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A 3

Abstract 2

Research examininhg the relation between student

__/ characteristics and individual studgnt evaluations of

college teaching has often pooled data across classes,
thereby mixing. between- and Nithin';llll variability and
allowing the possibility of obscuring differential within-
class relationships. To avoid these difficulties, the
present study examined associations between student \
characteristics and evaluations of teaching within
separate classes. Each of 278 students from six
unQorqrdduat. Classes completed a qucstxon;air. ASS®SsSing
perceptions of instructional effectiveness and teacher
personality, as well as their own personality, interest in
the course, Qender, university level, grades, perceptions

of amount learned, Wi kelihood of future course enrol lment,

and attitude toward university instruction. Averaged

.

. across classes, individual student evaluations were found

to correlate with: other subjcct;vc indices of toachin&
effectiveness (rasings of amount lcarncd?and likelihood of
future ¢5rollncnt)l perceived teacher nurturance,
achievement,"orderliness, and neuroticism (negatively
related)} perceived positive student-teacher dissimilarity
in'&urtur.nc.. extraversion, achlcvcncnt:Aord-rlincsi, and

nidrptlcis.l interest in the courses university level} and

attitudes toward university 1nstrué¥ion. Averaged across

.

classes, however, individual student evaluations failed to
. .
~correlate significantly with: perceived student-teacher




]

i

s1milarity 1n personality} studcntl"untvof}jty grade
averagej; course Qrades) perceived qradtné leniencys
gender} arcalof majorji or student personality. The
relationshig between student personality and evaluations,
however, was found to differ across classes for 3 of S
dimensions, demonstrating the utility of within-class
analyses. Moreover, these differences were found to be
related to differences between classas in sean perceptions
of relevant teacher personality traits. Certain types of
students seemed to find certain types of instructors to be
most effectivel! whereas other types of students seemed to
find other types of instructors to be most effective.
Findings were interpreted as evidence for the validity of
student ratings of instructional effectiveness and
diseussed in terms of understanding and improving college

instruction, :
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Student Characteristics and Student Evaluatidns of

‘College Teaching: A within-Cl fss Analysis.

The evaluation of un;v-r'.iy teaching effectiveness
+

has been a topic of continuing interest to both .
instructors and researchers in the field of higher
education. At Gl asman and Snclch‘(1976) point J!k, \u////
evaluations of teachers provide: a basus for
adminlstrativc decisions concerning faculty hiring,
promotion, and salary} f;culty with informative feedback;
students with information useful in sclecting future
coursesi and researchers with a mcaiuro of teaching
effectiveness. 0Of course, evaluations of teachers should
be used for these purposes only when they have been
demonstrated to h’Vl been made with reliable and valid
assessment instruments. Centra f1977) has observed that
three methods of assessing teaching o#f.ctivon.ss have
frequently been used in North American colleges and

universities: student performance, ratings by colleagues &

s

or administrators, and ratings by students.

Although it makes intuitive sense that ti#ching
should be evaluated in terms of student learni;q, and that
students’ performance would be a logical indicant of their
learning, several practical difficulties arise in the use

of student performance as a measure of effective

instruction. Murray *(1980) summarizes the problems as

follows: comparison of teachers is possible only when




courses have multiple scctions‘or when Nnorms are
>

ayaxlgple; student ability may confound the evaluations
since random assignment of students to course sections s
seldom.prqtticod; and examination; may net provide a valaid
measure of all the types of learning that ;r: likely to be
affected by the teaching skill of the instructor. Thus, .
student performance 18 seldom used as a measure of
teaching effectiveness.

Alternatively, 1t s been suggQested that collckgu.s

and administrators are besgﬁqualxiged to evaluate
. -

e

teaching, since they are experienced teachers thomsclvcs.
As Murray (1980) points out /ﬁ//»ver, this mcasuro also
has several drawbacks. Colleague and administrator ratings

can be: threatening and disruptive to faculty morales

-

unrepresentative of teaching effectiveness under typical

circumstances; affected by non-instryctional factors such
h ¢ ‘

as research productivity and scholarly reputation of the

-——

instructor being rated; and impractical because of the
'effort involved in obtaining reliable ratings. Partly as a
result of factors such as these, colleague and -
administrator ratings also have failed to gain wide

acceptance as a measure of instructional effectiveness.

- The most commonly employed method of evaluating

university teaching effectiveness is student ratings. It

has been suqqostcd‘tq;t students may be the best judges of
. . \ - .
teaching offccttvépqss, since they observe the teachérs on

" a frequent basis under natural conditions. The practical




advantages of student evaluations coupled with the

limitations "’ﬁjﬁatﬁd with alternat:ve measures of

teachin§ cffl.rﬂvoness has led to a widespread use of

student ratings. Surveys have reported a parked 1ncrease
&

in the use this measure of teaching effectiveness. Thus,

arfhouqh éuellor (19351) found that only 335X of American
universi1ties had formal studéent ratings of courses, Bejar
(1973) reported anestimate of 68%4. Even more recently,
Seldin (1980) found.thatfmore than 95% of liberal arts
colleges considered student ratings in the evaluation of
teaching performance.

Given the widespread use of student evaluations for
the asscssmin} of university te;chan effectiveness,
considerable feseqrch has been generated addressing the

adequacy of this measuyre. The reli1ability of student

ratings has been examined across questionnaire 1tems,

~
I3

time, types of cou;sus: and raters, and both convergent
and qxscrxminant valxdity have been examined. Moreover,
many of these issues have been investigated at two .
different levels of analysis: class mean ratxngg. and

students’ individual ratings. ) \

-
Reliability of class average student cvalua;hpns.

Studips of the inter—item reliabilaity of/ mean student

- ratings hj;o consistently reported high 1n nal

consistency coefficients (Murray, 1980). Fbr example

9
. ‘ | ’
Gillmore (1972) obtaineg coefficients ranging from .80 to

-~ ~
- N «

~ /




.98, and Hoffman (1978) reported estimates ranging from
.68 to .94.

Since teaching ability 18 considered to be a
relatively stable trait, mean student ratings also should
have high test-retest reliability. chcrai studies have
computed estimates of temporal stability by comparing
atecage ratings made by students 1n the middle and at the
end‘o4 an academic term. These studies have consistently
reported‘:xgh reliability coefficrients. For example,
Centra (1973) reported reliabilities ranging from .33 to
.83, and Murray (1972) obtained an estxmatcg# .83. Since
these 1nvestigations only demonstrate high t-st—rctcsk
reliabi1lity over a relatively short time span, several
studies have examined the stabilaty of average student
ratings over the same course taught by the same instructor
in twOo Or more successive years. Such i1nvestigations
report reliabxl;txes as high as those obtained within a
; 4cS1ngle term. Buthrie (1954) found test-retest
‘ reli1abilities of .87 and .89 for mean ratings of teachers
in successive years, and Murray (1972, 1978, 1986)
reported estimates of .66, .73, and .84 for mean ratan;
of teachers 1n the same or s1milar course 1N successive

~
years. 4
. The consistency of mean student ratings across:
different types ochoursos tauéhg by the same instructor
has also been Qxamiaid. Using a sample of 43 instructors

. - X &
who‘h;d taught two different courses in the same semester,

i



Hogan (1973) reported reliabjlity estimates ranging from
.14 to .47, with a median of .38. Bausell, Schwartz, andg
Purohit (1973) computed the reliability pf sean ratings
for: the same course taught by the same 1nstructdr (mean
r=.69); different courses taught by the same i1nstructor
(mean r=.33)} the same course taught by di1fferent
instructors (mean r approximately O for i1tems relating to
1nstruc£10nal sk111)3 and different courses taught by
different 1nstructors (mean r=.07)." In an i1nvestigat:on
which examined the consistency of mean student ratings
across both time and course types, Seiler, Weybright, and
Stang (1977) reported reliability estimates of .&9 and .62
for ratings of the same i1nstructor teaching the same ..
course 1n the same or successlve vyears, respectively, and
estimates of .55 and .45 for ratings of the same
instructor teaching different coursés 1in the same or
auccessive years. Finally, Murray, Rushton, and Paunonen
(1984) reported higher consi;tency across undergraduate
course types (mcan_;y!bb) than across undergraduate vs.
graduate course types (mean r=.15).

Thus, it seems that mgpn student ratxnés of
instructors are consistent over the same or similar
courses iauqht in the saq; or successive years, but less
generalizable across different typ.i of codrscs

the same or succesive years. It may be possible

this lack of consistency across course typcﬁ as systemafic




variation rather than unreliabi1{i1ty or error variance. For
example, 1t has been suggQested that teachers may be more
effective 1in one type of course than another (Seiler et
al, 1977 Murray et al, 1986).

The interrater reliability of\ mean student
evaluations also has been examined. Estimates are
typically obtained either by correlating averaged ratings
made by odd and even numbered raters across teachers or by
intraclass ;orrelatxon procedures. Reviews have concluded

n
that such i1nterrater reliabilities are gQenerally 1n the
.70’s, .80"&, and .90’s (Feldman, 19773 Marsh, 1984). For
example, Hoffman (1978) obtained estimates ranging from
.76 to .90, Doyle and Crichton (1978) reported
co;ffxcxents ranging from .73 to .84, and Erdle and Murray
(1986) obtained a coefficirent of .92.

In sum, therefore, research examxn;ng the reliability
of class average student evaluations of teaching
effectiveness has shown them to be consistent across

1tems, txde, similar types of courses, and raters.

Validity of class average student evaluations.

If%yalxd, c{ass mean ratings of i1nstructional
effectiveness should have moderate correlations with
theoretically relevant variables such as other measures of
teaching effectiveness, and certain characteristics of
instructors, but minimal correlations with extraneous
variables such as characteristics of coyrses. Considerable

research has been undertaken to investigate these




7
relationships.
From a meta-analys:s of research concerning the
' /
relation between mean student ratings and student
%

achicvemcnt.'Gohcn‘(1981) reported coeﬁf;cxents ranging
?roa;.43 to .30 for studies employing multisection courses
with common exams. Similarly, 1n a multisection validity
study, Murray (1983a) reported positive correlations
between mean .student evaluations and final exam grades
(L-.3O), ratwngs of amog;})learned (r=.43), and subsequent
registration xn.xor courses (L;.SS). Thus, mean student:
ratings correlate moderately with both obj)ective and

-
subjective 1ndices of teaching effectiveness.

Theories of teaching sych as Dunkxn.ind Biddle’s
(1974) model suggest that teaching effectiveness should be
influenced by characterxstic; of teachers such as
classroom behavior and personality. Many i1nvestigators,
'thcr.+orc. have correlated student ratings with measures
gf teachers’ classroom behavior and personality 1n order
to exemine the convergent validity of mean student
evaluations.

Similar classroom teaching behaviors have been found
to gorr.lato with mean sftudent evaluations of teaching
cffoctiv.noss. regardless of whether students themselves
or independent observers rate the behaviors (Soloamon,

19663 Deshpande et al, 1970} Keaveny & McBann, 1978;

Mintzes, 19793 Cranton & Hillgartner, 19813 Murray, 198303




Erdle, Murray, & Rushton, 1983, Erdle & Murray, 1984).
These predictive teaching behaviors can be considered to
belong to two general categor:es: those that capture the
attention of students and encd::aqe \Ntudent-teacher
rapport (charismatic behavior); and those which reflect
ofqanxzat1on, explanatien, and clear exposition of
material (orgéﬁ\zatxonal behavior). Dimensions reflecting
these classroom ﬁ\hayxors typically correlate moderately
with mean student ratings. For example, Erdle et al.
(198%) reported correlations of .63 and .53 between
evaluations  and Charxsm* and Organlzation dimensions,
respectively.

Similar personality graxts of teachers also have been
found to correlate with class average ratings, regardless

of whether 1%dependent observers or st@lents themselves

rated teacher personality (Costin & Grush, 1973; Sherman &

~
»

Blackburn, 19753 Murray, 1975, 19783 Tomasco, i?BO:
éushton, Murray, & Paunonen! 19833 Erdle Jt al, 1985,
Murray, Rushton, & Paunonen, 19846; Feldman, 1986). Teacher
personalléy traits such as leadership, soc:abllxtyt&
supportiveness, objectivity, intelligence, orderliness,
and ambition are typically found to correlate positively
with mean ratings, whereas anxiety, authoritarianism, and
defensi veness are found to correlate negatively. For
example, using pelr ratings of personality, Erdle et al

(1983) found composite dimensions of Achievement and

Interpersonal Orientation to correlate .51 and .45,




\D

respectively, with mean effectiveness ratings.

14 valid, however, mean student ratings should alsg
correlate minimally with theoretically extraneous
vari1ables. Two general classes of variables have been
examined: course characteristics and student
characteristics. Low to moderate negative correlations -
have been reported between Class size and mean ratings,
and low to moderate positive correlations have been
typicallly found between course i.vcl and mean ratings
(Murray, 19803 Marsh, 1984). Thus, teachers of smaller,
upper —level courses tend to rece:ve higher ratings than g
those of larger, lower—-level courses. Altﬁbuqh.
correlations are often significant, they a}c considerably
smaller than coefficients demonstrating convergent .
validity, typically accounting fdr less than ld‘percenk of
the variance 1n ﬁ;aﬁ‘;atans (Marsth, 1984). Moreover, chh
relationships may reflect actual differences in
effectiveness rather than a bias 1n student ratxngs.;lt'xs
possible that some charismatic behaviors such as
encouraging partxcinat%pn may be more easily exhibited 1n
smaller, senior level courses, and thus t;;chcrs are
actually more effective in these Classes.

“ Class average ratings of teaching effectiveness have
also been correlated with class average levels of certain

student characteristics. For example, ratings Qav‘

typically beemn found to corrnlatt moderately with

t,
N



students’ praior Qub;cct iNterest (Murray, 199Q4.Har:h,
1984). Thus, 1nstructors of more popular cogr;:s tend to
receive higher ratings than those of less popular ones. .
This finding, however, does not necessarily indicate a
bias 1n mean student evaluations. [t has been suggested
that hxghér student 1nterest 1n the course may create a
more favorable environment which facilitates effedlive
instruction (Marsh, 1984). Class average levels of student
personality traits, on the other hand, have not been found
to be associated with mean student evaluations of
teaching, perhaps because different personality types
occur 1n similar proportions in different classes, thereby
minimi2ing variability 1n class average levels of student
personality (Murray, 19803 Marsh, 1984). 0f course,
studies employing mean ratings to assess the relation
between student characteri1stics and instructional
effectiveness ra¥xngs actually treat such characteristics
as those of courses rather than as those of students per
se. Variability 1n levels of student characteristics is
likely to be greater between i1ndividual students than
between clasy aver ages. A more apprEpriat. unit of
analysis for the 1nvestigation of associations between
student attributes and evaluations of teaching, therefore,
1s individual ratings within classes rather than class
average ratings.

In sum, class ivoragc student ratings of teaching

correlate moderately with relevant variables such as




obyective and sub)ective measures of student learning, and
teachers’ personality traits and classrcom behaviors. Mean
ratings also correlate minimally with extraneous course
characteristics. Thus, substantial evidence exists for
both the convergent and discriminant validity of class
average student ratings.

Reliability of individual student evaluations.

Research has also examined the reliability of
individual student evaluations of teaching. In studies -
examining the internal consistency of i1ndividual ratings,
Costin, Greenough, and Menges (1971) reported estimates
ranging from .83 to .93, and Doyle (1975) reported
coefficients ranging from .40 to .98, with a median of
.85. In a study employing individual ratings to examine
temporal stability across terms, Costin (1948) reported
reliability coefficients ranging from-.70 to .87. Thus,
the internal consistency and test-retest reliabilities of
1ndividual ratings of teaching effectiveness approximate
those of class mean ratings.

Al though high interrater reljiabilities have been

-~

reported for class average ratinds, it 1s important to

P

T

note th‘t th{l does not necessarily indicate that students
within classes give identical ratings to 1nstrug§ors. In
fact, reviews ‘0of relevant research have concluded that
1nt¢rrat.r-r.liabilityAcstinatns based on individual

students’ ratings are typically found to be in the .10's,




°.~' -, 2 .
.20's aﬁy/.SO‘s (Feldman, 19773 Marsh, 19684). Clearly,
1individual students mithin classes vary 1n their ratings

= e "04 instructors.

The rationale for averaging i1ndiwvidual rat1nq; over
students 1n a class 1s that“®rrors of observation will be
reduced. That 18, raters are beli1eved to function in the
same manrfer as i1tems 1n conventional tests. There is some
question, however, as to whether the observed variability
within classes 1s si1mply random error variance or whcthcpfs.
1t 18 systematically related to attributes of student
raters. Moreover, if individual ratings of effectiveness
are related to stgdnnt characteristics, there 13 some
question as to whether such associrations necessarily
indicate a component of bias in sFudcnt ratings. These
1ssues have been considered to be within the domain of
cdgvergent-discriminant validity (Crittenden & Norr, 1973)
Feidman, 19773 and Abrami, Perry, & Leventhal, 1982). Some
wr;ters have suggested that a valid assessment of teaching
efféctiveness should not be influenced by student

wrx
characteri1stics since these are perceived as ¢§Q§ancous
. Sl

sburccs of error and bias (Abrami et al, 1982{§§§? the
other h;nd, some writers have argued that L%’ may
aétually be mOre e¢ffective for some types of s€a:¢nts than
for others (Feldman, 19773 Marsh, 1984). Viewed in this
manner, positive correlations between student attributes

and effectiveness ratings could be interpreted as evidence

for the validity of such ratings. -
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Validity of individual student evaluations.

