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environments); and product variables (stu- (Cronbach, 1971; Shavelson, Hubner, &

dent academic/professional achievement, Stanton, 1976) where differentiable com-

attltudes, and evaluations). Student ratmgs ponents of students’ evaluations of teaching
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ings and foexplore djrections for futire ve,  sysbigtion items  Pnorly worded ar inpn.

the construct validation approach descrlbed formatxon Student ratlngs, like the teach-
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Overall, 1980). Second, reviews of different
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students are able to differentiate among nents of student ratings are more highly
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- effective teaching that were being measured. brand, Wilson, and Dienst (1971): Ana-
. If a single score were to be used, it should lytic/Synthetic Approach, Organization/
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Table 1
Factor Analyses of Students’ Evaluations of Teaching Effectiveness (S) and the Corresponding Faculty Self-Evaluations of Their Own

Teaching (F) in 329 Courses
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alizable (e.g., a teacher who was judged to be
well organized but lacking enthusiasm in one
course was likely to receive a similar pattern
ratipesdo pther clasges)l  Thesafipdines
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716 HERBERT W. MARSH -

large impact on factor apalvges of individual _each provided clear supnort for the multi-

student responses, which further argues dimensionality of stucmslents’ evaluations.
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individual students within the same class are measured has not been resolved, though
factor analvzed and it is assumed that the  there seems to be consistencv in those that

stimulus being judged is constant for dif- are measured by the most carefully designed

ferent students—a problematic assump- surveys. Students’ evaluations cannot be
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from 25 students, .74 from 10 students, .60 Marsh & Overall, 1979a) demonstrated that

from five students, and only .23 for one stu- consistent with previous research, the sin-

the reliability of class-average student rat- .20s for both end-of-course and retrospective
ings compares favorably with that of the best ratings. (Interestingly, the 'single-rater
objective tests. In most applications, this reliabilities were somewhat higher for the
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Table 3 :
Correlations Among Different Sets of Classes for Student Ratings and
Background Characteristics

Same Same - Différent Different

teacher, teacher, teacher, teacher,
same different same different
Measure course course course courses

Enthusiasm 134 613 .011 028
Organization/Clarity 676 540 -.023 —.063
Group Interaction .699 540 .291 224
Individual Rapport 7126 542 180 146
Breadth of Coverage 727 481 117 .067
Examinations/Grading .633 512 .066 -.004
Assignments .681 ’ 428 332 112
Workload/Difficulty 733 .400 .392 215
Overall course 112 - 591 -.011 —-.065
Overall instructor , 719 .607 -.051 —.059
Mean coefficient 107 ~ .523 .140 061

Background characteristic

Reason for taking course (percent indicating

general interest) 170 .448 871 .383
Class average expected grade .709 .405 483 .356
Workload/difficulty 173 400 392 215
Course enrollment .846 312 593 .058
Percent attendance on day evaluations

administered 406 164 214 ’ .045
Mean coefficient .690 .340 491 211

ferent teachers on two different occasions. whereas correlations for the same instructor
This research is designed to address three in different courses (.61) and in two different
related questions. First, what is the gener-  offerings of the same course (.72) were much
ality of the construct of effective teaching as  larger (see Table 3). Although this pattern
measured by students’ evaluations? Sec- was observed in each of the SEEQ factors,
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lidity. The most widely accepted criterion
of effective teaching is student learning, but
other criteria include changes in student
behaviors, instructor self-evaluations, the
evaluations of peers and/or administrators

HERBERT W. MARSH

First, the ratings were not of the instructor
in charge of the course but of teaching as-
sistants who played a small ancillary role in
the actual instruction. Thus, there was no
way to separate achievement produced by a
teaching assistant from that due to the in-

who actually attend class sessions, the fre-
gtrmintar a etiidant wha it ton miich ralic
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fects of experimental manipulations.

of lectures by the instructor might evaluate
the assistant highly and perform poorly on

the exam. Doyle (1975) also argued that a
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First, the sample size in any given study is signment. Although this may produce a
almost always quite small—the number of pretest sensitization effect, the effect is likely
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of former students that are unlikely to con- faculty self-evaluations in some areas but
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Table 4
Multitrait-Multimethod Matrix: Correlations Between Student and Faculty Self-Evaluations in 329 Courses

