit pay increase. Most faculty fulfill this obligation'by using a form
of the IAS for some or alf’of their coursesl. Unquestionably, some academic

departments place more pressure on faculty to use the IAS than others.

« About all that can be said for certain if that .the sample is-neither efhaus- ’

~——

tive of nor a random sample from all classes taught.
s . l Results , . //’

The number of classes in which each form was used is presented in
Table 1. Also in Table l is the average class size for each. Class size
is defined as the number of forms completeg, within a given class, in this
case and throughout this report. These values are.almost sure fo be some— .

-

what less on an average than the totaI enrollment due to absentees at the

» ‘ ]
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time of administration. However, they may be more representative of

agtual dttendance, which in turn may be more imgprtant than enrollmentjin

rms of relationships t presented.
'Y , - - , O] . . y . -
) ) ) - Table 1 , _ ‘ o
- P 4
vy o Number and Average Sizé of Classes in which Each Form Was Used
i ~ TForm' D Number of Average |
. : . ) classas clasg.size -

/ e . . e R A -

e 1705 ' . 19.2% ' e

T T T

/ ke .
(;&c, ’ * B ~ 826 - 46.35
. > lad * -~ //
s c 667 .48
. C D sse 7 182 .
: . o A E ® 607 14710 '
k ~Total | 4373 2276
9 N » . '
)
[ ’ - % . ) .
‘Form A,,which was designed to be the most general was cleariy f '

most pcgular choice, being selected for-39% of the classes. The remaining
. forms were roughly equivalent in usage. The form designed fg;/ﬁge in
large lecture classes (B) was used by larger classes on the average,fas
expected. Both forms C and E tended to be used in fairly 11 classes, )
. which agaid was as expected. , “ ' » . d
.« In Tables 2 throé;h 7, means, standard deviations, and 3 reliability
& estiﬁates are presented for items within each of the forms and for the . -
common items gcrogs all forms. We will discuss the means and standard -
. %ﬂeviations first, and then turn to the reliability estimates.
‘\\.ﬂ " Means -and standard\deviationsa‘ Means and standard deviations yeie .
- calcalated for éech iteq using the following numerical codes: Excellent.=
'S, Very G°92 = 4,"Good = 3, Fair = 2, Poor = 1, and Very Poor = 0. Thus the
most favorable possible mean value is 5.0, and the least is, 0. 0. Note that’

the unit of’ analysis 1is classes and thus the basic datum entered into

\ _'theEe particular calculatidns is class means for given itemé. ~Hence, the
means presented are in reality means of class means and the standard\\ ul
- deviatiqns are actually standard deviations of class means. They are

3 , . '\ "] ,
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presented here mostly for their usefulness ag # reference for specific

" questions which might arise ‘in the reader's.mind. Howgver, some general

statements can be mak&x ’ , - “ °

1f one combareh file four general items across forms, users of Form E
received. the highest average rating, Form C was next most favorably rated
" followed by A, B, and D. One way anaixses of ‘'variance show these differ-

ences to be highly statistically significant. However, this significance

%mst be interpreted within the context of large numbers of classes entering

into the anélysis,"‘EnhfaCt? the specific foxrm used only accounts for
abouts five percent of the total variance. Thus, although there are average
differences, there is also a great deal of overlapl

¥ In designing the system, we felt that one of the outcomes of
dietinguishing items for normative purposes from those for diagnostic pur-
poses would be that the latter would elicit more critical information fromy

students. If this were the case, oﬁe would expect means for the diagnostic

is, of course, different, and thus, strictly speaking direct comparisons

i
i
itemé to tend to be, lower than the geheral items. The content of the items
cannot be made. However, the item means within Section 2 are close in
value to those in Section 1 for all forms but E, where they tend to be
gomewhat smaller. : \4//// | }

In Section 3,which like Section 1 has common items across all forms, .
Form E usgers were rated highest on the average on every item. This is an 1
interesting result considering the range of .aspects of a qpurse covered by
these items. ‘

Over all forms, item 20'receiveﬂ'the lowest average rating (Evaluative
and grading techniques) whiie item 3 received the highest average (The
instructor's contribution to the course). The highest average rating given
any item was 4 20 for item 11 on Form E (Student confidence in instructor's
knowledge). The lowest average rating (3.15) was given to item 14 on Form °
B (Interest levei«of class sessions).

- The standard devintions‘were quite consistent for items both,ecross

forins and within forms. The range was from .45 for iten 2 on Form E to .70

for item 15 on Form C. Most, however, fall within a tenth of a seale point

( [ ] s

.

- ~

of each other.




o

Y

‘0

e T T AT R R R T T R R T TR R T T P R T e R T R e

T R PR R T R R -
.

