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ABSTRACT

FACTORS THAT COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENTS LOOK FOR

IN INSTRUCTORS -- A STUDY 

OF CRITERIA USED IN TEACHER SELECTION

Virginia G. Lees 

The purpose of this study was to determine the fac-

tors that students at Pensicola Junior College look for in 

instructors as they attempt to choose "good" teachers in the 

process of registration for classes. 'An open-ended ques-

tionnaire was used to collect 1,894 student responses from 

three hundred and forty-five students eftrolled in college-

credit, day-time classes at Pensacola Junior College. A 

degree of randomness was achieved by careful. selection'of 

 representative classes of students who responded to the 

instrument.

Students were told that they were participating in 

a research project concerned with-finding out more about the 

factors Community college students look for as they try to 

select "good" teachers for their classes. They were then 

asked to respond to the following question: If you are 

registering to take a class and you find that several different 

teachers are available, what factors -do you look 'for in the 

instructors in order to decide which instructor you would 



rather have? They were toldto list six factors that they 

look for in selecting an instructor.

Factors listed by students were transcribed, verba-

tim, to separate index cards.      A thorough examination of . 

the data revealed that the student responses could be classi-

fied into seventy small  groupings, according to the factors 

listed, and that these   small groupings (or sub-categories) 

could be placed in ten categories.  The categories were

defined and labeled to  indicate the kinds of factors included 

in each.

Data were coded   by using an adaptation of a procedure 

used by Bellack. (1966) and Bedics (1970), in which two coders, 

trained in the use of the coding system, coded the data 

independently. A third person, trained in the use of the 

coding system, served as an arbitrator, settling disagree-

ments that occurred between the first and second coders.' 

Dtsputes occurred in less than four percent of all factori 

cOded.

Twelve  frequency distribution tables were prepared 

 to present the data.     The first table presented the fifteen 

factors listed most frequently by students bynumber and 

percent. The second table presented the data classified 

into ten categories       of responses, listed by frequency. of 

responses, by number and percent. The next ten tables pie-

sented separately    data contained in each of the ten cate- 

gories, listing   the sub-categories of data contained in' 

each category, by number and percent. 



Results of the study indicated that the fifteen fac-

tors students listed most frequently, ranked in descending 

order of frequency, were: (1) Teacher is willing to help 

students; (2) What other students say about the teacher;

(3) Teacher explains clearly     so that students can under-

stand; (4) Teacher makes class interesting; (5) Teacher 

 cares about, and is interested in, students; (6) Teacher 

knows the subject; (7) Teacher is fair, impartial, and 

unprejudiced; (8) Teacher understands, has good attitude 

towards students; (9) Teacher respects students, is cour-

teous and considerate;  (10) Teacher's personality; 

(11) Teacher gets along will with students; (12) Teacher 

is open, honest and sincere; (13) Course requirements are 

reasonable; (14) Course is well organized and'objectives

are clear; (15) Fairness in grading.

When the student  responses wereplaced .in categories

in order to examine the kinds of factors listed by the stu-

dents, results indicated that the students, most often.con-

Sidered factors concerned with the humanistic behavior of 

teachers. Categories of students responses ranked by fre-

quency, were: (1) Humanistic behavior of teachers ; 

(2) Teacher's skills in presentation and mastery of subject; 

(3) Teacher's personality and related personal attributes;' 

(4) Teacheei organization of course and methodeof teaching; 

(5) Teacher's philosophy and practices concerning course 

evaluation; (6). Teacher's rating according to the campus 

"grapevine;" (7) Teacher's educational background and teaching, 



experience; (8) Class management by the teacher; (9) Social 

characteristics of the teacher; (10) Time class is taught, 

size of class and location of class. 

Recommendations' were made to utilize the data col-

lected in this study to improve the instructional program 

so that it conforms more closely to student expectations.; 

to revise the evaluation form for student evaluation of 

faculty; and to assist the Department of 'Instructional Ser-

vices in.developing programs of inservice education for aca-

clemic deans, department heads, and faculty. 
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CHAPTER I 

  INTRODUCTION

There 'are indications at Pensacola Junior College 

that the instructional program is not meeting the needs, 

of many students. Students complain of boring lectures, an 

impersonal elassroom'atmosphere, wasted class periods, 

instructors who "talk above their heads," and tests that 

appear unrelated to course requirements and classroom

activities. They seem particularly bitter about norm, 

referenced evaluation, complaining loudly about teachers

who "grade on the curve," thus permitting only a very small

percentage of students to earn "A" and "B" grades. 

Student dissatisfaction with instruction has been 

evidenced during the present school year by-efforts of

student leaders, to establish a grievance Committee'to 

deal with, student complaints 'against particular instruc-

tors. In addition, student leaders have attempted to gain 

-access to the results of the annual faculty evaluation by ' 

students with the intent of publishing the student ratings 

of faculty. On a conservative campus in a conservative 

area,wherethestudentairightsmovementofthe past 

decade provoked little change in the traditional governance 

structure of the College, these actions by students appear 

significant. 



.Further evidence that improvement is needed,in the 

instructional program came last fall when the College was

investigated by, the Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare. Poor academic performance records of minority 

students provoked this investigation. 

It seems apparent that student dissatisfaction with 

teachers and teaching exists at Pensacola Junior College .

and that improvements in the instructional program are 

needed. It seems apparent, also, department heads, that

who have .the primary responsibility for the selection of

instructors'And for directing the instructional programs, 

are not in touch with instructional needs as perceived 

by sttident'S. In A recent study of the criteria used 

by department heads in the selection of instructors, the 

researcher found indications that department heads tend to 

act on traditional assumptions about students, instructors, 

  and instruction, and that they appear to have little aware-

  ness of the needs of students (Lees, 1975). 

This information-gathering project was undertaken 

because no data that reveal student perceptions concerning 

the factors. associated with good teaching were available 

at Pensacola. Junior College. It is hoped that by pro-

 viding the data collected in this study to department 

heads and ether administrators with a responsibility for

instruction, improvements will be, made that will make the 

instructional program-conform more closely with student 

_expectations: • 



_ THE PROBLEM 

'Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study was to determine the fat-

tors that students at Pensacola Junior College.look for in.

instructors as they attempt to choose "good" teachers in 

the process of registering for classes. 

The study attempted to answer the following questions:' 

(1) When asked to liit 'the factors that they look for 
in instructors when trying to select "good" teach-
ers for their classes in the progess of regis-
tration, what factors will students list? 

(2)What factors will students list most frequently
when asked to list the:factors they look for in 
instructors while trying to select "good" teachers 
for their classes in the process of registration. 

Justification for the Study 

It seeing obvious that efforts to improve instruction 

at the community college should begin with students. It is 

the student who is the "consumer" of the educational product; 

the raison d'etre for the institution. It is the student who 

spends his energies and his hours in the classroom; it, is the 

'student who has the most to lose or to gain depending upon the 

quality,of the Instruction he receives. Surely, it is the stu-

dent who knows the most about what he wants in instructors and 

instruction. Yet, research to determine and utilize student 

perceptions concerning the qualities, characteristics, or fac-

tors students look for in community college teachers has been 

limited, and efforts to establish criteria for teaching effec-

tiveness appear frequently to have overlooked the student as 



the source of, information. It appeared to the Writer that 

information should be gathered from students at the college'

under study before plans to Improve'instruction were formula-

ted and before criteria for teachihg effectiveness were 

developed. 

Monroe (1977, p. 273), writing of the need to improve 

both the quality of community college instruction and the 

evaluation of instruction, said: ."Probably the best, most, 

competent judge of a teacher's competency,to manage a 

learning experience is the student, even if we take into 

consideration the point that an eighteen or twenty-year old 

may be immature." 

'Wendelf (in Runkel et at, 1972, p. 4) stated: "If 

American colleges and universities are to take teaching ser-

iously, they.must provide for student development; they must 

make the private needs and concerns of students a dominant 

thrust in their policy." Boyer (in Roueche and Herrscher, 

1972, p. 187) stated that "students, unlike administrators 

or even teaching colleagues, have the opportunity to view the 

 instructor in his day-to-day teaching activities and there-

fore should not be ignored as evaluators." 

Pascal*(1974, p. 227) argued for student evaluation 

of faculty as the logical basis for course improvement and 

-emphasized the value of sathering student opinions for 

diagnostic purposes. He said: "It seems sensible that 

periodic feedback from students concerning our behavior as 

teachers could Provide us valuable data for designing and 

revising our courses." 



Gadzella (1974, p. 9) reported that faculty reaction 

has been varied when dissatisfied students resort to such 

measures as publications of guides which rate faculty per-

formance and, sometimes, attitudes. She stated that "per-

haps the most common reaction of faculty and administration 

is'amazement that students are able to formulate that which 

their mentors have such great difficulty in constructing: " 

a-list of criteria by which competent, illuminating class-

room instruction can be assessed." 

Pensacola Junior College has no written college-wide 

criteria for the measurement of instructor effectiveness. 

The current Pensacola Junitir College Faculty Handbook (1975-

1976, p. 50) stated that 'evidence of teaching effective-

ness, profeAsional growth, academic preparation and com-

munity service" will be considered when decisions concern-

ing faculty promotions are made. No description or criteria 

that define teacher or teaching effectivenesi are included 

'in the Handbook or in other written College policy. 

There appears to be a growing vecognition among 

college personnel of the need for policy development con-

cerning teacher and. teaching effectiveness. A recently 

completed institutional self-study report prepared for the 

Commission on Colleges of the Southern Association of Col-

leges and Schools (Pensacola Junior'College Self-Study 

geport Text,.1974-1976, p; 351) includes a suggestion that

the Pensacola Junior College faculty Handbook specify what 

is evidence of "teaching effectiveness as the principal 

criterion of promotion of faculty." . 



The Self-Study Report (1974-1976, p. 351), again, 

refers to the need for establishing teacher effectiveness 

criteria in a suggestion concerning annual evaluation of 

faculty. It contains a suggestion that "the criteria for 

evaluation of faculty continue to be studied and that develop-

ment of criteria involve faculty as much as possible." 

It is interesting to note that the Self-Study Report 

contains no recommendation to involve students in the 

development of criteria for faculty evaluation. The 

researcher viewed this as an indication that administration 

and faculty leaders involved in the college self-study are 

 not in touch with student perceptions of instructional 

 needs and that they are, perhaps, overlooking the student

as an important source of information and, also, as the 

  person for whom instruction should be planned. Data 

gathered in this study should increase faculty and 

adtinistrative awareness and understanding of the students' 

instructional needs. 

At Pensacola Junior College attitudes of college 

personnel concerning.the instructional program appear to 

 be predominantly traditional, reflecting the extremely 

'conservative and somewhat rural values of the northwest 

Florida community in which the college is located. The 

traditional assumptions about teaching, teachers; and 

students that Herrscher (Roueche and Herrscher, 1973) and 

others have labeled invalid still'appear-to be accepted' 

by many of the faculty at this community college (Lees, 1975). 



Department heads at the College, who have major 

responsibility for the instructional program, appear, for 

the most part, to be subject-matter exparts with traditional 

.assumptions about teaching and about students, In 1975 

the researcher completed a study of the criteria used by 

department heads in the hiring of new instructors. ,Depart-

ment heads were asked in an-open-ended questionnaire to 

list the factors they look for in applicants when in the 

proaess,of selecting new instructors. .Restilts indicated 

that a majority of department heads act on traditional 

assumptions about instructors., reflecting a belief that 

a person who "knows a field is a good teacher" (Dressil, 

1963; p. 94). In hiring new instructors, department heads 

were most concerned-with the appliqanesipossession of 

advanced academic degrees• in specialized subject-matter 

areas.. Department heads; for the most part, did not rank 

as important the applicantls possession of particular 

instructional skills, methods, and educational philosophies. 

Less than six percent of all department head responses were 

concerned with- these areas (Leis , 1975). 

Responses pf department heads suggested-that many' 

department heads may lack awareness of_new developments 

in learning theory and-curriculum deve1opment that emphasize 

the importance of understanding the social characteristics 

of the student population. Data gathered in this study . 

should increase department heads' awareness ofstudent needs 

and contribute to their recognition that the students at 



Pensacola junior College are not "typical," traditional, 

four-year college students. 

Although students at Pensacola Junior College, in 

recent years, have been given nominal representatibn on most

college  committees, there is little to suggest that student

perceptions have been sought in decision-making concerning 

instructors or instruction. The only college-sanctioned 

opportunity for students to air their views about teachers 

and teaching  is the annual student evaluation of faculty,

which is  carried out by department heads and other adminis-

trators concerned        with the instructional program. 

The  instrument used at the present time to gather 

student ratings of particular instructors was designed by 

a committee composed of faculty and administration repre-

sentatives. It is viewed widely as innocuous by students, 

faculty, and administrators. Since the instrument was 

designed by instructors and  administrators, data colleCted 

will tend to rate faculty by criteria      thought to be impor-

rant to instructors and administrators.       Data will not 

necessarily reveal the criteria perceived to be important 

by students. 

One item-of the faculty evaluation form now in 

'use requests students to evaluate instruction in a par-

ticular course by assigning a grade of "A.;" "B," "C," 

"D," or "E," to indicate their overall reaction to the 

teaching of A particular course by a particular teacher. 

This procedure appears to be based on an assumption that 



students can discriminate between good and bad instruction

and that students have criteria by which they rate or 

measure teaching quality. No place is provided on the 

evaluation, however, for students to list the criteria 

they use to rate or measure teacher effectiveness. This 

 study was intended to find out what these student criteria 

are. With this information available an evaluation form 

can be constructed.tha will use student criteria in the 

evaluation of faculty.

