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The concept of teaching effectiveness is challenging for researchers to define.  

Hypothesized as a multidimensional construct, it encompasses content knowledge, 

pedagogical knowledge, personality characteristics of the teacher, and classroom 

dynamics.  No single dimension, trait, or behavior, however, fully captures what it 

means to be an effective teacher.  Measures, such as peer observation, self-report 

surveys, and student evaluations, assess teacher effectiveness in higher education.  

Student evaluations of teachers (SETs) assess multiple areas, including:  course 

content, objectives, organization, and the nature, difficulty, and value of a course; 

teacher preparation, enthusiasm, and subject knowledge; teacher goals for structuring 

classroom activities and engaging students in academic pursuits (Cashin, 1995; 
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Feldman, 1996; Marsh, 1984; Midgley, 1998).  SETs can be seen as expressions of 

students’ perceptions about an instructor, a course, and a class, but what influences 

those perceptions? 

One concept, classroom community, hypothesizes that students’ sense of 

community is influenced by the quality of interaction with their instructors, fellow 

students, and course content.  Investigations of classroom community associate higher 

sense of community with more positive academic outcomes.  Teachers’ goals for 

structuring class activities and engaging students is another concept hypothesized to 

influence students’ perceptions.  Teachers’ goal orientation towards their own 

teaching is also a factor that appears to influence academic outcomes.  Using goal 

orientation theory, Kucsera, Roberts, Walls, Walker & Svinicki (2009) identified 

three orientations that influence how teachers approach teaching.  To date little 

research has explored how teacher goal orientation might influence students’ 

perceptions. 

This study examined whether there is a relationship between teachers’ goal 

orientation towards their teaching, students’ perceptions of teacher goals for 

classroom structure and student engagement, sense of community, and student ratings 

of teacher effectiveness.  Undergraduate business communications faculty completed 

a survey about their goals for their own teaching while their students took a survey 

about their sense of community in the classroom, their perceptions of their teachers’ 

goals for engaging them in academic work and an end-of-semester course instructor 

survey.  Hierarchical linear modeling was used to analyze the data.  Results generally 
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indicated that students’ perceptions are associated with SETs outcomes while 

teachers’ goal orientations are not. 
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Chapter 1  
Introduction 

 
 

This chapter will examine a statement of the problem, the purpose of the 

study, the research questions, and the significance of the study. 

 

Statement of the Problem 

 
Lack of a Clear Definition of Teaching Effectiveness 

Defining the concept of teaching effectiveness continues to be challenging for 

researchers (Roche & Marsh, 2000; Young & Shaw, 1999).  No one dimension, trait, 

behavior, or classroom dynamic fully captures what it means to be an effective 

teacher.  It is hypothesized to be a multidimensional construct, encompassing such 

concepts as content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, personality characteristics of 

the teacher, and classroom dynamics (Bush, Svinicki, Kim, & Achacoso, 2006; 

Carnell, 2007; Cashin, 1995; Cashin & Downey, 1992; Chickering & Gamson, 1987, 

1999; Feldman, 1996; Feldman & Paulsen, 1999; Lowman, 1984, 1996; Shulman, 

1986b, 2007; Stark-Wroblewski, Ahlering, & Brill, 2007). 

 

Uses and Measurements of Evaluations of Teacher Effectiveness 

Despite the lack of a clear definition, evaluations of teacher effectiveness are 

often used in academe as a source of formative and summative information about the 

quality of instructors’ teaching (Ahmadi & Cotton, 1998; Blackhart, Peruche, 

DeWall, & Joiner, 2006).  Classroom observation by trained consultants, peer review 
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by fellow faculty, and student evaluations of teachers (SETs) often form the basis for 

teaching effectiveness critiques.  The above methods provide formative feedback to 

instructors, including perceptions of the level of teacher preparation, enthusiasm, 

subject knowledge, and presentation skills; the quality of teacher interpersonal skills, 

fairness, and concern for students; and the quality, quantity and frequency of teacher 

feedback (Feldman, 1989a, 1989b, 1996).  An on-going and significant part of 

academic life, these evaluations also inform college administrators when retention, 

merit, promotion, and tenure decisions are being made; and aid students in choosing 

courses or individual sections of courses (Feldman, 1989a, 1996).  In particular SETs 

that are organized into quantitative data provide quickly, easily accessible ‘hard 

numbers’ to those who seek summative information about specific teachers’ 

performances. 

Some variation of student evaluations of teacher effectiveness (SETs) are 

administered across many higher education campuses in the form of course instructor 

surveys (CISs).  Typically SETs are used to assess both course and teaching 

effectiveness in a variety of areas, including course objectives, content, and 

organization; the nature, difficulty, and value of the course; teacher pedagogical and 

content knowledge; course and classroom management; student sense of classroom 

community; and teacher rapport and care for students (Bush et al., 2006; Cashin, 

1995; Chickering & Gamson, 1987, 1999; Feldman, 1996; Goldstein, 1999; Lowman, 

1984, 1996; Marsh, 1984; Murray, 1987; Noddings, 1988, 2003; Shulman, 1986a, 
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1986b, 2007).  SETs, then, are expressions of students’ perceptions about an 

instructor, a course, and a class, but what influences those perceptions? 

 

Elements of Teaching Effectiveness 

Research from the K-12 literature identifies some of the interpersonal factors 

that influence this student/teacher equation.  Drawing on Noddings’ (1988) ethic of 

caring construct, Wentzel’s correlational study identified ‘pedagogical caring’ – that is 

teachers caring about students’ learning – as a significant predictor of students’ pro-

social engagement and positive academic motivation in the middle school setting 

(Wentzel, 1997).  Osterman’s (2000) review of studies researching the impact of 

sense of belonging found compelling evidence that students who felt connected to 

their school communities were more motivated and experienced more positive 

academic outcomes.  Battistich’s longitudinal study of elementary school age children 

found a significant correlation between sense of connectedness and pro-social, pro-

academic behaviors.  The authors found that these behaviors continued to be exhibited 

beyond elementary school for those students who felt a sense of belonging (Battistich 

& Developmental Studies Center, 2001; Battistich, Schaps, & Wilson, 2004).  

Findings from a statistical analysis by Crosnoe, Johnson, & Elder Jr (2004b) suggest 

that “intergenerational ties, embeddedness, and role engagement…are markers of 

positive adjustment and strongly associated with student achievement,” (p. 1262) in 

high school.  Conversely, Crosnoe et al found that student sense of alienation (i.e., 
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feeling socially disconnected from other people and the larger educational institution) 

can have a negative effect on academic motivation and functioning (Crosnoe, Johnson, 

& Elder Jr, 2004a).  Fostering a sense of connectedness between student and teacher 

appears to be part of what constitutes ‘teaching effectiveness.’ 

Research at the college level suggests that a sense of belonging continues to 

influence students’ academic motivation and engagement.  Freeman, Anderman, and 

Jensen’s correlational study found evidence that instructor characteristics, such as the 

instructor’s level of warm and open engagement with students and encouragement of 

student participation contribute significantly to students’ sense of belonging and 

positive academic outcomes (Freeman, Anderman, & Jensen, 2007).  Freeman et al 

also found that students’ sense of belonging was strongly influenced by their 

perceptions of self-efficacy and task value. 

The term, “student sense of classroom community,” is often used 

interchangeably with “student sense of belonging,” and appears to be an important 

element in learning (Booker, 2008; Bush et al., 2006; Dawson, 2006; Drouin, 2008; 

Graff, 2003; McGrath, 2003; McMillan, 1996; McMillan & Chavis, 1986; Rovai, 

2002).  Classroom dynamics, including students’ sense of being cared for and 

respected, contribute to students’ perceptions of engagement with course content, 

instructor, and their peers.  To develop the Student Sense of Classroom Community 

(SOC) scales, Bush, Svinicki, Kim and Achacoso used confirmatory factor analysis to 

identify three factors that contribute to SOC in the classroom:  student engagement 
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with course content (S-C), student – student sense of connectedness (S-S), and 

student – instructor (S-I) interactions (Bush, Svinicki, Achacoso, & Kim, 2004; Bush 

et al., 2006). 

Whether at the K-12 or higher education level, each of the above studies 

identified the quality of interaction between student and teacher as a significant 

predictor of students’ sense of community and academic motivation.  Because 

teachers’ attitude towards teaching appears to be an important aspect of how they 

approach engaging students, it would seem to be an important element of what 

constitutes ‘teaching effectiveness.’  But what constitutes teachers’ attitudes towards 

teaching and engaging students? 

 

Approaches to Teaching 

Research has suggested that teachers’ goals for engaging students affect the 

organization of course content, the construction of course activities, and the quality of 

teacher-student interactions (Barr & Tagg, 1995; Chickering & Gamson, 1999; 

Hammer, 2005; Kucsera, Roberts, Walls, Walker, & Svinicki, 2009; Morrone & Tarr, 

2005).  Barr and Tagg’s seminal work identified two theoretical approaches to 

teaching that they termed the Instruction and Learning paradigms (Barr & Tagg, 

1995). 

In the Instruction Paradigm, knowledge exists “out there” and the goal is for 

teachers to deliver instruction and cover course contents, primarily through lectures.  
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Students are viewed as passive recipients of chunks of knowledge.  Learning is 

individualistic, not cooperative, and students are assessed and classified (that is, 

sorted) via end-of-semester exams.  Because teachers define and control what 

knowledge is to be dispensed and sort students into ranks based on their ability to 

memorize and regurgitate bits of information, the Instruction Paradigm is a teacher-

centered orientation (Barr & Tagg, 1995; Fear, Doberneck, Robinson, Fear, Barr, Van 

Den Berg, Smith, & Petrulis, 2003; Morrone & Tarr, 2005; Reynolds, 2006). 

In the Learning Paradigm, the goal is to produce learning.  Students do not 

passively receive instruction, but actively engage in discovery and work 

collaboratively to construct knowledge.  Teachers serve as coaches who create 

conditions that facilitate learning and mastery.  Assessment is ongoing; feedback 

happens throughout the learning process.  Rather than classify students as ‘more able’ 

and ‘less able,’ teachers work to develop all students’ capabilities.  Because students 

take responsibility for their own learning by interacting in environments that promote 

active, collaborative knowledge construction and mastery; and because teachers do 

not control the transfer of information, but work to promote student discovery, the 

Learning Paradigm is a student-centered orientation (Barr & Tagg, 1995; Fear et al., 

2003; Morrone & Tarr, 2005; Reynolds, 2006). 

The literature about teaching effectiveness suggests that teacher rapport is a 

component that contributes significantly to students’ perceptions of teachers 

(Akerlind, 2007; Buskist, 2002; Erdle, Murray, & Rushton, 1985; Lowman, 1984, 

1996; Murray, Rushton, & Paunonen, 1990).  The teacher’s ability to build rapport is 
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reflected in students’ sense of classroom community (i.e., the more positive and 

engaging the student-instructor interactions, the higher the students’ SOC).  In order 

to develop and maintain that student-centered connectedness that is so important to 

SOC, teachers would appear to need an open attitude towards their own teaching.  But 

what characterizes teachers’ attitudes and goals for their own teaching? 

 

Teachers’ Goals for Their Own Teaching 

Teachers’ attitudes, their goal orientations towards their own teaching, 

influence the way teachers organize course objectives, plan class activities, and 

conduct themselves when interacting with students.  Drawing on self-efficacy and 

goal orientation theories, Kucsera, Roberts, Walls, Walker, and Svinicki developed the 

Goal Orientation Toward Teaching (GOTT) scale to assess teachers’ orientations.  

Using score validation and convergent/discriminant validation, the authors identified 

three orientations:  learning, proving, and avoiding (Kucsera et al., 2009). 

Kucsera et al found that teachers who are learning-oriented seek to improve 

their teaching, set challenging goals for themselves, persist in the face of failures, and 

are willing to try new methods despite the possibility of failure.  These teachers are 

generally intrinsically motivated to reflect on their efforts and mastery.  Teachers who 

are proving-oriented seek positive judgments of their competence in the classroom.  

They are less likely to try new methods, but because they want to prove their ability 

in order to gain a favorable extrinsic reward, they will persist in using methods that 
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have worked in the past.  Proving-oriented teachers can have a positive effect in the 

classroom because they will continue to seek positive feedback, which can generate 

excitement and a focus on the teaching task at hand.  This contrasts with avoiding-

oriented teachers who are also extrinsically motivated – not to seek positive 

affirmation – but rather to avoid the punishment of a negative judgment.  These 

teachers tend to value ability over effort, seek easy tasks, and will use previously 

successful methods and activities in the classroom rather than risk an unfavorable 

outcome that a new approach or more challenging activity might bring.  Because 

avoiding-oriented teachers lack the flexibility to try new methods, they tend to 

become helpless in the face of negative feedback (Kucsera et al., 2009). 

The above research would seem to suggest that teachers’ goal orientation 

towards teaching and engaging students might influence students’ sense of classroom 

community and contribute to students’ perceptions of teachers’ goals and classroom 

structure.  But what characterizes students’ perceptions of teachers’ goals and 

classroom structure? 

 

Students’ Perceptions of Teachers’ Goals and Classroom Structure 

Like the GOTT researchers, Midgley (2002) used goal orientation theory to 

characterize students’ appraisals of their academic experiences.  Drawing on Dweck 

(1986), Ames and Archer (1988), and Elliot and Harackiewicz (1996), Midgley et al 

identified three goal orientations (mastery, performance-approach, and performance-
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avoidance) that influence students’ academic behaviors and perceptions.  For over a 

decade, Midgley conducted a series of motivation studies that culminated in the 

development of the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales (PALS), which assess 

students’ personal goals as well as their perceptions of teachers’ goals and their 

classroom structures (Midgley, 2002; Midgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989; Midgley, 

Kaplan, Middleton, Maehr, Urdan, Hicks Anderman, & Roeser, 1998; Midgley, 

Maehr, Hruda, Anderman, Anderman, Freeman, Gheen, Kaplan, Kumar, Middleton, 

Nelson, Roeser, & Urdan, 2000). 

Midgley’s characterization of students’ perceptions of teachers’ goals for their 

students are similar to Kucera et al’s learning, proving, and avoiding factors.  They 

perceive that teachers who have mastery goals for their pupils emphasize that students 

should engage in academic work to develop competence (mastery), while teachers 

who have performance-approach goals for their pupils emphasize that students should 

demonstrate competence (proving).  Students’ perceptions of teachers with 

performance-avoidance goals for their pupils are that the teachers emphasize that the 

students should engage in academic work to avoid appearing incompetent (avoiding) 

(Midgley et al., 1998; Midgley et al., 2000). 

Classroom goal structures address students’ perceptions of teachers’ reasons 

for academic engagement and are characterized by the same factors.  Students 

perceive that a classroom mastery structure is for the purpose of developing academic 

competence.  A performance-approach structure in classroom is perceived to be for 

the purpose of demonstrating academic competence, whereas a classroom 
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performance-avoidance structure is perceived to be for the purpose of avoiding the 

appearance of being incompetent (Midgley, 2002; Midgley et al., 1998; Midgley et 

al., 2000).  The above research seems to suggest that teachers’ goal orientation 

towards engaging their students for academic purposes might influence students’ 

perceptions about their classroom experiences.  Do students’ perceptions of teacher 

and classroom goal structures contribute to students’ evaluations of teacher 

effectiveness? 

While there has been some research about students’ sense of classroom 

community, research about students’ perceptions of classroom goal structures and 

teachers’ goals for engaging students in academic work, extensive research about 

student evaluations of teachers (SETs), and some research about teachers’ goal 

orientation towards teaching, to date no research has examined the relationship 

between teachers’ goal orientation towards teaching, students’ sense of classroom 

community, students’ perceptions of teachers’ goals and classroom structure, and 

students’ evaluation of teacher effectiveness.  The current study proposes to examine 

these relationships. 

 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to clarify some of the elements that contribute to 

the ‘teaching effectiveness’ concept, specifically the relationship between students’ 

sense of community and students’ evaluations of instructor effectiveness.  A second 

goal is to examine the relationship between students’ perceptions of classroom goal 



 

 11 

structure, teachers’ goals for engaging students in academic work, and students’ 

evaluations of instructor effectiveness.  A third goal of this study is to examine the 

relationship between instructors’ orientation towards teaching and students’ 

evaluations of instructor effectiveness.  A fourth goal is to explore the interaction 

effect of teacher goal orientation towards teaching on student sense of classroom 

community in relationship to students’ evaluations of instructor effectiveness.  A fifth 

goal is to explore the interaction effect of teacher goal orientation towards teaching 

on student perception of teacher goals and classroom structure for their students in 

relationship to students’ evaluations of instructor effectiveness. 

In order to examine these questions, the study surveyed students nested within 

classes that were nested within instructors.  To develop data about these factors, the 

Student Sense of Classroom Community (SOC), Goal Orientation Toward Teaching 

(GOTT), portions of Midgley et al’s (2000) Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales 

(PALS) that assess students’ perceptions of instructor and classroom goal structure, 

and The University of Texas at Austin Course Instructor (CIS) surveys were used. 

 

Research Questions 

Using the aforementioned scales, eight questions guided the study: 

RESEARCH Q1:  To what extent do the student sense of classroom 

community (SOC) factors contribute to explaining the variance of the CIS global 

overall instructor rating (SET)? 
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RESEARCH Q2:  To what extent do student perceptions of teacher goals for 

engaging students in academic activities (PALS-I) factors contribute to explaining the 

variance of the CIS global overall instructor rating (SET)? 

RESEARCH Q3:  To what extent do student perceptions of teachers’ 

classroom structure for engaging students in academic activities (PALS-CS) factors 

contribute to explaining the variance of the CIS global overall instructor rating 

(SET)? 

RESEARCH Q4:  To what extent do the mean class sense of community (SOC 

_MEAN) factors correlate with the mean class CIS global overall instructor rating 

(SET_MEAN)? 

RESEARCH Q5:  To what extent do instructor goal orientations toward their 

own teaching (GOTT) contribute to explaining the variance in the CIS Overall 

Instructor Rating (SET)? 

RESEARCH Q6:  Is there an interaction effect of instructor goal orientation 

(GOTT) for their own teaching and the student sense of community (SOC) factors on 

the CIS global overall instructor ratings (SET)? 

RESEARCH Q7: Is there an interaction effect of instructors’ goal orientation 

(GOTT) for their own teaching and the student perceptions of teacher goals for 

engaging students in academic activities (PALS-I) factor on the CIS global overall 

instructor ratings (SET)? 

RESEARCH Q8:  Is there an interaction effect of instructor goal orientation 

(GOTT) for their own teaching and the student perceptions of classroom structure for 
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engaging in academic activities (PALS-CS) on the CIS global overall instructor 

ratings (SET)? 

 

Significance of the Study 

Teacher effectiveness is an on-going and important part of delivering a quality 

higher education experience for students. Understanding what contributes to teacher 

effectiveness will aid instructors in engaging students and promoting learning in ways 

that will have positive academic outcomes. 
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Chapter 2  
Literature Review 

 
Conceptualizations of Teacher Effectiveness 

An absence of an established, generally accepted theoretical framework makes 

it difficult to define ‘teacher effectiveness’ in the higher education setting (Roche & 

Marsh, 2000; Young & Shaw, 1999).  Concepts such as content knowledge, 

pedagogical knowledge, personality characteristics of the teacher, and classroom 

dynamics are hypothesized to be part of this multidimensional construct (Bush et al., 

2006; Carnell, 2007; Cashin, 1995; Cashin & Downey, 1992; Chickering & Gamson, 

1987, 1999; Feldman, 1996; Feldman & Paulsen, 1999; Lowman, 1984, 1996; 

Shulman, 1986b, 2007; Stark-Wroblewski et al., 2007).  This section will examine 

how a wide range of authors has envisioned this concept. 

A review of the literature reveals that explorations of effective teaching are 

organized around several themes:  elements of effective teaching, approaches to 

teaching, and student perceptions of effective teaching. 

 

Elements of Effective Teaching 

One way to approach defining what it means to be an effective teacher is to 

examine characteristics that effective teachers possess or employ.  Among the 

principles for good undergraduate practice described by Chickering and Gamson 

(1987; 1999) are encouraging contact between student and faculty, using active 

learning techniques, and giving prompt feedback.  Each of these principles requires 
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the personal involvement of both instructor and student.  According to Chickering 

and Gamson, principles of teacher effectiveness that promote good undergraduate 

practice include knowledge, behaviors, attitudes, personality traits and ways of 

interacting with students.  This multidimensional construct is hypothesized to 

encompass subject matter content mastery, content delivery knowledge and positive 

interpersonal processes (Chickering & Gamson, 1987, 1999). 

Shulman (1986a) categorized content knowledge into three domains:  subject 

matter knowledge, which is discipline-specific and varies from field to field; 

pedagogical content knowledge, which involves knowing how to develop useful 

representations of easy and difficult concepts so that students may understand content 

more readily; and curricular knowledge, which is related to how a teacher uses 

instruction materials. 

Intellectual excitement on the part of the instructor, including content mastery 

and clear, articulate speaking skills appear to be significantly correlated with 

students’ ratings of teacher effectiveness (Feldman, 1996; Lowman, 1984, 1996).  

Teacher enthusiasm, warmth and emotional investment in a course as well as 

interpersonal rapport with students, including being empathetic, listening actively and 

attending respectfully to students also appear to influence ratings of teacher 

effectiveness (Carkhuff, 1967; Feldman, 1996; Lowman, 1984; Murray, 1987; 

Murray et al., 1990).  When interacting with students, instructors’ styles of relating - 

what they are thinking, feeling, and doing - affect the outcomes of those interactions 

(Hammer, 2005; Hutchins, 1984; Sternberg, 1986). 
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In an observational study of the frequency of sixty low-inference teaching 

behaviors, Murray (1983; 1987) found three factors that were significant predictors of 

instructional outcomes:  teacher clarity (aids in student information processing), 

enthusiasm (aids in gaining student attention and encouraging positive attributions), 

and rapport (encourages student responses and more active learning). 

Lowman (1984) theorized two dimensions to effective teaching:  intellectual 

excitement and interpersonal rapport.  Intellectual excitement encompasses the clarity 

of an instructor’s communications and the positive emotional impact on students that 

results from these communications.  Interpersonal rapport encompasses the 

interpersonal phenomena that occur in the classroom, including an instructor’s 

awareness of these phenomena as well as the ability to increase student motivation, 

enjoyment, and learning, and to avoid stimulating negative emotions (especially anger 

towards the teacher). 

In a correlational study that examined dimensions of effective teaching other 

than just observed behaviors, Feldman (1996) found that those teacher qualities that 

students rate as most effective are knowledge of content and ability to explain subject 

matter in a way that is easy to understand.  These findings would seem to echo 

Murray (1983; 1987) and Lowman’s (1984) behavioral findings. 

