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SELF-EVALUATION OF SECONDARY SCHOOL
HEALTH TEACHERS AS COMPARED TO
CLASSROOM STUDENT EVALUATION

OF THE SAME TEACHERS

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Excellent teacher preparation and superior teaching
demand continuous attention to problems of teacher
self-evaluation and its avowed goal-teacher self-
improvement (44-1).

Need for the Study

It is important that teachers recognize and understand the per-

ception of their teaching ability in line with the students' perception.

Student evaluations tell something about the impact that a teacher has

on students. Teachers conducting self-evaluations must take into

consideration evaluations from their "consumers".

Statement of the Problem

It was the intent of the study to test the null hypothesis that no

significant difference existed between teacher self-evaluation and

student evaluation of the same teacher.

null hypothesis: Xs =
Xt



2

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study was to compare self-evaluation of

secondary school health teachers with classroom student evaluation

of the same teachers.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Criteria for Evaluation

Generally, a criterion is defined as a standard or level of

attainment against which comparisons may be made.

In the evaluation of teachers it is important that criteria used

be uniform, if comparison of teacher evaluations are to be made.

Crawford and Bradshaw (1968) asked students to describe the

most effective college teacher they had ever had. The four most

frequently mentioned characteristics were:

1. He has a thorough knowledge of subject matter
2. His lectures are well planned and organized
3. He is enthusiastic, energetic, and has a lively interest

in teaching
4. He is student-oriented; willing to help students outside

of class; is friendly. (15-1081)

Cosgove (1959) described four specific factors of teacher

performance:

1. Knowledge and organization of subject matter
2. Adequacy of relations with students in class
3. Adequacy of plans and procedures in class
4. Enthusiasm in working with students. (11-202)

Mazzei (1951), teacher of mathematics in the junior high

school at Scranton, Pennsylvania, reported the reaction of junior

high school students in attempting to identify traits considered by
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them to be important. Among the final remaining teacher traits from

a list of 2,800 were 25 traits deemed most desirable by Scranton

junior high school students:

1. Good-judgment 14. Health
2. Self- Control 15. Attractivenes s
3. Considerateness 16. Industry
4. Enthusiasm 17. Neatness
5. Magnetism 18. Dependability
6. Adaptability 19. Scholarship
7. Breadth of Interest 20. Originality
8. Honesty 21. Promptness
9. Cooperation 22. Openmindedness

10. Refinement 23. Progressiveness
11. Carefulness 24. Fluency
12. Forcefulness 25. Thrift.
13. Leadership (30-291)

French (1957) found that the ten items which contributed most

to student overall judgments of teaching at the University of Washing-

ton were:

1. Interprets abstract ideas and theories clearly
2. Gets students interested in the subject
3. Has increased my skills in thinking
4. Has helped broaden my interests
5. Stressed important material
6. Makes good use of examples and illustrations
7. Motivated me to do my best work
8. Inspires class confidence in his knowledge of the

subject
9. Has given me new viewpoints of appreciations

10. Is clear and understandable in his explanations.
(18-1381)

Evaluation Tool

The rating form is a somewhat limited way of evaluating
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teacher performance. Rating forms tend to coldly categorize human

behavior and achievement. Yet, it is from this "categorizing" and

"cold" treatment that conclusions are drawn. If an unbiased evalua-

tion of teachers is to be made, it is important that the evaluation tool

be designed so as to minimize the amount of interpretation done by

evaluators.

Rosenshine (1970) Temple University, states that "The lack

of attention to rating forms is regrettable because recent research

using fairly specific items with rating forms has yielded promising

results. " He goes on to say that "recent findings suggest that ratings

are a useful source of information about an instructional program".

(40-286)

It seems that one standardized instrument for evaluating in-

struction may not be suitable for all needs. An evaluative instrument

which best suits the circumstances under which it is to be used may

need to be developed for each educational situation.

Teacher Self-Evaluation

Lucien B. Kinney, (1958), Professor of Education, Stanford

University, had this to say about teacher professional growth:

The continued growth of the teacher in professional compe-
tence whether by individual effort, by organized inservice
programs, or by advanced work in the preparing institu-
tions, is accordingly a social necessity. (27-229)
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Self-directed growth depends also on frequent self-
evaluation of his [teacher's] own effectiveness, in the
light of a clearly defined criterion of professional
competence, on the basis of adequate evidence. (27-224)

Many notable educators have addressed themselves to the

process of self-evaluation. Simpson (1966), in his book, Teacher

Self-Evaluation discussed the many avenues of teacher self-evaluation:

1. Knowledge and teacher self-evaluation
2. Self-evaluation in developing goals and procedures
3. Self-evaluation in the selection of texts and the

resources
4. Self- evaluation and personality
5. Self-evaluation and interpersonal relation with

colleagues. (44)

While the potential of teacher self-evaluation is encouraging, it

is hindered by the objectivity of the evaluator. It is important that if

self-evaluation is to be valid it must have a system of checks and

balances. The most obvious of such would be the consumer of the

teacher 's ability-- students. The students' perception of teaching

ability is vital in the complete picture of teacher evaluation.

Student Evaluation of Teaching

With the present focus on student evaluation of teaching it

seems likely that teachers will be increasingly involved with students

in the evaluation process. Many questions come to bear upon this

subject. Is the student qualified to evaluate teaching ability? Are

students at school to get an education or give one? Reactions to this
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subject range from intellectual to emotional. Many educators have

addressed themselves to the subject.

Bryant (1967), Colorado State University, expressed his opin-

ion on the use of student evaluation of teaching at the university level.

