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Student Evaluations of Courses and Faculty
Based on a Perceived Learning Criterion: Scale
Construction, Validation, and Comparison of Results
Richard D. Freedman and Stephen A. Stumpf
New York University

Validation studies of the Course-Faculty Evalua-
tion Instrument (CFI) are described. Seven dimen-
sions were constructed which characterize each
class and predict student rating of the instructor,
course, and text. Different measurement scales and
methods were analyzed, using a multitrait-multi-
method (MTMM) strategy. The MTMM matrix for
the CFI and a similar MTMM matrix for the
Course-Evaluation Instrument (CEI) reported by
Schwab (1974) were analyzed and compared. The
same method of scaling was found to be superior in
both studies. Using an analysis of variance frame-
work to summarize MTMM matrices, the CFI
demonstrated greater discriminant validity using
more dimensions (traits) and had a lower error
component than the CEI. The benefits of compar-
ing instruments and implications for future course-
faculty evaluation research are discussed.

Student evaluations of courses and instructors
are often being used in academic decision-mak-
ing (Rodin & Rodin, 1972). Because of their

growing use, the validity of student evaluations
is of critical importance. Yet Wallace and

Schwab (1973) state that there have been &dquo;only a
few empirical studies ... reported on the valid-
ity of student evaluations&dquo; (p. 229). After

evaluating 500 such instruments, Sockloff (1973)
concluded that few would have been used if they
were properly researched.

A Course-Faculty Evaluation Instrument

(CFI) was developed to provide (1) information
to business students for use in selecting courses
and instructors; (2) feedback to instructors for
improving courses and teaching; and (3) infor-
mation to administrators for planning and deci-
sion-making purposes. The primary goal of the
research was to develop a valid and reliable in-
strument for the Graduate Business School

(GBA) at New York University. However, it was
also intended to construct an instrument that
could be used, with or without modifications, in
other graduate and undergraduate universities.
The importance of student evaluations in

higher education is evidenced by the develop-
ment, validation, and use of a number of instru-
ments (e.g., Aleamoni & Spencer, 1973; Bar-
noski & Sockloff, 1976; Holmes, 1971; Wallace
& Schwab, 1973). These instruments measure
students’ perceptions of instructors and/or

classes along various dimensions. The criteria
used to validate such instruments include objec-
tive student examinations, student beliefs that
the course achieved the stated objective, &dquo;con-
sumer satisfaction,&dquo; student decisions to take
further courses in the same area, perceived
learning, and long-term usefulness (Costin,
Greenough, & Menges, 1971). Since the valida-
tion processes and instruments are seldom ana-

lytically compared, it is difficult to determine
their relative advantages. This retards the de-
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velopment of evaluation systems or approaches
that could be useful in a variety of institutions.

In addressing this problem, Freedman and
Stumpf (1976) developed the Course-Faculty
Evaluation Instrument (CFI) following the gen-
eral framework used by Schwab (1974; Schwab
& Wallace, 1975). However, methodological
changes were made to improve the instrument’s
validities. This paper describes validation
studies of the CFI, summarizes its measurement
characteristics, and compares it to the earlier in-
strument developed by Schwab.

Validity Studies of the CFI

Instrument Development

The CFI was developed during the spring and
summer of 1976. Items were generated by asking
over 100 graduate business students for critical
incidents, short descriptive phrases, or adjec-
tives about effective or ineffective performance
on five dimensions used by Schwab (1974, 1976).
The dimensions were Instructor in Class, Sub-
ject Matter, Text and/or other Required Read-
ing, Graded Assignments and Examinations,
and Instructor in General. Sixteen or more non-
redundant items were generated for each dimen-
sion for a total of % items. Sample items for the
Instructor in Class dimension are: clear, thought
provoking, stimulating; sample items for the
other dimensions are presented in Table 1 (for
additional items see Freedman & Stumpf, 1976).

