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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

General Introduction

This thesis reports the results obtained in applying various
experimental methods of rating scale construction to the problem of
teacher evaluation on the college level. An instrument produced through
the use of such methods =-- a scale to be used by college students in
rating their teachers -- is presented and discussed. The major experi-
mental method employed in construction of the rating scale, that of
"foroed-cholce"” (hereafter defined), was suggested by Professor Edward
E. Cureton during a seminar in industrial psychology at the University

of Tennessee in the fall of 1948.

Statement of the Problem

The problem, the construction of a rating scale for student evalua-
tion of college teachers, had both "pure" and "applied” psychological
research aspects. The "pure" facet of the problem was to develop, apply,
and test the effectiveness of certain "foroed-choice" principles of rating
scale construotion. The "applied"” aspect was to construct an instrument
ugeful to college teachers in the practice of their profession. Quotation
marks are used for these terms to indicate the artificial nature of the

dualism implied.



Importance of the Study

The need for this research was established in a mmber of ways
before begimning worke A review of the literature established forced=-
choice as a promising method of scale construction, and correspondence
with various departments of psychology indicated that the concept of
applying forced-cholce soales to the college teacher rating problem had
merit and had not been done. A small-gscale investigation of the actual
use of scales in student rating of instructors revealed no use of forced-
choice scales, some use of technically inadequate scales, and a large
mnber of cases in which student rating of any kind was not attempted.

Need for the study was inferred through the assumption that con-
struction of a better instrument -- one which could be widely used without
regard to local conditions =- would contribute materially to effeotive
study of the problem of instructor rating by students. The importance
of research on teacher effectiveness as seen by students is supported by
a large body of literature, and the importance of college teaching to our

nation and civilization does not require delineation here.

Definition of Terms

To facilitate readability, the terms used in this thesis will be
defined as they are used. "Forced-choice,"” however, is a major method
and has been uged above; this term i1s defined as follows: Forced-choice
is a psychometric method employed in rating scale construction for the

purpose of reducing the effeot of rater bias. The method foroes the



rater to select one, or more, statements about the person rated from a
specifio group of statements. The rater is instructed to select the

most desoriptive or best fitting statement. The group of statements

has been organized on the basis of empirical information, previously
obtained, so that all etafements in the group appear to the rater as
equally favorable (or unfavorable in one variation of the method).
However, the group of statements has also been organized empirically

8o that one statement (more than one in some variations) is significantly
better as a predictor of efflectiveness than the others. The scale is |
then scored by counting the number ot times the rater has selected "the
nice thing to say" statement over against the mmmber of times he has
selected that statement which is equally "nice"™ but which also best
disoriminates between effective and less effective performance. Perhaps
the method is best understood in terms of everyday experience by use of

a orude analogy: that of "damning with faint praise,” when, in conversa-
tion or letters of recommendation, the conventionally acceptable but
unimportant traits are mentioned and the meaningful ones are glossed over

or omitted.

Scope and Limitations of the Study

The research was directed to the problem of studying the effeoctive-

ness of methods and producing a useful scale for student rating of

instructors in colleges and universities in the United States. It employed

a large national sample: 70 schools, 124 classes, and 3,600 students in a
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first sample; and 9 schools, 71 oclasses, and approximately 1,900 students
in a cross-validation sample.

Early in the conceptualization stage of the research, various
factors which might effect the results or be interesting in their own
right were recognized. Such factors, therefore, as sex of teacher,
whether the school was coeducational or male or female, age and academio'
rank of teacher, etc., were included as variablegs in the collection of
data in the first sample. Such provision was made in the hope that this
thesis might become the first phase of a program of research in college
teacher evaluation and training. Because of the very large costs in time
and money involved in this first phase, none of these variables have been
studied. Fart of the data have been punched on IBM (International
Business Machine) cards used and are available to support future studies.

Although the scale as produced can be used effectively, various
cautions stated throughout this thesis should be noted and observed in
administering it on any given campus. Observations were limited to white
schools, the sample is not known to be completely representative and

unbiased, and reliability studies are yet to be made.

et hods of Procedure and Sources of Data

After the small scale investigation mentioned under Importance of
the Study had been completed, it was decided that a study was feasible
and would make a contribution to knowledge in this field of research.
The literature was studied further and various instruments were designed

to collect student beliefs about effective and ineffective college



teaching. These instruments were then tested, revised, and administered
to various classes at the University of Tennessee. Administration of
these instruments ceased when additional classes added few or no new
ooncepts to the pool ot ideas already colleoted. Through study of the
data collected, a 1list of student likes and dislikes, opinions, and
oclassroom experiences was prepared and used in the preparation of pilot
soales.

Pilot scales, called the Qualification Cheok List, built on the
above basis were administered at the University of Tennessee and the
Georgia. Institute of Technology, Atlanta, Georgia. After neocessary
revisions, these scales were printed and administered to a sample of
colleges and universities throughout the United States. By punching the
data on IBM cards and processing it, correlations were obtained between
each of 394 items and two oriterion scales, "effeotiveness as a college
teacher," and "1liking as a person." Using these and related statistiocs,
a validation scale was oonstruoted and administered to a ocross-validation
sample under operational oonditions. The forced-choloe scale was then
oonstructed on the basis of data in both samples. Various scoring formu-
lag for the validation soale were developed and comparisons made; when
the validation scale was used as if it were a foroed-choioe soale and

when it was not.

Organization of the Study

Chapter II of the thesis presents the problem of student rating
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of teachers in higher education and includes a discussion of the purposes,
limitations, necessary assumptions, and advantages and disadvantages of
formal types of student rating of instruotors.

Chapter III discusses rating scale construction as such, with
emphasis on forced-choice theory, method, and praotice. The major
objeotive of this chapter is to discuss the various technical steps
taken in the construotion of the instruments used in this research.

Chapters IV, V, and VI deal with the development of the Qualifi-
cation Check List, a rating scale used to obtain information necessary
to forced-choice methods of rating scale construction.

Chapter VII presents the reasons for the development of a valida-
tion scale, the methods used in constructing it, and steps taken in
administering it.

Chapter VIII dessribes the results obtained from the administra-
tion of the validation scale and the results obtained from various
methods of scoring it.

Chapter IX deals with the steps taken in construction of the
forced-choice scale in the context of results obtained in cross valida-
tion and the requirements of further study of the problems involved.

Chapter X integrates the results obtained with proposals for
further research. Various central problems of rating scale construction
are used as a context for the disocussion, and the results of the thesis

are then summarized.



CHAPTER II

THE STATUS OF TEACHER RATING IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Introduction

An instrument or tool cannot be constructed or used effectively
in a vaouum of purpose or without consideration of the social and
psychological setting of its use. This chapter provides a brief analysis
of the purposes and problems reported in the literature on student rating
of college teachers; other kinds of teacher evaluation (for example, by

administrator, peer, or self,) are not disoussed exoept peripherally.

Estimate of Amount of Use of Student Ratings

In the small scale investigation mentioned in Chapter I, some
thirty-seven letters were sent to Deans of Faculties. In this particular
sample, about 30 per cent had used a scale or had attempted to do so,at
the departmental level at least. Socales collested in this investigation
were found, typioally, to be brief and to contain either a narrow sample
of quite specific statements or a mumber of "global"” or highly generalized
ones.

Gilliland (7), in a letter to member deans of the Amerioan Associa-
tion of Collegiate Schools of Business, reported that thirty-eight of
fifty-nine schools responding to a memorandum had no student rating of
instructors. Thus the same rough order of magnitude applies =-- about

one-third had some form of student rating.



Dean L. S. Woodburne (31) visited forty-six colleges and univer-
sities and reported:
One of the unfortunate conclusions to which the writer was
forced was that the serious attempts to judge teaching effective-
negs could be counted on the fingers of one hand . « « . Perhaps
more discouraging than the scanty attempts at such evaluation
was the widespread laok of concern with the problem.
Thus it appears that if Dean Woodburne'’s use of the term "gerious"
is taken seriously it is necessary to revise downward an estimate of
30 per cent use. It is to be noted that the quotation refers to evalua-
tion of any kind, not student rating alone. It is possible to place this
in context, if work done some fifteen years earlier can be assumed to be
relatively stable. Anna Y. Reed (21) in 1932 surveyed 406 colleges and
universities to obtain, among other data, administrator opinion on sources
of information for evaluating teaching efficiency. When ranked among
eleven items of teacher evaluation (by weighted value on a five-point
scale from "greatest" to "no" value), "rating by students" had rank eight
in the judgment of arts college administrators. "Rating by head of
department" was most highly valued with rank one, followed by: two,
"rating by dean;" three, "personal interviews and casual contacts;" four,
"jﬁdgment of colleagues;" five, "rating by co-workers;" six, "student
opinion;" and seven, "comprehensive examinations for seniors." "Surveys
and observation by outside agencies" was ranked eleven, in last place.
It would appear, then, that if little teacher evaluation is going on,
and if value judgments of administrators, as reported by Reed, are
effective determiners of college-wide activity, there can be very little

effort expended in student rating of teachers on the college level.



This is not to say that efforts have not been made in the past
or that outstanding exoceptions to the above generaliration do not exist.
The University of Michigan, Brooklyn College, the University of Buffalo,
Albright (Pemnsylvania), Loyola (Illinois), University of Idaho,
University of Illinois, University of Minnesota, and others have done
important work in student rating. Nevertheless, the survey of the
literature made for this thesis forces agreement with Medalie (17), who
says, "Despite the success of faculty rating systems throughout the
ocountry, it has been the feeling of the National Student Association

that the program to date is not enough."

Need for Evaluation of College Teaching

One possible explanation for the lack of wide-spread student
rating of teachers is that there is no need for evaluation of teaching
effectiveness. Algo D. Henderson (9), speaking as the analyst in the
report of Group V (Evaluation of Teaching Effectiveness) at a conference
in Chicago in 1950 sponsored by the American Council on Education and
the United States Office of Education, in addition to describing the
subjeot as "touchy," "controversial," and "important," stated:

Generally speaking, faculty members of colleges and universities
seem not to feel the urge to have evaluations of their teaching
effeotiveness made. While surveying the literature on the
subject, I got the impression that there was a flurry of interest
during the depression years. The literature seems not to be
so extensive in gubsequent years.

College administrators, on the other hand, are caustic in
their comments about the lack of interest in this important
field. They are especially concerned that so little is being
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done by way of experimentation and research.

It appears impossible to specify the amount of "good" and "bad"
college teaching in quantitative terms and there is little need to do
80 in any event. The goal of improvement of college teaching does not
necessitate description of a starting level; need for evaluation, further-
more, does not depend solely on an improvement basis. Maintenance of
effeotiveness is also a relevant and defensible goal. The necessary
oondition is that of establishing that evaluation methods do in fact
lead to either maintenance of good teaching or improvement of teaching.
A further quotation from Henderson (9) is pertinent here: "There is good
evidence that most of the faults of poor teaching . . « can be improved
upon when the individual has defined the nature of his inadequacies."
The important question then, regardless of ourrent opinion among either
faculty or administration, is that of how to build and use effeotive
evaluation instruments and methods. By definition, an evaluation method
i1s effective to the degree that it facilitates desirable ohange. It is
to be noted that stress should be laid here on the word method, in the
gsense that a useful evaluation instrument, in contrast, may be (and all
too often is) inappropriately or wrongly applied. On the other hand,
a defeoctive instrument vitiates the evaluation method or prooess. Since
a method must be applied in specific socio-psyochological settings, this
aspeoct of evaluation of teaching effectiveness becomes a matter of
research and development on each individual college campus. This thesis
work has produced an instrument, not a method. Furthermore, it is

maintained that the instrument produced should be adapted, in use,
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to such settings.

Methods and Purposes of Evaluation

It would appear that if the role of the college teacher has
definite sub roles, such as teaching, research, administrative activities,
etc., then a method effective in evaluating success in each should be
developed. The problem of combining results from each method into an
index of worth of the instructor to the institution is an administrative
problem exocluded from this thesis. It is not implied that the problem
is unimportant; one source of fear and distrust of student ratings springs
from the mistaken idea that such ratings oan in some way substitute for
an angwer to this problem. Also, when an inadequate solution, a solution
in conflict with the beliefs of the faculty, or a single rigid formula
is applied, then the benefits of an effective method for one sub-role,
especially that of teaching, are materially reduced.

Henderson (9) asserts that, "there is widespread lack of confidence
in the usual administrative techniques of evaluation." He cites a 12 per
cent "yes" reply to the question, "Do you believe that administrative
officers have adequate information about teaohing efficiency?" in evidence,
as obtained in a 1944 study at the University of Washington. It is against
this background that a central question as to the purpose of faoulty
evaluation must be raised. Should the purpose be to provide a personnel
tool for use in placement, promotion, eto. or should the purpose be to
agssist the instructor to improve? The assumption underlying this question,

of course, is that it is not feasible or desirable to develop and use a
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single method to attain both objectives.

In considering this question in comnection with rating as cme
method of evaluation, it 1s necessary to call attention to the fact
that the question is not that of whether evaluation should be made; that
is inevitable. The question is how to obtain all the relevant data in
reliable fashion; and how to use the data effectively in achievement of
objectives. Henderson (9) presents the situation in this way:

There 18 no escaping the faot, however, that department heads,
deans, and presidents must, and do, make evaluations. 8hould the
Judgment made by these officers be based on campus chatter,
casual observations, and hasty impressiong? Should it be based
on the flow of complaints that cross every administrator's desk?

Or should the judgment be the result of professicnal evaluation

in the results of which the college and the instructor are matually

interested? I see no point in making two such evaluations. To

be valid, they would have to cover the same ground and draw upon

the same opinions; to be worth while they should both use the

best available techniques. The end objeoctive of each is to

provide effective teaching. )

The position taken in this thesis is that the state of affairs

necessary to administrative participation could ococur on some campuses.
For this and other reasons to be dissussed in later chapters, in adminis-

tering a validation scale no attempt was made to restriot its use to that

of educating teachers on the state of student opinion in their classes.

Causes For Lack of Use of Student Ratings

It has been established, then, that there is need for evaluation
of the teaching process on the college level and that there has been
relatively little activity reported in satisfaction of this need. The

relationships between method and purpose and the administrative use of
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ratings have been introduced. These two aspects, however, do not com-
pletely explain the disparity between need and activity. It is necessary
to sketch in more background.

A useful lead in explaining the situation is found in Jacques

Barzun's (1) distinction between education and teaching. Education, says

Barzun, "is something unpredictable, . . . intangible, . . . something
that comes from within a man's own doing;" whereas teaching is "something
stable and clear and useful behind . . . education." Practical limits
exist. "You know by instinoct that it is impossible to 'teach' democracy
or citizenship or a happy married 1ife." Barzun admits that these educa-

tional objectives are connected to good teaching as by-products.

A discussion of the utility of this unfortunate point of view is
not germane; the point is that many instructors may share it, and in
sharing it believe that student rating (or any sort of rating) cannot
evaluate teaching as education; the teacher is not responsible for it.

But it would seem that this distinction would serve to foocus
attention on teaching rather than education. How then can the meagre
attention paid to student rating be explained? Barzun has a partial
answer: "It is obvious the relation of teacher to pupil is an emotional
one and most complex and unstable besides.” Gilbert Highet (10)
expresses this attitude more at length in these words:

Teaching is an art, not a science. It seems to me very

dangerous to apply the aims and methods of science to human
beings as individuals, « . . . Teaching involves emotions,
which cannot be systematically appraised and employed, and

human values, which are quite outside the grasp of soience.

e o« « You must realize that it cannot all be done by formu-
lag ¢ o o o
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The destructive impact of this is no doubt rather obvious, but
O'Hara (19) has expressed a possible and probably common product of this
attitude so well that it cannot be dispensed with here. O'Hara (19) says:

It is always a dangerous thing to put the label, Artist, on

a man whose work you admire. In your enthusiasm for his work
you may be doing him quite the opposite of a favor. After a
man has been called an artist often enough (or too often), he
begins to think he can do no wrong; that his entire work is
Art and thus instinctively and automatically right, above
oriticism, and capable of understanding only by the elect.

Then, of course, there is that famous question of Rudyard Kipling
"It's pretty, but is it Arte®"

Another issue underlying the use of student ratings hinges on the
function of the college and the role of the teacher. To quote Barzun (1)
again, "If a man regularly exerts a positive influence on thirty-five
out of a graduating class of three hundred and fifty, it makes no
difference whether the remaining three hundred and fifteen loathe the
sight of him . . « «" Riley et al (23), however, point out that ". . .
the conservative view of the college as a place for the few has become
an anachroniem." Riley and his fellow authors stress the fact that this
is a period of flux and change, of "new secular motives," of differing
interests, range of abilities, and backgrounds, and of large numbers of
students, and conclude that the concept of "the learned professor
venerated solely for his kmowledge is largely a phenomenon of the past.”
It would seem, however, that Barzun's attitude rather than Riley's is
more widely shared by college teachers; if so, the teacher talking to
“"the students capable of learning the subject" would naturally find

ratings by the entire class objectionable or at best mildly interesting.
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A number of additional and interrelated “causes" for lack of use
of student ratings are to be found in the literature. It appears
impossible to generalize across all campuses and it is very diffiocult
to partial out the rationalizations. The concepts inocluded here are
to be regarded as aspects worthy of some consideration, either in future
research or in applying a student rating scale in a given department or
campus.

Franz Schneider (27), for example, deals with academic freedom as
a cause in these terms:

Our present attempts at academic reform will fail because

those sitting in our high academic ocouncils lack the neoessary
information for effective action as well as the necessary
organization for obtaining it.

This is due to the seorecy which surrounds all classroom
activities, the product of an obsolete =- and now very evil ==
"academic sovereignty." Although in centuries past the pro-
mulgators of this "academic sovereignty" high-mindedly fought
at great personal risk against the enoroachments of an abso-
lutist dynastic State or a dogmatic authoritarian Churoh, or
both, "academic sovereignty" now serves but too often as a
protecting cloak for shabby indifference and inexcusable waste.

However, Riley and colleagues (23), while recognizing that the
professor is "situatiomally and psychologically sheltered" from the
influences of student judgment because "the vagueness of definitions
" of goals or values of higher education preclude standards of judgment,"
and because "students are deemed incapable of good judgment,' point to
an interesting corollary in such a situation. They believe that this
"closed system of protective devices btuilt on isolation of the class-
room . « " surrounds men and women who, as teachers, approach teaching

as a way of life, with a sense of dedication. The position taken in

this thesis is that this sense of dedication or way of life is a powerful
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force. A very small per cent of the faculty of most institutions would
be unable to secure other employment more rewarding financially. The
point under discussion, however, is the relationship of this dedication
to student rating; namely, that "the way of 1ife" would be intolerable
if the teacher did not believe himself to be a good teacher. Even modi-
fying this to include the teacher with the attitude, "I do research and
present faots in class for those who can appreciate them," it remains

true that the teacher must be satisfied that he is contributing. As
Riley points out, it is easy then for this to lead to a rationalization
that he is excellent! 1In such case, student ratings may oconstitute an
unweloome challenge to necessary but perhaps fragile beliefs.

A case history oited by Luella Cole (5) ties together the latent
or sub-gurface ingsecurity of teachers with student ratings. The seniors
of a emall college wished to honor their outstanding teachers by engrav-
ing their names on a tablet. Unable to agree, they consulted the presi-
dent, who recommended rating scales. A joint student-faculty investiga-
tion was carried out, two names were engraved, and the affair forgotten
by the students. However, says Cole, "The 'local kudos' within the
faculty was more than anyone had anticipated." The two teachers were
visited, teachers talked over their ratings with each other, and "there
was a great flurry of experiments, projects, and revisions." The signi-
fiocant point, however, to the sense of dedication concept is contained
in this statement of Cole:

It is, the faculty members explain, not the sight of their

names on the tablet that gives them pleasure but the knowledge
that they are successes in their chosen work. To the sophisticate
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the whole thing may sound childish and silly . « « « In the
college here described, however, the matter is taken not only
gseriously but almost reverently by both teachers and students.

Having treated, briefly indeed, some of the administrator-centered
and teacher-centered sources of the problem of neglect of student ratings
as a method of improving college teaching, it is now necessary to turn to
a third souroce =- the student. Medalie (17), (Vice-President, United
States National Student Association, 1960,) has this to say:

e o o the formal interest of students in the educational process

is itself an event of comparatively recent occurrence; however,
with the new concept of the college as a community in which the
welfare of the faculty, adminigstration, and students is the
common consern of every member of that community, the isolation
of those who are most immediately affected by education -~ the
students =- 1s gradually becoming a thing of the past.

The fact that the college-as-a-community conoept is hardly new
need not detract from realization that its existence largely as an ideal
rather than a working pattern detracts from student awareness and interest
in ratings. In any event, student interest can by no means be assumed.
For example, Medalie says, "One of the greatest weaknesses . . . has been
the failure to promote direct student action and interest in the further
analysis of the curriculum and the educational process." Medalie also
quotes the Harvard student council report as saying, "It is for us (stu-
dents) to change the general attitude from one of indifference to one of
active participation . . . "

It should be noted that the reference here is to formal‘participa-
tion, an active-working-at-it-systematically sort of thing, rather than

student awareness and interest in teaching as recipients. Experience

with student ratings clearly indicates that relatively little effort is
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needed to sotivate and channelize sucoessfully student interest in

teaching.

It is against this baokgroﬁnd that specific arguments in opposi-
tion to student rating of teachers should be evaluated. They are in-
cluded here as products of the attitudes described, and as factors to
be considered in developing methods of evaluation. Bryan (4) has listed
these arguments as follows:

l. S8tudents are not competent to judge the merits of the
teaching process or the results.

(a) "It is difficult for the learner to differentiate
between indootrination and good teaching. The ideal teacher
is that teacher who so trains his students that they become
inoreasingly independent of his instruction and guidance. The
result of having 'too much teacher' may be either over-coddling
or over=indoctrination. From the very nature of the case, the
student who is being over-coddled or over-indoctrinated is
least likely to be aware of what is taking place." It is thus
that Lehman (15) states what he considers "one of the most
serious objeotions to student attempts to rate faculty members.”

(b) "Teacher-activity is of value only to. the extent that it
brings about well-direoted pupil activity. The oritical factor in
successful teaching is thus nob what the instructor does; it is
what he succeeds in getting the pupils to do. “This principle
that education 1s an outcome of self-activity holds for all levels
of instruotion from the kindergarten to the graduate school of
the university. If one may judge from the attitude displayed
by many undergraduate students toward study, it seems likely that
the principle of learning through self-activity is not as generally
understood among students as might be desired. Obviously a student
body will need to be carefully instructed in this matter before
faculty rating is attempted." (15)

(6) "The persuasion that teaching is best which pleases the
majority of students is surely a most glowing example of 'democratioc’
fallacy. If the teacher's promotion is to depend upon student
ratings, student priszes should be awarded to those who graduate
precigsely in the middle of the class, and the artist should be
given an award only i1f his painting 1s judged to be best by the
ma jority of those who vigit the exhibition. The above statement
summarizes the position of the present writer (Lelman (15)), who -
firmly belleves that too much emphasis placed upon student ratings
of their teachers may defeat the very end pursued, namely, the
improvement of instructional efficiency.”
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(d) The judgment of students is immature. Young people are
given to snap judgments. Thelr first estimates may not correspond
with those given a few months or a few years later.

2. The validity and reliability of student ratings may be
further affected by one or more of the following influences:

(a) Low grades.

(b) Fondness or dislike for the teacher.

(o; Amount of work required by the teacher.

(d) Interest in the subject. A student interested in a subject
may rate the teacher of that subject high . even though such a rating
is not warranted. Conversely, a teacher may be rated unjustly low

because the student lacks interest in' the subjeot.

(e) Difficulty of the subject.

(f) Reputation of the teacher. Begimning students who have not
become well acquainted with a teacher may rate him high or low on
the basis of what upperclassmen have said.

(g) Dislike for, or boredom with, too many ratings. There may
be, in such cases, a tendency to rate uniformly high.

(h) General attitude toward the school. If a student has an
unfavorable attitude toward the school as a whole, it may be reflected
in the rating of an individual teacher.

(1) Wrong attitude. Students may treat the assigmment of rating
of teachers as a Joke.

3. Permitting students to rate teachers may have disruptive effects
on the morale of the faculty.

(a) The hostility of teachers to being rated by students may
interfere with teaching effioiency.

(b) In case a teacher's rating turns out to be rather low, he
may become seriously discouraged.

() Ratings may make teachers self-conscious.

(d) Young teachers may lose respect for elder teachers.

(e) Teachers may cater to student opinion. This may lead to
directing efforts to obtain popularity with students through outside-
of-class activities at the expense of the quality of teaching within
the classroom.

4. Permitting students to rate teachers may have disruptive
effeots on the morale of the students, which may take the form of
one or all of the following:

(a) Weakened respect for teachers and superiors generally.

(b) A feeling that students are the judges of the value of
teachers, curriculum, and content of courses.

(0) An expectation that teachers should change their ways and
plans as per ratings.

5. Having students rate teachers is costly in both time and
money .
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Results of Student Rating

Perhaps the best way of evaluating these and similar arguments
is to consider the results odtained when student rating is used. The
literature from 1900 to 1962 has been surveyed by Morsh and Wilder (18).
These authors summarize the literature on student ratings by saying
that use of student ratings is growing, that they have fair consistency,
and that when compared with other measures of effectiveness diverse
results are obtained depending on criterion used. They also report
that considerable halo is usually found, and that the effect of grades
depends on the instructional situation. 8ite of class, sex, age,

maturity, and intelligence seem to have 1ittle bearing. These authors
also conclude that:

Regsearch has been too sporadic and results too inconclusive
to allow generalizations to be made concerning the influence
on student ratings of other factors suoh as age and sex of
teacher, length of students' acquaintance with the teacher,
length of time teacher has taught in the school or taught a
student, pleasurable personal relationships between student
-and teacher, and whether or not subject taught by rated teacher
is students' favorite subject. There is considerable expressed
opinion but 1little research evident that student ratings will
contribute to instructor improvement or could be used to improve
supervisory ratings.

The President's Commission on Higher Education (20), in 1947,

reported that:

The case for student evaluation of instruction as a means
for improving teaching excellence is a strong one. Nost
theoretical objeotions to it vanish when practical try-out
is made; faculty acceptance is typically favorable.
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Summary

It would appear that this last quotation is not supported by
results reported in the literature as summarized by Morsh and Wilder
(18). These quotations were selected deliberately as characteristic
of two positions held regarding student rating of teachers -- one that
of strong belief, the other a typical produoct of the scientific
investigator. A third position, that of rather violent objection or
an avoidance reaction, has been shown to be the ma jority éoint of viaw.:
This chapter has analyzed briefly the etiology of this last attitude.

There 1s a need for research in the social psyshology of
student rating of teachers. It would seem that generalizations
could be derived from rigorously conducted research at any given
institution which could be applied suscessfully on other campuses.

To make such generalizations wvalid, however, the instrument used

migt be designed, not for local use alone, but for application on

a large number of campuses. In view of the large amount of suspicion
of student rating, this instrument should also be one which can be
demonstrated to have minimm biasibility, along with appreciable
objectivity. and utility. The research reported here was based on
these considerations. The next‘ohapter will discuss the psyohometrioc

oonsiderations involved.



