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: The Student Observation of Teachets and Teaching:
Tdchniques inst:ulent (StOTT). vas developea by high school students.
.who served on the Student Advisory Board-to. the Pennsylvania
Cepartdent of Educaticn. The StOPT instruient consists of 32 items.
"Bach of "‘the first 29 is ‘included in. one of the subscales:
Icachet~$tuﬂent Relations, Grades and Testing, Materials, Teacher
tetsonality, and. Teaching Methods” and Technigues. The final three
iteas ask’students to give their .oPinions about whether or not the
‘ . teacher they are ratimg has any distracting petsonal mannerisas, to
give the reason they took the teacher's course, and to tell whether
- they would recomsend the course to another student. As’ ‘réported in
the Bducatignal Quality Assessment manual  (Hertzog, 1976) this ''-
instrument has evidenced an internal consistoncy reliability of°.86.
As evidences of validity significant correlations .have been found
with such-variables as the nu-bef of books-tead by students, the
and their‘ desires to 'quit schoo}l
Hasters, Shannon and Reardon, 1975) el copy of the Student
blctvation ot Teachers test (version 2). is appended. (luthot/!')
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This® study ns performed to 1nveetigate the reliability and validity of ap
. instrument designed to provide student feedback to high school teachers about their,
methods. The instrument examined, the Student Obaervation of Teachers and T._aching e
* Techniques, Instrument (StOTT), was developed by high ‘schoodl student‘.s who - served on ;
_the Stodent. Advisory Board to the Secretary of Bduc.ation of’ Pennsylva(\;a.

RS w v }ncluded A the study were 925 high school atudents and 36 teachers. Other
. variableq were collected along wi'th StOIT ratings as- a meang of  investigating- their
dnfluence. . . % : . . e
’ ", . Y [ L e ’ ] “l
e . . Support was gathered in the stidy for scoring the StO‘I‘T in tetms of five

' subscales. Student ratings .of teachers were found to be highly stable over an -,

o -1ntetva1 of one moﬁth The: inacrument seemed to be capable of measuring ways in = ;-
I which students felt that their teachers differed from each other. The finding ‘that .. °
.‘étudent ratings appeared tq bé influenced by ‘such facqors as, student attitudes toward-

school and teachers and student success in school 1 cated that the instrumen; should* .

) not be ised to evaluate and compare teachers.“ Howevir, thé_instrument-se & to i ‘a,
———— ~—quuable one for use within 1nd1vidual teachers' claeorooms.
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. . Probably most, high aéhoztl téachers have dt bne time or arother made some "
\ attempt to 3ather .Atudent’ opinions abbut thelr’ teaching methods. . Teacheru uhq'have
. * used student fecdback instruments would generally-agre€e that information collected in ..
" this vay ‘s valuable to them. Hayes, Keim and Neiman (1967), for exarple, repbrted
v . ‘that over 90 per cent of sthe high school teachers in their: study- believed thae uae‘ful .=
RS s -ihformation was obtained from the student feedback inat.rumen:: they were asked .to use.

‘a . But, how accutately can acudents agsess teaching,methoda? "Are student
‘. ratingo of a texcher 3 fechniquea stable over timg? Dq extraneous factors, such as '
) a student'’ 8 grade in a teacher 8 course, inflpence h‘ia or her’ ratings of the. teachev? '
. Questipns such as.thdse have beén q.pked tepeatedly in recent yeara by invest— *
. + 1gators qoncerned @ith the reliability and validity of inatrumenta -designed for use
e, at the college level. They have been ‘asked”mych less of fen’about instruments designed
" to be used by high achool teachers, possibly gecauae few attemptd have been, made at,
-~ this level to emplon such insttuments as vehicles for evaluating ‘and oompeting Co
teachers. . . + o, —

L .- - .o

_._..———-—————*—'— CE e

) Reaearch which has Yeep ,carried out at the higﬁ school level has produced .
conflicting ‘résults. Odsthe positive side a number” of. invkstigators, e. Be» Hayes,
o Keim and Neiman (1966, 1967),. Davidoff (1970), DeAmico (1973)] have reported-results
- ‘which’ indicated that. student yatings of teachera were -stable over time. Both'in the .
. study carried out by, Hayes, Kedm ‘and.Neiman ¢1966) and in that performed by Veldman - .
» and"Peck, (196/) it was found that student ratings of, teachero had -some aggeement L
. wvith ratings .given. these gage teacherg dy their superviaots. Thohpson (1974) 1
uncovered no aignificant relationship between ratin 8.0f high nchool teachers and v
" Jtheir students'.sex, grade level, grade-point average, expected cqurBe grade or
. degree ‘of absenteeism. Shaw (1973) concluded that ratings of high school teachers
e _ were not influehced by the teacher's sex, academic degreea or? years of teaching . .
expgrience, or by atudenta grade-point average. N . . ) 2
.. N ! '\ N
' 'Y Oy t negat‘ive side. hovever 8 number of studies’ have indicated that atudent
... ., ratings'of h .school teachers, are 1nf1'uenced by fattors other than teachers' e
N, _ behaviors. For example, Smith and Browm '(1976) copcluded that: atudcnt—a geteral:.r | o !
* attitudes toward tedchers, . their ‘enjoyment of the, subject matter and the grade they*
- gxpected to recetve all inflyenced ratings given a teacher. ' Jackson and Puller (1966)
réeported that female students perceived-teachers as more confident Qor poised thah did
' mgle atudenta. They also foynd .that, the aocioecononic dtatus of atudenta and teachera
+ * ! geemed ‘to influence ratings received by teacners, Veldmn and Peck (1967) found cthat
student ratings 6f teachers varied as a function.of .the subject area taught.. ‘i‘eachere
teaching phyaical education, home. ecortomics .or business were £dund to recgive the-
. highest ratings. ' Those teaching foreign languages, utheutica ‘or acience recbived
: low ra‘ginga. . . e, . ‘ . ° - . v v .
. . - A ° '3 .t
The preaent itudy vas carried ied out, to examine the reliability and-—va
strument developed to provide student feedback to high schodl ‘teachers about”
..their methods.. Many of the same‘questions addressed in past invgstigations of atddent
feedback instruments vere asked as a means.both of examining closely a specific o

