
The purpose of this article is to stimulate discussion 
and use of various measures of teaching effectiveness in 
college instruction. Evaluation of teaching effectiveness 
will be considered within four contexts: ( 1) perceived 
importance, (2) current status of evaluation, (3) dimen ­
sions of evaluation, and (4) purposes of evaluation. 

Importance of Teacher Effectiveness 
A questionnaire on the importance of teacher per­

formance was distributed to faculty members in col­
leges and universities throughout the United States in 
March, 1969, by the American Council on Education. 
Of the 60,000 faculty members who responded, 67% of 
those at universities and 86% of those at 4-year institu­
tions agreed with the statement, "Teaching effective­
ness, not publications, should be the primary criterion 
for promotion of faculty" (Pitts, 1970, p. 3). Opinion at 
the University of Hawaii is much the same. In May, 
1971, a sample of faculty members from the University 
was asked to react to goals in higher education and to 
attach priorities to them. Of those polled, 56% agreed 
there should be greater emphasis on teaching per­
formance than on publication, 22% disagreed, and 22% 
were neutral. Over half of the respondents fell that 
greater emphasis on teaching performance was a "high 
priority" issue ( Marsh, 1971). 

Astin and Lee (1967) surveyed over 1100 academic 
deans to ascertain their opinion on the relative impor­
tance of various criteria for promotion and tenure de­
cisions. "Classroom teaching" was labeled a major 
factor by the greatest number (96% ). The next most 
important factor ("personal attributes") was far behind 
(57% ). Less than half of the deans responding felt that 
either "research" or "publication" was a major factor. 

Current Status of Evaluation of Teacher Effectiveness 
Given the stated value of teaching effectiveness, it is 

interesting to analyze the frequency with which different 
criteria are actually used to measure teaching effective-
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ness. In Table 1 it is seen that "informal student opinion" 
( 41 % ) is used much more frequently as a criterion than 
"systematic student ratings" ( 12% ). "Chairman evalua­
tion" (85%) and "dean evaluation" (82%) are accorded 
places of extreme importance despite untested assump­
tions about their validity. 

As Astin and Lee have concluded, " ... the professor's 
scholarly research and publication-not information 
based on classroom visits, systematic student ratings, 
student performance on examinations, and similar sourc­
es-are currently the primary considerations in evaluat­
ing his teaching ability" (p. 298). It can be seen, there­
fore, that specific strategies for measuring teaching ef-

Source of Information 

Chairman evaluation 
Dean evaluation 
Colleagues' ppinions 
Scholarly research and publications 
Informal student opinions 
Grade distributions 
Course syllabus and examinations 
Committee evaluation 
Student examination performance 
Self-evaluation or report 
Classroom visits 
Systematic student ratings 
Enrollment in elective courses 
Long-term follow-up of students 
Alumni opinions 

sc in all or 
most Departments ( % l 

85. I 
82.3 
48.9 
43.8 
41.2 
28 .0 
26.4 
25. I 
19.6 
16.3 
14.0 
12.4 
11.0 
10.2 
9.9 

*Adapted from Astin and Lee ( 1967), p. 298. 

Table l 
Frequency of Use of Various Sources of 

Information in the Evaluation of 
Teaching Effectiveness* 



fectiveness need to be examined. Before this examina­
tion, however, the definition of "teaching effective­
ness" must be clarified. 

There is a vast amount of semantic confusion sur­
rounding the term "teacher effectiveness," in large part 
due to Jack of objective measures for defining the cri­
terion. Whether student ratings, chairman evaluations, 
or some other method is used to appraise teaching ef­
fectiveness, the individual department or institution 
must specify more precisely the teacher and student be­
haviors and attitudes that they identify as being the 
outcome of effective teaching. This is not meant to im­
ply that all criteria must be tightly-worded behavioral 
objectives, though the accuracy of measurement will 
depend in part on the precision with which the desired 
outcomes arc defined. 

Rosenshine ( 1968) reduced the concept of "teaching 
effectiveness" to the more precise "ability to explain." 
In an experiment utilizing both student ratings and 
performance tests of this ability, he found that student 
ratings of the clarity of the lesson and teacher skill in 
presenting the lesson were significantly related to adjust­
ed pupil achievement scores. Another study found that 
the "learning of facts" was related to ratings of instructor 
clarity, expressiveness, and lecturing habits, while 
"gains in comprehension" were related to instructor per­
sonality dimensions of energy, flamboyance, and per­
missiveness (Solomon, Rosenberg, and Bezdek, 1964). 

