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INTRODUCTION

How can college students’ perceptions about criteria that may be used to rate teachers, as part of the overall system of accountability, be factored into this system?  How does one determine what a “good” teacher is?  When students are given surveys for end-of-year faculty evaluation, the criteria are a set of pre-conceived notions or assumptions about quality of teaching/teaching effectiveness.  In the extensive research on this evaluation process (on teaching effectiveness), seldom does one see studies where students are asked to assess the importance of these criteria, themselves, before using them for their ratings of a teacher.  Given that, there appears to be a need to determine how students perceive the effectiveness of a teacher.  This is, particularly, important for education students, who presently rate their professor, since they will eventually be rated themselves on some set of criteria.  Such criteria may be no more valid than how many of the studies describe criteria used throughout the country.  Therefore, education students’ perceptions should, perhaps, be an important part of their professional development.

Giving them the opportunity to evaluate teacher effectiveness criteria could contribute to their ability to assess their own learning and, later, their own teaching.  Guyton, Hodges and Bular (1993) raise the question about how teacher personality types may influence beginning teachers.  Students and faculty can benefit by articulating and sharing their vision of what constitutes an effective teacher.  Sharing of such perceptions among faculty and students can promote more positive outcomes in teacher preparation by creating a reflective dialogue among the people directly involved in teacher preparation.  Indeed, Wulff, Staton-Spicer, Hess, and Nyquist (1985) found that students are interested in having an opportunity to make suggestions that may enhance their own learning.  In addition, faculty members are positive about how students respond to a particular course, in particular when reasonable suggestions can be effected in teaching and learning.  Future teachers may perceive rating the criteria used for faculty evaluation in a positive sense because of feeling that they are more in control of their preparation.   It is this gap in the research on teacher ratings that our research attempts to bridge.  In addition, we hope to contribute to a healthy dialogue in the teacher preparation field that can benefit all participants.

This paper uses data from a longitudinal study, which gathered data on education students’ perceptions of effective teaching criteria.  The report describes these perceptions in terms of a number of categories observed in reports of research in the review of literature.  In addition, student comments are used to reinforce the ratings given to top ranked criteria.

BACKGROUND

As noted, there continues to be difficulty in identifying the criteria for effective teaching.  An essential question in the quest for finding such criteria and, indeed, determining the “effectiveness” of what a teacher does, is raised by Nonis and Burle (1993):  “Effective in what area?”  This question reflects questions pointed out by Gurney (1985, Unpublished) about what sort of effectiveness is being assessed.  Gurney reported McKee’s contention (1978) that attitudes of students toward teaching and toward the course are parts of the same psychological construct and could influence ratings of faculty. McKee, also, suggested that research on student ratings be integrated with findings on attitude structure, acquisition and change.  Dent and Nicholas (1978) questioned whether there were, indeed, specific characteristics, which, supposedly, define the ideal teacher.  Rodin (1975) warned that too much attention is given to product (the amount students learn) and that other areas are equally worthy of attention (1975):  Attention to life-long learning and developing the habit of rational thinking.

Another critical consideration about teacher evaluation is raised by Nonis and Hudson (1998).  That is, a student evaluation instrument should reflect unique characteristics of the educational institution.  For example, institutional missions and populations differ and so should their evaluation procedures, and criteria.  Rating faculty without due attention to such factors is, also, exacerbated, according to Gurney (1985), by the lack of conclusive evidence as to whether students rate courses on the basis of actual perceptions of the particular instructor being rated or on pre-conceived notions/criteria of effective teaching.  Certainly, as noted above, the normal process is to have students rate faculty on end-of-course, pre-conceived criteria.   One perception about teachers may lie in the humanistic dimension. Tolefson (1975) found, for example, that even students from different socio-economic backgrounds agreed on certain humanistic factors as criteria for effectiveness:  tolerance, flexibility, respect for students and enthusiasm for teaching. This orientation to humanistic aspects of teaching was reported by Gurney (1977) in a study of education majors’ perceptions on fourteen criteria based on Jenkins and Bausdell (1975) who surveyed teachers and administrators on the importance of certain criteria of effectiveness.  The criteria were categorized by these researchers as factors of product, process and presage (attributes of teachers, personality, intellectual strength, training background, and years of teaching.)  These professionals ranked process factors significantly higher in importance than either product or presage.  Students rated instructor flexibility (a process criterion) third in importance behind knowledge of subject matter and knowledge of educational facts (in general, how to teach).  Overall, they rated process more important than either presage or product (amount students learn.)  This finding was reinforced by ratings reported in a study of professional education faculty compared to public school personnel (teachers/administrators) conducted by Blai (1997, Unpublished).  These and other issues are reflected in the overview about teacher evaluation at the University of Northumbria (UK Educational Development Service:

The evaluation of teaching and co courses is important in the quality assurance process in higher e education.  However, there is frequently disagreement and debate as to how evaluation should be carried out.  The debate is often most vigorous on the issue of teacher evaluation.  What is the value of student feedback?  What is the best/most effective way of obtaining student feedback?  Who has the ownership of the evaluation data? (Mowl, 1999.)

