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ABSTRACT

An exploratory Iinvestigation of relationships among

students' ratings of Instructor effectliveness, students' study

nEELIELAEﬂqW?5899ied grade in reiation to f]nal grade is desqf!bgd.
Two volunteer university Iinstructors in the Faculty of Education
and thelr undergraduate education classes participated. Students
fiiled out questionnaires related to study habits, expected grade
and instructor effectiveness approximately six weeks after the
beginning of the semester. One class recelved five mini-tests

and were asked to produce a term project during the semester.

Both classes were assigned end of semester carades. Flve hypothe-

sjzeq‘fglafionships among the above variablms;uere.presenfed.
Separate principal component %écfor analyses of the instructor
rating form for each class indicated that the two groups of
students perceived thelr instructor differentliy. Using factor
scores as predictors in a multiple regression analysis, 15% of
the criterion variance in a global rating of teacher effectiveness
could be determined In class A by a combination of a presentation
factor and a student support factor. In course B, only 5% of

the criterion variance could be deferminéd by one factor, a skill
tfactor. WIith single items as predictors, two Items, "respectful
of views other than his own" and "objectives of the course are
clear", predicted 23% of the criterion varlance for instructor A.
For instructor B, 3 items, instructor style is entertaining,
"Instructor has good knowledge of subject matter" and "“instructor

speaks clearly and distinctiy", determined 39% of the criterion
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variance. Using a subset of items with factor loadings of .50

or greater to represent each of the student rating factors to
predict teacher effectiveness, 35% of the varlance on the criter-
ion item could be accounted for by a presentation factor for
Instructor A. For Instructor B, 42% of the variance could be
accounted for by two factqrs, a skill factor and style of

presentation. Expected gteggbwas found to .be the best predictor

of final exam mark or final grade for the class of Instructor A,
aécounflﬁg for 17% of the variance in grades and 27% of the
variance in final exam marks. Students' end-of-semester ratings
of Instructor A, who administered five quizzes throughout the
term and assigned and end-of-semester paper or project, were
significantly influenced by these evaluation activities. The
results indicated that 54% of the variance of the end-of-semester
ratings could be determined from the marks students received on
the quizzes and paper/project. Disgrlminapfﬁgpa{ysis of the data
Indicated that the fwo groups of students differed statistically
in how they rated their respective instructors and in the grade
they expected in the course. I+ was possible to correctly classi-
fy a total of 67.6% of the students Iinto their respective classes
on the basis of instructor ratings and egpecfed grade, a 17.6%
improvement over chance classificafion. The findings of this
study suggest that although students percelive their instructors
somewhat differently, they tend to use simiilar aspects of teach-
ing behaviour to judge the effectiveness of their instructors,

namely, preperedness and aspects relating to presentation. The
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degree to which these factors are related to global effective-
ness, however, differs from one instructor to another. The find-
ings indicate that the instructor rating scales can provide
information to instructors about dimensions of performance that
students use to judge instructor effectlveness. However, compari-
son among instructors may not be valid because of varlation in

the criteria students use to make the judgment from one instruc-
tor to another. Igypdd|f|on, this study found that grades

received during fhe term significantly affecfed fhe ratings

students give the lnsfrucfor, moreso than ratings obfalned _near

mid- Term ﬂS;pls squy examined only the relatlonships that may

exist befwegn insfrucfor rafings, expegjgd graggﬁw§tggxwhgglts

e

and grades. Future researchers may wish to explore specific
hypotheses concerning these variables and experimentally deter-

mine the nature of these relationships more fully.




ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The writer wishes to express his sincere appreciation for
the generous help and guidance given by Dr. Ronald W. Marx and
for the willing assistance given by Dr. Philip H. Winne.

In addition, the writer wishes To express his thanks to
Dr. Michael Manley-Casimir, Director, Graduate Programs in
Education, for his co-operation in carrying out this study.
The co-operation and efforts of the undergraduate students who
filled out the questionnaires and the graduate students who
assisted in their collection is also gratefully acknowledged.
Finally, the author wishes to thank Dr. W.G. Davenport for his

assistance in pilot testing the instruments pertaining fto this

N

study. P

Vi




TABLE OF CONTENTS

APPROVAL . . v v v v v v v v v v e e e e e e e e e e e
ABSTRACT . . v v v v v v v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS . . . . « .+ « « v « o o v v o v « v o« o o Vi
TABLE OF CONTENTS . . . . .+ + + +« « « v v v « o v & o« « o vii
LIST OF TABLES . . . « « « « « « v « v v v v v v o « « « ix

LIST OF FIGURES . .+ « v v v v v v v v v v v e o o« o o« o xi

Chapter
I PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH . . . . « + « v v o o . | !
Statement of the Probiem . . . . . . . . . 6
F REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH e e e e e e e e 7
Teacher Rating Forms . . . . « . « . .« . . 8
instructor Ratings and Student Grades . . 12
Study Habits . . . . . . o . o o o o . 0 12
Summary . . . o 0w 0 e e e e e e e e e 14
Il METHOD . . . .+ « .+ « v v « « w w « v « 4 . . . 16
Sampling Procedure . . . . . . . . . .+ . . 16
Materials . . . « .« « « « « « « <« .. 16
Design and Procedures . . . . . . . < . . I8
Data Analyses . . . . . « .« « « « <« . . 19
Y RESULT AND DISCUSSION . . . . . « « « . . . . . 24

Results of the Factor Analyses . . . . . . 24
Interpretation of the Factors . . . . . . 29
Regression Analyses . . . . . .« . . « . . 32

vii




Chapter Page

Predicting Effectiveness Ratings . . . . 32

Discriminant Analysis. . . . . .+ « « « « « . . 45

Limitations of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . 46

Vv | CONCLUSION . . . « & « v « « v & « o o &« « « « . . 48
Bibliography . « « o & & & ¢ o « v & & « « v e« o o o o o .« 5l

Ve

[ APPENDICES

“

A Instructor Rating Form . . . . . . . . . . . . D56

B Study Habits Questionnaires. . . . . .« . . . . 59

viii




Table

LIST OF TABLES

Summary Table of Means, Standard Deviations,
Infercorrelations and Reliabilities for
Instructor A. . . . . .+ + « ¢ & &+ + e« .

Summary Table of Means, Standard Deviations,
Intercorrelations and Reliabilities for
fnstructor B, . . « + « « « « « « « + «

Instructor Rating Form Factor Loading Matrix
for Instructor A. . . . . . + o + « ¢« + « e . .

instructor Rating Form Factor Loading Matrix
for Instructor B. . . . . + . « . + .+ . .

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis Using
Factor Scores as Input to Predict Item 27 on the
Instructor Rating Form for Instructors A (n =
72) and B (n =82). . . . . . . . . . .

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis Using

One Variable to Approximate a Factor for
Instructors A (n = 72) and B (n = 82), Pre-
dicting Instructor Effectiveness. . . . . . . . .

Summary of Mulitiple Regression Analysis Using

a Subset of Variables to Approximate a Factor for
Instructors A (n = 72) and B (n = 82}, Pre-
dicting Instructor Effectiveness. . . . . .

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis to
Predict Final Exam Mark Using Expected Grade,
Study Habits and Instructor Ratings for
instructor A. . . + ¢ ¢ ¢ v ¢« e+ e e o e e .

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis to
Predict Overall Grade Using Expected Grade,
Study Habits and Instructor Ratings for
Instructor A. . . . « « « « ¢ ¢ . 4 e e e .

Page

25

26

30

31

33

34

36

40

40




Table

"Habitfts. . . . . . . - ¥

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for

Instructor A to Predict Responses on Second
Administration of Instructor Rating Form Using
Expected Grade, Study Habits and Achievement

on Quizzes and Project. . . . . .+ . « .+ + + . . . . 42

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for
Instructor B to Predict Responses on !nstructor
Rating Form Using Expected Grade and Study

Discriminant Analysis Classification Matrix
and Standardized and Unstandardized
Discriminant Function Coefficients. . . . . . . . . 45




LIST OF FIGURES |

Figure Page
] Scree test for Instructors A and B. . . . . .« . 28 H

X1




CHAPTER |
PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH

A major concern in instructional research has been
how to judge the effectiveness of teaching. The froubled history
of process-product research and its attempts to isolate aspects
of effective teaching may be found in detailed reviews
(Rosenshine and FurgT, I973j HeaTh and Nielson, 1974 and Dunkin
and Biddie, 1974). }Thgigngéi?;ts'suggesT,ThaT there are.-few
consistent findings to aid teachers' decisions as to what they
should or should not do while teaching in their classrooms.