CHAPTER III

FORCED-CHOICE THEORY, METHOD, AND PRACTICE

Introduotion

Various aspects of evaluation methodology as presented in the last
chapter will be considered in the context of this chapter, which is one
of analysis of the problems of development of a rating soale instrument.
The major purpose of this chapter is to review the psychometric considera-
tions involved in constructing forced-choice versus conventional scales,
and to analyze rationale and methodology, so as to explain the prooedures

adopted in the development of the scale reported in this thesis.

Conventional Versus Forced-Choice Related to Purpose of Rating

For the purpose of this discussion, scales other than forced-choice,
such as graphic, linear, descriptive, eto. are lumped together under the
rubric "conventional." "Forced-choice,"” defined earlier, will be analyzed
in detail later in this chapter and differences between the two types of
scales will be elaborated.

The relationship between the purpose of rating and the utility of
forced-choice versus conventional scales is expressed by Highland and
Berkshire (11) in these terms:

It is perhaps a legitimate oriticism of the foroed-choice

method that the completed form is of 1little use to the super-

visor in counseling his workers as to their strong and weak
points. This may be an inevitable characteristic of any rating
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method that has as its primary purpose the provision of accurate
information regarding the relative abilities of men.

These authors quote Rundquist and Bittner (24) as saying:

Ratings which are to serve as a basis for administrative

action must yield a valid measure of an individual's performance
relative to that of other individuals. The rating system must
be specially designed for this purpose; in such a system the
rating form or scale takes on particular significance . . . .
However, such procedures will probably be found to be of 1little
ugse in assigning work, in raising morale, or in helping people
to improve.

However, the position has been taken in this thesis that in
oongidering an evaluation method an either-or choice between administra-
tive use and teacher use is unnecessary. The construction of two
separate rating scales for student use is quite clearly a likely source
of confusion on the part of all concerned. Aside from many other theore-
tical considerations, the cost would be excessive.

Two solutions to this problem appear. One corrective measure is
mentioned by Highland and Berkshire (11) as that of appending a sheet to
the forced-choice scale on which the rater may "indicate in a systematic
fashion the individual'’s strong and weak points."” They point out that
"a copy of the information recorded on this extra sheet may be retained
and used by the rater in the counseling and training of his workers."
Obviously, supervisor use of the soale is being considered here; no
suggestions are offered on how to handle the problem of student rating
of teachers.

Another solution was used in this research. Briefly, the method

ugsed was to construct the scale so that it gives the appearance of being

nothing more than a graphic rating scale, yet it can be scored as if it



24
were a forced-choice scale. The graphic scale is used to "indicate
strong and weak points;" a scoring key suppressing certain items, or

some other key, may be used to obtain an evaluation index number.

Conventional Versus Forced-Choice Related to Research

In the summary of Chapter II it was said that research on the
effectiveness of college teaching through the use of rating scales would
require that scales be designed for use on a number of campuses; other-
wise, validity generalizations could not occur. The conventional rating
scale, in spite of its defects, does lend itself to such use. What 1is
the situation with regard to forced-choice scales?

Seeley (28), writing in 1948, had this to say concerning forced-

cholce method:
The technique is readily adopted, when properly handled,

for use in any rating situation; the rating scales themselves,
however, cannot be adapted -- or adopted =- for outside use.
The reason for this lies in the very nature of the method
(which also accounts for its success): it yields rating scales
too specific for use in situations other than the one for which
they were built.

However, the last phrase in this quotation, "other than the one
for which they were built," provides a cue; would it not be possible to
define the "one situation" as a common one across many campuses? In
other words, the researcher could obtain a large number of specific items
and eliminate those which do not apply across the board to all classes in
the sample. Even though no feasible method was discovered for evaluating

the success of this method against the method of construction of a series

of locally-bound forced-choice scales, this method was adopted. The
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oriterion for inclusion of an item in the scale was, however, one cross-
validation sample; it was not a criterion based on computation of item-
correlations for each item by class and selection of only those items

with oconsistently high correlations in all classes.

Conventional Versus Forced-Choice Effectiveness

Before turning to an analysis of differences between conventional
and foroed-choice methodology, it 1s perhaps wise to provide an orienta-
tion for the comparison. A statement by Highland and Berkshire (11) is

so ugeful in this comection that it is quoted at length. These authors
say:

A word of caution seems necessary here. While the study
reported in the following section of this bulletin has as one
of its aims a comparison between conventional and forced-choice
rating methods, it 1s difficult to make a fair comparison from
the available research literature. The materials on the
deficiencies of conventional rating methods presented above
grew out of some 30 years of experience with them. Experience
with forced-choice rating methods is very limited. The few

. published research reports on foroed-choice rating tend to
emphagize those aspects of it that correct the deficiencies
of older methods. A review of these reports thus yields an
unavoidable emphasis on the superiorities of the forced-choice
method. It could well be that, as more 1s learned about the
results of forced-choice ratings under operational rather than
experimental conditions, some of these apparent superiorities
will vanish. It is also quite conceivable that, as experience
with forced-cholce ratings acoumulates, psychologists may find
that the method has its own unique deficiencies.

Travers (30) has taken this position:

An examination of the validation studies of forced-choice
assessment methods reveals that the evidence does not support
some of the claims made for the validity of these procedures.
The results show that in studies in which 1little oriticism
can be made of the prooedure, there seems little to choose
between foroed-cholice and traditional rating.
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Brogden (3), writing three years later than Travers, says that,
"Usable validity has been well established in a number of questionmaires
based on forced-choice in the prediction of suoocess of military leaders,"
whereas "oonsistently lower validities are obtained with questionnaire
items in yes-no form with conventional keying." Brogden adds that,
"foroed-ohoioe appears to offer the most promising lead."

The necessity of both oareful analysis of theory and research to
test the theory is therefore apparent. The following sections of this
chapter make such an analysis and relate it to the work done in this

research.

Forced-Choice Practice

Perhaps the most useful method of analysis is one which starts
with prectice (as exposition of method) so as to provide a framework
for a discussion of theory. What has been done will be presented, then
why it was done in this way.

Also, the framework will be organized around what will be called
here the "standard™ method, as developed by the Personnel Research Section,
Department of the Army, and reported by Sisson (29). "Standard" is used
instead of, say, "original®™ to indicate that there have been a number of
apolications of this method by consulting firms in military and industrial
settings. Highland and Berkshire's (11) "note of caution" as quoted
earlier is mentioned to remind the reader not to equate "standard" with
"acoepted;" also, a number of quite radical variations have been used in

building forced-ohoioe scales. These will be discussed in this chapter.
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The "standard"” method, then, consists of a series of essential

steps. These steps are numbered to facilitate reference in the dis-
cussion to follow; for example, "standard step 2."
Following Sisson (29), the "standard steps" are:

1. Descriptions are collected of individuals who are at
each extreme of the scale to be measured. If the scale 1is
that of effectiveness as a supervisor, desoriptions are
obtained of the most effective and the least effective
supervisors. This procedure partly defines the scale that
is to be measured by the final instrument.

2. The desoriptions collected are then dissected into
a list of small elements. Each one of these elements describes,
in essence, a rather specific item of behavior. The complete
list should cover all the important aspects of the job, and
the number of items covering each aspest should be related
in some rational way to the importance of that aspect.

3. Two index values are determined for each item listed.
One, the discrimination value, indicates the degree to which
the item measures the particular characteristic that is being
measured. The other value indicates the extent to which
individuals tend to rate others high or low, generally, on
the particular characteristic. This latter is sometimes
referred to as the preference value of the item. Both values
are determined experimentally.

4. The characteristics are then arranged in pairs such
that the two members of each pair are equal in preference
value but differ in the extent to which they discriminate.
Ideally, one of the characteristics in each pair should have
a discrimination value of zero and one should have a high
disorimination value. Also, it should be impossible for
those who are to use the scale to determine by inspection
which one of the two characteristios is the disoriminating
one.

6. The pairs of characteristics may then be grouped in
fours, with each group of four including two desirable and
two undesirable characteristics. The main purpose of group-
ing the characteristiocs in groups of four seems to be that
persons filling out the scale may have a better attitude
towards it if the grouping in tetrads i1s adopted; because,
of the two negative statements, raters are only required to
check the one which is least 1ike the rater. This seems to
be the only advantage of the tetrad over the couplet form.

A pentad form has also been suggested.

6. Directions are prepared in which the individual is

instructed that he is to examine each group of four
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characteristics and to select the one that is most
characteristic and the one that is least characteristic
of the person who is being rated. The person filling
in the form is required to make these choicesg.

7. The selection of the items is then validated
against an external criterion on a sample that was not
used in the original procedure for selecting and pairing
the items.

Forced=Choice Rationale

Treating first the "standard" practice as quoted above, the
rationale of using forced-choice format -- that is, requiring the rater
to choose the most characteristic item rather than reporting the degree
of possession of the quality as in a graphic scale -- is regarded by
Richardson (22) as basic to forced-choice method. In forced-choice,
he says, the rater is primarily reporting the job performance of the
ratee, not evaluating it. Evaluation in forced-choice is accomplished
by empirically established scoring methods. The point is made that the
conventional scale is defective in requiring both at the same time
because such attempts to evaluate bias seriously the reporting effort.

A second aspect of rationale, according to Richardson, is that
the forced-choice format forces a oritical judgment, at least one over
and beyond that produced by the conventional scale, in that the rater
is forced to think back to specific events and cannot depend on his
general opinion or idea of the ratee to choose the most characteristic
item.

An analysis of this position will take the simplest case, and

the case used in the research, that of a couplet of two positive or
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favorable statements; for example:

l. Has good posture and bearing.

2. Uses suffioient supporting details in lesson.

Following Travers (30) the question is asked, "What does the rater
do in completing a forced-ohoioe rating?" Travers maintaing that, far
from reporting job performance, the primary task of the rater is to deoide
upon some standard or frame of reference (for example, the average posture
and bearing of teachers he has lmown, ) and then evaluate where the teacher
being rated stands with respect to this standard. Only after the rater
has placed the ratee on a continuum for both items is he is a position to
Judge which 1s most charaoteristio. That is, the ratee might be above the
average teacher in frequency or suooessful use of supporting details, and
around average with respect to posture and bearing, in which case item 2
would be chosen as most characteristic.

One could perhaps argue, in view of the time used in completing
scales, and on the grounds that much of human behavior is non-logically
rather than logically oriented, that cholce of the most oharaoteristio
item just does not occur in this fashion. Then, how does the oholoe take
place? One possible response to a forced-ohoioe couplet is that of a
global or "I remember him best as" action. This sort of analysis oould
quickly become confounded with a discussion of "images,” of "stereotypes,*
and various other psyohologioal constructs. However, the literature
appears to lack any research specifically pointed to these questions;
and since the method does appear to work, it appears more profitable

to explore answers to the question from a psychometric point of view
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rather than to speculate on what goes on in the rater's mind. It is
recognized, of course, that research on this point might have value
in improving the method further.

Before turning to the question of psychometric answers as to why
forced-cholice works, it should be noted that the global concept above
is not consistent with Richardson's (22) assertion that, in forced-
choice, the rater is forced to think back to specific events. Thus
Travers's (30) comments camot be dismissed or lightly regarded and
the necessity of research on this point besomes apparent.

Brogden (3) has contributed an important concept on the psycho-
metric reason for forced-choice success and has proposed a way of
improving the method. Retaining the simplest case, the forced-choice
pair or couplet, Brogden holds that forced-choice works because that
part of the variance in the score due to distortion (1.e. unreliability
due to bias) is reduced by suppressor action when scales are converted
to forced-choice. The forced-choice pair is regarded as a difference
socore in which, according to Brogden, the less valid item (the one with
lower correlation with the criterion) has "unit negative weight." The
more valid item alome then contributes to the score and the invalid
item acts as a suppressor. Thus distortion variance is reduced.

It should be noted that regarding the pair as a difference score
supports Travers' s analysis of the psychological situation facing the
rater. It also introduces the question, if this is true, whether or
not the forced-choice format is necessary to increase validity of a

rating scale. Travers maintains that it is not necessary to ask
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the rater to choose the most desoriptive or characteristic item of a
pair. The scale can be presented in graphic form, the score of each
item obtained, and a difference score can be thus derived. Brogden (3)
also makes this same point, saying, "It . . . should be remarked that
the rationale and procedures could be modified and used without forced-

choice format."

The problem, then, becomes one of examining “"standard" forced-
choice methodology to see if it is adequate to a suppressor wvariable
approach. Before doing this, however, another aspect of the question
of foroed-choice format deserves consideration. As Rundquist (26)
pointed out back in 1946:

However, another method used by the Personnel Research
Section ylelds equally good validity. This method involves
the use of separate ungrouped items selected on the basis
of the discriminative indices described earlier. In the
presentation of these the rater simply indicates on a five-
point scale the degree to which each descriptive phrase
applies to the person rated.

What, then, is the advantage of using forced-choice format?
Rundquist answers that, "the logic of its construction offers more
promige of obtaining results less subject to rater control than any
other known method." Travers disputes this, saying that:

If a rater decides he wants to give a person a higher
rating for job proficiency than is deserved, all he has to
do is to think of the person who was generally considered
to be most proficient in that Job and to fill out the
forced-choice form for that person. The technique would
almost certainly ensure a high score. In a similar way a
low score could be assigned at the will of the rater. The
method which a rater has to use to control the rating is
a little more complex with the forced-choice technique
than with the conventional rating technique. It is still
an open question as to what fraction of raters will see
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this loophole in the technique, but loopholes of
this kind are likely to become common knowledge.

It should be noted that this discussion has been concerned with
conscious control. It may be, as Richardson (22) maintains, that
tendencies to over-rate and to show blas are deep seated and unconscious,
and therefore they must be counteracted. Some very interesting questions
present themselves at this point, however, if student rating of college
teachers 1s maintained as the context for the problem. These questions
arise from the nature of the relationship between the purpose of rating
and its validity. The position taken in this thesis has been that the
purpose is neither administrator nor teacher centered; that the purpose
is to present as many meaningful and reliable statements as possible
about student response to the teacher's behavior and to the classroom
1life and atmosphere. The bias that Richardson (22) mentions becomes
completely unmeasurable and a meaningless abstraction when a class
concensus on a given item can be clearly and consistently obtained.

“The validity" of the scale here is its reliability. To the extent

that "bias" is consistent, it can no longer be bias. However, any
instrument has as many predictive values as criteria predicted, and

this is not to galnsay that correlation of scale results with other
oriteria, such as peer judgment, gain in subject matter knowledge, etc.
could be quite low. This does not appear to be a problem which can be
regsolved apart from considerations of relevance. As stated earlier, the
teacher has many roles, and an attempt to evaluate these, in combination,
with a single index number, appears futile. As far‘as conscious

prejudice is concerned, it would appear that one or two individuals
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in a class of usual size could not distort results markedly; if there
are "too many" of these, an inspection of the distributions should be
rewarding -- otherwise such blas is part of that which should be
measured.

A complementary question, what are the disadvantages of forced-
ohoioe format, has been answered by Highland and Berkshire (11) in
terms of rater resistance. Considerable resistance was found in Army
ugse. The disadvantage of forced-cholce in improving instruction was
discussed in section one of this chapter.

One further aspest of the problem, bilas, and particularly leniency,
should be associated with the way ratings are to be used. In student
rating of teachers, it is almost mandatory that ratings be unsigned.
Thus it appears that forced-oholoe format would not be particularly
ugeful in reducing student tensions or in obtaining more reliabdle
evaluaéiona.

Regardless of the position taken up to this point, a further
question arises, can the basic rationale (defining it as suppressor
variable in nature) be applied in practice without foroing a judgment?
We have seen that Brogden (3) states that this is possible.

In summary, then, it appears that forsed-oholoe format is both
unnecessary and in some oases undesirable. For these and other reasons

to be discussed in the next section, the validation scale was constructed

and administered in graphic format.



Suppressor-Variable Rationale

Brogden (3), having defined the essential rationale behind
foroed-choioe as that of suppressor action, goes on to point out
that in techniques in current use forced-ohoice scales "are not
explicitly oriented to get suppressor action." The reason, according
to Brogden, is that current usage tries to eliminate distortion by use
of two items which have equal average (1talics Brogden's) ratings on
social desirability. Individual differences in tendencies to distort

are lost in computing these averages and they “bear no explicit relation-

ship to the reduction of invalid variance."

In the remainder of his article, Brogden goes on to develop a
rationale and procedures for producing pairs of items free of distortion,
so that correlation with a "distortion score"” is zero. This procedure
is significant for the program of research envisioned as a result of
the research desoribed here and, as such, is treated in Chapter X. The
pertinent point at the moment is the limitation recognized by Brogden

and expressed in these words: "but it must be assumed that the correlation

properties of the alternatives forming the pair are unaltered when these
alternatives are presented as pairs.” The decision to administer the
validation scale in graphic rather than forced-ohoice format in this
research was taken several years before publication by Brogden, but for
this same reason. That is, accepting blas as a problem, if the item
properties are known, then a graphic scale can be keyed and scored to
eliminate bias without making such an assumption. It is at this point

in his article that Brogden points out that forced-choice format is not
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neoessary.

Methods Used in Construction of the Scale - Preference Index

Various departures were made from the "standard method" as out-
lined by Sisson. The rationale behind these departures is presented
in this section. A detailed account of the procedures used is to be
found in Chapters IV, V, VI, VII, VIII and IX.

In standard steps one and two, in this case collection of informa-
tion on good and poor college teaching and isolation of behavior elements,
no important change in rationale was made. As reported in Chapter IV,
several different methods of data collection were employed.

In standard step three, the disorimination index was obtained by
computing product-moment correlation coefficients for each item in a
Qualification Check List and a criterion scale, rather than obtaining
indices with only "good™ and "poor" groups of teachers. This, however,
is not a shift in rationale but is, rather, a refinement in technique.
The preference index, on the other hand, required a new approach.
Rationale considerations here merit extended discussion; to avoid
excessive length, and because Berkshire (2) and especially Lanman and
Remmers (14) have already done so, an historical approach will be
sacrificed. Instead, the concepts themselves will be discussed.

It will be recalled that the purpose of pairing items of
approximately equal acceptance value gocially, that is, of equal
attractiveness, is to prevent the rater from consistently selesting

the more disoriminating item of each pair on the basis that it is also
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more attractive. The total score in this case would be subjeot to rater
blas, especially leniency. In the discussion here the assumption that

if items are equally acceptable the scale is more resistant to bias is
retained, in spite of Travers's (30) ocriticisms and Brogden's (3) state-
ments. Although the wvalidation scale was administered in graphic form,
it was to be scored as if it were a forced-choice scale. This meant

that the scale needed to be constructed according to forced-choice
rationale, so that the only difference between the validation scale and

a forced-choice scale would be in the directions given to the rater.

At the time of wvalidation scale construction, Brogden's article regarding
suppregssor variable rationale had not been published, so that the research
was not oriented around this concept. However, it was recognized that

no direct oross validation of items (as contrasted with couplet validities)
could be obtained if the validation scale were administered in forced=-
choice form. In any event, the decision made was a fortunate one, in

the sengse that future research based on suppressor variable technique
will not be restrained by the assumption that the correlations of the
items in the couplets remain the same when these same items are presented
as couplets. As pointed out in Chapter X, in future research it will be
possible to apply Brogden's technique to the validation scale statistics
already gathered. Also, it will be possible to test the assumption re
item correlations by administration of both the validation and forced-
choice scales to the same classes, half of the class receiving one scale,
half of the class receiving the other.

Turning, then, to the problem of obtaining an index of social walue
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or attractiveness, the work of Berkshire (2) was found to be especially
valuable on this point. 1In investigating this p¥ob1em, Berkshire first
calls attention to two necessary assumptions: first, that the items or
statements "have a characteristic of attractiveness that is substantially
independent of the ability of a statement to discriminate between good
and poor workers;" and second, "that the particular index chosen to
represent this characteristic of attractiveness is actually a valid
measure thereof."

Berkshire conducted an experiment to test the first assumption
and to determine which of several kinds of indices in use was best.
The method used was to hold constant the discrimination index for a
block of statements and to vary the attractiveness index. Raters were
asked to give as high a score as possible. The hypothesis was that,
since the discrimination index was held constant, any between-rater
consistency of choice would reveal any independent statement-attractive-
ness characteristic. Correlation size between frequency of choice of
statements and type of attractiveness index was used to determine
which type was most valid.

Berkshire (2) concluded that a characteristic of attractiveness
"at least partially independent of the ability of the statement to
discriminate" does exist.

Berkshire tested five kinds of indices.

The first of these, the "preference index,"” has been described
by Sisson (29) as "the extent to which people in general tend to use

it in describing other people,” as "general favorableness" and as "the
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tendency of raters to mark people high or low." 1In operation, Seeley (28)
used the mean score on the item as the preference index. Berkshire (2)
concludes: "The preference index does not reflect any variance in state-
ment attractiveness -- it is not only useless, it is pointless."

At the time the validation ecale used in this thesis research was
built, Berkshire's results were not available. However, it was recognized
that the preference index was not truly a favorableness index and could

not be relied upon as the sole basis of constructing couplets. Accordingly,

it was retained under the name of the "charaoteristioness index" and used
in conjunction with another index, the "index of biasiability," as
discussed later.

The second index, developed by Highland and Berkshire (11), and
called the "favorableness index," is derived by asking judges to rate
each item or statement on a five-point scale which ranges from "very
unfavorable® to "highly favorable." The mean of the ratings for a given
item is used as the favorableness index. Berkshire concludes that this
index "reflects so little independent variance in statement attractive-
ness as to be of little value."

A third index, called the "upper group applicability index," was
also found by Berkshire to be invalid and "worthless in the construction
of forced-choice bloocks." This index amounts to using the mean appli-
cability (i.e. preference) of the upper group. It is mentioned here
becauge it was developed by Harding and Long (8) in an attempt to get
away from the additional step in data collection required by the

favorableness index, an objection shared by the writer but met by
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developing the biasiability index, as described later on.
The other two indices were the "face validity index" and the
"job importance index" as developed, according to Berkshire (2), by
George Burgess but unreported by him. The face validity index is
obtained by calculating means from administration of a scale in the
form:
This statement could be made
About all instructors, inoluding the poorest.
Of all but the poorest instructors.
Only of average or better instructors.
Only of better than average instructors.
Only of very good instructors.
The job importance index is obtained in the same way by using
this sort of scale:
For the job of Air Force instructor I consider the behavior
characteristics described by this statement to be
Of no importance.
Of minor importance.
Somewhat important.
Quite important.

Of greatest importance.

The face validity index, according to Berkshire (2), hag little
independent variance, whereas the job importance index "is the standout,"
and "is the only one of those evaluated which has the qualities necessary

e o« ¢« it reflects a considerable amount of variance in attractiveness that
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is independent of variance in discrimination.”

In this research, a still different approach was taken. The
basic notion arose from the student comment, "He's a heck of a nice
guy, but he just can't get it across." Clearly, two criterion scales
were indicated: one which would allow the student to express how he
felt about the teacher as a person, and one to permit him to evaluate
teaching effectiveness. One desirable feature of two such oriterion
scales was the fact that, in the collection of data, effectiveness as
a teacher scale can be purified of some bias by putting the liking as
a person judgment first. In this way the position is clarified for
the rater; he understands that two separate and distinct decisions are
required; and by discharging an emotional loading first, one either
favorable or unfavorable, he is in a better psyohological situation to
rate teaching effectiveness. It is also possible, of course, that such
clarification gives the student the opportunity to deliberately bias
his effectiveness rating; or, that there is an unconscious but strong
carry-over from one ocriterion rating to the other. Since these two
oriterion scales were administered under conditions of rating of an
unnamed teacher in the Qualification Check List, and of rating the
teacher in the Validation Scale, a check from this standpoint was
possible.

Once a liking-as-a-person oriterion scale had been decided upon,
it was seen that the relationship between each item and this criterion
could serve as an index of biasability. It seems clear intuitively

that either conscious or unoonscious bias results from the person-to-
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person relationship, and that the item favorableness or the social
acceptability of the statement is dependent upon this relationship.
The correlation between the oriterion scales in a pilot run of the
Qualification Check List indicated that about 50U per cent of the
variance in one scale could be accounted for by the other scale.
Therefore, item correlations with these criteria scales could be
expected to have some independence and the biasability index was
feagible. The theoretical advantage to this index is that it is not
contaminated by stereotypes and is direct rather than indirect. The
gstudent is not asked what he could or would do about a statement, and,
therefore, the popular notion cannot intervene in his response to it.
Yo assumption is required that he will react, in using a scale, the

way he says he ought to reaot.

Methods Used - Content and Format

Returning to "standard step three,"” the determination of the
indices, it is obvious that these statistics must be obtained empirically.
The vehicle by which these data were obtained is called the Qualification
Check List in this thesis and is described fully in Chapters IV, V, and
VI. Certain general aspects, however, may be considered here.

In the previous section reference was made to variations in
technique in comection with the kind of sample used. In “standard"
practice, a group of "good" and "bad" individuals are used to obtain
item statistiocs. The necessary assumption in such case is that the

whole group is adequately represented by taking half the sum of the
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mean score of "good" and "bad" groups -- that the two ends of a normal
distribution have been obtained. This assumption was considered unsafe
in the work reported here. The specification of a "best" or "poorest"
group, moreover, increases the possibility of halo operating to reduce
item validities.

Another decision made early in the work was to avoid unfavorable
or negative statements. Rundquist (26) had pointed out that raters
tended to objeot to even mildly unfavorable ones. In almost all cases
it was found possible to restate negative items in logical opposite
fashion. It is to be noted that Highland and Berkshire (11) report
that of six different kinds of forced-cholce blooks tested the one in
which all statements had a high favorableness index was the one which
gave the best overall results. One of their two general conclusions
is that "the inclusion of both favorable and unfavorable statements
in the same blook appears to be an inferior method of constructing
forced-choice forms." The couplet form was employed rather than the
triad or tetrad form (three or four statements in a block), primarily
in order to use two control indexes, those of characteristicness and
biasability, and secondarily because this was a variation not tested

by Highland and Berkshire.

Summa ry

It will be apparent that forced-choice theory, method, and
practice have been evolving rapidly since 1946 and that many questions

remain unsolved. The major question appears to be whether standard
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forced-choice format is necessary or desirable to achieve the ends for
which forced-choice was designed, especially in its use in student
rating of college teachers. A general background has been presented

ag context for the procedures and results described in later chapters.



CHAPTER IV

THE PREPARATION OF THE QUALIFICATION CEECK LIST

Introduction

The preparation of the Qualification Check List was considered
to be one of the most important steps in the construction of the scale,
and various methods were used to insure adequate coverage in producing
a pool of phrases desoriptive of college teachers. Some of these
attempts failed, but are included as information for those who may

attempt to use similar methods.

Analysis of the Literature

Texts and articles in the fields of education and psychology were
surveyed. Two factors soon caused curtailment of this method. The first
was the concept advanced by Rundquist (25) that forced-choice scales
should consist of phrases derived from the notions and language of the
raterss The rationale behind this is one not only of ease of reading
or acceptability by the student, but is also a matter of ratability.