Construct validity evidence for the CFI was
defined as the instrument’s ability to differen-
tiate courses and faculty in relation to a criterion
of teaching effectiveness. Since perceived stu-

dent learning is a criterion of effective teaching
that has considerable acceptance (McKeachie,
Lin, & Mann, 1971; Schwab, 1976), it was

chosen as the criterion for developing the CFI.
Student perceptions of the extent to which a
course and instructor met their learning goals
was used to assess item validity (Harari &

Zedeck, 1973; Schwab, 1976; Sharon, 1970).
The learning criterion was developed by

analyzing student perceptions of the extent to

which each item described a &dquo;high&dquo; or &dquo;low&dquo;

learning experience. The response scale used
was &dquo;Y&dquo; for Yes, &dquo;?&dquo; for Undecided, and &dquo;N&dquo;
for No. Items which could distinguish between
&dquo;High&dquo; and &dquo;Low&dquo; learning experiences were
retained for further analysis. This was deter-
mined by calculating a point-biserial correlation
between two independent samples. One sample
was instructed to complete the questionnaire
while considering a high learning class (N = 187,
coded as &dquo;1&dquo;), the other a low learning class (N
= 184, coded &dquo;0&dquo;). Of the 96 items the median

point-biserial correlation was .43; the range was
from .02 to .73, with negative items reverse

scored (Freedman & Stumpf, 1976). Items with
rpb < .35 were subsequently excluded from the
final CFI due to their low validity.

In order to estimate the stability of the point-
biserial correlations, the High and Low learning
samples were randomly divided in half. Sepa-
rate point-biserial correlations were computed.
These were then rank-ordered for each dimen-
sion and a Spearman rank-order correlation co-
efficient was computed. The results indicated
that the point-biserial correlations were stable
for each dimension (median rs = .87). In addi-
tion, each half sample point-biserial correlation
was converted to a Fisher z-score which was then

compared to the same item’s Fisher z from the
other half sample. Using a .05 level of signifi-
cance, only 4 out of 96 pairs of correlations were
significantly different, which would be expected
by chance.

Each dimension was factor analyzed using
principal factoring with Varimax rotation (N =
371). The simplicity and strength of factor load-
ings, the strength of the point-biserial correla-
tions, and the internal consistency of the dimen-
sions (as indexed by coefficient alpha) were cri-
teria for instrument construction. The criteria

were used sequentially to exclude items within a
dimension which did not contribute to the psy-
chometeric properties of the CFI. (For a descrip-
tion of this iterative process see Freedman &

Stumpf, 1976, pp. 7-8.) The use of these criteria
resulted in seven factorially simple dimensions
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which were relatively independent of each other:
Subject Functionality, Subject Affect, Subject
Difficulty, Instructor in Class, Instructor in

General, Graded Assignments/Examinations,
and Text/Required Readings. All items within
each dimension had correlations of .39 or higher
with the perceived learning criterion and con-
tributed substantially to coefficient alpha. Items
which met the other criteria, but did not con-
tribute to coefficient alpha, were deleted for rea-
sons of parsimony.
The factor analyses were replicated (N =

1,332) and the dimensions examined for factor
stability. The median coefficient of congruence
was .98, indicating that the factor structure was
virtually identical between the two samples
(Harman, 1967). All dimensions were reliable in
the replication group, where the median coeffi-
cient alpha was .82 with a range of .72 to .85.
Table 1 summarizes these properties, provides
sample items for each dimension, and presents
the dimension intercorrelations.

Inspection of the intercorrelation matrix in
Table 1 indicates that the seven dimensions were
not independent. However, the dimensions were
developed to correlate highly with perceived
learning; the intercorrelations are to some ex-
tent the result of the common relationship of
each dimension to the student’s perception of
learning. Since each dimension correlates .35 or
below with most other dimensions, each con-
tributes meaningful new information. When the
relationship of each variable to perceived learn-
ing was controlled (i.e., learning is partialled
from the intercorrelations), the largest intercor-
relation (.55) was reduced to a partial correlation
of .24. The lower intercorrelations (.35 and be-
low) were reduced to near zero.