The writer believed that the evidence cited above 

supported' the need for a study to determine ,the factors ' 

that students at Pensacola Junior College look .for in 

instructors as they, attempt' to choose "good",teachers in 

the. process 'of registering for classes. The information 

gathered in this project will'be made available to all col-

lege personnei. .It should contribute to an increased under-

standing of student instructional needs and concerns, and 

furnish data necessary `for planning constructive change in 

the instructional program.

Limitations of the Study 

Several limiting factors in this study need to be 

kept in mind in interpretation of the data. 

No attempt was made in this study to determine 

if the community college where the data were gathered is 

a "typical" community college. It.should be noted that the 

college is located in a conservative area of the southeastern 

region of the United States, and that its policy, personnel 



and student body appear to reflect the conservative values 

of the community in which the college is located.

Subjects were limited to three hundred and forty-

five students at one community college. Although a degree 

Of randomness was achieved by careful selection of the sample,

random selection of students who comprised the sample was not 

possible. 

Random selection of ins'trvctors who administered 

the instrument was not possible. Although efforts were 

made to choose a heterogeneous group of instructor types, 

selection was limited to. those who indicated a willingness 

to allOw their classes ,to 'participate in the study. 

Use of an open-ended.questionnaire for data collec-

tion increases problems' related to.data.quaRtification ,and

coding reliability.(Tuckman, 1972, p. 178). .However, the 

author attempted to minimize this limitation by the use of 

a coding proCedure utilized by Bellack (1966) and Bedics 

(1970), and by the.following procedures recommended by 

Tuckman (1972, p% 218) to assure inter-coder :reliability. 

DEFINITION OF TERMS 

The following terms are defined as they apply to 

this study: 

Students is a term used in this paper to describe 

persons enrolled in daytime, college-credit classes on

the main campus of     Pensacola Junior College. 



Factors is a term used to describe qualities, 

characteristics, qualifications, personal traits, methods,. 

skills, philosophies, and/or other attributes of instructors. 

Instrument is the term used to refer to the open-

ended questionnaire used for the purpose of data-gathering. 

Instructors, teachers, and faculty are terms used to 

describe persons employed as classroom instructors at Pensa-

cola Junior College. 

Several terms have been used interchangeably to 

denote high quality, of teachers and high quality of teaching.. 

These are: good teacher, good teaching; instructor effec-

 tiveness, effective instruction; teacher effectiveness,

teaching effectiveness;    instructor excellence, instructional

excellence.  

PROCEDURES 

Population and Sample

This study involved community college students

enrolled in daytime, college-credit classes on the main

campus of Pensacola Junior College. The College has a

total FTE (full-time     equivalency) enrollment in excess of 

9,500 studentsi. It is   located in northwest  i Florida inthe

southeastern region of the United States.. Although the

College still bears the name *junior college," Its programs 

and purposes are those of a community college. considerations 

for changing the name of the:College.to Pensacola Community

College are underway.



The;SAmple in this study was composed of three hun-

dred and forty-five students enrolled in daytime, college-

credit classes on the main oampus of Pensacola Junior Col-

lege during the second trimester of the 1975-76 school year. .

Two hundred and fifty-six students in the sample 

group listed six factors per student on their' instruments 

as they were requested to dcr, for a total of 1,536 factors. 

The other eighty-nine students who.participated in the sur-

vey listed less than .six .factors per student, for a total of 

374 factors. Factors listed by the eighty-nine students who 

listed less than six factors were included in the study 

because it was decided that the simple would be more repre-

sentative if these factors were included. A total of 1,910 . 

factors. from three hundred and forty-five students were 

utilized in ,the study. Of these, sixteen factors were found 

to be worded in such an ambiguous way that the coders were 

unable to categorize them. These sixteen factors were, 

therefore, not included in the study, thus leaving a total 

 of 1,894 student responses.

Random selection of classes that comprised the.sample 

was not possible. The sample was obtained by requesting 

nine instructors to allow students in particular classes 

(which were specified by the researcher) to complete the 

research instrument during a regularly scheduled class period.

An attempt was made to select a heterogeneous group 

of instructors to administer the instrument to students in 

their classes. Care was taken to include faculty members who 



differed in regard to age, sex, rank, degrees attained, 

teaching methods, and length of time at the College. Since 

randal selecuion of 'instructors was not possible, the selec-

tion of instructors was limited by their willingness to agree 

to administer the instrument to their classes during a regu- 

lar class period. Two instructors who were asked to parti-

cipate in the study indicated that they preferred not to do. 

so and did not participate in the study. 

A degree of randomness was achieved by the careful 

selection of the classes of students which comprised the 

sample. The researcher attempted to obtain a represents-

 tive sample by following the guidelines listed below in 

the selection of particular classes and class instructors. 

(1)  At least three classes of studentp "(and a 

minimum of eighty-five students) were included 

in the study from each of the three schools 

that comprise the College (the School of Arts, 

and Sciences, the School of Career Development, 

and the School of Health-Related Education). 

(2) Classes which enrolled both entering and 

advanced students were included in the study 

So that the sample included potential dropouts 

and students who had successfully completed 

college courses. Two classes that registered 

advanced students were included in the study. 

Other classes selected were open to all students 

with no prerequisites required for enrollment. 



(3) Classes required fOr graduation (freshman Eng— 

lish and Social Science Survey) were included 

in the sample betauie they tend to enroll 

diverse and representative types of students. 

(4) Classes were selected to include varied meet-

ing hours and meeting days. Morning and afternoon 

classes were included. -Classes meeting on a 

Monday-Wednesday-Friday and on a Tuesday-Thursday 

schedule were selected. 

(5) An attempt was made to choose classes that 

tended to have enrollment of both and female

:students. Classes selected that tended to have 

predominantly male enrollment (such as Drafting

Technology) and classeS that .tended to have pre-

dominantly female enrollment .(such as Dental 

Hygiene) were included in the sample in rela-

tively equal numbers. 

(6) Only college-credit classes meeting during daytime 

hours on the main campus weie included in the simple. 

 No night classes, off-campus classes, or non-credit  

classes were included in the .sample. 

(7), Classes taught by a variety.of instructor types 

were included. Instructor's selected included 

bot1 males and females of varied ages with 

varied academic degrees.(some with Ph.D. degrees, 

some with Ed.D: degrees, some with Masters de-

grees) were included. 



Design 

A survey technique wasemployed in this information-

gathering project. Students were told that they were parti-

cipating in a research project concerned with finding out 

more about the factors community college students look for, 

as they try to select "good" teachers for their classes. 

They were-then asked to respond to the following question: 

If you are registering to take -a class' and 
you find that several different instructors are 
available, what factors do you look for in the 
instructors in order to decide which instruc-
tors you would rather have? .In the 'space provided 
below, list six factors you look for in selecting 
an instructor. 

 The instrument was administered to students at the 

first class meeting of the trimester. Data were, gathered 

early in the term in order:to minimize the possible bias 

that mightbe caused by the development of student loyalty 

toward the particular instructor who taught the class. 

Procedures to assure anonymity of students were

observed, thus' encouraging candor of student responses. 

Instrumentation 

The goal of this study.was to discover the factors 

that students look for in instructors as they attempt to 

 select "good" teachers for their classesin.the process of 

registration for classes. An open-ended questionnaire was 

used to collect unstructured responses from students. This 

instrument was chosen as best suited to the purpose of the 

study because it allowed greater response flexibility and 

less biasing of response (Tuckman, 1972 A p. 190).. It was 



decided that a more structured'questionnaire would influence 

student response and inhibit candid answers, thus defeating 

the main goal of the -study. The instrument was constructed 

by-the researcher for,the proposed study. 'A copy of the 

instrument will be found in Appendix A. 

A limited pilot study was carried out in two classes 

of Social Science SurVey taught by the researcher during the

summer term of 1975. The researcher determined that the 

open-ended questionnaire appeared to be clear to students, 

and that it solidited the kinds 6f information that the .

research.study was designed to.collect. The researcher 

found,- however, that the, procedure for administering the 

instrument needed to be revised in order to assure that 

student responses would not be influenced by the teachers' 

administering the instrument. 'Therefore :written instruc-

tions for students were included on the instrument, .and 

teachers administering the form were requested to read 

these instructions aloud to students. 

Data Collection 

..Instructors whose classes' participated in-the study 

were asked to administer the instrument'to students at the 

first class meeting of Term II. They were instructed to 

tell their students that they had been asked to partici-

pate in a. study concerned with the improvement of teaching

at community colleges. _They were asked to request coopera-

tion from students and to distribute the instruments. They 

were asked t6 read aloud to the students the instructions 



printed at the top of the'questionnaire. Instructors were 

requested not to give suggestions or use examples when 

reading the instructions to their students. 

Instructors were requested to ask students to 

place their completed questionnaires on a desk in the middle 

of the room, where instructors would not be,able to read 

student answers.. Instructors were asked to place completed

questionnaires in envelopes provided by the researcher. 

.The researcher picked up the completed responses 

on the same.day as the first class meeting, thus assuring

that instructors complied with the researcher's request 

to gather data on the first. class meeting. 

Data Analysis 

Since the data consisted of unstrudtured responses, 

categories.fov coding were constructed after the data were 

collected. Coding after data colleCtion has as its 

principal advantage greater care in establishing coder 

reliability (Tuckman, 1972, p. 218). 

Factors listed on the completed questionriaires 

were transcribed verbatim to index cards,*with one factor 

being transcribed on each card to promote ease in coding 

and tabulating. Sixteen responses by students were worded 

in such an ambiguous and. imprecise way that they could not 

be coded. These responses were discarded. 

After a thorough examination of the data, it was

found that 'all of the student responses could be classi-

fied into seventy small groupings, according to.factors 



listed, and that these small groupings, or sub-categories,

could be placed in the ten categories listed below. These 

categories were defined and labeled to indicate the kinds 

a factors included in each. 

Categories and sub-categories used for coding are' 

as follows: 

(1) Humanistic Behavior of Teachers refers to 

those human elements which are evident in 

the relationship between a .teacher and his 

students, and includes the factors of aware 

involvement, warmth and acceptance, amiability, 

openness, honesty, sincerity, fairness, 

respect, concern, and commitment to the ' 

students' welfare..a Twelve sub-categories 

were included in this category: 

'(a) Teacher is willing to help students 

(b)Teacher cares abOut, and is interested in, 

students 

(c) Teacher understands; has good attitude 

towards students 

(d) Teacher respects students, is courteous 

and considerate 

(e) Teacher is fair, impartial, and 

unprejudiced 

(f) Teacher is open, honest, and sincere 

(g) Teacher gets along well with students 

.(h) Teacher is friendly 



(i) Teacher is pleasant and nice 

(j) Teacher is patient and kind-hearted 

(k) Teacher gives encouragement 

(1) Teacher is reliable 

(2) Teacher's Personality and Related Personal 

'Attributes is a category for factors pertaining 

to personal traits and characteristics of the 

teacher which are observable by students in a ' 

classroom situation. Factors included'in this 

category concern, the attributes of the class-

room teacher as a person, as opposed to a 

subject-matter or methods expert. (Coders 

and the arbitrator could not'conclude that 

students who listed "good personality" or 

"personality of. teacher" were referring to 

humanistiC personality traits. Therefore, 

these factors were placed in the category with 

personal attributes.of the teacher.) Nine sub-

categories,were included in this category: 

(a) Teacher's personality' 

(b)Teacher's clarityof speech

(c) Teacher's appearance and. dress 

(0 Teacher's sense of humor 

(e) Teacher's enjoyment of teaching 

(f) Teacher's intellectual and creative 

capacities 

(g) Teacher's interest in .the subject 



(h) Teacher's punctuality 

(i) Miscellaneous personal 'attributes of teacher 

(3) Teacher's Rating According to•the Campus 

"Grapevine" is a category for facors concerning 

the informal evaluation of teachers by their

students, other teachers, sand counselors. Four

sub-categories were included in this category: 

(a) What other students say about the teacher 

(b) What teachers say about the teacher 

(c) What counselors say about the teacher 

(d) What the student knows about the teacher 

from a previous class or contact 

(4) Teacher's Educational Background and Teaching 

Experience is a category for factors concerning 

the teacher's degrees, colleges attended by the 

teacher, qualifications and competence in major 

field, and years of experience in teaching. 