Much of the early research in this area tended to
borrow bbTh variables and paradigms from other disciplines,

primarily psychology. The major problem associated with this

approach is that psychology has concerned itself mainly with

theories and data relevant to questions of learning, and these
have been considerably less applicable to the classroom than
theories and data relevant to the problems of teaching. There
may be two reasons for this gulf. Theories of learning typically
have been developed and tested under controlled laboratory
conditions involving unrealistically restrictive parameters.
Second, theories of instruction have not been adequately
emphasized. Brophy (1974) outlines a more deféiled reason

[

for this gap:




As a sometimes student of the history of

science, | have observed that the development
of a specific science usually passes through
several stages. The first features heavy stress

on attempts to define the scope of the science
and to identify the phenomena to be subsumed
under it, the kinds of research paradigms to
be used, and contexts in which research is to
take place. This stage was a major problem
early in the science of psychology, for example,
in its attempt to stake out a unique territory
between philosophy on the one hand and zoology
and other biological sciences on the other.
This has been less of a problem with education
and educational psychology, because, at least
until recent innovation of new instructional
methods and settings, it seemed fairly obvious
that educational research should focus on
teachers and students in the classrooms.

Following this first stage there usually
comes a second stage of naturalistic observation
and the development of taxonomies. Here,
scientists attempt to identify the relevant
variables in the contexts in which they work, ?
to agree on definitions and measurement methods
and to develop some baseline data which describes
the typical or normal situations. This stage
is then followed by a stage of correlational
research in. which the parameters which have been
identified in the context being studied are re-
lated to one another, and information becomes
systematically integrated as theories are
developed. The next stage involives systematic
manipulation of some of the variables to see if
these experiments will produce the expected
results, thus moving from correlation to causality.
Finally, when applied aspects of the science
are. involved, the previous body of established
data is drawn upon in order to diagnose and
prescribe treatments for problems.

In my opinion educational research has
suffered from premature closure regarding
parameters and a tendency to stress trivia over
more fundamental matters because the important
stage of naturalistic observation and identifi-
cation of the relevant and important parameters
wags largely neglected. (Brophy, 1974a, p. 48)




However, a gradual shift toward investigating problems
relevant to instruction appears 1o be under way (see, for
example, Walberg, 1969; Moos, 1974; Brophy and Evertson, 1974;

Goldfried and D'Zurilla, 1973; Anderson, 1970; Marx, Martin, Ellis,

& Hasell, 1978). However, some of the methodology still inappro-
priately uses unrealistic controlled laboratory conditions and
the application of static experimental paradigms to classrooms
where dynamic interactions predominate. Brophy (1974a, p. 48)
suggests:

This not only makes the laboratory paradigm
difficult to apply; it also leads to trivial
research results or to results which have little
if any external validity despite their impressive
internal validity (reliability, reproducibility).

In short, even though it is undeniably messy
and often expensive, and even though at present
it usually requires working at the correlational
rather than the experimental level, | advocate a
return to the real, typical classroom as the set-
ting for educational research. Also, given the
present state of the field, | think we need more
hypothesis-generating research (done in the
naturalistic setting), withholding hypothesis-
testing research until it can be more reasonably
carried out. The kinds of hypothesis-testing
research going on at present are largely pre-
mature, because the hypotheses being tested are
rather fTrivial. Thus while the educational
research being carried out is generally of high
quality from the standpoint of experimental design
and data quality, | find that | must agree with
the opinions of the average teacher who tends fto
have little interest in the work of educational
researchers.

The problem is not quality; it is relevance.
By and large, we simply are not studying problems
that are related to the needs of the classroom
Tqacher.




It is for reasons such as these that there have been
more and more studies examining the relationships of a variety
of environmental and instructional variables to academic per-
formance in the typical classroom. Commonly, these studies
have used a correlational rather than an experimental approach
(e.g., see Kulik and McKeachie, 1975).

Judging the effectiveness of teaching has been an -
important concern in education. Faculty ratings are now used
by colleges and universities to attempt to assess this parameter
of teaching. Although there is widespread use of student
ratings of faculty, two opposing viewpoints have been presented
concerning the validity of these measures. One viewpoint is
that these ratings are among the most valid of measures, since
students have observed the teaching over the tength of the
course. Another viewpoint holds that students are not objec-
tive or mature or knowledgeable enough to judge instructional

behaviour. As Brown (1976) has stated the problem:

Of course the main question about bias
arises because of grades. Can students rate
teaching effectiveness validly? Or do they
use their ratings as a payoff in a sort of
game between teachers and students, in which
teachers reward or punish students with grades
and students respond in kind with ratings?
|f student ratings are indeed biased by grades,
to what extent are they biased? (Brown, 1976,
p. 573)

In a recent review, Kulik and McKeachie (1975) cite a

number of studies that related student achievement as measured
»
by final grade to student ratings of the instructor. If a
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strong proportional relationship is found, it could be inter-
preted that students tend to rate their instructor more highly
when they receive or expect a good grade. However, Kulik and
McKeachie found inconsistent results in the review of studies
examining this relationship.

4: Study habits of students may be relevant to the pre-
diction of grades because it is possible that students' grades
may be refated to their study habits. That Is, students with
poor study habits may obtain lower grades than those students

with better study habits. The importance of the relationship

e

between grades, instructor ratings and study habits has not been

i i
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determined. =+ - >
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For research on teaching effectiveness to become
more conclusive a multivariate approach appears necessary.
Appropriate information on students, teacher and the learning
situation should be obtained (Peterson, 1976).

Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1973) state:

.one of the reasons that teacher effective-
ness studies have been relatively ineffectual
for so many years is the almost purely ad hoc
atheoretical nature of the thinking and research
in the field (Getzels and Jackson, 1963; Mitzel,
1960; Ryans, 1960).

There are effective teachers. And something
makes them more effective than other teachers.
In other words, there must be an explanation of
teaching effectiveness. Accepting this assump-
tion, what is probably needed in addition to a
multivariate approach, is psychological and
social psychological theory that can be developed,
tested, and changed under the impact of empirical
résearch and testing (Getzels and Jackson, 1963).




With a probliem so complex, with so many possible
variables interacting in unknown ways, the only
guide to viable research will be theory - with
multivariate technical methods to back up the
theory. The extraction of factors from the
intercorrelations of items, the calculation of
factor scores,and the application of discriminant
analysis may well help to solve the problem.

| SR

§K STaTémenT of the Problem

The study is designed to provide data which may be

helpful in suggesting answers to the following questions:

|. Which factors of student ratings contribute

most to student perceptions of overall
teacher effectiveness?

?k 2. What is the relative contribution of factors

) of student ratings of instructors and
student perceptions of overall effective-
ness, in combination with expected grades,
toward:

(a) the prediction of students'! achieve-
ment as measured by final exam
performance;

(b) the prediction of students' overall
grades in a course;

3, What influence does knowledge of feedback on
assignments have on student ratings of

teaching?




CHAPTER 1|

1
3

\;XREWEW OF RELATED RESEARCH

The following review of the literature on student

perception of teaching, study habits, and the relation of
these to students' grades or academic success is limited to
studies using what Rosenshine (1970) has termed "high inference"
measures. Rosenshine calls these measures "high inference"
because the rater has to make a number of inferences as to
what constitutes "good" or "effective" performance. 1In contrast,
Rosenshine used the term "low inference" to describe question-
naire or rating items that focus upon specific and relatively
objective characteristics.

There are many more studies of this latter frequency-
counting type (Costin, 1968; Duncan and Biddle, 1974) than

there are studies of the "high inference" type. Anderson and

7

Walberg (1974) have pointed out that "high inference" measures
may be more valid than the "low inference" measures because
;gunfs of praise or questions only measure quantity, not quality.
For example, a single profound and appropriate question may

inspire learning more than ten superficial ones. This allows

the possibility that a large number of students who rate high

inference teaching behaviours may provide more valid judgments

¢




about the quality of instruction than a researcher who counts

t+hese behaviours.

