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ABSTRACT 

There is a disconcerting lack of research-based literature about the 

effective teacher in the community college. This study focused on student 

and teacher perceptions of teacher effectiveness. The research was 

conducted at a multi-site Texas community college, enrolling 5,866 

students. Data were collected from a sample of 41 full-time faculty and 560 

students. The survey instrument used was Marsh's Students' Evaluation of 

Educational Qualitv (SEEQ). Slight modifications were necessary to adapt 

the instrument to community college use, and faculty and student versions 

were administered. The students rated their teacher while the teacher 

also completed a self-report as a basis for comparing perceptions of 

instructional effectiveness. Subjects responded to 31 items on a nine-point 

Likert scale, with an additional option of "not applicable," to indicate the 

extent to which they agreed or disagreed with the statements. The 31-item 

statements were grouped into the following 10 categories: 

Learning/Academic Value, Instructor Enthusiasm, Organization/Clarity, 

Breadth of Coverage, Examinations/Grading, Assignments/Readings, 

Group Interaction, Individual Rapport, Instructor Accessibility, and Overall 
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Rating. Faculty-student comparisons were made in a number of ways. To 

test hypotheses regarding raters (student versus faculty), type of class 

(general education versus technical), and their interaction effects, two-way 

ANOVA procedures were conducted on teacher and student perceptions in 

10 categories. To test hypotheses regarding the differences between 

traditional and nontraditional students, and male and female students, 

t-tests were conducted on students' perceptions in 10 categories of 

instruction. The results revealed significant differences in perception 

between students, between students and faculty, or between types of 

course, in the following seven categories: Learning/Academic Value, 

Instructor Enthusiasm, Organization/Clarity, Examinations/Grading, 

Assignments/Readings, Individual Rapport, and Overall Rating. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The importance of good teaching has been emphasized since the 

earliest days of community colleges. The American Association of 

Community and Junior Colleges (AACJC) Commission on the Future of 

Community Colleges reflected emphasis on teaching and instruction in the 

community college when it set forth the goal that: "The community 

college should be the nation's premiere teaching institution. Quality 

instruction should be the hallmark of the movement" (1988, p. 25). 

College planners never envisioned community colleges as the homes of 

research scholars. Eells (1931) called the junior college "a teaching 

institution 'par excellence'" (p. 389). In the United States, student 

evaluation was reported at Harvard in 1924 with the student publication of 

a Confidential Guide to Courses, which offered student appraisal of 

courses and professors. The publication reportedly is still thriving. Also 

in the early twenties, the students at the University of Washington filled 

out the first questionnaires about their professors and today they are still 

evaluating their professors. The University of Washington's program has 
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the distinction of being the oldest ongoing student appraisal program in 

the nation (Seldin, 1980). Teaching is at the very heart of the college 

mission. This is an overview of some of the literature and research on 

effective teaching, why teaching should be evaluated, how teaching is 

evaluated, and the need for research into community college teaching 

effectiveness. 

In reviewing the literature, what do we know about effective 

teaching? Some authors believe it is the teacher who accepts 

responsibility for the learning process and for motivating and influencing 

students to learn to learn (Baker, Roueche, & Gillett-Karam, 1990). 

Excellence and leadership in teaching can be attributed to these maxims: 

engaging the desire to learn, eliminating obstacles to learning, increasing 

opportunities for success, offering positive guidance and direction, 

empowering through high expectations, and motivating toward 

independence (Gillett-Karam, 1994). Lowman (1988) proposed a two-

dimensional model of effective college teaching. The first dimension he 

terms "intellectual excitement." It encompasses both what is taught 

(clarity of explanation) and how it is taught (public-speaking virtuosity ). 

Lowman terms the second dimension "interpersonal rapport." It 



encompasses the teacher's awareness of interpersonal phenomena and the 

communication skills that increase the students' motivation, enjoyment, 

and independent learning. Various studies have supported the thesis that 

effective teaching may vary, not only by individual style but also, to some 

extent, by academic discipline, academic level, and individual student. 

Murray (1985) compared student-ratings data on teachers who were 

teaching both graduate and undergraduate courses and obtained generally 

low correlations; in other words, teachers who did well at one level did not 

necessarily do well at the other. Shulman's (1986, 1989) research on 

differences in teaching per academic discipline suggested that teachers in 

the various disciplines explain key concepts in different ways and with 

varying success. 

Why should teaching be evaluated? Consider the viewpoint from 

Epstein (1981): 

I must say that I have learned little from these evaluations. It is 
good to know that one's teaching is appreciated, of course, but 
even the most gushing student praise does not allay self-doubts 
about not being as good at the job as one ought to be. In fact, in 
my own case, the only aid I have received from student 
evaluations is the single-sentence comment 'He jiggles the 
change in his pockets.' As a result of this penetrating criticism, I 
now put all my change in my briefcase before stepping into the 
classroom, (p. xiii) 



Consider a more serious statement from Eble (1983): 

It would seem reasonable enough that those who make their 
living by teaching might be responsive to being taught Alas, I 
fear it is not so. Most people resist being taught what they 
already think they know. Professors resist strongly, and usually 
in proportion to the felt pressure being applied from the outside, 
(p. 134) 

There are three main reasons why it is important that university and 

college teachers should have their teaching skills assessed at regular 

intervals. First, a college or university is responsible to the society in 

which it functions and which provides its support both for extending the 

boundaries of knowledge and disseminating that knowledge. The quality 

of teaching is said to be more difficult to measure than that of scholarship 

or research, but this is no reason for allowing poor teaching to continue. 

Second, it is now more acceptable for the quality of teaching to be taken 

into consideration when staffing decisions are being made in relation to 

appointments, promotions, and the granting of tenure. Reliable evidence 

on teaching quality is therefore sought, evidence which can withstand 

appeals against decisions by staffing committees. Third, conscientious 

teachers are keen to know whether their teaching is effective for all 

students in their classes and whether there is any way it might be 

improved. They are, therefore, interested in surveying students' views on 
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such matters as course content, teaching methods, resources available in 

library and laboratory, and assessment procedures (Miller, 1988). 

There is no worthier reason to evaluate teaching performance than 

to improve it. College and university professors are hired with the 

expectation that they will offer effective instruction for students. The 

formal and systematic evaluation of college teaching is no more than a 

logical extension of this expectation. It also is good administrative 

practice. Just as students deserve guidance as learners, professors are 

entitled to helpful direction in their teaching. No matter how good a 

college teacher is in the classroom or laboratory, he or she can improve. 

No matter how effective a particular teaching method is, it can be 

enhanced (Seldin, 1988). 

Cartter (1967) stated that the evaluation of teaching performance 

was of critical importance if professorial talent and resources were to be 

used with maximum effectiveness by an academic institution. He 

suggested that knowledge of the particular teaching strengths and 

weaknesses of individual members of the faculty was essential if a college 

or university was to develop a reputation for teaching excellence. 

However, it is not true that teaching competence can be equated with 
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subject competence. There certainly are many capable teachers on higher 

education faculties. But for one reason or another, each person, at 

different times and for various reasons, likely needs assistance or guidance 

in course planning, selecting teaching methods and resources, presenting 

the subject content, and in measuring student learning. What goes on in a 

classroom determines in large measure what will be learned, how it is 

learned, and whether it has been learned (Kemp, 1987). 

How is teaching evaluated? Student evaluations are the subject of 

considerable investigation. Philip Abrami (1989) states, "There are now 

very few universities in North America at which the evaluation of teaching 

effectiveness is undertaken without recourse to student ratings of 

instruction" (p. 221). Herbert Marsh (1984) another leading researcher in 

the field of student evaluations, says that "the study of students' 

evaluations has been one of the most frequently emphasized areas in 

American educational research, literally thousands of papers have been 

written" (p. 708). 

Increasingly, it appears that the evaluation of teaching is based on 

systematic student ratings and on the content of course syllabi and 

examinations. Department chairpersons ranked fifteen possible sources of 
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information according to their importance in teacher assessment, listing as 

most influential chairperson evaluations, systematic student ratings, and 

colleagues' opinions; least used are videotapes of classroom teaching, the 

long-term follow-up of students, alumni ratings, colleague ratings based on 

classroom visits, and student examination performance (Centra, 1977a). 

More recently, Ross (1990) found that administrators and faculty members 

would prefer evaluations of teaching effectiveness be based on input from a 

variety of sources including, in rank order, systematic student ratings, self-

evaluation/reports, chair evaluation, classroom visits, course syllabi and 

exams, and colleagues' opinions. Finally, in a study of a Texas community 

college, student responses supported the following: (1) students agree 

that the major purpose of the evaluation process should be to improve 

instruction; (2) students want to evaluate faculty, feel they are qualified to 

evaluate faculty, and believe that all students should evaluate faculty, 

regardless of grade level or GPA; (3) students are not confident that 

faculty or administrators feel that student input is significant; and (4) 

students believe that the results of the faculty evaluation process should 

be available to the faculty member and the administration (Tapp, 1985). 
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Student evaluation should utilize a carefully designed and tested 

instrument, and judgment needs to be exercised in its usage. For example, 

teaching evaluations of the first-year college teacher should serve 

primarily as a diagnostic procedure for improving classroom teaching. 

One also needs to consider whether a professor is teaching in an area 

outside his/her major strength. This sometimes is necessary to fill 

unexpected gaps in departmental offerings, however, it will often affect the 

evaluation results (Miller, 1972). 

There is a disconcerting lack of research-based literature about the 

effective teacher in the community college. Through a chronological 

review of the literature 1920 to 1989, Barnsley (1992) identified the ten 

most commonly mentioned characteristics of effective community college 

teachers. The teacher is student-oriented, has a thorough knowledge of 

subject matter, uses a variety of teaching methods, possesses good 

communication skills/explains effectively, motivates/inspires students, is 

organized/plans well, has an inborn capacity/is dedicated to/enjoys 

teaching, is enthusiastic, has broad scholarship, and keeps up to date in 

the field. Effective teachers are not limited to community colleges or 

universities. Collier (1986) surveyed high school seniors and teachers 



using twenty-five Likert-type questions to determine differences between 

student and teacher perceptions of effective teaching. The results 

indicated that students and teachers described an effective teacher in the 

same or similar terms. In business classes at a Michigan community 

college, little difference was found in teaching effectiveness between part-

time and full-time instructors (Hieber, 1984). 

Other research evidence indicates that most teachers do not view 

their teaching as their students, their colleagues, or the administrators at 

their college view it. Blackburn and Clark (1975) reported little agreement 

between faculty self-ratings of overall teaching effectiveness and ratings by 

students, colleagues, or administrators. In an earlier study investigating 

self-ratings of faculty and students ratings, by Centra (1973a) there was 

general lack of agreement ( a median correlation of .21). There was also a 

tendency for the teachers to give themselves better ratings than their 

students did. 

This author contacted Wilbert McKeachie, a respected author on 

college teaching, and while he noted there are many, many articles written 

on the subject of teacher evaluation, he was not familiar with many dealing 

with the subject of this study. More current studies of perceptions by both 
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students and faculty were not located through library research. This is 

apparently a research gap which this study will address. 

Statement of the Problem 

The community college emphasizes teaching excellence rather than 

field research. Therefore, it is imperative to determine whether the 

instructor is effective. The problem is, when teacher self-perceptions do 

not equal student perceptions of the same class, then effective teaching 

may not be taking place. If the teacher is ineffective, Fitzgerald (1979) 

concluded that faculty are more likely to change teaching practices as a 

result of student evaluation than as a result of peer evaluation. Do 

community college students perceive what the teacher thinks they are 

perceiving? When the community college teacher leaves class thinking it 

was an excellent learning session, do his/her students have the same 

perceptions? Or, is the teacher deluding himself/herself? 
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Purpose of the Study 

This study was done for the following purposes: 

1. To determine disparities/congruencies between teachers and 

students perceptions of the same community college classes. 

2. To analyze the relationship between teacher and student 

perceptions of various elements in the classroom teaching process in a 

community college. 

3. To determine disparities/congruencies, by age and gender, 

between student perceptions of community college classes. 

4. To recommend ways to improve the teaching process in a 

community college setting. 

Research Hypotheses 

This research was centered on five major hypotheses: 

1. There is no significant difference between teacher self-

perceptions of classes and student perceptions of the same classes. 

2. There is no significant difference between perceptions of general 

education and technical courses. 
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3. There is no significant difference between student and teacher 

perceptions according to the types of courses (general education and 

technical courses) evaluated. 

4. There is no significant difference between traditional and 

nontraditional student perceptions of the same classes. 

5. There is no significant difference between male and female 

student perceptions of the same classes. 

Delimitations 

Student evaluation of teachers is used for tenure and promotion 

decisions, selection of courses, feedback to faculty, and for pay raises. 

This study was only concerned with using evaluations to improve teaching 

and teacher effectiveness. 

Limitations 

The scope of this study was constrained by the following limitations: 

1. The study involved only students and faculty in one multi-site 

institution. South Plains College-Lubbock and Levelland, Texas. The main 

campus is located in Levelland, Texas (30 miles west of Lubbock) and 

enrolls approximately 3,800 students. The Lubbock campus enrolls 
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approximately 1,300 students. South Plains College is a public community 

college and the Lubbock campus is the primary technical, vocational 

training site. 

2. The study included only full-time instructional faculty at South 

Plains College. 

3. The study included students enrolled in various classes at both 

the Lubbock and Levelland campuses of South Plains College during the 

Fall semester, 1994, and the Spring semester, 1995. 

4. The study examined one variable used in measuring teacher 

effectiveness, which is perception of the same classroom experience. 

5. Survey evaluations dealt with student and teacher perceptions in 

only the following ten categories: learning/academic value, instructor 

enthusiasm, organization/clarity, breadth of coverage, 

examinations/grading, assignments/readings, group interaction, 

individual rapport, instructor accessibility, and overall rating. The study 

did not attempt to measure student learning as an indicator of teaching 

effectiveness. 



14 

6. Student perceptions and faculty self-reports were obtained from 

administration of two versions (faculty and student) of the Students' 

Evaluation of Educational Quality (SEEQ). 

7. Faculty members volunteered for this study. Therefore, it may 

bias findings since the more effective teachers may have been more likely 

to participate. 

Assumptions 

This study contains the following assumptions: 

1. Teachers are interested in improving their teaching 

effectiveness. 

2. Students are a valuable part of the evaluation process and take 

seriously any solicitation to provide feedback. 

3. The honest perception of instruction, by teacher and student, is a 

key element in any effort to measure teaching effectiveness. 

4. Faculty will rate themselves lower than will their students. 

Definition of Terms 

Facultv evaluation is the process by which faculty members receive 

a performance assessment. 
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Formative evaluation is evaluation to improve performance and is 

meant to help "form" performance while it is in progress. 

General education is the process of learning and developing a 

framework on which to place knowledge stemming from various sources, 

of learning to think critically, develop values, understand traditions, 

respect diverse cultures and opinions, and put that knowledge to use. 

Instructor or Teacher denotes any full-time faculty member of any 

rank in an institution of higher learning. 

Nontraditional student is a person enrolled in a community college 

who is 25 years of age or older. 

Perception is a process of recognizing and interpreting one's 

sensations of environmental events. It is a constructive process that is 

influenced by proximity, similarity, closure, context, past experience, and 

expectation. 

Summative evaluation is evaluation that "sums up" performance at 

the end of a time period and results in some kind of overall judgment. 

Teaching effectiveness is a process producing beneficial and 

purposeful student learning through the use of appropriate procedures. 
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Technical education is occupational education that focuses on 

specialized development of skills, or the acquisition of knowledge 

precisely for applicability to a job, a career, or another specialization. 

Summarv 

This study will enhance the knowledge base of research on effective 

teaching in community colleges. The student and teacher are at the very 

core of the learning process, for the classroom is where the concepts and 

ideas are exchanged or developed. While there are thousands of studies 

on evaluation, many focus on such things as characteristics of effective 

teaching, surveys to administrators, or on survey instruments themselves. 

Also, most teaching effectiveness studies are based on university research 

rather than community colleges. This research concentrates on basics; 

that is, how students are perceiving instruction and how teachers perceive 

their own teaching effectiveness. 

The next chapter will review related literature regarding trends, 

arguments for and against student evaluation of faculty, studies of faculty 

evaluation in community colleges, faculty self-evaluation, 

formative/summative evaluation, and nontraditional student perceptions. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Student assessments have been part of the educational evaluation 

process since the thirteenth century and have been systematically used in 

this country for more than 50 years (Morton, 1987). Prior to the 1970's 

though, faculty evaluation activities included informal student evaluations, 

reviews of the teacher's publication list, and informal, often haphazard, 

unstructured review by the college dean or department chairperson of a 

faculty member's work (Smith, 1976). 

Evidence on teaching effectiveness can be acquired from self-

evaluations or self-reports, student ratings, colleague ratings, videotapes 

of classroom performance, and student achievement. These methods and 

others can be used not only to help make personnel decisions on 

promotion, salary, or tenure (summative evaluation) but to help individual 

teachers improve (formative evaluation) (Centra, 1990). 

The purpose of this chapter is to review related hterature regarding 

elements of the teaching and evaluation process. The following areas will 

be discussed: trends in faculty evaluation, arguments against students 

17 
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evaluating faculty, studies of faculty evaluation in community colleges, 

studies of faculty self-evaluation, student perceptions of faculty evaluation, 

and nontraditional students and faculty evaluation. 

Trends in Facultv Evaluation 

The concept of faculty evaluation has evolved from being a threat to 

becoming common and expected. Whereas faculty and administrators 

often looked at evaluation as something done by others to them, they now 

may perceive the action in a positive light as a way of enhancing their own 

performance (Andrews, 1985). However, one of the principal problems in 

evaluating faculty effectiveness is the fact that faculty activities are so 

varied, so individual, and so difficult to define. Faculty are legitimately 

engaged in many pursuits: teaching and the supervision of teaching; 

research and the administration of research; advising and counseling; 

institutional and departmental governance; writing and publishing and 

other forms of scholarly productivity; fund raising; community service; and 

so forth. To add to the complexity, these roles are often changing; a 

faculty member's occupation one term may be very different from that of 

the previous term, and the change may be in the depth of character of the 
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activity as well as in its name (Doyle, 1975). Although gauging faculty 

effectiveness is a complex undertaking, its very complexity demands that 

some type of assessment be implemented. 