A different conceptualization about student evaluation of teaching may be what Heron (1981) called, “the redistribution of educational power” (see Guyton, et. al, 1993, above), where teachers and students share what Murray (1995) refers to as a ‘symbiotic relationship.’  The desired outcomes of the teaching/learning interaction could include students’ perspectives on teaching as part of a broad dialogue between participants in the educational setting concerning what, indeed, constitutes education and how, together, faculty and students can evaluate specific episodes of learning.  White and Burke (1993) challenge colleges and schools of education, for example, to “transform their teaching strategies” so as to insure that pre-service teachers have learned “how to think clearly, act purposefully, and to create motivation in their students to think and learn.”  Providing opportunities for students in an education major to become active participants in the evaluation process, not only in giving opinions on an evaluation instrument supplied by the institution at the end of the course.  Education students could be involved in examining the criteria themselves and provide valuable insights for faculty members who are responsible for facilitating these students’ journey from student to professional.

The research on effective teaching reveals a number of categories commonly associated with favorable ratings of faculty by students.  These are:  Clarity, Planning, Enthusiasm, Fairness, Subject Knowledge, Intellectual Stimulation, Rapport with/Respect for Students, Student Achievement and Management (Classroom activities, instructional sequence, etc.).  Factors not consistently related to student ratings (from summaries of student evaluation research by Cashing, 1995; and Arreola, 1995) are various student variables and a few others.  The student variables are:  Age, Gender, GPA, Personality and Expected Grade.  The other variables are:  Instructor research record and personality, class size, and time of day of the class.  Variables consistently related to student ratings were:  Faculty Rank (regular faculty vs GTAs), Class required or elective and Upper division or graduate status of the students (op. cit.).

The literature review contained other considerations, as well.  For example, quality of assessment vs quantity.  Learners may tend to respond to evaluation with only surface reactions if there is no sense of ownership or meaningful participation in the evaluation process and an understanding of how the evaluation process works and affects them.  (See Harris and Bell, 1990; Ramsden, 1992; and Marton and Saljo, 1990.  Cited in Mowl, 1999.)  Another consideration is the relationship between desired outcomes of learning and teacher behavior.  If an implied focus of effective teaching is having students develop the skill of self-criticism and self-assessment, what teacher behavior can be credited for or focused in order to facilitate this?

METHODOLOGY AND FINDINGS

Methodology
1.
Instrument criteria and sample


The instrument is comprised of 40 criteria.  (Appendix A.)  Fourteen (14) were identified by Jenkins and Bausdell (1975), 24 criteria were taken from an instrument used in the College of Education at the time of the original studies (Gurney, 1977, 1985), and two criteria reflected the concepts of life-long learning and promoting the habit of rational thought.

Subsequently, in 1984, the criteria were clustered into a number of categories in order to obtain other perspectives on student motivations that may be revealed in their ratings.  There were 3 groups from the 14 criteria identified by Jenkins and Bausdell (1975):  process (6), product (2) and presage (6).  The 24 criteria in use at the beginning of the study constituted 8 categories, each with 3 variables.  Finally, 2 criteria suggested by Rodin (1975) were combined as one category, the human in the process of learning.  Although some variables may overlap into other categories, we made no attempt at this point to synthesize concepts in order for students to have the greatest latitude in expressing particular connotations of characteristics related to the same category.   The categories, thus, identified were:  Planning, Personal Relationships, Involvement With Content, Stimulating, Application of Content, Clarity, Professional stature, Course Expectations, Process of Instruction, Presage, Product, and Human Education Potential.

Subjects

Students enrolled in classes in the College of Education at the University of Central Florida were asked to indicate the importance of these criteria in their assessment of effective teaching.  The students represented College of Education majors enrolled in two classes of the professional sequence:  Introduction to Education and Professional Teaching Practices.  The majority of the students were enrolled in the latter course, a general methods course required before students begin a clinical experience (Internship I)..  The classes are taught by one of the researchers, Dr. Scott Wise.  In the earlier part of the longevity study, students were enrolled in educational foundations classes taught by Dr. Gurney (1978-1984). 