Several studies have examined the relation between
1nd1v1d;al ratings and theoretically relevant variables.
Positive correlations have been found between 1ndividual
ratings and other measures of teaching effectiveness such
as ratings of amount learned (Whitely & Doyle, 1979) and
future course enrollment (Brunton & Crull, 1982) as well
as between individual ratings and perceptions of teacher
personality traits (Abrani‘et‘al, 1982). In these stud:es,
howaver, ratings were pooled across classes, leaving open
the possibility of mixing variability in student
characteristics with vari1ability 1n 1nstructpr
characteristics and/or masking dxf%erential within—-class
relationships.

Similarly, although a considerable number of
investigations have examined the association between
student characteristics and individ&nl student ratings of
teaching effectiveness, Feldman (1977) and Abrami et al. \k
(198@) have pointed out that the interpretation of results )
is problematic because inappropriate units of a:;\alyses are
often used. Studies employing class average ratings
clearly do not address the issue of within-class
variability in ratings. Burthermore, such investigations
mix variability in student ratings due to student

characteristics with variability due to teacher and

situational factors. Similarly, studies n&ich use




individual ratings that have been pooled across classes as
the units of analysis mix between £3s and within-class
variability mn effecti:veness r In addition, pooling
individual ratings will mask relationships between student
" characterisics and ratings which differ acro;s types of
courses and teachers,

Two procedures have beon:devclopcd to attempt to
control for variability due to tc.tcf"rs ‘and xituations N
pocoled ratings. Whitely and Doyle (1979) suggest the use
of deviation scores as the units of analyses, and Abram:
et al. (19827 advocate the use of hierarchical multiple
regreséxon to remove between-class variability before
within-class variability 1s éxaminod.*ﬁlthouqh these two
approaches avoid the pos?xbxlity of confounding
'varxabllity due to student attributes with variability due
to teacher and situational factors, they remain unable to
control for the possibility of masking differential
within-class relationships. Clearly, the most appropriate
units of analysis are indxviqpal student ratings obtained
from a si1ngle class for! then ﬁo possibility would exist 64
ei1ther masking rclatiqnships or confounding between-class
and uithxn—q}ass var:gbxlity, Researchers, qunvcr,
tontinue to examine the relationships betwean student
characteristics and student ratings using pooled data
(Hofman & Kremer, 1980; Abrami ct’,l; 19825 Abrami &

Mizener, 1983).°

Studies have examined the relationships between




-

1ndividual student evaluations and such student
characteristics as interest 1n the course, gender,
university level, attitude toward education, simalarity to
instructors, academic ability, and-personality.
Unfortunately, most investigations have employed pooled
data.

Modest but ;anificant correlations are typically
reportéd between prior student interest 1N course material
and individual effectiveness ratings (Feldeman, 1977). For

\

A\
example, using pooled data, Whitely and Doyle (1979)

obtained correlations of .06 and .26 between interest in

~ course material and evaluations. Similarly, Howard and

Schmeck (1979) found that student interest correlated from
.08 to .26 with ratings of various teaching e+fcctivene§s
items, in pooled Aata. It is interesting to note that
assessmants of prior interest c?tained at the start of a
term correlated .61 with those obtained at the end of a
term, :nd that both measures showed similar correlations
with effectiveness items.

-

Student qender generally has not been found to be
related to ratings (Feldman, 19773 Marsh, 198B4). Whitely.
and Doyle (1979), for example, reported a coefficient of
.03. Indivldual;rtudont evaluations, however, have been
found to correlate from .13 to .23 with {items assessing

.student attitudes toward university instructiop (Hofman

and Kremer, 1980). Findings concerning the relation
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between the university level of students and i1ndividual

evaluations, on the other hand, have been inconsistent
(Feldman, 1977). Some studies report no relation, others
report positive correlations, and yet others roportv
negative correlat;ons.

Individual student ratings of teaching have been

found to be positively related to student-teacher attitude

similarity (Good & Good, 19733 Abrami & Hi;.n.r, 198%),
and to positive personality dxss{nilarity (instrL;:;r
being higher than the student) on traits relevant to
effective instructisp 1Grush, Clore, and Costin, 1973).
With respect to this latter.findzng, 1t was predicted. on
the basis of Clorefand Byrne’s (1974) reinforcement-affect
model of attraction that students who were positively
dissimilar from the instructor on rll;vant pcrsoﬁaliiy
traits would give higher ratings than those who were
similar to the instructor. In support of this prediction,
students who perceived their instructor to Bc higher 1in
FPersonal Relations and Ascendancy than themselves rated
the instructor‘as more effective than those who perceived
‘the instructbr to be similar to themselves on these
dimensions. Teacher Personal Relations and Asc-ndcncy'w;fu
considered to be relevant to effective instruction since
student perceptions of these dgponsions were positively .
related to ratings of instructional effectiveness. On the

basis of thoé. results, it might also be expected that

" students perceiving their instructor to be lower than

L

-
1N

Ry}




themselves on relevant traits would give lower ratings
than those perceilving themselves to be s1milar to the
instructor. This predxétxon. however, was Not tested 1n
the study by Grush et al.

Academic ability of students has not been found to be
associated with individual ratings (Feldman, 1977 Whitely
and Doyle, 1979). Studies concerning the relationship )
between students’ course grades and 1ndividual
.‘evaluatxons, on the other hffd’ generally report
correlations ranging from .10 to .40 (Feldman, 1976). It-
should be noted, however, that the relationship between’
grades and ratings was found to differ significantly
across classes 1n a rare within-class study {Yonge and
Sassenrath, 1968).

: The relation between perceived grading leniency and
1ndividual evaluations has been examined 1n some studies
by calculating the discrepancy between student grades and
qradg—qoint average. Students with discrepantly high
grab.s Bavc been found to rate teachers more favorably
than those with discrepantly low grades (Badsell & Magoon,
1972). Discrepancy scores of this type, however, may not
be an acc&ratc measure Of perceived leniency. A mA}-
direct measure, such as students’ self-reported

perceptions qf grading leniency, may provide a clearer

estimate of the relationship between this variable and

effectiveness ratings.




Finally, student personality has been examined 1n
relation to i1ndividual student evaluations. Al though
Follman (1976), after reviewing research concerning
studg%t personality traits, concluded that ratings were
substantially influenced by these variables, more recent
reviews have concluded that the literature reveals little
evidence of significant relationships (Feldman, 19773
Abrami1 et al, 1982). For example, using ratings pooled
across classes, Abrami et al (1982) found no relation
between student persoﬁquty and evalu;;xoni of teaching
effectiveness. Yonge Gﬂd Sassenrath (1968), however,
examining within—-class data, reported that relationships
differed significantly across classes for some tra\tsi
Thinking Introversion, for example, correlated -.26, .01,
and .23 with evaluations 1n three separate classes.
Similarly, the relation between students’ need for
affiliation and grades was found to differ across classes
by McKeachie, Lin, Milholland, and lsaacson (194646). In
classes taught by 1nstructors high 1n affiliation,
students high in affiliation obtained higher grades than
did those lower 1n affiliation. In classes taught by
1nstructors low 1n affiliation, however, the reverse
pattern was fo;nd. Thus, differential within-class
relationships between student personality and evaluations
- may have been obscured in research employing pooled data

to examine the relation between these variables.

In general, findings concerning the relation between
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1ndividual studsnt evaluations of teaching and student
characteri1stics have been i1nconsistent. One reason for
th1s may be that most studies have used ratings pooled
across classes which mi1xes between- and within-class
variability and camn mask differential within-class
relationships. It has been suggested that the nature of
relationships between student characteristics and
evaluations may be affected by types of courses and
teachers (Feldman, 1977). Tmat 1s, certain types of
students might find certain types of courses and teachers
to be most effective; whereas other'fypes of students
might find other types of courses and teachers to be most
efftective. For example, extraverted students might fi1nd
extraverted 1nstructors and dbﬁgiif1on—or1ented courses to
be most effecti1ve; whereas 1nmtroverted students might
find 1ntroverted xnitructcrs and lecture—orifented courses
to be most effective. Given that the relationships between
evaluations and both student personality and course grades
have been found to differ significantly across classes
- .

(Yonge and Sassenrath, 1968), further research concerning
thhxn—clqsg associ1ations between student characteraistics
and evaluations of tepaching 1s necessary.

The purpose of the present study, therefore, was to

Al
examine the relationships between a variety of student

-

characteristics and student evaluations of teaching within

separate classes, thereby avoiding the methodological




problems associated wiih the use of pooled ratings. On the
bas:s of previous research, several specific predictions
were made. Firsat, 1t was expected that within-class
variability 1n student evaluations of teaching
effectivengss would be related to theoretically relevant
variables. Thus, evaluations were predicted to be
positively correlated with other subj)ective measures of
geachxng effectiveness (ratings of amount learned and
likeli1hood of future course enrollment). Similarly,
students’ evaluations of teaching were expected to be

-
positively related to their perceptions of teacher
achi1evement, support:veness, soOclability, ‘ahd oraorlxngss.
but neqatively related to their perceptions of teacher

.

anxiety, de#ensxvengss. and authoritam anism. As wcll.hs -
providing evidence for the convergent validity of
individikal evaluations, support for this prediction would
replicate results of studies usi1ing pooled ratings.

\ Second, 1t was predicted that associations between
student personality traits ana evaluations would vary
across classes, accounting for the lack of consistent
results 1n previous i1nvestigations using pooled data.

a
Moreover, 1t was predicted that such differences would be
related to differences between classes 1N relevant teacher
personality traits. Thus, 1t was expected that a gi1ven
student personality trait would be positively related

to evaluations 1n Cl asses tauqﬂt by teachers perceived to

have high levels of the trait, but would be negQatively




related to evaluations In classes taught dv teachers
perceived to have low levels of the trait. Support for
this hypothesis might be viewed as evidence for the
validity of 1ndividual student ratings. That 1s, certain
types of teachers may be effective for certain types of.
students] whereas other types of teachers are effect:ve
for other types of students.

Third, 1t was predicted that perce:ived student-
teacher personality dissimilarity on traits relevant to
teach:%q effectiveness would be related to student ratings
within classes. For example, perceived teacher orderliness
was predicted to be positively related to ratings of
instYuctional effectiveness. Thus, 1t was expected that
students perceiving their 1nstructor to be more orderly
than themselves would rate the i1nstructor as more
effective than would students perceiving the instructor to
be less orderly than themselves. On the other hand,
perceived teacher neuroticism was expected to be
wgatively related to ratings. Therefore, 1t was predicted
that students perceiving their 1nstructor to be more
neurotic than themsel ves would rate the 1nstructor as less
effective than wduld students perceiving the i1nstructor to

.
be less neurotic than themselves. Support for this

prediction would both replicate and extend research

finding a relation between positive personality

dissimilarity and evaluations in pooled ratings.




Fimally, the within-class relationships between
student i1nstructional ratings and student gender,
uni1versity level, attitude toward university xhstructxon,
prior 1nterest 1n material, university grade average, and

»

perceilved grading leniency were examined to determine 1¥

associations varied across classes.

22




i Method
Sub,ects.

The sample consisted of 278 students enrolled 1n si1x
undergraduate psychologQy classes (N's of ZQ, 48, 33, 29,
25, and 64) tauégt by five different male professors at
ic University of Western Ontario. All classes were
Jjunior-level optional courses 1n th*ee similar content
areas (social, pegsonality, and developﬁental psychology)
with the exception of Class_é& (N=464) which was an
introductory l:vel course taught by the same 1nstructor as
Class 1 (N=79), Sample si1zes for Classes 1, I, and 4 were
obéaxned by combining data from students 1n the same course
taught by the same i1nstructor 1n successive yeirs. The

percentages of. students who completed the guestionnaire in

the s1x classes were 87, 98, 42, 51, 60, and 80,
respectived y,

Measures,

All subjects completed a gquestionnaire entitled
"Survey of Student Perceptions of Unxversxgy Instruction”
(se® Appendix 1) during the last 3 weeks of classes. The
first part of the gquestionnaire measured teaching
effectiveness. Forty 1tems were adapted from formal, end-
of-course student evaluations of instructors used in North

Y

American colleges and universities (Endeavor Instructional

Rating Cavrd: Frey, 1978t The Student Ingtructional Report:

Centra, 1973). Stpdontl rated these items on 7-point

scales. In the next part of the survey students were asked

{
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to rate fi1rst themsel ves and then their 1nstructor on 30
personality trait ad)ectives on 7—-point frequency-of-
occurrence scales. These trait ad ectives were adabtod

$rom the Personality Research Form (PRF: Jackson, 1574),

but also 1ncluded additional personality dimensions found
to be useful 1n studies addressing the relation between
teacher personality and 1nstructional effectiveness.
Finmally, students were asked to indicate their gender,
university level, major, att:tude toward university
instruction, prior and current 1nterest 1n the course,
amount learned, likelihood of future course enrollment,
overall university grade averagQe, and pcrgcptions of
grading lemiency. For students who had @Qiven 1nformed
consent (see Appendix 1), course gradé;.ucr. obtained from
instructors at the completion of the course. Feedback was
mai1led to subjects six months after participation in the

study (see Appendix 2).




Results °.

3
Construction of composite teaching effectiveness measures.

Ry

A preliminary factor analysis of i1nstructional
effectiveness Ltems was undertaken to 1dentify underlying
dimensions of teaching effectiveness. Student ratings for
the 43 1nstructional effectiveness 1tems were submitted to
a principal components factor analysis. A scree test of
eigenvalues (see tattell. 19646) yielded a four factor
structure accountanxfor 47.%5 percent of the total

vari1ance 1n stydent ratings. gigenvalues for the four
factors were 12.22, é.bb, 2.07, and 2.03: Tﬁe-}actor
structure was rotated to a varimax criterion to facilitate
interpretation. As can be seen 1n Table 1, 35 of 40 1tems
[ 4
had loadings of .45 or more on one of the 4 factors and no
1item loaded on more than one factor. Inspection of the
rotated factor structure led to the tnterp;etation of the

factors as “Organxzatxon",'"Rapport", "Availabilaty", and

"Difficulty”, respectively.

—— ——— - — —— —— ——— — T ——————— —— —

Factor scores for these dimensions were computed by
averaging all 1t.&s loading higher than .#%5 on a given
factor. As seen in Table 2, Cronbach alpha coefficients
computed within each class ranged from .89 to .95, with a
mean of .52, for O;Qanizattont .BO to .89, with a mean of

.86, for Rapporty .24 to .79, with a mean of .63, for

Aveilabilityl and .15 to .74, with a mean of .57, for
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TABLE 1.

LOADINGS OF INSTRUCTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS ITEMS FROM A

PRINCIPAL -CONPONENTS FACTOR ANALYSIS, RDTATED TO A VARIMAX CRITERION.

INSTRUCTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
ITEM

10.

il.

12.

13.

14,

13.

Overall, the eanstructor was effective 1n
organizing and explaining cCourse material,

Overall, the 1nstructor was effective,

The 1astructor presented material clearly ang
sumsariled Majyor points.

The 1nstructor was well prepared for class.

The instructor presented material 10 an
interesting and relevant manner.

The 1nstructor explained dirfficult concepts
in & clear, strai1t-forward way.

The i1nstructor summarized or emphas.:zed
major points,

Lectures were 1in agreement with course -
objectives.

Overally tharcourse was valuable.

The instructor was enthusiastic about
cCosrse aaterial.

The instructor used class time well,

The instructor accomplished course ocb ectives.
Each cilon was carefully planned 1n advance.
Overall, the lectures were valuable.

The course has increased my knowledQe
and compet@nce in this area.

Course ob ;ectives were clearly definaed.