Eight sub-categories were included in this 

category: 

(a) Teacher's education 

(b) Qualifications and competence of the teacher 

in his major field 

(c) Colleges attended by the teacher 

(d) Teacher's degrees 

(e)' Teaching experience 

(f) Teaching experience at the college 

,(g) Teacher's rank 



.(h) Other courses taught at the college 

(5) Social Characteristics of the Teacher is a 

category for the demographic factors of age, 

sex, race. and geographic background. Four' 

sub-categories were included in this category: 

(a) Age of teacher 

(b) Sex of teacher 

(c) Race of teacher 

(d).Geographic background of teacher 

(6) Time Class is Taught, Size of Class, and 

Location of Class is a category for factors 

listed by students that do not pertain to 

teacher characteristics or attributes, but 

that influence the choices of students in the 

process of registering for classes. Three 

sub-categories were included in this category: 

(a) Hour the class meets 

(b) Size of the class 

(c) Location' ofi the class 

(7) Teacher's Skills in Presentation'and Mastery 

of"Subject refers to the teacher's instructional 

skills, mastery of subject, preparation, ability 

to make the course interesting, ability to explain 

with clarity, and various effort's to promote 

student learning. Nine sub-categories were 

included in this category: 

(a) Teacher knows the-subject 



.(b) Teaches explains clearly so that students 

can understand 

(c) Teacher makes class interesting 

(d)Teacher has good teaching skills 

(e) Teacher is thorough, sticks to subject 

(1) Teacher allows questions 

(g) Teacher is well prepared for class 

(h) Teacher repeats explanatims'if necessary 

(i) Teacher makes assignments clear 

(8) Organization of Course and Methods of Teaching 

is a category for factors concerning organization 

of course and content, course requirements, 

learning objectives, and methods.of instruction 

used by the instructor. Nine sub-categories' 

were included in this category: 

(a) Course iswell organized and objectives-

are clear 

(b) Course requirements are reasonable'' 

<c) Material is up-to-date and related to 

students' world 

(d) Flexible time schedule allows for indi.! 

vidual differences among students 

(e) Methods of teaching (mentioned as a general 

factor) 

(f) Class discussion and student involvement is 

encouraged 

-(g) More than one approach to teaching is used 



(h) Teacher is good lecturer 

(i) Miscellaneous factors concerning organiza-

tion of course and teaching methods 

(9) Teacher's Philosophy and Practices Concerning, 

Course Evaluation is a category for factors 

concerning the teacher's grading system. type 

ap4 frequency of tests and other evaluations, 

fairness of tests and grading system, and 

considerations of the degree of "hardness" or 

"easiness" of the teacher. This category was 

divided into eight sub-categories:

(a) Fairness in grading 

(b)Type of grading system used 

(c) "Hardness" or "easiness" of the teacher 

(d) Type of tests given 

(e) Frequency of tests 

(f) Tests are on material that has been covered 

(g) Feedback given following tests 

(h) Miscellaneous factors about testing and 

grading 

(10) Class Management by the Teacher refers to the

degree of formality of classes, creation of 

a good learning environment, teacher strictness, 

and teacher's flexibility concerning attendance 

policies and other regulations. This category 

was divided into four subcategories: 

(a) Teacher maintains an informal class 



atmosphere 

(b) Teacher establishes a good learning 

environment 

(c) Teacher is strict when necessary and 

maintains students' respect 

(d) Teacher is flexible about attendance and 

other school policies 

Prior to the coding of the data, steps were taken to 

assure inter-coder reliability, using a procedure recommended 

by Tuckman (1972, p. 218). After training and practice 

trials in the use of the coding system, each member of the 

,coding team coded, independently, three hundred and eighty-

two of the verbatim responses, representing twenty percent . 

of the data. Results showed 96 percent agreement among 

coders,. 

Data were coded by using, an adaptation of a procedure 

used by Bellack (1966) in the coding of data reported in 

'The. Language of the Classroom. This method was followed, 

also, by Bedics (1970) in the coding of data in A Study 

of Self-Evaluations of Student Teachers Through the Use. 

of Video Tape. 

Headings of the categories'and sub-categories were 

'printed on cardboard signs and placed, in the appropriate 

Order, on a large counter. Data were then coded by the 

researcher by placing each index card (on which a single 

student response had been copied) beneath the appropriate 

heading on the counter. Symbols (letters and numbers) were 



then written on the back side of each card to designate how 

each card had been categorized and sub-categorized. Cards 

were then picked up, shuffled, and given to a colleague 

who was trained in the use of the coding system,*for inde-

pendent coding. The second coder did not look at the back 

of the card where the symbols had been written. 

After the second coding, cards in each category 

and sub-category were checked to see if they had been coded 

the same way by the first and second coders. A third person, 

also trained in the use of,the coding system, served as an 

arbitrator, settling any' disagreements that occurred between 

the first and second coders. Disputes occurred in regard to 

less than four percent of all of the factors.coded. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH 

The review of related research presented in this 

chapter will describe briefly selections from the vast 

quantity of studies concerned with characteristics of teacher 

effectiveness and will quote selected authorities regarding 

the widely varied quality of research and the present status 

of knowledge concerning teacher effectiveness and student 

evaluation of faculty. It will describe selected annotated 

bibliographies available to review the extensive literature 

concerned with teacher effectiveness. Research studies in 

which college students furnished information concerning the 

factors, attributes, qualifications or characteristics of 

effective teachers, judged to have a direct relationship to 

the present study, will be summarized individually. 

The researcher found in reviewing the literature 

that the dividing lines were somewhat ambiguous and arbitrary 

between studies purportedly concerned with teacher character-

istics and those concerned with teacher evaluation by students. 

No attempt was made, therefore, to classify the pertinent 

literature summarizd in this chapter by any type of category 

system. 

The literature concerned with factors related to 

teacher effectiveness is extensive, indicating a deep and 

long-lasting concern among educators.. Ellena (1961, p. i) 

discussed this emphasis: 



Probably no aspect of public education 
has been discussed with greater frequency and 
with deeper concern than teacher competence--
how to identify it, how to measure it, how to 
evaluate it, and how to remove obstacles to its 
achievement. 

Ryans (1963) commented,also, on the quantity of 

research in the area of teacher effectiveness., He empha-

sized that studies reported in the literature vary widely 

in both content and quality. 

Brawer (1968, p. 8)-concluded that research studies 

of teacher characteristics which deal with teaching at the 

college level are difficult to analyze and that this research 

is often not well done and frequently is scanty. She stated 

that the studies which are technically best may deal with 

problems which are unimportant, while the important problems 

have not been studied scientifically. Brawer stated that 

little significant research has been done about the charac-

teristics Of community college teachers. 

Cohen and Brawer (1972, p. 65) raised interesting 

questions concerning the relevance of earlier studies des-

, cribing various perceptions of the college instructor. They 

suggested that, if earlier investigations were repeated, the 

views of college instructors revealed in the studies might 

be different. They expressed an opinion .that the extreme 

pressures on institutions of higher education in the late 

1960s would probably be revealed in changed perceptions 

concerning instructors. 

Research by McKeachie (1969) indicated that student 

evaluations for developing a general measure for teacher . 



effectiveness in terms of student learning does not yield 

results as positive as one would hope. McKeachie and others 

pointed out, however, that instruction is a multidimentional 

process and that the techniquep to measure the effectiveness 

of instruction must, accordingly, be multivariate. Consi-

derations must be given to interactions between learner 

Characteristics, various subject matters, and the effects 

of those interactions on many different types of educational 

objectives. 

Erickson (cited by Pascal, 1974, p. 227) in a memo- 

randum to the faculty at the University of Michigan, reported 

that if as many as twenty-five students rate a teacher, the 

results Are as k.eliable as our better educational and mental 

tests. He concluded that students can and do discriminate 

between the teacher himself and the objectives and substance 

of a-course. 

Eagle (1975) reviewed recent research concerning 

student ratings of faculty and concluded that the majority 

of studies pointed to a positive relationship between student 

ratings and student learning. 

Eagle (1975, p. 8) discussed validity of student 

ratings as follows: 

"Validity resides in the pattern of 
factors in variables contributing to the 
variance of the rating scores, and in the 
relationship of scores to, external criteria. 
If a researcher can. show that student ratings 
correlate well with desired.and accepted. -
criteria of teaching effectiveness,..an0 
that a substantial proportion of the. rating 
variance is attributable to instructor 
differences, he has gone along way,to help 



interpret the meaning of a rating; that is, 
toward establishing validity. Greater 
interpretability (greater validity) would 
follow from studies aimed,at establishing 
the contributions'of rating variance from 
such factors as: course level, course 
elective or requirement status, student 
and instructor sex, student and instructor 
ethnic group, expected grade, class size 
or format instructor rank and experience, 
etc. It is indeed encouraging that most 
studies of these factors have found only 
small contributions,to rating variance -
from these sources-, By contrast, Frey 
(1974) has shown that 447 of student rating 
variance can be attributed to instructor 
differences.       It is only through such 
empirical studies that we will know, and 
court judges will know, whether or not-
a given student rating instrument is 
valid for purposes of decision making 
about personnel." 

The extensive litetature concerning teacher 

effectiveness is documented by a number of excellent 

annotated bibliographies. Selected bibliographies that 

cover major research, studies completed prior to 1974 will 

be described briefly in the paragraphs that folloci. 

A one-hundred-and-eighteen-page bibliography by 

Domas and Tiedeman (1950) entitled Teacher Competence: 

An Annotated Bibliography, included one: thousand titles 

concerned with teacher competence. This was planned as 

an exhaustive bibliography that attempted to.include every 

major study of the relationship between teacher personality 

and teaching effectiveness reported in literature since 1890 

(Harthern, 1968,.p. 20). 

A bibliography by Watters (1954) entitled Annotated 

Bibliography of Publications Related to Teacher Education 

,included titles of studies beginning with 1948'and going 



through.1953.. More than ninety titles not included in the 

 Domas and Tiedeman bibliography are found in Watters' list 

(Harthern,%1968, p. 20). 

Gage's Handbook of Research on Teaching (1963) 

contains a review of one hundred and fifty references 

concerning teacher personality and teacher characteristics 

compiled by Getzels And Jackson. This list of references 

was selected by them from a longer list of 800 titles 

(Harthern, 1968, p. 21)

Another excellent bibliography published at about 

this same time was the thirty-six page bibliography 

compiled by Biddle and Ellena (1964) and included in their 

book entitled Contemporary Research on Teacher Effectiveness. 

These bibliographies provide some record of the 

extensive research concerning teacher effectiveness up to 

1964.. Although the sheer numbers of studies document the 

emphasis that has beenylaced on this area of research, it 

appears that the quality of research varied widely and that 

results were incondlusive. Getzels and Jackson (in Gage, 1963, 

p. 574)  evaluated research on teacher effectiveness as follows: 

Despite the critical importance of the 
problem and a half century of prodigious
research effort, very little is known for
certain. about the nature and measurement of
teacher personality and teacher effectiveness. 
The regrettable fact is that many of the • 
studies so far 'lave not produced significant 
results. 

Among the excellent bibliographies that include recent 

studies concerning teacher effectiveness are two selective 

and annotated bibliographies published by Miller (1974, 1972). 



His book entitled Developing Programs for Faculty Evaluations 

(Miller, 1974) contained a bibliography of. some two hundred . 

and eighty-five entries. Sixty-pine entries in this list 

are dated prior to 1960; the other two' hundred and sixteen' 

entries have 'dates as early as 1960 and-as recent as 1973. 

, The second bibliography, based on one prepared by 

Terry Leigh, was included in Miller's book entitled 

Evaluating Faculty Performance (1972). This annotated 

list of some one hundred and thirty entries begins with the 

date of 1960 and goes to 1970.

These bibliographies, the apecific reference lists 

generated by the pertinent studies listed in them, and 

other usual channels for searching the literature revealed 

that literally thousands of books, articles,, and studies 

 are contained in the literature concerning teacher effective-

ness. From this vast number the researcher has chosen per-

tinent studies in which college students have provided infor-

mation concerning teacher qualities, characteristics; attri-

butes, or factors, related to teacher effectivenesp.. 

Cohen and Brawer (1972, p. 64) stated that "Study 

upon study has ranked characteristits of the 'ideal teachei.'" 

They reported research by Clinton, published in 1930, which 

concluded that students attributed-to the ideal professor 

such qualities as interest in students, faitness, pleasing 

personality, keenness of intellect, and range of information. 

A similar study by Bousfield (cited by Cohen and

Brawer, 1972, p. 64), published in 1940, concluded with the -



same list of attributes of the ideal professor as found in 

the Clinton study. The attributes were found in differing 

degrees of frequency as follows: fairness, mastery of , 

subject, presentation, organization of material, clear 

exposition, keenneis of intellect, interest in students, 

and helpfulness. 

In an attempt to discover the components. or tittri-

butes of teacher effectiveness, Riley, Ryan, and Lifshitz 

(cited by Feldman 1972, p. 10) analyzed the findings of 

twelve studies conducted at various educational.institutions 

over a period of twenty-five years. Consensus in regard to 

effective teaching components were found in a relatively 

small number of effective teaching components, although 

thirty-eight different attributes had originally been used 

as the bases for evaluation. The following factors of 

teaching effectiveness, ranked in decreasing order of fre-

quency, were noted: knowledge of subject; sympathetic 

attitude toward and interest in students; interest and 

enthusiasm regarding subject; appearance; tolerance, broad-

mindedness and liberality; interesting presentation; sense 

of humor and proportion; stimulation of intellectual curiosity;

organization; personality; fairness; sincerity, honesty, and 

moral character; speaking lability.; and clarity of explanations.

French .(1957) made a study of 3,600 student.

evaluations of 133 instructors of varying academic ranks 

at the University of Washington. Following a multiple 

regression analysis of forty-one items concerned with various 



facets of teaching effectiveness, French concluded that there 

are probably not more than eight dimensions to students' 

-concepts of effective teaching. The following teacher 

attributes were found to.contribute most to student judgments 

of teaching effectiveness: interprets abstract ideas and 

theories clearly; gets students interested in the subject; 

helps to increase thinkingskills, helps broaden interests; 

stresses important material; makes good use  of examples 

.and illustrations; motivates to-do best work; inspires 

class confidence in his knowledge of subject; gives new 

viewpoints or appreciations; and is clear and understandable 

in his explanations. 

An analysis of student evaluations at the University

'of.Washington by Isiacson and several associates (Isaacson, 

et al, 1964, pp. 344-351) led to a conclusion that the 

dimens4ns of student evaluation' could be limited to five 

areas. They were as follows: student-teacher rapport; 

structure or course organization; group interaction and 

stimulation; teacher feedback to students;' and work overload. 

. Cdhen (1970, pp. 57-60) and park (1971) reported on 

student and faculty respdnses to an.item included in an 

instrument submitted to faculty and students at three widely 

differing junior colleges in southern      California. The item 

-asked respondents to rank seven possibilities in answer to 

the question, "What do you think students look for when they 

enter a class for the first time?" .Faculty of all three of 

the colleges indicated they believed students would rank



"Instructor personality" first and "Specific learning objec-

tives" last among the seven alternatives. Students, however, 

Tanked "Specific learning objectives" first and "Instructor 

personality" second. "Course reading requirements" was. 

ranked as least important by students. 

