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evalyation form currently in use at Oakton Community College. ‘This form,

f 1

~

e_f‘qher objective. I do mot beliéve this was intentional, and we have suf:

/ ‘ . “F‘

The purpogé' of :tyhis report is to evaluate ah'd anal yze the 'student '

which has been used sir};e the spring semester of 1976, has never been suby L

- Jected to systém‘a'tfc stuqy. Me have made many assumptions about ‘it, and/h'avg"

included on {t for the first time data aboutstudents as well as ajout’

student evaluations of faculty; however, these student data have ngvér
been used to crosscheck the overall means and standard deviations which

have been the ‘basis of interpretation.

The actual purpose of student evaluation of facu‘lty has. 1

Py / e

believe, been subjéct to question. Essentially evaluation can: be for

two distinct purposes: first, to discriminate among facult,y on some //
_ predetermined criteria, so that faculty.can be ranked, cl;sstfied of”. ¥
somehow rated against each other; or two, to pr6v1de student feed! ci

for facu'tty in order that student- teacher reutionships, C!asw%’ er~

formance, and course orgemizauon by facu15¢y members can be imgrov,
‘The second purpose does not imply _at_igg_ f‘acu'lty or estabfjsm stan-

dardized criteria. Because these purp?ses are so di}t.incf:;/the evaluation
form used in each 5ystem can be drawn/very d'lfferently Unfortunate\ Y
I think at Oakton we have neither c)éﬁfted/our purpose--ve have fatked

of both, as though they were one-e’nor constructed an instrun(ent to suit

fered frustr‘ation anger, and hurt f"rqﬁlour own best intentfons. Nevgr-

theless, since the college dges seem/éonmitted to evafuatfon ahd «ince

the merit system will no 1' ger raiéé red herrings in the wa)/evaldation,
g p ,

‘/'3. ‘i\ /
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my own view 1S that we can start afresh to first. clarjfy the purpose of

our evaluation, and second, construct an evaluation process 4nd 1nsfrument—»u//'
to ach1eve,nui purpose. This paper seeks to provide necessary background
for these tasks. . .

The State of the Study of Student Evéluat1on -

7

" Hundreds: of articles have been publi;hed about student evaluat1ons
of faculty. Among thé more completg/fev1ews of literature are those

presented by Costin, et. al, (1971 Pasen (1977); and‘Shavelson and

‘\\gempsey ~-Atwood (1976), Géﬁerally they found that student evaluation

orms can have a 9 deqrge of validity and reliabflity, and that
’Eifsts-ab5ut relationships among a variety'of'va?iableg .
) pected Yrade and teacher ratings (see below). .The literature
t studené&svaluations relies primarily on work done at four-year
colleges  and universities, although some work using ;owmunity college
studéq;§ has been done (Ostrowski, 1975). Thfs is disturbing, because -
the.cbmmunity colleges by design tend to put morebemphas1s'on.excelleﬁge'
in teaching than do senior institutions and because community co11e§é
student bodies are very heterogenetus and may have differjnq'sg%nd;rds
f;om populations at four-year schools. 7
A major finding which consistently-emerdes f;om reseay;h on student
evaluations is tpat evaluations are multidimensional. Twéfor more
continua underlay student perceptions of teaching, qné/é;culty wﬁo rank
‘highly along one continyum may or may not rank high}j/a]ong another
one. Whilédthe number and definitions of continu;fimplicft in any
singie evauation instrument differ from one stddy to the next. certain

similarities occur. Bolton, et. gl. (1976)- analyzed eleven separate
S/
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~ studies of student evaluation which together had‘1501atéd 75 facto}s;
They -concluded that these 75 factdfs gould be reduced. to six‘major dimen-
sions; effort demanded by the fnstfuctor, instr&ctor’s prepsrafion and
organization, instructor's eva1uatgonvﬁf'student performance, 1nstructoﬁ's
know]edge of the-subject, value s//%he course to the student, and in-
structor 's friendliness and rggdrd for students They concluded that
"the” eva1uat1on 1nstrument fich students complete should be scored
within the major categqr s, ‘generating-a prof1le of subsca]e scores on the
dimensions of .teaching/performance” (p. 119).
A seécond major/concern evidenced by studies of student evaluations
{s thas of she m ‘hodology employed. Essentially three vari;nts of
n scorgs on ratings {nstruments /are possible: - within-class
ratings, ae, ss’c1ass ratings, and between- c\ass ratings. Within- class

ratings uge each student evaluation as the unit of measurement because

all st%¢Znts are in the same class variables such as instructor-differences,

subj g matter-dﬂfferencgs. and ambience within tﬁe classroom are held

con/{snt. However, bécause these are held constant differences between

d /iplines, teachers, times-of-day, etc., cannot be measured. A more

ridus probleh<for meaSuringjwithin class means is that a large class

s required. . At Oakton the average'numbeﬁ of studeﬁts rating an 1Hstructor
/1n a class 15 10-16; this 1s tod small a number to control for differences
j among ' s;udepts within the particular class. Pasen (1977) used nearly.
| 500 students in a basic Titemature class'for:hfs'ﬁjthin-class study.