Correlates of CFI Dimensions

Data on potential correlates were collected
during the development of the CFI for their de-
scriptive value and/or because they had been
previously found to covary with evaluations by
others. Correlates not believed to be related to

the perceived learning criterion could be indi-
cative of an evaluation bias. Therefore, such
variables were investigated as part of the valida-
tion process. The variables studied included:

learning style as measured by the Learning Style
Inventory (Kolb, Rubin. & McIntyre, 1974); ex-
pected grade; years of full-time work experi-
ence ; grade point average; reason for taking the
course (i.e., requirement or elective); present
major; hours spent studying per week; perceived
course difficulty; perceived degree of course
structure; sex; age; program of study (e.g.,
MBA, MS); full-time or part-time student

status; number of courses completed; and

undergraduate major. Although many of these
variables did show significant relationships with
some CFI dimensions, the relationships were
generally weak (r’s < .15). Furthermore, since a

large number of correlations were tested for sta-
tistical significance, some of the significant re-
sults may have occurred by chance. Table 2 pre-
sents representative CFI dimension correlates.
Learning styles. Since the CFI was de-

veloped using a perceived learning criterion, it is
possible that different learning styles might cor-
relate with evaluations on various dimensions.
The Learning Style Inventory (LSI) was ad-
ministered to the replication sample (N = 1332)
in order to investigate this possibility. If students
with identifiable styles of learning provided dif-
ferent evaluations on course and instructor di-

mensions, this should be considered when using
CFI results in course development or decision-
making.
The LSI measures learning style along (wo hi-

polar factors, referred to as Active Experimental-
tion-Reflective Observation (AE-RO) and Ah-
stract Conceptualization-Concretc Expenenee
(AC-CE). The AE-RO factor was the student’s

preference for learning by either experiment-
tion or reflection, measured along a bipolar run-
tinuum. The AC-CE factor was the 5tudmt’S

preference for learning by conceptualization or
experience, again measured along a bipolar con-
tinuum. The low correlations of the two LSI fac-

tors with each CFI dimension (Table 2) indicate
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that students with different learning styles did
not evaluate courses or faculty differently. How-
ever, these correlations should be interpreted
cautiously since the validity of the LSI has sub-
sequently been questioned (Freedman &

Stumpf, in press).
Expected grade. As Table 2 shows, expected

grade correlated significantly with each dimen-
sion, but was able to account for only a small
amount of student variance in dimensions. Mul-

tiple regression analysis was used to determine if
other correlates (particularly years of work,

grade point average, and reason for taking
course) could explain significant dimension vari-
ance beyond that of expected grade. No substan-
tial increments in the correlations were ob-

tained.

The correlation of expected grade with
evaluations has frequently been considered an
indication of student bias (e.g., Bausell &

Magoon, 1972; Schuh & Crivelli, 1973). Stumpf
and Freedman (1977) provided an alternative ex-
planation of the expected grade correlate as co-
variance introduced by the professor, through
his/her projection of being a difficult or easy
grader. However, for either interpretation it may
be desirable to partial out the expected grade co-
variance with CFI dimensions. A method for re-

moving this variance, should it become substan-
tial, is available (Freedman & Stumpf, 1976;
Schwab & Forrest, 1975).

Dependent Variables and
Coursewise Cross-Validation

Since the CFI was to be used for decision-

making, three overall rating variables were de-
veloped : an instructor rating (three questions us-
ing 5-point scales, coefficient alpha = .90),
course rating (three questions using 5-point
scales, coefficient alpha = .83), and text rating
(one question).
The rating variables were conceptually dis-

tinct from the CFI dimensions. The dimensions
were designed to relate to perceived learning,
whereas the ratings were overall evaluations.

Rating questions included: (1) Would you
recommend this instructor to friends? (2) Give
this instructor (course) a grade? (3) All things
considered, how would you rate [the amount
learned, instructor, subject matter, or text] com-
pared with all other courses and instructors you
have had?