Akerlind (2007) and Buskist (2002) suggest that while content mastery is a 

necessary component of effective teaching, it is not sufficient by itself.  In their 

respective studies, the authors found that those teachers who were student-oriented 

(i.e., interested in developing students’ learning and critical thinking skills) were 
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judged to be more effective than those who were instructor- or information-

processing oriented (i.e., interested in delivering instruction and transmitting 

knowledge) (Akerlind, 2007; Buskist, 2002). 

Erdle, Murray, and Rushton (1985) discuss student ratings of teacher 

effectiveness in terms of personality traits.  In their study, path analysis revealed that 

highly rated teachers exhibited two personality traits:  an achievement-oriented trait, 

characterized by intelligence, dominance, and leadership behaviors; and an 

interpersonal-oriented trait, characterized by supportiveness, non-authoritarianism 

and non-defensiveness behaviors when interacting with students. 

Intellectual curiosity, content and pedagogical knowledge, and rapport with 

students appear to contribute to teaching effectiveness, but what approach to teaching 

do effective instructors use?  The next section examines this issue. 

 

Approaches to Teaching 

Another method of defining what it means to be an effective teacher is to 

examine different approaches to teaching.  In the realm of the teaching-learning 

process, a review of the literature about teaching styles appears to categorize 

teachers’ focus as either teacher- or discipline-centered or student-centered.   

Teacher concerns, as described by Levin (2002), reflect Fuller’s (1969) Four-

Stage Model of Teacher Concerns.  Fuller envisioned that teachers move through a 

series of stages as they gain teaching experience.  In the first stage, fantasy, novice 

teachers are concerned about how they will be judged.  In the second stage, survival, 
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beginning teachers are concerned for how they will handle their class.  In the third 

stage, mastery, teachers who now have some experience are concerned with how they 

will teach the curriculum.  In the fourth stage, impact, more experienced teachers are 

concerned about how well student needs are being met.  In Fuller’s model, only 

teachers in the fourth stage are student-centered; all the others are focused on 

themselves or the content (Levin, 2002). 

Dressel and Marcus (1982) drew on Hardy’s (1976) teacher prototypes to 

characterize teaching styles and effects on learning.  Discipline-centered teaching is 

organized around the content and structure of the subject matter.  There is little or no 

flexibility to meet the needs of students (or faculty) who may be struggling to 

understand representations of discipline knowledge.  Instructor-centered teaching 

casts the teacher as the authority and dispenser of knowledge.  Students are passive 

recipients of the knowledge.  Student-centered cognitive teaching is characterized by 

a focus on intellectual development towards teacher-specified learning objectives.  

Teaching practices and content are adjusted to promote this cognitive growth.  

Students actively participate in knowledge construction.  Student-centered affective 

teaching focuses on the personal and social development of the student.  Students are 

expected to develop and learn individually, rather than adhere to content constraints 

or teacher expectations.  Although Dressel and Marcus recognize the importance of 

developing the whole student, both intellectually and affectively, the authors note that 

intellectual development is the goal of higher education and as such the student-
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centered cognitive approach seems most appropriate for teachers in college settings 

(Dressel & Marcus, 1982). 

Other authors have examined relational issues in the context of the teaching-

learning process.  Goldstein (1999) examined Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal 

Development (ZPD) in teacher-child encounters.  Vygotsky (1978) envisioned the 

process of learning as socially mediated:  people develop first on a social level, that is 

relationally between people (interpersonally), then on an inner level, that is within the 

person (intrapersonally).  The ZPD is defined as “the distance between the actual 

developmental level as determined by independent problem solving and the level of 

potential development as determined through problem solving under adult guidance 

or in collaboration with more capable peers” (p 86).  In this mediated space, the less 

knowledgeable person is assisted (scaffolded) by a more knowledgeable person until 

such time as the less knowledgeable person is able to assume responsibility for her or 

his own problem solving.  The ZPD differs for each person.  The teacher’s role is to 

set student tasks just above their current capabilities, but not so far above that 

students experience de-motivation. 

Goldstein explores the intersection of Vygotsky’s ZPD and Noddings (1984) 

caring encounter in the context of the teaching-learning process.  Noddings describes 

caring not as a trait or attribute, but as a relationship.  One is not caring, rather one 

engages in caring.  Caring encounters involve an interaction between one who is 

caring and who is being cared for.  There is a personal involvement (engrossment) 

where the caring person (in this case, the teacher) is present with and accepts the 
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cared-for (in this case, the student).  By receiving and feeling the cared-for’s 

perspective (motivational displacement), the caring person can act in a cared-for-

centered (as opposed to self-centered) manner.  In other words, caring teachers 

respond in an empathetic, student-centered manner (Goldstein, 1999). 

Goldstein suggests that by operating in the Zone of Proximal Development, 

the teacher will scaffold students in a caring act that helps students to make informed 

choices.  The acts will be varied, not rules-bound, addressing the needs of the 

individual, rather than meeting institutional or teacher-centered goals.  This caring 

leads to both increased knowledge and emotional growth on the part of students.  

However, Goldstein notes that in teacher-student dynamics, there is a tension between 

student needs and teacher goals, but caring acts do not always involve providing the 

answer to meet those needs (Goldstein, 1999; Roche & Marsh, 2000).  In this learner-

centered approach, which is like Barr and Tagg’s Learning paradigm, teacher 

interpersonal skills help students to achieve and grow. 

To research how new faculty establish a teaching style, Boice (1991) 

undertook a qualitative study spanning five years.  New faculty at two higher 

education settings, a large university offering undergraduate and graduate degrees and 

a smaller doctoral college, participated.  The study revealed that the majority of new 

faculty believed good teaching equated with content (facts and principles), taught 

defensively to avoid criticism or a sense of failure, focused on getting through all the 

content material, and attributed complaints about their teaching to external sources 

(e.g., problem students, workload, invalid rating system).  Rarely was new faculty 
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student-oriented.  Even new faculty who had previously taught elsewhere were 

observed to teach in a defensive facts-and-principles style that was either teacher- or 

discipline-oriented (Boice, 1991). 

Barr and Tagg (1995) hypothesized two paradigms, Instruction and Learning, 

that influence teaching styles.  How a teacher envisions the mission of teaching will 

influence which teaching style is embraced.  The goal of the Instruction paradigm is 

to deliver information.  In this positivist concept of content, there are universal truths 

that exist “out there,” that is, they exist independently from either instructor or 

student.  The teacher’s job is to pour this content into students’ heads.  Students are 

conceptualized as passive recipients of this knowledge.  In this teacher-centered 

approach, teachers control and dispense knowledge and classify and sort students 

according to teacher-imposed attributes about students’ ability to grasp the content. 

In contrast to the Instruction paradigm, Barr and Tagg’s Learning paradigm 

postulates that the mission of teaching is to produce learning.  Here Vygotsky’s 

(1978) socio-constructivist concepts are embraced:  knowledge is socially 

constructed; it is influenced by social practices; it is shaped by a person’s 

experiences; it is shared collectively.  This student-centered approach embraces active 

students’ participation in developing their own competencies and interests.  In this 

paradigm, the teacher is not a dispenser of content knowledge, but a facilitator of 

student discovery.  A learning-centered instructor will likely encourage discussion, 

collaboration and other active learning techniques among students.  The instructor 

designs learning environments where learners are encouraged to work cooperatively 
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with each other to construct knowledge and to develop critical thinking skills as part 

of the discovery process.  Students are not constrained by one externally defined 

correct answer, but are encouraged to experiment and reason out the ‘whys’ and 

‘hows’ of what they are discovering.  Rather than sort students in ability categories, 

teachers work to develop every student’s competencies.  Feedback in this paradigm is 

not centered on an evaluation of whether or not the student has responded correctly; 

rather it designed to elicit further exploration by the learner.  Evaluation is on-going 

and formative (Barr & Tagg, 1995). 

 

Other Teaching Style Conceptualizations 

Hammer (2005) suggested that relationship styles, long studied by social 

psychologists, are social constructs that can be explored in the context of teaching 

styles.  Adapting Sternberg’s (1986) triangular theory, Hammer postulates that 

relationship “building block” components such as knowledge (cognitive component), 

presentation (behavioral component) and interpersonal (affective component) are all 

present in the classroom.  This is similar to Hutchins’ (1984) theory, which classifies 

interaction styles along thinking, feeling and acting dimensions.  According to 

Hutchins, “thinking refers primarily to intellectual or cognitive aspects of behavior; 

feeling refers to emotions or affective aspects; and acting refers to doing something or 

engaging in activities usually related to one’s goals” (p. 573).  Citing a study by 

Buskist, Sikorski, Bucklet and Saville (2002), Hammer notes that most elements of 

positive teaching styles are relationship-oriented.  From this relational perspective, it 
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would appear that Hammer envisions the teaching-learning process to be more in line 

with Barr and Tagg’s Learning paradigm where student discovery is the mission 

rather than the Instructional paradigm where transmission of knowledge is the goal 

(Hammer, 2005). 

How do students perceive what is effective teaching?  The next section 

examines what studies have revealed about this issue. 

 

Student Perceptions of Effective Teaching 

Buskist found that when students rated important qualities of master teachers, 

the relational qualities of being understanding, personable, respectful, happy and 

caring were four of the top eight qualities identified.  Interpersonal behaviors that 

were indicators of this style included:  initiating conversations with students, praising 

students, admitting mistakes, interacting with students before and after class, not 

talking down to students, and not losing one’s temper (Buskist, 2002; Buskist et al., 

2002).  Shaeffer, Epting, Zinn, and Buskist (2003) surveyed students and faculty and 

found that both included being approachable, creative and interesting, encouraging 

and caring, enthusiastic, flexible and open-minded, knowledgeable, and respectful as 

qualities of effective teachers. 

In a survey of student perceptions of teacher effectiveness, Vulcano (2007) 

found that twenty-four categories of teacher behavior mirrored Buskist et al’s (2002) 

findings.  The behaviors included being knowledgeable about the subject; offering 

creative and interesting lectures; being approachable, enthusiastic about teaching, and 
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fair; having a sense of humor, strong communication skills, and a flexible, open-

minded approach; and encouraging and caring for students (Vulcano, 2007).  Bain’s 

qualitative exploration of the best teachers and teaching practices reveals that those 

teachers who are most effective are not self- or discipline- focused, but student-

oriented.  According to Bain, master teachers grab students’ attention and keep it by 

starting with the students’ needs rather than the discipline’s, seek student commitment 

to the course, help students learn outside of the class, engage students in the 

classroom, and create diverse learning environments (Bain, 2004a, 2004b). 

Lowman’s interpersonal rapport construct (1984, 1996) highlights the 

importance of interpersonal skills in students’ perceptions of effective teaching.  His 

and Bain’s “master facilitators” encourage interaction between student and instructor 

by being warm and open, predictable, and student-centered.  This student-centered 

approach may lead to more pro-social student behaviors and positive academic 

outcomes.  In a study of undergraduate students, Benson, Cohen, and Buskist (2005b) 

found that instructors who have rapport, defined by Hill and O’Brien (1999) as, “an 

atmosphere of understanding and respect,” (p 70), with their students are able to 

encourage pro-academic behaviors such as attending class, paying attention during 

class, and enjoying the course content.  It would appear that teachers’ ability to 

develop rapport is a significant factor in helping them to be student-centered, which 

in turn may help them to be perceived as effective.  This student-centeredness may 

contribute to students’ increased sense of classroom community, which research 
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suggests is an important element of student engagement.  The next section explores 

elements of students’ sense of classroom community. 

 

Student Sense of Classroom Community 

The concept of community can be envisioned in several different ways.  

Gusfield (1975) delineated territory and relationships as two separate concepts of 

community.  Territorial community indicated geographic boundaries while relational 

community denoted the contact and quality of the interactions between people, 

(though not necessarily those from the same neighborhood, town, or city). 

In exploring neighborhood affiliation, McMillan and Chavis refined the 

relational community concept, defining psychological sense of community as, “a 

feeling that members have of belonging, a feeling that members matter to one another 

and to the group, and a shared faith that members’ needs will be met through their 

commitment to be together,” (McMillan & Chavis, 1986, p. 4)  As the authors 

envision it, community is composed of membership, influence, integration and 

fulfillment of needs, and shared emotional connection (McMillan, 1996; McMillan & 

Chavis, 1986).  In examining on-line learning communities, Rovai reviewed the 

psychological sense of community literature and identified a sense of connectedness 

and “spirit, trust, mutual interdependence among members, interactivity, shared 

values and beliefs, and common expectations,” as essential elements of community 

(Rovai, 2002, p. 198). 
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In education, as in other communal situations, research has focused on the 

impact of a sense of belonging, another term in the literature that is often used 

interchangeably with sense of community.  In the K-12 literature, Osterman’s (2000) 

review of multiple studies found strong correlations between students’ sense of 

belonging and motivation for pro-social behaviors and positive academic outcomes 

(cf. Goodenow, 1993; Kim, Solomon, & Roberts, 1995; Solomon, Battistich, Kim, & 

Watson, 1996).  Similar effects were found in the Child Development Project, a 

longitudinal study of the effect of elementary school interventions on middle school 

attitudes and behaviors (Battistich & Developmental Studies Center, 2001; Battistich 

et al., 2004). 

Crosnoe, Johnson, and Elder’s statistical analysis of the National Longitudinal 

Study of Adolescent Health found that non-academic factors influence academic 

outcomes.  In their study, high school students who experienced stronger 

intergenerational ties in the form of teacher-student bonding also experienced more 

positive academic adjustment and outcomes, while those students who did not form 

strong intergenerational bonds did not fare as well (Crosnoe et al., 2004a).  Similar 

outcomes have been found at the higher education level. 

Booker’s (2008) survey of undergraduates found that students who felt more 

engaged in the classroom also felt an increased sense of belonging.  This mirrors 

Dawson’s survey findings that students enrolled in an online course who engage in 

more and more frequent communication experience a higher sense of community 

(Dawson, 2006).  In a path analysis study, Summers and Svinicki (2007) found that 
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students enrolled in classes that used cooperative learning felt a higher sense of 

classroom community than did those students enrolled in traditional lecture-style 

classes.  Freeman, Anderman, and Jensen’s correlational study (2007) found 

associations between an increased student sense of belonging and higher academic 

self-efficacy and motivation. 

Rovai used factor analysis to identify two dimensions of higher education 

classroom community:  learning and connectedness.  The learning factor 

encompasses community members’ feelings about interacting with each other as they 

construct knowledge.  The connectedness factor includes members’ feelings about the 

community such as trust, interdependence, esprit de corps, and cohesion (Rovai, 

2002).  Bush, Svinicki, Kim, and Achacoso’s factor analysis identified student 

engagement with course content, student – student sense of connectedness, and 

student – instructor interactions as factors that affect sense of classroom community 

(Bush et al., 2006). 

Studies at the both the K-12 and higher education levels seem to confirm the 

importance of sense of classroom community in developing students’ pro-social and 

academic motivations.  A sense of connectedness appears to contribute to students’ 

increased engagement in learning and is linked with their perceptions of teaching 

effectiveness.  But how are their perceptions of teacher effectiveness measured?  The 

following discussion will examine this topic. 
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Measurements of Teacher Effectiveness 

Berk (2005) identified twelve strategies to measure teacher effectiveness, 

including, among others, faculty development observations, peer mentoring, self-

report, and the most commonly used instrument in higher education:  end-of-semester 

student assessment surveys of course and instructor (SETs).  The next section will 

examine student evaluations of teachers, including controversies about the reliability 

of SETs. 

 

Student Evaluations of Teachers (SETs) 

Student evaluations of teachers (SETs) are “the most widely used instruments 

in higher education,” (Kember & Leung, 2008, p. 341) and have generated sometimes 

heated exchanges between advocates (cf., Cashin, 1995; Cashin & Downey, 1992; E. 

Cohen, 2005; P. A. Cohen, 1981; Feldman, 1996; Lowman, 1984; Marsh & Roche, 

1997, 1999; Stark-Wroblewski et al., 2007; Theall & Franklin, 2001) and critics (cf., 

Abrami, 1989; Armstrong, 1998; d'Apollonia & Abrami, 1997; Greenwald, 1997; 

Greenwald & Gillmore, 1997a, 1997b, 1998; Haskell, 1997a, 1997b, 1997c, 1997d; 

Olivares, 2003) of these evaluations.  Debates about SETs include discussions of 

what is being evaluated and whether or not SETs are valid. 

 

SETs:  What Do They Evaluate? 

Evaluation instruments are often designed to measure teacher factors such as 

course organization, content knowledge, and pedagogical capability (Shulman, 1986a, 
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1986b), as well as interpersonal skills including caring (Bergman, 2004; Goldstein, 

1999; Noddings, 1988) and rapport (Benson et al., 2005b; Carkhuff, 1967; Hammer, 

2005).  Anderson, Alpert, and Gordon’s (1977) study of interactional processes of 

classroom teaching revealed that student ratings of teacher effectiveness varied 

directly with students’ perceptions of teacher empathy, competence, stage presence, 

and excitement. 

In a study comparing student evaluations of teachers with peer faculty ratings 

of instructor personality traits, Murray, Rushton, and Paunonen (1990) identified five 

teacher personality traits that appear to be correlated with student ratings of teacher 

effectiveness:  extraversion (includes being extraverted, sociable, attention-seeking, 

fun-loving, approval-seeking, leadership-oriented); achievement (includes being 

intelligent, intellectually curious, ambitious, compulsive, dominant); negative affect 

(includes being aggressive, defensive, impulsive); liberalism (includes being 

aesthetically sensitive, liberal, changeable); and neuroticism (includes being neurotic, 

anxious, harm-avoiding).  Those teachers evaluated as uniformly “good” teachers 

were high on extroversion, achievement and liberalism, but low on negative affect 

and neuroticism.  Those teachers evaluated as uniformly “bad” were low on 

extraversion, moderate on achievement and liberalism, and higher on negative affect 

and neuroticism (Murray et al., 1990). 

Feldman (1996) suggests that teacher effectiveness ratings may be context 

dependent:  some courses are harder to teach than others, some instructors are more 

suited to teaching some types of courses, but not others.  Cohen (2005) found similar 
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results, leading him to suggest that the interaction between teacher and course or 

student and course needs to be considered.  In other words, not all instructors are 

equally good at teaching all types of courses:  personality traits that may be effective 

in one type of course might not be effective in another.  As Cohen notes: 

 
In his in-depth analysis of lectures as an educational tool, Bligh 
(1998, p. 174) critiques the practice of student evaluations and 
concludes, “The truth is, there are lecturers, students and 
interactions between them.  Students’ opinions will reflect all 
three.” (E. Cohen, 2005, p. 599). 

 

SETs:  Are They Reliable and Valid? 

As the most extensively used instrument for assessing teachers in American 

higher education, SETs inevitably generate controversy.  Questions have arisen about 

the reliability and validity of SETs.  Occasionally, low ratings have prompted 

instructors to blame their students’ lack of maturity or motivation or to suggest that 

systematic bias has been introduced into the evaluation or to opine that student 

evaluations are not stable over time and only peer evaluations should be used.  Marsh 

(1980) found that experiments that control for predicted student bias do not show that 

bias is present in the SETs.  

Numerous studies have examined the robustness of student assessments.  In 

fact so many studies have been undertaken that reviews of study literature are 

published periodically (e.g., Cashin, 1995; Feldman, 1996; Lowman, 1984; Marsh, 

1984).  Marsh found that, “Research…demonstrates that student ratings are clearly 

multidimensional, quite reliable, reasonably valid, relatively uncontaminated by many 
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variables often seen as sources of potential bias…” (Marsh, 1984, p. 369).  Cashin’s 

review yielded similar results (Cashin, 1995). 

Marsh (1987), however, suggests that a multidimensional, factor-analytic 

approach, such as the Students Evaluation of Educational Quality (SEEQ), to 

evaluating teaching effectiveness is preferable to a unidimensional, global rating.  

Marsh’s concerns are that teaching is a multidimensional endeavor, which cannot be 

captured by a single overall score; that biasing characteristics cannot be 

understood/interpreted in the context of a global score; and that formative and 

summative evaluations are used for different purposes, which cannot be achieved 

through a single rating (Abrami, 1989; Marsh, 1987, 1991). 

In contrast, Abrami argues that without a clear idea of what constitutes 

effective teaching, it is difficult – if not impossible – to determine if the factors being 

analyzed are somewhat or highly correlated or even if they are characteristic of 

effective teaching (Abrami, 1989).  The author notes that these validity issues are due 

to the lack of a concrete, operationalized theory of teaching effectiveness.  Armstrong 

suggests that it is difficult to prove the ‘usefulness’ of SETs and that there is scant 

evidence that using them improves learning outcomes (Armstrong, 1998; Beran & 

Violato, 2005; P. A. Cohen, 1981). 

Murray, Rushton, and Paunonen (1990) found that student evaluations of 

teaching effectiveness are consistent with comparable ratings by trained observers, 

peers, and alumni.  These authors found that, “student instructional ratings were 

strongly related to peer ratings of instructor personality traits.  Consistent with 
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previous research (e.g., Rushton et al., 1983), multiple regression analyses showed 

that 40 to 70% of between-teacher variance in student instructional ratings was 

predictable from peer ratings of as few as five personality traits” (p. 259).  However, 

Murray et al did find that ratings of teaching effectiveness varied across different 

types of courses even when taught by the same instructor, which suggests that the 

goodness of fit between teacher personality and the type of course being taught 

affects student ratings (Murray et al., 1990).  Despite these caveats, Cashin (1995), 

Cohen (2005), Feldman (1996), Marsh (1984), and Murray et al (1990) all found 

student evaluations of teachers to be generally reliable and valid and correlated to 

some degree with student achievement. 

SETs, however, are too simplistic to get behind what influences students’ 

evaluations of teachers.  Teachers influence students and classrooms, but to 

understand more about this influence, it is necessary to examine how teachers’ 

attitudes about their own teaching and their role in the classroom might influence 

their effectiveness.  The next section discusses teacher goal orientation. 

 

Teachers’ Goal Orientation towards Teaching 

Goal Orientation Theory 

As originally hypothesized by Dweck and Leggett (1988), goal orientation 

theory examines how people are motivated to behave by the goals they have for 

themselves in relationship to a given task.  The authors identified two goal 

orientations:  learning goals and performance goals.  Individuals with learning goals 
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are interested in increasing their competence for the task at hand whereas individuals 

with performance goals are interesting in seeking a favorable judgment about their 

performance from others. 