In 1976, 453 department heads of 134 colleges and universities 

responded to a request for their methods used to evaluate faculty for 

promotion, salary increases, or tenure (Centra, 1977a). The survey results 

in general indicate that, once the appropriate credentials are in hand, most 

such institutions evaluate faculty members as research scholars and 

classroom teachers, the emphasis varying according to the level and goals 

of the institutions or the department. The majority of two-year colleges, 

liberal arts colleges, and master's-level institutions place major importance 

on the quality of teaching performance, a finding also indicated by other 

surveys (Seldin, 1978; Astin & Lee, 1967). 

Marsh (1987) carried out a definitive review of the massive literature 

on the use of student evaluations and their relation to teaching 

effectiveness. He identified workload, teachers' explanations, empathy 

(interest in students), openness, and the quality of assessment procedures 

(including quality of feedback) among his nine dimensions of effective 

instruction at the university level. Marsh also reports that there is 
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agreement between teachers and students on the characteristics of good 

teaching in higher education, despite the fact that teachers are usually 

more generous in their ratings of themselves. Feldman's (1976) scheme 

included 19 similar categories of instructional effectiveness, including 

stimulation of student interest, teacher sensitivity to class level and 

progress, clarity of course requirements, understandable explanations, 

respect for students, and encouraging independent thought. While these 

reviews concern student evaluation of individual teachers, comparable 

components have emerged in studies of courses taught by more than one 

teacher. Entwistle and Tait (1990), for example, described factors 

including the provision of clear goals, appropriate workload and level of 

difficulty, assignments providing choice, quality of explanations, level of 

material and the pace at which it is presented, enthusiasm, and empathy 

with students' needs. 

Discussions of the North American and Australian literature on 

student evaluation such as those of Feldman (1978), Roe and McDonald 

(1983), and Marsh (1987), together with authoritative summaries of key 

findings of validity studies (e.g.. Centra, 1980; McKeachie, 1983) attest to 

the usefulness and accuracy of student evaluation of instruction in 
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comparison with other measures such as peer evaluations. Because 

students see a great deal of teaching, they are in an unrivaled position to 

comment on its quality. Moreover, non-experts in a subject are uniquely 

qualified to judge whether the instruction they receive is helping them to 

learn. The existence of a positive relation between student evaluation and 

student achievement supports the validity of student ratings. It seems, 

that, in spite of some academic myths that suggest otherwise, students are 

rarely misled into confusing "good performance" with effective teaching 

(Marsh, 1987). The many sources of potential bias in student evaluations 

are minimized if exacting controls over methods of administration are 

imposed and if students are asked only about those aspects of teaching 

which they are qualified to comment upon. The general consensus is that 

there is no other single measure of teaching performance which is as 

potentially valid as student evaluations (Ramsden, 1991). 

Most faculty members who collect student evaluations use a 

questionnaire made available to them by their institutions. Institutions 

develop their own set of questions or adapt forms used elsewhere. These 

colleges may either machine-score the forms or allow individual faculty 

members to hand-score the often weighted responses. Some departments 
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prefer to develop and administer their own forms, even though their 

questions are often very similar to those in the forms developed by the 

institution. Institutions can also pay a fee to use a system developed at 

another institution or center. Involving faculty representatives in the 

decision about which form to use will apparently ensure the faculty's 

commitment to its use. Faculty involvement is especially important if the 

information is being collected primarily for their own use (Centra, 1993). 

Unfortunately, the increasingly widespread use and acceptance of 

student ratings has not been accompanied by uniform evaluation 

procedures. There are dozens, perhaps hundreds, of instruments in use 

ranging from those generated by sophisticated, commercial item banks to 

locally developed forms with only a handful of items. Furthermore, the 

information these forms provided is used in fundamentally different ways 

to judge teaching effectiveness. In using student ratings to evaluate 

teaching, Abrami and Marsh contrast two divergent views: the 

multidimensional view of evaluation and the unidimensional. Marsh (1984, 

1985, 1987) is the most outspoken and articulate advocate of the 

multidimensional view of evaluation. He suggests that because teaching is 

multifaceted, student ratings should not be summarized by a response to a 

M 
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single item or an unweighted average response to many items. Instead, 

evaluations of teaching for summative or formative purposes should be 

based on factor scores from instruments such as his Students' Evaluation 

of Educational Quality (SEEQ). 

Abrami (1985, 1988, 1989) explains his concerns from an opposing 

point of view: 

While I am certain that teaching is almost always 
multidimensional I am not convinced that the nine dimensions of 
the SEEQ represent those dimensions invariantly for all 
instructors, courses, students and settings. Nor am I convinced 
that the different characteristics measured in other carefully 
developed, well-validated ratings forms or the nineteen 
dimensions described in a review of forms (Feldman, 1976) are 
the characteristics of teaching, (p. 222) 

He also questions the content validity of specific items and some of 

the dimensions they compromise when ratings are used across a wide 

variety of courses, instructors, students, and settings. For example: 

Of what relevance are the SEEQ items 'Students were 
encouraged to participate in class discussions' and 'Instructor 
was friendly toward individual students' in classes with very high 
enrollments, especially when compared to small classes? 
Imagine the instructor who encouraged each student to 
participate when class size was over one hundred. The 
instructional situations are so different that it is wrong to 
suggest that these instructional characteristics are equally 
relevant. Yet this is the presumption which underlies every 
universal, multidimensional rating form where these factors 
appear, (p. 223) 
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Finally, Abrami states that it does make conceptual and empirical 

sense to speak of effective teaching as an unidimensional concept and to 

make summative decisions about teaching using an unidimensional rating. 

This choice then frees us to recognize that the particular characteristics of 

effective teaching vary across instructors, courses, students, and settings, 

and that the specific dimensions of teaching should and do vary (Abrami, 

1989) 

It is important to note that each view has found support among both 

evaluation experts and users. For example, Johnson (1989) surveyed 

experts and found that an equal number favored as were opposed to the 

use of only global ratings for promotion and tenure. While the debate 

continues over unidimensional versus multidimensional ratings of 

teaching effectiveness, it should be noted that student ratings of 

instruction are a complicated and controversial form of measurement. 

The reasons for their controversiality seem both clear and 

understandable: these ratings constitute at least a perceived threat to the 

self-esteem, reputation, and job satisfaction of the faculty member, perhaps 

even a threat to his or her very career. On the other hand, the pressures 

on faculty and institution to find ways of documenting instructional 
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effectiveness are tremendous, especially when the educational community 

as a whole is emphasizing the importance of improving teaching and when 

fiscal realities are at least reducing growth if not requiring active programs 

of retrenchment (Doyle, 1975). 

Previous research on the generalizability of student ratings of 

instruction has raised questions about the effects of academic discipline 

and item types on the generalizability of these data for making relative 

decisions about instructors and about courses. In particular, although 

student evaluation data appear to provide a reasonable basis for making 

decisions about instructors when generalizing across courses and 

students, when course is the object of measurement, the data appear to be 

less generalizable (Barnes & Barnes, 1993). 

Given the large number of universities reporting use of student 

ratings in faculty evaluations, it would appear particularly important that 

evaluation instruments be tested to assure that they actually measure what 

they are intended to measure and that they be as reliable and as free of 

bias as possible. Yet, Seldin (1985) found that in almost two-thirds of the 

situations reported by survey respondents, student rating instruments 

were not tested! This, then, may offer at least a partial explanation of why 
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a number of faculty and some administrators have less than complete 

confidence in the use of student rating instruments and why use of student 

ratings for personnel decisions such as tenure, promotion, and merit can 

be a hotly debated topic across college campuses. 

Distler (1989) believes in student evaluations, but is shocked with 

the plethora of information requested of the students. Certainly some 

basic information is required, yet he wonders just how far we can push the 

sophistication of teacher evaluation instruments: 

My concern is with the overcomplication of student evaluations 
at colleges and universities in the United States. We have 
become, I am afraid, enamored of the statistical matrices 
available to us through opscan forms being calculated in the 
mainframe computer. Computerization of teaching evaluation is 
efficient and quite helpful; but it can also lead to the introduction 
of too many variables that, I believe, are not necessarily relevant 
to determining the effectiveness of a particular teacher, (p. 61) 

Distler continues: 

Teaching evaluation is here to stay. It is important that we 
control it and not let it fall into the hands of data crunchers, 
disgruntled alumni, or envious once-only-observer peers. The 
tenuring and/or promoting of faculty colleagues are and will 
always, to a great extent, be based on teaching effectiveness. It 
is incumbent upon us to ensure a proper balance of student 
evaluations, peer evaluations, and outcomes assessments from 
alumni to validate or invalidate the effectiveness of a particular 
teacher, (p. 63) 



I f 

27 

Even with the ongoing debate concerning evaluation forms and 

teacher evaluation, Boyer (1987) says that evaluation of teachers is the 

mark of a good college. He also states: 

A systematic assessment of instruction will yield important 
information about classroom performance, help faculty discover 
how their course is received, and suggest how the instruction 
might be improved. If teaching is to assume the status it 
deserves, the performance of each teacher in each classroom 
should be formally assessed, (p. 155) 

In summary, trends in faculty evaluation have evolved from initial 

teacher resistance to a more accepting atmosphere. Teaching is a complex 

activity and whether it is evaluated on a multidimensional or 

unidimensional (global rating) scale, the fundamental fact remains, it must 

be evaluated. With various evaluation techniques such as peer ratings, 

teacher self-reports, observations, chair evaluations, and videotaping, 

student evaluation of faculty is still the most important and the most 

debated technique. Faculty concern for teaching quality has increased in 

recent years. Enrollment declines, public criticism of undergraduate 

instruction, and a need to document teaching performance on promotion 

dossiers have led to a renewed interest in measuring teaching quality 

(Broder & Dorfman, 1994). In response to the need for better 

documentation, institutions rely increasingly on end-of-term student 
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evaluations of teaching. Many institutions adopt and use student 

evaluations of teaching with little evidence that the form or procedure 

actually measures or contributes to teaching quality (Braskamp et al., 

1984). Faculty acceptance of student evaluations has been mixed. Critics 

have argued that student evaluations lack useful feedback to teachers and 

administrators (Dilts, 1980). Some argue that the process is biased, while 

others question the students* ability to evaluate teaching. 

Arguments Against Students 
Evaluating Facultv 

Student evaluations have generated considerable resistance from 

faculty. Critics of students evaluations say that the process "should be 

recognized for what it is: demeaning, arbitrary, and demoralizing" (Blank, 

1978). Faculty are particularly resentful when student evaluations are 

used as a consideration for promotion and tenure. The arguments most 

commonly used against student ratings are: 

1. The rating forms are frequently poorly constructed, leading to 

spurious results or inability to interpret results systematically. 

2. Student ratings will favor an entertainer over a competent 

instructor, and showmanship in methodology over sound course content. 
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3. Students are not sufficiently mature or knowledgeable to be able 

to judge the degree of effectiveness of instruction. 

4. Students* personal philosophical biases will heavily color the 

rating given the instructor. 

5. Using the rating forms tends to promote the erroneous 

assumption that the instructor carries full responsibility for learning 

events during the course with the students absolved from any 

responsibility for successful learning. 

6. Such evaluations are threats to academic freedom in that the 

instructor may expect negative evaluations from students who object to 

course content (Morton, 1987) 

7. A widely held belief by faculty that only colleagues with excellent 

publication records and experience are qualified to evaluate their peers* 

instruction. 

8. Students are not able to make accurate judgments concerning 

either instruction or instructor until they have been away from the course. 

and possibly away from the institution, for several years. 
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9. The grades or marks that the students either expect to receive or 

actually receive are highly related to their ratings of both the course and 

the instructor. 

10. Faculty members frequently ask how student ratings or 

evaluations can possibly be used to improve instruction (Aleamoni, 1987). 

11. The teaching enterprise is so complex and so multifaceted that 

students cannot make solid, worthwhile judgments about courses and 

instructors (Benson & Lewis, 1994). 

Extraneous variables or conditions that faculty think can affect 

student ratings are: the size of the class, sex of the student and the 

instructor, the time of day the course was offered, whether the student was 

taking the course as a requirement or as an elective, whether the student 

was a major or a nonmajor, the level of the course, and the rank of the 

instructor (Aleamoni, 1981). 

Furthermore, Cashin (1983) points out several defects in student 

ratings. There are areas, he notes, that students are not qualified to rate: 

students are not curriculum experts; they are not in a position to judge 

whether the instructor is knowledgeable in the field; they will not know if 

the course is as comprehensive as it should be. He also points to the 



31 

inflexibility of student rating forms to accommodate a variety of teaching 

methods or approaches. 

In a study conducted by Dent and Nicholas (1980), students and 

faculty were both asked if they felt undergraduates were qualified to 

evaluate their instructors. Most of the students felt they were qualified, 

but less than 75% of the faculty felt the same way. A further study 

conducted by Callahan (1986) showed that 90% of students interviewed at 

Florida Institute of Technology (F.I.T.) felt they were qualified to judge 

the teaching ability of their instructors. The information obtained at F.I.T. 

agrees with responses to surveys taken at the University of Southern 

California (U.S.C.) (Dent, 1980) and Kansas State University (K.S.U.) 

(Gholamreza, 1981). 

In 1980, Ryan, Anderson, and Birchler studied faculty attitudes 

towards being evaluated by students and arrived at these results: (1) Of 

the faculty interviewed, 31% did not believe that undergraduate students 

were capable of accurately evaluating an instructor's teaching 

performance. Seventeen percent believed that students were "adequately 

capable" while 50% of the faculty believed students were "somewhat 

capable" of evaluating their instructors. Interestingly, as previously 
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stated, 90% of the students at the three universities (F.I.T., U.S.C, K.S.U.) 

felt that they were capable of evaluating instructors. (2) Eighty percent of 

the faculty were in favor of using student evaluation results for 

instructional improvement. However, faculty members disapproved of 

using results of students evaluations in personnel decisions such as 

retention, tenure, promotion, and merit pay. 

Young (1993) believes that student evaluations have severe 

limitations as instruments for determining the teaching competence of 

faculty members. In fact, he is convinced that their greatest potential is as 

an instrument of intimidation to force conformity to "politically correct" 

standards. He continues: 

The fundamental reason that evaluations contain little relevance 
to the substantive issues of teacher competence is quite simple. 
The college student is (supposed to be) undergoing a process of 
great change in which the student is (supposed to be) subjected 
to new ideas, new ways of thinking and evaluating, and new (and 
supposedly higher) standards. We cannot expect (and 
historically have never expected) college students to understand 
or appreciate the significance of what they are undergoing. Only 
from the later perspective of maturity and significant life 
experience have former students been able to understand and 
appreciate the process that they passed through. If this is true, 
how can we expect the students to give valid assessments of 
faculty performance? (p. 12) 

A major concern seems to be that faculty members can uniformly 

improve their evaluations (and consequently, in some cases, salaries or 



^^l^Ul'JLl 

jg^ 

33 

rank as well) merely by giving higher grades to the students, or by doing 

something roughly equivalent, such as demanding less of the students, 

when doing so would result in less education for the students (Machina, 

1987). Thus, serious distortions have crept into what once was a most 

useful vehicle for instructors wishing to benefit from student feedback, to 

the point where this now represents a real and present threat to 

maintenance of the highest academic traditions and the best teaching 

standards. Young teachers, particularly, would have to be truly 

courageous fools not to bow, perhaps slowly but nevertheless surely, to the 

inevitable and strive for immediate popularity rather than lasting respect. 

The major loser if the instructors "play it smart and safe" is the student, of 

course (Preiser, 1986). 

Kleiner (1989) voices his discord for student ratings by claiming an 

overreaction to decades past when he says: 

Student evaluation of instructors is an expedient and relatively 
invalid measurement of teaching effectiveness resulting from an 
overreaction to the student protest movement of the 1960s. It is 
a sort of 'Nielsen Television Rating' approach to measuring 
teaching effectiveness. And certainly no one can seriously 
entertain the idea that those shows with the highest popular 
ratings are those of the best artistic quality, any more than 
Michael Jackson is a better musical talent than Beethoven or 
Mozart because he may sell more records today than the two 
classical geniuses, (p. 17) 
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A final indictment against students evaluating faculty may be found 

in interpreting evaluation results. One must be prepared to interpret the 

results of evaluations in an intelligent manner. Machina (1987) says that it 

simply will not do to assume that what the students say about everything is 

true, even when the students in question are mature graduate students, or 

to dismiss everything the students say, merely because they are non-

majors or freshmen. He continues with an insightful view regarding 

interpreting evaluation results: 

When students complain that the reading materials assigned 
were rather more difficult than they would have liked, and that 
the course was more demanding than it should have been for a 
course outside the students' major fields, I think that means the 
course stretched them intellectually, and I take the student 
complaints to be a positive comment. On the other hand, if the 
students are saying they were lost all the time because the 
instructor chose difficult readings and could not explain them 
well, I am prepared to believe that the instructor did not explain 
things well to those students, and that those students were in 
fact lost in the course. In the same vein, when I see complaints 
from students that an instructor is professionally incompetent, 
biased in grading, or domineering in class discussion, I do not 
believe that these reports are necessarily true, but I do take 
these reports to be legitimate indicators that something has 
gone seriously wrong in the teaching process. If an instructor 
who is obviously competent in the field comes across to the 
students as incompetent, the students' charges are without 
foundation in fact. Nevertheless, the students are presumably 
reporting an honest perception of that instructor. A perception 
which should be taken very seriously as a significant problem 
which detracts from teaching effectiveness, (p. 20) 
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In general, student evaluations can be taken to report honestly 

student perceptions. Every judgment about teaching performance based 

on student evaluations must take that fundamental fact into account. 