If concepts advanced in the scale are new to the student, then it is
quite posgible that he may fail to understand a complex idea presented
in a ‘short phrase. Furthermore, if it is a new concept, it is probable
that he has no background of observation of the teacher from which to
evaluate. This appolies, of course, to each rater; so that carried to

its logical 1limits, all students should be familiar with all the phrases



45
used. In the Qualification Check List (called QCL hereafter), as
finally produced, this probably does not hold true, but provision was
made for elimination of non-meaningful phrases in the final scale by
uge of Column 6 in the QCL and later analysis of the frequency of
checking it.

Concepts in the literature were used, then, primarily as ways
of recognizing implied student oo;ments or judgments when student
essays or other records were read. It should be noted that some editing
of student contributions was necessary in order to condense ideas into
short phrases and to put negative phrases into positive or favorable
form. An effort was made to avoid distorting or altering student ideas,
but there was some departure from student notions and language and

perhaps some sacrifice of meaning.

Faculty Interviews

Before the considerations above were fully understood, a work sheet
for interviewing faculty members was mimeographed, and a few tentative
interviews were made, with the idea that valuable information might be
obtaineds This method was inefficient. Given sufficient resouroces,
perhaps the interview method with both student and faculty i1s desirable.
This is particularly true if the "oritical incident" technique, as

presented later in this chapter, 1s to be used.
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Faculty Inoomplete Sentences Questiomnaire

As a substitute for the interview method, a questionnaire was

devigsed and sent to the entire teaching staff at the University of
Tennessee by campus mail. The return was small, but some usable concepts
were collected. This lends some force to the desirability of using the
interview method.

It was assumed that many teachers had given years of thought and
study to the problem of teaching and that there was no necessary conflict
between their conclusions as a group and students' conclusions as a group.
Because of the failures cited, however, a clear-out listing of such
teacher conclusions was not available to compare with student oconoepts.

The faculty aspect in building a QCL was therefore abandoned.

Collection of Descriptive Phrases from Students

Essays were collected from the writer's classes, and the phrases
obtained were written on 5x8 cards -and filed under a preliminary organi-
zation scheme as shown in Appendix A. These rough categories were used
to cheok phrases for duplication as new student records were read and to
organize the final forms of the QCL. .

An attempt was made to use the idea of change in student opinion
as a source of desoriptive phrases. Students were asked to furnish their
first impressions of teachers new to them by completing a blank at the
end of the first week of class. About two weeks later another blank was

furnished, and students were asked to confirm or change their ratings
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and to desoribe the incidents responsible in either case. Forms were
placed in about every third "distribution box" at the University of
Tennessee. Returns were disappointingly small; but the few dozen forms
received were returned two weeks later via distribution box, and the
additional information gathered was filed in the item pool of 6x8 cards.
The form was long, cumbersome, and the method of collection was inadequate.

A large mumber of items had been collected at this point, but the
writer was not satisfied that student opinion had been thoroughly studied.
Some years earlier the writer had worked on an airline pilot study for
the American Institute of Research and had become familiar with an inter-
viewing method called "the oritical inoident technique," as reported by
Flanagan (6). The essence of the approach is the notion that specific
oritical events are apt to be good sources of information concerning an
aotivity; that "oritical incidents," when explored with a subject,
produce observations rather than vague generalizations. The critical
incident may be defined by the observer, as in "the last acoident or
near migs you were in as a pilot;" or the subject may be asked for any
kind of incident which produced favorable or unfavorable feelings. This
technique was adapted to questionnaire form as shown in Appendix B. The
questionnaire took the form of a 7x8% inch booklet of seven pages. This
oritical incident questionnaire was administered in four classes at the
University of Tennessee, and desoriptive phrases were gathered and
included in the item pool. A number of new items resulted from this
questionnaire, but not enough new phrases were seoured to warrant further

administration of the form.
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The item pool now contained about 1,000 items, and it took

excessive reading to find a new idea in the records. A tentative
oconclusion reached at this point in the research was that extensiveness
or size of sample was not a substitute for more intensive work with each
subjeot student. However, depth interviewing may lead to concepts not
eagsily communicated to raters by means of short phrases. Although there
is no rigid necessity for short phrases as such in rating generally,
there is need for behavioral referents; and so interviewing designed to
get at "inocidents" appears desirable. Interviewing was not attempted

in any systematic fashion, however, because it is, if properly done,

an expensive and time oonsuming process.

Figure 1 provides the distribution of ratings on the seven-point
scale found on Page 4 of the last questionnaire (Appendix B). This
distribution of teaching effectiveness of the "best-known" teacher is
approximately symetriocal. It was, therefore, oconsidered feasible to
construct the QCL so that the student would describe the "best-kncan"
teacher. It was suspected that the "best-kmown" teacher might also be
the "best" in most cases; if this were true, then little data would be
obtained on the poor teaohers. This actually turned out to be the ;ase

when the first QCL form was subsequently administered.

Editing and Selecting the QCL Phrases Used

A pool of some 1,000 phrases or words had been assembled by using
the procedures described, and had been filed under the categories

mentioned. It was proposed originally to build separate check lists
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for eaoh of these categories. For example, one part of the oheok list
would be concerned with lecturing, another with grading, etc. However,

a rough soreening eliminated only about 100 phrases, and it was estimated
that continued screening would do 1little more than halve the pool.

The problem, then, was to administer a check 1ist of perhaps 460
items, without excessive rater fatigue effects, to a representative
sampling of college students. Classroom administration was considered
the only feasible method. If administration were on an individual
volunteer basis, wvarious biases of interest, or other unknown systematic
effeocts, would affect the results. This decision meant a maximum adminis-
tration time of fifty minutes. However, rater fatigue allowance reduced
the number of items possible still further. 8Separation of the check list
into parts was therefore sacrificed in order to make the six forms of the
QCL roughly comparable with respect to each of the categories. It should
be noted that the final scale can be scored into part-scales.

The 900 items remaining after the first screening were reduced to
600 by further editing by the writer and were transferred from cards to
form a 1list of items. “Judges" were omployed’ to edit the items for
meaningfulness, ratability, ambiguity, and duplication. Drs. Edward E.
Cureton and Louise Witmer Cureton were the major judges. Various faculty
and graduate student friends also cheoked the 1ist of phrases.

As a result of this proocedure some 40V items remained in the card
pool of items. 8ince International Business Machine prosedures were to
be used in the analysis of results, IBM card structure determined, in

part, the number of items that ocould be included on any one form of the
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check list. The QCL forms as they stand represent a compromise between
the amount of data desirable in the definition of the population (such
as age, sex, academic year, etc. and the number of forms of the cheok
1list desired. For example, after minimum classification or definition
data was determined, sixty-six.spaoes were left free on the IBM card.

The number of phrases in the item pool divided by sixty-six resulted in
six forms of the QCL. A few excess items were eliminated on the basis
of oriteria of ratability, overlapping with other items, etc. Use of
more than six forms would have made it difficult to equate the forms
for the categories mentioned earlier. Since ratings of teacher effective-
ness follow the check 1ist items, it was possible that overloading on a
form on one category (for example, grading,) might result in a distribu-
tion of teacher effectiveness rating on this form markedly different
from the otheg forms of the QCL. The number of items, sixty-six, fitted
nicely the problems of both rater fatigue and administration time.
Figuring on the basis of an examination consisting of 66 true-false items
meant a predicted administration time of thirty minutes. A second, but
important, oconsideration was that of teacher cooperation in administering
the check 1ists. Half of a class period appeared to be the maximum
contribution that could reasonably be expected of college teachers.
Therefore, six forms of the QCL of sixty—six~items each were
desired. To build them, the card pool was formed into six piles in such
fashion that approximately equal numbers of cards from each category were
used. Cards were then shuffled and laid out in random order. Each list

was inspected to avoid conjunction of two phrases likely to affect each
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other, for example, “"respects opinions of students” end “"courteous.”

Qualification Cheok List Pilot Studies

Two pilot study editions of the QCL were used to study various
issues of format and directions and the distribution ot teachers rated
on the "effeotiveness" oriterion soale.

The oheok 1ists were to be administered to classes throughout
the country under widely different conditions. The administrator, if
directions were followed, should be a graduate student with training in
psychologye. But the QCL might be given by an instructor with little
training in education or psychology. Therefore, the check lists should
be almost completely self-administering in order to avoid errors of
administration. Directions and format thus should be oheoked against
student response for errors ot interpretation.

The heading, as printed, was designed to lend the QCL prestige
and hence the serious consideration of those reading it.

The statement that the administrator cannot answer questions,
as found under Orientation, resulted from experience in administering
the first pilot study QCL. Students, when told to read the directions
again, had 1ittle trouble, but attempts to explain seriously lengthened
the administration time and may have been a source of bias.

All olassitication data was grouped in later editions of the QCL
to avoid inteferenoe with directions or carrying them out, and definitions
ot the letter ratings were gimplified.

The "effeotiveness-as-a-college-teaoher" and "liking-as~-a=person"
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nine-point coriterion scales (herein referred to as "effectiveness" and
"person" scales) were changed in the second edition of the QCL to pre-
vent students from checking more than one rating. The oriterion scales
were separated spatially in the printed form, and the "effectiveness"
soale was reversed to prevent automatic checking. Very few of the
printed QCL's in the final administration had more than one box checked.

Kind of teaching in Classification Data was inadequate in the
first two editions, whereas the ranking method gave little difficulty
in the printed QCL.

The first edition of the QCL asked the student to "select the
teacher you know best." This followed the practice of the oritical
incident questionnaire used to colleot phrases for the item pool.

Figure 2, however, reveals a very different distribution of effective-
ness rating on the first pilot edition of the QCL. This distribution
indicates that the "ideal" method of having the student select a teacher,
desoribe him on the check 1list, and then rate him, was not feasible.
Such skewed distributions would result in very few poor teachers.

The questiomnaire and pilot QCL form were compared to see why the
distributions differed. The instruction page of the critical incident
questionnaire contained the word oritical and it was underlined; it
paved the way generally in hedonic tone for unpleasant matters, and this
set apparently carried over to selecting the "best known" teacher as
required on the next page of the questionnaire. With this set, the
teacher was rated poor about half the time, even though an incident

favorable to the teacher intervened on Page 3. Therefore, the effect
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of such an approach was tested in the second pilot edition of the QCL
to avoid possible foroing of the distribution too far, and to promote
the use of any "oritical incident" as a sort of stimulus to student
recall of a particular class other than the one of administration.

The fact that a teacher could handle a oritical situation well was
stressed by underlining in the directions. It was felt that if a vivid
memory of a particular teacher could be recalled it would serve as a
fairly stable nucleus around which additional recall could cluster. The

"cards were stacked"” in favor of poor teacher recall by placing examples
of poor handling of incidents first, and also by underlining “oritical.”

In studying the first pilot edition of the QCL further, it was
noticed that all of the phrases were stated positively. The cumulative
effect of sixty-six such positive statements on the effectiveness and
person ratings may be substantial in foroing it toward the high end.
Furthermore, consideration'of the purpose or meaning of each phrase is
involved. Ve are asldng a student if a teacher "keeps promises,” for
example. It seemed reasonable to indicate this, so a question mark was
placed after each phrase. Putting each phrase in question form may
improve the distribution of rating each phrase, since a change in set
is less likely to occur as the student goes through the 1ist.

The results achieved by these changes in the second pilot edition
of the QCL are shown in Figures 3 and 4. Skewness is still present. The
difference in the Georgia Tech and Temnessee distributions led to the
belief that the national sampling might be less skewed. The fact that the

distribution still turned out skewed in the final QCL administration is
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68

not evidence against these conoepts. It may be that the very high
frequency on eight, "one of the two or three best teachers I have
lmown," as compared to that on six and seven in the final result is

a function of the phrases used. Johnson (12) found that various
positions of a rating scale, regardless of what is being rated, are not
uged with equal frequency. Certain positions have a special attractive-
ness. Perhaps without modification of the early QCL editions, the dis-
tribution would have been even more skewed. The advantage of avoiding

a "good" or "bad" stereotype, together with use of all of a distribution
rather than its ends, is considered worth the disadvantage of a skewed

distribution.

Statistical Results in the Pilot Study

The second pilot study edition of the QCL was also used to check
on disorimination indices and the correlation between teaching effective-
ness and likirg as a person ratings.

Forced-choice methodology requires a number of items of high
disorimination and some of moderate discrimination so that in pairing
items sufficiently large differences can be achieved. Since all the
words or phrases were positive, and sinoe they had been rather heavily
edited, it was necessary to check to see if a sufficient number of
moderate disorimination items existed.

Form G of the QCL was used. "High" and "low" groups were selected
by using the highest and lowest three ratings on the nine-point effective-

ness soale. The mean of the high group was compared with the mean of the
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low group for each item. Very Good (VG) was coded four; Very Poor (VP),
gero. The difference in means for items ranged from .1 to 2.l. A
difference of .1 had a t of .37 and was not significant. A differemnsce
in means of .5 had a t of 1.82 (p = .03), and a difference of .8 had a
t of 8.

Consgidering the size of the sample contemplated for the printed
QCL (1,000) and the fact that there would be 396 items, it was considered
advisable to go ahead even though there was an excess of highly disorimi.
nating items, some of moderate discrimination, and few items low in
discrimination.

The product-moment correlation between the ratings on the nine-
point effectiveness and person scales was .73. The 1 per cent confidence
1limits, using Z' were .68 and .76. Therefore, since the interscale
correlation was substantially lower than unity, correlation of each item
with both effectiveness and person ratings would be justified. In other
words, the effectiveness and person ratings were getting at something

different, and therefore item relationships should be different.

Preparation of the Printed QCL

The major congiderations in constructing the printed QCL were cost,
weight, attractiveness, legibility, and ease of transferring data to IBM
cards. Format considerations were mentioned earlier. Mr. Thomas Greene,
Head of the Central Editorial Service, University of Tennessee Public
Relations Office, was very helpful with suggestions as to paper size and

design. A photo-offset process was used. With plates of this size,
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camera distortion may be a problem, depending on the equipment used.
The forms were also printed by Central Editorial S8ervice, University
of Tennessee. Form M of the Qualification Check List as printed
and used is shown in Appendix C. The item content of the other five

forms may be obtained from Appendix F.



CHAPTER V

ADMINISTRATION OF THE QUALIFICATION CHECK LIST

Method of Obtaining the Sample

Members of the staff of the Department of Philosophy and
Psyohology, University ot Tennessee, provided a list of names of their
colleagues in psychology throughout the country. Form letters
requesting administration of the Check List were prepared in ribbon
copy and signed by the staff member who contributed the name. Returns
on these letters were heavy in psychology and education classes. It
was perhaps unrealistic to expect the recipients to go outside of their
departments when, as many indicated, the Qualification Check Lists had
ingtructional wvalue in their own classes® This fact was not fully
realized until members of the American Educational Research Association,
canvassed by personal letter from the writer, responded in like fashion.

Because of a small return from the methods desoribed, college
catalogs were selected at random from library shelves, names of deans,
chairmen, heads of departments, and professors were chosen at random,
and personal letters were sent to two or three at each college. This
method borders on the "accidental™ rather than random. However, a more
systematic method would have been aborted by the heavier acceptances
by those teachers sympathetic to research in this area. It 1s assumed
that there is no significant relationship between this sympathy and
student response, except that more "good" teachers were selested than

might otherwise be the case.
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Because of the already heavy returns in psychology and education,
staff in these subjects were not solicited. An attempt was made to
choose, within any one college catalog, teachers of "shop," "field,"
and laboratory subjects.

During the first week of February, 1952, the last of the QCL
forms were received from the printer. They were then checked for
legibility and the six forms, H through M, were arranged in cycles.
Three hundred and fifty-two letters of request had been mailed; 42 per
ocent replied.

During the next few months, until the last batch of forms was
mailed on April 29, 1952, various supplementary letters of explanation
and follow up were sent out. As a result of letters of all kinds, there
were one hundred and eleven acceptances; this constitutes a 31 per cent
returne.

Return of the completed QCL's was S0 per cent of those shipped.
Two mailings were "lost," six were returned after the deadline for
punching the IBM cards, and three mailings were not returned at all.
This meant that ninety-two of the one hundred and three shipments were
usables Therefore, three hundred and fifty-two requests resulted in
ninety-two schools, or 26 per cent, being punched on IBM cards. This
percentage would have been higher had it not been necessary to refuse
eight acceptances because of prior overloading in psychology and
education.

Stamped, return-addressed envelopes accompanied all correspondence.

Packages were weighed and stamps and envelopes for their return were sent
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with the QCL blanks. Prompt response was made to all acceptances.
rostcard reminde¥s were used to follow up when the completed forms
were not returned within five weeks.

The original method of' administering the QCL, using psychology
staff throughout the country to act as selectors and solicitors of
classes and teachers on their respective campuses was ineffective.
The three enclosures, as shown in Appendix D, sent with the blanks

were therefore modified. When the new method of direct mail request

was adopted, the Directions-for-Administration page was changed by
cireling the x-ing out First steps in order to avoid confusion. The
letter intended as an ald to the psychology teacher of graduate student
in gecuring classes (2nd page of Appendix D) was eliminated. Reference

was made to both Directions and Administration Log in the covering

letter when the blanks were shipped.

Analysis of the Schools Used

As the returns were received, the item read first, because of its
significance for the whole research, was the statement of response tone
on the Administration Log. Pilot studies had been reassuring, but
administration under conditions which demanded more of the QCL might
be less so. Only two of the one hundred and twenty-four classes of the
sample had a response tone interpreted as unfavorable to the research
by the administrator. Apparently the response justifies confidence that
the students followed instructions. Some of the administrators did not;

some apparently administered the QCL's themselves, and a few did not
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complete or return the Administration Log.

Scanning of the individual QCL's prior to IBM punching reinforced
this conclusion. Very few double ratings on effectiveness or person
ratings were noted. Few forms were discarded because of failure to
complete each item under Classification Data. Only one pattern response
wasg noted:s i.e. 12345, 12345, etoc.

A good deal of white space was deliberately provided under
Comments in the QCL and no cues to its use were included, in the belief
that it would tap attitudes toward the QCL. Comparatively l1ittle use
of it was made; those comments made dealt almost exclusively with the
teacher desoribed rather than the QCL. There were a number of favorable
comments on the QCL and only one or two unfavorable ones.

The geographical distribution of the QCL sample is shown in
Appendix E. A rough correspondence with population density may be noted;
however, the West and Nortlwest seem to lack representation. It would
geem that the results shown are adequate in case geography is significant.
Additional schoole could be added to the sample later if further
research indicates it is necessary.

The schools were largely coeducational. Five women's and five
men' s colleges are included in the sample. They can be used in later
research on sex differences. In the larger schools, there are very
few purely male or female institutions, and even in the smaller ones,
exceptions are made for some classes or for veterans.

The size and level of the schools in the sample is indicated

in Tables I and II. The data are rough, since they are 1546 figures



TABLE I

DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOL SIZE IN QUALIFICATION CHECK LIBT
IN TERMS OF STUDENT ENROLLMENT

65

School Enrollment to Nearest 1,000

Number of Schools

Below 1,000 students
1,000 students

2,000 students

3=5,000 students

Over 6,000 students

Total

12

37

70




TABLE II

LEVEL OF SCHOOLS USED IN QUALIFICATION CHECK LIST SAMPLE
ACCORDING TO DEGREE CONFERRED

Degree Number of Schools
A.B. 13

M.A. 22

Ph.D. 36

Total 70
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and "level™ probably is not accurately indicated by "Ph.D." However,
there is sufficient range in the sample. As shown in Table I, perhaps
there are too many large universities and not enough medium-sized
schools. If later research shows significant practical differences
between the smallest and largest schools, then the forced-choice scale
oould be restricted to one or the other or corrections made. The sample
should provide enough cases for both lane and small schools; if not,
supplementary data may be obtained.

Table II shows that in terms of level, the sample is weighted
with schools having dootoral programs. This may be misleading since
a school was placed in this category if only one doctoral degree was
awarded. If later comparisons justify it, more accurate classification
methods can be employed. Perhaps a composite oriterion of both size

and level would be the best to use in further research.

Analysis of the Classes Used

Since provision was made under Classification Data on the QCL
for student age and school year, it was considered unnecessary to
describe the class in which the QCL was administered as a sophomore
course, junior olass, etc. Freshman classes were eliminated at the

outset in the Directions for Administration, and any QCL's marked other

than sophomore, junior, or senior were not included in the sample.
The names of the courses or classes in which the QCL's were
administered are not necessarily desoriptive of the teacher rated.

In faot, specific instructions were given to the student not to describe



the instructor of the class, since this would 1imit the size of the
sample of teachers described very sharply. The teacher described
and rated is thus unknown.

The fact of anonymity meant that no control, in any strict sense,
could be exercised over the sample of teachers rated. There could be
no breakdown of teachers rated by name, subjeot taught, etc.

An anonymous method was considered necessary, not only because

it would be easier to find teachers willing to have it administered in

their classes, but because it was necessary to dispel student fear and
hostility. Observation of response to the check list of both teacher
and student during pilot-study administration seemed to justify this
decision. It is true, that after administration some students commented
that it was "too bad a certain teacher couldn't see it," etec. Prior to
administration a heightened attention suggested\sqme tension.

The most important reason, however, for accepting an "unknown"
sample is one of controlling bias. Honesty of response was crucial,
since any leniency, through fear of results being made known (or its
converse "apple polishing,") or any attempts at revenge, or any similar
motive, would distort the disocrimination indices obtained. In essence,
what was needed was a group of "disinterested judges" to decide which
words or phrases were descriptive of good teaching, much as has been
done in constructing chesck-1ist scales in industry. If students are
to be used as judges, it is then quite clear that nothing should

interfere with their decisions. The average rating could not be used,
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as in the ocross validation scale, so that bias becomes important.
Perhaps in a loose sense some control might have been exercised

because of the fact that a biology major, for example, might be more
likely to describe a biology instructor than any other kind. Therefore,
early overloading in psychology and education was of some concern, even
though it is true that psychology undergraduates are heterogeneous rather
than homogeneous in curriculum.

Table III shows the results in terms of major curricula, even
though it is not safe to infer that a distribution of teachers actually
rated would be parallel, in view of the limitations just described.

All "education" classes are grouped together, regardless of level.
Here again, provision for further research has been made through "kind
of teaching" under Classification Data on the QCL. The sampling pre-
sented in Table III should provide enough of these various teaching
situations or methods so that later research will be able to isolate
differences, if any.

Therefore, it is difficult to estimate the effectiveness of the
sampling. When the Classification Data are analyzed, it is theoretically
possible to compare them with estimates of the student population from
other sources. It is now regarded as a refinement unnecessary to the
research objectives accepted.

The administration time, provided on each Administration Log,
corresponded to that of pilot study QCL's. The range was from fifteen
to thirty-five minutes. By inspection, the mode was about twenty-five

minutes. Administration time is significant as an indication that the



TABLE III

DISTRIBUTION OF THE QUALIFICATICN CHECK LIST SAMPLE BY
TYPE OF CLASS IN WHICH FORMS WERE ADMINISTERED

Eigp of Class

Number of Classes

Agrioulture
Biology
Business
Chemistry
Eoonomios
Education
Engineering
BEnglish

Home Economios
Industrial Arts
Journalism
Language

Law
Mathematics
Philosophy
Psychology

Sociology

35
17

Total 124

——eup
sy e

70
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administration proceeded according to plan. It was also useful later
in estimating the administration of the validation scale.

The Administration Log data on day of week and hour of day can
also be used in further research to investigate the effect of these

variables on effectiveness and person ratings.




CHAPTER VI

ANALYSIS OF THE QUALIFICATION CHECK LIST DATA

Mechanics of the Analysis

As the completed QCL's were received from the schools, they
were coded and scammed for compliance with instructions and for complete-
ness. Information from the QCL's remaining after this screening was then
punched on International Business Machines standard cards.

The oard punching was'done by the writer's wife and trainees in
the International Business Machines office in Montgomery, Alabama. The
cards were not verified. It is assumed that errors were random. Spot
inspeotions showed very few errors; four cards of the 3,64V used in the
preliminary run were mispunched, which resulted in a final sample of
3,636 cases. This was considered very good punching by the civilian
chief of statistical services, Maxwell Air Force Base.

Correspondence with the Seoretary, Air University, United States
Air Force, produced permission to use the facilities of Statistical
Services Section of the Command on a non-priority basis. While the
cards were being punched, consultations with Mr. James Reynolds, at
that time project director for Statistical Services, resulted in the
methods described in this section.

Although the distributions of the nine-point ratings for person
and effectiveness scales were then unknown, it was decided that product-

moment correlations between them and the five-point item scores should
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be used. Inspection of other possible methods showed that most of them
saorifice data. For example, use of the difference in mean of high and
low groups as a dissrimination index sacrifices the middle group. Various
other methods were either cumbersome, or made assumptions as to normality
of one of the variables anyway, so that product-moment method might as
Wwell be used. The distributions did turn out skewed, but most of the
regressions were close to linear. The IBM methods used yielded a 6x9
scattergram, as well as the necessary sums, sums of squares, and sum
of products, for each item-scale correlation, for both criterion scales.

The final computations were done on a desk calculator.

Results of the Qualification Check List Analysis

As shown in Figures 5 and 6, the scale distributions are skewed,
but not to such a degree that the results are unusable. It is assumed
that students found some descriptive categories in the criterion scales
quite close together in meaning. After locating a teacher generally on
the scale, they appear to have marked the most appealing or acceptable
of two adjacent statements.

Figures 7 and 8 show the extreme frequency surfaces for each of
the six forms of the effectiveness and person scales. At each of the
nine rating points in these figures, the highest frequency for any of
the QCL forms is shown as well as the lowest. Thus the distribution
of each of the six QCL forms, when plotted individually, falls within

these upper and lower limits. The range from high to low at each scale
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point among the six forms is shown. It will be seen that the distri-
bution of each of the forms is about the same. Since the student first
read the sixty-six phrases on the QCL and then rated the teacher on the
two nine-point scales, and sinoe the distributions are similar, it would
appear that either the QCL phrases had no effect on the nine-point ratings
or that they had an equal effect upon the two types of ratings. Therefore,
the six forms of the QCL were considered comparable, and form differences
were disregarded in building the validation scale.

Ratings from the nine-point effectiveness and person scales were
again correlated. Whereas the pilot study QCL produced a product moment
correlation of .73, the QCL as administered ylelded a correlation of .54.

Turning to the three hundred and ninety-four items of the QCL, a
study of the meam rating for each was made. Where 1 stands for a "very
poor" rating and 5 indicates a "very good" rating, the range in mean
ratings was from 1.47 to 3.98. The frequency distribution ot means is
shown in Figure 9.

Figure 10 shows the frequenoy distribution of correlations
between each item and the effectiveness and person ratings. It should
be noted that the correlations are expressed as Pearson correlations;
Fisher's Z' transformation has not been used. This figure should be
oontrasted with the sampling distribution of correlation as found in
textbooks on statistics. All item-scale correlations were positive.