.79

.78

.74

.73

.72

.69

. &7

.63

.63
.62

.39

.33

.48

FACTOR
1 | ¢ v
.30 .12 .04
.34 .06 .11
.14 20 -.1¢6
.10 .13 .08
.34 -.08 -.03
.16 .23 .02
.11 217 =-.13
.01 .23 .03
.34 16 .16
.23 -.04 -,02
.32 .07 .28
.12 .35 .13
.19 .06 L18
.44 -.08 .21
.23 .08 .22
16 .23 .11

26




TABLE 1 (cont.>

INSTRUCTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS ’ FACTOR
ITEM 1 11 111 v
17. The i1instructor encouraged class participation. .16 .77 .01 -.07
18, The student felt free to ask qQuestions

or give opinions. .19 1.70) .14 -.05
19, Class di8CUSSION was welcose 1N this Ccourse. .17 .70 .06 -.12
20, Overall, class discussions were valuable. .21 .87]-,12 -,02
21, Overall, the itnstructor was i1n tune

(hag rappart) with the students. . 34 . bbb .14 .04
22. The tnatructor encour aged students to think. .27 |.&0} .0% .07
23. Thae instructor raised challenging qQuestions. .24 |.34}-.10 .08
24, Exams reflected i1mportant aspects of course. .17 |.82{ .30 .30
235. The i1nstructor was op®n to other viewpoints. .18 .50 .41 .09
24. The instructor made helpful comments on

papers or exaas. ¢ .11 .48 .29 .23
27. The instructor was concerned with student

progress. .16 |.47] .3%* .18
28, Overall, the exams were valuablae. .16 |.461 .28 .4A1
29. The instructor was available for student

consul tation, .29 .20 [.68)] .09
30. Cverall, the textbook was valuable. .10 .14 .59 (|-.04
31. The student was able to get personal help. .21 .37 1.3%9) .02
32. The inetr or informaed students as to how

they would be evaluated. .18 .14 .46|-.17

L 4
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TABLE 1| (cont.®
INSTRUCTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS FACTOR
ITEM I 11 111 1v
33. The student had to work hard 1n this course. .15 . Qb .04 |, 76
34, The course was difficult. -. 06 .07 .00 |.73
3S5. The pace of the course was too fast. .08 -.19 -,20 |.%4

34. The Qrading accurately reflected the
student’'s performance. .23 .33 .17 .30

37. Lectures were too repetitive of the textbook. -.3% -.3&4 .43 -.03

3B8. The instructor khew when students didn’'t

wunderstand, - <23 .44 .10 -.12
39. The scope of the course was too limi ted. = ;-8 -.21 .07 -.03
40. Overall, other readings were valuable. : .12 .22 .QO1 .17

L

N 2 .

- ad ~

“
E.3
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TABLE 2: CRONBACH ALPHA COEFFICIENTS FOR MEASURES OF INSTRUCTIONAL

EFFECTIVENESS IN EACH OF SIX CLASSES.

CLASS
MEASURE OF INSTRUCT IONAL g _I_——_;--’-;——-—;—--—;-‘-‘: MEAN
EFFECTIVENESS . N=7% N=48 N=3IT N=29 N=2J N=H4
ORCANIZATION (16-1TEMS) .94 .90 .89 .91 .92 .9% .82
RAPPORT (12-1TEMS) .88 .89 .80 .85 .88 .84 .86
) AVAILABILITY +4-1TEMS) 68 .77 .24 6B .79 .64 .63
DIFFICWLTY (3I-1TEMS) L300 .46 18 66 .74 7)Y .57

OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS (32-1TEMS) .93 .94 B9 .94 .93 .94 .93

AMOUNT LEARNED (2-1TEMS) .80 .74 7% .37 .92 .49 .71t

FUTURE ENROLLMENT (2-1TEMS) .59 .43 .72 .46 .02 .47 .4AB A
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Difficulty.

- - S~

Table 3 shows that moderate positive correlations
were found among Organization, Rapport, and Avairlability
factor scares within each class. bveraqed across classes,

Organization correlated .66 and .52 with Rapport and

~

Avéxlab111ty, respectively, and Rapport and Avairlability
correlated .42. Factor scores for pxi#xculty, however ,
fair1led to correlate significantly with scores for
Organization, Rapport, and Availability (average r's = .
.03, .06, and .08, respéctive!y). Gx;en this pattern of
1n‘prcorrelatxons. an overall effectiveness measure was
computed by averaging the 32 1tems comprising the
Drganxzat1pn, Rapport, and Availability dimensions. Alpha
coefficients for this measure (see Table 2) ranged from
.89 to .95 across the si1x classes, with a mean of .92,
1inagicating cons1der?ble unidimensionality for this

4

3
dimension within each class.

——— . — — —— ———— . —————— . — ————————

In addition to for;al instructional effectiveness
1tems, students provided rttinqs concerning two other

aspects qj teaching effectivenéss: amount learned and

likelihood of future enrollment. Two 1tems concirninq

4

learning, "Compared to other courses, how much do you feel
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TABLE 3: INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG SCORES FOR FOUR INSTRUCTIONAL
EFFECTIVENESS FACTORS, IN SIY CLASSES.
CLASS
PAIR OF FACTORS 1 2 3 a & o &  MEAN
CORRELATED N=79 N=a48 N33 Ne2® N=2S N=sd
DIFFICULTY X ORGANIZATION 18 =.12 -.27 .12 .03 .09 .03
DIFFICIATY I RAPPORT .17 -.00 -.13 13 -.06 .07 .06 ‘
DIFFICULTY X AVAILABILITY .22« 1S .07 -.14 -.22 .07 .08
ORGANI ZATION X RAPPORT .Sb&8 . T7Se . L28  _Tbe The _EDe . bbe
ORBANI ZATION X AVAILABILITY .42e _42e 22 .68e .b4s  _s9e . S2e
- RAPPORT X AVAILABILITY .28e _.&1e .17 .57« .71e ,.38e .42+

- e e e~ T e -~ T T - =~ = - ——— ;- - ———— -~ ——— —— —— = = = . —a— o ——
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vou have learned from this course?' and "Compared to other
instructors, how much do you fee! you have Iearned_4rom
vour 1nstructor, 1ndependent of course readings and
assignments™", were aggregated to provide a single measure
o+ amount learned. As seen 1n Table 2, alpha-coc*&xcxent?
computed within each class 4qr this composite measure
ranged from .49 to .92, with a mean of .71.

Similarily, two 1tems concerning future enrollment,
"Would you take another course 1n this area taught by vgur
instructor, 1f not restricted . py degree reguirements™" and
"Would you take anotger course 1n this area taught by a
different 1nstructor, 1¥ not restricted by degree
requirements”®"”, were summed to yield a single measure of
the likelihood of future enrcllment. Table 2 shows that
alpha coefficients for this composite measure ranged from
.02 to .72, with a mean of .48.

Construction of composite measures of student personality.

Student ratings of the 30 personality trait
adjectives were submitted to a prxncxpa% components factor
analysis. to 1denti1fy underlying personality dimens:ions. A
scree test of exgenvaiueb‘yieldqd a five factor structure
accounting for 50.3 perceég'of the éotal variance 1n
student ratings. Eigenvalues for the five factors were
4.94, 4.11, 2.39, 2.09, and }.bl. The factor structure was
rotated to a varimax cr;tcéxon to facilitate )

interpretation. As can be seen 1n Table 4, 28 of 30 traits

had loadings of .45 or more on one of the 3 factors and

e

“r



TABLE 4:

COMPONENTS FACTOR ANALYSIS,

LOADINGS OF STUDENT PERSONALITY TRAITS

FROM A

PRINC IFPAL-

ROTYATED TO A VARIMAX CRITERION

——— e i . 2 o ————— i ———— = = = e~ ——— A @ - S ——— — ——— - - —— = — —— —— —— — —_———

10.
il.
12.
13.
14,

24,

Independcent
Claver
Dependent
Aabitious
Enduring
Dull
Yielding
Apathetic
LUeadership

Defensive
ANnxious

Rel axed
Iapatient
AgQgression
Authoritar!an
Cautiocus
Supportive
Thoughtl ess
Modest
Objective
Arrogant
Bubj ective

Sociable
Reser ved
Open
Leadership
Pacifistic

Disorganized
Orderly

Liberal
Adventurous

.72
<69
-.61
.39
.54
-. 49
-. 49
-. 47
N Y.)

.01
-.22
.14
.10
.20

-.07

-.08

F

Factor
11 111! v Vv
-.10 .09 o8 . 06
.07- 1. 23 -.01 .15
.19 .19 -.07 -.08
. 20 -.08 Y- -. 29
.12 .03 .00 -.22
.22 -.33 -.13 .04
. 24 eT ) ~. 44 -. 10
.14 -.12 -.22 . 40
el ] -.12 33 .01
.68 .07 .—.18 .04
.67 .03 -.20 10
.61 2 (o} -.01
.60 -.10 -.00 .31
. 35 -.28 J1 .23
<51 -.23 13 -. 24
.46 .12 ~.42 -.33
. 0b6 . 69 23 -.20
. 20 -.62 0os 18
.01 .39 ~-.09 -.13
-.10 .33 ~.12 « 11
.39 -.53% .11 .03
.3t -.51 -.03 -.12
.09 .12 .83 -.02
.19 .22 -.76 -. 11
.00 .38 .38 .12
.08 -.12 .35 .01
-.23 .38 -.30 -.13
.16 -.10 -.01 .81
-.10 .13 -.09 -7
-.22 .36 -.09 .42
L 00 -.12 .30 .43
4
«
»
N




only one trait loaded on more than one factor 11.e.,
LeadersKT;). Inspection of the rotagsd factor structure
led to the 1nterpretation of the factors as "Achievement',
- "Neuroticism”, "Nurturance', "Extraversion", and

"Orderliness", respectively. NE

} Factor scores for thésé‘dxmensxons.uere computed bv
~

averaging all traits loqung'hxghér.than fkﬁ on & glven
factor. Negatively loaded trait¥-were,coded in reverse i
airection, and factor scores for (Orderliness were reversed
so that high scores reflected high levels of Orderliness.
Table 5 shows that alpha coefficients computed within each
class ranged from .76 to .87, with a mean of .80, 4Sr
Achievement: .44 to .82, with a mean of .6?é for
Nurturance; .61 to .77, with @» mean of .71, for
" Neuroticism; .63 to .77, with a mean of .70, for
Extraversions and .77 to .91, with a mean of .86, for
‘ Orderliness. These values 1ndicate cbnsiderable

unidimensionality for these five student personality

measures within each class.
»

Construction of composite measures of teacher personality.

Student ratings of 30 trait adjectives concerning

v.

teacher personality also jprc submitted to a principal

>
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TABLE 3: CRONBACH ALPHA COEFFICIENTS FOR MEASURES OF STUDENT

PERSONAL ITY

* MEASURE OF STUDENT
PERSONALITY

ACHIEVEMENT (9-1TEMS)
NURTURANCE (4-I1TEMS)

NEUROTIC L@ (7-I1TEMS)
EXTRAVERSION (S-I1TEMS)
ORDERL INESS (2-1TEMS)

IN EACH OF SIX COULLEGE CLASSES.

t 2 3 4 s &  MEAN

.78 .81 :80 .78 .87 .76 .80
.73 .78 .76 .44 B2 .60 .89
.69 ..71 .77 .61 76 74 71
.73 .43 .74 &7 .66 .77 .70

.88 .9t .86 .B9 .%0 .77 .86

- ——— - — e e it e "= ———— - - a - . — — -

Yy
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components factor analysis, to 1dentify underlying
personality dimensions. A scree test cof ei1genvalues
yielded a four factor structure accounting for 51.8
percent of the total variance 1n student ratings of
teacher personality. Exdenvalues for the four factors were
8.03, 4.00, 1.85, and 1.646. Again, the factor structure
was rotated to a varimax chkiteri1on to facilitate
interpretation. As can be see? 1N %able &, 26 of 30 trairts
had loadings of .50 or more on one of the 4 factors and no
trart locaded on more than one factor. Inspection @f the
rotated factor structure led to the i1nterpretation of the

factors as "Nurturance', "Neuroticism”, “Achievement"”, and

"Orderliness", respectivell.

Factor é;ores for these dimensions were computed by
averaging all traits ioadan higher than .30 on a given
factor. Negatively loaded traits were coded 1n reverse
direction, and factor scores for Nurturance were reversed
50 that high scores reflected high levels of Nurturance.
As seen 1n Table 7, alpha coefficients computed thh:n
eacH class ranged from .80 to .90, with a mean of .83, for
Nurturance; .69 to,.89, with a mean of .78, for 4
Neuroticismi .63 to .92, with a mean of .75, 26}
Achpevement; and .38 to 390. with a mean of .73, for

-

Orderliness. These yalu.; indicate substantial

unidimensionality for the four teacher personality




37

TABLE 6: LOADINGS OF TEACHER PERSONALITY TRAITS FROM A PRINCIPAL -

COMPONENTS FACTOR ANALYSIS, ROTATED TC A VARIMAX CRITERION,

_—
¢ PERSONAL I TY FACTOR
TRALT 1 I1 111 v
1. Arrogant : .80 .09 .11 ~.02
2. Thoughtless .73 .14 -.12 ~.12
" 3. Modest .73 .09 .09 <11
4. AQQressive . &9 - 21 . 2% -.17
: S. Supportive -.63 -.00 . 38 .04
6. Defensive .63 .33 .03 ~-.18 .
* 7. Paciftatac -.37 .19 .14 .29 :
8. Liberal . -.36 -.06 .43 -.06
9. SBubjective .34 .22 .02 <12
s 10. Relaxed -.53 -.193 .13 .A7
11. Objective -.32 -07 .29 .07
12. Yielding & -.01 .79 -.19 -.01
13. Cautious .10 .73 -. 09 -.02
14, Resarved -.09 .63 -.39 .11
15. Dull .12 61 -. 21 -. 22
16. Dependent ! .14 +60 -.23 -. 14
17. Anxious - . .33 .54 -.07 -. 29
18. Aabitious - .16 -.27 y-Y .24
19. Enduring- -.14 -.18 - .18
20. Clever -.18 -.23 .64 .33
2. Independent .04 -, 44 .60 .17
e 22. Lesadership -01 -, 47 .54 .21
23. Sociable -.19 -. 47 .30 -.05
24. Adventurous .07 -.27 .50 -.30
23, Orderly {.14 -.10 .23 .76
26. Disorganized LS O | .32 . ~.08 .47
¥ 27. Apathetic .24 . 4% -.31 -.24
28. Open -.32 -.03 .46 -.30
N ? 29. lmpatient .44 .30 .14 -. 40

A J0. Author&tarxan .36 .17 .09 .27




TABLE 7: CRONBACH ALPHA COEFFICIENTS FOR MEASURES OF PERCEIVED

TEACHER PERSONALITY IN EACH OF SIx COLLEGE CLASSES.

.

""""""""""""""""""""""""" cLass
MEASURE OF PERCEIVED . 12 s Tl s e meaw
TEACHER PERGONALITY N=79 N=48 N=33 N=29 N=23 N=64

....... - .‘...-----_-_--_-----_-___-_____-_____-_.__---_-____-_-----_-
NURTURANCE (11-ITEMS) .88 .84 .80 .84 .90 .82 .83
NEUROTICISH (6-1TEMS) .69 .77 .82 ..80 .89 .71 .78
ACHIEVEMENT (7-1TEMS) .73 .76 .76 .63 .92 .89 .73
ORDERL INESS (2-1TEMS) .68 .58 .68 .84 .90 .47 .73

!
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measures within each class.

Construction of composite measures of percei1ved personality

dissimilarity.

Difference scores between students’ self and teacher
/

ratings of 30 personality trait ad ectives were submitted
to a principal components factor analysis, to i1dentify
underlying di1mensions of pers;nalxty s1milarity. A scree
test of ei1genvalues yielded a five factor structure
accounting for 39.6 percent of the total variance 1n
difference scores. Eigenvalues for the five factors were
6.66, 5.28, 2.33, 1.94, and 1.67. Again, the factor
structure was rotated to a varimax céxterxcn to facilitate
1nterpr¢tatxon.'7able 8 shows that éS of 30 traits had
loadings of .30 or more on one of the S factors and only
one trait loaded 5n more than one factor (i.e.,
Leadership). Inspection of the rotated factor structure
ted to the interpretatton of the factors as "Nurturance'",

“Ncurotzcxsm;. "Achi evesent'", "Orderliness", and

"Extraversion”, respectively. -

—— — —— - ————— —— Y ———— — ————————

Factor 'scores for these measures were computed by
averaging all traits loading higher than .50 on a given

factor. Negatively 'loaded traits were coded in reverse

)
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TABLE 8: LOADINGS oF STUDENT-TEACHER DIFFERENCE SCORES FOR
PERSONALITY TRAITS FROM A PRINCIPAL-COMPONENTS FACTOR
ANALYSIS, RQTATED TO A VARIMAX CRITERION.
PERSONAL ITY « FACTOR
TRAIT 1 I1 I11 Iv v
1. Arrogant -.83 .08 .12 .13 -.08
2. Modest .74 -.02 -. 04 -.10 .14
3. Thoughtless -.68 -.12 -. 14 .07 .26
4. Suppcrt}v- .b? .04 .18 -. 158 -
%. Objective . bb .14 .19 -.07 .03
é&. Authoritarian -. 69 -.06 .02 .01 14
7. Liberal .62 -.22 .28 .10 -.12
B. AQgressive -.38 -.14 .32 .33 -.14
9. Pacifistic . 351 .12 .06 -.37 .32
10. Yielding .14 .74 -.36 .06 .11
11. Cautious .12 .72 .22 .08 .42
12. Dependent .04 .68 -.37 .20 -. 16
13. Adgventurous -.01 -. bbb .14 .32 -.13
14. Independent .06 . 65 .41 -. .02
15. Anxious -.20 58 .14 .47 16
16. Leadership -.14 .56 783 -. 16 -.19
17. Ambitious -. 23 -.18 .76 - -
18. Endurance .14 -.11 .73 -.17 .01
19. Clever .17 -. 24 .69 .08 -.12
16. Leadership -. 14 - .33 -.16 -.19
20. Disorganized .13 .00 -.23 .82 J11
21. Orderly -.02 .08 .23 -.80 .03
22. Impatient -.33 .13 04 .54 .01
* >
23. Sociable .06 -.42 .24 -.03 -.77
24. Open .26 .06 .10 -. .73
23. Resarved 19 .47 -.21 .02 .67
26. Defensive -.42 .24 .16 .46 .30
27. Relaxed .37 -.31 +02 ~. 49 -.01
28. Subjective . -.48 .06 .10 -.12 .02
29. Apathetic -.06 .08 -.48 .38 .44
30. Dull -.20 .42 -.42 .07 .17

—— ——— " — s i 1l . s it e e e . . . i e e o . A} o S 1 —— - - - — - ————— - —— —
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direction, and factor scores for Extraversion and
Orderliness were reversed. As seen in Table 9, alpha

»

coefficients comfuted within each class ranged from .63 to
.82, with a mean of .75, for Nurturance; .60 to .89, with
a mean of .76, for Neuroticism; .59 to .85, with a mean of
.68, for Ach}eveﬂent; .38 to .81, with a mean of .45, for
Orderliness; and .41 to .81, with a mean of .&4, for
Extraversion. These values indicate substantial

unidimensionality for the five perce:ived perscnality

similarity measures within each class.