‘8SBTD UWGAT3 B 3UTIBI SIUSPNIS JO IBGENU = Ny

06° oL’ 61° 8G* 29°€ . ~isea wuamemuﬂ:umn.vam S89TITITQTSUOAS8aI JUSPNIS JO AITIE[D ‘g2
06° 0L* 61" 8G° 0S°¢ v . “sen jaiom pauldysse jo wwwamﬂnmﬂomwmm ‘12
o . T w ooz 29" 1€°€ - . - . % iozem
~ . (232 ‘s3oafoagd- ‘sraded ‘s3se3) sanbruyoal 3uypeiad pue saf3zenyRAT ‘0z
. 06° ou.. 61" 6S° %9°¢ . ¢ST JUSJUOD I8INOD JO SSIJUTNJIDIEN PUB IDUBAITIY ° 6T
16° (YA YA 6G° rA % - {8BM 98IN0D Y3 UL PIYABST NOL JUNOWY wwﬂ
¢6° 7 44 86" 69° ] :8BM pauIBa] S3juapnis umnumns U 3sa193uT w.uouuwuumam LT
6" mmw 1 XA 19° LY € - Lt :8BM SWTI 8SEBTO JO asf ‘9T
R -~
. , . )SJV : ¢ uoTIdag
16 1L o LS® . :sem papasu usym dTay BI13IX3 JO AITTTQRTTBAV °*GI
. Wm. 9L (4 om. s ! “mumsanOﬂuwmsw juepnis 03 sIaMSUY ° 4T
16" €L’ 1¢° 6S° :SBM SIATISWOYI 8891dXd L3I SIUIPNIS UATS jJuswaSeanoduy ‘€T
¥6° 18"’ o¢" %9° . } :8BM WSBTSNYIUd §,1030NI38UT °ZT
£6° LLe 1 YA 66" Y ////l//lIIMW/I :sBM 23paTmom)y m.uouunuumaﬂ UT 9OUSpPTIUOD JuIPNI§ °*IT
16° €L 1" 9G* :sem 1030n13suUT £q pasyel swaTqoid 10 suorisenb jo L3yrend QT
A“W, Z6° VT rAA . LS’ VTR ﬁ\h:umms SuoTIeIISNTIT pPue S9TdWEXd JO 98N §,1030NIISUL °§
) 26" 9L° A 65  T9°C . ) :sBeM popoau uayM
. N mWOﬁumcmﬂmxm aAT3Ieural (e juasaiad o3 AITTFqQR 8,10390n13SUI °Q
€6° 9L /A 09’ 99°¢ . :939M 10305n138ur Aq SuofleUERTdXE °*/
£6° 9" VAN LS* 86°€ . . :8BM 9DTOA §,1030N13sSUT Jo AITIBTD °9
6" 6Lt £ 6S"* 8% ¢ " :gBM uOTIBZTURSIO 98IN0Y °C
- : . 17 UOT3IO9S
96° 08" 6Z° 69° 194¢ :sem 193)em 309{qns ay3z Suyyoeray ug S89U2ATIV93F3 8,1030NIISUT YL °Y
\\}/// @W. 08° BZ: c9* I8°€ {8BM 28IN0D Y3 03 UOFINQFIJUOD §,I0IDNIJFUT 3y °€
26" 91 A €S°  86°€ - 18BM 3US3IUOD 98IN0D SYL T
£6° 8L° 9¢* 86" 6S°¢ i8em aToym ' 8B 38INOI BYL °T
Co¥=N  0T=N T= as uesy . :T UOT3IDIS
< wall

*£3TTTqeTTaY

y mioj uo sWR3II TIV JO LITTTQERTI9Y I193BY-I93UL pPue ‘UOTIBRTAS(Q PABpPUBRIS ‘UBSY

’ ¢ °19elL

>

O

e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




06° 69" 8T’ . G* 0S°€ i8eM sjuawaxinbai pue s3TITTTIqEsuodsax ucmWﬁNw Jo. La1IeTD 7T -
06° 69° A ” G* oY € ' "mms,xuos pau3isse jo ssausTqeUOSEIY °‘TT
16° L (V1A 79° 02°€ :sa3m ("d39 ‘s3oafoad ‘saaded {s3sa3) senbjuyosy Buypeas vcw aATIeNTRAg ‘02
06° 69" ‘81" 9¢- Wm.m IST JU93UOD 3SINOD JO SS9UTNIISN PUB JOUBAILIY ‘6T
1l|mm. moh 8T"* 9G* Sh° ¢ . :s%Bm mmusoo 3yl uf pauies nok junowy *gT
16° €L YA 6S° 9G6°¢ ’ . !SBM DAUIBST SJUSPNIS IBYIBYM UF ISDIA3IUT §,1030NX38UT /]
6" 6L’ 1 XA 6S° VA3 ’ :sem amf] mmmao.mw asn ‘91 )
) B ’ Lo \\ . ' &\\ ! UOT3IOBG,
- 88" wo. 91" Vil gy :ses papaau uaym diay BIIXD Jo LITTIqEITRAY .mmwm
96" ° 6L° ) L%y ,mo. ¢1°¢ . :sem mmmwmwmm‘mmmao JO T®AST 3IS9I93UT ‘HT
16° LT ow., 09 o€ ¢ :sem S9ATI0afqo 3sInod 3o L3130 €T -
v6° . 08° wNu- %9°* %8°¢ . :SBM WSBISNYjus m.uouosuumcm AL /
26"  wL~ “zT LG 86°¢€ :ses 93paTmouy §,1030NIISUT U IDUSPTIUOD IUSPNYS .HmJMNHHH“\lhnv
€6" 8L 97" 89 .0O%°¢€ :5BM TRTI3]BW 8Y] UT JIS2I9JUF JUSPNIS JO JUSWIDOUBYUD mwuouoiuuwaH ‘0T “ a
€6" Lt Gz 86" 89°¢ ' . :Sem SUOTI2I3SNTIF pue saydwexd Jo asn §,1030NI3ISUT ‘6 )
“ 26 SL* XA 19" 8%'€ . . :5eM papasu ~
’ uaym suorjeue]dxa aafieuial[e jussaid 03 LITTTQe §,1030NIISU 8
€6° °* 8L° 9z Nw. 67°'€C - emr :9I9M 1030n13sur Aq suofjeuetdxmy °/ *
16° €L 12° 96 * Ch ¢ } ,111 isem s3daduod J0 uotprejussaxad Tejausnbag ‘g .
€6° 9/ A 09° Sy ¢ if)) :sem uorlIeZTUR3IO JSANO) °G ,
] Ry , ) ‘iz uoyzoeg
%6° z8° i€ A YA 1SeM Hmuums 309{qns ay3l Bulyoeal UT SSIUIATIVDJIID §,103ONIAISUT BYL 4 - -
96" 18" o€ 99" 1.°€ ISEM 95aN0D 9YJ 03 UOTINQTAIJUOD §,I1030NAISUF 9YL °€ “
16° €L 1C° IS .CS°€E ) ":sem Jus3u0> 25IN0d ayL ¢
€6 8L" 9z" LS"  TS€ :SBM 9TOYM B SB 9SIN0D oYl ‘T
oy=N OI=N ~ T1=N as uesR ’ :T UOT3I09g
. £ITTT9eFIoY N v . w31
e m.shom uo sweo3ll IV 3O QVAMMMMMHmm 1938Y¥-193U] puB ‘UOTIRTAD(Q PIRPUBRIg ‘UBSN
€ @Iqel - : emm
LR . . h\ .‘.« N . T e . ﬁtM