Kolevzon and Wiltse (1973, cv. 26) found, in a 

review of teacher effectiveness research studies using 

the student rating method, that use.of this method pro- • 

vided consistent and recurring profiles. In.the studies 

reviewed by them the following cluster of important teacher. 

characteristics were .identifiedi first, the teacher's 

interpersonal relationship skills; second, the teacher's 

knoWledge of as well as attitude towards the subject matter; 

and third, the teacher's organizational abilities concerning 

class requirements, exams, and presentation of material. 

McDaniel and Ravitz (1971, p. 217) carried out a 

study in which degree candidates were asked to name their 

best teacher and write paragraphs supporting their nomina-

tions. Results indicated that of the fifty-one student 

responses, forty-one responses, or eighty percent, indicated 

that their best teacher was from their majdr area of study. 

The study also indicated that students like professors who 

help them meet their professional and personal objectives. 

Student responses indicated that the best liked 

professors had the following characteristics or attributes: 

'professors were well prepared for class presentation; were 

able to communicate their material; constructed tests which • 



were representative of the content covered; exhibited a 

personal ,interest in students.; and were fair in their 

grading. 

Krupka (1970) conducted a study at Northhampton 

County Community Area College in Pennsylvania, in which 

faculty and students were asked to specify the relative 

importance of twelve given areas considered in instructor 

evaluation. Results indicated that there was a strong 

positive relationship between the way faculty judge the 

areas and the way students judge the areas. Some differ-

ences existed between student and faculty ratings of the, 

importance of particular areas. The•five areas ranked 

most important by students were: '(1) instructor's know-

ledge of the subject; (2) ability to arouse interest; 

(3) organization of course; (4) classroom presentation; and 

(5) willingness to help. The five areas ranked most impor-

tant by faculty were: (1) instructor's knowledge of the 

subject; (2) ability to arouse interest; (3) classroom 

presentation; (4) organization of course; and (5) assign-

ments. The faculty ranked "willingness to help" in sixth 

place. 

Coffman (1954, p. 277-285) conducted a study in 

which 2,000 college students rated instructors in regard 

to eighteen criteria, and, in addition, gave overall 

evaluations of the instructors. Factor analysis of the 

results indicated that students' values centered on four 

main factors: (1) empathy for students; (2) organization 



and preparation; (3) punctuality, neatness and normality; 

and (4) verbal fluency. 

A parallel perceptions summary was conducted by 

Blai (1975, p. 187) among 411 Harcum Junior College womeh 

students, 340 Illinois State University sociology students, 

and eighty-seven women students.at Denison University. 

Student responses to fourteen foiced-choice statements 

produced the following list of preferences: (1) Gives 

most of time to students; (2) is student-oriented; 

(3) is admired by students; (4) allows student self-

direction; (5 and 6) leaves class attendance optional. 

and allows student participation; (7) lectures primarily 

from supplementary materials; (8) considers student input 

when reorganizing course; (9) derives background material 

from direct experience; (10) strives for personal relation-

ship with students; (11) in response to a question, gives . 

a direct answer; (12) is average teacher, but gives grades 

higher than average of other professors; (13) is involved 

primarily in own field; (14) uses case studies as illustra-

tions. 

Brawer (1968, p. 55) reported an attempt by Weber 

to assess teachers' characteristics in which questionnaires 

were sent to 150 college graduates scattered over the country. 

These former college students were asked to describe the 

teaching they'had received at the undergraduate level, to 

select the best-liked and least-liked teachers, and to 

state if the best-liked teachers were also the best 



instructor. The "best-liked" teachers were charactetized 

as "cheerful," "happy," "good-natured and jolly,", "giving 

students a chance to makeup work," "human,'! and "friendly." 

Teachers considered to be "best instructors" but not 

"best-liked" were found to be primarily'effectivg speakers

who "stood up when-they talked." The study concluded that 

the difference between the "best-liked" teacher and the

"best" teacher was one of human qualities. 

McDaniel and Feldhusen (1970, p. 619), using a 

sample of.seventy-six professors and 4,484 students at 

Purdue University, found that the most effective • 

instructors are those who write no books and who tend 

to limit their roles as writers of articles and papers 

to second authorship. No relationship was found between 

research activity and instructional effectiveness. Time 

spent in counseling students or supervising laboratories 

was found to be. positively related to teacher effectiveness, 

while time spent lecturing or in.administration was 

negatively related to instructional effectiveness. Results 

of the study indicated, in regard to class size, that the 

larder the class, the lower were the ratings of instructional

effectiveness. 

A review of the research concerning teacher charac-

teristics by Heitzmann and Starpoli (1975, p. 298) led to a 

finding that two specific personality traits appear consis-

tently with good teaching. These traits were'"flexibility" 

and "warmth." 



A comparison of student and department chairman 

evaluations of the teaching performance of twenty-four 

instructors was made in a study by the New York Medical 

College Education Committee (Gromisch, et at, 1972, pp. 

281-284). Results indicated that students and chairmen 

did not rate instructors similarly, and that department 

chairmen consistently gave their faculty a better. rating 

than did students. 

A study involving 307 students at Philander 

Smith- College was carried, out by Pogue (1967, pp. 133-136), 

using the University of Oregon Evaluation Form, in an effort 

to determine the traits,of-the "ideal professor." 

.Characteristics found to be most important, ranked in 

descending order of frequency, were: gooeknowledge of 

subject; a good evaluator; and explains clearly. Char-

acteristics of the ideal teacher listed as least impor-

tant were: is scholarly and participates actively in 

research; likes college-age youth; has adequate and well-

modulated voice; and encourages independent thinking. 

A three-year study by Hildebrand, Wilson, and 

Dienst (1971) involving more than 1,600 students and 

faculty at the University of California at Davis found 

eighty-five items that characterize "best" teachers as 

perceived by students and fifty-foui items that character-

ize "best" teachers as perceived by colleagues. Close agree-

ment was found between students and faculty as to the 

effectiveness of given teachers. 



The study indicated that, among. students., the five • 

components of effective teaching performance are: an 

analytic-synthetic, approach; organization-clarity; instructor-

group interaction; instructor-individual student inter-

action; and dynamism-enthusiasm. In general, student rat-

ings shqwed only negligible correlations with the academic 

rank of instructor, class level, number of courses pre-

viously taken in the same department, class size, required 

versus optional course, course in major or not, sex of • 

respondent, class•level, gradA point average, and expected 

grade in course. A disproportionate number of "best" teachers 

were teaching seminar rather than lecture courses. 

Results of a study by Kolevzon andigiitse (1973, 

p..26) involving thirty-three graduate students in Social 

Welfare at the• University of _California indicated that the

ideal or desired teacher characteristics reflected in 

students' ratings of a twenty-item rating scale of teacher 

characteristics were viewed as largely consistent with 

research findingslof similar studies. Students indicated 

they wanted a teacher who was competent, interested in and 

knowledgeable in his subject area; who was actively helpful, 

available, rewarding and encouraging in his dealings with 

students; and whip displayed fleXibility yet organization in 

his handling of course materials. Students in this study_ 

ranked items concerning the "presentational dimension" of 

teaching as more crucial (i.e. more important in facilitat-

ing and maximizing his learning experience) than items from 



the "interpersonal dimension," a finding that the researchers 

viewed as contrary to the findings in most studies using 

the student rating method (p. '29). 

In a two-year study of student ratings of full-time 

faculty at St. Johns River Junior College, instructOrs 

were rated in regard to personal traits, schqlarship, class 

presentation, and accuracy in evaluating students (Roueche -

and Boggs, 1968, pp. 20-21). Findings indicated that the 

following class characteristics were associated with high 

instructor ratings: classes with "exacting" instruction; 

classes in which status was certain; classes with communi-

cation of definite objectives; and classes in which.the 

instructor kept to the point and used only material rela-

vant to the course. 

Comments_ associated with low instructor ratings 

were: the class was too easy; the objectives were uncer-

tain; the teacher lacked control of the students; the 

teacher used "canned" tests; the teacher was unfair (p. 21). 

This study found also that instructord.who con-

ducted classes during preferred periods did:not receive 

higher ratings than other'instructors; that, in terms

of faculty background, instructors coming directly.from 

graduate schools received higher ratings than those from 

other sources; and that a preference was shown for 

instructors with education degrees. 

Twit (1970) made a study of student and instructor . 

expectations.of community college instructors at a community



college in Oregon. His study examined the nature of and 

the major differences between the expectations held by 

the adult education, occupational, and transfer students 

and their instructor counterparts for the instructor in

the role of directdr of learning in if community college 

setting. An instrument designed by the researcher was used 

to collect data from 315 students and instructors. Results 

of the study indicated that students were more concerned 

with the instructor's personal.relationship'with his stu-

dents than they were with how the instructor utilized 

instructional methods andinaterials, managed and controlled 

learning activities, communicated information pertaining to 

the course, or evaluated student progress. The instructors 

.agreed that their personal relationships with students were 

more important than any of the four other areas studied. 

Hartung (1972, pp. 146-147) described a study that 

was undertaken at all of the junior colleges in North 

Carolina to determine the importance of certain character-. 

istics of junior and community college teachers. An instru-

ment composed of sixty-seven teacher characteristics was 

administered to administrators, teachers, and a group of 

students at each junior college. Participants were asked 

to evaluate the importance of each characteristic, using 

a'five-point graphic rating scale. For each characteristic, 

a mean of the evaluations. of its importance by each parti-

cipating group (administrators, teachers, and students) 

was computed; then means of the evaluation given each 



characteristic by all three groups combined. The fifteen

characteristics haying the highest combined importance 

ratings were as follows: (1) have adequate knowledge of 

the subject taught; (2) are emotionally stable; (3) make 

subject matter interesting; (4)'make explanations which 

are clear to all students; (5) plan and prepare course 

work carefully in the light of overall course objectives; 

(6) are open minded; (7) give individuil help to students 

when they need it; (8) display an understanding atO.tude 

toward students as persons.; (9) make students feel free to 

ask questions in their classes; (10) stimulate intellectual 

curiosity; *(11) enjoy working with students; (12) are 

skillful in the methods of instructiorrMost appropriate 

for their subject; (13) are tolerant 'of other people's 

views; (14) are loyal to the institution in which they 

teach; (15) reflect high personal standards in their 

behavior. 

Hartung (1972, p. 147) stated that the results.of

this study seemed to imply that (1) programs of preparation 

for junior college teachers should attempt to develop to 

the fullest in candidates those 'characteristics found to 

be of high importance;  (2) administrators, in employing

new faculty, should strive to employ those persons possess-

ing those characteristics found to be of high importance, 

and (3) junior college teachers should be aware of the 

relative importance of their various activities and strive 

to strengthen within themselves and their profession those 



characteristics which•were found to be.of highest importance 

by employing continuous self-evaluation aneself-improvement. 

Wiant (1974, p. 27) recommended the use of a sim-

plified student evaluation form that he has found useful

at West Virginia Uhiversity. The form used by Wiant has 

a place for the student 'to give the teacher a letter grade 

("A," "B," "C," "D," "F"); and a place where students are 

instructed .to make any specific comments, favorable or 

unfavorable, that they may wish to make. .Wiant pointed 

out that a teacher can calculate his grade point average 

for the course and that he can follow the trend through 

the years., Comparisons with other teachers are also 

possible, and unfavorable comments, especially when made 

by several students, point out course weaknesses where 

improvements should be made. 

A study by Gadzella (1968, pp. 91-94) at Western 

Washington State College attempted to,determine the most 

important characteristics of an "ideal"professor. Data 

from 443 randomly selected students indicated that the' 

five most important characteristics were: knowledge of 

subject; interest in subject; flexibility (is inspiring, 

has the ability to present material to meet students' 

interests and needs); daily and course Preparations-(has 

daily lessons well organized, piovides an outline of the 

course and its objectives, and a list of basic references); 

and vocabulary (uses apiropriate language, has ability to 

explain clearly, presents material at the students'' 



level of comprehension). 

In another study concerned'with teacher effectiveness, 

.Gadzella (1974, p. 11) asked three hundred students  at

Western Washington State College, through a questionnaire, 

to phrase positively the criteria of an "ideal" professor, 

and to indicate which five criteria were most important . 

and which two were least important to them. The students 

named the following.criteria for an "ideal" professor as 

the five most important: (1) has a deep interest in and 

enthusiasm for the subject he teaches; (2) is inspiring 

and has the ability to explain clearly at the students' 

level ofcomprehensiOn; (3) has' a thorough knowledge, 

both basic and current, of the subject he teaches; 

(4) evaluates carefully, gives a sufficient number of

meaningful, fair assignmenta.and is impartial in his

grading; and (5) has the course and daily lessons well 

organized and provides course outlines and lists of reading 

references. The two least significant criteria were: 

(1) takes an active part in community life, in club and 

community projects; and (2) does research, writes books 

and articles.. 

Lasher and Vogt (1974, pp. 267-269) used an open-ended 

instrument in a study at Bowling Green. University. The 

research was designed to determine if environmental factors 

and personal characteristics of teachers influenced students 

in their assessment of teaching effectiveness. Chi-square

tests were employed to test the independence of ratings



received by the faculty per course offering and environ-

mental factors and personal characteristics. The chi-

square methodology was applied to fourteen hypotheses 

involving 120 faculty members and 1,072 course offerings 

over a period of six quarters. Results indicated that a 

statistically significant relationship existed between 

student evaluation of teaching effectiveness and each of 

the following thirteen factors: age of the instructor; 

faculty rank; tenure status; faculty degree attained; exper-

ience; departmental affiliation; instructional workload 

(number of sections); class size; level of course offdring; 

required course offering; naturg of subject matter; involve-

ment of teacher in non-teaching activities; and faculty 

grading policy.