——— ———— ———— o — — —— — — — ) — o — .

Relati1o0n among measures of teaching effectiveness,

To determine whether within-class variability 1n
student ratings of instructional effeétivéness was related
to variability 1n other subjective i1ndices bf teaching
effecti veness, scores for the composite measures of
Ovcr;ll'Effcctivencss, Difficulty, Amount Learned, and
Likelihood of Future Enrollment were 1ntercorrelated
sodarately within each of six classes. Table 10 sho;s that
16 of the 18 correlations among Overall Effectiveness,
Amount Learned, and Likelihood df Future Enrollment 1n the
Six classes were significant. Averaged across classes,
Overall Effcétivcncls'corrclatod .58 and .50 with Amount
Learned and Likelihood of Fu{ﬁF;—é;rollmcnt, respectively,
and these latter two variables coérolated .47. As can also

be seen in Table 10, however, none of' the 18 correlations’
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TABLE §: CRONBACH ALPHA COEFFICIENTS FOR MEASURES OF PERCEIVED *
PERSONALITY DISSIMILARITY IN EACH OF WIx COLLEGE
CLASSES.
______ R S P e
CLASS
MEASURE OF PERCEIVED 1 2 3 a___ S 6  MEAN ‘
PERSONALITY DISSIMILARITY . N=79 N=4B N=3I3 Ne29 N=23 Neo4
. " NURTURANCE (9-1TEMS) .82 .74 .74 .&3 .78 .81 .7S
NEURCTICISM (7-1TEMS) .7S .76 .73 .89 .84 .60 .76
-~ - *

.. . ACHIEVEMENT (A-1TEMS) .63 .%9 .47 .41 .BS .74 .48
ORDERL INESE (3-I1TEMS) .71 " %72 .82 .66 .81 .38 .&3°
EXTRAVERSION (3-1TEMS) .59 .68 .78 .41 .%9 .81 .64

-
-
A 2
L J
. . -
<O
"o
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TABLE 10: INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG COMPOSITE MEASURES OF TEACHING

EFFECTIVENESS, FOR SIX CLASSES.

s e e e e T~ —— - . o . 7 il S .

PAIR OF MEABURES OF 1 2 3 4 3 ) MEAN
TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS N=7Q N=48 N=33 N=29 N=25 N=&t4

EFFECTIVENESS
mxmw .23 -.02 -.02 .06 -.03 .10 .09

AMOUNT LEARNED

WITH DIFFICULTY : .17 -.0% .08 .22 -.04 .10 .09 __
FUTURE ENROLLMENT
WITH DIFFICULTY .09 -,09 -.,12 *.18% -.17 -.06 -.02
OVERALL EFFECTIVEMNESS
WITH AMOUNT LEARNED .72% . b1s 24 1S6e S99 _.S2e . S8e
OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS )
WITH FUTURE ENROLLMENT .E0% ,LBe 428 _4As  _A4be 268  ,S0e
AMOUNT LEARNED
WITH FUTURE ENROLLMENT .S4s _.S4s 22 .51  _&60% .38 ,47e
e p.<.0S,
>
r
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between these 3 measures of teaching effectiveness and
Difficulty were significant the si1x classes. Averaged over
classes, Difficulty correlated .09, .09, and -.02 with
Overall Effectiveness, Amount Learn-d, and L1k¢11h09d of

Future Enrollment.‘regpectxvely. -

——— i —————— ————— ———— i — —— i ———

-

Between-class differences 1n mean ratings for composite

measures of teaching effectiveness.

Table 11 shows the pattern of differences 1n class
average ratings for the composite measures of teaching
effectiveness to be qu&te si1milar for Overall

Effectiveness, Amount Learned, and Availability. Singlie-

N

factor analyses 94 variance followed by post—-hoc tests
(Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference) indicated that’
the instructﬁr of Class 1 aAd Class 6 received
significantly lower me;n ratings for Overall Effectiveness
than the inastructor of Class 3 (5.27 and 5.38 vs. 35.94).
For Amount Learned, 1nstructors'of Classes | and 35
received significantly Léycr m.a? ratings than the
1nstructor of Class 2 (4.60 and '4.70 vs 5.47), and the
mean rating of Class 'l was significantly loup; éhan thaé
of Class 3 (4.60 ve. 5.35). Finally, for Likelihood of
Future Enrollment, the mean ratinq'of Class 3 (3.34) was -
P
significantly lower than that of Class 3 (4.00). In

e . Y
Qeneral, the instructors of Clesses 2, 3, and 4 were among
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TABLE 11: MEAN FREQUENCY ESTIMATES FOR COMPOSITE FEA&ES OF

TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS, FOR 51X CLASSES.

CLASS
MEASURE OF TEACHING 1 2 3 4 S &
EFFECTIVENESS Na7S N=4S N=3X N= 20 N=2% N=&d
OVERALL .
EFFECTIVENESS S.27a S.64ab S.948 S.44ab S.é6l1ab %.38a
AMOUNT LEARNED 4,.60a S.47¢ 3.38b¢ S.22abc 4.70ab 35.0éabc
LIKELIHOOD OF \
FUTURE ENROLLMENT 3. 72ab 3I.83ab 4.00b JI.91ab 3.34a 3.73Sab

NOTE, DIFFERENT ROW SUBSCRIPTS DENOTE MEAN DIFFERENCES SIGNIFICANT AT

THE .03 LEVEL.
SCALES FOR OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS AND AMOUNT LEARNED RANGED
FROM | TO 7, AND THE SCALE FOR LIKELINOOD OF FUTURE

ENROLLMENT RANGED FROM ! TO S.
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the most highly rated 1nstructors for all three measures
of teaching effectiveness, whereas the i1nstructors of
Classes |, 35, and & were among the least highly rated on

all three measures.
-

insert Table 11 About Here

————— i ————— e ————— ———— —— ——————

Relati1on between perceptions of teacher personality and

student 1nstructional effectiveness ratings.

To test the hypothesis that within-class variability
1n student ratings of i1nstructional effectiveness wag, .
related to variability 1n students’ perceptions of the:ir
teacher s personalltyf the four composite measures of
teacher personality were correlated with scores for
Overall Effectiveness separately for each class. These
coefficients are presented 1n Table 12. The correlation
between student perceptions of teacher Nufturance and
ratings of Overall Effectiveness was found to be
si1gni1ficantly h1qur 1in Class 3 thar Classes 1, 3, 4, and
6 (.83 vs. .38, .57, .44, and .53, respectively, and
si1gni1ficantly higher 1n e¥ass 2 (.71) than 1n Class !
(.38). These di1fferences, however, were only ones of
magnl tude. Teacher Nurturance was significantly related to
ratings of Overall Effectiveness 1n each class, with a
average correlation of .56 across classes. The correlation
between perceived teacher Achievement and Overall
Effecti veness was found to be significantly higher 1in

Class 5 (.73) than 1n Class 2 (.39). Again, however,
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teacher Achievement was significantl]ly related to Overall
Effectiveness 1n each class, with an average correlation
of .51, The correlation between perce1ved teacher
Neuroticism and Overall Effectiveness was found to be
significantly hx;her‘xn Crisses 3, 4, and 3 than 1n
Classes 1| and & (-.67, -.97, and -.62 vs. .03 and -.10,
and significantly higher 1n Classes 3 and 5 than Class 2
(-.67 and -.62 vs. -.19)., Perceived teacher Neuroticism
was si1gnifiaantly reléted to Overall Effectiveness 1% I of
the & classes, wi1th a significant average correlation
across all classes of -.26. Fxnally; teacher Orderliness
was found to be more strongly related to Overall
Effectiveness 1n Classes 4 and 5 than 1n Class 2 (.48 and
.33 v .06). Perceived teacher Orderliness was
significantly related to Overall Effectiveness 1n 3 of the

6 classes, with a significant average correlation across
»

classes of .26.

In general, therefore, despite some differences
between classes 1n the magnitude of relationships, student
perceptions of teacher Murturance, Achievement, and
Orderliness were found to be ;§s§t1ve1y and significantly
rolagcd to ratings of Overall Effect:veness; whereas
perceptions of Ecachcr Neuroticrsm were negatively related
to ratings o# Overall Effectiveness. Multiple regression
anal yses were conducted separately for each class with the

four composite measures oﬂ perceived tesacher personality

as predictors and Overall Effectiveness ratings as the




TABLE 12: CORRELATIONS AND BETA WEIGHTS (IN PARENTHESES) BETWEEN
FOUR TEACHER PERSONALITY DIMENSIONS AND OVERALL

EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS IN SIX CLASSES. ~

CLASS

PERSONAL ITY 1 2 3 4 35 1) MEAN

DIMENSION N=79 N=48 Ne33 N=29 N® 23 N=&4

NUR TURANCE .38, .71ebc  .57eab .84sab .B83ec .33%ad .36
(. 378) (.73s) (.24) (.14) (.77@) (.40e)

NEUROTICISHM .03a -.19ab -.4678c ~,37ebc -.462¢c -.10a -.26e
(. 348) (.21 (-.22) (—.b4e) (.18 (.28

ACHIEVEMENT . 30*ad .39 . 70%ab . 340 . 73> .47eab .S1e
(.349) (.1&6) (.48@®) (~.2%) (.44) (.30)

ORDERL INESS .16ab . Oba .26ab . 480 .55eb .32%ad . 26
(.04) (-.04) (.00) (.38) (-, 22) {(.18)

MULTIPLE R . bbb .74 .79 .72 . 840 .ble .71

ap. < .OS.

NQTE. DIFFERENT ROW SUBSCRIPTS DENOTE CORRELATION DIFFERENCES

SIGNIFICANT AT THE .03 LEVEL.
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criterion. Beta weights from these analyses are presented
in Table 12. Multiple correlation coefficients ranged from

.61 to .86 across classes, with am average of .71,

indicating that on average 30X of the within-class

vari1ability of student i1nstructional ratings was accounted
B 4
for by student perceptions of teacher personality.

Between-class differences 1n mean ratings of composite

teacher personality measures.

Single-factor analyses of variance followed by post-
hoc tests (Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference) were
performed to determine whether classes differed 1n terms
of perceptions of teacher personality. As seen 1n Tablg
13, each composite measure of teacher pérsonalxty difie;ed
si1gnitficantly across classes. The instructors of Classes 1
and 2 received significantly lower ratinés for Nurturance
than those of Classes 3, 4, and & (5.11 and 4.87 vs. 5.85,
5.467, and 5.60), and the instructor of Class S5 had a
significantly lower Nurturance rating than that of Class 3
(5.22 vs. 5.8%5). Instructors 4 and 5 had significantly
higher scores for Neur'oticism than 1nstructors.1, 2, 3,
and & (3.42 and 3.47 vs. 2.40, 2.39, 2.52, and 2.4%5). '

Similarly, instructors 4 and 35 had significantly lower

scores for Achievement than instructors 1, 2, and & (4.38

: and 4.78 vs. S5.51, 5.%4, and S.46. In’f;uctor 4 also hiad a
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TABLE 13: MEAN FREQUENCY ESTIMATES FOR FOUR TEACHER PERSONALLTY

DIMENSIONS, IN SIx CLASSES.

CLASS
PERSONAL ITY 1 2 3 4 ] 6
DIMENSION N=7% N=48 N=33 Nw2Q N=2S Nes4
NURTURANCE s.1la 4.87a S.85¢ S.67bc S.22ab S. 60bc
NEUROTICISM 2.40a 2.3%a 2.%2a 3.42b 3.470 2.45a
N < Al
ACHIEVEMENT S.5la S.Sba S.14ab 4, 38c 4.78bc S. 4é6a
ORDERL INESS &.03a 4.93cd S.36bc %.B88ab 4, 56d S.92ab
NOTE, DIFFERENT ROW SUBSCRIPTS DENOTE MEAN DIFFERENCES SIGNIFICANT AT
* THE .0S LEVEL.

SCALES FOR ALL DIMENSIONS RANGED FROM 1 TO 7.
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significantly lower Achievement score than 1nstructor 3
(4,38 vs. S5.16). Finally, instructeor | had a higher

~ Orderliness score than i1nstructors 2, I, and 5 (&.03 vs.

Y

4.93, 5.36, and 4.54)i i1nastructors 4 and & had

N

si1Qnificantly higher Orderliness scores than instructor
(%5.88 and 5.92 vs. 4.93); and 1nstructor 3 had a higher
Orderliness sngre that i1nstructor 3 (3.36~vs. 4.5&8). In

sum, 1nstructors 4 and 5 receilved the lowest ratings for

Achievement, whereas 1nstructors 1, 2, 3, and & rece:ved
- L

the highest ratings. The reverse pattern was found for
ratings of Neuroticism. Instructors 1, 2, and 35 received ”,
the lowest ratings for Nurturance, and 1nstructors 1, &,

and 4 received the highest Orderliness ratings.

—— - G ——————— T —— —— ————————

Relation of prior interest, current i1nterest, and change

in interest to student i1nstructional ratxngs.

To test whether within-class variability in ratings
of i1nstructional effectiveness was related‘to d;fference;
in levels of student interest, correlations between these
variables were calculated separately for each class. Table
14 shows that the correlations between ratings of priar
interest in the course material and ratiﬁqs of Overall

Effecti veness ranged from —-.16 to .32, with a sxgni#icanf

average correlation of .18. Individual coefficients were

R .

significant in only two of six classes, however.

Correlations between ratings of interest in course
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K4
TABLE 14: CORRELATIONS OF STUDENTS® PRIOR INTEREST, CURRENT INTEREST,
AND CHANGE IN INTEREST WITH OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS, FOR ’

~

SIx CLASSES.

CLASS
R 2 s 4 s 6  rmean
N=?79 N=4g N=3IZ N=29 N=23% N=é& 4
PRIOR INTEREST_ -17a . 29«2 .32ea .19a -.16e .14a .18+
CURRENT INTEREST .&48ea b7ea .412ab .48%ab .62eadb .3I3b .55«
INTEREST CHANGE .;aob .38=2ab .O4a .32ab . &%ab .18a .38+

. i e . . —n - —— . = =~ —— ——— = im = = — - - —— i — - —

<

NOQTE . DIFFERENTY ROW SUBSCRIPTS DENOTE CORRELATION DIFFERENCES

SIGNIFICANT AT THE

.05 LEVEL.
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material at the end of term (Current Interest) and Overall
Effectiveness ratings raqud from .33 to .68, with a
significant average correlat(g; of .33. Although th:is
relationship was found to be significantly weaker 1n (Class
& than 1n Classes 1 and 2 (.33 vs. .68 aBd .67), end-of-
course 1nterest was significantly related to Overall
Effectiveness in each class. Finally, the correlations
between change i1n 1nterest and Overall Effectiveness
ranged from .04 to ;E?, with a significant mean value of

4

.38. Althouqh;coeffxcxents were 1n the predicted direction

A §

in eagh glai’, significance was reached 1n only one half¥
of the classes: Correlations were significantly higher 1in
Classes 1| and S than 1n Classes 3 and 6 (.36 and .69 vs.

.04 and .18).

———— - —— ———————_——————— - — ———

——— . ———— — ————— ——— ————————— = T o i

Relation of grades, change in grades, andtpercaxved

grading leniency to student instructional ratings.