) é . { )
26" SL° | €T’ 6S° €L°¢ ‘ !sem sjuswaxrnbazx Vnm S3TITITqrsuodsax juspnis jo £31aey) A4
¢6° &L £C” [ 99°¢ N :gea-jiom paudysse Jo mwwnmﬁnmnommmm ¥4
£6° 8L° 9z"* mo.., 9%°¢ taxam(*039 ‘s309foad ‘saaded ‘s3say) mmndﬂnzummlwﬂﬁvmuw pue a2ar3enyeay °(Qz
6° 9L- VA 09° : ow.m. ) !ST 1Ud3U0d 3sSaINOD wo mmmnﬂnmwmn PUE 22URAITIY ‘6T
£6° LLe gz 09T %9°e . A . 1§BM 9SINOD Byl Ul paures] nof JuUnomy 8T
96" 08" 87" LS® L8°E * :sea pauxeaf muwmvnum.uwzumza UT 3S3I93UT §,1033NI3I8UT */T
76", ’ 08" ! 6z .29 8%°g L . ) ! :sem owy3 ssefo jo 9sp ‘9
‘ T . //Ir. - - > - € uoy¥3IVag
(mm. J.uw. £e” oL qm\m - { ) :sem _SUOT883sS SSEY 9491 359193UT *GT .
v6"° 08 - 8¢° 9¢"° ,.wo.q 3 . ° isen SMITA juapnas o3 ssauuado 8,X030Nn138U °*HT-
mm. 8L 9Z" 9G° mo.q . o . 15T goATasway3 §891dxa 03 sjuapnis ULATS JusweSeinoduy ‘€I
S6° [4: 28 4 ,.mm.h €Ty - : ’ {Sem WSBTSNYIUd §,1030nI3IsU] °7I
S6° 8" TeS LS* mo.m:». M s :seM 93paTmMou §,1030NIISUT U DIYIPFIU0D Juapnig *II.
26° G/ €z mm. LL E ‘ :seM pasTel mamﬂnbumw%o suor3isanb jo huﬂﬂmnc\hom
v6* 18" Qt* c9° GlL°€ - + 1 :5BM 3uTUIEd] JuSpnls 03 axaydsowle SSBID JO SSIUSATOINPUO) . §
qm.‘ 7 08° 6¢C"° B LG~ thw T {8¥M SUOFSSNOSIP 03 UOFINQFIIUOD m.uouu:uuwnH 'g
%6° 18° oe:" 59° I8°€ : :!SeM 19peIT UOFSSNISTP B SB I103dNI3ISuUy °*/
w6* . 1I8° ..dm. 6S° 68°€ {gem sseTd 103 uorjeiedead s,x03ona13suy °9
%6° 6L’ lc 6S°  €9°E’ % ., isen nowumNﬂnmwmo @sanoj °*¢ |
. ’ ; , o~ 7 1z nmﬂuumm
66° £8° €€ 99° G{°E . :sem 1933®BW ummwnnm 3yl 3uTyoea] UT ESIUSAFIVAIID S,I0IDNIAISUT 3T, %
G6° H¥° be"e . %9° 26°¢€ o !SEM 98IN0D Y3 ouxWOﬂunnﬂuunou 8,1039NI3SUT BYJ nm )
b6 5L° Le GG IL°€ AR ) , , $SBM 3U93U0D 28IN0D Y], °7
66" 8" A 65° 8L'E - . ) / V// mmms afoym e se mwu:ou,msﬁ ‘I
07=N  0T=N T=N as ueay . ’ . ‘T UgfIoag
L3FTFQETTOY wall

. 4
0 wioj uo swWIIT TIV JO AITTTQPTTAY 193vY-I93U] pue [fUOFIBTAdQ PIEpUEIS ‘UBSH |

. y °1qeL .

