Outstanding Instructor Study...

Evidence Indicates
Student Evaluation
Bias for Major

Alan Reeser

Abstract

The following study offers a more objective alter-
native for students to help identify outstanding instruc-
tion in colleges of agriculture. Results also reveal a stu-
dent bias favoring instruction within the student’s major.
This bias may become significantly important when con-
sidering studenr evaluations of college instructors of
agriculture.

Introduction

The Morrow Chapter of the Fraternity of Alpha
Zeta, a scholastic agricultural honorary at the University
of Illinois. annually selects an outstanding instructor in
the College of Agriculture. Past procedure for this selec-
tion was essentially a nonrepresentative popularity con-
test conducted among the active members of Alpha Zeta
at the Morrow Chapter. This process became the subject
of considerable criticism from students, taculty, and ad-
ministrators. In an effort to reduce criticism and enhance
the credibility of this award, a selection process employ-
ingcurrent scientific tools of instructional evaluation was
devised to find the most worthy instructor.

This study helped to determine procedures that
could be used by students for selecting an outstanding in-
structor in agriculture. Data collected also indicates evi-
dence of student bias which may become important in
the assessment of instructional evaluations, particularly
where comparison is made between instructors within a
department or between instructional programs within a
college or university.

Objectives

The purpose of this study is essentially two-fold.
First is the objective identification of outstanding in-
struction in the College of Agriculture at the University
of Illinois so it may be recognized and rewarded. The for-
mal recognition of high quality teaching can serve as re-
inforcement and incentive for the continued improve-
ment of agriculturally oriented education by faculty and
administrators. The second purpose is to measure
possible bias favoring instruction within the student's
major area of interest compared to instruction outside
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the student’s major area of interest. The identification
and further quantification of such a bias could be of
significant value in teacher and course evaluation in
Agriculture.

The Process

The following procedure was developed in an effort
to improve the process of choosing the outstanding in-
structor of the College. The student agricultural organi-
zations, representative of all the departments in the Col-
lege, were asked to nominate one or two deserving in-
structors from their field of interest. A total of 17 nomi-
nations. representing 12 departments in the College,
were received. Class rosters from all the courses for the
four most recent semesters of teaching were obtained for
each nominee. Only the rosters from the four most recent
semesters of teaching were chosen. This kept the sample
size at a manageable level. It facilitated the process of
contacting the students on these rosters as they would
currently have campus addresses or would be recent
graduates with home addresses in accessible files.

From the class rosters for a given instructor, 30 stu-
dents were randomly selected to evaluate this instructor
by questionnaire. The form used in this process was the
Illinois Course Evaluation Questionnaire (CEQ Form
73). This form was chosen because it was readily avail-
able and widely used at the University of Illinois as well
as other institutions, data processing and counseling ser-
vices for the CEQ were easily accessible on this cam-
pus, and the statistical reliability of this form has been
tested and proved. Thirty CEQ forms were prepared on
each instructor and one was mailed to each of the 30 stu-
dents sclected to evaluate that particular instructor
(Figure 1). Also included in the mailing were a list of the
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Figure 1 — Example of the Modified CEQ Form Used in the Study
Figure 2— Nominees for 1974 Outstanding Instructor Award

Code Number Name Department
01 Raymond N, Hankes Animal Science

02 Frank C. Hinds Animal Science
03 David Williams Agr Ed

04 B. Jack Butler Agr Eng & Mech
05 R. F. Espenschied Agr Ed & Mech
06 John J. Hassett Agronomy

07 Burt W. Ray Agronomy

08 T. A. Hieronymus Agr Econ

(0] N.G. P. Krausz Agr Econ (Law)
10 Gertrude Kaiser Coop Ext Education
11 Del Dahl Agr Comm (Ext)
12 Marvin Carbonncau Horticulture

13 Gary L. Rolfe Forestry

14 J. R. Lodge Dairy Science

1S Dale Bauman Dairy Science

16 Ray Woodis Agr Comm

17 Jim Corbin Animal Science

Figure 3 — Directions for Completing Enclosed
CEQ FORM 73
(May be done in pen or pencil)
(Complete only machine scored side)

Enclosed is a list of the instructors nominated for this award by the 14 Ag. Clubs on cam-
pus. By the name of cach instructor is 2 two-digit code number «nd the department he or she
works in. The code numbers are to be used in section 3. SPECIAL CODE {Scc top part of CEQ
FORM 73).

In column “'a” of the special code section, the code number of an instructor is ulready
given. You are to use rows | through 23 Geft side of CEQ Furm 731 to evaluate this instructor
and the course or courses you took or are presently taking undcer his or her instruction.

Columns “b™, "¢, and “'d" (special code) huve been lett blank and you are to use them a<
follows il applicable:

For column *'b*", select one of the instructoes from the List tother than in column 4"} that
teaches within your major tiekd of interest and cude in his name. Use rows 24 through 46 (right
side of CEQ Farm 7)) 1o evaluate this instructor.