Ratings of overall instructional effectiveness were
also correlated with students’ grades for the course,
students’ overall university grade averages, the
difference b;twocn these grades, and students’ perceptions
of grading leniency. Again, these correlations were
calculated separately for each class. As seen in Table 15,
students’ overall university Qrade averages fai}-d to

correl ate significantly with Overall Effectiveness in any

i »
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TABLE 15: CORRELATIONS OF STUDENTS® COURSE GRADES, OVERALL UNIVERSITY
GRADE AVERAGE, DIFFERENCE BETWEEN GRADE AVERAGE AND COURSE
GRADE, AND PERCEIVED GRADING LENIENCY WITH OVERALL

EFFECTIVENESS, FOR SIX CLASSES.

_________________ e e e
CLASS
1 2 3 4 3 & ME AN
N=79 N=48 Ns3X Ne2Q N=2S N=& &

OVERALL AVERAGE . 0ba -.11a -.0%a -.07a -.08a .11a . 00
COURSE GRADE .14ab =~-.20a -.17a -.0%ab .17ab . 308 ,07
DIFFERENCE

BETWEEN OVERALL

AVERAGE AND .0%9ab -.14a -.15a .05ab . 24ab .34 .09
COURSE GRADE
PERCEIVED GRADING

LENIENCY .16a .20a -.04a -.12a -.19a .20a .10
-éf?s,.os.

NQTE. DIFFERENT ROW SUBSCRIPTS DEMNOTE CORRELATION DIFFERENCES

SIGNIFICANT AT THE .0S LEVEL.

[N
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of the classes. Coefficients ranged from -.11 to .11, with
—

an average correlation of .00. Students’ grades for the ///‘
course correlated significantly with Overall Effect1vene ~
ratings in only 1 class. Coefficients ranged from -.20 to
.30, with an average of .07. The correlation 1in Class &

was found to be significantly dxfferen‘ from those 1n

Classes 2 and 3 (.30 ve. -.20 and -.17). The difference

between course grades and overall university grade
averages also correlated significantly with Overall R
Effectiveness ratings in only | class. Correlations ranged
from -.16 to .34, with an average of .09. Again, the
correlation‘in Class ; was found to be significantly
different from those i1n Classes 2 and 3 (.34 vs, —-.146 and
-.15). FinMly, students’ perceptions of grading leniency
were not found to correlate significantly with Overall
Effectiveness ratings 1n any of the classes. Correlations

ranged from —.19 to .20, with an average of .10.

- ——— ——— ——————— T —— —— o= —— ————————

Relatign of student gender, university level, major, and

N

attitude toward university instruction to student

instructional ratings.

Several background characteristics of students were
correlated with ratings of Overall Effectiveness for each
rd
class. Table 146 shows that student gender failed to

correlate significantly with Overall Effectiveness in any

4

of the classes. Coefficients ranged from -.10 to .31, with
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TABLE 16: CORRELATIONS OF STUDENT GENDER, UNIVERSITY LEVEL, MAJOR,
AND ATTITUDE TOWARD UNIVERSITY INSTRUCTION WITH OVERALL
EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS, FOR SIX CLASSES.
CLASS
1 2 3 4 S 6 MEAN
N=79 N=48 N=33 N=29 N= 25 N=&4
ittt e —————
GENDER (1=MALE, .0O&a -.06a -.10a . 20a +3ia .0&a . 06
2=FEMALE)
UNIVERSITY -.08a -.50#b ~-.12ab -.22ab -.3S5ead -—- ~. 240
LEVEL (2nd, '
3Ird, 4th yr.) \
AREA OF MAJOR -.0%9a . 20a .10a -.08a -.70eb .10a -.04 ‘
(1=sYES, 2=NO) .
ATTITUDE TOWARD
UNIVERSITY .27%ab .378b .2Bab -.10a .14adb .06ab . 200
INSTRUCT ION
«g. < .05,
NQTE. DIFFERENT ROW SUBSCRIPTS DENQTE CORRELATION DIFFERENCES
SIGNIFICANT AT THE .03 LEVEL.
| 4
\h -
\.\“\
' o
/
* ~ \
|
- -
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an average of .04, The university level -of students,
however, correlated significantly with Overall
Effectiveness in 2 of 35 classes. Coefficients ranged from
.—.08 to -.30, with a significant average correlation of
—;?4. Thus, s:nx;r—level students tended to give loue;

ratings of instructional effectiveness than did j;urhor-

level students.

Insert Table 16 About Here '.

Table 16 also shows that area of major was related to
Overall qf;ectiveness in only 1 of &6 classes. Coefficients
ranged Aiom .20 to -.70, with an average of -.04. Finmally;
1t was found that 1n 2 of & classes students with
favorable attitudes toward university i1nstruction rated
their 1nstrqctor as significantly more effective than did
gtud-nts with less favorable attitudes. Coefficients
ranged from -.10 to .37, with a siénificant aver age
correlation of .20.

Relation between composite measures of student personality
*

and student instructional ratings.

To test whether student pcrsonhlxty was
differentially related to instructional effectiveness,
cnrr-latioql between composite student personality
dimensions and Overall Effectiveness ratings were computed
separately in each of the six classes. Table 17 shows that

. corr.latiaﬁi differed significantly between .classes for 3
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TABLE 17: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FIVE STUDENT PERSONALITY DIMENSIONS
AND OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS, FOR SIX CLASSES.
CLASS
PERSONAL I TY 1 2 3 s s 6 MEAN
DIMENSION N=79 N=48 N=33 N=2Q Nm 23 N=&4
ACHIEVEMENT .0%b  .3Seb .24b -.45ea ~-.335a .10ab .06
N
A I
. NUR TURANCE -.0%5a . 09a .12a .31a . 00a .11a .07
NEUROTICISM .27va -.26b -.13ab -.30eb -:17ab -.02ab -.06
EXTRAVERSI1ON -.08a J11a .17a -.32a -.29a -.1%a -.08
ORDERL INESS -.12a  .28b .18ab  .40eb -.30a .14ab .0@

ap. < .0OS. : -

NQTE. 'DIFFERENT ROW SUBSCRIRTS DENOTE CORRELATION DIFFERENCES

SIGNIFICANT AT THE .0S LEVEL.

PR

»
e
-
e e . e mem e,

’
DR N i

“w




cf S personality dimensions. Moreover, correlations
differed between classes 1n direction rather than j;ust
rd

magnitude (as was the case for teacher personalitv.

measures) .

——— o —— i ——— ———— ——— i — ——————

Student Achievement correlated significantly with

Overall E¢fectiveness 1n 2 0f & classes. Coefficients
ranged from —.435 to .35, with an average of .0&6. The

relation between Achievement and Overall Effecti1veness was

7]

found to be ;1gn141can;1y different 1n Classes 2 and
than 1n Classes 4 and S (.33 andi.24 ves. —-,45 and -.35).
It 18 1nteresting to note that the i1nstructor of Class T
receirved sigm ficantly higher mean ratings of Achievement
than did those of Classes 4 and 5, and the instructor o+
Class 3 received significantly higher Achievement ratings
than did that of Class 4 (see Table 13). Thus, positive
correlations were found between student evaluatidns and
student achi1evement 1n those classes taught by 1nstructors
perce) ved éodylrnqh 1N achievement; whereas negative
correlations were found 1n classes taught by i1nstructors
perce) ved ég be lower 1n achievement.
Student Nurturance failed to correlate significantly
1 with Overall Effectiveness ratings in any of the classes.

There were also no significant differences between classes

in the r.latidnship betwaeen Nurturance and Overall

Effectiveness. Coefficients ranged from —-.03 to .31, with
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an average correlation of .07. 1t 18 nevertheless
interesting to observe that the classes with the highest
coefficents (Classes 3, 4, and &) were tauqht,be the
ingtructors with the highest mean ratan; for teacher
Nurturance (see Table 13).

Student Neuroticism correlated significantly with
Overall Effectiveness 1n 2 of & classes. Coefficirents
ranged from .27 to -.30, with an average of -.06. The
relationship was found to be significantly e fferent 1n
Class 1 thamn 1n Classes 2 and 4 (.27 vs. -.26 and -.30).
Again, 1t 15 1nteresting to note that the i1nstructor of
Class 1 h;d a significantly lower mean rating for
instructor Neuroticism than did the i1nstructor of Class 4,
a1t§bugh not louer\{gén that of the i1nstructor of Class 2.

Overall Ef#ectxvgﬁngf and student Extraversion failed
to éorrelato si1gnificantly 1n any of the classq..
Coefficients ranged from .17 to -.32, with an average of
-.08. Finally, student Orderliness correlated

significantly with Overall Effectiveness 1n only | class.

Coefficir1ents ranged ¢from .40 to -.30, with an

verage of

.08. The rclats?pshig was found toc be spHgnificantly

~ ST
different jn Cldﬁsd‘ 2 and 4 than 1n Cl
and .40 vs. -.12 and -.30). 1t may be r¢called Rhat the
instructor of the class with the highest negative relation

(Class 3) received a signific N r maan rating for

teacher 0rdo€\tnoss than did the 1nstructor of the class

<
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with the highest positive relation (Class 4), The reverse
pattern was found, however, for the 1nstructors of Classes

1 and 2. -

Between-class differences 1N mean ratings of composite

student personality measures.

SingQle-factor analyses of variance followed by post-
hoc tests (Tukey’'s Honestly Significant Difference) were
performed to determine whethe; differences exi1sted between
classes 1n mean levels for the 5 student personality

measures. As seen 1n Table 18, mean ratings for student

Achievement, Nurturance, Extraversion,™and Orderliness
failed to differ significantly acrosshpdasses. Mean
ratings for student Neuroticism differed significantly
between only 2 classes. Class & was found to have a

si1gnificantly higher mean rating than dig Class 3 (3.55

ve. 3.08).

———— . ———— i —————————————————

fAelation between percelved student-teacher personality

dissimilarity and ratings of instructional effectiveness.

Perceived dissimilarity scores for f1ve composife
personality measures wer® correlated with i1nstructional
effecti veness ratings in each of 6 classes. These
coefficients are presented in Table 19. Five of 6

J

correlations between perceived dissimilarity 1n Nurturance

and Overall Effectiveness were found to be significant,

ranging from .22 to .73, with a significant average




TABLE 18: MEAN FREQUENCY ESTIMATES FOR FIVE STUDENT PERSONALITY

DIMENSIONS, IN SIlx CLASSES.

e e e e - v = = . S N WP TF e e - dm e e A

CLASS
PERSONAL I TY -;--~—--—-; ———————— ; ———————— ; -------- ; ———————— ;-_
DIMENSION N=7q N=48 N=33 N=29 N= 2% N=b 4
ACHIEVEMENT S.26a 3.2%9a 3.30a S.08a S5.1%a 3. 26a
NURTURANCE S.31a S.15a 3.51a S.45a S.24a 3. 23a
NEUROTICISH 3.33ab 3.33ab 3.068a 3.38ab 3.32ab 3.530
EXT‘;RVERSION 4.26a 4.43a 4.37a 4.41a 4.42, 4. 38a
ORDERL INESS 3.06a 4.30a 5.41'4 3. 26a 5.06a 4,93a

NOTE ., DIFFERENT ROW SUBSCRIPTS DENOTE MEAN DIFFERENCES SIGNIFICANT AT
THE .03 LEVEL.

SCALES FOR ALL DIMENSIONS RANGED FROM | TQ 7.

3
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TABLE 19: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PERCEIVED STUDENT-~TEACHER DIFFERENCE

SCORES FOR FIVE PERSOMNALITY DIMENSIONS AND OVERALL

EFFECTIVENESS RATINGSE, FOR SIX CLASSES.

———— . —————— - ———————— T — T —— —— - - . D . Wy e o o A - —— = —— v o~ .

CLASS

PERSONALITY 1 2 s s s s  mean
DIMENSION N=79 N=48 N=3J N=29 N=23 Nm&4
NURTURANCE .40eab .S59ebc .39eabc .22a .73ec  .3@eab  .4le
NEUROTICISH -.13ab » 08a -.28e«ad -.384bc -.74ec -.08ab -. 19
ACHIEVEMENT ) .242ab .0ba .36sabc . 42%abc .Tlec - 42%bc . 32
ORDERL INESS .28epbc -.24a .10abc -.10ab . 3Sec . 190c . 13a
EXTRAVERS ION .27ea . 25«a .27ab .33%ab .467eb +33%ab . 35e

- ——— . ——— A ———— — ————————— ——  _——— — — = = ——— . = ——— i —————— . —-—— _ — ———— ——

NQTE. DIFFERENT ROW SUBSCRIPTS DENOTE CORRELATION DIFFERENCES

SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL.




correlation of .41. This relationship was significantly

stronger 1n Class 3 than 1n Classes 1, 4, and & (.73 vs.
.40, .22, and .38), and significantly stronger 1n Class 2
(.59) than 1n Class 4 (.22). In general, therefore,

students who perceived their 1nstructor to be higher 1n
Nurturance than themselves rated the i1nstructor more
hi1ghly than did students who perceived their 1nstructor to
be lower 1n Nurturance than themselves. It will be
recalled that percei1ved teacher Nurturance was found to be

posi1tively related to Overall Effectiveness (see Table

12).

Insert Table 19 About Here

Three of & correlations between percelved
f
dissimilarity for Neuroticism and Overall Effectiveness
were significant. Coefficients ranged from .08 to -.74,

with a significant average correlation of -.19. The

relationship was found to differ significantly between

Class 5 and Classes 1, 2, 3, and 6 (-.74 ve, -.13, .08,
-.28, and ~-.08), and between Class 4 (-.38) and Class 2
(.08). In general, however, students who perceived their

1instructor to be more Neurotic than themsel ves rated the
instructor as less effective than did those who perceived
the instructor as less Neurotic than themselves. Again, it

will be recalled that teacher Neuroticism was found to\bc

negatively related to Overall Effectiveness ratings.
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Five of &6 correlations between perceived @
dissimilarity in Achievement and Overall Effecti1veness
were found to be significant, Coeffitients ranged from .06
to .71, with a signifi1cant average of .32. Again, thms
relationship was significantly stronger 1n Class S than 1n
Classes { and 2 (.71 vs., .24 and .06), and Class &
differed significantly from Class 2 (.42 vs. .06).
However, 1n general, students who perceived their
instructor to be higher 1n Achievement than themsel ves
rated the i1nstructor more highly than did students rating ¥
their i1nstructor as less achieving than themselves. Again,
percelved teacher Achievement was found to be positively
related to Overall Effectiveness. !

Perceived dissimilarity 1n Orderliness was found to
be significantly related to Overall Effectiveness 1n 2 of
& classes. Coefficients ranged from —-.24 to .55, with a
significant average correlation of .13. The relationship

was found to differ significantly between Class 5 and

-

Classes 2 and 4 (.53 ve -.24 and -.10), and botwqenxt@#bs
2 and Classes 1 and 6 (-.24 vs. .25 and .19). Thus, ac;bss
. L
classes, 'ud'nts perceiving their instructor to be more
Orderly than themselves rated the instructor as more
effective than did those students who perceived the
instructor to be less Orderly than themsel ves. Percelved

teacher Orderliness was found to be positively related to

_Dvorall Effectiveness ratings.

Finally, perceived dissimilarity 1n'Extrav¢rsioq wasﬁ?ﬁ
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found to be si1gnificantly related to effectiveness ratings
1n S of & classes. Coeffxcxegts ranged from .23 to .&7,
with a significant average correlation of .33. Again, this
relationship was stronger 1n Class 5 (.67) than 1n Classes
1 .27) and 2 (.25). In general, therefore, students who
perceilved their xnstruc;or to be more Extraverted than

themselves rated the 1nstructor as more effective than did

students percelving the i1nstructor to be less Extraverted
than themselves.

In sum, 20 of 3I0 correlations between percelved
personality dissimilarity and Overall Effectiveness were
found to be significant. Generally, students perceiving
therir i1nstructor to be more Nurturant, Achieving, rderly,
and Extraverted but less Neurotic than themsel ves rated‘r
the pnstructor as more effective than did students who
perceived their 1nstructor to be less Nurturant,
Achieving, Orderly, and Extraverted but more Neurotic than
themselves. It is i1nteresting to note that teacher
Nurturance, Achievement, and Orderliness were found to be
ppsitively related to ratings of i1nstructional

effectiveness; whereas teacher Neuroticism was found to be ?

negatively related (see Table 12).

Relation of perceived stud.nt—tcach.rggg:,gggligx

similarity to student instructional ratings.