One problem in attempting to specify criteria of ef­
fective teaching relates to Thorndike's distinctions 
among immediate, intermediate, and ultimate criteria. 
Gustad ( 1967) notes that the few criteria we do use are 
immediate criteria. Suppose one teaches principles of 
behavior modification to prospective teachers. Although 
the ultimate criterion of teaching success might be ef­
fective application of such principles in the classroom 
and the intermediate criterion an understanding of the 
rationale underlying behavior modification, the im· 
mediate criterion is typically a score on a test of 
knowledge of those principles. If current measures of 
faculty effectiveness do not correlate very well with 
immediate criteria, it is little wonder that faculty are 
especially bothered by questions concerning the rela­
tionship between measures of effectiveness and the 
ultimate criterion. 

Dimensions of Evaluation 
Although this analysis seems discouraging, ignoring 

assessment difficulties will only serve to intensify the 
problem. An attempt will be made in this section to out-

line three dimensions of evaluation: ( 1) methods of 
evaluation, (2) types of rating scales, and (3) factors 
underlying evaluation of teaching effectiveness. 
Evaluation Methods 

To evaluate teacher effectiveness, it is first necessary 
to review the range of methods that are currently avail­
able. This particular analysis of possible evaluation 
methods is drawn in part from discussions by Eble 
( 1970) and Dressel ( 1959). The major evaluation 
methods discussed are as follows: examining course 
materials, measuring the attainment of objectives, and 
rating teacher effectiveness. 
Course Materials in the Evaluation of Teaching 

Examining course materials is a valuable but usually 
overlooked evaluation method. There is little beyond the 
brief (and often outdated or inaccurate) "blurb" in col­
lege catalogues to describe a course and its objectives 
to the prospective student or, for that matter, the fellow 
faculty member. Sometimes students publish course de­
scriptions, but these rarely describe course objectives. 

A syllabus is an important part of the "course 
materials" because, ideally, it provides a clear state­
ment of the course objectives. Disagreements concerning 
course objectives among students or faculty are often 
mislabeled as disagreements about course effectiveness 
because the objectives are not specified. What a faculty 
member knows about the objectives of other courses in 
the department is typically inferred from informal in­
formation derived from students. He thus may make as­
sumptions that are not valid. Whereas a precise state­
ment of objectives costs a little extra time initially, it 
organizes the course more clearly for instructor and stu­
dent alike. It reveals inter-course omissions and repeti­
tions within a department. It clarifies expectations of 
students and the self-expectations of the instructor. 
Finally, by stating the objectives as clearly as possible, 
it allows more accurate evaluation of the attainment 
of those objectives. 

Inspection of the extent to which texts, adjunct 
teaching material, tests, and other materials for student 
assessment are integrated may provide a general under­
standing of how well the instructor has planned the 
course. In addition, inspection of course materials 
provides a framework for interpreting results from other 
evaluation sources. 

Direct Assessment of Objectives 
One obvious way to measure teacher effectiveness is 

through the use of student achievement gain scores. Pop­
ham (1968, 1971a, 1971b) has been a strong advocate 
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of using this approach in a systematic way and has out­
lined a system whereby the teacher is given instruction­
al objectives for a course or module, a sample of the 
measurement procedure to be used, and time to plan 
the instruction. Following instruction, teacher skill is 
measured by increased learner performance. 

Another direct assessment involves the use of delayed 
retention tests. Long-term retention of concepts and 
techniques are implicit goals of most courses, yet such 
retention is rarely measured. 

Some evaluators separate the student's own estimates 
of performance from his actual performance. Students 
are asked to judge whether or not they feel that they 
possess the various concepts and techniques covered in 
the lessons. The assumption underlying use of this ap­
proach is that correct applications of techniques arc 
meaningless unless the student also feels competent 
enough to actually use them. 

Indirect Assessment of Objectives 
It is also possible to measure attainment of objectives 

indirectly. If the course falls into some recognized de­
partmental sequence, for example, students in more ad­
vanced courses could be measured on the skills sup­
posedly obtained in the prerequisite courses. A course 
on the French Revolution might initially assess, di­
rectly or indirectly, students' knowledge of the pertinent 
portions of a prior course in modern European history. 