By treating the overall ratings as dependent
variables, the seven CFI dimensions could be
used as predictors. Based on the theory that in-
structor dimensions should predict instructor
ratings and that subject dimensions should pre-
dict course ratings, relevant dimensions were se-
lected and hierarchically regressed on each rat-
ing, using the class as the unit of analysis (N =
47, where data from the 1,332 students were
averaged by class). The class was believed to be
the appropriate unit of analysis when using CFI

Table 2
Correlates of Student Variables with CFI Scores

*p<.05 (two-tailed), N<1332.
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results to make decisions comparing courses or
instructors. Eighty-three percent of the variance
in instructor ratings was predicted by IC, IG,
and ASG; 72% of the variance in course ratings
by SF, SA, SD, and ASG; and 66% of the vari-
ance in text ratings by TEXT.

In a classwise cross-validation study of the
CFI, the initial weights were used to predict the
new sample (N = 171 classes involving 4,592 stu-
dent ratings). These regression equations could
have accounted for 83% of instructor rating and
77% of course rating variance. The optimal
weights accounted for 84% and 80% of the vari-
ance, respectively. Thus, the CFI dimensions
could meaningfully predict student ratings.

Alternative Scaling Procedures and
Convergent-Discriminant Validity

There has been considerable debate over the

extent to which different rating scales and for-
mats are susceptible to bias (e.g., Fogli, Hulin, &

Blood, 1971; Norton, Gustafson, & Foster, 1977;
Zedeck, Kafry, & Jacobs, 1976). To facilitate se-

lecting a method less susceptible to bias, three
scaling methods were investigated using a multi-
trait-multimethod (MTMM) approach. An addi-
tional purpose of this analysis was to obtain re-
liability and validity data on the CFI dimensions
that were comparable to data previously col-

lected by Schwab (1974). In so doing, two instru-
ments developed against the same criterion

could be directly compared.

New York University
Sample and Procedure

The sample consisted of 201 graduate busi-
ness students (three classes) enrolled during the
summer semester of 1976. Each student was

asked to evaluate his/her class using a MTMM
version of the CFI. Sufficient data was obtained

from 176 students. The MTMM instrument de-

veloped contained the seven dimensions with
three different question format and scaling
methods. Method I asked the student if an ad-

jective or descriptive phrase described the pres-
ent class and used a three-point scale labeled
&dquo;Y&dquo; for Yes, &dquo;?&dquo; for Undecided, and &dquo;N&dquo; for
No. For example, in the subject difficulty dimen-
sion, &dquo;demanding&dquo; was presented as follows:

Demanding Y ? N

[See Dubois & Burns (1975) for analysis of the
question mark anchor, and Smith, Kendall, &

Hulin (1969, pp. 31-35) for use of similar scales].
Method II used short descriptive statements

which were responded to on a 5-point Likert
scale, ranging from &dquo;strongly agree&dquo; through
&dquo;undecided&dquo; to &dquo;strongly disagree.&dquo; Method III
was a 7-space sematic differential type of scale
with bipolar adjectives, such as &dquo;Demand-

ing-Undemanding&dquo;. All negative items were
reverse scored. The three method scores for each
dimension were intercorrelated and cast into a
MTMM matrix (Campbell & Fiske, 1959).

University of Wisconsin-Madison
Sample and Procedure

Schwab (1974) performed a similar MTMM
analysis using data from 149 graduate business
students (four classes) taking courses at the
School of Business, University of Wisconsin-
Madison in 1973. The Course Evaluation Instru-
ment (CEI) developed by Schwab (1974) con-
sisted of five dimensions with nine items each.
The MTMM version of the CEI used three scal-

ing methods. Method I was the same three-point
scale (Y ? N) as that used at NYU. Method II
was a triadic scoring system which compared
student evaluations of the present course to

his/her ideal of a high and low learning course
(Schwab, 1974). Triadic scoring, developed by
Smith et al. (1969, pp. 32-34), determined the

scoring direction for each question based on in-
dividual preferences rather than a group norm.
Each student was given three questionnaires us-
ing the Method I scale and the following sepa-
rate directions: (1) describe your present course;
(2) describe a high learning course; and (3) de-
scribe a low learning course. The scoring scale
derived for the triadic method was &dquo;+1,&dquo; &dquo;0,&dquo;
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and &dquo;-1,&dquo; based on the degree to which the
three scores were congruent. &dquo;For example, if a
student indicated that an item characterized a

High learning course, the present course but not
the Low learning course, it would receive a posi-
tive score&dquo; (Schwab, 1974, p. 7). Method III
used the same adjectives as. Method I but was re-
sponded to on a 7-point Likert type scale

(1--strongly agree to 7-~strongly disagree). All
negative items were reverse scored. The three
method scores for each dimension were intercor-
related and presented in a MTMM matrix by
Schwab (1974).