. / N . . L

O

-y
l

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




¥ AITTTQETTSY

— . v “ ﬂ - . -
..!I..w» . e B -~ ) R . .’ . ‘ .. [ ~
o . 16° ﬂNM 0¢* 09° mq.m. :9eM muawﬁwuﬁsmwwlvam mmﬂuﬁﬂﬂnﬁmdommmk uamvmum jo %uﬂwmﬁo 22
o 16°~ ﬂn., m/bMwa 66" 6€°€ ’ . i A :SBM NIom PIUSBTSSE JO SFIUITQERUOSEIY *12
g ‘06" mo.:/hrwﬂ o @o. mN“m 1339M (r0239 ‘s3yoafoad .mumammamumm&w Mwsvﬂuaomu S8urpeald pue safiEniRAR *(O7
- 26° Sl A 9" ISt ) . *ST Ju23U0d 38IN0D FO wmmﬁaﬂummw puB 90UBAITIY ‘6T
t 16° | 1L° 0z° 8 gv¢ -y ) . :SeM 98IN0> 9Yy] UT pauiea] nok Junomy -°gf
. ¢6° 2L [ 19° %9°¢ . -, iSBM PIUIBST S]IUSPNIS I9Y3IdYM UT 3ISIASIVWT §,I03DNAISUT /T
. . Nm.. SL* €T 09° 9g'c N . ‘sen m,.sﬁ /mmmﬁ 30 °8n 91
y, - * ~ A\ . . / 1€ uof3Oag
Ch 16° 1L 0t° 09" 6G°€ . :sem papasu uaym dyay BIIX® JOo KITTTQEITRAY °GI
€6° 9L-" qmwn 09" “oyg , 12194 suot3ssnb JU3pPNIS 03 SIIMSUY °HT
.mm. 8L . 97 L9° Hh € : "WWA/wmﬁuﬁsoﬁwwﬂvy uspnls yITm Tedp 03 %uﬂﬂﬁnm(m I030na3suy ‘€T
£6° LL sT° | 79° "98°¢ : », o - 1stm- Emmﬁmsnuam ] uouosuumaH A
16° 1L o¢: 19° wqwm " :sem jue3uod _2sInod wmavfmumumvcs 03 muamaawﬁmmm JO UOTINQFIIYO) °TT
6" €L 1z Nm. 9%°¢ :sBM 1030NI3SUT %n vmmﬁmu msmﬂnoua 10 suorisanb jyo £L3yyend 0T
= 6 €L Tz Ls* .mm.m Tises mQOﬁumuumjﬂmﬁ wﬁm.mmﬂmsmxm 30 @SN .§,1030NIISUT 6 .
_— €6° . 9L°  w €9°  TH'E . . . : ioen .
- papasu uaym mﬁoa#mamﬁmxm aATIEUISITE 1ussaxd- 03 %uﬂﬂﬁnm s uouuﬂuumaH '8
’ €6° Ll Sz 79° €v°¢g » -, 1313M XOJONIISUT %n mQOﬁumamﬁmxm ¥
Hm. ﬂ oA 12 96 6€ '€ . :seM s3daduod jo uopjejuasaad ﬂmﬁucmﬁcmm *g
z6° ¢! ¢z gc*  ge'e . . . ) :sem uoT3IEZTUESI0 95IN0H .m,
. i . 1z UO0T303g
P %6° 08" 8¢ 69° 6%°€ :sem I233em 303fqns ay3y wmanummu uf. mmmam>ﬁuommmm §,1030NIJSUT BYL ‘Y
<.l v6° 08" ww. . L9° no“m o, :SBM 9SIN0OO 3yl 03 QOﬁusnﬂuuaoo s ,o3onaysug mzmv °€
- 26° * QN. 2z s p.qq.m L . L :5eM JUS3U0D mmu:oo Pul °g
. %6" ‘6L LZ° <1 8G° 9%°¢ - ’ s :seM 9TOUM B SB 3SIN02 9YL °T
i oy=N  0T=N =N as cmmw . ) fg :1 uOf3I0S8g
' - wa3

[

uo swa3l] T1V JO AITTIQRTIISY 1938¥-aajul pue ‘UoTIRIA3(Q pirpuels ‘uesy
T S °19BL ’ . -

O

-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.k

«




10

;
EeS

) N

L3

-

€6 LL Gz Z9° 18°€ .- :8BM wmcuswuﬂsvmu puw uuﬁw4aﬂaﬂaconnmu u:wvawm 3o £3tae . \\ )
- - . A - : ! 0 "¢
Nm.%ﬁﬁWmm. mNm | 19- €L°¢€ ! :gBm YNaca papdfssce 30 B52UdTqBUCSEBIY ‘T¢
Z6-° /A r4AN 65" 19°¢ NWuwsgﬁoum ‘s3dafoad ‘sxaded ‘s3s3z) .sanbruoay Juypead pus Par3IENTBAY °(Z
88 ° %9° 19 gy 66°€ . !8T JUAIUOD BSANOD JO SSBUINIIEN pPuUT OUBAITEY °§T
68" L9- LT A mw.m , ISBM 96INGD JY3J UF PIaUABIT NnoL Junowmy QT
26° vyl . 2z €G" SO°Y _188BM pOUIBLT mu:owsuw 19Y3Tgh UT 3I8TISIUF 8,X030Na38Uy /7 .
£€6° -, 8L° 9Z° 09° 9.°¢ :68M BWT) SSBIO JO 3¥s)) ‘9T
’ . :f UOF3IOIg
16° 1L 0e” 9G° £6°¢ :88M popodu :wsa d1oy quxo 30 A3TTTIQBIYRAY °‘CT
06° oL ba. wm.. 0S¢ :88BM BTOADY Haﬂxm.u:mvzuv BurdreA 03 UOF3IONIAISUT jJo JurpiaorIRL " HI
16" L A 6S° YA % Ti88BM SBTJITNOTIITP IUSPNIS YITM TEBOUP 02 AITTTQR S,1030NAJIBUL ‘@7
16° €L 12° . 8¢ 8°¢ :88M SBOPT PuB STIYAS umo dO[3AdP 07 mucovsum pPpmoTT® wWopalaxg ‘7t
£6° LLe T €6 0T % 888 93pOTMOUY §,I03IDNIJSUT UT STJUDPFIUOD Juapnig “T1
16~ 1L (oY A GG 99°¢ :sem 103oNna3sur Aq ssaxBouad ummvsum 3o uofp3fuBooay QI .
6" . Lo YA A €S I8°¢ :sem LITTTQP ,53U8PNJS U SOUSPFIUOD 8,103ONIISUI 6 Fm
16° A ) AR Ul L9°€ . :319M STIFYHS pa3oadxa jJo suofiwajsuowaq g .
16° 1L ‘oz* s 69°¢ - s9x9M STTTAS
/I//// 1o wmsvﬂcswmu MdU 103 gaTRuOF3Ivl JurdTIspun jo suofIvuUBTAXFy °/
06" ° OL° 6T 6Y° 99°¢ ’ v :98m STTTS jo 3jusmdoTasep Tefiusnbag -9
06" oL 61" oG S8 ¢ :88M pauxgeT sea 3jeym 3uroyiowvad xo3 L3tunixoddg g
R _ . 17 uoLads
«m. 08" 6T 19° $6°€ :88BM 193301 uomﬂnsm 3yl Suyyowsl U SSOUDATIONIIS S ,103I0NIAISTE 3YY * 4§
‘96" 08" .@N. 8c* 60° Y . . " :8BM 98IN0OD JY3J 03 UOFINGEIIUOD 8,I03ONIISUT YL °€ .
16° 1L YA GhH* 8L°€ » — :8BM JUDJIUOD 98INOD 3YY,
E6° 6L° ST 0s- 68°¢t h , ’ :88M 9TOYM B S®B 98IN0D IYL T
o%=N 0T=N T=N as ug3In - & NN ] o :T UOT3O8S ,
. AITTTQRTTY . B , NS wo3l
4 mxog Uo swa3] TTIV 3O AIFTTQEFIOY I93IBY-I93U] pPu®v ‘UOFIBVTAI( vumw:mumxscmmﬁ .
i 9 °TqEL . ﬂw \ Y Qmm




11-

O

&

P T T T T e R R T R T R T R T R T T

AL A e e B

Iz
L)
.
.

s

~ n A
w - -
N ~

N S

16°
16
16°
16

16° -

€6’
£6°

S6°
%6°
T6°
v6°
: 0%-N

-
e
€L

A 7%

-

9t

9¢*

z8°
18"
vL*
6L°
0T=N
LITTTqeT 19y

guwiod [TV SS0IdY SWI3I] uUOWMO) 03

N

oz
2"
0z*
0z
vz
A

1§ %

oe" .

