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Abstract 

The jbllo>i~it~g study qfliv-s u more objective alter- 
native.fot- stzrd~tzts 1 0  llelp idetzf[' outsratlditlg itlsfnrc- 
riot1 in colleges of agn'culture. Results also reveal a stu- 
dent biasJb~~oritlg i~zstncctior~ withit1 the srzidet~t 's nzajor. 
This bias tnay become sigt~~jicairt(s inzportut~t \t'herl con - 
sidetitlg stttdenr evalzcc~tiotrs oj. collt~ge instnrctors of' 
agrictilrlrre. 

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, faculty, and ad- 
ministrators. In an effort to reduce criticism and enhance 
the credibility of this award, a selection process employ- 
ing c'urrent 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 conlparison is made between instructors within a 
department or between instructional programs within a 
college or university. 

0 bjectives 
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 

the student's major area of interest. T%e identification 
and further quantification of such a bias could be of 
significant value in teacher and course evaluation in 
Agriculture. 

The Process 
The lollowing 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 
tour most recent semesters of teaching were obtained for 
each nominee. Only the rosters from the four nlost 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 frles. 

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 Outs1 
Code Number Name 

01 Raymond N.  Hnnkrs 
02 Frank C. Hinds 
03 David Williams 
04 B. Jack Butler 
05 R. F. Espenschied 
06 John I. Hasett 
07 Burt W. Ray 
08 T. A. Hieronmus 
09 N. G. P. Krausz 
10 Gertrude Kaiser 

randing Instructor Award 
Department 
Animal Science 
Anirnal Science 
Agr Ed 
Agr Eng Sr Mech 
Agr Ed h Mech 
Agronomy 
Agonomy 
Agr E o n  
A y  F a n  (Law) 
Coop E s t  Education 

I 1  Del Dahl Agr Comm ( E s t )  

I2 Marvin Carbonncau Horticulture 
13 Gary L. Rolfe Forestry 
14 J.  R. Lodge Dairy Science 
15 Dale Baunian Dairy Science 
I Ray Woodis Agr Comm 
17 Jim Corbi? 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 lirt cr f  lhe in\tructc,rs nomin.~lccl for hi\ .\ward h> thr I 4  Ap. Club, on crm- 
pus. ti! the namr o l  r x h  instructor is 2 t r u4 i y l t  code number ~ n d  the dcpanment hc or .he 
xorks 111. 'Ihe i& numbers arc to hF used in section 5. SPECIAL CODI; (Scr top pan  ofCEO 
FORM 7.1). 

17 nominees for the award (Figure 2) and a letter explain- 
ing the award with instructions for completing and retus- 
ming 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 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 I ,  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 . .. - 

In  column "a" ol' thc sp.ci:tl rode sec(i,~n. lhc cudc snltr~brr of an ift\lrl;ctnr i\ .ilrcnd! 
g i i c n .  You are l o  u\c rour I through 23 aeh 5idr.ol CEO F+um -3)toe\.1lu~tc thi. in<tructo: 

rating were 4 and 1 respectively. A rating determined 
,nd the w r s e o r  ~ o u r r c r ? ~  tmk or .I= -rill) r ~ k i n g  undrr h n  a her io\truction. from this procedure was obtained from items 1 through 

Columni -b". "c". m d  "d" I\pciid iodrl h.t\c been lrll b l ~ n k  xnd you r r t  tu u\r thrnl ~r 

f n l l t >~>  i ~ ~ ~ n i i c ~ b l c :  23.24 through 46, and 47 through 69 of each CEQ form . . 
For column "h". leicct onc ol'thc imrruita,r\ lmnl thc l lr l  lo~hur  tha i~ in r.trlomn ".I") thdl used. 

teaches vithm )<xrr mapr fkld of intcrcst and ctde m hir nanlc. Use row\  21 thrwgh 41' (rtpht 
side ot CEO F a m  '31 to ealu.t lr  his instructor. 

h l r  adumn "r". WIRT one ol'the instructor, t r im  thc l i \ t  k3rhc-r thola in  column\ ".I" .rnd 
"h") that tcr.hr. ,,ut\"i~ y u r  n1.1jo1 lield of intcre\t and CC.,!,. in his or Iht,r urmc. I J ~ r  r < u < \  47 All the ratings taken from items 1 through 23 for 
through a9 to malurtc this in~truct'nr. a particular instructor were averaged to obtain the aver- 

F in~ l l j .  Cmm r k  161 of thc I7  nominee%. ch~nnc the in\trurtur ultc, >vu thtnk t\ the nhnl 
outltanding m d  rrrlr hir a hcr nznle in d u m n  "dm. 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 raring Students rating Students rating Students Mean received 

Ibr items respond- for items respond- for items respond- in column 
24-4b 47-69 1-23 ing ing Ing "d" 

Conclusion 
items 24 through 46 were also calculated for each in- The procedure described in this article proved to be 
structor, along with the average rating of each instructor an effective means of selecting the outstanding instructor 
for items 47 through 69. This procedure resulted in three in the College of Agriculture at the University of Illinois. 
different average ratings for each instructor. The This process is not the ultimate solution for this selec- 
weighted mean of the three average ratings for each in- tion. but it does represent considerable improvement 
structor was calculated to obtain an overall mean for a over the controversial and subjective methods used in the 
particular instructor. The responses in column "d" of the past. The results of the test for bias, indicating a signifi- 
Special Code on the CEQ form were tabulated for each cantly higher evaluation of instruction within a student's 
instructor and were used as an additional aid in evalu- major area of interest compared to evaluation of instruc- 
ation. The information determined above was then con- tion outside the student's major area of interest. provide 
solidatcd for presentation into a table (Table 1). useful information when considering the results of the 

evaluation questionnaire. As an example, subjective con- 

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. 

sideration dr qualification might be &en t o  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. 

Cot~clusions 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 Illinois. 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. 

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. 
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