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This' study*. *as per formed "to investigate, the reliability and validity of afi 
instrument designed to provide student feedback to high school teachers about their, 
methods. The instrument examined, the ^tudent Observation of teachers and Teaching* 
Techniques Instrument (StOTT), was^developed by high school students who-served on  
the Stadent Advisory Board to the Secretary of Education of Pennsylvania. 

Included in the study were 925 high school students and 36 teachers, Other  
variables.'were callefcted along wi'th StOTT ratings as a means of investigating-their  
influence. 

Support was gathered .in the study for scoring the StOTT in terms of, five  
subscalea. Student ratings.of teachers were'found to be highly stable over an 
Interval or one mofith'. The- Instrument seemed to be capable of measuring ways in 
which'students felt that their teachers differed from each other. The finding*'that 
dtudent ratings appeared tq Me influenced by'such factors as. student attitudes toward 
school and teachers and student success in school indicated that the instrument should' 
not be Used to evaluate and compare teachers,(_...However, the instrument seemed to be a  

valuable one for use within Individual -teachers' classtqoms.  



Introduction 

Prcib~bly mos; )l.igh school teachershiive at· bne time· or another made som•~ 
attempt to ~ath~~ .Rtudent' op1nions abb.ut their teaching methods. r eacher,H" whq•h&ve 
used Rtutlent feeahack iqstrumenta would generally agree that tnformatlon collec ted !n 
•this way 1s valuahle to thelll. Hayes, k~il!I and Neiman· (1!167)., for example, reported
that over 90 per ce,nt of°~he high ac'hool teachers in their study-believed that! \l&e'fui 

,ihformation was .obtained. from the student feedback inst~ument they were . asked -to us~~ . 

. But I how acc~rately can \st"'°e~ts a88ee& teaching. method~? , Are student 
ratings of a teacher's fechniques stabl·e over timl!? DQ ext-raneous factors, such es· 
a student's, grahe in a _~eacher;~ _course, inflJience Qfs ~r )ter'ratings _of the . teacheP? 

Questipns such a.s .thise have been vked · repeatedly ift .recent years by inv.est.:. 
ig~tors ~~ncerneij Oi~h the reliability, and validity of instruments -designed for use 
at the· college, level. They ·~ave been ·asked"'m~ich- lees offen' ~bout inetruunt;_S· desiipecl 
to be used by- high schooi teacher~. possiblt because few attempt~• JlAve bee~ mad~ a~ 

~ this level to emplo~ such ' instt,imen~a as vehicl~s for evaluati1t1 and oomparing · 
teachers. • .. · · 

· R~s~arch ~ich has 't,ee~1...ca~ried out at the hig~ s·chool level ha·s ·p~oduct;d 
co~Licting ·results. Ot\Hhe posi.tive side a number' of. investigators, [e.g., Hayes, . 
Keim and Neiman (1966, 1;6n.,.D'avidoff (19.70), DeAmico (197a) J hav~ ·,:eport:e.d ,.results 
'which ·indicated that student ratings of teachers were ,stable over time. Both · in the 
stu1y carried out by, Hayes, ke"tm 'and . Ne1man · ~196~) and ~n ' that, performed by Veld'lnan · 

.. and',Pec~ .. (196,') it was found that student rating• of ._tqchers ha_d ,some agreement · 
_with ratings .given . thee~ 11qe &eacherf by their superv~sors. Thompson (197~) J 
uncoveted no significant relationship between ratinrs.of h~h ,.,::ho~l ' te~chers and 

· ,'the.ir students' . sex, gr4de level, grade-point average, expected cqur§e grade or •· 
degree ·o'f absenteeism. Shaw (197-3) conclud.ad that htinsa of hiih school teachers 
were- not 'influehced by the teacher's 11ex·, academic degrees .. or> years of teachiog . 
expi;rience,, or by stlldenta grad~poirit average, 

On the negat'ive side, ~owe.ver I a number of studies haye ind!cated thu student 
ratings ' Of high .school teachers, art! infl'1enced by fattor• other than teachers' 
behaviors. for exnpie, Smith an_d Brown (1~16) co~clude4 that student-!!' general 
attitudestoward teachers• . their enjoyment of th~ s~ject matter an~ the gt'ade they
expected t'o receive: all inf1'4enced eatings given a teacher Jac~aon and Fuller (1966) 
reported that female •t~dents perceiv!!(f · teacher• as more confident or poiseq thab did
11111le . student~. They also foqnd . that, ~he socioecon'?'lic ~tatus· of student, _!l~d teachers 
seemed ·to influence ratings receive4 by teacller!J. Veldman and Peck (1967) found_'that -
student rat'lngs of .teachers varied as. J function . of .the subject area tauJht . . ·Teacher·s 
teaching physical 'educ11tt~n 1 home- ecoltomica '. or business were. found to recti~e the ' . 
highett .ratings. '. Tho~e· teacMng· f«;>reign languages, 11!4thema*tica or· science ~chvt?d 
low ratings.

The pre~erit 'ilt~y was carried out, to examine the reliabilityi ■ bU,ity and validity of an. 
instrument deyeloped to provTcle student feedback to high school 'teachers. about 

. . their methods. , , Many of the same 4 questions addressed in past inVfStigations of · student 
feedback instrumeqts ver;e asked as a mea.na .both of examining elosely a specific · 

. instrument .and o( adding 'to existing '~ledge about the use _ .of such instruments · in
high sch9ols. 