Someone has said that a man who claims to be self -
educated had a fool for a teacher. In an indirect way
this saying applies to a university when it uses student
opinion as an important criterion for judging its faculty.
Most undergraduate students, after all, are not yet
fully mature. They do not understand what they can
get, should get, or will need from a college education.
When they discuss courses and professors, they are
likely to take a hedonistic approach: "I enjoyed that
course. " "He is an interesting professor. " "That
course was a lot of fun. " "I found professor blank very
stimulating. " On the negative side: "His classes are
dull. " "He works you too hard. " "He gives low grades.
"He didn't hold my interest. " Seldom does a student
appraise a teacher or a course in terms of how much
he learned. (9-327)

Proponents of teacher ratings by students at the university

level have stressed the value of rating for the individual faculty

member as well as for the school as a whole. Specifically:

1. Such ratings could provide feedback which the
instructor might not be able to elicit from
students on a face-to-face basis. (This infor-
mation alone, with no sanctions contingent, could
improve teaching.)

2. They could provide a way in which a faculty
member could, if he desired, demonstrate his
undergraduate teaching effectiveness to those
who have expressed an interest in evaluating
this parameter for salary increase.
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4. They could provide information to the department
and college on areas of relative strength or weak-
ness in undergraduate teaching; suggest direction
for the development of new course or programs
when implemented.

5. They could provide the student with a source of
information to aid him in the selection of courses.
(13-512)

Consistency of Student Evaluation on Teaching

It is sometimes argued that students' judgments of desirable

criteria of "Good Teaching" are "immature and lack long-term

perspective. 'I Drucker and Remmers (1951) did a study to determine

if alumni and students differ in their attitudes toward instructors.

The following general conclusions were drawn concerning the com-

parative ratings of Purdue University instructors by current students

and alumni of ten years ago.

1. There are substantial positive relationships between
the relative average ratings of instructors by stu-
dents and alumni.

2. The average differences that do occur between student
and alumni ratings of Purdue University instructors
indicate that present students as a group rate their
instructors slightly higher than they will as older
individuals, but that such differences are actually
too small to be of practical significance.

3. Purdue University students and alumni agree highly
upon the relative importance to good instruction of
the ten traits of the Purdue Rating Scale for instruc-
tors. (16-143)
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The study by Drucker and Remmers (1951) presents evidence

that judgments made by undergraduates of their instructors are valid,

in the sense that they demonstrate permanence and maturity.

Another approach of measuring "consumer satisfaction" is

to see what relationships student ratings of teaching have on whether

students continue to elect courses in a particular area of study.

McKeachie and Solomon (1958) went about measuring behavioral

interest in a particular course, psychology. They contend that

"consumer satisfaction" will influence the student into taking more

courses in a particular field of study. They found it difficult to sort

out and control all reasons why a student might, or might not, elect

to take further courses in a particular area. Their findings were

that in two instances out of five, there was a significant relationship

between studentS' rating of a psychology instructor's teaching ability

and the decisions to take further courses in psychology. Data in this

study were admittedly inconsistent. However, findings do suggest

that arousal of student interest in a field of study may be a useful

tool in measuring teacher effectiveness. (31)

Internal Consistency of Student Evaluations

H. H. Remmers (1934), among the most noted researchers

in teacher evaluation, performed experiments to test reliability in

student evaluation of teaching. Using the "Purdue Rating Scale for
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Instructors" he tested for reliability from both high school and

college students on the judgments of classroom traits. He concluded

that: "Reliable judgments of classroom traits of instructors can be

obtained from both high school and college students. "

Harvey and Barker (1970), used a 21-item instrument, which

they constructed, to determine teacher effectiveness. The intent of

the study was to examine the relationship between 20 specific teacher

characteristics (clarification of objectives, organization of course,

knowledge of subject, etc. ), and one gross subjective judgement,

"general estimate of teacher". They found a correlation of 0.93 be-

tween student rating of the item "General Estimate of Teacher" and a

composite mean score of the first 20 items. The results to this

study raise questions about the need for an in-depth rating form for

other than diagnostical purposes. (21)

Related Study

Webb and Noland (1955), had 51 instructors at a military

school rated by students and supervisors. In addition, the instructors

rated themselves on the same seven-item rating form. Using a scale

from zero to ten, the instructors were judged on the following char-

acteristics:

1. Interest of the instructor in his subject
2. Sympathetic attitude toward students
3. Presentation of subject matter
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4. Sense of proportion and humor
5. Personal peculiarities
6. Self-reliance and confidence
7. Personal appearance

Coefficients of correlation between:

Instructor self-rating and student rating 0 62

Instructor self-rating and supervisor rating . . 0.16

Student rating and supervisor rating 0 13

Our main finding seems to be rather clear-cut. There
is a rather high relationship between the way the stu-
dent views a teacher as a teacher and the way the teacher
views himself. When the limits of reliability of group-
rating and self-ratings are taken into account, this
relationship is strikingly high. In other words, the
teacher does have an idea of himself which is quite
similar to the "consumer's" idea when he is called
upon to make such an evaluation. We feel that this
insight can be used as a prime source of instructional
improvement. (53-45)

Webb and Noland concluded that the discrepancy between

ratings by supervisors and student rating or teacher self-rating was

due to supervisors' rating on some factor or factors other than those

which were valid estimates of the teaching ability of the individual.

The study was not made in the typical educational setting. The

supervisors were not principals or even trained professional super-

visors. It was suggested by Webb and Noland that these supervisors

rated on random invalid intuitions.
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Summary of Related Literature

Development of student rating criteria for teacher evaluation

must be based on recognized traits and factors which have been

validated through previous research as inherent in effective teaching.

Student evaluations can give useful information about instruc-

tion and the instructional program per se.

The potential of teacher self-evaluation is encouraging, yet

is hindered by the objectivity of the evaluator.

Students give reliable and consistent ratings of teaching

ability in an atmosphere free from threat.
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CHAP TER III

METHODOLOGY

Anonymity of Ratings

The context in which student ratings of teachers are obtained

is a matter of great importance. The same is true of obtaining

teacher self-evaluations. This study was directed toward comparing

student evaluations of the teacher with teacher self-evaluations.