Data Collection

The form is given out the first day of class and returned by the second or third (at least, by the end of the second week of classes.)  Rating is done on a 5 point Likert - type scale (1 = low importance, 5 = high importance.  See Directions, Appendix A). They are advised to discriminate among criteria as much as possible since all categories included a number of similar criteria.  In class, students are given an opportunity to compare ratings with other students (although they are not to change them).  In a small group activity, it is apparent that students differ markedly on a variety of attributes: what the criteria actually mean, how important an element in a category is compared to others in the same category, how certain criteria apply to classes with which they are familiar, and, of course, how important any one criterion is.  Then, groups are asked to highlight only the five criteria that they can agree upon as the most important  The students are advised that this is a longitudinal study, and that the teacher may use the criteria for students to provide end-of-course feedback.  For each academic term in which students have been given the instrument, the data are added to a single file of pre-test measurements.  The longevity data include 244 responses by education majors obtained between 1978 and 1984.  Two hundred seventy-six (276) cases were added from 1998 to 2000.  At the end of the course, in addition to rating the criteria, students choose their most important criterion from those they rated the highest.  Then, they are asked to describe the reasons for this choice 

Data Analysis

Quantitative data were analyzed by standard frequency measures as well as interpolated medians.  Pearson correlations were run on the data in terms of how they matched with the twelve categories.  The students’ reasons for their selections of the most important criteria were counted and analyzed in relation to top rankings of the criteria.  Frequencies, means and standard deviations for the 40 criteria as well as the clustered sets were produced on the entire sample.

Findings
The quantitative findings are presented in a single table containing both current and historical data in order to illustrate commonalities and contrasts among responses from both time periods. (Appendix B.)  Seventy-five percent (75%) of the criteria were rated above 4 on the 5-point scale.  The highest rated criterion was “knowledge of the subject matter and related areas” (IM=4.621) followed very closely by “willingness to give individual student help” (IM=4.610). Slightly lower, but showing fairly similar interpolated medians (4.580-4.542) were four other criteria (ranked 3-6): ”communicates effectively interpretations of course content”, “promotes ideas which are intellectually stimulating”, effectiveness in classroom management, and, “creates an atmosphere of approachability in interactions with students”.
Rounding out the first fifteen criteria with fairly consistent means (4.477-4.379) were the following:

 7.
relationship with class

 8.
knowledge and understanding of educational facts

 9.
projects confidence in his/her knowledge of course materials 

10.
demonstrates personal interest in students and students’ problems

11.
stimulates the intellectual curiosity of students

12.
promotes realistically achievable course expectations

13.
promotes appreciate of learning as a life-long learning activity

14.
projects enthusiasm in presenting course material

15.
interprets ideas and theories clearly

The next five ranked criteria focus on enthusiasm for course content, clarity/relevant explanations, interest in teaching, planning and organization for the class, and stimulation of students’ initiative to ask questions (criteria #’s:  39, 23, 11, 16 & 27). 

At the bottom of the ranks are “professional and community activities” (#24) and “years of teaching experience” (#9).  Just above these are three others rated very low: “extent to which he/she uses inductive (discovery) methods” (#12),  “Stimulates independent investigation of course content”, and “influence on students’ behavior” (#13).  None of these three were rated below 3.5 on the 5 point scale, however. 

A somewhat different orientation of important criteria appears from the ranked percentages on the two highest response rating of the 5 point scale:  4 + 5.  These percentages, again, put “knowledge of subject matter” first (91.3%), but “approachability”, second (89.9%).  Following these were:  “confidence in his/her knowledge of the subject”, “willingness to give individual student help”, “clear explanations of content”, “effective classroom management”, “promotes ideas which are intellectually stimulating”, “rapport”, “knowledge and understanding of educational facts”, and  “student centered verbal behavior”.  Examining the table further will reveal that a number of criteria were ranked differently from the interpolated median rank according to how many students rated them on the top two levels of the Likert scale (1 – 5).

We have selected sample responses from the qualitative data to illustrate how students may have interpreted the criteria.  Indeed, we found that some students misinterpreted the criteria (applying criteria to school teachers rather than college teachers, for example).  In another example, we were surprised by some reactions to the criterion, “amount students learn.”  Certain students indicated that they rated this item low because they thought the amount learned was more a responsibility of the student than the teacher.  The sample comments are listed below and the items are displayed in terms of the categories mentioned above.  (See chart below.)

We are life-long learners in the making! # 38

This is the key to success in life.  # 40

The professor is a teacher.  # 4

If the teacher is in to it, students will be too.  #26

Exciting; interest; intrigue  # 2

We should learn for sake of learning.  #13

Curiosity creates more learning.   # 34

What is important is lasting knowledge.  # 22

Creates trust; leads to more learning.  # 35

Know the subject or get eaten alive!  #31

Personality can motivate students.   # 3

Experience not the same as expertness.  # 9

Students need to feel no apprehension or uneasiness.   #18

Helps motivate; value learners.  # 15

Respect for the professor involved in the community  # 24

Sample categories and relevant criteria.