Adross~q1ass ratings use as the unit of 5n$1ysis each stddent'

“reSponse w1thou; reéardlfor'the class <in which the evaluation is ocouring.

This 1s the easiest.method to employ, but it results in the loss of



https://matter-d1fferenc.es

.~that across-class analysis not. be used because it confounds within and

L,

. between class corre]ations among variables. However, they themselves have

used this approach (Doy1e_ahdtwh1te1y.. 1974). Across-class ratiogs are -

josed’1n4the analysis of Oakton data presented below..

+ Between-class ratings used as the unit for analysis the mean scores

of each c\ass, rather than the scores of eé‘ﬁ\evaiuator Thfs approach

has the advantage of<reducing the:impact of extreme valuations, assumimg -

that they balance out within the class. It also accountd. for unique class

" situations, since the class as a whole rather than the students within the

cTass is the eva{uator“-Betheen‘CIass ratings are also utilized in the
data analysis below | , . ,
The abundance of ‘studies gg%ut student eva!uations noted above maje a
succinct summary of findings impossible. The contradictions within t e
literature make even an attemot at this frustrating. However, I have chosen

to select out some findings which seem to me most germaine to the concerns

enonc1ated by Oakton faculty and administrationvduring our own {qfonnaI

analyses of the student evaluation instrument. The reader shou}ﬁofemember
that these are suggestive findings, not definitive ones, and t?@ instrument,
student sample, type of institution,.and tim1hg of eva1uat1on/are among the

the variables which may have affected these results. /

Variables Affecting Evaluation

i ¥ .
One of the guestions most frequently posed about. student evaluations
{s the affect of grades on ratings of {nstructors. Eagle (1977} found that

student's expected grades were not correlated with their overall impression

. experiéncé unique toa pacticufar class. MWhitely and DOy1e'(1976) recommend

<




of their cqursg§3~and‘Cost1n ggg al. (1671),~1h an extensive 1iterature

review, suggest tﬁat there 1s mixed evidendé about)the cofre1ation between
actual grades received and evaluations, Pasen (1977) did find that within
a ;1n§1e cTass there was an affect between exbebted grade énd course avalu-
ations Centra (1977) and Doyle and Nhitely (1974) used mean a;andardized
final exam1nation scores as a measure of course grades and found there-
was some relationship to various measures of instructor and course 9f-
fect1veness On the whole, then, it appears that evidence on a11 sides.

‘ of .this quest1on can be found ’

A second . question often rafsed at Oakton‘has been whether the "enter- ‘
tainer" teacher is rewarded with good evaduations ' Costin et. al. ilgfi)
found no evidence of this, aithough Battle and Fabick (1975) did However,
studfes consistent1y find that facu]ty enthusiasm 1% related to positive
evaluations (Costin, et. gl.. 1971); and it may be that enthusiasm and |
“the value of "“entertaining" may sdi]] over each other, .«

7 Students 1iking for the subject and 1nterest 1n the counse are re]ated
to positive evaluations (Doyle and Whitely, 1974), as is the- student s
major.(Pasen, 1977). However, evidence about the affect of required and
elective courses on evaluations is mixed (Costin. et. al., 1971),

In sum, then, it appears that whatever ideas one has abput the variab1es
affecting evaluations, one can find ev?dénce to support those Wdeas. Thus
dt seems to me imperative that a s;rong'gffort be made to, understand what '
'Qariables affect evaluations at Qggggg:;

There is another set of concerns out, what variables dffect evalu-
!at1ons.~ These concerns operated fn the realm of psychology and philosophy
mdre than specific student'characterisg1c§; but they are, I think,importanf

'to note. g V ' /




One of the unknonns with which we are operating at Oakton 1s what _‘.
frames of reference or “anchors" (Pasen, 1977) students are us1ng as they
‘evaIuate instructors.. Students may wel] have internal criteria against
which they measure their 1nstructors These 1nterna1 criteria may be; -
for example, a studEnt s best: worst, or average teacher (Gresha, 1975)

That s, students may . be»imp11c1te1y measuring the 1nstrﬂctor being v
Aevaluated against some other real or: ideal teacher, and the choice of that