Perceptions are not necessarily accurate representations of the objective 

facts, but they nevertheless constitute, for a variety of important factors, 

the entirety of the student end of the teaching process. The next section 

will review research literature about why student evaluations should be an 

integral part of evaluating teacher performance. 

Arguments for Students 
Evaluating Facultv 

Student ratings have two basic goals. First, to provide diagnostic 

information about the quality of instructors' teaching. This information 

should identify problems, provide baseline assessments against which 

instructional improvements can be measured, and make suggestions for 

instructional development. Second, to arrive at promotion, tenure, and 

merit decisions. These decisions are not made easily, and the process of 

gathering evaluative information can cause ill will if not handled effectively 

(Marsh, 1987) 
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Is it possible to provide effective diagnostic and evaluative feedback 

by using student ratings? Yes, if they are viewed as ONE source of 

information among others. Students can provide information other 

sources cannot. They are in a unique position to appraise classroom 

teaching skills and the structure of the course (materials, exams, papers), 

workload, course difficulty level, professor-class interaction, student 

advising, displayed interest in teaching, clarity of presentation, dynamism, 

and enthusiasm (Backlund, 1992). 

Evidence dating back to 1924, according to Guthrie (1954) indicates 

that students do make consistent judgments about the instructor and 

instruction. The stability of student ratings from one year to the next 

resulted in substantial correlations in the range of .87 to .89. Other 

literature on the subject, cited by Costin et al. (1971), and studies by 

Gillmore (1973) and Hogan (1973) indicated that the correlation between 

student ratings of the same instructors courses ranged from .70 to .87. 

In reviewing both written and objective student comments, Aleamoni 

(1976) found that students frankly praised instructors for their warm, 

friendly, humorous manner in the classroom, but if their courses were 

poor, the students equally frankly criticized them in those areas. This 
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evidence, in addition to that presented by Costin et al. (1971), Frey (1978), 

Crush and Costin (1975), Perry et al. (1979), and Ware and Williams 

(1977), indicates that students are discriminating judges. 

There is a great deal of literature that supports the evaluation of 

faculty by students. Many studies address the concern that most student 

ratings are nothing more than a popularity contest. Crush and Costin 

(1975), for example, looked at students* personal attraction to teachers, 

compared that attraction to how highly the students rated instructors, and 

found a very low correlation. Abrami, Leventhal, and Perry (1982) in 

examining educational seduction and the "Dr. Fox" effect (the influence of 

instructor personality on student ratings), also maintained that higher 

ratings could not be attributed simply to the fact that the instructor was 

providing a nice, friendly, humorous atmosphere in the classroom. 

The claim that only colleagues with excellent publication records 

and experience qualify to evaluate their peers' instruction does not hold up 

to any reasonable examination. Aleamoni and Yimer (1973) conducted a 

fairly comprehensive study at the University of Illinois, tracing the 

publication records and experiences of the faculty. Since Illinois normally 

puts out an annual compendium of all faculty publications, they were able 

^^ 
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to get a pretty accurate estimate of what the faculty had produced. They 

asked faculty members themselves to rate the instructional effectiveness 

of their colleagues in their departments, and information was also gathered 

from students on the various courses, instructors and so on. All of these 

data were correlated. The relationship found between colleague ratings of 

instructional effectiveness and research productivity, as judged by the 

number of scholarly publications or by appropriate creative work in the 

areas of music, art and so on, was 0.07. The relationship between student 

ratings and faculty productivity was 0.04. There was no significant 

difference between the two relationships. These comparisons have been 

replicated in several other places around the country (Linsky & Straus, 

1975; Marsh, 1984). 

Some critics suggest that students cannot recognize effective 

teaching until after they have been away from the course, and possibly 

away from the institution, for several years. In refuting this idea, Drucker 

and Remmers (1951) showed that alumni who had been out of school five 

to ten years rated instructors much the same as students currently 

enrolled. Other evidence by Aleamoni and Yimer (1974), Marsh (1977), 
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Marsh and Overall (1979), and McKeachie et al. (1978) further 

substantiated earlier findings. 

A considerable body of research literature suggests that expected 

grade is unrelated to students' ratings of instructors. Beatty and Zahn 

(1990) examined the relationship between teacher credibility and various 

student perceptions about the instructor and course within the context of 

communication courses using 342 undergraduates across three separate 

universities. Although teacher credibility was positively correlated with 

students* (1) overall rating of the level of excellence of the course and 

instructor and (2) intentions to take more courses from the instructor, 

recommend the course and instructor to peers, and take more 

communication courses from other instructors, the correlations between 

teacher credibility and student-reported levels of course performance were 

uncorrected at the end of the semester. 

The criticism regarding poorly constructed student rating forms has 

merit if the form has not been professionally constructed and tested. One 

attribute of a professionally constructed form is that the response scales 

are anchored; that is, each point on the scale is defined, and numbers are 

not used in place of adjectives. Undefined points on a scale generate 
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unreliability, and it is true that many scales are still generated in this way 

today. However, looking at some of the well-established instruments 

around the country, there are a number of fairly reliable forms, with 

reliability of the total instrument measuring 0.90 and above. Examples are 

the Educational Testing Service (ETS) instrument. Instructional 

Development and Effectiveness Assessment, the Arizona 

Course/Instructor Evaluation Questionnaire, Wilbert McKeachie*s items, 

Robert Wilson*s instrument. Student Description of Teaching, and Herbert 

Marsh*s instrument. Students' Evaluation of Educational Quality 

(Aleamoni, 1987). 

Other research has examined extraneous variables that might 

influence student ratings of teachers. Variables that have little or no effect 

on student ratings include: years of teaching experience, research 

productivity, class size, time of day the course is offered, student age or 

level, student personality, number of assignments, and amount of reading 

(Abrami, d'Apollonia, & Cohen, 1990; Beatty & Zahn, 1990; Braskamp et 

al., 1984; Feldman, 1983, 1987, 1989a; Marsh, 1984). The relationship 

between the rank of the professor and the student ratings is, in some 

studies, close to being statistically significant, but there really is no 
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pattern in the research that says that, on the whole, full professors are 

rated more positively than the lecturer or the assistant professor 

(Aleamoni & Graham, 1974). 

Finally, on the question of whether student evaluations can possibly 

be used to improve instruction, a study was conducted by Aleamoni (1978) 

and repeated by McKeachie and others (1980) at the University of 

Michigan, that basically demonstrates that, if feedback is provided from a 

consultant along with the standard computerized output, then instructional 

improvement is a result. A more recent study by Stevens and Aleamoni 

(1985) provides additional supporting evidence. 

Research indicates that student ratings can provide reliable and 

valid information on certain aspects of classroom teaching. It is 

interesting to note that Centra (1975) found that student ratings showed 

higher levels of interrater agreement than colleague ratings of the same 

instructors. Second, because students observe teaching on a day-to-day 

basis throughout the academic term, and because students represent a 

"normal" or "natural" aspect of the classroom environment, it can be 

argued that student assessment of teaching is both less obtrusive and less 

subject to sampling error than assessment based on videotaping or 
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classroom visitation. Third, Miller (1988) says that students are 

"professional teacher watchers" and, if asked relevant questions that are 

within their experiential background, can make fair and sound judgments 

about teaching. Fourth, student feedback is superior in terms of cost 

effectiveness, in that one can obtain a large amount of feedback data at a 

small cost in time, effort, and money. A final advantage of student 

feedback, which applies particularly in large classes, is that the mere act of 

soliciting input from students serves to open communication lines between 

teacher and students and thus to counteract the atmosphere of 

impersonality and alienation that exists in many college classrooms 

(Murray, 1987). 

Actually, the results of students' evaluation should assist the 

instructor in improving his or her teaching qualities. Murray (1984) 

clearly states that the ultimate aim of teaching evaluation is to bring about 

improved performance. Callahan (1992) agrees with Murray: 

It is my opinion, based on empirical knowledge, that student 
evaluations are not unfair. Over a period of time evaluations do 
reveal certain inadequacies that normally can be corrected. 
However, it has been noticed that those who display the 
strongest objection to student evaluation are those who 
continuously do poorly in the evaluation process. Rather than 
accept the evaluation as an aid to job performance and 
improvement they tend to deride the system. Faculty members 
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must realize the student evaluation system, in some form, is here 
to stay. Therefore, it is important that they accept it and make 
changes in their teaching techniques when required. Accept the 
system for what it is, an attempt to improve teaching 
performance, thereby insuring that students receive quality 
education, (p. 101) 

In summary, there are many studies to refute the idea of students 

not being able to objectively and effectively evaluate faculty. Students can 

and do provide meaningful input into the teaching-learning process. As 

with any results, interpretation is the key. If faculty choose to ignore 

student feedback then no amount of student evaluation would be useful. 

However, if faculty look upon student evaluation as a communication tool 

to improve their own instruction methods and thus be more effective, then 

both student and teacher benefit. The focus will now shift to literature on 

faculty evaluation in community colleges. 

Studies of Faculty Evaluation 
in Community Colleges 

Community colleges currently face some of the most difficult 

challenges in their history. Increases in student enrollment, diversity, and 

under preparedness, combined with decreasing budgets and heavy 

workloads, have created tremendous pressures on the faculty, staff, and 
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administrators of community colleges (Alfano, 1993). The ever present 

accountability factor always comes into play, thus increasing the 

importance of faculty evaluation. This is especially true in community 

colleges. 

Most of the differences which affect the direction and scope of 

faculty evaluation are grounded in the nature of faculty expectations. 

Four-year faculty are typically expected to publish regularly; advise 

student majors; serve on college, department and graduate committees; 

and teach. Tenure is frequently a goal. Two-year faculty are typically 

expected to serve on college and department committees; actively engage 

in proposal development; devote office hours to meeting with students; and 

teach. Tenure is not frequently a goal, but is granted by state law in Texas 

in the form of a continuing contract clause. The emphasis in community 

colleges is on teaching and community involvement; and faculty evaluation 

is, also, on teaching (Stine, 1989). 

In California, legislation mandates community colleges to 

incorporate student input in the evaluation of faculty. 0*Kelley (1974) 

studied 657 students and 20 faculty at Rio Hondo College in Whittier, 

California, to discover if student input can contribute to the evaluation of 
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teacher effectiveness. Based on the findings of the study, the following 

conclusions were drawn: 

1. Student input is an integral part of the evaluation process. 

2. Faculty and students use the same criteria to evaluate teacher 

effectiveness. 

3. Students, regardless of their majors, use the same criteria to 

evaluate teacher effectiveness. 

4. During the semester students do not revise the criteria by which 

they evaluate teacher effectiveness. 

5. An effective teacher must have a current, thorough knowledge of 

the subject matter, show interest in teaching students, and show an 

interest in and enthusiasm for the subject. 

6. Teaching is situational, and effective teaching depends upon 

human qualities inherent in the teacher. 

Also, in 1974, Wennstrom sampled 721 accredited community 

and/or junior colleges regarding faculty evaluation. A total of 605 schools 

responded (83.9%) and the following conclusions were based on the 

findings: 
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1. That chief administrative officers are satisfied with some type of 

evaluation form that can be utilized in the determination of the evaluation 

of the faculty member. 

2. That there is considerable support for the inclusion of both 

faculty and students in the evaluation process. 

3. That the willingness of the instructor to help students was 

considered the most important personal characteristic by more 

respondents than any other single trait. 

4. That the most common evaluative procedures utilized in junior 

colleges throughout the country for evaluating faculty members are: 

evaluation by students, the conference approach, the written evaluation 

form, the classroom visitation, and the self-evaluation. 

In a study of nine randomly selected Illinois public community 

colleges, Gibson (1977) found among other things that (1) faculty and 

administrators favored periodic formal evaluation in the community 

college and agreed that student evaluations should be a part of the process 

of evaluation. (2) A teacher*s performance in the classroom was the most 

important criterion of teaching effectiveness currently used to evaluate 
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faculty; however, the majority of faculty and administrators (59.3%) rated 

student learning as the best single indicator of teaching effectiveness. 

Vickers (1979) compared perceptions of performances of community 

college faculty as perceived by students, former students, administrators, 

peer instructors, and the instructors themselves. The sample from 14 

community colleges in Texas, consisted of 30 subject instructors who were 

nominated as effective teachers, and 31 randomly selected control 

instructors. A Likert-type rating scale was utilized on 10 sets of 

characteristics. Using ANOVA analysis, discriminant analysis, and paired 

t-tests, at a significance level of .05, the effective instructors were rated 

higher than the control group of instructors on 44 of the total 50 variables. 

Former students and administrators were more nearly alike in their 

ratings. Peers' ratings and the instructors' self-ratings were similar. 

Closely related to the 1974 study by Wennstrom, Zitlow (1989) also 

did a national research study to identify methods and practices currently 

used in the evaluation of faculty performance at two-year associate degree 

granting institutions. Chief academic officers of 333 two-year institutions 

responded to a questionnaire. Results revealed that in appraising faculty. 

two-year institutions, regardless of size or union status, place major 
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emphasis on the evaluation of teaching evaluation. Next, colleges 

regularly use a number of information sources for faculty evaluation. 

Further, two-year schools place minor importance on scholarship in 

evaluating faculty performance. Finally, only 55.3% of respondent colleges 

report using information obtained from the evaluation process as a vehicle 

for improving faculty performance. 

Few community college teachers believe that they need significant 

further development of their own teaching methods. In a questionnaire 

survey of 296 community college teachers, Blackburn and his colleagues 

(1980) found that 92% of these faculty members considered their teaching 

to be above average. However, only 74% considered the teaching of their 

departmental colleagues above average. Furthermore, 85% of these 

community college faculty members viewed themselves as greatly valuing 

teaching, but only 45% saw their fellow teachers placing "great" importance 

on their teaching. 

The rate of participation by experienced professors in instructional 

improvement programs is often low and uneven. The majority of 

professors use course evaluation surveys, and there is strong interest in 

general career development programs such as sabbatical leaves and 
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conference attendance and travel funds. It is likely that these activities are 

not fully applied to instructional improvement because two national 

surveys of community colleges indicate that less than one-third of the 

teachers use teaching-learning libraries established to promote 

instructional development, no more than approximately 40% (and quite 

possibly fewer) of the teachers participate in workshops on specific 

teaching methods or audiovisual aids, and even fewer (less than 25%) 

participate in workshops on general educational issues or in such activities 

as exchange programs with other community colleges to observe 

educational practices (Blackburn et al., 1980; Centra, 1976; Eble & 

McKeachie, 1985). Although Richardson and Moore (1987) reported that 

69% of the community colleges in Texas offer workshops. Miller and 

Ratcliff (1986) found that the average participation rate of Iowa community 

college teachers in workshop and other inservice faculty development 

activities is only 13 hours per year. 

Of those who do participate and improve their skills, the largest 

groups are those good teachers who want to become even better and young 

professors just beginning their teaching (Centra, 1976; Cohen & Brawer, 

1977). 
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McClanaghan (1990) reported very interesting results in identifying 

effective college instructors through the use of student evaluations at 

three small liberal arts colleges in Michigan. Although these were not 

community colleges, it was felt the similarities might still validate the 

results. The study indicated that faculty members who report spending 

the most hours doing research tend to receive the best student 

evaluations. Faculty who reported spending informal time with students 

over meals and snacks were less likely to receive excellent student 

evaluations. Spending time active in the local community appeared to have 

an adverse effect on effective teaching scores. Faculty of lower ranks, in 

this study, mainly assistant professors, were more likely to receive 

excellent ratings from their students. This would lend support to the 

previous studies by Centra, and Cohen and Brawer by intimating that the 

younger faculty tend to hone their skills more enthusiastically than do 

faculty who are higher in rank or years of experience. 

Smith and Hawthorne (1994) replicated a 1987 survey of chief 

academic officers of four-year colleges and universities conducted by 

Cochran (1989) in community, technical, and junior colleges. The original 

instrument was organized in five areas: employment policies and 
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practices, campus environment and culture, strategic administrative 

actions, instructional enhancement efforts, and instructional development 

activities. The sample included 712 usable questionnaires, where 

respondents indicated their level of commitment to instructional 

effectiveness using a scale of one to 10 (10 was the highest). Table 2.1, 

shows the composite mean responses for each area for the community 

colleges study and for the Cochran four-year college and university study. 

The mean scores in the table were calculated by combining the mean 

responses for each of the five questions for each area. Thus, the highest 

possible total could be 50 if all five questions in one area were ranked 10. 

Table 2.1. Chief Academic Officers and Their Commitment to Various 
Instructional Effectiveness Strategies 

Area Composite mean scores* 

Campus environment and culture 

Employment policies and practices 

Strategic administrative actions 

Instructional enhancement efforts 

Instructional development activities 

* Composite mean scores in parentheses represent the responses to 
Cochran's (1989) study of 1,328 chief academic officers of four-year colleges 
and universities throughout the United States in 1987-88. 

36.8 

34.7 

31.2 

31.2 

27.6 

(36.7) 

(39.6) 

(29.7) 

(29.2) 

(18.8) 
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The highest level of perceived commitment by the community 

colleges CAO's was in the area of campus environment and culture. The 

lowest level was in instructional development activities. 

An expanded table focusing on instructional development activities 

is shown in Table 2.2. 

Table 2.2. Perceived Commitment of Instructional Development in Support 
of Instructional Effectiveness 

Items Rating 1,2 Means Rating 8,9 
or3(%) orlO(%) 

The campus maintains various colleague support 
mechanisms (e.g., mentors, chairperson monitoring, 
etc.) to promote and support effective instruction. 

9 (23)* 6.7 (5.8)̂  45 (31)̂  

Faculty seminars, workshops, and conferences on 
teaching and learning are conducted on campus. 

12 (21) 6.6 (5.8) 42(30) 

Workshops/seminars on effective instruction are 
conducted for nev/ full-time faculty members. 

21 (42) 5.5 (4.7) 30(20) 

Seminars/workshops on effective instruction are 
conducted for new part-time faculty members. 