L)

Teééher Rating Forms

/

College instructors are frequently evaluated by students
responding to a teacher rating form. Student ratings of faculty
are now in wide use. fn a recent review of the l|iterature on
student ratings, Costin, Greenough and Menges (1972) summarized
studies which attempted to assess criteria students used in
instructor evaluations. They indicated (p. 53) that the most
commonly mentioned attributes of excellent instruction as rated
by students were preparedness, clarity,and stimulation of
students!' intellectual cﬁriosiTy.

Kulik and McKeachie (1975) in their review of studies
dealing with student ratings found that the factors of teaching
quality identified in these studies correspond to four of the
six factors found by Baerwald, Hofeller, lIsaacson, Lin, McKeachie,
Milholland and Zinn (1964). The four factors were Skill, Rapport,
Structure and Overload. The Skill factor had The’appearance of
a general factor in that it correlated positively and strongly
With ratings of "all-around teaching ability." They also stated
that the most important influence on student ratings might be
the general disposition of the student toward the instructor
and toward courses in general.

Teéching conditions also appear to influence the ratings

instructors receive from students. Gage (1961) reported




substantive and statistically significant differences in
students' ratings of instfruction between lower-level and high-
level courses, elective and required courses, on-campus and
off-campus courses, and smallier and larger classes. Although
Kulik and McKeachie (1975) cite some evidence for differences
among disciplines in ratings as indicated by Rayder (1968), they
do not provide any evidence that there may be differences in
attractiveness of courses given within a single department.

Many kinds of teacher characteristics have been
examined for their relation to students' ratings of teaching
quality. ] saacson, McKeachie and Milholland (1963) related
selected personality characteristics of teachers, as assessed
by self-reports from instructors and peer group nominations,
to student ratings of the overall abili+y of teaching fellows
in introductory psychology. The results indicated that
instructors rated as effective had personality structures which
were described as artistic, polished, effectively intelligent
and imaginative. McKeachie, Lin and Mann (1971) reported the
results of a number of studies which examined the relationship
between teacher warmth and effective teaching as indicated by
student achievement. The findings indicated that in some
courses teacher warmth correlated positively with student
achievement, while in other courses this relationship was
negative. Downie (1952) found that knowledge of subjecT matter,
interest iq the subject, being prepared for class and motivating

students to do their best were important factors proportional




to positive ratings of instructors. Gadzella (1968) asked a
group of students to list criteria they would use for selecting
t+he ideal professor. The four most important criteria selected
were knowledge of subject matter, giving well planned and
organized lectures, enthusiasm and interest in teaching, and

a student orientation and willingness to assist outside the
classroom.

Sheffield (1974) found in a survey of 24 Canadian
universities that the qualities required to be a good instructor
mentioned most often were being well prepared for class and
presenting the material in an interesting way. Finally,
Whitely and Doyle (1976) found results to suggest that students!
implicit theories of teaching influence both the rating process
and the dimensions of teaching which are identified from factor
analyses of rating data. Their results suggest that students
use a common frame of reference to evaluate items within The
same category, but that the frame of reference varies between
categories. |In addition, the implicit theories are based on
previous experience with instructors rather than error. They
recommend that students!' implicit theories should be maximized
in the construction of student rating instruments. In this
way distinctions between teaching behaviours required of the
rater will more accuratedly represent his frame of reference
for evaluating the teaching.

.AIThough these studies pfovide information regarding

the important characteristics students perceive effective



instructors to possess, they do not reveal the relative weighting
or importance students assign to these factors when making
decisions about effectiveness. Very few studies have examined
tThe dimensjons of teacher ratings to determine which aspects of
these dimensions students use to make global judgments regard-
ing tThe effectiveness of instruction or the quality of the
learning environment.

Questions about the criteria and information humans
use in their judgments has been a subject of investigation in
research on decision making. Because students are requested
to respond to a large number of items basically to form a judg-
ment regarding the quality of instruction, rating of teachers is
similar to tasks found in decision making experiments.

It is known from research in decision making (Smedslund
1955; Bruner, Goodnow and Austin, 1956; Hovland, Jenkins and
Shepard 1961; Shepard 1963) that there exists an attentional
phenomenon in making an evaluative judgment which allows a
subject to take account of only a very limited number of factors
at any one time. In addition, the research indicates that
subjects often seem to lack insight into the exfenT to which
they have restricted themselves in this way (Pollock 1962;
Hoffman 1960; Balke, Hammond and Meyer, 1973). I+ may be that
students rate instructors in a similar way, i.e. using only a

.few factors to make their judgments.
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Instructor Ratings and Student Grades

The Costin et al. (1972) review of the literature
indicates that while a large number of‘prior studies found
significant positive correlations between grades and ratings,
many others found no relationship. A variety of other more
recent studies have provided further evidence. While the
results are inconclusive, these studies suggest that there may
be a linear relationship between grades and ratings (Holmes,
1972; Rodin & Rodin, 1972; Bausell & Magoon, 1972), Kulik and
McKeachie (1975) conclude in their review of the studies in
this area that the most impressive thing about studies relating
students' achievement to their ratings of instructors has
been the inconsistency of the results, Very high positive,
very high negative, moderately positive, and near zero correla-

tTions have been reported.

\// tudy Habits

. In attempts to predict academic ineffectiveness among
— e T T .

col lege sTudenTs,'Brown and Holtzman (1953) constructed a

.

questionnaire which surveyed gTudenTsﬁ study habits, attitudes
and motivation toward academic work. A later form of the

instrument that specified several subscales that contribute to

e

a fotal score was developed. . Brown and Dubois (1964) found a ~~

significant correlation between Survey of Study Habits and

‘ .
Attitudes (SSHA) scores and grades with engineering students,




but failed to find significant correlations with humanities and
science students. On the basis of data obtained from several
different college populations, Brown and Holtzman (1966) found
that correlations between the SSHA scores and grades increase
slightly as a funcTion-of\gfudenT college experience.

Galer?ed and D'Zurilla (1973) tested the validity
of the SSHA against criterion measures reflecting effective
study behaviour. Using peer ratings and self ratings of
academic effectiveness, they found that validity coefficients
were higher than when grades were used as the criterion.
No significant correlations were found between the SSHA and
ratings of interpersonal effectiveness, indicating that the
test possessed goodWQiétrﬂmjpanT validity.

Géldﬁan qﬂgvHEgson_}P973) found that groups defined

by levels of éfade point average differed significantly on study

strategies but not on abilities as measured by tests from the
Kit of Reference tests for Cognitive Factors (French, Ekstrom &
Price,(l963),.6ossibly due to TruncaTion;of variance as a conse-

quence of the college admission policy. They state:

. .the findings in the present study lend
supporf—to—the idea that strategies may be
more fundamental determinants of academic
success than are abilities.

In addition, they continue:

There was an absence of interaction
between grade point average and major field
*for either abilities or strategies. This
finding would suggest. . .that strategies
necessary for academic success are-relatively
consistent across major fields. (Goldman &
Hudson, 1973, p. 364).




v/;ummary

The literature on student ratings suggest that college
students equate effective teaching with three broad clusters
of insftfructor attributes: knowledge of subject matter,
organization of that subject matter for a clear and logical
presentation and demonstration of an inferest in the subject
matter. These clusters indicate that students emphasize strong
teaching skill and subject matter knowledge in their concep-
tion of effective college teaching. The review of the litera-
ture, however, identifies only attributes that students sub-
jectively report as being important for effective teaching.
There is an absence of studies that examined the specific cor-=
relates of instructor effectiveness such as style of presenta-
tion or organization, and how the factors identified actually -
coanibuTe to conceptions of effective instruction.

The reIaT}onship between instructor ratings and grades
does not seem to be clear. The literature indicates that in
some cases there is a positive relationship whereas in other
cases there is no relationship. In.The studies examining tThis
relationship, instructor rating forms were always given toward
the end of the term. As a result students' ratings of
instructors may be significantiy influenced by knowledge of
their performance during the term, for example, as communicated
by quiz grades. Students who obtain poor grades during the
term may attribute this to the quality of instruction and

provide low ratings.
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\//The literature on study habits indicates that there
is a‘§igﬂijiééﬂiuiéjéTionship between SSHA scores and grades
for. .students in engineeriné programs, but there may be no rela-
tionship for other disciplines. The relationship between the
SSHA and grades becomes stronger as a function of college
experience. But, while good grades may often result from
effective studying and good attitudes toward academic work,
this is not always true. Other factors such as the nature of
The course, aptitude of the student and outcome measures may
ai§9 play significant roles in the defermination of a relation-
ship between study habits and grades.