' referent may or may not affect evaluat1on outcomes.. Follman,.et. a1

(1974) perfonned an experiment tp test th1s and found the referent made
little difference, however, they.assigned referents to students. Hhat we

at Qakton do not know and have\ﬂbc asked is which frame of reference

. students are opting 16, use. i¢§i7;* ' , o

Another 1nterna1 COnstrafnx.which-may be. affecting eva]uations 15 ,
students’ 1mp11c1t theories abOut?teaching characteristics which occur , v'\
‘together (whitely and Doyle, 1976) Students may have 1dent1f1ed_c1us;ers '
of teacher behavior thgpugh past exueriences, and {n eveluat1ng teachers
assume phat the occurrence of uneéeuch behavior»is eccompanied by the
occurence of related behaviors, even if this does not occur in fact. ,
For example, students may have implicit notioné that a teacher who is -
enthusfastic about her subject’ is als responsive to seudents; thus,
the enthusfaetfc teacher will bé'rated pos1t1ve1y'on responsiveness .
whether or not she is in fact respons1ve.. _ “, - '

. Finally, Morey, et. ;1 (1977) found'that feculfy have dfffering _
conceptions abOug what constitutes geod teaching, as do students Neither
group,.especia11y faculty, have reacheu consensus about this, Furthermore,

“they do not give the same 1mbortance,6r weight, to the qudlities which ) -

« " . LT . +

8 .
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are raiéd pos1t1ve1y‘ ‘Morey-and his col1eagues recodmend that weighing' :
1tems for,wmportance before determining mean scores over ‘items will provide X
‘a more accurate~p1cture ‘of evaIuations )
As‘this cursory research note 1nd1cates; a variety of studiés have -
been conducted %p the general area ‘of étudent evaluations of facu]ty, and
a variety of gpncYusions,have been rgached Probably the most pervasive
cdnciﬁsion gf a}i is that there is a great deal pbout student evaluations
. that we do. not know, This pauc1ty‘of knowlédge is important for several
reasons. 'For those concerned about processes of-Xearniﬁg and\teachjng,
~data aboui factors contributing to achievement and positive feélings'
toward 1earh1ng'(not‘necessarily §he same thing) are cruEia] to the develop-
ment of systematic 1§arn1ng theories and successful teaching ‘techniques.
For those concerned about accountability of educators--and I cheose to
view this term as a positive one--connections between the inputs to the
educational system and thé outputs o? that system must he made. Meredith
(1975+) suggests three outcomes of instruction in Higher education are
identifiable: production, satisfaction, and growth. "1 think that Viéwing
student evaluations as one tool for measuring outcomes of the educational
system unders;ores'the institutional need for such ewaluations. Evaluations,
as I view them, are a method aaui providing feedback to faculty; in turn
facu1ty &n use this informatioff to upgrade their own teaching
1 have spent time revﬁewing methodo1ogical and philosophical issues
of student evaluation and current find1ngs for a specific reason: to
111ustrate the complexity of the subaecn, and the fact that while many
researéﬁers have carefully studied student evaluations, consensus about *
. variables affecting ratings and even the dimensions along.which ratings
are assigned- is nbt_present. In one sense, then, the analysis below

contributes to this confusion, -In another, I hope it reduces confusion

9 s N {
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for us at Oakton.

" The' Oakton Student Evaluation Form: An~Ana1yeis

The first step in evaluating the 1nstrument was o determine corre- .
Tations between each question (vandab1e) on the fnstrument (For exact '
wording of items and‘shert titles psed, see,appendix 1.) Pearson's cqrre-’
jation: Leefeired to ds Pearson's v, or simply r) was used as_the statistic,
to measune congnuence of nesponses for pairs of variables. - The cbrre1atien
; varigg from 1 to -1; with a positive score indicating that alhiéﬁ value on
one variable is related fo a'high value on a second variable. A\negative
score indicates that a high value on one-.variable is related-to a 1ow value
<on fhe second variable. . Pearson's assumes that the realtionsh1p between
varxables is linear (Garson, 1971). =~ * « = ’ '

A summary of means and standard deviations of all evaluabive items is -
presented in Table 1. As bo;h the low means and moderate ‘standard deviatjons
suggest,little discrimination among responses was obtained by the survey
}nétrument.‘ A11 means are strongly positive, and differences tend to be
small. This shoyld be borne in mind as the analysis continues;k'ne are

working essentially with minimal differences.

_Three {tems on ‘the instrument measured student inputs and expectations

éégm the course. Nearly half the stndentS'indicate they prepare: for class ,

ays or almost always, and an?ther 6% say they do so often. 0ver 80%
claim to attend always or almost always Given the constantgconcern about
Iow preparation and attendance evidenced by faculty, how can these con-
scientious respohdents be explafned? While the data do not .lend themse1ves
to interpretation; several speculations are plausib]e One, the fall 1976

evaluations were given early in the term. before’ the noticeab1e drop the

‘.1()
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last third of the term. Two, studefts answeripg the questionnaire are

conscientious; but fhey are not representative of the entire population.