A 6x8-inoh card was prepared for each of the threé-hundred
and ninety-four items. BEntries on these cards were made for the item

mean, the item-effectiveness correlation (rie)- and the item-person
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Magnitude
of
Means

3.90 to 3.99
3.80 to 3.89
3.70 to 3.79
3.60 to 3.69
3.50 to 3059
3.40 to 3.49 x 1

3.30 to 3.39 xxx 3

3420 to 3.29 x 1

3.10 to 3.19 x1

3.00 to 3.09 xxxxx b

2.% to 2.99 XX XXX XXX 8

2.80 to 2.89 xxxXXTXTXXXX 13

2.70 to 2.79 XEXXXXXXXIXZXXXXXXIXXXXXXXXX 26

2.60 to 2.69 XXXXXXXIXXXXXXXXXXIXXXXXXXXXXXXX 32

2,50 to 2.59 FTOEIOXXXIXXXXE XXX XXXTXXXXXXXX 31

2.40 to 2.49 ITTTTXIXZTZTIXXXXXXXXXAXXXXXXXXXXXTXXXXXXXXXXXXXX00X 52
2.30 t0 2.39 TOXTTTIXTIXTXTXXXXTNX XXXX XX TXXX XXXX XXX IXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 67
2:20 to 2.29 TTOXITXXTTITIXTXXXR TTOXXXX XXXXXX XX XXX XXXXX 43

2.10 t0 2.19 XXXXXXXXICOXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 31

2.00 to 2.09 TXIXIXTXXXXTXIXTXXXXIXXX IOOXXXX 37
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80 to 1.89 xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 17

«T0 t0 1.79 xxxxx §

60 to 1.69 xxxxx 6

50 to 1.59 =xx 2
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Number of Means (total 394)

Figure 9. Frequency distribution of item means for 394 items of
the Qualifioation Check List. (1 is low, 5 is high.)
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correlation (r; ). The results are presented in Appendix F.
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CHAPTER VII

THE CONSTRUCTION AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE VALIDATION SCALE

Introduction

From the analysis ot the Qualification Check List data, the mean
of each ot the three hundred ana ninety-four items on the five-point
scale and the correlations between each item and the person criterion
scale (rip) and the effectiveness criterion soale (rje/ had been obtained.
From previous discussion it will be recalled that it had been decided
to proceed on the basis ot the minimum number of assumptions; in this
cage, to cross validate with another sample by item rather than by
oouplet. The scale would then appear as a grayphic scale. However, in
order to control on possible item-position effects in future forced-
choice administrations of the scale, and to permit scoring as if forced-
choice, couplets had to be built according to forced-choice rationale.
It will be recalled that the mean had been decided upon as a charac-
teristicness index, the rip statistic as a biasability index, and the
rye statistic as a discrimination index. The major problem in con-
structing the validation scale was, then, to build each couplet with as
large a difference in discrimination as possible, and at the same time
maintain equivalence ot items on both the characteristicness and

biasability statistics.
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Rationale For The Couplets

The rationale of the indices must be reviewed briefly to explain
the procedure used in building the couplets. Equal item means signifies
that raters, in general, are equally likely to make the two statements
about the person rated. When items are equal in correlation with the
person scale, a check mark on one of the items predicts the rater's
liking tor the person rated just as well as does a check mark on the

other item.

Vhen the biasability indexes are equal, but the characteristicness
indexes are not, raters generally are more likely to check the item with
the higzher mean,

In the case of equal characteristicness, but different biasability
indexes, raters are equally likely to check the two items, exsey,t that a
more acceptable person will be ohecked on the item with the higher Tipe
With items unequal on Tip the student would bias the rating by marking
the item with higher Tipe

At the time the scale was constructed, no way was seen to combine
these two indexes into an index of acceptability, inasmuch as an index
or mean bias tendency was not available. Therefore, a graphic technique
wag designed to control both the characteristioness and the biasability
index while building couplets with as large differences in item discrimi-

nation as possible.
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Procedure in Building Couplets

Following a suggestion from Dr. E. E. Cureton, a bivariate chart
was prepared on which item mean and item rip were employed to fix the
position of each of the three hundred and ninety-four items. The ratio
of the mean standard error of the 2' transformation of the Tip to the
mean standard error of the mean of the items was used to scale the
distances. The mean standard error of the mean was computed, independent-
ly by two different methods. One method used modal f‘requehoies on the
various forms of the QCL as a sampling method, using the five-point scale
values. Another method took a small sample of means from each of the
forms. The mean standard error of the mean was consistently equal to
.006 (rounded) by all methods. Using an N of 560 as typical of the size
of the student sample for any form of the QCL, the mean standard error
of Z' was «U13 (rounded). The ratio of the mean standard error of the
mean to the mean standard error of Z' was 2.7 (rounded). Using the 5 per
cent significance level (1.96 sigma) of the standard error of the 2'
difference as a guide (= .06), the chart was scanned to pick up item
pairs close together on the dimensions of mean difference and ip
difference. These items were located by referring the QCL form letter
and item numbers back to the item cards to obtain the item correlations
with the effectiveness criterion scale. Using a worksheet, the Tie item
differences were computed. If the oriterion of 20 Z' points difference

or greater was met, the pair or couplet was used.

In this fashion, fifty-eight couplets were constructed. Thus
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one hundred and sixteen items of the original three hundred and ninety-
four were used. This is 29 per cent usage, or about 70 per cent
shrinkage on an arithmetical basis. The loss in terms of items of
diagnostic value in improving quality of instruction is unknown.

Figure 11 contrasts the distribution of the ry, 2' for the group
of highly discriminating items with that of the lower group. It will
be noted that, in general, the couplets are composed of items of high
versus moderate discriminating power. In view of the pile up on the
high side of the oriterion scales, as shown in Figure 7, Chapter VI,
it would seem that the orucial rating problem is that of discriminating
among teachers who are average or better. Therefore, the fact that the
couplets turned out as shown was regarded as very encouraging in that

they would permit relatively fine discriminations.

Scale Construction

The scale itself was constructed with a minimum or common
denominator set of directions so as to facilitate its use in a variety
of situations. The meaning of the letter ratings was simplified as
compared to the QCL set, and the scale values were increased from 6 to
16 to allow discrimination between Poor to Fair, Fair to Good, and Good
to OCutstendirg, as shown on the scale in Appendix G. This last procedure
was impossible in the QCL because of format problems. The couplets were
first organiged so that the highly discriminating item came first, then
a number of these were reversed; so that the scale, when administered in

forced-choice form, would not have this "key" item consistently first.
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There is, then, no item position effect to worry about in terms of
systematic bias. The reasons for not using forced-choice format in
oconstructing the scale have been discussed.

The oriterion scales were identical with those of the QCL;
the person scale came first, and the continuum for the effectiveness
scale was reversed; therefore, comparisons with the cross-validation
sample are possible.

The writer is indebted to Dr. E. E. Cureton and Mr. Thomas
Greene, who not only made valuable suggestions, but used the writer's

sketohes to produce the printed form.

Administration of the Scale

In the fall of 1963, ancther "direot mail" campaipn was begun to
secure cooperation in administering the validation form of the scale.
The method first used was to go through the correspondence accumulated
on the QCL and request that the scale be administered by those who did
not cooperate in the QCL administration. When this mine petered out,
a new sample was solicited. Acceptance from both methods was so small
that recourse was made to the QCL administrators. This step was taken
reluctantly because of the desirability of a completely different and
independent sample. However, in view of the fact that approximately
fifteen months had elapsed and that students were desoribing all the
members of a department in the validation scale, the assumption that

these two samples are independent ones is regarded as reasonable. The
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major source of difficulty in obtaining administration of the scale,
aside from the fact that named teachers were rated, was that the scales
were provided free of charge only if complete (or nearly so) departments
cooperated. It took approximately six months of correspondence to
obtain the nine departments and seventy-one teachers of the cross=-
validation sample, in spite of a promise to score the scale and interpret
the results for those participating.

The Nanual of Directions employed to obtain participation is shown
in Appendix H. The Manual provided information on background and purpose,
use of the scale, restrictions on use of the scale, instructions to
students, details of administration, scoring and interpretation of
results, costs, shipping instructions, ordering, and directions for

local scoring. An Administration Log, completed upon administration

and returned so as to provide information on instructions used and
response tone of the students is attached to this appendix.

| Various aspects of this procedure require attention. In agreement
"with the decision to avoid an either-or restriction, i.e. teacher or
administrator use, the Manual made it clear that any kind of loeal
arrangements would be satisfactory. In this connection, the Administra-
tion Log provides for identification by department of the use made of
the scale. A very definite restriction, however, was mentioned twice in
the Manual; namely, that some kind of practical use of the scale had to
be explained to the student as the basis for requesting student rating
of the instructor. In other words, the students could not be told that

the scale was administered "for research purposes." The reason for this
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is quite obvious; if conclusions are to be drawn and items cross-
validated, the crucial test is one of determining the shrinkage of
statistics produced by operational use of the scale.

The option of local scoring by the departments was exercised in
very few cagses. A check of tallying was made and as a result all such
scales were retallied by the writer.

Before the validation work to be reported in the next chapter
could begin, the promise made in the Mamual to score the results and to
interpret them had to be kept. The report sent to the departments, which
contains the mean rating on each item for the group of seventy-one
teachers, is shown in Appendix I. Even though this had to be somewhat
of a stopgap measure, it required substential machine time and further

delayed work of greater relevance to the thesis.



CHAPTER VIII

VALIDATION OF THE SCALE

Introduction

After the scales had been tallied and the interim report to the
participants, as shown in the previous chapter and discussed later in
this chapter, had been prepared, the data was treated so as to obtain
answers to questions germane to forced-choice methodology. Such
problems as the variation of scores on the effectiveness oriterion scale
across departments (schools;; the effect on item correlation of admini-
stering the scale with a "live" teacher rather than an unknown one as
in the Qualification Check List; the validation of couplets, i.e. item
difference scores against the oriterion; the validities obtained from
different scoring methods; and various related considerations are
presented and discussed in this chapter. A major purpose underlying
all of this was, of course, the construction of the forced-schoice scale

in its final form.

The Cross-Validation Sample

In view of the promise made in the letter of request to avoid
comparisons by name, class, department, or college, a description of
the cross-validation sample becomes difficult in view of the comparisons

made or projected for future research. Table IV provides the number
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TABLE IV

NUMBER AND KINDS OF CLASSES IN CROSS-VALIDATION SAMPLE

College No. of Classes Kind of Class No. of Students

A 7 Journalism 187
B 4 Psychology 106
c 12 Agriculture 253
D 4 Business 114
E 20 Business 669
F 4 Engineering 66
G 3 Education 84
H 12 Business 439
I 4 Mathematics 88

9 Schools 71 Classes 9 Departments 1906 Students
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and kinds of departments by college. The number of student raters for

each department is also shown.

Procedure

The data were processed by tallying ratings, by teacher, on blank
scales. Another set of blank scales was used as a workshéet to enter the
sum of the scores by item, coding from O to 14, from Poor through Out-
standing letter ratings. The number of students was then recorded and
the mean rating for each of the one hundred and sixteen items computed.
Using the formula, N£i1+Néié..-Nbii, the mean of means, first by depart-
ments and then for the total sample, was computed. This last statistic
was used in reporting to the participating departments. The range, mean,
and standard deviations for the two coriterion scales were computed and
reported in the same way. Thus the basic data in the following discussion
consigts of the teacher score on each item on the average over the whole

clags, i.e. the mean. Standard deviations have not yet been computed.

The Criterion Scales

Since the criterion scales were identical with those of the Quali-
fication Chesck List, a comparison of the distributions resulting from the
two administrati;ns is of interest.

Figure 12 compares the per cent of the sample at each of the nine
scale points for the effectiveness and person ratings when the class

averages for the 71 teachers are used (A in the figure); the distribution
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by per cent of sample for both criterion scales in the QCL administration
(B in the figure); and the distribution for both criterion scales for a
sample of 100 Validation Scales used for calculation of item correlations
in the cross validation sample (C in the figure). A random sample of
100 scales rather than all 1800 scales was used to avoid weighﬁing by
school or department, and to reduce the data to a manageable size
(using caloculating machine rather than IBM methods). The 71 classes
were arranged in the order the results were received; then, using a
table of random numbers, one scale was selected from each class in turn.
When 71 such scales were thus collected, additional scales were added
through use of the table until 100 scales were obtained. This sampling
procedure undoubtedly created some artificial restriction in the distri-
butions shown in part C of Figure 12.

The difference between the QCL and Validation Scale results is

seen by contrasting A and C (Validation Scale) with B (QCL) in Pigure 12.

The Validation Scale results are markedly restrioted for both person and
effectiveness oriteria, but the distributions are more nearly normal.

In considering the effect of these oriterion scales on item validity
indexes, 1t should be kept in mind that the JCL correlations were based
on a 5 by 9 point bivariate distribution, whereas the Validation Socale
had a 15 by 9 point structure. In spite of this, when the item effective-
ness correlations (2') obtained from the QCL were plotted against the
discrimingtion indices obtained from the Validation Scale, a linear
relationship and a product-moment r of .78 was obtained. From this it

would appear that, generally, the item-scale relationships are relatively
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stable from one administration to the other, since the obtained correla-
tion is undoubtedly attenuated. The relative magnitude of validity
indexes in the two administrations is another question, to be reported
later in this chapter.

Figure 12 has also been constructed to show how students handle
the requirement of rating on both liking as a person and teaching
effectiveness. In spite of the moderately high correlations obtained
(«73 in the pilot study, QCL: .54 in the QCL administration; .64 in the
Validation Scale administration, using mean ratings,) between person
and effeoctiveness ratings, it can be seen that in all oases (A, B, and
C) there is a meaningful difference between the two criteria. It is
interesting that this difference is more marked in rating "real"
teachers than in rating "a" ﬁeacher, as in the QCL. This is seen by
ingpecting A and C differences in person and effectiveness distributions
in contrast to B.

Contrasting "effectiveness" in A and C, it would appear that,
although the surfaces are not parallel, there is a rough equivalence;
enough so that the sample of 100 can be acocepted as crudely representa-

tive of all 1500 ratings for the purpose of computing item indexes.

Summary of Validation Statistiocs

Because at least a rough stability and equivalence of oriterion

data has been established, a comparison between item indexes obtained
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from the cross-validation sample and the QCL sample may be made. The
" disorimination and biasability indexes (ry, and Tips respectively,)
from the QCL and Scale administrations for all one hundred and sixteen
items are presented in Appendix J. The "key" or higher discriminating
item is marked by a parenthesis and the couplets are separated by a
space. All entries are in 2',

From this table, Figure 13 has been prepared to show the effeoct
on discrimination indexes (rie) of the administration of the scale to
a oross-validation sample. It will be recalled that a 15-point soale
is being used on the item (instead of a 5-point as in the QCL) and that
the oriterion variance is restricted. Therefore, the observed difference
in distribution of the indexes camnot be attributed solely to administra-
tion of the scale in a practical setting, i.e. using a named teacher.
¥hatever the reason, it can be observed that the scale indices are
substantially lower. The mean difference is about 26 Z' points. Only
one of the 116 items had a higher discrimination index in the scale
administration.

Figure 14 shows the results for the biasability index, rip. In
this case, eight of the one hundred and sixteen items had higher Scale
indexes. The algebraic mean difference is 18 Z' points.

However, a drop in each item disorimination or biasability index
in the Scale administration does not necessarily mean a corresponding

drop in couplet or item-difference score. For example:

Item QCL Scale QCL-Scale Difference
3 89 76 13
4 63 40 23

Couplet Score 26 36 10
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Here, although item 3 dropped 13 points and item 4 dropped 23
points, the difference or couplet score increased 10 points in the
Scale over the QCL. But this is not characteristic. Figure 16 shows
the distribution of item difference scores within couplets for the QCL
and the Scale. The average difference score for the QCL was 32; for
the Scale it was 21. There were only 8 cases, as in the example above,
where Scale difference score was higher. The algebraic couplet mean
QCL—chle difference score was 14; that is, on the average the QCL
difference score between items was 14 points higher than in the Scale.
Since we are dealing with discrimination indexes, this is disturbing.
This kind of loss is significant and does not appear to be readily
explained in terms of regression effects. It seems that this is "real"
loss, attributable to using a named teacher. Figure 15 also shows
another kind of loss, one in which the item higher in discrimination
in the couplet in the QCL does not hold up as highest in the Scale.
administration. These are the minus Z' values in the figure.

The biasablility index difference within a couplet should, of course,
be as low as possible, with zero difference as the objestive. Figure 16
shows the distribution of these differences for both QCL and Scale
administration. If not zero, then the direction of the difference should
be as shown in the following example:

(key item) Item x High Discrimination Low Biasability
Item y Low Discrimiration High Biasability

This follows because choice of item x as most characteristic by

the rater can then be said to be against the pull of a high blas factor;

if y is chosen the rater is saying the nice thing. Obviously, this has
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limits, and extremes are to be avoided. The case cited is defined as
negative in Figure 16. The case where the discriminating or key item
in the couplet is also higher in bias or correlation with person
rating is defined as positive.

It will be observed that there are more minus than plus couplets,
and that the Scale contains more positive and more negative couplets
than the QCL. The mean minus value for 33 QCL couplets is 7.8; for the
Scale, 42 with a mean value of 12.2. The mean positive value for 20
QCL couplets is 4.4; for the Scale, 13 positive couplets have a mean
of 9.5.

In all of the above discussion, it should be recalled that a
sample of 100 scales was used to calculate scale indices. Results

obtained from all 1900 cases could be quite different.

Couplet Validation

The point in identifying the items which are unstable is that of
eliminating them from the final scale or at least eliminating them from
the scoring of the final scale. However, this procedure by itself is
not sufficient. The difference in the mean on the 15-point scale between
items in the couplet (couplet mean difference) was correlated against the
effectiveness oriterion scale score and used as an estimate of couplet
validity. Validities for each of the fifty-eight oouplets will be
presented in Chapter IX, Construction of the Forced-Choice Scale. Table V
summarizes overall results by Pearson r, not Z2'. This table is inter-

preted by the finding that the couplet validity correlation is significant
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at .05 probability (one sided alternative) if the r is equal to or
greater than «137. On this basis 11 of the 58 couplets, or about

19 per cent, were not usable.

Departmental Differences

Couplet validities were obtained across all 71 teachers and
9 departments. The question arises whether or not these couplet
validities would hold up in every department. In order to investigate
this problem, it is necessary that each department be a sufficiently
large and unbiased sample of the total group with respect to the
oriterion, the effectiveness scale. Tables VI and VII show the results
of an analysis of variance of the mean effectiveness score by depart-
ment. Because of the widely different number of teachers in each
department and the effect of this on normality and trait variance, the
F ratio rejection at the 5 per cent level of the hypothesis that the
departments are drawn from a common population is suspect as a generali-
zation. The Hartley F maximum test shows the variance as significantly
heterogeneous and provides another reason for questioning a probability

of .05.

Differential Scoring Analysis

It will be recalled that the Validation Scale was administered as

a "disguised" forced-choice scale, that is, couplets were built into the



TABLE V

DISTRIBUTION OF COUPLET VALIDITY CORRELATIONS BY SIZE

Size of Correlation (r) Frequency

Negative 2
0-19 9

*20 - 29 15

30 - 39 13

40 - 49 10

60 - 69 8

60 - 69 1

Total 68

# All correlations this large or larger significant
at probability .05

104
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE, MEANS OF EFFECTIVENESS SCALE BY DBPARTMENT

S St ———

ﬁ%- of Classes

Department Code Numbers

(Teachers) A B ) D 3 2 G E I

1 6.16 5.39 4,86 §.3¢ 6.06 5.84 3.97 5.79 6.79
2 6.09 5.86 6.57 4.40 5.74 3.50 5.94 4.51 5.7
3 4.44 4.68 5.40 6.00 5.29 3.09 3.95 5.31 6.44
4 5083 4081 6.67 6069 5000 3055 4'53 5078
5 4'20 5039 4011 5.39 5.10
6 5.09 6.60 4,07 6.00
7 5.16 3.46 4.64 4,57
8 6.41 5.57 6.14
9 6.50 5.10 5.41

10 6.90 4.52 4.75

11 5.00 7.43 5.96

12 6.62 4.84 4.62

13 4,27

14 6.00

16 4.39

16 5.89

17 6.28

18 4,59

19 5.17

20 5.69

Sum 36.96 20.74 70.37 26.564 105.9 15.98 13.86 62.69 24.72
X 5.28 5.18 5.86 65.31 5.30 3.99 4.62 5.22 6.18

43 .28 1.056

1.04 .59

1.21

.88

40 .21

l




TABLE VII

VARIANCE TABLE

106

Source Variation

Sum Squares

af Mean Square F

Between Departments
Within Departments

Total

16
47

62

8 1.8 2.368
62 .76
70
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scale but were not revealed to the student. The assumption being made
here is that a student would, if forced to choose as in forsced-choice
format, select that item of each pair to which he would give the higher
scale value. As established in the section on couplet validation, the
couplet mean difference score is valid for most of the couplets.

Going ahead with the assumption that a forced-choice score is
essentially a difference score permits an analysis of the effectiveness
of various scoring methods in predicting the two oriterion scales or a
ocomposite of them. Table VIII reports validities of the Scale obtained
by various scoring methods.

A soore for each teacher by method labeled la in Table VIII
(Forced-Choice-algebraic, umweighted,) was obtained by counting the
number of times the highly discriminating item (the "key" item) in the
ocouplet had a higher value. If higher, a positive value was assigned.
This is all that would be known if the directions to the student had
read, "choose the most characteristic of the two items;" this is the
"ag-if-forced-choice™ method. Scores thus derived for the 71 teachers
were correlated against the effectiveness criterion scores and the
person criterion scores. A scatter diagram showed a linear relationship.
In the procedure employed, the difference score was obtained algebraically
and then a constant was added to remove negative values.

In method 1b, weighting by Z' difference, a scale for each teacher
was overlald with a key showing the Z' difference between the key and
non-key items in the couplet. When the key item mean score was high,

the Z' weight was positive; when low, the Z' weight was negative. The



TABLE VIII

VALIDITIES OF SCALE SCORED BY DIFFERENT METHODS

108

Scoring Method r. Effectiveness r. Person
l. Forced-choice

a. Algebraic, umveighted «45 <66

b. Weighted by Z' Difference «52 .18
2. Graphic, Non-Key Items 78 77
3« Graphic, Key Items «91 «92
4. Graphic, All Items <91 .84

Composite Criterion, E)P = &

6. Forced-choice

a. Umvweighted r & 77

b Weighted by Z' Difference r = .70
6. Graphic, All Items r = .53
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score for the teacher was then derived by adding the Z' values for «
oouplets and the Z' values for the - couplets. A constant was then
added to convert to positive values.

In method 2, the mean score for each item in the scale which
was not a key item (the key item was at least 20 Z' points higher than
its opposite number in the couplet) was added and divided by 58 (the
number of non-key items) so as to obtain a mean soore for each teacher.
In effect, this cuts the scale in half, using the lower discriminating
items. In method 3, this was reversed, using the key items.

In method 4, the grand mean of all 116 items was used for each
teacher. In methods 5 and 6, the oriterion score was changed to a
ocomposite one, so that a difference score between the mean effectiveness
and mean person scales was considered positive if the effectiveness
mean was higher. The thought here is that the real concern is one with
teaching effectiveness beyond that to be expected because the teacher
is liked. (It will be recalled that roughly §0 per cent of the variance
in effectiveness is not predicted by person rating.) The weighted and
umweighted methods in the forced-choloce scoring were the same as with
the single rather than composite criterion.

Various other methods of scoring were considered and postponed
for future research. In the next chapter, in discussion of the forced-
choice scale, the statistics presented here, plus some related ones,

will be brought into perspective.



CHAPTER IX

CONSTRUCTION OF THE FORCED-CHOICE SCALE

Introduction

In order to explain effectively the procedures used in con-
structing the final form of the scale, it is necessary to consider
its future research use, which is a matter more properly presented
in Chapter X. Briefly, then, it appears that as a result of this
study a rather definitive method of appraising the effectiveness of
forced-choice versus graphic rating scales for student evaluation
of college teaching can be formulated. It is proposed that two scales
be administered to the same sample of teachers, half of each class

using a graphic scale to rate the teacher and half of the class using

a forced-choice scale. The criterion would be the same two criterion
scales used in this research, as well as any “"external” oriterion
obtainable.

In such an experiment the necessity of equal treatment of all
variables in the scales except forced-choice format is clear. The
scales should be of equal length, content, and structure. For this
reagson, and in order that the methods reported in this thesis may be
replicated, the forced-choice scale developed here consists of the
complete Validation Scale, altered to conform to forced-choice format.
However, not all the couplets in the forced-choice scale so constructed

need be scored. The next section develops specifications for scoring.
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Development of the Forced-Choice Scoring Key

It will be recalled that three indexes and two administrations
were used in oross validation of items. These variables are shown in
the heading of Table IX, Summary of Cross Validation Results.

The first step in seleoting couplets for scoring in the final
scale was to isolate those couplets which had a difference in discrimina-
tion index (rie)'between items, in both QCL and Scale administrations,
equal to or greater than 20 Z' points. Applying this selection procedure
resulted in retention of 32 of the original 58 couplets. (Table IX,
Column 2.)

Next, using the biasability index (rip)' those couplets were
selected which had item differences in both administrations of less
than 10 Z' points. Twenty-seven couplets were so obtained. (Table IX,
Column 3.)

When both of the above criteria were employed simultaneously,

(a most rigorous selection procedure,) only 14 of the 58 couplets
remained.