Results

MTMM matrices. Tables 3 and 4 provide
the MTMM matrices for the CFI and CEI, re-
spectively. Interpretation of each matrix is as
follows (Campbell & Fiske, 1959):

1. Convergent validity exists when different

methods of measuring the same characteris-
tics significantly intercorrelate. Thus con-
vergent validity is demonstrated in the
matrix by the significant (and large) mono-
trait-heteromethod correlations, i.e., the

validity diagonal entries.
2. &dquo;Evidence for discriminant validity is three-

fold. First, the correlations in the validity
diagonal should be higher than those in the
same column and row in which neither

[dimensions] nor [method] are in common.
Second, the values in the validity diagonal
should be higher than those correlations be-
tween the [dimension] and other [dimen-
sions] with common [method]. Third, the
pattern of [dimension] interrelationships
should be the same within and between

[methods]&dquo; (Kavanagh, MacKinney, &

Wolins, 1971, p. 35). Both matrices showed
general support for each of the above com-
parisons, with the exception of the CEI
method II/III correlations presented in

Table 4.

The convergent validity diagonals were simi-
lar for the three methods used with the CFI (see
Table 3). CEI correlations (see Table 4) for

methods I/II validity diagonals were substan-
tially larger than other CEI validity diagonals.
This suggests that method I may be superior. In-
spection of the heterotrait-monomethod

triangles in both studies provided additional

support for Method I. The intercorrelations of
dimensions were generally lower, indicating less
method bias.

There are two effects on MTMM correlations
due to differences in scaling methods that need
explanation:

1. Methods which use fewer scale points are
less reliable (Jenkins & Taber, 1977; Lissitz
& Green, 1975); therefore, the correlations
within methods using fewer scale points
were attenuated more than methods using a
greater number of scale points.

2. Methods which use fewer scale points may
have a restricted range, curtailing the corre-
lations with other methods (Cohen &

Cohen, 1975, p. 65).

Since the methods selected involve either 3, 5,
or 7 scale points, substantial differences in relia-
bility might be expected. Using a monte carlo
approach, Lissitz and Green (1975) simulated
the effect on coefficient alpha (based on ten
items) of various interitem covariances and

number of scale points. Their data relevant to
the CFI indicated that for a covariance of .5

among items within a dimension and 3, 5, and 7
scale points, coefficient alpha would be .71, .74
and .75, respectively. This suggests that the cor-
relations involving method I in the CFI study
were more severely attenuated than methods II
or III. Similarly, methods I and II were more at-
tenuated in the CEI study. However, the effect
was small. Since the validity diagonal correla-
tions involving method I were generally equal to
or larger than the other validity diagonals even
though they were more severely attenuated,
method I would still be preferred.
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The question of restriction in range due to the
number of scale points can be addressed by con-
sidering the standard deviations for each CFI di-
mension and method. Dimension scales were
formed by taking the simple average of the items
within the dimension. Since dimensions were in-
tercorrelated (not individual items), the number
of scale points varied with methods and the
number of items in the dimension. For example,
the 3-point scale (method I) for the Subject Af-
fect dimension (4 items) resulted in an 8-point
Subject Affect scale; the 5-point scale (method
II) for the Instructor in Class dimension (8
items) yielded a 32-point scale.