Three, respondents are giving them;elveé more credit than is warranted.
And four, a combination of.these. Grade e§bectations also place students
in a favorable 1ight and illustrate grade inf1atiop: néar]y 35% of
students expect an A, and over 80% expect an A or a B, Again, the early
administration may have affected thgselexpectayions, butvclearly students
anticipate high grades. ’
Table 2 pravides Pearson;s correlations for all variables meashredf

across-clagses. Correlations among the items measuring faculty performance
and ‘course organization (questions 1 through 143 range from a'moderate.
.273 between items 4 énd 13, to a substantial .678 between items 8 and 9.
Of more. interest. that these, however, is the correlation bétwéen variables
measuring student input to a course andthe eva]uati&n of that. course.
Itemslls and 16 neé%ure how often, by their own admission, students

prepare for and attend cf&ss. The. Jow correlations suggeéf that fre-
quency of attendance and/or preparation for class are not related strongly
to positive evaluations of the class. Item 17 measures the relationship
between expected grade and cfaés evaluation; once §gain, correlations are
low. Expectations of good grades are fiot related to positive_eva1ﬁations,
although there is a relationship between frequency of preparation and eg-
pectations of high grades, noi a surprising finding. Item 18 asks whéther
the course is elecfive or requjred for the student. Required courses were
coded 1; -elective courses were coded 2; and if the student did not know if the
_course was required, a value of 3"was assigned.A Nearly 64% of the responses
- indicated the course was required, and'one-quarter said it was elective.

The remaining 14% eithér didn't know or- had'an invalid resporse. Given the
}

11
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wide Iat1tude students have in se]ecting courses beyond core requirements, ‘
it is 1ikely that many students’ taking courses fu]fil]ing genera1 requirements
e\? , three credits of ‘any soc1a1'5c1ence) 1nterpret thlS as absolute re-
quirements. - On the who1e, all correlations are exceedingly smal] There y
s litt1e support fqr the assumption that students fot whom<a course is
required evaluate the course differently than those ter whom;jt is ae
“elective, : e : )
Tab]e 3 presents Pearson's correlations for'between-cIass analysis.
' The same general pattern evidenced across-classes js present between-classes
| as well, althougp‘COrrelations are.on the Qho1e higher; There is a moderate
reLaticnshfp between how.often the class as>a whole prepares and evalu-
“ations for the ceurse Little evidence is available that courses which
have a large number of students for-whom the course is required are evaluated -
differently from‘courses which are for the most part elective,

. Both Tables 2 and 3 provide support for the’ﬁotjon that positive
,eva]uatiohs of the course and.i;structor (items 1 through Id)Oare eotre1ated
with the student's recommendiné the course to others. (see cdefficjents
in last row of each table). Course recoﬁmeﬁdations are not, hoﬁevet{
strongly related to student's attendance preparation, expected grade,
or whether or not the course was required. o

One of the frustrations in dealing with large numbers of Pearson's

correlations as‘preseﬁted in the abdve two tables is the difficulty of

‘1nterpret1ng patterns. As noted 16 the discuss1on of literature above,

\xzrtually all stud1es of student evaluations have determined that evaluation
occors along several continua which are both- conceptually and emp1r1ca11y

distinct\from each other., In order to determine whether the Oaktﬁn eva’lu-

Jishes among two or more continua, a 'factor analysis on
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across-clast'and on between-class evaluations was performed. ‘This analysis
I determined whether two or more dimensions underlay fhe evaluation items 1 -
. th‘roug‘h 14 on the ‘survey instrument. In btf\e‘r'words, what items share a . ., [’Y
common underlying factor with what other {tems? (Garson, 1971).

-~

- For those knowl'edgable and -interested .in the factor ana‘lysis stati&tics.

" Tables 4 and 5 present factors extracted berore rotation and facfor 1oad1ngs
. ‘ using both ort!\wosona‘l and oblique rotations for across-class and between- . . B ]
‘ class’analysis, respectively. The most important f1nd1ng. 1 believe, is

that several distinct cont{nuua do not underlay the Oakton evatuation items,
Only two_factors were e;itracted from the correlation matrix, and the first
. factor explains 89.7% of the explained variance in ftems in the across-class

4 analysis apd 89.2% of the explained variance in items in the betweensclass -

. analysfs. The second factor explains 10.3% and 10.8% of the explained .
. va;iance'. respectively. - - .
. The oblique rotation factor patterni, which presents the unique loadings ' .
of each item on the two variables, provides a clearer picture ;f 1tems'.
relationshig~to each other than doe.s the orthqeonal factor matrix, It
appears:‘that items 1,2,10,11,12, and 13 load most highly on factor I. Items
= 5,6, and 7_'1€ad most highly on factor II. Iters 8,9, and 14 load moderately
_on both facto;;s. items 3 and 4 Joad on factor I!,‘but more moderately than
§ do items 5,6, and 7. The Mgher: the loading of a varfable on a factor,
t‘he higher the proportf;)n of variance in that variable explained by that
Ifuctor.

v

.