Another indirect measure of a teacher's effectiveness 
might be the number or percentage of students choosing 
a major in the field, though interest in the area prior to 
taking the course would somehow have to be ascer­
tained and held constant. Perhaps instead of counting 
majors, the number of courses later elected in the field 
could be used as a measure of instructor effectiveness. 
Some evidence exists that students of highly rated in­
structors elect more courses in the same field than stu­
dents of instructors who are not so highly rated (Mc­
Keachie & Solomon, 1958). 

Another measure would involve counting the number 
of times optional or supplementary material has been 
checked out of the library during the course. Even a 
measure as crude as average percentage of students at­
tending lectures would give some indirect indication of 
teaching effectiveness, assuming that, if attendance is 
optional, students will only attend if the instructor is 
interesting or effective in facilitating student learning. 

Assessment by Ratings 
The last type of evaluation method discussed, rating 

of instruction, is also the most common. Rating can be 
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done by direct observation or by indirect systems. 
Direct observation of teaching can be undertaken by 
students, colleagues, chairmen, or by the instructors 
themselves. Observation may be quantified by record­
ing student or teacher behaviors with a checklist, by 
analyzing teacher-student interaction, or by observing 
the percentage of time the instructor is involved in 
various activities. Self-observations can be made through 
the use of audio and/or video recording equipment. 

Research has not yet been able to ascertain the ef­
fects of the observer in the classroom (Masling & Stern, 
1969). Furthermore, one review concluded that due to~ 
the errors inherent in the observer process and the in­
effectiveness of supervisor or colleague ratings, observa­
tional methods should be discarded in favor of student 
ratings (Walker & Fischer, 1965). 

Student ratings are most often obtained using some 
systematic scale but may also be obtained by interview­
ing a random sample of students from the class or, more 
simply (though probably less accurately), by "word of 
mouth." One virtually untapped measure is to interview 
samples of graduating students or ask them to list the 
five most effective instructors (and possibly the five 
least effective) from whom they had taken courses. 

Alumni ratings are sometimes obtained but the turn­
over of faculty and teaching assignments are serious 
disadvantages of this method. Evaluation ratings of 
teaching effectiveness are often made by chairmen or 
deans, though often through second-hand information. 
Colleague ratings can most effectively be used in team­
teaching situations when colleagues are able to observe 
each other over long periods. Self-appraisals can also 
be made. One particularly promising example of this 
method is the use of feedback from watching "expert 
teachers" in making a self-appraisal. Currently in suc­
cessful use at the pre-collegiate level (Washington, 
1970), this method involves groups of teachers in dis­
cussions and observations of excellence in teaching, fol­
lowed by a continuing program of self-appraisal. 

Types of Rating Scales 
Most rating scales, as discussed in an excellent re­

view by Remmers ( 1963), are a combination of numeric 
rating scales (which assign numbers to various reactions 
to statements) and graphic rating scales (which provide 
ordered categories along a continuum). For example, 
the University of Hawaii's Faculty-Course Evaluation 
Scale (J -5 Form) contains statements such as, "(Instructor 
is) able to explain difficult concepts; pulls abstractions 
down to earth." The student circles a letter correspond-



ing to one of the following reactions: strongly agree, 
agree, uncertain, disagree, strongly disagree. 

Cumulated-point rating scales, which differ only 
slightly from the numeric and graphic forms, contain 
statements such as, "Do you like the teacher'?". The 
responses, "no," "uncertain," and "yes" are weighted, 
respectively, 0, 1, and 2. Thus, answers to items are 
weighted according to their desirability and scores are 
summed across all items. 

The use of checklists of teacher or student behaviors 
was mentioned under observational methods. Some­
times a set of concepts is listed and the ordered alter­
natives under each concept are weighted logically ac­
cording to the favorability of the response. An example 
of such a multiple-choice rating form might be: 

Explanation of concepts: 
( - 2) a. Totally confusing; initial understandings 

lost. 
( - 1) b. Fuzzy; doesn't interrelate concepts. 
( + I) c. Good; meaning of terms clear in majority 

of cases. 
( + 2) d. Crystal-clear; even most difficult terms 

makes sense in various contexts. 
(Weights are given in parentheses.) 
Forced-choice rating scales are ipsative in nature; 

that is, they obtain judgments about the relative strength 
of certain traits or abilities in relationship to the rated 
person's other traits and abilities. An item from such a 
scale might ask the rater to select one of the following 
four alternatives as being most like the instructor: 

a. Always on time. 
b. Explanations are clear. 
c. Good rapport with students. 
d. Dresses well. 