Elliot and Harackiewicz theorized that goal orientation theory was not 

dichotomous, but rather trichotomous.  As conceptualized by these authors, 

motivation could be categorized into three orientations:  an achievement (i.e., learning 

or mastery) goal orientation and two performance goal orientations, approach and 

avoidance.  The authors hypothesized that approach oriented individuals are 

interested in obtaining a favorable judgment about their abilities while avoidance 

oriented people seek to avoid negative judgments about perceived incompetence 

(Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996). 

Elliot and Church (1997) further refined goal orientation theory when they 

hypothesized that learning-oriented individuals possess higher levels of intrinsic 

motivation and seek to increase their mastery of a task.  They are open to approaching 

new and challenging situations and they persist in the face of failure (i.e., they value 

effort). 

Performance-oriented individuals either seek external approval of their 

abilities (i.e., performance approach people are extrinsically motivated to be judged 

as competent by an external evaluator) or behave in a way that is designed to avoid 

being evaluated as lacking ability or skill  (i.e., performance avoidance oriented 

individuals are also extrinsically motivated, but in their case, to avoid negative 

evaluation). Performance-oriented individuals seek less challenging tasks and are less 



 

 34 

likely to persist in the face of failure.  They possess lower levels of intrinsic 

motivation and emphasize ability over effort (Ames & Archer, 1988). 

Elliot and Church suggested that performance approach oriented individuals, 

who generally seek approval for their perceived competence, may sometimes develop 

a mastery orientation when excited by and absorbed in a task.  On the other hand, 

performance avoidance oriented individuals are influenced by anxiety and task 

distraction, thus do not persist in the face of failure.  These individuals may exhibit 

helplessness when they encounter challenging tasks (Elliot & Church, 1997). 

Much goal orientation research has been directed at the relationship between 

students’ goal orientations and academic outcomes (cf. Ames & Archer, 1988; Dweck 

& Leggett, 1988; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; Elliott & Dweck, 1988).  Ames and 

Archer’s research revealed that students with a learning (i.e., mastery) orientation 

preferred more challenging tasks that facilitated learning, used flexible and effective 

learning strategies, valued effort as a means to improve, viewed errors or mistakes as 

a part of the learning process, and experienced more positive academic outcomes.  

Students with a performance (i.e., proving) orientation preferred less challenging 

tasks that would allow them to receive high grades, evaluated themselves relative to 

others (normative performance), focused on their perceived ability over effort, felt 

anxious about making mistakes, attributed errors to lack of ability, and experienced 

less positive academic outcomes (Ames & Archer, 1988). 
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Self-Efficacy Theory 

Bandura’s Self-Efficacy Theory (1993) is another motivational construct that 

examines people’s behaviors through a competency framework.  Bandura 

hypothesized that people are motivated to act based upon their perceptions of their 

own ability to accomplish a task.  Higher self-efficacy appraisals should result in 

better achievement outcomes.  Studies of self-efficacy in school children support this 

theory.  A study of 4th, 7th, and 10th grade students revealed a positive relationship 

between students’ beliefs about their competence and their reading and writing 

achievements (Shell, Colvin, & Bruning, 1995).  A study of elementary school 

children found that self-efficacy beliefs about writing were correlated with outcome 

performance (Pajares, Miller, & Johnson, 1999).  Generally when individuals believe 

they are competent at a particular task, they are more likely to engage and persist in 

the task (Bandura, 1993). 

Self-efficacy has been studied in teachers and teaching.  Tschannen-Moran 

and Hoy reviewed three studies that established a link between teacher self-efficacy 

and educational outcomes such as teacher motivation and instructional behavior as 

well as student achievements (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).  The authors 

identified three factors that influence teachers’ overall sense of self-efficacy:  efficacy 

for student engagement, efficacy for instructional strategies, and efficacy for 

classroom management. 
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In a longitudinal study of middle school children, Midgley, Feldlaufer, and 

Eccles (1989) found that teachers’ self-efficacy about math significantly influenced 

their students’ beliefs and expectations about their own math performance.  Self-

efficacy for teachers appears to involve judgments about their ability to engage 

students and promote learning and seems to influence students’ beliefs about their 

own competence (Bandura, 1997; Midgley et al., 1989; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 

2001). 

 

Goal Orientation and Self-Efficacy 

Although viewed as theoretically separate constructs, goal orientation theory 

and self-efficacy are connected.  Goal orientation hypothesizes that individuals are 

motivated either to master a task or to demonstrate competence.  Self-efficacy 

theorizes that individuals appraise their own competence and act in accordance with 

their beliefs.  Research (e.g., Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Elliott & Dweck, 1988; 

VandeWalle, 1997; VandeWalle, Cron, & Slocum, 2001) has demonstrated a 

mediated relationship between self-efficacy, goal orientation, and performance.  For 

instance, in an experimental study of college students, Bell and Kozlowski (2002) 

found that learning oriented students exhibited higher self-efficacy as measured on a 

post-experiment survey while avoidance oriented students exhibited lower self-

efficacy.  Stevens and Gist also found that low self-efficacy students exerted less 
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effort and performed more poorly than higher self-efficacy students who used more 

effective and persistent strategies (Stevens & Gist, 1997). 

In a correlational study of seventh and eighth graders, Wolters, Yu and 

Pintrich found that students with a learning goal orientation exhibited more adaptive 

motivation and more flexible use of strategies to achieve outcomes.  A learning goal 

orientation was more positively correlated with self-efficacy and task value than 

either a performance approach or a performance avoidance orientation (Wolters, Yu, 

& Pintrich, 1996). 

While goal orientation and self-efficacy in students has been researched 

extensively, only self-efficacy in teachers has been studied to any extent.  Little 

research about teachers’ goal orientation has been conducted.  In the K-12 realm, 

researchers examining teachers’ goal orientation have found that school context 

appears to play a role.  In a MANOVA study of teachers’ self-reports from four high 

schools, Ciani, Summers, and Easter (2008) found that school level orientation 

influenced teachers’ sense of community and goals for their classroom.  The study 

revealed that teachers who taught in performance oriented schools engaged in more 

performance oriented teaching, reported more extrinsic motivation, and felt less 

connected to the school or other teachers.  The authors found that teachers who taught 

in low performance oriented schools (i.e., mastery or learning oriented schools) 

reported a higher sense of self-efficacy, engaged in more mastery oriented teaching 

practices, and felt a greater connection to their schools and other teachers (Ciani et 

al., 2008). 
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Kucsera, Roberts, Walls, Walker, and Svinicki (2009) focused on teachers’ goal 

for their own teaching when they developed their Goal Orientation toward Teaching 

(GOTT) scale.  Defining goal orientation towards teaching as “a teacher’s desire 

towards developing or demonstrating one's instructional ability,” (p 9) the authors 

used factor analysis to identify three orientations:  learning, proving, and avoiding.  

The authors found that learning oriented teachers were more self-efficacious and 

persistent in the face of failure while avoiding oriented teachers are less self-

efficacious and lack the flexibility to try new or different methods of teaching 

because of fear of failure.  Proving oriented teachers can have some degree of self-

efficacy, but are primarily motivated by performance goals (Kucsera et al., 2009). 

A connection appears to exist between teachers’ self-efficacy and students’ 

appraisal of their own competence.  But what is the effect of students’ perceptions of 

teachers’ goals for organizing the classroom structure and engaging them in academic 

work?  The next section discusses students’ perceptions of their academic experience. 

 

Students’ Perceptions of Teachers’ Goal Orientation and Classroom Structure 

According to Meece, Anderman, and Anderman (2006), students’ perceptions 

of classroom goal structure significantly influence their goals for engaging in 

academic work and the outcomes of their efforts.  This finding is echoed in Kaplan 

and Maehr’s (2007) review of goal orientation studies.  In these studies, students in 

mastery-oriented classes, where understanding and improvement were emphasized, 

reported intrinsic motivation that increased over time, used more effective or 
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persistent learning strategies, and perceived positive academic outcomes.  

Conversely, students in performance oriented classes, where ability and ranking were 

emphasized, reported extrinsic motivation that lessened over time, used less effective 

or persistent strategies, and perceived academic outcomes to be normatively based 

(Kaplan & Maehr, 2007). 

Building on Bandura’s (e.g., 1993; Bandura, 1997) self-efficacy theory and 

Dweck and Elliot’s goal orientation work (Dweck, 1986; Elliott & Dweck, 1988), 

Ames and Archer used goal structure theory to examine how junior high school 

students’ perceptions of the goal structures of their classrooms were related to 

students’ mastery or performance goal orientations.  In their correlational analysis, 

the authors found that those students who perceived the classroom structure to be 

mastery oriented emphasized the importance of effort to achieve their goals, used 

more effective and flexible strategies, and had a more positive appraisal of the class 

and the tasks.  Students who perceived the classroom structure to be performance 

oriented focused on their perceptions of their ability, used less effective strategies to 

achieve their goals, and attributed their failures to lack of ability rather than lack of 

effort (Ames & Archer, 1988). 

Using hierarchical linear modeling, Wolters found similar results when he 

surveyed seventh and eight graders in two junior high schools about their perceptions 

of classroom structure.  Those students in classes perceived to be mastery oriented 

reported adopting a more mastery oriented personal perspective while students in 

performance oriented classes focused more on perceived ability (Wolters, 2004). 
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To develop the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales (PALS) as a reliable 

means of measuring student goal orientation, Midgley and associates tested the goal 

orientations hypothesized by Dweck, Elliot and others (cf., Ames & Archer, 1988; 

Dweck, 1986; Elliott & Dweck, 1988).  Using confirmatory factor analysis, the 

researchers found three distinct goal orientations among elementary and middle 

school aged children:  task, ability-approach, and ability-avoid.  Midgley et als’ task 

orientation mirrors Elliot and Church’s learning or mastery orientation while the 

ability-approach and the ability-avoid orientations mirror Elliot and Church’s 

performance-approach and performance-avoid orientations respectively.  Task 

oriented students exhibit persistent effort and flexible learning strategies to achieve 

mastery.  Ability-approach oriented student strive for high extrinsic evaluation from 

others while ability-avoid oriented students seek to avoid negative extrinsic 

evaluation (Elliot & Church, 1997; Midgley et al., 1998). 

Through a series of studies, Midgley et al refined the PALS to assess not only 

students’ personal goal orientations (now characterized as Mastery, Performance-

Approach, and Performance-Avoid Goal Orientations), but also to measure students’ 

perceptions of their teachers’ goals (i.e., what goals teachers emphasize in the 

classroom) and the classroom goal structures (i.e., what purposes teachers emphasize 

for engaging in academic work).  Like the students’ personal goals, these teacher and 

classroom goal structures are now called Mastery, Performance-Approach, and 

Performance-Avoid Goal Orientations (Midgley et al., 2000). 
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According to Meece et al (2006), “it is the students’ subjective perceptions 

that are most critical for understanding achievement-related patterns in the 

classroom,” (p. 496).  This would seem to suggest that students’ perceptions of 

teacher goals for them in the classroom might influence their evaluations of teachers’ 

effectiveness.  But how do teachers' goal orientation influence students and their 

perceptions of classroom structure and community?  Little research currently exists to 

answer these questions. 

 

Conclusion 

What is an instructor’s contribution to classroom environment and sense of 

community?  Mastery-oriented teachers might bring a flexible and open attitude to the 

classroom that would promote a dynamic learning environment.  This student-

centered approach might promote a significant sense of connection to students’ 

academic community by inviting pupils to engage with the content, the instructor, and 

each other.  Performance approach-oriented teachers might also be able to engage 

students to some degree, but like performance avoidance-oriented teachers, they may 

not have the flexibility or openness to achieve a significant sense of student 

connection to the community.  So is mastery oriented teaching highly correlated with 

or predictive of good student – teacher relationships or sense of community?  Put 

another way:  to what extent does teacher goal orientation toward teaching contribute 

to student perceptions of classroom structure, community, and effective teaching?  

The present study attempts to explore these issues. 
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Chapter 3  
Methods 

 
 

This chapter will describe the participants, measures, procedures, and analyses 

used for the study. 

 

Participants 

Participants included both instructors and students nested within the 

instructors’ course sections.  All McCombs School of Business faculty at The 

University of Texas at Austin who were teaching the undergraduate course, Business 

Communication:  Written and Oral (BA 324), during the Fall 2009 semester were 

asked to allow themselves and their students to participate.  For the fall semester six 

instructors taught 16 sections of BA 324, a writing component course that is capped 

at 32 students per section.    Students in those BA 324 sections whose instructors 

agreed to be surveyed were invited to participate in the study.  All students in the 

business communication course were undergraduate business majors.  Thus the 

potential pool of participants was six instructors, 16 sections, and 512 students. 

All six instructors agreed to participate in the study.  Of the six instructors, 

four agreed to let the researcher survey all of their sections (11 sections).  One 

instructor allowed the researcher to survey two sections; another instructor permitted 

the researcher to survey one section.  Study participant responses totaled six 

instructors and 382 students across 14 sections of the business communication course.  

The researcher was the instructor of record for two of the sections of BA 324.  See the 
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Procedures section below for a description of how the survey was conducted in those 

two classes. 

 

Instructors 

Response rate for the instructors solicited to participate in the study was 

100%.  All instructors answered all questions on the instructor survey.  Of the three 

males and three females, all had at least five years of higher education teaching 

experience; all but one instructor had six or more years of teaching experience.  Four 

instructors had taught the business communication course for seven or more 

semesters; one instructor had taught it for two semesters; and one instructor had 

taught it for one semester. 

 

Students 

All students were undergraduates in the business school and represented all 

the majors offered by the business school.  Eight students declined to share their 

majors and 58 were “Undecided.”  Of the 382 students who participated in the study, 

195 were male (51%) and 181 were female (47.4%).  Six students (1.6%) declined to 

reveal their gender.  For those students who indicated their ethnicity, 14 were African 

American (3.7%), 51 were Latino (13.4%), 117 were Asian/Pacific Islander (30.6%), 

175 were Caucasian (45.8%), 1 was Native American (.3%), and 9 indicated they 

were “Other Ethnicity” (2.4%).  Fifteen students (3.9%) declined to share their 

ethnicity.  Of the 375 students who indicated their classification, 144 were 
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sophomores (37.7%), 220 were juniors (57.6%), and 11 were seniors (2.9%).  Seven 

students (1.8%) declined to share their classification. 

 

Measures 

This section will describe the scales that were administered to faculty and 

students.   

 

Scale Administered to Faculty 

 Faculty who agreed to participate in the study were administered one scale, 

the Goal Orientation Toward Teaching (see Appendix A), to assess instructors’ 

orientation towards teaching.   

 

Goal Orientation Toward Teaching (GOTT) 

The Goal Orientation Toward Teaching (Kucsera et al., 2009) self-report 

measure consists of nine items that are rated on a 6-point Likert-type scale 

(1=”Strongly Agree” to 6=”Strongly Disagree”).  The scale is composed of three 

factors (mastery, performance approach/proving, and avoidance).  The scale was 

validated using exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis and cross-validation 

samples.  Reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) for the norming samples was Mastery (.66), 

Proving (.70), and Avoiding (.68). 
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Demographic Information.  In order to describe the faculty participant sample, 

information was collected about the respondents, including:  gender, number of years 

teaching experience, number of semesters teaching this particular course. 

 

Scales Administered to Students 

Student attitudes about their instructor and class were assessed by three 

measures:  items from the basic University of Texas at Austin Course Instructor 

Survey (see Appendix B) and the Classroom Community Scales (see Appendix C) 

and portions of Midgley et al’s (2000) Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales (PALS) 

that assess students’ perceptions of teacher goals and classroom structure (see 

Appendix D). 

 

Course Instructor Survey (CIS) 

Students who attend The University of Texas at Austin are asked to evaluate 

the course and instructor for each class in which they are enrolled.  The basic Course 

Instructor Survey (CIS) form includes six focused and two global items for 

evaluation.  The six focused items are ranked on a 5-point Likert-type scale (ranges 

from 1 = “Strongly Disagree” to 5 = “Strongly Agree”) and are divided into three 

items about the course and three items about the instructor: 
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Course Items 

- The course was well organized. 
 
- The tests/assignments were usually graded and returned promptly. 
 
- At this point in time, I feel that this course will be (or has already been) of 

value to me. 
 

Instructor Items 

- The instructor communicated information effectively. 
 
- The instructor showed interest in the progress of students. 
 
- The instructor made me feel free to ask questions, disagree, and express my 

ideas. 
 

The two CIS global items are ranked on a 5-point Likert-type scale (ranges from 1 = 

“Very Unsatisfactory” to 5 = “Excellent”) and ask students to rate overall the 

instructor and the course.  The global Instructor Rating stem is “Overall, this 

instructor was…” and the global Course Rating stem is “Overall, this course was….” 

In order to frame their thinking about the course and the instructor, students 

were asked to complete all six focus items as well as the two global ratings (overall 

instructor and overall course) for this study.  Only the CIS global Overall Instructor 

Rating was used as the variable of interest in the first level of the multi-level analysis. 

 

Classroom Community Scales (SOC) 

The Classroom Community Scales (Bush et al., 2006) self-report measure was 

used to assess students’ feelings of community in a particular class.  It consists of 15 

items that are rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = “Strongly Disagree,” 7 = 
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“Strongly Agree”).  The scale is composed of three factors (five items per factor):  

students’ engagement with content (S-C), student-instructor interactions (S-I), and 

student-to-student interactions, such as sense of respect and connection (S-S).  Some 

items are reverse scored.  The scale was validated using confirmatory factor analysis 

and multiple samples.  Reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) for the norming samples was 

Student Engagement with Content (S-C) (.88 and .88), Student-to-Student 

Interactions (S-S) (.82 and .81), and Student-Instructor Interactions (S-I) (.88 and 

.91). 

 

Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales (PALS) 

Nine items from the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales (Midgley et al., 

2000) self-report measure were used to assess students’ perceptions of the academic 

goals that instructors emphasized in their classes as well as students’ perceptions of 

instructors’ goals for engaging students in coursework.  Like the GOTT, the PALS 

measure three factors (mastery, performance, and avoidance).  Items are ranked on a 

five-point Likert scale (1 = “Strongly Disagree” to 5 = “Strongly Agree”).  The scale 

was validated using confirmatory factor analysis.  Reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) for 

the norming samples was Instructor Mastery (.83), Instructor Performance Approach 

(.79), Instructor Avoidance (.71), Classroom Mastery (.76), Classroom Performance 

Approach (.70), and Classroom Avoidance (.83). 

 
Demographic Information.  In order to describe the student participant sample, 

information was collected about the respondents, including:  gender, ethnicity, 



 

 48 

number of semesters student had attended The University of Texas, academic 

classification, and major. 

 

Procedure 

IRB approval was obtained for the study in question (IRB Protocol # 2009-10-

0023).  All recruitment, study procedures and protocols conformed to established 

university research guidelines.  Informed consent via a written cover letter was 

obtained from each participant immediately prior to administration of the surveys. 

Permission was sought from all fall 2009 BA 324 instructors to survey all of 

their sections of the course.  The researcher scheduled a time to visit each section to 

administer the scales.  In order to allow students and instructors time to establish 

social practices within the classroom, surveys of both students and instructor were 

administered during the regularly scheduled class time in the classroom during the 

twelfth or thirteenth week of the fall, 2009 semester.  Aggregated paper and pencil 

survey packets were created for both students and instructors.  The instructor scale 

and demographic information were combined into one paper and pencil document 

that the instructors were asked to complete while the students completed their 

surveys.  The student scales were combined into one anonymous paper and pencil 

document that also collected the demographic data about student respondents. 

On the scheduled day, students were informed by the researcher that they 

were being invited to participate in the study, but that participation was voluntary, 

anonymous, and would not affect their grade in the course or standing in the 
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university.  Students were further informed that no personally identifying data would 

be collected, that they could answer all of the survey or skip any questions or stop at 

any time if they felt uncomfortable answering survey questions.  The researcher also 

gave each student a copy of the cover letter before administering the survey. 

For the researcher’s two sections of BA 324, a graduate student was trained in 

the correct administration procedures and scheduled to administer the surveys when 

the researcher was not present in the classroom.  Students were informed by the 

researcher in advance that they would be invited to participate in the study, but that 

participation was voluntary, anonymous, and would not affect their grade in the 

course or standing in the university.  Students were further informed that no 

personally identifying data would be collected, that they could answer all of the 

survey or skip any questions or stop at any time if they felt uncomfortable answering 

survey questions.  The graduate student re-emphasized these points and gave each 

student a copy of the cover letter before administering the survey.  While the graduate 

student was administering the student surveys to the researcher’s sections, the 

researcher stepped out of the classroom and took the paper and pencil instructor 

survey.  To avoid pre-judging the survey, the researcher selected a response to each 

survey question that matched her own actual experience in the classroom, rather than 

selecting a response that would represent an idealized situation. 
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Analysis 

For the current study, hierarchical linear modeling (HLM), a form of linear 

mixed modeling (LMM), was used.  The study involved nested data (i.e., a 

hierarchical structure where units are measured at different levels) at three levels:  

students (Level 1) nested within classes (Level 2) that were nested within instructors 

(Level 3).  Figure 1 below illustrates the hierarchical nature of the levels.  The nested 

nature of the data violates the General Linear Model (GLM) assumption of 

independently observed data.  Because linear mixed models are able to take into 

account observations that are not independent (i.e., they are correlated), LMMs are 

suited to a study that involves nested data.  Additionally, LMMs provide a statistical 

analysis procedure that models the effect of predictor variables at more than one level 

(Garson, 2009).  Hierarchical linear modeling allows the researcher to estimate more 

effectively effects within individual units, to test hypotheses about cross-level effects, 

and to partition variance and co-variance effects among the different levels 

(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). 
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Figure 1  Hierarchical Linear Modeling of Nested Data 

 
 

Hierarchical Linear Modeling 

Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) is a regression analysis that is designed 

to examine hierarchical data, including group effects on individuals (Raudenbush & 

Bryk, 2002).  Each level in the hierarchical analysis is represented by its own set of 

equations.  These equations express the relationship between the variables in a given 

level and also the influence of cross-level effects (e.g., the influence of variables at 

one level on the relationships of variables at another level) (Raudenbush & Bryk, 

2002). 

HLM is more robust than General Linear Models (GLMs) because, unlike 

GLMs, it can account for multiple errors without inflating the Type-1 error rate.  
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Strengths also include its ability to measure unbalanced data at both the group and 

individual level.  Where there are meager data, it offers an improved estimation of 

individual effects by “borrowing strength from the entire ensemble of data,” 

(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002, p. 7).  Assumptions about residuals are similar to 

regression assumptions:  residuals at each level are independently and normally 

distributed with a mean of zero and are not correlated with predictors at other levels 

(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).  Significance was tested at .05. 