Students ratings and teacher self-evaluations were not signed and

were not individually identified in any way. No attempt was made to

compile individual teacher evaluation results and identify them as

such. A guarantee of anonymity was upheld.

Selection of Participants

High school principals in western Oregon were contacted

(see Appendix B) by mail for authorization to recruit health teachers

in the study. Upon written approval by school administrators health

teachers were contacted (see Appendix B) by mail. If the teacher

responded favorably toward participation in the study he was contacted

by telephone and given details about the study. A time was selected

to administer the questionnaire which did not interfere with normal

class proceedings. Absent students were not contacted at another
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time; however, attendance was noted for later evaluation.

The following rules were agreed upon before the questionnaire

was to be administered.

1. Principal approval to contact teachers.

2. Teacher approval to administer study.

3. Minimum student exposure to ten class periods to

teachers being evaluated.

4. Absence of teacher from the room during the student

evaluations.

5. Only group results, not individual results, would be

available to the teacher and school administrator upon

request.

Selection of Instrument

Many of the rating forms examined seemed to suffer from

either a lack of organization or a tendency to include too many items.

The rating form found most appropriate for the study, with some

adaptation, was "Rating Form for Student Evaluation of Instruction".

This form was developed and revised periodically since 1964 by the

School of Agriculture, Oregon State University.

The rating forms used were titled "Self-Evaluation Rating

Form for Instructors" and "Rating Form for Student Evaluation of

Instruction". Each form contained nine items. Both forms were
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identical, except for differing instructions to students and teachers

(see Appendix B).

The rating form covered four specific factors of teacher per-

formance identified by Don J. Cosgrove (1959) in his paper, "Diag-

nostic Rating of Teacher Performance. " The rating scale was set on

a horizontal continuum reversing every one or two questions. Pos-

sible responses ranged from one through six. The response of one

was the most favorable toward the teacher while six was the most

unfavorable. It was hoped that a short and concise rating form would

maintain student interest and concentration to safe-guard against

random answers due to boredom.

Collection of Data

Student evaluations of the teacher were supervised by the

author, who read aloud in class the instructions of the "Rating Form

for Student Evaluation". Any questions by the students, were

answered immediately following the instructions. It was made clear

that no identifying marks were to be left on the form and that the

evaluation results were not to be compiled on an individual basis for

either teachers or students.

Students were supervised by the author while they completed

the evaluations. During the same time period teachers filled out the

"Self-Evaluation Form for Instructors" in an otherwise unoccupied
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room in the same building. Instructions, in these instances, were

also read aloud by the author and questions answered before the begin-

ning of each class period.

where

Statistical Procedure

Data were analyzed using a two-tailed student "t" test.

The null hypothesis was tested: Xs = Xt

alternate hypothesis: Xs Xt

using the following "t" formula:

s
- x tt =

S2

Xt = is the teacher's opinion of himself

X = is the average student opinion of the teacher trait
s

2
S = is the variance of the students' rating of their

teacher on a particular trait.

E (X - X )2
n s n

S2 n - 1

where X
n

is the nth student rating of the teacher.

n = the number of students rating the teacher

The computed "t" value is compared to a statistical table of
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"t" values which are dependent on degrees of freedom (n - 1) and

confidence level wanted (0.05, and 0.01). If the computed "t" is

greater than the Table "t", the hypothesis Xs = Xt is rejected and

the alternate hypothesis is accepted, Xs Xt.

Limitations

1. Validity and reliability of evaluation instruments for

teachers and students was limited to the extent that such validity and

reliability had been established by the School of Agriculture, Oregon

State University, through the continued use and revision of the rating

form since 1964.

2. No attempt was made to determine the extent of bias

which may have been developed through previous student contact with

teachers.

3. The study did not attempt to measure or describe those

variables which may have effected student perception of teaching, such

as sex identification or halo effect.

4. The study did not take into consideration the qualifica-

tions or background of the teacher of health.

5. Students absent from class were not included in the

study, however, 91 percent of the total student population did parti-

cipate. (Range of student participation was 81 percent to 96 percent. )
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6. The number of possible responses on any single ques-

tion was limited to one of six choices so as to avoid confusion on the

part of the evaluator, although a greater number of choices would

have been more statistically desirable.
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF THE DATA

The purpose of this study was to compare the self-evaluation

of secondary school health teachers with classroom student evalua-

tion of the same teacher.

Data were obtained from sixteen health teachers and the stu-

dents in their respective classes. Teachers were selected who were

teaching within the western part of Oregon. Of the sixteen teachers

participating, seven were males, and nine were.females. There were

four all-male student classes, four all-female classes And eight coed

classes. The study did not attempt to consider these variables.

Because of illness and abserice from class the study acquired 91

percent participation by students.

The data from the questionnaire are displayed in the following

nine tables. Discussion immediately follows each table. All sixteen

teacher responses (T. R. ), class means (C. M. ), difference in means

(diff.), "t" values, and "n's" (number of students participating), are

found horizontally displayed to the right of the corresponding group

number. Appendix A, Table X, displays the data for the entire nine

questions to the right of the corresponding group number. To facili-

tate clarity, each question was individually tabled and interpreted in
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the following pages.

