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. ' K - ' . Abstract N ‘

The purpose of this study was to-examine thezfactor-structure §tability of

H

. the Student Evaluatlon of College Teach1ng Behav1ors (SECTB);‘a 6001tem, low 7
© - z‘,._-‘é

\
1nference type of~student rat1?g instrument des1gned to assessicollege teaching,

- behaviors. - Whife the original factor structure was based on the responses of

'both faculty and stud%nts, 1nclud1ng both undergraduate and graduate students

- .
a

-

across several subject matter fields, the current study focussed on 1116 pr1mar11y —7
. L 3

[ -

male (74%) freshmen (66%) in one subJect matter f1e1d (mathemat1cs) Oﬁly‘one

o

-

‘ factor (currency of knowlédge) held up without much change. The results—tend13.
to indicate that factor analyses should be obtained for the SEE&B and. s1m11ar

low inference item type instruments for each 1nstruct1onal unit and subJect R

matter area within a. college.
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the student to make somewhat gl

- faculty and adminisgp

) * The systematic use of stu éfft evaluations of college teaching has
increased dramatically in recent y ars. Austin,and Lee in 1967 reported
only '12.4% of 1100 college and u?iver51t1es using syﬁtematlc student y

ratings in all or most departmen Creager (1973), in his study of 669
institutions six years later, found 64.3% using them. One result has
been a plethora of student/ rating forms. Many,perhaps most, of them ask
?bal assessments of his 1nstructor s

That is,, mogt ‘instruments contain high 1nferepce type.
""How well/does the instructor seem' to know the subject?"
Aly have the advantage of-short administra-

they are often prone to

characteristics.
iteps such as:

Although such xnstruments usua
tion time due to a small numbér of such items,

the problems of "responze set" and 'halo effect "

* © _The Student Evaluatlon bf College Teaching Behaviors (SECTB) was

deveIBped as an attempt to deal with the above problems (Greenwood et.
al., 1973). It contaifis 60 low inference items that Jescrlbé specific
teaching behaviors, i cludlng both negative and positive type_behaviors
and asks the ‘student o/make a dichetomous choice as to whethet or not
the item describes 't i instructor's teaching behavior. The student
marks, only those’ ite §/that he con51ders to be relevant to the course

and the 1nstruutor.

i
The SECTB vas liplr;cally derived from a large sample o% students,
atgrs, who were asked to describe the six character-

_ worst ‘college ‘instructors they have known (Bridges

et al.,. 19713. 13"-ehav1ora1 items were then generated from the categories

of characteristics/&btalned These were rated by faculty and students in.

ftionship to good or bad college teaching, and examined

ges for behavioral specificity. A final pool of 60

[ juere submitted to factor analysis. Such high agreement

tudents and faculty when their responses were factor

analyzed separat-ﬁ., that their responses were pooled irito one composite
melding eight factors. Table 1 summarizes the original

factor ahalysis
SECTB factor str?}ture (Greenwood et al.,.1973) . \

The purposefff this sfudy was to exap1ne the stability of'the SECTB
factor structurel.y Thevoriginal factor structure was based on the ,responses
of both faculty |( =SS4) and students (n=328), including both’ graduate and
dents representlng seVeral subject matter fields. This

istics of the best &

was found betwéenf{§

undcrgraduate s

ix ] ’ . V
w... \ L
SubJects ﬂbre 1116 undergraduates enrolled in 38. sections 6f an under-
graduate analyt}c geometry and calculus course during the fall quarter of

4 - -

Ve



. ‘ ot
yo. o _ .
. RN - -

; 1974. The students were mostly lover" d1v151on (66% freshmen and r6/
', sophomoresQ ‘and, male (74%)

e et S e e e P S

Data Collcctlon _ - e S o -

‘ . N . .

- : The SECTB was administered durlng the n1nth\ueek of a twelve week
term. , Students were given the usual "assurances that instructors would see
.group hata only and then only after the course was over and grades had
been. turned in. The SECTB was administered by spec1a11y trained faculty
- and students over”a two-day period and coursgé instructors were not present
at the time. , " « . , .

Pl

Analysis and Results

3

Factor analysis was performed using ‘Gator’ Educatlon L1brary programs )

EEL501 and EEL503 (Guertin and Bailey, 1970). 1In the case of the data oy,
" reported here, nine factors were rotated using varimax rotation and. the

customary eigen‘value threshold of 1.00.

The rotated factor structure for the data is shown in Table 2.

Cons1derab1e change in the factor structure is noted when Table 1 is - »
‘compared with Table 2. Only one factor (Currency of Knowledge) seemed tQ .
hold up well, while the original Commitment to Teaching and Evaluation
factors seemed to merge with items from some of the original factors.
(especially Rapport and Obsolescence of Presentation) and split into two
‘clusters eacht The original Facilitation of Learning factor blendéd into o

s

. ‘the new Clarity and Organization and Instructor-Student Interaction fac- . ; ... . . ...