The Student 'Observation of Teachers and Teaching 
Techniques Instrument' 

Description of the Instrument 

The instrument.'examined in the .study,«• the Strident Observation of .Teachers* 
and Teaching Techniques Instrument (StOTT), was developed by high school, students 
who served on the Student Advisory Board to the Pennsylvania Department of Education. 
This Board, composed of eleVen.tfi and twelfth grade dtudent representatives from^all 
parts of Pennsylvania .'was fofmed.'tb adviste the Secretaryjof Education of student 
opinions about Pennsylvania's educational system. 

The StOTT instrument-consists of 32 items; Eac.h of the first 29 is included 
In 9ne of five" subscales. 'The f.inal three items .ask students, to give their* opinions 

' about whether or not-, the teacher they .are. rat ing has any dis'tracting per'sqnal^ 
mannerisms, to give the reason they took the teacher's course and t'o tell whether 
they .would recommend' the course "to, another student 

The first 29 items are positive statements about a* teacher's classroom behav­ 
iors (e.g., The teacher is'.willing to irelp you \rtien you need it).',. For each of .these 
a five-point scale Is provided for students-to mark their responses.' 'The firsf, 
third and, fifth points «f the scald are "defined for the student. ".These are, in-the, 
majority of cases, temporal (i.e.., Always, Sometimes, Never) but for certain .items a— 
somewhat different scale i's employed. M example of such ah item is the'following:. 

The tna'terial on tests was covered by the teacher prior to the test. 

5 4 3 2 1 
Thoroughly' Moderately Not at All

When examining" the results of a class*''rating of him or her a teacher.is 
encouraged, to look .at bo.«T the results for individual items* and the means obtained
on each- of the subscales. These five subscales ore .Teacher-Student Relations fl> 

'items), Grades and.Testing (6 items), Materials (3 items),'Teacher Personality (3 
items).and "Teaching Methods and Techniques (11 items). 

•Development .of the Instrument 

The development df th^\StOTT was begun in October of 1973 at the first; mee'ting 
of th(B Student Advisory Board. A Tenure/Teacher Evaluation Commit tee .was formed to* 
^stiidyXhow students might help Improve teaching. A 'decision was.made by this Committee' 
.to ftnd or develop a student observation of teachers instrument of proven wort.h After 
examining* a-number of questionnaires in use in the United States, the" Committee," 
assisted by the if Department of Education advisers, began work on. the development 
'of their flun'.ingfcruAent!. This instrument, if proven to be of quality, would.be made 
'available to high school teachers who desired to 'obtain feedback from their students 
'abotat the strengths and weaknesses of their methods. 



By the end of the 19J3-74 .school year questf6ns-for an instrument had been,. 
written. These were*"taken into*high school classrooms in nine school districts to 
obtain student opinion? about*them. Students were asked to examine the clarity and- 
appropriateness Qf'each question.•• Teachers and-.administrators were, also asked to 
.examine -the Instrument at this time. Revisions-'in wording'and the' deletion of, one 
question resulted from this tryout: 

During the 1974-75 school year .the'revised instrument was.taken into class- 
rooms again. This time students both reacted to.the appropriateness aWd clarity of 
the'questions and indicated their, observations about their-teacher*-. Again, the 
wording of a number 0«f question* wa's changed. 'Some evidences of reliability and'* , 
'validity were found in .-this" tryout 

Since the instrument now showed promise of-being a usefu} one it was decided . 
that a large-scale study was needed to examine-further its relability and-Validity. 

>The sCudy described in .this paper was Designed.for -this -purpose;-,

Methodology of the Study 

The study was-carried out during the 1975-7$ school year,. In all, 36 teachers 
participated, some of whom were rated by more thatt one class. .A- total of -925 tenth, 
eleventh and twelfth grade -students from. 45 classes'and five^schoojls were included 
in the study. Two of the schools were suburban, two were rural and. one was a 
vocational-technical school. 

As a means of obtaining as much information aw'possible from- the tryout
-without 'taking up a great deal of any teacher's Instructional time, thfe^ distinct 
groups were ysed. -By employing different procedures'and meaurement -instruments 
with each .group it.was possible t& ask a variety of. research questions about 'the 
.stprr. 

Group 1 consisted* of 18 teachers whose classes filled out^the StOJT, waited 
a month, then filled out the instrument again. In addition, these students answened' 
a questionnaire giving information about themselves, including-their sex,- grade. 
.level, curriculum, reason for taking the course and average grade.both for the 
teacher's course and for their major coursed.' This .group was used to examine, b'oth' 
the stability over time of student ratings o.f the sane teacher and the'influence 

..of extraneous, .factors upon student ratings 6f a teacher. 