Enthusiasm

TABLE I. Teacher and class mean response to "Enthusiasm".
Group T. R. C. M. Diff. TLC Ifni'

I 3.0 2.0 -1.0 7.5** 22

II 2.0 1. 7 -0.3 2.1* 30

III 2.0 1.9 -0.1 1.4 25

IV 2.0 2.3 +0.3 1.8 28

V 2.0 1.2 -0.8 10.5** 32

VI 3.0 2.9 -0.1 0.6 23

VII 3.0 2.3 -0.7 3.4** 22

VIII 3.0 2.3 -0.7 3. 6** 27

IX 1.0 2.0 +1.0 5.8** 17

X 1.0 2.6 +1.6 9.0** 29

XI 1.0 1.1 +0.1 1.5 16

XII 4.0 3.1 -0. 9 5.6** 28

XIII 1.0 1.1 +0.1 1.4 27

XIV 3.0 2.1 -0. 9 4.8** 19

XV 3.0 2.3 -0.7 4.9** 33

XVI 4.0 2.7 -1.3 9.6** 45

T. R.

Diff.

n

= teacher response C.M. = class mean
= P =0.05 = P = 0.01
= difference ("Minus" - Diff. = T. R. < C. M.,

"Positive" + Diff. = T. R. > C. M. )
= number of students in the class who participated.

Eleven teachers out of sixteen surveyed rated themselves

significantly different than did their students on the item of "Enthusi-

asm" [Table 1]. Ten rated themselves significantly different at the

0.01 level of confidence with the eleventh at the 0.05 level of
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confidence. Of those teachers significantly rating themselves differ-

ently than their students, nine were significantly lower in their eval-

uation and two were significantly higher than the class mean.

Preparation

TABLE II. Teacher and class mean response to "Preparation".
Group T. R. C. M. Diff. Iftli

I 3.0 1.8 -1.2 7.6** 22

II 3.0 2.3 -0.7 4.4** 30

III 2.0 1.8 -0.2 1.2 25

IV 3.0 2.1 -0.9 4.5** 28

V 2.0 1.7 -0.3 2.4* 32

VI 3.0 2.6 -0.4 1.6 23

VII 3.0 2.4 -0.6 3.5** 22

VIII 3.0 2.4 -0.6 2.4* 27

IX 2.0 2.1 +0.1 0.6 17

X 3.0 3.1 +0.1 0.6 29

XI 2.0 1.6 -0.4 2.4* 16

XII 2.0 2.3 +0.3 1.8 28

XIII 2.0 1.9 -0.1 0.8 27

XIV 3.0 2.1 -0.9 5.3** 19

XV 3.0 2.3 -0.7 3.6** 33

XVI 4.0 2.6 -1.4 9.0** 45

T. R. = teacher response C. M. = class mean
= P = 0.05 ** = P = 0.01

Diff. = difference ("Minus" -Diff. = T. R. < C. M. ,
"Positive" + Diff. = T. R. > C. M. )

n = number of students in the class who participated.

Ten teachers out of sixteen significantly rated themselves lower

in "Preparation" than did their students [Table II]. Seven ratings
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were at the 0.01 significance level while three were at the 0.05 level.

Organization

TABLE III. Teacher and class mean response to "Organization".
Group T. R. C. M. Diff. IltIl tin!!

1 3.0 2.1 -0.9 5.7** 22

II 2.0 2.1 +O. 1 0.4 30

III 2.0 1.8 -0.2 1.3 25

IV 3.0 2.4 -0.6 2.9** 28

V 2.0 1.6 -0.4 4.0** 32

VI 3.0 2.8 -0.2 0.8 23

VII 3.0 2.2 -0.8 3.6** 22

VIII 3.0 2.3 -0.7 3.2-- 27

IX 2.0 2.1 +0.1 0.6 17

X 3.0 2.9 -0.1 0.9 29

XI 2.0 1.4 -0.6 3. 5** 16

XII 3.0 2.4 -0.6 3.0** 28

XIII 2.0 1.7 -0.3 1.9 27

XIV 3.0 2.3 -0.7 3.6** 19

XV 4.0 2.1 -1.9 12.0** 33

XVI 3.0 2.5 -0.5 3.2** 45

T. R. = teacher response C. M. = class mean
= P = 0.05 ** = P =0.01

Diff. = difference ( "Minus" - Diff. = T. R. < C. M.,
"Positive" + Diff. = T. R. > C. M. )

n = number of students in the class who participated.

Ten teachers out of sixteen significantly rated themselves low-

er in quality of "Organization" than their students [Table III]. All

such ratings were at the 0.01 level of confidence.
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Presentation

TABLE IV. Teacher and class mean response to "Presentation".
Group T. R. C. M. Diff. "t" "n"

I 4.0 1.9 -2.1 12.0** 22

II 2.0 2.7 +0.7 3. 3** 30

III 2.0 1.5 -0.5 4.1** 25

IV 4.0 2.6 -1.4 6.0** 28

V 2.0 1.4 -0.6 6.0** 32

VI 2.0 3.5 +1.5 5. 9** 23

VII 3.0 2.5 -0.5 2.4* 22

VIII 4.0 2.7 -1.3 5. 3** 27

IX 3.0 2. 9 -0. 1 0.6 17

X 2.0 2.8 +0.8 3.6** 29

XI 2.0 1.9 -0.1 0.6 16

XII 5.0 3.7 -1.3 6.2** 28

XIII 2.0 1.5 -0.5 2. 9** 27

XIV 2.0 2.3 +0.3 1.6 19

XV 3.0 2.5 -0.5 2.5* 33

XVI 3.0 2.5 -0.5 3.0** 45

T. R. = teacher response C. M. = class mean
* = P = 0.05 ** = P = 0.01
Diff. = difference ("Minus" - Diff. = T. R. < C. M.,

"Positive" + Diff. = T. R. > C. M. )
n = number of students in the class who participated.

Thirteen teachers out of sixteen significantly rated themselves

differently from their students on the quality of "Presentation"

[Table IV]. Eleven of the thirteen ratings were at the 0.01 level of

confidence while the remaining two were at the 0.05 level. Of those

teachers significantly rating themselves different from the class mean
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ten ratings were significantly lower in evaluation. Three teachers

rated themselves significantly higher in quality than did their class.