29 (33) 4.8 (5.3) 22(27) 

Effective instruction is promoted by an organized unit 
or program (e.g., center for teaching and learning). 
(NA=27%) 

23 (42) 4.0 (5.2) 22(20) 

*Percentages and means in parentheses represent the reponses to 
Cochran's (1989) study of 1,328 chief academic officers of four-year colleges 
and universities throughout the United States in 1987-88. 
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The greatest level of commitment to instructional development 

activities among the two-year college respondents was in the area of 

support mechanisms for teaching and learning (45% and a mean of 6.7). 

The greatest extent of perceived commitment in employment 

policies and practices is to the student evaluation of classroom instruction 

(Table 2.3). Eighty-four percent of the community college CAO's 

expressed a high commitment to student evaluation. However, there was 

only a moderate level of commitment to look at teaching effectiveness as 

part of the tenure process; 63% of the respondents gave this item a high 

rating. 

Also, in Cochran's study, less than half of the responding community 

college CAO's (only 40%) appeared to have a strong commitment to 

teaching recognition programs, including such practices as grants and 

awards. A mere 12% of the respondents felt this item was "not applicable" 

to their situation. These were unexpected findings. Expectations were to 

find greater levels of support among administrators for evaluating teaching 

effectiveness as part of the hiring, tenure, and promotion processes. One 

wonders if faculty will continue to strive to improve their teaching if their 
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efforts are not regularly evaluated and rewarded by the CAO and his/her 

department or division chair. 

Table 2.3. Perceived Commitment of Employment Policies and Practices in 
Support of Instructional Effectiveness 

Items 

Classroom instruction is regularly evaluated by students. 

Rating 1,2 Means Rating 8,9 
or3(%) orlO(%) 

3 (2)* 8.8(9.1)* 84(88)' 

A faculty member's teaching effectiveness is evaluated as 
a significant/integral aspect of the initial hiring process. 

4 (4) 7.5(8.0) 58 (70) 

Teaching effectiveness is evaluated as a 
significant/integral aspect of the tenure process. 
(NA=22%) 

3 (1) 6.7(9.1) 63(88) 

Teaching recognition programs (grants, awards, etc.) that 16 (14) 5.9 (7.0) 40 (51) 
promote effective teaching are available. (NA=12%) 

Teaching effectiveness is evaluated as a 
significant/integral aspect of the promotion process. 
(NA=27%) 

7 (2) 5.8(8.9) 51(86) 

*Percentages and means in parentheses represent the responses to 
Cochran's (1989) study of 1,328 chief academic officers of four-year colleges 
and universities throughout the United States in 1987-88. 

According to Smith and Hawthorne, the data from both studies 

reveal a profound lack of institutional attention to effective instruction. 

Apparently, institutions have left this responsibility to the initiative, 

training, and talent of the faculty. 

' wt 
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In summary, faculty evaluation in community colleges plays a major 

role in faculty performance indicators. Studies emphasize the continued 

importance of effective classroom performance. However, there are 

indications that while faculty stress effectiveness, they do not always avail 

themselves of resources for improvement. Also, institutional leadership 

may need to focus their energies on making a greater commitment to 

faculty evaluation and effective instruction. Faculty self-evaluation is 

usually listed as one means of performance review and it will be discussed 

in the following section. 

Studies of Facultv Self-Evaluation 

The primary focus of self-evaluation is reflection. The teacher must 

reflect on the effectiveness of his/her teaching to gather the information. 

A reconsideration is then undertaken when analyzing the information 

collected. The integrity of the data is difficult to criticize, which makes the 

outcomes of the analysis more compelling. This process takes more time 

than other forms of evaluation. The potential bias in teachers' own self-

ratings should also be noted. However, teachers who are so committed to 
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their teaching that they are willing to undertake such a "soul searching" 

exercise can only find their efforts rewarded (Taylor, 1994). 

How useful are faculty self-evaluations in improving instruction or in 

helping to make personnel decisions? Robert Burns has reminded us that 

most people do not see themselves as others see them; teachers and the 

way they see their instruction are apparently no exception. The research 

evidence clearly indicates that most teachers do not view their teaching as 

their students, their colleagues, or the administrators at their colleges 

view it (Centra, 1977b). Research by Pambookian (1972) and Centra 

(1973a) revealed that teachers whose self-ratings were higher than their 

students' rating improved after receiving the student rating; teachers who 

were accurate or who underestimated the student ratings did not improve. 

Braunstein, Klein, and Pachla (1973) obtained similar results. Pambookian 

found that instructors in the middle range of ratings tended to benefit from 

feedback while the top and bottom teachers did not, suggesting that 

teachers receiving low ratings may become discouraged. 

Centra's study (1973a) investigated self-ratings of faculty members 

and student ratings on 21 items dealing with instructional practices. The 

sample consisted of 343 teachers from five colleges. In addition to the 
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general lack of agreement between self-ratings and student evaluations (a 

median correlation of .21 for the items), there was also a tendency for the 

teachers to give themselves better ratings than their students did. 

Discrepancies were most notable in relation to student-teacher interaction, 

course objectives, and the instructor*s openness to other viewpoints. 

These aspects of instruction would seem to be ones on which many 

teachers could profit from other sources of information. It should be 

pointed out that although about a third of the teachers generally rated 

themselves considerably higher than students did, about 5-6% gave 

themselves much lower ratings. Self-ratings, then, would probably not be 

very useful in making personnel decisions; as an aid to instruction 

improvement, they might best be used in conjunction with student ratings 

or other evaluations in order to highlight discrepancies for the individual 

instructor. 

The fact that self-ratings correlate poorly with student ratings is also 

shown by Blackburn and Clark (1975) who reported little agreement 

between faculty self-ratings of overall teaching effectiveness and ratings by 

students, colleagues, or administrators. These last three groups, however, 

did agree substantially on how they rated teachers at their institution. 
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At this point, an early study of teacher self-evaluation deserves 

mention. A study by Webb and Nolan (1955) found a high correlation (.62) 

between student ratings and instructor rating. But this finding is rendered 

dubious by the suspect technique of using supervisory instructors at the 

Jacksonville Naval Air Technical Training School instead of college and 

university faculty. 

Feldman (1989b) reviewed studies that compared self-evaluations of 

teaching with the evaluations given by current students, colleagues, and 

administrators. In 19 studies comparing self-evaluations with those of 

current students, the correlation was .29. Self-ratings had a correlation of 

.15 with colleagues* ratings across six studies. The lowest correlation (.08) 

was between self- and administrator ratings across five studies. None of 

these indicate much agreement between teachers' views of themselves and 

others' views of them. 

For instructional improvement, however, self-ratings can be very 

useful. Studies that compared self- and student ratings indicated that 

teachers identified the same relative strengths and weaknesses as students 

did, even though the teachers gave themselves higher absolute scores 

(Centra, 1973a; Feldman, 1989b). Therefore, some teachers are aware of 
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the aspects of their performance that they need to improve, although 

corroborating evidence from other sources may be necessary to persuade 

them to make changes. Students and colleagues can often provide the 

catalyst for change. Further support for self-evaluation is provided by 

Kenneth Eble (1972). 

Within the faculty, self-appraisal of teaching is often held in low 
esteem; it is widely held that such measures should not be 
necessary for trained professionals. I do not share this disdain. 
A searching self-evaluation can be a source of information and of 
a resolve to improve one's skill. But I do not think such 
subjective data will be regarded as a substantial addition to 
evaluation processes which seem most in need of objective data, 
(p. 62) 

Centra (1979) adds that teachers are often able to identify their own 

strengths and weaknesses, "though they use only the positive end of a 

scale in doing so" (p. 49). In short, self-evaluation is best used in 

conjunction with other forms of assessment, and it can be a particularly 

effective means of getting teachers to confront discrepancies between self-

perceptions and the views of others, especially students. 

Self-evaluation is inherent in teaching, whether conscious or 

subconscious. Like many worthy talents a catalyst may be needed to bring 

the innate to the conscious surface. Schon (1991) in arguing for reflective 
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practice, calls conscious behavior "knowing in action." These are things 

that we do without "thinking about it." This knowing in action usually 

"gets us through the day," but on occasion something surprising happens 

that requires us to think about our actions. Schon argues that we must 

reflect on our knowing in action to enhance our conscious skills. In fact, 

he considers that this is one of the key skills necessary to be a 

professional, as such persons are constantly placed in unfamiliar situations 

where they are required to, for example, "think like a lawyer." According 

to Schon, this involves a reflective skill to apply the rules in a new way, 

which demonstrates the value of self-evaluation. By reflecting on the 

obvious, professional teachers may discover the link between "good 

teaching" and "effective learning." Each teacher is an individual. Each 

teacher has a different style. Each teacher has something unique to offer 

to students. Only individual teachers, by reviewing their own teaching, 

can discover how to bring their talents to the surface and develop their 

special skills to be a "good teacher." 

In summary, studies show most teacher self-evaluation is useful as 

one element in overall teacher effectiveness, but should be complemented 

with other indicators of performance. Self-evaluation is an effective 
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technique for teacher improvement because of the self-reflection required. 

However, the literature shows self-evaluation to be ineffective in personnel 

decisions. The next section deals with formative and summative 

evaluation. 

Formative and Summative Evaluations 

Formative and summative evaluations which were first applied to 

program evaluation, have become familiar and useful in faculty evaluation. 

Formative evaluation is used to improve teaching performance; the 

information is given to teachers, whether it is obtained from students, 

colleagues, or faculty development specialists, and is meant to bring about 

positive changes. In contrast, summative evaluation is used to make 

personnel decisions, to hire, promote, grant tenure, or give a merit raise 

(Centra, 1993). 

Marsh (1987, 1991) has specifically raised the issue of using student 

ratings for summative versus formative evaluation. In this context, 

summative evaluation focuses on using student ratings to make a final 

judgment about an instructor's teaching effectiveness; formative 
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evaluation involves using the ratings diagnostically, that is to make a 

decision about possible ways to improve teaching. 

Further evidence that student feedback leads to improvement of 

teaching comes from surveys of faculty attitudes on instructional 

evaluation. In a large survey, Outcalt (1980) found that 67% of 4,468 faculty 

respondents at the University of California believed student ratings had 

helped them improve their teaching, whereas 78% said they had made 

specific changes in their teaching as a result of student ratings. Similarly, 

Gross and Small (1979) found that 84% of the faculty at George Mason 

University thought that student instructional ratings had led to 

instructional improvement. There is widespread support for the formative 

value of student feedback. 

Although formative purposes appear to predominate in general, 

when one examines the situation in four types of institutions, the results 

are quite different. Evaluation tends to be primarily summative at 

doctoral-level institutions, primarily formative at four-year and two-year 

institutions, and almost evenly split between the two at master's level 

institutions. The perceived use of evaluative information to make 

decisions decreases dramatically as one goes from doctoral-level to two-
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year institutions while its use for faculty development increases markedly 

in the same direction (Moomaw, 1977). 

Beach and Reinhartz (1984) refer to summative and formative 

evaluation sessions and the need for data from both for more reliable 

summative decisions about the effectiveness of teachers. Summative 

evaluation and formative evaluation are distinct in purpose, but each 

process must inform the other. Summative and formative modes of 

evaluation work with, not against, each other. What is learned in the 

summative evaluation contributes to formative improvement, and what is 

learned while evaluating formatively contributes to a better understanding 

of the teacher's effectiveness. However, Elbow (1992) feels that low-

stakes, or formative, evaluation is best for improving teaching 

effectiveness. He states that we can get along with much less official, 

careful, high-stakes, institutional evaluation of teachers by students if we 

make more use of low-stakes evaluation. That is informal, unofficial 

feedback for the teachers' eyes alone. Another evaluation technique would 

be comparable private, low-stakes evaluation from a friendly colleague or 

from someone in a faculty development office. Teachers tend to learn and 

improve more with this kind of unofficial feedback because it is less 
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threatening, they have more control over it and do not have to defend 

against it as much as they do against official, institutional feedback. 

Cashin and Downey (1992) concur with Elbow that formative 

evaluations need not be lengthy, formal evaluations. They say: 

Colleges and universities could use a very short evaluation form 
in every class every term to assess instructional effectiveness. 
Such a short form would save the students* time and the 
institution's money and still provide evidence about instructors 
who are teaching well and courses that are accomplishing their 
objectives. It could also serve to alert those instructors who are 
not doing an effective job teaching a given course so that they 
might focus their improvement efforts on that course. In 
addition to saving both time and money, it would permit 
instructors to use a long, diagnostic form~for improvement~in 
one course per term, that is, in the course in which they want to 
improve. We think that students will be more willing to rate 
carefully the items on such a long form if they know that long 
forms are used only when the instructor is working to improve 
the course, (p. 569) 

In summary, the difference between formative and summative 

evaluation has been discussed. The community college should 

concentrate more on formative evaluation to improve teaching 

effectiveness. However, as has been stated, the evaluation can be brief and 

informal in order to pose less threat to the instructor. This informality 

may help make teacher improvement more participatory and permanent. 
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Student Perceptions of Facultv Evaluation 

Although there are many studies on student evaluations, there are 

extremely few studies relating to student perceptions of the evaluation 

process (Costin, Greenough, & Menges, 1971; Marlin, 1987; Martinson & 

Ryan, 1981; Miron & Segal, 1986). Marlin (1987) contends that unless we 

examine the opinion of the student regarding his or her place in the 

process, the process itself is in question. If students have no faith in the 

system and put little thought and effort into their evaluations, then, 

regardless of the sophistication of the techniques used to test the validity 

of evaluation results, the results will be useless. On the other hand, if 

students take the evaluation seriously and view it as a responsibility rather 

than a chore, evaluation results might become more meaningful. Marlin 

surveyed 313 business students at Western Illinois University and 336 

business students at Appalachian State University. Based on this survey 

several general conclusions may be drawn. Students believe: 

1. that existing procedures are adequate to evaluate the teacher, 

that there is no reason to falsify a rating in order to appease an instructor, 

and that, for the most part, they are fair and accurate in their rating of 

faculty. 
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2. that even though the machinery exists and is used to inform the 

faculty and administrators of student opinion, nobody pays much attention 

nor does much as a result of the outcome of the evaluation process. 

3. that there is little effect that a student can have on the careers of 

faculty. 

The indications are that students would agree with the view that 

evaluations are a vent to let off student steam (as one student put it "it gets 

the frustrations out"), but other than that they have little meaning. In spite 

of that, students apparently take the evaluation process seriously. In many 

cases, student perceptions are fairly accurate. 

A 12-item attitude questionnaire was administered to 440 students in 

the Schools of Law and Engineering at Tel-Aviv University. Results 

indicated that students generally considered evaluation of instruction of 

value and were willing to participate in subsequent evaluations. They felt 

their evaluations were significant in influencing faculty promotion and 

selection; however, they were uncertain of their effect on improving the 

level of instruction. Criteria relevant for evaluation were the course 

workload and instructor's grading policy; the instructor's academic status 

or talent for "entertaining" was of little importance. Students* academic 
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expectations or self-definition made little significant difference either in 

attitude toward evaluations or in choice of rating criteria. However, 

students with high academic expectations were less ready to make 

evaluations, were unsure whether evaluation was part of the student's 

domain, and granted greater weight to the instructor's rank (Miron & 

Segal, 1986). 

There is evidence that when students feel "threatened" they revert 

to surface learning strategies: abrasive teacher personality is a real source 

of threat for some students (Eizenberg, 1986). Jones et al. (1985) have 

reported that students across a wide range of ages and institutions 

typically report two types of factors which they associate with good 

teachers: technical and personological factors, respectively. The 

"technical" aspects of teaching which students report as important are 

those which go to make up the craft of the activity: knowledge of the 

subject, ability to explain clearly, preparation of interesting materials. The 

"personological" aspects are those which humanize the classroom and 

make students feel that they have worth as individuals: listens to students, 

treats them fairly, does not engage in sarcasm or unduly harsh criticism. 

In summary then, students' ratings of teacher competence do depend upon 
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their perceptions of teacher personality. This is valid. There should be 

concern if it were otherwise Qones, 1989). 

A recent study examined how 187 students in 11 sections of a 

freshman developmental education course at the University of Georgia, 

assessed a course evaluation form. The students were surveyed about the 

anonymity of the evaluation process, the fairness and accuracy students 

attribute to the task of completing evaluations of instruction, the students' 

perceptions of the extent to which teachers and administrators make use of 

the information provided by evaluations. Ninety-two percent of the 

student-participants believed that the rating forms provided an effective 

means of evaluating instruction. The majority thought instructors pay 

attention to evaluation results and change their behavior accordingly. 

Only two percent believed that their anonymity was not protected. 

Students appeared to have more faith in their own evaluations than in 

those of other students. They also lacked confidence in the use of 

evaluations for determining salary increases or tenure and promotion 

(Dwinell & Higbee, 1993). 
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Nontraditional StiiHpnt<; anr] 
Facultv Evaliiatinf^ 

In research by Keller et al. (1991) comparing the views of traditional 

and nontraditional students on characteristics of effective teachers, a 

sample of 594 undergraduate students from a small southeastern 

university was used. Of these, 316 were aged 17-19 and designated as the 

"traditional" group, whereas 278 were aged 27-65 and considered the 

"nontraditional" group. All subjects were selected from the college of Arts 

and Sciences, Business, Education, and Computer Science. Of the total 

comparison group, 59% were male and 41% were female. 

The results are similar to the findings of Keller and Switzer (1983) in 

that nontraditional students placed more emphasis on teacher personality 

dimensions, such as enthusiasm, than did younger students. Considering 

the pragmatic nature of older students, it seems reasonable that they 

would appreciate practical applications to real problems and teacher 

enthusiasm. In contrast, younger students preferred to a greater extent 

such teacher behaviors as "review before an exam" and "are available to 

students outside of class." One explanation for this finding may be that the 

younger students are more interested in immediate concerns such as 
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tests/grades than are the older students. Obviously, younger students 

may be using the instructor's time outside of class to gather additional 

information which could enhance their learning of the material, and 

subsequently improve their performance (Eison, 1987; Meredith, 1982). 