Croup 2 consisted of eight teachers, each of jfchom asked two of their classes 
,-to.rate them. Both classes were of the same grade level a*nd were taking' the same 
subject-from the .teacher. Information was gathered in thi« way on the«extent to 
which ratings*of a teacher were a function of the-particular dlass chosen for the 

..rating task. Such information would-be' useful to teachers in interpreting the 
results of StOTT administrations^ 



One of the classes o* each Group 2 teach'er was asked also to f.ill out a 
forced-ehoice%ersionV>f-certain of* th* itemsV the S,tQTT without looking at the • 
StOTT ratings they had given a-'teacher., -This instrument (shown in the.Appendix) 

. was made up of four interns from the teacher-Student Relations' subscale and-four 
items frqm the Methods subscale. Each of the Teachef-S.tudeht Relations items was 

'•paired with each of the Methods ftems, producing a total of 16 pairs. Students 
: responding to'the instrument were a^ked to determine which statement of each pair 
was more true of the- teacher they were rating. A student's score_on the instrument 
was the number of times.he or sh<» had chqsen a Teacher-Student Relations item over 
•'a Methods item. For the same 16 pairs the same student's, item scores on the StOTT 
were examined. The number of,times.fie,or she had given a higher rating to a 
'Teacher-Student Relations item' than to a Methods'item was fomputed (e.g., a rating- 
of 5 on item 1 and a rating of 4 6n item 23, would he'counted in a. similar way to 
choosing item 1 over item 23'in a forced-choice pairing). Correlations of. students 
scores obtained on the two instrument*'provided an index of ̂ euSerits 1 abilities to 
make thoughtful Judgments wneh rating teachers-on specif.ic items of the StOTT. High 

'correlations would indicate that, at least at the tin* of-the rating task, students. 
were capable of making rather fine Judgments which had meaning to them. 

The'other class .of each GVoi»p 2 teacher responde'd to the instrument'used in 
Pennsylvania's statewide assessment program .(Educational Quality Assessmenj) to 
'measure eleventh grade 'students' Interest in School and Learning. The 37-item 
instrument is made up of three subscales, measuring attitudes tpward Learning, 
toward School and toward Teachers. Aft reported in the Educational Quality Assessment 
manual '(Hectzog, 1976) the 'instrument has evidenced an internal consistency reliab­ 
ility of .86; the reliabilities of the Learning, School-and Teachers subscales have 

•been' found to be, respectively, .60, .82; and' .70..;-As evidences of validity signi­ 
ficant correlations have Been.found with such-variables as the'number of books read 
by students, the number of days they wera trvant and their desires to quit school, 
(Masters,'.Shannon'and Reardon, 1975). Correlations of student scores on -the Interest 
in School and Learning Instrument with their StOTT ratings were used tso determine 
how much influence students' general attitudes toward school and;ieacRers had upon 
their ratings of an individual teacher.. 

Group 3 consisted of nine Vlasse.s* *ach of which rated two of their teachers* 
' .Comparisons of the mean ratings'given two teachers by the same class were carried 

out to learn if.,-in fact, students were capable of using the StOTT to pick out what 
•they felt were specific strengths and weaknesses of their teachers methods. ' If 
classes were found to give similar ratings to each of their teachers, the worthy of 
the* StOTT instrument .would have to be seriously questioned. . 

https://specif.ic
https://times.he


ReeMlts 

Reliability and  Independence of the StOTT Subscales 

Before an examination of other questions about the StOTT could be attempted 
•some assurance was needed that its subscales were reliable and relatively independent 
'of each other. 'The subscales were formed* on a conceptual basis, "by placing items of 
like content, on tfie fame subscale. Little empirical support had been gathered for 
thin structuring, 

Therefore, dn item analysis was carried out using data from all 925 students 
who had filled' out tha' StOTT. Table 1 contains'. the Internal, consistency 'reliability 
coefficients (coefficient alphas) computed for each of the subscales. As shown, 
reliabilities ranged from .51 (Materials) tq^.80 (Teacher-Student Relations). Each 
Jitem of the, instrument «cprr elated, more highly with ?its own subscale than with any 
•other subscale. The item analysis results,, than, generally supported the' five- 
subscale structure. The* reliability of the 'Materials gubscale, however, was* somewhafT 
low." Since' the items included 'on it did correlate with ea,ch otjier the Relatively low 
reliability obtained wouLd seem to indicate' that more items' than the_ three 'employed 
are needed to "provide- a general measure pf this area.] 

Also* shown in Table 1. are the r.ean-item ratings 'given teachers in «ach of the 
subscale areas. (A scale ranging from 1 to 5 was employed~ in scoring . .each item.) 
The highest ratings were given for the Items s of . the Grades and th Testing subscale aand  
the items of the -Mater lals subscale. The lowest ratings were given in assessing 
Teaching Methods and Techniques. 

Table-1 

Reliabilities and Mean Item Ratings Obtained 
.Each StOTT Subscale 

for 

No. of 
Mean item 

Coefficient 
Subscale. Items Rating Alpha 

Teacher-Student Relations 
Grades and Testing
Materials 
Teacher Personality
Teaching Methpds and 

Techniques 

6 
6 

3 
3 

11 

4.12 
'4.27 
.4.28. 

4.13   .71

3.68 

.80 

.65 
51
.79



Table -2 shows the correlations obtained among the flye subscale areas. The 
highest relationship between two tfubscales, .70, was. found for the correlation 
^between teacher Personality a.nd Teacher-Student Relations. The results summarized 
. by. Table 2,, then, also.'snpportea the use of. the five" subscales,'since each appeared 
tA provide information which was somewhat unique. 