Attitude Towards Students

TABLE V. Teacher and class mean response to "Attitude Towards
Students

Group T. R. C. M. Diff. ITV! IlnIT

I 2.0 1.1 -0.9 11.5** 22

II 3.0 1.7 -1.3 7.6** 30

III 1.0 1.3 +0.3 3.4** 25

IV 2.0 2.1 +0.1 0.3 28

V 2.0 1.4 -0.6 5.4** 32

VI 1.0 2.3 +1.3 4.4** 23

VII 2.0 1.8 -0.2 1.0 22

VIII 2.0 1.8 -0.2 1.0 27

IX 1.0 1.5 +0.5 2.7* 17

X 1.0 2.8 +1.8 8.4** 29

XI 1.0 1.1 +0.1 1.5 16

XII 2.0 2.6 +0.6 2.4* 28

)(III 2.0 1.4 -0.6 3.9** 27

XIV 1.0 1.6 +0.6 4.0** 19

XV 2.0 1.8 -0.2 0.9 33

XVI 2.0 2.3 +0.3 2.0 45

T. R. = teacher response C. M. = class mean
= P = 0.05 ** = P = 0.01

Diff. = difference ("Minus" - Diff. = T. R. < C. M.,
"Positive" + Diff. = T. R. > C. M. )

n = number of students in the class who participated.

Ten out of sixteen teachers rated themselves significantly dif-

ferent from their students on the item "Attitude Towards Students"



[Table V]. Of these ratings, eight were at the 0.01 significance

level and two were at the 0.05 level of significance. Six of the ten

teachers who rated themselves significantly different, rated them-

selves higher than the class mean while four teachers rated them-

selves significantly lower.

Learning Emphasis

TABLE VI. Teacher and class mean response to "Learning
Emphasis".

Group T. R. C. M. Diff. "t" 111111

I 2.0 2.3 +0.3 1,7 22

II 3.0 2.5 -0.5 2.0 30

III 3.0 2.0 -1.0 5.4** 25

IV 4.0 3.1 -0.9 3.8** 28

V 3.0 1.8 -1.2 9.7 32

VI 3.0 3.7 +0.7 2.3* 23

VII 3.0 3.0 0.0 0.2 22

VIII 3.0 2.6 -0.4 2.3* 27

IX 3.0 2.8 -0.2 1.1 17

X 2.0 3.0 +1.0 5.3** 29

XI 2.0 2.2 +0.2 4. 0 * * 16

XII 4.0 3.2 -0.8 3.2** 28

XIII 3.0 1.8 -1.2 6.8** 27

XIV 2.0 2. 9 +0. 9 3. 7** 19

XV 3. 0 2. 6 -0. 4 1. 9 33

XVI 4.0 2.7 -1.3 10.5** 45

T.R. = teacher response C. M. = class mean
= P = 0.05 = P = 0.01

Diff. = difference ("Minus" - Diff. = T.R. < C. M.,
"Positive" + Diff. = T. R. > C. M. )

n = number of students in the class who participated.

25
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Eleven out of sixteen teachers rated themselves significantly

different from the class mean on the item "Learning Emphasis"

[Table VI]. Nine of these ratings were at the 0.01 level, while the

remaining two teacher ratings were at the 0.05 level of significance.

Seven of the eleven teachers significantly rated themselves lower than

the class mean. The remaining four teachers significantly rated

themselves higher than the class mean.

Examinations

TABLE VII. Teacher and class mean response to "Examinations".
Group T. R. C. M. Diff. II II n

I 4.0 2.3 -1.7 8.3** 22
II 3.0 2.6 -0.4 1.9 30

III 3.0 1.8 -1.2 6.1** 25
IV 4.0 2.4 -1.6 7.9** 28
V 3.0 1.6 -1.4 14.4** 32

VI 2.0 3.4 +1.4 5.4** 23
VII 3.0 2.3 -0.7 3.4** 22

VIII 2.0 2.3 +0.3 1.4 27
IX 2.0 2.6 +0.6 2.4* 17
X 2.0 3.0 +1.0 4.6** 29

XI 2.0 1.6 -0.4 2.8** 16
XII 3.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 28

XIII 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 27
XIV 2.0 2.3 +0.3 1.3 19
XV 2.0 2.2 +0.2 1.2 33

XVI NR NR NR NR 45

T. R. = teacher response C. M. = class mean
= P = 0.05 ** = P = 0.01

Diff. = difference ("Minus" - Diff. = T. R. < C. M.,
"Positive" + Diff. = T. R. > C. M. )

n = number of students in the class who participated.
NR = no response as this teacher did not give exams.
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Nine of the fifteen 1 teachers rated themselves significantly

different from the class mean on the item "Examination" [Table

VII]. Eight ratings were at the 0.01 level of significance and one

rating at the 0.05 level. Six of the nine teachers rated themselves

significantly lower on this item than the class mean. Three teachers

rated themselves significantly higher than the class mean.

Grading

TABLE VIII. Teacher and class mean response to "Grading".
Group T. R. C. M. Diff. HtIT Hnn

I 2.0 2.3 -0.3 1.3 22
II 2.0 2.4 +0.4 1.5 30

III 2.0 2.0 '0:0 0.0 25
IV 2.0 2.4 +0.4 2.1* 28
V 2.0 1.6 -0.4 3.0** 32

VI 2.0 2. 9 +0. 9 3.0** 23
VII 1.0 1.8 +0.8 4.5** 22

VIII 2.0 2.5 +0.5 1.8 27
IX 2.0 1.6 -0.4 2.0 17

X 4.0 3.1 -0. 9 3.2** 29
XI 1 . 0 1 . 3 +0.3 2.2* 16

XII 2.0 2.6 +0.6 2.8** 28
XIII 3.0 1.6 -1.4 10.5** 27
XIV 2.0 1.8 -0.2 0.9 19
XV 3.0 2.1 -0.9 5.6** 33

XVI 3.0 2.7 -0.3 1.5 45

T. R. = teacher response C. M. = class mean
**P = 0.05 = p = 0.01

Diff. = difference ( "Minus" - Diff. = T. R. < C. M.,
"Positive" + Diff. = T. R. > C. M. )

n = number of students in the class who participated.