The preceding review of the literature on instructor
rating scales indicates that more research is required to
determine the dimensions of instfructor rating scales that
contribute to students' judgements of instructor effectiveness.
In addition, the inconsistent results relating students'
achievement and their ratings of instructors requires examina-
tion. The relationship between students' study habits and
students' ratings of instructors has not been explored. I+
may be that gfudenfs with poor study habits, who consequeany
obtain poor marks, may rate their instructors low. Finally
there may be an influence on instructor ratings because students

obtain knowledge of results prior to responding fto the instructor

rating form. These issues are examined in this study.
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CHAPTER 111

METHOD

This chapter describes the procedures used in carry-

ing out the present investigation. Specific attention is given
to sampling procedure, experimental design, materials, pilot
testing, administration and scoring of instruments, and

analysis of data.

Sampling Procedure

For the administration of the final version of the
questionnaires, two university instructors teaching introduc-
tory undergraduate education courses at Simon Fraser University
volunteered their respective classes to participate in this
study. As a result, 72 ;Tudenfs from one instructor, here-
after called Instructor A., and 82 students from another
instructor, hereafter called Instructor B, participated in the

study.

Materials
The Instructor Rating Form for the pilot study con-
* -

sisted of statements adopted from Yonge and Sassenrath (1968).

The form contained 21 items dealing with teaching behaviour




and |l items focusing on aspects of the course. The statements
were presented as five point rating scales relating to frequency
of occurrence. Statements were arranged in random order. A
pilot test of this instrument was carried out using the responses
of 25 students from a community college psychology class. As a
result of pilot testing 6 of these statements are not included in
the final questionnaire because of low item-total test correla-
tions (below .30). The final Instructor Rating Form consisted of
26 items and one global item for rating overall teacher effective-
ness. A copy of the Instructor Rating Form including item-
subtest correlations and internal consistency reliability esti-

- mates may be found.in Appendix A.

*ﬁ:’Theqﬁigﬁy Habits Quesionnaire was adopted from Brown

and_Holtzman (1966) and consists of three areas: study organi-
zation, study techniques and study motivation. Each area of
study habits contained 20 items. However, as a consequence of

a pilot test of Theée items a number of items which had low
correlations ( below.30) with their respective subtests were
dropped from the questionnaire. In addition a five point rating
scale was substituted for the dichotomous scale used by Brown
" and Holtzman (1966). A copy ofreach of the three Study HabiTs
Questionnaires and the ;;;;rnal consistency reyiagijifyv‘mwww
esijaTes can be found in Appendix B.

After poor items had been removed from the tests on
the basis of the small sample pilot measurements, item-fest and

internal consistency reliabilities were again calculated on
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farger samples found in classes of Instructor A and B. For the
sake of brevity of presentation only estimates calculated on
lnstructor B's class is presented in the appendices. Instructor
A's results on these measures approximated those of instructor
B. The internal consistency estimates were .95 for the
Instructor Rating Form, .75 for the Study Motivation Survey,

.85 for the Study Organization Survey and .73 for the Study
Techniques Survey. All of these estimates indicated that the
measuring instruments had acceptable internal consistency
reliabilities.

*%' Expected grade was assessed by the question: What
letter grade do you.expeet in this course? The measure of per-
formance during the semester in Class A was the total of five
mini-test scores and scores on three short papers administered
Thrqyghouf the semester. The measure of achievement was the

final exam mark for‘Class A at the end of the semester. The

measure of grades in Class A was end-of-semester grades con-

verted to numerical equivalents. For Class B it was semester-end

grades converted to numerical equivalents. The following equi-
valents were used: A' = 10, A =9, A" =8, 8" =7, B =5,

- + -

B =5,C =4,C=3,C =2,D=1,F =0

Design and Procedures

Data on the Study Habits and Instructor Rating Form

were collected approximately six weeks after classes had started.

Class A had taken and received marks on one Short paper and one

e et




quiz at the time the forms were administered. The instructor
rating form was administered to Class A a second time immedi-
ately after students wrote the final exam. At this time, the
students had received feedback on all five mini-tests and all
three short papers, but not on the final exam.

in Class B the instructor did not personally assign
grades, but left this responsibility to his teaching assistants.
A second administration of the instructor rating form was not
obtained 1iIn Class B, since the course had finished earlier than
the author had anticipated and therefore missed the opportunity

to carry out a second administration.

Data Analyses

Reliability estimates were calculated separately on
each of the three Study Habits subscales and the Instructor
Rating Form on Class A and Class B. A test-retest stability
coefficient was calculated for each of the insTEucTor rating
items using Class A.

In order to determine what dimensions the instructor
rating form was measuring, the data for each instructor was
analyzed separately by a principal component factor analysis
with orthogonal rotation (VARIMAX).

In order to determine the best predictors of students!
global rating of instructor effectiveness, a'mulfiple stepwise

[
regression analysis was carried out separately for each instructor.
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The criterion variable in each case was the rating given by the
students on the global item ("The instructor is an effective
teacher") of the Instructor Rating Form. The predictor variables
in each case were the factor scores for each of the three
factors generated by the separate factor analyses, a procedure
advocated by Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1973). The factor scores
calculated on the orthogonal factors would not be correlated
with each other, thereby overcoming the multicollinearity
problem which would make interpretation difficult. However,
nonsalient loadings, i.e., loadings near zero, would contribute
error variance to the factor scores. As a resulft ofhér pro-
cedures to approximate the underlying dimensions of the Instructor
Rating Form were also carried out.

As one alternative approximation procedure, the
single variable that loaded most heavily on a respective factor
was chosen (Gorsuch; 1974), instead of computing a complex
weight matrix in which every variable was used in estimating
each factor. The variable was chosen not only on the basis
of high correlation with its respective factor and low cor-
relation with other factors, but also because the qualitative
nature of the variable was congruent with the apparent quali-
tative attribute of the factor. Using single items that have
low intercorrelations with other factors avoids the problems
associated with multicollinearity (Kerlinger & Pedhazur, 1973)
and may evgn increase the predicted variance, if the items

correlate high with the criterion.
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Another approximation procedure created factor defined
subscales by adding together students' ratings on the subset
of variables that loaded at least .50 on each factor (Gorsuch,
1974). The choice of this cutoff was based on following

rationale advocated by Gorsuch (1974);

The general approach is to have a sufficiently
large sample so that anything that would be of
interest for interpretation would be significant.
A rough check can be provided by doubling the
appropriate standard error and assuring that

the minimum salient loading is significant by
that rough test. For example the minimum sig-
nificant correlation coefficient (p « .05) with
an n of 100 is about .2; therefore, only elements
of the factor structure matrix (S) greater *than
an absolute value of .4 would be interpreted if
the analysis was based on 100 individuals. I f

it was expected that elements as low as .3 would
be interpreted, then a minimum n of 175 would

be needed.

It can be seen that because of sample sizes of 72 and
82 in this study, it is reasonable to use .50 as the lower bound
of salient loadings since twice the standard error of a correla-
tion based on samples of these sizes are .5 and 4,
respectively. Gorsuch (1974) has indicated that the approxi-
mation procedure outlined above correlates about .8 with the
more complicated procedures. ~

To examine the relationship between study habits, ex-
pected grades gnd instructor ratings as predictors of final grades,
multiple stepwise regression analyses were computed separately
for each instructor. As a preliminary data réducfion procedure,

®
the Instructor Rating Form responses were combined into a total
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score by simply summing item scores. This seemed appropriate
because total scores of the salient loaded items on the three
factors of the Instructor Rating Form were highly inftercorrelated.
This would make interpretation of the regression analyses dif-
ficult. The three subtests for study habits were also summed

to yield a total score. Because the statements were worded in a
manner that would indicate poor study habits if answered in the
affirmative, high scores indicate poorer study habits.

To examine the relationship between expected grade,
study habits, and instructor ratings as predictors of achievement
measured by final mark in the end-of-semester exam, separate
multiple stepwise regression analyses were computed based on
the data for Class A.

