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Abstract 
Sncdy itrdiccirts srzrde~rr's stcrtus cis cr scholcrr rtrcij7 c![ji1cf 
his rarit!g qf itrstnrcrion. Arrtlror srrggests this verriablc, 
should bc. recogtrized by itrstnrcrors U J I ~  c~dtnirristr[~~ors 
seeki~rg to rrsr stltdetrt e~~aluatiotrs q/'itrstnrctiorr. 

Opinioris as to the usefi~lness ol'student evaluations 
of instruction are nearly as numerous and variablc as the 
people expressing them. Some contend that these should 
have considerable influence on administrators' decisions 
concerning salary increases and promotions. Others are 
just as emphatic in saying that administrators should 
give student evaluations of instruction no consideration 
whatever in arriving at such decisions. 

It seems likely that these two extreme points of view 
are held. respectively, by instructors who. by and large, 
receive favorable ratings by students and by those who 
receive generally unfavorable ratings. Undoubtedly, the 
"truth" about the value of student evaluations of instruc- 
tion lies somewhere between the extremes. Student cvalu- 
ations are not a panacea to all of the administrator's pro- 
blems in assessing the teaching competence of his faculty 
members, nor are they completely worthwhile. 

Evaluation Is Complex 
Increasing demands, both internal and external, on 

colleges and universities for "accountability" are diffi- 
cult to meet in the area of teaching because evaluation 
of teaching is an extremely complex and difficult pro- 
blem. However, those engaged in research in education 
have given it a great deal of attention, as evidenced by 
the extensive review of Kulik and McKeachie (2 ) .  Stu- 
dent variables such as sex, age, grades, major area of 
study and general disposition toward instructors and in- 
struction have been investigated as to their relationship 
with student evaluation of instruction. 

From the review cited, it appears that general dis- 
position toward instructors and instruction is most im- 
portant with respect to within-class differences in rat- 
ings given by students, while the other student vari- 
ables, are of trivial importance. However, related to the 
matter of grades, the reviewers concluded that 

"...if' rhe itrstnictor teaclres jbr the brikhr 
studctrts. Ire will be upproved by rlretn utrd tlrc~i.cp 
~c.ill be ci positive correlutiorr bet\\~~etr rutitlgs N I I ~  

grc~dc.s: $'he reuckcs./or tflr \veirkcr strrdetrrs, lrc, 
rvill be clisupproved by tfre brig// I stltdc~rzts ezr~d cc 
rregati~le coorelation ~vill Dc obt eritred ... ". 

Robert R. S h d c  is a professor in the Department of Animal Science nt 
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Purpose 
The primary purpose of thc present paper is to 

report the results of a correlation study of limited data 
involving grades in general in the hope of encouraging 
others to undertake similar studies of more extensive 
data. From such studies. adjustment procedures mighr 
be devised for administrators to use in validly and "ob- 
jectively" incorporating results of student evaluation of 
instruction into their ratings of teachers or the individual 
instructor might use this knowledge to better interpret 
apparent changes in the evaluation of his instruction by 
successive classes. 

Many teachers have suspected that a student's opin- 
ion of various aspects of instruction is affected by the stu- 
dent's status as a scholar. Thus. a secondary purpose of 
the study reported here was to examine the limited data 
available to the author to determine if they contain any 
evidence to support the belief that the "better" a student 
is, the more "tolerant" he is of instructors and their in- 
structional procedures. 

Materials and Methods 
Students, enrolled in eight successive classes in a 

basic genetics course instructed by the same person. 
anonymoi~sly completed standard Student Reactioti to 
Instruction (SRI) forms. The number of students per 
class ranged from 32 to 62. The students in the classes 
were juniors and seniors who had completed from 90' to 
135 quarter hours of course work prior to taking the 
course in question. Each student's cumulative graclc- 
point average (GPA, 4 points for each credit hour of A. 3 
points tbr each credit hour of B, etc.) was wailable to the 
instructor and was used as an indicator of level of appar- 
ent scholarship, that is, to array students as to "bright- 
ness" ("bright" being the adjective used by Kulik and 
McKeachie, 2). 

Calculated from the data on these eight classes were 
coefficients of correlation between class mean GPA and 
class mean rating of various aspects of instruction. From 
the smallest class (32 students), it was possible to cal- 
culate coefficients of correlation between individual stu- 
dent's GPA and individual srudent's rating without 
destroying student anonymity since there were at least 
two students in the class having each GPA value 
represented. 

