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ABSTRACT 

The major purpose of this study was to construct an evaluative 

instrument for measuring teaching effectiveness. More specifically, 

an attempt was made to develop a reasonably reliable and valid rating 

device which could be used at the college level. Such an instrument 

might be used for improving teaching and for providing an objective 

source of data in making administrative decisions concerning teachers. 

The review of the literature indicated that historically evalu

ations of teachers have been made on a subjective, unsystematic basis. 

In the past, nonobjective, informal student and administrative judgments 

have been the most common procedures used to assess teaching effective

ness. Quantity of research productivity in contrast to teacher produc

tivity has been another unsystematic criterion vised to gauge the quality 

of teaching at the university or college level. Research studies demon

strated that teaching activities may be improved through systematic 

feedback from student ratings. The results of the literature review 

further indicated that student ratings of teaching have high reliability 

and acceptable validity and that quality of teaching can be assessed by 

student ratings. 

Certain teaching activities and qualities were assumed to be 

important dimensions contributing to effective teaching. The 47-item 

instrument developed and validated in this study is based on 227 items 

from five factor analytical investigations of teaching effectiveness. 

x 



During the fall semester, 1972, six faculty members of the 

Teacher Evaluation Committee of the College of Education at The Univer

sity of Arizona helped determine the content validity of the instrument. 

Each committee member selected from the 227-item domain only those items 

believed to be related to effective teaching. With the approval of this 

committee a 69-item instrument was constructed for a pilot study. 

Using these 69 items, 1900 students rated 50 volunteer teachers. These 

ratings provided data for developing a final instrument to measure 

teaching effectiveness. 

From the main body of the initial 69 items the first 52 items, 

which depicted effective teaching, were resubmitted to a representative 

group of faculty (N=86) and students (N=169) of the College of Educa

tion. In general, items rated mutually high (rating range of 5.00 -

6.00) by both faculty and students on this 52-item intermediate instru

ment were considered for retention in the final form. On this basis 

the criterion validity of the instrument was determined. 

During the spring semester, 1973, for the second phase of the 

instrument's development 50 volunteer faculty and 1650 of their 

students from the College of Education helped determine the psychometric 

properties of the final form. On this 47-item final form, the reliabil

ity of its 27 items depicting effective teaching activities and qualities 

was found to be .85. Other item correlations were computed, demonstra

ting high internal consistency of the instrument. 

In using the final form of the instrument two hypotheses were 

tested. The first hypothesis stated that there would be no significant 
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difference in student ratings of instructors among small, medium, and 

large classes. This hypothesis was found to be tenable. Thus, no 

significant differences were found among the small, medium, and large 

classes in relationship to student ratings of teaching effectiveness. 

The second hypothesis stated that there would be no significant differ

ence in student ratings of instructors on faculty selected versus non-

selected items on the rating forms. The instructors, in general, 

obtained significantly higher ratings on self-selected items than on 

nonselected items. Therefore, the second hypothesis was rejected. 

The results from this study suggest that a fair, systematic 

evaluation procedure might be enhanced considerably by the use of rating 

items which are consistent with teachers' instructional objectives and 

philosophies. The data of this study indicated that the developed 

instrument has high reliability and adequate validity for measuring 

teaching effectiveness. Such an instrument as this one might be used 

as a feedback source for improving instruction and/or as an administra

tive aid for making objective decisions concerning teacher assignments, 

salaries, and promotions. However, the major value of such an evalu

ative device is believed to lie in its utility for instructor self-

appraisal in the improvement of teaching. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In recent years strategies to facilitate learning in the 

classroom have attracted many researchers investigating teaching effec

tiveness. Research studies by Flanders (1960), Ryans (1960), Gage 

(1963), McKeachie (1963), Gagne (1965), and Popham (1971) are some ex

amples of the efforts conducted to understand in depth the teaching-

learning process. 

As specific examples of these endeavors, Flanders (1960) and 

Ryans (1960) proposed that effective teachers can be identified by 

certain classroom procedures which enhance learning in students. Gage 

(1963) reviewed over a half century of research studies on teaching. 

A decade later Gage (1972) renewed his commitment to search for empiri

cal dimensions of effective teaching. McKeachie (1963) and Gagne (1965) 

contributed a great amount of theoretical and empirical information to 

our understanding of teaching and learning. 

It appears that the evaluation of teaching effectiveness is 

especially difficult in that learning can be accomplished in many differ

ent ways. An effective learning experience, therefore, is dependent 

upon a variety of factors. In particular, Gagne (1965) maintained that 

the outcome of learning is determined jointly by an individual instruc

tor and a unique group of students working toward the accomplishment of 

educational ofjectives in a specific learning environment. A basic 

1 



responsibility of the teacher is to transmit subject content to the 

learners in such a way that their educational growth is maximized 

(Popham and Baker, 1970). Several instructional strategies have been 

suggested to accomplish such a task (Glaser, 1963). In addition, Gagne 

(1965) maintained that effective teaching and learning depend upon the 

curriculum, its content, the way in which it is structured, and the 

specific objectives which the teacher chooses for the course. Similarly, 

Bruner (1966) suggested that meaningful, conceptual learning is facili

tated by effective teachers. 

Importance of the Problem 

In considering recent research contributions to our understand

ing of the educational process, it seems that one of the most potent 

variables often perceived as a manager and facilitator of learning 

experiences is the teacher. To a great extent, effective learning in 

children and school-age youngsters is influenced by competent teachers 

(Popham and Baker, 1970). At whatever age level we are concerned, the 

teacher is an important variable contributing to the efficacy of the 

educational process. However, there are various pertinent issues even 

today which cloud our understanding concerning teaching effectiveness. 

It is believed that some instructional activities and procedures 

are more effective than others in facilitating student learning (Gage, 

1963). Also, it has been proposed that if effective teaching were to 

become a more significant criterion for a teacher's academic advance

ment, teaching performance and the overall quality of instruction would 

improve (Eble, 1971; Hildebrand, Wilson, and.Dienst (1971). Hoyt's 
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analysis (1969) of the problem pointed out why little progress has been 

made on this issue. Unless there is reasonable agreement on what basis 

(criteria) teaching effectiveness can be judged, it will be difficult 

to develop dependable guidelines for improving instruction and for facil

itating educational growth in students. 

There are various ways to determine teaching effectiveness. The 

simplest and quickest way to measure teaching effectiveness is to use 

student ratings of teachers' classroom performance. Costin, Greenough, 

and Menges (1971) suggested that the results obtained from student 

ratings can be utilized meaningfully in providing comprehensive feedback 

to the instructors which they may not be able to receive from students 

even on a one-to-one personal basis. Also, student evaluations of 

teacher competencies could provide faculty members with evidence of their 

teaching ability for administrators who make decisions concerning promo

tions, salary increases, and teaching assignments. Information could be 

supplied to the department and college on areas of strengths and weak

nesses in the curricula offerings. Thus, evaluative information, at 

least as far as student satisfaction is concerned, on the various new 

programs could be known. Furthermore, departmental and college-wide 

norms could be made available so that individual faculty ratings could 

be compared. Such systematic information might provide a valuable 

source to aid students in the selection of courses (Costin et al., 

1971). 

In addition to the possible uses of results obtained from 

student ratings, Hoyt (1969), Hartley and Hogan (1972), and Gage 
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(1972) advocated the use of student ratings as a valuable feedback 

procedure to improve instruction. Miller (1972) similarly suggested 

that sensitive evaluation techniques are needed to encourage good 

teaching. The teacher who is having difficulty and "not measuring up" 

must be identified so that he can be helped. Student ratings of 

teachers for use in improving the quality of instruction has been sug

gested by numerous researchers in recent years (Centra, 1973). It is 

believed that student evaluations are not less trustworthy than other 

available methods. A well designed student rating program, therefore, 

is very much needed to benefit the academic community. 

Purpose of the Study 

The major focus of this study was the development and validation 

of a student rating instrument that could be used for evaluating teacher 

effectiveness. The study involved a systematic attempt to develop a 

rating device to evaluate teaching effectiveness from the student's 

point of view within the contexts of instructional objectives and activi

ties for the faculty in the College of Education at The University of 

Arizona. In order to attain this goal, areas of agreement in student-

faculty perceptions (ratings) concerning what constitutes effective 

teaching were ejq>lored. Specific instructional activities perceived as 

being associated with effective teaching by both faculty and students 

served as a basis for the development of a rating instrument. A related, 

concomitant aim of the study was to characterize effective teaching in 

a reasonably reliable and valid manner consistent with the objectives 

of each instructor. This information might possibly be used by 
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instructors as one avenue of feedback to enhance their instructional 

competencies. Such data also might be used by administrators as a 

source of empirical evidence for making decisions concerning teacher 

promotions and salary increases. 

Rationale for the Study 

The use of a student rating form that has been carefully con

structed and researched has several benefits. Teachers might receive 

a diversified, wide sample of evaluative feedback that is systematic, 

reasonably reliable and valid. A teacher evaluation program can be 

based on a solid research foundation and rationale. A comprehensive 

and systematic procedure for evaluating teaching effectiveness may 

possibly be used to carry out both formative and summative evaluations 

(Eble, 1971; Miller, 1972). 

From various learning theories, models, or paradigms we learn 

that one of the best ways to maximize human potentialities is to re

ceive knowledge of results of one's performance in relation to one's 

goals, objectives, or "target behaviors." In short, it seems wise to 

ekercise some type of explicit, responsive feedback system (Wilhelms, 

1967). The feedback-interaction model proposed by Runkel and advocated 

by Gage (1972) appears consistent with the research on effective teach

ing. This model may be used for instructional improvement. 

Traditionally, teachers get some feedback about their pedagogi

cal competencies based on class discussions, assignments, papers, and 

tests from students. Some instructors, however, do not solicit or 



receive any kind of evaluative information from students. Such 

professors have eliminated a feedback channel and thus closed the door 
• 

to one source of professional growth and change. 

While much of the empirical data on teaching have contributed a 

wealth of information to our understanding of the teacher-learner pro

cess, in general, it fails to address itself adequately to the improve

ment of instruction. Empirical findings as well as theoretical positions 

support the view that education is a two-way process. If a teacher 

learns via student feedback the effects of his teaching activities and 

how he comes across to students, he most likely will become more effec

tive in the classroom. Using feedback is one of the simplest yet most 

potent ways any organism learns and adapts to its environment. No one 

is a born teacher. A violinist has to practice and hear the result to 

improve. A teacher has to teach and receive feedback from students to 

improve his teaching skills. 

Evaluation of faculty to improve instructional qualities has 

been the preeminent interest and guideline in the research efforts of 

Hoyt (1969) and others in recent years. Hoyt (1969), for example, 

believed that evaluation data are related intimately to professional 

development and self-renewal. A positive evaluation program can help 

uncover both strengths and weaknesses in faculty and help generate 

significant behavioral changes and learning increments in students 

(McNeil, 1971). An important fact in this regard is that the monetary 

investment in a tenured faculty member for a 25 year period represents 

an excess of $600,000 (Miller, 1972). This sum of over a half million 
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dollars would seem to suggest the economic importance of 

systematically encouraging the improvement of each instructor on a con

tinual, yearly basis. 

To the largest segment of the higher education community—the 

students—teaching is usually perceived as the university's most impor

tant activity. It is not surprising, then, that student criticisms of 

higher education are often directed to the instructional function. 

Sanford (1968) and Scranton (1970) reported that a large number of 

students feel that the quality of their educational experience is im

peded greatly by an unresponsive system. Sanford's Where Colleges Fail 

(1968, p. 36) elaborated the point that "we should encourage students 

to criticize the education we arrange for them, and that we should con

sider their suggestions thoughtfully. . .to listen to them and then to 

do what their actions show they need." 

If one assumes that the purpose of education is to change 

student behavior as a result of some definite course of instruction, 

then an objective of educational research should be to find out what 

teaching procedures produce the desired behavioral changes in students. 

Once the desired behavioral changes can be defined and identified, the 

educational researcher can develop instruments to measure them and 

provide feedback for the benefit of both faculty and students. Students 

are constantly exposed to the variables associated with the teaching-

learning process. They are, perhaps, the most logical evaluators of 

the quality and effectiveness of the course and instructor. Centra 

(1973) indicated that students are both the consumer and product of the 
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educational process and are able to evaluate their teachers more 

accurately than any other individual or group in the educational com

munity. (As Ralph Nader has implied, the supporters of this approach 

advocated that one receives a better appraisal of the merits of a dinner 

from the consumers of the meal rather than the cook.) Furthermore, 

student ratings can indicate areas of rapport, degrees of communication, 

or the existence of problems that might not be discovered otherwise. 

Today, the current interest in accountability prompts us to look 

for simple and empirical approaches to evaluation. Lessinger (1971) and 

Sciara and Jantz (1972) stated that the time and Zeitgeist of our age 

are ripe for teacher accountability. They maintained that if educators 

do not assume professional responsibility for their teaching endeavors, 

someone else will. A dynamic accountability movement appears to be 

sweeping the country. Informed citizens are asking, "What are the 

students learning?" and "How good a job of education are our teachers 

doing?" State legislators and taxpayers are demanding an accounting of 

how well public monies are being spent. Miller (1972) contended that 

if evaluation is not done internally, it will be done externally by 

accountability experts working for legislators and governors. Colleges 

can be expected to become increasingly conscious of cost-effectiveness 

and possible budget reductions in the seventies (Lessinger, 1971; 

Miller, 1972). 

The preceding rationale served as a guiding framework for this 

study in the development and validation of a student rating instrument 

to measure teaching effectiveness. 
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Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, teaching and teaching effective

ness are defined as follows: 

1. Teaching is any interaction between a teacher and one or 

more students in which information is exchanged and learning 

is facilitated. 

2. Teaching effectiveness refers to a value judgment to indicate 

the relative worth or value (some degree of goodness) in the 

quality of instruction as indicated by student perceptions 

(ratings) of their teachers as measured by the developed 

instrument in this study. 

Assumptions 

Two assumptions are important to this study: (1) since "effec

tive teaching" involves a value judgment concerning the relative degree 

of goodness or badness of the quality of instruction, teachers need to 

be evaluated in the context of their unique styles of teaching, frames 

of references, and instructional objectives; and (2) teachers rated 

effective by students tend to facilitate more student learning in con

trast to teachers rated ineffective. 

Summary 

This chapter contained an introduction to the problem, empha

sizing the point that there is an acute need for developing an evalu

ative instrument for assessing teaching effectiveness. Two fundamental 

purposes of the study were stated to be: (1) the development and vali

dation of a student rating scale to measure teaching effectiveness, and 
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(2) the use of obtained results for the professional growth of teachers 

to improve instruction. The chapter suggested the potential usefulness 

of a systematic teacher evaluation program. It was mentioned that 

teaching effectiveness can be assessed by the effects of teaching on 

student behavior as indicated by student perceptions (ratings). The 

chapter also presented the importance and rationale of the study. 

Finally, definitions of key terms of the study were given. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

This chapter will present a review of related research 

concerning the use of student ratings for evaluating teaching effective

ness. The organization of this chapter will be as follows: (1) histori

cal background, (2) research related to the use of rating instruments, 

(3) research related to psychometric qualities of rating instruments, 

(4) the content of rating scales used by previous researchers, and 

(5) research findings and theoretical positions regarding effective 

teaching. 

Historical Development of Rating Scales 

Informal Student Evaluations 

Over the years students have provided information concerning 

teaching effectiveness in both informal and formal ways. Metcalfe 

(1972) believed that teachers have always been evaluated by one way or 

another throughout civilization. As early as the fifteenth century at 

the University of Bologna students paid instructors based on their 

teaching abilities (Centra, 1973). In the United States as early as 

1924, Harvard's "Confidential Guide" was distributed by students in 

their efforts to evaluate college teachers by the use of informal com

ments. Even today, unstructured verbal reports by students often be

come part of the hearsay evidence used to evaluate teachers. As an 

11 



example, at Wayne State and other well known universities, a small cadre 

of students sit in on classes for a week and write course evaluations in 

essay, narrative form (Eble, 1971). Flanagan's (1951) "critical inci

dent" technique is another current, yet unsystematic, procedure used 

to evaluate teaching performance. Using this approach, students re

ported in essay form their reactions to key dramatic teaching episodes 

that occurred in a particular situation. 