7z
Lz
T=N

99°
29
L9’
19°
09°
29
£9°

-
L9°
S6°
09°
as

19°¢
9s°¢
LE°E
TL°E
85 €
SL°E
0s°¢t

99°¢
S8 €
19°¢€
79°¢
uBap

:s8n sjuamaxfnbax puv SaFITTFqrsuodsax Juapnis jo L3Ifael)

-

:88M ja0oM poulysse Jo ssauaqruOgway

‘s309foxd ‘saaded ‘s3sel) senbyuyoay Suypead pus aayienTBAZ

s

:919m (*039
. IS8T 3JUIJUO0D ISINOD JO SSIUTNIISN PUB IOUBAITIY
. $8eM 9¢IN0D 3Y3l UF pauaea[ nok Junomy

“ :8BM pAUIEWAT 8JUSPNIS IIYISYm UT 3IESIIIUF 8,103dn138UT

. :8BM 2WY3 SSBIO JO 9s(}

! o

is®Bm 3338w 3d9(qns 2yl Buyyoeel UT SSIUDATIVAIID 8,103dONIJSUT BY]
{8BM 98IN0D 3Y3J 03 UOFINQEIIUOD 8,X0IINIISUT 3BYJ
iseM JU33U0D 98INOD Y]

’
:88M DTOUYM B S8 981IN0D IYJL

KA
"12
*0¢
‘6T
‘81
LT a,
‘91

:f UOTIDAg

‘T

¢T WOT3O8g

L3ITTTQRTIT2Y 1938Y~-Ia3uP PuUB ‘UOTIBIADQJ PIBPUBIS - ‘UBSY
7

L 198L

walg

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.

E\.




™

ﬁeliabilitz. The coefficients of reliability which.are presented can
. be interpreted as indices of inter-rater agreement, with the raters in this
case being the students within a class. Perfect reliability from this view-
point would be achieved when all students within each clasg gave the same
rating to that classa and there were differences between classes. Zero \
reliability, on the other hand, would indicate that t;; rating given by a
étudent would not depend upon the class he was in. )

The presence of reliable rati"gs*is essential to a Successful system,
for without reliability there*can be no validity. If the students who are
enrolled cannot demonsfrate any coﬁsiﬁtency in how they rate the course,
then the resulting course mean ratings can have no meaning.

The reliability coefficients co be presented are intraclass

correlations4 (Ebel, 1951), and coefficients for a single rater were com-

puted using the following formula: : o
4
MSB - t{sw 4. - .
r =
:'{.S‘B + (k"l)MSw N ¢ t
- where MSB is thé mean square between classes ; ‘.

MSw is the mean square within classes .
k 1s the average class size.

As the number of students who rate a class increases, the reliability

of the reéulting class means also increases as a function of the Spearman-

Brown formula: ,

~N~. @
k(rl) i
rk = , 4
\—/ . ] (k_.l)rl + 1 ‘_- \;
where fk is the reliability of a class with k students and

r, is the reliability of a single rater.
Reliabilities are presented for clags sizes of one student, ten students

and 40 students. The reader can start with the value for one rater and

\

4The reliability coefficients can 4lso be viewed as generalizability

eatimates with items considered finite &and raters infinite (Kane et al.
1974).

. 12
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use the Spearman-3rown formula above to compute it for any size class. 1 / 1
have chogen to present.these values for a class of size 10, to represent a |
"/ typical small class, and for size 40, to represent a typical large class. i
"  The reader is r ded thdt our unit of analysis is the class, whigh. - i
is in reality a confounding of an instructor with a course. There is no -
simple way to separate ‘these two. Thetreliabilities to be presented are
i thosg’of classes, and as such give us information about the dependability i
. of class ratings They do not give us.inforration. about the dependability 1
of ratingsg of courses, e.g., Economics 201,:or instructors, e.g., Professor ‘
Doe. " - j
The reliabilities for single raters vary from .15 for item 19 on Form i
E to .34 for item 3 on Form’b. For.classes of size 10, the reliabilities |
range from .64 to .34, and for classes of 40 students, all reliabilities .
are .38 and above. These data would seem to indicate that items of the
IAS are of adequate reliability for all but the very smallest1of classes.
In general, the reliability estimates for Form C are somewhat higher
than thoé?lfor the other forms. The reliabilities of items within Section ‘ }
1 are also somewhat higher than of those within Sections 2 and 3. General :
instructor effectivenese and course contribution seem to be the concepts %
" which are mogt reliably ra J

Inter-item correlations Classes with fewer than six respondents
have been eliminated from this analysis. As seen above, smaller classes
- have less reliability. Héhce, the instability of thelzlass means in small
classes might unduly influence the magnft;dE\pf the correlation coefficients.
Inter-item correlations for the 22 items could be presented for each
of the forms. This yields, however, 1155 correlation coefficients which
'is far more than any rational human being wants to know, not to mention
the awesome burden that places on a typist. We opted rather to present the
correlations among the'll‘common items, across the 5 forms only, which
. reduces the number of correlations to a more modest 55. Little information

is lost as a result of the gelection becauSe items within forms tend to be

J

|

|

|

1

|

\

1

1

!

highly correlated, and there does not seem to be a great deal of change in J
correlational iatterns from one ‘form to anotHer.' sg
L

J

-

To illustrate the high inter-item cofreiations, the average off-diagonal

correlations between the 11 items of Section 2 for the five forms'is as




~ been identified are highly correlated with each other.