- ’ ‘tors. The original Voice Communication and Openness  factors were completely
subsumed by new clusters. New factor #8 (Early Communication of Assignments)
consists of ®nly one item (#39) with a load1ng of 0.9121.
*- Factor I describes an 1nstructor who is not committed to the students
he teaches.. He not only complains about his. teach1ng assignment and fails
to aiepare h1mse1f for class, but he behaves in a dogmatic dnd negative man-
ner toward students, communicating his lack of concern for them. .
Factor I1 is descriptive of a well organlzed 1qg§£ﬁgtor who plans
ahead, communicates his plans clearly, and presents the sSubject matter in
a clear, understandable manner. He has¢no problem in dealing with student . .
questions. ' : ' '

1

v . 0

Factor III is indicative of ‘an instructor who interacts effectively
with his students. He not only encourages student response in the classroom
thro gh a variety of stimulating behaviors but he ‘also relates effectlvely
. .. tudents outside the classroom. -

. Factor IV presents an 111-prep ed, unmotivated instructor somewhat like:
. the one described in Factor I.” Howeler, this instructor seems more bored with
teAching itself, pecrhaps due to non-t aching interests, and does not translate
his frustrations into déaling w1th his’ students in such a negative mapner. '

Factor v descrlbes an instructor who deals with his studed@s’falrly as
far asWvaluati procedures are concerned. He gives students advance notice
of exams, returns\evaldated work promptly, and is wilhing to dlscuss and rec- @
tify errors made - :

-

-
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7 Factor VI presents behawiors related to communicating the means of . .
] . evaluation in -the course.. The instructor effectively communicates the
”"’J"'"'/”tOPrSCMObjCQtiyeﬁi?nd;PXfﬂﬁé?ﬁmééﬁﬁjﬁhﬁlSihﬁﬁht;iiffOfbéfeiélﬁéfédifdwl;;;;w_fﬁdu;
'~ . ‘determine whether -or-not the-objectives have been met.- ‘Further,- student3 o
. are able to present their own opinions on objectives and evaluation proce-"

‘dures. _ - . ..

Factor VII is descriptive of an instructor who not only'has kept-
. abreast of current publications, research, and ideas in his.field but is -
able to relate the subject matter to perbonal experierces.

-

v e e e .

S ' " .Factor VIII is a one item factor that relates to the early assignment
of such course requirements as reports and term papers. Stadepts are told -
of such work at the beginning of the course so ‘that they will have adequate

ime to work on it. : ) o ' -

© - . ’
Factor IX presents instructor behaviors related to punctuélity, no ; R
only in coming to’ class on time but_also in keeping outside of class ap- )
pointments . Ve _ o . . . - .

T Discussion - , . .

. The purpose of this study was to exahmine the stability of ‘the factor -
structure of an instrument with low inference type items when used with an
undergraduate (as opposed to a mixture of both graduate and undergraduate). -
male (74%)-popluation in one subject matter field (mathematics as opposed ’
to-several subject matter fields). ‘Only one factor (Currency of Knowledge)
held up without much change. These findings would seem to argue that if a
low inference type instrument is: to be used, factor analyses should be ob- =

. tained For each subject matter field included in a university's -student

-

rating program. ~ Q?, R

It may well be that certain disciplines, especially‘invihe introductory
and basic courses, demand highly organized presentations of carefully defined
processes or factual information. Mathematics, for instance, does possess a
logical structure that magy other areas do not possess. .The SECTB factor
structure emerging from this study differed from the original one in that it
seemed to place greater emphasis on instructor planning, organized presenta-
tion, and. clear and garly communication of objectives, assignments, and
. evaluation procedures. ‘It seemed to place less emphasis on such variablesy

as rap and instructor openness. These two variables .may be extremely. .
. important in disciplines such as phjlosophy and humanities in’which student
' s\ ideas, opinions and interpretations are solicited. If factor analyses ° .
" could be obtained ‘from various fields and at various levels, if may be that
different variables could be identified as they relate to the nature of ’
the discipline and the instructional mode the discipline demands.

s

a An isSue that might be raised is whether or not ‘the factor structures
‘ of high inference item instruments are more stable than those of low ' .-
inference item instruments. Obviously, resqarch on this issue would be
- extremely helpful.” However, low inference ipstruments would ‘appear to have -
" _ greater usefulneSs as tools for instructional improvement and perhaps, the ;
" idea of developing separate factor.structures for, each Subject mattdr field -
~in a college isn't a bad one in any case, College administrators who use
.. . student ratings as a basis for making jAdgments about collega teaching ~
. . effectivene3swould do well to encourgife research on fagtgr structure .
v stability ri /along with research bn instrument reliabflity and’ alidity:_q{ ‘e
A different sj of factq:f may emeyge for each departm (and for each .