instrument .and of adding to existing kng_wledge about the use of auch inacrunenta '
. high. achgola. . . . N~ -t
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" The Student Observation of Teachers and Teachin, J . ¥ ‘ '
. i Techniquea Instrument' ! : S
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Description of the Instrument ‘ S - A . .
e T . The instrument. examined in the study,. the Stddent Observation of tTeachers ‘7
e and Tdaching Techniques instrument (StOTT), was developed by high achool. students
who served on the Student Advisory Board to the Pennsylvania Department of ¥dycation. AR
. B This Board, composed of eleventh apd twelfth grade student rept‘esentstives from all
. parts of Pennsylvania.' was formed to advise the Secretary of Education of student
i ; opinions a”ut Pennsylvania s educational system. . ) C

Lo '. ¥ : .
’ . The StOTT instrument consists of 32 itelns. Each of the -first 29 is included
in one of five subscales. ‘The final thyee items ask students to give their: opinions

.

) - - about whether or not.the teacher they .are rating has any distracting persqnal-~
) mannerisms, t9 give the reason they took the teacher's course and to tell whether —_
Lo they .would reco end the course to, another student. . et e

e s

‘
bd ¥, i ) _

'I‘he first 29 items are positive statements about a testhet s classroom behav-

v o .
2

E iors (e.g., The teacher 1s'.willing to frelp you when you need it) . For each of these

.. ‘9 ‘a five-point scale is provided for students-to mark their responses. The firs};, .

M * third and fifth _points qf the scale are'defined for the student. ,These are, in.the -

K mjority of cases, temp&al (i.e., Always, Sometimes, Never) but for certain items a— °

4 somewhat different scsle i's employed. An example of such an item is the following.,

. .

s "9 .
. .‘The material on tests was covered by the teacher prior to the test. )
. - . . M » = ! ) i o3 . .
i - . . N2 . . $ . R
. <5 8 3. 2. 1w o
4 oy ‘ Thoroughly’ . Moderat'ely ; Not at All .
- N 3 . .

When examining the results of a class rating of him or her a teacher is '
encourased to look at baeh” the results for individual item¢ and the fieans obtained
*on each of the subscales. These five subscales are Teacher-Student Relatdions (%

“items), Grades and. ’l‘esting (6 ityms), Materials (3 itews),” Teacher Pe::sbnality 3
items). end ‘Teech‘ing Methods and echniques (11 items).

o w . - v N “ o e »

" L g . » - f * i = .. !

Development of the Instrument . . * ' 8 . £ -

>

; The deveIopment of - thq StOTT was begun in October of 1973 at the first meeting
. .%f the Student Advisory Board. A Tenure/Teacher Evaluation Committee.was formed to
- 3 studylhow students might help improve teaching. A ‘decision was-msde by this Commfttee’
' to find or develop a student: observatioh of teachers instrument of proven worth. After
. examihing a .nugber of queatlonnaires in uge in the United Stetes, the Committee,
. assisted Hy theit Department of Edycation advisers, began work-on. the development .

' _t"_f_t_hs_ir.nhilLinsttuﬁent. This instrument, if proven to be of quality, would be made .
; . ‘available to high gchool teachers who desired to obtain feedback from their students
R rabout the strengths and weaknesses of their methods. : L (/ © o
v . .‘ . . N . . -
- \ " . j » .
' \ d A .
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o By the end of the 1973-74 .school year questfbns for an instrument had been , .
written. These were‘taken into’ high school classrooms in nife school districts to
obtain student opinions about’ them. Students were asked to examine the clarity and-
appropriateness af“each question.' Teachers and- administrators were also agked to
.examine the instrunent at this time. Revieions in word{ng'and the deletion of, one e
question resulted from this tryout. . ) o ; ;

. Duting t.he 1974—75 school year the revised 1nstrumént was. taken into class- }
rooms again. This time students both geacted to.the appropriaténess and clarity of ° 9
the'questions and indicated theix observations about their teacheto.. Again, the
wgrding of a number.of questions was changed. -Some eviden‘ceus of reliability and” .
‘validity were found in:this tryout. LN, ooy . : 7 s

Since the instrument now showed romise of’-being a usefu]‘ one it was decided

that a large-scale study was peeded to eiamine ‘further its reuability ‘arid Validity.