Percei ved similarifv scores for S5 composite measures

of personality (i.c.,N{iz’:bsoluto valu.Aof difference
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scores) were correlated with Overall Effectiveness
ratings, i1in each of & classes. As can be seen 1n Table 20,
however, only 7 of 30 coefficients were found to be
significant, Correlations between perceilved similarity 1n
Nurturance and Overall Effect:iveness ranged from ~.19 to
.51, with a significant average correlation of .17. This
relationship was found to differ significantly between
Class 2 and Classes 3, 4, and & (.51 vs. -.19, -.13, and
-.01), and between Class ! (,.30) and Class 3 (~-.19).
Correlations Setueen perceived similarity 1n Neuroticism
and Overall Effectiveness ranged from —-.13 and .35, with
an avnrage.o+ .02. This relationship differed
siQnificantly between Class 5 (.355) and Classes 1, 2, 3,
4, and 6 (-.09, -.01, ~.12, -.13, and .10). Correlations
sntwoon perceived similarity 1n Achievement and Overall
Effecti veness ranged from —» 27 to .53, with an average of
.03. Again, this relationship differed significantly
between Class 5 (.33) and Classes 1, 2, 3, and .4 (-.21,
-.03, .07 and -.27). Correlations between perceived
similérit& in Orderliness and Overall Effectiveness ranged
from -.09 to .22, with an average of .03. This
relationghip did not differ significantly between classes.
Finally, correlations between perceived similarity in
Extraversion and Overall Eff;ctivcn.qs ranged from -.235 ta
.54, with an average ofi.04. This relationship was

significantly different in Classes S (.54) and 4 (.53)

than in Classes 1, 2, and & (-.07, -,17, and -.23), and
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TABLE 20: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PERCEIVED STUDENT-TEACHERs SIMILARITY
SCORES FOR FIVE PERSONALITY DIMENSIONS AND OVERALL

EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS, FOR SIX CLASSGES.

- -

_________ —-—_-———_-—-—.—-—_—-——-L—-———-——-———————-—--———.____-__‘..-__..____
CLASS ’

PERSONALITY 1 2 3, 4 s ) MEAN
DIMENSION N=79 N=48 N=33 N=29 N=2S N=&4
NURTURANCE .30%ab .Siea -.1%c -.13bc . 28abc -.01ibc .17e
NEUROTICISH -.0%a -.01a -.12a -.13a . SSeb .10a .02
ACHIEVEMENT -.21a -.03ab .Q7ab -.27a . 53ec . 26bc .03
ORDERL INESS -.0%9a .21a .08a .12a . 22a ~-.0%a .03
EXTRAVERSION -.07ab -.17a .32ebc .53ec . S4ec -,23a .08

NQIE. DIFFERENT ROW SUBSCRIPTS DENOTE CORRELATION DIFFERENCES

SIGNIFICANT AT THE .03 LEVEL.

o m
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significantly different 1n Class 3 (.32) than 1n Classes 2

(-.17) and & (-.23).

b4




N Discussion

In general, the present findings both support and
extend previous research concerning student evaluations of
1nstructional effectiveness. The factor structure of the
teaching effectiveness inventory found in the present
study corresponded to those reported in previous
investigatipns (Kulik & Kulik, 19743 Linn, Centra, &
Tucker, 19758 Frey, 19783 Marsh, 1984). Teaching

r

dimensicnsjre4lecting Organization, Rapport, Availability,
and Difffculty have consistently been found in factor
anal yses -using within-class, pooled, and class mean
ratings. Moreover, the pattern of correlations between
dimensions in the present study was qQquite similar to those
reported in previous investigations. For example, Marsh
(1984) found correlations of .33 and .43 between measures
of Qrganization/CIarity and Individual R;Bport in two
samples. workload/Difficulty,jhow.vcr. correlated -.03 and
-.03 with Individual Rapport, and -.135 and .02 with
Organization/Clarity, in the twé samples. Similarly, £n
the pr;sent study, moderate correlations were fbund “\f
between Organization, Rapport, and Availability . \
dimensions, but Difficulty failed to correlate
significantly with any of these dimensions. Averaged

across élassos, Organization correl ated- .66 and .32 with
Rapport and Availability, respectively, and these latter
two dimensions correlated .42. Difficulty, however,

corr.lat.d..OS, .06, and .08 with Organization, Rapport,

70
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and Availability, respectively. It seems from both present
and previous results that course difficulty or workload is
unrel ated to other components of teaching Q{fectxv.ner,
and therefore might be regarded as an attribute of courses
which is independent of the instructors’ teaching
effectiveness. Items concerning course difficulty or
workload, therefore, should be omitted from formal student
evaluations of instructors, since it would appear that
they will only contribute to error variance in scores.

The finding that within-class variability in student
ratings of teaching effectiveness was positively related
to variability in other indices of teaching effectiveness
1in the p}cs.nt study supports results of prevgous
investigations using class mean ratings (Murray, 1983a)
and pooled individual ratings (Feldman, 19773 Whitely &
Doyle, 1979% Brunton & Crull,.l982). Averaged across
classes, overall effectiveness rgtings correlated .58 and
.30 with ratings of amount learned in the course and
likelihood of future course enrollment, respectively.
These latter two measures correlated .47. Murray (1983a)
reported coefficients of .43 and .55 between class mean
student -valuation; and ratings of amount learned and
senior course registration, respectively, with a
correlation of .44 between class means for amount learned
and course registration. Similarly, using pooled

individual ratings, Whitely and Doyle (1979) reported a

v




correlation of .63’Sotw¢cn teaching evaluations and
ratings of amount learnrd. At the level of class means,
such dérrelations are typically considered to be evidence
fér the convergent validity of student ratings.
Instructors who are rated-as effective by students are
also those whose students report hfgh levels of learning

and register 1n senior level courses. At the level of

individual ratings, such correlations indicate that
within—-class vari1ability in student ratimngs cannot be
considered simply error variance. Ratings of the
e%Foctxve*ss of 1nstructors correlate substantially with
both ratings of amount learmed and ratings of the .
likeli1hood o+f 4uture"coursc enrol lment. Moreover, as with \
class mean ratings, such correlations might be interpreted
as evidence for the convergent validity of student
ratings. That is, students for whom the instructor 1is most
effective are also those who learn the most and who will
enroll 1n similar courses. Alt-rnativ-ly: it may be that
the positive correlations found b-tu-cé evaluations of
teachers ana r;tings of amount learned and likelihood of
future cﬁrollmcﬂt simpfy reflect a need ;or student raters
to maintain consistency in their assessments of teaching.

The finding that student p.rc.ptiqpﬂ ot teacher
personality ware related to student evaluations of
teaching .also -upports results of previous investigations

using class mean ratings or pooled individual ratings

(Rushton et al, 1963} Abrasi et al, 1982). Averaged across

¢

}
' L
.
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classes, student ratings of effect:veness correlated .36,

-.26, .51, and .26 with studen® ratings of teacher

nurturance, neuroticisa, achievesent, and orderliness,
respectively. The pattern of correlations was found to be
reasonably consistent across classes, with differences
being primarily ones of magnitude. Calculated with:in
classes, sultiple correlations between student evaluations

and perceptions of teacher persconality ranged from .41 to
. -

.86, with an average of .71, 1ndicating that on average
approximately 30 percent of the within-class vari1ability

1n student evaluations of 1nstructors can be explatned by

-

variability in student perceptions of teacher perscnality.
These f1ndings again demonstrate that within-chass

variability i1n student evaluations is not oﬁtxreir a
»

result of random error.

r 3
At the level of class means, the relation be nLen

teacher personality and student evaluations 1s viewed as

evidence for the convergent validity of student ratings.
-

For example, Erdle et al (1983) found that i1nstructors
with certain pc;sonaltty traits (Achievement .and

Interpqrsonal Orientalion) were rated as more effective

.

partly because they exhibited various organizational and .

charisaatic classrooma boh‘vtors which were related to
. Y . ’
teaching etfectiveness. At the level of i1ndivyidual ratings
. “ . :
ul}h!n‘classac, correlations between evaluatioms of

tdacfﬂnq effecti vaness and perceptions of teacher

s &

\“ 0
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personality might also be viewed as evidence for the
convergent validity of student ratings. A teacher may
actually be more effective for students who perceive hi1m
or her to exhibit high levels of achievement, nurturance,
and orderliness than for students who perceive him or her
to have low levels of these traits. [t 1s possible tﬁat
students diffpr 1n their 1mpressions of tcachcr‘

personality®W1n part, because they differ 1n their

interpretation of teachers’ classroom behavior. This would

suggest that within-class relationships between student
perceptions of teacher personality and their evaluations
of teaching e%#ectxveness are mcdigtcd by 1mpressions of
releyant classroom teaching behav{crs. This interpretation
16 consistent with results of studxos.employan Class
means (Erdle et ai, 198%5), but remains to be empirically
demonstrated. Ar alternative 1nterpretation of the
relation between perceilved teacher personality and
evaluations of teaching, however, 1s that students
attribute traitg to teachers on the basis of their
evaluations of the teachers’ :nsgructxon rather than vice-
versa. -
As found 1n previous roscar;h usi1ng class means or
pooled data (reviewed by Feldman, 19773 Murray, 19804
Marsh, 1984), the present wikthin-class xnvostxaat:on foun%'w-
that students’ level of prior interest in course material

was minimally related to ratings cf instructional

effectivenbas. Averaged agross classes, prior interest




correlated significantly (r=_18) with i1ndividual ratings,
Thus, although students with high 1ni1ti1al xnter;st in
course material tended to rate teachers as more effective
than did students with lower (nitial 1nterest levels, the
relationship was quxgc weak. The association between prior
interest and class average evaluations has often been
viewed as evidence of a component of bias 1n student
ratings P# effecti1veness. Some authors, however, have
cffered a second interpretation of the relation between
mean student evaluations and prior subject interest,
namely that teachers are actually more effective 1n
classes where students have high levels of 1nterest,
perhaps because of i1ncreased levels of 1nterac€fon (Marsh,
1984). Similarly, within classes, 1t might be that
{evachers dare actually more effective for those students
who have high 1nitial 1nterest levels i1n the course, . N
perhaps because 1t 18 these students who benefit most from
classroom interactions.

It 13 important to note that the present findings
indicated a much strongQer relation between end-of-course

~

interest levels anh student ratings than between prior

¢

[}

interest levels and student ratings. Coefficients ranged
across classes from .33 to .55, with a significant average

carrelation of .55, Similarly, interest chamge scores were

found to be related to student ratings within classes.

Coefficients ranged from .04 to .69, with a significant
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average of .38. Thus, students who reported high end-o+¢-.
course 1nterest 1n material and ;'posxtxve change 1n
interest were those who gave high ratings of teaching
effectiveness, As was the case for ratings of amount
learned and li1keli1hood of future enrollment, these
findings can be interpreted as evidence for the con&crqcnt
validity of 1ndividual student ratings, since end-of-
cCourse 1nterest aﬁd change 1N 1nterest might be viewed as
1nd1cants of 1nstructional effectiveness. Alternatively,
however, these results may simply reflect an effort by

students to maintain consistency 1n their assessments of

teaching. A

»
N
Unlike same previous research (reviewed by Feldman,

1976), little evidence was found 1n the present study for
a relation between course qradef and ?gtans of teaching
effectiveness at the level of 1ndividual ratings. It may
be that pre®vious moderate éprrelattons reported 1n some
1investigations using pooled data resulted from confounding
between-class and within class sources of variance. That
1s, effects may have resul ted 4;om differences between
classes 1n the fooctxgoness of i1nstructors. Yonge and
Sassonrath,(lqbe). using a within-class design, reported
that grades ;orr.latcd significantly with raglnqs xn'only
1 of 3 cl;sscg. In the present within-class study, course
gr ades were found to cor;clafn with .44¢c£iv.nol| ratings
in only | of & classes, utth';; average carrolatlon across
.-l:.s'of .07. Similarly, the correlation between

r’f\»'

\
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students’ overall university grade levels and theirr
ratings of 1nstructional effectiveness ranged from -.11 to
.11, with an average correlation of .00. The within-class
correlations of student ratings with the discrepancy
between course Qgrades and university grade average (a
measure of Qrading leniency) ranged from -.16 to .JXA, with
an average of .09. Finally, direct perceptions of grading
leniency were also found to be unrelated to effectiveness
ratings, ranging from -.19 to .20, with an average of .10.
In general, these results 1ndicate that i1ndividual ratings
within Classes were unrelated to measures of student
abllxky. and grading leniency.

As 1n érevxous research using class average or pooled
individual ratings (Feldman, 19774 Marsh, 1984), the
present within-class analysis found no significant
relation between student gender and ratings of
xnstru@txonal effecti1veness. Correlation coefficients
ranQed across classes from -.10 to .31, with an average
correlation of .06. Sxm1lar{y. ‘vorach acrgsi classes,
whé‘her or not the COU?:Q was 1n the area of students’
major had né relat on to effectiveness ratings (average
r=—_04)., In one class, however, a significant negatd ve
relationship was found (r=-.70). Students for whoa the

Course was in the area of their ma;or rated the instructor

a8 more effective than did students for whoa the course

was not in the~area of their ®ajor.
7
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Using class mean evaluations, i1nstructors of upper
level classes have typically been found to receive higher
3

effectiveness ratings than have i1nstuctors of lower level

classes (Murray, 1980 Marsh, 1984), a result not always

replicated when using 1h ual ratings (Feldman, 1977).
“
The present study foup@r higher level students rated

1instructors as less effective than did lower level
students, w;th co;4+1c1ents ranged from -.08 to -:50
across five classes, with a significant average
correlation of -.24. This 1s the reverse of the pattern
found us1ng class medns as the units of analysis., It 1s
rmportant to note, however, that these classes were all
lower level classes. It 1s possible that teachers are
perceived as mo;t effective by students for whom the
course 15 at the appropriate level, and that a reverse
pattern, therefore, would be found 1n higher level
classes. g

The negative within-class relationship between
students’ university lelel and evaluations of teaching
also may have 1mplications for the 1nterpretation of the
po;xtxve relation found btween stud¢n£ level and class
average effectiveness ratings. [t is possible that
relation between these variables at the level of class
neans is an artifact of class size. Instructors of smaller
classes typic;lly receive higher mean ratings than do

those of larger classes (Murray, 19803 Marsh, '1984), and

upper level courses typically are saaller in sjze than




lower level courses. The present study suggests that the
relation between students’ university level and i1ndividual
evaluatxcn.nay depend upon the level of the course.

The present study also replicated previous studies

usi1ng pocled i1ndividual ratings (Hofman & Kremer, 1980) 1n

finding a modest correlation between students’ attitudes
toward university 1nstruction and thgir ratings of
instructional effectiveness. Coefficients were found to
range across clasges from -.10 to .37, with a sxgnx#xcan£
average correlation of .20. Although significant
differences were found between classes, 1n general,
students with a more favorable attitude toward university
instruction rated thexr instructor as more effective than
did students with less favorable attitudes. This relation
may be 1nterpreted i1n two ways., First, 1t may be that
teachers are actually most effective for students with
favorable attitudes toward i1nstruction perhaps because
these students participate 1n classrocom 1nteractions.
Alternatively, these students may give hi1gh evaluations to
instructors ragardless of 1nstructional abx&xty.
The finding thag student p.rlonllity‘&;:ﬁw

r differentially related ’{o c44¢ct1‘css ratip}ij across
classes in this study supports results oF’B;cvious within-
class investigations (Yonge & Sassenrath, 1968), and

. desonstrates the utility of examining associations within

- separate classes. Correlations between 3 of S pirsonality




80

dimensions were 6ou3d to differ significantly across
classes 1n this study. Thus, although the average
correlation between student achievement and effective
ratings was found to be only .06, coefficirents varied +from
-.45 to .35 across classes. Correlations 1n Classes 2 and
I (.35 and .24) differed s1@Qnificantly from those 1in
Classes 4 and 5 (-.43 and -.33). It 1s xntor-stan'to .
observe that the i1nstructors of Classes 2 and 3 received
higher mean ratings of teacher achievement than did
instructors of Classes 4 and 3. Thus, for 1nq§ructors
perceived as low 1n achievement, students high 1in
achievement rated them as less effective than did students
lower 1n achievement} whereas the reverss was found for
1instructors perceived as high in achievement.

Stmilarly, although Fhe average correlation between .
student neuroticism and effectiveness ratings was found to
be only -.06, coefficients ranged across classes from .27
to -.30, The co§relatxon 1n Class 1 (.27) was found to
differ significantly from that 1n Class § (-,30).-Again,
1t 1s 1nteresting to note that the instructor of Class 1
received a significantly lower mean rating for teacher
neuroticism than did the i1nstructor of Class 4. Thus, for
the 1nstructor perceived as high 1m neuroticise, students
high 18 neuroticism gave lower effectiveness ratings than
did ltudcqts low in n.uroticiﬁpl whereas the reverse was
true for the instructor low in neuroticism.