N Instructor self-evaluation factor Student evaluation factor
Factor i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Instructor self-evaluations
1. Learning/Value (83)
2. Enthusiasm 29 (82)
3. Organization 12 01 (74) =T
4. Group Interaction 01 03 -15 (90) =
5. Individual Rapport  —07 —01 07 02 (82 =]
6. Breadth 13 12 13 1 01 (84) =
7. Examinations —-01 08 26 09 15 20 (16 3
ot T T —— e — il S Y e ————————————
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(1975) compared peer ratings based on less sensitive, reliable, and valid; (2) more
classroom visitation and student ratings at threatening and disruptive of faculty morale;
a brand new university, thus reducing the and (3) more affected by non-instructional
probable confounding of the two sources of - factors such as research productivity” (p. 45)

ated each t_eacher on two occasions, but there
was a relative lack of agreement among peers  Behauioral Observations by External
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with student ratings (r = .20). records compiled by specially trained ob-
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significantly differentiated among the three (in press), and Rosenshine and Furst (1973)
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achievement. Both naturalistic observa- ratings, specific behaviors and observational

tions and experimental manipulations of - factors must also be related to external in-
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Teaching
Ability

Research
Ability

Positive
Relationship
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validity, are so willing to accept other indi- course (e.g., class size, content area, students”
cators that have not been tested or have been interest in the subject, etc.) and to rate the
shown to have little validity. “ease of teaching this particular course.”

These ratings of ease-of-teaching (see Table
Relation to Background Characteristics: ~ 6) Were not significantly correlated with any
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Prior Subject - Expected
p =+0,2]—»
Interest . Grade
!
> p=-0.34 Student
p=+1020 x Ratings
Reason for Workload/
Taking Course b= -0.14 ‘ lef}culty
(General Interest) .

Figure 2. Path analysis model relating prior subject interest, reason for taking course, expected grade,
and Workload/Difficultv. (Path coefficients for the student rating factors avpear i ble 5.)
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Table 5
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Grade and Workload/Difficulty to Student Ratings

Factor
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Interest Interest Only) Course Grade Difficulty

Orig Orig Orig Orig

Student ratings DC TC T DC TC r DC TC r DC TC r
Learning/Value 36 44 44 15 13 15 26 20 29 17 17 12
Enthusiasm 17 23 23 09 08 09 20 16 20 11 11 06
Organization -04 —-04 —03 16 16 16 03 02 01 04 04 00
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is performed on responses bv individual of bias. which are generallv implicit rather
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ence. For example, even though student defmlng blas by statlstlcally controlhng for

should not be considered a bias. However, groups that are homogeneous with respect
- IR - ) _
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of correlations between a spec1f1c vanable

was moderately correlated with Group In-
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faculty self-evaluation factors, there is fur-
ther support for the validity of the student
ratings. Results based on this and each of
the other approaches are presented below.

Effects of Specific Background
Characteristics

SEEQ dimensions or with the overall ratings
of course or instructor (absolute values of rs
<.15). Inthe class size effect there was also
a significant nonlinear function where small
and very large classes were evaluated more
favorably. These findings appeared also
when instructor self-evaluations were con-
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very large classes can free up enormous
amounts of instructional time that can be
used to substantially reduce the average class

oima in tha wanea nwthana tha affant Af Alaoo ciea

the student ratings and instructor self-
evaluations. Higher student interest in the

subJect apparently creates a more favorable
nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn b nnd Panilidatban Aflan

does appear to be negative. However, I
(Marsh, Overall, & Kesler, 1979a) argued
that my correlational effect should be in-
terpreted cautiously and speculated that the

unexpectedly higher ratings for very large:

classes could be due to (a) the selection of

tive teaching, and this effect is reflected in
student ratings as well as faculty self-eval-
uations.