The first analysis used the total score on the first
administration of the instructor rating form as 1the dependent
variable and the total score of the study habits' subtests,
expected grade and a total score of a combination of mini-tests
and a term paper as independent variables. The second analysis
used the total score on the second administration of the
Instructor Rating Form (immediately upon completion of their
final exam) as the criterion variable and the total score of
the study habits subtests combined, expected grade and total
score of mini-tests combined with the term paper mark as pre-
dictor variables.

A% a final analysis to determine if the two Classes

A and B differed significantly on the basis of ftotal scores on
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study habits, instructor ratings or expected grades, a stepwise
discriminant analysis was carried out using these variables to

predict class membership.
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CHAPTER 1V

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

Table | presents a summary of statistical information
and an intercorrelation matrix of the variables for Instructor

A. Table 2 presents similar information for Instructor B.

Results of the Factor Analyses

In order o deftermine the number of factors for rota-
tion, scree tests (Cattel, 1966) were carried out on the data
from each class. A basic rationale for the scree test is that
the battery of variables on the Instructor Rating Form measures
a limited number of factors well and a larger number of trivial,
specific and error factors much less well. Therefore the pre-
dominant factors account for most of the variance and are large,
whereas the other remaining factors are more numerous but each
accounts for only a small portion of the total common variance.
Since the principal component solution extracts factors by size,
the factors accounting for the larger amounts of variance are
extracted first and then trivial factors are exftracted later.
Because the "smaller variance" factors are usually numerous

and are extracted in order of size, plotting the amount of
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common variance accounted for by successive factors on graph

paper should result in a straight line with a downward slope.
The larger factors should not fall on this line becauseyfhey
will account for a great deal more variance and because there
are usualiy fewer of them. Overall, then, a graph of common

variance accounted for by successive factors should appear

like an arm with a bent elbow. Application of the test is
simple. All the eigenvalues of the factors are plotted with
their values along the ordinate. The factor numbers are plotted
along the abcissa. The point where the factors accounting for
large amounts of common variance curve above the straight line
formed by the smaller roots gives the number of factors.

Using the bent elbow analogy, these factors are representative
of the upper arm (see Figure I). Using Catell and Jaspers'
(1967) suggestion ‘that the number of factors be taken immediately
before the sfréighT.Iine begins, the procedure yielded a 3
factor solution for each case.

The Kaiser-Meyer-0lkin measures of sampling adequacy
were 0.97 and 0.98{respecfively{for Instructor A and Instructor
B, indicating that there were adequate number of cases in each
of the samples To proceed with the analysis (see Dzinban &
Shirkey, 1974).

Chi-square tests were used to determine if there was
significant variance left after a certain number of factors
have been gxtracted. [f there is statistically significant

’

variance left, then at least one more factor could be extracted



son|eAusf|3

28.

————— Class A

Class B

| 2 3 4 5 6 7

Factor

Figure,l. Scree tests for Instructors A and B.
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with some assurance that non-chance variance is being processed.
If there is no significant variance, then the "correct" number
of factors has been extracted. The test is done by sequentially
testing the total variance unaccounted for by the factors
already extracted until this quantity is found to be non-
significant.

The chi-square test for adequate factoring yielded
values of 158.75 and 56.62 at 276 degrees of freedom when 3
factors were extracted for InsTrucToré A and B, respectively.
In each case the chi-square value was below statistical signifi-
cance (p > .05). Thus, three factors adequately estimates the
common variance factor structure in each case.

Table 3 presents the factor loading matrix for Instructor
A. Table 4 presents the factor loading matrix for Instructor
B. In both cases, variables are re-ordered from highest to

lowest factor loadings within each respective factor.

Interpretation of the Factors

The variables loading on the first factor for Instructor
A tend to describe style of presentation. The second factor
deals with preparedness of fthe presentation, and the third factor
deals with behaviours that are supportive of students. The three
factors are similar to three of the factors identified by
lsaacson, et al. (1964).

.

_For Instructor B, the first factor also appears to be

related to style of presentation but with an.émphasis on



Table 3

Instructor Rating Form Factor Loading Matrix

30.

for Instructor A

Factor
ltem on Instructor Rating Form I 2 3
8 objectives clear -.70 .25 -.06
10 exhibits self reliance -.69 .05 .32
12 exhibits all around teaching ability -.68 = .32 .37
4 speaks fluently -.68 .32 .37
5 materials suited to needs -.64 .42 .05
25 materials suitable to class -.63 .51 17
3 speaks clearly -.56 .33 .18
16 good knowledge of subject matter -.56 .08 .34
I5 request for papers is adequate -.49 -.0l A7
22 classes are well prepared -.06 .65 .05
17 stimulates inftellectual curiosity -.30 .65 .37
|  appropriate techniques -.06 .65 .09
14 presents the material in an
intferesting way -.32 .64 .34
21 course contributes to general
- education -.40 .59 -.02
24 instructor interested in subject -.34 .54 .35
18 knowledgeable of new developments -.48 .53 L7
23 Explanations are clearly presented 12 .53 .20
20 ‘course is well organized -.40 .48 -.02
9 relates to other fields -. 1 .38 -.01
9 frequency of exams appropriate -.20 .23 .13
13 respectful of views -.31 -.15 .76
Il students feel free to express
opinions . -.22 -.09 .69
7 permissive .08 .29 .67
6 willingness to help -.47 -.03 .63
2 humour -.08 -.51 .61
26 style is entertaining -.21 .50 .54
Percent of Total
Variance 35.0 7.0 7.3




Table 4

Instructor Rating fForm Factor Loading Matrix

for Instructor B

3.

Factor
ltem of Instructor Rating Form | 2 3
26 style is entertaining .84 21 .0l
14 presents the material in an
interesting way .75 .35 .19
12 exhibits all around teaching ability .71 .38 .26
7 permissive .71 .07 .19
17 intellectual curiosity .66 .41 L7
2 humour .64 .06 .32
I'l  students feel free to express
opinions .60 .14 .28
6 willingness to help .54 .07 .29
21 course contributes to general
education .54 .44 21
9 relates to other fields .5l 02 N
3 speaks clearly .15 .74 .07
8 objectives clear .18 .69 .07
4 speaks fluently .06 .69 L7
10 exhibits self reliance .08 .62 .43
22 classes are well prepared .20 .61 .44
I appropriate techniques .29 .58 .20
20 course is well organized .36 .52 .26
23 explanations are clearly .
presented .39 .50 .42
I8 knowledgeable of new developments .05 .44 .41
19 frequency of exams appropriate -.10 .35 .53
5 materials suited to needs A7 .33 .53
I3 respectful of, views .36 .05 .57
I5 request for papers adequate .20 .12 .59
24 instructor interested in subject . 39 .12 .61
25 materials suitable to class .22 .19 .73
16 good knowifedge of subject
matter .36 .31 .17
Percent of T&tal
Variance . 37.5 9.6 .2
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stimulation or arousing interest. This first factor can be
described as a skill factor because of the apparent similarity
of the items to dimensions identified by Kulik and McKeachie
(1975). The second factor appears to be related to a well pre-
pared presentation, and the third factor deals with the balance
between the instructor's knowledge and interest in his subject
and the level of appropriateness of his presentation to the

class,

Regression Analyses

Predicting Effectiveness Ratings

Table 5 presents the summary table of the separate
linear stepwise regression analysis for Instructors A and B
using factor scores as independent variables and item 27 (the
global effectiveness rating) on the Instructor Rating Form as
the dependent variable. Only variables whose F value was signifi-
cant (p < .05) were allowed to enter into all regression
equations.