‘s . o .
.
.- 6 - » " ’
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i - " subject matter area within each departwent) in a college. It may be found
oo that the uniform use of a student ratlgg instrument throughout an entire -
e e college does not make sense. . . L. Fo_ . . R
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“ : - '-\,écgor L: “Facilitation of Learnlng (/- - : '
t . "1‘, i N ’ »
3. .562 Gave organlzed answers ]:o compllcated questions in class '
. 9 .-, .558 . Perm1tted students to express opinions which dlffered from,
. ok e T "« his/her own ./ : .
i v 3 ] B ’ PR ¥ ) T . -, . . . ,
.o, 12+ .526 .EnEouragéd st_:udents to a)sk questions . v .
2% - 3851 -Dealt with student difficulties before they arose
. '»:( . ". - 3 iViti - ' V
.. 38 - .424 - Utlllzed bzﬁground of students to aid in 1/c1ass activities .
o N\ k R ) ) .' e B 5 . ¥ .
: } 51 .570 Encouraged clixss dlscussmns I i
: ~ . . . # 4" -
54 ”.SOQ St Explame_d the reasons for hls/her\\c;ijieisms , : .
56 —T395 - Deliver.ed'orderly, logical ‘presentatfons of the material - .
y ' Faci:‘b_r I1: Ofisolescen'ce of Presentation X 4%
l . ‘ ‘ . .
2§. .510 MLould not: deal with qu/stlons coverlng mater1a1 beyond text . ,, :
) '.. 1o °, .&{221:' Tested pr1mar11y for 1solated and/or obscure detalls / .
) . . . - . /;J
25 / .352 Presented obsolete materlalu e T
R 7 <N o » h . * N
- 32 -.564  \ Frequently read aloud from the taxtbook L : .
., 36., $.327 Presentad facts w1thout relat:mg them to oﬁe another .
. ! ? v o ‘,. E -~
- 4@ . 616 Class resentat1ons were primarily re1terates of textbook 2
Y48 - 630 Rea extens1vely from hls/her lecturef notesJ o .
_— " v . _ .
5{, .349 ) Lacked knowledgé of subject being presénted o -
EY . . J' -{ N
59 334 Presented. irrelevant’ mater1a1 dunng lectures . . :
- » . ot . . © e
, . Factor IFI: 'Cbmmitment to Teaching ' P L
' 7., 7328 - Missed cl:ass ofteﬁ‘due to non teachlng resgon51b111t1es/
8 - .475 Permltted students to dlsrupt classroom act1v1t1es : )
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oo Ttem - Loadmg _ Statement " - - } B ———taiii
o2t 7 ‘-..503 " Spoke with poise " - K o b
| 42~ ” -.386. .  Remained unryffléd by s‘iodent's‘.questions | ’

44 7345- . ) ained'.g out his/her teaching assigmpent‘"‘ ’ .
45 607 . Was Iate to-blass - ~ A s
57 .rTSZ‘Sé . Came “to ap;oihtments on time C e ’
SS; o -327 -+ Presented irreleyant mater’1al during lectures .
| ‘ Factor, IVa Ev;\‘luanon \ ’ . \ Ty ' .
-2 " .405 Told students What was_ expected of fhem ‘ . .
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15 | .‘545‘ o Explalned how gradlng ‘was done I . ) _ =
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. of the cdurse’ L. N . .
.382 \ Sta;ed course objectives ) “ - - o
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T st e ot v st s
_"T—i‘»iee;i7“WMLeAAing‘ 7 ;Statemeht o e f ”'f>7fff _'“ ."‘J’"'." ;"v Lo
‘ . . v Factér f: Lack of Comnitment te Siudeﬁfsﬁ', | :;‘i:::;:

44 - - 0.7627 Complained about his”tééching'assignmé

47 0.7325 ‘ In51sted that hlS opinions wereAthe only correcf ones , L .
35 0h72Q3: Accepted and/or used,1nacgurate‘1nformat10n o - |
. ’ Coe . A
25 0.7009 Preeented obso%ete materlal',. . . "gJ . e .e'\
23 ,:‘o 0.6708-  Phnalized studentd for disagreeing with teacher. .. = -
| 17 « .7 6.6443 _idiculed'étudents in front of class - - ,ﬁj °::f.
- -26° 0i6386 ~ Ignored student quesnioﬁe o '-_ ‘ e.*Q]ﬁ ‘ ’
g.éls2w -Pre§ented irrelevant material d&n;ng lecturee' ':f%ff. .? 'iduj- .-
O.Sg;} - -Frequently read q‘r;d from”the te£tbbokﬁ ' v ':J 'Tﬁl o - f::
N ;6.5131 ) APermltted ;tudents to diérupt cléesrqom:eqtiyitie’;_;iej . ‘ ;
1 - 0.4:283 : -Admi’tfted lack of vknowlecl,ge | ] , '\. % i?o." \ .
* . ac' II; Clarity and Ol:ganiza_tion - Lt i
B e .. ¢ : : ,
22 ‘ 0.6848x"'. Studeﬂts_coulékﬁgderStend class presentapiené., : 7{1;¢r‘5.> ';;‘{
56 0.6689 ~  Delivered orderly;llegical presentetions of"ihe'mafégiaf L . "
Lol . 0%l -'Spoke with poise - L R %?ﬁji, |
3 0;5§ﬂ4 Gaveaorganlzed answers to . comp11cated quest1qns 1n cla;sefgi”:'t':',;;
50 _.3 ’0.5687 " | Spok: éistlnctly . ' . ' ;3; 51 gg; ;-ii,:-
‘ .‘?OQ .. 0.5439 - ‘ Students could understand professor s vocabule}leeigé:.,ﬁiii%
. 42' *.0;4612 . , Remalned unruffled by student's que%tlons P ‘
.37 \_0.4582% " Gave clear, reasonable a551gnmbnt9 | .
27 l@  0,4335“ Dealt W1th student d1ff1cuIt1es.before they arosg cniff- a ,_i
'{ ‘é 0.3677 . Tbld'students what he expected of‘them e : L. .
- _’31\ ' '0.3§32 Gave tests whlch cou?d1be chpleted W1th the alloted t1me ) - i .

. N o : P I B
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.i Item Loading ~ Statement ' X . .
- i _ .
- Factor 1I1: Instructor 3 Studen®. Interaction
18 0.5018 Could beé heard in all parts of classroom -
’ 3 51", . 0.5006 # EnLOuragcd class discussjon ) ' T
y . ’ . R R . - .
) ,;gz;§4 . - 0.4638 - Explained thQJ:easons'for his.criticisms - . v
41 0.4624. ‘Asked challenging and/or probing questions . B
30 0.4529 “Talked with ‘students ougide of class *." ’
.o . ) o \"..
12 '0.4159/*~: Encoursged students to ask questions <
c e '§4 0.39;7 Listeped to student's problems
4 0.3308 Changed pitch, valume or quality of s'eech l
‘ 46 " 0.3059 Lead stydents to answer own, quesuons . % '

N Factor IV: Lack of Commxtment~§o Teaching
7 . 0.5291 Missed class often due to non-teaching résponsib'lities

52 0.5262 \ Lacked knowledge of subject being presented
| & r

38 -0.4642 Utilized background of students to aid-in cla#s activities
.36 0.4163 Presented facts without relating them to a;e another
28" 0.4083 Showed boredom for teach;ng thi; class
48 0.3824 . Read extensiwel; ffom his lectu:é notes
10 0.3785 Tested primarily for isolated and/or obscéure details
49 -0.3652‘ Permittgd students to complete thought p}ocesses
60 .-0.3087 Evaluated egch student as an individual
) 31 ~0.30§f Laughed at his own mistakes
58 0.3007 Made no comment (oral or written) on returned papers
" Factor V: Fairness of Evaluation Procedures
55 0.6748 Announced exams in advance )
29 0.6084 Admitted Bcing wrong when shown he was in error
33 0.4336 Estéblished and kept office hours for individual conferences
/ :
16 0.3564 Provided feedback on student work promptly

o ’ - 13. ‘;)




Item

[ 2
15 9.6870
53 1 0.6624.
43 0.4499

' 9; "#\0.3552

.
»

-

g ‘ 0.5954

13" . 0.5885

11 - 0.5495
.5 . -0.3061
6. 0.4061
- .
30 0.9121
> ;
¥
»
57 0.7467
45 ~0.7364

ﬁ?adiné

.

A

.Gélled often upon relevant personal experiences in’

Statement . . ¥
Factor VI: Communjcgtion of Evaluation Procedures ~
Explained how graéing.was goﬁe o .

' Stated basis by which grades were determined '
Steted course objectives " : . . j

Permitted students to express opinions

ich differed |
fzpm hlS own a -

.

Factoq VII:, Currency of Knowledge -

Gave references, to current publications .

* - > . . '
Intrthced new ideas»and/or research fimdings in class

Dealt with quest1pns coverlng material bexpnd text

wOuld not deal with questions covering mater1a1 beyond -text

.

teaching subject 1 ’

o

Factor VIII: Early‘Communiea;ion of Ass;anents

-~

Informed students of reports and. term papers at the

. beginning of the course - . ]
’ R
Factor IX: Punctuality

. Was late\to class

Came to class and appointments on time
. : .
v <
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