Interpolated medians, Rank, Percentage of highest ratings

N = 276


  PRESAGE

Item
Description
Level
Median
Rank
4 & 5  % 






 %    Rank

 9
Years of teaching experience
Last
2.408
  40
 15.6    40

31
Knowledge of subject matter
High
4.621
   1
 91.3
1

 3
Personal adjustment & character
Low
3.952
  33
 68.1
33

24
Community/professional participation
Low
2.862
  39
 26.0
38

 2
Provides stimulating ideas
High
4.548
   4
 87.3
 7


PERSONAL
(Rapport)

35
Willingness to give student help
High
4.610
   2
 89.9
  4

15
Relationship/rapport with class
High
4.510
   7
 86.2
  8

 4
Personal interest in students
High
4.548
  10
 77.9
 22

26
Ability to personalize teaching
Low
3.859
  34
 65.2
 34

18
Approachable atmosphere
High
4.542
   6
 89.9
  2


  PRODUCT

13 Stimulates independent investigation


of course content
Low
3.683
  37
 57.6
 37

40
Promotes life-long learning
High
4.358
  13
 84.4
 14

38
Encourages applying content beyond class
Mid
4.096
  25
 73.6
 26

22
Amount students learn
Low
4.100
  24
 73.9
 25

On the 40 variables conceptualized under the 12 categories described above, we found that the first ranked, Personal Relationships and Clarity, were almost of equal importance and tie together critical factors of instruction:  meaning and personal involvement in the education process (both instructor and student.).  We are continuing to study possible correlations among the criteria and the categories. 

DISCUSSION

We asked how important students’ perceptions of effective teaching criteria were to the overall system of educational accountability.  In this context, one can ask, as well, why should teacher educators be interested?  We can assume that education faculty are interested in having student become more aware of and sensitive to actual perceptions of their own students when they reach the classroom.  Such inquiry puts emphasis on the learner to develop a sense of what perceptions their future students are likely to hold in the process of evaluating the value of the lessons they will teach.  The teacher educator becomes, then, a facilitator of the process of becoming aware of these potential perceptions.  If prospective teachers can do this, they may be able to change their own perceptions about effectiveness should such an examination reveal the necessity of change. In the emphasis in the field on reflective teaching, teacher educators can change their perception of the importance that education majors place on a variety of criteria that they will use to evaluate their own teachers.  The finite end is to think how these future teachers may be thinking.  In the aim to develop reflective educators, the student may become sensitized to their own strategies for learning.  The last point raises the question about whether one’s learning strategies may influence one’s ratings of effective teacher criteria.  Or, could the importance given to effective teaching criteria reveal a precursor to the student’s thinking strategies (see Thinking Styles: University Students’ Preferred Teaching Styles and Their Conceptions of Effective Teachers by LI-FANG ZHANG, The Journal of Psychology, 2003).
The findings indicate that students pay almost equal attention to two ends of a continuum:  teacher and student.  Students prefer a teacher who is knowledgeable while recognizing their need for help in order to do a good job as students.  This dichotomy is seen, as well, in two other top ranked criteria:  effective communication skills and promoting stimulating ideas, and effective classroom management and approachability.  As one examines criteria in the top twenty, ratings move back and forth between the more pragmatic and content (teaching) side of education and the humanistic.  “Utilizes clear and relevant explanations” is followed by “relationship with class”; “projects confidence in course material” is followed by “demonstrates personal interest in students”, etc.

Given the importance of interaction in an educational setting, such as noted in the ratings cited above, it would seem that, if students have already examined the criteria free from the responsibility of rating their teachers, they may be more perspicacious about evaluation and teaching processes and may reveal a continuum of reflections about the conduct of the course rather than making summative judgements on end-of –course evaluations.  An accepted maxim of education is to “take them from where they are.”  Getting students’ perceptions about the evaluation criteria early in the course would give professors valuable insights about student approaches to learning.  Students clearly place major importance on the teachers’ subject knowledge.  Instructors who believe in non-expository modes of achieving learning transfer have an obligation, then, to give extra help in order for students to develop an expanded basis for self-directed learning, to keep communications clear, open and regular, and to allow for considerable positive teacher-student interaction.  As mentioned, we perceive a very positive result in the teacher preparation program in opening a dialogue between students and faculty on the perceptions of each concerning effective teaching and the criteria used to measure this, still unclear, phenomenon.  Further research on other factors might include:  Refinement of ratings according to vicarious categories, examining ratings precursors of learning strategies, matching brain based principles compared with criteria; comparing students’ with teacher ratings, and examining cross-cultural aspects (students and teachers in other countries).  We suggest a continuation of eliciting student comments, such as on what problems in teaching a criterion implies, how they may improve on their capabilities on this characteristic and the benefit to them of rating the criteria. 