. The results presented in Table 5 indicate that for
Instructor A the preparedness factor and the presentation factor
contribute significantly toward the prediction of Tthe global
teacher effectiveness item rating. For lInstructor B only the
preparedness factor contributes significantly toward the pre-
diction of global teacher effecTiyeness item faTing. The

results indicate qualitative differences regarding reliable
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Table 5

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis Using Factor
Scores to Predict ltem 27 on the Instructor
Rating Form for Instructors A

(n = 72) and B (n = 82)

Variable | Multiple Increase
Entered R R? in R? b F

INSTRUCTOR A

Factor 2 %
(preparedness) 0.34 0.116 0.116 0.37 9.20
Factor | *
(presentation) 0.39 0.153 0.037 0.21 2.98
Constant 4.09

INSTRUCTOR B

Factor 2 x
(preparedness) 0.22 0.05 0.05 -0.23 4.18
Constant 4.211
*
p < .05

predictors of global effectiveness in teaching and quantitative
differences across the two instructeors in how predictive student
ratings are +to overall judgments about Teachfng effectiveness.
The use of factor scores to predict the global effec-
tiveness item has both advantages and disadvantages. The
advantage is that due to the orthogonal rotation of the principal
component solution, the factor scores which are generated are
uncorrelated with each other. Thus, interpretation of the

L]
multiple regression analysis is made easier due to the complete
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absence of multicollinearity. The disadvantage is that addi-
tional variables, i.e., items on the rating form, that do not
have salient factor loadings are contributing variance fo the
factor scores. As a consequence of this the internal consistency
reliability estimates of the factor is lowered and in Turﬁ the
predictive power diminished.

The results of the regression analysis for Instructors
A and B involving the use of single items as an approximation
procedure to represent each factor as the predictor are presented
in Table 6.

Table 6

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting
Instructor Effectiveness Using One Variable to
Approximate a Factor for Instructors A
(n = 72) and B (n = 82)

Variable ‘ Multiple Increase
Entered R R2 in R2 b F

INSTRUCTOR A

item 13 .39 .15 . .15 0.34 8.25
item 8 .49 .24 .09 0.27 7.46%
constant }.84
INSTRUCTOR B
item 26 .54 .29 .29 0.41  23.78%
itom 16 .60 .36 .07 0.3 5.51"
item 3 .62 .39 .03 0.15 3,02
constant * - . 0.43

p < .05
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As can be seen from these results for Instructor A,
item 13 on the Instructor Rating Form ("the instructor is
respectful of views other than his own?) shares 15% of the
variance of the global effectiveness item on the form. An Addi-
tional 9% of the variance on item 27 can be determined by item 8
("the objectives of the course are clear"). This procedure re-
sulted in a total of 24% of the variance of the teacher effective-
ness item than can be determined on the basis of two items related
to student support and preparation of presentation. As expected,
this is an increase over the percentage of variance accounted for

in Table 5 where factor scores were used.

The majority of predicfed variance on The_TeacherreffecTivé—
ness criterion for instruetor B, about 29%, can be determined on the
basis of item number 26 on the Instructor Rating Form (the
instructor's style is entertaining"”) and an additional 7.4% of
the variance can be determined by item 16 ("the instructor has a
good knowledge of his subject matter"). Finally, a further 2.6%
of thevariance can be determined by item 3("the instructor
speaks clearly and distinctly"). The total variance that is
shared between the teacher effectiveness criterion and these 3
items is 38.7%. Again, the predicted increase in variance accounted
for was obtained.

When single items that correlated highest with a
factor were used to predict instructor effectiveness, approxi-
mately 24% To.39% of the criterion variance for each instructor

could be determined on the basis of 2 and 3 items respectively.

If the entire instructor rating form is viewed to be a measure
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of instructor effectiveness, this form has construct validity.
However, these results are significant in that they indicate the
form is measuring different aspects of this construct from one
instructor to another.

Students of Instructor A see him as a relatively effec-
Tive teacher because he is respectful of views other than his
own and the objectives of his course are clear. Students of
Instructor B perceive him to be a relatively effective instructor
because his style is entertaining, he has a good knowledge of
his subject matter and he speaks clearly and disTinc}ly.

The results of entering the total scores of a subset
of variables that correlated .50 or higher with a factor to
estimate a factor into regression analyses to predict the global
effectiveness item 27 may be found in Table 7 for lnstructors

A and B.

Table 7
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis Using a Subset of
Variables to Approximate a Factor for Instructors A and B
(n = 72) and B (n = 82), Predicting

Instructor Effectiveness

Variable Muttiple Increase
Entered R R?2 in R? b F
INSTRUCTOR A
Presentation .59 .35 .35 .07 40.49%
Constant .94
INSTRUCTOR B
Skill .61 .37 .37 0.08 9.04%
Preparedness .65 .42 .05 0.37 5.22%
Constant .0l

*p < .05
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The results indicate that for Instructor A only one
factor, presentation, predicted the global effectiveness item.
Thirty-five percent of the variance of the global effectiveness
item could be determined by the variance on this factor. For
Instructor B, two factors, skill and preparedness, were signifi-
cant predictors of the global instructor effectiveness item.

The first factor determined 37% of the variance on the global
effectiveness criterion item, and the second added an additional
4%.

However, some caution is in order here because Tables
I and 2 show that the approximation factors composed of total
scores on a subset of variables are highly intercorrelated for
each instructor.

The interpretation of the multiple regression analysis
is made difficult becaﬁse differences in their zero order
correlations with the criterion could result from sampling
error, and the remaining predictors would not substantially
increase the variance that could be determined oﬁ the criterion
item.

The results of the approximation procedures and the
regression analysis with factor scores as predictors tend to
corroborate the results cited in the review of the Iliterature,
e.g., Kulik and McKeachie (1975), Ryans (1960) and Sheffield
(1974). Students apparently make their Judgments about instructor

effectiveness on the basis of only a few dimensions. The
. L[]
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effective instructor is viewed as being well prepared for class,
and presents knowledge in a way that is well organized and that
increases students' interest in and appreciation of the subject.

The particular items that correlated highest with a
factor reveal the differences in the student perceptions of different
instructor's effectiveness. Students apparently "home in" on
those specific instructor attributes that can be equated with
instructor effectiveness. These specific attributes will probably
vary from instructor to instructor, class to class, and course
to course. As may be seen from the results of this study, enter-
taining style, good knowiedge of subject matter and clarity of
speech tended fto be the criteria for one group of students and
one instructor. For another group of students and a different
i;sfrucfor, respect for other people's views and clear objectives
tended to be criteria. But since these two courses serve similar
roles in the Faculty of Education undergraduate curriculum and
many students eventually take both courses, i+ is reasonable to
conclude that much of the differences in these results reflect
differences in instructors, perhaps moreso than differences in
students.

An important implication of the results is that when
different instructors are rated with the same form by different
students, the criteria used in the judgment process to assess
effective instruction vary,. If instructors wish to improve
their instryction based on student ratings, they should determine

which dimensions of rating forms their students use 1o make
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Judgements of instructor effectiveness. If a number of classes
from different disciplines are analyzed separately, there may
be common factors that contribute to the judgment of effecTive
instruction. Further research along the design of this study
appears warranted to determine these dimensions.

After identifying the dimensions that contribute to
the rating of effective instruction, the instructor who wishes
to improve his ratings can modify his instructional techniques
accordingly. If techniques outlined in this study are combined
with those mentioned by Aleamont (1978) it may be possible to
provide valia, reliable and meaningful feedback to instructors.
As Aleamont has mentioned, providing computerized results of
instructor evaluations along with consulting sessions with
another faculty member concerning that information would allow
opportunity fto discuss and explore possible ways of rectifying
areas.of instructional weakness as perceived by students.
Perhaps the previous shortcomings of student ratings of
instructors for improving instruction have resulted because
feedback is either too delayed, too global or the judgmental

process is ill understood (e.g., Kulik and McKeachie, .1975).

Predicting Grades

The results of the regression analysis to examine the
relationship between expected grade, study habits and instructor

ratings and achievement as measured by final mark in the end of

semester exam for Instructor A are reported in Table 8.
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Table 8

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis to Predict Final Exam
Mark Using Expected Grade, Study Habits and Instructor

Ratings for Instructor A

Variable Muitiple Increase

Entered R R? in R? b F
Expected Grade .52 .27 .27 2.05 17.68"
Constant 25.97

*
n = 72 p < .05

These results indicate that only one of these variables
significantly determines the variance of end-of-semester exam
mark. This variable is expected grade and it determines 27%
of the variance of the exam mark.

The results of the relationship between study habits,

expected grade, instructor ratings and final overall grade at

the end of the semester for Instructor A may be found in Table 9.