'One class could not respond to this item because the teacher did not
give exams.
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Nine out of sixteen teachers rated themselves significantly

different from the class mean on "Grading" [Table VIII]. Seven of

the nine ratings were at the 0.01 level of confidence. The other two

teacher ratings were at the 0.05 level of confidence. Five teachers

rated themselves signficantly higher than the class mean while four

teachers rated themselves significantly lower than the class mean.

General Rating of the Course

TABLE IX. Teacher and class mean response to "General Rating
of the Course".

Group T. R. "t"

I 2.0 1.8 -0.2 1.6 22
II 2.0 2.4 +0.4 1.7 30

III 2.0 1.6 -0.4 1.5 25
IV 3.0 2.3 -0.7 3.0** 28
V 2.0 1.5 -0.5 3. 3** 32

VI 3.0 3.3 +0.3 1.2 23
VII 3.0 2.6 -0.4 1. 9 22

VIII 2.0 2.2 +0.2 0.8 27
IX 3.0 2.4 -0.6 3.0** 17

X 1.0 2.8 +1.8 9 0** 29
XI 1 . 0 1.3 +0.3 1.7 16

XII 2.0 3.1 +1.1 4.5** 28
XIII 2.0 1.4 -0.6 3.6** 27
XIV 3.0 2.4 -0.6 4.0** 19
XV 3.0 2.2 -0.8 4.1** 33

XVI 4.0 2.3 -1.7 10.5** 45

T. R. = teacher response C. M. = class mean
= P = 0.05 ** = p = 0.01

Diff. = difference ("Minus" - Diff. = T. R. < C. M.,
"Positive" + Diff. = T. R. > C. M. )

n = number of students in the class who participated.

Nine out of sixteen teachers rated the course significantly
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different from the class mean [Table IX]. These nine teacher ratings

were at the 0.01 level of confidence. Seven teachers underrated

the course significantly, and two teachers overrated the course

significantly as compared to the class mean.

Summary of the Data

Teachers in this study significantly (0.05 level or greater)

rated themselves or the course differently than their students sixty-

four percent of the time. Teachers who significantly rated them-

selves or the course differently from the class mean, seventy-three

percent of the time underrated the item as compared to the class

mean. Twenty-seven percent of the teachers who significantly rated

themselves or the course differently from the class mean, rated

themselves or the course higher than the class mean.
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CHAP TER V

SUMMARY

Problem

The purpose of the study was to compare self-evaluation of

secondary school health teachers with classroom student evaluation

of the same teachers. Design and analysis provided insight into the

question concerning the tested hypothesis: no significant difference

exists in the separate responses of health teachers and students in

their courses to nine criteria of a teacher evaluation scale.

Experimental Instrument

The experimental instrument adopted and used to accomplish

the purposes of this study consisted of an adapted version of the form

entitled, "Rating Form for Student Evaluation of Instruction, " devel-

oped by the School of Agriculture, Oregon State University. The

adapted forms were titled, "Self-Evaluation Rating Form for Instruc-

tors" and "Rating Form for Student Evaluation of Instruction. " Both

forms contained nine items and were identical except for differing

instruction to students and teachers.
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Experimental Procedures

Sixteen Oregon secondary school (Grades 9- 12) health teachers

and their respective health classes served as test subjects. All

schools involved were located in the western part of Oregon.

Testing sessions were conducted at the various schools during

the fall 1972-73 academic year of Oregon State University. The

investigator personally supervised the administration of each evalua-

tion session. Instructions were read aloud by the investigator to both

teachers and classes. Teachers were allowed to complete the evalua-

tion procedure in an unoccupied room separate from their class and

without supervision, aside from the reading of instructions. Class-

room students completed their questionnaires in the presence of the

investigator.

Analysis of the Data

Analysis of data was done on the basis of a two-tailed student

nt" test. The evaluation scale instrument utilized a horizontal con-

tinuum reversing every one or two questions. The possible responses

ranged from one through six with one the most favorable and six the

most unfavorable. The 0.05 level of significance was chosen for

rejection of the null hypothesis of this investigation.
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Results of the Study

Based on the test design and analysis of the null hypothesis a

significant difference existed in response to the test instrument.

The statistical data compiled in this thesis support the alter-

nate hypothesis that teachers rate themselves significantly different

than their students. The data also point out that teachers who do

rate themselves significantly different tend to underrate themselves

as compared to the mean of the student response.
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CHAP TER VI

RECOMMENDATIONS

The study did not identify the characteristics of the teachers

who rated themselves differently than the class mean. Educational

background, sex of the teacher or students, and other variables are

vital in returning this and similar studies to the context in which the

study is made.

Teacher evaluation is tremendously complex but a necessary

function in our educational institutions. No matter how sophisticated

the instrument used in teacher evaluation, it will always be measuring

a great deal less than the whole.

Future studies in the area of teacher self-evaluation compari-

sons with student evaluation of teaching should take a more diagnosti-

cal approach. A student's grade point average, intelligence level and

sex may be important factors in his or her evaluation of the teacher.