Because heteroscedasticity (i.e., differing variances of the random variables) 

can cause the standard estimate of the error to be biased, the validity of the 

assumptions was examined by graphing a scatterplot of the residuals and predicted 

values at each level of the current model.  Additionally the homogeneity of variance 

test available in the HLM software was used to test for possible heterogeneity of the 

Level-1 variances.  While there may be other problems with heterogeneity of the 

Level-1 variables (e.g., coding errors, the omission of one or more Level-1 predictor 

variables or constraint of a variable that should be allowed to vary randomly), the 

influence of outliers is minimal (Raudenbush, Bryk, & Congdon, 2004). 

 

Equations for the Study 

Research Question 1 

To what extent do the student sense of classroom community (SOC) factors 

contribute to explaining the variance of the CIS global overall instructor rating 

(SET)? 
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This Level 1 question is represented by the following equation where SET is 

the dependent variable, π0 is the overall intercept, π1, π2, and π3 are the three SOC 

factors (student-content, student-instructor, student-student interactions respectively), 

and e represents error.  The error term has a mean of zero and is assumed to be 

independently and normally distributed (i.e., there is some variance).  Data are grand 

mean centered.  Figure 2 below is a graphical representation of this question. 

 

Level 1 Model:  SET = π0 + π1 (S-C) + π2 (S-I) + π3 (S-S) + e 

 

Figure 2  Research Question 1 Hypotheses 

 
 

Hypothesis 1(a):  The slope does not significantly differ from zero for the 

SOC student – course content interaction factor (S-C, γ100) and the CIS global overall 
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instructor rating (SET).  This result would suggest there will be little or no correlation 

between the SOC student – course content (S-C) interaction factor and the CIS global 

overall instructor rating. 

Rationale:  On the CIS, the course content factor is captured more by the 

global overall course rating item than by the overall instructor item.  While there may 

be some limited amount of multi-colinearity, discriminant validity evidence suggests 

that the SOC (S-C) factor and SOC (S-I) factor, as well as the CIS global instructor 

rating item and the CIS global course rating item, capture different constructs. 

Hypothesis 1(b):  There will be a significant positive slope for the SOC 

student sense of student-instructor interaction factor (S-I, γ200) and the Overall 

Instructor Rating (SET).  This result would suggest a positive correlation between the 

SOC student sense of student-instructor (S-I) interaction factor and the CIS global 

overall instructor rating. 

Rationale:  As students judge instructors to be engaging and caring, they will 

rate their teachers more highly on the CIS global overall instructor rating. 

Hypothesis 1(c):  The slope does not significantly differ from zero for the 

student – student factor (S-S, γ300) and the CIS global overall instructor rating (SET).  

This result would suggest there will be little or no correlation between the SOC 

student – student interaction (S-S) factor and the CIS global overall instructor rating. 

Rationale:  The CIS survey does not include an item that measures student-to-

student interaction. 
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Research Question 2 

To what extent do student perceptions of teacher goals for engaging students 

in academic activities (PALS-I) factors contribute to explaining the variance of the 

CIS global overall instructor rating (SET)? 

This Level 1 question is represented by the following equation where SET is 

the dependent variable, π0 is the overall intercept, π1, π2, and π3 are the three PALS 

instructor factors (mastery orientation, performance approach orientation, 

performance avoidance orientation respectively), and e represents error.  The error 

term has a mean of zero and is assumed to be independently and normally distributed 

(i.e., there is some variance).  Data are grand-mean centered.  Figure 3 below is a 

graphical representation of this question. 

 

Level 1 Model:  SET = π0 + π1 (PALS-IM) + π2 (PALS-IPA) + π3 (PALS-IAV) + e 
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Figure 3  Research Question 2 Hypotheses 

 
 

Hypothesis 2(a):  There will be a significant positive slope for the PALS 

student perception of teacher mastery goal (PALS-IM, γ100) factor and the Overall 

Instructor Rating (SET). 

Rationale:  As students judge instructors to engage them in academic work to 

help them develop mastery, they will rate their teachers more highly on the CIS 

global overall instructor rating. 

Hypothesis 2(b):  There will be a significant positive slope for the PALS 

student perception of teacher performance approach goal (PALS-IPA, γ200) factor and 

the Overall Instructor Rating (SET). 
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Rationale:  As students judge instructors to engage them in academic work to 

help them demonstrate competence, they will rate their teachers somewhat highly on 

the CIS global overall instructor rating. 

Hypothesis 2(c):  There will be a significant negative slope for the PALS 

student perception of teacher performance avoidance goal (PALS-IAV, γ300) factor 

and the Overall Instructor Rating (SET). 

Rationale:  As students judge instructors’ goals to engage them in academic 

work to be to chide them to avoid demonstrating incompetence, they will rate their 

teachers as somewhat less effective on the CIS global overall instructor rating. 

 

Research Question 3 

To what extent do student perceptions of teachers’ classroom structure for 

engaging students in academic activities (PALS-CS) factors contribute to explaining 

the variance of the CIS global overall instructor rating (SET)? 

This Level 1 question is represented by the following equation where SET is 

the dependent variable, π0 is the overall intercept, π1, π2, and π3 are the three PALS 

classroom structure factors (mastery orientation, performance approach orientation, 

performance avoidance orientation respectively), and e represents error.  The error 

term has a mean of zero and is assumed to be independently and normally distributed 

(i.e., there is some variance).  Data are grand-mean centered.  Figure 4 below is a 

graphical representation of this question. 
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Level 1 Model:  SET = π0 + π1 (PALS-CSM) + π2 (PALS-CSPA) +  
π3 (PALS-CSAV) + e 

 

Figure 4  Research Question 3 Hypotheses 

 

Hypothesis 3(a):  There will be a significant positive slope for the PALS 

student perception of classroom structure mastery goal (PALS-CSM, γ100) factor and 

the Overall Instructor Rating (SET). 

Rationale:  As students judge instructors’ classroom goals for them to be 

engaging in academic work to develop competence, they will rate their teachers more 

highly on the CIS global overall instructor rating. 

Hypothesis 3(b): There will be a significant positive slope for the PALS 

student perception of classroom structure performance approach goal (PALS-CSPA, 

γ200) factor and the Overall Instructor Rating (SET). 
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Rationale:  As students judge instructors’ classroom goals for them to be 

engaging in academic work to demonstrate competence, they will rate their teachers 

somewhat highly on the CIS global overall instructor rating. 

Hypothesis 3(c): There will be a significant negative slope for the PALS 

student perception of classroom structure performance avoidance goal (PALS-CSAV, 

γ300) factor and the Overall Instructor Rating (SET). 

Rationale:  As students judge instructors’ classroom goals for them to be 

engaging in academic work to avoid demonstrating incompetence, they will rate their 

teachers as somewhat less effective on the CIS global overall instructor rating. 

 

Research Question 4 

To what extent do the mean class sense of community (SOC _MEAN) factors 

correlate with the mean class CIS global overall instructor rating (SET_MEAN)? 

This Level 2 question is represented by the following equation where the 

Level-1 intercept (π0) is the dependent variable, β00 is the Level-2 intercept predicting 

the Level-1 intercept (average SET at zero of the independent variables), β01(SOC S-

C_MEAN) represents the grand SOC mean for the student – content factor, β02(SOC 

S-I_MEAN) represents the grand SOC mean for the student – instructor factor, 

β03(SOC S-S_MEAN) represents the grand SOC mean for the student – student factor 

and r0 represents variability in the Level-1 intercept (i.e., intercepts vary across 

classes).  Figure 5 below is a graphical representation of this question. 
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π0= β00 + β01(SOC S-C_MEAN) + β02(SOC S-I_MEAN) + β03(SOC S-S_MEAN) + 
r0 

 

Figure 5  Research Question 4 Hypotheses 

 
 

Hypothesis 4(a):  The slope does not significantly differ from zero for the 

mean student ratings of their sense of student - content community (β01 (SOC S-C_MEAN), 

γ010) in relation to the Overall Instructor Rating. 

Hypothesis 4(b):  There will be a significant positive slope for the mean 

student ratings of their sense of student - instructor community (β02 (SOC S-I_MEAN), γ020) 

in relation to the Overall Instructor Rating. 
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Hypothesis 4(c):  The slope does not significantly differ from zero for the 

mean student ratings of their sense of student - student community (β03 (SOC S-S_MEAN), 

γ030) in relation to the Overall Instructor Rating. 

Rationale:  Group dynamics may have some influence on students’ 

perceptions of classroom community and teacher effectiveness.  Thus, aggregate 

Level 2 group effects may be more accurate predictors of the outcome variable than 

individual Level 1 effects. 

 

Research Question 5 

To what extent do instructor goal orientations toward their own teaching 

(GOTT) contribute to explaining the variance in the CIS Overall Instructor Rating 

(SET)? 

This Level 3 question is represented by the following equation where the 

Level-2 intercept (β00) is the dependent variable, γ000 is the intercept, γ001, γ002, and γ003 

represent the three GOTT factors (Mastery, Proving, Avoiding respectively), and µ00 

is residual error.  Data are grand-mean centered.  Figure 6 below is a graphical 

representation of this question. 

 

SET (β00) = γ000 + γ001(MAST) + γ002(PROVE) + γ003(AVOID) + µ00 
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Figure 6  Research Question 5 Hypotheses 

 

Hypothesis 5(a):  There will be a positive slope for the GOTT Mastery 

(γ001(MAST)) and the Overall Instructor Rating (SET). 

Rationale:  Instructors who are open to new methods and activities and who 

convey a sense of confidence about their teaching will be more positively regarded as 

effective. 

Hypothesis 5(b):  There will be a positive slope for the GOTT Proving 

(γ002(PROVE)) and the Overall Instructor Rating (SET). 

Rationale:  Those teachers who seek favorable judgments and who generate 

excitement about the task at hand will be perceived as somewhat effective. 

Hypothesis 5(c):  The slope does not significantly differ from zero for the 

GOTT Avoiding (γ003(AVOID)) and the Overall Instructor Rating (SET). 
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Rationale:  Those teachers who fear the punishment of negative feedback will 

not be flexible enough to convey a sense of confidence or excitement in the classroom 

and will be perceived as less effective. 

 

Research Question 6 

Is there an interaction effect of instructor goal orientation (GOTT) for their 

own teaching and the student sense of community (SOC) factors on the CIS global 

overall instructor ratings (SET)? 

This Level 3 question is represented by the following equations where the 

Level-2 intercepts for the Level-1 SOC slopes, β10, β20, and β30, are the dependent 

variables.  In the current model, Level-2 has no effect associated with it (e.g., π2 = β20 

+ r2), thus the outcome can be thought of as the Level-1 intercept for the SOC factors 

(π1, π2, and π3).  This represents the cross level interaction between SOC and GOTT.  

A significant effect here indicates that the SOC factors and SET relationships are 

moderated by GOTT.  Data are grand-mean centered.  Figure 7 below is a graphical 

representation of this question. 

Level 1 Model:  SET = π0 + π1 (S-C) + π2 (S-I) + π3 (S-S) + e 

Level 3 Model:   

β00 = γ000 + γ001(MAST) + γ002(PROVE) + γ003(AVOID) + µ00 

β10 = γ100 + γ101(MAST) + γ102(PROVE) + γ103(AVOID) 

β20 = γ200 + γ201(MAST) + γ202(PROVE) + γ203(AVOID) 

β30 = γ300 + γ101(MAST) + γ302(PROVE) + γ303(AVOID) 
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Figure 7  Research Question 6 Hypotheses 

 

Hypothesis 6:  There will be a significant interaction effect between teachers’ 

goal orientation for their own teaching and the SOC factors on the CIS global overall 

instructor rating (SET). 

Rationale:  Mastery- and proving-oriented instructors seek to engage students 

positively, which should contribute to a more positive student sense of classroom 

community and a positive evaluation of teacher effectiveness.  Avoiding-oriented 

instructors, on the other hand, seek to avoid negative feedback, which should 

contribute to a lower sense of classroom community and a somewhat negative 

evaluation of teacher effectiveness. 
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Research Question 7 

Is there an interaction effect of instructors’ goal orientation (GOTT) for their 

own teaching and the student perceptions of teacher goals for engaging students in 

academic activities (PALS-I) factor on the CIS global overall instructor ratings 

(SET)? 

This Level 3 question is represented by the following equations where β10, β20, 

and β30 are the Level-2 intercepts for the Level-1 PALS-Instructor Mastery, PALS-

Instructor Performance Approach and PALS-Instructor Performance Avoidance 

slopes respectively, and are the dependent variables.  In the current model, Level-2 

has no effect associated with it (i.e., π1 = β10 + r1, π2 = β20 + r2, π3 = β30 + r3), thus the 

outcome can be thought of as the Level-1 intercepts for PALS-IM (π1), PALS-IPA 

(π2), and PALS-IAV (π3).  This represents the cross level interaction between PALS-I 

and GOTT.  A significant effect here indicates that the SET and PALS-I relationships 

are moderated by GOTT.  Data are grand-mean centered.  Figure 8 below is a 

graphical representation of this question. 

Level 1 Model:  SET = π0 + π1 (PALS-IM) + π2 (PALS-IPA) + π3 (PALS-IAV) + e 

Level 3 Model:   

β00 = γ000 + γ001(MAST) + γ002(PROVE) + γ003(AVOID) + µ00 

β10 = γ100 + γ101(MAST) + γ102(PROVE) + γ103(AVOID) 

β20 = γ200 + γ201(MAST) + γ202(PROVE) + γ203(AVOID) 

β30 = γ300 + γ101(MAST) + γ302(PROVE) + γ303(AVOID) 
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Figure 8  Research Question 7 Hypotheses 

 

Hypothesis 7:  There will be a significant interactive effect between teachers’ 

goal orientation for their own teaching and students’ perceptions of teacher goals for 

engaging the students in academic activities on the CIS global overall instructor 

rating (SET). 

Rationale:  Mastery- and proving-oriented instructors seek to engage students 

positively, which should contribute to a more positive student perception of teacher 

goal orientation and a somewhat positive evaluation of teacher effectiveness.  

Avoiding-oriented instructors, on the other hand, seek to avoid negative feedback, 

which should contribute to a less positive student perception of teacher goal 

orientation and a somewhat negative evaluation of teacher effectiveness. 
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Research Question 8 

Is there an interaction effect of instructor goal orientation (GOTT) and the 

classroom structure (PALS-CS) factor on the CIS global overall instructor ratings 

(SET)? 

This Level 3 question is represented by the following equations where β10, β20, 

and β30 are the Level-2 intercepts for the Level-1 PALS-Classroom Structure 

Mastery, PALS- Classroom Structure Performance Approach and PALS- Classroom 

Structure Performance Avoidance slopes respectively, and are the dependent 

variables.  In the current model, Level-2 has no effect associated with it (i.e., π1 = β10 

+ r1, π2 = β20 + r2, π3 = β30 + r3), thus the outcome can be thought of as the Level-1 

intercepts for PALS-CSM (π1), PALS-CSPA (π2), and PALS-CSAV (π3).  This 

represents the cross level interaction between PALS-CS and GOTT.  A significant 

effect here indicates that the SET and PALS-CS relationships are moderated by 

GOTT.  Data are grand-mean centered.  Figure 9 below is a graphical representation 

of this question. 

Level 1 Model:  SET = π0 + π1 (PALS-CSM) + π2 (PALS-CSPA) + π3 (PALS-CSAV) + e 

Level 3 Model:   

β00 = γ000 + γ001(MAST) + γ002(PROVE) + γ003(AVOID) + µ00 

β10 = γ100 + γ101(MAST) + γ102(PROVE) + γ103(AVOID) 

β20 = γ200 + γ201(MAST) + γ202(PROVE) + γ203(AVOID) 

β30 = γ300 + γ101(MAST) + γ302(PROVE) + γ303(AVOID) 
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Figure 9  Research Question 8 Hypotheses 

 

Hypothesis 8:  There will be a significant interactive effect between teachers’ 

goal orientation for their own teaching and students’ perceptions of teachers’ 

classroom goal structures for engaging the students in academic activities on the CIS 

global overall instructor rating (SET). 

Rationale:  Mastery- and proving-oriented instructors seek to engage students 

in academic activities in order to develop or demonstrate competence, which should 

contribute to a more positive student perception of classroom structure and a 

somewhat positive evaluation of teacher effectiveness.  Avoiding-oriented instructors 

seek engage students in academic activities in order to avoid being judged as 

incompetent, which should contribute to a less positive student perception of 

classroom structure and a somewhat negative evaluation of teacher effectiveness. 
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Chapter 4  
Results 

 
 

This chapter will examine the results of the HLM analysis of the study 

responses.  Discussion will include participant demographics and models that were 

tested as part of the analyses. 

Participants 

Descriptive statistics of the Level 1 student responses for the factors surveyed 

are listed in Table 1 below. 

Table 1 Level 1 Statistics:  Ns, Means, Standard Deviation, Min & Max 

 
Variable Name 

Number of 
Responses 

 
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Min 
Value 

Max 
Value 

Student Evaluation 
of Teacher (SET) 

 
382 

 
4.09 

 
0.93 

 
1.00 

 
5.00 

      
SOC S-C 382 4.86 1.02 1.20 7.00 
      
SOC S-I 382 5.96 0.97 1.40 7.00 
      
SOC S-S 382 5.79 0.69 3.00 7.00 
      
PALS-IM 380 4.26 0.74 1.00 5.00 
      
PALS-IPA 379 2.23 0.88 1.00 5.00 
      
PALS-IAV 362 2.78 0.99 1.00 5.00 
      
PALS-CSM 381 4.15 0.67 1.50 5.00 
      
PALS-CSPA 377 3.42 0.97 1.00 5.00 
      
PALS-CSAV 379 2.62 0.92 1.00 5.00 
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Descriptive statistics of the Level 2 class means for the factors surveyed are 

listed in Table 2 below. 

Table 2 Level 2 Statistics:  Ns, Means, Standard Deviation, Min & Max 

 
Variable Name 

Number of 
Responses 

 
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Min 
Value 

Max 
Value 

SOC S-C mean 14 4.84 0.43 4.15 5.90 
      
SOC S-I mean 14 5.93 0.47 5.11 6.52 
      
SOC S-S mean 14 5.80 0.17 5.59 6.19 
      
PALS-IM mean 14 4.25 0.22 3.96 4.66 
      
PALS-IPA mean 14 2.25 0.46 1.60 2.97 
      
PALS-IAV mean 14 2.82 0.37 2.22 3.45 
      
PALS-CSM mean 14 4.16 0.21 3.81 4.44 
      
PALS-CSPA mean 14 3.44 0.32 2.96 4.00 
      
PALS-CSAV mean 14 2.62 0.23 2.29 2.96 
 

Descriptive statistics of the Level 3 instructor responses for the factors 

surveyed are listed in Table 3 below. 

Table 3 Level 3 Statistics:  Ns, Means, Standard Deviation, Min & Max 

 
Variable Name 

Number of 
Responses 

 
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Min 
Value 

Max 
Value 

GOTT-M 6 5.11 0.62 4.00 5.67 
      
GOTT-PA 6 5.22 0.69 4.33 6.00 
      
GOTT-AV 6 3.67 0.73 2.67 4.67 
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Results of the Research Questions 

Research Question 1 

To what extent do the student sense of classroom community (SOC) factors 

contribute to explaining the variance of the CIS global overall instructor rating 

(SET)? 

To model this Level 1 question, the Student Sense of Community variables 

(SOC student – content, student – instructor, and student – student factors 

respectively) were measured at Level 1, the student level.  No additional variables 

were included at Level 2, the class level, or Level 3, the instructor level.  See Table 4 

for a summary of the model and Table 5 for a summary of the results below. 
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Table 4 Summary of the Model for Research Question 1 
The model specified for the fixed effects was: 

Level-1 
Coefficients 

Level-2 
Predictors 

Level-3 
Predictors 

INTRCPT1, π0 INTRCPT2, β00 INTRCPT3, γ000 
S-C Slope, π1 INTRCPT2, β10 INTRCPT3, γ100 
S-I Slope, π2 INTRCPT2, β20 INTRCPT3, γ200 
S-S Slope, π3 INTRCPT2, β30 INTRCPT3, γ300 
 

Summary of the model specified in equation format was: 

Level 1 Model 

SET = π0 + π1 (S-C) + π2 (S-I) + π3 (S-S) + e 

Level 2 Model 

π0 = β00 + r0 

π1 = β10 

π2 = β20 

π3 = β30 

Level 3 Model 

β00 = γ000 + µ00 

β10 = γ100 

β20 = γ200 

β30 = γ300 
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Table 5 Summary of Results for Research Question 1 

The outcome variable is SET; 382 level-1 and 14 level-2 records were used. 

Final estimation of fixed effects: 

 
Fixed Effect 

Standard 
Coefficient 

 
Error 

 
T-ratio 

Approx. 
d.f. 

 
P-value 

For INTRCPT1, π0      
For INTRCPT2, β00      
 INTRCPT3, γ000 4.065536 0.062769 64.770 005 0.000 
      
For S_C slope, π1      
For INTRCPT2, β10      
 INTRCPT3, γ100 0.201270 0.035828 5.618 378 0.000 
      
For S_I slope, π2      
For INTRCPT2, β20      
 INTRCPT3, γ200 0.601338 0.037155 16.184 378 0.000 
      
For S_S slope, π3      
For INTRCPT2, β30      
 INTRCPT3, γ300 -0.091026 0.048125 -1.891 378 0.059 
 

Final estimation of level-1 (Student) and level-2 (Class) variance components: 

 
Random Effect 

Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

 
d.f. 

 
χ2 

 
P-value 

INTRCPT1, r0 0.10129 0.01026 8 15.02056 0.058 
level-1, e 0.57525 0.33092    
 

Final estimation of level-3 (Instructor) variance components: 

 
Random Effect 

Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

 
d.f. 

 
χ2 

 
P-value 

INTRCPT1/INTRCPT2, µ00 0.11336 0.01285 5 13.43421 0.019 
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Hypothesis 1(a):  The slope does not significantly differ from zero for the 

SOC student – course content interaction factor (S-C,γ100) and the CIS global overall 

instructor rating (SET).  This result would suggest there will be little or no correlation 

between the SOC student – course content (S-C) interaction factor and the CIS global 

overall instructor rating. 

Results:  The hypothesis is not supported.  The results indicated that there is a 

significant positive slope for S-C, γ100.  This suggests that, at the student level, there is 

an association between the student sense of community student – course content 

factor and the CIS global overall instructor rating:  the more positive the student sense 

of student – course interaction, the higher the student evaluation of teacher 

effectiveness. 