. \ N )
» % \-‘L - )

N /F ' 1 (
follows: Form A = .73; Form B = .77; Form C = .ZZ; Form D = .72; Form E=
.66, .” )

The correlations among the 11 general itemsfl4 from Section 1 and 7
from Secttdn 3 across all forms are found in TabLe 9. One can immediately
note that the values tend to be fairly high ratigipg fr .54 (items 20 and
21) to .95 (items 3 and 4). Items 3 and 4 are the general inmstructor items
and seem to be eliciting highly similar ratings .from students. If the
rating of the "Course as a whole" (item 1) is viewed as tﬁg most general.of
items, it is interestisg.to note which items cogrelate qgst highly with it:
The content.of the course, ampunt learned in th# course, and the two
general instructor items, in that order. ‘;~

A close look at the inter-item correlatiQﬂb reveals sofie clpatering
Items 1M, 18, and 19 correlate with each OL@Y bit highﬁ

correlate with the other items. Items 3, 4, aﬁH 7 also seem to go to-

er than they

gether, The former items deal with the courseﬁhnd its content, the latter
the instructor. Finally there is a slight tenﬁ;ncy for items 20, 21, and
22 to form a cluster. These items have to do w%th grading, assigned work,
and student responsibilities. ‘ :ﬁ

The preseﬂ%e of these clusters seems satiéfactory intuitively. However,
one should not overlook the magnitudes of all bf the inter-item correlatioms,
which are considtently high. In othgr words, the three clusters which have
5 ~

Correlations with Non-evaluative Variables,, Previously, a list of

‘yarisbles was presented which represented the information solicited from

students at the top of each form. To this list, we add some additional
variables, which also are not directly evaluative, but cou%a be of interest.

Actually this variable is the number of'~6tms which were

filled Qut within each class. This value is not identical to class size,
but surely highly corrs}ated In fact, one could make the case that it is

actually more representative of the number of studengs who attend a given

»

4

5One might wonder why factor analytic techniques were not applied td
these data. It is my contention that the full correlation matrix is much
more informative and less misleading than a factor loading matrix. 1In the

" latter case, there is a distinct leveling and sharpening effect, especially

with use of orthogonal rotations, which tend to distort the importance of
a general factor.

“

]

L]




>

T T R T TR T TR PR A R R
TN *

SR
. . . N . ’.i - 3*.‘.—!( .
. \ ~ .,mu 5 d
/ y .
*” . | ' ’
. ~ .
” ~ w ) /\\ .
- .
\ \ .. ' ~
. £ - v oo .
. » B . ' .
~1 ) ’ ’ .
SL* 08° mn. oL ,ON. 1L Lt oLt L9 €¢L° T :sem gjuswaanbaa
o . : > pPu® 83T3ITTTqrsuodsai juopnis jo AITIBTH *ZZ
9L ' %§° T9°- §9° €9° S9° 49* 09° 99° iseM jaom pauBysse jo wwuauﬂmwaowwom i ¥4
/mm. Lt 9Lt L9 Lt TLT 89" -yL ’ :919m (°939 ‘s3dafoad )
- /\ s ‘saaded ‘s3sal) sonbyuyoeyl Bufpead pue aafIenyeay ‘02
98° 69° 99° . 69 89", ¥8* €8° {8T JU2JUODQ ISINOD JO SSIUTNIISN PUB DOUBADTIY ‘6T
R : :
. .///{IIm&hrrbm.. 78° 1I8° 8 T6° tgeM 981Nn0D 9YJF UF paurea] nod Junowmy QT
€L’ 18" “e8° L' 6L :geM pouxBaT
) . sjuapnas ummwwn& UF 389193UT 8,1030NXIBUT /T .
. . €8 €8° 8L° €8° . :8BM SWF3 SSBTD JO 38 °9T
) - i€ UoTIOAg
’ 96" 6L 88° :sem 1338w J03fqns
. . . . /V 9yl 8uryoea] UT SSIUIATIODFID §,2039nX38UT YL ‘Y .
Y 08°~ 88° :S®M 981IN0D Byl 03 UOTINQTIIUOD 8,I03ONAISUT YL °€
‘ 26° :8BM JU23UCD ISINOD O °*Z
A
~ :8BM DTOYM B SB I8INOD YL °'T
E :T uoy309s
I¢ 0z 6T 8T (LTI 9T * % € T 1 ) - . wady
. - {000% < N) smiog IV I92AQ SWe3] uowmo) Buome waOMuwﬂouudowouaH ”
. g 91qeL

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

E

.




s . 16
class, and thus of gxeate:irélevance. We also entéred the square root of
the ;bove value $nto the énalysis, thinking that the student's pszchoiog-

" ical perception of the bigness of a class migﬁt not actually b!‘;inear
with the actual size, but rather increase ag a function more closely
representing the square }oot, e.g., 100 seems twice as large as 25 for

- instrucgional purposes, not four times as large. -

~ Publicatign questions. At the UW, ing;;uetors have a choice as to

whether they wanﬁ their results sent to their chairman, their dean, and .
" Sthe results of items 16-22 published for student use. These decisions af;

made at the time the furms are administered to the class by the ins;ructér

and each decision is made independently of the other two. Each of the -
: three variables was dichotomously scored, 0 if .not published, 1 if pub~

lished. .For the classes used in this study, the results of :63% of the

surveys were ‘sent to the chairman, 33% were sent to deans, and 53% were .
. published for'éaudent use. . .
' Course level. Finally, course level was entered .as a variable. We
used the first digit of the course number for this va elf/ﬁg the Uw;.loo
through 300 level courses are for underggadu?tes, with a few graduate stu-
dents é;rolled in 300 level course;.' Four-hundred and 500 level courses are
for graduate students, with gome.advanced undergraduates enrolling in the
former. Even though students are asked if the cohrée is within their major,
etc., at the top of each form, these data were not gptered into the analysis ‘
due to difficulty in scaling the item.6 Thus, we Eig;left with 9 variables,
the list.qf which, along with how each was coded for analysis, is presented j

in Table 2. The correlations of these variables wit_?g the 11 common

[ e

o > 6The reader should agaid recall that the unit of analysis is the course.
Thus, a si.gle value for each variable is entered into the correlations “feor
- each courge. What this value could be for the major-elective variable is R

not clear. Arguments could probably be made for using the modal resﬁonseha _5
i.e., let's consider the course in terms of what the greatest number of