The study indicated, in regard to the fourteenth hypo-

thesis, that no significant relationship existed between 

student evaluation of teaching effectiveness and the 

instructional work load (amount of course preparations per 

quarter) of the teacher. The researcher concluded that 

environmental factors as well as the personal.characteris-

tics of faculty influence student, judgments about instructional 

competencies. 

A study was conducted at Modesto Junior College to 

provideinformation that would be useful in selecting 

basic education teachers for under-educated and under-

employed adults (Roueche and Boggs, 1968, pp. 19-20). The 

objectives of the study were: (1) to identify those charac-



teristics that students, teachers,, and administrators con-

  sidered essential for an effective basic education instruc-

tor; (2) to define each of the characteristics in a 

practical context; (3) to develop instruments to assist in 

identifying a potentially effective teacher. ,Data were 

obtained from instructors, administrators and students. 

The eighty-five participants were asked to prepare written 

descriptions of each of the instructors, including positive 

and negative characteristics. Students also participated 

in a group discussion of the "necessary" qualifications of 

a basic education teacher. Analysis of the data indicated' 

that the most important-single quality for an adult basic 

education teacher was "the ability to help the student to 

develop and maintain self-confidence." "Understanding,

flexibility, patience, practicality, humoi, creativity, 

and care in the preparation of class activities were also 

considered necessary (p. 19)." 

  An interview schedule for teacher selection was 

designed from the findings. Part of the schedule used 

situations where the interviewer advanced "positive 

statements" intended to refer to "essential" teacher 

personality characteristics. Responses to the statements 

were assessed by the interviewer to determine the 

interviewee's attitude.toward those desirable personality 

characteristics (pp. 19-20). 



SUMMARY 

After reviewing the research concerning teacher 

effectiveness, the researcher has concluded that most 

studies in which students supplied information concerning 

factors or characteristics of the effective instructor 

'have been based on structured questionnaires, where students 

responded to a list of teacher characteristics contained 

in the questionnaire designed by someone other than students. 

Only four of the research studies reviewed in this chapter 

utilized-open-ended questionnaires, unstructured interviews, 

or other techniques that allowed 'college students to list

or describe the characteristics or attributes that they 

perceived to be associated with the "good" instructor. 

After reviewing the literature concerning teacher 

effectiveness, Feldman (1972, p. 11) concluded that it 

appears possible to specify generally acknowledged charac-

teristics of effective teaching that are relatively inde-

pendent of specific course content. It is the opinion of 

the researcher that studies summarized in this proposal 

would tend to verify Feldman's conclusion. 

Kolevzon and Wiltse (1973, p. 26)' found in their 

review of teacher effectiveness research studies that the 

 teacher's interpersonal skills were ranked first in impor-

tance with the majority of studies. The review of the 

literature reported in this chapter appears to verify the 

conclusion of Kolevzon and Wiltse. 



CHAPTER 3 -

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

ORGANIZATION OF PRESENTATION 

The purpose of this study was to determine the factors 

that students at Pensacola Junior College look for in

instructors as they attempt to choose "good" teachers in the 

process of registration. Population, design, instrumentation, 

data collection, and method of coding have been discussed in a 

preceding. chapter. This chapter will be devoted to the 

presentation and analysis of the data. 

Twelve frequency distribution tables have been used 

for the presentation of the data. Table 1 presents the

factors listed most frequently by students, ranked in 

descending order of frequency. Responses in this table have 

been listed without reference to the general categories that 

were designed by the researcher for fiirther classification of 

the data (in Tables 2 through 12). 

Figures in Table 1 indicate the fifteen specific factors 

listed most frequently by students, tabulated to show the 

number of times that students listed a particular factor they 

look for in teachers, and indicating the percent of students

in the study who listed each particular factor. All factors 

listed forty times or more were included in this table. A 

complete listing of factors, by frequency, will be found in 

Appendix B. 



It is the opinion of the researcher that the informa-

tion presented in Table 1 is of primary importance because it 

reveals, with a minimum of interpretation by the coders, 

exactly what factors students indicated that they look for 

in teachers: In other words, the data presented in Table 1 

is simply a tabulation by. the coders. This is in keeping with 

the primary goal of: the study and with the open-ended instru-

ment used to collect student responses. 

Data presented in Table 2 through Table 12 have been 

classified, using the ten categories designed by the researcher 

to show the kinds of factors listed and the relative frequency 

of student responses in. each of ,the categories. 

Table 2 shows the total number.and the percent of ' 

factors in each of the ten categories designed to indicate 

the kinds of factors listed by 'students. Descriptions of 

these categories will be found in Chapter 1 in the section 

entitled "Data Analysis." 

Separate tables, beginning with Table 3 and continuing 

through Table 12, have been prepared to present separately 

the data classified in each of the ten general categories. 

Data is presented by number and percent for all of. the 

groupings of factors (sub-categories) within each of the ten 

general categories. 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS 

Table 1 presents, by number and percent, all of the 

factors that were listed more than forty tams by the 345 



students participiting in the study. Factors are listed in 

descending order of frequency. 

An examination of Table 1 reveals that students listed 

most frequently as a factor they look for when trying to 

select a "good" teacher "Teacher is willing to help students."  

This factor was listed 127 times, with 36.81% of the three 

hundred and forty-five students who participated in the study 

listing this factor. 

Students' statements concerning teacher helpfulness 

were expiessed clearly. They said'such things as: "One who 

doesn't mind helping you when you need help;" "Whether or not 

the teacher helps the students when he or she has a problem or 

if he just sits at his desk all class'time;" and "Eagerness to 

help a slow student." Of the 127 students who listed helpful-

ness, thirty-two specified that they wanted a teacher who was 

available for help outside of class'hours. Five of these 

students specified that they looked for a teacher who would be 

available in his office for out-of-class help. Nineteen 

students who listed teacher's willingness to help indicated 

that they wanted a teacher who would be willing to counsel with 

students about personal' problems. 

The factor listed second in frequency, with 114 responses 

representing 33.04% of the student participants In the study, was 

"What other students say about the teacher," referring to the 

informal rating of teacheri that is circulated among students. 

Ranked third in frequency was "Teacher explains 

clearly so that students can understand." A total of'97 



Table 1 

Fifteen Factors Listed Most Frequently By 
Three Hundred and Forty-Five Students 
Who Were Asked to List the Factors 

They Look for When Trying to Select "Good" Teachers 

Factors Listed By Students 

Number of 
Times Factor 
Was Listed 

Percent 
of Students 

Listing Factor 

1. Teacher is willing to help 
students 127 36.81% 

2. What other students say 
about the teacher 114 33.04 

3. Teacher explains clearly so 
that students can under-
stand 97 28.12 

4. Teacher makes class 
interesting. 93 26.96

5, Teacher cares about, and is 
interested in, students 67 19.42 

6. Teacher knows the subject 67 19.42 

7. Teacher is fair, impartial, 
and unprejudiced 64 18.55 

8. Teacher understands, has 
'good attitude toward 
students 60 17.39 

9. Teacher respects students, 
is courteous and -
considerate 51 14.78 

10. Teacher's personality' 50 14.49 

11. Teacher gets along well with 
students 49 14.20 

12. Teacher is open, honest, and 
sincere 44   12.75 



Table 1 (continued) 

Factors Listed By Students

Number of 
 Times Factor 
Was Listed 

Percent 
of Students 
Listing Factor

13. Course requirements are 
reasonable 43 12.46 

14. Course is well organized 
and objectives are clear 41 11.88 

15.. Fairness in grading 40 11.59% 



factors were.tabulated, representing 28.i2% of the students. 

Responses emphasized that students'look for a teacher who can 

"get the'subject across" by clearly explaining the material. 

Students specified that they lo.ok for a teacher who can explain 

the material "on the student's level" and in "plain; every-day 

English." Fifteen students stated that, in looking for a 

teacher who could explain, they tried not to get one who 

"talked above their head." 

Ranked fourth in frequency-was the 'sub-category 

"Teacher makes class interesting," with 93 factors and 26.96% 

of the students responding. Of these, nine students specified 

that they looked for a teacher who "was not boring." 

Two groupings of factors ranked next in frequency with 

each grouping containing 67 factors and comprising responses 

from 19.42% of the student sample. "Teacher cares about, and 

is interested in, students" and "Teacher knows the subject" 

were ranked in fifth and sixth place. 

Risponses in the "Teacher cares about, and is 

interested in, students" grouping were stated forthrightly. 

Representative responses were: "Honestly cares about the 

students;" "One who cares and has feelings and is not just 

out to get you or to get through another term;" "The 

devotion to the class--whole and individual;" and "Takes•a 

personal interest in•students." 

Following closely after "Teacher cares about, and is 

interested ih, students," and ranked in seventh, eighth,, and 

ninth places were three separate groupings of factors which 



appeared closely related. These were "Teacher is fair, 

impartial, and urtprejudiced," listed 64 times by 18.55% of 

the sample; "Teacher understands, has good attitude toward 

students," listed 60 times by 17.39% of students and "Teacher 

respects students, is courteous and considerate," listed 51 

times by 14.78% of students. It should be noted that, in 

addition to the 64 listings concerning fairness to students, 

40 student responses, representing 11.59% of students, 

indicated they looked.for "Fairness in grading." This response 

was ranked fifteenth in frequency. 

Fourteen students made specific references to racial 

prejudice, saying' such things as: "An instructor who sees 

all of his students the same; no difference in race, etc.i" 

"Person that does not prejudge on your color;" and "One that 

likes both races, not just one race." 

In the category "Teacher respects students, is 

courteous and considerate," student responses indicated that

they look for a teacher who "Treats the student as an equal;" 

"Treats you like an adult;" and who "Never makes.the student 

feel on a lower level than the teacher." Six.students

specifically indicated that they look for a teacher who does 

not act as though he is superior to students and that does 

not make students feel "dumb." Five other siudents'indicated 

that they want a teacher who does not embarrass students and 

who is not sarcastic or nasty. 

Ranked tenth in frequency was "Teacher's personality," 

with 50 responses from 14.49% of students. Most of the 



responses stated merely "personality," "good personality" or 

"personality of teacher." 

"Teacher gets, along well with students" ranked 

eleventh in frequency with 49 factors listed by 14.20% of 

the students. Most students stated simply "Ability to get 

along with students," or "Someone I can get along with." 

Ranked in twelfth place, with 44 respones listed by 

12.75% of the students, was "Teicher is open, honest, and 

sincere." Of these, nineteen specified honesty, eighteen 

listed openness, and;seven indicated sincerity. 

"Couise reqUirements.ire reasonable" ranked thirteenth, 

with 43 responses by 12.46% of the student participants. 

Representative student responses stated such preferences as: 

"Gives reasonable work load;" "Will give work but won't lay 

it on too heavy all the time;" and "Course requirements 

reasonable." 

In fourteenth place was "Course is well organized and 

objectives are clear" with 41 responses by 11.88% of the 

student sample. Responses included such statements as: The 

instructor should be well organized, by this I mean have an 

outline of what will be taught so that the student will under-

stand." Some responses said simply, "Makes course objectives 

clear;" or "organized." 

"Fairness in grading," ranked fifteenth with 40 

responses from 11.59% of the students. These responses 

concerning fairness in grading are in addition to the 64 

responses concerning fairness, impartiality.• and lack of 



prejudice that ranked seventh in frequency. 

Table 2 presents the data classified into ten cate-

gories-indicating, by frequency, the kinds of factors stu-

dents look for as they try to select "good" teachers for 

thej.r classes in the process of registration: Descriptive 

'titles,of the ten categories are,:fo"r the most part, self-

explanatory: Specific definitions of the categories will be 

found in Chapter 1, in the section entitled "Data Analysis." 

The table displays, by number and percent, the frequency of 

student responses in each of the ten categories. All student 

responses, totaling 1,894, have been included in this table. 

"Humanistic Behavior of Teachers" ranked first among 

the categories, containing 532 student responses. Over one-

fourth of the 1,894 student responses, or 28.09%, fell in the 

category concerning humanistic behavior of teachers. Listed 

were such factors as the teacher's willingness to help 

students; the teacher's interest in and care and concern about 

students; the teacher's attitude toward and understanding of 

students; the teacher's respect, consideration, and fair and 

unprejudiced treatment of students; and the teacher's ability 

to get along with students. A full presentation of responses 

concerning "Humanistic Behavior of Teachers" will be found in 

Table 3. 

"Teacher's Skills in Presentation and Mastery of 

Subject" ranked second in number of student responses, with 

338 responses comprising 17.85% of all factors listed. The 

majority of responses had to do with the teacher's ability to 



Table 2 

What Students Look for When Trying to Select "Good" Teachers: 
Factors That Students Listed Grouped in Categories 

Factors By Category 
Number of 

Student Responses Percent 

1. Humanistic behavior of 
teachers 532 28.097. 

2. Teacher's skills in 
presentation and mastery 
of subjict 338 17.85 

3. Teacher's personality and 
related personal 
attributes .235 12.41 

4. Teacher's organization of 
course and methods of 
teaching 219 11.56

5. Teacher's 'philosophy and 
practices concerning course
evaluation ,198 10.45 

6. Teacher's rating according
to the campus "grapevine" 135 7.13 

7. Teacher's educational 
background and teaching 
experience 88 4.65 

8. Class management by the 
teacher 62 3.27. 

9. Social characteristics of 
the teacher 46 2.43 

10. Time class is taught, size
of class, and location of 
class 41 2.16%

TOTAL 1,894 100.00% 



explain the subject in a way that students could understand; 

the teacher's ability to make the class interesting; and the 

teacher's knowledge of the subject and teaching skills. Table 

 4 presents fully the factors included in this category. 