Informal Administrative Evaluations 

In the past, the most frequently used method for evaluating an 

instructor's teaching was made by the second-hand judgment of a depart

ment chairman or dean (Gustad, 1961). This method of evaluating teachers 

has been criticized for being unsystematic, unreliable, and largely in

valid (Hildebrand et al., 1971). By the same token, opinions solicited 

by professional colleagues, peers, or staff tend to be based on subjec

tive evidence and do not constitute an adequate or representative sample. 

Hildebrand (1972) illustrated the methodological problems, 

fallacious assumptions, and numerous pitfalls involved in the tradition

ally used administrative procedures to evaluate teaching. As one 

example, he suggested that a chairman or dean may be unqualified as a 

judge of effective classroom teaching. However, it is well known that 

classroom visitations are seldom made by administrators or even faculty 

colleagues in that such observations arerresisted or resented by most 

teachers. Student information concerning an instructor's teaching 
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usually plays a minor part in deciding whether or not he is promoted 

(Eble, 1971). On this point Astin and Lee (1967, p. 299) commented, 

"If the ultimate measure of the teacher's effectiveness is his impact 

on the students—a view which few educators would dispute—it is un

fortunate that those sources of information most likely to yield infor

mation about this influence are least likely used." 

Over the years administrative opinions, faculty peer discussions, 

and research publications have outweighed quality of teaching as cri

teria for advancement on most college campuses (Hildebrand et al., 1971). 

Yet in a recent survey (Wilson, Gaff, and Bavry, 1970) of 1,000 faculty 

members at six diverse colleges and universities, 92 percent stated 

that teaching effectiveness should be "quite important" or "very impor

tant" as a criterion of advancement. No less than 72 percent of those 

respondents felt that their campuses should have a formal evaluation 

procedure. 

Formal Student Evaluations 

In this country formal attempts to evaluate teaching date back 

at least to 1915 (Metcalfe, 1972). Some of the most thorough, system

atic attempts to evaluate teachers appeared in the late 1920s at the 

University of Washington and Purdue University with the respective work 

of Guthrie and Remmers (Eble, 1971). Presently, as Gage (1972) and 

Centra (1973) indicated, a comprehensive, empirical approach using 

student ratings is the most reliable and valid means available for 

evaluating teaching. Current practice seems to favor a systematic 

rating form which covers the major theoretical and practical aspects of 
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effective teaching. In this way, such a questionnaire can be 

administered to large numbers of students in a relatively short time. 

The results can be printed on a computer printout with the ratings sum

marized on each individual item and normative data provided. 

Empirical Perspective 

Over the past 70 years numerous attempts have been made to 

identify, define, and measure what constitutes effective teaching. Ten 

years ago Gage (1963) in the Handbook of Research on Teaching reviewed 

a plethora of research findings on teaching effectiveness that spanned 

five decades. However, according to Biddle (1961), the results of 

these studies were quite confusing and disappointing. By 1963 hundreds 

of studies had been conducted, reporting thousands of correlation coef

ficients which were mainly nonsignificant and generally inconsistent 

from one source to the next. Mitzel (1960, p. 1481) reinforced this 

view by saying, "More than a half century of research effort has not 

yielded meaningful, measurable criteria around which the majority of 

the nation's educators can rally. No standards exist which are commonly 

agreed upon as the criteria of teacher effectiveness." 

However, within the last decade a large body of empirical studies 

have yielded a renewed hope for identifying variables or processes re

lated to effective teaching. 

Gage (1972) mentioned that the earlier historical effort made 

great use of abstract, global ratings in contrast to the present day 

work that uses concrete, specific behaviors. The earlier work failed 

to delineate teacher roles, types of students, and educational 
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objectives. The more recent work recognized the need for clear 

specificity in these respects. Gage (1972) indicated that the earlier 

pessimism concerning a scientific understanding of teaching effective

ness is no longer warranted. With contemporary sophisticated research 

approaches, a scientific basis for understanding effective teaching and 

learning is becoming a solid, empirical reality. 

Research Related to the Use of Student Evaluation 
of Instruction 

In recent years systematic student evaluations of teachers and 

courses have been used widely at many colleges and universities. The 

results of these evaluations usually are seen only by instructors and 

are intended to help improve their teaching (Centra, 1972b; Gage, 1972). 

Underlying this intended use is the assumption that the instructors will 

use the information to modify and improve their teaching activities. 

As Centra (1972b, p. 1) stated, "It is an assumption that is open to 

question." However, Gage (1972) defended this assumption on the basis 

of what he called "equilibrium theory." Accordingly, when student 

feedback creates a condition of imbalance or dissonance in an instructor, 

one might expect the instructor to change in the direction desired by 

students in order to restore a condition of "balance" or "equilibrium." 

Following a reasonable lapse of time, such changes or improvements 

should be manifested in a second description or rating of teacher 

behavior. In fact, following the above reasoning, this type of student-

teacher interaction and, in particular, teacher behavioral changes have 

been reported by several investigations. Hoyt (1969) and Centra (1972b) 
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presented evidence that student feedback via the form of student ratings 

has a positive effect on subsequent teaching performance. Tuckman and 

Oliver (1968) found that instructors who received feedback showed 

greater gains in student ratings after a 12-week interval than those 

instructors who received no feedback. Similar evidence was reported 

by Bryan (1963) and Gage, Runkel, and Chatterjee (1963). 

On the basis of equilibrium theory one might hypothesize that 

the greater disparity between student ratings and faculty self-ratings, 

the greater the likelihood that behavioral changes would occur in 

instructors. Thus, large differences in student-teacher perceptions 

would create the greatest amount of imbalance or dissonance in teachers. 

This is essentially what Centra's monograph (1972b) showed in demon

strating the utility of student ratings for instructional improvement. 

His major finding was that knowledge of results (feedback) generated 

improvement for those instructors whose self-estimate of their teaching 

skill was significantly higher than student ratings. 

In addition, empirical data suggested that traditional evalua

tive practices by supervisors present an impediment to improving 

instruction. As an example, Tuckman and Oliver (1968) found that when 

supervisor feedback was the only information provided to teachers, it 

resulted in a significant but negative change in teacher behavior. In 

that study teachers altered their behavior in the opposite direction to 

that suggested by their administrators. On the other hand, when student 

feedback was the only information provided, it resulted in a significant 

positive effect on teacher behavior. Apparently, teachers feel 
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threatened by supervisors who employ vague or irrelevant criteria and, 

consequently", reject their supervisor's advice (Good and Brophy, 1973). 

Therefore, student feedback, in contrast to administrator feedback, 

appears to exert a profound, positive impact on subsequent teaching 

performance. 

Evaluating Teaching 

A primary aspect of any teacher evaluation is to determine a 

value judgment (Ryans, 1967; Ahmann, 1972). In the past, quantity of 

research publications have been the major criterion (value judgment) 

for evaluating college teachers. Because of this emphasis on research, 

Eble (1971) suggested that the majority of university faculty are indif

ferent about teaching and are not concerned with improving their teach

ing skills. Compounding this problem, there is little or no correlation 

between amount of research published and student ratings of teaching 

effectiveness (Costin et al., 1971). In addition, King (1972) believed 

that many instructors hide behind tenure without producing in the class

room and that most administrators ignore this fact in order to avoid a 

controversial lawsuit. Bertramson (1972) championed the idea that 

administrators must demonstrate behaviorally that meritorious teaching 

is rewarded equally with research merit. 

As an American custom, research productivity has outweighed 

teaching productivity as the main criterion for professional advance

ment in the majority of the larger colleges and universities (Hildebrand 

et al., 1971). It appears that this traditional practice has been con

ducted over the years in part, at least, because reliable and 
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particularly, valid instruments for evaluating teaching were scarce 

or nonexistent. But Jencks and Riesman (1968) offered a different 

explanation. They mentioned that the history of student evaluations of 

faculty in American higher education revealed that teachers will re

search and study almost everything under the sun—except one thing— 

themselves. Jencks and Riesman (1968) stated that faculty have dis

couraged student ratings under the protective aegis of the democratic 

processes such as faculty senates or other governing bodies of colleges. 

As one recent example, the faculty senate at the University of Cali

fornia at the Davis campus defeated a proposal to use student ratings 

to evaluate teaching (Hildebrand, 1972). In this respect, Sord (1973, 

p. 62) believed that such an overemphasis on research competence in 

contrast to teaching competence reflects a serious educational threat 

which is a "little short of scandalous." Metcalfe (1972, p. 42) ques

tioned whether research can be so easily evaluated: "I don't see many 

questionnaires for the evaluation of research floating around. Research 

is not infallible. . .much of the research is still evaluated by the 

number of pages in the scientific journal." 

The net effect of this overemphasis on research productivity in 

contrast to teaching productivity results in faculty investing their 

time and energy in research activities instead of in teaching. It goes 

without saying that the whole educational environment is diminished by 

this customary evaluation practice called the "publish or perish" game. 

Such overemphasis on research output may have arisen, to some degree, 

from the complexity of the whole teaching-learning, interpersonal 
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process. It is threatening to many instructors' self-esteem to have 

their teaching evaluated. For many faculty just the word "evaluation" 

is a threatening process—what Wilhelms (1967) suggested has been re

ferred to as the "sickman of education." 

Any evaluation procedure has certain inherent limitations and 

perhaps some negative aspects. However, the end result of not having 

a teacher evaluation program tends to lead to an insidious, "hidden 

agenda" evaluative procedure (Wilhelms, 1967). By inadvertently commit

ting a school or college to a program of nonevaluation, this irrespon

sible action tends to diminish or impede certain teaching-learning 

potentialities. Metcalfe (1972) stated that there is no way to avoid 

evaluating faculty. When a new teacher is hired, promoted, or assigned 

to various committees, he is evaluated. The question is not whether 

teachers should be evaluated but rather how the evaluation can be con

ducted most fairly and accurately. Wilhelms (1967) believed that the 

very distinction of being human and imperfect rests on the "need for" 

and "potential for" being evaluated. Similarly, Metcalfe (1972, p. 35) 

echoed the following conviction that people in all kinds of gainful 

work are evaluated: "Why not evaluate those who teach? The professor 

can no longer play the role of 'God' in the classroom. . .He has felt 

that he was inviolable and couldn't be touched." 

Whether informally or formally, faculty have been evaluated in 

institutions of higher learning for years. Some questions and contro

versial issues still remain today. That teacher evaluation is continu

ous and inescapable on every campus is a postulate that few people would 



refute. We can no longer afford to ask, "Should teaching be 

evaluated?" Instead, the pertinent question becomes, "Do we have re

liable, valid, and systematic ways for making the evaluations?" 

Research Related to the Psychometric 
Qualities of Rating Instruments 

Many educators do not believe college students are competent to 

evaluate their teaching on a reliable, valid basis. However, numerous 

investigations on teaching effectiveness tend to refute this erroneous, 

misinformed view. In a comprehensive summary of the research on col

lege teaching, Costin et al. (1971) and Centra (1972a) presented empiri

cal findings indicating high reliability and acceptable validity of 

student ratings. 

Reliability 

There are empirical answers to many of the questions concerning 

the reliability of student ratings of instructors. Ratings are made 

with high reliability, especially if there are 20 or more raters 

(Hoyt, 1969). Ratings are generally as reliable as the better mental 

tests available (Remmers, 1960). In one study, alumni ten years after 

graduation agreed (correlations between .40 to .68) with on-campus 

students in their ratings of the same teachers (Drucker and Remmers, 

1951); stability over both short and long periods of time have been 

reported in the ratings by alumni and by current students of the same 

teachers (Gage, 1963). Student ratings generally show neglible corre

lations with class size, class.level, required versus elective course, 
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course in major or not, sex of respondent, grade point average, and 

expected grade in course (Hildebrand et al., 1971). 

Some notable exceptions to these findings have been reported. 

For example, Hoyt (1969) found that student ratings varied as a func

tion of class size and specific instructional objective (item on which 

teachers were rated). Rank and years experience in teaching correlated 

significantly with student ratings (Aleamoni and Spencer, 1971). 

Costin et al. (1971) believed that some course characteristics (elec

tive, major, or minor) influence student ratings of instructors. In 

general, it has been found that student and course characteristics do 

not significantly bias student ratings of teachers (Hildebrand et al., 

1971). 

Validity 

The following studies focused on the validity issue by reviewing 

the relationships between student ratings of effective teachers that 

seemed to be consistent with criteria of effective teaching (Costin et 

al., 1971; Centra, 1972a). For example, students in an aircraft 

mechanics course made gains in information and in practical "job 

sample" performance which correlated significantly with overall ratings 

of the course (Morsh, Burgess, and Smith, 1956). In another study, 

Elliot (1950) found a low but significant positive relationship be

tween student ratings of chemistry teachers and their achievement in 

the subject. Also, students with higher achievement scores in intro

ductory psychology courses rated more favorably the overall course in 

contrast to students with lower achievement (Russell and Bendig, 1953). 
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In several other studies, students showed that they learned (had 

greater achievement gains) from teachers whom they said gave clear 

explanations, were attentive, friendly, and flexible. In some instances, 

student achievement was influenced by the interaction of student and 

faculty characteristics. McKeachie, Linn, and Mann (1971) reported that 

students high in need affiliation achieved best in critical thinking 

with instructors they perceived and rated as being warm and sympathetic. 

In addition, several factor analytical studies have been performed on 

student ratings of instruction. From these studies certain common 

factors or clusters emerged with similar overlapping results: (1) organi

zation or preparation, (2) teacher skill, (3) stimulation, (4) teacher-

student rapport, and (5) clarity of communication (Hildebrand et ai;* 

1971; Centra, 1972a). 

The Content of Rating Scales Used 
By Previous Researchers 

Most researchers have developed rating items from four basic 

domains: (1) teacher personality characteristics, (2) teaching skill, 

(3) organizational structure of the course, and (4) teacher-student 

interactions. 

Teacher Personality Characteristics 

Teacher Warmth. Some teacher personality dimensions have been 

found to correlate substantially with effectiveness in teaching (Gage, 

1972). An important facet of personality is the affective domain con

sisting of attitudes, feelings, and emotions. Ryans (1960) and 
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McKeachie (1969) generated rating items dealing with the instructors' 

sensitivity to student needs and feelings. Flanders (1960) and Rogers 

(1969) presented evidence that student achievement increases when 

teachers maintain rapport, are warm, personable, and encouraging. 

Kerlinger (1966) and Hamachek (1968) cited evidence documenting the 

importance of teacher warmth. Typical rating items showing this teach

ing quality are as follows: (1) "In this class I felt free to ask ques

tions or express opinions" (Centra, 1972); and (2) "Was sensitive to 

student feelings and problems" (McKeachie, 1969). 

Stimulation. Ability to generate intellectual excitement and 

intrinsic motivation for learning appears to have its benefits. For 

example, Ryans (1960) found that teachers who are lively, stimulating, 

and enthusiastic about their subject are judged to be more successful 

by administrators and other experienced observers of teaching. In addi

tion, students made greater reading comprehension scores when taught by 

enthusiastic teachers. In almost every major factor analytic study on 

teaching, stimulation is one common element consistently reported (Eble, 

1971). Some typical rating items from this category are the following: 

(1) "Is enthusiastic about the subject" (Hildebrand et al., 1971)j and 

(2) "It was easy to remain attentive" (Aleamoni and Spencer, 1971). 

Teacher Model (Example). One salient facet of the teaching-

learning process involves the impact of models on students. Both verbal 

and nonverbal communications provide an important source of interaction 

in which learning is enhanced by the imitation of models. The signifi

cant effect of modeling on the behavior of students has been well 
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documented (Gage, 1963). Bandura and Walters (1963) and Bandura (1969) 

substantiated that a warm, supportive relationship between the adult 

model and student enhances learning. McDonald and Allen (1967) pre

sented evidence demonstrating the positive effects of modeling in 

changing teacher behavior. Good and Brophy (1973) summarized relevant 

research on the teacher as a model. Langen (1966) constructed items 

related to the impact of the teacher as an exemplary figure: (1) "In

spires class confidence in his knowledge of the subject," and (2) "Has 

motivated me to do my best work. 

Teaching Skill 

Open Communication. Instructors who are highly effective are 

willing to discuss points of view other than their own. Hunt and Joyce 

(1967) found that effective teachers tend to encourage dialogue and 

meaningful discussion. Amidon and Hough (1967) presented comprehensive 

evidence showing that effective teachers enable students to ask ques

tions and express diverse views and feelings in an open classroom cli

mate. Several representative rating items which help illustrate this 

teaching quality are these: (1) "Encouraged students to express them

selves freely and openly" (Hoyt, 1969); and (2) "The instructor was open 

to other viewpoints" (Centra, 1972a). 