Workload/Difficulty. The Workload/
Difficulty effect on students’ evaluations was
also one of the largest found (Marsh, 1980b,

____nartienlar)v effective instructors with dem-__J983) Paradnxigallv at least hased gun the
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Faculty Rating “Scholarly production in their discipline”
3 (1 = well below average to 5 = well above average)
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740 HERBERT W. MARSH

Marsh, Fleiner, and Thomas (1975) and each class who received grades and those
Marsh and Overall (1980) examined class- who did not, and there was substantial
average pretest scores, expected grades, agreement with evaluations by the two
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- below) in which grading standards were ex- ratings, support for this suggestion is weak

perimentally manipulated. Groups of stu- and the size of such an effect is likely to be
dents viewed a videotaped lecture, rated msubstantlal in the actual use of student

+ Bﬂb—‘“‘ ~&f A#' nasa nndt‘-n_:r Y
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Table 7

Overview of Relations Found Between Students’ Evaluations of Teaching Effectiveness and
Specific Background Characteristics

Background Characteristic Sumniary of “Typical” Findings

it is not always clear if interest existed before the start of course or was
generated by the instructor.
Expected/actual grades

Classes expecting (or actually receiving) higher grades give somewhat
higher ratings, though this can be interpreted to mean either that higher

—1
—
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and teaching effectiveness was evaluated. in the way they were affected by the experi-

, I!ﬁ_ﬂmwa{'sf.hntthf.lﬂl?ppmhm?m mgntp_] maninnlatinng  Tn _tha onnditinn

_ tional value. the ratings were favorable. The students were told before viewing the lecture

authors and critics agree that the study was that they would be tested on the materials
fraught with methodological weaknesses. and that thev would be rewarded in accor-

B PRPS N "I‘ o s narcloagg - it - | wmmﬂ*‘lt_
- LLEUH_ o ik el T ki e

b 4

e 0000000000




744 HERBERT W. MARSH

Consistent with the Marsh and Ware rean-
alysis, they also found that in the few studies
that analyzed separate rating factors, the
rating factors that were most logically re-
lated to the expressiveness manipulation
were most affected by it. Fmally, they -

iﬁ i._,] P DEELVEED PR IS N l WP

tifaceted ratings in this article, a particularly
powerful test of the validity of student rat-
ings would be to show that each rating factor
is strongly influenced by manipulations most
logically associated with it and less in-
fluenced by other manipulations. This is

. i ll Al,

manipulation did interact with the content
manipulation and a host of other varlables

reanalysis of the Dr. Fox data described
above, and 1t offers strong support for the
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taped lectures seems dubious). Unfortu- son-Rose & Menges, 1981). SEEQ has been
nately_the efferts nf content. and_exnress-  used intwo such studies usine roultinle seee
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design, which was not intended to represent results from an abbreviated form of the -
a standard Dr. Fox study. survey were simply returned to faculty, and
the impact of the feedback was positive, but
IBIRAN ‘ st vy mndact (Mavrch Flainar £& Thamaco
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(i.e.. a placebo effect due to consultation.or evsluating fotal faculty verformance in

areal effect due to consultation that doesnot North American universities (for reviews see
depend on feedback from student ratings). Centra, 1979; Leventhal et al., 1981; Seldin,
Second, the criterion of effective teaching 1975). Each survey found that classroom
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able for subjects in these studies to assume marized by a smgle score representing an
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partiallv_based on students’ evaluations.__components or hv the separate vresentation

These studies demonstrate the importance of each of the multiple components, but
of reports of teaching effectiveness but do there is no research to indicate which is most
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ratings. dents’ evaluations are to be combined to
form a total score, how should the different

components be weighted? Again there is no
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Overview, Summary, and Implications have a systematic voice in the interpretation
of their student ratings.) Consequently,
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multidimensional, quite reliable, reasonably (e.g., Centra, 1979), few are supported by
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considerable base of research from which to on teaching. In N. L. Gage (Ed.), Handbook of re-
G\ﬁ nAnininng ahaut their warth  Hawewar search on teaching (pp. 171—2'46i- ChicaiOZ Rand
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Warrington, W. G. (1973). Student evaluation of in- student ratings of instruction under different in-
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