Factor analysis was ysed as a method for teasing out of the Pearson's

g correlat!on matrix systematic patterns ar'nong evaluation ftems. In order °
to extend the analysis and at the same time to reduce the number of variables
ynder consideration, 1 .constructed two indices for use as dependent o

;nriables. The first index is the mean score on tfems 1,2, and 10

¥ through 13. [ have labeled this scale Course Cohesion, because it

" & - - 13
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draws’ from ftems relating to course organization. ciarify'. and- 12

the he1pi’u'lness of assignlnents in vneeting conrse objectives. I

have labe;ed the second écaie Instructor Affect. It consists of the
"mean score on items 5 64 and 7s which measure instructor S responsiveness,

-,

sensitivity, and enthusiasm Analysis beiow, then. uses these’ two sca]es
" “as dependent variabies., - g, . ¢ &5 T
:reble 6 presents \muitiple .correiations for across and between;-c]ass A

analysis, using Course Cohesion and Instructor Affect as dependent vnriabi'es. ,
Three independent variables were used- in'between.class anal ysis',‘ and four
independent variables were usodﬂﬁcross-class. A1l variables are measures nf, the
amount of eff‘ort. and{gr.cnncern students placed in the class. Whether a

‘class is required was used gn]y in the across-elass analysis, because this is .

' a variable neleyant only to the individuai student, not a measure oi‘nthe_
class as a wne'ie; a single course can be, for example, required for some
students and an elective for others. The 'ﬁz\in each dependent v;rialb’le .
section fs the amount of variance in that depéndent variabie explained by
the independent variablestaken together Thus course means for students'
expected grades. preparation, attendance, and expected grade exp’iain only
13% of the variance in across-class means on the index ‘course cohesion. Ti;e

_moderate R%s reaffirm that-these student-re’l‘{ted independent variables are'

. not, on t.he whole, powerful explanations of !arying evaluations (although

they may be powerful for particular courses or facinty members).

4

]
|
Conclusiods and Recommendations Regarding(.the Evaluation Ins;rument

1am c‘i:n.cerned about the failure of the current student evaluation in-
stfument to di‘ssriminate -n'icr'e cieari’y between-.positive and negative aspects _
of cw‘rse organizat‘iun. 'fa'c.u}ty performance, classroom ambience, etc.. Further,
1 am concerned that de_sp‘ite our addittonrof student. data tp the instrument,
we have fai_ied to utilize these ‘data. 'i,euggest'that these failings derive *
. from several sources: 14

[
.




" legitimately rooted in the fact that we have not taken the time and effort to

i ava1lab1e in raw form on the 1nstrument

1. He have constructed tﬁe survey 1nstrument S0 that a11 items are .

worded positive]y Thus the response “all or almost all.of the time" is

a1ways appropriate for positive evaluations. and never appropriate for

' critical ones. This can easily lead to a response set, a situat1on 1n which

respondents are 1u11ed into a pattern of response without dheir hav1ng to- e
think very carefu11y about the part1CuIar item under consideration. This,
in turn, provfdes faulty data.
2. We have weighted all.items$ as equally ﬁmpprtant in ca]cu1at1ng arf9
overala codrse evaluation mean. Thus faculty whojdo not give tests, for '
example, but whom stduents persiétent1y evaluate on 1tem 13, are judged op
this as well as more appropriate ftems. ’ - ' R

3. We have not subjected ouc 1nstrument to even rudimentary validity

and reliability analysis We have hade assumptions about these qualities

“without testing for them. T beMeve that much of the skepticism about the

"eﬁa1uat10n form is rooted in distrust of it, and part of this distrust is

understand our instrument before using 1t

4. We have not adequately used the data ‘available on the form as it - .
now stands. It woiild not be diff{cult to determine such simple facts as e
whether students taiing a course because it 1s'required evaluate their
fnstructor differently from those who elected to take the course for each

instryctor interested in this. By failing to personalize a;%a analysis we

have proh1b1ted instructors frchtakihg maximum advantage of information

8. We have cpnsvsten1y constructed our’own form without exploring the
adopfion‘or adaptation of existing fonns. A number of student ‘evaluation =~ !
forms are available which have already been systemat1ca11y tested for

vaiidity and reliability. We should, I be11eve, investigate these. If we

. 15 *




) do‘w‘lsh to construct our Ov}n form igain. I believe we shuuld allow time and

4

support for vaHdatir_\g it.