Subject Matter Knowledge. There is at present no adequate 

student measure of a teacher's grasp of his subject matter field (Hoyt, 

1969). However, it seems evident that a teacher cannot furnish adequate 

feedback to students or clarify ambiguities and misconceptions unless 

he has an adequate understanding of the subject he teaches. The 
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learning of facts by students has been found to be significantly related 

to clarity and expressiveness in the teacher (Solomon et al., 1964-). 

Also, there is evidence that ideational fluency of teachers correlates 

highly with ratings of teacher effectiveness (Knoell, 1953). Aleamoni 

and Spencer (1971) mentioned one typical item frequently found on 

student evaluation forms: "The instructor had a thorough knowledge of 

his subject matter." Hoyt (1969) used this item in his research: "The 

instructor demonstrated the importance and significance of his subject 

matter." 

Organizational Structure of the Course 

Preparation. Research indicates that orderliness facilitates 

certain learnings. For example, Ryans (1960) reported that "superior" 

teachers tend to be systematic, highly responsible, and well-organized. 

Spaulding (1963) found a positive relationship between teacher orderli

ness and student reading achievement. Two frequently cited items on 

rating forms are as follows: (1) "Is well prepared" (Hildebrand et al., 

1971) and (2) "Used class time well" (Centra, 1972b). 

Flexibility. McKeachie (1969) suggested that a well organized 

course needs to be balanced with a proper amount of teacher adaptation 

and change. Flanders (1967b) found that student achievement was accel

erated when teachers changed their teaching strategies to meet student 

needs or new situations. Typical rating items are these: (1) "Was he 

flexible?" (McKeachie, 1969); and (2) "Changed his approach to meet new 

situations" (Hoyt, 1969). 
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Teacher-Student Interactions 

Flanders (1967a) based a unified theory of effective teaching and 

learning on what he called "interaction analysis." Hoyt (1969) found 

that active student involvement was an important factor that contri

buted to effective teaching. McKeachie (1970) reported that the quality 

of the teacher-student relationship adds a significant dimension to the 

educational process. Some commonly used items are the following: 

(1) "Invites students to share their knowledge and experience" (Hilde-

brand et al., 1971); and (2) "There was not enough student participation 

for this type of course" (Aleamoni and Spencer, 1971). 

Research Findings and Theoretical Positions 
Regarding Effective Teaching 

Defining Effective Teaching 

It is evident that no two people perceive effectiveness in teach

ing from the same goal orientation, perspective, and frame of reference. 

In considering various ways to describe and characterize effective 

teaching, definitions of teaching have varied greatly. Teaching is 

perceived as a subjective art by some people and as an objective science 

by others. In this respect, Flanders (1967b, p. 235) asserted: "There 

are those who say that teaching is an art; certainly no one can deny 

that an exceptionally fine lesson has much in common with an artistic 

performance. Most artists would be the first to point out, however, 

that arduous, lengthy practice and attention to technical skill were 

prerequisite to a particular fine performance." McKeachie (1967) 
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mentioned that teaching, like art, involves complex value judgments. 

He recognized that many variables interact in determining teaching 

effectiveness. Combs (1964) voiced skepticism concerning the possibil

ity of ever finding specific, objective criteria of teaching effective

ness. As opposed to Combs' skeptical feelings in this regard, Flanders 

(1967b) and Gage (1972) believed that researchers are closer than ever 

before to a scientific understanding of effective teaching. 

Flanders (1967b) maintained that it is easier to identify poor 

teaching than it is to identify effective teaching. The characteristics 

of the former are more consistent and predictable than the latter. Eble 

(1971, p. 10) felt that we know a .good deal about effective and ineffec

tive teaching: 

The profession does have substantial information about 
the effectiveness of both teachers and teaching. There is no 
great disparity between the findings of one research study 
and another, between what research and informed opinion have 
to say about effective teaching and (at the point of teaching 
performance) between what students and faculty say. 

On the other hand, there are those educators and persons who 

believe that any effort to depict effective teaching is distorted by 

the instructor's personal charisma, "salesmanship," or popularity. 

Hildebrand et al. (1971) discovered that there is stibstantial agreement 

among students, and between faculty and students, about the effective

ness of given teachers. These researchers found that best and worst 

teachers engage in the same professional activities by spending their 

time among academic pursuits in about the same ways. Therefore, the 

mere performance of teaching activities does not in itself assure that 

instruction is effective. 
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As soon as one attempts to define or delineate effective 

teaching, the question of a criterion of effectiveness usually enters 

the picture also. From a cross-cultural perspective, Fishman (1967) 

mentioned that from the research that is available there is no one type 

of teacher, teaching, or classroom organization which produces the 

"best" results with all students. Sord (1973) indicated that the term 

effectiveness as used in the phrase "teaching effectiveness" does not 

represent a single, isolated quality, but embraces a number of differ

ent and interdependent aspects of excellence, each of which contributes 

to the final product of effective teaching. Weaver (1966) stated that 

before one can decide whether a teacher is good, one must ask, "Good for 

what?" He mentioned that the purposes and objectives of the course and 

of the teacher need to be considered. Gage (1972, p. 123) added this 

perspective: "We must no longer be misled by the notion that, because 

there is one word called teaching, there is one, single, overall crite

rion of effectiveness in teaching that will -take essentially the same 

form wherever teaching occurs." 

Any attempt to define accurately or to assess effective teaching 

appears fraught with complex difficulties. As an example, Glaser (1963) 

and Popham and Baker (1970) advocated the use of pre- to post-gains of 

students as a valid procedure to assess teaching effectiveness. How

ever, this approach at measuring the quantity of learning has consider

able methodological flaws and shortcomings in which intervening vari

ables contaminate the results. In addition, Eble (1971, p. 14) stated: 

"Measuring teaching effectiveness by the 'before and after' achievements 
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of students would necessitate relying upon measurements of students' 

abilities and achievements which are themselves under question." 

Gage (1972) presented a similar view by pointing out the difficulty in 

measuring and controlling the complex, elusive, learning variable by 

means of comparing results from pre- and post-tests. Thus, for learn

ing outcomes, it is virtually impossible to control adequately this 

"change in behavior" variable. However, awareness of the great diffi

culty with controlling the elusive learning variable does not mean that 

researchers should forsake any scientific attempt to measure effective 

teaching (Gage, 1972). 

A Possible Criterion of Teaching Effectiveness 

Student ratings are believed to be the most accurate and fairest 

procedure available to evaluate teaching (Costin et al., 1971; Centra, 

1973). Stake (1972) believed that such ratings can indicate the degree 

of satisfaction experienced from the teaching provided. And Gage (1972, 

p. 28) referred to the same idea when he mentioned a "something desir

able" criterion: . .this might be the achievement of students or a 

favorable evaluation of the teacher by students." Hildebrand et al. 

(1971) advocated a criterion which they called the "constructive contri

bution" made to the life of the learner. Probably one of the most 

comprehensive, all inclusive, statements on this complex topic has been 

carefully delineated by this research group at the University of Cali

fornia. Hildebrand et al. (1971) illustrated the methodological prob

lems involved with trying to measure progress made by learners toward 
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the accomplishment of educational objectives by means of a pre-post 

test comparison. Hildebrand et al. (1971, p. 35) stated: "Facts learned 

from teachers can be tested, but their value cannot; the contribution 

a teacher makes to spiritual or emotional maturation cannot easily be 

assessed." The authors continued by saying that effective teaching must 

be weighed in light of the constructive contribution the instructor 

makes to the learner. Such a contribution could be knowledge imparted, 

counsel given, objectives clarified, human values or skills developed, 

and professional experience shared. The California study mentioned that 

the learner may not be able to assess fully the constructive contribu

tion made to his life by a teacher, and student judgment may change with 

the passage of time. Nevertheless, the student is usually the best 

judge of the positive contributions made to his own life (Hildebrand 

et al., 1971). 

A Tentative Definition of Effective Teachers 

In summarizing the research cited in this chapter on effective 

teaching, the following is a partial delineation of effective teachers. 

The effective teacher engages students in a warm, open, encouraging re

lationship by his willingness to listen and accept their different 

views and feelings. He enables students to examine their own thoughts, 

beliefs, and value system. He is an exemplary model of intellectual 

stimulation and enthusiasm that is contagious. Typically, he knows 

his subject matter well by clearly communicating it to students. In 

addition, he is skilled in the use of different planning, facilitative, 
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and organizational procedures and is knowledgeable about their 

limitations. Furthermore, he is schooled in various alternative ways 

to provide and adapt appropriate learning conditions and experiences. 

Finally, he attempts to have students become actively involved with 

applying course material through class discussions and other means of 

student participation. 

From earlier sections of this chapter one can see that informal 

student and administrator evaluations are neither systematic nor objec

tive. Such unsystematic evaluations can be quite inaccurate and unfair. 

Student volunteers and department chairmen or deans usually are not 

representative of the group. Open-ended essay responses and reports 

consume a great deal of time and pose complex difficulties for compara

tive interpretations. Informal evaluative procedures usually are based 

on replies from a few students or administrators who may try more for 

"wise" rather than valid evaluations. Their motivations and purposes 

can be questioned (Hess, 1972). In addition, the accuracy and reliabil

ity of such informal, unsystematic evaluations can be challenged on 

psychometric grounds. In short, vague, subjective student and adminis

trator opinions cannot be accepted as a substitute for objective evi

dence of teaching effectiveness (Aleamoni and Spencer, 1971). 

Assessing teaching effectiveness by the use of student ratings 

involves the selection of an appropriate set of items on which value 

judgments will be made. Carefully selected and constructed items per

mit a comparison that might be used for normative purposes. With these 

methodological issues considered, 227 itsms from five factor analytical 



32 

studies on teaching effectiveness served as an empirical basis in the 

development of the evaluation form which will be described at length in 

the next chapter. 

Summary 

In this chapter a historical and empirical perspective on the 

evaluation of teaching was presented. Informal student and administra

tive evaluations plus quantity of research publications have dominated 

procedures used to evaluate teaching in America. Such evaluations have 

certain inherent weaknesses in that they are largely unsystematic, un

reliable, and invalid. Research was cited, demonstrating that student 

ratings can be used for the improvement of instruction. 

From the research studies presented herein, student ratings have 

high reliability and acceptable validity for evaluating teaching. Thus, 

student ratings appear as "qualified" as any defensible measure to assess 

teaching effectiveness. Also, in this chapter the value of the "con

structive contribution" to the life of the learner was mentioned as a 

possible criterion which might be used to evaluate teaching. Lastly, on 

the basis of a review of the literature on teaching effectiveness some 

of the demarcating qualities of effective teachers were summarized. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter will contain a description of samples used in the 

study. Also, it will describe the development of instruments, specific 

procedures used in administering instruments, and statistical procedures 

employed in analyzing responses from these instruments. For the sake of 

convenience, the chapter will be divided into the following sections: 

(1) obtained samples, (2) development of instrument, (3) administration 

of instrument and data collection, and (L:) scheme for data analysis. 

Teachers 

The sample of teachers to be evaluated consisted of 50 volunteers 

from a total of 140 full and part time faculty in the College of Educa

tion. This volunteer group constituted approximately 35 percent of the 

total faculty population in the College of Education at The University 

of Arizona. These volunteer teachers belonged to various departments 

and their departmental affiliation is represented by Table 1. The 

sampled teachers taught graduate as well as undergraduate classes. All 

of the faculty members in the College of Education were invited to 

participate in the project. These volunteer faculty (N=50) constituted 

the sample of teachers whose classes were asked to evaluate them using 

the instrument which was developed for this purpose. 

33 



34 

TABLE 1 

DEPARTMENTAL AFFILIATION OF SAMPLED TEACHERS 

Department 
Number Belonging 
to each Department 

1. Counseling and Guidance 5 

2. Educational Foundations and 
Administration 5 

3. Educational Psychology 9 

4. Elementary Education 9 

5. Secondary Education 8 

6. Special Education 2 

7. Reading 3 

8. Rehabilitation 7 

9. Library Science 2 

Students 

Students were sampled as a class unit. These sampled classes 

were used to evaluate the teachers who volunteered for the study. Class 

size ranged from 5 to 52 students with a mean of 22.5 students per class. 

Using the final form of the development instrument, 1,650 students rated 

the degree of effectivess of the 50 volunteer faculty in 76 of their 

classes. Eighteen of these classes had students ranging from 5 to 15, 

44 from 16 to 30, 10 from 31 to 45, and 4 from 46 to 60. These data are 

supplied in Table 2. 



35 

TABLE 2 

NUMBER AND SIZES OF SAMPLED CLASSES 

Class Size 
Number of Classes per 
Category 

Small (5-15) 18 

Small-Medium (16-30) 

Medium-Large (31-4-5) 10 

Large (46-60) 4 

Development of Instrument 

Formation of Committee on the Evaluation 
of Teaching 

The Committee on the Evaluation of Teaching consisted of six 

experienced faculty members who were appointed by the Dean of the 

College of Education to assist the author of this dissertation in the 

administration of this project. Another function which the committee 

assumed was to help establish the goals and objectives of the project on 

evaluating teaching effectiveness and also to make recommendations for 

selecting appropriate items consistent with the project's objectives. 

The background and experience of committee members ranged from their 

abilities in psychometrics, school and university teaching to adminis

trative competencies in education. This committee also served as a 

group of experts to at least determine the face validity of the items 

included in the final version of the instrument. They represented their 

departmental concerns and philosophies which were of tremendous value 

in coming up with a unique instrument capable of evaluating the 
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effectiveness of teachers using diversified teaching strategies. Their 

departmental affiliation and area of expertise are presented in Table 3. 

TABLE 3 

TEACHER EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBERS' DEPARTMENTAL 
AFFILIATIONS AND COMPETENCIES 

Departmental 
Affiliation 

Number on 
Committee 

Committee Members' Spe
cial Competencies 

Special Education 1 Behavior modification 
and learning dis
orders 

Educational Psychology 1 Measurement, research 
design, and statistics 

Elementary Education 1 Elementary science 
teaching 

Secondary Education 1 Educational administra
tion, supervision 
student teachers 

Rehabilitation 1 Counseling and research 

College Administration 1 Educational Administra
tion, social psychology 
and attitude scaling 

Selection of Items for the First Draft 
of the Instrument 

In consultation with the Committee on the Evaluation of Teaching 

in the College of Education during the fall semester of 1972, a 69-item 

instrument (Appendix A) was constructed. A questionnaire, rating ap

proach suggested by Remmers (1963) served as a guiding rationale. An 

attempt was made to develop an evaluation form consistent with the 

unique imprints and philosophical orientation of the College of Educa

tion at The University of Arizona. Five instruments developed by other 
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researchers (Hoyt, 1969; Aleamoni and Spencer, 1971; Hildebrand et al., 

1971; Centra, 1972b; and Hartley and Hogan, 1972) served as an iteir. 

domain for the present study. Taken as a unit, this item domain con

sisted of a total of 227 items which were submitted to the members of the 

Teaching Evaluation Committee. The committee members were requested to 

consider this item pool for selecting items which after modification; if 

needed, could be used for the initial try-out phase. The committee, 

thus, selected only items for this pool which indicated a high face 

validity and were believed to be related to instructional effectiveness. 

In addition to selecting items for this pool, an effort was made 

to write additional items based on the following guiding criteria: 

(1) each item presented a meaningful instructional dimension; (2) each 

item showed research evidence of being highly related to instructional 

effectiveness; (3) each item described teacher behavior in sufficiently 

specific terms that, if it seemed desirable to modify the teacher activ

ity, this could be conveyed clearly via knowledge of results; (4) each 

item's concept appeared at least two or more times in the total pool of 

227 items from the five factor analytical studies; (5) each item tended 

to be associated with the higher cognitive and/or affective levels of 

Bloom's Taxonomy of Educational Objectives; and (6) each item was known 

to be associated with sound pedagogical practices. 

Utilizing the above criteria, the committee members by consensus 

recommended 49 items which constituted the first draft of the instru

ment. In addition, on the recommendation of the consulting committee a 

set of ten additional items were selected and constructed to describe 
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student reaction to general aspects of the course and instructor (such 

as assigned readings, quality of exams, overall course value, teacher 

recommendation, etc.). Also, based on various investigations of effec

tive teaching and learning, the following three items (12, 22, and 31) 

were constructed and unanimously approved by the committee: (1) "Pro

vided feedback within a reasonable time period on examination results or 

other academic work;" (2) "Made a significant impact on my outlook, 

philosophy, or style of life;" and (3) "Provided students with an oppor

tunity to participate actively in some decision-making processes directly 

related to the course." 