Since all dimension scales involved a mod-
erate to large number of scale points, substan-
tial restriction in range was unlikely. Compari-
son of the standard deviations for each CFI di-
mension across methods confirmed this expecta-
tion ; the standard deviations were homo-

geneous. The correlations were comparable
within the CFI MTMM matrix. Although the
standard deviations for the methods used by
Schwab (1974) were not reported, the similarity
of methods across studies suggests similar re-
sults. Furthermore, each CEI dimension con-
tained 9 items; the number of scale points for
methods I and II was actually 18.

Comparison of Results Between Studies

Comparison of two multitrait-multimethod

matrices is by no means straightforward.
Kavanagh et al. (1971) indicated that the usual
procedure suggested by Campbell and Fiske

(1959) &dquo;is inferential, implicit, and, in the case
of large numbers, awkward. In addition, the

comparison of effects within and between

studies is difficult, if not impossible&dquo; (p. 37). To
overcome these difficulties, both matrices were
further analyzed in ANOVA terms; the results
are presented in Table 5. The ANOVA uses the
correlations in the matrix as raw data (Boruch,
Larkin, Wolins, & MacKinney, 1970, p. 839;
Kavanagh et al., 1971). This permits a clear and
direct comparison of the two instruments. The

advantage of the method is that researchers may
perform comparisons based upon published
MTMM tables rather than following the time-
consuming, and possibly fruitless, procedure of
gaining access to the raw data of other re-

searchers required by other comparison ap-
proaches (e.g., Joreskog, 1974).

All F ratios in both studies were significant at
the p 6 .001 level (see Table 5). The main effect
for the course represented convergent validity,
where the variance component indicated the

strength of agreement on the course characteris-
tics by the students. The course main effect sum-
marized the data across all dimensions and
methods and thus provided a single index of
convergence. Both studies showed moderate

convergence (variance component for CFI = .44,
CEI = .43).
The course by dimension interaction indi-

cated the degree of discrimination among di-
mensions. The CFI results showed moderate dis-

criminant validity (.39); however, the CEI had
low discriminant validity (.15). Students were

not able to discriminate among the five CEI di-

mensions, but could discriminate among the
seven dimensions of the CFI.
Two sources of error were also identified by

the ANOVA. The course by method interaction
is a measure of method bias. Both studies
showed little method bias (CFI = .08, CEI = .17).
The three-way interaction of course, dimensions,
and methods is a measurement error term. The
CFI had relatively low error (.18), while the CEI
had moderate error (.35). (Main effects for di-
mension, method, and the interaction of dimen-
sions and methods were not included in the

Kavanagh et al. method of analysis.)
The practical significance of the error terms is

clarified, and a more direct comparison of

ANOVA results is obtained, by computing com-
parison indices (Kavanagh et al., 1971). Each

comparison index was computed by dividing the
respective variance component by the sum of the
variance component and the error term. For ex-

ample, the CFI course main effect comparison
index equalled .71 (.44 divided by the sum of .44
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Table 5

Analysis of Variance Results for CFI and CEI Convergent-Discriminant Validity Matrices

Note. The unit of analysis is the student. However, the ANOVA calculations are based
---- 

on the correlations within the MTMM matrix (Kavanagh et al., 1971).

The course main effect is an average of within class variance.
*

p<.001

and .18). Examination of the comparison indices
for the two instruments highlighted their differ-
ences.

Special Coiisiderations for Interpreting Results

The data for each study were collected from
the student populations used to develop the re-
spective instruments. Thus, the data presented
in Tables 3 through 5 may overstate the

strengths of each instrument; but the compari-
sons made are, nonetheless, appropriate.
A second consideration is that the methods

within each study used similar question content.
In the NYU study each method used different
formats and response scales; the University of
Wisconsin-Madison study used a different re-
sponse scale or scoring method. Thus, conver-
gent validity herein should be interpreted along
a validity-reliability continuum. Since both
studies employed analogous methods, their com-
parison is valid.