The mean of the items in these couplets in the Scale administration
were then ingpected to determine if the characteristicness indices were
approximately equal. In these 14 couplets in all but two cases the
non-key item (one with lower ry,) had a higher mean. Difference magni-
tudes varied from 0.3 to 1.00 scale point, whereas .6 of a score point
(on the average) was required at the 1 per cent level for one item in
rejecting the null hypothesis, so that these differences in means are

not likely to be significant. Table IX shows these mean differences
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TABLE IX

SUMMARY OF CROSS VALIDATION RESULTS

oo g i Pt e g et

YR IR @& 6 0

2' Difference Tip~Tie
Couplet Item Dlsorimination Biasability DIT%erenoe _Dx
Number Numbers r, QCL Sogle QCL Soale QCL Socale QCL Soale

3)

1. 8 (15)16 .36 .27 .21 -«06 0 .21 .21 .88 -.023
2. 2 (3) 4 .62 .26 .36 .07 =.07 33 .29 .84 .013
3. 12 (23)24 .35 .33 .29 .05 .03 38 .32 .68 .034
4, 11 21(22).45 .47 .38 -.02 =.01 45 .37 .88 -.025
=5, 13 26(26).36 .50 .31 .07 =.29 43 .02 .90 -.027

6. 14 (27)28 .34 .44 024 .01 -.07 45 .17 -.13 0
7. 17 '33534).46 45 «39 -el2 =.17 ¢33 .22 1.11 -.126
8. 18 (35)36 .52 .30 .29 -.07 =.16 21 .13 .40 -.039

9. 20 (39)40 .35 .32 «25 «s09 =.04 .23 .21 1.03 -.028

10. 22 §43;44 .53 .38 .41 02 =.26 40 .25 .81 .003
11. 24 47)48 .24 .46 .35 .08 -.09 .54 .26 .59 .003

12. 25 49(50).41 .33 .23 «e10 =.14 23 .09 .62 =.017
13. 26 (61)52 .23 .27 .27 «10 -.03 37 .24 .86 0
14. 27 (53)54 .25 .36 .20 .10 =.22 46 -.02 .61 .255
16. 29 6§7(58).30 .31 .37 -.07 =.12 .24 .25 .48 -.008
16. 30 (69)60 .45 .20 .20 .03 -.08 23 .14 .43 -.033
17. 33 65(66).20 .20 .20 -.06 =.07 14 13 .77 -.049
18. 37 73(74).27 .29 .20 .02 =.03 31 .17 .93 .028
19. 38 (76)76 .34 .34 .29 «.10 =.06 24 .23 .35 -.018
20. 41 81(82).53 .48 .40 -.09 =.16 39 .24 .54 -.009

21, 42 (83)84 .27 .41 .21 -.13 =.24 .28 =-.03 .13 .008
22. 47 93(94).27 .31 .33 =09 =.12 22 .21 .32 -.007
23. 48 (95)96 .56 .35 .50 04 =.17 39 .33 .76 .045
24. 50 (99)100.42 .46 .38 0 -.24 46 .14 1.08 .020
25, 51 101(102).22 .38 .32 =12 -,08 26 .24 .25 0
26. 52 (103)104.33 .25 .41 -.156 =.23 .10 .18 =.17 -.011
27. 63 105(106).28 .44 .24 07 .16 .51 .40 .77 -.021

28. 55 109(110).33 .29 «30 «e09 =,12 20 .18 .61 -.010

Yy = Validation correlation (mean difference against Effectiveness Scale).
()= Key item.
- signifies key item with higher Tip than non-key.

Tie~Tip Difference is algebraic.
* Example discussed in text.
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for the QCL as well as the Scale administration. By inspection it was
oconcluded that the QCL differences were probably not significant.

Up to this point couplet validities (as opposed to item difference

consistencies, had not been considered, although they had been calculated
as described in Chapter VIII. Accordingly, the 47 couplets with vali-
dities of .20 or greater were inspected for consistent discrimination
index of 20 Z' points or greater and those meeting this ocriterion were
included in Table IX. Thus 28 couplets are shown in Tabdble IX. The
couplet number in this table was taken from the worksheets; item numbers
are shown on the printed scale, and the "key" item is placed within
parenthesis.

In this last procedure the biasability index had been ignored,

8o the size and direction of the difference was entered in Column 3.
Entry 6 in the Table, couplet No. 13, is taken as an example. This
couplet appears in the scale as:

25. Gives regular quizzes.

26. Inspires you to make the maximum preparation for

each day's assignment in class.

In the QCL, Item 26 was 50 Z' points greater in dliscrimination
than Item 26; in the Scale it was 31 Z' points greater. However, in the
QCL, Item 26 was also greater in correlation with the person scale by
7 Z' points than Item 25, i.e. biasability in the same direction as the
more discriminating item. Since this is considered undesirable, a
negative sign is given this seven point difference. In the Scale adminis-
tration the situation is worse; at -29 points, Item 26 differs from Item

26 almost as much in biasability as disorimination and in the same
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direction. If a student checked Item 26 in this couplet as "most
characteristic," he may have done so as much on a liking basis as
on considerations of effectiveness.
Because the topic is one of developing a scoring key, rather
than exclusion of the couplet from the scale as administered in the
future, this situation is not regarded as oritical at this point in
the program of research. Various scoring keys can be used in the forced-
choice scale and their effectiveness established. In this comnection
it should be kept in mind that a random sample of only 100 cases from the
1900 scales obtained was used to calculate these Scale indexes by the
method desoribed in Chapter VIII, and that differences are being discussed.
It is regretted that IBM equipment was not available so that the whole
sample could be used. Therefore, considerable fluctuation can be expected.
Taking the obtained figures at face value, it would appear that 10 of the
28 ocouplets listed in Table IX should be eliminated from the scoring key.
One of the advantages of the experiment proposed in the introductory
gsection would be the opportunity it affords to validate couplets in
foroed=choioe format and to oross-validate couplets in the graphic socale.
In summary then, it is suggested that, in the interest of relia-
bility, all 28 couplets be scored in the forced-choioe version of the
scale and that the data be checked as outlined in the preceding para-
graphs. If IBM equipment is available, it is further suggested that
Brogden's formulas for distortion score and distortion index be used as

part of the experiment.
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The Forced-Choice Scale

The content of the scale is presented in this gsection, not the

scale itself. Because the scale should be printed on the same size

paper and present much the same appearance as the Validation Scale,

there appeared to be 1little point to working out the mechanics of an

adaptation as part of this thesis.

Starting with the directions to the student, then, the Forced-

Choice Scale will take this form:

Directions

Please describe the teacher by selecting one statement in
each of the pairs of statements below. Indicate which of
these statements is most characteristic or typical of this
teacher. Be sure to read both statements carefully. Even
though both statements apply, select the statement which
most often or most strongly applies. Descoribe the teacher
in this way as accurately and honestly as possible. Please
do not omit -~ guess when you must. Do not let anyone else
TafTuence your judgment and do not sign your name. Put an
"X" in the appropriate box under Choice, below.

The body of the scale will have the following format:

STATEMENTS CHOICE

1A Good posture and bearing. H s

1B Uses sufficient supporting details in lesson. s

)

The criterion scales will appear in their current format following

couplet Number 58 in the body of the socale.

The directions in the scale are quite uningpired. It would be

rewarding perhaps to experiment with directions, but the restriction
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to "standard" foroed-ohoice format 1s.necessary if comparisons are to

be drawn.



CHAFTER X

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS AND PROPOSALS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Introduction

It may have been noted that, in the presentation to this point,
certain topics conventional in a discussion of rating scales have been
omitted. The considerations involved in student rating of college
teachers were discussed in Chapter II, and the rationale of forced-choice
scale construction was presented in Chapter III, but topics common to all
rating scales, such as validity, reliability, bias, and leniercy, have
been postponed to this chapter in order that they may serve as a frame-
work for the discussion.

This chapter, then, is organized around objectives or goals of
rating scale construction and use. The results of this research in
attaining these objectives and proposed steps in a program of further

research will be discussed.

Validity

It should be understood at the beginning of this discussion that
only two of the possible relevant criteria have been used in this research;
those of student opinion of the teacher's effectiveness and of his status
as a person, as defined by the two nine-point criterion scales used.

Some students of the problem of student rating of teachers are not
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satisfied with such ocriteria. lhey wish something beyond student
judgment and ask the “"really" question, "Is student opinion really a
good oriterion; how do we know that the student definition of good
teaching really defines good teaching?" This school of thought requires
an "external” oriterion; for example, "student growth" (although the
more practical say student 555933). The difficulty with such external
oriteria is this: they are relevant not only to teaching but to a host
ot' other variables as well, so that it is quite impractical to design
an experiment and generalize from data collected with regard to the
effectiveness ot teaching.

However, a sort of bootstrap lifting can be done. The scale
score could, for example, be used as a ocriterion for a variety of
insgtruments in selecting teachers. Suppose it could be established that
interest in teaching (as measured, say, by the Strong Vocational Interest
Blank), intelligence (as defined by the Wechsler~Bellevue), scholarship
in the field taught, and a number of other variables, all correlate
significantly and fairly well with student opinion as revealed by the
scales In the absence of negative information it would seem reasonable
to conclude in this case that the effectiveness scale oriterion is satis-
factory. The person scale would be retained and results compared with
the effectiveness scale in each such case. It is proposed that the
functional utility of the scale be checked in this fashion in further
regsearch. If "external" oriteria can be obtained which are unambiguous
and directly related to teaching effectiveness, they should of ocourse

be used also.
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In refining and developing criterion data, the question of assign-
ing weights to reduce coriterion distortion should be resolved by study
of the article by Ryans (26). Apparently arbitrary weighting such as is
used here is as good as any.

Turning to the validities of the scale as reported in Chapter VIII,
Table IV, the fact that the Personnel Research Section, Department of the
Army, obtained "equally good validity" by using graphic rather than
forced-choice rating may be recalled. In this research,graphic scoring,

considering only the effectiveness scale, produces appreciably higher

validities, the best forced-choice method correlating .52 and the best
graphic method .91. It should be noted, however, that the graphic score
also correlates very highly with the person score, whereas the forced-
choice score (particularly the score derived by weighting the Z'
difference) has a lower correlation with the person scale. This is seen
in another way when the composite criterion is used. A high correlation
here indicates high net effectiveness; effectiveness over and beyond
that to be expected on the basis of liking for the teacher as a person.
On this basis the forced-choice method of scoring appears to be the
better predictor.

It is quite apparent, however, that much yet needs to be done to
clarify the relationships between items, couplets, and oriterion scales.
It i8 proposed in this connection that the class mean item difference
score itself be used in scoring, both weighted and unweighted by 2'
difference, to see if this forced-cholce scoring has an even greater

differential validity, i.e., is a better predictor of effectiveness than
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liking. Before more work is done in this area, however, the meaning-
fulness of the effectiveness-person difference as a criterion has to
be established on other than a priori grounds. Does the teacher who
is rated higher on the effectiveness scale than on the person scale
show up as consistently higher on the effectiveness scale itself? A
soatterdiagram might prove informative here. Moreover, a product
rather than a difference composite oriterion may be more useful both
in maximizing individual differences and on theoretical grounds. The
concept here is that a teacher is successful to the extent he is able
to influence others and is more likely to succeed if he is 1liked,
provided that he is also competent as a teacher. Another scoring method
of potential promise is deviation scoring, using item mean and sigmas
and oriterion mean and sigmas. Yet another method might be a weighted
effectiveness score in a composite criterion and subtraction of the
person score; thus: (2B-P).

In the discussion so far, the implicit assumption has been that
it i1s necessary to find the best predictor of the oriterion scale or
scales by developing the most efficient scoring method. Several things
are wrong with this. First, there appears to be no pressing reason

to eliminate the oriterion scales in operational use as part of the scale.

If the criterion itself is available, then why the need for a predictor?
Second, emphasis is then placed (retaining the assumption) on an overall
evaluation or summary figure rather than on informing the instructor of
specific areas in which students say he needs to improve. A next step
in the research might well be a factor analysis of the one hundred and

sixteen item scale; or, in the interim, a part-scoring of the socale,
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using the categories originally set up in the Qualification Check List.
In this connection a particularly valuable appraisal of the effect of
foroed-ohoice methodology may be made. Since part scores should have
sufficient range to be reliable, an essential step here is that of taking
the original category distribution of the three hundred and ninety-four
items and seeing how many items remain in eaoh category. Next, the one-
hundred-and-gsixteen item scale should be analyzed in similar fashion.

The validity of the scale may rest too heavily on one phase of classroom
work and there may be too few items in a given category,

Validity has many connotations, but central in the concept is the
notion of utility for a specific purpose. This utility is expressed,
if possible, in quantitative terms, but the crucial aspect is that of
the objJective. The best possible evidence of the validity of the scale
produced in this research would be that of establishing its utility in
improving instruction. Therefore, it is proposed that longitudinal
studies be made so that instructor growth may be estimated. The adminis-
tration of scales to a control group of teachers who do not see the
results is only one of a variety of problems here; student and teacher
"adaptation" would need to be controlled, and the problem of a criterion
external to the scale itself needs to be solved eventually..

Somewhat peripheral to this kind of validity study but related to
it is an appraisal of the need for such a scale. Instructors should be
asked to predict class response to the scale. These predictions can then
be compared with class results, item by item. If high correspondence

exists, one possible conclusion is that 1little need exists but that the
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scale is highly valid, since the teacher and class agree: On the other
hand, if little agreement is found, the way is then open to an "action
research” approach to improvement, both of the evaluation instrument and
of the evaluation method. A classroom critique and analysis, item by
item, of the results of class and teacher administration (teacher not
present) and then a later interview (or series of them; with the in-
structor on the part of the researcher, would not only serve to establish
the kinds of instructor (and class) needs, but would also provide a
valuable method of item refinement for future scales. Naturally, indivi-
dual differences in the ability of instructors to predict class response
would be analyzed. A substantial correlation between such an ability

and student ratings would afford further evidence of scale validity. As
a variation on this theme, teacher gelf-ratings may be used, using a
different group of teachers.

Another aspect of validity may be mentioned -~ that of item vali-
dities under cross validation. Langmuir (13) in dealing with cross
validation states that, "Empirical studies and particularly cross valida-
tion (studies, have an insidious way of destroying confidence in systems
of evaluation and prediction." Loss of items, then, is expected, but
the loss here of all but 14 out of 68 couplets because of item-criterion
correlation changes between the QCL and Scale administrations appears to
be excessive in view of the use of some 500+ students for each form of the
QCL. One probable reason for the loss is the use of a sample of 100
students out of a total of some 1900 to compute the item correlations.

It 18 proposed that, when IBM equipment can be obtained, the item
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correlations be run using the entire sample. Also, it is suggested
that, instead of using individual student ratings, the mean score
by claes of each item be correlated against effectiveness and person
mean ratings over the 71 teachers in the sample. This last suggestion
follows from the fact that, since shrinkage is expected because of
operational rather than research administration of the scale, it is
therefore logical to use the operationally significant value, the item
mean. The research proposed in Chapter IX, Construction of the Scale,
with respect to parallel administrations of the two forms, forced-choice
versus graphic, would of course provide further information on item and
couplet stabilities, as well as provide a test of the validities of

ocouplets in forced-choice format.

Suppressor Variable Proposals

In planning further research to investigate and clarify the
relationships among items and criterion scales, particularly with
respect to using mean ratings, it is recommended that Brogden's approach
be integrated into the design of the forced-choice versus graphic format
experiment. It may be recalled that the use of average ratings, according
to Brogden (3), results in loss of individual differences in distortion,
and invalid variance is not reduced. In the discussion to follow, it
should be noted that it is not necessary to collect additional information,
as in the experiment proposed above, in order to apply the suppressor
variable approach to the scale built as a product of this thesis research.

The rationale is based on the general concept as presented by
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Loevinger (16) and by Brogden (3) as previously cited. To the equation
Xy 2 T3 + By (Where Xj is the score of i individual on test X, Ty is his
"true score” and E; is the random error) Loevinger adds D, signifying
error correlated with the true score. D represents distortion of measure-
ment. Formulas are presented by Loevinger to the effect that the test
(scale)-oriterion correlation is reduced "far more sharply"” by distorting
factors than by random error factors. Loevinger also presents Brogden's
(3) distortion index formula in her paper, using her symbolism.

The procedure, following Brogden, is to obtain a couplet by pairing
items with the largest possible difference in discrimination (ri e).
However, instead of the rip used here, Brogden suggests using equal item-
distortion socore oofrelations as a control device. Since these correla-
tions are equal, the response to the couplet should be uncorrelated with
the distortion score, i.e., should be unbiased. The reasoning is that
the responsge to the couplet is essentially a difference score, hence it
is not correlated with the distortion score because neither of the items
in the couplet are so correlated.

The problem, then, is to obtain a distortion score against which
to correlate each item. In his paper, Brogden (3) uses an "early version"
which turned out to be impractical and theoretically diff'icult to make
the notion of distortion clear. In this procedure, a scale would be
administered twice to the same sample of students, once under "actual
seleotion" conditions and once under "frank" conditions. The difference
in the scores (ratings, an individual assigns in the two administrations

is the distortion score for the item in question. Among the defects of



125
this method, Brogden (3) cites the memory factor, the diffioulty of
frank responses being frank, and the limitation to bias of conscious
origin.

As a result, Brogden proposes that the score X, on an item, i,
be regarded as composed of the sum of the following variances: y, a
component common to ke& and criterion; d, a distortion component; s, ocom-
ponents specific to the item other than distortion; e, error. The
variances 8 and d are to be treated as invalid. If, then, y can be

estimted, it is possible to treat the distortion score as d + 0

S B L
and to obtain it by substracting an estimate of the score component, y,
from Xy . To estimate y, the regression of the test on the oriterion is
used to predict the test score, and disregarding the constant, the dis-
tortion score is estimated from the formula, xi-bxooi. The distortion
index is obtained by a biserial correlation between each item and the
distortion scores for the individuals. Biserial correlation is used
because Brogden is talking about questiomaires in "yes-no" form; as
applied here product-moment correlations would be used. Two samples,
one for item validities and one for distortion index purposes under
operating conditions, would be required.

It is recommended, therefore, that the data gathered in this
research be treated as outlined above and the results compared with the
data of this thesis. The QCL sample can be split into t#o subsamples,
one of which can be used to compute the distortion index and the other
to recompute the validity indices. The necessary statistics can be

obtained from the data collected. It is probably unnecessary to add that
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IBM equipment would be required to compute approximately 1500 distortion
soores!

If the forced-choice and graphic versions of the scale were ad-
ministered as proposed previously, a test of the effect of forced-choice
format on the correlational properties of the items and pairs could be
made. Also, and following Brogden's recommendation, the graphic scale,
if both scales were built on suppressor variable principles, could be
soored so that a set of suppressor items with high distortion indices
but with approximately zero validities is assigned negative weights.

Or, alternatively, the scale could be scored using only those items not
subject to distortion. As Brogden points out in this connection, "Many
subgidiary hypotheses and assumptions in the rationale and procedures
have not been directly tested and proved." It appears that the work
reported here affords an opportunity to make some of the relevant tests.
Particularly interesting to the writer would be an inspeotion of the
relationship between the distortion index and the biasability index of

this thesis.

Reliability

No reliability studies have been made in this thesis. Quite
obviously, before the scale is to be placed in operational use such
studies must be made. In view of the overriding importance of validity
as opposed to reliability, and the financial and time costs involved,
it was decided to place reliability in second place. The next step in

the work projected for the future as opportunities become available is
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that of studying item and scale reliabilities.

Considerations in choice of a method for estimating the relia-
bility of a rating scale are somewhat complex. On the one hand, we are
interested in the behavior of the item as it reflects class opinion at
any given point in time. For this purpose a measure of dispersion or
scatter on the item among raters, such as the standard deviation, is
probably as significant as any other statistic. From another point of
view, the stability of the item over a period of time comes into question.
This involves using the same raters and same scale, making the assumption
that neither growth of teacher nor student memory are material factors
and obtaining test-retest correlations.

Turning from items to the entire scale, the intraclass correlation,
or average agreement of all raters over all items, is probably appro-
priate. The various odd even or Kuder-Richardson formulas do not appear

to be especially meaningful or appropriate.

Student, Teacher, and Instructional Variables

In order to shorten this discussion as much as possible, the
reader is referred to the section of the QCL headed Classification Data
(Appendix C) for a description of data available in investigating the
effect of student, teacher, and teaching situation on the results.
Theoretically, an analysis of variance for each individual item should
be made for these variables. Practically, a comparison of item means
and standard deviations for various groups and situations is a more

feasible approach. The objective of course is to find out which items
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are valid for all groups and then to decide what unique sets of items
oan be used as supplementary scales. The final product would be a
master scale composed of universal items and a series of supplementary
scales to be used in specific situations as required. Basic to such an
undertaking, of course, is some method of deciding how much predictive
or diagnostic scale utility is sacrificed by not using supplementary
scales. An analysis of variance would be useful in this connection.

It should be noted that a factor analysis of the item intercorrelations
is something different and probably should be done after the set of

"universal” items has been isolated.

Related Technical Issues

The effectiveness of couplets constructed using the characteristic-

ness index together with the biasability index should be compared with

their effectiveness using the biasability index (rin) alone. The method
employed by Berkshire (2) and reported in Chapter III appears adequate
for this purpose. It may be that use of the characteristicness index

is inefficient. Its elimination would be one less restraint and more
couplets could then be built from the QCL data.

The question of bias, and especially leniency, is amenable to
attack through use of information collected through the use of the adminis-
tration log in the scale administration. Part of the cross validation
sample was administered the scale with instructions to the student that
the purpose of rating was to help the teacher improve; part of the sample

received this instruction but was also told that results would be seen
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by others; i.e., that the scale was to be used adminigtratively. A
direct comparison of the criterion score distributions for these two
groups would be indeterminate, since instructions were consistent
within departments, and departmental differences becloud the issue.
The point is important, however, because ags discussed earlier, the
major reason for forced-choice construction is resistance to bias and
leniency. Therefore, a method of maximizing any bias extant should
be used in an experiment comparing the graphic versus forced-choice
format. Instructions of the two kinds mentioned seem to be the only
ma jor kind of class-wide influence likely to be encountered in opera-
tional use of student rating of instructors. On this basis, two sets
of instructions should be incorporated in the experimental design of

a later study.

Summary

The results of this investigation reaffirm the need for research
in the social psychology of student rating of teachers. In the develop-
ment of an instrument useful in such research, the "standard" forced-
choice method was modified on various technical grounds and used to
construct a validation scale. The scale was administered in graphic
form to cross-validate item indexes of biasability and discrimination
and as a means of developing scoring keys. Considerable loss of items
of high discrimination was experienced in the preparation of the Vali-
dation Scale from the Qualification Check List. Still greater loss of

items would ococur if all technical requirements of forced-choice scale
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construction were applied to the construction of a forced-choice scale
through use of the oross-validation statistics. In addition, various
deficiencies of forced-choice format led to the conclusion that the use
of forced-choice format is unsatisfactory for diagnostic purposes.

The Validation Scale, scored as a forced-choice form, has high validity
in predicting the composite criterion of teacher effectiveness employed.
Before conclusions can be drawn regarding the relative effectiveness of
forced-choice versus graphic methods, the advantages of various methods
of scale construction, and the efficiency of various techniques of
controlling bias, further research is necessary. A number of specific
research proposals have been presented to clarify the issues involved.
The major conclusion of this thesis is that the "standard"” method of
forced-choice rating scale construction should be modified and further
tested before being applied in routine fashion to the construction of a

scale to be used by students in rating college instructors.
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APPENDIX A

PRELIMINARY ORGANIZATION OF CATEGORIES FOR
QUALIFICATION CHECK LIST

No. Category

1. Appearance

2. Attitudes

3. Classroom Management
4. Course Content

5. Diagnostic Abilities
6. Discipline - Prestige
7. Discussion

8. Extra-Class Factors
9. Global Judgment

10. Grading and Examination
11. Laboratory
12. Lecturing

13. Personal Stability
14. Preparation

15. Rigidity

16. Scholarship

17. Social Abilities

18. Teaching Philosophy
19, Teaching Techniques
20. Verbal Abilities

136
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APPENDIX B

CRITICAL INCIDEFT QUESTIONNAIRE

Page 1
DEAR STUDENT:

This a request for your help in a research project to be used to
improve college teaching. Your contribution here will be interesting
to you and valuable to others.

The procedure used protects both you and the teacher from embarrass-
ment, so you can be completely frank and detailed. Use no names. Do not
sign your name.

What actually constitutes "good" and "bad" college teaching? The
many past efforts to answer this question have produced results like
"good personality,” "energetic," "fairminded,"” eto. These phrases are
very hard to use because they mean one thing to one person and something
very different to another.

Let's try a new method, the "eritical inoident technique." This
method assumes that characteristics of the superior college teacher are
more likely to be determined from analysis of teacher behavior in oritioal
situations rather than in commonplace and everyday situations. What are
these "oritical situations" in college teaching? In general, any situa-
tion which was in any way important to you at the time, is considered
"oritical.”

Here are sample situations which some persons regard as "oritical:"
The teacher is asked an embarrassing question by the student; a student
called upon to recite is obviously unprepared; a student disagrees with
the way in which an examination question is graded; etc. Note that
these critical situations produce stress or tension in teacher, student,
or both.

Your contribution is to describe as many of your experiences in
such situations as possible. What were the circumstances? What did the
teacher do or fail to do? How did you feel about it then? How do you
feel about it now? Even if someone else might consider It trivial or
silly, please desoribe any situation which mattered to you. The inci-
dents may have occurred inside or outside of the class room.

Please ask any questions you wish. If you have none, please
turn to the next page.
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Page 2

Please think of the college teacher you can judge most accurately
(because you have had several, recent or present, courses with this
teacher). He is the teacher you know best, whatever the reason. Please
describe the incident most unfavorable to him as a teacher. What were
the circumstances? What did the Eeacher'ggj or fail to do? How did
you feel about it then? How do you feel about it now?

(Include other inoidents, if possible. Use reverse side if necessary.)

Page 3

Now, using this same teacher, the one you know best, please
desoribe the incident most favorable to him as a teacher. What were
the circumstances? What did the teacher do or fail to do? How do you
feel about it now?

(Include other incidents, if possible. Use reverse side if necessary.)

Page 4

On this page, please rate the teacher you have just described,
the teacher you know best, by checking in one of the boxes.

II I1 I1 11 I—1 II 11
Worst Average Best
teacher teacher

I have known I have known
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Page §

Now think of the college teacher you liked best of all -- the
‘one you felt most "drawn to," the one who is highest on your list as
a person. Even guch a teacher occasionally does things you don't
like =~ things which detract from his teaching effectiveness. Please
desoribe the incident which disappointed you the most. What were the
ciroumstances? What did the teacher do or fail to do? How did you
feel about it then? How do you feel about it now?

(If the teacher previously described as "best known" is also
"best 1iked," then describe below the second best liked.)

(Include other incidents, if possible. Use the reverse side if necessarydv

Page 6

Now think of the college teacher with whom you had "little in
common," whom you strongly disliked -- perhaps with good reason, perhaps
not. But anyway, he is at the bottom of your 1ist as a person. Even
in this case you should be able to remember an incident which surprised
and pleased you as an example of good teaching. Please describe this
incident. What were the circumstances? What did the teacher do? or
avoid doing? How did you feel about it then? How do you feel about it
now? —

(If this least liked teacher should happen to be the best known
teacher described earlier, use the teacher second from the bottom on
your list.)

(Include other incidents, if possible. Use reverse side if necessary.)

Page 7

I would be glad to have your comments on any phase of college
teaching. Thank you very much for your help.

E. B. Cobb, Instructor
Room 21, Psychological Clinic
University of Tennessee
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To show format, Porm M of the QCL is appended herewith; oomplete

list of items is presented in Appendiz P.

UNIVERSITY INSTRUCTOR RATING RESEARCH @ QUALIFICATION CHECK LIST

A NatioﬁﬁI"Study Sponsored by the Pepartment of Psychology

of The University of Tennessee

=
s

Orientation and Instructions

ORIENTATION: This ia ® requeat for your help in a re'ie-rolﬂnojlctto im-
prove col lege teaching. Yout coatribution should be intereating to you
and will be valuable to othera. Plegse read the instrurtionz 8elow care-
fally and do the very beat you can. The adminigtrator of thia chéck liat
cannot answer queationa, ao go ahead and gueas 1t you need to.