. students are taking it for. However, this ignores all students who are
enrolled for a "non-modal" reason.  Also, we'could opt to define
tinuous type variable which we could define AS requiredness, oY something
like that. However, any such construction placed tpon this vatiable would
be potentially misleaddng. Thus, for the present study, I chose to ignore

9 $
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evaluative items are presented in Table 10. Cloee examination S¥ the

correlations of these variables with the items'or the five individual forms
failed to yield much information beyond that shown by the correlations with
the common ftems across all forms. As above, only’%hose classes in which

. -
six or more students responded to a\given itém are included .in, this’

I}

’ o analysis. - . : ¢

- ~ From the correfations of the general.evaldative items with the _"
'_. y, 4 selectkdtnon-evaluative variablee, one can see that the highest values are ',

™ Lz with the variable “'When enrolling, was this a course you wanted to take?"

This 1is particularly isgressive given the fact the mean for this variable
was 2.73, thus revealing a high negree of positi esponse, (These data
evidence that by and large students at the UW wanc/io take the classes in
which they are enrolled.) These, correlations are higher with the items
relating to the course and its content than those relating to the instruc-
tor and his decisions. ' ,
The average expected grade for a class is also positively correlated
d "?with all of* the common items The highest corre*ion is with "EVﬂﬂative
and giading techniques’’ (r = ,43), ‘thus indicating that the higher the
average expected grade, the better liked the grading technique.
- ‘P ~ The average class size and course level are generally correlaten
positively, but small with all items except for Use of class time, which {>
is sésgﬂtly negative. The largest correlatidn for both variables 1s with
"Relexance and usefulness of course content.’ Apparently higher level
courses tend to be considered more relevant by students. Genrally, the
rcorrelations with “content” items are greater than with "instruector" ’ ¢
. items. Class size, on the other hS’é&*generally shows a small negative
correlation, with the correlations yielded by the square root transforma-
- tion beingjslightly larger in magnitude. The‘strongest relationship is
with the item) "Instructor interest in whether students learned."
"Evaluative and grading techniques" is only slightly smaller.

—

Finally, each of the three puﬁfﬁ&ation questions is correlated

- positively with all items, although the magnitudes are consisently small,
indicating that chairmen, deans, ihd students are not receiving a ‘highl, ) J
L} ‘93'

blased set of evaluations. %‘n




Table 9

~Non~evaluative Variables
. 8 . oy

I\'\ \ %

~ . Response categories and code *
n ) Yes
No
; : ., Neutral,

<

3

100 level
. . : 200 level

o .o ‘ 300 level

' : 400 level

;;47 ’ - Iy 500 level

~Resin
¥ wo e N W
\

i

. Freshmgn

‘ ‘ . . . Sophomor'e

/ : - ' . Junior
) .o Senior
. { voea 1%& : Graduate

-
(9]
=
[+}]
/]
w
%
N
B

nngnn
MW -

C <y,

\Q(‘ R

HMoOW»

OO KMNWS
Al

Fai

Clags sigs\ L. : Actual numbes- of questionnaires 1

v

Square root class size ' Square root of above

&

Chairman copy ¢ L Yes = 1
‘ ’ ‘ No or omit = 0~
. , Dean copy ) Yes =1 : i
- No or omit: = 0

/ . o
Student report R ) . Yes = 1
) : No or aPicaL 0 ~

-




i;ble 10

19

Correlations hetween CommonnItems and Selected Non-evaluative

; Variables?across All Forms*

vaPfible o1 233

: Wanted to take course . 42 .44gﬁu29 .29
_ Course level .09 .%gﬁ .02 .01
Class . .10 .;éi'.os .03
Expected grade .34 ﬂg .25 .28

Class size -.09 —.%5 -.09 —.0?

Square root class size ~.15 ~J13 ~.14 -.12
Chairiian,sopy .05 405 .06 .06

¢ Dean copy, p 11,11y, (0 .11,

~ :Student report .12

r

Item

16 17
w29 .26
-.05. .05
=.04 '.0;
»17 .34
—f03 -.17 -
-.07"-.23 -

.06 .06

.08 .08

Jd1 .10

18

41
.07
.07
.31
‘11
.16
.07
11
11

19 20 21 22
45 .26 .26 .24
.18 .06 ~-.01 -.03

.17 .07 .01 -.02

£32 .43 .35 .31

~.11 -.16 -.11 -.06

-.17°-.21 -.15 -.09
.06 .06 .03 .05
12 .09 .07 .07.

.08 .10 .10 .12

AN -
*See Table 7 or 8 for it
)
¥
- £
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<
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\_ - . Discussion )

There are many potential areas of discussion embedded in the analyses
which have been prggented. I have chosen to focus on three such areas,
which are: the reliability of items, the extent to which items are diag-
nostic, and biases or factors outside the course and instructor which
might affect ratings.

- The reliability of items. As mentioned earlier, inter-rater

- reliability is a very necessary at'tribute of a successful instrument.
Indeed, individual items should be evaluated in this regard and sub-standard
items discarded. Reliability is not sufficient, of course, since one can
reliably measure something which has no relationship to the pyrpose of the
measurements.

Based on the data presented, two aséeftions seem warranted. First, ‘
there are no ''bad" items in this regard, i.e., every item seems to have
~adequate reliability. Even‘the least reliable item reaches .64 with only
10 raters and .78 with 20 raters. Secondly, as results from smaller and

smaller classes are considered, more items become of questionable relia-

Bility, and interpretation becomes more suspect.