In performing the MTMM analysis, it has
been assumed that the class provides a distinct
stimulus to each student, i.e., the student is the

appropriate unit of analysis. For instrument de-

velopment purposes, the authors believe this to
be a valid assumption since there was substan-
tial variance in student evaluations of the same
course. Yet, the class may be a more relevant
unit of analysis when instructor or course

evaluations are compared for decision-making.
Since research by Linn, Centra, and Tucker
(1975) and Barnoski and Sockloff (1976) indi-
cated that different units of analysis had little ef-
fect on the factor structure of student evalua-

tions, the CFI is believed to be valid for both
units of analysis.

Discussion

Validities

Both the CFI and CEI demonstrated accept-
able validities. Thus, student learning percep-
tions are a meaningful and relevant, albeit

limited, criterion of educational effectiveness.
The high point-biserial correlations, with modi-
fied dimensions and in different business school

environments, support the criterion’s generali-
zation as an evaluation construct.
To further investigate this criterion, addi-

tional research has been undertaken. For ex-
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ample, the CEI has demonstrated validity gen-
eralization to three undergraduate business
schools and their associated graduate business
schools (University of Wisconsin-Whitewater,
University of Missouri-Columbia, and Cornell
University; Schwab & Wallace, 1975). The CFI
has demonstrated validity generalization to

NYU’s College of Business and Public Adminis-
tration (undergraduate) and to Harvard Busi-
ness School. The CFI has also demonstrated

validity extention to undergraduate social
science students (Rutgers University) and to mil-
itary graduate engineering students (Air Force
Institute of Technology; Stumpf, Freedman, &

Krieger, 1977).
Differences in instrument construction are be-

lieved to have contributed to the higher discrimi-
nant validity of the CFI. This can be attributed
to the factor analytic procedures employed by
Freedman and Stumpf (1976). By insuring that
each dimension was comprised of items with
simple factor loadings, the relative degree of
scatter around each dimension was reduced.

The lower bias and error terms observed in the

analysis of the CFI may to due to methods se-
lected in the multimethod analysis or the dimen-
sions used within a method. Further research on
each instrument would be necessary to explain
these differences.

Scaling Method

Although only a few scaling methods and for-
mats were investigated, the consistent results
across two independent studies are encouraging.
The &dquo;Y, ?, N&dquo; format was superior in both
studies. This format has other desirable qual-
ities, such as its simplicity, the small amount of
space required on the questionnaire, and that no
additional computations are necessary (in con-
trast to the triadic method). Since course-faculty
instruments are generally administered to

hundreds (or thousands) of students each

semester, the above attributes of method I are

meaningful. For example, 48 items are asked on
one side of one page of the CFI; and the instru-
ment can be completed in about 5 minutes.

Dimensions

Students can discriminate between course and
instructor dimensions within a class. The degree
of correlation for the CFI was low (the median r
was .19 for the three subject dimensions with the
two instructor dimensions). Considering the fact
that all dimensions were developed to correlate
highly with perceived learning (as indexed by the
point-biserial correlations in Table 1), the low
intercorrelations among dimensions are encour-

aging. A factor analysis of the seven dimensions
confirmed the existence of two general factors:
instructor and course.

Implications

Since evaluations are often used in decision-

making (Rodin & Rodin, 1972), it is imperative
that the instruments be reliable and valid. It ap-
pears that students can provide valid evaluations
on the perceived learning criterion. In addition
to the level of reliability and validity demon-
strated, a comparative strategy permits the de-
termination of an instrument’s relative advan-

tages. Future research should compare instru-
ments validated against different criteria using
the same student population. In this way differ-
ent validation criteria can be assessed. By incor-
porating different scaling methods and formats
into the above studies, other measurement char-
acteristics of the instruments can be compared.
If such studies can subsequently be cross-vali-
dated or shown to generalize and/or extend to
other populations, a general instrument and/or
process of validation would emerge.

Additional research should also investigate
the extent to which instruments, validated

against different criteria which have similar di-
mensions, converge and discriminate. A
MTMM strategy investigating this aspect of
course-faculty evaluation instruments exempli-
fies the initial logic suggested by Campbell and
Fiske (1959). Once an instrument is developed
and shown to have similar measurement prop-
erties for various student populations, the
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courses, instructors, and student perceptions
across universities can be compared. Such re-
search is currently underway using the CFI.
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