CONCLUSION

We suggest that faculty ought to be in interested in knowing what education students think about criteria of effective teaching.   This can contribute to a common vision among faculty and students as to what, indeed, is effective teaching; what are effective practices.
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APPENDIX A – SURVEY INSTRUMENT

University of Central Florida
College of Education
Dr. David Gurney/Dr. Scott Wise
CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING THE EFFECTIVE TEACHER
Purpose:     The purpose of this survey is to determine what college students believe are appropriate bases for judging the effectiveness of a college teacher. 

Directions:  Rate the criteria regarding their importance in determining teacher effectiveness.

                   (Assume that adequate means exist to measure each of the criteria.)


Try to differentiate as much as possible between items. Use the SCANTRON sheet provided.


 Please rate all criteria and use only one rank for each item on the answer sheet.



RATING SCALE: 
A = 1  Low Importance
E = 5  High Importance
 1.    Extent to which the teacher’s verbal behavior is student-centered.

 2.    Promotes ideas which are intellectually stimulating.

 3.    Demonstrates personal adjustment and character.

 4.    Demonstrates personal interest in students and student problems.

5. Willingness to be flexible, to be direct or indirect as the situation demands.

6. Communicates effectively the interpretations of the course content.

7. Influences students’ behavior.

8. Utilizes appropriately planned activities for each class session.

9. Years of teaching experience.

10.   Provides clearly defined course objectives.

11.   Exhibits a personal interest in teaching the course material.

12.   Uses inductive (discovery) methods of teaching.

13.   Stimulates independent investigation of course related topics.

14.   Promotes habit of rational thought.

15.   Relationship with class; maintains good rapport.

16.   Demonstrates prior planning of class presentations.

17.   Effectiveness in class management (handling discussion, group work, etc.).

18.   Creates an atmosphere of approachability in interaction with students.

19.   General knowledge and understanding of course material.

20.   Provides realistically achievable course expectations.

21.   Projects enthusiasm when presenting course material.

22.   Amount his/her students learn.

23.   Utilizes clear and relevant explanations in classroom presentations.

24.   Participation in community and professional activities.

25.   Develops motivation toward self-learning.

26.   Ability to personalize his/her teaching.

27.   Promotes stimulation and thought-provoking questions.

28.   Capacity to perceive the world from the students’ point of view.

29.   Provides a well-organized approach in meeting course objectives.

30.   Utilizes equitable standards in evaluating student performance.

31.   Knowledge of the subject matter and related areas.

32.   Projects confidence in his/her knowledge of course materials.

33.   Interprets ideas and theories clearly.

34.   Stimulates the intellectual curiosity of students.

35.   Demonstrates willingness to give individual student help.

36.   Exhibits traits appropriate to a professional teacher.

37.   Provides motivation for a clear understanding of course content.

38.   Encourages the application of course content to situations outside the classroom.

39.   Shows enthusiasm for course content.

40.   Promotes appreciation of learning as a life-long activity.
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New EDF Data  N=276

EDF DATA N=276

EDF Data  N=244

EDF  Data N=244

Interpolated Medians

% Of  Responses

Interpolated Medians

% Of Responses

       ABBREVIATED CRITERIA DESCRIPTIONS

 On Ratings  1 - 5

On Ratings 4 & 5

 On Ratings  1 - 5

On Ratings 4 & 5

        RANKED PER INTERPOLATED MEDIANS

 