Keller and Switzer (1983) found that traditional students gave more 

importance to those behaviors which related directly to the teacher's 

formal role as an instructor, as compared to nontraditional students. 

The final teacher behavior which students rated differently was 

"move around in the classroom," with the younger students valuing it more 

than the older students. It is likely that older students, while wanting 

verbal interaction, do not need as much physical proximity as younger 

students. 

In sum, this research shows that both young and old students like 

similar teacher behaviors, but they differ significantly in the "degree" of 

their preferences for these behaviors. 

Another study by Donaldson, Flannery, and Ross-Gordon (1993) 

supports previous findings of nontraditional students versus traditional 

students. For the most part, adult students' expectations of effective 

teaching are qualitatively different from those of traditional students. In 
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the comparison of standardized difference between the adult and the 

traditional students' expectations, adult students placed much greater 

emphasis on motivating students, relevancy of material, clarity of 

presentations, and showing concern for students' learning than did 

traditional students. 

In a research study from a different perspective, instructors were 

asked about their attitudes toward their students based on age. 

Questionnaires were mailed to 400 full-time instructors in Georgia's state 

postsecondary vocational technical institutes, which represented 55% of 

this population. The response rate for the questionnaires was 77.8%; in the 

data analysis 99% of the returned surveys were usable. 

The study's results found that instructors actually felt "more" 

positive toward nontraditional students than toward traditional students. 

Instructors rated nontraditional students more positively than traditional 

students in the following areas: ability to concentrate, common sense, 

reasoning, ability, time management, Hstening skills, paying attention, 

class preparation, completion of assignments, behavior in class, course 

work (more careful), initiative (inclined to start a task immediately rather 

than procrastinate), eagerness to learn, good organizational skills, being 
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responsible, committed to career goals, and concern for others (Melichar, 

1994). 

In conclusion, nontraditional students view their instructors 

differently than do traditional students and the opposite is also true. That 

is, that instructors view nontraditional students differently (more 

positively) than they do traditional students. 

Summarv 

Through the review of related literature it is apparent that the true 

pioneers and researchers in faculty evaluation include such stalwarts as 

Centra, Feldman, Marsh, McKeachie, Miller, and Seldin. The trend in 

faculty evaluation is toward as complete a picture as possible of faculty 

performance. Most evaluations consist of, but are not limited to, 

department chair review, peer review, classroom observation, self-

evaluation, and student evaluations. Student evaluation of faculty is only 

the students' perception, but it does tend to be an accurate assessment of 

faculty teaching effectiveness. Since most research studies are 

concentrated at the university level, there are relatively few at the 

community college level. The very level which should have the highest 
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ratings of teaching effectiveness (the community college) is the least 

researched. Further, there are even fewer studies on student versus 

teacher perception in the classroom, whether university or community 

college level. 

We do know, for example, that students' age, sex, class level, and 

GPA have little or no relationship to ratings. (It is possible, however, that 

male students may give female instructors slightly lower ratings, on the 

average, than they give to male instructors, but more research is needed 

on that issue.) We also know that students are consistent in their 

judgments, even when they are surveyed years later as alumni. Nor does it 

make any difference whether the courses are given early or late in the day; 

being an easy grader appears not to buy high ratings, though being an 

exceptionally hard grader might depress them. There are also external 

factors that influence the evaluation process. There is a tendency, for 

example, for ratings to be lower in required courses than in electives. 

There also appears to be a modest relationship between ratings and class 

size, with the larger classes generally rated a bit lower than the small ones. 

Courses in the humanities and the arts tend to get higher ratings than 
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courses in the social sciences, with math and hard science scoring still 

lower (Arden, 1989). 

It has been claimed that some discrepancy between a teacher's self-

perception and feedback can be useful. Centra (1973b) suggests that a 

moderate discrepancy between expected and obtained results on a 

questionnaire can serve to initiate action. Bergquist and Phillips (1975) 

agree that discrepancy is important for "unfreezing" the faculty client, as 

long as the discrepancy is not so great that it deflates the teacher's self-

esteem. Discrepancies can be defined in different ways, and it is important 

to understand the subtleties of the evaluation data in presenting 

discrepancies to a client. 

Finally, a quote from Fuhrmann and Grasha (1983) regarding faculty 

self-evaluation summarizes the purpose of this research study well: 

Because we sometimes see only those things we want to see, we 
must take care to ensure that this tendency does not interfere 
with our self-assessments. It is best to have a procedure that will 
guide your thoughts and observations toward as many aspects of 
your teaching as possible. Furthermore, your self-assessment 
should be checked against the observations of other people to 
make sure that it is valid. Our experience suggests that people 
sometimes overestimate or underestimate how well they are 
doing. Your perceptions need to be checked with those of 
students, colleagues, or other people who have access to your 
teaching, (p. 213) 
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The remainder of this research will focus on faculty self-evaluation 

as compared to student perceptions in the classroom. This is an important 

measure of teacher effectiveness, discrepancies, and improvement. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The Research Site 

The subjects chosen for this study consisted of students and faculty 

of South Plains College, a multi-site public community college. The main 

campus is located in Levelland, Texas (30 miles west of Lubbock, Texas) 

and is the primary academic site enrolling 3,847 students. The Lubbock 

campus enrolled 1,272 students and is the primary technical-vocational 

training site. The college has a few other training sites including Reese 

Air Force Base (10 miles west of Lubbock) which enrolled 669 students. 

The campus-wide enrollment totaled 5,866 students for Fall, 1994. South 

Plains College provides: (a) freshman and sophomore courses designed to 

fulfill associate degree requirements or for transfer to senior colleges and 

universities, (b) courses for technical and vocational programs, and (c) a 

program of developmental studies. 

The college offers technical programs on both its Levelland and 

Lubbock campuses in the areas of allied health, business, and industrial 

technology. The division is organized into five departments on the 

Levelland campus which offers 35 individual programs and curriculum 
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options. On the Lubbock campus, the division is organized into three 

departments which offer 33 individual programs and curriculum options. 

Some programs are offered on both campuses, while others are limited to a 

particular campus. Together, both campuses employ 229 full-time faculty 

members. 

This student population is both heterogeneous and nontraditional, 

reflecting the contemporary trend of many community colleges across the 

nation. Ethnically, 4,028 (68.7%) are Anglo, 1,422 (24.2%) students are 

Hispanic, 339 (5.8%) students are African-American, and 77 (1.3%) are of 

other ancestry. The average age is 25.7 on the Levelland campus and 30 on 

the Lubbock campus. Three thousand one hundred and thirty-four (53.4%) 

students are female and 2,732 (46.6%) are male. There are 3,108 (53%) full-

time students and 2,758 (47%) part-time students. 

The faculty population of 229 consists of 118 male instructors 

(51.5%) and 111 female instructors (48.5%). There are 151 faculty (65.9%) 

with master's degrees, 16 (7%) with doctorates, and 62 (27.1%) with 

bachelor's degrees or below. The descriptive breakdown by campus 

includes 49 full-time faculty in Lubbock and 180 in Levelland. Lubbock 

emphasizes technical-vocational courses and 24 faculty (49%) hold master's 
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degrees, 24 (49%) have bachelor*s degrees or below, and 1 (2%) has a 

doctorate. In Levelland, the emphasis is on academic courses, and 127 

faculty (70.6%) hold master*s degrees, 15 (8.3%) have doctorates, and 38 

(21.1%) have bachelor*s degrees or below. 

General Research Design 

The research design encompasses both faculty and student 

responses to the same basic question or statement. In order to compare 

perceptions between the students and the teacher, it was necessary to 

modify the survey slightly to make the information pertinent to the 

particular respondent. For example, an item pertaining to group 

interaction was worded as follows for each group: 

For students: Students were invited to share their ideas and 
knowledge. 

For faculty: I invite students to share their ideas and knowledge. 

Faculty were requested to complete a self-evaluation and in turn 

each faculty member solicited survey evaluations from students in one of 

their classes. 
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Instrumentation 

The survey instrument was composed of two parts. The first part 

consisted of the 31 statements to be rated, incorporated into 10 variables 

or subscales. The second part consisted of statements regarding 

background subject/class characteristics. 

The survey instrument used was Students' Evaluation of Educational 

Quality (SEEQ) by Herbert Marsh (1987). The instrument was slightly 

modified enabling it to better adapt to a community college setting. The 

instrument was also adapted slightly to obtain faculty perceptions. 

In the development of SEEQ, a large item pool was obtained from a 

literature review, forms in current usage, and interviews with faculty and 

students about what they saw as effective teaching. Second, students and 

faculty were asked to rate the importance of items. Third, faculty were 

asked to judge the potential usefulness of the items as a basis for 

evaluation of instruction. Finally, open-ended student comments were 

examined to determine if important aspects had been excluded. These 

criteria, along with psychometric properties, were used to select items and 

revise subsequent versions, thus supporting the content validity of SEEQ 

responses (Marsh & Roche, 1992). The 35-item SEEQ is designed to 
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measure nine evaluation factors, which have been supported by more than 

30 exploratory factor analyses (e.g.. Marsh, 1983, 1984, 1987; Marsh & 

Hocevar, 1991a) that demonstrate the generalizability of the SEEQ factor 

structure across different levels of teaching and across different academic 

disciplines. The nine evaluation factors included the following: 

Learning/academic value, instructor enthusiasm, organization/clarity, 

breadth of coverage, examinations/grading, assignments/readings, group 

interaction, individual rapport, workload/difficulty, plus an overall rating 

score. 

During the period from 1976 to 1990, almost one million SEEQ forms 

were administered in approximately 50,000 courses at a large private 

university in the U.S. The evaluation forms were typically distributed to 

staff shortly before the end of each academic term, administered and 

collected by a student in the class or by a member of the academic staff 

according to printed instructions, and taken to a central office where they 

were processed. 

Longitudinal evidence also supports the SEEQ instrument. Ratings 

of 6,024 classes taught by a diverse cohort of 195 teachers representing 31 

academic departments were evaluated continuously over a 13-year period 
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using the same multidimensional Students' Evaluation of Educational 

Quality instrument. For both undergraduate and graduate level courses, 

there were almost no changes over time for any of the nine content-specific 

dimensions, the overall course rating, or the overall instructor rating. The 

findings were consistent for teachers who had littie, moderate, or 

substantial amounts of teaching experience at the start of the study. These 

results are important because this is apparently the only study to examine 

the stability of faculty ratings using a longitudinal design with a large and 

diverse group of teachers over such a long period of time (Marsh & 

Hocevar, 1991b). 

For this research study, the SEEQ instrument was modified in 

several ways. First, the category titied "workload/difficulty," was deleted, 

but the items in the category were still included later in the survey under 

"background subject/class characteristics." The items included ratings of 

course difficulty, course workload, course pace and hours per week 

outside of class. These variables were later used for descriptive statistics 

only and no inferences/analyses were made. 

Second, a statement under the category "instructor enthusiasm" 

was changed from "the instructor enhanced presentations with the use of 



82 

humor," to "the instructor motivated you through his/her enthusiasm for 

the subject." Simply using humor to enhance a presentation may not 

indicate an instructor who is enthusiastic, so the statement was changed to 

better convey thoughts of exciting the student about the subject matter. 

Third, in the category "overall rating," the question "overall, how 

does this class compare with other classes at this institution?" was 

changed to "overall, how do you rate this class on a scale from 1 to 9?" 

Also, the question "overall, how does this teacher compare with other 

teachers at this institution?" was changed to "overall, how do you rate the 

instructor of this class?" (using a scale of 1 to 9). The last question "based 

on a representative sample of 100 instructors at this institution, how would 

you rank this instructor?" was deleted. The changes were made because 

the goal of this category was to rate the class and the instructor on an 

absolute scale. Using comparisons would not be valuable or feasible 

unless the student had taken classes with all other instructors at this 

institution in order to compare. Also, changes were necessary because for 

the faculty version of the SEEQ it would be difficult and irrelevant to ask 

faculty to compare their class to others. The last question was deleted 

because, again, it asks for comparisons rather than an absolute scale value. 
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Fourth, the category "individual rapport" contained four statements 

and was split in half. The last two statements were included under a more 

apropos category "instructor accessibility." The statements were "the 

instructor made students feel welcome in seeking help/advice in or 

outside of class," and "the instructor was adequately accessible to students 

during office hours or after class." Adding this category better fit the forte 

of community colleges providing more individualized instruction and being 

accessible to students. 

A short synopsis of each of the SEEQ subscales follows: 

1. Learning/Academic Value (4 items)~The class was intellectually 

challenging and stimulating, something valuable was learned, interest in 

subject increased, and the subject matter was understood. An example 

from the student version was "you found the class intellectually 

challenging and stimulating," and an example from the faculty version read 

"I make the class intellectually challenging and stimulating." 

2. Instructor Enthusiasm (4 items)-The instructor was enthusiastic 

about teaching the class, dynamic and energetic, motivated students 

through enthusiasm for the subject, and the style of presentation held 

student interest during class. An example from the student version was 
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"the instructor was enthusiastic about teaching the class," and an example 

from the faculty version read "I am enthusiastic about teaching the class." 

3. Organization/Clarity (4 items)-The instructor's explanations 

were clear, class materials were well prepared and carefully explained, 

proposed objectives agreed with those actually taught, and presentations 

were given that facilitated taking notes. An example from the student 

version was "the instructor's explanations were clear," and an example 

from the faculty version read "I make explanations clear." 

4. Breadth of Coverage (4 items)-The instructor contrasted 

implications of various theories, background or origin of ideas/concepts 

were presented, the instructor presented points of view other than his/her 

own when appropriate, and current developments in the field were 

adequately discussed. An example from the student version was "the 

instructor contrasted the implications of various theories," and an example 

from the faculty version read "I contrast implications of various theories." 

5. Examinations/Grading (3 items)"Feedback on 

examinations/graded material was valuable, evaluation methods were fair 

and appropriate, and examinations/graded materials emphasized class 

content. An example from the student version was "feedback on 
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examinations/graded material was valuable," and an example from the 

faculty version read "I give valuable feedback on examinations/graded 

material." 

6. Assignments/Readings (2 items)-Required readings/texts were 

valuable and contributed to appreciation and understanding of the subject. 

An example from the student version was "required readings/texts were 

valuable," and an example from the faculty version read "I require 

readings/texts that are valuable to the student." 

7. Group Interaction (4 items)"Students were encouraged to 

participate, invited to share their ideas, encouraged to ask questions and 

were given meaningful answers, and encouraged to express their own 

ideas and/or question the instructor. An example from the student version 

was "students were encouraged to participate in class discussions," and an 

example from the faculty version read "I encourage students to participate 

in class discussions." 

8. Individual Rapport (2 items)-The instructor was friendly towards, 

and had genuine interest in individual students. An example from the 

student version was "the instructor was friendly towards individual 
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students," and an example from the faculty version read "I am friendly 

towards individual students." 

9. Instructor Accessibility (2 items)-The instructor was adequately 

accessible to students and made them feel welcome in seeking help/advice 

in or outside of class. An example from the student version was "the 

instructor made students feel welcome in seeking help/advice in or 

outside of class," and an example from the faculty version read "I make 

students feel welcome in seeking help/advice in or outside of class." 

10. Overall Rating (2 items)~How do students rate the class and how 

do they rate the instructor on a scale from 1 to 9? An example from the 

student version was "overall, how do you rate the instructor of this class?" 

and an example from the faculty version read "overall, how do you rate 

yourself as the instructor of this class?" 

In the first part of the survey, subjects responded to the 31 items on 

a nine-point Likert scale, with an additional option of "not applicable," to 

indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with the statements. 

The higher the score, the more positive perception of instruction the 

respondent had, and conversely, the lower the score, the more negative 

perception of instruction the respondent had. 
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The second part of the survey contained background subject/class 

characteristics items (14 for students and 7 for faculty). The student 

version included age, and gender, rating course difficulty, course workload 

and pace, average number of hours per week required outside of class, 

expected course grade, marks in previous college courses, how easy it is to 

get good grades in the course, reason for taking the course and if the 

student is in a degree or certificate program, level of interest before and 

after taking the course, and number of semester hours completed. 

The faculty version of the second part of the survey included gender, 

rating course difficulty, course workload and pace, average number of 

hours per week required for students outside of class, years of community 

college teaching experience, and total years of teaching experience. For 

the complete survey instrument see Appendix A for the students' version 

and Appendix B for the faculty version. 

Collection of Data 

A memo was sent to all full-time faculty (with the exception of 

computer faculty) requesting their assistance in surveying one class of 

their choice. Nineteen of 49 Lubbock faculty (38.8%) responded, while 22 
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of 180 (12.2%) Levelland faculty responded. Data were collected during the 

last four weeks of each semester in Fall, 1994 and Spring, 1995. At that 

point, the student had been exposed to the teaching of his/her teacher for 

at least 12 weeks, ample time to have made judgments about the 

quality/effectiveness of the teaching and the course. For a Hsting of 

classes by course type, see Appendix D. 

The survey was administered by each of the 41 instructors, who read 

the introductory information to the students and then left the classroom. A 

student volunteer collected all surveys, sealed them, and left them at a 

designated collection point. The faculty member completed a self-report at 

the same time his/her class was being surveyed and left that report at a 

designated collection point. The faculty and student surveys were then 

matched for each class to allow for comparison of perceptions. A total of 

582 surveys was distributed, with 560 usable responses returned. All 41 

faculty responses were returned and usable. 

Analvsisof Data 

Faculty-student comparisons were made in a number of ways. To 

test the hypotheses regarding raters (student versus faculty), type of class 
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(general education versus technical), and their interaction effects, two-way 

ANOVA procedures were conducted on teacher and student perceptions in 

10 categories. Individual instructors and means of classes they taught 

were used as analysis units. Also, correlation coefficients were calculated 

to indicate the agreement between instructor and students' perception of 

instruction. To test the hypotheses regarding the differences between 

traditional and nontraditional students, and male and female students, 

t-tests were conducted on students perceptions in 10 categories of 

instruction. Individual students were used as analysis units. 