Table .2 

Correlations Among the StOTT*Subscales 

Teacher-Student 
Relations Grades/Testing . Materials Personality 

Materials 
Personality 
Methods 

.;39 

.70 

.62 

.42

.50, 

.63* 
.30 
•.47 .64

thus,, support was gathered for scoring/ the StOTT in terms of the conceptually 
based subscalesV Scores off tWese could therefore be usqd in further' investigation* 
of 'the properties of the instrument. 

Stability of Ratings Over .Time 

Included in Table- 3 are correlations submarining the. degree of stability found 
for student ratings over an interval4 of one month. Results for the. total group of 
334 students who participated in this phase' of the study and for. two 'subgroups ar> 
shown. It was believed possible- that students experiencing learning difficulties. in 
school might, because of lack of motivation, and 'inability to read .-well,' produce 
ratings which' had a deg*ree of Instability. 'Therefore, a coqp'arison'was .made of the 
stability of ratings given' by students averaging grades of A or B in 'their .ma jor ' 
courses with' that of students averaging grades of -C and below.- Finally, mean ratings 
given each of the 18 'teachers on the two occasion* by their* classes were correlated 
as an index of the stability of. these. 

As Stable Syndicates student' ratings of the 'same teacher. did evidence a great 
deal~ of stability, over the one month' interval v'or the total'group of students 
stability coefficients fyr {our of* -the subscales were greater than... 70; again, the 
results for the Materials subscale weije lowest. Students earning grades of C and 
below in school did. hot appear -to give ratings which we're any less stable than were 
those of students earning grades of A or'B. 'Especially impressive .were. the -stability. 
coefficients for the mean ratings given each teacher, by their classes. For all five 
subscales, coefficients, of .75 or greater were computed and for three subscales these 
coefficients Were greater than >90.' 



Table 3 

. Stability Coefficients for the StOTTl 

'Group 
No. of 
Students' 

Teach.-Stud. 
Relations 

Grades/ 
-'Testing Materials 

Person- 
ality Methods 

Students Averaging 
Grades of. C or 
'Below 

Students Averaging 
.Grades of A or B 

ALL STUDENTS 
Mean Ratings Given to' 
X 18' Teachers      .93

109   .80

208 
334 

.79 

.79  .76 

.67 

,79 

;9Z 

.60 

.61 

.60 

.79 

.78'

.72 

.75 

.91

.70 

.73 

.71 

.76 

Ab'llity of Students to Make Meaningful Decisions 

As described in the Design section certain of the StOTT; ir.ems were included 
in a forced-choice Instrument. t Scores on thifl instrument were correlated with scores 
obtained for the same items of the StOTT; ' Scoring was acc'ompllflhed such that scores, 
on both- Instruments reflected the degree to which a teacher was rated higher in 

"Teacher-Student Relations than in Methods. Table 4 contains correlations computed 
to examine the relationship between acores obtained in. the'two ways. Results for 
each of the eight'classes and for the total group are-shown.. 

As-is evident in Table 4,'scores obtained on, the two instruments agreed well 
with eact^opHer for six of the- eight classes- anff for the' total group (one-tailed testa 
at the' .05.level were'employed).. Students, therefore, did appear In general to be 
making'decisions about.StOTT item ratings which had meaning to them. -When confronted 
with the stee items in a different response format students, gave responses which were
highly s'imllar^to those they had given using^'the five-category StOTT scales. 

Table 4 

Correlations Between StOTT Scores and Forced 
Choice Instrument Scores 

Number of 
Class Students   Correlations 
A

B c
•D 

26 
'19 
28 
21 

.23 • 

.62** 

.81** 

.72** 
E 
F 

9 
23 

.,59*'.27 

G 
H 

Total Group 
*Signifleant 

"^Significant 
at 
at 

26 
19 

171 
beyond-the .05 
beyond the .01 

.87** 

.78** 

.70** 
level* 
level 



Ratings of "6*0 Teachers by the Same Class 

TaBle 5 snows. rather conclusively that the same class 'was capable -of using 
the StOTT to pick out ways In which' they 'believed two of. their- teachers differed.
Each of the, nine classes rated one of tliolr teachers significantly higher than the 
other ofle on at least one ̂ of "the f}.ve sub.scales (correla'ted t values were computed. 
far* these comparisons; two-tailed ''tests -at the*. 05 level were performed). 

Of especial Interest are the' results shown for the first two classes. These 
classes rated one of their teacher's higher, on the tirades and Tes,ting'subscale and 
the other teacher higher on the Personality -subscale. This -would seem to mean that 
these ̂ classes were not responding to some global feeling about their -teachers but 
were,* in fact, attempting to look at ea"ch StOTT it'em as a rating task -in and of 
itself. 

Ratings of- the Same Teacher by Two Cla'sses 

Table 6 summarizes the results', found in comparing the ratings given the' same 
teacher by two classes. Two-tailed analyses of variance were carried out* F values 
for.the comparisons are shown. 