Hypothesis 1(b):  There will be a significant positive slope for the SOC 

student sense of student-instructor interaction factor (S-I, γ200) and the Overall 

Instructor Rating (SET).  This result would suggest a positive correlation between the 

SOC student sense of student-instructor (S-I) interaction factor and the CIS global 

overall instructor rating. 

Results:  The hypothesis is supported.  The results indicated that there is a 

significant positive slope for S-I, γ200.  This suggests that there is a correlation 

between the student sense of community student – instructor interaction factor and the 

CIS global overall instructor rating:  the more positive the student sense of student – 

instructor interaction, the higher the student evaluation of teacher effectiveness. 
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Hypothesis 1(c):  The slope does not significantly differ from zero for the 

student – student factor (S-S, γ300) and the CIS global overall instructor rating (SET).  

This result would suggest there will be little or no correlation between the SOC 

student – student interaction (S-S) factor and the CIS global overall instructor rating. 

Results:  The hypothesis is supported.  The results indicated that there is a 

negative, but not significant slope for S-S, γ300.  This suggests that there is little or no 

association between the student sense of community student – student interaction 

factor and the CIS global overall instructor rating. 

 

Research Question 2 

To what extent do student perceptions of teacher goals for engaging students 

in academic activities (PALS-I) factors contribute to explaining the variance of the 

CIS global overall instructor rating (SET)? 

To model this Level 1 question, the Patterns of Adaptive Learning variables, 

Instructor Mastery orientation (PALS-IM), Instructor Performance Approach 

orientation (PALS-IPA), and Instructor Performance Avoidance orientation (PALS – 

IAV) respectively, were measured at Level 1, the student level.  No additional 

variables were included at Level 2, the class level, or Level 3, the instructor level.  

See Table 6 for a summary of the model and Table 7 for a summary of the results 

below. 
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Table 6 Summary of the Model for Research Question 2 

The model specified for the fixed effects was: 

Level-1 
Coefficients 

Level-2 
Predictors 

Level-3 
Predictors 

INTRCPT1, π0 INTRCPT2, β00 INTRCPT3, γ000 
PALS-IM Slope, π1 INTRCPT2, β10 INTRCPT3, γ100 
PALS-IPA Slope, π2 INTRCPT2, β20 INTRCPT3, γ200 
PALS-IAV Slope, π3 INTRCPT2, β30 INTRCPT3, γ300 
 
 
Summary of the model specified in equation format was: 

Level 1 Model 

SET = π0 + π1 (PALS-IM) + π2 (PALS-IPA) + π3 (PALS-IAV) + e 

Level 2 Model 

π0 = β00 + r0 

π1 = β10 

π2 = β20 

π3 = β30 

Level 3 Model 

β00 = γ000 + µ00 

β10 = γ100 

β20 = γ200 

β30 = γ300 

 



 

 77 

 
Table 7 Summary of Results for Research Question 2 

The outcome variable is SET; 359 level-1 and 14 level-2 records were used. 

Final estimation of fixed effects: 

 
Fixed Effect 

Standard 
Coefficient 

 
Error 

Approx. 
T-ratio 

 
d.f. 

 
P-value 

For INTRCPT1, π0      
For INTRCPT2, β00      
 INTRCPT3, γ000 4.076690 0.140138 29.090 005 0.000 
      
For PALS-IM slope, π1      
For INTRCPT2, β10      
 INTRCPT3, γ100 0.481680 0.053272 9.042 355 0.000 
      
For PALS-IPA slope, π2      
For INTRCPT2, β20      
 INTRCPT3, γ200 -0.183985 0.050339 -3.655 355 0.001 
      
For PALS-IAV slope, π3      
For INTRCPT2, β30      
 INTRCPT3, γ300 -0.032681 0.041551 -0.787 355 0.432 
 

Final estimation of level-1 (Student) and level-2 (Class) variance components: 

 
Random Effect 

Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

 
d.f. 

 
χ2 

 
P-value 

INTRCPT1, r0 0.041551 0.07788 8 43.21298 0.000 
level-1, e 0.71546 0.51188    
 

Final estimation of level-3 (Instructor) variance components: 

 
Random Effect 

Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

 
d.f. 

 
χ2 

 
P-value 

INTRCPT1/INTRCPT2, µ00 0.26575 0.07062 5 16.25966 0.006 
 



 

 78 

Hypothesis 2(a):  There will be a significant positive correlation between the 

PALS Instructor Mastery (PALS I-M, γ100) factor and the CIS global overall 

instructor rating. 

Results:  The hypothesis is supported.  The results indicated that there is a 

significant positive slope for PALS Instructor Mastery orientation, γ100.  This suggests 

that there is a correlation between the Instructor Mastery orientation factor and the 

CIS global overall instructor rating:  the more positive the students’ perception of 

Instructor Mastery orientation, the higher the student evaluation of teacher 

effectiveness. 

Hypothesis 2(b):  There will be a significant positive correlation between the 

PALS Instructor Performance Approach (PALS I-PA, γ200) factor and the CIS global 

overall instructor rating. 

Results:  The hypothesis is not supported.  The results indicated that there is a 

significant, but negative, slope for IPA, γ200.  This suggests that there is an association 

between the Instructor Performance Approach orientation factor and the CIS global 

overall instructor rating, but in the opposite direction than that which was predicted:  

the greater the students’ perception of Instructor Performance Approach orientation, 

the lower the student evaluation of teacher effectiveness. 

Hypothesis 2(c):  There will be a significant negative correlation between the 

PALS Instructor Performance Avoidance (PALS I-AV, γ300) factor and the CIS global 

overall instructor rating. 
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Results:  The hypothesis is not supported.  The results indicated that there is a 

negative, but not significant, slope for IAV, γ300.  This suggests that there is little or 

no association between the PALS Instructor Performance Avoidance factor and the 

CIS global overall instructor rating. 

 

Research Question 3 

To what extent do student perceptions of teachers’ classroom structure for 

engaging students in academic activities (PALS-CS) factors contribute to explaining 

the variance of the CIS global overall instructor rating (SET)? 

To model this Level 1question, the Patterns of Adaptive Learning variables, 

Classroom Structure Mastery orientation (PALS-CSM), Classroom Structure 

Performance Approach orientation (PALS-CSPA), and Classroom Structure 

Performance Avoidance orientation (PALS – CSAV) respectively, were measured at 

Level 1, the student level.  No additional variables were included at Level 2, the class 

level, or Level 3, the instructor level.  See Table 8 for a summary of the model and 

Table 9 for a summary of the results below. 
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Table 8 Summary of the Model for Research Question 3 
The model specified for the fixed effects was: 

Level-1 
Coefficients 

Level-2 
Predictors 

Level-3 
Predictors 

INTRCPT1, π0 INTRCPT2, β00 INTRCPT3, γ000 
PALS-CSM Slope, π1 INTRCPT2, β10 INTRCPT3, γ100 
PALS-CSPA Slope, π2 INTRCPT2, β20 INTRCPT3, γ200 
PALS-CSAV Slope, π3 INTRCPT2, β30 INTRCPT3, γ300 
 
 
Summary of the model specified in equation format was: 

Level 1 Model 

SET = π0 + π1 (PALS-CSM) + π2 (PALS-CSPA) + π3 (PALS-CSAV) + e 

Level 2 Model 

π0 = β00 + r0 

π1 = β10 

π2 = β20 

π3 = β30 

Level 3 Model 

β00 = γ000 + µ00 

β10 = γ100 

β20 = γ200 

β30 = γ300 
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Table 9 Summary of Results for Research Question 3 

The outcome variable is SET; 377 level-1 and 14 level-2 records were used. 

Final estimation of fixed effects: 

 
Fixed Effect 

Standard 
Coefficien
t 

 
Error 

Approx. 
T-ratio 

 
d.f. 

 
P-value 

For INTRCPT1, π0      
For INTRCPT2, β00      
 INTRCPT3, γ000 4.072843 0.139834 29.126 005 0.000 
      
For PALS-CSM slope, π1      
For INTRCPT2, β10      
 INTRCPT3, γ100 0.479885 0.057847 8.296 373 0.000 
      
For PALS-CSPA slope, π2      
For INTRCPT2, β20      
 INTRCPT3, γ200 -0.231325 0.043613 -5.304 373 0.000 
      
For PALS-CSAV slope, π3      
For INTRCPT2, β30      
 INTRCPT3, γ300 -0.103766 0.045079 -2.302 373 0.020 
 

Final estimation of level-1 (Student) and level-2 (Class) variance components: 

 
Random Effect 

Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

 
d.f. 

 
χ2 

 
P-value 

INTRCPT1, r0 0.22406 0.05020 8 30.72108 0.000 
level-1, e 0.71406 0.50988    
 

Final estimation of level-3 (Instructor) variance components: 

 
Random Effect 

Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

 
d.f. 

 
χ2 

 
P-value 

INTRCPT1/INTRCPT2, µ00 0.28854 0.08325 5 22.43955 0.001 
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Hypothesis 3(a):  There will be a significant positive correlation between the 

PALS Classroom Structure Mastery (PALS-CSM, γ100) factor and the CIS global 

overall instructor rating. 

Results:  The hypothesis is supported.  The results indicated that there is a 

significant positive slope for PALS Classroom Structure Mastery orientation, γ100.  

This suggests that there is a correlation between the Classroom Structure Mastery 

orientation factor and the CIS global overall instructor rating:  the more positive the 

students’ perception of Classroom Structure Mastery orientation, the higher the 

student evaluation of teacher effectiveness. 

Hypothesis 3(b):  There will be a significant positive correlation between the 

PALS Classroom Structure Performance Approach (PALS-CSPA, γ200) factor and the 

CIS global overall instructor rating. 

Results:  The hypothesis is not supported.  The results indicated that there is a 

significant, but negative, slope for PALS Classroom Structure Performance Approach 

orientation, γ200.  This suggests that there is a correlation between the Classroom 

Structure Performance Approach orientation factor and the CIS global overall 

instructor rating, but in the opposite direction:  the greater the students’ perception of 

Classroom Structure Performance Approach orientation, the lower the student 

evaluation of teacher effectiveness. 
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Hypothesis 3(c):  There will be a significant negative correlation between the 

PALS Classroom Structure Performance Avoidance (PALS-CSAV, γ300) factor and 

the CIS global overall instructor rating. 

Results:  The hypothesis is supported.  The results indicated that there is a 

significant negative slope for PALS Classroom Structure Performance Avoidance 

orientation, γ300.  This suggests that there is a correlation between the Classroom 

Structure Performance Avoidance orientation factor and the CIS global overall 

instructor rating:  the greater the students’ perception of Classroom Structure 

Performance Avoidance orientation, the lower the student evaluation of teacher 

effectiveness. 

 

Research Question 4 

To what extent do the mean class sense of community (SOC _MEAN) factors 

correlate with the mean class CIS global overall instructor rating (SET_MEAN)? 

To model this Level 2 question, the Student Sense of Community variables 

(SOC student – content, student – instructor, and student – student factors 

respectively) were measured at Level 1, the student level, and Level 2, the class level.  

To preserve the individual level (student) effects and the contextual level (class) 

effects, grand mean centering was used on both levels.  No additional variables were 

included at Level 3, the instructor level.  See Table 10 for a summary of the model 

and Table 11 for a summary of the results below. 
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Table 10 Summary of the Model for Research Question 4 

The model specified for the fixed effects was: 

Level-1 
Coefficients 

Level-2 
Predictors 

Level-3 
Predictors 

INTRCPT1, π0 INTRCPT2, β00 INTRCPT3, γ000 
 S-C Mean, β01 INTRCPT3, γ010 
 S-I Mean, β02 INTRCPT3, γ020 
 S-S Mean, β03 INTRCPT3, γ030 
S-C Slope, π1 INTRCPT2, β10 INTRCPT3, γ100 
S-I Slope, π2 INTRCPT2, β20 INTRCPT3, γ200 
S-S Slope, π3 INTRCPT2, β30 INTRCPT3, γ300 
 
 
Summary of the model specified in equation format was: 

Level 1 Model 

SET = π0 + π1 (S-C) + π2 (S-I) + π3 (S-S) + e 

Level 2 Model 

π0 = β00 + β01 (S-Cmean) + β02 (S-Imean) + β03 (S-Smean) + r0 

π1 = β10 

π2 = β20 

π3 = β30 

Level 3 Model 

β00 = γ000 + µ00 

β10 = γ100 

β20 = γ200 

β30 = γ300 
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Table 11 Summary of Results for Research Question 4 

The outcome variable is SET; 382 level-1 and 14 level-2 records were used. 

Final estimation of fixed effects: 

 
Fixed Effect 

Standard 
Coefficient 

 
Error 

 
T-ratio 

Approx. 
d.f. 

 
P-value 

For INTRCPT1, π0      
For INTRCPT2, β00      
 INTRCPT3, γ000 4.077641 0.034079 119.652 005 0.000 
      
For S-C MEAN, β01      
 INTRCPT3, γ010 -0.168588 0.145010 -1.163 010 0.272 
      
For S-I MEAN, β02      
 INTRCPT3, γ020 0.357309 0.104483 3.420 010 0.007 
      
For S-S MEAN, β03      
 INTRCPT3, γ030 0.080688 0.293017 0.275 010 0.789 
      
For S_C slope, π1      
For INTRCPT2, β10      
 INTRCPT3, γ100 0.201181 0.036740 5.461 375 0.000 
      
For S_I slope, π2      
For INTRCPT2, β20      
 INTRCPT3, γ200 0.578664 0.038613 14.986 375 0.000 
      
For S_S slope, π3      
For INTRCPT2, β30      
 INTRCPT3, γ300 -0.082869 0.048780 -1.699 375 0.090 
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Final estimation of level-1 (Student) and level-2 (Class) variance components: 

 
Random Effect 

Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

 
d.f. 

 
χ2 

 
P-value 

INTRCPT1, r0 0.06216 0.00386 5 14.65013 0.012 
level-1, e 0.57622 0.33204    
 

Final estimation of level-3 (Instructor) variance components: 

 
Random Effect 

Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

 
d.f. 

 
χ2 

 
P-value 

INTRCPT1/INTRCPT2, µ00 0.00455 0.00002 5 4.68331 4 >.500 
 

Hypothesis 4(a):  There will be little or no correlation between the mean 

student ratings of their sense of student – course interactions (SOC S-C_MEAN, γ010) 

and the mean CIS global instructor rating (SET_MEAN). 

Results:  The hypothesis is supported.  At the aggregated class level, there is 

no significant correlation between the SOC student – course interaction factor and the 

mean SET.  This differs from the results of Hypothesis 1(a) where the student level 

SOC S-C, γ100 were significantly and positively correlated with the student level SET.  

This result suggests that there may be little or no aggregate effect: the individual level 

effects appear to be more predictive of estimates of SET than the class level effects. 

Hypothesis 4(b):  There will be a significant positive correlation between the 

mean student ratings of their sense of student – instructor interactions (SOC S-

I_MEAN, γ020) and the mean CIS global instructor rating (SET_MEAN). 

Results:  The hypothesis is supported.  The results indicated that there is a 

significant positive slope for S-I, γ200 and S-I MEAN, γ020.  This suggests that there is 

a correlation between the student sense of community student – instructor interaction 
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factor and the CIS global overall instructor rating that is captured at both the student 

and class levels. 

Hypothesis 4(c):  There will be little or no correlation between the mean 

student ratings of their sense of student – student interactions (SOC S-S_MEAN, γ030) 

and the mean CIS global instructor rating (SET_MEAN). 

Results:  The hypothesis is supported.  At the aggregated class level, there is 

no significant correlation between the SOC student – student interaction factor, γ030, 

and the mean SET. 

 

Research Question 5 

To what extent do instructor goal orientations toward their own teaching 

(GOTT) contribute to explaining the variance in the CIS Overall Instructor Rating 

(SET)? 

To model this Level 3 question, the Goal Orientation toward Teaching 

variables, Instructor Mastery orientation (GOTT-M), Instructor Proving Approach 

orientation (GOTT -PA), and Instructor Avoiding orientation (GOTT – AV) 

respectively, were measured at Level 3, the instructor level.  No additional variables 

were included at Level 1, the student level, or Level 2, the class level.  See Table 12 

for a summary of the model and Table 13 for a summary of the results below. 
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Table 12 Summary of the Model for Research Question 5 

The model specified for the fixed effects was: 

Level-1 
Coefficients 

Level-2 
Predictors 

Level-3 
Predictors 

INTRCPT1, π0 INTRCPT2, β00 INTRCPT3, γ000 
  GOTT-M, γ001 
  GOTT-PA, γ002 
  GOTT-AV, γ003 
 
 
Summary of the model specified in equation format was: 

Level 1 Model 

SET = π0 + e 

Level 2 Model 

π0 = β00 + r0 

Level 3 Model 

β00 = γ000 + γ001 (GOTT-M) + γ002 (GOTT-PA) + γ003 (GOTT-AV) + µ00 
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Table 13 Summary of Results for Research Question 5 

The outcome variable is SET; 382 level-1 and 14 level-2 records were used. 

Final estimation of fixed effects: 

 
Fixed Effect 

Standard 
Coefficien
t 

 
Error 

Approx. 
T-ratio 

 
d.f. 

 
P-value 

For INTRCPT1, π0      
For INTRCPT2, β00      
 INTRCPT3, γ000 4.065623 0.092030 44.177 002 0.000 
      
For GOTT-M slope, γ001 -0.138612 0.242752 -0.571 002 0.625 
      
For GOTT-PA slope, γ002 0.563306 0.178144 3.162 002 0.150 
      
For GOTT-AV slope, γ003 -0.031446 0.193424 -0.163 002 0.886 
 

Final estimation of level-1 (Student) and level-2 (Class) variance components: 

 
Random Effect 

Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

 
d.f. 

 
χ2 

 
P-value 

INTRCPT1, r0 0.27556 0.07593 8 35.61649 0.000 
level-1, e 0.82579 0.68193    
 

Final estimation of level-3 (Instructor) variance components: 

 
Random Effect 

Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

 
d.f. 

 
χ2 

 
P-value 

INTRCPT1/INTRCPT2, µ00 0.07743 0.00600 2 6.36801 0.040 
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Hypothesis 5(a):  There will be a significant positive correlation between 

instructors’ mastery orientation (GOTT-M) and students’ evaluation of teacher 

effectiveness on the SET. 

Results:  The hypothesis is not supported.  The results indicated that there is a 

negative, but not significant, slope for GOTT-M, γ001.  This suggests that there is little 

or no correlation between the Goal Orientation toward Teaching Mastery factor and 

the CIS global overall instructor rating. 

Hypothesis 5(b):  There will be a significant positive correlation between 

instructors’ proving orientation (GOTT-PA) and students’ evaluation of teacher 

effectiveness on the SET. 

Results:  The hypothesis is not supported.  The results indicated that there is a 

positive, but not significant, slope for GOTT-PA, γ002.  This suggests that there is 

little or no correlation between the Goal Orientation toward Teaching Proving factor 

and the CIS global overall instructor rating. 

Hypothesis 5(c):  There will be a significant negative correlation between 

instructors’ avoiding orientation (GOTT-AV) and students’ evaluation of teacher 

effectiveness on the SET. 

Results:  The hypothesis is not supported.  The results indicated that there is a 

negative, but not significant, slope for GOTT-AV, γ003.  This suggests that there is 

little or no correlation between the Goal Orientation toward Teaching Avoiding factor 

and the CIS global overall instructor rating. 
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Research Question 6 

Is there an interaction effect of instructor goal orientation (GOTT) for their 

own teaching and the student sense of community (SOC) factors on the CIS global 

overall instructor ratings (SET)? 

To model this question, the Goal Orientation toward Teaching variables, 

Instructor Mastery orientation (GOTT-M), Instructor Proving Approach orientation 

(GOTT -PA), and Instructor Avoiding orientation (GOTT – AV) respectively, were 

measured at Level 3, the instructor level.  The Student Sense of Community variables 

(SOC student – content, student – instructor, and student – student factors 

respectively) were measured at Level 1, the student level.  No additional variables 

were included at Level 2, the class level.  See Table 14 for a summary of the model 

and Table 15 for a summary of the results below. 
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Table 14 Summary of the Model for Research Question 6 

The model specified for the fixed effects was: 

Level-1 
Coefficients 

Level-2 
Predictors 

Level-3 
Predictors 

INTRCPT1, π0 INTRCPT2, β00 INTRCPT3, γ000 
  GOTT-M, γ001 
  GOTT-PA, γ002 
  GOTT-AV, γ003 
S-C Slope, π1 INTRCPT2, β10 INTRCPT3, γ100 
  GOTT-M, γ101 
  GOTT-PA, γ102 
  GOTT-AV, γ103 
S-I Slope, π2 INTRCPT2, β20 INTRCPT3, γ200 
  GOTT-M, γ201 
  GOTT-PA, γ202 
  GOTT-AV, γ203 
S-S Slope, π3 INTRCPT2, β30 INTRCPT3, γ300 
  GOTT-M, γ301 
  GOTT-PA, γ302 
  GOTT-AV, γ303 
 
 
Summary of the model specified in equation format was: 

Level 1 Model 

SET = π0 + π1 (S-C) + π2 (S-I) + π3 (S-S) + e 

Level 2 Model 

π0 = β00 + r0 

π1 = β10 

π2 = β20 

π3 = β30 

Level 3 Model 

β00 = γ000 + γ001 (GOTT-M) + γ002 (GOTT-PA) + γ003 (GOTT-AV) + µ00 

β10 = γ100 + γ101 (GOTT-M) + γ102 (GOTT-PA) + γ103 (GOTT-AV) 

β20 = γ200 + γ201 (GOTT-M) + γ202 (GOTT-PA) + γ203 (GOTT-AV) 

β30 = γ300 + γ301 (GOTT-M) + γ302 (GOTT-PA) + γ303 (GOTT-AV) 
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Table 15 Summary of Results for Research Question 6 

The outcome variable is SET; 382 level-1 and 14 level-2 records were used. 

Final estimation of fixed effects: 

 
Fixed Effect 

Standard 
Coefficient 

 
Error 

 
T-ratio 

Approx. 
d.f. 