N = 256

Rank

Ratings

Var.#

Rank

   %

Var.#

Rank

Ratings

Var.#

Rank

   %

Var.#

1

4.621

31

1

91.3

31

1

4.676

35

1

88.5

31

31

Knows subject & related fields

2

4.610

35

2

89.9

18

2

4.596

40

2

88.5

35

35

Willing to give student help

3

4.580

6

3

89.9

32

3

4.583

31

3

87.7

23

6

Effectively communicates content

4

4.548

2

4

89.9

35

4

4.576

4

4

86.9

21

2

Provides stimulating ideas

5

4.548

17

5

88.8

23

5

4.576

15

5

86.1

6

17

Effective classroom management

6

4.542

18

6

88.0

17

6

4.569

18

6

86.1

39

18

Approachable atmosphere

7

4.510

15

7

87.3

2

7

4.554

6

7

85.7

33

15

Relationship/rapport with class

8

4.470

19

8

86.2

15

8

4.532

2

8

85.2

17

19

Knowledge/understands educational facts

9

4.424

32

9

85.5

19

9

4.508

32

9

84.8

2

32

Confident of subject knowledge

10

4.379

4

10

85.1

1

10

4.479

23

10

84.8

18

4

Personal interest in students

11

4.366

34

11

85.1

21

11

4.477

17

11

84.8

32

34

Stimulates intellectual curiosity

12

4.362

20

12

85.1

33

12

4.463

20

12

84.4

40

20

Achieveable course expectations

13

4.358

40

13

85.1

34

13

4.447

21

13

84.0

4

40

Promotes life-long learning

14

4.351

21

14

84.4

40

14

4.419

30

14

84.0

15

21

Enthusiatic presentations

15

4.336

33

15

84.4

6

15

4.400

34

15

83.2

34

33

Clearly interprets ideas/theories

16

4.292

39

16

84.1

39

16

4.384

5

16

82.4

11

39

Enthusiasm for course content

17

4.289

23

17

83.3

20

17

4.379

33

17

82.4

30

23

Clear/relevant explanations

18

4.274

11

18

82.2

27

18

4.371

39

18

82.0

27

11

Personal interest in teaching course material

19

4.246

16

19

81.9

11

19

4.328

16

19

81.6

16

16

Prior planning for class evident

20

4.209

27

20

81.2

16

20

4.280

19

20

81.6

20

27

Promotes stimulating/indepth questions

21

4.167

5

21

79.0

37

21

4.271

28

21

81.6

37

5

Flexibility (direct/indirect as needed) 

22

4.167

37

22

77.9

4

22

4.231

29

22

81.1

5

37

Motivates understanding of material

23

4.138

36

23

77.5

29

23

4.206

37

23

81.1

29

36

Professional traits

24

4.100

22

24

74.6

5

24

4.205

11

24

79.1

19

22

Amount students learn

25

4.096

38

25

73.9

22

25

4.190

38

25

76.2

28

38

Encourage applying content beyond class

26

4.083

29

26

73.6

38

26

4.190

27

26

75.8

36

29

Well organized instructional approach

27

4.076

1

27

72.1

8

27

4.170

36

27

74.6

25

1

Student centered verbal behavior

28

4.036

30

28

71.7

30

28

4.145

25

28

74.6

38

30

Fair evaluation standards

29

4.004

8

29

71.7

36

29

4.054

26

29

73.0

26

8

Appropriately planned activities

30

4.000

28

30

70.3

28

30

4.009

1

30

72.1

1

28

Perceives world from students' point of view

31

3.981

10

31

68.8

3

31

3.994

10

31

70.9

8

10

Clearly defined course objectives

32

3.960

25

32

68.8

25

32

3.986

14

32

68.0

14

25

Motivates self-learning

33

3.952

3

33

68.1

10

33

3.953

22

33

66.4

10

3

Personal adjustment & character

34

3.859

26

34

65.2

26

34

3.896

8

34

66.0

22

26

Personalizes teaching

35

3.787

14

35

62.0

14

35

3.857

3

35

62.3

3

14

Promotes rational thinking habit

36

3.762

7

36

60.1

7

36

3.758

7

36

60.2

7

7

Influence on student's behavior

37

3.683

13

37

57.6

13

37

3.736

13

37

60.2

13

13

Stimulates independent investigation of content

38

3.617

12

38

26.0

24

38

3.647

12

38

56.6

12

12

Uses inductive methods

39

2.862

24

39

23.0

12

39

2.800

24

39

24.2

24

24

Community/professional participation

40

2.408

9

40

15.6

9

40

2.224

9

40

16.8

9

9

Years of teaching experience

Range

Range  

Range

Range  

         David W. Gurney

Scott Wise

    2.408 TO 4.621

15.6% TO 91.3%

   2.224 TO 4.676

 16.8% TO 88.5%

 University of Central Florida    February 21, 2001
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Var.#