The teacher's sex, educational background and teaching experience

may influence the teacher's self-evaluation.
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APPENDIX A

TABLE X. Display of data by group responses to the questionnaire.
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APPENDIX A (Continued )

TABLE X. (Continued)
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APPENDIX A (Continued)

TABLE X. (Continued)

0
0

.0.-1 0 4.>
cd

CO +.1

Cti
Od

""
.42

CO +.1

Cti
Od

""
.42 0

4-) 0 0 cd ..- ; 0
rn U) k .- 75 CU 0
Cl) -",53 ci.) cd al cd cd 0 0
0 0 d.) X ;-a w 4:: Q l o 4.1 0 L.7 cl-ol

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Group T, R. 1.0 2,0 2.0 3.0 1.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 3.0

C. M, 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.9 1.5 2.8 2.6 1.6 2.4
IX N=17

Diff. +1.0 +0.1 +0.1 -0.1 +0.5 -0.2 +0.6 -0.4 -0.6
** * * **

"t" 5.8 0.6 0.6 0.6 2.7 1.1 2.4 2.0 3.0
Group T. R, 1 . 0 3 , 0 3.0 2.0 1 . 0 2.0 2 . 0 4 . 0 1 . 0

C . M 2.6 3.1 2.9 2.8 2.8 3.0 3.0 3.1 2.8
X N=29

Diff +1.6 +0.1 -0.1 +0 8 +1.8 +1.0 +1.0 -0.9 +1.8
** * * * * * * * * * * **

"t" 9.0 0,6 0.9 3.6 8.4 5.3 4.6 3.2 9.0
Group T, R. 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0

C, M. 1 . 1 1 . 6 1 . 4 1.9 1 . 1 2.2 1.6 1.3 1.3
XI N=16

Diff. +0.1 -0.4 -0.6 -0.1 +0.1 +0.2 -0.4 +0.3 +0.3
fltll 1.5 2.4 3.5* 0.6 1.5 4.0 2.8 2.2 1.7

** ** *

Group T. R 4.0 2.0 3.0 5.0 2.0 4.0 3. 0 2.0 2.0

C. M, 3.1 2.3 2.4 3.7 2.6 3.2 3.0 2.6 3.1
XII Diff. -0.9 +0.3 -0.6 -1.3 +0.6 -0.8 0.0 +0.6 +1. 1.=28

Ile 5. ;,* 1.8 3. 6* 6. 2* 2. :i 3. 2* 0. 0 2.8* 4. *

T. R. = teacher response C. M. = class mean
= P= 0,05 ** = P = 0.01

Diff. = difference ("Minus" -Diff. = T. R. C. M. ,

"Positive" +Diff. = T. R. C. M. )

n = number of students in the class who participated.

..-I k 0
b.10 ..9 4,4

0 rn 0 by
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APPENDIX A (Continued)

TABLE X. (Continued)

Group

XIII

Group

XIV

Group

XV

Group

XVI

1 2 3 4 5
T. R. t. 0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
C. M. 1.1 1.9 1.7 1.5 1.4

Diff. +0. 1 -0.1 -0.3 -0.5 -0.6
** **

"t" 1.4 0.8 1.9 2.9 3.9
T. R. 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 I. 0

G.M. 2.1 2.1 2.3 2.3 1.6

Diff. -0.9 -0.9 -0.7 +0.3 +0.6
** ** ** **

"t" 4.8 5.3 3.6 1.6 4.0
T. R. 3.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 2.0
C. M. 2.3 2.3 2.1 2.5 1.8
Diff. -0.7 -0.7 -1. 9 -0.5 -0.2
"t""t" 4.; 3.6 12.0 2.5

*
0.9

T. R. 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
C. M. 2.7 2.6 2.5 2.5 2.3
Diff. -1.3 -1.4 -0.5 -0.5 +0.3

** ** **
9.6 9.0 3.2 3.0 2.0

6 7 8 9
3,0

1.8

-1.2
**

6.8
2.0
2.9

+0.9
**

3,7
3.0

2.6
-0.4
1.9
4.0
2.7

-1.3
10,5

2.0

2.0

0.0

0.0

3.0

1.6

-1.4
10.5

2.0
1.4

N=27
-0.6

**
3.6

2.0 2.0 3.0
2.3 1.8 2.4N9

+0.3 -0.2 -0.6
**

1.3 0.9 4.0
2.0 3.0 3.0

2.2 2.1 2.2
N=33

+0.2 -0. 9 -0.8
1.2 5.6 4.1
NR 3.0 4.0
NR 2.7 2.3

N=45
NR -0.3 -1.7
NR 1.5 10.5..,

T. R. = teacher response C. M. = class mean
**= P = 0.05 = P = 0,01

Diff, = difference ("Minus" -Diff. = T. R. = C. M. ,

"Positive" +Diff. = T. R. = C, M. )
n = number of students in the class who participated.
NR = no response as this teacher did not give exams.



APPENDIX B

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
Department of Health

Corvallis, Oregon 97331 Date

Blank School Principal

Blank High School

Blank, Oregon

Dear Blank School Principal:

I am conducting a study under the direction of Dr. Robert Houston,
Department of Health, in partial fulfillment for the degree of
Master of Science.

44

Thesis title is: "Self-Evaluation of Secondary School Health Teachers
as Compared to Classroom Student Evaluation of the Same Teachers. "

I would like permission to contact your health teacher(s) and ask
their participation in this study. Upon Principal and teacher consent,
I would have the teacher evaluate themselves and have students from
one class period evaluate the teacher. The evaluation form contains
nine items, which would take approximately 10 to 15 minutes to
complete.

Group results of this study will be mailed to you upon request,
however, your health teacher(s) and students will not be identified.

Please inform me of your decision, by mail, in the next few days.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Very truly yours,

Michael S. Brock

Approved

Robert Houston
Assistant Professor of Health
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OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
Department of Health

Corvallis, Oregon 97331 Date

Blank Health Teacher
Blank Public Schools
Blank, Oregon

Dear Blank Health Teacher:

Under the direction of Dr. Robert Houston, Department of Health,
I am undertaking a study to compare "Teacher Self-Evaluations to
Student Evaluation of the Same Teachers. "

If you are willing to take a few minutes out of one class period, to
fill out a nine-item questionnaire, please return the enclosed post
card. Arrangements will be made in the next few weeks, by phone,
to set a test date which will conform to your class schedule.