It is also worth mentioning the tendency for the items from Form C to

might help dispel a myth eytant within higher education. The myth is.that
seminar type classes are universally easy to teach and liked.by.students. '
'Hhese data strongly suggest that students are able to consistently dis~

|
have higher reliabilities than those of the other forms, because this 4
criminate good seminars, from their point of viéw, from less good seminars. i

Are Items Diagnostid?

Section 2 ite;;\were designed to be diagnostic. By thisy I do not
necesgarily mean that these items can reveal specific instructienal prob-
lems, but that these items can reveal areas Qﬁ problems which can then be
looked at more closely. This corresponds to what Smock and Crooks (1974)
called level II items. Thesg items can be contrasted with the general
items (Section 1) whith are indicative of overall quality, but give no

P hint of where the problems may lie.
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We hoped that the directions giyen to students for the items in .
-Section 2 would elicit more critical information than yielded by items in'
~ Section l: It seemed reasonable to suspect that one could ¢riticize some-
one more easily in oxder to help him improve than 1f 1t would be,inforna—
;// tion mostly useful in determining a person's promotion or termination. .As
. mentioned in the reshlts section, the closeness in magnitude of item means
- between the sections indicates that this attempt was probably not
- successful. ) ' ’
However, the items within Section 2 still could be achieving a :
diagnostic function. 1In such a case, we would expect an instructor to be
. rated favorably on some of the items in Section 2 and not so favorably on
others. The mix would depend upon the extent of his instructional prob~ .
lems and the .specific items on a form. What we would not expect is all
items rated at a level roughly equal to the rating of the general item I
for a given instructor. Equivalently, we would not expect high inter-item
cogrelatiohs within this section But, as reported earlier, we do get
fairly high inter-item correlations. These correlations can be described
as a "halo" eWfect, which is "...the tendency, in making an estimate or ° ‘s
rating, of one characteristic\of a person, to be influenced by'another
’ characteristic or, by one's general inpression of that person' (English &
J . ’ English‘ 1958, ;. 236). 1Insofiar as there is a halo effect operating, then
the items can not be diagnostic -~
The dibgﬁja;s versus halo question cannot be fully resolved from the
data at hand. Ean though the inter~item correlations are hi here is
still specific variance within each item, that is, 'variance attributable
. ‘ neither to that which is in common with other variables nor to that which
is measurement error. Furthernpre, items with similar content correlate
more highly than items with dissimilar c ntent To illhstrate, on Form A
item 7 (Explanatiansahr—&nstructor wexe) and item 8 (Instructor 8 abil
to precent alternative explanations en needed) correlated at .92. But
these tw:ﬂ;:fgg/éorrelated with item l3 (Encouragement given students to
¥ express elves) at .69 and ! 72 respectively Thus, there is some dif-
ferential responding by students. »”
Another point which can be made is that when thnnking in terms of

a halo effect, it is easy to lose sight of the possibility that one who

. | "
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perception® hoose to accept this view, but also allow for some

X/
exceptions igiyen instructor may be strong in most areas, but weak
in a few, or/AfY ersa then the pattern of correlations obtained is just

what wé would expect. 3 '

It seems tjoo early to give up the notion that student rating
information can be diagnostic. On the other hand, there ig reason for
pessimism in this regard. Certainly diagnosfic ¢lues may be provided by
open-ended comments from students. If these are followed by more )
detailed and precise closed-ended questions, more successful diagnosis
may result. Further research is n€eded to determine the diagnostic value
of student ratings items both within §é€:ion 2 and in genergl. ’\;

Biases. One hopes that ratings given a course g;g:zéf?ecfive of the
content and teaching of that course, and not influenced greatly by
non-instructional factors. We have isolated four variables which seem to
relate to ratings to a non-trivial extent: whether, when registering,
students wanted to take‘phe class, expected grades, the evalué%ion form
used,. and class size. These are ordered iﬁ terms of apparent importance.
Showing a relationship is one thing, however,éépd understanding it
causally is quite another. .

«~

The~question, "When registering, was this a course you wante&ktnr~
take?" seems to be the‘potentially most important. Not only does it
account for more variance yhan any of the othe;? (almost 20% fof some
items), it is also information which could be collected at the beginning
of the course, and later ratings could then RF appropriately aqjusted.
The causation can only go one way. The only reservation about this
variable is the extent to which the reputation of the course or instruc-
tor influences whether or not students wnat to take it or him. If the
correlation were so explained, then clearly adjustments in end-of - course_'
ratings are not approprii&e.

The relation between ratings and expected grade is an exﬁios{ve
issue. The argumbnt’goes that the way to get high ratings is to promise
students high grades. However, one could also argue that if ‘tudents

like the course they will work harder and get better grades, or a well

4
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taught coutrse will resqlt in both more learning, and'hence higher grades,
and high ratings. For any of the above, a positive correlation would gék
result. ' cre
The fact that instructors using Form E tend to get somewhat higher <
R . \
ratings is equally fuzzy in interpretation. It is possible that there is
something inherent in skill—acquisition type courses which students like
better. Also, it is equally plausable that instructors stemd to-work a bit

A

also be willing to make the same argument in a negative sense concerning

o

problem solving courses, sinte they . come out at the bottom of the heap.

harder to put this- type of course together, or perhaps tend np be more a
student oriented which is reflected in'their willingness to teach this i
. i

kind of course. If one chooses to make any of these arguments, he must |
#

|

i

One thing is clear. It is the course which is important, not the form, K
since it is the common items on which Form E users are higher, not the”
diagnostic items. Thus, the act of choosing Form E alone does not help
anybody s ratings. .

Finally, I mention class siée. In actuality, it is not a major «“2_
influence on ratings, possibly much less of an influence than people think ’
Perhaps the most intetesting aspect is that large classes do not
automatically lead to low ratings. , )

N g e
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