+ The study described m thlis paper was designed for -this -purpose.- . . i e *
£ . e » N ' o . Y i .

, y ' o ‘ ‘Methodology of ®he Study . °. , .

! p : Iy : ¢ & . & i
"Sample : .o B Cs o T R - .

e By e ¥ P

o The st:udy was carried out during the 1975-76 school year. In all, 3b teachers. .
participated, some of whom were rated by more thah one class. A total of ‘925 tenth,  °
eleventh and twelfth gr. studeqr.s from 45 classes and five. schoq,ls were included
in the study. Two of t:& school,,s were suburban. two were rural and one was a .

vocational-technicgl school. - ‘ e we Al
Design < « W.
esign oL .

5 .

As a means of obtaining as much inﬁormat oh as' possibie from the tryout ’ L.
‘without ‘taking up a great deal of any teacher's Mstructional time, thr'ée distinct KE
groups were ysed. ‘By employing different procedures‘and measuxement -instriments .
‘with each group it wak poaaible td ask a varie:y of. research qu stioﬂq about ‘the * »
_StOTT. » . o : .

‘. “ s o, N
o =S Group 1 consisted' of 18 teachers whose claeees filled out the StOIT, waited L
a month, then filled out the “instrument again. In additjion, these students answened
a questionmite giving information about themselves, including-their sex; grade,
level, curriculum, reason for t;aking the cPurse and average grade both for the
* teachep's course and for their major courses. This .group was used to examine both
the stability over time of student ratings of the sahe teacher and ‘the "influence *
. of extrameous factors upon student ratings bf a teacher. . ¢
! { ¢ ’

¢

e

Group 2 eonsisted of eight teachers, each of “whom asked two of their cldsses
_.'to.trate Chef. Both classes were of ‘the same grade level #nd were taking the same Ly
subject ‘from the zeacher. Information was gathered in thig way on thesextent to
which ratings “of a teacher were a function of the:particular. class chosen for the
..rating pask. Such information would -be ueeful to teacheta in 1nterpretihg the

v

tesults of StOTT administrat:ions\ S e . SR
- - ' 6 . - ' ! et . ’ H .
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B ) One g‘f" the classes of each Group 2 teacher was asked abso to fill out a
forced-choice version of certaig of “the itemg‘of the StOTT without looking at the - g

2y . StoTT ratings they had given a-teacher. -This instrugent (shown 1in'the,Appendix)
, . vas made up of four items from the $eacher-Student Relations subscale and -four
Gt N items frqm the Methods subscale. Each of the Teacher-Student Relations items was
> “ paired with each of the Methods ftemp, producing a total of 16 pairs. Students
. " responding tof thé instrument were apked ‘to determine which statement of each pair .
‘was more true of the teacher ‘they were rating. A _stu‘dent"s score_on the instrument (
was the number of times.he or shé had chqsen a Teacher-Student Relations ited over
., 'a Methods item. For the same 16 pairs the same student's item scores on the StOTT
& + ¢  were examined. The number of ,gimes.he,or she had given a higher rating to a ’
Teacher-Student Relations i than to a Methods’ i'tgm was gomputed (e.g., a rating
of 5 on item 1 and a rating}:; 4 on item 23, would be®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 instruments’provided an index of stidents' abilities to
.. make thoughtful judgments when rating teachers on specific items of the StOTT. High
.« 'correlations would indicate that, at ‘least at the tiié of -the rating task, students.
«were capable of making rather fine judgments which had meaning to them.
; ; % ) . #

b

. . The'other class of each Group 2 teacher responded to the instrument’ used in
. Pennsylvaniia's stdtewide assessment program -(Educational Quality Assessment) to
measure eleventh grade students' Ingerest in School and Learning. The 37-item
, ‘instrument is made up of three subdcales, measuring attitudes toward Learning, s .
toward School and toward Teachers. A8 reported in the Educational Quality Assessment
manual (Hertzog, 1976) the ‘instrument has evidenced an internal consisténcy reliab-
+ - 1lfey of .86; the relia'bilit;eb of the Learning, School. and Teachers subscales have
. ‘been found to be, respectively, .60, .82 and .70..-As -evidenceg. of validity signi-
« i ficant correlations havé Been,found with suth”variables as the“number of books read
. °° by students, the number of days they werz tryant and their desires to quit school
" . (Masters,".Shannon and Reardon, 1975). Correlations of student Bcores on ‘the Interest
: in School and Learning instrument with their StOTT ratings were used to determine
héw much influence students' geaneral attitides toward nchool and’ Yeachers had upon
their ratings of an individual teacher. 3o > S S
L ol ’ . ?\ * -~
. ’ Group 3 consisted of nine claaae,groéach of which tatgd two of their teachersa
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 stremgths and weaknesses of their teachers' methods. * If -
 classes were fqund to give similar ratings to eac of their teachers, the worth:of .
¢ thé StOTT instrument would have to be seriously questioned. . .
w,
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* \ ) Results ‘ . °
. ' T ) o