Table 9

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis to Predict Overall
Grade Using Expected Grade, Study Habits and

Instructor Ratings for Instructor A

Variable MuITiplg Increase

Entered R R in R? b F
Expected Grade .41 7 17 .76 9.12%
Constant . 2.11

*
n=72 p< .05
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These results indicate that expected grade is the only
significant predictor of final grade and that for Instructor A,
about 7% of the variance of final grades can be determined by
expected grade. The results for lInstructor B for this analysis
indibaTed that none of the independent variables were signifi-
canTipfedicTors of end-of-semester grade.

The best predictor of final overall grade or final
exam mark in this study for instructor A was expected grade.

%(This is consistent with some of the literature (e.g. Walsh, .1967),
who found a close correspondence between the grade which a student
saigﬂhe expected and the actual grade received. These results
may‘indicafe that those students who expect higher grades may
be more motivated to attain the higher grade. This hypothesis
requires verification.

There were no significant results in these analyses
for Instructor B. The explanation for this remains unclear, but
it may be possible that more students in his class were unable
to estimate their final grade than was the caSe in Class A.

It is also possible that the grading procedure was different from
tThose which the students were familiar with.

i)The finding that there was no significant relationship
between reported study habits and grades in this study is con-
gruent with the Brown and Dubois (1964) results which fafled to
find significant correlations among these variables with humanities

and science sjudenfs.
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The regression analysis results for instructor A to
ascertain what percentage of the variance on the second admini-
stration of the Instructor Rating Form (at the end of semester)
can be determined by expected grade, study habits or marks
received on mini tests and major paper (achievement) may be found
in Table 10.

Table 10

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Instructor A to
Predict Responses on Second Administration of Instructor
Rating Form Using Expected Grade, Study Habits and

Achievement on Quizzes and Project

Variable Multiple Increase

Entered R R? in R? b F
Achievement .74 .54 .54 0.82 76.04%
Constant 35.6
*n = 72 p < .05

These results indicate that 54% of the variance of the
global score on the Instructor Rating Form at the end of the
semester can be determined from the marks of a composite score
of mini tests and major paper (achievement).

An interesting question allied to student ratings of
instructors and grades is whether students tend to rate courses
more highly when they either obtain or expect good grades in
them. Do students use their ratings as a payoff in a sort of

*
game between teachers and students in which students perceive
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that teachers reward or punish students with grades and students
respond in kind with ratings? |If this is actually what occurs,
to what extent are the ratings influenced by these evaluations?
Previous literature on this issue has been divided. Some
researchers have found no relationship, others have found sig-
nificant but low correlations, around .30, between grades and
ratings (e.g., Costin, Greenough and Menges, 1968).
The results of this study indicate that student grades
on quizzes and term paper or project are significantly related
to instructor ratings. The high positive correlation indicates
a strong positive, iinear relationship between marks obtained ‘
during the course and subsequent instructor rating by students i
at the end of the course. The data analyses indicate that }
Instructor A's average ratings dropped from 109.26 six weeks |
into the course to 82.09 at the end of the course. The strong
positive relaTionship between grades and the Instructor Rating
Form scores indicates that as grades rise there is also a rise
in the Instructor Rating Form score.
Further research of a controlled experimental natfure
would be required to ascertain whether or not causal inferences
are warranted in the relationship between knowledge of results
or achievement measures during the term and subsequent ratings
of instructors by students.
The results for Instructor B to determine the relation-
ship between gxpecfed grade, study habits and Instructor Rating

Form responses may be found in Table }1.
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Table ||

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for lInstructor B to
Predict Responses on Instructor Rating Form Using

Expected Grade and Study Habits

Variable Multiple Increase
Entered R R? in R? b F
*
Study Habits -.27 .07 .07 -0.24 5.58
Constant 124.24

*
n = 82 p < .05

The zero order correlation of -.27 between study habits and
instructor rating indicates that as study habits get worse (higher
study habit score) the instructor ratings get fower. This result
indicates that people with poorer study habits tend fto rate their
instructors less favourably.

One possiblé reason that previous research has indicated
either no relationship or low correlation between achievement and
ratings may be due to the collapsing of scores across instructors
and courses. Steps should probably be taken to determine the
degree of influence student assignments such as tests, quizzes
and term papers or projects have on individual instructors
teaching specific courses. At least the fact that these evalua-
tions might well be influencing ratings should be taken into
account by the administrators looking at such faculty ratings,
especially since some faculty members! ratings could be more

severely affected by these influences than others. Unless such




considerations are taken into account ratings may tend to be

counterproductive in that they would unfairly reward not the

better educators but merely those who are more lenient.

Discriminant Analysis

45,

The results of the discriminant analysis may be found

in Table 12.

Table 12

Discriminant Analysis Classification Matrix and Standardized and

Unstandardized Discriminant Function Coefficients

Predicted Membership

Actual Membership (Missing) Instructor A instructor B Total
Instructor A 6 41 62% 25 37.8% 66
Instructor B 9 20 27.4% 53 72.6% 73

Overall classification accuracy 67.3%

Standardized Function Coefficients

-0.44 Expected Grade
0.88 Instructor Rating

Unstandardized Function Coefficients

-0.30 Expected Grade
0.06 Instructor Rating
-4.12 Constant '




The discriminant analysis accurately predicted 41 out
of 66 students to belong to Class A and 53 out of 73 students
to Class B. The two groups were significantly differentiated
on the basis of two variables expected grade, F = 9.60, df = 2
and 136 (p<.05) and instructor rating scores F = 15,12, df = 1,
and 173 (p<.05). The relative size of the standardized function
coefficients shows that the instructor rating is doing most of
the discrimination.

It is evident from an examination of the means of
Tables | and 2 that Instructor A obtained a higher score on
instructor ratings than did Instructor B. In addition, the
students of Instructor A expected a lower grade (B-) than the
students of Instructor B (B). These results may account for some
of the differences found by the multiple regression analyses of
data on Instructors A and B (e.g. expected grades were not

significant predicfofs of actual grade for instructor B).

Limitations of the Study

Some of the shortcomings of this study are the

following.

. There were only two instructors and therefore

generalizability is limited.

2. Sampling was of only one department, a faculty

of Education.
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Only undergraduate courses were sampled.

There may have been contamination by the use

of only teachers who volunteered to be rated.

There may have been contamination by some lack
of anonymity for students despite being told
by the author that this information would be

confidential.

Student ability measures were not used to aid

in prediction.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

This study was designed to identify aspects of teacher
behaviour that students use to make judgments about _effective .

teaching. |In addition, the relationships between students' self

reported study habits, expected grade, insfructor ratings and
ena;pfwsemesfer grades and achievemenflwerg'explored. Finally,
fhe relationship between student achievement as A;aégred by
quizzes and term project and instructor rating was explored.

The results of the study indicate that there are both
qualitative and quantitative differences in the way students
in different courses perceive an individual instructor's teaching
effectiveness.” Although the main criteria used by students in
assessing instructor effectiveness were related to aspects of
preparation and presentation, other factors such as their knowledge
of the subject and support of students were also used differently in
judging instructors. The single item to approximate a factor
when input into a regression analyses to predict the global
instructor effectiveness item resulted in two items that were
significant predictors for instructor A. These items were
item |3 (the instructor is respectful of views other than his

own) and item 8 (the objectives of the course are clear). For

[J
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Instructor B three items were significant predictors of the
teacher effectiveness item. These were item 26 (the instructor's
style is entertaining), item 16 (the instructor has a good
knowledge of his subject matter), and item 3 (the instructor
speaks clearly and distinctly).

The 'results indicated that in the case of instructor A's
class, expeéTed grade is significantly related to end-of-semester
gradeﬁr In addition, fthere was a signifiéégfyfélafionship between
expected grade and final exam mark for Instructor A's class.

No significant relationship was found between expected grade and
end-of-semester grade for Instructor B's class. This may have
been as a result of significant differences between the two
classes on the basis of expected marks. Further investigation
as to causes for these different expectations could be the fopic
of future research in this area.

The results ofrThe study indicate that for fInstructor A
there was a significant retationship between the total scores
made up of quizzes and term paper and subsequent ratings of an
instructor., This relationship offers.The possibility that
students!' ratings of instructors are influenced by knowledge
of results of tests.