For depicting course-student characteristics, seven additional 

items were constructed dealing with certain variables like class size, 

class level, expected grade in course, sex, grade point average, reason 

for course selection, and required or elective course. These seven addi

tional items were intended to provide valuable feedback information to 

individual instructors and/or to be used for possible research purposes. 

Again, the committee unanimously sanctioned the entry of these items. 

By carrying out the above procedures, the 69-item instrument 

(Appendix A) was constructed. In brief, items 1-53 characterized effec

tive teaching procedures and items 54-69 depicted student characteristics 

and overall course ratings. 

Description of the Initial Instrument 

The items used in this instrument were confined to recurrent 

dimensions of effective teaching that have been frequently reported by 

numerous researchers. As an example, at least seven factors were 



reported as recurrent "clusters" or themes in the five factor 

analytical studies (Hoyt, 1969; Aleamoni and Spencer, 1971; Hildebrand 

et al., 1971; Centra, 1972b; and Hartley and Hogan, 1972) which served 

as an empirical foundation for this investigation. These seven common 

clusters or factors played a key part as a guiding impetus in the selec

tion of items to be constructed for the 69-item instrument. The seven 

hypothetical factors are presented in Table 4 with their respective 

logical item elements that comprised the major body of the initial 

instrument. 

Table 4 depicts the essential items (1-53) that are related to 

effective teaching activities of the 69-item instrument. Of further 

importance are those items (54-69 in Appendix A) which were constructed 

to obtain information about student characteristics and ratings related 

to certain course activities. It was felt that these additional items 

such as instructor recommendations (54 and 55), expected grade (56), 

class level (57), sex (58), grade point average (59), class size (60), 

reason for course selection (61), and course description (62) would pro

vide relevant information for understanding the particular assets and 

limitations of the developed instrument. Finally, items 63-69 described 

students' overall ratings of particular aspects of the course such as 

assigned readings (63), quality of exams (64), quality of lectures or 

class presentations (65), value of class disucssions (66), labs, work

shops, or seminars (67), textbook (68), and course value (69). 



TABLE 4 

ITEMS COMPRISING SEVEN HYPOTHETICAL FACTORS 
OF THE 69-ITEM INSTRUMENT 

I. PREPARATION AND ORGANIZATION 

4. Objectives clearly stated 
8. Class time used well 

10. Accomplished stated objectives 
14. Well informed 
18. Well prepared 
21. Covered appropriate number of topics 

II. STUDENT INVOLVEMENT (PERSONALISM) 

9. Readily available for individual help 
13. Encouraged student speaking 
17. Facilitated class discussion 
24. Genuinely interested, actively helpful 
31. Opportunity for active participation 
37. Sensitive to student feelings 

III. CLARITY OF COMMUNICATION 

2. Answered student questions completely 
3. Sufficient examples to clarity 
5. Summarized or stressed major points 

11. Explained clearly 
20. Showed concern with student confusion 
29. Distinguished significant-insignificant material 
35. Spoke with expressiveness-variety 

IV. STIMULATION 

1. Enthusiastic about teaching subject 
6. Put forth best effort in learning 
16. Independent thinking, reasoning, etc. 
23. Stimulated interest in his talk 
30. Stimulated thinking by raising issues 
34. Increased student interest in course material 

V. TEACHING STYLE (SKILLS AND ACTIVITIES) 

7. Discussed other viewpoints 
19. Was flexible, changing approach 
25. Students applied concepts 
27. Presented material in humorous ways 
32. Made good use of teaching aids 
38. Showed self confidence in subject 
39. Model of professional growth 
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TABLE 4—Continued 

40. Encouraged and praised students 
41. Enabled students to answer own questions 

VI. EXAMS AND EVALUATION 

12. Gave feedback within reasonable time 
15. Exams reflected objectives 
26. Gave helpful feedback on papers 
28. Told students how they are evaluated 
33. Assigned grades on fair reasonable basis 
36. Gave conceptual exams 
42. Gave fair and appropriate assignments 

VII. STUDENT LEARNING (SELF-EVALUATION) 

48. Principles, generalizations, etc. 
49. Broad liberal education 
50. Implications for self growth 
51. Oral or written self-expression 
52. Sense of personal responsibility 
53. Creative problem solving 
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Administering Initial Instrument 

In the fall semester the 69-item instrument was tried out to 

evaluate 50 faculty volunteers in 82 or their classes which consisted of 

approximately 1,900 students. These teachers were asked to administer 

the instrument to their own class(es) and asked to step out of the room 

during the ratings in an attempt to maximize their reliability. Addi

tionally, the anonymity of instructors was maintained by their self-

selection of a random five-digit number for maintaining confidentiality 

in communicating the results. By the same token, student anonymity was 

safeguarded by requesting that their names not be given on the IBM answer 

sheets. For students using the 69-item form, specific directions were 

given them to read before rating their instructors. These directions 

appeared on the front page of the instrument (Appendix A). 

Selection of Items for the Final Draft 
of the Instrument 

One of the major problems with student ratings of instruction 

results from discrepant goals and expectations of students and faculty 

(McKeachie et al., 1971). In consideration of this problem an effort 

was made to obtain validity indices from both students and faculty 

members. Therefore, a 52-item shortened version (Appendix B) of the 

69-item instrument was used for the purpose of assessing the degree of 

agreement between faculty and student perceptions of what constitutes 

effective teaching. These 52 items (leaving 17 items intended to obtain 

student-course related information), thus selected, were given again to 

the same group of students to determine the appropriateness of these 



items for evaluating the effectiveness of teachers. This rating scale 

also was administered to a group of participating faculty. A six point, 

Likert-type, rating scale was used to rate each item by students as well 

as by faculty. One, on this scale, represented the unideal item for 

evaluating teaching effectiveness and six, the point on the other extreme, 

indicated an ideal item for evaluating teachers. 

This 52-item intermediate instrument, with specific instructions, 

was submitted to faculty and students to determine those items which 

would be commonly rated by the two groups as the most appropriate ones 

that might be included in the final version of the 47-item instrument. 

Thus, the final version of the developed instrument contained those items 

from the 52 items which were mutually rated as appropriate ones for 

evaluating teaching effectiveness. Similarly, items rated as unideal or 

inappropriate were discarded. 

Administration of Instrument and Data Collection 

Administration of the 52-Item Instrument 

In the fall semester, all 14-0 full and part time faculty in the 

College of Education were mailed this 52-item instrument. Eighty-six 

instructors returned the completed instrument. This represented a 61 

percent return rate. 

Likewise, for this phase, using the 52-item instrument, 169 

students indicated their relative preferences for certain ideal, effec

tive teaching procedures. All 169 students were considered to be 

representative of the student body of the College of Education for the 
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fall semester of 1972. This student group was obtained from various 

levels of required classes such as educational psychology courses for 

undergraduate juniors and seniors, and research courses for graduate 

students at the master's and doctoral levels. This student sample was 

composed of 83 undergraduates, 71 master's, and 15 doctoral level 

students who filled out the instrument in their respective classrooms. 

This student sample in this instance, therefore, was representative of 

those faculty who taught either undergraduate educational psychology or 

graduate research courses and allowed their students to participate in 

this intermediate phase of the study. 

Description of the Final Instrument 

Using the criteria of a high degree of agreement between faculty 

and student ratings, 32 items from the 52-item instrument were selected 

for the construction of the final rating scale. Of these 32 items, thus 

selected, 27 items represented again the item domain of the seven hypo

thetical categories (Table 4) of the initial 69-item instrument. These 

27 items are presented in Table 5 to show the continuity of the instru

ment's development. 

In the construction of a final instrument (Appendix C), 15 addi

tional items were added to the 32 items thus selected, making this 

instrument 47 items long. The first eight items (1-8) on this developed 

instrument furnished feedback concerning student-course characteristics. 

The next 32 items (9-40) were to determine instructional effectiveness, 

and the last seven items (41-47) provided information about the students' 

global reactions toward the instructor and the course. 
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TABLE 5 

ITEMS COMPRISING SEVEN HYPOTHETICAL FACTORS OF THE 47-ITEM INSTRUMENT 

I. PREPARATION AND ORGANIZATION 

19. Class time used well 
21. Well prepared 
23. Accomplished objectives 
35. Objectives clearly conveyed 

II. STUDENT INVOLVEMENT (PERSONALISM) 

21. Facilitated class discussion 
30. Opportunity for active participation 

III. CLARITY OF COMMUNICATION 

15. Clearly explained course material 
17. Summarized or stressed major points 

IV. STIMULATION 

16. Student effort in learning maximized 
27. Stimulated student interest and attention 
34. Stimulated thinking by raising issues 

V- TEACHING STYLE (SKILLS AND ACTIVITIES) 

14. Willing to discuss other viewpoints 
20. Student opportunity to apply concepts 
22. Was flexible, willing to change approach 
26. Enabled students to answer own questions 
29. Encouraged and praised students 

VI. EXAMS AND EVALUATION 

18. Gave helpful feedback on exams or papers 
25. Provided feedback within a reasonable time 
28. Exams or other work consistent with objectives 
31. Gave exams or work which were conceptual 
32. Assigned grades on fair, reasonable basis 
33. Told students how they are evaluated. 

VII. LEARNING (SELF-EVALUATION) 

9. Developed or learned specific skills 
10. Developed or exercised creative problem solving 
11. Discovered or learned implications for self growth 
12. Developed a sense of personal responsibility 
13. Exercised skills of oral or written self-expression 
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Administration of the Developed Instrument 

During the 1973 spring semester all full and part time faculty in 

the College of Education were mailed a letter (Appendix D) by the 

project director of the Committee on the Evaluation of Teaching. Volun

teers were requested to participate in this evaluation project for the 

second phase of the instrument's development. Faculty members who 

volunteered for the study were assured that the results of their indi

vidual rating reports would remain confidential and that their anonymity 

would be safeguarded. This was done by having faculty select any random 

five-digit code number. 

Furthermore, a standard procedure (Appendix E) for administering 

the forms was recommended to the faculty volunteers. All participating 

faculty members were given specific directions for distributing the 

rating scale to their classes and for returning the completed ratings 

later on to the author. It was suggested that instructors absent them

selves from the class while students were rating them. This policy was 

suggested to insure student anonymity and to maintain the reliability of 

the ratings. In addition, specific directions for students were printed 

on the front page of the instrument (Appendix C). 

A Scheme of Evaluation Based on Teachers' 
Preferences 

In the past, rating scales, used for evaluating instruction, have 

been criticized for not having teachers determine their own instructional 

goals and generating their own items for being evaluated (Centra, 1973; 

Frey, 1973). Consistent with such a suggestion, the present study asked 



participating faculty members to select items which seemed completely 

congruent with their teaching strategy(ies). In order to accomplish 

this objective each instructor was requested to identify the items on 

which they preferred to be evaluated (Appendix F). Such a preference 

was indicated by each faculty member by circling the items on the final 

form. Students, however, were not made aware of these faculty prefer

ences and used all the items in rating their instructors. This method

ology, thus, facilitated the analysis of the responses on preferred and 

non-preferred items of the instrument. It should also be noted that 

for indicating faculty preferences only those items (9-35) were used 

which were designed on an equal interval, five-point, Likert-type 

scale to evaluate teaching. 

Scheme for Data Analysis 

Analysis for Determining Psychometric 
Qualities of the Instrument 

Three statistical analysis techniques were utilized for analyzing 

the responses of the subj ects, for determining the item characteristics, 

and for testing specific hypotheses. These techniques are as follows: 

(1) use of mean and standard deviation and t tests, (2) analysis of 

variance, and (3) correlational procedures. 

Means and standard deviations were used as the criteria for selec

ting the items for the final form. By using the 52-item intermediate 

instrument, in general, those items rated highly (5.00 or greater on a 

6.00 scale) by both faculty and students were included in the final 
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statististical analysis performed between these two groups. More exactly, 

a t test was conducted on each of the 52 items by comparing the means 

and standard deviations of the faculty and student groups. Those items 

showing a significant difference at either the .05 or .01 level were dis

carded from the 69-item form in the revision of the 47-item revised 

instrument. However, for both practical and theoretical reasons a few 

crucial items which showed significant differences at these criterion 

levels were retained and included in the 4-7-item developed instrument. 

By employing the above statistical operations in using the 69-item and 

52-item instruments, an attempt was made to try to maximize the final 

47-item instrument's discrimination power and criterion validity. 

In addition to the above procedures, an analysis of variance 

technique was employed to analyze the responses intended to test two 

specific hypotheses related to class size and teacher preferences. 

A two by three ANOVA design was used to accomplish this purpose. 

Finally, a correlation coefficient was computed to determine the 

reliability of the final instrument. For this purpose Cronbach's 

Alpha (1951) was used. 

Hypotheses to Be Tested 

Two major hypotheses were formulated for this study. One hypoth

esis related to the effect of class size on student ratings of teaching 

effectiveness. Another hypothesis related to the effect of faculty 

members' unique style of teaching, goals, and objectives on student 

ratings of instruction. These hypotheses are stated below. 
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Hypothesis 1. There will be no significant differences in the 

mean ratings made by the small, medium, and large classes of students in 

evaluating their instructors. 

Hypothesis 2. There will be no significant differences in the mean 

scores of the faculty "selected" versus "nonselected" items as indicated 

by student ratings of the volunteer teachers. 

In addition to these hypotheses the major purpose of the study 

was to come up with a desirable, reliable, and valid instrument which 

could be used by the college for evaluating teaching effectiveness. 

Summary 

This chapter described the sample of teachers and students used 

in the development of the 4-7-item instrument plus specific developmental, 

administrative, and statistical procedures conducted for this investi

gation. Two sequential phases of the instrument's development were 

delineated with their respective item composition presented in tabular 

form. The chapter also described several methods employed in validating 

the developed instrument. Finally, two central hypotheses of the study 

were mentioned. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

This chapter will describe results related to the psychometric 

qualities of the instrument and hypotheses intended to be tested. The 

psychometric qualities of the final instrument will include: (1) results 

related to item characteristics, (2) validity data, (3) reliability data, 

and (i+) college norms with the final form. With regard to the hypoth

eses of the study, the results will be presented for describing the 

effect of class size and faculty self-selection of items on teaching 

effectiveness. 

Results Related to Item Characteristics 

Based on the responses of 1,900 students, means and standard devi

ations were computed for the first 53 items of the initial, 69-item 

instrument (Appendix A). These results are summarized in Table 6. As 

evident in Table 6, items 54-69 were disregarded in the analysis in that 

these items were designed to obtain data related to student-course 

characteristics. In addition, these items (51-69) were not constructed 

in a Likert-type format. 

The means and standard deviations were used as criteria for selec

ting items. The mean ratings of the items ranged from 2.01 to 4.67. 

It is of interest to note that the mean ratings of most of the items 

centered around 3.50 or higher and hence were skewed considerably. 

50 



TABLE 6 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 52 ITEMS 
OF THE 69-ITEM INITIAL INSTRUMENT 

Item 
No. Mean S.D. 

1 4.51 0.87 
2 4.52 0.80 
3 4.30 0.89 
4 4.20 1.06 
5 4.22 0.98 
6 3.79 1.19 
7 4.14 0.99 
8 3.22 1.12 
9 4.32 1.01 
10 4.20 1.04 
11 4.13 1.04 
12 4.17 1.28 
13 4.60 0.82 
14 4.67 0.74 
15 3.67 1.61 
16 4.15 1.08 
17 3.31 1.14 
18 4.23 1.07 
19 4.20 1.09 
20 4.38 0.94 
21 4.30 0.97 
22 3.44 1.40 
23 3.12 1.17 
24 4.37 0.93 
25 4.12 1.13 
26 3.77 1.42 
27 3.65 1.15 
28 4.06 1.27 
29 3.04 1.23 
30 3.90 1.14 
31 3.89 1.27 
32 ' 3.69 1.36 
33 4.08 1.43 
34 3.97 1.18 
35 4.16 1.15 
36 3.20 1.39 
37 4.31 1.02 
38 4.41 0.92 
39 4.06 1.16 
40 4.07 1.14 
41 4.05 1.04 



TABLE 6—Continued 

Item 
No. Mean S.D. 