Summarv 

This chapter described the research site for this study. Also 

included was information regarding general research design, 

instrumentation, sample population, and how data were collected and 

analyzed. The research findings are discussed in Chapter IV. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

This chapter presents an analysis and interpretation of the data 

obtained from the participants in this study. The data were analyzed in an 

attempt to answer the questions posed in Chapter I, as well as to test the 

significance of the related hypotheses. A description of the student and 

faculty samples is given, the reliability of the survey instrument is 

calculated, and testing of the various hypotheses is presented using either 

two-way analysis of variance or t-tests. Each category, or subscale, was 

analyzed following the sequence of the survey instrument. If statistical 

significance was determined, the appropriate hypotheses were discussed. 

General Description of the Sample 

Students 

Of the 582 students surveyed, 560 students provided usable 

responses to the instrument, with some not responding to certain items in 

the survey. There were 358 female (63.9%) and 202 male (36.1%) student 

responses; among them were 343 students 24 years of age or younger 

(61.3%) and 217 students 25 years of age or older (38.7%). 

90 
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The survey instrument also assessed additional variables regarding 

subject background and class characteristics. As summarized in Table 4.1. 

students rated course difficulty (M = 5.35, SD = 1.71), workload (M = 4.92, 

S n = 1.81), and pace of instruction (M = 5.42, SD = 1.42), as average 

(questions 1, 2, 3). Students averaged 2.61 hours a week studying outside 

of class and rated the ease of getting good grades in the course at the 

midpoint of the nine-point Likert scale (M=4.92, SD= 1-75). This 

indicates they perceive it as of medium difficulty to get a good grade 

(questions 4 and 7). Students' expected course grades did not quite match 

their previous course grades (M = 2.95, SD = 1.07 and M = 2.65, SD = 125 

respectively). While stated expectations were for a "B" in the course, 

actual grades reflected "B's" and "C's" (questions 5 and 6). As would be 

expected, the level of interest in the subject was higher at the end of the 

course (M = 6.33, SD = 1.98) than it was at the beginning (M = 4.80, 

SD = 2.32) (questions 8 and 9). 
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Table 4.1. Student Background Subject/Class Characteristics* 
Student 
Means (SD) 

5.42 

2.61 

2.95 

2.65 

(1.42) 

(2.02) 

(1.07) 

(1.25) 

1. Course difficulty, relative to other courses, was (1-Very Easy...3- 5.35 (1.71) 
Easy...5-Medium...7-Hard...9-Very Hard). 

2. Course workload, relative to other courses, was (1-Very Light...3- 4.92 (1.81) 
Light...5-Medium...7-Heavy ...9-Very Heavy). 

3. Course pace was (1-Too Slow...5-About Right...9-Too FasO• 

4. Average number of hours per week required outside of class. 

5. Your expected course grade: (0=F, 1=D, 2=C, 3=B, 4=A). 

6. Your marks in previous college courses (0-raostly F's, 1-mostly D's, 2-
mostly C's, 3-mostly B's, 4-mostly A's, NA-no previous grades). 

7. In comparison with other courses at this institution, how easy is it to 4.92 (175) 
get good grades in this course? (1-Very Easy...3-Easy...5-About 
Average...7-Difficult...9-Very Difficuk). 

8. Level of interest in the subject before the start of the class (1-Very 4.80 (2.32) 
Low.. .3-Low. ..5-Medium.. .7-High.. .9-Very High). 

9. Level of interest in the subject at the end of the course (1-Very 6.33 (1.98) 
Low...3-Low...5-Medium...7-High...9-Very High). 

10. Number of hours completed by the end of this semester (l=less than 2.30 (1.05) 
12 hrs., 2=13-29 hrs., 3=30-60 hrs., 4=over 60 hrs.). 

Listed in survey order 
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Table 4.2 indicates the majority of students (82.2%) took the course 

because it was required, and most students were in degree programs 

(70.7%). Over half the respondents (58.7%) had completed less than 30 

hours of credit by semester end, which would classify them as freshmen. 

Table 4.2. Course and Program Statistics 

Reason for taking course (N = 556) 

Required 

(General Interest 

Other Reasons 

Elective 

Program (N = 543) 

Degree 

Certificate 

Other 

Hours completed by semester end (N = 560) 

Less than 12 hrs. 

13-29 hrs. 

30-60 hrs. 

More than 60 hrs. 

457 (82.2%) 

49 (8.m 

32 (5.8%) 

_I£ (3.2%) 

556 

384 (70.7%) 

80 (14.7%) 

m (14.6%) 

543 

129 (23.0%) 

200 (35.7%) 

144 (25.7%) 

_8Z (15.6%) 

560 
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Faculty 

The faculty sample consisted of 41 full-time faculty members at both 

the Lubbock and Levelland campuses of South Plains College. Faculty 

included those who volunteered at the request of the author. No high 

technology/computer classes were surveyed because the hands-on 

experience might be sufficiently different from basic class lecture methods 

as to skew results. This was a labor intensive rather than a capital 

intensive study so as not to unduly influence student perceptions either 

positively or negatively. Of the 41 classes surveyed, 24 were general 

education and 17 were technical courses. The 41 faculty members 

surveyed included 23 female (56.1%) and 18 male (43.9%) faculty. In 

addition to the survey questions, the faculty also answered six questions 

regarding background subject/class characteristics. The course difficulty, 

workload, and pace of instruction were rated about medium; 5.78, 5.27, 

and 5.32 (SDs = 1.59, 1.60, and .88, respectively). Faculty felt students 

would spend an average of 3.32 hours per week outside of class. While 

most results were expected, the years of teaching experience were 

somewhat surprising. The faculty average 9.8 years of teaching 

experience in community colleges and average 13.8 years of total teaching 
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experience, which indicates an average of four years teaching experience 

(either public school or college/university) before teaching at the 

community college level. This might indicate many faculty are well-

experienced teachers rather than coming, for instance, directly from the 

business world into an academic setting (see Table 4.3). 

Table 4.3. Faculty Background Subject/Class Characteristics 

Faculty 
Means (SD) 

1. Course difficulty, relative to other courses is (1-Very Easy...3-
Easy...5-Medium...7-Hard...9-Very Hard). 

2. Course workload, relative to other courses is (1-Very Iight...3-
Iight...5-Medium...7-Heavy ...9-Very Heavy). 

3. Course pace is (1-Too Slow...5-About Right...9-Too Fast). 

4. Average number of hours per week required outside of class. 

5. How many years have you taught at the community college level? 

6. How many years, total, have you taught? (include high school, 
coUege, etc.) 

5.78 

5.27 

5.32 

3.32 

9.76 

13.78 

(1.59) 

(1.60) 

(.88) 

(1.98) 

(6.47) 

(8.12) 

Reliabilitv of Subscales 

The reliability coefficients of subscales of the instrument were 

calculated for faculty and students. Reliability coefficients ranged from .81 

to .92 for students and .57 to .86 for faculty. The subscales showed a 

satisfactory level of reUability, as indicated in Table 4.4. 
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Table 4.4. Reliability Coefficients for SEEQ by Category 

Category 

Learning/Academic Value 

Instructor Enthusiasm 

Organization/Clarity 

Breadth of Cover^e 

Examinations/Grading 

Assignments/Readings 

Group Interaction 

Individual Rapport 

Instructor Accessibility 

Overall Rating 

Students (N = 560) 

.83 

.92 

.88 

.88 

.86 

.82 

.91 

.81 

.83 

.81 

Faculty (N = 41) 

.57 

.86 

.85 

.78 

.77 

.74 

.84 

.83 

.81 

.64 

Hvpothesis Testing 

Hypotheses One, Two, and Three, were tested using two-way 

analysis of variance. The 41 faculty and 41 class means were used as 

analysis units. Hypotheses Four and Five were tested using t-tests, and the 

560 individual students were used as analysis units. Each of the 10 

categories, or subscales, was analyzed as the dependent variables for 

significant differences at the .05 level of significance. 
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Two-Way Analysis of Variance 

To determine whether a difference existed between student and 

faculty perceptions, and general education and technical courses, two-way 

analysis of variance was utilized. The independent variables of the 

analysis consisted of the raters (student or faculty) and the type of course 

(general education or technical). Dependent variables were 41 faculty 

perceptions of their instruction and means of students' perception of the 41 

classes on the 10 categories of the instrument. Dependent variables were 

comprised of the 10 categories, or subscales, of the instrument which 

were: Learning/Academic Value, Instructor Enthusiasm, 

Organization/Clarity, Breadth of Coverage, Examinations/Grading, 

Assignments/Readings, Group Interaction, Individual Rapport, Instructor 

Accessibility, and Overall Rating. Through use of this technique, main 

effects of rater and type of course, and the interaction effect between the 

two variables were analyzed. 

Learning/Academic Value 

The category of Learning/Academic Value involved the class being 

intellectually challenging and stimulating, learning something valuable, 

.^ - •^^^^rv 
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the subject matter being understood, and increasing interest in the subject 

matter as a result of having taken the class. Means and standard 

deviations of the Learning/Academic Value subscale, grouped by rater and 

type of course, are summarized in Table 4.5. The results of two-way 

analysis of variance on this variable are presented in Table 4.6. There 

were no significant interaction effects or significant main effect differences 

found in this subscale. 

Table 4.5. Mean (SD) for the Subscale of Learning/Academic Value 

Course Type Raters 

(General Education 

Technical 

Combined (SD) 

Students (SD) 

7.30 (.54) 

7.73 (.54) 

7.48 (.57) 

Faculty ( ^ 

7.35 (.71) 

7.50 (.79) 

7.41 (.74) 

Combined (SD) 

7.33 (.63) 

7.61 (.67) 

7.45 (.65) 

Table 4.6. Two-way Analysis of Variance by Course Type and Rater 
on Learning/Academic Value 

Source of Variation 

Course Type 

Rater 

CXR 

Error 

Total 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

78 

81 

SS 

1.607 

0.084 

0.381 

32.800 

34.872 

MS 

1.607 

0.084 

0.381 

0.421 

F-ratio 

3.82 

.20 

.91 

FProb. 

.0542 

.6567 

.3441 
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Instructor Enthusiasm 

The category of Instructor Enthusiasm involved the instructor being 

enthusiastic about teaching the class, being dynamic and energetic, 

motivating students, and holding students' interest. Means and standard 

deviations for the Instructor Enthusiasm subscale, grouped by rater and 

type of course, are presented in Table 4.7. The results of two-way analysis 

of variance on this variable are presented in Table 4.8. As indicated in 

Table 4.8, the interaction between rater and type of course was significant, 

E(l , 78) = 4.49, £ = .04. To further examine the interaction effect, the data 

were split by variable of type of course to test the simple effect of rater for 

general education and technical courses. For general education courses, 

the difference between faculty and students' perception was not 

significant, E(l , 40) = 2.39, £ = .13. For technical courses, the difference in 

perception of instruction between faculty and students was not significant 

either, E( l , 40) =2.00, ^ = . 1 7 . 

As indicated in Table 4.7, faculty and students perceive instructors' 

enthusiasm differently in general education courses and technical courses. 

Faculty in general education courses perceived themselves more 

enthusiastic (M = 8.05) than did their students (M = 7.71), whereas faculty 
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in technical courses perceived themselves less enthusiastic (M = 7.41) 

than did their students (M = 7.90). However, neither difference reaches 

the significance level of .05. This pertains to Hypothesis Three regarding 

different student and faculty perceptions regarding the type of course. 

Table 4.7. Mean (SD) for the Subscale of Instructor Enthusiasm 

Course Type Raters 

General Education 

Technical 

Combined (SD) 

Students (SD) 

7.71 (.83) 

7.90 (.81) 

7.79 (.82) 

Faculty (SD) 

8.05 (.71) 

7.41 (1.18^ 

7.79 (.98) 

Combined (SD) 

7.88 (.79) 

7.66 (1.03) 

7.79 (.90) 

Table 4.8. Two-way Analysis of Variance by Course Type and Rater 
on Instructor Enthusiasm 

Source of Variation 

Course Tj^je 

Rater 

CXR 

Error 

Total 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

78 

81 

SS 

0.979 

0.000 

3.486 

60.515 

64.980 

MS 

0.979 

0.000 

3.486 

0.776 

F-ratio 

1.26 

.00 

4.49 

F. Prob. 

.2647 

.9950 

.0372 

Org^anization/Claritv 

The category of Organization/Clarity dealt with the instructor's 

explanations being clear, class materials that were well prepared, proposal 

objectives agreeing with those actually taught, and the instructor giving 
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presentations that facilitated taking notes. Means and standard deviations 

for the Organization/Clarity subscale are grouped by the independent 

variables of rater and type of course and presented in Table 4.9. The 

results of two-way analysis of variance are summarized in Table 4.10. As 

indicated in Table 4.10, the effect of type of course was significant, 

E(l , 78) = 6.10, ^ = .02. Faculty and students' perception of 

Organization/Clarity for general education courses (M = 7.82) is higher 

than their perception for the technical courses (M = 7.36). 

In interpreting the main effect difference, since general education 

courses tend to be required courses, such as Math and English, students 

and teachers are conditioned to them over the years. Everyone knows 

what to expect and the knowledge base does not change much over the 

years. For instance, the correct solution to a mathematics problem is 

static and the teacher cannot change that. Whereas, the technical course 

is constantly updated to stay current and teach the most modern methods. 

This might be one reason for the technical course being less organized 

than the general education course. This relates to Hypothesis Two, where 

the perception differences between course types is analyzed. 
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Course Typ)e 

(jeneral Education 

Technical 

Combined (SD) 

] 

Students (SD) 

7.80 (.63) 

7.60 (.87^ 

7.72 (.73) 

Raters 

Faculty (SD) 

7.84 (.82) 

7.11 (1.05) 

7.54 (.98) 

Combined (SD) 

7.82 (.72) 

7,3^ m) 

7.63 (.86) 

Table 4.10. Two-way Analysis of Variance by Course Type and Rater 
on Organization/Clarity 

Source of Variation 

Course Type 

Rater 

CXR 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

SS 

4.237 

0.655 

1.369 

MS 

4.237 

0.655 

1.369 

F-ratio 

6.10 

.94 

1.97 

F. Prob. 

.0157 

.3346 

.1644 

Error 78 54.220 0.695 

Total 81 60.481 

Breadth of Coverage 

The category Breadth of Coverage dealt with the instructor 

contrasting implications of various theories, presenting background or 

origin of ideas/concepts, the instructor presenting points of view other 

than his/her own when appropriate, and discussing current developments 

in the field. Means and standard deviations for the Breadth of Coverage 

subscale, grouped by rater and type of course are summarized in Table 

4.11. The results of two-way analysis of variance on this variable are 

^ ^ 
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presented in Table 4.12. There were no significant interaction effects or 

significant main effect differences found in this subscale. 

Table 4.11. Mean (SD) for the Subscale of Breadth of Coverage 
Course Tjrpe 

(jeneral Education 

Technical 

Combined (SD) 

Students (SD) 

7.50 (.52) 

7.68 (.58) 

7.57 (.55) 

Raters 

Faculty (SD) 

7.11 (1.28) 

7.33 (.84) 

7.20 (1.11) 

Combined (SD) 

7.31 (.97) 

7.51 (.73) 

7.39 (.88) 

Table 4.12. Two-way Analysis of Variance by Course Type and Rater 
on Breadth of Coverage 

Source of Variation DF SS MS F-ratio F Prob. 

Course Type 

Rater 

CXR 

Error 

Total 

1 

1 

1 

75 

78 

0.748 

2.780 

0.009 

56.482 

60.019 

0.748 

2.780 

0.009 

0.753 

.99 

3.69 

.01 

.3222 

.0585 

.9148 

Examinations/Grading 

The Examinations/Grading category dealt with feedback regarding 

exams or graded material, evaluation methods being fair, and 

exams/graded materials covering class content as emphasized by the 

instructor. Means and standard deviations for the Examinations/Grading 
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subscale are grouped by the independent variables of rater and type of 

course and are presented in Table 4.13. The results of two-way analysis of 

variance on this variable are summarized in Table 4.14. As indicated in 

Table 4.14, the effect of the rater was significant, £(1, 78) = 4.00, u = -05. 

Faculty and students' perceptions differ for this subscale in that faculty 

rated themselves higher (M = 8.11) than their students rated them 

(M=7.80). 

In interpreting the main effect difference, it is obvious that faculty 

construct the exams and evaluate the student, but students' perceptions 

might be that feedback was not useful or methods of evaluation were not 

fair. This is not surprising since grades are so subjective and open to 

scrutiny by students. They could consider some exam questions "tricky" 

or others "unfair" because they were not told in a pre-test review that such 

material would be covered. Another possibility for significant differences 

in the area of Examinations/Grading could be the timeliness of feedback 

from exams or graded materials. Students may become impatient if the 

feedback is not received in the subsequent class meeting. 

" .̂.̂ fmHMMaaancv 
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Hypothesis One deals with perceptions between teacher and student 

regarding the same class and this category refiects the difference between 

the two perceptions. 

Course Type 

(General Education 

Technical 

Combined (SD) 

Students (SD) 

7.76 (.61) 

7.85 (.72) 

7.80 (.65) 

Raters 

Faculty (SD) 

8.18 (.81) 

8.02 (.72) 

8.11 (.77) 

a 

Combined (SD) 

7.97 (.74) 

7.93 (.72) 

7.95 (.73) 

Table 4.14. Two-way Analysis of Variance by Course Type and Rater 
on Examinations/Grading 

Source of Variation 

Course Type 

Rater 

CXR 

Error 

Total 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

78 

81 

SS 

0.024 

2.067 

0.319 

40.322 

42.732 

MS 

0.024 

2.067 

0.319 

0.517 

F-ratio 

.05 

4.00 

.62 

FProb. 