The results, contained in Table 6 indicate that 'it id possible for a teacher 
to be given different rat'lngs by two'similar classes. This occurred for three' of 
the-eight teachers. The fact*that differences were found for only three teachers 
would seem to- suggest that..the question asked is a complex one. The finding of 
differences may?be a-function of the particular teachers and classes involved.' A 
much larger number of teachers than eight are needed to investigate this question 
more fully. ' ' 

.Influence Upon Ratings' of Extraneous 'Factors 

Tables 7-10) sumnarlze the results uncovered in investigating the influence 
upon'.ratings'of variables other than teachers' classroom behaviors: Tables 7 and 8 
contain correlations' between ratings given "by students and both student and teacher 
characteristics.* In Table 7 are shown correlations computed using the responses of 
She total group of '334 students utilized in this phase of the study.. To construct 
Table 8, means/were computed on each student characteristic varuble for each of the 
18 classes. These means, ••along with the Teacher Sex variable, were correlated with 
the mean ratings given 'each teacher on the f ive StOTT 'subscales. 

Many of the correlations shown in Table 7 are significant. However, their 
magnitude is not great. Cohen (1969) would' describe them as indicative of effects 
of small-to-medium size. . Those variables which correlated significantly with ratings 
'would be capable of predicting only a small proportion of their variance. 



Table 5 

Comparisons of Ratings Given Two Teachers by th oame Class 

Teacher-Student Grades and Testing . Materials Personality Methods Relations . 
Mean Item ,Meah .Item ' Mean I ten Mean Item Mean Item No. Rating Ratina Rating- 1 Rating Rating 

•*r. Teach. Teach. t Teach. Teach. t Teach. Teac)i. t Teach. Teach. t Teach. Teach, t 
Class Stud. A & - Value A • B Value A , B .Value A B Value A B • Value 
1

13, 4.14* 3.96 0.76 .4.13. 4.39 -2.46* 4.23 4.18 0.49 4.26 3.72 3.41** 4. 01. 3.92 0.78 

«•• r.7i •3.74 -0.19 «.27 3.83 2.8?** 4,17 3.64 ' 2.98** 3.42 4.26' -6.27** 3.86 3.12 4.98** , 
v 

3.65** 3 24 4.26 3.s£ 4.17 4.03 0.94 4.49 4.00 3.6.1** 3.97 "3.74 1.87 3.. 92 '3.78 1.34 . 

.4 14 4.07 4.43 -1.84 4.22 4.48 -2..15 3'. 98 4.36 -2.58* 3.74 4.67 -5.64** 3.68 4.12 -4.89** 
5'. 

16 4.71 4.38 3.65** 4.50 3.61 6.63** ?.60 4.2l' ,2.64* 4.50 > 4.50 0.00 4.34 3.92 2.49* 

.« 18 4.64 4.42 1.70 4.44 3.91 2.50*' 4.46 4.41 0.41 4.54 4.57 -0.21 4.09 4.00 0.51 
7 25 4.14 4.30 -1.28 3.99 4.23 -2.17* .4.00 4.29 -2.40* 4.20 4.36 -1.33 3.95 4.07 -1.42 

8 , ir 5.74 4.00 -2.62* 3.57 4.10 -3.39** 3.67 •4.04 2.12 3.78 4. -04, -1.28 * '3.30 3.87 -3.24** 

•9 ~4.~50 i$. 4.29 3.92- 2-.71* 3.72 "3.69**1 4.2; 4. A 0.53 4.44 4.31 1.25. 4.09 3.87 1.38 

*Signlflcant at beyond the .05 level 
**Slgnifleant at beyond the .01 level 

https://3.92-2-.71


Table 6

Comparisons of Ratlings Glven the Same. Teacher bv Two Classes 

Teacher-Student Grades and Testing Materials Personality Methods Numbec. ' Relations "of Mean Item 'Mean I ten Mean Item Mean Item Me'an Itfep 
. 'Students Rating Rating Rating Ratine RatirtR . 

Class Class Class Class F, Class Class F . Class Class »F Class Class F Clas* Class 
Teacher •1 . 2- 1 2. Value 1 2 Value a 2 Value 1 2, Value 1 2 Value 

A
26 26' 3.57 3.87 ~3". 91 3.95 4.20 4.82* 3/38 4.04 12,89'** 3.V> 4.06 7.59** 3.43 3.76 6.00*

B 1,9 24 3.61 3/67 0.05 3.92 3.49 ' 2.96' 4.04 4,OO 0.02 3.95 3.7'2 0.78 3.68 3.53'r _0.52-

'C 78 21 3.38 3.70 0.92 3.97 3. '96 0.00- 4.38 4.30 6.30 3.80 3.60 0.91 3.58 3.71 0.47 

D. •21. 15 4.t4 3.6-3 4.11 4.41 3.91 9.56** 4.35 4.18' •0.8Q 4.22 3'.76 6.23* _ «M3 3.58 8.28**

E 0.01' 23   14 3.48 3.31 0.72 4.39 4.44 0.10 ' 4.4.8 4.48 0..00 3.48 3^5 3^90 3.67 1.3f 

•F 0.-64.9 20 . 4.02 3.90 0.36 , 4.41 4.19 1.24' 4.22 3.92. 2. -14 4.00 4.03 0..01 3.60; 3 .'81. 