Results and Discussion 
The coefficients of correlation obtained arc prc- 

sented herewith in tabular toml. The values shoun are 
conventional product-moment correlation coefficients. I t  
may be argued that neither of the variables involved in 
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Correlat ions Between  S t u d e n t  GPA a n d  S t u d e n t  Ratings of Instruction cate that, in general, the 
better a student's GPA. the 

Aspect of  Instruction Rated 

Correlation 
Class Mean GP.4 

and 
Class Mean Rating 

Topics covered 
(I-too m a r l y  thru 5-100 fewP 

Instructor's enthusiasm 
Instructor's ahility to stimulate learning 
Content of text and reading materials 
Interest of tcxt and reading materials 
Amount ol'work required our of class 

(I-too n~ucll rhru 5-too IittleP 
Clearness of lesl questions 
Fairness in grading 
Hardness in grading 

(I-too easy thru 5-too hardI3 
Overall value of course to student 
Overall effecliveness of instructor 

1 Correlrtionr in the lint ~oiumn arc those htwccn clnrr man GPA and rlnrr man rating, 
eight clures reprwcnlcd. Those in thc 5rcand column am mrrrlntionr between indi\idu;tl 
+tudrnt GI'A rind indi,idul ~rutlcnt rntinp in unr r h r  uf 32 studenb in which it n a b  

pin\iblc t i r  urr indir ldd GPA xithuut de,lri>~ing the anan>rnir? ol students cornpkting 
rhr questii>nnilire since them r r m  at ienst luo rludenlr in thr dnsr !wing each GPA 5nlou 
rcprarntcd. 

2 Vdues In parentheses arc appro\in~aIe limltr of 9% confidcnm intcnnl lor the 
mmlnrlon rocmckr~r rrdmaled. 

3 The mting wale Lir 111 otherarpccb wnr I.ercrllcnr thru 5poor. 

Pmhnbilltj of chance orcnrence. P, V0.05 
- *  Pmbabtlitj uf  cbmce orrwrenw P.VO.01 

any of the correlations is normally distributed and that, 
therefore, rank correlations would be more appropriate 
than product-moment correlations. However, in the pre- 
sent case, general impressions one might gain from 
studying the correlations would be the same. irrespective 
of the type of correlation calculated. 

Generalization on the basis of these correlations is 
certainly not justified since they were calculated from 
data provided by a small number of classes in a single 
course instructed by only one instructor. The extremely 
wide confidence intervals are the inevitable consequence 
of small numbers. We cannot have much confidence in 
any knowledge of magnitude of correlation which these 
values convey. However. in the case of the calculated 
values which are large enough to be declared significant 
(P>0.05 or P>0.01), we can have some confidence about 
the sign of the correlation. 

Several of the correlations make it appear that the 
instructor'teaches for the "bright" students. At least, 
that is the impression one might gain on the basis of the 
conclusion of Kulik and McKeachie (2) quoted earlier. 
The instructor in the present case contends that he 
"teaches for all students" with the intention that every 
student meet what might be considered to be above-aver- 
age requirements as to scholastic performance, extra in- 
dividual attention being given students whom the in- 
structor senses to be in need of such attention. The fact 
that some students do not meet the requirements, since 
they receive a grade other than A. must be partly due to 
the instructor's failure to sense certain students' needs 
for extra individual attention. The correlations do indi- 

between 
lnciividual GPA 

and 
Individual Ratine 

. ~ 

better were various aspects 
of instruction rated on the 
student's SRI form. 

The largest correlarions 
found (those ranging from 
0.65 to 0.88 in the first 
column of correlations in 
the table and from 0.23 to 
0.49 in the second column) 
were for cases in which the 
ratings were distributed over 
the 1 to 5 range of ratings 
uith the highest frequencies 
being those of ratings of 1 
and 5. while the four cor- 

relations smaller than 0.2, concerned with amount of 
work required and fairness in grading, resulted from the 
ratings not being distributed over the 1 to 5 range but 
tending to be concentrated. In the case of amount of 
work required, the ratings were concentrated in the mid- 
dle of the rating scale, tlie majority being 3 and no 
ratings of 1 or 5 being given. The ratings of fairness in 
grading were concentrated below 3 on the rating scale, 
only 1's and 2's being given. In other words. there seemed 
to be little variation in student opinion of these two 
aspects of instruction. 

Some of the correlations in the first column of corre- 
lation in the table may, at first glance, seem surprisingly 
large as compared to similar correlations found in stud- 
ies reviewed by Kulik and McKeachie (21, but it should 
be remembered that these seemingly large correlations 
are correlations between means. Such correlations, when 
resulting from a real relationship. will always be higher, 
often considerably so, than correlations between individ- 
ual values within the groups from which the correlated 
means were calculated. The correspondcnce in levels of 
significance attained by corresponding correlations in 
tlie two columns of the table tends to strengthen the con- 
clusion that the values followed by asterisks are indeed 
estimates of real underlying relationships worthy of at- 
tention in efforts to assess the instructor's effectiveness 
on the basis of student evaluations. 