42 4.28 1.05 
*43 1.57 1.24 
44 3.08 0.83 
45 3.07 0.90 
46 2.04 1.12 
47 2.95 0.76 
48 4.19 1.06 
49 2.87 1.52 
50 3.85 1.19 
51 3.78 1.29 
52 3.77 1.23 
53 3.72 1.28 

*Item 43 was not scaled on a Likert-type five-point interval 
and is a repeated expansion of item 7. 
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Using means and standard deviations as a criteria, if an item mean fell 

within the ranges of 2.00 - 4.20 and had a standard deviation of approxi

mately 1.00, such an item was considered suitable for inclusion in the 

final version of the developed instrument. On this basis, then, items 

4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 

29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 39, 40, 41, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 

50, 51, 52, and 53 were selected for later use. Items 1, 2, 3, 9, 13, 

14, 20, 21, 24, 37, 38, and 42 were excluded for later use in that they 

did not attain the specified criteria. This procedure of item selection 

was utilized to maximize item discrimination (Guilford, 1954). 

Validity Data 

Consistent with the purposes of the study each item designed to 

measure teaching effectiveness was validated using two criteria. These 

two criteria consisted of obtaining teacher and student opinions with 

regard to the appropriateness of each item of the initial instrument. 

Using such an approach to establish the validity of items, those items 

indicating high congruence between student and faculty opinions were 

judged to be valid. Such a procedure for establishing item validity has 

been highly recommended by Horst (1968). 

From the 69-item instrument the first 52 items (Appendix B) de

signed for determining teaching effectiveness were administered to a 

specifically selected group of teachers and students for determining the 

validity of these items. Both of these groups rated these items using 

a six-point, Likert-type scale. A low point on the scale indicated 

inappropriateness of an item whereas a high point indicated appropriate

ness. 
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A statistical procedure for accomplishing criterion validity was 

conducted by comparing the item mean ratings of both student and faculty 

groups by using a t technique. Items rated highly (5.00 or greater on a 

6.00 Likert-type scale) by both faculty and students were analyzed using 

t tests. Items 1, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 

26, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 41, 43, 45, 46, and 47 which 

met the criteria for t-test analysis are presented in Table 7. 

In general, items rated below the 5.00 criterion level by faculty 

and/or students were not considered appropriate for later use. These 

items (Nos. 2, 5, 6, 10, 15, 16, 17, 19, 24, 25, 30, 38, 39, 40, 42, 44, 

48, 49, 50, 51, and 52) are presented in Table 8. 

In general, on the 52-item instrument, items (with means of 

5.00 - 6.00) which showed a significant difference at either the .05 or 

.01 level were discarded from the 69-item form in the revision of the 

47-item instrument. With this dual criteria in mind, 28 items were dis

carded from the 52-item instrument and consequently were deleted from 

the initial 69-item instrument in the process of developing the 47-item 

form (Appendix C). However, some significantly different items (12 and 

13) were retained to be included in the final form. In addition, items 

(10, 24, 25, 30, 44, 48, and 51) which did not meet the 5.00 criterion 

level were also retained in the revised instrument. These nine items 

were included in the developed instrument because of their theoretical 

and/or practical importance as potential valuable feedback information 

for improving instruction. The information obtained from these nine 

items seemed to be consistent with other research (Popham, 1971; Hartley 



Item 
No. 

1 
3 
4 
7 
8 
9 
11 
12 
13 
14 
18 
20 
21 
22 
23 
26 
27 
28 
29 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
41 
43 
45 
46 
47 

ft = 

ftft = 
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TABLE 7 

T-RATIOS OBTAINED FROM COMPARING FACULTY AND STUDENT 
PERCEPTIONS OF APPROPRIATENESS OF THE ITEMS 

ON THE 52-ITEM INTERMEDIATE INSTRUMENT 

Faculty (N=^86) Students (N=169) 
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. t-ratios 

5.3 1.0 5.5 0.9 1.5 
5.0 1.1 5.3 1.0 2.1* 
5.6 0.7 5.4 0.9 1.8 
5.3 0.9 5.3 1.0 0.0 
5.5 0.7 5.3 1.1 1.2 
5.4 0.9 5.2 1.2 1.5. 
5.5 0.7 5.4 1.0 0.9 
5.6 0.8 5.2 1.2 3.1** 
5.3 0.8 5.0 1.2 2.3* 
5.3 1.1 5.2 1.1 0.7 
5.2 1.0 5.0 1.1 0.7 
5.1 0.9 5.2 1.2 0.7 
5.5 0.9 5.3 1.0 1.6 
5.2 0.9 5.1 1.2 0.7 
5.3 0.7 5.2 1.1 0.9 
5.5 0.7 5.3 1.1 1.8 
5.2 1.0 5.0 1.2 1.5 
5.2 1.0 5.0 1.1 1.5 
5.5 0.8 5.5 1.0 0.0 
5.5 0.7 5.3 1.2 1.6 
5.3 0.9 5.3 1.1 0.0 
5.7 0.7 5.3 0.9 3.9** 
5.7 0.9 5.3 1.1 3.1** 
5.3 0.8 5.3 1.1 0.0 
5.0 1.2 5.0 1.4 0.0 
5.5 0.8 5.5 0.9 0.0 
5.2 0.9 5.0 1.2 1.5 
5.2 1.0 5.3 1.1 0.8 
5.2 1.4 5.1 1.0 0.6 
5.4 0.9 5.2 1.1 1.6 
5.1 1.1 5.0 1.1 0.7 

.05 

.01 



TABLE 8 

ITEMS NOT MEETING THE 5.00 CRITERION LEVEL 
FOR BOTH FACULTY AND STUDENT GROUPS 

ON THE 52-ITEM INSTRUMENT 

:em No. Mean S.D. Mean S.D 

2 4.7 1.0 5.1 0.9 
5 4.1 1.2 4.7 1.4 
6 4.8 0.9 5.0 1.1 
10 4.1 1.4 4.6 1.4 
15 3.9 1.8 4.4 1.5 
16 4.6 1.2 4.4 1.4 
17 4.9 1.3 4.8 1.2 
19 5.1 1.2 4.9 1.2 
24 4.9 1.4 4.8 1.3 
25 5.1 1.2 4.9 1.3 
30 4.8 1.2 4.5 1.3 
38 4.6 1.3 4.6 1.3 
39 4.5 1.5 4.3 1.5 
HO 5.0 1.2 4.9 1.2 
42 4.5 1.1 4.7 1.3 
44 4.9 1.2 5.0 1.1 
48 4.7 1.4 4.5 1.4 
49 4.8 1.3 5.0 1.2 
50 4.8 1.3 4.8 1.3 
51 4.2 1.3 4.2 1.6 
52 4.5 1.5 4.3 1.5 



and Hogan, 1972) and theoretical positions (Gagne', 1965; Bruner, 1966; 

Hilgard and Bower, 1966) on effective teaching and learning. A final 

form of the instrument thus developed is included in Appendix C. 

Relationship between Perceived Learning and 
Student Ratings of their Instructors 

McKeachie in his research with student ratings indicated, "Student 

ratings do have some validity. Teachers rated as effective by students 

tend to be those teachers whose students learn most" (1969, p. 440). No 

direct test of this important assumption was conducted in the present 

investigation. However, an indirect test was attempted. Item 40 (part 

1 and 2) of the 47-item instrument was used to measure student learning. 

Information about learning thus obtained by this item served as a cri

terion for the validity of the instrument. In order to help validate 

the developed instrument in this way it was assumed that students would 

rate favorably their instructors on items 9-35 (dealing with effective 

teaching) in relationship to their responses on part 1 of item 40: 

"I would recommend the instructor to other students because of the 

learning experienced." Table 9 shows the degree to which students rated 

their instructors as being effective on items 9-35 in relation to their 

ratings on item 40, part 1 or 2. 

The results of a t test conducted to test the difference between 

the two obtained means for item 40: (1) would recommend instructor be

cause of learning experienced, or (2) would NOT recommend instructor 

because of learning very little; and their relationship to the responses 

on items 9-35 are presented in Table 9. Differences were found to be 
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significant. This shows that teachers who were recommended because of 

the learning experienced by students received significantly higher 

ratings on items 9-35 than teachers who were not recommended because 

students perceived that they learned very little from these instructors. 

From such results it would appear that an item of this kind would be an 

appropriate one to include in a student rating instrument of effective 

teaching. 

TABLE 9 

T TEST OF FREQUENCY OF RESPONSES FOR ITEM 40 (l OR 2) 
IN RELATIONSHIP. TO ITEMS 9-35 COMBINED 

Student Ratings 
of Instructors N Mean S.D. t ratio 

Item 40 (1 recommended) 1450 4.13 .62 
26.77** 

Item 40 (2 not recom
mended ) 189 2.85 .61 

**P < .01 

Reliability Data 

Reliability of the 47-Item Instrument 

The reliability of items 9-35, which were designed on a Likert-

type five-point scale to measure teaching effectiveness, was determined 

by using Cronbach's Alpha (Cronbach, 1951). Using this technique, the 

reliability coefficient was found to be .85. 

Intercorrelations of the 47-Item Form 

Based on Bloom's Taxonomy of Educational Objectives (Bloom, Krath-

wohl, and Masia, 1964) concerning both cognitive and affective domains, 
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items 9-13 were intercorrelated with the overall means of these items.. 

It was predicted that items 9-13 would have high intercorrelations in 

that they are believed to be related to global aspects of effective 

teaching (Hoyt, 1969). The data supplied in Table 10 substantiated this 

assumption. All of the intercorrelations for items 9-13 were.found to be 

significantly above zero (p < .01). 

TABLE 10 

INTERCORRELATIONS OF ITEMS 9-13 OF THE 47-ITEM INSTRUMENT 

Item No. 9 10 11 12 13 

9 1.00 .57 .53 .53 

CO • 

10 1.00 

00 in • .61 .53 

11 1.00 .56 • CO
 

CO
 

12 1.00 .49 

13 1.00 

In addition to Table 10 above, Table 11 depicts the results ob

tained by correlating items 9-13 with the overall means of items 9-35 

(dealing with specific teaching activities and qualities). As is evident 

from these results, items 9-13 correlated significantly (p< .01) with the 

overall ratings of an instructor. Such significant correlation coeffi

cients indicated the usefulness of these items in evaluating teaching 

effectiveness. 

It was assumed that ratings of items 9-13 which conveyed students' 

self-evaluations of the quality of learning would be related significantly 

to their perceptions (ratings) of their instructors with regard to 



60 

TABLE 11 

ITEMS 9-13 MEANS CORRELATED WITH MEANS 
OF ITEMS 9-35 COMBINED 

Item 
No. Items 9-35 Combined 

9 .49 

10 .58 

11 .48 

12 .50 

13 .51 

quality of teaching. The data of Table 11 supported adequately this as

sumption. Thus it could be inferred that students' appraisal of their 

own learning in class may serve as a criterion for evaluating instruc

tion. 

Additionally, responses on items 41-47 were correlated with the 

total ratings (items 9-35). These items (41-47) were intended to obtain 

information related to certain classroom variables such as value of 

assigned readings, quality of examinations, quality of class presenta

tions, class discussions, laboratories and seminars, textbooks, and over

all course value. Students were instructed to rate the effectiveness of 

these variables given on a five-point scale. The correlated data thus 

obtained are summarized in Table 12. 

All of these correlations reported in Table 12 were found to be 

statistically significant (p < .01). This data also were found to be 

consistent with the results of other studies (Aleamoni and Spencer, 1971; 

Hoyt, 1969) dealing with the relationship between such course-related 
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TABLE 12 

INTERCORRELATIONS OF ITEM MEANS 41-47 WITH RATINGS 
OF ITEMS 9-35 COMBINED 

Item No. Overall Course Related Ratings r_ 

41 "Assigned readings" with total score .35 

42 "Quality of exams" with total score .57 

43 "Quality of class presentations" with total 
score .66 

44 "Value of class discussions" with total 
score .61 

45 "Laboratories, workshops, or seminars" 
with total score .50 

46 "Textbook" with total score .28 

47 "Overall value of course" with total score .71 



52 

variables and teaching effectiveness. An emerging trend from this data 

would lead to the conclusion that quality of instruction will be signifi

cantly related to students' perceptions of certain process variables 

(textbook, exams, etc.). 

College Norms with Final Form of Instrument 

Class means and standard deviations for each major item relating 

to effective teaching were computed. Overall college means for each 

major item (9-35) associated with effective teaching activities were 

furnished to the faculty volunteers for feedback purposes and for possi

ble normative comparisons. This information is given in Table 13. It 

is of interest to note that most of these scores are skewed 3.5 or 

higher. Because of the restricted, small sample (N=50) of volunteer 

teachers, college norms for each item were believed to be the most ap

propriate method for providing interpretative information to these 

teachers. 

Results Related to Hypotheses 

The first major hypothesis of this study concerned the relation

ship of class size to student ratings. It was hypothesized that students 

belonging to large (N=31 or more), medium (N=16-30), and small (N=5-15) 

classes will not show differences in the ratings of their instructors. 

Another hypothesis to be tested related to the problem of 

instructors selecting the items which reflected their teaching philos

ophies and instructional objectives. It was hypothesized that if 

teachers' ratings were compared on selected and nonselected items, no 



TABLE 13 

ITEM MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF THE 47-ITEM FORM 

Item 
No. Mean S.D. 

9 4.09 1.05 
10 3.64 1.22 
11 3.92 1.12 
12 3.66 1.17 
13 3.76 1.29 
14 4.26 1.08 
15 4.02 1.09 
16 3.56 1.22 
17 4.01 1.10 
18 3.50 1.44 
19 4.27 1.06 
20 3.87 1.26 
21 4.28 0.99 
22 4.06 1.16 
23 4.16 1.05 
24 4.30 1.10 
25 3.89 1.40 
26 3.83 1.16 
27 4.07 1.18 
28 3.87 1.37 
29 3.82 1.27 
30 3.78 1.37 
31 4.26 1.29 
32 4.00 1.43 
33 4.07 1.33 
34 3.96 1.13 
35 4.04 1.19 
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v 
difference will be noticed. In order to accomplish this goal, teachers 

were asked to indicate the items which they felt would convey a fair 

assessment of their instructional talent. However, students were not 

made aware of this research strategy and rated all of the items. 

The data obtained to test these two hypotheses were analyzed by 

using a 3x2 (class sizes x option of selecting items) analysis of vari

ance. The results of ANOVA, thus performed, are summarized in Table 14-. 

TABLE 14 

ANOVA SUMMARY RELATED TO CLASS SIZE AND 
FACULTY SELECTION OF ITEMS 

Source df M.S. F-ratio 

Class sizes (A) 2 0.7921 2.43 

Error (a) 39 0.3269 

Faculty item selec
tion (B) 1 4.6375 24.18* 

A X B 2 0.4338 2.21 

Error (b) 39 0.1918 

*p < .01 

As evident from Table 14, the F-ratio with regard to class sizes 

failed to attain significance at .05 or lower level of significance. 

Non-significant F-ratio (F=2.43, df=2/39) lead to the acceptance of the 

null hypothesis 1. Therefore, instructors of large, medium, and small 

classes did not differ significantly with regard to ratings of their 

teaching effectiveness. As seen in Table 15, the mean ratings of 

instructors belonging to classes of different sizes were found to be 

similar. 
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TABLE 15 

MEAN RATINGS ON FACULTY SELECTED AND NONSELECTED ITEMS 
IN RELATIONSHIP TO CLASS SIZE 

Class Size 

Mean Ratings on 
Faculty Selected 
Items 

Mean Ratings on 
Faculty Nonselec
ted Items 

Small (N=5-15) 4.00 3.39 

Medium (N=16-30) 4.07 3.46 

Large (N=31-up 3.56 3.52 

For all class 
sizes 3.87 3.40 

Contrary to hypothesis number 1 (related to class size), the 

second hypothesis dealing with faculty selection of items was rejected. 

It was found that teachers were rated significantly higher on the items 

they selected than on items nonselected (F=24.18, df=l/39). The mean 

ratings obtained on preferred items was significantly higher than the 

mean ratings on non-preferred items. 

Additionally, class size and faculty selection of items showed no 

interaction effect. It is interesting to note that 42 faculty members 

selected on the average 13 items from the total of 27 items intended to 

measure teaching effectiveness. This indicated that at least half the 

items of the instrument were found to be consistent with instructors' 

general pedagogical convictions. 
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Summary 

This chapter presented empirical data related to the development, 

validity, and reliability of the final version of the 47-item instru

ment. Methods for discarding and retaining items in the revision of the 

developed instrument were described. Item means and standard deviations 

of the 69-item initial instrument and the 52-item intermediate instru

ment were used as criteria for the revision of the final 4-7-item form. 