G . 26 27 4.20 4. .66. 13.15** 4.34 4.72- 11.61** 4.0^ 4.38 3.7J 4.58 4. 89 12-. 56**- 4,18 4.5V 15.18* 

H 19 15 4. 49 4.60 0^44 4.53 V. 75 1.20 4. .32 4.38^ •0.12 4.49 4.62 0.50 4.04 4.08 0.09

*Significant at beyond the .05.level 
**Slgnificants at beyond.the .01 level 

https://4.72-11.61
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Table 7 ' 

Correlations Between StOTT Ratings and Both Student 
and Teacher'Characteristics (N. - 334)1 

Variable 

Student .Grade Level* (10,11,12) 

Student Sex (1 - Male, 2 - Female) 

Teacher- 
Student 

Relations 

.04' 

.18** 

Grades 
and 

Testing 

-.03 

-.0; 

Materials 

.03 

.11

sonality Methods 

.15** .68 

.1-9** .03* 

Student iGrade in Teacher's Course 
(A - 5, B- 4,1 etc.) .27** 

'.05 
.13** ..23** '.19** 

Student Average Grade for Major Courses 
(A * 5, B - 4, etc:) .'19** -.02 .13** .16** .03.. v, 

Difference Between* Student Grade in . 
Course' and Grade in Major Courses? .16*"* r' .08 .03 . .14** .20** 

Student Reason for Taking Course 
(2 • Wanted To, 1 - Did Not Want to) .09* . .11** . .07. .07. .17** 

(Teacher Sex (1 --Male, 2 - Female) .23** ..07 -.02 .29** .07 

Table 8 

Correlations Between Mean StOTT Ratings Given ̂ -Teacher 
and Both Student and Tt^cher Characteristics (N * 18)1 

' Teacher- .Grades 
and* student 

Relations 'Testing Materials 

Student Grade Level .20 -,OB -.0)S 

Student Sex .68** -.07 .41* 

Per- . 
sonalit'y 

.34 

i57* 

Methods 

..21 

.12 

Student Grade itt Teacher's Course .61** -.01 .31 .54** ••19 

Student Average Grade for' Major Courses 

Difference Between Student Grade in 
Course and Grade in Major Courses^ 

Student Reason' , for Taking Course 

Teacher Sex 

.60** 

-i* 
.03" 

.41* 

-.03 

.02' 

.43* 

.00 ' 

.21 

.39" 

.08 

.09 

.57** 

.04 • 

-.06 

.51* 

.04 

.21 

.35 

-.• 2t 

^Significant at beyond the ..05° level 
.-^Significant'at beyond the .01 level 

^Since hypotheses about the direction of differences were-not stated for Student'Grade 
Level,- Student Sex and Teacher. Sex, two-tailed tests were carried out for tnese.--"For 
all other variables one-tailed'tests were performed. 

Positive values for this variable Indicated that the teacher being rated gave students 
grades which were higher than those being received in- their major subject courses. 



Many'of the.correlations shown in Table 8 are significant and are, of rather 
large magnitude. Thus, much of the reason-for the finding of significant relation.-, 
ships for the total group appears to be that there was a tendency for classes which 
gave teachers high ratings to differ from classes which gave low ratings. Classes 

: which gave high ratings tended to be made up of a higher proportion of female students 
and to include students who were earning higher grades, both- in the rated teacher's 
course and in their other courses. (The correlation between jhese-two variables'was 
-.50.) Female teachers, tended also to be .rated higher, than male teachers. Ratings' 
which were significantly related to Teacher Sex and to student characteristics were 
limited almost excluaively to the Teacher-Student Relation* subscale and the Person--
ality subscale. 

Table-9 contains correlations'computed*between student ratings-and their 
scores'on the Interest .in School jtnd Learning instrument. These two Instruments 
were administered to eight classes of. students. 

Almost .all of the correlatlona shown in Table 9 are significant at beyond 
the .05 level (one-tailed test). Students who held the most posAtftve attitudes 
toward Learning, toward School and toward Teachers did tend to give teachers the 
highest-StOTT ratings. 

Table 9 

. Correlations Between StOTT Ratings and Interest 
in School and Learning Scores (N - 161) 

Interest in 
School' and Teach.-atud. ' Grades/ 

Learning Subscale •Relations.' Testing Materials ' Personality ' Methods 

Learning .!§** .08 .30** .04 .28** .18**' School .24** .29** :16* .30** '.35** Teachers .33** .34**' .23** .40** 
 .30** .22** '.36** .18** .38** Total Instrument

*Slgnif leant at beyond the ..05 level . 
**Signlfleant at beyond the.*.01 level

Finally, Table 10 was constructed as 'a means of examining,the effect of the 
subject area taught upon.fhe ratings given a teacher. The number of teachers repre­ 
senting each subject area vaar'felt to be too small for a statistical' test to be 
performed. However, informal'examination of Table 10 seems to Indicate that the 
subject area-taught did not have a major impact upon ratings. For subject areas in' 
which a number of teachers were included, ratings varied rather widely af a function- 
of individual .teachers. 

https://the.*.01


Table 10 

Mean .Item Ratings Obtained on Each* Subscale by 
All 36 Teachers in the Study 

Teacher1"'' 
•Student 

Grades 
and 

Subject Area Teacher Relations Testing Materials Personality Methods 

Matheuatics A 
B 

4,39 
4.55 

4.46 
4.70 

•S4-.32 
4.35 

4.46 
4.57 

3.81 
4.07 

Social Science 

C  
A 

.B C' 