The procedure leie: protects everyone from eabarressadit. No nawes
are vaed. You are.asfe in being completely frank. If you are not, the
results will be mialeading. y

INSTRUCTIONS: The firat thing to do ia to sclect® college teacher out of
all those you have known. later on, you are asaked to deacribe thip teach-
‘?r on a Qualification Check Liat. I~

In chobsing a teacher, firat try to recall *critical.incidgnts® in
¢ollege feaghing. Theae are aituationa ariaing in claaa, lab, shop, of-
fice, (or afiywhere on or off campus) which produce atresa or tension in
atudent, her, or both. They interfere with learning. The teacher may
have met a situation wery poorly. For example, a student diugu‘m in

* shuta him up’” caustically or ignorea him, etc. On the other hl“'. t

class with the way in which an exam question is graded and the tolch:{'
f

testher may have handled a situation well. For example, he ia afked an
embarrassing question and admitas he doean’t know, or looks it up and ena-
wers ik later, etc. y

'ﬂ‘ What cless had one or more auch incidenta? Reflect a minute nov and
chagse one ?ticullr teacher before going on. Pleaae do not choose the
teather in vbose claaa this check liat ia adminiatered.

Next, describe the

acher you have chosen an the Qualification Check
LiAt which follows.

‘chart below show¥s the method of indicating hg.

‘e } each deacriptive word or phrase fits the teacher you have ueleq:@d’c iy,

. v | S0V

Meaning of Letter Ratings and Further Instructions

G F P W 6 Circle VG if the word or phrase ia a VERY GOOD de-
scription of this teacher; if he ia the very best
teacher you have ever known in thia reapect.

Circle G if the word or phrase ia a GOOD description
of thia teacher; if his behavior ahows verz few excep-
tiona from this quality; if this ia one of the things
you remember about him.

Circle F if the word or phrase ia a FAIR description
of thia teacher; if, though variable, the balance ia
in hia favor with respect to this word or phraae.

Circle P if the word or phrase ia a POOR description

of thia teacher; if there are sowewhat more exceptiona
than agreementa between the phrase and hia behavior.

Circle VP if the word or phraae is a VERY POOR de-
scription of this teacher; if the teacher ia the very
worst you can remember in this respéct.

V6 G F P VP@Circle 6 if you cannot use the word or phrese; if you
. don’t know or it doesn’t apply at all to thia teacher.
QUALIFICATION CHECK LIST

VG G F P W 6 (1) Has easy yet forceful personality?

VG G F P VWV 6 (2) Gives exams that are a fair sampling of content
covered?

VG G F P VP 6 (3) Handles emotional or rebellious atudent so aa to
maintain respect of class?

VG G F P° VP 6 (4) Avoids repeating himsel f?

Ve G F P W 6 (5) Uses survey quiz or questionnaire at start of
course to determine gapa in atudenta’ background
knowledge? :

VG G F P VW 6 (6) Limits lecturing to a minimum during shop period
so atudents can work?

VG G F P VP 6 (7) Guides class well in diacusaion of controveraial
subjects?

VG G F P VP 6 (8) Praises more often than he criticiaea?

VG G F P VWV 6 (9) Gives frequent clasa reviewa?

VG G F P VP 6 (10) Uses sufficient supporting details in leaaon?

V6 G F P VW 6 (11) Gives exam questions which adequately teat' atu-
dent’s ability to uae the knowledge in the courae?

VG G F P VP 6 (12) Unifies the subject in hia lecturea?

" (continued at the top of page)
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Qualification Check List (continued)
(13) Underatands problems moat often met by college
atudenta in their work?

(14) Builda respect for pointa of view other than those
held on entering claaa?

(15) Providea mimeographed outline of lectures, thus
doing away with general note taking?

(16) Refraina from bluffing?

(17) Usea evidence from sources other than “paper and
pencil testa® to evaluate student progress?

(18) Avoida duplication with other courses?

(19) Usually happy rather than gloomy?

(20) Sets the same standarda of attainment for all stu-
denta?

(21) Controls class discussions to prevent rambling and
confusion?

(22) Makes an effort to meet the needs of individuals?

(23) Hard-working? '

(24) Writes legibly on blackboard?

(25)'§:;esses accuracy by teaching methods of achieving

(26) Presents material in logical sequence?

(27) Keeps exam results confidential when returning
papers or posting grades?

(28) Good poature and bearing?

(29) Shows intereat in students as persona?

(30) Presents controversial questions fairly?

(31) Has efficient procedure for distributing papers
or posting grades?

(32) Haa accurate and up-to-date knowledge of his
subject? .

(33) Inspires trust?

(34) Uses effective figures of speech?

(35) Usea class average as standard instead of arbi-

trary standard?

(36) Provides reasonable lesson ebjectives?
(37) Free from annoying peraonal mannerisms?
(38) Makes specific daily asaignments?

(39) Addresses students as “Mr.--" or “Miss--" so that
they like it?

(40) Avoida being led into long discussions?
(41) Gives regular quizzes?

(42) Avoida appearing inconvenienced by students’ re-
ques ts?

(43) Accepts text answers even if he diaagrees as to
correctness, unless issue arose in class previously?

(44) Shows initiative in using new teaching methods?

6 (45) Tactful?

a oD O
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6

(46) Developa course along linea of student interests
and contributiona?

(47) Uses auditory teaching aids frequently?

(48) Succeasfully integrates subject with allied sub-
Jecta?

(49) Speaks fluently?

(50) Fair?

(51) Haa calm, even temperament?

(52) Intereats himself in sports program?

(53) Finds out why when no one can anawer hia questions?
(54) Keeps “poiase” and “charm” subordinate to teaching?
(55) Haa much technical knowledge of subject?

(56) Voice compels attention?

(57) Criticises specific acta rather thm peraonalitiea?

(58) Organizea course in accordance with catalog de-
scription?

(59) Effectively “draws out” students?
(60) Haa mature appearance?

(61) Explaina difficult material clearly?
(62) More ‘“‘human being” than ‘‘teacher”?
(63) Modeat but not retiring?

(64) Avoids heckling students with long and close ques-
tioning?

(65) Patient with students?

(66) He ia impartial in examining and grading, does not
diacriminate for or against fraternities, ath-
letes, graduate students, women, etc.?

(Please continue on reverse side)
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To show format, Form M of the QCL ie appended herewith; complete

Further
Instructions:

Read all the phrases

1

s

’
M

o8

a.'
sid
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AS'&"PERSON

i i
TR
y e
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*> .

on; mot as a teacher.

—

’ ; :' '

in’the ecfip helow and then sheck () qh'q;g}.l;e box best expressing yur opinion of this teacher as a person.

Please be completely frank. . Indicate how'yot fed] about this gersoh rather than how you think you should feel.
b#k to read the Check List, befors you rate, Rate

Do not turn

FINEST PERSON | VERY FINE PER- | FINE PERSON-- | LIKED HIN VERY | ABOUT LIKE WOST | HE HAD SOME |UNFORTUNATE | UNPLEASANT PER- | EXTREMELY UN-
I EXPECT TO |SON--WISH MOFE | WISH MORE PEO-| WUCH - -BETTER | PEOPLE - - WE | UNFORTUNATE | PERSON--DIS- | SON--I1 DISLIKED| PLEASANT - -
KNOW—WISH I |PEOPLE WERE | PLE HAD SOME | THAN MOST IN | GOT ALONG ALL | QUALITIES- - [LIKED HIM | HIM WORST I EVER
WERE JUST LIKE | LIKE HIM OF HIS QUALI- | MANY WAYS R | HE ANNOYED ME | SOMETIMES KNEW OR EX -
HIM TIES 4 | OCCASTONALLY PECT TO KNOW
G K

4"‘ &

; . LY

Loe el

] ¢ i

Classification Data

. Thip infornt_im ia vital to the research, ao please check each ap-
propriste parent.h,ain. If you are uncertain, check anyway, making the
best gaess you can.

"
This teacher was: * Academic rank was: Sex:

.60 years old or dyver ( ) Aasociate Professor or Professor ( ) Male (
50-59 years old ( ) Instructor or Assistant Professor( ) Female (
40-49 years old ( ) Teaching Assistant ()

30-39 years old ()

20-29 years old () ), (] 2
1% years old or under( ) fie ne

" 4ddes.

'ence leader, etec.

|

The effectiveness of a teacher myy depend on what kind of teaching he

Fet example, a teacher might be a good lecturer but a peor confer-
In your experience with this teacher, what was the main
teaching method used? Put a one (1) by the main peaching method in one of
the parentheses below. “Next, put in a two (2) for the second most impor-
tant method. Then continue to 'rank‘:@utting 3, 4, etc., in the parenthe-
ses if any of the cther methods 1fsted below had an appreciable inflwence
on your rating of this teacher. Donot rank methods which he did not use at all.

Lecturing () Field work ()
Class discussion ( ) Individual laboratory work ()
Recitation and oral quizzing ( ) Shop work ()
Seminar ( ) Individual conferences with stu-
Lecture-demastration (lsb. or dents (for example, thesis

shop) ') advisor) ()
Andio-visual demonatration Workshop (education) ()

(movies, alidea, ete. ()

Were there any other opportunities for observation of the teacher
which actually affected your description or rating? If so, write them

here

Your Statistical Description: Please Check (v). You are:

Sophomore () 20 years of age or younger ( ) Male ()
Junior () 21-29 years old () Female ()
Senior () 30 years or older ()

Graduate Student ( ) NOTE: Graduate atudents who are teaching should
check as Graduate Student.

Importanﬁ"ﬂote: Before returning this form, pleaae check it for omis -
_gim: Plésse do not change any ratings!

' ,:,'j' .« A Note of Thanks and Fxplanation
.-""rf '&2

i M,’ypu very much for your help. This form is one of six, esch of
which; ains different items. The immediate purpose of the research is
to fisd out which items discriminate between good and poor teachers and to

what Qegree. E. B. Cobb

a4

Comments

Further Read all the phrases in the scale below and then check («) the one box beat expressing your judgment of his (her) effectiveness
Instruct ions: as a college teacher. Do not turn back to read the Check List before you rate.
EFFECTIVENESS AS A COLLEGE TEACHER
THE WORST | DEFINITELY NOT | HARDLY WORTH | JUST WORTH | DEFINITELY | MORE THAN A SUPERIOR ONE OF THE | THE VERY BEST
TEACHER I | WORTH HIS SAL- | HIS SALARY HI S SALARY | WORTH HIS SALr | WORTW HIS SAL- TEACHER TWO OR THREE | TEACHER I HAVE
HAVE EVER | ARY AND MY | AND MY TIME ANDMY TIME | ARY AND MY | ARY AND MY BEST TEACHERS | EVER KNOWN
KNOWN TIME TIME TIME I HAVE KNOWN
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APPENDIX D

DIRECTIONS w07 ADMINISTRATION OF THE QUALIFICATION CHECk LIST

UNIVERSITY INSTRUCTOR RATING RESEARCM -- QUALIFICATION CHECK LIST
E. B. Cobb, The Department of Psychology
The Uhive-qitv of Tennessee, Kncxville Tennessee

Directionsg for Administration

“irst steps: Making arrangements.

Arrange the place and hour with the instructor. The attached
letter is provicded to aid you in securing the instructor’s permissicn
for using hie clasa for 30 minutes of his class time. If you wieh to
use this letter, include a copy of the Jualificatior Check List. It
may also serve as a guide for your use if you wirh to phone the instructor
instead. Any c¢lass in the subject matter area specified in the covering
letter willl do; very small classes are to be avoided urless they are the
only ones possible in the given area. FPlease do not use Freshman
classes. Graduate clesses may be included if they have 1lU or more
students.

Administraticn must be during the FIRST EE ~ 30 minutes g£ the
class hour. Besices being E‘hecessary control, there are admiristrative
aedvartages if we do not have to contend wxith the instructor's attempt
to introduce the administrator and explain the research. Since such
explenation might introduce uncontrolled biases into the situation, the
instructer should not be present durirng administratien of the Check Tist.

There are six forms of the Check List arranred so that by passing
them out from the top of the stack downward aporoximately egqual numbers
of each are distributed.

Starting:

Since class-room administration ie necessary to prevent btiased
samplirng, administration time has beer set low (20-30 minutes) in order
to gain the participatien of the instructor. A short, simple explanation
while panssing out the Check Licts is necessary to avoid exceeding 20U
mirutes.

Forme.l verbatim directions are irneffective in such situations.
In your own words cover the following voints while paseing out lists:

1. TIdentify yourself.
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2. Mr. (Dr.) (Instructor) has sgreed tc use class time for thie
research.

3. Read the directions and herir. immediately.

4. When everyone is throurh, class will (a) con¥inue, or (h)
be dismissed (depending on prior arreement with instructer).

Aveid joculsrities such ss reference to "guinea pirs,” "a chance
to get even," or anythirp else. Only the points above are to he
menticned.

After starting:

The Zualificaticn Check List has been designed to be self-
admivistrating. Few questicns were asked in pilct studies. These are
to be handled by the reply: "Read the instructions arain and use your
best judgment.” The orientation paragraph of the Qualificaticn Check
List nakes this clear.

Standardized admiristration here calls for complete atsence of
comments, interpretations, motivating statements, etc.
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Dear

Colleagues in Psycholepy at the University of Tennessee
have asked me to arrsnpe for the administration of copies of
the enclosed Check List to some of our students as part of a
naticnal sampling precedure.

As you will note, your own teachirg is not to be rated.
The Check List is completely anonymcus. Scales ir existence
have defects, and this is an attempt to build better omnes.

The research requires the Check List to be adminicstered in
class irn order to avoid biased sampling. It takes ahbout 20 minutes
-~ sore of the slower students may take 30.

May I come in at the bepirning of the hour socn? You could
come i at half-time, or I could dismiss the class, as you prefer.
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UNIVERSITY INSTRUCTCR RATING RESEARCH -- QUALIFICATION CHECK LIST
E. B. Cobb, The Department cf Psychology
The University 2£ Tennessee, Kroxville, Tennessee

ADMINISTRATION LOG

(Please complete, tear off, and return with the Check List ir. envelcpe
provided)

Course Title

Day of Week Date:
TIVE: Hour Minutes
Finish:

Start:

Elapsed:

What was the genersl response tone of the group?

, Administrator

(Signature)

{College or University)
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GEOGRAPHTICAL DISTRIBUTION OF QUALIFICATION CHECK LIST SAMLE

Region Total No. of Schools

State

¥o. of Scheols

RPar MNest: 2

——

Mountain States: 7

Plaing States: 4

Ssuthwernrt: 7

Midwest : 1€

Southeast: 13

¥ilddle Atlantic: 18

Northeast s 5

Total: 70

Californisa

Idaho
Thah
Arizona
Colorado

Nebraska
Kansas

Ckishoma
Texas
Arkanseas

Iowa
¥issouri
¥isconsin
Tilincis
Indiens
Michigan
Ohio

Missiesippd
Alabemra

South Carolina
North Caroiina
Virginisa

Nest Virginia

Marylsnd
Pennsylvaria
New Jersey
New York

New Pampshire
Massachuretts
Comnecticut

Total:
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APPENDIX F

STMMARY COF QUALIFICATION CHECE LIST RESULTS GROUPED BY

ITEM-EFFECTIVENESS CRITERION CORRELATION
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2CL Form
and
Item Yo. Item Rie Rip Mesan
0 - .04
J-57 Uses unannounced quizzes to keep students moti-
vated in thelir preparation? 02 0G4 3.367
005 - tog
I-52 Avoids use of profanity® .05 .1C 1.640
I-11 Mses objective tests instead of essoy tests? .08 .13 2.787
10 - .14
M-27 Keeps exam results cenfidential when returning
pepere or posting grades® 12 17 2.413
K-7 Avoids pacing around room” .12 .15 2.098
I-18 Prevents cheating® .13 .10 2.112
.18 - .18
H-19 Avoics over use or improper use of slang? .16 .18 1.844
B-9 Leaves room in good condition for next instructor?.l6 .15 1.907
I-65 fenerslly uses multiple choice and completion-
type tests ir preference to true-~false? .16 .16 2.590
I-4E Quiet and reserved? .16 .17 2.614
L-47 Has gocod hearing? .16 .12 1.8862
E-18 Considers assigrments important, holds students
to them? .18 .11 2.2589
L-9 Sees that seats and other equipment are properly
arrenped® <18 .14 2.443
M=15 Provides mimeographed outlire of lectures, thus
doing away with general note takirg? .13 .21 3.380
.20 - .24
M-38 Makes specific deily assiprnments? .21 .18 2.874
J-31 ¥akes origiral suprestions, presses them forci-
bly? .21 .10 2.881
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SUMMARY C® QUALIFICATION CHECK LIST RESULTS GRCUPEL: BY ITEM-
EFFECT IVENESS CRITERION CORRELATION (CONTINUED)
QCL Form
and
Item Yo. Item Rie Rip Nearn
.20 - .24 (Continued)
J-13 Loyal to university policy? .21 .25 2.24%
J=2 Avoids poking fun at authcorities or idess? 22 .26 2.53
H-13 Avoids shouting? 23 32 1.733
I-2 Punctual for eppointments? 24 .20 1.886
J-9 ¥akes sure all students car see hlackboard well” .24 .17 2.081
J-15 Introduces himself properly at the first session? .24 .24 2.038
«25 = .29

M-47 Uses auditery teaching aids frequently? .25 .24 2.255
M-31 Has efficient procedure for distributirng papers

or posting grades? .26 .29 2.293%
J-17 Encourapges students to work together? .25 .31 2.788
L-7 Starts and stops class on time? .25 .19 2.28%
¥-43 Accepts text answers even if he disagrees as to

correctnesgs, unless issue arose in class

previously? .25 .30 2.871
M-24 Writes legibly on blackboard? .26 .20 2,348
I-4 Makes repular assirnmerts? .26 19 2.180
I-60 Refuses to change course pgrade to placate student

or because of other pressures? 27 .26 2,187
¥-41 Gives regular quizzes”® 27 .44 2.728
M-39 Addresses students as "Mr.--" or "Miss" so thet

they like it~ 27 W35 2.323
¥-~28 Good posture and kearingf .27 .36 2.081
M-20 Sets the same standards of attairment for all

students® 227 .27 2.337
L-14 Has pocd visien? <27 .19 2.078
M-18 Avoids duplication with other courses? .28 .26 2.257
V-5 Uses survey quiz or questionnsire at start of

course to determine gaps in students' back-

ground knowledge” .28 .27 3.798
J=27 Avoids using class time discussing his con-

victions on controversial problems irrelevant

to course? .28 .28 2.272
I-7 Gowd physique? .28 .35 2.647
L-2 Dresses appropriately and in good taste? .25 .31 2,177




SUMYARY OF QUALIFICATICN CHECK LIST RESULTS GRCUPED BY ITEN
EFFECTIVENESS CRITERICON CCRRELATION (CCNTINULD;
SCL Form
and
Item No. Item Rie Rip Vean
.25 - .20 (Certirued)

L-55 Checks and contrels lipht, heat, ventilation,

etc-, 'Nell‘? A PE 2.807
K2 Spends mirdmum of tiwe on roll eall” W25 28 1.67%
I-31 Grades students on performance, not or class

attendance ? W28 W38 243432
J=54¢  MNeral conduct excellent” »29 W31 1.858

W30 - W34

I-39  Plans slass trips and expeditions to secure

effective learning? +31 W23 3.422
H-$5  Avclds talking ¢ the well or blackbesrd” W31 .37 l.81
¥-25  Uses class average as standard instesd of

arbitrary stspdard? «31 38 2.644
I.12 Has business-like attitude? .31 «24 2.124
L-51 Explairs relationship between absences and grades? .31 .28 2.5689
I-20 Glves enourh time on exams sc¢ that the average

student can complete them? .32 W30 2.28%
¥-40  Avoids being led into lorng discussions? « 352 23 2.648
¥-26  Dresses nestly? 32 L33 1.958
Y-3 Gives student encurh time to think when askiag

quecticus? 32 40 2.355
.82 Interests himeelf ir sports prerpram? «23 33 2.885
K1 Prompt? « 33 <23 1.880
H=23  Avolds favoring studerts of opposite sex? #2% W31 1.342
He25  FKeeps Lemper? .33 48 2.046
L-42  Avonide being sidetrecked irto disenesicon rnot

pertinent tc lesscen? .33 W15 z.07S
L-18  Uses visual aids frequentiy® .32 .28 2,970
L-& Dispenrses with unnecessary formality? LE2 .4 2,072
1-28 Avolds becoming so invelved ir diecussion with

one studert that he forgets rest of clnss? L3 .20  2.2353
¥=~81 Refralns frem talking about himself? o3 31 2.288
1.5 ¥akes certsin thst insiructional materiais {(texts,

1ibrary books, lsborstory equipment, etc.) are

aveilable to students® 34 .31 1.348
J=47  Avelds "lechuring™ on cutting classes”® <34 .24 2077
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SUMVARY OF 3TALTFICATION CHECK LIST R@SULTS GROTPED BY ITEM-
EFTECTIVENTSS CRITERION CORIELATION (CONTINUED)

YCL Form
and
Item Yo. Ttem Rie Rip Mean
.30 - .3 (Continued)

H-17 Aveolde embarrsssing or ridiculing a student in

the preserce of others? .34 .52 2.504
Hu24 Firm? 34,18 2,133
H-23 Calls students by first nume so that they like

iz? 3% L51 3.331

«35 - .39

J=40 Protects students from danger by organizing and

enforeing proper reutines in laboratory? 35«39 2.209
H-51 Has necessary equipment ready in the classroem® 35 W27 2,000
J=~€86 Conduets clasces informally”® <35 .39 2,059
J-84 Frank? 35 .32 1.808
I-34 Avoids taking too much time making assignments” 35 L3U  1.5%80
I-58 frovides for, announces, and msaintains reason-

able of'fice hours? ¢35 W30 2.193
I1-40 #“ree from pecularities in appearance? .35 .38 2z.228
I-3 Is especially effective in camopus af'fairs? <35 .41 2.817
K-20 Reports exam reaults promphly” <285 L3320 2.448
=45 Permits making vp quizzes or exams when abssnce

is expliained” <35 W43 2.134
H-43 Fellows the course outline”® 36 W28 2.3T0
H-27 Gives examina*ions and quizzes neither too often

nor too seldom? <35 437 2.322

K-8 Prevents "horse play" im 1lab and shep courses”? <38 .21 1.383
I-12 Voice carries to everybody in room? «35 23 1.678
J-24 Requires the proper amount of work for the

credit pranted? <26 W 2P Z2.EF4
L-8 Has had practical experience in his field? LA WBL 1.714
-4 Furnishes a well-prepared, writton ccurse

outline? <37 W28 3.059
H-85 Yinds his own business” <37 W43 2.153
=53 Organizes course in accordance with catalog

description? «ET W36 2.307
I-54 Maintains up-to-date bivliographies? 37T .25 2,237
J=13 Refers to past learning when teaching new

lasaons?® LET W33 2,044
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ON CHECK LIST RESULTS CROUPED BY ITEM-

STUNMMARY OF QUALT®ICANI
53 CRITERICN CORRELATIDN (CONTINTED

EFPRCTIVENE

QCL Form

and
Item No. Item Rie Rgg Fean
35 - .29 (Continued)
L-48 Finds it unnecessary to use force to xeep order® .37 35 1,800
V-84 Avoids heckling students with long and closa
questioning? L35 LB 2.277
I-14 Eneourages elassroom dismuseion amonp shtudents
ingkead of limiding it to teanher-shudent
eonvergations? L3R LAl 2.351
J-33 Has good educational background”? 33 W30 1.474
J=7 Avoids speaking too rapidly or too slowly” «38 .32 2,332
I-8 Has students appiy new makerial rirht after
presentationt Z3 W27 2.558
¥-35 ivolds erasiag usaful material from tle black-
board too soon® o3 35 2.009
L=BU Avoids poking fun at people?® .38 .47 2.2iB
L-§1 Holds conference with each student’ «33 .42 2,992
I-29 Optimistie? «39 48  2.3E8
J-5 Seldom shows "I%'s ripht or completely wrong™
attitude” ¢33 .48 2.461
J=3E Removes excessive emotional pressure cno student
in discussion by shifting to ancther s%udent? .32 .50 2555
J-0E Uses novel or startling statements to start
discussion” 3G W38 Z.5990
H-12 Avoids taking too much time drawing or writing
on hlackhoard? 35 .29 2.001
A0 - W44
V-8 Limits lecturiag %o a minimum during shop period
go students can work? £ 40 2.610
'nig not available, IRY error, must po back bo
origpical data.)
B.22 Offers hie services to all and gives his phone
number and address” 40 48 2.858
Vel Praises more often than he criticises” 40 .30 2.8u5
J-32 Summarizes at the end of the period? 40 .45 2,355
J-18 Attacks problems in terws of prineiples or
issues rather than perscnalitics” 32U A0 2.Ub3
¥-13 Avoids wandering from topics under discussion? 40 .27 2.499

¥-4 Avolds repeating himself? 4l W36 2.043




STAUARY O GUALIRIZATION CHECE LIST RESVLTS GuCUSPED BY ITEM-
EFPECTIVEVESS CRITERION CORNELATION (COUTINUED)
2CL Form
and B
Ttem Yo. Ttem "ie Rip  ¥ean
40 ~ 41 (Continued)
H-853 Pronouncesg words clearly? .41 .34 1.883
H-Z22 Encouragpes shtudents to search for reading
material? A1 W32 2.744
J-22 Improvises training aids when necessary® 41 .81 2.71
L-68 Explains his position but does not arpue with
students? 42 .48 2.443
¥-54 Avoids permitting some students to monopolize
class discussion? 42 W37 P 4457
I1-26 Spends enourh time "getting acquainted” with
students”® 42 W81 2.888
He3%4 Courteous” A2 W81 2.084
J-28 Finds out if s particular student's viewpnink
represents that of clase before discussing
it at leneth: ED LAY 012
-37 Atlowe students to aid in develcpling solutions
t¢ prohlems? 42 W43 24344
=60 Has mature appearance” A2 443 1.881
L-4§ Contritutes his free time genercusly te student
activities” A2 W54 2.681
1-18 Stresses accuracy by illustrating the sources
of inmccuracy? A7 L3U 2.289
~-BT Makes effective use of gestures? A7 W27 2.4 96
=16 Govd memory? 43 Wl LeB41
-14 Impartial in his trestment of students?® 43 W52 343
-32 Mainteins helpful attitude even when siudent
is unprepared? A2 BT 2.787
-19 Explaire new terms and writes them on black-
board? AR % 2.1638
1-10 Interrupts students tuctfully ir order to save
class time? o4 44 2.65%
K-64 Avoidés heing "too strict"? 4% WEZ 2.3%4
L-80 Yever appears anncyed when appresched outside
of clasg” &3 W& 2.014
KFu22 Lets students krow in advance the kind of tests
te be plven? A4 .40 24363
L-37 Sincerely polite te students outside of clage® 44 €2 1.876




SMMMARY OF QUALIFICATION CHECEK LIST BRESTLTS GRCUUPED Ry ITEN-
FFFECTTVEYESS CRITERION CORRELATION (COWTINUED;

