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ABSTRACT

Educational ingtitutions use different ways to evaluate their teachers. Asking students to rate their teachers is
common practice. The purpose of this research was to examine the reliability of the instruments used to evaluate
the instructors in a college of medicine. This cross-sectional descriptive research used questioners that evaluated
instructors. The questioner was targeting different dimensions of instructors. Item analysis in addition to
exploratory factor analysis was performed on 1040questioners answered by the students of the College of Medicine
of Kashan University of Medical Sciences. SPSS software was used to perform the analysis. The psychometric
properties of questionnaires including Cronbach alpha was determined. The result of exploratory factor analysis
and item analysis indicated that three of the subscales of the questioner showed sufficient reliability to evaluate the
instructors and two subscales needed further examination. This type of evaluations is necessary to ensure quality of
instructors working in an institution as well as providing reliable feedback to the instructors. The result showed
that while some subscales of the questioner seems to target the concept of interest; a re-evaluation of the instrument
would be valuable to increase its reliability for the administratorsin the colleges.
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INTRODUCTION

There are different ways that educational instingi evaluate their teachers. Asking studentstéotheir teachers is
one of them. Educational institutions includingdical schools are concerned about the effectiveatssachers
and professors teaching different subjects at basievell as clinical levels. Since this part ofleation is a
significant part of determining the student achieeat in the institution, different parts of teachdéfairs including
how they test and rate their students are examjhes]. In some institutions including Kashan Unisiy of
Medical Sciences has education development ce(D€) to examine the performance of the instructand
professors. A common method of evaluating teaclper$ormance is asking students to rate their &acl6]. The
subject is so important and sometimes contradictbay for many years it has attracted researchedifierent
fields of education to examine the issue. Studatings if proven reliable may be used for différgnrposes
including giving feedback to the teachers to imgr@and revise their teaching method, helps the ddtrators
make decisions about promotion, award , fellowsdigl scholarship, program revisions, to namfeva
However, the method has been open to criticismonie hand and in other hands there has been evilamck
research findings that shows the opposite. Fdaim®, several authors have rejected the ideatihadént rating of
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instructors are invalid or biased [7-10]. In thegard, many variables have been the concern ofatadn and
reliability of the instrument for conducting the adwation. More specifically, student variable asfdem other
variables in this regard have been examined cdyef@entra (1993) demonstrated that student agenbaffect on
their rating. Centra (2000 ) examined the studatihgs in a variety of academic disciplines andatuded that
despite the presence of some significant diffezertbey were not likely to have impact on theiingt More
interesting has been the student GPA and ratingwvisD(2009) concluded that there is little or ntatienship
between student ratings, GPA, and year in colledag several authors [14, 15, 9].Undoubtedly, #kéls and
knowledge of instructors to function as an effitisgacher is a prerequisite condition that contdbuo the success
of student achievement. However, measuring abst@atepts such as the effectiveness of teachingeiatively
complex and requires appropriate conceptual andrétieal frameworks with which to guide the assemsm
process [17]. Although there is no 'gold standardtriteria with which to evaluate the quality ofteacher, the
rating of teacher quality is usually measured byleying questionnaire that contain different sulbssaargeted to
assess a predefined concept. A close look at tiweatire reveals that researchers unanimously dbatestudent
ratings are multidimensional and the number of disiens varies dependingon the form studied anchtimeber
and kind of individual items it contains. It is impant to note that no single student ratings itenset of related
items is useful for all purposes [18]. There hagerba number of factor-analytic studies [14, 1®which as many
as 28 different dimensions were derived [7]. HogreXCentra (1993) and Braskamp and Ory (1994) ifikhtsix
factors commonly found in student-rating forms: rs®u organization and planning; clarity, communiati
skills;teacher student interaction, rapport; cowt#éculty, workload; grading and examination;samd self-rated
learning. Contrary to these categorization, Margti®34, 2007) employed Students’ Evaluations of dational
Quality (SEEQ) form that included nine dimensionsluding learning/value, enthusiasm, organizatigroup
interaction, and individual rapport, breadth of emge, exams/grades, assignments, and workloadr &tident-
rating instruments have items measuring some af éfie above dimensions.