Your self-evaluation and the student evaluation will remain confi-
dential. The results will be treated as group, not individual, results.
If you wish to participate, yet have questions about this study, fill
out the post card and I will discuss your questions with you by phone
in the next few weeks. You will be under no obligation, should you
change your mind about participating in the study, after returning
the post card.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Very truly yours,

Michael S. Brock

Approved

Robert Houston
Assistant Professor of Health
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COPY OF REPLY POST CARD

I WILL COOPERATE IN THIS STUDY TO COMPARE
TEACHER SELF-EVALUATIONS WITH STUDENT
EVALUATIONS OF THE SAME TEACHER.

NAME:
SCHOOL ADDRESS:
CITY:
PHONE #:

YES NO

(School) (Home)

Michael S. Brock
Department of Health
Waldo Hall #315
Oregon State University
Corvallis, Oregon

97331
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RATING FORM FOR STUDENT EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION

In the evaluation of items and rating scale below, please give YOUR BEST, OBJECTIVE
JUDGMENT of the course and the instructor, based on the entire semester's performance,

On the rating scale for each evaluation item, PUT A CIRCLE AROUND THE RATING NUMBER
that represents your objective judgment of the course or the instructor, The scale ranges from
"EXCELLENT" as the highest rating down to "VERY POOR", as the lowest, To some extent descriptive
phrases are supplied to help you interpret the intent of the scale,

All attempts will be made to guarantee anonymity, Please do not identify yourself on this
evaluation form,

1) Instructor's interest in and enthusiasm for teaching health,

1 2 3 4 5 6

Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor Very Poor

Has deep & Sustained Moderately interested Seems personally
interest & enthusiasm & enthusiastic uninterested,
for the course shows no enthu-

siasm; does not
inspire learning

2) Preparation for class periods

1 2 3 4 5 6

Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor Very Poor

Always well prepared Usually well prepared Preparation
usually haphazard

3) Organization of the course

6 5 4 3 2 1

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Excellent

Little or no
evident
organization

4) Presentation of subject matter

Well organized but
room for improvement

Course very well
organized from
start to finish

1 2 3 4 5 6

Excellent Very Good Good

Keeps students interested
and stimulated; voice clear
and expression distinct;
classtime well used

Fair Poor Very Poor

Students bored; haphazard use of
classtime; voice and expression
are inadequate
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5) Attitude toward students

6 5 4 3 2 1

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Excellent

Shows no personal interest
in students, Indifferent or
even antagonistic or sarcastic,
Seems to resent differences
in opinion from his own

Friendly, courteous and
considerate even though
may be firm and exacting

6) Learning emphasis: Independent thinking Vs, mere memorization of facts

1 2 3 4 5 6

Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor Very Poor

Emphasizes principles and
encourages independent
thinking in the application
of these

7) Examinations

Mere memorization,

6 5 4 3 2 1

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Excellent

Neither a fair test
of knowledge, nor
a learning experience

8) Grading

Carefully prepared, often
a learning experience as
well as a fair test of
knowledge gained

1 2 3 4 5 6

Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor Very Poor

Always fair and Usually fair and
impartial to impartial, Sometimes
everyone seems unreasonable or

partial to certain
students

9) General rating of the course

Unreasonable, shows
marked favoritism

1 2 3 4 5 6

Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor Very Poor

Good, solid course Information of no use
Useful information
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SELF-EVALUATION RATING FORM FOR INSTRUCTORS

In the evaluation items and rating scale below, please give YOUR BEST, OBJECTIVE
JUDGEMENT of the course and your instruction, based on the entire semester's performance,

On the rating scale for each evaluation item, PUT A CIRCLE AROUND THE RATING NUMBER
that represents your objective judgment of the course or quality of your instruction, The scale ranges
from "EXCELLENT" as the highest rating down to "VERY POOR", as the lowest, To some extent de-
scriptive phrases are supplied to help you interpret the intent of the scale,

1) Interest in and enthusiasm for teaching health

1 2 3 4 5 6

Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor Very Poor

Deep & sustained
interest & enthusiasm
for the course

2) Preparation for class periods

1 2

Moderately interested
& enthusiastic

3 4

Personally uninterested;
no enthusiasm; can't
inspire learning

5 6

Excellent Very Good Good Fair

Always well prepared

3) Organization of the course

6 5

Usually well prepared

4 3

Poor Very Poor

Preparation usually
haphazard

2 1

Very Poor Poor

Little or no evident
organization

4) Presentation of subject matter

1 2

Fair Good

Well organized but
room for improvement

3 4

Very Good Excellent

Course very well organized
from start to finish

5 6

Excellent Very Good

Keeps students interested
and stimulated; voice clear
and expression distinct;
classtime well used

Good Fair Poor Very Poor

Students bored; haphazard
use of classtime; voice
and expression are inadequate
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5) Attitude toward students

6 5 4 3 2 1

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Excellent

Shows no personal interest in students.
Indifferent or even antagonistic or
sarcastic. Seems to resent differences
in opinion from his own

Friendly, courteous and
considerate even though
may be firm and exacting

6) Learning emphasis: Independent thinking Vs. mere memorization of facts

1 2 3 4 5 6

Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor Very Poor

Emphasizes principles and
encourages independent
thinking in the application
of these

7) Examinations

Mere memorization

6 5 4 3 2 1

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Excellent

Neither a fair test
of knowledge, nor
a learning experience

8) Grading

Carefully prepared, often
a learning experience as
well as a fair test of
knowledge gained

1 2 3 4 5 6

Excellent Very Good Good Fair

Always fair and Usually fair and
impartial to impartial. Sometimes
everyone seems unreasonable or

partial to certain
students

9) General rating of the course

Poor Very Poor

Unreasonable, shows
marked favoritism

1 2 3 4 5 6

Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor Very Poor

Good, solid course Information of no use

Useful information