4.26 

4.36, 
4.60 
3.72 

4.17 
3'.98 - 
4.55 4.44
4.08 

4.49 
•4.44 

-3.71 

3.97 

4.06 
4.79 
3.78 

.3.92 
.4.05' 

4.41 
3.60 

D .3.79 3.96 . 4.34. 3.70 3.65 
E 
F 
G 

•H 

4.43 
3.94 

'4.24 
3.90 

4.53 
3.78 
3.74 
l>'.22 

4 ;22 
3.84 
4.25 
4". 08 

4.74 
3.99 
4.46 
3.66 

.4.38 
3.73 
3.93 
3.81 

1 3>86 3i88/ 4.59' ,3.75 J.61 

Foreign Language -A 
B      4.37

*4.59 . 4 .82 
4.62 

4. -73 
4.31 

4.60 
4.51 

4.43 
4.18 

English A 
B 
C 

'.D 

4.22 
4.30 
4. .26 
4.36 

4. "33 
4,48 
4.22 
4.31 

4.37, 

4!o5 
4.36 

,4.56 
4.24 

'4,40 
4.41 

4.08 
4<14 
4.03 4:15" 

E 4.55 • 4.48 4.43 4.49 4.' 18 
4.14 4M3 4.23 4.26 4.01 
4.43 4.48 4.36' 4.67 4.12 

Science V 4.55 4.08 4.01 4 . 59. 4.07 
B 3.64. 3.71 4.02 3.84 3X1 
C 3.73 3.83 3.64 ,4.26 3.12 

Business • A 4. "69 4.78 4.68 4.37 3.84 
B 4.59 4.09 •4.56 4.74 4.14 
C 3.96 4.30 4.07 4.02 

Vocational Education A~ 
3 

4.03 4.01* 4.25 
4.43 

4.22 
4.41 

3.89 
4.04 

4.08 
3.95 

C 3.60 4.54 4.60 3.42 4.11 

F 

3.58 
3.88 
3.21 

4.13 
4.51. 
4.25 

*.33 4.57; 
3.94 

3.22 
3.43 
3.72 

3.73 -3.95
•3.89 

G 3.85. 4.38 4.38 3.96 3.33 
H 3.88 4.16 4.27 3.99 3.86 
I 3.40 4/42 4.48 3.47- 3.79 



Factor Analysis of the StOTT 

•The present study provided empirical support for scoring the StOTT in terms, 
of five subscales. The items Included on a subacale also appeared to be highly 
similar in content. ' 

However, it was believed possible -that a factor analysis of the Instrument 
might add measurably to the knowledge which had been gained about it. Therefore, 
•item data* from- the total* sample of 925 students were entered into a principal axis 
factor analysis. Squared multiple correlations wer-e used as communality estimates 
and iterations were carried out until convergence' had been achieved. Both, varimax • 
and oblique rotations were attempted. 'The results for-these, in terms of factor 
structure, were almost Identical. 

'Six factors with eigenvalues greater than Is0 were extracted* Unfortunately 
the six-factor solution was not readily interpretable and included a single-item 
factor. -This was also the case for the four-.and five-factor solutions. The three- 
factor solution'was interpretable.* At least five Items loaded highly on each factor. 
Ift addition, the *cree test' (Cattell, 1966) indicated that the three-factor solution 
was appropriate. As a means of determining whether or not this solution was a 
function of the particular factoring method used, the-three-factor'solution for a 
principal-components analysis was also examined and fount} to be'highly, similar. 

The three factors extracted accounted for a'total of 40 per cent of the 
variance Jn the 29 items. The factors extracted were called: 

Student Perception of . the Teaoher (8 items)—made up,of six 
Teacher-Student delations items and two Personality items'. 

.11. Methods and Materials (16 items)—made'up of all items 
included in Grades and testing and In Materials and of 
most Methods'items. 

III. Teacher Ability to Interest Students f5 items)—made up of 
one Personality If em {enthusiasm "for the subject taught) 
and of four Methods items. 

The first two' factors extracted appeared to he more general in nature than 
are the StOTT aubscales. In essence, they-combined similar StQTT subscales'. The 
third factor, however, seemed to provide a new dimension. _ The items loading highly 
on it all'had to do with a teacher's ability'to interest students. Items loading 
on'this factor, measured .student 'opinions about the meaaingfulness of a. teacher's 
lectures and discussions, the^teacher's enthusiasm for his or her,.subject,'the 
teacher's ability to stimulate discussion and the extent to which the teacher varied 
his or'her methods of presentation. Scores obtained on this' factor should provide a 
'valuable addition to those obtained on the five StOTT subscales. 



Discussion and Conclusions 

'. The Student Observatioif'of Teachers and Teaching Techniques instrument 
appears to be a highly useful one for high school teachers.. -Student ratings of a 
•teacher with* the instrument were'fpund to be stable over an interval of t a month. 
Students' seemed capable of making and repeating discriminations 'among the five 
scale points for each item. , Classes 'also were able to employ the StOTT to pick out 

-.-ways in which they felt their teachers differed.; t The subscales of the'instrument 
nake sense conceptually and, in*general, were found to_beJLnternally-consistent. 