' Reliabilitx and ‘Independence!of the StOTT Subscales . . . B e .
. : T -

Before an examination of ‘other questions about the StOTT could be attempted: -
‘some assurance was needed that.its subscales were reliable ind relatively independent
‘ot each other. * The subscales were formed) on a ‘conceptual basis, by placing itemg of ~
1ike content_on the same subecele. Little empirical support had been gathered for
thir structuring, - . ' - \,\ ', oY ' .
'rhetefote, dn item analyais was carried out using data from all 925 students
who had filled out the’ StOTT. ' Table 1 contains’the internal conaistency 'reliability
+ coefficients (coefficient alphas) computed for each of the spbscales. As shown, .
- reliabilities ranged from .51 (Materials) to,.80 (Teacher-Student Relations). Each
‘item of the,instrumeént .correlated more highly withts own subscale than with any
sother subscale. The item analysia results,, t.hen, genua’lly supported the five- Pl
subscale structure. Thé reliabili;y of the Materials gubscale, however, was somewhat.
- low= Since the items included ‘on it did correlate with egch other the 'telatively low
reliability obtained wodld .seem to indicate that more Atems’ than the_ three employed s
are needed to ’provide-i general measure of this area.

.

Alsc shown in Table are the rean-item ratinge given teacher§ in each of the

f

subscale areas. (A scale r from 1 to ffne{gloyeé in scoting each item.) . 3,
The highest ratings were given for the 4items of ehe and’ 'reating subscalé and
the items of the-Materialsvsubscale. The -lowest ratinga were in aseesaing b
"’ . ‘Teaching Methods and Techniqués. .
' . 5 . S . L .
= L LS 5 . &% L & & . ’
: Tablel S LI )
B 7 ad / . . 5 .‘ .
, Reliabilities 4nd ‘Mean Tten Ratingd Obtained for . -
.Each StOTT Subbcale »
\ ‘ L P " .- "’..‘ . L S
¢ . . . - : , .
T s AL e ® . ‘. Mean -, . = " i .
oy i - "No. of , Coefficient “ &
LI Subscale. : . ILtems Rating - Alpha L L
y . a | ) o IR . I‘ i
©  Teacheér-Student Relations » =~ 6 g 4,12 .80 S
Grades and Testing™ - 6 " 4.27 65 0 -, 7
Materials. . .3 . 428 - 51 T
/" Teacher Pérsonality ¥ : 3 4.13 17 : *
‘Teaching Methpds and o et ; ! .
N Techniques - R § | 3.68 . .79
. ) . e S *
. . ‘ §
& - : .
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Table .2 shows the cor"elatione obtained aﬂnng the fiyve. shbacale areas. The ,
highest relationshlp be;veen two subscales, .70, was, found for tlie corrplation .
betveen Teacher Personality and Teacher-Student Relations. The results summarized
by Table 2, then, ‘also.’supportéd the use of.the five aubscales since each appeared
.t provide infomation which was soinewhat unique. -

. - N . d ~ . ]
. , . S \" . » ) o - K E N .. + . % )
S T cmable2 v, e . e
. [ ] S . / . 51 R ) . ¥ . . ..
. "‘" . ' . - Correlations Among the StDT'EnSub'scalesl P -,
T ‘/':',_"_ ~* , "+ Teacher-Student = Grgdes/ . ‘
Lo . S Relations -  Testing . Materials Personality
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Thus, supgort was gathero-d for scoring the StOTT 1n tetms of the -conceptually
besed subscalesy” Scorés on tHese could therefore ‘be used in futthet investigaticns

.+ of 'the prope’rties of the instrument. ~ ; . e
. . : .« o, N ’ v g
. 0 Stqbility of Ratings Over Time ' . | — .
B L. .
= e Included in Table 3 are correlatiorp summarizing the degree of stability found

for student ratings over an interval' of one month. Results for the total group of
334 students who par;icip ted in this phase of thé study and for two subgroups are * _
l = shown. It was believed esibl; that students experiencing learning difficalties in
Ba w . school might, because of lack of motivation.and inability to read.well, produce
g ® . ratings which had a d’egree of instability. , Therefore a comparison’ was made of the

. - . stability of ratings given’ bftu,dents ayeraging hrades of A or B in ‘their .major’

" ', + courses with that of studentd dveraging grades of ‘C and belnw.« Finally, mean ratings
e glven each of the 18 ‘teachers on the two occaeiom by theita classes were. corrflgted

.

v " results for the Haterials subscale wege lowest. Students earning grades of C and
below in school did.not appear-to give ratings which were any less stable than were
4 tHbse of students earning grades of A or°B. |Especiaily impressive .were.the stability
coefficients for the mean ratings given each teache:r by their classes. For all five -
- subscales, coefficients of .75 or greater were coniputed and for t:hree subecalee these
coefficients were gteater than <90, . .