2CL Form

and -
Iter Yo. Ttem “ie “ip Yenn
A0 - .éi‘(COﬂtinueﬁ)
K-47 Impresses neople favorably con first acquein-
*Pncef A% W01 TL20E
T1-5 tycids belnp stern or doeminating” G W53 2e303
1-.26 Ass:gns questionsg for next class nericd ahen
ussicn does net clarify them’ A4 WEC 3.07%
I-48 Encourapges greup activity and initiative? AN 27O
V-9 fives frequent cluss reviews? 44 J 36 2.U72
Y17 Uses evidence from sources other than "paper
and pencil tests” to evaluate student progress.44 .38 2.702
1-37 Uses words understandable to students or dis-
covers which cnes are nct? 44 W58 £.80
ib Hes much technicsl knowledpe of subject? odd W20 L.58%
2-18 Frank ané straightforward about his expecta-
tions of the class? 44 L33 2.135
H-41 Creates student partiecipaticn by asiing
questions? 44 30 7455
H-89 Cortrole class discussions so as tc prevent
individunls from heirg hurt? 44 .87 24460
Heft Avoids using thrent of poor grades” A4 W56 2.202
46 - .49
Vi-88 e ie impartial in examinirg and gradirpg, does
not diseriminate for or apainst f'reternities,
athletes, graduate students, womer, etc.? 45 42 1.903
J=-58 Has good manners? «45 .52 1.539
J-10 Gives explicit instructicons? 45 2] 24360
Kwdt Distressed rather than complacent at student
fajilure® 45 .52 2.803
¥=85 Yakes assipnments *o strenpthen students' weank
points® A5 .42 2.907
K-24 Reccgrizes and greets students outside of
class” 45 W30 2.042
K-22 Ercourages students to excress themselves? «45 .48 4. 360
K-17 Usually relaxed rather than tense! 45 .48 1.958
I~b3 Feens students informed reparding progress in
tre gourse’ <45 W39 2.70




SUMPARY OF QUALIFICATION CHECK LIST RESULTS GROUPED BY ITTV-
EPFECTIVENESS CRITERION CORRELATION (COWTIVIRD)

e

€L Form T
and
Ttem No. Item Rie Rip Mean

e SO T

SOOI

45 - 149 {Continued)

L-17 Tmphasizes importance of key materials by

offering drill or practice exercises” A5 .32 2.716
L-4 Uses idioms well” A5 W35 R.282
¥-81 Has calm, even temperament? 46 80 2,203
H-40  Emphasizes and writes key points on blackboard? 468 .34 2.332
J-21 Realirss that students le=arn only after

practice? .46 .43 2.387
K-44 Interrupts a student angvering a gquestion only

when necessary to clarify or summarize? 45 5L 2.224
L-50 Dissusses questions he ralses when students

cannot? 46 A2 2,105
I-81  Avoids overworking certain words? .47 .37 2.282
I-82 Conducts himself so as not to appesar

ineffectunl or easily "walked over?" 47 .27 1.880
H-20 Friendly? 47 .85 2.104
H-33 Avoids %rying to be impressive” 47 850 2.501
J-65 roints out source of errors on exma questions

so students understand mistakes? .47 .43 2.373
J=52  Admi%s the diffleulty of =ome content end

makes allowance for imperfect mastery? .47 .58 2.018
J~83  Avoilda overworking certain ideas?® .47 .55 2.8E8
J-43  Willing to help students with research?” .47 .58 2.088
J-42  Associates with students without becomirg too

familiar or intimts” .47 .55 2.248
J-34  Sets high standards for self and students” 47 W35 2,051
J-14  Avoids being "hossy®" .47 .82 2.529
J-8 Encourages students to ask for help” A7 23 2.374
H-50  Makss students feel at ease in classg? .47 84 2.421
1-20 Talks %o everyone including thoge in baclk row? 47 .45 1.383
T-27 Keeps promises? «48 .45 2.033
I-50 Helps students with thelr personal prohblems” .48 .54 2.828
¥-43  Speaks fluently? «48 .43 1.953
4.81 Has effective vocabulary® .48 .40 1.743
H-49 Avolds using routine memory~type quizzes? .48 .42 2,839
H-52 Tolerant? .43 .65 2.400

H-57 Uses %ests to help students review and organize
subject matter? 48 .47

M)
o
[
o

*
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SUMMARY OF QUALIFICATION CHRCK LIST RESULTS GROUPED BY ITEM-
EFFECTIVENESS CRITERION CORRELATION (CONTINUED)

3CL Form

and
Ttem Ne. Tt sm e Pip  Nean
45 - .43 (Cartinued)

J=38 Exnlaing basis of grading, heloinpg students:

prepare better tharcafter” AR 4T 2.512
Y27 Uses clear, siwpnle lanpuaze” LA8 .48 1.958
L-21 Assigns useful and relevant supplementary

materials® AT LED 7414
L-11 Helps students cee that goo? ideas seldom work

perfectliy” LAY .44 2.430
L-30 Tevoted to teaching? A9 AU 2,17
1-41 Replies so as to promote produckive discussion

ather than to cut it off{? AY L0 2.557

K-37 Expects suggestions; but knows it is his

business to direct actiwvities” .43 .51 S ekl
¥-E1 Provides adequabte hints for studying outeide

reading assignments? 49 48 2,725
K.52 Reflects high social ideals in his behavior” 40 .43 2.021
I~30 Willingly explains material of earlier courses

when requested to do sof .45 .54 2e386
H-58 Pleasing rersonal appearance? A3 W47 2,089
}-16 Refrains from bdluffing? A W53 Z.11
M-53 ¥odest but not retiring® A3 W07

250 - .54

E~80 Ambitious? LY W E6 2.011
H-3 Corrects in nlass errors he has mede previously” .50 &2 2.236
=57 Criticises specific acts rather thar

person&li%ies” S0 5B 2,284
Jagl Bases opiaions on evidence wheraver vpossible

rather than authority® JEBD 48 2.110
=50 Avcide talkineg down to students® 50 WBY 2.
J-28 Tistributes time aporoprimtely over cutline or

topies of the course” L5000 a5 24463
J8 Yis opinions on his suhjest are dependable” LA A2 1228
T.22 Separates fact from opinion in discussion® B0 W 2221
K-6u Patiert in discussion with a student who is

wrong but insists he 1s right? B0 .58 2.842

e P — -



SUMMARY OF QUALITIZATION CHECK LIST RESULTS GROUPED BY ITEM-
FFFECTIVENESS CRITERION CORRELATION (CONTIYUED)

<CL Form
and
Item No. Item Rie Rip Mean
.50 = 54 (Con*tinued)

K-52  Uses eve-catching, attractive trainine aids? S0 .45 2,131
k=53 Organizes instruction into problems? .50 .42 2.759
K-42  Gradesz exam items on banis of own lsstures,

no* departmental answers” 50 .40 2.084
K39 Avolds ineluding much minor detail in examina-

tion® .50 A5 2.725
K=40  Patient with studsnts whe have trouble with

besic concepts of course? .50 .59 2.565
L-26  Avoids covering up lack of knowledge® 80 .51 2.213
L-19 Welcomes differences of opinion? +50 .57 2.5%6
L0 Awars that other people desire recoznition and

credit? LSU .61 2.441
I.326 Sess that examination content is narrow enough

s0 that preparation 1s posgsible? 51 .45 2.538
H-10  Provides a gecd proportion between lecture and

discussion? .51 .47 2.549
H-.31 Basas grades on number and type of errors

ingtead of merely on final answers” .51 .48 2.887
M-19  Usually happy rather than gloomy? .51 .82 2,001
¥-564 Keeps "poise” and "charm” subordinate to

teaching? <51 .54 2.399
J-60  Allows students opportunity to express them-

selvos? .51 52 2.176
J-30  Leads students to take responsibility in

planning and ohecki=ng their own progress? .51 .44 2,821
J=25 Encourages original thiunking? .51 .47 2,302
K-48  Teaches how to apply the method of science? .51 40 2.588
K-28  Carefully fixes responsibility before taking

action® .51 .52 2.418
K-23 Well-bred? «51 .54 1.843
K-14 Tries to give special help to students having

obvious difficulty with course” .51 .55 2.830
L-87 At ease in clags” .51 .51 1.787

L-49 Vakes assignments to fit students' particular
interests” .51 .51 3.000
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SUNMARY QOF QUALIRICATION CHECK LIST RESULIS CRCUPED RV ITEN.
TRFECTIYENESS CRITERIOY CORRELATICON (COMTINUED)
«=CL Form - T T .u‘ T o
and
Item No. Item Rie Rip iean
B0 - 54 (Coentinued)

L-40 Uszes examinntions to test knowledge of subject

matter rather than academic skills” .51 .45 ?. 209
J=23 Has plzasant volce? .52 .51 2.437
}-32 Has accurate and up-to-date knowledge of his

subject?® .52 .BZ 1.57¢
¥-21 Contrnls class discussions to prevent rambling

and confusion? .52 .43 2.293
¥-23 Hard-working” +52 .46 1.264
J-12 Recognizes and rewards effort by helpful

comments”? .52 .57 2,603
¥.50 Uses examples, stories, and experiences to show

practiczal value of lesson” .52 .81 2.000
¥-55 %illing to admit errors in grading and change

grades on the records? .52 .55 2.456
J-43 Lets students lmow things to stress in study-

ing? .52 .48 2.572
L-33 Avolds wasting time on superfluous explanation? .52 .35 2.634
1-23 Emotionally mature and stable? «+53 .55 1.878
H-64 Recognizes and allows for variations in intelli-

gence and background among students? .53 .59 24780
L-44 Plans lab work that adequately supplements

class work” .53 .40 2.480
Ha? T®illing to chanpe teaching methods in response

to class needs”? .53 .61 2.787
¥-42 tvoids appearing irconvenienced by students’

requests? .53 .59 2.236
¥<35 Pmphasizes significant points with his voice? .53 .43 2.330
.-46 Meets diffizulties with poise? .53 .52 2,314
¥-37 Free from annoying personal mannerisms? «53 .60 2.497
¥-36 Provides reasonahle lesson objectives” .52 .8 2.422
I-23 Exercises judgment in prading instead of using

fixed percertage of A's, B's, C's, etec. in

every class” W53 L85 2.485
I1-35 Avoids belittling students' questions? .53 .59 2.348
M-48 Succesgfully integrates subject with allied

subjects? «53 .46 2.373
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SUMVARY OF QUALIFICATION CHECK LIST RESULYS GROUPED BY ITEM-
EFFECTIVENESS CRITERION CORSELATION (CONTINUED)
SCL Ferm
and \
Ttem No. Ttem Rie %ip  Mean
+50 - .54 (Continued)

K-29 Observant” 5% .48 ?2.309
L-62 Sincere” .53 .64 1.881
L-38 Reliable and dependable? .53 .49 1.914
L-16 Presents essential features clearly in hisck-

board disgrems? L4 .47 2.4C9
1.-10 Arle to stop lecturing tc¢ respond appropriste-

ly to questions or comments® «54 .53 2.120
I-24 Shoulders heavy work loads witheut complsint® .54 .48 2.168
I-38 Alert” .58 .47 1.783
H-8 Eliminates ambigucus exam questions in

assigning grades® .54 LEO 2.906
L-1 Sticks tc¢ a job until it's firiished? «54 .42 2.044
L-13 Enthusiastic and interesteé in his subject? «54 .44 1.631
L-54 FPulfills obligations regulerly? 54 .46 2,129
I-1¢ Easy to pet along with? .54 .71 2.154
I-19 Varlies speed of speech tc¢ suit meaning? .54 .42 2.4E1
I-55 Avolids persoral reaction to disagreement with

his opinion? .54 .55 2.471
J=4 Respects the rights of other people? .54 .66 2.18¢9
J=32 Does not waste time or words? .54 .42 2.€50
M-25 Stresses accuracy by teaclhing methcds of

achieving it? .54 .40G 2.860
W53 Finds out why when ro one can answer his

questicns? .54 .£4 2.87¢
H-15 Lectures well without depending on nctes? 54 .33 2.102

.55 - .59

H-54 Makes allowarces for studente' mietskes? .65  W€3 2.766
H-§ Dignified but nct stuffy? «535 .56 2.230
M-20 Presents contrcversial questions fairly? .55 .60 2,351
J-48 Respecte rersonal confidencee” .55 .63 2.056
J=45 Conducts clesses ir an assured, confident

manner? .55 .43 1 8EC
J-44 Glves clear exam questions® .55 .48 2.501




1569

STMMARY CF QUALIFICATION CMECE LIST RESULTS GROUPED BY ITEM-
EFFECTIVENESS CRITERION CORRELATION (CONTINUED)

QCL Form
and
Item Yo. Item Rie Rip Mean
58 - .59 (Continued)

J-20 Presents a pood balarcs hetween thecretical

and practienl kmowledge? BB J4E 2.212
T-47 Reviews and summerizes frequent’y throughout

the course” L5 .49 2.703
I-.21 Critlcises so that students do net resent it” «3h WE] 2.460
E=28 Censtantly improves hie kmowledge of subject

throusrh contirued study and research?® 556 .4k 1.734
1.-31 Presents various aspects of controversisl

issues and ercourazgpes students te form own

opirions? LBE L34 2.635
H-26 Offers many oprnortunities to apply learning

threugh activities? .56 .4 2.3086
M-l Has easy yet forceful personality? «56 .67 2.288
1-26 rresents material in lcpical sequence? .56 .43 2.142
K49 When necessary, reformulstes o1* rephrases

guest ions he asks studerts? +58 .58 2,076
H-56 Discusses with students their difficulties and

failures? .56 JB3 2.30U8
K=-37 Treats studente as ledies and gentlemen? .58 .61 1.971
K-1& Uses test resulte to helip find wenk poirts

ir his feaching” 58 W24 3.087
L-42 Hes pleacsant expression” .86 .68 2.228
I-17 Listens tc and respects student crinicn

regarding exam questicns? 57 W62 2.601
E-62 Responsive tov students' expressions” 57 .64 2.461
K-68 Patient with students? 87 W 2.372
J=-51 Open Mincded? 5T T 2.219
J=-1 Shows usefulnese of the ceurse content? .57 .48 2.152
I-42 Inspires confidence? BT LU 2.589
H-3 Respects opinicus of students? 57 W68 Z+481
E.37 Uses carefully constructed and spenific essay

questions? BT W47 7.761
T~-44 Kotes and explains ¢isarreement hetween text

and lecture” LET 0 WRO 24288
I-48 Makes proper use of qualifying statements” <37 .48 2,348
I-62 Uxplairs all disgrams fully” 57 L49 2.162
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SUXMARY @OF QUALIFICATIOYN CHECK LIST RESULTS GRCUPED BY ITEN-
TRFECT IVENESS CRITERION CORRELATION (CONTINUED;
2CL Form
and
Ttem Yo. Item Rie Rip Vean
.55 - .59 (Contirmed)

H-28 Assigns signifieant and interesting research

problems? <87 .50 2.884
M-14 Builds respect for points of view other than

thecse held on entering class® 57 .82 2.421
¥=E87 ¥aintains energy throuphout class perliods? 87 449 1.995
J=-38 Accepts and discusses student disagreement

rather thean ignoring it~ 87 W81 2.281
L-64 Uses cless discussion tc find student

difficuities with new material” 5T WER EREY
Ha 28 Controls clase discussions by irterpreting

what has heen said .58 L4E 24462
M=62 NMore "human beirg" than "teacher”™” .58 T2 2.4E9
¥-9 Has hiph serige of personal integrity” L8 W60 « 921
1-83 Reasonally quick in petting poirt that student

makes” BB .49 2.228
F=4b Tactful® oCE .48 24500
¥-11 Gives Pair examiration questions? 68 L 5T &.4ES
Hal Stresses alms of course rether than gredes? 53 43 24181
K-83 “elcomes canferences and through them prevides

ef fective help? 658 .80 2.386
J-41 Apporticns the proper welght to tests, renorts,

recitations, and final exams in prading” <853 .82 2. 268
L-27 Shows confiderce irn stucdents? .58 .64 2.502
L3¢ Renlizes he is working first with pecple and

second with subject matter? 9 l82 2.714
K=25 Uses tests to instruct as well as grade? 59 LE8 2.755
J-4¢ Accepts critisism ancd acts on it? 5% .66 2.686
I-32 Pleasant® 59 .72 240589
M-44 Shows iritiative ir using rew teamching methodsn? &5 .E&5 24626
M =-4€ Yevelcps course along lines of student

irterests and cortributions” 3% .82 2e531
¥=50 Pair® LAY .87 2,220

80 - .8

H-26 Understands students' ooint of view® LB W70 2.817




SULNMARY “‘qulﬂuﬁﬁﬂ.mmmsL.WIKSWF“CRﬁWﬁ3SV

SFPECTIVENESS CRITERION CORRELATION (CONTINUED)

= ~
JCL Torm

and
Item ¥No. Item Rie Ap Kean
6U -~ .84 (Continued)
Yu55 Lffectively "draws out" students”® B0 .52 7.674
1H=50 Voice compels attention? LU .49 2.3856
=10 Uses sufficient supportinp datails in lesson’ B0 oD 2.078
Y.l Gives exams that are a [fair sampling of econbent
covered” L8O 5T 243521
¥ed Handles emoticral or rehellicus student sn as
to maintsin regrect of class? B0 W87 2,331
J=65 Commands such respect that students do not
cheat? o < o3G0
¥4l Judges group intereste well? LU W85 2508
=25 ¥nlivens cizase with materials not taken from
reacdings” JHU .83 24306
L-27 Hes abilitv %o think "on tre spot”" B0 L4258 2.000
L-2¢& Uses relevant supuerting detnils? B3 WED Feldidd
24 Showe interest iu students as persons? 81 W71 2. 238
) Has well orpanized plans for the course” L1 W4T 2.077
Tnkes cherge and leads class without lost
moticn? L1 L41 2.319
¥ -66 Exhibits good sportsmanship? 61 .72 2.191
K-2d1 Admits mistakes and does nrot offer excusesg? Bl B2 LOETE
L=23 Clearly explains major cohjectives thr {hcut
the course? .61 WB Zeicl
-1z Credes on the basie ol brosledpe shown rather
than agy eemv“t with his own oninions? 01l W66 2e358
HaEt Uses sppropriate, well integreted couree
meteriale {texts, lectures, labs, quizzes,
and supnlementory me eterials)” L8520 W48 2e4U4
MaRP Ifakes an effort Yo meeh tho needs of indiwi-
dusalis” 62 .64 2.804
J=37 Makes clear transitions from one poirvt to
nother by showing relaticnehip® B2 W02 2,208
I-3 Willingly explainsg a voint in mere deteil upon
request” 82 .81 1.983
K-8 Gives necessary subject backeround as bosis
of discusgsion® B2 W5 2.222
L-&Z Has spent conciderable time in resesrch and
study for esch lechure” A2 4D 2,286




SUNKARY O QUALIRICATIOZY CHECK LIST RESILTT GROUPED By ITEM-
EFFECTIVENESS CRITERICY CORRYLATION (CONTIKUED)

L Form

and
Ttem Kc. Item Rie Rip Mean
<80 - 64 (Tontinued)

¥-10 fives corefully prepared cless reviews? B84 LBU £.823
W47 Helps students see ircaonsictencies in ideas” .82 .58 2.496
V34 Uses effective figures of speech? B3 .80 2.036
T Ends lectures effectively? 8% .50 2.766
F-1l Cives exam questicns which adequately test

student’ s ability *o use the Yknowledpe of the

course? B3 54 2.354
Ma12 Unifies the subiect ir his lectures? .63 .57 2. 300
J-11 Creetes loyalty among students? B3 .87 24770
L-%4 Gets cooperation of class in setting up svecific

goals? W83 .63 2.782
L-63 Lectures sc that studemts can take good notes® 84 .46 2.855
1L.-65 Flexitle irn adapting to changing needs? 84 .58 2.494
W13 Understands problems most coften met by collepe

students in *their work? .04 .67 2.375
I-43 Teaches so as to stimulate interest in addi-

tional work in the field of study”® B4 .53 2.628
H-25 Able to explain a low grade ir conference so

as to help student? 4 W33 2.491

00 - o869

H-22 Ercourages initiative on pert of students? .65 .85 2.654
H-1 Inspires you tc make the maximum preparation

for each day's assignment in his class? 65 .47 2758
Me33 Inspires trust? B85 6§ 2.224
J-58 Analyzes class difficulties thoroughly? .65 .61 2.718
J-E6 Has meture and belanced Judgment? .65 .70 1.990
J-28 Conscienticus and thorcugh® .85 .55 2.820
I-42 Teaches so that students' oul-of-class interest

is aroused? .65 .57 2.649
K~-65 Uses carefully prepared introduction? 85 .47 2.611
K-£9 Prepares summary carefully?® B85 .51 2.608
K-12 Makes elfective use of a nleaging sense of

humor? B85 .89 2.441
L-24 Makes approsriate rnumher of major peints in

lesseon® LB LJAT 2,421




STMMARY OF QUALIFICATICN CHECK LIST RESTLTS GROUPED BY ITEM-
EFWECTIVENESS CRITFRIOY COWRFLATION (CONTINTED)

QCL Form
ard
Item Yo, Item Rie Rip Mean
.65 ~ .69 (Continued)

1L-223 Makes his quizrzes and exams apree with course

ohiectives and content® 5 JEL 2,207
I-41  Teaches at his hest consistently? 88 57 2,178
M.7 Guides class well in discussion of controversial

suhiscts? 66 63 2.43E
K=5 Enthusiastic in his teaching? €€ 48 1.95
E-4 Glves concise instructions? +66 58 2.431
k-2 Uses apt and czoncrete examples of principles? L6 .52 2,128
1.3% Uses questions skillfully to clerify or define

prcblems under discusgion? .68 .56 2.501
H.11 Has meny novel and stimulating ideas and view-

poin‘ts? .67 058 2.418
156 Answers student questicns directly without

evasion? 88 .53 2.208
I-5€ Inspires a strong atmosphere of mutual good

will in his class? €5 JT1  2.472
1-8 Makes sure students understand difficult pcints? .69 .62 2.366
K=16  Secures wholehearted cooperation of class? B89 &7 2.878
I-1 Paces lectures nreperly In speed and cortent to

students' comprehension? «59 456 .34}
I-24 Holds the Interest of more than just the

brichtest pupils? 863 .58 2,380
J-3 Impresses people faverably after they know him

well? .69 .74 2.281
H-53 \Makes assignments challenging end valueble? 88 J4€ 2.831

70 - 74

L-59 Directs discussiorn skilllfully” 70 .58 2.45¢%
H-46  Interprets abstract idess and theoriss clearly” L1 80 2.484
I-15 Suppestions and advice are extremely valuable? .71 62 2.387
K=31 Scholarly but not dull? .71 81 2.215
K-43 Meets definite objectives of course? .72 62 2.16&
K-24 Makes major points clear? .72 .57 2.088
K-62 Gives well orgsnized lectures? .73 .54 2.418




STRMARY OF QUALIFICATION CHECK LIST RESULTS GROUFPED BY ITEM~
EFFECTIVEN®SS CRITRRION CORRELATION (CONTINTED)

154

RCL Form
and
Jtem No. Item Rie Rip Mean
.70 - .74 (Continued)

M-61 Explains difficult material clearly? 73 T3 24290
H-42 Uses vivid supporting details in lectures” 73 45 2.392
L-36 Analyzes problems clearly? .73 .55 2.328
K«13  rresents a subject so that it is fresh and

vital? 74 .83 2.469
H-21l Makes laboratory work meaningful rather than

routine exercises? .74 .58 2.550

I75 - .79

L-3 Abls to impart his enthusiasm to students? .75 .60 2.481
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APPENDIX G

VALIDATION SCALE (PAGE 1)

RATING SCALE FOR COLLEGE TEACHERS
w

Teacher Code Number . (College or University

Course Title . Student’s year in college (circle)
1 2 3 4 grad.

= - - ——

DIRECTIONS

Please describe or rate the teacher in relation to each item of the scale below as ac-
curately and honestly as possible by putting an “X’’ in one of the boxes. Work rapidly but not
thought lessly or carelessly. Do not let anyone else influence your judgment. Do not omit
items--guess when you must. Do not sign your name.

MEANING OF LETTER RATINGS

O means_outstanding; the teacher is the very best you have ever known
in this respect.

G means good; the teacher is well above the average of the

teachers you have known.
F means fair; the teacher generally behaves ac-

ceptabf-w‘/‘ﬁere; the balance is s]‘llghtly in his

favor in this respect.
P means poor; the teacher is the very

worst you have ever known in this

respect.

P |
G

P

IMPORTANT

Check only within boxes; not onvertical lines.

1. Good posture and bearing.

2. Uses sufficient supporting details in les-
son.

3. Scholarly but not dull. . .
4. Has pleasant expression.

5. Makes regular assignments.

6. Frank and straightforward about his expec-
tations of the class.

7. Ambitious.
8. Dresses neatly.

9. Avoids using class time discussing his con-
victions on controversial problems irrele-
vant to course.

10. Avoids overworking certain words.

11. Gives exam questions which adequately test
student’s ability to use the knowledge in
the course.

12. Willingly explains material of earlier cour-
ses when requested to do so.

13. Free from annoying personal mannerisas.

14. Uses questions skillfully to clarify or de-
fine problems under discussion.

15. Stresses aims of course rather than grades.

16. Minds his own business.

17. Free from pecularities in appearance.

18. Reasonably quick in getting point that stu-
dent makes.

19. Sufgest.itms snd advice are extremely valu-
able.




21.
22
23.

24.
25
26.

21.
28.
29.

30.
31.

32.

33.
34.

35.

36.
317.
38.
39.

41.
42.
43.

»t

46.

47.

49.

50.
Sl.
52.

S3.

S8.
59.
60.

6l.
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Avoids talking down to students.

Impartial in his treatment of studenmts.

Gives well organized lectures.

Makes sure students understend difficult
points.

Tolerant.

Gives regular quizzes.

Inspires you to make the maximum preperation
for each day’s assignment in his class.

Makes major points clear.

Willing to help students with research.

Never appears annoyed when approached out-
side of class.

Conscientious and thorough.

Makes his quizzes and exams agree with course
objectives and content.

Interrupts a student answering a ques tion
only when necessary to clarify or summarize.

Avoids polting fun at people.

Paces lectures properly in speed and content
to students’ comprehension.

Conducts classes in an assured, confident
manner.

Avoids talking to the wall or blackboard.

Usually relaxed rather than tense.

Enthusiastic in his teaching.

Unifies the subject in his lectures.

Avoids heckling students with long and close
questioming.

Avoids being “too strict.”

Analyzes problems clearly.

Holds the interest of more than just the
brightest pupils.

Avoids being stern or dominating.

oyt N
Seldom shows “It’s right or completely w :

attitude. L

Controls class discussions by interpreting'
what has been said.

Uses vivid supporting details in lectures.

Impresses people favorably on first acquaintance.

Expects suggestions; but knows it is his busi-
ness to direct activities.

Directs discussion skillfully.

Ends lectures effectively.

Maintains helpful attitude even when student
is unprepared.

Avoids embarrassing or ridiculing a student
in the presence of others.

Uses relevant supporting details.

Presents various aspects of coantroversial is-
azes and encourages students to form own
opinions.