None of the studies reviewed by Kulik and 
McKeachie (2) included a variable conlparable to the 
GPA used in the present study. Most previously reported 
studies of relationship between student achievement and 
student rating of instruction were concerned with student 
achievement in only the course in which instruction was 
evaluated. For obvious reasons, student evaluations of in- 
struction are usually anonymous with respect to individ- 
ual student variables. Large numbers of classes are re- 
quired to make such correlations meaningful and sign- 
ificant. Dubin and Taveggia (1) performed a reanalysis of 
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nearly 100 comparative studies and showed a lack of 
evidence for any differences in student evaluation of in- 
struction which could be attributed to differences in 
student achievement in the particular courses in which 
instruction was evaluated by students. In contrast. the 
results of the present study providc some evidence that 
students' overall level of scholasship. as reflected by 
achievement in all courses, has some bearing on their 
evaluation of instruction in the course providing the 
present data. 

Summary and Conclusions 
The correlations from the present study appear to 

support what many teachers have suspected. viz., that a 
student's opinion of various aspects of instruction is af- 
fected by the student's status as a scholar. Since student 
GPA's are a matter of record, the instructor should, at 
the beginning of a course, give some attention to the 
average GPA of the students enrolled and let this infor- 
mation guide him in planning instructional procedures 
for that offering of the course to make it as as valuable as 
possible for that particular group of students as a whole, 
and individual GPA's should be used as a guide in deter- 
mining the amount of individual attention to give, with 
as much subtlety as possible. to individual students in the 
class. Also available to the instructor are grades earned 
in prerequisite and related courses which also can pro- 
vide some guidance to the instructor in planning for his 
instruction of a particular class. 

Before having undertaken the study described here, 
the author was confused by the lack of consistent trends 
from term to term in student ratings of various aspects of 
his instruction. He has made a practice of carefully 
reviewing the summaries of the SRI (Student Reaction to 
Instruction) conducted in his classes. After studying the 
latest results of student evaluation, he has deliberately 
made efforts to change his instructional procedures in 
ways which would seem likely to result in improved stu- 
dent opinion. Realized improvement has appeared some- 
what inconsistent and "spotty" 011 the basis of unad- 
justed student ratings. However, when class mean ratings 
are adjusted to remove from them variation attributable 
to regression on class mean GPA (for those aspects of in- 
struction in which class mean rating was significantly 
correlated with class mean GPA). a slight but consistent 
in~proven~ent in student opinion is reflected by the ad- 
justed ratings. 

Of all evaluations of a teacher's performance, stu- 
dent evaluations are easiest to obtain. Student evalu- 
ations have certain advantages over ratings by col- 

leagues. administrative superiors or the teacher himself. 
Students are the consumers for whom the teacher's pro- 
duct is intended. They observe his performance on a 
"day in and day out" basis, and this constant exposure is 
believed by many observers to more than offset the pos- 
sible disadvantages of lack of age and experience on the 
part of students. The author shares this view and believes 
that student evaluations of instruction should be given 
serious attention by administrators and by the teacher 
himself in current evaluation of instruction and in plan- 
ning for improvement. 
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Report of the NACTA Teacher 
Recognition and Evaluation Committee 

Lincoln, Nebraska, June 23,1974 
1. First. thanks to my committee menibers for the help they have 

given nic this year. Without their help rhe comniittee's work 
would nwcr have been done. 

2. The membership must continue to nominate or have nomin;~ted 
outstanding teachers for NACTA's teaching au'ards. It takes ct- 
fort. but n~ost worthwhile things take effort. As the result of marly 
persons' cl'li~rts the following individuals were rccog~~ized: 

;I) Dr. Donald A. Elnery. North Carolina Statc Uni- 
versity. Ensminger-lnter\tate Distinguished Teacher 
Award. 

b)  Dr. Robert J. Selkirk. California State University. 
Fresno, NACTA Teacher Fellow. 

c) Dr. Robert R. Shrodc, University of Trnnc%see. 
Knoxville, NACTA Teacher Fellow and NACTA 
Southern and Puerto Rico Regional Distinguihhed 
Teacher Award. 

3. Thc initi;~iion of NACTA's Tcacher Fellow Award last year I~clps 
to meet o11c of NACTA's goals-rcrognition o l ' g d  teaching by 
being able to recognize more than a single individual. It also in- 
sures outstanding nominations of the coveted Ensminger-lntcr- 
state Distinguished Teacher Award. Still under investigation is ;in 
aniual  monetary award for the top Teacher Fellow of each region. 

1. Regarding the charge from the E~ecutive Committee to ia- 
vestipare a possible award for meritorious service to NACTA 
andlor tc;lching, rhe committee reconlmends the approval ol' a 
NACI'A Distinguished Educator Award for meritorious servicc t c ~  
Agriculture Education ttlrougl, ;~ny  or all of the following: NAC- 
TA. Tc;~ching. Education research. i\dnlinistration. etc. with inl- 
plementalion tbr 1975 depending on approval of spccitic critcri;~ 
regarding thc award at September's Executive Committee meet- 
ing. 
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