For column *'c™, select one of the instructors irom the list (other than in columns 4™ and
“b*) that tez hes outside sour major field of interest and vode in his of her name. Une rows 47
through 69 to evaluate this instructor.

Finally. from the list of the |7 nominees, choose the instructor who you think is the most
outstanding and code his or her name in column “'d™,
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17 nominees for the award (Figure 2) and a letter explain-
ing the award with instructions for completing and retur-
'ning the questionnaire (Figure 3).

A total of 510 questionnaires, 30 for each of the 17
nominees, were mailed to current students or graduates
of the College of Agriculture, thus allowing a higher
degree of student participation in the selection. Two-
hundred-fourteen forms (42%) were returned but only
180 were used due to the lack of completeness or incor-
rect markings of some forms, giving a usable return of
35%.

The information contained on the questionnaires
was used as follows. A rating given to an instructor by a
particular student was determined by assigning a value
of 1, 2, 3, or 4 to each of 23 responses on the CEQ form,
where 4 was assigned to the most positive answer, 3 to the
next most positive answer, and so on. The mean of the
values assigned to each of the 23 responses was deter-
mined and used as one student’s rating of a particular in-
structor. Obviously the upper and lower limits on this
rating were 4 and 1 respectively. A rating determined
from this procedure was obtained from items 1 through
23, 24 through 46, and 47 through 69 of each CEQ form
used.

All the ratings taken from items | through 23 for
a particular instructor were averaged to obtain the aver-

age rating for that instructor. The average ratings for
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Table 1 — Example of Four Evaluations of Each instructor

Instruc- Average Number of Average Number of Average Number of Weighted ‘Responses
tor's name rating Students rating Students rating Students Mean received
for items respond- for items respond- tor items respond- in column
1-23 ing 24-46 ing 47-69 ing d”
Conclusion

items 24 through 46 were also calculated for each in-
structor, along with the average rating of each instructor
for items 47 through 69. This procedure resulted in three
different average ratings for each instructor. The
weighted mean of the three average ratings for each in-
structor was calculated to obtain an overall mean for a
particular instructor. The responses in column "‘d” of the
Special Code on the CEQ form were tabulated for each
instructor and were used as an additional aid in evalu-
ation. The information determined above was then con-
solidated for presentation into a table (Table 1).

The data in Table 1 were examined and cutoff cri-
teria established eliminating all but an arbitrary number
of top nominees, in this case four. A committee com-
posed of one faculty member, one graduate student, and
one undergraduate student from the department of each
top nominee was formed. The committee was provided
with the information in Table 1 and an explanation of
the entire process. After some discussion the committee
then decided by elimination voting the recipient of the
Outstanding Instructor's Award in the College of
Agriculture. The results of the committee’s decision were
kept secret until the formal announcement and recog-
nition of the recipient at an awards banquet.

Evidence of Bias

It should be noted that items 24 through 46 and 47
through 69 on the CEQ Form 73 were used to obtain data
for evaluating major versus non-major student bias in in-
structional evaluation, where items 24 through 46 were
used to evaluate an instructor who taught within the stu-
dent’s major area of interest and items 47 through 69
were used to evaluate an instructor who taught outside
the student’s major area of interest. The question to be
answered was whether or not students would give more
favorable evaluations to instructors within their major
field of interest as opposed to instructors outside their
major field of interest.

The questionnaires provided information for 180
ratings (observations) for instructors within a student’s
major area of interest and 180 ratings for instructors out-
side the student’s major area of interest. Each student
provided one rating in each of the two categories thus
eliminating differences among individuals. The nature of
the question at hand lends itself to a one tailed paired-t
comparison. The data indicate that student bias favoring
evaluations of instructors within their major compared to
instructors outside their major were significant at the 1%
level. Means were 3.51 for instructors within their major
and 2.62 for instructors outside their major.
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The procedure described in this article proved to be
an effective means of selecting the outstanding instructor
in the College of Agriculture at the University of Illinois.
This process is not the ultimate solution for this selec-
tion, but it does represent considerable improvement
over the controversial and subjective methods used in the
past. The results of the test for bias, indicating a signifi-
cantly higher evaluation of instruction within a student’s
major area of interest compared to evaluation of instruc-
tion outside the student’s major area of interest. provide
useful information when considering the resuits of the
evaluation questionnaire. As an example, subjective con-
sideration or qualification might be given to the evalu-
ation ratings when comparing an instructor whose
classes consist primarily of non-majors with an instructor
whose classes consist primarily of majors. Also, high
evaluations from students outside an instructor’s field of
study could indicate high quality teaching.

Conclusions are based on the results of only one
study done on a rather small scale. The same procedures
outlined in this article are being used again this year for
the Outstanding Instructor selection in the College of
Agriculture at the University of Iilinois. If the results of
this year’s data concur with those presented here, further
research in this area of student evaluation questionnaires
may provide valuable information for their future design
and use.
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