The finding that there was no significant relationship
between study habits and final grades for both classes is con-
gruent with some of the literature- Ce.g. Brown and Dubois, 1964),
which found po significant relationship between these variables

with science and humanities students.
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The finding of a significant relationship between study
habits and instructor rating score for Instructor B is inter-
esting. The zero order correlation of -.27 between study
habits and instructor rating scales indicates that as study
habits get worse (higher study habit score), the instructor
ratings gets lower. This result indicates that people with
poorer study habits tend to rate their instructor less favourably
but since this did not occur with Instructor A's class, generaliz-
ability is questionable.

The purpose of thisstudy was to examine the relation-
ship of a variety of student and instructional variables and
academic performance in a university setting using a correla-
tional rather than an experimental approach. Further research
involving other classes, instructors and disciplines need to be
cqnducfed to generalize from these data and develop theories.
After this the systematic manipulation of variables to establish
causality would be required. F{nally, the information can be

applied to improve aspects of the educational process.
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INSTRUCTOR RATING FORM n

82

INSTRUCT I ONS

Please circle the appropriate number beside each statement.

Below is an explanation of the ratings:

Never

Not often
Fairly often
Frequent

Very frequent

U WN -
oo ofnononu

item-subtest
correlation

The instructor uses appropriate
techniques of instruction .64 I 2 3

The instructor has a sense of pro-
portion and humour. .57 I 2 3

The instructor speaks clearly and
distinctly. .64 I 2 3

The instructor speaks fluently and
without hesitation. .62 I 2 3

The instructor selects materials

suited to the needs of the class .65 1 2 3
The instructor expresses a willing-
ness to heip students. .52 I 2 3

The instructor is permissive and
flexible. .57 12 3

The objectives of this course are
clear .60 I 2 3

The instructor relates his subjectT
to other fields. .43 I 2 3

The instructor exhibits self reliance
and confidence. L7 | 2 3

Students feel free to express their
own opinions. .49 I 2 3

.
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21.

22.
23,

24,

25.

26.

27.

58.

item-subtest
correlation

The instructor exhibits all around

teaching ability. .68 Il 2 3 4 5
The instructor is respectful of views

other than his own. .50 I 2 3 4 5
The instructor presents the material

in an interesting way. .71 I 2 3 4 5
The frequency of request for papers

is adequate. .48 Il 2 3 4 5
The instructor has a good knowledge

of his subject matter. .48 Il 2 3 4 5
The instructor stimulates students

intfellectual curiosity. .73 l 2 3 4 5
The instructor is knowledgeable of

new developments in the field. .65 I 2 3 4 5
The frequency of exams is

appropriate. .47 I 2 3 4 5
The course is well organized in

meaningful sequence. .69 I 2 3 4 5

The course content contributes to

general education. .70 I 2 3 4 5
Classes are well prepared. .74 I 2 3 4 5
Explanations are clearly presented. .75 I 2 3 4 5

The instructor is interested in his
subject. 71 I 2 3 4 5

Materials are suitable to class
level. 7 .71 I 2 3 4 5

The instructors' style is
entertaining. .65 I 2 3 4 5

The instructor is an effective
teacher. .61 ] 2 3 4 5

Strongly I 2 3 4 5 Strongly
Disagree Agree

Hoyt Estimate of Reliability = .95
Standard Error of Measurement = 4.05
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APPENDIX B

Study Habits Questionnaires
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STUDY MOTIVATION SURVEY 82

p
n

INSTRUCTIONS

Below

)

Please circle the appropriate number beside each statement.
is an explanation of the ratings:

Never

Not often
Fairly often
Frequent

Very frequent

Ul AN -
(L | S | R | |

item-subtest
correlation

Do you often lose interest in
your studies after the first 5
few days or weeks? .60 I 2 3

Do you generally believe in doing on
only enough fto get a passing
grade in your courses? .35 I 2 3

Do you frequently feel confused
and undecided as fto what your
educational and vocational goals

should be? .27 I 2 3
Do you believe that having a good
time and getting one's full share
of fun out of life is more impor-
tant than studying? A7 1 2 3

Do you often spend the class period
doodling or daydreaming instead of .
listening to the teacher? .46 | 2 3

Are you frequentiy unable to con-

centrate on your studies because

of restlessness, moodiness, boredom,

etc.? .58 I 2 3

Do you often feel that you are
taking courses that are of little
practical value fo you? .53 I 2 3




item-subtest
coorelation

Do you often feel like dropping
out of school and getting a job? .37

Do you often feel that the things
taught in school do not prepare
on to meet adult problems? .22

Do you often dread reading test-

books because they are so dull and
boring? .44
Do you normally wait until a test is

scheduled before reading testbook
assignments or reviewing lecture
notes? .46

Do you often feel that your teachers
lack understanding of the needs and
interests of students? .20

Do you normally hesitate to ask your
teachers for help with troublesome
assignments? .24
Do you generally feel reluctant to
discuss future educational or voca-
tional plans with your teachers? .28

Hoyt Estimate of Reliability = 0.75

Standard Error of Measurement = 3.22

61l.
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STUDY ORGANIZATION SURVEY n

82

INSTRUCTIONS

Below

Please circle the appropriate number beside each statement.
is an explanation of the ratings:

Never

Not often
Fairly often
Frequent

Very frequent

U WWN -~
|1 | A ||

item-subtest
correlation

.H‘Do you usually put off preparing

: themes and reports until the last
minute? .52 I 2 3
Do you often fail to complete
homework assignments on time? .30 I 2 3

Do you frequently spend time

reading magazines, watching fele-

vision or exchanging gossip when

you should be studying? .46 I 2 3

Do you usually wait a day or more
before reviewing the notes taken
in class? : .44 I 2 3

Do you sometimes suddenly discover
that an assignment is due sooner _
than you thought it was? .44 I 2 3

Do you often get behind in one
course because of having to study

for another? .45 I 2 3
Do you seem to accomplish very little

in relation to the amount of time

that you spend studying? .41 I 2 3

Is your study desk directly facing
a window, door, or other source of
distraction? .12 I 2 3




item-subtest
correlation

Do you frequently have trouble
organizing the content of a term
paper or report?

Do you usually have trouble
organizing the content of a term
paper or report?

Do you sometimes prepare for a
test by memorizing formulas, defi-
nitions or rules that you do not
clearly understand?

Do you normally have difficulty
organizing the material to be
learned into logical study unit?

Do you depend mainly on last
minute cramming in preparing for
tests?

Do you frequently turn in your
test paper without carefully re-
checking for careless errors?

Are you frequently unable to finish
answering essay questions within
the allotted time?

Do you frequently lose points on
ture-false tests because you failed
to read the questions carefully?

Do you often spend too much time on
the first half of a test and thus
have to rush through the last half?

]
o

Hoyt Estimate of Relijability .85

1
N

Standard Error of Measurement .31

.58

.52

.55

.48

.46

.38

.35

.34




STUDY TECHNIQUES SURVEY

NAME :

82

INSTRUCT IONS

64.

Please circle the appropriate number beside each statement.
Below is an explanation of the ratings:

Never

Not often
Fairly often
Frequent

Very frequent

U WWN -
LI { N B |

item-subtest
correlation

Do you frequently skip over the
figures, graphs and tables in a
reading assignment?

Do you frequantly have difficulty
picking out the important points
in a reading assignment?

Do you frequently catch yourself
thinking about something totally
unrelated to what you are reading?

Do you frequently have difficulty
understanding your class notes when
you try to read them over later?

Do you frequently get behind in
your notetaking because you can't
write fast enough?

Are your class notes usually a dis-
organized mess shortly after a
semester begins?

Do you normally try to record your
instructor's exact words when
taking class notes?

Do you normally copy desired material

word for word when taking reading

notes?
*

.42

.52

.53

.68

.61

.33

.44

.40




#

65.

item-subtest
correlation

9. Do you usually keep photographs,
mementos, or trophies on your
study desk? i I 2 3 4 5

0. Is your study desk often so cluttered
/ that you don't have enough room to .
study efficiently? .42 I 2 3 4 5

It. Do visitors to your room often
intferrupt your studying? .39 I 2 3 4 5

2. Do you offten study with a television
set, radio or phonograph playing? .21 I 2 3 4 5

3. Are magazines, pin-ups or hobby
materials readily seen from where
you usually study? .33 2 3 4 5
I4j Is your studying often disturbed by
activities and noises from outside
your room? .45 I 2 3 4 5
Hoyt Estimate of Reliability = .73

Standard Error of Measurement - 3.82