"Teacher's Personality and Related Personal Attributes" 

ranked third, with 235 responses representing 12.41% of the 

data in this category. In addition to listings that stated 

"Good personality" or "Personality of Teacher," this category 

included clarity of speech, appearance, sense of humor, and 

teacher's enthusiasm about teaching and about the particular 

subject taught. Table 5 presents in detail the frequency of 

listings of 'the various sub-categories of data classified as 

"Teacher's Personality and Related Personal Attributes." 

Ranking fourth in frequency, with 219 responses 

comprising 11.567 of the data, was "Teacher's Organization

of Course and Methods of Teaching." In this category were 

student resppnses pertaining to reasonable course require-

ments, the organization of the course; the course objectives, 

and methods of teaching. Table,6 presents in detail the sub-

categories of data included in this area. 

"Teacher's Philosophy and Practices Concerning Course 

Evaluation" ranked fifth, with 198 responses representing 

10.45% of the data. This category contained responses 

concerning the teacher's grading system, the kind and 

frequency of tests,.how "hard" or "easy" the teacher is and 

varied factors concerning testing and grading. Details 

concerning data in thii category will be found in Table' 7. 



"Teacher's Rating According to the Campus Grapevine" 

-ranked sixth, with 135 responses and 7.13% of the data in this 

category The vast majority of factors.listed indicated that 

students consider the informal evaluations of teachers by 

other students when they register for classes. Students, also 

'consider informal evaluations solicited from other teachers 

and from counselors. Data in this category are presented in 

full in Table 8. 

Ranked in seventh place was "Teacher's Educational 

Background and Teaching Experience" with 88 responses listed, 

comprising 4.657. of the data. The factors listed most often 

in this category stated a concern that the teacher be 

experienCed in.teaChing. Other factors listed included the 

teacher's educational background, the teacher's qualifications 

 in his major field of study, the colleges attended by the 

teacher and the, degrees attained. Table 9 presents fully the 

data concerning educational background and experience.. 

The categories ranked in eighth, ninth, and tenth 

places accounted for less than 87. of the total data. "Class 

Management by the  Teacher" ranked eighth, with 62 factors

listed, or 3.27%. Factors in this category concerned the 

degree of informality of the class and the establishment of a 

good learning environment; the ability of the teacher to be 

strict, when necessary, in controlling the class; and the 

teacher's flexibility in dealing with attendance policies and 

other regulations. Table 10 presents the data included in 

this category. 



"Social Characteristics of the Teacher" ranked ninth, 

with 46 factors comprising 2.43% of the data listed. The 

teacher's age was listed most frequently as a factor in this 

category, followed by sex of teacher and race of teacher. Data 

concerning the social characteristics of the teacher are

presented in Table 11% 

"Time Clais is Taught, Size of Class, and'Location of 

'Class" ranked tenth, with 41 factors, or 2.16% of the data

included. Although the hour thi. class meets is not-a teacher 

characteristic,.it is a factor that'some students indicated 

they must consider. The size of the class and the location of 

the class were also listed. These dati are presented in 

Table 12. 

Five hundred and thirty-two student responses concerning

 "Humanistic Behiivior of Teachers" have been presented, by-number

and percent, in the twelve. groupings of factors that make up 

the sub-categories displayed in Table 3. Factors presented in 

this table account for 28.09% of all of the 1,894 factors listed

.by students. Listed most frequently as a factor students look 

for as they try to select 'good" teachers in the process of 

registration for classes was "Teacher is willing to help 

students." One hundred and twenty-seven responses, accounting

for 23.88% of responses categorized as "Humanistic Behavior. of 

Teachers" indiCated that students looked for a helpful teacher. 

Of these responses, thirty-two'students stated they look for 

a teacher who is 'willing to give help outside of class, and 

 nineteen indicated they look for a teacher who is willing to



Table 3 

Factors That Students Listed That 
Concern Humanistic Behavior of Teachers 

Factors 
Number of 
Responses Percent 

1. Teacher is willing to help 
students 127 23.88% 

2. Teacher cares about, and is 
interested in, students 67  12.60 

3. Teacher is fair, impartial, 
and unprejudiced 64 12.03 

4. Teacher understands, has 
good attitude toward students 6.0 11.28 

5. _Teacher respects students, is 
courteous and considerate 51 9.59 

6. Teacher gets along well wittl 
students 49 9.21 

7., Teacher is open, honest, and 
sincere 44 8.27 

.8. Teacher is friendly 

9. Teacher is patient and 
  kind-hearted 

23 

23 

4.32 

4.32 

10. Teacher is pleasant and nice .15 2.82 

11. Teacher gives encouragement 6 1.13 

12. Teacher is reliable 3 0.56% 

TOTAL 532 '100.00% 



counsel with them about personal problems. Five students 

stated .they look for a teacher who will be in his office

available to students who need out-of-class help. 

*Sixty-seven student responses, comprising 12.60% of 

the factors concerned with the humanistic behavior of teachers, 

were in the sub-category, "Teacher cares about, and is 

interested-in, students." "Teacher is fair, impartial, and 

unprejudiced" accounted for 64'responses, or 12.03%. In this 

category students stated such factors as: "Fairness to all 

students;" "One who shows no favorites;" and "An instructor 

that sees all of the students the same; no difference in 

race, etc." 

"Teacher understands, has a good attitude toward 

students" was listed 60 times for a total of 11.28% of the 

humanistic factors. "Teacher respects students, is courteous 

and considerate" ranked next in frequency with 51 responses, 

or 9.59%. 

Forty-nine responses, or 9.21%, listed "Teacher gets 

along well with students" and 44 responses, or 8.27%, were 

in the sub-category, "Teacher is open, honest, and sincere." 

"Teacher is friendly" and "Teacher is patient and kind-hearted" 

tanked next, each with 23 responses, or 4.32% of the data. 

Other responses listed were "Teacher is pleasant and nice,," 

15 responses or 2.82%; "Teacher gives encouragement," 6 

responses o41.13%; 'and "Teacher is reliable," with 3 responses, 

or 0:56%, 

Table 4 presents the data in the category of 



"Teacher's Skills in Presentation and Mastery of Subject," 

with 338 factors listed by students. Listed most frequently 

in this category was "Teacher explains clearly so that stu-

dents can understand," with ,97 responses, making up 28.70% 

of the responses in thii-category. Responses indicated that 

students look for a teacher who can "get the subject across," 

and who can explain the material "on the student's level." 

Ranking second in frequency, with 93 responses, or 

27.51%, was "Teacher makes class interesting." Typical of 

the responses in this category was, "I look for a teacher

who makes the class interesting . . . one you like to go 

to." Nine students stated that they look for a teacher who 

is "not boring." 

Sixty-seven responses, comprising 19.827. of the 

responses, were in the third-ranking grouping, "Teacher 

knows the subject," and 27 responses, or 7.99%, made up 

the grouping, "Teacher has good teaching skills." 

"Teacher is thorough, sticks to subject" ranked, 

fifth, with 22 responses, or 6.519... 

"Teacher allows questions" ranked .in sixth place with 

16 responses comprising 4.73% of factors in this category. 

Typical student responses stated, "Does not object to questions;" 

"Those you can ask questions and who do not make you feel 

stupid;" and "Doesn't get annoyed if a student asks a question." 

"Teacher makes assignments clear" ranked in seventh 

place with 6 responses and 1.787., followed by "Teacher is 

well prepared for class" and "Teacher repeats explanations if 



Table 4 

Factors That Students Listed That Concern 
Teacher's Skills in Presentation and Mastery of Subject 

Factors 
Number of 
Responses Percent 

1. Teacher explains clearly so 
that students can'understand 97 28:70% 

2. Teacher makes class interesting 93 27.51 

3. Teacher knows the subject 67 19.82 

4. Teacher has good teaching 
skills 27 7.99 

5. Teacher is thorough, sticks to 
subject 22 6.51 

6. Teacher allows questions 16 4.73 

7. Teacher makes assignments clear      6 1.78 

8. Teacher is well prepared for 
class 5 1.48 

9. Teacher repeats explanations if 
necessary 5 1.48% 

TOTAL 338 100.00% 



necessary," each with 5 responses, or 1.487.. 

Table 5 presents 235 factors listed by students in 

the category "Teacher's Personality and Related Personal 

Attributes." Fifty responses, or-21.287. of all responses 

listed in this category, stated merely "teacher's personality" 

or "good personality." 

Ranking second, with 36 responses.comprising 15.327. of 

the responses, was "Teacher is interested in the subject." 

Typical student responses. were: "Someone tnterested'and 

enthustistic about teaching a subject because it gets you 

interested;" and "Whether teacher enjoys teaching my subject." 

"Teacher's appearance and dress" ranked third, with

35 responses making up 14.897. of factors in the category. 

"Nice," "neat," and "attractive," were adjectives students 

used in listing factors concerned with the personal appear-

ance of the teacher. 

"Teacher's sense of humor" ranked fourth with 34 

responses, or 14.477. of the data in this category, and 

"Teacher's clarity of speech" ranked fifty with 27 responses, 

or 11.49% of the data. 

"Teacher's enjoyment of teaching" was sixth in fre-

quency, with 20 responses comprising 8.51% of the data 

in the category.. Representative responses were: "An instruc-

 tor who enjoys teaching and enjoys sharing with his students." 

"Does the teacher like to teach or if it's just a job to them;" 

and "Also look for a teacher who enjoys her work instead of 

teaching for a paycheck." 



Table 5 

Factors That Students Listed That Concern 
the Teacher's Personality and Related Personal Attributes 

Factors  Number Percent

1. Teacher's personality 50 21.28% 

2. Teacher's interest in the subject 36 15.32 

3. Teacher's appearance and dress 

4. Teacher's sense of humor 

35 

34 

14.89 

14.47 

5. Teacher's clarity of speech 27 11.49 

6. Teacher's enjoyment of teaching . 20 8.51 

7. Teacher's intellectual and 
creative capacities 17 7.23 

8. Teacher's punctuality 8 3.40 

9. Miscellaneous personal attributes 
of teacher 8 3.40% 

TOTAL 235 100.00% 



Seventeen responses, or 7.23%, comprised the grouping 

called "Teacher's intellectual and creative capacities," 

which ranked in seventh place. Responses stated "Intelligence 

of teacher;" "Teacher that is creative;" and "Innovative." 

"Teacher's punctuality" ranked eighth with 8 responses, 

or 3.40% of the data. 

There were 8 miscellaneous responses concerning 

teacher personality and related personal attributes. Each 

was listed one or two times and accounted for 3.40% of the 

data. Factors listed included.responses such as "Self-

confidence;" "His or 'her character; "If they act cool;" and 

"Personal.hygiene." 

Table 6 presents 219 student responses in the category 

"Teacher's Organization of Course and Methods of Teaching." 

Ranking first, with 43 responses comprising 19.63% of the 

data, is "Course requirements are reasonable." Students stated 

such factors as "Gives reasonable workload;" "Makes the class 

a challenge but doesn't overload the student with too much 

and too difficult work." 

"Course is well organized and course objectives are 

clear" ranked second in frequency, with 41 student responses 

making up 18.72% of the data in this category. Following 

closely in third place, with 39 responses or 17.81% was 

"Methods of teaching." Student responses in this grouping 

were general, stating merely "Teaching method," or "Methods 

of teaching used by the teacher,"'without stating the kind 

of teaching methods they look for. 



Table 6 

Factors That Students Listed That Concern 
 Teacher's Organization of Course and Methods of Teaching 

Factors  Number Percent 

1. Course requirements are 
reasonable 43 19.63% 

2. Course is well organized and 
objectives are clear. 41 18.72 

3. Methods of teaching (mentioned 
as a general factor) 39 17.81

4. Class digcussion and student 
involvement is encouraged 28 12.79 

5. More than one approach-to 
teaching is used 14 6.39 

6. Teacher is good lecturer 14 6.39 

7. Flexible time schedule allows 
for individual differences 
among students 13 5.94 

8. Material is up-to-date and 
related to students' world 11 5.02 

Miscellaneous factors concerning 
organization of course and 
teaching methods (listed only 
one or-two times each) 16 7.31% 

TOTAL  219 100.00% 



More specific responses concerning-teaching methods 

were 28 factors comprising 12.79% of the data and ranking 

fourth, that listed "Class discussion and student involve-

ment is encouraged." "Teacher is good lecturer," another 

specific grouping concerning teaching methods, ranked fifth, • 

with 14 responses, or 6.39% of the data.

"More than one approach to teachihg is used," was 

another grouping of responses concerning with teaching methods 

and ranking in sixth place, with 14 responses or 6.39% of the 

data. Responses in this category included "Provides more than 

one type of experience such as lecture, visual aids, speeches, 

and field trips;" and "One that uses the book and classroom 

discussion together." Six students specified they prefer a 

teacher who does not use the lecture method exclusively. 

Ranking seventh with 13 responses, or5.94% of the 

data in the category, was "Flexible time schedule allows for 

individual differences among students." Students stated • 

"Lets the student progress at their own rate;" and "One who 

doesn't have a rigid time schedule to adhere to." 

"Material is up-to-date and related to students' world" 

ranked eights,'with 11 responses, or 5.02%. Student responses 

stated such things as "Related subject matter to everyday life" 

and "Their ability to relate their subject matter to me and

today's events." 

MiScellanemis factors concerning organization of 

course and teaching methods, each listed only one or two 

times accounted for 16 factors, or 7.31%. Students stated 



such things as "Makes additional study material available;" 

"One that makes you do some research;" and "I wish that 

teachers in college could assign written work to be checked 

and handed in on a regular basis."