Since teacher evolution is a common process inhynedr education setting, school of medicine in Kas
University of Medical Sciences also follows thisdiof evolution partly on the bases of providingdback to the
instructors in regard to some of the dimensionsdgeivaluated. Therefore, this research was designedamine
the questioner used by EDC by students who evaluhgr instructors. .

MATERIALSAND METHODS

In this cross-sectional research, 1040 questiooemaining 5 subscales including method of ingion ( 9

questions), subject of study (5), communicationhwiihe student( 6), educational media use(2) anddest

evaluation(2) was employed to evaluate the ingtrsc The students at the College of Medicine afkan

University of Medical Sciences completed the questis at the end of education year before thé éxams. The
qguestioners were distributed by the administratstedf prior to the start of written exams. The pgsymetric

properties of the questionnaires were examinedesippming item analysis and Cronbach's alpha whsilzded for

each subscales. In addition, confirmatory fact@lysis was used to find out if there was suffitievidence to use
the questioner for further assessments. SPSSa$&@mployed to analyze the questioners.

RESULTS

Separate analysis of data was performed for edudcaie of the questioner and inters item correidticaddition to
Cronbach alpha was calculated for every subscdie. rEsult of analysis excluded 166 questionershéoring
missing responses and for the valid 1040 casessuhscales of instruction showed a Cronbach alfia7@1.
These results are presented in table 1 and 2.

Table 1:Cronbach alpha for 1040 students for the subscales of method of instruction

Cases| N | % [Cronbach's Alpha
Valid {1040 86.2
Excluded 166 | 13.8 791
Total |1206100.0

Similar procedure was employed to analyze the stiojestudy question items. The result of analgsisluded 140
questioners for having missing responses and ®w#lid 1066 cases, the subscales of subject diy showed a
Cronbach alpha of 0.734. These results are prebéntable 3 and 4.
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix of question itemsfor the subscalesof method of instruction

ql | 92 | q3 | g4 | q10| 914 | 15| g16 | ql17
q1|1.00( .420| .627| .596| .562| .540( .190| .119| .147
g2 1.00Q .388| .273| .335| .295| .118| .098| .153
q3 1.00q .597| .548| .561| .226| .156| .190
q4 1.00Q .505| .488| .165| .108| .080
q10 1.00q .532| .240] .139| .229
q14 1.00Q0 .253]| .181| .211
ql5 1.00q .106| .124
q16| 1.00Q .152
ql7| 1.004

Table 3:Cronbach alpha for 1066 students for the subscales of subject of study

Cases| N %

Valid |1066 88.4
Excludeq 140| 11.6|.734
Total [1206100.4

Table4: Inter-ltem Correlation Matrix of question itemsfor the subscales of subject of study

Q5| 96 | g7 | 98 | a9
(5/1.00q .448| .285| .220| .200

q6 1.00q .425| .385/ .347
q7 1.00q .780 | .213
q8 1.00q .251
q9 1.004

Further analysis was employed to examine the sidbbsdacommunication with the student. The resulanélysis

excluded 147 questioners for having missing respoagad for the valid 1059 cases, the subscalesnafhtinication
with the student Cronbach alpha of 0.601. Thesdteeare presented in table 5 and 6.

Table5:Cronbach alphafor 1059 students forthe subscales of communication with the student

Cases| N %

Valid (1059 88.7
Excludeq 147 | 12.2|.601

Total [1206100.9

Table6:Inter-Item Correlation Matrix of question itemsfor the subscales of communication with the student

q18| gl9| q20| g21| 922 | 23
q18/1.00Q .117|.140| .244| .104| .193
ql9 1.00q .202| .332|.098| .165
q20| 1.00( .211|.130] .209
q21 1.009 .221]| .370
q22| 1.00q .243
q23| 1.000

Table 7: Cronbach alphafor 1073 studentsfor the subscales of educational media use

N | % |Cronbach's Alpha
Valid Case{1073 89.0
Excludeda 133| 11.0 .398

Total |1206100.0

Further analysis was performedon1073 valid casesxamnine the subscale of educational media usestnt
evaluation of their instructors. The result of asiéd showed a Cronbach'salpha of 0.398 and 0.42&8diacational
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media use and student evaluation of their instrsct@spectively. These results are presenteddiacational media
use in table 7, 8 and for student evaluation itet@and 10, respectively.