" "
N .
L
-

* as an index of the stability of. these. X o . . . - .
| " . As Table 3 ;qd:lcates student ratings of the’ sqme teacher . did evidence F great
A deal\ of stabggy over the one month interval. .lor the total‘group of students
Ao stability co cients for fout of’ .the subscales were greater than..70; again, the § -

.
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. e Table 3 : o
: ' \ } '. .. ) ! “ - .
’ v - Stability Coefficients for the StOTT\ ’ T
. RS No. of Teach.-Stud . Grades/ "~ e Person- .
@ " Group Students Relationg Testing Materials ality Methods * g
— ‘ ;
Students Averaging 3/ S . . i . -
Grades of C or ; , . . . = 2
"Below 109 . 3@ . .67 " .60 8% .70
,-Students Averaging g Ll m, O v s , « **Y 4
Prades of A or B 208 .79 W79 .61, .72 .73
"Xy + ALL STUDENTS ° 334 .79 .76 '.60 . .75 .71
"Mean Rat’ings Given to' : e . o
s 18 Teachers . ¥ 5, .98 92 9 T .76
. ' 0 %y J < . .
. . k™ . ]
g% o oa ™ . oo . -
Ability of Student:s to Make Heenijful Dpcisiona
& <

o each of the eight: claases and for the total group are~shown. \ .

.~ . with ehcl\n;her for aix of the eight classes:- and for the total group (one-tailed tests

o with the slme items in a different response fomt students gave responses which were
* highly eimilér €0 those they had given uaing the five-car.egory StO‘I‘l‘ scales.
. . Sesw . * . & * ; “ . . N
’ Y G . Table & - BRGLA 4

" As described in the Deaign aection certain of the StOTT, irems were included
in a foyced-choice ‘instrdment. e¢Scores on this instrumerit were correlated with saores
obtadned for the same items of the StOTT. - Scoring was accomplished such that scores,
on both- instryments 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 betwéen acores obtained in the two ways. Results for ¢

. .
Y

As is evident 1h 'l‘able 4, scores obtained on the two instruments agreed well

v

at the .05 level were* gaployed) Students, therefore, did appear in general to be
¢ mkinz decisions about StOTT item ratings which had meaning to them. :When confronted

-
. . .

Correlations Between StOTT Sceres and Forced- -

L ¥4 Choice Instrument Seores L : ,
7 . . . R " = . »
i 6 ‘(‘. - b - . 2 P ‘ .
= g = Number of | . .
W OF . * ._Class —~ \ Students . ' Correlations
* . A - 26 ’ .23 * .
¢ B - t19 ’ L 62%k : , -
" . G 28 . Bl T -
‘D 21 ~ L T2%%
. E 9 ¢ 59 : .
F 23 _ I 2 S
) 6 26 BTRE )
o , H 19 L78#* )
Pt ‘ Total Group . 1711 - LT0** ' !
— . *Significant at beyond. the .05 level-* s
" 7 * , ™*Significant at beyond the ,0l level I . :
\;‘ . .( . . . ( . 7 10 Y . @y e ) i ) . , ‘
- , . . .-, . . - 0 . O .
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/ Rating_of 'tg 'l‘eachera by the Same Class < _ ‘ S T T
° . s Ry = .
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’ tings of- the Same ‘Teacher by Two Classes ; .

i to be given different ratings by two similar classes. This occurred for three of

: influénce Upon Ratings ‘of Extraneous Factors . ' o
13 '
- upon-ratings ‘of variables other than teachers' classroom behaviors. Tables 7 and 8 -

7. characteristics. In Table 7 are shown correlations computed using the Tesponsgs of
\be total group of “334 students utilized in thi} phase of the “ﬁ'f To. cgnatruct
T le £

.of small-to medium size. . Those variables which correlated signfficantly with ratings

TaBle 5 shows, ?athet conclusively that the same clasa was capable ‘of using
the StOTT to pick out ways An which they believed two of. their. teachers differed.".
Each of the nine clagses rated one of their teachers significantly higher than the
other ofte on at least one of “the five sukscales (correlated t values were computed
far"theqe comparisona, two-tailed tests at the 05 1eve1 :jre perfomed)

. t
>

Of especial interest are thé results shown for the firsc two classes. These
classes rated one of their teachers highep on the Grades and Testing subscale and
the other’ teacher higher on the Personality .substale. This would seem to mean that
these tlasses were not reaponding to some global feeling about their teachers but
were,” in’ fa:..t, attempting to look at eagch StOTT 1tem as a rating task.in and of S

- € e e e——
- ? A S . ot

»

Iable 6 sun!ﬂarizea the results’ found 1n conlparing the ratings giv n the same .
teacher by two classes., Two-tailed analycea of variance were carried out F values
for .the comparisons are shown, - . . .

-

The results contained in Table 6 1ndicate that 1t 18 possible for a teacher

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 ..eachers and classes involved.” A
much larger number of teache:s than eight are needed to investig&te this qpeation ’
more fully., ° ;

Y st s

‘ %

Q
4
'l‘ables 7-)0 summarize the\:esults uncovered in investigating the influence

contain correlations between ratings given by students and both student and teacher

Table 8, means,were computed on each student chdracteristic var or ‘each of the
18 chsses. These means, along with the Teacher Sex variable, we.re correlated with ]
the mean ratings given ‘each teacher on the five (StOTT ‘subscales. ; -
t [} -
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

. .

