


lion SEEQ surveys) provided clear support for the SEEQ  each factor) that could be represented by 4 higher order
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different academic disciplines and levels of instruction Many SET instruments fail to provide a comprehen-
(Marsh & Hocevar, 1991a). The applicability of the SEEQ  sive evaluation of theoretically sound, multiple dimen-
to diverse settings in many different countries was inves-  sions of teaching quality, thus undermining their use-
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SETs In two such studies, 16 background characteristics learnmg, students’ grades, and teaching effectiveness, so
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dimensions but varied substantially depending on the  and related explanations of the expected-grade effect
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ing expected grades of individual students seem not to reflect grading leniency would be negligible. For these reasons, we
gradmg leniency so that deductions based on Greenwald conclude that correcting for expected grades (instead of the
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