.8304 

.0490 

.4347 

Assignments/Readings 

The category of Assignments/Readings dealt with the value of 

required readings/texts, and with the readings/texts contributing to 

appreciation and understanding of the subject. Means and standard 
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deviations for the Assignments/Readings subscale, grouped by the 

independent variables of rater and type of course are summarized in Tabl( 

4.15. The results of two-way analysis of variance on this variable 
are 

presented in Table 4.16. As indicated in Table 4.16, the effect of type of 

course was significant, £(1, 78) = 4.19, u = .04. Faculty and students 

perception of Assignments/Readings for general education courses 

(M = 7.43) is lower than their perception for the technical courses 

(M=7.87). 

In interpreting the main effect differences, the perception difference 

might be attributed to pragmatic differences in the two types of courses. 

Since technical courses tend to be elective in nature and provide more 

immediately applicable skills, this could explain the more positive 

perception of such courses. This main effect difference pertains to 

Hypothesis Two regarding differences in perception between course types. 

Table 4.15. Mean (SD) for the Subscale of Assignments/Readings 
Course Type Raters 

General Education 

Technical 

Combined (SD) 

Students (SD) 

7.40 (.70) 

7.85 (.69) 

7.59 (.72) 

Faculty (SD) 

7.46 (1.38) 

7.88 (.74) 

7.63 (1.17) 

Combined (SD) 

7.43 (1.08) 

7.87 (.71^ 

7.61 (.97) 

•aev 
y 
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Table 4.16. Two-way Analysis of Variance by Course Type and Rater 
on Assignments/Readings 

Source of Variation DF SS MS F-raUo FProb. 

Course Type 

Rater 

CXR 

Error 

Total 

1 

1 

1 

78 

81 

3.842 

0.043 

0.005 

71.581 

75.471 

3.842 

0.043 

0.005 

0.918 

4.19 

.05 

.01 

.0441 

.8299 

.9432 

Group Interaction 

The category of Group Interaction dealt with students being 

encouraged to participate, being invited to share their ideas, encouraging 

students to ask questions and giving them meaningful answers, and 

encouraging students to express their own ideas and/or question the 

instructor. Means and standard deviations for the Group Interaction 

subscale, grouped by rater and type of course, are summarized in Table 

4.17. The results of two-way analysis of variance on this variable are 

presented in Table 4.18. There were no significant interaction effects or 

significant main effect differences found in this subscale. 
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Table 4.17. Mean (SD) for the Subscale of Group Interaction 
Course Type 

General Education 

Technical 

Combined (SD) 

Students ^D) 

7.79 (.80) 

a.04 (.^5) 

7.89 (.74) 

Raters 

Faculty (SD) 

7.96 (.93) 

8.43 (.86) 

8.15 (.92) 

Combined (SD) 

7.87 (.86) 

8.23 r.78) 

8.02 (.84) 

Table 4.18. Two-way Analysis of Variance by Course Type and Rater 
on Group Interaction 

Source of Variation 

Course Type 

Rater 

CXR 

Error 

Total 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

78 

81 

SS 

2.601 

1.381 

0.241 

53.197 

57.420 

MS 

2.601 

1.381 

0.241 

0.682 

F-ratio 

3.81 

2.02 

.35 

FProb. 

.0544 

.1588 

.5543 

Individual Rapport 

The category of Individual Rapport dealt with instructors being 

friendly toward and having a genuine interest in individual students. 

Means and standard deviations for the Individual Rapport subscale, 

grouped by rater and type of course, are presented in Table 4.19. Table 

4.20 summarizes the results of two-way analysis of variance on the variable 

of Individual Rapport. As indicated in Table 4.20, the interaction between 

rater and type of course was significant, £(1, 78) = 5.31, n = .02. To further 
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examine the interaction effect, the data were split by variable of type of 

course to test the simple effect of rater for general education and technical 

courses. For general education courses, the difference between faculty 

and students' perception was significant, £(1, 40) = 18.28, u = .0001, 

(M = 8.71, SD = .53 vs M = 7.96, SD = .68). For technical courses, the 

difference between faculty and students' perception was not significant, 

£(1,40) =.09, £= .77 . 

In interpreting interaction effects, it is evident that faculty perceive 

themselves more positively (M = 8.71) than their students perceive them 

(M =7.96) in general education courses. Whereas, there was not a 

statistically significant difference in perception between students 

(M = 8.25) and faculty (M = 8.32) in technical courses. Faculty are 

believing that they are showing individual interest and friendliness toward 

students, but students are not perceiving it that way. 

This category is an area of concern and relates to Hypothesis Three 

regarding difference in student and teacher perceptions regarding the type 

of course. 

In this subscale, there was also a significant main effect difference 

between raters. As indicated in Table 4.20, the effect of rater was 

y / 
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significant, £(1, 78) = 10.52, u = .002. Faculty and students' perception of 

Individual Rapport is higher for faculty (M = 8.55) than for students' 

perceptions (M = 8.08); and this significant main effect is primarily 

accounted for by the difference between faculty and students in the 

general education courses. This difference relates to Hypothesis One 

regarding teacher versus student perceptions. Again, faculty saw 

themselves giving much more attention and being friendlier to students 

than the students perceived. 

Table 4.19. Mean (SD) for the Subscale of Individual Rapport 

Course Type 

General Education 

Technical 

Combined (SD) 

Students (SD) 

7.96 (.68) 

8.25 (.56) 

8.08 (.64) 

Raters 

Faculty (SD) 

8.71 (.53) 

8.32 (,35) 

8.55 (.70) 

Combined (SD) 

8.33 (.71) 

$.29 (.71) 

8.31. (.71) 

Table 4.20. Two-way Analysis of Variance by Course Type and Rater 
on Individual Rapport 

Source of Variation DF SS MS F-ratio FProb. 

Course Type 

Rater 

CXR 

Error 

Total 

1 

1 

1 

78 

81 

0.042 

4.533 

2.285 

33.596 

40.456 

0.042 

4.533 

2.285 

0.431 

.10 

10.52 

5.31 

.7556 

.0017 

.0239 

y 
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Instructor Accessibility 

The category of Instructor Accessibility dealt with the instructor 

being adequately accessible to students and making them feel welcome in 

seeking help/advice in or outside of class. Means and standard deviations 

for the Instructor Accessibility subscale, grouped by rater and type of 

course, are summarized in Table 4.21. The results of two-way analysis of 

variance on this variable are presented in Table 4.22. There were no 

significant interaction effects or significant main effect differences found 

in this subscale. 

Table 4.21. Mean (SD) for the Subscale of Instructor Accessibility 

Course Type Raters 

Students (SD) 

General Education 8.04 (.58) 

Technical 8.18 (.68) 

Combined (SD) 8.10 (.62) 

Table 4.22. Two-way Analysis of Variance by Course Type and Rater 
on Instructor Accessibility 

Source of Variation DF SS MS F-ratio FProb. 

Faculty (SD) 

8.15 (.93) 

7.91 (.97) 

8.05 (.94) 

Combined (SD) 

8.09 (.77) 

8.05 (.84) 

8.07 (.79) 

Course Tjrpe 

Rater 

CXR 

Error 

Total 

1 

1 

1 

78 

81 

0.046 

0.051 

0.689 

50.017 

50.803 

0.046 

0.051 

0.689 

0.641 

.07 

.08 

1.08 

.7901 

.7792 

.3030 
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Overall Rating 

The category of Overall Rating dealt with how students rate the class 

and rate the instructor. Means and standard deviations for the Overall 

Rating subscale are grouped by the independent variables of rater and type 

of course and presented in Table 4.23. The results of two-way analysis of 

variance on this variable are summarized in Table 4.24. As indicated in 

Table 4.24, the effect of the rater was significant, £(1, 78) = 14.04, 

£ = .0003. Faculty and students' perceptions differ for this subscale in that 

faculty rated themselves lower (M = 7.38) than their students rated them 

(M=8.08). 

In interpreting the main effect difference, faculty perceived 

themselves more humbly than did their students. This would seem to be a 

more positive sign of perceived teacher effectiveness because it shows 

faculty do not have inflated views of themselves, yet it reinforces what they 

are doing in the classroom. This category related to Hypothesis One 

regarding perceptions between faculty and students of the same class. 

Kv 
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Table 4.23. Mean (SD) for the Subscale of Overall Rating 
Course Type Raters 

Students (SD) Faculty (SD) Combined (SD) 

(General Education 8.04 (.71) 7.46 (.93) 7.75 (.87) 

Technical 8.14 (.75) 7.26 (.97) 7.70 (.96) 

Combined (SD) 8.08 (.72) 7.38 (.94) 7.73 (.90) 

Table 4.24. Two-way Analysis of Variance by Course Type and Rater 
on Overall Rating 

Source of Variation DF SS MS F-ratio FProb. 

Course Type 

Rater 

CXR 

Error 

Total 

1 

1 

1 

78 

81 

0.042 

10.031 

0.434 

55.743 

66.250 

0.042 

10.031 

0.434 

0.715 

.06 

14.04 

.61 

.8089 

.0003 

.4383 

Correlation 

The correlation analysis between student and faculty perceptions of 

instruction is shown in Table 4.25. The correlation between the two sets of 

descriptions, or ratings, was not particularly high, indicating only modest 

agreement in the way faculty and students perceived instruction. While 

the correlation between faculty and student responses was significantly 

different from zero for four out of ten items, the median correlation was 

only .28. 

I ^ ^ ^ " ^ ^ 
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Variable 

Learning/Academic Value 

Instructor Enthusiasm 

Organization/Clarity 

Breadth of Coverage 

Examinations/Grading 

Assignments/Readings 

Group Interaction 

Individual Report 

Instructor Accessibility 

Overall Rating 

*p < .05 

**p < .01 

Correlation 

.46** 

.27 

.31* 

.10 

.03 

.49** 

.48** 

-.06 

-.02 

.29 

T-Test Analysis for Difference Between Traditional 
and Nontraditional Students 

The t-test was employed for testing the significance of differences 

between traditional and nontraditional students. The sample consisted of 

343 traditional students, who were classified by being 24 years of age or 

younger, and 217 nontraditional students, who were classified by being 25 

years of age or older. In t-tests of means between traditional and 

nontraditional students, there were only two categories that showed 

_ I I i m T i r 
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significant differences, Learning/Academic Value and 

Assignments/Readings, shown in Table 4.26. 

Learning/Academic Valiip 

The subscale, Learning/Academic Value, found nontraditional 

students' ratings higher (M = 7.60, SD = 1.26, R = 217) than traditional 

students' ratings (M = 7.36, SD = 1.28, N = 343), t(df = 558) = -2.15, u = 03. 

This category dealt with finding the class challenging and stimulating, 

learning something considered valuable, understanding the subject 

matter, and increased interest in the subject as a result of having taken the 

class. As reflected in the review of literature, older students apparently 

tend to apply concepts more readily and value learning as a challenging life 

experience. 

Assignments/Readings 

The subscale, Assignments/Readings, was the other category with a 

significant difference between perceptions of traditional and nontraditional 

students. This area relates closely to Learning/Academic Value because 

its statements included rating the value of required readings and texts to 

/ 



116 

appreciation and understanding of the subject. The nontraditional 

students rated this category higher (M = 7.66, SD = 1.66, K = 212) than 

traditional students did (M = 7.38, SD = 1.46, R = 334), t(dl = 544) = -2.05, 

U = .04. Again, the review of literature explains the pragmatic nature of 

nontraditional students and it would follow that they would appreciate 

readings, homework, and texts that provide practical applications to real 

problems more than would traditional students. 

Table 4.26. Descriptive and Inferential Statistics of Traditional and 
Nontraditional Students' Perception of Instruction 

Traditional Nontraditional 

Variables Student Mean (SD) Student Mean (SD) 

Learning/Academic Value 

Instructor Enthusiasm 

Organization/Clarity 

Breadth of Cover^e 

Examinations/Grading 

Assignments/Readings 

Group Interaction 

Individual Report 

Instructor Accessibility 

Overall Rating 

7.36 (1.28) 

7.62 (1.55) 

7.65 (1.35) 

7.46 (1.25) 

7.65 (1.47) 

7.38 (1.46) 

7.78 (1.38) 

7.91 (1.53) 

7.94 (1.43) 

7.96 (1.31) 

7.60 (1.26) 

7.86 (1.41) 

7.73 (1.46) 

7.65 (1.26) 

7.84 (1.44) 

7.66 (1.66) 

7.83 (1.49) 

8.16 (1.33) 

8.14 (1.36) 

8.16 (1.24) 

-2.15 

-1.88 

-.074 

-1.80 

-1.45 

-2.05 

-0.40 

-1.96 

-1.59 

-1.80 

.0320 

.0600 

.4614 

.0718 

.1474 

.0407 

.6874 

.0508 

.1124 

.0721 

-vmm 
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T-Test Analysis for Difference Between 
Male and Female Students 

Table 4.27 shows the t-test of means between male (K = 202) and 

female students' (N = 358) perception in 10 categories of instruction. No 

categories indicated any significant difference between genders. 

Apparently the gender of the student does not influence perception 

significantly when rating effectiveness of instruction. 

Table 4.27. Descriptive and Inferential Statistics of Male and Female 
Students' Perception of Instruction 

Variables Male Means (SD) Female Means (SD) P 

Learning/Academic Value 

Instructor Enthusiasm 

Organization/Clarity 

Breadth of Coverage 

Examinations/Grading 

Assignments/Readings 

Group Interaction 

Individual Report 

Instructor Accessibility 

Overall Rating 

7.40 (1.25) 

7.79 (1.45) 

7.75 (1.25) 

7.56 (1.24) 

7.68 (1.36) 

7.33 (1.60) 

7.75 (1.39) 

8.05 (1.42) 

8.06 (1.38) 

8.11 (1.18) 

7.47 (1.30) 

7.66 (1.54) 

7.64 (1.48) 

7.51 (1.27) 

7.76 (1.48) 

7.57 (1.51) 

7.84 (1.42) 

7.97 (1.50) 

7.99 (1.43) 

8.02 (1.32) 

-0.67 

0.98 

0.89 

0.37 

-0.62 

-1.72 

-0.70 

0.65 

0.55 

0.83 

.5022 

.3283 

.3743 

.7115 

.5326 

.0866 

.4873 

.5137 

.5857 

.4052 

Summarv 

The basis of this study relied on five hypotheses regarding the 

perceptions of students and faculty about effectiveness of instruction. The 
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first, second, and third hypotheses were tested using two-way analysis of 

variance. The fourth and fifth hypotheses were tested using t-tests. All 

hypotheses were stated in the null form. 

Hypothesis One 

The null hypothesis was: There is no significant difference between 

teacher self-perceptions of classes and student perceptions of the classes. 

Of the 10 survey categories only three had significant differences, 

Examinations/Grading, Individual Rapport, and Overall Rating. 

For the variables of Examinations/Grading and Individual Rapport, 

faculty perceptions were more positive than that of students. For the 

variable of Overall Rating, students' perceptions were more positive than 

that of their instructors. 

Hypothesis Two 

The null hypothesis was: There is no significant difference between 

perceptions of general education and technical courses. There were only 

two of the 10 categories that showed significant differences in perceptions, 

Organization/Clarity and Assignments/Readings. 
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For the variable of Organization/Clarity, students in the general 

education courses had more positive perceptions than their counterparts in 

technical courses. For the variable of Assignments/Readings, the 

difference was in the opposite direction. 

Hypothesis Three 

The null hypothesis was: There is no significant difference between 

student and teacher perceptions according to the types of courses (general 

education and technical). There were only two of the 10 categories with 

significant differences. Instructor Enthusiasm and Individual Rapport. 

However, the tests for simple effect revealed that only the difference 

between faculty and students in Instructor Enthusiasm in the general 

education classes was significant. 

Hypothesis Four 

The null hypothesis was: There is no significant difference between 

traditional and nontraditional student perceptions of the same classes. 

Through the t-test analysis, only two of the 10 categories had significant 

differences in perception, Learning/Academic Value and 

A A 
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Assignments/Readings. For these two variables, nontraditional students 

perceived their classroom experiences more positively than did traditional 

students. 

Hypothesis Five 

The null hypothesis was: There is no significant difference between 

male and female student perceptions of the same classes. Through t-test 

analysis, this hypothesis was accepted because there was no statistically 

significant difference in perceptions of classes between male and female 

students in any of the 10 categories. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summarv 

The community college emphasizes teaching excellence and striving 

for effectiveness of instruction. In order to gauge the effectiveness or 

quality of any system, there must be a feedback mechanism. The feedback 

mechanism for an educational institution is the evaluation process. This 

study attempted to enhance evaluation by not only having students 

evaluate teachers, but by also having teachers evaluate themselves, thus 

comparing perceptions. 

This study was designed for the following purposes: 

1. To determine whether a significant difference existed between 

teacher self-perceptions and student perceptions of the same class. 

2. To determine whether a significant difference existed between 

perceptions of general education courses and technical courses. 

3. To determine whether a significant difference existed between 

student and teacher perceptions according to the type of course (general 

education and technical). 

121 
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4. To determine whether a significant difference existed between 

traditional and nontraditional student perceptions of the same class. 

5. To determine whether a significant difference existed between 

male and female student perceptions of the same class. 

The sample of participants in this study included 560 students and 41 

full-time faculty from the Lubbock and Levelland campuses of South Plains 

College. The participants were administered faculty and student versions 

of the Students' Evaluation of Educational Quality (SEEQ) survey as an 

instrument for comparing perceptions of teacher effectiveness. 

A review of the related literature revealed the trend toward 

increased accountability of teacher effectiveness in the classroom. While 

there are arguments for and against students evaluating faculty, students' 

perceptions of teaching can and do provide meaningful input into the 

teaching-learning process. A complementary element to the evaluation 

process, and another indicator of performance, is faculty self-evaluation. 

This can act as a benchmark for faculty to compare their perceptions with 

students' perceptions. Most of the studies on teaching effectiveness and 

evaluation of teaching are based on research on universities rather than on 
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community colleges. This research is an effort to partially fill the gap 

concerning research on community colleges. 