‘would be capable of predicting only a small proportion of their vqriance. o




4 Table 5
; . 1. i
[ ’ - . . ) ) v e ® . 4 .
s - ° Comparisons of Ratings Given Two Teachers by th same Class ,
o 3 . T“;:;‘:;?:::".'t Grades and Testing . Materials Personality Methods A
.} Mean Item \Meah Item “ Mean Item Mean Item Mean Item '
L WNo. . {___ Ratin s . : Rating ‘ Rating " Rating Rating | }
.| of. | Teach.[Teach. t Teach.| Teach. t Teach.] Teach. t each.| Teach. t Teach.| Teach. t :
‘Class|Stud. A B "] Value| A - B Value A B Value A B Value A P B '} Value
. 1] 4,14 | 3.96 | 0.76 AU13 ) 4,39 | -2.46% | 4,23 4.18 ] 0.49 4.26 | 3.72 ] 3.41%% 4.01,] 3.92) 0.78 g
b ¥ s - - - : s b
34} 2z, 371} °3.74 | -0.19 §.27 ] 3.83 | 2.87%M 4,17 | 3.64 | 2.98%% 3.42 | 4.26'|-6.27%% 3.86 | 3.12| 4.98%¢
. 4 P o 1 N '
(3 24 §.26 3.8& 3.65** 4.17| 4.03 | 0.94 4.49 ] 4.00] 3.61%4 3.97 | 3.74| 1.87 3,92 ‘3,78 | 1.34
e 4 14 4.07 | 4.43|-1.84 4,22 | 4.48 | -2.15 3.98 | 4.36|-2.58%] 3.74 | 4.67 -5.66*;' 3.68 | 4.12 | -4.89%%
?: 16 L.71 ] 4.38 ] 3.65%% 4.50 | 3.61 | 6.63%% @.60 4.21] 2.64% | 4.50 | 4.50 | 0.00 4.36 1 3.92 | 2.49*
, .6 118/ | 464 | 64,421 1.70 .44 ) 3.91 ) 2.50%7 4.46 | 4.41 | 0.41 4.54 | 4.57 |-0.21 4.09| 4.00| 0.51
,7-‘ 7 25 4.14 ) 4.30|-1.28 3.99 ) 4.23 |-2.17%} 4.00] 4.29 -2.@0* 4,20 | 4.36 |-1.33 3.95| 4.07 | -1.42
(84 < = A - > -
, 8.7 5.76 6.00J =2.62% | 3,57 | 4.10 |=3.39%*% 3.67 'A.Oi r-2,12¢ | 3,78 4:06 | <1.28 7] '3.50 | 3.87 | -3.24%#
= et e - — :
‘9 18. 4.29 ) 3.92- 2.71* | 450 3,72‘r';.69*ﬂ 4.22 4,19 0.53 4.464 | 4.31 | 1.25. | 4.09| 3.87 | 1.38
) \\ i
\\ ¢

#*Significant at beyond the .05 level

*#Significant at beyond the .01 level

v
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* table 6.

.

’

0., . 5 At Comparisdps of Ratings .Gi%’n the Same.Teacher tz»_' Two Classes ’ 1,
e . ” 2 X . & . U . ) ' .
o . . * T e 4 ¢ f ] P 2
" . . . ! X o ) P Ray 8 . LI @ ‘ )
' s, | Teacher-Student Grade;/ and Testing Mat:rials ] Personalbty 'Hethods - i \
" Number. " _Relations . v i e . .

"of Mean Item ‘Mean Item ., ]| Mean Itef Mean Item |  , | Meéan Ittp | . -
‘Students Rating Rating - Rating Y. Rating | * > | Rating
Class|Class|Class|Class F, |Class|Class F [Class|Class| ~F Clasg|Class| - F  [Clasw|Class Fe § o
01 2: 1 2, | Value 1 2 Value <l 2 Value 1 2, Value 1 2 Value
26 | 26 |3.57 |3.87 [3.91 |3.95 [4.20 | 4.82% |3.38 4.04 [12.89%%(3.49 [4.06 | 7.59%#(3.43 [3.76 { 6.009y * -
19 24 13461 [3.67 | 0.05 }3.92 |3.49 | 2.96  |4.04 |4,00 4 0.02 |[3.95 [3.72 | 0.78" [3.68 [2,53"]| 0.52-

‘78 | 21 [3.88 [3.70 0.92 [3.97 [3.96 | 0.00 4,38 [4.30 [ 0.30 [3.80 {3.60 | 0.91 -[3.58 {3.71 0.47
{2r [ 15 [o.ta [3.63 [ a1 la.ar {3.91 | 9.56%%[a.35 0,18 [-0.80 “'ZX 376 | 6.23% |4.13 [3.58 | 8.28%% %
5 - . . .
23 | 34 [3.48 [3.31 | 0.72 [4.39 |4.44 | 0.10 “|4.48 |4.48 | 0,00 [3.48\[34s | 0.01- 3,90 [3.67 | 1.37 .
,9 | 20.[4.02 [3.90 | 0.36 [4.61 |4.19 | 1.24" [4.22 |3.92.| 2:14 4.00 .03 'o..oa/{ao; 3:81.‘0.‘65;'1‘ s
26 27 |4.20 [4.66 |13.15%*14.34 14.72|11.61%*(4.06 4.38 3.73 [4.58 |4.89 [12-.56%%(4.18 457 15.18\1\‘* -
19 |15 [4.49 [4.60 | 0%as 483 (4275 | 1.20 4,32 [4.38 [w0.12 [4.49 A.({z 10.50 [6.04 [4.08 |*0%09 -