Using Cronbach's Alpha (1951), the reliability of the developed instru

ment was found to .85. Other intercorrelations were computed, showing 

that the instrument has high internal consistency of its items. In 

addition, college norms were presented for items 9-35 of the 47-item 

instrument. 

Chapter 4 also presented evidence showing no significant impact 

of the effect of class size (small, medium, and large) on student 

ratings of teaching effectiveness. Additionally, data were reported 

demonstrating that students rated teachers significantly higher on 

faculty self-selected items in contrast to unselected ones. This con

firmation of the higher student ratings in relation to the faculty 

selected items was considered an idiographic method used to help vali

date the developed rating instrument. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Current literature suggested that procedures for evaluating 

teaching typically are unsystematic and unobjective. A growing body of 

research showed that student evaluations can help facilitate the im

provement of teaching on a reliable and valid basis. Several studies 

reported that class size seemed to influence student ratings of 

teachers. Crucial to any teacher assessment program is a procedure 

which considers each faculty member's instructional objectives and style 

of teaching. 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to construct an instrument that 

might be used to measure teaching effectiveness validly and reliably. 

Six faculty representatives helped determine the content validity of 

the instrument from a pool of 227 items. On this basis a 69-item in

strument was constructed, tested, and revised in a pilot project. In 

this process the first 52 items depicting effective teaching were sub

mitted to a representative group of faculty and students in an effort 

to determine each item's criterion validity and potential usefulness. 

On this 52-item instrument items rated mutually high by both faculty and 

students were considered for inclusion in the final instrument. On this 

basis the final 47-item form was developed. 

67 
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In addition to the development of an instrument to measure 

teaching effectiveness, this study sought to answer the following ques

tions. Does class size influence student ratings of educators? Are 

faculty rated significantly higher on items related to their instruc

tional intentions? 

The 47-item instrument was finally developed to measure teach

ing effectiveness. Items 9-35 were constructed for this purpose where

as items (1-8 and 36-4-7) were used to provide relevant information 

concerning the students and course. The final form of the instrument 

thus developed was administered by a sample of 50 volunteer faculty to 

1650 students in the College of Education at The University of Arizona. 

This sample of 50 volunteer teachers was affiliated with nine instruc

tional departments. The statistical analyses performed consisted of 

correlational analysis, analysis of variance, and t technique. A 3x2 

ANOVA design was used to test the two major hypotheses of the study. 

Conclusions 

The first hypothesis concerning small, medium, and large classes 

revealed that class size had no effect on student ratings of their 

instructors. These results are contrary to some findings (Downie, 1952; 

Gage, 1961; Hoyt, 1969) in which class size was found to be related to 

instructional efficiency when measured by student ratings. 

The second hypothesis concerning faculty selected items demon

strated significantly higher mean ratings on items which were compat

ible with teachers' objectives. The data showed that teachers in 

general were rated significantly higher on the items they selected than 
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on the nonselected items. A possible interpretation of such results 

may be that the fairness of evaluation might be increased considerably 

when items to be rated are consistent with teachers' instructional 

objectives and philosophies. 

Often, instruments developed on the basis of common rating items 

do not take into consideration the differential teaching styles of 

instructors being evaluated. Research evidence (Gage, 1972) consis

tently shows that even the most competent teachers have their unique 

strengths and weaknesses, that no two teachers have the same teaching 

styles or objectives for any given course. Therefore, the most impor

tant problem to which the hypotheses of this study were addressed con

cerned the self-selection of relevant items by faculty. In consider

ation of such an idiographic procedure this study attempted to develop 

a systematic rating device to be used at the college level. The 

results of the study demonstrate that, when faculty are given an oppor

tunity to select rating items which are compatible with their instruc

tional objectives, student ratings can provide reasonably reliable and 

valid information concerning the quality of their educational experi

ence. 

The results of this investigation shed some light on the problem 

of using student ratings for determining instructional competence. 

Analysis of the data indicated that the instrument had desirable psy

chometric properties. Using Cronbach's Alpha (1951), the reliability 

of the 27 items (9-35) describing effective teaching was found to be 

.85. Other item intercorrelations showed that the instrument has high 
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internal consistency. Several validity data further indicated that 

items included in the instrument could be validly used for assessing 

diversified instructional approaches. Reliability and validity data 

obtained with the instrument also suggested the appropriateness of 

student ratings in spite of concern raised by several researchers 

(Kerlinger, 1971; Kossoff, 1972) in the field. 

Implications 

This study was primarily concerned with the development and vali

dation of an instrument to measure teaching effectiveness. However, one 

ancillary concern was with the development of a valid body of knowledge 

related to effective teaching so that teacher education programs can be 

improved and upgraded, since few colleges in America are doing a first 

rate job of training students to become effective college or university 

teachers (Eble, 1971). 

What is needed to upgrade and improve our teacher education 

programs? First, each institution needs to examine its fundamental 

goals, purposes, objectives, and its philosophy and principles of 

teacher evaluation (Stake, 1972). As an example, in recent years on 

many campuses much of instructional practices, testing, and evaluation 

have focused almost exclusively with cognitive information geared to 

factual recall in a form consistent with performance criteria or be

havioral objectives (Combs et al., 1974). While no one questions the 

appropriateness of learning pertinent facts, factual information is not 

valuable as an end to itself. Such cognilively oriented information is 

only valuable as it increases human understanding and contributes to 
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effectiveness in living. Something more than an objective assessment 

of factual content material is needed. The goals of education involve 

affective as well as cognitive changes (Bloom et al., 1964). Thus a 

professional teacher education program necessitates a continuous evalu

ation procedure using student perceptions (ratings) of teacher influ

ence. It is believed that student ratings reflect complex attitudinal 

learnings associated with the affective domain (Aleamoni and Spencer, 

1971). 

Second, since teaching, learning, and evaluation are integrally 

related continuous processes, teacher education programs must address 

themselves to how well course offerings and instructional activities 

make a constructive contribution to the lives of the learners (Hilde-

brand et al., 1971). Nothing else is as a basic a criterion of effec

tive teaching as the impact a teacher makes in the lives of the learners. 

Wilhelms (1967) suggested that this is where the traditional system of 

education is weakest and falls short. Student perceptions provide rele

vant information concerning instructional practices and curricular 

offerings and, thus, help perpetuate institutional excellence. Appar

ently, for a large segment of American higher education this might sug

gest that institutions will have to reconsider their fundamental goals 

and philosophies if quality teaching and learning are to be encouraged 

and rewarded. 

The most basic assumption of this study is the intriguing idea 

that feedback is one of the most precious things in life. It is be

lieved that student feedback provides valuable information which might 
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help a prospective instructor or an experienced instructor change his 

teaching strategies and activities. Consequently, the heart of a 

teacher evaluation process lies in its diagnostic contribution for 

improving instruction. A systematic feedback program can help instruc

tors become more aware of their own teaching activities and more sensi

tive to the effect of their behavior on students. Student ratings 

provide teachers with a feedback mechanism in which desirable teaching 

procedures and classroom interactions are more clearly perceived and 

reinforced. 

Several obstacles tend to impede effective college teaching. 

One hindrance to effective teaching at any level is that so many things 

occur in the typical classroom that the untrained teacher is unaware of 

much that happens. This problem can be partly solved through learning 

(Hilgard and Bower, 1966). With practice and systematic feedback from 

students, teachers can become more aware of their classroom behavior. 

Useful feedback focuses on specific ways to improve teaching 

behavior. A systematic evaluation form for rating teachers by students 

needs to contain items which provide concrete information that can lead 

to specific behavioral changes. Evaluation forms which contain vague 

generalizations (i.e., "the course content was good," "more classes 

should be taught this way," "the teacher had self-confidence") are not 

very helpful for improving teaching. On the other hand, items which 

provide specific behavioral referents (i.e., "too many topics were pre

sented in this course," "more classes should be taught this way in which 

students become actively involved in class discussions," "the teacher 

showed self-confidence in demonstrating the significance and importance 
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of the subject matter") tend to be helpful. Thus, a major contribution 

to the improvement of instruction is the use of an evaluation form 

containing specific, concrete items which have the potential for modi

fying instructional practices. 

Another impediment toward generating effective teaching stems 

from the fact that there is usually no systematic procedure for pro

viding teachers with information concerning what they do in classrooms. 

Many administrators believe that their supervisory ratings are accurate 

measures of effective teaching. Teachers, however, often feel that 

supervisory ratings are highly unreliable and invalid (Tuckman and 

Oliver, 1968). Teachers usually perceive administrative evaluation as 

inadequate and threatening because of frequent disagreement between 

teachers and supervisors over appropriate objectives to be taught 

(McNeil, 1971). Teachers, however, are most likely to alter- their 

teaching activities and methodologies when they are provided with infor

mation showing a discrepancy between what they want to do and what they 

are doing (McKeachie, 1969). Therefore, it is recommended that a sys

tematic rating form be used in which instructors select relevant items. 

It has been well documented (Hildebrand, 1972) that teachers 

rarely receive direct, systematic feedback from students or adminis

trators concerning their instructional activities. Good and Brophy 

(1973) mentioned that the most substantial problem in improving teaching 

may be perceptual in nature—that the key to helping teachers change 

their behavior may be in providing feedback so that they can see them

selves as well as students in action. 



74 

In consideration of this view, it would seem that video-tapes 

are the best approach for improving teaching activity. However, video 

feedback tends to be valuable only in the presence of a skilled consul

tant who provides directive, encouraging comments (Baker, 1970). A 

simpler, less expensive approach that seems just as efficient is the 

use of student ratings. When student ratings are used within the con

text of each instructor's objectives and frame of reference, this source 

of data appears to provide a viable feedback channel for promoting 

teacher growth (Gage, 1972; Centra, 1973). 

In order to gain confidence in their teaching abilities, teachers 

need to receive progress toward their identified goals and objectives. 

When student ratings are used for formative (teacher improvement) evalu

ative purposes, involvement in a diagnostic teaching program presents 

opportunities for instructors to become aware of their increased teach

ing competence and enhanced self-esteem. Self-concept studies (Cooper-

smith, 1967) documented the importance of people feeling competent in. 

learning new skills. 

It is incumbent upon educators that they assume responsibility 

for assuring that teacher evaluation is an aid rather than a hindrance 

to faculty learning. Metcalfe (1972, p. 36) recommended that a teacher 

evaluation system should be administered so that each instructor will 

use the evaluation form in a manner to be most beneficial to that 

teacher: "Any evaluation system will be of absolutely no help to the 

professor unless he himself wants to improve. If he participates only 

because of pressure, and if he has a closed mind, evaluation will be of 

little or no help to him." The climate of formal evaluations is often 
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so threatening to block out honest self-appraisal. Especially, the less 

able or new teacher may feel that the main thrust of the program is 

geared to reveal as many as possible of his weaknesses and shortcomings. 

Self-concept research (Kelley, 1948; Purkey, 1970) documents that human 

beings are so constituted that they can look at themselves with open, 

nondefensive eyes only when they are in a relaxed, supportive, non-

threatening situation. When teachers feel threatened, they tend to dis

tort the feedback offered them to make it match their self-image. Con

sequently, traditional evaluation programs may lead more often to 

defensive self-distortion than to perceptive, honest self-appraisal. 

In such a threatening climate, teachers inadvertently forfeit their 

opportunity to learn about their real strengths and resources as well 

as one's weaknesses by being defensive and closed to feedback. There

fore, it is recommended that, if evaluation data are to be used for 

both formative and summative purposes, an instructor being evaluated 

not be held accountable for the first semester or two in which he 

teaches a course. He needs time and experience to polish his teaching 

skills and develop confidence in teaching this new subject matter 

domain. Thus, considerable care must be exercised so that any evalu

ation system does not acquire a punitive connotation or function. 

Some researchers (Eble, 1971; Hildebrand et al., 1971) believe 

that the results of student ratings of instructors should be made avail

able for the public record in the form of a published booklet. While 

this procedure may seem advantageous to students as an aid for course 

selection, it typically fails to consider each instructor's objectives 
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and unique approach to teaching. In this regard, overzealous published 

accounts of student ratings about faculty may present an unfair chal

lenge or insensitive threat to improve one's teaching abilities. At 

this research stage of development teaching is too individualistic and 

complex an activity to assume that all instructors are alike and should 

be treated the same as if they were trained seals. Gage (1972) and 

Centra (1973), therefore, recommended that student ratings should be 

used mainly for instructional self-improvement in which the evaluative 

results are kept confidential. 

Other researchers (Hildebrand, 1972; Miller, 1972) believe that 

student ratings should be used for making administrative decisions con

cerning teacher salaries and promotions. However, Gage (1972) and 

Centra (1973) recommended that teacher evaluations be used mainly for 

formative (growth) purposes in supplying diagnostic information for 

teacher improvement. They believed that self-appraisal is the most 

important function of student ratings. Centra (1973) mentioned that it 

would be helpful to have norms for teachers to interpret their ratings. 

Gage (1972) advocated that relative high and low ratings should be 

compared by the instructor with reference only to himself in order to 

provide valid, useful feedback. In this way, by maintaining the confi

dentiality of ratings, instructors will not be penalized by administra

tive actions. More research is needed in such areas in order to deter

mine the impact of student ratings on administrative decisions. 

Student ratings are especially valuable when looked at in the 

perspective of a two to three year cumulative period for each partici

pating faculty member. Even though a highly effective instructor may 
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receive low ratings in one or more courses because of extraneous 

factors which are beyond his control (Gage, 1972), over an extended time 

period certain stable trends would likely emerge. Of course, these 

"stable" trends are subject to improvement and change, particularly if 

the faculty member desires to modify his teaching skills and procedures. 

This is where small seminar discussions might be especially effective 

in enhancing the instructor's teaching procedures and methods. 

In addition to student feedback, efforts toward behavioral change 

in faculty might be encouraged by the social support, intellectual 

stimulation, and modeling from one's peers. Sanford (1968, p. 170) 

remarked, "College faculties seldom talk about what it's like in the 

classroom, what one is to do there, and how to deal with this situation 

or another." As one example, the Great Neck School District found that 

faculty peer evaluation resulted in significant behavioral changes in 

participants who observed one another's teaching (Kotcher and Doremus, 

1972). Additionally, the results of ratings could be used to provide 

counseling services to instructors who received low ratings. 

In light of the above-mentioned potentialities of student ratings, 

it is believed that the present work made contributions for promoting 

effective teaching and was specifically intended to facilitate the 

following. First, the student feedback was intended to stimulate 

faculty members to think more carefully about their course objectives 

and teaching procedures. Second, this systematic feedback was intended 

to instill motivation to improve teaching by providing comparative 

evaluation results of the ratings. In particular, it was assumed that 
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faculty members who received evaluations below their expectations would 

be motivated to improve their performance. In this respect this pro

gram was designed to provide diagnostic information needed for instruc

tional improvement. Third, this feedback information could be used as 

an incentive device in the building of one's work record and for 

enhancing one's professional stat vis. Therefore, at the discretion of 

each faculty member the results from the student ratings could be given 

to various administrators and committees for appointment, promotion, 

and tenure decisions. This way it was intended that each instructor 

would become responsible for improving the effectiveness of his teaching 

and for documenting his overall academic performance. Such a respon

sible, documentary procedure has been recommended by Bertramson (1972) 

and Sord (1973). 

Limitations 

Some instructors used this instrument in as many as two or three 

classes. The data of this study are based on 50 volunteer faculty 

members for 76 classes. Because some teachers used the instrument in 

more than one class, this fact may have reduced the variability of 

student responses and consequently lowered the reliability. In addi

tion, some students may have filled out the instrument in more than one 

class and lost interest and motivation. 

Because of the restricted, small sample (N=50) of participating 

faculty, the reliability (.85) of the instrument was not maximized. 

With a wider spectrum of sampling space (greater faculty participation) 
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the probability is greater that this obtained reliability value will be 

increased. 

Additionally, the instrument developed in this study does not 

show cross validation data. A cross validation of the instrument needs 

to be conducted on other samples of students in different colleges and 

universities (Guilford, 195M-). 

During the instrument's administration, no time limit was im

posed. However, informal feedback from students and faculty seemed to 

indicate that most students took 20-30 minutes to complete the entire 

evaluation form. Also, the 4-7-item final form was not administered at 

a uniform time during the last two weeks of the semester. Some instruc

tors administered it two weeks before the final examination, some a day 

before the final examination, and some after the examination. We need 

to know the optimal time period to administer student rating forms that 

will be fair and equitable to all concerned. 