Iiegarding the Evaluation Process

- My comments in this sectfon go somewhat beyopd my analysis of the existing 42

3 student evaluation form 1ise1f They are founded in this aualysis--and 1
think my above comments demonstrate I am critical of both the 1n§trument ’
. K and the use made of it--but draw as well upon my seven-year\ experience
. @s an evﬂuatee at Oakton. Blunﬂy, I'm tired, and I think students d
who attend Oakton for any length of time are t‘lred 1 also think staff
who' ar'e responsitﬂe for organizing evalhat'ton are tired. We hnve been
saturated with evaluation, Therefore, I suggest the following:
1. Declare a sabbatfcal on student eyaluations. . Except for pew full
and parttjme facuIty members»(deaps can work out criteria for defining "in_ew").
facu1ty-’shbu1d not have courses evéluated until spring, 1978 at the ear‘liesf.
. This will provide a needed psychological and intellectual respit.e from
ev‘ah‘;ation saturation and time to accomplish my other sugg;stflons.
2. Establish a sped(ﬂ faculty or faculty/administration evﬂuation
comittee--ah yes, another committee. 1 envision the charge of this comittee
‘ to be the following: N ' : e
. ' a. (Bllect and evaluate existing student evaluation forms in use
' . at other fnstitutions with a view of _adopting one or more of these.
b. 'If none of these forms seems approbr‘late. adapt om construct a

'

new one(s) for use at Oakton. . ;

N c. Plan and implement a 'program for pretesting the chosen 1nstrument(§)
for both validity and relfabilfity. )
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/ A .
on§1de7 and make . recommen /Hons regarding") . .
*.Farm(g) to be used ‘»~#ddés every faculty member
' hdvesto use the samé form?. ;

2. \Frequency of evaluyafion -- dges-every faculty member

. |have te evdluated every term? : /
3. /Timing of evaluagjon -- must every evaluation occur in the
' ame week of th emester?

i | daia’ in a f’om most usef'u'l faculty members. (Incidentally, this s not

) . . reany 3 difficult matter./although it wﬂl take time. The S;?tfstical Package

/ ' for thé Social Sciences softwaro- package. which we have, ‘can process a variety

/ of data in an effective pnd flexible manner.) L 3 ' 1

, Fundamenta'l to ané my recommendatfions are the following principles we 4
need %o clarify the purposes of evaluation, be flexible in 1nstrunent and -

: © procedures, and be moder te in the Mﬁ'vber of evaluations we perform,

-F
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/ Tablel .
Meaﬁs/énd Standard Deviations
~on Evaluative Questions
Ly
F ol
/

/

Acrdsgfc]asses Between-classes
vof

s.d.




é by
S~ " ’ -
Table 2 ; .
, . Across-classes ’
Maximum N = 8034 ’ ‘ Pearson's Correlations -
- actual N varies | o . e .
\‘ a}’- s ) *.
'\ r . ) i ) 3 L 4 - . % iy
' 2 | 3 A {5 |6 7 8 9 10 |11 {12 3 1 s J1e o] e
. 1 #% ' : : 1 = ’
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: 0 1 ! . :
11,4293 | 3956 .5116] .3720 ASX .5178 : ’
- e . ¢ ’
‘8| .6022 1.5511] 4915 J;m'us& .4803 | 5335
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14 | aa05 | 4067 | 3505] 3211 ] 4397 4618 {.4013 L4889 4234 3437 |.apof |.4292 |.4794 |- .
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19 |.4275 |.3862 1.3765 | ;2819 L4411 J,ms L4340 |.5111 |.4615 |.3407 | 3487 mL};ﬁz_,mn 1224 11114 1,1377 |-.0018
19 b v L * LEE .




¢ "Table 3

. Between-classes . ‘-
. "Pearson's Correlations

»
-

1.7184

4618 |,4605
5714 |.5341 |.4277
12806 |.4014 |.2305
.2069 |. 1844 |.0863 4095
17 | .2225 |.2384 | .3235 | .2488].2465 | 73030 | .2551 |.3138 |.1540 |.1982 | .2146 |.1849 |.0378 |.4167 | .4886 {2149 | !
18 | 0201|0497 . 174 - 1321 .2008] - 1762] -. 1704 -.1514- .11 |-, 06a) -.08ad - 0233-.0903|- 0716} 0180 § o506 Laon7 | 22
19 |.6700 |.6546 |.6486:.3790 7235|6549 | 6606 | .7790| 7204 5433 5902 1&3?45 2938 | 1631|2452 1712
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i ' f‘ . Across-classes '
Y g tay Factor: Analysis
y FACTOR ~  EIGENVALUE , ' PCT OF VAR CUM PeT :
dr ‘1 6.33304 89.7 897
2 0.72704 % 10.3 0
& Orthogonal Varimax’r:if Ob}?sue Factor Pattern
- Factor Matrix (unique loadings) ‘
Factor 1 Factor 2 b' Fac%dr‘ l{ Factor 2 c
e ’ : « T ,. :
301 0.6%74 N 033190 p.71gsq‘ | _9.‘04429
#oq 0.66958 0.30176 - 0, 72935. 0,00705
L " 0.36809 052123 0.20860, 0.47142
Do 0.28231 Codee | o.odeme. | o.4e13
Q5 0.25075" A 0.75623 -0:07505 _ﬂ;(: ‘ .o.ahéw.
e 0.24170 0.73389 -0.07802 11 0.82085
Q. - 0.32254 0.64287 0.08202 1_0.65800
@ 0.58607. 0.52233 - "0.49862 - 0.345%
a9’ 0.52898 0.48589 0.80222 033122
Q0. 70.67458 0.27545  0.75025 " -0.03047
- 0.65388 0.20708 0.710% . © 0.00999
Loz 1 0.67914 0.23511  K 0.76802 ;-01.08070"; :
Qi 0.58020 0.26073 0.63239 000513
T ' 0.49017 0.81677  0.43324 0.26054°
> " Factor corre1at'1ons
;  ’ 1 .
ST L000 . .71904
‘ b ST 71904 1,000
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" Table 5