Factors in the category "Teacher's Philosophy and 

Practices Concerning Student Evaluation" are displayed in 

Table 7, with a total of 198 student responses tabulated in 

this area. Ranking first in frequency was "Fairness in 

grading," with:40 responses, or 20.20% of the data in this 

category. 

"Hardness' or 'Easiness' of the teacher" and "Type

of tests given" ranked second and third, each with 37 student 

regponses comprising 18.69% of the data. Among responses 

concerning how "hard" or "easy" the teacher is, 10 responses 

indicated students look for an "easy" teacher, and 4 

responses expressed a preference for a "hard" teacher. Eight 

responses indicated that students consider "how hard or' how 

easy"• the teacher is, and 15 -responsesindicated these stu-

dents look fora teacher who is "not hard" or "not too hard." 

"Grading system used" ranked in fourth plice, with 

31 factors or 15.66% of the data in this category, and "Tests 

on material that has been covered" ranked fifth with 21 

factors or 10.60%. 

"Frequency of.tests" ranked in sixth place, with 

15 responses, comprising 7.58% of the data in this category, 

and "Feedback given following tests" was listed 3 times, or 

1.52%, and, ranked seventh. 



Table 7 

Factors That Students Listed That Concern 
Teacher's Philosophy and Practices Concerning Course Evaluation 

Factors Number Percent 

1. Fairness in grading 40 20.20% 

2. "Hardness" or "easiness" of 
teacher 37 18.69 

3. Type of tests given 37 18.69 

4. Type of grading system used 31 15.66 

5. Tests are on material that has 
been covered 21 10.60 

6. Frequency of tests 15, 7.58 

7. Feedback given following tests 3 1.52 

Miscellaneous factors about 
testing and grading (listed 
one or two times each) 14 7.07% 

TOTAL 198 100.00% 



Fourteen miscellaneous factors about testing or 

grading were listed by students, with each factor mentioned 

one or two times. These miscellaneous factors' comprised 

7.077. of the data in this category. 

Factors in the category "Teacher's Rating According 

to the Campus 'Grapevine' " are presented in Table 8. Of 

the 135 factors in this category, 114, representing 84.45%.

indicate that students consider "What other students say 

about the teacher." Thirteen responses, or 9.63%, indicate 

students consider "What teachers say 'about the teacher," and

5 responses, or 3.70%, stated "What counselors say about the

teacher;" and 3 responses, or 2.22%, indicate "What the 

student knows about the teacher from previous class or contact." 

Table 9 presents 88'factors in the category "Teacher's 

 Educational Background and Teaching Experience." Ranked first, 

 with 27 responses, or 30.68% of the data in the category, was 

"Teaching experience." 

"Qualifications and competence of the teacher in' his 

major fitld" ranked second in frequency of responses, with 19 

factors listed, or 21.59% of the data, and "Teacher's 

education," ranked third with 15 responses or 17.05%. 

"Teacher's degree" ranked fourth, with 12 factors 

listed, or 13.64% of the data in the vategory. 

"Teaching experience at the college" ranked fifth, with 

5 responses, or 5.687, and "Colleges attended by the teacher" 

ranked sixth, with 4 responses or 4.55%. "Other courses taught 

at the college" also had 4 responses, or 4,55% of the data and 



Table 8 

Factors That Students Listed Concerning Teacher's Rating 
According to the Campus "Grapevine" 

Factors Number Percent 

1. What Ether students say about 
the teacher 114 84.45%

2. What teachers say about the 
teacher 13 9.63 

3. What counselors say about the
teacher 5 3.70 

4. What thd student 'knows about the 
teacher from a previous class or 
contact 3   2.22% 

TOTAL 135 100.00%



Table 9 

Factors That Students Listed Concerning 
Teacher's Educational Background and Teaching Experience 

Factors Number Percent 

1. Teaching experience 27 30.68%

2. Qualifications and competence of 
the teacher in his major field 19 21.59 

3. Teachee.s education 15 17.05 

4. Teacher's degrees 12 13.64 

5. Teaching experience at the 
college 5  5.68 

6. Colleges attended by the 
teacher 4 4.55 

7. Other courses taught at the 
college 4 4.55 

8. Teacher's rank 2 2.27% 

TOTAL 88 100.00% 



ranked seventh;, and "Teacher's rank" ranked eighth with 2

responses and 2.27% of the data. 

Table 10 presents 62 student responses in the category 

of "Class Management .by the Teacher." Listed most frequently 

in this category was "Teacher is strict when necessary and

maintains students' respect,".with 23.responses, or 37.10% of 

the data. Representative responses stated: "One who can call 

a class to order and maintain respect," "A teacher who is 

strict about class and homework;" and "One who is strict but 

within human limits." 

"Teacher is flexible about attendance and other school

policies" ranked second, with 18 responbes comprising 29.03% 

of the data. Twelve student responses in this grouping concerned,

with the teacher's attendante policies and related policies 

concerning make-up tests and 6 responses .concerned teacher 

flexibility abollt school policies in general. Representative. 

responses stated: "That teacher make exceptions in special 

cases concerning attendance;" "Permits make-up test's if good 

reason is given for absence;" and "If a student has been really 

sick, let him make up work." 

"Teacher maintains an ififormal class atmosphere" ranked 

third, with11 responses or 17.74%, and "Teacher establishes 

.a good learning environment" ranked fourth, with 10 responses 

and 16.13% of the data in this category. 

Table 11 presents 46 responses in the category of 

"Social Characteristics of the Teacher..", Twenty-five of these 

responses, or 54.55% of the.data in this category, concerned 



Table 10 

Factors That Students Listed That Concern 
Class Management by the Teacher 

Factors Number Percent 

1. Teacher is strict when necessary 
and maintains student respect 23 37.10%

2. Teacher is flexible about
 attendance and other school
policies   18   29.03 

3.  Teacher maintains an informal 
class atmosphere 11 17.74 

4. Teacher establishes a good 
learning environment 10 16.13%

TOTAL   62   100.00%



Table 11 

Factors That Students Listed Concerning 
the Social Characteristics of the Teacher 

Factors Number Percent 

1. Age of teacher 25 54.35% 

2.   Sex of teacher 18 39.13% 

3. Race of teacher 2 4.35 

4. Geographic background of teacher 1 2.17% 

TOTAL 46 100.00% 



"Age of teacher;" 18 responses, or 39.13% of the'data 

concerned "Sex of teacher;" 2 responses, or 4.35%, concerned

"Race of teacher;" and one factor, or 2.17%, listed 

"Geographic background of teacher." Listings concerning sex,

 race, and geographic background of teacher were stated in a 

 general way, not indicating specific preferences. Among 

responses concerning age, 18 factors indicated merely "age" 

or "age of teacher," 5 factors indicated a preference for a 

young teacher, one factor specified, "not too young, not too 

 old" and one specified"Someone between thirty-five and forty- 

eight years."

 Table 12     presents 41 factors in the category "Time the

 class is taught, size of class,'and locatiOn of class." 

Although the time the class is—taught is not a teacher •

characteristic or attribute, 37 student responses comprising 

90.2470 of the 'data, indicated it is a factor that' is 

considered. The majority of responses stated merely "Time 

the class is' Scheduled," or "Time.", Eight responses 

indicated that the time the class meets is of primary 

impOrtance. Representative of these is one that said: "I ' 

pick'classes because of the time they're taught, riot because 

of the teacher; when-you are on a close schedule; time counts, 

not teachers." . 

Three student responseS or 7.32% indicated that the 

size of the class was an important factor. Two indicated a 

preference for smallee.classes, one said mereiy "How many 

students are in the class." 



Table 12 

Factors that Students Listed Concerning 
the Time the Class is Taught, Size of Class, and Location of Class 

Factors Number Percent 

1. Hour the class meets 37 90.24% 

2. Size of the class 3 7.32 

3. Location of the class 

TOTAL 

1               2.44%

41 100.00% 



One student response, representing 2.44% of the data 

in this category, indicated that the location of the class is 

important. 



CHAPTER 4 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to determine the 

factors that students at Pensacola Junior College look for

in instructors as they attempt to choose "good" teachers in 

the process of registration for classes. An open-ended 

questionnaire was the instrument chosen to collect student 

responses because it allows greater response flexibility and 

less biasing of response (Tuckman, 1972, p. 190). 

The population of the study consisted of three 

hundred and forty-five students enrolled in college-credit, 

daytime classes at Pensacola Junior College. A degree of 

randomness was achieved by careful selection of representative

classes of students who responded to the instrument. 

Students were told that they were participating in 

a research project concerned with finding out more about 

the factors community college students look for as they try 

to select "good" teachers for their classes.. They were then 

asked to respond to the following question: 

If you are registering to take a 
class and you find that several different 
teachers are available, what factors do you 
look fbr in the instructors in order to 
decide which instructor you would rather 
have? In the space provided below, list 
six factors you look for in selecting an 
instructor 

Two hundred and fifty-six students listed six factors 

on their'instruments as they were requested to do, for a total 



of 1,536 factors. The other eighty-nine students who 

participated in the study listed less than six factors per 

student, for a total of 374 factors. These 374 factors were 

included in the study because it was decided that their 

inclusion would result in a more representative sample.

Sixteen responses listed by studeAts were omitted from the 

study because they were worded in an ambiguous way and could 

not be coded. The total of factors listed by students 

included in this study was 1,894. 

Factors listed by students were transcribed, verba-

tim, to separate index cards. After a thorough examination 

of the data, it was found that the student responses could 

be classified into seventy small groupings, according to the 

specific factors listed and that these groupings could be 

classified into ten categories. These categories were 

defined and labeled to indicate the kinds of factors to be 

included in each category. The ten major categories of data 

which were developed were: (1) Humanistic behavior of teachers; 

(2)Teacher's skills in presentation and mastery of subject; 

(3)Teacher's personality and related personal attributes; 

(4)Teacher's organization of course and methods of teaching; 

(5)Teacher's philosophy and practices concerning course evalu-

ation; (6) Teacher's rating according to the campus "grapevine";

(7)Teacher's educational background and teaching experience; 

(8)Class management by the teacher; (9) Social characteris-

tics of the teacher (age, sex, race); (10) Time class is taught 

size of class, and location of clap. 



An adaptation of a procedure used by Arno A. Bellack 

(1966) was used for the postcoding of the data. Data were 

coded independently by two individuals trained in the use of 

the coding system. A third person, also trained in the use 

of the coding system, served as an arbitrator, settling any

coding disagreements that occurred between the first and 

second coders. Coding disputes occurred in less than four 

percent of all factors coded; 

Twelve frequency distribution tables were prepared 

to present the data. The first table presented the fifteen 

 factors listed most frequently by students, by number and per-

 cent. The second table presented the data classified into the 

ten categories of responses, listed by frequency of responses, 

by number and percent. The next ten tables presented separ-

ately data contained in each of the ten categories, listing 

the sub-categories of data contained in each category, by 

number and percent. 

CONCLUSIONS . 

Results of the study of factors students look for in 

teachers when trying to select "good" teachers for their classes

in the process of registration for classes at Pensacola Junior 

College indicated.that the factor most frequently listed by 

students was the teacher's willingness to help students. Over 

one-third of the students participating in the study indicated 

that they look for a helpful teacher. Students indicated that 

they look for.a teacher whd is willing to help students both 

in class and outside of class, and who is willing to help with 



problems concerning the particular course taught and also with 

.the students' personal problems. 

The'data indicated that the factor listed second in 

frequency by students was "What other students say about the 

 teacher." It is interesting  to note that, while debate 

continues among professionals concerning the validity of 

'student evaluation, the results of this study suggest that 

students themselves appear to consider student evaluations of 

their teachers as circulated in the campus "grapevine" as 

valid, and that they use these informal student ratings is a 

basis for the selection of teachers. 

Students indicated that they look for a teacher who 

explains clearly so that students can understand, who makes 

the class interesting, and who,knows.the subject. These factors 

were ranked'third, fourth, and sixth in frequency among the 

severity groupings of factors listed by students. 

In addition to wanting a teacher who is helpful, six 

other factors concerning the humanistic behavior of teachers 

were among the fifteen factors listed most frequently'by 

students. Students indicated that they look for a teacher who 

is fair: impartial and unprejudiced 'toward students; one who

understands and has a gdod attitude towards studeftts; and one 

who respects 'students, is courteous and considerate. They' 

stated that they look for a teacher who gets along well with 

students and who is open, honest, and sincere. 

Other student responses that ranked among the. fifteen 

factors listed most frequently concerned the personality of 



the teacher, reasonable course requirements, a well-organized 

  course with clear objectives, and fairness in grading. 

 When factors were classified' into categories in order 

to examine the kinds of factors that students look for in 

teachers, it became apparentthat students at Pensacola Junior 

College most often consider factors that have to do with the 

humanistic behavior of teachers. More than twenty-eight 

percent of all the factors listed by students were in the 

category of humanistic behavior of teachers. Listed fre-

quently by students and classified as "humanistic" were such 

traits as helpfulness, caring, interest in students, fair 

and impartial treatment, respect for students, ability to 

get along well with students, friendliness, kindness, 

patience, openness, honesty, and sincerity. 

The category of responses that ranked second in 

frequency, with more than seventeen percent of all of the 

factors listed, had to do with, the teacher's skills in 

presentation of the course material and the teacher's mastery 

of the subject. Students indicated that they look for a 

teacher who explains the subject clearly so that students can 

understand. They stated that they.try to select a teacher 

who makes the class interesting, knows the subject, and has 

good teaching skills. They indicated that they look fora • 

teacher who 'is-thorough, sticks to .the subjects,. allows

questions, makes assignments clear, repeats explanations 

and is well prepared for class. 