 
P-value 

For INTRCPT1, π0      
For INTRCPT2, β00      
 INTRCPT3, γ000 4.054758 0.035015 115.801 002 0.000 
 GOTT-M, γ001 0.029392 0.095144 0.309 002 0.786 
 GOTT-PA, γ002 0.234328 0.073216 3.201 002 0.156 
 GOTT-AV, γ003 -0.068199 0.074652 -0.914 002 0.457 
      
For S_C slope, π1      
For INTRCPT2, β10      
 INTRCPT3, γ100 0.206694 0.035325 5.851 366 0.000 
 GOTT-M, γ101 0.046998 0.097746 0.481 366 0.630 
 GOTT-PA, γ102 -0.007553 0.073076 -0.103 366 0.918 
 GOTT-AV, γ103 0.015023 0.076511 0.196 366 0.845 
      
For S_I slope, π2      
For INTRCPT2, β20      
 INTRCPT3, γ200 0.622601 0.039173 15.894 366 0.000 
 GOTT-M, γ201 -0.232756 0.109722 -2.121 366 0.034 
 GOTT-PA, γ202 0.060375 0.075632 0.798 366 0.425 
 GOTT-AV, γ203 0.076819 0.074354 1.033 366 0.303 
      
For S_S slope, π3      
For INTRCPT2, β30      
 INTRCPT3, γ300 -0.099735 0.049043 -2.034 366 0.042 
 GOTT-M, γ301 0.019692 0.145433 0.135 366 0.893 
 GOTT-PA, γ302 0.078337 0.121962 0.642 366 0.521 
 GOTT-AV, γ303 -0.062215 0.117362 -0.530 366 0.596 
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Final estimation of level-1 (Student) and level-2 (Class) variance components: 

 
Random Effect 

Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

 
d.f. 

 
χ2 

 
P-value 

INTRCPT1, r0 0.05127 0.00263 8 14.13531 0.078 
level-1, e 0.57018 0.32510    
 

Final estimation of level-3 (Instructor) variance components: 

 
Random Effect 

Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

 
d.f. 

 
χ2 

 
P-value 

INTRCPT1/INTRCPT2, µ00 0.00290 0.00001 2 2.05693 0.359 
 

Hypothesis 6:  There will be a significant interaction effect between teachers’ 

goal orientation and the SOC factors on the CIS global overall instructor rating 

(SET). 

Results:  With one exception, the hypothesis is not supported.  The results 

indicated that none of the interactions are significant, except for the SOC S-I slope, 

π2, and GOTT-M, γ201.  A lack of significant effect here indicates that the SOC S-C 

and SET relationship, as well as the SOC S-S and SET relationship, are not 

moderated by GOTT.  For the SOC S-I slope by GOTT-M, γ201, interaction there is a 

significant negative slope, which suggests that the SOC S-I and SET relationship is 

moderated by the GOTT-M factor:  the GOTT-M factor attenuates the relationship 

between SOC S-I and SET. 
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Research Question 7 

Is there an interaction effect of instructors’ goal orientation (GOTT) for their 

own teaching and the student perceptions of teacher goals for engaging students in 

academic activities (PALS-I) factor on the CIS global overall instructor ratings 

(SET)? 

To model this question, the Goal Orientation toward Teaching variables, 

Instructor Mastery orientation (GOTT-M), Instructor Proving Approach orientation 

(GOTT -PA), and Instructor Avoiding orientation (GOTT – AV) respectively, were 

measured at Level 3, the instructor level.  The Patterns of Adaptive Learning 

variables, Instructor Mastery orientation (PALS-IM), Instructor Performance 

Approach orientation (PALS-IPA), and Instructor Performance Avoidance orientation 

(PALS – IAV) respectively, were measured at Level 1, the student level.  No 

additional variables were included at Level 2, the class level.  See Table 16 for a 

summary of the model and Table 17 for a summary of the results below. 
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Table 16 Summary of the Model for Research Question 7 

The model specified for the fixed effects was: 

Level-1 
Coefficients 

Level-2 
Predictors 

Level-3 
Predictors 

INTRCPT1, π0 INTRCPT2, β00 INTRCPT3, γ000 
  GOTT-M, γ001 
  GOTT-PA, γ002 
  GOTT-AV, γ003 
PALS-IM Slope, π1 INTRCPT2, β10 INTRCPT3, γ100 
  GOTT-M, γ101 
  GOTT-PA, γ102 
  GOTT-AV, γ103 
PALS-IPA Slope, π2 INTRCPT2, β20 INTRCPT3, γ200 
  GOTT-M, γ201 
  GOTT-PA, γ202 
  GOTT-AV, γ203 
PALS-IAV, π3 INTRCPT2, β30 INTRCPT3, γ300 
  GOTT-M, γ301 
  GOTT-PA, γ302 
  GOTT-AV, γ303 
 
 
Summary of the model specified in equation format was: 

Level 1 Model 

SET = π0 + π1 (PALS-IM) + π2 (PALS-IPA) + π3 (PALS-IAV) + e 

Level 2 Model 

π0 = β00 + r0 

π1 = β10 

π2 = β20 

π3 = β30 

Level 3 Model 

β00 = γ000 + γ001 (GOTT-M) + γ002 (GOTT-PA) + γ003 (GOTT-AV) + µ00 

β10 = γ100 + γ101 (GOTT-M) + γ102 (GOTT-PA) + γ103 (GOTT-AV) 

β20 = γ200 + γ201 (GOTT-M) + γ202 (GOTT-PA) + γ203 (GOTT-AV) 

β30 = γ300 + γ301 (GOTT-M) + γ302 (GOTT-PA) + γ303 (GOTT-AV) 
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Table 17 Summary of Results for Research Question 7 

The outcome variable is SET; 359 level-1 and 14 level-2 records were used. 

Final estimation of fixed effects: 

 
Fixed Effect 

Standard 
Coefficient 

 
Error 

 
T-ratio 

Approx. 
d.f. 

 
P-value 

For INTRCPT1, π0      
For INTRCPT2, β00      
 INTRCPT3, γ000 4.092216 0.074893 54.641 002 0.000 
 GOTT-M, γ001 -0.284448 0.205935 -1.381 002 0.300 
 GOTT-PA, γ002 0.334634 0.159007 2.105 002 0.133 
 GOTT-AV, γ003 0.205675 0.163387 1.259 002 0.334 
      
For PALS-IM slope, π1      
For INTRCPT2, β10      
 INTRCPT3, γ100 0.486438 0.054069 8.997 343 0.000 
 GOTT-M, γ101 0.058081 0.156900 0.370 343 0.711 
 GOTT-PA, γ102 0.033711 0.105721 0.319 343 0.750 
 GOTT-AV, γ103 -0.041816 0.111430 -0.375 343 0.707 
      
For PALS-IPA slope, π2      
For INTRCPT2, β20      
 INTRCPT3, γ200 -0.192697 0.050758 -3.796 343 0.000 
 GOTT-M, γ201 -0.054807 0.136975 -0.400 343 0.689 
 GOTT-PA, γ202 0.261276 0.098323 2.657 343 0.009 
 GOTT-AV, γ203 -0.094702 0.105073 -0.901 343 0.368 
      
For PALS-IAV slope, π3      
For INTRCPT2, β30      
 INTRCPT3, γ300 -0.062919 0.043874 -1.434 343 0.152 
 GOTT-M, γ301 0.130605 0.112747 1.158 343 0.248 
 GOTT-PA, γ302 0.127644 0.093155 1.370 343 0.172 
 GOTT-AV, γ303 -0.142346 0.095471 -1.491 343 0.137 
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Final estimation of level-1 (Student) and level-2 (Class) variance components: 

 
Random Effect 

Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

 
d.f. 

 
χ2 

 
P-value 

INTRCPT1, r0 0.22615 0.05115 8 42.90259 0.000 
level-1, e 0.70402 0.49564    
 

Final estimation of level-3 (Instructor) variance components: 

 
Random Effect 

Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

 
d.f. 

 
χ2 

 
P-value 

INTRCPT1/INTRCPT2, µ00 0.00896 0.00008 2 2.84713 0.239 
 

Hypothesis 7:  There will be a significant interactive effect between teachers’ 

goal orientation for their own teaching and students’ perceptions of teacher goals for 

engaging the students in academic activities on the CIS global overall instructor 

rating (SET). 

Results:  With one exception, the hypothesis is not supported.  The results 

indicated that none of the interactions are significant, except for the PALS-IPA slope 

and GOTT-PA, γ202.  A lack of significant effect here indicates that the PALS-IM and 

SET relationship, as well as the PALS-IAV and SET relationship, are not moderated 

by GOTT.  For the PALS-IPA slope by GOTT-PA, γ202, interaction there is a 

significant positive slope, which suggests that the PALS-IPA and SET relationship is 

moderated by the GOTT-PA factor.  Results indicated that generally as SET is higher, 

PALS-IPA is lower (i.e., the slope is negative), except that GOTT-PA attenuates the 

negativity (i.e., as GOTT-PA increases, the slope becomes more flat to slightly 

positive). 
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Research Question 8 

Is there an interaction effect of instructor goal orientation (GOTT) for their 

own teaching and the student perceptions of classroom structure for engaging in 

academic activities (PALS-CS) on the CIS global overall instructor ratings (SET)? 

To model this question, the Goal Orientation toward Teaching variables, 

Instructor Mastery orientation (GOTT-M), Instructor Proving Approach orientation 

(GOTT -PA), and Instructor Avoiding orientation (GOTT – AV) respectively, were 

measured at Level 3, the instructor level.  The Patterns of Adaptive Learning 

variables, Classroom Structure Mastery orientation (PALS-CSM), Classroom 

Structure Performance Approach orientation (PALS-CSPA), and Classroom Structure 

Performance Avoidance orientation (PALS – CSAV) respectively, were measured at 

Level 1, the student level.  No additional variables were included at Level 2, the class 

level.  See Table 18 for a summary of the model and Table 19 for a summary of the 

results below. 
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Table 18 Summary of the Model for Research Question 8 

The model specified for the fixed effects was: 

Level-1 
Coefficients 

Level-2 
Predictors 

Level-3 
Predictors 

INTRCPT1, π0 INTRCPT2, β00 INTRCPT3, γ000 
  GOTT-M, γ001 
  GOTT-PA, γ002 
  GOTT-AV, γ003 
PALS-CSM Slope, π1 INTRCPT2, β10 INTRCPT3, γ100 
  GOTT-M, γ101 
  GOTT-PA, γ102 
  GOTT-AV, γ103 
PALS-CSPA Slope, π2 INTRCPT2, β20 INTRCPT3, γ200 
  GOTT-M, γ201 
  GOTT-PA, γ202 
  GOTT-AV, γ203 
PALS-CSAV, π3 INTRCPT2, β30 INTRCPT3, γ300 
  GOTT-M, γ301 
  GOTT-PA, γ302 
  GOTT-AV, γ303 
 
 
Summary of the model specified in equation format was: 

Level 1 Model 

SET = π0 + π1 (PALS-CSM) + π2 (PALS-CSPA)  

+ π3 (PALS-CSAV) + e 

Level 2 Model 

π0 = β00 + r0 

π1 = β10 

π2 = β20 

π3 = β30 

Level 3 Model 

β00 = γ000 + γ001 (GOTT-M) + γ002 (GOTT-PA) + γ003 (GOTT-AV) + µ00 

β10 = γ100 + γ101 (GOTT-M) + γ102 (GOTT-PA) + γ103 (GOTT-AV) 

β20 = γ200 + γ201 (GOTT-M) + γ202 (GOTT-PA) + γ203 (GOTT-AV) 

β30 = γ300 + γ301 (GOTT-M) + γ302 (GOTT-PA) + γ303 (GOTT-AV) 
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Table 19 Summary of Results for Research Question 8 

The outcome variable is SET; 377 level-1 and 14 level-2 records were used. 

Final estimation of fixed effects: 

 
Fixed Effect 

Standard 
Coefficient 

 
Error 

 
T-ratio 

Approx. 
d.f. 

 
P-value 

For INTRCPT1, π0      
For INTRCPT2, β00      
 INTRCPT3, γ000 4.077965 0.072577 56.188 002 0.000 
 GOTT-M, γ001 -0.077390 0.195501 -0.396 002 0.730 
 GOTT-PA, γ002 0.484957 0.144004 3.368 002 0.178 
 GOTT-AV, γ003 0.000898 0.153599 0.006 002 0.996 
      
For PALS-CSM slope, π1      
For INTRCPT2, β10      
 INTRCPT3, γ100 0.468435 0.058728 7.976 361 0.000 
 GOTT-M, γ101 0.057692 0.158094 0.365 361 0.715 
 GOTT-PA, γ102 0.212253 0.122093 1.738 361 0.083 
 GOTT-AV, γ103 -0.069374 0.128715 -0.539 361 0.590 
      
For PALS-CSPA slope, π2      
For INTRCPT2, β20      
 INTRCPT3, γ200 -0.259114 0.044559 -5.815 361 0.000 
 GOTT-M, γ201 -0.166567 0.115215 -1.446 361 0.149 
 GOTT-PA, γ202 0.010081 0.088874 0.113 361 0.910 
 GOTT-AV, γ203 0.069994 0.093065 0.752 361 0.452 
      
For PALS-CSAV slope, π3      
For INTRCPT2, β30      
 INTRCPT3, γ300 -0.104423 0.046722 -2.235 361 0.026 
 GOTT-M, γ301 0.129352 0.118312 1.093 361 0.275 
 GOTT-PA, γ302 0.11436 0.093433 1.224 361 0.222 
 GOTT-AV, γ303 -0.185151 0.104138 -1.778 361 0.076 
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Final estimation of level-1 (Student) and level-2 (Class) variance components: 

 
Random Effect 

Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

 
d.f. 

 
χ2 

 
P-value 

INTRCPT1, r0 0.21947 0.04816 8 30.36243 0.000 
level-1, e 0.70551 0.49775    
 

Final estimation of level-3 (Instructor) variance components: 

 
Random Effect 

Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

 
d.f. 

 
χ2 

 
P-value 

INTRCPT1/INTRCPT2, µ00 0.04305 0.00185 2 6.20678 0.044 
 

Hypothesis 8:  There will be a significant interactive effect between teachers’ 

goal orientation for their own teaching and students’ perceptions of teachers’ 

classroom goal structures for engaging the students in academic activities on the CIS 

global overall instructor rating (SET). 

Results:  The hypothesis is not supported.  The results indicated that none of 

the interactions are significant.  A lack of significant effect here indicates that the 

PALS Classroom Structure factors and SET relationship is not moderated by GOTT. 

What can be inferred from these results?  The next chapter will evaluate the 

findings, discuss the most important findings, examine the limitations of the study, 

and discuss the implications for future research. 
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Chapter 5  
Discussion 

 

What can be learned from this study?  One of the goals was to explore the 

relationship between students’ perceptions of teachers’ goals for their students, 

classroom structure, sense of community, and student evaluations of teachers as 

measured by student ratings on the Course Instructor Survey.  A second goal was to 

study the relationship between teachers’ goals for their own teaching and student 

evaluations of teachers as measured by student ratings on the Course Instructor 

Survey.  A third goal was to explore interactions between teachers’ goals for 

themselves, students’ perceptions, and student evaluations of teachers as measured by 

student ratings on the Course Instructor Survey.  This chapter will begin by 

examining the findings related to the research questions, then discuss some general 

points about the findings.  Finally the chapter will address limitations of the study and 

implications for future research. 

 

Discussion of the Findings 

Students’ Perceptions of Classroom Experience and Evaluations of Teacher Effectiveness 

Four research questions explored the relationship between students’ 

perceptions of sense of community, teachers’ goals and classroom structure, and their 

evaluations of teacher effectiveness.  The first three questions were at Level 1, the 

student level; the fourth question was at Level 2, the class level. 



 

 104 

Research Question 1:  To what extent do the student sense of classroom 

community (SOC) factors contribute to explaining the variance of the CIS global 

overall instructor rating (SET)?  Table 20 below is a summary of the findings. 

Table 20  Summary of Findings for Research Question 1 

Variable Standard 
Coefficient 

P-Value 

SOC S-C 0.201270 0.000 

SOC S-I 0.601338 0.000 

SOC S-S -0.091026 0.059 

Variance 
Components 

Standard 
Deviation 

P-Value 

Between Class 
Variability 

0.10129 0.058 

Between Instructor 
Variability 

0.11336 0.019 

Note:  Significant results are reported in bolded italics. 

Hypothesis 1(a) was that there would be little or no correlation between the 

SOC student – course content (S-C) interaction factor and the CIS global overall 

instructor rating.  The rationale behind this hypothesis was that the CIS global overall 

course rating item would capture the student – content interaction factor of the Sense 

of Community scales.  The results, however, indicated a significant positive 

correlation between SOC S-C and the CIS global instructor rating:  the more 

positively students perceive their interactions with the content, the more highly 

effective they evaluate the teacher.  This suggests that students’ perceptions of 

teacher effectiveness are associated with their perceptions of both teacher and 

content.  This finding may be may be a result of those teacher characteristics that 
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connect to content and the delivery of the content, such as content knowledge, 

pedagogical knowledge, and presentation skills. 

Hypothesis 1(b) was that as there was a positive increase in the student sense 

of community student – instructor interaction factor (SOC S-I), there would also be a 

positive increase in the CIS global instructor rating (SET).  The rationale behind this 

hypothesis was that as students perceive teachers to be more student-centered (i.e., 

engaging and caring about student progress), they would evaluate their teachers as 

more effective.  This hypothesis was supported, which suggests that one of the factors 

that affect the CIS global overall instructor rating is teachers’ interactions with 

students.  This finding may have implications for how teachers approach engaging 

students on an interpersonal level as well as how they motivate students to become 

engaged in the course content. 

Hypothesis 1(c) was that there would be little or no correlation between the 

SOC student – student interaction (S-S) factor and the CIS global overall instructor 

rating.  The rationale behind this hypothesis was that the CIS survey does not include 

an item that measures student-to-student interaction.  This hypothesis was supported, 

which suggests little association between the SOC student – student interaction (S-S) 

factor and the CIS global overall instructor rating.  In other words, SOC S-S and the 

CIS global instructor item appear to measure two separate constructs. 

The final estimations of the variance components offer another measure of the 

variability of the intercepts (i.e., the average SET scores across classes or across 

instructors).  The results indicated no significant differences in the estimation of 
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Level 1 and Level 2 variance components (i.e., across classes).  While there was not a 

significant difference in the average SET scores across classes in this model, there 

was a significant difference in SET scores across instructors, which indicates that 

students’ evaluations of teacher effectiveness varied as the students perceived 

differing senses of community across instructors rather than across classes. 

 

Research Question 2:  To what extent do student perceptions of teacher goals 

for engaging students in academic activities (PALS-I) factors contribute to explaining 

the variance of the CIS global overall instructor rating (SET)?  Table 21 below is a 

summary of the findings. 

Table 21  Summary of Findings for Research Question 2 

Variable Standard 
Coefficient 

P-Value 

PALS-IM 0.481680 0.000 

PALS-IPA -0.183985 0.001 

PALS-IAV -0.032681 0.432 

Variance 
Components 

Standard 
Deviation 

P-Value 

Between Class 
Variability 

0.10129 0.000 

Between Instructor 
Variability 

0.11336 0.006 

Note:  Significant results are reported in bolded italics. 

Hypothesis 2(a) was that as there was a positive increase in students’ 

perceptions of teachers having a mastery goal orientation for their students engaging 

in academic activities (PALS-IM), there would also be a positive increase in the CIS 
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global instructor rating (SET).  The rationale behind this hypothesis was that students 

would rate their teachers as more effective when they perceive the instructors’ goals 

for engaging them in academic work to be to promote mastery of the content.  This 

hypothesis was supported, which suggests that there is an association between the 

PALS-IM factor and the CIS global overall instructor rating:  the more positive the 

students’ perceptions of instructor mastery orientation for engaging students, the 

higher the students evaluation of teacher effectiveness. 

Hypothesis 2(b) was that as there was a positive increase in students’ 

perceptions of teachers having a performance approach goal orientation for their 

students engaging in academic activities (PALS-IPA), there would also be a positive 

increase in the CIS global instructor rating (SET).  The rationale behind this 

hypothesis was that students would rate their teachers as somewhat effective when 

they perceive the instructors’ goals for engaging them in academic work to be to 

demonstrate competence about the content.  This hypothesis was not supported.  In 

fact the results were the opposite:  there was a significant negative slope, which 

suggests that the more students perceived their teachers to have a performance 

approach orientation for student engagement, the lower students rated teachers’ 

effectiveness. 

This unexpected finding may be a result of students’ perceptions about 

grading issues.  Midgley et al’s (2002; 1998) research identified one of the 

characteristics of the performance approach teacher to be to emphasize grades as a 

means of demonstrating competence.  Barr and Tagg (1995) identified one of the 
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characteristics of the Instruction Paradigm oriented teacher to be to focus on covering 

material and evaluating students by assessing students’ knowledge of the chunks of 

information.  Whether teachers use a normative or criterion grading rubric may be an 

issue that affects students’ perceptions.  Students may perceive a normative grading 

rubric (i.e., one that puts students in competition against each other) as opposed to a 

criterion rubric (i.e., one that assesses each student’s mastery of specified learning 

results) as not being student-centered.  Put another way, it is possible that students 

perceive teachers who emphasize grades over learning to be less student-centered 

(i.e., more interested in demonstrating competence to external others rather than 

helping students discover and construct knowledge), thus they evaluate them as less 

effective teachers.  While all the business communications sections in this study used 

a common criterion rubric to assess students, the difference in what teachers chose to 

emphasize in their assignments (grades versus mastery) may have affected students’ 

perceptions of teacher effectiveness. 

Hypothesis 2(c) was that as there was an increase in students’ perceptions of 

teachers having a performance avoidance goal orientation for their students engaging 

in academic activities (PALS-IAV), there would be a decrease in the CIS global 

instructor rating (SET).  The rationale behind this hypothesis was that as students 

judged teachers’ goals for engaging them in academic activities to be to avoid 

demonstrating incompetence, they would rate their teachers as less effective on the 

CIS global overall instructor rating.  This hypothesis was not supported, which 
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suggests that there is little or no association between the PALS Instructor 

Performance Avoidance factor and the CIS global overall instructor rating. 

The final estimations of the variability of the intercepts (i.e., the average SET 

scores across classes or across instructors) indicated significant differences across 

classes and instructors in this model.  This result indicates that students’ evaluations 

of teacher effectiveness varied significantly across both classes and instructors as 

their perceptions of teachers’ goals for engaging students in academic activities 

varied. 

These results may have to do with psychometric issues associated with the 

PALS Performance Avoidance construct (cf. Kaplan, Gheen, & Midgley, 2002a; 

Kaplan & Maehr, 2007; Urdan & Midgley, 2003; Wolters, 2004).  Urdan and 

Midgley (2003) reported a lack of success in developing accurate scales to assess 

performance avoidance goal structures.  Using HLM, Kaplan, Gheen, and Midgley 

(2002a) reported no significant variance between students’ perceptions of 

performance avoidance goals structures across classrooms in a study of middle school 

students.  Wolters (2004) noted the low reliability (α=.53) of the performance 

avoidance scale items and lack of a clear pattern of results when assessing both 

middle school and college students’ perceptions of performance avoidance goal 

structures.  These findings suggest that there is more work to be done to develop 

scales that will accurately distinguish performance avoidance goal structures. 
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Research Question 3: To what extent do student perceptions of teachers’ 

classroom structure for engaging students in academic activities (PALS-CS) factors 

contribute to explaining the variance of the CIS global overall instructor rating 

(SET)?  Table 22 below is a summary of the findings. 