Rank

   %

Var.#

1

4.621

31

1

91.3

31

1

4.676

35

1

88.5

31

31

Knows subject & related fields

2

4.610

35

2

89.9

18

2

4.596

40

2

88.5

35

35

Willing to give student help

3

4.580

6

3

89.9

32

3

4.583

31

3

87.7

23

6

Effectively communicates content

4

4.548

2

4

89.9

35

4

4.576

4

4

86.9

21

2

Provides stimulating ideas

5

4.548

17

5

88.8

23

5

4.576

15

5

86.1

6

17

Effective classroom management

6

4.542

18

6

88.0

17

6

4.569

18

6

86.1

39

18

Approachable atmosphere

7

4.510

15

7

87.3

2

7

4.554

6

7

85.7

33

15

Relationship/rapport with class

8

4.470

19

8

86.2

15

8

4.532

2

8

85.2

17

19

Knowledge/understands educational facts

9

4.424

32

9

85.5

19

9

4.508

32

9

84.8

2

32

Confident of subject knowledge

10

4.379

4

10

85.1

1

10

4.479

23

10

84.8

18

4

Personal interest in students

11

4.366

34

11

85.1

21

11

4.477

17

11

84.8

32

34

Stimulates intellectual curiosity

12

4.362

20

12

85.1

33

12

4.463

20

12

84.4

40

20

Achieveable course expectations

13

4.358

40

13

85.1

34

13

4.447

21

13

84.0

4

40

Promotes life-long learning

14

4.351

21

14

84.4

40

14

4.419

30

14

84.0

15

21

Enthusiatic presentations

15

4.336

33

15

84.4

6

15

4.400

34

15

83.2

34

33

Clearly interprets ideas/theories

16

4.292

39

16

84.1

39

16

4.384

5

16

82.4

11

39

Enthusiasm for course content

17

4.289

23

17

83.3

20

17

4.379

33

17

82.4

30

23

Clear/relevant explanations

18

4.274

11

18

82.2

27

18

4.371

39

18

82.0

27

11

Personal interest in teaching course material

19

4.246

16

19

81.9

11

19

4.328

16

19

81.6

16

16

Prior planning for class evident

20

4.209

27

20

81.2

16

20

4.280

19

20

81.6

20

27

Promotes stimulating/indepth questions

21

4.167

5

21

79.0

37

21

4.271

28

21

81.6

37

5

Flexibility (direct/indirect as needed) 

22

4.167

37

22

77.9

4

22

4.231

29

22

81.1

5

37

Motivates understanding of material

23

4.138

36

23

77.5

29

23

4.206

37

23

81.1

29

36

Professional traits

24

4.100

22

24

74.6

5

24

4.205

11

24

79.1

19

22

Amount students learn

25

4.096

38

25

73.9

22

25

4.190

38

25

76.2

28

38

Encourage applying content beyond class

26

4.083

29

26

73.6

38

26

4.190

27

26

75.8

36

29

Well organized instructional approach

27

4.076

1

27

72.1

8

27

4.170

36

27

74.6

25

1

Student centered verbal behavior

28

4.036

30

28

71.7

30

28

4.145

25

28

74.6

38

30

Fair evaluation standards

29

4.004

8

29

71.7

36

29

4.054

26

29

73.0

26

8

Appropriately planned activities

30

4.000

28

30

70.3

28

30

4.009

1

30

72.1

1

28

Perceives world from students' point of view

31

3.981

10

31

68.8

3

31

3.994

10

31

70.9

8

10

Clearly defined course objectives

32

3.960

25

32

68.8

25

32

3.986

14

32

68.0

14

25

Motivates self-learning

33

3.952

3

33

68.1

10

33

3.953

22

33

66.4

10

3

Personal adjustment & character

34

3.859

26

34

65.2

26

34

3.896

8

34

66.0

22

26

Personalizes teaching

35

3.787

14

35

62.0

14

35

3.857

3

35

62.3

3

14

Promotes rational thinking habit

36

3.762

7

36

60.1

7

36

3.758

7

36

60.2

7

7

Influence on student's behavior

37

3.683

13

37

57.6

13

37

3.736

13

37

60.2

13

13

Stimulates independent investigation of content

38

3.617

12

38

26.0

24

38

3.647

12

38

56.6

12

12

Uses inductive methods

39

2.862

24

39

23.0

12

39

2.800

24

39

24.2

24

24

Community/professional participation

40

2.408

9

40

15.6

9

40

2.224

9

40

16.8

9

9

Years of teaching experience

Range

Range  

Range

Range  

         David W. Gurney

Scott Wise

    2.408 TO 4.621

15.6% TO 91.3%

   2.224 TO 4.676

 16.8% TO 88.5%

 University of Central Florida    February 21, 2001
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A

														COLLEGE STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF EFFECTIVE TEACHING CRITERIA

																				CURRENT AND HISTORICAL DATA

				New EDF Data  N=276								EDF DATA N=276								EDF Data  N=244								EDF  Data N=244

				Interpolated Medians								% Of  Responses								Interpolated Medians								% Of Responses						ABBREVIATED CRITERIA DESCRIPTIONS

				On Ratings  1 - 5								On Ratings 4 & 5								On Ratings  1 - 5								On Ratings 4 & 5						RANKED PER INTERPOLATED MEDIANS

																																						N = 256

				Rank		Ratings		Var.#				Rank		%		Var.#				Rank		Ratings		Var.#				Rank		%		Var.#

				1		4.621		31				1		91.3		31				1		4.676		35				1		88.5		31		31		Knows subject & related fields