Between-courses
Factor Analysis

!

FACTOR . EIGENVALUE ~ "  PCT OF VAR

1 7.88374 . 89.2
2 0.95564 . " 10.8

Prthogonal Varimax

3 Factor Matrix

Fattor 1 Factor 2  -*

© LUM PCT

89.2
100.0

-

Oblique Factor Pattern
(unique loadings)

1 4
Factor: 1 .

Factor 2+~

T4

" | 0.74985. © o.42129
0.77086 0.43321

0.73800 |
0.75863

0.36958 * 0.66550

0.17439

0.17467 0.52804 -0.,00569
0.2864 -, | | o.84842 | - -0.03531
$0.25001 0.78638 ' -0,02023

0.37098 1072055
0.61558 0.63146 .
' 0.63780 . 0.53698

* 0.15398
0.48810

0.55407

.0.75219 0.35804
0.70737 : e:absz}
0.72817 0.30756
0.59019 - 0.05329 -

+0.69296

'0.69859

0.76692

0,75853

0.53752 026519

B
11

0.46587

N

s N

0.17696
0.18205

[ 4

0.63819"
0.56058

0.90868

-o.sazlp_
0.70495

0.48960
0.36589

“0.17639

i

Factor correlations

1
- 1.000

1
62712

62712 1.000°

10.09968

{ %0.04942,
1" -0.19623°
. 0.31158 .




\ " Table &

A
Multiple Correldtions: . Course Cohesion - :
and .Instructor Affect explained
by Student Input -

-

»

Across-c1asses1

‘Between-classes?

Course Cohesion
Instructor Affect

R " R2
536 < 13
.23 .05

R RE
«42 -18
.34 T

P

1 Indepéndent variables ?ncludebrequired‘or'e1e6t1vé churse,- J
expected grade, frequency of preparation; and frequency of attendance.

Students who did not know ‘whether a course. was required were excluded
from gnalysis.

Independent variables 1nciudeu¢6ursé averages on expected
grades . frequency of ’fE%aration, and frequenqy of attendance. L

’




V'*ji' Money, T Mark Garthwaite, Roger A 5 and Zimowk1, MicheTe F.. 1977, ”Teaching

E Mere&1th, Gerald M 1975 "Toxard a Systems Approadh to Student-Based Ratings.

bie o

REFE ENCES .
Battle, James and Fabick,.Stephen 1975 "Validity‘of Cof1ege Stude
EvaJuations of Instructors' CoMpttence,“ PsychnIogtcal Reports. 1112 1114.

Bolton,-Brian, Bonge, Dennis, and Hi arl, Suki. 1976.. “Dimensions of

Students' Evaluation of Instruq on: An Empirica] Synthesis i Psxcho1ogica1
Reports. 38:119<123. X
< % 1978 i
Centra, John AA “Student Ratings of ﬂnstruction and Their Re]ationsh1p 1o .
Student Learning,“ Amer1can Educattonal Research Journal 14:17-24.

o <Cost1n, Frank,. Greenough William-T. “and . ‘Menges, Robert J. 1971 "Student

“Ratings of College Teaching: Reliability, Va11dity, and Usefu]ness." -
Review of Educational Research 41: 511 535, :

B

" “Doyle, Kenneth 0., and Whitely, Susan E. “1974. »"Student Ratings as; Criteria for

Effect1ve Teaching," American Educational Researchldournal 11 359 274

Eagle,, Norman. 1977. “Stud{es in the Relt\bd11ty and’ Validity of a Comnunity )
Coliege Rating of Instruction«Questionhaire," Community/dunior C011ege
Research Quarter]x. 13 303 3]4

% o0 j N A

; Fo11man, Jahn, Lavely, Caro}yn, Siﬁverman Stuart; and Merica,,John 1

. "Student Raters' Referents-in Rating' College Teach{ng Effectiveness,"‘
The Journal of Psychology. 86: 24?-249 o ;