Table 22  Summary of Findings for Research Question 3 

Variable Standard 
Coefficient 

P-Value 

PALS-CSM 0.479885 0.000 

PALS-CCSPA -0.231325 0.000 

PALS-IAV -0.103766 0.020 

Variance 
Components 

Standard 
Deviation 

P-Value 

Between Class 
Variability 

0.22406 0.000 

Between Instructor 
Variability 

0.28854 0.001 

Note:  Significant results are reported in bolded italics. 

Hypothesis 3(a) was that as there was a positive increase in students’ 

perceptions of teachers having a mastery classroom goal structure for their students 

engaging in academic activities (PALS-CSM), there would also be a positive increase 

in the CIS global instructor rating (SET).  The rationale behind this hypothesis was 

that students would rate their teachers as more effective when they perceive teachers’ 

classroom goals structure for engaging them in academic work are to promote 

mastery of the content.  This hypothesis was supported, which suggests that there is 

an association between the PALS-IM factor and the CIS global overall instructor 

rating:  the more positive the students’ perceptions of mastery orientation for 
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classroom goal structure, the higher the students evaluation of teacher effectiveness.  

The PALS-Mastery classroom goal structure assessment included items such as, “In 

our class, learning new ideas and concepts is very important,” and “In our class, 

trying hard is important,” which would seem to tap into the concerns of Barr and 

Tagg’s (1995) learning centered teachers who are interested in student discovery and 

construction of knowledge.  That students perceive a positive relationship between a 

mastery oriented classroom structure and teacher effectiveness echoes the findings of 

hypothesis 2(a):  students may perceive teachers’ concern for their learning to be a 

more encouraging and helpful academic experience. 

Hypothesis 3(b) was that as there was a positive increase in students’ 

perceptions of teachers having a performance approach goal orientation for their 

students engaging in academic activities (PALS-CSPA), there would also be a 

positive increase in the CIS global instructor rating (SET).  The rationale behind this 

hypothesis was that students would rate their teachers as somewhat effective when 

they perceive the instructors’ classroom goals for them to be engaging in academic 

work to be to demonstrate competence.  This hypothesis was not supported.  As with 

the PALS-IPA results, the PALS-CSPA results were the opposite:  there was a 

significant negative slope, which suggests that the more students perceived their 

teachers to have a performance approach orientation for classroom structure and 

student engagement (e.g., students should make good grades to demonstrate 

competence), the lower the students rated teachers’ effectiveness. 
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Hypothesis 3(c) was that as students’ evaluations of teacher effectiveness 

(SET) increased, there would be a significant negative association with students’ 

perception of a performance avoidance goal for classroom structure (PALS-CSAV).  

The rationale behind this hypothesis was that as students judged teachers’ classroom 

goals for engaging them in academic activities to be to avoid demonstrating 

incompetence (e.g., avoid making bad grades), they would rate their teachers as less 

effective on the CIS global overall instructor rating.  This hypothesis was supported, 

which suggests that one of the factors that affects the CIS global overall instructor 

rating is teachers’ performance avoidance classroom goal structure orientation:  the 

greater the students’ perception of Classroom Structure Performance Avoidance 

orientation, the lower the student evaluation of teacher effectiveness. 

As with the PALS-I intercepts, the final estimations of the variability of the 

PALS-CS intercepts (i.e., the average SET scores across classes or across instructors) 

indicated significant differences across classes and instructors in this model.  This 

result indicates that students’ evaluations of teacher effectiveness varied across both 

classes and instructors as their perceptions of classroom goal structures for engaging 

students in academic activities varied. 

 

Research Question 4:  To what extent do the mean class sense of community 

(SOC _MEAN) factors correlate with the mean class CIS global overall instructor 

rating (SET_MEAN)?  This question was designed to examine whether the aggregate 

class effects of SOC are more predictive of estimates of SETs than are the individual 
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level effects measured by Research Question 1.  Table 23 below is a summary of the 

findings. 

Table 23  Summary of Findings for Research Question 4 

Level 2 
Variables 

Standard 
Coefficient 

P-Value 

SOC S-C 
MEAN 

-0.168588 0.272 

SOC S-I 
MEAN 

0.357309 0.007 

SOC S-S 
MEAN 

0.080688 0.789 

Level 1 
Variables 

Standard 
Coefficient 

P-Value 

SOC S-C 0.201181 0.000 

SOC S-I 0.578664 0.000 

SOC S-S -0.082869 0.090 

Variance 
Components 

Standard 
Deviation 

P-Value 

Between Class 
Variability 

0.06216 0.012 

Between Instructor 
Variability 

0.00455 >0.500 

Note:  Significant results are reported in bolded italics. 

Hypothesis 4(a) was that the slope would not significantly differ from zero for 

the mean student ratings of their sense of community student – content interaction 

factor in relation to the Overall Instructor Rating (SET).  This hypothesis was 

supported (i.e., student – content interaction factor effects were not significant at the 

class level), unlike the student level, hypothesis 1(a), where there was a significant 

association between the student – content interaction factor and student evaluations of 
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teacher effectiveness.  The research question was generated to test the predictive 

value of aggregated class Level 2 effects (e.g., group dynamics).  So why would the 

student Level 1 effects be more predictive of estimates of SETs than the aggregated 

level?  The answer lies in aggregation bias (Garson, 2009).  Aggregation bias, also 

called ecological fallacy, is the assumption that correlations at the individual and 

aggregate levels are the same.  In fact individual level associations may be “larger, 

smaller, or even reverse in sign compared to aggregate level correlations,” (Garson, 

2009).  Put another way, the distinction in potentially meaningful individual variance 

is discarded at the aggregate level.  In the current study, class measures of variance on 

the SOC student – content factor appear to be different than the measures of 

individual student variance.  When aggregating the class means of the SOC 

constructs, if an individual’s responses were different from the aggregate class 

response, these differences were lost at Level 2 due to aggregation bias, but not at the 

student Level 1.  Thus, the Level 1 analysis, hypothesis 1(a), was able to distinguish a 

positive association between the SOC S-C and estimates of SETs that the Level 2 

analysis was not. 

Hypothesis 4(b) was that there would be a significant positive association for 

the mean student ratings of their sense of student - instructor community in relation to 

the Overall Instructor Rating.  This hypothesis was supported (i.e., student – 

instructor interaction factor effects were significant at the class level), as they were at 

the student level where there was a significant association between the student – 

instructor interaction factor and student evaluations of teacher effectiveness. 
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Hypothesis 4(c) was that the slope would not significantly differ from zero for 

the mean student ratings of their sense of student - student community in relation to 

the Overall Instructor Rating.  This hypothesis was supported (i.e., student – student 

interaction factor effects were not significant at the class level), as they were not at 

the student level where there was not a significant association between the student – 

student interaction factor and student evaluations of teacher effectiveness. 

The rationale behind these hypotheses was that group dynamics might have 

some influence on students’ perceptions of classroom community and teacher 

effectiveness, in which case aggregate Level 2 group effects would be more 

predictive of the outcome variable than individual Level 1 effects.  The results, 

however, suggest that there may be little or no aggregate effect in this model: the 

individual level effects appear to be more predictive of estimates of SET than the 

class level effects. 

Unlike the Level 1 SOC effects, the final estimations of the variance 

components in this model indicated a significant difference in the estimation of Level 

1 and Level 2 variance components across classes.  That is, average SET scores 

varied across the classes.  There was, however, no significant difference in SET 

scores across instructors. 

 

Important Findings from Students’ Perceptions 

How important are students’ perceptions about their teachers and classrooms?  

The key point in all of these findings is that in order for students to persist in their 
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academic activities, they have to perceive their teachers as effective and they have to 

perceive value in the course content or they will not remain engaged with them.  

Clearly students perceive something about their instructors and their course, and they 

use this information to make an evaluation of how effective the teachers are.  

Students are sensitive to teachers’ classroom goal structures as well as teachers’ 

abilities to develop a sense of classroom community.  Students’ responses to the 

Sense of Community scales demonstrate the importance of instructors knowing their 

material and presenting it in ways that are student oriented, engaging, and supportive 

of student learning.  The SOC findings also highlight the importance of positive 

student – teacher interactions on students’ perceptions of teacher effectiveness.  These 

perceptions are further bolstered by the Patterns of Adaptive Learning findings.  

Students’ responses to the PALS mastery orientation factor support the idea that 

focusing on student learning is perceived as more effective whereas the PALS 

performance approach and performance avoidance findings reinforce the message 

that generally students do not find focusing on demonstrating competence or avoiding 

demonstrating incompetence to be effective teaching. 

So how important are student perceptions?  Important enough that it is 

probably worthwhile to test what students perceive about the instructor and the 

classroom structure early to midway through the semester.  Learning what students 

are thinking at that point gives teachers time to adjust how they approach their own 

teaching and engagement with their students.  As the next research question 
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illustrates, learning what students think of teacher effectiveness may reveal a very 

different perspective than what teachers believe are their own goals. 

 

Teachers’ Goals for Their Teaching and Students’ Evaluation of Teacher Effectiveness 

One research question explored the relationship between teachers’ goals for 

their own teaching and students’ evaluations of teacher effectiveness.  The question 

was measured at Level 3, the instructor level. 

 

Research Question 5:  To what extent do instructor goal orientations toward 

their own teaching (GOTT) contribute to explaining the variance in the CIS Overall 

Instructor Rating (SET)?  Table 24 below is a summary of the findings. 

Table 24  Summary of Findings for Research Question 5 

Variable Standard 
Coefficient 

P-Value 

GOTT-M -0.138612 0.625 

GOTT-PA 0.563306 0.150 

GOTT-AV -0.031446 0.886 

Variance 
Components 

Standard 
Deviation 

P-Value 

Between Class 
Variability 

0.27556 0.000 

Between Instructor 
Variability 

0.07743 0.040 

Note:  Significant results are reported in bolded italics. 

 



 

 118 

Hypothesis 5(a) was that there would be a significant positive correlation 

between instructors’ mastery orientation (GOTT-M) and students’ evaluation of 

teacher effectiveness on the SET.  The rationale behind this hypothesis was that 

instructors who are open to new methods and activities and who convey a sense of 

confidence about their teaching will be more positively regarded as effective. 

Hypothesis 5(b) was that there would be a significant positive correlation 

between instructors’ proving orientation (GOTT-PA) and students’ evaluation of 

teacher effectiveness on the SET.  The rationale behind this hypothesis was that those 

teachers who seek favorable judgments and who generate excitement about the task at 

hand will be perceived as somewhat effective. 

Hypothesis 5(c) was that there would be a significant negative correlation 

between instructors’ avoiding orientation (GOTT-AV) and students’ evaluation of 

teacher effectiveness on the SET.  The rationale behind this hypothesis was that those 

teachers who fear the punishment of negative feedback would not have the flexibility 

to try new methods and activities in their courses.  Fear of failure would prevent them 

from engaging students to promote learning or from being student focused, thus they 

would be perceived as less effective. 

The overall rationale behind these three hypotheses was that teachers’ goals 

for their own teaching would influence students’ perceptions of teachers’ 

effectiveness.  None of the hypotheses were supported, however, which suggests that 

there is little or no association between teachers’ goals for themselves and their 

teaching and students’ perceptions of teacher effectiveness as measured by the CIS 
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global overall instructor rating.  The final estimations of the variability of the 

intercepts (i.e., the average SET scores across classes or across instructors) indicated 

significant differences across classes and instructors in this model (i.e., students’ 

evaluations of teacher effectiveness varied across both classes and instructors). 

The results suggest that how teachers perceive themselves has little to no 

effect on students’ perceptions.  Several explanations seem plausible for these 

findings.  One is that they may reflect the quality of the instructors’ responses.  No 

clearly Mastery, Proving, or Avoiding instructors were identified from the survey 

results (see the Level 3 means on page 70).  This lack of distinction between the 

orientations may suggest that undetected social desirability issues were influencing 

instructor responses or that there were psychometric issues with the GOTT instrument 

or some unaccounted variables were influencing the instructors’ responses.  Another 

possibility is that sample size and the homogeneity of the respondents (six instructors 

in the same college, teaching the same course) may also contribute to the difficulty of 

finding differences between instructors. 

There is the possibility that the results reflect reality: teachers’ perceptions of 

their own goals do not influence students’ perceptions because their students perceive 

something else.  As Hofmann, Gschwendner, and Schmitt (2009) found in a series of 

experimental studies, humans have what appears to be an egocentric blind spot that 

renders them incapable of understanding unconscious motivations about themselves 

that are evident to neutral observers.  The implications for teachers are that others 
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may perceive them to have implicit goals for themselves or their students that they 

may not acknowledge or perceive about themselves. 

The final three research questions further attempted to tease out how teachers’ 

goals for themselves might interact with students’ perceptions to influence student 

evaluations of teacher effectiveness.  As discussed below, the results were not 

particularly successful at distinguishing significant interaction effects. 

 

Students’ Perceptions, Teachers Goals, and Students’ Evaluation of Teacher Effectiveness 

Three research questions examined cross-level interaction effects between 

teachers’ goals for their own teaching (Level 3), students’ perceptions of their 

classroom experiences (Level 1), and students’ evaluations of teacher effectiveness. 

 

Research Question 6:  Is there an interaction effect of instructors’ goal 

orientation (GOTT) for their own teaching and the student sense of community (SOC) 

factors on the CIS global overall instructor ratings (SET)?  Table 25 below is a 

summary of the findings. 
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Table 25  Summary of Findings for Research Question 6 

Level 3 
Variables 

Standard 
Coefficient 

P-Value 

GOTT-M 0.029392 0.786 

GOTT-PA 0.234328 0.156 

GOTT-AV -0.068199 0.457 

Level 1 
Variables 

Standard 
Coefficient 

P-Value 

SOC S-C x 
GOTT-M 

0.046998 0.630 

SOC S-C x 
GOTT-PA 

-0.007553 0.918 

SOC S-C x 
GOTT-AV 

0.015023 0.845 

SOC S-I x 
GOTT-M 

-0.232756 0.034 

SOC S-I x 
GOTT-PA 

0.60375 0.425 

SOC S-I x 
GOTT-AV 

0.076819 0.303 

SOC S-S x 
GOTT-M 

0.019692 0.893 

SOC S-S x 
GOTT-PA 

0.078337 0.521 

SOC S-S x 
GOTT-AV 

-0.062215 0.596 

Variance 
Components 

Standard 
Deviation 

P-Value 

Between Class 
Variability 

0.05127 0.078 

Between Instructor 
Variability 

0.00290 0.359 

Note:  Significant results are reported in bolded italics. 

Hypothesis 6 was that there would be significant interaction effects between 

teachers’ goal orientation and the SOC factors on the CIS global overall instructor 

rating (SET).  The rationale was that teachers’ goals for their own teaching would 



 

 122 

influence students’ perceptions of sense of community, which might affect students’ 

evaluation of teacher effectiveness.  With the exception of the SOC S-I by GOTT-M 

interaction effect, none of the interaction effects were significant, therefore the 

hypothesis was generally not supported.  For the SOC S-I by GOTT-M interaction, 

there was a significant negative interaction, which suggests that the GOTT-M factor 

attenuates the relationship between the sense of community student – instructor factor 

and the student evaluation of teacher effectiveness. 

The final estimations of the variance components in this model indicated no 

significant differences in the estimation of the variance components across classes or 

instructors.  That is, the amount of variance in the SET scores did not vary 

significantly across the classes or instructors.  As noted in Research Question 5 above, 

social desirability, psychometric issues, or another unaccounted for variables may 

have affected the results.  Another possibility that might explain the lack of variance at 

Level 3 is that with only six instructors being measured and a large number of 

variables in the model, there are a limited number of degrees of freedom available to 

detect variations. 

 

Research Question 7:  Is there an interaction effect of instructors’ goal 

orientation (GOTT) for their own teaching and the student perceptions of teacher 

goals for engaging students in academic activities (PALS-I) factor on the CIS global 

overall instructor ratings (SET)?  Table 26 below is a summary of the findings. 
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Table 26  Summary of Findings for Research Question 7 

Level 3 
Variables 

Standard 
Coefficient 

P-Value 

GOTT-M -0.284448 0.300 

GOTT-PA 0.334634 0.133 

GOTT-AV -0.205675 0.334 

Level 1 
Variables 

Standard 
Coefficient 

P-Value 

PALS-IM x 
GOTT-M 

0.058081 0.711 

PALS-IM x 
GOTT-PA 

0.033711 0.750 

PALS-IM x 
GOTT-AV 

-0.041816 0.707 

PALS-IPA x 
GOTT-M 

-0.054807 0.689 

PALS-IPA x 
GOTT-PA 

0.261276 0.009 

PALS-IPA x 
GOTT-AV 

-0.094702 0.368 

PALS-IAV x 
GOTT-M 

0.130605 0.248 

PALS-IAV x 
GOTT-PA 

0.127644 0.172 

PALS-IAV x 
GOTT-AV 

-0.142346 0.137 

Variance 
Components 

Standard 
Deviation 

P-Value 

Between Class 
Variability 

0.22615 0.000 

Between Instructor 
Variability 

0.00896 0.239 

Note:  Significant results are reported in bolded italics. 

Hypothesis 7 was that there would be a significant interactive effect between 

teachers’ goal orientation for their own teaching and students’ perceptions of teacher 

goals for engaging the students in academic activities on the CIS global overall 



 

 124 

instructor rating (SET).  The rationale was that teachers’ goals for their own teaching 

would influence students’ perceptions of teachers’ goals for engaging students in 

academic activities, which might affect students’ evaluation of teacher effectiveness.  

With the exception of the PALS-IPA by GOTT-PA interaction effect, none of the 

interaction effects were significant, therefore the hypothesis was generally not 

supported.  The PALS-IPA slope was negative (i.e., as SET increases in value, PALS-

IPA decreases in value).  However, for the PALS-IPA by GOTT-PA interaction, there 

was a significant positive interaction, which suggests that the PALS-IPA and SET 

relationship is moderated by the GOTT-PA factor:  the GOTT-PA attenuates the 

negativity (i.e., as GOTT-PA increases, the PALS-IPA slope becomes less negative).  

One possible explanation for the significance of this performance approach factors 

interaction might be that as students’ perceptions more closely aligned with their 

teachers’ goals for their own teaching, the students evaluated teacher effectiveness as 

slightly less negative. 

The final estimations of the variance components in this model indicated a 

significant difference in the estimation of Level 1 and Level 2 variance components 

across classes.  That is, the amount of variance accounted for in the SET scores varied 

across the classes.  There was, however, no significant amount of variability in SET 

scores across instructors.  Again the fact that there are a large number of variables in 

the model might explain the lack of variance at Level 3. 

Research Question 8:  Is there an interaction effect of teachers’ goal 

orientation (GOTT) for their own teaching and the student perceptions of classroom 
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structure for engaging in academic activities (PALS-CS) on the CIS global overall 

instructor ratings (SET)?  Table 27 below is a summary of the findings. 

Table 27  Summary of Findings for Research Question 8 

Level 3 
Variables 

Standard 
Coefficient 

P-Value 

GOTT-M -0.077390 0.730 

GOTT-PA 0.484957 0.178 

GOTT-AV -0.000898 0.996 

Level 1 
Variables 

Standard 
Coefficient 

P-Value 

PALS-CSM x 
GOTT-M 

0.057692 0.715 

PALS-CSM x 
GOTT-PA 

0.212253 0.083 

PALS-CSM x 
GOTT-AV 

-0.069374 0.590 

PALS-CSPA x 
GOTT-M 

-0.166567 0.149 

PALS-CSPA x 
GOTT-PA 

0.010081 0.910 

PALS-CSPA x 
GOTT-AV 

0.069994 0.452 

PALS-CSAV x 
GOTT-M 

0.129352 0.275 

PALS-CSAV x 
GOTT-PA 

0.11436 0.222 

PALS-CSAV x 
GOTT-AV 

-0.185151 0.076 

Variance 
Components 

Standard 
Deviation 

P-Value 

Between Class 
Variability 

0.21947 0.000 

Between Instructor 
Variability 

0.04305 0.044 

Note:  Significant results are reported in bolded italics. 
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Hypothesis 8 was that there would be a significant interaction effect between 

teachers’ goal orientation for their own teaching and students’ perceptions of 

teachers’ classroom goal structures for engaging the students in academic activities 

on the CIS global overall instructor rating (SET).  The rationale was that teachers’ 

goals for their own teaching would influence students’ perceptions of teachers’ 

classroom goal structure for engaging students in academic activities, which might 

affect students’ evaluation of teacher effectiveness.  None of the interaction effects 

were significant; therefore the hypothesis is not supported.  This result suggests that 

the relationship between students’ perceptions of classroom structure and their 

evaluations of teacher effectiveness relationship is not moderated by teachers’ goals 

for their own teaching.  In this model, the final estimations of the variability of the 

intercepts (i.e., the amount of variance in the SET scores across classes or across 

instructors) indicated significant differences across classes and instructors:  students’ 

evaluations of teacher effectiveness varied across both classes and instructors. 

Several possible explanations for the results of the final three research 

questions may be relevant to the findings.  These questions examined cross-level 

interactions (i.e., the pooled compositional and individual effects) on the estimates of 

student evaluations of teachers (SETs).  One of the on-going debates about HLM is 

whether grand mean centering or group mean centering offers a more unbiased 

estimate (D. A. Hofmann & Gavin, 1998; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).  Because the 

Level 1 intercept and slopes become the dependent variables at Level 2, it is 

important that they have easily understood meanings.  In many analyses, grand mean 
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centering is recommended because this method includes the compositional 

information that group mean centering does not.  Using grand mean centering denotes 

there is a true zero value for the predictor in the intercept term (i.e., the intercept 

represents the value of the dependent variable when the value of the predictor 

variable is zero).  The slope is the expected increase in the dependent variable for 

each unit increase in the predictor variable.  Group mean centering, on the other hand, 

does not account for compositional effects, only individual effects.  It uses with-in 

group intercepts, which means the estimates of the intercept may be arbitrary and 

unstable (i.e., the value of the predictor may not be true zero), which could render the 

results unreliable. 

Grand mean centering was used to analyze Research Questions 6, 7, and 8.  