Recommendations 

The results of the present study indicated that the instrument 

thus developed could be used effectively for evaluating teaching effec

tiveness. Additionally, the results related to class size and faculty's 

option to select items from a measuring instrument are suggestive of 

certain sound educational practices. However, certain recommendations 

for future work in this area can be made. Such recommendations emerging 

from the results of the present study are summarized as follows: 

(1) in spite of significant results of the study it is recommended that 

the study be replicated in various settings in order to enhance the 



scope of the developed instrument; (2) the results of the study 

indicated that students rate the instructors significantly higher on 

the items selected by faculty than on the general type of item used on 

standard rating forms. Further studies are suggested to compare the 

effect of feedback for teachers who selected the items for their evalu

ation with those who used a standard form; (3) if the results of 

student ratings are to be used as feedback for the instructors, a number 

of studies should be directed toward the development of specific feed

back models in order to facilitate the development of useful teaching 

skills in instructors; (H) it would seem desirable to widen the use and 

scope of the instrument by investigating the relationship between the 

ratings of an instructor and the measured outcomes of his students' 

learning; (5) it also can be recommended that the use of student ratings 

be made an integral part of a teaching-learning process. This means that 

evaluative data be used in developing specific services which could be 

available to the instructors who intend to upgrade their teaching skills. 

It is hoped that all teaching institutions in the future will have such a 

teaching-learning resource center; and (6) since the developed instrument 

reflects specific content domains (knowledge, affective, and behavioral), 

the results obtained from rating instruments can be meaningfully imple

mented in the development of course content and curricular materials for 

training educational change agents. 

In summary, it is recommended that at the outset of a teacher 

evaluation program that faculty members be informed concerning the 

purposes, philosophies, and procedures attendant to such a systematic 
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endeavor. They need to be told honestly now student ratings will be 

used, whether for formative (growth) and/or suxnmative (summary) evalu

ation purposes. 

Even though any instrument for measuring teaching effectiveness 

is fallible with inherent limitations and shortcomings, such a rating 

instrument to be used for teacher self-appraisal seems adequately 

justified in light of the empirical findings and rationale reported in 

this study. Self-awareness then is a starting point for building a sense 

of accountability in one's teaching. 



APPENDIX A 

69-ITEM INITIAL INSTRUMENT 
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College of Education 
University of Arizona 

1972-73 

Student Feedback on the Effectiveness of Instruction and Course 

DIRECTIONS: Print your instructor's name and course number (or his code 
number) on the top of the answer sheet. Your name is to 
remain anonymous. 

By giving thoughtful and honest answers to these questions, 
you will help your instructor improve this course and his 
teaching procedures. Careless or dishonest answers may 
have the opposite effect. Please answer all questions even 
though, in some instances, none of the alternatives ex
presses your reaction exactly. 

Record all answers on the provided IBM answer sheet by 
blackening the appropriate space with a pencil (no. 2). Be 
sure to erase corrections carefully. 

When you have finished you are encouraged to use the re
maining space on the last page to make any comments which 
you feel might improve the course or help the instructor. 

Part I. Describe the teaching procedures used by your instructor by 
using the following coded words with their relative time per
centages : 

1 = Hardly Ever 2 = Occasionally 3 = Sometimes 4- = Frequently 
(0 - 20%) (21 - 40%) (tl - 60%) (61 - 80%) 
of the time of the time of the time of the time 

5 = Almost Always 
(81 - 100%) 
of the time 

The instructor: 

1. Was enthusiastic about teaching the subject. 
2. Answered student questions as completely as possible. 
3. Presented sufficient examples or illustrations to help clarify the 

material. 
4. Clearly stated the objectives of the course. 
5. Summarized or stressed major points which aided learning and reten

tion. 
6. Stimulated me to put forth my best effort in learning all I could 

about the course and related material. 
7. Discussed points of view other than his own. 
8. Wasted class time. 
9. Was readily available for individual help or consultation with 

students. 
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The instructor: 

10. Accomplished his stated objectives for the course. 
11. Clearly explained the course material. 
12. Provided feedback within a reasonable time period on examination 

results or other academic work. 
13. Encouraged students to ask questions and express their ideas and 

opinions. 
14. Seemed well informed in knowledge of his subject matter area. 
15. Gave examinations which reflected the important aspects and objec

tives of the course. 
16. Stimulated independent thinking, reasoning, and decision making. 
17. Monopolized class discussion, giving students little or no oppor

tunity to speak. 
18. Seemed well prepared for each class session. 
19. Was flexible, changing his approach to meet student needs or new 

situations. 
20. Showed concern when students were confused or had trouble under

standing the course material. 
21. Covered an appropriate number of topics in that an adequate amount 

of material was presented. 
22. Made a significant impact on my outlook, philosophy, or style of 

life. 
23. Presented material in such a way that I became bored and lost 

interest in what he was saying. 
24. Appeared genuinely interested in student learning and progress by 

being actively helpful. 
25. Provided students with an opportunity to apply concepts to demon

strate understanding. 
26. Gave helpful feedback in commenting on exams or papers. 
27. Presented material in a humorous way. 
28. Stated his course requirements and expectations by telling students 

how they would be evaluated. 
29. Failed to identify or distinguish between significant and insignifi

cant material. 
30. Stimulated thinking by raising challenging issues, questions, or 

problems. 
31. Provided students with an opportunity to participate actively in 

some decision making processes directly related to the course. 
32. Made good use of teaching aids (chalkboards, projectors, or 

models). 
33. Assigned grades on a fair, reasonable basis. 
34. Increased my interest in the course material and other related areas. 
35. Spoke with expressiveness and variety in tone of voice. 
36. Gave examinations stressing unnecessary rote memorization. 
37. Was sensitive to student feelings and problems. 
38. Showed self-confidence by demonstrating the significance and impor

tance of his subject matter. 
39. Was a model of how professionals in his field acquire new knowledge. 
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40. Encouraged and praised students at appropriate times. 
41. Found ways to help students answer their own questions. 
42. Gave assignments which seemed appropriate and fair. 

Part II. Blacken one response number for each of the following ques
tions. If an "other" response category is used, please write 
your comment(s) on separate paper. 

43. Class time was wasted most frequently by: 
1. Not Applicable (Class time was hardly ever wasted). 
2. Dwelling on insignificant, irrelevant material. 
3. Going over repetitious points already covered. 
4. Doing administrative chores (taking roll, handing out, or 

collecting papers). 
5. Allowing too much student talk. 
6. Other (comment on separate paper ). 

44. Concerning your preparation and ability, the level of difficulty 
of this course was: 
1. very easy 
2. somewhat easy 
3. about right 
4. somewhat difficult 
5. very difficult 

45. The amount of work for this course in relation to similar courses 
of equal credit was: 
1. much lighter 
2. lighter 
3. about the same 
4. heavier 
5. much heavier 

46. In general, compared to other high school or college teachers which 
you have had, how effective has the instructor been in this course? 
1. one of the most effective (top 10%) 
2. more effective than most (top 30%) 
3. about average 
4. not as effective as most (lowest 30%) 
5. one of the least effective (lowest 10%) 

47. The pace or rate at which the instructor covered the material dur
ing the semester was: 
1. very slow 
2. somewhat slow 
3. just about right 
4. somewhat fast 
5. very fast 
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Part III. SELF-EVALUATION. Describe your personal attitudes and 
behavior with respect to this course, using 
the following code: 

1 = Definitely False 2 = More False Than True 3 = Inbetween 

4- = More True Than False 5 = Definitely True 

4-8. I learned important principles, generalizations, methods, or 
theories. 

49. I gained a broader understanding and appreciation of intellectual-
cultural activity (music, science, literature, or art). 

50. I discovered or learned some implications of the course material for 
understanding my interests, talents, and values. 

51. I exercised skills in expressing myself orally and/or writing. 
52. I developed a sense of personal responsibility (self-reliance, self-

discipline) in applying what I learned. 
53. I developed or exercised my creative problem solving abilities, 

skills, and interests. 

Part IV. Answer either one of the following questions (54 and 55), 
depending on which one is most applicable to you. For "other" 
response categories, please comment on separate paper, indi
cating which numbered question you answered. 

54-. I would recommend the instructor to other students because of: 
1. his easy grading system. 
2. his easy to follow lectures or presentations. 
3. his interesting, dynamic speaking style. 
4. the learning I experienced. 
5. Other (Please comment on separate paper ). 

55. I would NOT recommend the instructor to other students because: 
1. he spoke in a rambling, incoherent fashion (failed to communi

cate ). 
2. he would discuss exclusively his viewpoints and interests. 
3. he was seldom available for individual help or consultation. 
4. there was great disagreement between the announced objectives 

of the course and what was actually taught. 
5. I learned very little. 
6. Other (Please comment on separate paper ). 

Part V. Please provide the requested information by filling in the most 
appropriate response category. For "other" response categories, 
please comment on separate paper, indicating which numbered 
question you answered. 

56. What grade (University of Arizona system) do you expect to receive 
in this course? 
1. 1 (A) 4. 4 (D) 
2- 2 (B) 5. Either (pass, fail, no credit) 
3. 3 (C) 
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57. What is your class level? 
1. Junior 
2. Senior 
3. Graduate (Masters) 
4-. Graduate (Doctoral) 

58. Sex: 
1. Female 2. Male 

59. What is your cumulative grade-point average? (Use Univ. of Ariz. 
system: 1=A, 2=B , 3=C, 4=D, 5=E) 

1. 1.0 - 1.49 
2. 1.5 - 1.99 
3. 2.0 - 2.49 
4. 2.5 -2.99 
5. 3.0 - 5.0 

60. How was class size in relationship to the method of instruction 
used? 
1. Satisfactory 
2. Class was too large 
3. Class was too small 
4. Class size did not make any difference 

61. Which one of the following is the most important reason why you 
selected the course? 
1. Interesting subject 
2. Required course 
3. Thought I could make a good grade 
4-. Friend(s) or faculty advisor's recommendation 
5. Teacher's excellent reputation 
6. Other (Please comment on separate paper ). 

62. Select one of the following which best describes this course for you? 
1. Elective not required in any way 
2. College requirement but not part of my major or minor field 
3. Minor requirement or required elective outside major field 
4. Major requirement or elective within major field 
5. Other (Please comment on separate paper ). 

Part VI. Blacken one response number for each of the following questions 
(63-69). Use the following key: 
1 = Not Applicable, don't know, or there were none 
2 = Poor 
3 = Fair 
4. = Good 
5 = Excellent 

63. In general, I would rate the assigned readings as 

64. In general, I would rate the quality of exams as 
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65. Overall, I would rate the quality of lectures or class presentations 
as 

66. I would rate the overall value of class discussions as 

67. I would rate the laboratories, workshops, or seminars as 

68. In general, I would rate the textbook(s) as 

69. I would rate the overall value of the course as 

Part VII. If the instructor provides additional items, use these possi
ble numbers (70-75) and rate them accordingly. 

Part VIII. OPEN COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS. You might indicate those 
specific aspects of the instructor and course you liked 
MOST as well as those you liked LEAST. Also, it is helpful 
if you would state how you feel the course and the way it 
was taught could be improved. (Use separate paper) 
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DIRECTIONS: On the following pages are fifty-two items which have been 
found by numerous research studies to be related to effec
tive teaching. Using the provided 1-6 rating scale below, 
please rate each item to the degree to which it fulfills 
your concept and feeling about the ideal, effective instruc
tor and course. (CJse a soft lead pencil (no. 2) in marking 
the IBM answer sheet) 

(Unideal, Ineffective 1-2-3^4-5-6 (Ideal, Effective 
instructor (neutral) instructor 

Please return to me the completed answer sheet by Thursday, November 30. 
(For students: return the sheet to the classroom teacher or proctor) 

When the items are eventually used in student evaluation of instruction, 
the student will rate on a five point scale the extent to which each 
statement applies to his instructor's effectiveness in the course. At 
present, we need to find out what statements are relevant to good (effec
tive) instruction for our needs. Therefore, the purpose of this pilot 
study is to develop a reasonably reliable and valid instrument based on 
effective teaching as perceived by both faculty and students in the 
College of Education. Once this instrument is developed, it will be 
available to each faculty member in the spring of 1973. 

In addition, you are invited to submit to me similar, yet different, 
items which you feel describe activities of the ideal, effective teacher 
and course. 

RATING SCALE DEFINED: 

1 = item describing the instructor and course the opposite 
of ideal and effective. 

6 = item describing the ideal, effective instructor and 
course. 

Thank you very much, 

David Annadale 
Project Director 
Committee on the Evaluation of Teaching 
College of Education, Room 201 
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The instructor: 

1. Encourages and praises students at appropriate times. 

2. Speaks with expressiveness and variety in tone of voice. 

3. Answers student questions as completely as possible. 

4. Encourages students to develop a sense of personal responsibility 
(self-reliance, self-discipline) in applying what they learn. 

5. Stimulates students to gain a broader understanding and appreci
ation of intellectual-cultural activity (music, science, literature, 
or art). 

6. Has an interesting style of presentation. 

7. Presents sufficient examples or illustrations to help clarify the 
material. 

8. Finds ways to help students answer their own questions. 

9. Is sensitive to student feelings and problems. 

10. Teaches the course in such a way that students recommend him to 
other people. 

11. Is enthusiastic about teaching the subject. 

12. Encourages students to develop or exercise their own creative prob
lem solving abilities, skills, and interests. 

13. Clearly states the objectives of the course. 

14-. Assigns grades on a fair, reasonable basis. 

15. Is one of the most effective teachers, compared to other instruc
tors in high school or college. 

16. Makes good use of teaching aids (chalkboards, projectors, or models). 

17. Shows self-confidence by demonstrating the significance and impor
tance of his subject matter. 

18. Provides an opportunity for students to exercise skill in expressing 
themselves orally and/or writing. 

19. Stresses important principles, generalizations, methods, or theories. 

20. Clearly explains the course material. 

21. Stimulates thinking by raising challenging issues, questions, or 
problems. 

22. Uses class time effectively. 

23. Seems well prepared for each class session. 

24. Encourages students to discover some implications of the course 
material for understanding oneself (interests, talents, or values). 
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The instructor: 

25. Provides students with an opportunity to participate actively in 
some decision making processes directly related to the course. 

2.6. Discusses points of view other than his own. 

27. Stimulates students to put forth their best effort in learning all 
they can about the course material and other related areas. 

28. Summarizes or stresses major points which aid learning and reten
tion. 

29. Is readily available for individual help or consultation with 
students. 

30. Accomplishes his stated objectives for the course. 

31. Is flexible, changing his approach to meet student needs or new 
situations. 

32. Shows concern when students are confused or have trouble understand
ing the course material. 

33. Encourages students to ask questions and express their ideas or 
opinions. 

34-. Stimulates independent thinking, reasoning, and decision making. 

35. Provides feedback within a reasonable time period on examination 
results or other academic work. 

36. Gives examinations which reflect the important aspects and objec
tives of the course. 

37. Seems well informed in knowledge of his subject matter area. 

38. Covers an appropriate number of topics by presenting an adequate 
amount of material. 

39. Makes a significant impact on student outlook, philosophy, or life
style. 

40. Gives assignments which seem appropriate and fair. 

41. States his course requirements and expectations by telling students 
how they will be evaluated. 

42. Sometimes presents material in a humorous way. 

43. Gives helpful feedback in commenting on exams or papers. 

44. Paces the course in such a way that ideas and concepts are devel
oped at an adequate rate. 

45. Provides students with an opportunity to apply concepts to demon
strate understanding. 

46. Appears genuinely interested in student learning and progress by 
being actively helpful. 
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The instructor: 

47. Teaches the course at an appropriate level of difficulty in 
consideration of student ability and background preparation. 

48. Gives conceptual examinations, stressing generalizations, principles, 
or trends. 

49. Increases student interest in the course material and in other re
lated areas. 

50. Distinguishes between significant and insignificant material. 

51. Requires an appropriate amount of work in relation to similar courses 
of equal credit. 

52. Is a model of how professionals in his field acquire new knowledge. 
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College of Education 
1973 

Student Feedback on the Effectiveness of Instruction and Course 

DIRECTIONS: Print your instructor's code number on the top of the 
answer sheet in the column marked MATRIC NO. Then blacken 
the appropriate spaces across from your instructor's code 
number. Your name is to remain anonymous, please. 

By giving thoughtful and honest answers to these questions, 
you will help your instructor improve this course and his 
teaching procedures. Careless or dishonest answers may 
have the opposite effect. Please answer all questions 
even though, in some instances, none of the alternatives 
expresses your reaction exactly or, in some cases, the 
item is not applicable. 