Garson, G David 1971 Handbook of Poiitjcal Science Methods Boston Holbrook

Press, Inc.k‘

ef Instructioﬁ," The Journal of P5ychology 9 235~246

Effect1veness “Actual, ldeal, and Importance Rat1ngs;“ Unpub]ished paper,

. State University of” New York; COIWege at Oswego 1§' ‘ rr i

2 Ostrowsk1 M V. 1975, "A Compardson oi Grades Students Achieve at H1111amv

Rainey. Harper College and How They Rate the Effectiveness of Their

« Instructor at Mid Term During the Spring 1975 SemesterJ'Unpublished Jé» 1“""‘f'

’ r\&,n paper. i Y . B
p . P i
L’Pasen, Rob % M. 1977 "“The Differential Effect of srade, Sex. and Discipline
“ - on Tw&'Global Factors: A Within-Cdass Analysis of Student Ratings of  ~ ,*

Instruction.“ Unpublfshed Ph Du d1ssertation Northwestern Untvers1ty.

ikhaveISOn, Richard, nd Dempsey-Atwood Nancy 1976 "Generalilabi!ity of

Mgasures of. Teachﬁng Behavior,“ Review of Educationa1 Research 46
53-61.» 5 ; c. : .

’S,."

whitely, Susan By and.Doyle, Kenneth 0. 1978, "Impiicit Theor1e5»in Student »~\’,f.fi‘

Ratings," American Educatiohal Reseatcn Journal 13: 24]-253.

5 /
. oo ¥ - Vs cimla . '
. .hﬁ,, R L TEPEL L BN P
1'E TN B ow . o % C A



https://Instruiilionx.Ao

¢t =y »
' ' s"mom.mummuofncumrl (TITT] I(__LU

Student Signature Toptional) PART 1 ‘ IDENTIFIER
This i an evaluagion of your instructor and the course. Please give serious consideration .
¢ to the survey. L

The instructor will use the information to assess his/her effectiveness. The administration
will yse the information as part of the total evaluation of faculty, course, snd programs.

Use no. é pencil. R « .
. '
- . OPEN END COMMENTS i . . ¢
Cosmbnt on how well.the exams, quizzes, and/or projeﬁs contrjbute to your lurﬁnq (e.g. difficulty, g
fatrness, appropriateness, etc.). X
Ay : »
N O - :
g r N
* = Comment on the value of books, out-of-class assignments, papers, labs, or projects tn this course.
- w ow o® nipers Spr i S B Sgt e PR R = w—— a4 ‘ Cordp W = vy noes
' ! .- ’ :
’ N - en v -~ -
What did you like most about this course/instrector? . .
‘C
- b o,
[ 4 . .

From what ¢lassroom activities did you Tearn best in this course?

.

L

.

From what classroom activities did you learn least in this course?

. List sny specific recosmendations you have for the tnstructor, -

LY .

. Turn over for Pert 11 ‘



‘ STUDENT EVALUATION OF FACULTY
PART It .

Please choose the wards that fit for you. Mark 18M card.
IF THE STATEMENT DOES NOT APPLY TO THIS COURSE, LEAVE THE SPACE BLANK,

L]
a. Always or almost always T
b\ Often
€. Some of the time
d. Setdom
e. MNever or almost never

1. You know what you are supposed to be learning in this course.
x [}
: 2. You know what you are supposed to do for this course. ) y
- e wae - e T b ey A% s b b el 8 v A [ S [ L wnu%vw—mww»w
. 3. The instructor encourages ctuntim\est snd/or partidpnt‘ou.
*

4. The inxtructor s avatlable oumdc of the clasgs.

-

_.5. The fnstructor is responsive to student's comments and/or questfions. T . -
6. The instructor is sensitive to and respectful of Mc/“r students. .
). '

The instructor is enthusiastic about the course.
N .
8. The instructor presents subject matter clesrly. ¢

) 9. The instructor is well-erganized. .
10, Reading and writing assignments are clear, (
. . 11. Follow b to rudtnq/v;itln. astignments 1s helpful to your learning. . ; ]
12. Assignments are belpful tn your learning. . 1

13. Examinations are Mlpful m your Tearning.

. 14. Grading is fair. - ,

15. You consider yourself a person who prepares for this course (e.9. class participation,
examinations, reading assigrments, papers, etc.

.
-

. 16. You attend this class.

17. Mark on the [8M card the ssal} Jetter that corresponds with the grade you axpect -
in this course.

- ’

a A b. § e. ¢ é. 0 e. R
: 18. This c_'mm s required in your chosen curriculum. a. Yes K. Mo <. Don't know )
19. You would recommend this instructor to a friend. a. Yes b. Mo .

o - ' o UNIVERSITY OF CALIF, - .

- . LOS ANGELES
' 4
. . JUL 2 91977
. T CLEARINGHOUSE FOR
) N » JUNIOR COLLEGES t
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