. -~ . 2 - o .
*Significant at beyond the .05 leyel L
**significaw at beyond the .01 level , ‘l I

- . ~ ‘ - " \
-" \‘
. , ‘ ' @ ' v
. ; L : o A
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A ce Table 7

-t Correlations Between StOTT Rabings and Both Student L
‘ o _ and Teacher Characteristica (N = 334)1
5 " ) v s .
. 23 -~ ] Teacher-| Grades . Z .
o . . . }( 3 Student | and- # Per=_
) Variable v Relations Test§*§4ﬂaterials sonality| Methods

1: . Student ﬁrade-yevel<(10 11, 12) .04° -.03 \.03 L15%% .08

. Student Sex (1 = Male, 2 = Female) .18%% | -, 01 .Q}‘ . J9%% | 003
2 : R .
( ‘Student.. Grade in Téacher's Course . . " .

\ . (A =5, B = 4, etc.l J27%% .05 3Rk | (23%k |, [19%*

' \\Student Average Grade for Major Courses' ’ . X '
(A =5, B=4, etc:) - ° J19%% | .02 L13%% L16%% .03. >
thference Between' Student Grade in . . § )
COufbe and Grade in Major Courses2 J16%% Iy 08 .03 S TA L L20%%

¢+ Studént Reason for Taking Course = - ‘ . ’
(2 = Wanted To, 1 = Did Not Want To) .09% L11%% .07, .07, RSVALEN
Jeacher Sex (1 =‘Male, 2 = Female) ' 23k | .07 | .02 | .20 | 07
) A‘ N ) v 5 . . o v - .'
: Table 8. ' . [ . . . W,
\ o W g ’
5. ' . Cortelations Between Mean StOTT Ratings Given a. Teacher.
s . . and Both Student and Teacher Characteristics (N = 18)1
¢ . g . [§
» - PO
. P £ ‘ Teacher-| .Grades| -/ -
: P ' i . Student | and: Per- c

a' ' Relation 'Tesfing*Materialslsonalitm Methods

3 Student Grade Level L .20 -.06 -.06 © .34 21
Student Sex - | .68%x | -.07 1% .57% .12
Student Grade id Teacher's Course 2 L63%x | -.01 .31 T <19

* Student Average Grade for Major Ceurses .60%x | .03 f w21 LS57 k% .04

. " Difference Betweep Student Grade in \ . . ' . . ‘

’ Course and Grade in Major Courses? .14 .02 .39 W04 e .21
. Student Reasdn, for Taking Course ! .03 | L43% .08 -.06 35
Téachet Sex R 1% [ .00 09 | six |l

2

. #Significant at beyond the .05 level
**Significant at beyond the..Ol level

’

-

.

“1since hypotheses about the direction of differences were-not stated for Student Grade
 Level,. Student Sex and Teacher_ Sex, two—tailed tests werecarriedout for these. —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.

o

3



Hnny of thé. cortehtione shown in Table 8 are signifycant and are,of rather
large magnitude. - Thus, much of the reason -for the finding significant relation-,
ships for the total group appears to pe that there was a téndency 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 px‘oportion of female students
and to include students whp were earning higher grades. both' In the rated teacher's °
course and in their other courses. (The correlation between these-two variables " was

.-+50.) Female teacherg tended also to be rated higher. than male teachers. Ratings
" shich were significantly related to Teacher Sex and to student characteristics were .. -
-1imited almost exclusively to the Teacher-Student Rehtionp oubscale and the Peraon—-' '
ulity cubscale. ' ; ) o ) :

'l'able 9 containo correlations conputed.between student ratings and their

scores' on the Interest in School and Learning instrugent. These two.insttuments
' vere ndlinintered to e:l;ht classes of. qtudenta. . k
1Y .
Alnoat all of the correhtions shown in Table 9 are significant: at beyond
the .05 level (one-tailed test). Students who held the most positive attitudes
tovard Learning, toward School and toward Teachers did tend to give teachers the

-

. Al

" highest StOTT ratings. *© =~ ° .
| / R . Table 9
.. - £ ' ) - R .
. o . Correlations Between StOTT Ratings and Interest
Yoe ' : . in School and Learning Scores (N = 161) '
r % : e . . . b - . .
L Intetelﬁt 1n % ‘. p . P 2 A I 5 T N
* School and Teach.-3tud. ' Grades/ - ‘ ’ -
Leuning Subscale ‘Relations. ' .Teatinl_ Materials ° Personality ' Methods
Learning b 08 . L300k 28w
. School ) L 24%% ) . 18%% J29%% : [ Jle* = . 30%%
Teachers . 358k . o . J33k% CJ34ns ! 23 %% 0%k
Total Instrument L30%% ¢ J22%% . 36R%k J18%* L38%k% - )
J *Significant at beyond the .05 1evel . . v ) *

**Significnnt at beyond the .01 level
. Y . i . 5 v ! ) ~
Finally, Table 10 was constructed as 'a means of examining.the effect of the
subject area ;aught-ui:’on, the ratings given a teacher. The nufiber of teachers repre- -
" senting éach subject area wag felt tg 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 vere 1nc1uded ratings varied rather widely ag a function
. of 1nd;vidual teachets.

o

k)

7.