Ten factors or variables were used from the SEEQ instrument. The 

testing of Hypothesis One indicated significant differences between 

teacher self-perceptions and students perceptions in the areas of 

Examinations/Grading, Individual Rapport, and Overall Rating. For the 

areas of Examinations/Grading and Individual Rapport, faculty perceptions 

were more positive than that of students. For the subscale of Overall 

Rating, students' perceptions were more positive than that of their 

instructors. The testing of Hypothesis Two indicated significant 

differences between total perceptions of general education and technical 

courses in the areas of Organization/Clarity and Assignments/Readings. 

For the subscale of Organization/Clarity, students in the general 

education courses had more positive perceptions than their counterparts in 

the technical courses. For the subscale of Assignments/Readings, the 

difference was in the opposite direction. The testing of Hypothesis Three 

indicated significant differences between student and teacher perceptions 

according to the type of course (general education and technical) in the 

areas of Instructor Enthusiasm and Individual Rapport. However, the tests 

r v 
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for simple effect revealed that only the difference between faculty and 

students in Instructor Enthusiasm in the general education classes was 

significant. The testing of Hypothesis Four indicated significant 

differences between perceptions of traditional and nontraditional students 

in the areas of Learning/Academic Value and Assignments/Readings. For 

these two subscales, nontraditional students perceived their classroom 

experiences more positively than did traditional students. Finally, the 

testing of Hypothesis Five indicated no significant differences in 

perceptions of male and female students. 

Conclusions 

These findings are presented in the same order as the survey 

instrument's categories, or subscales. The following conclusions were 

drawn from the findings of this study. 

1. Instructors rated themselves higher in Instructor Enthusiasm in 

general education courses than students rated them. However, students 

rated instructors higher in enthusiasm in technical courses than 

instructors rated themselves. This probably would relate to student 

expectations and exposure to general education, because it seems 

•w^iiimaHiKv 
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"required" courses are more prevalent than technical courses and 

students are conditioned to having to enroll in Math and English, for 

instance. The expectations are lower than in technical courses which are 

often electives, where students may have higher expectations of immediate 

acquisition of specific skills. 

2. There was a difference in perception between general education 

and technical courses in the area of Organization/Clarity. The general 

education courses were rated higher, or more positively, than were 

technical courses. This dealt with clear explanations, well-prepared class 

materials, practical course objectives and presentations that facilitate note 

taking. Again, the difference seemed to originate from course 

expectations and also teaching/format of the course itself A general 

education course enhances the basic knowledge foundation for a student 

and certain objectives do not change year-to-year. Technical courses, on 

the other hand, may be less organized because of the infusion of new 

material, specialized skills requirements, and ever changing class 

objectives. The student and the teacher may not feel as confident in a 

technical course as in a general education course where they both know 

fairly well what is required. 
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3. That there was a perceptual difference between students and 

instructors when it comes to Examinations/Grading should not come as a 

surprise. Faculty rated this area more positively than did students. 

4. There was a difference in perception in the area of Assignments/ 

Readings between general education and technical courses. Technical 

courses were perceived more positively than general education courses. 

This difference could likely be explained pragmatically. 

Assignments/Readings dealt with the value of readings and the 

understanding and appreciation of the subject. This reverts to students 

and faculty being able to immediately apply skills from the technical 

courses, whereas the general education courses contribute to one's overall 

base of knowledge. 

5. There was a dramatic difference between student and faculty 

perceptions regarding Individual Rapport. In the general education 

courses, faculty rated themselves as being friendly towards and having a 

genuine interest in individual students. However, the students rated the 

faculty much lower. Instructors must show genuine sincerity and regard 

for students learning, and there is no room for simply going through the 

motions, or showing indifference, if rapport is to be achieved. 
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6. In rating the class and the instructor in the Overall Rating 

subscale, there was a difference in total perception between students and 

instructors. However, instructors perceived lower ratings than did their 

students. This was certainly more positive than if the scores had been 

reversed. These ratings indicated instructors were more critical of 

themselves and they acknowledged more areas for improving instruction 

and effectiveness in the classroom. 

7. There was a difference in perception between traditional and 

nontraditional students in the area of Learning/Academic Value. 

Nontraditional students rated the class higher in being challenging and 

stimulating, learning something valuable, understanding subject matter, 

and having increased interest in the subject as a result of taking the class, 

than did traditional students. This finding would be expected due to 

nontraditional students being in a more stable life stage. Nontraditional 

students tend to be more dedicated and practical in their expectations of 

learning. 

8. There was a difference in perception between traditional and 

nontraditional students in the area of Assignments/Readings. 

Nontraditional students valued and appreciated texts and felt they 

/ 
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understood the subject more than traditional students did. Again, the 

nontraditional students apparently apply concepts more readily and are 

more focused on purposes of learning than are traditional students. 

9. Positive perceptions of agreement abounded in three of the areas 

surveyed. Breadth of Coverage, Group Interaction, and Instructor 

Accessibility. Students and teachers agreed that: (a) the instructor 

contrasted theories, presented background material, presented other 

points of view, and discussed current developments in the field; (b) 

students were encouraged to participate, share their ideas, and ask 

questions; (c) instructors were adequately accessible to students and 

made them feel welcome in seeking help/advice in or outside of class. 

10. This research agreed with previous studies that there are no 

significant differences between male and female student perceptions of 

effectiveness of instruction. This helps validate student perceptions in 

evaluating faculty regardless of gender. The fact remains that students are 

a vital cog in the teaching-learning process and provide meaningful 

evaluation input. 
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Recommendatinp?; 

South Plains College 

The following recommendations are derived from the findings and 

conclusions. They are presented specifically to South Plains College and 

also generally for other community colleges. 

1. The community college, as a teaching institution, must 

perpetually strive to improve the teaching-learning process. A copy of the 

findings will be given to the administration of South Plains College. 

2. Workshops could be established for faculty in the categories 

where statistically significant differences in perception were apparent. For 

example, Organization/Clarity may involve preparing more complete 

course syllabi or setting more effective course objectives. The area of 

Examinations/Grading might be improved by faculty groups reviewing 

various test making techniques, and disseminating the information to all 

faculty members. 

3. It is recommended incorporating these findings into South Plains 

College in-service programs to make faculty aware of student perceptions 

of teaching effectiveness. This could range from brainstorming sessions 

A A 
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for faculty on improving particular areas, or planning a more formal 

training session. Improvement can only be made after awareness. 

4. It is recommended that the college consider using the SEEQ, or a 

similar instrument, for faculty self-evaluation. Any discrepancies between 

self-perception and student perceptions could help faculty initiate action 

towards improvement. 

5. Screening of potential new faculty might include particular areas 

of focus for recruitment. For instance, questions incorporating areas of 

Instructor Enthusiasm and Individual Rapport could generate specific, 

meaningful information from the applicant. 

6. Implementation of policies for teacher/teaching improvement 

should impact retention and recruitment of both quality teachers and 

quality students. 

General Recommendations 

1. It is recommended that further research be conducted into the 

variables that were found to be significantly related to perceptions of 

teaching effectiveness. These variables included Learning/Academic 

Value, Instructor Enthusiasm, Organization/Clarity, 

Examinations/Grading, Assignments/Readings, Individual Rapport, and 

/ 
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Overall Rating. All of these variables add to the complexity of the teacher 

evaluation process and to the difficulties inherent in identifying what 

constitutes effective teaching. There is a need to determine the reasons 

for different perceptions between teacher self-evaluations and students' 

evaluation of teachers. 

2. Research should be conducted in other community colleges to 

determine if differences in perceptions between teachers and students 

regarding effective teaching are similar to those found in this study. 

3. The results of this study could be used by institutions engaged in 

preparing individuals to teach in community colleges. Information from 

this study could help these institutions develop courses and objectives for 

teacher training programs. 

4. It is recommended that all institutions and departments use self-

evaluation as an important tool in striving to improve teaching 

effectiveness. 

5. Research should be employed by all institutions and departments 

in soliciting faculty input into the evaluation process and how the process 

could be enhanced. 

-•«.«-««B«r«^ 
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6. Research should be furthered into classroom perceptions by 

faculty implementing their own classroom research. One simple technique 

would be to ask students at the beginning of the course what they expect of 

their teacher, thus allowing clarification of teacher/student expectations. 

This technique could help minimize discrepancies in perceptions between 

teachers and students. 
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APPENDIX A 

STUDENTS' EVALUATION OF EDUCATIONAL 

QUALITY (SEEQ) 

Do not put your name on this survey. Please complete it as accurately and as candidly 
as possible. This is part of a larger project to improve teaching effectiveness at the 
College. The purpose of this survey is to provide your instructor with feedback about 
his/her teaching effectiveness. For this reason you should base your responses on 
his/her teaching in this course. K any items are not applicable simply put NA in the 
corresponding blank. 

Instructor Course Date 
Please indicate the EXTENT of your agreement/disagreement with the fo 
statements as descriptions of this course by using the following scale. 

1 2 
Strongly 
Disagree 

3 
Disagree 

4 5 
Neutral 

6 7 8 
Agree 

Uowing 

9 
Strongly 
Agree 

NA 
Not 

y^plicable 
1 

Learning/Academic Value 
Ŷou found the class intellectually challen^ng and stimulating. 
Ŷou have learned something which you considered valuable. 

_Your interest in the subject has increased as a result of this class. 
You have learned and understood the subject matter in this class. 

Instructor Enthusiasm 
T̂he instructor was enthusiastic about teaching the class. 
T̂he instructor was dynamic and energetic in conducting the class. 

jThe instructor motivated you through his/her enthusiasm for the subject 
"The instructor's style of presentation held your interest during the class. 

Organization/Clarity 
T̂he instructor's explanations were clear. 

Class materials were well prepared and carefully explained. 
Proposed objectives agreed with those actually taught so you knew where the 
class was going. 
T̂he instructor gave presentations that facilitated taking notes. 

Breadth of Coverage 
T̂he instructor contrasted the implications of various theories. 
T̂he instructor presented the background or origin of ideas/concepts developed 

in class. 
_The instructor presented points of view other than his/her own when appropriate. 
_The instructor adequately discussed current developments in the field. 

148 

K v 



149 

Examinations/Grading 
^Feedback on examinations/graded material was valuable. 
Methods of evaluating student work were fair and appropriate. 
Examinations/graded materials tested class content as emphasized by the 
instructor. 

Assignments/ Readings 
Required readings/texts were valuable. 
Readings, homework, etc., contributed to appreciation and understanding of the 
subject. 

Group Interaction 
Students were encouraged to participate in class discussions. 
Students were invited to share their ideas and knowledge. 
Students were encouraged to ask questions and were ^ven meaningful answers. 
Students were encouraged to express their own ideas and/or question the 
instructor. 

Individual Rapport 
The instructor was friendly towards individual students. 
T̂he instructor had a genuine interest in individual students. 

Instructor Accessibility 
T̂he instructor made students feel welcome in seeking help/advice in or outside 

of class. 
T̂he instructor was adequately accessible to students during office hours or after 

class. 

Overall Rating 
Overall, how do you rate this class on a scale from 1 to 9? (1-Very Poor....3-Poor... 
5-Average....7-(}ood....9-Very Good) 
Overall, how do you rate the instructor of this class? (1-Very Poor....3-Poor.... 
5-Average....7-Good....9-Very Good) 

Background Subject/Class Characteristics 

Course difficulty, relative to other courses, was (1-Very Easy....3-Easy.... 
5-Medium....7-Hard....9-Very Hard). 
Course workload, relative to other courses, was (1-Very Light...3-Iight... 
5-Medium....7-Heavy....9-Very Heavy). 
Course pace was (1-Too Slow....5-About Right...9-Too Fast). 
Average number of hours per week required outside of class (0=none, 1=1 hr., 
2=2hrs., etc.). 
Gender (1-Male, 2-Female). 
Your expected course grade: (0=F, 1=D, 2=C, 3=B, 4=A) • 
_Your marks in previous college courses (0-mostly Fs, 1-mostly D's, 2-mostly C's, 
3-mostly B's, 4-mostly A's, NA-no previous grades). 
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_In comparison with other courses at this institution, how easy is it to get good 
grades in this course? (1-Very Easy....3-Easy....5-About Average....7-Difficult... 
9-Very Difficult). 

.Reason for taking course (1-required, 2-elective, 3-general interest, 4-other). 
Level of interest in the subject before the start of the class (1-Very Low....3-Low. 
5-Medium....7-High....9-Very High). 
Level of interest in the subject at the end of the course (1-Very Low....3-Low.... 
5-Medium....7-High....9-Very High). 

.Program (1-Certificate, 2-Degree, 3-Other). 
Number of hours completed by the end of this semester (l=less than 12 hrs., 
2=13-29 hrs., 3=30-60 hrs., 4=over 60 hrs.). 

_Your age. 

Please use the additional space to clarify any responses or to make other comments. 



APPENDIX B 

FACULTY SELF-REPORT OF 

EDUCATIONAL QUALITY 

Please complete this survey as accurately and as candidly as possible. This is part of a 
larger project to improve teaching effectiveness at SPC. If any items are not applicable 
simply put NA in the corresponding blank. 

Course and section no. Date 
Please indicate the EXTENT of your agreement/disagreement with the following 
statements as descriptions of this course and yourself by using the following scale. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 NA 
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Not 
Dis^3-ee Agree Applicable 

Learning/Academic Value 
I make the class intellectually challenging and stimulating. 
Students learn something considered valuable. 
Âs a consequence of this class, students' interest in the subject has increased. 

Students learn and understand the subject matter in this class. 

Instructor Enthusiasm 
I am enthusiastic about teaching the class. 
I am dynamic and energetic in conducting the class. 
I motivate students through my own enthusiasm for the subject 
My style of presentation holds student interest during class. 

Organization/Clarity 
I make explanations clear. 
Class materials are well prepared and carefully explained. 
Proposed objectives agreed with those I taught so students knew where the class 
was going. 
_I give presentations that facilitate taking notes. 

Breadth of Coverage 
_I contrast implications of various theories. 

___I present the background or origin of ideas/concepts developed in class. 
.1 present points of view other than my own when appropriate. 

_I adequately discuss current developments in the field. 

Examinations/Grading 
_I give valuable feedback on examinations/graded material. 
_My methods of evaluating student work are fair and appropriate. 
.Examinations/graded materials tested class content that I emphasized. 

151 



152 

Assignments/Readings 
I require readings/texts that are valuable to the student. 
Readings, homework, etc., contribute to appreciation and understanding of the 
subject. 

Group Interaction 
I encourage students to participate in class discussions. 
I invite students to share their ideas and knowledge. 
I encourage students to ask questions, and I give meaningful answers. 
I encourage students to express their own ideas and/or question me. 

Individual Rapport 
I am friendly towards individual students. 
I have a genuine interest in individual students. 

Instructor Accessibility 
I make students feel welcome in seeking help/advice in or outside of class. 
I am adequately accessible to students during office hours or after class. 

Overall Rating 
Overall, how does this class rate on a scale from 1 to 9? (1-Very Poor....3-Poor.... 
5-Average....7-Good....9-Very Good) 
Overall, how do you rate yourself as the instructor of this class? (1-Very Poor.... 
3-Poor....5-Average....7-Good....9-Very Good) 

Background Subject/Class Characteristics 

Course difficulty, relative to other courses, is (1-Very Easy....3-Easy.... 
5-Medium....7-Hard....9-Very Hard). 
Course workload, relative to other courses, is (1-Very light...3-Light.... 
5-Medium....7-Heavy....9-Very Heavy). 
Course pace is (1-Too Slow.....5-About Right 9-Too Fast). 
^Average number of hours per week required outside of class (O=none, 1=1 hr., 
2=2 hrs., etc.). 
Gender (1-Male, 2-Female). 
How many years have you taught at the community college level? 
How many years, total, have you taught? (Include high school, college, etc.). 

If you would like the results of this research or your individual classes, please print your 
name below. 

Please use the additional space to clarify any responses or to make other comments. 



APPENDDC C 

HERBERT MARSH'S LETTER OF 

PERMISSION 

October 10, 1994 

Herbert Marsh 
University of Western Sydney, Macarthur 
P.O. Box 555 
Campbelltovn, NSW 2560 
Australia 

Dear Dr. Marsh, 

I as vriting to you to aslc permission to use the Students' 
Evaluation of Educational Quality (SZSQ) Instrument, the 
U.S. version. The survey instrument vas found in John Centra's 
book. Reflective Facultv Evaluation, and will be applicable 
to my research. 

I teach business at a tvo»year community college in LubboOc 
ami I am in the higher education program starting my disserta
tion at Texas Tech University in Lubboc]c. I am interested in 
the subject of effective teaching and intend to survey students 
and teachers regarding expectations of- quality teaching. My 
plan is to use your survey for the students and then to modify 
it slightly for teachers to fill out. In this vay, they are 
doing the same survey- This viil hopefully prove if teachers 
are teaching the vay they think they are, and if students are 
receiving vhat teachers thinJc they are. 

The sample vill be approximately 12-15 faculty and 300-400 
students. Any advice or information you care to give vill be 
greatly appreciated. 

I vill be glad to reimburse you for any expense of sending forms 
or other materials you deem helpful. ThanJcyou in advance for 
your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Wilhelm 
South Plains College 
1302 Main St. 
LubboOc, TX 79401 
U.S.A. 
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APPENDIX D 

SURVEY OF CLASSES 

Table D.l. Survey of Classes 

Class 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

General Education 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Technical 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Usable 
Responses 

9 

11 

12 

12 

12 

10 

6 

7 

15 

11 

9 

13 

11 

10 

5 

9 

11 

22 

16 

13 

21 

17 

13 

23 

13 

27 

18 

10 
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Table D.l. Continued 

Class 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

Totals 

General Education 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

^̂ _ 

24 

Technical 

X 

X 

X 

X 
17 

Usable 
Respo 

(M = 

uses 

20 

7 

20 

21 

17 

18 

18 

11 

10 

15 

14 

12 

11 
560 

13.7) 
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