Record all answers on the provided IBM answer sheet by 
blackening the appropriate slot with a no. 2 pencil. Be 
sure to erase corrections carefully. 

When you have finished you are encouraged to use the remain
ing space on the last page to make any comments which you 
feel might improve the course or help the instructor. 

Part I. GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT COURSE AND STUDENT. Please provide 
the requested information by filling in the most appropriate 
response category. 

What time of the day does this class meet? 
1 .  8 - 1 0  a. m .  
2. 10 a.m. - 12 p.m. 
3 .  1 2 - 2  p . m .  
4 .  2 - 4  p . m .  
5. 1 p.m. on 

What grade (University of Arizona system) do you expect to receive 
in this course? 
1. 1 (A) 
2. 2 (B) 
3. 3 (C) 
4. 4 (D) 
5. Either (pass, fail, no credit) 

3. The number of students in this class is approximately: 
1. 1-15 
2. 16-30 
3. 31-45 
4. 46-60 or higher 

1. 

2. 
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4. What is your class level? 
1. Junior 
2. Senior 
3. Graduate (Masters) 
4. Graduate (Doctoral) 
5. Other 

5. Sex: 
1. Female 2. Male 

6. What is your cumulative grade-point average? (Use Univ. of Ariz. 
System: 1=A, 2=B, 3=C, 4=D, 5=F) 
1. 1.0 - 1.49 
2. 1.5 - 1.99 
3. 2.0 - 2.49 
4. 2.5 - 2.99 
5. 3.0 - 5.0 

7. How was class size in relationship to the method of instruction 
used? 
1. Satisfactory 
2. Class was too large 
3. Class was too small 
4. Class size did not make any difference 

8. Select one of the following which best describes this course for you. 
1. Elective not required in any way 
2. Elective within major field 
3. Elective within minor field 
4. Major requirement 
5. Minor requirement 

Part II. SELF-EVALUATION. Describe your personal attitudes and behavior 
with respect to this course, using the following code: 

1 = Definitely False 2 = More False Than True 3 = Inbetween 

4 = More True Than False 5 = Definitely True 

9. I developed or learned specific skills, competencies, and points of 
view needed by professionals in the field most closely related to 
this course. 

10. I developed or exercised my creative problem solving abilities, 
skills, and interests. 

11. I discovered or learned some implications of the course material 
for understanding my interests, talents, and values. 

12. I developed a sense of personal responsibility (self-reliance, self-
discipline) in applying what I learned. 

13. I exercised skills in expressing myself orally and/or writing. 
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Part III. TEACHER EVALUATION. Describe the teaching procedures used by 
your instructor by using the following coded words with their 
relative time percentages: 

1 = Hardly Ever 2 = Occasionally 3 = Sometimes 
(0-20%) (21-H0%) (41-60%) 
of the time of the time of the time 

4- = Frequently 5 - Almost Always 
(61-80%) (81-100%) 
of the time of the time 

EXAMPLE: If you perceived that your instructor was enthusiastic about 
30% of the time in your class, then the following item, "The 
insiT'uctor was enthusiastic in presenting the course material,11 

wouid be marked 2 = Occasionally (21-40%) of the time in the 
a p p r o p r i a t e  p l a c e  i n  t h e  a n s w e r  s h e e t :  1 = 2 ^ 3 = 4 = 5 =  .  

The Instructor: 

14. Was willing to discuss points of view other than his own. 
15. Clearly explained the course material. 
16. Stimulated me to put forth my best effort in learning all I could 

about the course and related material. 
17. Summarized or stressed major points which aided learning and reten

tion. 
18. Gave helpful feedback in commenting on exams or papers. 
19. Wasted class time. 
20. Provided students with an opportunity to apply concepts to demon

strate understanding. 
21. Was well prepared for each class session. 
22. Was flexible, willing to change his approach to meet student needs 

or new situations. 
23. Accomplished his objectives for the course. 
24. Monopolized class discussion, giving students little or no opportun

ity to speak. 
25. Provided feedback within a reasonable time period on examination 

results or other academic work. 
26. Found ways to help students answer their own questions. 
27. Presented material in such a way that I became bored and lost 

interest in what he was saying. 
28. Gave examinations or other academic work which were consistent with 

the important aspects and objectives of the course. 
29. Encouraged and praised students at appropriate times. 
30. Provided students with an opportunity to participate actively in 

some decision making processes directly related to the course. 
31. Gave examinations or other academic work stressing unnecessary rote 

memorization. 
32. Assigned grades on a fair, reasonable basis. 
33. Stated his course requirements and expectations by telling students 

how they would be evaluated. 
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34. Stimulated thinking by raising challenging issues, questions, or 
problems. 

35. Clearly conveyed the objectives of the course. 

Part IV. INFORMATION ABOUT INSTRUCTOR AND COURSE. Blacken one response 
for each of the following questions. 

36. Class time was wasted most frequently by: 
1. not applicable (class time was hardly ever wasted.) 
2. dwelling on insignificant, irrelevant material. 
3. going over repetitious points already covered. 
4. doing administrative chores (taking role, handing out, or 

collecting papers). 
5. allowing too much student talk. 
6. other (please comment at the end of part VII) 

37. Concerning your preparation and ability, the level of difficulty of 
this course was: 
1. very easy. 
2. somewhat easy.. 
3. about right. 
4. somewhat difficult. 
5. very difficult. 

38. The amount of work for this course in relation to similar courses 
of equal credit was: 
1. much lighter. 
2. lighter. 
3. about the same. 
4. heavier. 
5. much heavier. 

39. The pace or rate at which the instructor covered the material during 
the semester was: 
1. very slow. 
2. somewhat slow. 
3. just about right. 
4. somewhat fast. 
5. very fast. 

40. (1 or 2) Answer EITHER part of this item, depending on which one 
is the most applicable to you. (Use part VII at the end for any 
additional comments which you might have about the instructor and 
course.) 

40. I would recommend the instructor to other students because of: 
1. the learning I experienced. 

OR 

40. I would NOT recommend the instructor to other students because: 
2. I learned very little. 
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Part V. OVERALL RATINGS. Blacken one response number for each of the 
following questions (4-1-47). Use the following key: 

1 = Not applicable, don't know, or there were none. 
2 = Poor 
3 = Fair 
4 = Good 
5 = Excellent 

41. In general, I would rate the assigned readings as 
42. In general, I would rate the quality of exams as 
43. Overall, I would rate the quality of lectures or class presentations 

as 
44. I would rate the overall value of class discussions as 
45. I would rate the laboratories, workshops, or seminars as 
46. In general, I would rate the textbook(s) as 
47. I would rate the overall value of the course as 

Part VI. ADDITIONAL ITEMS. If the instructor provides additional items, 
use these possible numbers (48-55) and rate them accordingly. 

Part VII. OPEN COI-iMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS. Using the back of this paper, 
you might indicate those specific aspects of the instructor 
and course you liked MOST as well as those you liked LEAST. 
Also, it is helpful if you would state how you feel the 
course and the way it was taught could be improved. (Also, 
please comment on how you feel this instrument could be im
proved. ) 
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April 24, 1973 

Dear Faculty Member: 

During the last two weeks of this semester, if you 
would like, your class(es) will have an opportunity to give you system
atic feedback about the quality of your teaching. Last semester 82 
classes provided faculty members with this kind of valuable information. 
This semester we are looking forward to even greater faculty participa
tion, using the enclosed rating form which has been revised considerably. 
Now it should take only 15-20 minutes for students to complete the en
tire questionnaire. 

Some possible uses and developmental goals of this 
type of evaluation instrument are presented on the following two pages. 
This is a tentative, guiding rationale and in no way speaks for the en
tire faculty or for all of the members of the Committee on the Evaluation 
of Teaching in the College of Education. Since this instrument has been 
developing and evolving all of this past academic year (1972-73), I antici
pate that further changes, refinements, and elaborations will continue to 
be made in the future. 

At this research stage in the instrument's develop
ment, an effort is being made to assure that each faculty member's unique 
style of teaching and objectives are carefully considered. This semester, 
using the enclosed rating form, I would like each faculty member who is 
participating to select those items which are compatible with his (her) 
own teaching goals, objectives, and unique style of teaching. In this 
way we can find out further information about two crucial points: (1) the 
individual differences and needs of the faculty and (2) the limitations 
and restrictions needed to be placed on the present instrument. In order 
to do this we need as much faculty involvement as possible. 

If you would like to have your class(es) use copies 
of the enclosed evaluation form, please indicate below and return this 
paper to me at your earliest convenience. 

Once again thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Dave Annadale, Project Director 
Teaching Evaluation Committee 

Room 201 

(Please Print) 

Name 
No. of rating instruments needed: 
Date needed 
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SOME POSSIBLE USES OF A TEACHING EVALUATION INSTRUMENT 

1. Feedback for Professional Growth and Development. Self-appraisal of 
one's relative strengths (high ratings) and weaknesses (low ratings) 
can be compared for self-evaluation purposes. 

2. A Source of Comprehensive Information. Teachers often have diffi
culty obtaining systematic information from informal discussions, 
tests, homework, and other assignments. A parallel can be drawn 
here to the automobile industry. It is one thing to give informal 
feedback to the car dealer or salesman. But the car industry knows 
that they can improve their product by requesting customers to fill 
out a comprehensive questionnaire. In this way systematic infor
mation can be used in improving the cars' performance. The same 
idea and rationale can be applied to student ratings of instruction. 

3. Self-protection - from arbitrary dismissal from the university. An 
example is illustrated by several students who might not appreciate 
one's ionique style of teaching and may complain to various adminis
trators. The students who appreciate one's teaching do not usually 
drop by the department chairman or dean's office. This type of in
strument would give all of your students an opportunity to express 
their perceptions and feelings about the quality of your teaching. 

4. Building One's Work Record - in submitting one's annual report as 
evidence for promotion, retention, and tenure decisions. The text 
of the amended Chapter 8 (Academic Personnel Policy) as adopted by 
the Faculty Senate of the University of Arizona on November 6, 1971, 
states the following: 

"8.01 Faculty members of the University of Arizona are 
appointed, retained or dismissed, and promoted on the 
basis of professional competence, teaching ability, 
scholarly attainment, and University and public service." 

5. Confidentiality. Each instructor will be given the opportunity to 
select any random five digit number and use it as a reference source 
for identifying his results. In this way the positive growth aspects 
of the evaluation process will be emphasized. 

6. Understanding its Limitations. In building norms, reliability, and 
validity of the instrument, it would be helpful to have as much 
faculty participation as possible. The more faculty involvement we 
have the more we can find out how the instrument is limited. Then 
the necessary revisions can be made to meet the individual instruc
tional needs of the faculty. 

Some Possible Developmental Goals of the Instrument 

1. Correlating faculty and student perceptions and goals. An effort 
will be made to correlate both faculty and student expectations of 
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what constitutes effective teaching. These correlated items will be 
carefully considered in the validation of the instrument. 

Selecting those items which are compatible with each faculty member's 
own unique style of teaching and objectives. An opportunity will be 
provided for faculty members to select their own objectives (items) 
based on research associated with effective teaching. 

Correlating student ratings with learning. An attempt will be made 
to assess the extent to which student ratings correlate with measured 
learning outcomes. 
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April 24, 1973 

Dear Dr. 

I am glad that you volunteered to use the student rating form 
being developed by the Committee on the Evaluation of Teaching in the 
College of Education. 

The present form has been shortened considerably and should 
take approximately 15-20 minutes to be completed. 

In an attempt to assure objectivity, fairness, and confi
dentiality in my summary write-up of the analysis of the data of the en
tire evaluation results, I am requested that you use a code number 
instead of your name on the answer sheets. Please select any RANDOM 
five digit number (Example: 78932) and write it on the board in your 
class. Then tell your students to write it on the top middle column of 
the IBM answer sheet down from the MATRIC NO. which has an arrow point
ing downward: 

7 0 = 1 = 2 = 3 = 4 = 5 = 6 = 7 8 9= 

8 0 = 1 = 2 = 3 = 4 = 5 = 6 = 7 = 8 • 9= 

9 0 = 1 = 2 = 3 = = 5 = 6 = 7 = 8 = 9> 
3 0 = 1 = 2 = 3 m = 5 = 6 = 7 = 8 = 9= 

2 0 = 1 = 2 » 3 - 4 = 5 = 6 = 7 = 8 = 9= 

0 = 1 = 2 = 3 = 4 = 5 = 6 = 7 = 8 = 9= 

Then ask your students to follow the directions on the provided rating 
form. After you have collected the rating forms and answer sheets, 
please make sure that every answer sheet has your code number blackened in 
the appropriate spaces across from the MATRIC NO. as illustrated above. 
Otherwise, the computer will not be able to score the returns. (SPECIAL 
NOTE: be sure to write down your code number some place so that you will 
not inadvertently forget it or confuse your number with someone else. 
This code number is your only way to identify your results.) 

In case you have one to eight additional items or objectives 
for students to rate, use Part VII (items M-8-55) for this aspect of the 
evaluation. For any additional items which you might have please write 
them on the board and indicate to your students how (on what basis or 
standard) you want them to rate those items. (If applicable, please 
furnish me with a copy of any additional items used plus a keyed answer 
sheet). 

When the students complete the evaluation, return the IBM 
answer sheets and the entire evaluation forms in a large sealed envelope 
to your department secretary. She will then return the envelope to me 
and identify the department. In this way, we can receive further data 
about departments. When the computer print out and the summary write-
up are available about three - four weeks later, your departmental 
secretary will be notified so she can pick up the report from my office 
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and return it to you. All of the students' open-ended conments will also 
be returned to you at that time. 

In order to use a standard procedure, I am recommending that 
you administer the form to your own class(es). Also, I am recommending 
that the items be rated on the basis of the printed directions on the 
form. Individual questions can be handled with minimal deviations when
ever necessary. As an example, if a student asks, "What does this mean 
by "stimulated" or "flexible," etc., you could respond as follows: 
"Whatever the word means to you," and not comment any further, if at all 
possible. 

Each department secretary will be furnished with a supply pool 
of No. 2 pencils to be used by the faculty. Please return the pencils 
to the secretary so your colleagues can use them for their classes. In 
the event that you need extra pencils, the secretary in Dean Paulsen's 
office in room 201 will have a few extra ones in case you run short. 

I would appreciate it if you would return all left over 
materials such as IBM answer sheets to me. Also, if you have any ques
tions or suggestions for improving the instrument, I would like to hear 
from you. 

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Dave Annadale 
Project Director 
Committee on the Evaluation of 

Teaching, Room 201 
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April 24, 1973 

MEMORANDUM TO: Faculty Members Using the Student Evaluation Form 

Regarding: SELECTION OF ONE'S OWN RELEVANT ITEMS 

Dear Faculty Member: 

I would like to suggest an interesting idea or procedure which 
I feel might lead to some significant professional growth and develop
ment in one's teaching. This procedure also will help to understand 
better the function and usefulness of this rating form. 

After you pass out the forms to the students and have answered 
any questions, tell them you are going to leave the room for about 15-20 
minutes. If they have any further questions which might come up while 
you are out of the room, tell them you will try to answer them when you 
return. (At some leading universities it is common protocol for profes
sors not to be present in the room during the student evaluation. This 
leads to greater accuracy and truthfulness in the quality of the evalu
ation). Once you leave the room please identify those items on the 
rating form which provide valuable information and/or are compatible with 
your own objectives and style of teaching. By doing this, you will be 
provided with valuable feedback which is relevant to your own objectives 
and frame of reference. 

More specifically, please CIRCLE the number beside those items 
on which you feel will provide valuable information and/or that you will 
be rated most fairly and effectively. 

SPECIAL NOTE: Negatively worded items (i.e., "#19. Wasted 
Class time, #24. Monopolized class discussion, giving students little 
or no opportunity to speak, #27. Presented material in such a way that 
I became bored and lost interest in what he was saying, and #31. Gave 
examinations or other academic work stressing unnecessary rote memoriza
tion") are reversal items. These items help assure objectiviety in stu
dent responding and will be scored and worded positively on the computer 
print out. Example. #19. Wasted class time really means the opposite: 
Used class time well. Please consider these reversal items in selecting 
your relevant objectives or items. 

When you return the entire "package" of answer sheets and 
rating forms, please place the enclosed rating form with your circled, 
self-selected items on the top of the returned information. 

Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 

0U~ 
Dave Annadale, Project Director 
Teaching Evaluation Committee 

OCH>*< 
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