				2		4.610		35				2		89.9		18				2		4.596		40				2		88.5		35		35		Willing to give student help

				3		4.580		6				3		89.9		32				3		4.583		31				3		87.7		23		6		Effectively communicates content

				4		4.548		2				4		89.9		35				4		4.576		4				4		86.9		21		2		Provides stimulating ideas

				5		4.548		17				5		88.8		23				5		4.576		15				5		86.1		6		17		Effective classroom management

				6		4.542		18				6		88.0		17				6		4.569		18				6		86.1		39		18		Approachable atmosphere

				7		4.510		15				7		87.3		2				7		4.554		6				7		85.7		33		15		Relationship/rapport with class

				8		4.470		19				8		86.2		15				8		4.532		2				8		85.2		17		19		Knowledge/understands educational facts

				9		4.424		32				9		85.5		19				9		4.508		32				9		84.8		2		32		Confident of subject knowledge

				10		4.379		4				10		85.1		1				10		4.479		23				10		84.8		18		4		Personal interest in students

				11		4.366		34				11		85.1		21				11		4.477		17				11		84.8		32		34		Stimulates intellectual curiosity

				12		4.362		20				12		85.1		33				12		4.463		20				12		84.4		40		20		Achieveable course expectations

				13		4.358		40				13		85.1		34				13		4.447		21				13		84.0		4		40		Promotes life-long learning

				14		4.351		21				14		84.4		40				14		4.419		30				14		84.0		15		21		Enthusiatic presentations

				15		4.336		33				15		84.4		6				15		4.400		34				15		83.2		34		33		Clearly interprets ideas/theories

				16		4.292		39				16		84.1		39				16		4.384		5				16		82.4		11		39		Enthusiasm for course content

				17		4.289		23				17		83.3		20				17		4.379		33				17		82.4		30		23		Clear/relevant explanations

				18		4.274		11				18		82.2		27				18		4.371		39				18		82.0		27		11		Personal interest in teaching course material

				19		4.246		16				19		81.9		11				19		4.328		16				19		81.6		16		16		Prior planning for class evident

				20		4.209		27				20		81.2		16				20		4.280		19				20		81.6		20		27		Promotes stimulating/indepth questions

				21		4.167		5				21		79.0		37				21		4.271		28				21		81.6		37		5		Flexibility (direct/indirect as needed)

				22		4.167		37				22		77.9		4				22		4.231		29				22		81.1		5		37		Motivates understanding of material

				23		4.138		36				23		77.5		29				23		4.206		37				23		81.1		29		36		Professional traits

				24		4.100		22				24		74.6		5				24		4.205		11				24		79.1		19		22		Amount students learn

				25		4.096		38				25		73.9		22				25		4.190		38				25		76.2		28		38		Encourage applying content beyond class

				26		4.083		29				26		73.6		38				26		4.190		27				26		75.8		36		29		Well organized instructional approach

				27		4.076		1				27		72.1		8				27		4.170		36				27		74.6		25		1		Student centered verbal behavior

				28		4.036		30				28		71.7		30				28		4.145		25				28		74.6		38		30		Fair evaluation standards

				29		4.004		8				29		71.7		36				29		4.054		26				29		73.0		26		8		Appropriately planned activities

				30		4.000		28				30		70.3		28				30		4.009		1				30		72.1		1		28		Perceives world from students' point of view

				31		3.981		10				31		68.8		3				31		3.994		10				31		70.9		8		10		Clearly defined course objectives

				32		3.960		25				32		68.8		25				32		3.986		14				32		68.0		14		25		Motivates self-learning

				33		3.952		3				33		68.1		10				33		3.953		22				33		66.4		10		3		Personal adjustment & character

				34		3.859		26				34		65.2		26				34		3.896		8				34		66.0		22		26		Personalizes teaching

				35		3.787		14				35		62.0		14				35		3.857		3				35		62.3		3		14		Promotes rational thinking habit

				36		3.762		7				36		60.1		7				36		3.758		7				36		60.2		7		7		Influence on student's behavior

				37		3.683		13				37		57.6		13				37		3.736		13				37		60.2		13		13		Stimulates independent investigation of content

				38		3.617		12				38		26.0		24				38		3.647		12				38		56.6		12		12		Uses inductive methods

				39		2.862		24				39		23.0		12				39		2.800		24				39		24.2		24		24		Community/professional participation

				40		2.408		9				40		15.6		9				40		2.224		9				40		16.8		9		9		Years of teaching experience

						Range								Range								Range								Range				David W. Gurney						Scott Wise

				2.408 TO 4.621								15.6% TO 91.3%								2.224 TO 4.676								16.8% TO 88.5%						University of Central Florida    February 21, 2001