The major^ problem uncovered in the stiiiy*of the instrument was that students 
of differing types- tended to rate teachers differently. If the results of this part 

_of .the study are replicable (and, indeed, ,thjey are slmllawto those of Smith and 
Brown, 1976) it would be expected that higher StOTT ratings would be,routinely 
received by teachers peaching students who like school ..and are doing well'in it than 
by teachers teaching students who are ".turned off "'•by school and are not doing well. 

These findings are not sufpriaing ones. 'Students who hold generally-poor 
altitudes .toward teachers, for example*, would nop be expected to give high ratings 
to individual ones; 

Whatf.the results-do seem to suggest is. that student pbservation of teachers 
instruments should not be used to compare high.school teachers or to evaluate them. 
The types of students being* taught appear to influence ratings of teachers to too 
great 'an extent cfor this. The present study haft demonstrated (hat it .is even possible 
for - two similar, classes taking,,the same course from a teacher to disagree in their 
ratings. 

These results should not.be viewed as negative •ones "with respect to the use
of the StOTT by, teachers within their own classrooms. TeachecaVwho are aware of 
the type of student they are teaching can. take factots such as* student attitudes 
into consideration when Interpreting tHe ratingsrfiven. them-by a class; 

The StOTT instrument, then, (appears fo be capable.of fulfilling .the pUrpose 
for which it was constructed. .Its value lies in'providing-feedback to individual* 
teachers about their students'* opinions',of~ their methods. The lnstrument. was not 
Intended to be a device for comparing the effectiveness of teachers. The results 
obtained in'the present study indicate that it should nqt. be used for .this purpose. 

https://capable.of
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 Append i x 



Student Subject
School Date
Grade Period 
Teacher  Observed 

STUDENT OBSERVATION OF TEACHERS 
(Version 2) 

This 
'different way.. 

form asks some of the  same questions you have just answered, 
Again, please answer'them aa honestly as possible. 

but-in a 

DIRECTIONS,; On. the 'following page are pairs,of statements. „ Use these pairs, of state­ 
ments to show what you have'observed about your teacher. ' For each question, compare 
,'each of .the two statements> '.Which of the two statements most describes your teacher? . . 
Choose th,e 6ne which does and circle its letter .in the Atiswer column. 

Answers 

Which state'ment,of each pair is most true of your teacher?' 

1. a-The tjeacher gives meaningful homework. I.' A ' or 
B-The feacher is humorous. 

«2. 'c-The teacher works hard. 2. or 'D 
D - The -teacher is helpf'ul.' 

3.''E-The' tea.cher is neat. . 3. E or F 
F-The teacher gives good lectures. • 

The student who answered^question 1 above felt that statement.B (The teacher 
Js•flhumorousO described his or her, teacher better than statement A (The teacher gives 
meaningful homevork.)- 

For'question 2, the student believed statement -C (The teacher works h'ard.) 
Was more true of his or her teacher than was statement D (The teacher'is. helpful*.) 

Which statement.above, E or F, desc'rlbes your teacher best? To answer 
question 3 you would circle either E or F in the column'below the word Answers. 

Continue in this, way on the following page until you have answered all 
16 questions'. 

' 



Which statement' of each pair is 'most- true of your teacher? 
Answers 

1. F The teacher varies manner of presentation. 1. F or B
B The teacher Willingly accepts constructive criticisms from A 
/students. 

2. D--TJVe teacher is fair and impartial. in dealing with all students- D or E 
E~The teacher Stimulates di8fcus8loji> 

3. A—The teacher is willing to to Ip you when you need it. 3. A;* or. F 
Fr-THe teacher varies, manger of 'presentation. 

4'. D—tfhe teacher is fair 'and, impartial > in dealing wlth all students. 4. D or F 
F-rTheneacher varied manner of presentation".'..= 

5. H—The teacher comes to class well prepared. »5/ H or D 
D—The teacher is fair and impartial In dealing with all students. 

6. E—The'teacher stimulates'discussions. 6. E or C 
C—The teacher values student opinions. 

7. C the teacher values student, opinions. 7. C or H 
H The teacher .comes to class, well prepared. 

8.. B The teacher willingly accepts constructive ctltici&ms ̂ rom 8 B or G 
students. 

G— The teacher remains on one subject .area, until most students 
.•'understand it. 

9. E-- The .teacher stimulates^ discussions. 9. E.' or B 
B— 'The tea'cher willingly accepts constructive criticisms from 

students 

10. E— The teacher sti|qula\£s discussions. 10. E or A 
A The teacher is willing t^ help, you when you need it.'

F—'The teacher' varles manner, of presentation.^ 11. F' or C. 
0^- The teacher values student opinions. 

•12. C The teacher values student opinions. 12. C or •<} 
G The teacher remalns^on one subject area* until most s-tudents 

understand 'it. 

13. G—The teacher remains on one subject area until most students 13. 6 or A 
understand it. 

A  The teacher is willing to help you when you need, it.

14. H—The teacher comes to class well prepared. 14. H or B 
,B--The teacher willingly accepts constructive criticisms from 

'students.

1-5. A1—The-teacher is willing to help you when you need it. 15. A or H 
H—The teacher comes to class well-prepared.

16. 'D—The teacher'is fair and impartial in dealing with all students. 16'. D or G 
G—The teacher remains on one subject area until most students 

understand it. 
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