Goed physi que.

Willing to admit errors in grading and change
grades on the records.

Interpret s abstract ideas and theories clearly.

Lectures well without depending on notes.

Avoids erasing useful material from the black-
board tco soon.

Associates with students without becoming too
familiar or intimate.

I




62. tkes clear trensitions from one point to

63.
64.
65.
66.

67.
68.

69.
70.
il

2
73.
74.
75.
76.
il
78.

79.
80.

8l.
82.

83.
84.

85.
86.

87.
88.

89.
90.

91.
92.
93.

94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.
100.
101.
102.

103.

104.

Has easy yet forceful personality.

APPENDIX G

VALIDATION SCALE (PAGE 3)
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other by showing relationship.

h;sizes and writes key points on black-
ard.

Sets the same standards of attainw®ft for
all students.

Avoids appeaping inconvenienced by studenwd
requests. \

Guides class well in discussion of contro-
versial subjects.

Lectures so that students can take good notes.

Provides a good proportion between lecture
and discussion.

Dispenses with unnecessary formality.
Sticks to a job until it’s finished.

- e

G
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Teaches so that students’ out-of -class in-
terest is aroused.

Avoids overworking certain ideas.

Courteous.

Uses effective figures of speech.

Has well organized plans for the course.

Conducts classes informally.

Punctual for appointments.

Takes charge and leads class without lost mo-
tion.

Encourages initiative on part of students.

Contributes his free time generously to stu-
dent activities.

Controls class discussions so as to prevent
individQuals from being hurt.

Presents a subject so that it is fresh and
vital.

Uses apt and concrete examples of principles.

Parmits making up quizzes or exams wheh ab-
sence is explained. "y

Has calm, even temperament.

Answers student questions directly-eitheut
evasion.

Does not waste time or words.

Uses class average as standard instead of ar-
bitrary standard.

Avoids using threat of poor grades.

Meets definite objectives of course.

Explains difficult material clearly.

Addresses students as ‘““Mr.-2’ or ‘“Miss” so that
they like it.

Emphasizes significant points with his voice.

Has ability to think ‘‘on the spot.’

Keeps temper.

Praises more often than he criticises.

Makes assignments challenging and valuable.

Able to impart his enthusiasm to students.

Avoids trying to be impressive.

Refrains from talking about himself.

Has spent considerable time in research and
study for each lecture.

Controls class discussions to prevent rambl ing
and confusion.

Gives enough time on exams so that the average
student can complete them.

P
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P B G 0
105. Avoida being ‘‘boaay.”
106. Makes laboratory work meaningful rather ‘ }
than routine exercises. ‘
107. Gives concise instructions. I
108. Explaina his position but does not argue <1
with atudenta. R s
109. Avoids shouting.
110. Has effective vocabulary. ¥ 1
111. Prepares summary carefully.
112. Removes excessive emotional pressure on
student in discussion by shifting to ano-
ther student.
113. Improviaes training aids when necessary.
114. Analyzes claas difficulties thoroughly. 4
315. Has many novel and stimulating ideas and
viewpoints.
116. Aware that other people desire recognition |
and credit. [
: P F G 0
Further Read all the phrases in the acale below and then check (+”) the one box beat
Instructions: expressing your opinion of this teacher as a person. Please be completely
frank. Indicate how you feel about this person rather than how you think you
should feel. Do not turm kc_k to read the Check List before wop rate. Rate
him as a person; not as a téacher. F
AS A PERSON
FINEST | VERY FINE LIKED ABOUT HE HAD | UNFOR- | UN- EX-
PERSON | FINE PERSON | HIN LIKE SONE TUNATE | PLEAS- | TREME-
I EX- PERSON | --WISH | VERY MOST UNFOR- | PERSON | ANT LY UN~
PECT --WISH | MORE MUCH- - | PEOPLE | TUNATE | --DIS- | PERSON | PLEAS- |
To MORE PEOPLE | BETTER | --WE QUALI- | LIKED --I ANT-- "
KNOW-- | PEOPLE | HAD THAN GOT TIES-- | HIM ' DIS- WORST
WISH I | WERE SOME MOST ALONG HE AN- | SOME- LIKED 1 _KVER
WERE LIKE OF HIS | IN \ ALL NOYED TIMES HIM KNEW _ |
JUST HIM QUALI- | MANY RIGHT ME OC- ' OR EX- |
LIKE TIES WAYS CASION- PECT
HIM ALLY TO KNOW
\
Further Read all the phrases in the scale below and then check (¢/) the one box beat
Instructions: expressing your judgment of his (her) effectiveness as a college teacher. Do
not turn back to read the Check List before you rate.
EFFECTIVENESS AS A COLLEGE TEACHER
THE DEFI- HARDLY | JUST DEFI- NORE A SU- ONE OF | THE
FORST NITELY | WORTH WORTH NITELY | THAN PERIOR | THE VERY
| TEACH- | NOT HIS HIS WORTH NORTH TEACH- | TFO OR | BEST
ER I WORTH SALARY | SALARY | HIS HIS ER THREE TEACH-
HAVE HIS AND MY | AND MY | SALARY | SALARY BEST ER I
EVER SALARY | TIME | TIME AND MY | AND MY TEACH- | HAVE
KNOWN AND MY TIME TIME ERS I EVER
TIME HAVE KNOWN
KNOWN ~
Thank you!
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Page 1

¥AXUAL OF DIRECTIONS

- - —— o - -

1. Background and Purpose of the Rating Scale. The "Rating Scale
for College teachers” bepan as a PhD thesis at the University of Tennessee.
A large number of words and phreses descriptive of good and hed (by student
defiriticn) collepe teaching were collected by a variety of metheds. The
1,000 plus items 8o collected were collated and reduced tc 294 items by
use of judges. The items were then formed in six Qualifieation Check Lists.
A copy of one of these lists is attached as an exhitit. During the winter
and spring of 1582 the check lists were administered in 124 classroom
in 70 different celleres and universities scattered throughout the United
States. Ccrrelations (proéuct—moment) were then calculated for: each item
and the criterion ratirg of teacher personality; each item and the cri-
terion rating of teacher effectiveness. The rating scale was then con-
gstructed by pairirg items on the basis of their power to diseriminate
teacher effectiveness. Items low ir discriminating power were paired
with moderate ones, and moderate items were paired with thece high in
discriminating power. The lowest correletion used was V.23. These paired

items were selected sc as to maintain approximate egual characteristicness

(mean value cn the S5-point check list, VG-VP scele). Research needs
p

prevent showing this pairing in the scale. The research purposes under-

lyirg the administraticn of the scale are: cross vaelidaticon of the item
correlations, the collecticn of norms, and the testirg of certsin prin-
ciples of ratirg scale methodology. Teaders familiar with "forced choice"

theory will recognize certain of these principles. A report of results
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will be furnishted participants irn the research. Page 2

2. Use of the Scale. It will te recognized that the scale was
built primarily for purpcees of applied research. However, it should
also be recognized that the scale is an effective instrument as it now
standss It may be used for administrative purposes or it may be used
to educate teachers on the state of student opinicn in their clssses.
¥o attempt is made here te define gocd rating practice. From the
research point ef view, the author is interested in various uses. Any
local arrangements for use of the scale satisfactory to the user are
satisfactory to the author, except as noted below.

3. Restricticns on the Use gﬁ the Scale.

(1} Student raters must NOT be told that "the scale is
administered for research purposes." (See "Instructions to Students"
belcw. )

(2) It is necessary to obtein ratings of the relatively
poor teacher. If admiristration of the scale is done solely on indivi-
dual teacher option, results will be difficult to interpret. Therefore,

the smallest unit that can be surplied free of charpe ies that of the

department. (See Costs.)
(3) Students should not sign their names.
(4) Reproduction rirhts are reserved.

4. Instructions to Students. The way the scele is used will

determine what is ssid to the student. Each department or larger
administrative unit should prepare clear and strairhtforwaré directions

for their own use irx administering the scales. Students should be told,
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specifically, why they are to rate: (1) for the teacher's information,

(2) for admiristrative purposes, (3) for toth purposes. Please provide
the author with a verbatim copy of the instructions used. (See Adminis-
tration Log.) Again, do not smy, “"the purpose is research.”

Do not inform students that the items are paired for research
purposes.

The instructions must be brief if the scale is to be administered
in 80 mirutes.

5. Deteils 2£ Administraticn.

(1) Bach teacher in the department should be rated cnce by

g class he ls currently teaching. Use of the first class taught after

7:00 A.M. Monday morzning is urged in order to control possible bias.

(2) "course Title,"” in the scale heading may be omitted by
the student, since fthis entry may violate teacher anonymity. However,
please ghow the course title on the Administraticn Log which accompanies
the returmned scales.

(3) Administer all scales within a departwment in the smallest
possitle time irterval.

(4) Before administration, the last line of the scale
(opposite Thank You!) should be completed with apprcpriate name or
title -~ head of department, for example.

(5) Do not permit unsupervised completion of the scale by
students outside of class. An observer, not necessarily the teacher,
should be able to complete the Adminlstration Log accurately.

(6) Administration time is 50 mirutes.
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(7) Previde pencils for students. Page 4

6. Scoring and Interpretation of Results. Two kirds of scoring

will be discussed: author scoring and local scoring. The author will
score, analyze results, and provide each participating department with

an interpretation for each teacher rated. There is no charpe for this
service. The research report of these results will preserve the anonymity
of the colleges, departments, and teachers concerned. MNaturally, such
scoring, analysis, interpretation, and reporting mist be delayed until

all returns are in. Tt will take a few months tc procese the several
hundred teachers needed.

Local scorinpg consists of tallying the results on a blank scale,
cemputing mid-scores, and drawing a orofile of mid-scores. It is
suggested that the teacher rated be given the opporturity to do this.
However, use of teacher code number and omission of course title makes
it possible to do the clerical work administratively. Such scoring will
aid the author materlally and will shorten *the processing time. UDlrections
for local scoring are found on Pages 5 and 6.

7. Costs. Shipping coste will be paid by the author, both ways,
in all cases. ¥or particlpating departments, there is no charge for the
scales. For individual *sachers, the total cost, including scoring aand
interpretation, is 5 cents per student.

8. Shipping. Return all used seales by first-class mail. Four
pounds is the welght 1imit for one package; use additional first-class
packages for larger shipments. Do not insure. Weigh packages at post

office and mark postage in ink. You will be reimbursed in 3-cent stamps
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Page 5
(checks for amounts over $1.00) unless directed otherwise. Pleass
return unused sceales. If there are 10 or more unused scales, please
ship them hy fourth-class mall.
9. Ordering. When rejuesting the rating scales, pleasc list
the number of classes and the enrollment in each. If additional copies

of the Manual of Directlons are needed, pleass indicate how many.

10. Directions for Loeal Scoring.

(a) The purpose in scoring is to find the mid-score for each
numbered item on the szals. The nld-score is defined as ¥ + 1 § 2, whers
N equals the number of students 11 the class. If there are any omlssions
for a given item, i% wlll be necessary to uce the actual anumber of
ratings made for that item.

(b} The scoring is done most quickly and accurately if one
person reads the ratings from s completed scale and another person
tallies these ratings on a blank scale. The reader should cut out the
top row of boxes on a blank scale and place it over each completed scale.
Number the boxes from 1 to 15, beginnine with P. The reader then reads
the number of the box checked by the student for Ttems 1 through 19.

() The rscorder will find that an excellent method of
tallying is to place the blank scale over a piece of ecardboard; then
use a pin to punch holes in the boxes as read by number by the reader.
The punched holes are easy t5 count and take up llttle space.

() It will be easiest to read and record all the scalas

for Items 1 through 19, then repea% for Items 20 through 61, eta.
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Page 8

(e) Use the same method to tally the As a Person and Effective-

ness Ag s College Teacher scales.

(f) T find the mid-score, count from either end of a row until
you hit N » 1 £ 2. Disregard fractions. Your counting is made easy if
you group your pin holes by five's, like this - :{ :{. Put 2 big pencil
X through the box containing the mid-scors.

(g) Piek up another blank scale and draw a profile of mid-scores
on i4. The tallied scale, togetiisr with the rating scales themselves,

are required hy the author for additional analysis, so please return

them as shown under Shipoing.

(h) If other statistics, such as the median or mean, are obtained,
the author would appreciate a copy of the results, including the sum
of each item row. It is emphasized that the completed scales (and tally
sheets, if any) are the necessary items in the author's research, regard-

less of the methods employed in local scoring.
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APPENDIX I

REPORT OF SCALE RESULTS TO DEPARTMENTS

(Letter of transmittal)

The Provost Marshal General's School
Camp Gordon, Georgia

June 24, 1954

Enciosed you will find sealed envelopes containing
reports of the results of your participation in the University
Instructor Rating Research project.

The project is far from ccmplete, a fact which hms made
it necessary to avyoid discussion of practical significance in

the enclosed letter to participating teachers.

I hopa you may find time to give me your sugerestions on
the administrative significance of the scale. The final scale
will be much shorter and easier to score.

May I arain express my appreciation for your interest and
support.

Sincerely yours,
(signed)

E. B. Cobb
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(Cover Letter to Instruchors)

The Provost Varshul General's School
Camp Gordon, Georgia

June 25, 1354

Dear Colleapgue:

The enclosed material is an interim report to you, one of the
collere teschers participating in the research on the Rating Scale For
Collegze Teachers. The study is not yet completed: when it 1s, the
published report will be called to your attention.

The first itewm is a scale containing your mean score for each
item -- the right hand column of figzures.

The next item ig o mimeonpgraphed list of means for all teachers
particirating ~- 71 in number, spread over 9 different schools.

I had hoped to be able tn do the clerical work next involved
for yov, but T cannot meet the end-of-term deadline.

Using the "P" line as zero, and the first line to the rizht as 1,
graph your scores on the scale. Next graph on the same scale the mean
of the means from the mi meographed list.

You may thus see how much you deviats from the mean of each item.
Regardiae statistiecal significance: the standard deviations of the
items vary, bu* the maximum standard error of the mean fer the items
was .238. Using a 1 per cent level of confidence, the probahbility is
93 to 1 that any deviation from the mean of .6 of a score point (6710
of one cell on the scale) is not due to chance aleone. Regarding
practical significance: only you are in a position to make this
interpretation.

As a matter of fact, T am deeply interested in your oninion on
this question and would appreciate receiving your comments on the
usefulness and valldity of the scale. Please write as frunkly and
at as much length as you can.

Literally hundreds of thousands of tallles and machline operations
have been made at thls point, all dore at personal cost. Your coopera-
tion and interest has made the work possible. T intend to ecarry on



{Cover Letter to Instrackors, continusd)

the work and make a more zomplete report; your lebtters will provide
encouragement and may help convince others that the research is
worthy of financial aid.

Sincer=ly yours,

(signed)

E. B. Cobb

178
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The Provost Marshal General's School
Camp Gordon, Georgila
E« B. Cobb

UNIVERSITY INSTRUCTOR RATING RESEARCH
ITEM MEANS -~ TOTAL SAMPLE

Item Mean Item Mean Item Yean
No. of Means No. of Means No. of Means
1 10.08 39 10.20 77 11.10
2 10.03 40 11.23 78 10.66
3 10.00 41 11.01 79 10.07
4 10.84 42 10.27 80 9.94
8 11.056 43 10. 36 81 10.46
6 10.31 44 11.17 82 9.92
7 10.49 45 10.85 83 10.5%
8 11.40 46 10.50 84 10.67
9 11.27 47 10.14 86 11.53
10 10.41 48 10.73 86 10.81
11 10.35 49 10.44 87 10.10
12 10.32 50 3.82 88 10.01
12 10.66 51 9.39 89 11.21
14 9.81 52 10.25 90 10.82
15 10.56 53 11.1) 91 10.17
16 11.44 54 10.50 92 10.68
17 11.37 55 10.33 93 10.51
18 10.69 56 9.77 94 10.13
19 10.34 57 10.35% 95 10.93
2G 10.70 58 9.88 96 11.69
21 10.75 59 10.50 97 10.43
22 9.87 80 10.33 98 9.45
23 10.12 61 10.97 399 9.50
24 10.80 62 9.80 100 10.58
25 9.82 63 10.23 181 10.72
26 8.72 64 10.71 102 10.47
27 10.41 65 10.96 103 10.39
238 10.23 66 10.19 104 10.22
29 11.40 67 9.38 105 10.75
30 10.92 68 9.49 106 9.38
3l 10.70 69 11.06 107 10.20
2 10.83 70 10.52 108 10.81
23 11.28 71 9.57 109 12.13
34 10.17 72 10.08 110 11.52

35 11.06 73 11.68 111 10.14
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ITEM MEANS -~ TOTAL SAMPLE (CONTINU¥XD)
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Tten Mean Ttem Mean “Ttem ¥ean
¥No. of Means Yo. of ¥eans No. of Means
36 11.48 74 10.75 112 10.62
27 11.54 75 10.79 112 3.88
28 1C.90 76 11.14 114 9.85
115 1C.0Q
1186 1C.78

Data on "Pergon" and "Effectiverness" Nine-Point Scales

Person

Range: 7.2 to 3.4

Nean: S.77

Standard Deviation: 1.2

Standard Error Mean: .14

1 per cent Cerfidence: .4 of Score Point

Bffectiveness

Range: T.4 to 3.1

Mean: 5.32

Ztandsrd Deviatior: .94

Sterndard Error Mean: .11

1 per cent Confidence: .3 of Score Point

Distribution

"Person” nine-point scele distributien was rather skewed
-- piled up towaré the high scores. "Effectiveness" nine-

point sc¢sle was approximetely normal ir shape.
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AFPENDIX J

SUMMARY OF VALIDATICN DATA, QUALIFICATICY CHECK LIST
AND VALIDATIGE SCALE

Ttem Ttem Couplet Difference QCL~Scale
Itenm Person Effectiveness Person Effective. Couplet
No. QCL Scale Dif. QCL Scale Dif. QCL Scale QCL Scale Difference

1 .38 .29 .09 .28 .33 .05 .07 .16 41 .25 .16
( 2).45 .45 0 .69 .58 .11
(3).71 .58 .13 .89 .7€ .13 .07 .07 .26 .36 .10

4 .72 .51 .27 .63 .40 .23

5 .19 .19 0 .27 .24 .03 .15 .23 20 L21 .01
(6).34 .42 .08 .47 .45 .C

(7).28 .21 «17 .55 .23 .32 W04 .02 .22 .06 .16
8 .24 .23 11 .33 .17 .16

9 .29 .22 .07 .29 .21 .08 .10 0 L2204 .18
(10).39 .22 .17 .51 .17 .34

(11).60 .16 .44 T4 37 .37 0 .14 .20 .03 .17
12 .60 .30 .30 .54 .34 .20

13 .69 .52 L,17 .59 .45 .54 .06 .0B .20 .03 .15
(14).63 .44 .19 .7* .50 .29

(15).52 .25 .17 .66 .48 .18 .06 0 27 .21 .06
16 .46 .35 .11 .33 .27 .12

17 .40 .28 .12 .27 .28 .09 .14 .01 .29 .12 .17
(18).54 27 .17 .66 .40 .26

(19).73 .51 .22 .89 .41 .48 .01 .12 .34 .09 25
20 .74 .39 35 LJEb .32 238

21 .58 .30 .28 .46 .22 .24 .02 .01 .47 .38 .09
(22).60 .21 .29 .93 .80 .33

(23).72 .41 .32 .85 .55 .30 .05 .03 .23 .29 .04
24 .78 .44 .34 .52 .26 .26




SUMMARY OF VALIDATION DATA, DUALIFICATICN CHECE LIST
AND VALITATICN SCALE (CONTINTUED)
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Ttem Them Couplet Difference QCL-Scale

Item Person Effectiveness Person Effective. Couplet
No. ACL Scsale Dif. AQCL Scale Dif. QCIL Scale QCL Seals Differengg
25 .44 .11 .33 .28 .06 .22 .07 .29 .50 .21 .19
(26) .51 .40 .11 .78 .37 .41

(27) .65 .40 .25 .95 .56 .39 .01 .07 .44 .24 .20

28 .66 .33 .33 .81 .32 .19

29 .66 .50 .16 <46 .39 .07 .04 .®2 .32 .11 .21
(30) .62 .52 .10 .78 .50 .28

(31) .59 .19 .40 .78 .32 .46 .03 .13 .28 .11 17

32 .56 .32 .24 .50 .21 .29

33 .51 .18 .33 .40 .03 .37 .12 .17 .45 .39 .06
(34) .63 .25 .28 .85 .42 .43

(35) .46 .38 .08 .62 .42 .20 .07 .18 .30 .29 .C1

36 .39 .22 .17 .32 .13 .19

37 .52 .33 .19 .48 .30 .18 .02 .22 .21 25 .08
(38) .54 .55 .01 .79 .55 .24

(39) .65 .31 .34 .74 .37 .37 .09 .04 .32 .25 .07

40 .56 .27 .29 .42 .12 .30

41 .59 .24 .35 .46 .12 .34 .03 .11 .47 .39 .08
(42) .62 .35 .27 .93 .51 .42

(43) .66 .65 .C1 .85 .65 .20 .02 .26 .38 .41 .03

44 .68 .3% .29 .47 .24 .23

45 .50 .30 .20 .41 .29 .12 .02 .05 .25 .08 .17
(48) .52 .35 .17 .66 .37 .29

(47) .48 .58 .10 .93 .58 .35 .08 .09 .46 .35 .11

48 .56 .49 .07 .47 .23 .24

49 .56 .32 .24 .54 .21 .23 .10 .14 .33 .23 .10
(50) .66 .46 .20 .87 .44 .43
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SUMMARY OF VALIDATION DATA, QUALIFICATION CHECK LIST

AND VALIDATION SCALE (CONTINWED)

Item Item Couplet Difference QCL-Seale
Item Perscn Effectivencss Person Effective. Couplet
No. GCL Scale Dif. ®OCL Scale Dif. @QCL Scmle NACL Seale Difference
(51) +55 .40 .15 .73 .44 .29 .10 .03 .27 .27 )
52 .65 .37 .28 .46 .17 .29
53 <58 .28 .30 .35 .14 .21 .10 .22 .36 .20 .16
(54) .48 .50 .02 .71 .34 .37
{658) .35 .22 .13 .62 .14 .48 .02 .19 .33 .15 .13
58 .37 .41 .04 .25 .23 0
57 .82 .22 .40 .33 .22 .38 .07 .12 .31 .37 .08
(58) .69 .31 .25 .89 .59 .20
(59) .2¢ .28 .08 .60 .46 .14 .02 .06 .20 .20 0
60 .37 .22 .15 .40 .26 .14
61 .62 .39 .2% .51 .30 .21 .04 .0} .22 .17 .05
(62) .58 ,20 .18 .73 .47 .26
(62) .35 .15 .20 .50 .30 .20  L,O7 .02 .22 .15 .07
64 . 17 . .23 15 .18
85 .68 .35 .33 .89 .24 .35 .06 LOT .20 .20 0
(66) .74 .42 .32 .79 .44 .35
{67) .50 .14 .36 .76 .40 .26 .01 .21 20 .01 .13
68 .51 .35 .16 .58 .39 .17
69 .44 .26 .18 .34 .22 .12 .01 .24 .26 .13 .12
(70) .45 .50 .05 .80 .35 .25
(71) .65 .52 .13 .78 .54 .24 .03 0 .27 .16 .11
72 .62 .52 .10 .51 .38 .13
72 .71 .33 .32 .45 .19 .26 .02 .02 .29 .20 .09
(74) .69 .42 .27 .74+ .33 .35

B )

2



STMMARY OF VALIDATION DATA, QUALIFICATION CHECK LIST

AND VALIDATION SCALE (CONTINUED)
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T+em Item Couglgﬁi‘_gifferenc e ACL-Secale
Item Person Effectiveness Person Effective. Couples
No. JCL Scale Dif. QCL Scale Dif. 2QCL Seanle 2CL Scale Difference
(76) .51 .37 .14 .71 .50 .21 .10 .06 .34 .29 .05
76 .41 .31 .10 .37 .21 .16
77 .20 .17 .03 .24 .16 .U8 .24 U9 .47 .17 «30
(78) 44 «28 .18 -71 &3 + 38
{(79) .62 .38 .24 .78 .34 .44 .02 03 .33 .11 .22
80 .80 .35 .25 .45 .23 .32
81 065 038 -2? 04? -20 '27 4.09 916 -48 .40 008
{82) .74 .54 .20 .95 .60 .35
(83) «59 .47 .12 .73 .54 .25 .13 .24 .41 .21 .20
84 .46 .23 .23 .38 .23 .15
85 .69 .48 .21 .50 .18 .32 .01 .03 .33 .17 .16
(86) .68 .51 .17 .83 .35 .48
(87) .46 .2 .11 .60 .50 .10 .08 .05 .28 .20 .08
88 .40 .30 .10 .32 .30 .02
89 .63 .40 .23 .47 .33 .14 .05 L,08 .44 .14 « 20
(%0) .58 .52 .06 .91 .47 .44
(91) .93 .38 .55 .93 .44 .49 .12 .14 .30 .06 .36
92 .81 .52 .29 .83 .50 .13
93 037 '29 010 028 008 .20 'Og -12 031 .33 002
{94) .46 .45 .01 .59 .41 .18
(95) .48 .56 .08 .69 .65 .04 .04 .17 .35 .50 .15
96 .52 .39 .13 .34 .15 .19
97 .50 .55 .05 .42 .20 .22 0 .15 .43 .11 .32
(98) .50 .40 .10 .85 .31 .54
(99) .69 .65 .04 .97 .59 .36 0O .24 .46 .38 .08
100 .69 .41 .28 .51 .21 .20
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SUMVARY OF VALIDATION DATA, QUALIFICATION CHECK LIST
AND VALIDATION SCALR (CONTINUED)

Item Ite§=:' Couplet Differgg;e d@l-Scale

Item Person Effectiveness Person Effective. Couplet
No. QCL Seale Dif. 4&CL Sca{z Dif. ACL Scale 2CL Seale Diffsrence
vl .32 .27 .05 .35 .05 .3 .12 .08 .38 .32 .06
(102) .44 .35 .09 .73 .37 .34

(103) .46 .37 .09 .58 .55 .03 .15 .23 .25 .41 .15
104 .31 .14 .17 .33 .14 .19

105 .77 .46 .27 .51 .20 .31 .07 .18 .44 .24 .20
(106) .66 .30 .36 .95 .44 .55

(107) .62 .32 .30 .79 .39 .40 .08 .13 .34 .10 .24
108 .54 .17 .37 .45 .29 .16

109 .33 .30 .03 .23 .07 .16 .09 .12 .29 .30 .01
{110) .42 .42 0 .52 .37 .15

{(111) .56 .23 .33 .78 .32 .46 .02 .08 .37 .0l .36
112 .58 .31 .27 .41 .31 .10

113 .71 .19 .52 .44 .28 .16 0 .15 .34 .15 .18
(114) .71 .34 .37 .78 .44 .34

(115) .66 .47 .19 .81 .44 .37 .05 .03 .26 .07 .19
116 .71 .44 .27 .55 .37 .18