This type of rating scale would probably be used much 
more frequently if excessive pilot testing were not neces­
sary to establish a priori the equality of various alterna­
tives. Remmers ( 1963) presents evidence that norms 
from such rating scales are comparable to those ob­
tained from graphic rating scales and that items which 
contain only desirable alternatives yield the most valid 
results. 

There are several other rating systems which are 
slightly different from the scales discussed above. The 
semantic differential elicits information on the rated 
concept along three dimensions: evaluation, potency, 
and activity. Although several measures are usually tak­
en of each factor for the rated concept, the hypothetical 
example below uses only one assessment of each: 

For each of the following scales please put an 

"x" in the space you feel most accurately rep­
resents the leaching style of this instructor: 

fair _ :_ :_ :_ :_ :_ ;_ unfair 
light_ :_ :_ :_ :_ :_ :_ heavy 
slow_ :_ :_ :_ :_ :_ :_ /ast 

The semantic differential is one of the most widely used 
psychological instruments. Its major advantage is in 
effectively describing differences in courses and instruc­
tors that are not elucidated by other methods. 

The Q-technique, or Q-sort, requires the rater to sort 
statements regarding the person or thing to be rated into 
an ordered set of piles (e.g., seven) according to the 
perceived applicability of the statement to the person or 
thing being rated. The number of statements to be placed 
in each pile is the same for each rater and is represen­
tative of the frequencies in a normal distribution. The 
Q-techniquc has not often been used to rate instruc­
tors, probably because the information gained is not 
worth the additional problems. 

Another ipsative measure is the self-anchoring rating 
scale. Essentially, this technique requires that the rater 
make judgments about the person or thing being rated 
relative to that rater's ideal or standard. 

At least one projective technique, incomplete sen­
tences, should also be considered with other types of 
scales due to its ability to elicit unique information 
or dimensions. For example, student raters might be 
asked to complete the following sentences: 

This class, ____________ ~ 

The most striking thing about 
the instructor ___________ _ 

An example of combining several of these methods 
in one instrument is presented in Figure 1. Such com­
bination is valuable because different rating techniques 
provide different kinds of information. 

Research on Student Ratings 
The vast body of research dealing with the various 

aspects of student ratings has been discussed in a num­
ber of previous reviews (e.g., Eble, 1970; McKeachie, 
et al., 1971; Melnick, 1969; Remmers, 1963; Steck­
lein, 1960; Walker & Fischer, 1965). Though research 
concerning student ratings is far from unequivocal, the 
authors feel fairly confident in drawing three conclu­
sions. First, it is possible for student rating scales to 
yield reliable measures. Second, it is possible for student 
rating scales to be free of subjective student biases. Last, 
validity of student rating scales is the most important 
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Figure 1 
An Example of a Combination Rating Scale 

consideration, but it is not always clear to what extent 
the typical rating scale is valid. An extensive review of 
student ratings of college teaching by Costin, Greenough, 
and Menges ( 1971 ), however, concluded that student 
ratings can provide valid information on the quality of 
courses and instruction. 

The crucial problem is that validity is not an absolute 
concept. A specification of the validity of an index of 
teacher effectiveness entails a statement of validity for 
some purpose, thereby raising questions about the 
definition of the criterion. Unfortunately, relatively few 
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attempts have been made to objectify criteria for 
"teacher effectiveness." The problem of measuring 
validity, however, is applicable to all methods of teacher 
evaluation. 

Factors Underlying Judgments of 
Teaching Effectiveness 

The number of factors derived from student rating 
questionnaires may vary somewhat from study to study; 
nevertheless, general factors with common features do 
seem to underlie the different questionnaires (Slobin & 
Nichols, 1969). At least three such factors usually ap­
pear in analyses of student ratings. One relates to the 
organization and clarity within the course; another re­
lates to the personality of the instructor (e.g., enthusi­
asm, openness); and the third is an interaction factor 
that stems from the interrelationship of the instructor 
and students in the actual classroom situation. The fact 
that student ratings are not based on a single dimension 
is supported by research which indicates that student 
ratings arc fairly independent of students' general at­
titude towards instruction (Feldhusen & Starks, 1970). 