<

Al though stydont orderliness was found to correlate
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on?@ .08 with evaluations across classes, coefficients
ran&;d from —.30 to .40, éorrclatxons in Classes 1 and S5
(=.12 and -.30) n(ﬁ. found to differ significantly from
those in Classes 2 and 4 (.28 and .40). Again, 1t 1s
xntcrosgtnq to observe 4that for the classes with the
largest diif:tonc- in correlation (Classes 4 and 35), a
sani*tc;;t di fference was found for mean raéxngs of
teacher orderliness. The instructor of Class 4 received a
si1gnificantly higher mean rating of orderliness than did
the instuctor of Class 5S. Thus, the i1nstructor perceived
as low in orderliness received lower effectiveness ratings
from students high 1n orderliness than from students low
in&rlincls. whereas the reverse was found for the
ingtructor perceived as high in orderliness. This
corresponds to the pattern of results found for student
achievement. It is important to note, however, that
although an identical pattern of correlation differences
between student orderliness and effect:veness ratings was
found between Classes | and 2, the difference between
instructors in mean ratings of teacher orderliness was
reversed.

Finally, the relationships between student
evaluations and student nurturance and extraversion were

not found to be s;gntficant,in any of the classes tested.

It is interesting, however, that for student nurturance

the higher positive correlations with effectiveness were




y o . . - "

in those classee @aught by xpi!?hctors receiving the

-

higher meln ratings o# thacher Murturance.

-

In sum, dififerences were found between classes 1n
correlations betnqe: 3 of 5 student personality dimensions
and evaluationhs of teaching. Moreover, these differences
were found to be rel:ted to differences in relevant
teacher personality traits. These results might be
interpreted as evidence for the validity of i1ndividual
ratings. If student personality was simply a source of
bias 1n ratings, the relationship between these variables
would not be expected to differ across classes. The
%resent results, however, suQgested that certwin types of
students find certain types of instructors to be
effective; whereas other types of stqunt: find other
types of i1nstructors to be effective. In general, for
traits perceived to be positively related to teaching
effectweness (achievemgnt, nurturance, and orderliness),
students with high scores tended to rate teachers as more
effective than dad ;tudonts with low scores when teachers
were perceived to have high levels of the traits. When
teachers were perceived to have low levels of the traits,
students with low scores tended to rat; teachers as more R
effective than did students with high scores. For the
trait perceived to be negatively related to teaching

effectivenaess (neuroticise), wtudents with high scores

tended to rate teachers as more effective than did

students with low scores uhoq teachars were perceived to
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.
have low levels of the traity .norcas the reverse was
found when teachers wer cCeived to have high levels of
the trai1t. These results suggest, therefore, that for
personality traits perceived to be positively related to
effective 1nstruction, student—-teacher similarity predicts
effectiveness rati1ngs! whereas dissimilarity predicts
ratings for traits perceived to be negatively r‘ﬁated to
instructional effectiveness. It should be noted that this
~

conclusion applies to actual similarity and dissimilarity
across Classes.

The relationships between percelved student-teacher
similarity and dissimilarity in personality within classes
were also examined 1n the present study. Averaged across
classes, perceived dissimilarity in nurturance,
neuroticism, achievement, orderliness, and extraversion
were found to predict student evaluations (r's = _,41,
~-.19, .32, .13, and .35, respectively). Thus, in general,
students perceiving their teacher to be more nurturant,
achieving, orderly, and extraverted but less neurotic than
themsel ves rated the instructor as mpore effective than did

’
students perceiving the teacher to be less nurturant,

.
achieving, orderly, extraverted, but more neurotic than
themgelves. It should be recalled that perceptions of
teacher nurturance, achievement, orderliness, and

extraversion were found to be positively related to

evaluations} whereas teacher neuroticism was found to be
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negatively related to evaluations. These results are
consistent with and extend those reported by Gfush et al
(1973) concerning positive student-teacher personality
dissimilarity on relevant traits. As would be expected,
given the present findings concerning perceived positive
personality dissimilarity, little evidence was found for a
relation between perceived student-teacher personality
similarity and evaluations of teaching effectiveness.

In general, the present results i1ndicated that within-
class variability 1n student evaluations of teachers was
systematically related to student characteristics and
perceptions. On ﬁ:eraQQ, approximately 350 percent of the
variability in student evaluations within classes was
found to be accounted for by perceptions of teacher
personalxty.'§1m11arly. across classes, evaluations wgre
found to be substantxall? correlatedy with other subj)ective
indices of teaching effectiveness: ratings of amount
learned (.58), likelihood of future course enrollment
(.30), and end-of-course i1nterest (.55, Avcrag.d ACross
classzp. student 1nstruq‘ioﬁél ratings also correlated
with prior 1nt9rcst (.18), student attitudes toward
tollege instruction (.20), student university level
(-.24), and perceived student-teacher porsoqality
disstmi;}rity. Student gender, area of major, and Qrades,
however, were found to be unrelated to evaluations.
Finally, the relationship between evaluations and student

personality was found to differ across classes for 3 of¢ 3

>
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dimensions. Moreover, these differences seemad to be

meaningfully related to differences between classes 1n

mean perceptions of relevant teacher personality traits.

Several limitations of this research, however, should be

kept in mind., First, although the present results are
consistent with the view that within-class variability 1n
student evaluatiqns of teaching reflects actual

differences in the effectxvengﬁs of the instructor for
different students, 1t 1s passxble that within-class
variability simply reflects rating biases. Positive
correlations botuogn student evaluatxons'and other
subyective iﬁdﬁces ot teaching ef‘.ctivcncsi could have
resul ted from 'an effort b& students to be consistent in
their assessments, and correlations between student
characteristics and evaluations of teaching could have
resulted if some types o0f students rated xnstruqtor; .
hiqh;f than ot?or types for reasons other than the
-4f-c£1vcncss of the i1nstructor. Second, the present
fxnd}nqs may not generalize to methods other than the L
lecture method, to teaching content areas other tH:n -~
psychology or to instructors who are female (given that the
present sample was compOsed entirely of male instructors).
For example, it seems likely that p;}sonaltty traits might
be perceived by students asWsifferentially desirable for
sale and female 1nstructors.'F1naily. nithough student

. - ~
Qender ﬁ’s found ta be unrelated to ratings of teachihg

4

/

/

4




‘ types

-
effectiveness, this does not rule out the possibility that

. relationships between such ratings and other variables aay

differ for male and female students. Future research
concerning these i1ssues 1s Clearly necessary.

In spite oi.poqyiblo drawbacks, this study has
1mpligations for both the ﬁnd.rntandtnq and improvesent of

university instruction. The present findings sugQeat that

Wty
-

within-class vartibility in student evaluations may
reflect actual differences 1n the .4fcctiv;ncis of
instruction for different students. Thus, college
instructional ’4f.ctxv-n'ss aight b; enhanced by an
uncderstanding of the reasons for such differances. Biven
fkat student evaluations were found to'Bc related to
perceptions of certain teacher pcrsongltty trajts, 1t
seems that teaching effectiveness might be ‘ndrov.d Sy an
effort on thclpart of i1nstructors to enqage in_bohavibrl.
which reflect such traits. The present results also

suggested that certain types of students may fxnh certain
types of instructors t; be off‘c vei whereas other typed
.aé‘studcntc may find other tﬁpcﬁ of 1nstructors to be
effective. Similarly, future rasearch might ¢ind that
‘ecrtaxn types of ltudndis $ind certain types of courses to )

~ - ” ] ¢

. * "
‘be 04425;1yo! whereas other types of students find other
¥ coursee to bq effective. Thus, it may be possible

to 1-pro‘: S,llogc instruction by msatching types of ‘

. - '
stdb-nts with types of courses and teachers. For -exasple,

instructors aight include brief descriptioow of their

¥
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A )
teaching style and personality on course syllabi. Students

could then use such 1nformation to select 10structors
whose styles match their needs. Additional i1nvestigations
along these lines will further both the understanding and

1mprovement of college teaching.



;‘a:ipronccs

‘Abrami, P.C., & Mizener, D. A. (1983). Student/instructor

attitude s1milari1ty, student ratings, and course

‘gcr$érmance. Journal of Educational Psychology, ZZJ

693-702,

~ Abramy, P, C., Perry, R. P., & Leventhal, L. (1982). The

' relationship between student personality
characteristics, teacher ratings, and student

aChxévemcnt. Journal of Educational Psychology, 74,

£

111-125.
Bausell, R. B., & Magoon, J. (1972). Expected grade 1n a
course, grade-point average, and student ratings of

the course and the :i1nstructor. Educational and

Psychological Measurement, 32, 1013-1023. ’

Bausell, R. B., Schwartz, S., & Purohit, A. (1975). An

examination of the conditions under which various

student rating parameters replicate across time.

Journal of Educational Measurement, 1249,273-280.

Bejar, 1. I. (1973). A survey of selected administrative

L]

practices supporting student evaluation of

Tnstructional programs. Research i1n Higher Education,

3, 77-86.
Brunton, B.T., & Crull, S.R. (1982). Causes and
consequences of student evaluation of instruction.

R:s.arth in H{gh.r Education, 17,.195—206.

Cattell, R. B. ({966). The scree test for the number -of

factors.‘nglglxgtlggg_ﬁgngyigggl Research, 1, 243-276.

88




89

Centra, J. A. (1973). Reli1ability of Student

Instructional. Report 1fems. SIR Report No. 3I.

Princeton, N.J.: Educational Testing Service.

Centra, J. A. (1977). HOw universities evaluate faculty
performance: A survey of department heads. GREB

Research Report 735-3bR. Princeton, N.J.: Educationcl

Testing Service.
Clore, G. L., & Byrne, D. (1974). A reinforceméent-affect
model of attraction. In T. L. Huston (Bd.),

Perspectives on 1nterpersonal attraction. New York:

Academic Press.
Cohen, P.A. (1981). Student ratings of 1nstruction and
student achievement: A meta-analysis of multisection

validity studies. Review of Educational Research, 351,

281-30/.
Costin, F. (1968). A graduate course 1n the teaching of

psychology: Description and evaluation. Journal of

Teacher Education, 19, 425-432.

Costin; F., & Grush, J.E. (1973). Personality correlates
of teacher,-student behavior 1n the college classroom.
*

Journal of Educational Psycholaogy, 635, 3I5-44,

-

Costin, F., Greenough, W., & Menges, R. J. (i971). Student .
ratings of college teaching: gcltability, validity,

and usefulness. Review of Educational Research, 41,

S511-335.

-




——— -

v

4 , 5¢
7
Cranton, P.A., & Hillgartner, W. (1981). The relationstdp
‘between student ratings and 1nstructor behavior:

Implications for 1mproved teaching. Canadian Journal

of H;iper Education, 11, 73-81.

Crittenden, K. S., & Norr, J. L. (1973). Student values
and teacher evaluation: A problem 1n person

perception, Sociometry, 36, 143-151.

Deshpande, A.S., Webb, S.C., & Marks, E. (1970). Student
percéptxons of engineeri1ng 1nstructor behaviors and

their relationship to the evaluation of 1nstrdcto;s

and courses. American Educational Research Journal,

7, 289-30S.

Doyle, K. 0., Jr. (19735) Student evaluation of

instrugtion. Lexington, Mass.: Heath.

N\
Dople, K. 0., Jdr. & Crichton, L. (1978). Student, peer,
and self evaluations of college 1nstructors. Journal

of Educational Psycholegy, 70, 815-82é.
Y

Dunkin, M.J., & Biddle, B.J. (1974). The study of

teaching. New York: Holt, Rinehart, & Winston.
Erdle,-S., & Murray, H.G. (1986&). I%terfaculty

differences 1n ciassroom beec?xng behaviors and the:ir

relationship to<+student i1nstructional ratings.

Research in H{igcr Education, 24, 113-127.

Erdle, $., Murray,%H.B., & Rushton, J.P. (198%3).
Personality, classroom befiavior, and student ratings

of college teaching effectiveness: A pdth analysis.

Journal of Educational Psychology, '77, 394407,

’,




A

Feldman, K. A, (19768). Grades and college students’

evaluations of thelr courses and teachers. Research

1n _Higher Education, 4, 69-111.
Feldman, K. A. (1977). fonsistency and variability among
college students 1n rating their teachers and

courses. A review and analysis. Research 1n Higher

-

Education, &, 223-274.

-

Feldman, K. A, (1986). The perce:ived i1nstructional
effecti1veness of college teachers as related to their

personality and attitudinal characteristics: A review

~

and synthesis. Researth i1n Higher Education, 24, 139-
] * B

213, ) ‘

4

Follman, J. (19735). Student ratings of faculty teaching
effectiveness: Rater or ratee characteri1stics”

Research 1n Higher Education, 3, 135-167.

Frey, FP. W. (1978). A two-dimensional analysis of student

ratings of 1nstruction. Research 1n Highcr Education,

9, 69-91.
Gillmore, G. M. (1972). Estimates of reliability
coefficients for 1tems and subscales of the Illinoirs

Course Evaluation Questionnaire. Research Report No.

341, Urbana, Ill1.: University of Illinois, Office of .

Instructional Resources.
Glasman, N. S. & Gmelch, W. H. (1976)., Purposes of
evaluation of university instructors: Definitions,

delineations, and dimensions. Canadian Journal of
Higher Education, &, 37-33.

*



e

Good, K. C. & Good, L. R. (1973). Assumed attitude
I 4
similarity and i1nstructor evaluation. Journal of

Social Psychology, %1, 285-290.

d

> 4
~ Grush, J. E., Clore, G. L. & Costin, F. (197%).
Dissimilarity and attraction: When difference makes

a dxffcrcnc;. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychologz. 32, 783-789.

Guthrie, E. R. (1964). The evaluation of teaching: A

progress report. Seattle: University of Washington.

Hoffman, R, 6. (1978), Variables affecting university
student ratings of instructor behavior. -American

Educational Research Journal, 15, 287-299.

Hofman, J. E., & Kremer, L. (1980). Attitudes toward

higher education and course evaluation. Journal of

Educational Psycqglqu, 72, &10-617.

HoQan, T. P, (1973). Similarity of student ratings

across instructors, courses, and time. Research in

~

Higher Education, 1, 149-1354.

Howard, G. S. & Schmeck, R. R. (197&)..Relatxonsh1p of

changes in student motivation to student evaluations

of instruction. Rgssarch in Higher Education, 10,

303-313.

Jackson, D. N. (1974). Personality Research_form Manual.

TBoshen, N.Y.: Research Psychgplogists Press.

L

92



93

keaveny, J.J., & McGann, A.F, (1978). Behavioral
dimensions assoclated with students’ .global ratings

0of colleqge professors. Research 1n Higher Education, \

9, 3I33-345.

[ 4
Kulik, J. A. & Kuli1k, C. C. (1974). Student ratings of

tnstruction. Jeaching of Psycholcgy.-li 51-97.

Linn, R. L., Centra, J. A. & Tucker, L. R. (1975,
Between, within, and total group factor analyses of

student ratings of 1nstruction. Multivariate

Behavioral Research, 10, 277-288.

Marsh, H.W. (1984). Students’ evaluations of university
\
teaching: Dimensignality, reliability, validity,

potential biases, and utility. Journal of Educational

Psychology, 76, 707-734.

McKeachie, W. J. (1966). Student affili1ation motives,

teacher warmth, . and academic achievement. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychologz,_ﬁJ 437-461.

Mintzes,tJ. J. (1979). Overt teaching behaviors and

student ratings of instructors. Journal of

Experimental Education, 48, 145-1353.

Mueller,~. J. (1931). Trends in student ratings o+

/

faculty. American Association of Wniversity

Professors Bulletin, 37, 319-324.

Murray, H. G. (1972). The validity of student ratings of

faculty teaching ability. Presented at annual

meetings of the Canadian Psychological Association.



94

Murray, H. 6. (1973). Predicting student ratings of

colleQe teaching from peer ratings of personality

traits. Teaching of Psychology, 2, 66-69.

Murray, H. G. (1978),. Teacher ratings, student

achievement, and teacher perscnality tra:ts.

Presented at annual meetings of the Canadian
Psychological Association.

Murray, H. 6. (1980). Evaluating university teaching: A

review of research. Toronto: Ontario Confederation of

University Faculty Associations.

~

Murray, H.G. (1983a). Low-inference classroom teaching

behaviors in relation to si1x measures of college

t-achingieifcctivencss. Presented at Conference on

the Evaluation and Improvement of University

Waching, Montebello, Quebec. : _ “
T Murray, H.G. (1983b). Ld;-inf.r.nce classroom teaching
behaviors and student ratings of cblleée teaching

effectiveness. Journal of Educational Psychology, 735,

138-149.

Murray, H.G., Rushton, J.P., & Paunonen, S.V. (1988).

Teacher personality and student :1nstructional ratings
in six types of college courses. Submitted
manuscript. A )

Rushton, J. P., Murray, H. B. & Paunonen, S. V. (1983).

»

Personality, research creativity, and teaching

effectiveness in university professors.

Scientometrics, 3, 93-116.



LAY

95

Sei1ler, L. H., Weybright, L. D. & Stang, D. J. (1977). How
useful are published evaluations to students’

selection of courses and i1nstructors® Teaching o+f

Fsycholbgy, 4, 174-177.

Seldin, P.(1980) Successful faculty evaluation programs.