The third-ranking category of responses concerned the 



personality of the teacher and other related personal attri-

butes, accounting for more than twelve percent of all res-

ponses. In addition to the teacher's personality, Students 

'indicated that they look for a teacher who is interested in 

the subject and who enjoys teaching, whose appearance and -

dres's are acceptable, who has a sense of humor, clarity of

speech, and intelligence and creativity. 

Students indicated that they look for factors related 

to the teacher's organization of ,the course and methods 

of teaching, and that they consider the teacher's philosophy 

and practices,comerning course evaluation. Each of these 

categories contained approximately eleven percent of all 

factors listed. In these categories were student responses 

indicating that students look for a teacher whose course 

requirements are reasonable, whose course is well organized 

with clear objectives, who has acceptable teaching methods, 

and who encourages class discussion. 'They look for a teacher

who is fair in grading, who is not extremely "hard," who 

gives the type of tests they prefer, and who tests on material 

that has been covered in class.. 

Categories of data which contained less than five 

percent of the total factors listed, indicating that students 

look for these factors less frequently, concerned the teacher's 

'educational background and teaching experience; class manage-

ment by the teacher; the social characteristics of the.teacher; 

and the time that the class is taught, the size of the class, 

and location of class. 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recommendations for further study, and for changes at 

Pensacola Junior*College that might lead to improvements in 

the instructional program, are offered in the following para-

graphs. These recommendations will be made available to the 

appropriate administrators. 

Further research to'validate this study should be undertaken 

'at this comunity college and other community colleges. 

Research that duplicates the study that has just been 

completed by the researcher should be carried out at other 

community colleges in prder to validate the study, and in 

order to see if students et other colleges, in open-ended 

response instruments, will list similar or different factors

that they look for in teachers when in the process of trying

to select"good" teachers. 

A follow-up research study designed to determine the 

factors students look for as they try to select "good" teachers 

for their classes should be carried out at Pensacola Junior 

College. The findings of the study reported here should be 

utilized to construct a structured questionnaife that could 

be administered to larger numbers of students, and that could 

supply data that could be tabulated more easily. 

The college administration, at Pensacola Junior College, led 

by ,the President, should take a positive, open, and committed

position concerning the need for improvement of instruction.



  Such a stand by the administration would improve 

student morale, increase student trust in the administration, 

decrease faculty complacency about traditional instruction, 

 and nourish a' climate of faculty growth and faculty commitment 

to student needs. 

The results of this study should be made available to 

administrators,, department heads faculty, 'and counselors. 

This study was undertaken with the encouragement and 

approval of the Vice President for Academic Affairs and the 

Director of Instructional Services.   Copies of this study will 

be given to them to use as they see fit. A copy of the study

also will be given to the President of the College.

The Instructional. Development Specialist at the College 

has served as a member of the writer's doctoral committee. The 

findings of the study have been made available to him for use 

in planning inservice programs and in other efforts aimed at

instructional improvement. 

In 1975, when' the, writer was engaged in a study of the 

critetia used by department heads at Pensacola Junior College 

in the 'selection of instructors (Lees, 1975), department heads 

were informed that the researcher was engaged in research pro-

jects concerned with teaching effectiveness. Department heads 

were given an opportunity to indicate on a questionnaire they 

completed whether or not they would be interested, in seeing the 

results of the studies. Sixteen of the seventeen department 

heads who participated in the study indicated that they would be 



interested in seeing the results of these studies. The

writer will supply summaries of the two studies to, depart-

ment heads, as promised, and will make the complete studies 

available to those who are interested.

The Dean of Personnel Affairs, a recent graduate of 

 Nova University, has made plans to publish a summary of this

study in the campus newspaper that is  published by his office. 

Copies of this paper' regularly are distributed to faculty, 

.administrators, counselors:, and other college personnel. 

The form used forstudent evaiation of faculty should be 

 revised or replaced. 

A form should be .devised, or chosen from among 

existing forms, that will include items concerned with the 

teacher characteristics or attributes that students indi-

cated in this study that they consider to be important. Stu-

dents should have the opportunity to rate instructors in re-

gard to the humanistic attitudes and behavior of teachers, 

such as the teacher's caring about students, and the teach-

er's fair, impartial and unprejudiced treatment of students: 

Items should also be included that would rate teach-

ers on their ability to explain material in a way that stu-

dents can understand, their knowledge of the subject, their 

ability to make the clags interesting, and on other teacher 

competencies and behavior considered important by students. 

A place should be provided on the form for students to assess, 

`in their own words, the strengths and weaknesses of the teacher. 



   The present evaluation form has an item in which

students are requested to rate the teather's overall effective-

ness by giving the teacher A grade of "A," "B," "C," "D," or 

"E." The review of the literature of teacher effectiveness

has led the writer to conclude that this item is useful, and 

that it should   be kept in the form. A recommendation is made, 

however, that the "E" that is now used as the lowest grade for

instructors, should be changed to an "F," so that the form

will correspond to the student grading system. 

The committee appointed' to revise or replace the student 

evaluation of faculty form should have student members. 

Several representative students, some' instructors 

viewed by their students and peers as effective teachers, and 

some humanistic administrators and department heads who will 

judiciously protect the interests of all instructors and

students, should be members of the committee to revise the

form for student evaluation of faculty. 

Opportunities for faculty and students to have open discussions 

concerning improvement of instruction should beplanned. 

Although the writer believes that students should have 

access to the results of the student evaluation of faculty, it 

does not appear that such a change in practice would be' 

productive at this conservative institution at the present 

time. She believes that a gradual app‘oach to openness, based 

on the mutual cooperation df faculty and students working 

together for improvement of instruction, would be more useful., 



The writer believes that the student "grapevine" 

for informal evaluation of faculty is valid and reliable, 

And that it is just as useful to students as a formalized 

report of faculty ratings would be. 

An ongoing program of inservice education for department 

heads'and academic deans shoUld be planned that will prepare 

them for their roles as leaders in community college education. 

It appears ,that a majority of department heads tend 

to view themselves as subject matter experts rather than as 

educatiOnal leaders responsible for meeting the varied needs 

of students by their planning df the institittional program 

of their particular departments. Traditional assumptions

and attitudes appear to be ddminant forces in the decision 

.making of department heads. In many cases it appears that 

department heads are not aware of the goals of community 

college education and are not informed of new methods and 

philosophies concerning community college instruction. 

Inservice education should encourage desired growth and change 

in department heads' behavior and attitudes. 

A series of faculty workshops should be planned by the 

Department of Instructional Services 

Faculty members should be encouraged to participate

in a series of mini-courses or short progrTns concerned with 

the various topics dealing with the improvement 'of instruction 

and the related improvement of instructora" Interpersonal 

skills. Emphasis should be placed on such areas as humanistic 



approaches to education, new skills and methods of instruc-

tion, learning theory applied to community college instruc-

tion, and values clarification. 

Goals and objectives for the improvement of instruction at 

Pensacola Junior College should be developed by the faculty 

and appropriate administrators, includiqg department heads. 

The development of criteria for teaching effectiveness should 

be included in the _goals and objectives of this project. 

The College has no written criteria for the assess-

ment of teacher effedtiveness. It is apparent that such 

criteria are needed. The writer believes, however, that

adequate criteria can be developed only when more research 

had been carried out on this campus, and when steps have 

been taken to "raise the consciousness': of administrators, 

department heads, and faculty concerning the need to 

improve instruction. 

Teacher training programs should emphasize the importance of 

the development of humanistic teacher attitudes and behavior 

toward students. 

This study, like many other studies concerned with 

teacher effectiveness, indicated that students consider the 

'possession of humanistic traits and attitudes by teachers to 

 be an important factor possessed by "good" teachers.' It 

appears that teacher training programs and programs concerned 

with continuing education for teachers should emphasize the 

need for the development of humanistic attitudes and humanistic



concern for students. Courses in student personnel, in 

counseling, and in social work education should be required 

courses in teacher training programs. The writer believes 

that the Nova degree program for community college educators 

has emphasized a.humanistic 'approach to education, and that 

other institutions might'use this program as a model. 

 Findings in this study should be used to construct a criteria 

profile for instructors at Pensacola Junior College and 

comparable community colleges. 

It seems reasonable to conclude that the findings 

in this study, which indicate the factors that student's at 

Pensacola Junior College look for in teachers, are the 

criteria used by students in their selection of "good" 

instructors. Further, it is reasonable to assume that 

Pensacola Junior College, or any comparable community 

college, using thOse criteria in the selection of faculty, 

would be assured of the employment'of instructional per-

sonnel acceptable to students. 

A suggested criteria profile has been constructed 

and will be found in Appendix C. 
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APPENDIX A

TO: Students at Pensacola Junior College 

We know that students are interested in getting good teachers. 
When given an opportunity to choose their teachers, students 
will try to ge't the best teacher available. This research 
project is an attempt to find out more about the factors 

'students look,for as they try to select GOOD TEACHERS for the 
classes they take. 

Please help by completing this form. DO NOT SIGN YOUR NAME. 
 Give frank and honest answers and be as specific as you Can. 

If you are registering to take a class and you find that 
several different instructors are available, what factors 
.do you look for in the instructors in order to decide 
 which instructor you would rather have? In the space
provided below, list six factors you look for in selecting 

an instructor. 
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APPENDIX B 

Table 13 

  Tabulation of All Factors Listed By 
Three Hundred and Forty-Five Students Who Were 

Asked to List the Factors They Look for When Trying to 
Select "Good" Teachers for their Classes, By Frequency 

Factors Listed By Students. 

 Teacher is willing to help students 

Number of Times 
Factor was Listed 

127 

What other students say about the teacher 114 

Teacher explains clearly so that students 
can understand 97 

Teacher makes class interesting 93 

Teacher cares about, and is interested in, 
students 67 

'Teacher knows the subject 67 

Teacher is fair, impartial, and 
unprejudiced                                       64

Teacher understands, has good attitude toward 
students 60 

Teacher respects students, is courteous and 
considerate   51 

Teacher's personality 50 

Teacher gets along well with students 49 

Teacher is open, honest, and sincere 44 

Course requirements are reasonable 43 

Course is well organized and objectives are 
clear 41 

Fairness in grading 40 



Table 13 (continued) 

Number of times 
Factors Listed By Students Factor was Listed 

Methods of teaching (mentioned as a general 
factor) 39 

"Hardness" or "easiness" of the teacher 37 

Type of tests given 37 

 Hour the class meets 37 

Teacher's interest in subject 36 

Teacher's appearance and dress 35 

Teacher's sense of humor. 34

Type of grading systep used 31 

.Class discussion and student involvement is 
encouraged 28' 

Teacher has good teaching skills 27 

Teacher's clarity of, speech 27

Teiching.experience 27, 

Age of teacher 25 

Teacher. is friendly 23

Teacher is patient and kind-hearted 23 

Teacher is strict when necessary and-
maintains students' respect 23

Teacher is thorough, sticks to subject 22 

Tests are on material that has been 
covered 21 

Teacher's enjoyment of teaching 20 

Qualifications and competence of the teacher 
in'his major field 19, 



Table 13 (continued) 

Factors Listed By Students
Number of Times 

Factor was Listed 

Teacher is flexible about attendance and 
other school policies 18 

Sex of teacher 18 

Teacher's intellectual and creative 
capacities 17 

Teacher allows questions   16 

Miscellaneous factors concerning organization 
of course and teaching methods (listed one or 
two times). 16

Teacher is pleasant and nice 15 

Frequency of tests 

Teacher's education 

15 

15 

Teacher is good lecturer 15 

Miscellaneous factors about testing and 
grading (listed one or two times each)   14 

More than one approach to teaching is used   14 

Flexible time schedule allows for 
individual differences among students 13 

What teachers say about the teacher 

Teacher's degrees 

  13 

12 

Material is up-to-date and related to the 
students' world 11 

Teacher maintains an informal class 
atmosphere                                          11

Teacher establishes a good learning 
environment                                         10



Table 13 (continued)

Factors Listed By Students 
Number of Times 
Factor was Listed 

Miscellaneous personal attributes of 
teacher 13 

Teacher's punctuality                               8

Teacher gives encouragement 6 

Teacher makes assignments clear 

Teacher repeate explanations if necessary 

 6

5 

Teacher is well prepared for class 5 

What counselors say about the teacher 5 

Teaching experience at the college 5 

Colleges attended by the teacher 4

Other courses taught at the college 4 

Teacher is reliable                                 3

Feedback given following tests                      3

What the student knows about the teacher
from a previous class or contact 3 

Size of the class 3 

Race of teacher 2 

Teacher's' rank 2 

Geographic background of the teacher 1 

Location of the class 1
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A SUGGESTED CRITERIA PROFILE 
FOR INSTRUCTORS AT PENSACOLA JUNIOR COLLEGE 

Thefollowing items indicate the ideal profile factors

suggested for observation Of community college instructors. 

1. Teacher is willing to help students.

2.  Teacher is considered to be a "good" teacher by students,
according to the campus "grapevine."

3. Teacher explains clearly so that students can understand. 

 4. Teacher makes class interesting. 

5. Teacher cares about, and is interested in, students. 

6.  Teacher knows the subject. 

7.  Teacher is fair, impartial, and unprejudiced. 

8. Teacher understands, has good attitude toward students. 

9. Teacher respects students, is courteous and considerate. 

10. Teacher has a good personality. 

11. Teacher gets along well with students. 

12. Teacher is open, honest, and sincere. 

13. Teacher has reasonable course requirements. 

14. Teacher's courses are well organized with clear objectives. 

15. Teacher is fair in grading. 
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