The problem with grand mean centering is that it does not account for group level 

interactions, that is, two group level predictors interacting to predict the Level 1 

intercept.  This inability to distinguish group level processes makes it difficult to 

detect cross-level interactions and may have contributed to the findings in the above 

questions (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).  As with Research Question 5, sample size 

and homogeneity of the instructors may also have contributed to the results generally 

being not significant.  One other possibility is that the findings may reflect the reality 

that how instructors perceive themselves has limited or no effect on how their 

students perceive them. 
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General Discussion 

This study sought to learn more about the relationship between teachers’ goals 

for their own teaching, students’ perceptions of their classroom experiences, and 

students’ evaluations of teacher effectiveness.  The results indicated that teachers’ 

goals for their own teaching generally appear to have little or no association with 

students’ perceptions.  Students’ perceptions, on the other hand, generally were 

associated with their evaluations of teacher effectiveness.  The more engaged students 

felt with the course content or the instructor, the more they tended to rate their 

teachers as effective.  The more students perceived their instructors to be focused on 

student mastery of the content, the more they tended to rate their teachers as effective. 

That the study found that students’ perceptions are linked to their evaluations 

of teacher effectiveness provides empirical support for what the literature says.  

Noddings (1988) and Wentzel (2003) discussed the importance of students perceiving 

that they are part of a caring environment; emphasized how the impact of feeling that 

they belong and are cared for by their instructors contributes to increased student 

engagement and motivation in academic activities.  The study findings highlight the 

importance of students having what Rovai and others (e.g., Booker, 2008; Bush et al., 

2006; Crosnoe et al., 2004a; Rovai, 2002) characterize as a sense of community in the 

classroom: students who perceived a greater sense of connection with their courses 

and their instructors viewed the teachers as more effective.  The implications for this 

sense of belonging are more student engagement in course content and interpersonal 

activities and more positive academic outcomes.  The study’s findings about student 
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perceptions also provide empirical data to support what Buskist and others (e.g., 

Benson, Buskist, Vandehey, Marsh, Diekhoff, Rossi, Keeley, Pettijohn II, Perelli, 

Miller, Shu-Chen, Hughes, & Ponterotto, 2005a; Benson et al., 2005b; Buskist, 2002; 

Buskist et al., 2002; Epting, Zinn, Buskist, & Buskist, 2004; Vulcano, 2007) claim:  

being approachable, creative and interesting, encouraging and caring, enthusiastic, 

flexible and open-minded, knowledgeable, and respectful are perceived by students as 

qualities of effective teachers. 

Conversely, the results of the study provide further empirical evidence that 

reinforces what Midgley and her colleagues (e.g., Kaplan, Middleton, Urdan, & 

Midgley, 2002b; Midgley, 2002; Midgley et al., 2000; Ryan, Gheen, & Midgley, 

1998; Urdan & Midgley, 2003) found: the more students perceived instructors to be 

focused on students demonstrating competence (e.g., by earning acceptable grades) or 

avoiding demonstrating incompetence (e.g., by avoiding unacceptable grades), the 

less likely they were to rate their teachers as effective.  As students undertake 

academic work and evaluate teacher effectiveness, what seems to be important is that 

they feel engaged with their instructors and the classroom community and that they 

perceive their instructors to be interested in engaging them to promote mastery. 

Student evaluations of teacher effectiveness will continue to play a significant 

role in higher education.  What is less clear is the role that teachers’ goals for their 

own teaching have in students’ perceptions of teacher effectiveness.  Examining 

teachers’ goals for themselves is still a developing area of research; understanding the 
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relationship between teachers’ goals and students’ perceptions of teacher 

effectiveness will require more investigation. 

Limitations of the Study 

When evaluating the results of the study, the following limitations should be 

considered. 

 

Sampling and Restriction of Range 

Sample size may have been sufficient on Levels 1 and 2, but limited on Level 

3, which could have implications for power.  For an HLM analysis of the model, 

Raudenbush and Byrk recommend 10 subjects per variable at the correspondent level 

(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).  Prior to conducting the study, the researcher used 

dummy data to run a power analysis that suggested that six instructors were sufficient 

to use in a three level HLM analysis.  However, given the homogeneous instructor 

pool, the restricted variability of the responses may have skewed the results.  In this 

convenience sample, restriction of range (i.e., all College of Business students and 

instructors from one university) limits the generalizability of the study. 

 

Reliability and Validity 

The instruments used in this study were selected because they were based on 

theoretical constructs and were tested empirically.  However, due to differences 

between K-12 classrooms and higher education classrooms, response stems were 

deleted from some of the PALS subscales in the current study.  In three instances, this 
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reduced the subscale to only one item, which may be affecting the validity of the 

scales.  Additionally, for the SOC, PALS, and GOTT scales used in the study sample, 

Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated for each of the subscales with more than one item 

and found to be different from the published reliability of the scales.  This may be 

impacting the variance components in the current sample.  See Table 28 below. 

Table 28  Cronbach’s Alpha for the Current Study 

SOC 
Sub-scales 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

SOC S-C .789 

SOC S-I .899 

SOC S-S .801 

PALS 
Sub-scales 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

PALS I-M 
(only one item used) 

* 

PALS I-PA .576 

PALS I-AV 
(only one item used) 

* 

PALS CS-M .541 

PALS CS-PA 
(only one item used) 

* 

PALS CS-AV .742 

GOTT 
Sub-scales 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

GOTT-M .721 

GOTT-PA .398 

GOTT-AV .271 

*Reliability is not calculated on a one-item scale. 
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Because the reliability of the GOTT scales in particular are very different than 

what was reported in the norming sample, the limits to the generalizability of the 

results of this study may be a function of the reliability rather than the test of the 

question. 

 

Social Desirability Issues 

Both students and instructors completed outcome measures that were self-

report surveys, which may be affected by response bias.  To test for a response bias, 

researchers may want to include a social desirability scale in future studies. 

 

Inferences and Causal Attributions 

Hierarchical linear modeling provides information about the strength of 

associations between variables.  One cannot, however, make causal inferences about 

those variables.  Thus it would not be appropriate to suggest that the independent 

variables, as measured by the scales, caused the dependent variable outcomes.  It is 

only appropriate to make inferences about the strength of an association between the 

variables. 

 

Implications for Future Research 

Clearly more research is needed to tease out a definition of what constitutes 

teacher effectiveness or even whether teaching effectiveness resides in the eye of the 

beholder.  It is possible that the selection of a particular outcome measure (e.g., SET, 
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Community Scales, etc.) to represent effectiveness may be key to any findings.  As 

researchers wrestle with this elusive construct, several avenues of research have now 

opened up.  The development of more sophisticated methods of analysis makes it 

possible to investigate nested, correlated data across multiple levels.  Statistical 

procedures, such as HLM, provide the researcher with tools to develop a richer, more 

nuanced look at variables and outcomes.  The current study looked at 382 students 

across 14 sections of a course taught by 6 instructors.  Replicating this study, using a 

larger sample size across all three levels, might help to tease out possible associations 

between teachers’ goals for themselves and students’ perceptions and evaluations of 

teacher effectiveness. 

The current study examined students’ sense of community and students’ 

perceptions of instructor goals and classroom structure in relationship to students’ 

assessment of teaching effectiveness, as measured by the Course-Instructor survey 

global Instructor Rating item.  When examining correlations of the six Course-

Instructor survey focused items to the two global items, Gaede, Svinicki, and 

Zimmaro (2006) found a strong association between the focused instructor item, “The 

instructor communicated information effectively,” and the global Instructor Rating 

stem, “Overall, this instructor was…,”.  It would be instructive to look at the 

association between students’ perceptions of community and classrooms and their 

perceptions of how effectively the instructor communicated information. 

Shifting the focus of students’ perceptions might reveal interesting new 

associations.  The current study looked at the relationship of students’ perceptions of 
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their teachers and their classrooms, teachers’ goals for themselves, and students’ 

evaluations of teacher effectiveness (i.e., students completed surveys about their 

perceptions of their teachers and the instructors completed surveys about their 

perceptions of themselves).  While students’ perceptions seemed to be the variables 

generally associated with students’ evaluations of teacher effectiveness, what filters 

were the students using when they made their evaluations?  One way to explore this 

question might be to look at the relationship between students’ goals for themselves, 

teachers’ goals for their students, and students’ perceptions of teacher effectiveness.  

For instance, Eison and associates (J. Eison, Janzow, & Pollio, 1993; J. A. Eison & 

Pollio, 1985; J. A. Eison, Pollio, & Milton, 1982, 1986) developed the Learning 

Orientation versus Grade Orientation scales for both students and instructors (LOGO 

II and LOGO:F, respectively) to examine individuals’ motivation to engage in 

academic activities.  One might use Eison’s scales to examine the relationship of 

students’ goals for themselves and teachers’ goals for their students on students’ 

evaluations of teacher effectiveness. 

Another line of research might explore what Higgins (1997) described as 

regulatory focus and regulatory fit.  Higgins expanded the approach-avoidance 

construct to look at self-regulation from a promotion focus or prevention focus 

orientation in gains and loss reward structures.  He postulated that individuals would 

feel more self-efficacious if they operated in regulatory fit situations that matched 

their orientation (i.e., promotion focus/approach orientation in a gains structure or 

prevention focus/avoidance orientation in a loss structure).  He further theorized that 
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individuals would feel the least self-efficacious in regulatory mis-fit situations that 

cross their orientation with the opposite situation (i.e., promotion focus/approach 

orientation in a loss structure or prevention focus/avoidance orientation in a gains 

structure).  Students who find themselves in classrooms with teachers who share their 

regulatory focus (i.e., a regulatory fit situation) and who similarly engage students 

might evaluate their teachers’ effectiveness differently than those students who find 

themselves in a regulatory mis-fit academic situation. 

In conclusion, defining teacher effectiveness continues to be challenging, 

however, the ability to examine complex and correlated data ensures that researchers 

will now have greater flexibility to explore this issue.  The current study contributed 

to this discussion by teasing out a small part of what contributes to evaluations of 

teacher effectiveness.  These findings will aid instructors to engage students and 

promote learning in ways that will have positive academic outcomes. 
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Appendix A:  Instructor Goal Orientation Towards Teaching Survey (GOTT) 
Kucera, J., Roberts, R., Walls, S., Walker, J., Svinicki, M.D. (2009) 

 
Circle the response that best reflects your feelings about the statement.  Use the scale to 
rate each statement from 1 indicating that you strongly disagree with the statement to 6 
indicating that you strongly agree with that statement. 
 
 
1.  For me, the development of my teaching ability is important enough to take risks. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Agree 3-Somewhat 4-Somewhat 5-Disagree 6-Strongly 

agree   agree  disagree     disagree 
 
2.  I actively seek out opportunities to improve my teaching skills and techniques. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Agree 3-Somewhat 4-Somewhat 5-Disagree 6-Strongly 

agree   agree  disagree     disagree 
 
3.  The value of trying new teaching methods outweighs the risk of making a mistake. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Agree 3-Somewhat 4-Somewhat 5-Disagree 6-Strongly 

agree   agree  disagree     disagree 
 
4.  The opinions others have about how well I can teach are important to me. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Agree 3-Somewhat 4-Somewhat 5-Disagree 6-Strongly 

agree   agree  disagree     disagree 
 
5.  It is important to me that my colleagues or department notice that my teaching is effective. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Agree 3-Somewhat 4-Somewhat 5-Disagree 6-Strongly 

agree   agree  disagree     disagree 
 
6.  It would be a highlight of my career to be nominated for a teaching award out of a group 

of recognized teachers. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Agree 3-Somewhat 4-Somewhat 5-Disagree 6-Strongly 

agree   agree  disagree     disagree 
 
7.  I feel like a good teacher when I can teach without making any mistakes. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Agree 3-Somewhat 4-Somewhat 5-Disagree 6-Strongly 

agree   agree  disagree     disagree 
 
8.  I typically only use teaching methods I know for sure how to use. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Agree 3-Somewhat 4-Somewhat 5-Disagree 6-Strongly 

agree   agree  disagree     disagree 
 



 

 137 

9.  A good class period is when everything goes exactly as planned. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Agree 3-Somewhat 4-Somewhat 5-Disagree 6-Strongly 

agree   agree  disagree     disagree 
 

 

GOTT Scale Factors 

Factor 1:  Mastery (GOTT-M) 

1.  For me, the development of my teaching ability is important enough to take risks. 
2.  I actively seek out opportunities to improve my teaching skills and techniques. 
3.  The value of trying new teaching methods outweighs the risk of making a mistake. 
 
 
Factor 2:  Proving  (GOTT-PA) 

4.  The opinions others have about how well I can teach are important to me. 
5.  It is important to me that my colleagues or department notice that my teaching is effective. 
6.  It would be a highlight of my career to be nominated for a teaching award out of a group 

of recognized teachers. 
 
 
Factor 3:  Avoiding  (GOTT-AV) 

7.  I feel like a good teacher when I can teach without making any mistakes. 
8.  I typically only use teaching methods I know for sure how to use. 
9.  A good class period is when everything goes exactly as planned. 
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Appendix B:  Student CIS Survey Items (CIS) 
 
Please circle the response that best reflects your feelings about each statement. 
 
1. The course was well organized. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Neutral 4- Agree 5-Strongly 
 disagree     agree 
 
2. The instructor communicated information effectively. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Neutral 4- Agree 5-Strongly 
 disagree     agree 
 
3. The instructor showed interest in the progress of students. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Neutral 4- Agree 5-Strongly 
 disagree     agree 
 
4. The tests/assignments were usually graded and returned promptly. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Neutral 4- Agree 5-Strongly 
 disagree     agree 
 
5. The instructor made me feel free to ask questions, disagree, and express my ideas. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Neutral 4- Agree 5-Strongly 
 disagree     agree 
 
6.  At this point in time, I feel that this course will be (or has already been) of value to 
me. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Neutral 4- Agree 5-Strongly 
 disagree     agree 
 
7.  Overall, this instructor was 
 
1-Very 2- Unsatisfactory 3- Satisfactory 4- Very 5-Excellent 
 Unsatisfactory      Good 
 
8.  Overall, this course was 
 
1-Very 2- Unsatisfactory 3- Satisfactory 4- Very 5-Excellent 
 Unsatisfactory      Good 
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Appendix C:  Student Sense of Classroom Community Scales (SOC) 
Bush, A.M., Svinicki, M.D., Kim, M., & Achacoso, M.V. (2006) 

 
Please rate the following statements about your classroom attitudes and perceptions in 
BA 324 this semester.  For questions 9 – 23, use the scale to rate each statement from 1 
indicating that you strongly disagree with the statement to 7 indicating that you 
strongly agree with that statement.  Circle the response that best reflects your feelings 
about the statement. 
 
9. Students are genuinely interested in the topics in the course. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Somewhat 4-Neither agree 5-Somewhat 6-Agree 7-Strongly 

disagree   disagree  nor disagree  agree     agree 
 
 
10. My instructor respects each student in this class. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Somewhat 4-Neither agree 5-Somewhat 6-Agree 7-Strongly 

disagree   disagree  nor disagree  agree     agree 
 
 
11. The course content is not very interesting to me personally. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Somewhat 4-Neither agree 5-Somewhat 6-Agree 7-Strongly 

disagree   disagree  nor disagree  agree     agree 
 
 
12. I value each student’s contribution to the class. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Somewhat 4-Neither agree 5-Somewhat 6-Agree 7-Strongly 

disagree   disagree  nor disagree  agree     agree 
 
 
13. The instructor gives me positive feedback when I make a comment in class. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Somewhat 4-Neither agree 5-Somewhat 6-Agree 7-Strongly 

disagree   disagree  nor disagree  agree     agree 
 
 
14. Students do not seem engaged in class. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Somewhat 4-Neither agree 5-Somewhat 6-Agree 7-Strongly 

disagree   disagree  nor disagree  agree     agree 
 
 
15. The instructor supports student comments. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Somewhat 4-Neither agree 5-Somewhat 6-Agree 7-Strongly 

disagree   disagree  nor disagree  agree     agree 
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16. Students in this course treat each other with respect. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Somewhat 4-Neither agree 5-Somewhat 6-Agree 7-Strongly 

disagree   disagree  nor disagree  agree     agree 
 
17. Interactions with my instructor are generally positive. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Somewhat 4-Neither agree 5-Somewhat 6-Agree 7-Strongly 

disagree   disagree  nor disagree  agree     agree 
 
 
18. The relationship between the instructor and students is comfortable. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Somewhat 4-Neither agree 5-Somewhat 6-Agree 7-Strongly 

disagree   disagree  nor disagree  agree     agree 
 
 
19. In this class everyone seems to be interested in the discussion topics. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Somewhat 4-Neither agree 5-Somewhat 6-Agree 7-Strongly 

disagree   disagree  nor disagree  agree     agree 
 
 
20. Students value others’ opinions. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Somewhat 4-Neither agree 5-Somewhat 6-Agree 7-Strongly 

disagree   disagree  nor disagree  agree     agree 
 
 
21. I do not see the value of learning about this course content. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Somewhat 4-Neither agree 5-Somewhat 6-Agree 7-Strongly 

disagree   disagree  nor disagree  agree     agree 
 
 
22. The other students in class make me feel welcome. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Somewhat 4-Neither agree 5-Somewhat 6-Agree 7-Strongly 

disagree   disagree  nor disagree  agree     agree 
 
 
23. I respect my classmates. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disagree 3-Somewhat 4-Neither agree 5-Somewhat 6-Agree 7-Strongly 

disagree   disagree  nor disagree  agree     agree 
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SOC Scale Factors 

Factor 1:  Student-Content Interactions (SOC S-C) 

9. Students are genuinely interested in the topics in the course. 
11. The course content is not very interesting to me personally.  (Reverse score) 
14. Students do not seem engaged in class.  (Reverse score) 
19. In this class everyone seems to be interested in the discussion topics. 
21. I do not see the value of learning about this course content.  (Reverse score) 
 
 
Factor 2:  Student-Instructor Interactions (SOC S-I) 

10. My instructor respects each student in this class. 
13. The instructor gives me positive feedback when I make a comment in class. 
15. The instructor supports student comments. 
17. Interactions with my instructor are generally positive. 
18. The relationship between the instructor and students is comfortable. 
 
 
Factor 3:  Student-Student Interactions (SOC S-S) 

12. I value each student’s contribution to the class. 
16. Students in this course treat each other with respect. 
20. Students value others’ opinions. 
22. The other students in class make me feel welcome. 
23. I respect my classmates. 
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Appendix D:  Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales (PALS) 
Midgley, C., Maehr, M. L., Hruda, L. Z., Anderman, E., Anderman, L., Freeman, K. E., Gheen, M., 

Kaplan, A., Kumar, R., Middleton, M. J., Nelson, J., Roeser, R., & Urdan, T. (2000) 
 
Please read each statement carefully, and indicate how strongly you agree or disagree 
with each item by circling the response that best reflects your feelings about the 
statement for BA 324.  Use the scale to rate each statement from 1 indicating that you 
strongly disagree with the statement to 5 indicating that you strongly agree with that 
statement. 
 
24.  In our class, trying hard is important. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disgree 3-Somewhat agree 4- Agree  5-Strongly 

disagree     agree 
 
 
25.  My teacher points out those students who get good grades as an example to all of us. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disgree 3-Somewhat agree 4- Agree  5-Strongly 

disagree     agree 
 
 
26.  In our class, it’s very important not to look dumb. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disgree 3-Somewhat agree 4- Agree  5-Strongly 

disagree     agree 
 
 
27.  My teacher wants us to understand the work, not just memorize it. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disgree 3-Somewhat agree 4- Agree  5-Strongly 

disagree     agree 
 
 
28.  In our class, getting the right answers is very important. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disgree 3-Somewhat agree 4- Agree  5-Strongly 

disagree     agree 
 
 
29.  My teacher tells us it’s important to join in discussions and answer questions so it doesn’t 

look like we can’t do the work. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disgree 3-Somewhat agree 4- Agree  5-Strongly 

disagree     agree 
 
30.  In our class, learning new ideas and concepts is very important. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disgree 3-Somewhat agree 4- Agree  5-Strongly 

disagree     agree 
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31.  My teacher tells us how we compare to other students. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disgree 3-Somewhat agree 4- Agree  5-Strongly 

disagree     agree 
 
 
32.  In our class, it’s important that you don’t make mistakes in front of everyone. 
 
1-Strongly 2-Disgree 3-Somewhat agree 4- Agree  5-Strongly 

disagree     agree 
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PALS Scales Factors 
 
Students’ perceptions of instructor goals for engaging students in academic work 
 
Factor 1:  Mastery (PALS I-M) 

27.  My teacher wants us to understand the work, not just memorize it. 
 
 
Factor 2:  Performance Approach (PALS I-PA) 

25.  My teacher points out those students who get good grades as an example to all of us. 
31.  My teacher tells us how we compare to other students. 
 
 
Factor 3:  Performance Avoidance (PALS I-AV) 

29.  My teacher tells us it’s important to join in discussions and answer questions so it doesn’t 
look like we can’t do the work. 

 
 
Students’ perceptions of the organization of classroom structure for engaging students 
in academic work 
 
Factor 1:  Mastery (PALS CS-M) 

24.  In our class, trying hard is important. 
 
 
Factor 2:  Performance Approach (PALS CS-PA) 

28.  In our class, getting the right answers is very important. 
 
 
Factor 3:  Performance Avoidance (PALS I-AV) 

26.  In our class, it’s very important not to look dumb. 
32.  In our class, it’s important that you don’t make mistakes in front of everyone. 
 
 



 

 145 

Appendix E:  Student Demographic Questions 
For the following questions, please complete the following demographic questions by 
circling the appropriate response.  All surveys will remain anonymous and confidential. 
 
65. What gender are you? 
 

A. Male B. Female 
 
66. Which of these terms best describes your ethnicity? 
 

A. African-American  B. Latino/Latina  C. Asian/Pacific 
  Islander 

 
D. Caucasian   E. Native American  F. Other  

 

67. How many semesters have you completed as a student at The University of 
Texas at Austin? (Note: summer counts as one semester) 

 
 A. One semester  B. Two semesters C. Three semesters 
 

D. Fours semesters  E. Five semesters F. Six semesters 
 
 G. Seven or more semesters 
 
68. What is your academic classification? 
 
 A.  Freshman B.  Sophomore C.  Junior D.  Senior 
 
69. What is your major? 
 
 A.  Accounting B.  Engineering Route to Business C.  Finance 
 
 D.  International Business E.  Management F.  Management 
 Information Systems 
 
 G.  Marketing H.  Supply Chain Management I.  Undecided 
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70. What is your probable grade to date in this course? 
 

1. A 2. A- 
 
3. B+ 4. B 5. B-  
 
6. C+ 7. C 8. C-  
 
9. D+ 10. D 11. D- 
 
12. F 
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