Table 8:Inter-ltem Correlation Matrix of question itemsfor the subscales of educational media use

ql2| ql3
gq12/1.00Q .249
gl3 . |1.000

Table9: Cronbach alphafor 1073 students for the subscales of educational student evaluation

Cases| N | % [Cronbach's Alpha
Valid | 53 | 4.4
Excludeq1153 95.6 428
Total |1206100.0

Table 10:Inter-Item Correlation Matrix of question itemsfor the subscales of student evaluation

g24 | 25 |Cronbach's Alpha
g2411.009 .272
g25 .272|1.000

0.398

The result of explorative factor analysis alsoi¢ated that there was indeed five different sulescalithin the
guestioner with the variances greater than 5 peioetuding 33.09, 6.61, 5.57, or nearly appraagh4.52 and
4.37), respectively.

DISCUSSION

Assessing is an integral part of education evaduafl' he purpose of this research was to examineftaeacteristics
of evaluation forms employed in the college of neadd in Kashan University of Medical sciences. Jéhéorms are
used to collect information in regard to the instous teaching in this college. Any questioner fhatot validated
by psychometric procedure will not provide usefuformation to base prediction about the succeswiture of
concerned matter. Therefore, the first step jgeidorm an item analysis to check every singlestjae making up
the concept of interest. Assessment of abstraehqrnenon requires clear cut definition based orchvtiie result
by different evaluator show close approximationu§,hone has to rely on very logical theoreticamfeavorks with
which to guide the assessment process [17]. Thiesuof students rating teachers is an importaatten however,
what needs to be assessed remains a controvessial While some researchers include over30 s@ssdhere are
others who limit the subscale to 5 [19]. In sumyn&tudents’ Evaluations of Teaching EffectivenBssing Scale
(SETERS) has been useful in assessing teachingtieéfieess in Western Countries [25]. For the sdkmaking the
guestioner short and easy for students to completeform, number of questions within the scale lept to
minimum after a careful item analysis is perfornoedthe student responses. Item analysis is a regefist step
to test the reliability of an affective or cognéivest. By measuring the mean correlation betweensi within sub
scales and overall score, Cronbach alpha is datetmiGeorge and Mallery (2003) provide the follogvimles of
thumb: “_ > .9 — Excellent > .8 — Good > .7 — Acdype > .6 — Questionable > .5 — Poor, and_ < .5 —
Unacceptable” (p. 231).The Cronbach's alpha of).7®734, 0.601,0.398 and 0.428 for the qualitynstruction ,
subject of study, communication with the studedtjaational media use, and student evaluationedf thstructors
were observed for the student evaluating theirhtec According to the most reference values sugdésr this
purpose, the quality of instruction, subject ofdstuand communication with the student items weyprapriate
guestions targeted to assess the concept of cortldemwever, items making up the subscales of edutatimedia
use, and student evaluation of their instructorsewsoor items as they also showed close variance gercent
which is usually a cut-off point to distinguishacfor. These two subscales seemed to need madati@h to use
in the future assessment.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the result showed that a partlylidvand reliable measure to evaluate the teacherking in the
college of medicine has been employed with ptedde psychometric properties tested by compaRS8S:PC
software for three of the subscales of the qualftynstruction, subject of study, and communicatand poor
internal reliability for educational media use astddent evaluation of their instructors . A reemadion of the
instrument would be valuable to increase its rdligdfor the administrators in the College of meidie.
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