>
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- Table 10
Mean Item Ratings Obtained on Each Subscale by

.
-

VY

.

All 36 Teaqhers in the Study
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Factor Ann_ytio of the StOTT : . ) _ ' . e

+

- The pteaent study provided empirical support fot scoring the StOTT in terma

. of five subscales. The items 1ncluded on a subscale also appeu'ed to be highly .

unilar in content. O
N

r

- - Howéver, it vaa believed possible that a factor analysis of the instrument‘

might add measurably to the knowledge which hal been gained about it. Therefore,

. 1tem data- fromr the total sample of 925 students were entered imto a principal axis -

factor analysis. Squared multiple correlations wete used as communality estimates
and iterations were carried out until convergence had been achieved. Both varimax -
and oblique rotations were attqted. ‘The results for- these, :ln _terms of factor
structure. were almost identical L / D '

-t
.

su factors with eigenvaluea greater than 1.0 were extracted. Unfortunately
the six-factor solution was not readily interpretable and included a single-item ,
factor. - This was also _the tase for the four- and five-factor solutions. The three-

‘factor solution was interpreuble.' At least five items loaded highly on each factor.

L 1A addition, the scree test (Cattell, 1966) indicated that the three-factor aolution .

'valuable addition to those obtained on the five StOTT aubscales.

was appropriate. As a means of determining whether or not this solution was a
function of the particular factoring method used, the- thtee-factor solution for a

' priucipal components analysis was also examined and found to be“highly similar.

5~ 'l'he three factors extracted accountéd for a total of 40 per cent of the
‘vm'iance tn the 29 {items. The factora exttacted were called: N ) .,
u R
I.. Student Perception of the ‘l'eaaher s 1t‘m)--mﬁe up of six .

Teacher-Student Relations items and two Personality items.
.II. " Methods and Materials (16 items)--made ‘up of all items
v included in Gradds and Testing and 1n Materials and of

most Methods items. s
ITI. Teacher Ability to Interes Students ¥5 items)--made up of R
one Personality item (enthusiasm for the sub}ect taught) < .

and of four Methods 1tm L . !

a

“®  The first two factors extracted appeated to he more general in nature than
are the StOTT subscales. In essence, they combined similar StQTT subscaled. The
third factor, however, seemed to provide a new dimension The items loading hfghly
on it all'had to do with a teacher's ability to interest students. Items loading
on this factor measured student opiniona about the meaningfulness of a. teacher's
lectures and .discusaions. the teacher's enthusiasm for his or her.subject, the
teacher's ability te stimulate discussion and the extent to which the teacher varied
his or'her methods of presentation. Scores obtained on this factor should provide a

1)




o - Discussion and Conclusions
' & Lo - ‘ . s - e . .

The Student Observation” of ‘l'eachers and Teaching Techndques instrum&nt
-'appears to be a highly useful one for high school tegchers. . .Student ratings of a° .
‘teacher with the instrument were ipund to be stable over an interval of a month. =
Students seemed capahle of making and repeating discriminations among the five
- sca.le' points for each item. Classes-also were able to employ the StOTT to pick out
o TR -ways in which they felt their teachers differed. The subscales of the instrument
ol L m W ' make sense conceptually and in® genetsl were found to_be __1.n:ermzll)L consistent:. s
The major problem uncovered in the sttidy 'of the :I.natrument was that studeuts :
of differing types- tended to rate teathers differently., If the results of this part .
. of .the study are replical'ale (and, indeed, they are similayy to those of Smith and
"y Brbvn. 1976) it would be expected that higher StOTT ratings would be routmely \
' received by teacfiers teaching students who like school .and are doing wall'in it than
S s, . by teachers ;each:lng students who are "turned off" by school _and are not doing wvell.

These findings are not sutpris,ing ones. Students who hold generally poor .

atticudes townrd teachers, for exampl!' would not be expected to give high ratings
. to ind:lvidusl ones: . . .
s r v . S )

Whati .the resulcs do seem to suggest is.that student observation of teachers
instruments should not be used to compare high.school teachers or to evaluate them.
The types of students being taught appear to tufluence ratings of teachers to too
» great ‘an extent for this. The present study had demonstrated that it is even possible
fortwo similar, classes taking. the same course from a teacher to disagree in their .
ratings. . # .. v J

® . )
; 'l'hese results should not be viewed as negative ones “with respect td¢ the use
of the tOTT by, teachers within their own classrooms. Teache o are aware of
. the type of student they are teaching can, take factots such as student attitudes
1nto considerat:ion when fntetptet:lng tHe rstingsﬁiven. them- by a class;

L ' The StOTT instrume"nt then, {appesrs to be capable.of fulfilling | the pdrpose
. for which it was constructed.  Its value lies in’ ptovi'd:lngofeedbsck to individual:
. ' teachers about their students' opinfons of their methods. The instrument. was not -
intended to be a device for comparing the effectiveness of teachers. The results
Sbtained in’ the present study 1ndicate that it ghould nqt be used “for this purpose.
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