Crugers, N.Y,: Coventry Press.
A
Sherman, B.R., & Blackburn, R.T. (1973). Personal
characteristics and teaching effectiveness of

college faculty. Journal of Educational Psychology,

67, 124-131.
Solomon, D. (196&). Teacher behavior dimensions, course
characteristics, and student evaluations of teachers.

American Educational Research Journal, 3, 35-47.

Tomasco, A.T. (1980). Student perceptions of instructional
and personality characteristics of faculty: A

canonical analysis. Teaching of Psychologz,_ZJ 79-82.

Wwhitely, S. E. & Doyle, K. 0., Jr. (1979). Validity and
generalizability of student ratxqps from between-

classes arfl within-class data. Journal of Educational

Psychologz, 71, 117-124,

Yonge, G. D. & Sassenrath, J. M. (1968). Studeqt

personal 1ty correlates of teacher ratings. Journal

of Educational Psxcholggz, 59, 44-32.



APPENDIX 1: SURVEY OF STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF

UNIVERSITY INSTRUCTION.




Survey of Student Perceptions of University Instruction

General Inforsation:
In this Qquestionnalre, you will be asked to evalua
effectiveness Of your course and i1nstructor as well rate y
and your instructor on several personality traits. In ldd\* on,
you will be asked to provide some i1nformation regarding your
1interests and expectations concerning this course. Participation
1n this 1nvestigation 18 completely voluntary. Your responsed to
this questionnaire, however, may further the understanding an
1mprovesent of instruction at this university and, therefore,
would be greatly appreciated. This survey is designed for
research purposes only and should not be confused with the 6rnal
instructor evaluation for this course which you will be llKZd to
complete at another time. Your responses, coadined with thdse of

i

your classsates, will be used to examine the adequacy of st doﬂt>'

ratings as a measure of university instructional effectivenems.

Therefore, it 18 imaportant that you answer in a completely an

and frank manner. Your responaes will be completely confia 1al
and i1ndividual student ratin will never be released.

For the purposes of this investigation, 1t is important to
obtain your final grade in this course from the instructor. In
order, to match your gQrade with your mwsponses to this
questionnaire, you will be asked to grovide your Student
“dentification Number. After recording your final grade, however,
your’ student number will be deleted ¢rom the ‘questionnaire befora
submitting your responses for computer processing. At that tiese,
your .resgonses will be completely anonymous. [f you do not wish
to réledse this (or any other) information, then feel free to
omit any Qquestions. Your responses to all questions, however,
would be greatly appreciated.

A brief report concerning the findings of this survey will
be available in the fall of 198%. 1 you wish tO recetive a copy,
then provide your name a address (as of Fall, 1983) in the
space provided below. T information will be kept separate froe
thc‘rcst of your questionnaire to protect the anonymity of your'
responses.

(Note. To be completed only 1f feedback desired.)

Name:

- h e = A AR B T e ik M ok B = = M - e Ak ———

Postal Code:




1.

A

SUBJECT CONSENT FORM
. !

1 agree to participate as a sub)ect i1n this research
project, conducted by Stephen Erdle of the Department of
Psychology at The University of Western Ontario.

1 have read the "General Informsation” cover sheet concerning
the nature and purpose of the Survey of Student Perceptions
o4 University Instruction.

I uncderstand that ay participation in this project (s entirely
voluntary and that I may choose not to answer any questions
and to terainate my participation at any tise.

I understand that all information [ provide will be kept
strictly confidential.

L
1 undgrstand that the results of the study will be made
available to me 1¥f I complete the "feedback desirec” sheet.

I understand that there are no risks to me, personally, 1n
the research.

Signed:,

98



") and relevant manner,

Instructional Effectiveness Inventory

-7
Inetructions.
The questions below concerrn the Qi#.<t:v.n.|| of your
instructor and course. Please use the following rating scale 1n
makingQ your  udQements:

<

- strongly disagree
- disagree '

- slightly disagree
undeci ded

- slightly agree

- agree )

- stroaQly agree

NCUWBUN-
'

-~

-n"

1. The student had to work hard 1n this course.
2. Each class peri1od was carefully planned 1n advance. :

3. Class discCussion was we@lcome 1n this course.

..

4. The student was able ta get personal help in this course.

S. The 1nstru:tor pressnted the uatcrial clearly and
summarized sajor points.

6. The grading accurately reflected the student's
perforsance, _ , ) ) :
LY

7. The course has increased my knowl edge and competence
1in this area, L

8. Course ob)ectives were clearly defined.

F. The instructor was enthusiastic about course material. 4

10. Lectures were in agreement with course ob ectives.

11. The i1nstructor encouraged class participation. .

&«
12. The instructor used class time well, :

13. The i1nstructor presented material in an i1nteresting -

4

14, The lectures were too repetitive 66 the textbook.

15. The tnstructor was available for student consultation. :

[~

Please enter your responsofxn _t\ho space beside sach question.
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16.
17.
18.

19,

21.
22.
23.

24,

26,

27.

30.

31,

32.

33.

34.

33.

39.

10,

The 1netructor was well prepared for class.

The 1nstructor knew when students didn’t Qndorst‘nc.
The scope of the co#rsa was t0o0 lim:ted.

The 1nestructor encourdaQed students to think,

The i1nstructar su-ﬂ’}xzod o; emphasized ma or points.

’
The instructor

concerned with stulent progress,
The 1netructor accoaplished ot ;ectives for the course.
The i1nstructor -ad% h.lglul Commants ON papeErs OF exams.
Tao tnatructor raised challenging Questions.

-
Evams reflected 1mportant aspects of the course.
The student +¢elt free to ask Qucsffons or give OpilnNni1IONe.

The Course was dx‘ilcu‘t.
[]

The 1nstructor i1nformed studamats as to how they would
be evaluated.

The 1natructor explained dréé1cult concepts I1n a clear,
strairght-forward way.

The 1ne8tructor was Oopen to other viewpolnts.
The pace of the course was too fast.
Overall, the i;utbook was valuable.

Overall, other !o.danc were valuable.
Overail, the exaas were va}uablo.

Overall, the l.ctu'li were viluablo.

Overall, class discussions were valuable.

Overall, €he 1nstructor was. in tune (had rapport’
with the students.

Overall, the 1nBtuctor ~as effective 1n organizing and
explagning course material.
)

Overall, the lnstructa( was @ffective.

Overall, the coursa was valuable.

[3)




Personality Rating Fora - A

Instructions.

Flease rate yoursels Crn eacr oO¢ the perscrality traits.

ratings should reflect the extent to which vou ¢eel
mak1Ng your jjudgements’

=~ MNever

- almost never
- rarely
somet . ses

- frequently

- almost alwavs
- always

40 (A d) o~
i

1. Ambiticus (coaoitxtxvo. 1Noustrious, achieving)

2. Reserved (introverted, dquiet, shy)

Al

you exhibit
the trait 1n question. Please use the foliowing rating scale

3. Pacifistic (even—-tempered, peaceful, milc-msannered)

4. Defensive (suspicious, guarded, touc%y)

5. Clever (braight, logical, i1nsightful)

e

6. Dependent (reli®s on others, Qgroup-oriented, conforming)

7. Enduring (persistenrt, durable, steadfast)

8. Cautious (apprehens:ve, seeks safety, timig)
?. Supportive (nuéurang. telpful, comforting:
10. Yielding (meek, submissive, $ollower)

J1. Orderly (neat, methaodtical, systematic)

XY‘Rolauw (calm, tranquil, composed)

13. Subjective (partial, biased, unfair)

Nl
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14,

13.

16.

17.

18.

19.

21.

22.

23.

24.

23.

26.

27.

28.

30.

Liberal (élexidble, tolerant, progressive’

Arrogant (conceited, egotistic, vain’

Apathetic (unmotivated, 1ndifferent, nNot 1Nnterested
LN accomgl i shments)

Sociable (extraverted, outgoing, friendly)
AQQressive (threatening, hostile, argumentative)

Open (trusting, selé-adisclosing, revealing)

Dull (unimaginative, slow-witted, unintelligent)
Independent (1ndividualistic, self-reliant, autonoaocus)
Impatient (restless, uncoaaitted, fidgQety)

Adventurous (takes risks, daring, en;;oys
dangerous activities)

Thoughtless (unsympathetic, neglecting, uncaring!
Leadership (assertive, selé-assured, dominant)
Disorganized (untidy, messy, sloppy)

Anxtous (nervous, tense, uneasy) ,

OCbjective (just, unprejudiced, equitable’

Authoritarian (rigid, conservative, dogmaatic)

Modest (humble, unpretentious, down-tcoc-earth)

o»

.n
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Ferscnality Rating Fora - B

Instructions.

FPlease rate your instructor on each of the personality
traits. All ratings should reflect the extent to which you ¢eel
yoyr inatructor exhibits the trait 1n question. Please use the
following rating scale 1n making your judgements:

- never \

- aimost never
- rarely

soaet! hes

- frequently

- almost alwevs
- always

N DN -
]

1, Aabi1tious (competitive, 1ndustrious, achieving) : H
2. Reserved (i1ntroverted, qQqulet, shy) : : .
3. Pacifistic (ovon-tcapcr.d, peaceful, mild-mannersd) H :

4, Defensive (suspicious, Juarded, touchy) : :

S. Clpver (bright, loQical, i1nsi1ghtful) : :

6. Dependent (relies on others, Qroup-criented, conforaing) :
7. Enduring (persistent, durable, steadfast) : :

8. Cautious (apprehensive, seeks safety, timig}

.e
.

9. Supportive (puturant, helpful, comforting) : :

10. Yielding (meek, subaissive, f0!]ower) : :

11. Orderly (neat, methodical, systematic) :
12. Relaxed (calm, tranquil, composed) o

13. Bubj ective (partial, birased, unfair) : :




14,

16.

17.
i8.
19.
20.
21,
22.

23.

24,

z26.
27.
28.
29.

30.

Libera! (flexible, tolerant, progressive)
Arrogant (conceited, egotistic, vain)

Apathetic (unnoisvntoc, 1ndiféerent, not interested
1N accomplishments)

Soc*ablc (gxtraverted, ocutgoing, friendly) '
ﬁqqr’!llv! (threateninQ, hostile, argumentat:ve)
Open (trusting, selé-disclosing, revealing)

Dull (unimaginative, slow-witted, unintelligent)

lndependent (i1ndividualistic, self-reliant, autonomous)

Impatient (restless, uncommitted, fi1dgety)

Adventurocus (takes risks, daring, en;ovs
ddhgerocus act:i1vitfes)

Thoughtl ess (unsyr-.ntxc. neQlecting, uncaring)
Leaderahip (assertive, self-assured, dominant)
Disorgunized (untidy, messy, sloppy)

Anxious (nervous, tense, uneasy)

Ob ective (just, unprejudiced, equitable)

Authoritarian (riQid, conservative, dogmatic)

Modest (humble, unpretentious, down-to-earth)

..

as

s
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)Pacquound Indoreation

Stucdent [dentification Number s o=

GCender ™ F

University level: A - secpnd vyear
. B - third vear
- C - fourth vear
h D - other
Is this course 1n the araeaa of¢ your major> Y N

In general, university 1nstruction 1s valuable.

- strongQly agree

- agree

- slightly igree
unde<ided

- slightly disagree
- disagree

- strongly disagree

ognvnmonw?Dd
i

Id

wWhat was the extent of your interest 1n this COuree prior
to the start of classes”

» l:}

- extremely interested
- moderately 1nterested
- slsghtly tnterested
Ned ther i1nterested Nnor uninterested N
- slightly uninterested*®

- moderately uninterested

- extremely uninterested

cMMoONODOD
i

wWhat 18 the extent of your 1nterest 1" this Ccoursae
currentl 2

- eaxtremely i1nterested

- moderately interested

- slightly interested

ne1ther interested nor uninterested
- alightly uninterested

- moderately uninterested

~ axtrewmely uninterested

ONMMON®D
'
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11.

12.

Compared to other courses, how much do vou feel you have
learned from this course”

- far more -

- considerably mscre

- slightly more

neither aore Nnor 1ess

- slightly less .
- considerably less

- éar less

OMMmMoNwD
]

Coapared to other i1nstructors, Now much do you feel you
have learned froa your i1nstructor, i1ndependent of course
readings and assignments”

- far more

- considerably more

- slightly more

neitther aore nor less
- slightly less

- consi1derably less

- far less

OMMmMonNo?Dd
}

Would you take another course 1n this area taught by your
instructor, 14 not restricted by degree reqQuirements”®

- definitely

- probably
possibly

- probably not

- definitely not

moOw?d
)

Would you take another cQurse 1n this area taught by a
different 1nstructor, 1f nNot restricted by degree
requiresents” -

A - definittely

B - protably

C - posaibly

D - probably not

E - definitely not

What 18 your overall university grade averaQe (percent)”

. A
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r’\
13. To what extent do you fee®]l the Qrade you will receive 1n
this course reflects the Qrade you dceserve” )

—~ far higher than deserved

- considerably higher than deserved

- slightly higher than deserved

neitther higher NOor lower than deserved
- slightly lower than deserved

- consideradbly lower than deserved

- éar lower than deserved

oMMmMonOoDD
{




APPENDIX 2:

FEEDBACK TO SUBJECTS
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The Relationship between Student Characteristics andg
Student Ratings of University Teaching Effectiveness

~ i~
This report briefly descridbes sa;or findings of the study
entitled "Survey of Student Perceptions of University
Instruction®~ i1n which you participated at the completion of¢ the
1964/19683 acadewic year. Your responses to the survey wers
greatly apprec)ated.

As you eay know, student ratings of university instructors
are used for such purposes as: providing feedback for
instructors, providing students with information for selecting
classes, and providing the university with 1nforasation for —
adainistrative decisions. Although students in a class -
typically differ in their ratings of teaching effectiveness,
the overall rating of the i1nstructor is obtained by averaging
students’ individual ratings. ¢ differsnces between students
are siaply due to chance variation, then differences will
cancel out and the average rating will be an accurate seasure
of teaching effectiveness. [, however, such differences in
ratings are due to differences in characteristics of students,
then average ratings may be atfected. The purpose of this
stutly, therefore, was to deteraine if difierences in student
characteristics can account for differences i1n ratings of
teathing effectivenaess,

An averagQe of 28 students froa each of six similar
undergraduate classes taught by different male professors in
the Departeent of PsychologQy, University of wWestern Ontario
were,included in the study. Each student provided ratings of
1nsfructor teaching effectiveness, 1nstructor personality, and
their own personality. Students also provided background
tnformation such as gender, university level, and university
Qrade averagQe.

In the six classes, the amount of variability in ratings
af teaching effectiveness accounted for by student personality
ranged from 8% to 34%, with an average of 17%. In S of the &
classqgs, students rating theeselves as low in anxiety rated
thetr {netructor as sore effective than students high {(n [
anxiety. The direction and strength of the relationships jka
between othér personality traits and ratings of teaching SR
‘effectiveness, however, differed in teras of both the cla.oa:hé

S\

the aspect of teaching effectiveness being examined.
Differencey between classes may be due to differences s%‘“ N

parsonality traits of instructors teaching the classes.
Analyses are currently being conducted to examineg this Y{g
hypothesis. ' . N




The amount cof variability 1n ratings of teaching
effectivensss explained by student gender rangecd froe 14% to
48%, with an averaQe of 29%. Male students rated their
1nstructor higher than did female students in each of the
classas. It should be recalled, however, that only male
instructors were inCcluded in this study. Whether the sase
relationship exiats in classes taught dy female instructors 1s
a question for future research.

The amocunt of variability in ratings of teaching
efsectiveness explained by the university level of students
ranged froa 1% to 13X, with an average of 4X. The amount o+
variablility blained by ltud.nts"untdofolty gQrade average
ranged from less than 1X to 14X, with an average of 3IX. Again,
the nature of these relationships differed 1n teras of both the
class and the aspect of teaching effectiveness being exasined.
Overall, the amount of variability in ratings of teaching
effecti veness explained by student characteristics (1.e.,
personality, gender, university level, and university grade
average) ranged from 30X to 346X, with an average of 44X,

The findings of this study desonstrate that differences in
student charateristics can account, to a substantial degree,
for differences in student ratings of an i1nstructor’s teaching
effectiveness. Average ratings of instructors, therefore, may
be affected. For example, even {f two instructors were equally
effective, thae i1nstructor teaching a class with less. anxious
students would receive a higher average rating. When using
average ratings, therefore, characteristics of students
making the ratings should be considered.

The results o0f this study can be interpreted 1n two ways.
First, some types of students say rate an instcuctor higher
than other types for reascons other than the ¢:X¢ct1vono|| o+f
the instructor. Second, an instructor msay actually be aore
effective for some types of students than others. The finding
that relationships between many student characteristics and
student ratings of teaching effectiveness differ froma class to
class seems consistent with this second interpretation. Some
types of instructors say be most effective for some types of
students while other types of instructors say be most effective
tor other types of students. -

14 more tnformation regarding this study 1s desired,
please contact:
Stephen Erdle
Departasent o+ Psychology,
University of Western Ontario.
London, @ntario. N&A SC2
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