Purposes of Evaluation 
Gustad ( 1966) found that systematic student ratings 

were about the fifth most used source of evaluation in 
1961, but by 1966 they had dropped to about tenth 
place in importance. Whereas faculty are willing to ac­
cept the unsupported validity of "overall" evaluations 
by chairmen and deans, they are unwilling to acknowl­
edge the empirical validity established for systematic 
student ratings. The absence of acceptable definitions 
of good teaching may be the cause of this paradoxical 
situation. Since most faculty members would have dif­
ficulty defending their teaching methods, it is little 
wonder that they fear measures that attempt to define 
and measure teaching effectiveness (McKeachie, 1969). 
It is far easier for them to assume that deans and chair­
men all have a common understanding of "teaching ef­
fectiveness" and have standard, valid ways of assessing 
it. Though hardly acceptable, the situation is under­
standable. In the same way that "quantity of publica­
tions" replaces "quality of new knowledge" as a criterion 
of academic success, so do research and service out­
weigh teaching as criteria because they are easier to 
measure "objectively." 

If our faculty review procedures were to stress de­
velopment rather than judgment, as Eble ( 1970) sug­
gests, faculty fear of systematic student ratings would 
be greatly allayed. Unfortunately, in order to interpret 
measures of teaching effectiveness to promote teacher 



development, a person is needed who understands both 
the measuring system and the discipline involved. But 
this person is usually a senior member of the depart­
ment and one who also participates in promotion and 
tenure decisions (Langden, 1966). 

In order for instructors to develop and for measures 
of teaching effectiveness to improve, evaluation must 
take place in an atmosphere of cooperation rather than 
one of latent threat to the individual. In this sense, some 
student-published course guides are less than helpful. 
Criticisms should be constructive and most public and 
literal "grading" of faculty discouraged. A good example 
of an evaluation system that stresses course improvement 
rather than competitive judgment of faculty has been de­
veloped at the University of Minnesota (Parent, 
Vaughn, & Whatton, 1971). A class profile of student 
characteristics, experiences, and expectations is or­
ganized at the beginning of the course. A group of stu­
dents from the class meet periodically with the instructor 
to enhance communication. More formal evaluation is 
undertaken midway through the term. Options are also 
provided for evaluation after completion of the course. 

Summary 
This paper was designed to give perspective to the 

evaluation of teacher effectiveness. Though some recent 
evaluation procedures have been discussed, the major 
portion of the paper has been devoted to promoting the 
use of currently available evaluation methods. It has 
been suggested that universities not only fail to obtain 
valuable evaluative information on teaching effective­
ness but also neglect a prime purpose of evaluations, 
namely, the development of better courses. 

There is evidence that the University of Hawaii is 
beginning to stress better measures of teaching effective­
ness. A 1970 report from the Faculty Personnel Com­
mittee to the Faculty Senate called for more specific 
evaluations of teaching ability, with clear statements 
of the criteria used to judge an individual. Student 
rating summaries were one of the suggested objective 
criteria. It remains to be seen how well personnel com­
mittees at the various levels maintain these more specif­
ic criteria. 

There is also evidence that the University is beginning 
to take a more realistic attitude towards the use of 
evaluation. A I 970 memo within the Department of 
Linguistics listed five possible uses of evaluation: 
professional advancement, optimal utilization of per­
sonnel, teaching improvement, improvement of student 
morale while stimulating student involvement in educa-

tional objectives, and advising students on choice of 
instructor. 

The burden of constructing and validating an instru­
ment may be eased by using one of the rating systems 
available through the Academic Evaluation Office. 
Departments may wish to develop more specialized 
instruments as the advantages of systematic evaluation 
become more obvious. Use of more than one method 
is probably preferable, as is the measurement of both 
absolute and relative strengths of an instructor. The 
most important concern, however, is to create a climate 
conducive to more precise measurement of effective 
teaching. Eble ( 1970) noted that the conditions sur­
rounding the evaluation systems that seemed to work 
well were more important than the particular system 
used. 
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