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ABSTRACT

The evaluation of a lecturer by a student is aremsas step in determining the success of the legrn
process.This often requires the development anadatdization of data gathering instruments. Theetiggment and
standardization of a data gathering instrumentisllly complete without the establishment of itsatglity and validity. Of
more importance is the validity index.An instrumean be reliable without being valid, but hardly ¢be instrument be
valid without being reliable. Validity, thereforsubsumes the concept of reliability. The practicaplication of this
submission is that validity is an imperative regumient in the standardization and hence utilizatiball data gathering
instruments. Using an un-validated instrument cdnddlisastrous. It is against this background & deemed necessary to
ascertain the validity of the recently developedvé&mnt University Students’ evaluation of Lecturetsaching
competence instrument tagged Lecturers’ Teachingpg@tence Evaluation Form — Students’ Version [LTEBH. To
achieve this objective th@083 students and21 Heads of Departments of Covenant University padied in the
study.After a close scrutiny of recent submissiorthie literature on the indicators of effectivectdiag at the secondary
and tertiary levels, the LTCEF-SV was developedhaisine Participatory Research Approach [PAR].Cousetly,
Students, Lecturers and Management were activelghiad in the process of developing the LTCEF-SViisTstep,
together with expert’'s review of the instrumentveer to establish the content validity of the instamt.Nonetheless, it
was deemed imperative that the Criterion-relatdidities [i.e. concurrent and predictive] be eststiéd.For this study, the
Concurrent validitywas established with correlation of scores frondsht's evaluation and Heads of departments’
evaluation of the same set of lecturers aroundainee period while theredictive validitywas established with correlation
of scores from students’ evaluation of lecturergl atudents’ performance score in the 2013/14 Alpbmester’s
examinationThe results mostly showed weak and mifsignt Concurrent and Predictive validities.Thadfngs were

discussed while relevant recommendations were made.

KEYWORDS: Criterion-Related Validity, Concurrent Validity, €dictive Validity, Evaluation, Instruments and

Standardization
INTRODUCTION &LITERATURE REVIEW

Utilization of a psychological test without due idaition could be catastrophic, especially if thécome of

assessment is targeted at making sensitive desistam border on the recipients’ life and destihyd8nts’ Evaluations of
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Lecturers tend to fall within this domain.The outw of such evaluation is often used to judge tHeeyaelevance and
retention of Lecturers.This in turn does not onffe@ the Lecturer's overall wellbeing, but that bis family as
well.Consequently, it is imperative that the validof such psychological instruments be empiricabcertained before

formal usage.This, therefore, is flustification andsignificance of this study

There are mangypes of validityindices.What informs choice of validity for a padlar psychological instrument
is the purpose and nature of the test.For instdocenany questionnaires seeking people’s opini@sjcfaceandcontent
validity might just be enough. These have beerbéisted for the Covenant University Lecturers’ Tiiag Competence
Evaluation Form — Students’ Version [LTCEF-SV]. Hower, for a summative achievement test like thathef West
African Examinations Council or a University SenegdExamination, the validities cited above may Im@tenough.When
the purpose of an assessment is sensitive, thereead to step up to more robust validity indicds IConstruct
Concurrentand Predictivevalidities. Concurrent and Predictive validitiag &riterion-related validitiedt is against this

backgroundt was deemed necessary to ascertain the ContamdrPredictive validity of the LTCEF-SV.

As described in th&tandards for Educational and Psychological T¢88A, 1974), ‘Questions of validity are
qguestions of what may properly be inferred fromeattor instrument’sscore; Validity refers to appraigness of
inferences that test/instrument’s scores offercéxding to Cherry (2014), ‘Validity is the extentwhich a test measures
what it claims to measure. It is vital for a test te valid in order for the results to be accuyat@pplied and
interpreted’.Validity cannot be ascertained byragks statistic, but by a body of research that destrates the relationship
between the instrument and the behavior it is méento measure. There are three basic types diityaliContent,
Construct and Criterion.When a test has@ntvalidity, the items on the test represent thererange of possible items
the test should cover and should be appropriatelictsired to elicit the desired responses. An imagnt hasonstruct
validity if it demonstrates an association betwétsnscores and the prediction of a theoreticalt toai construct. An
instrument is said to haweiterion-relatedvalidity when it has demonstrated its effectiven#spredicting its envisaged

criterion.

Basically, there are two types @fiterion-relatedvalidities —Concurrentand Predictive Validities. Concurrent
validity refers to the degree to which a measure is coecblavith other measures that it is theoreticallgdicted to
correlate with (Dardouri, Gharbi,&Selmi, 201@)edictive validitytests the degree to which the test score predect t
expected outcomes (Whetzel, Rotenberry, Paul, MEDa2014). The focus of this study is on Criteri@tated validities.

Criterion Validity evidence involves the correlation between the wsd criterion variable(s) taken as
representative of the construct. In other wordspithpares the test with other measures or outcé¢iinescriteria) already
held to be valid. For example, employee selectesist are often validated against measures of jolorpgance (the
criterion), and IQ tests are often validated agamsasures of academic performance (the critefoitgrion-related
validity looks at the relationship between a tesire and an outcome. (Amatachaya, Naewla, Srisial,€2014). For
example, SAT scores are used to predict whethéndest will be successful in college. First-yeaadg point average
becomes the criterion for success. Looking at éatipnship between test scores and the crite@onstiggest how valid

the test is for determining success in college.

Bachman & Palmer (1996) and Sawaki& Nissan (20@2gah that an investigation of the criterion valdif an

instrument can be conceptualized gaedictivevalidity study, where the focus is on investigatthg extent to which the
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given assessment predicts candidates’ future pedioce in the targeted criterion; ocancurrentvalidity study, where
the focus is on investigating the degree to whigfivan assessment serves as an indicator of caadigeerformance on a
criterion measure collected at the same time.Sdene&Schmitt (1992) and Horey, Harvey, Curtin, KelGlaze,
Morath&Fallesen (2007)affirmed that Criterion—reldtvalidity applies when a relationship is hypoibed to exist

between an instrument’s scores and performancelated criterion measure.

Hypothetically, it is expected that when a lectuierated high on teaching competence by majorftyhe
students he or she taught, then majority of sugtiestts should also score high in his or her coursessence, students
who rate a Lecturer high should also score high oourse handled by the Lecturer and vice versa.tt#s study, the
Concurrent validityas established with correlation of scores fromd8ni’'s evaluation and Heads of departments’
evaluation of the same set of lecturers aroundgdimee period while thBredictive validityvas established with correlation
of scores from students’ evaluation of lecturersl atudents’ performance score in the 2013/14 Alphmester’s
examination. It is expected that students’ evauascore should strongly correlate with evaluatsmore by a more
mature and objective personality like Head of Dapant [HOD], using the same instrument. This is pinemise for

Concurrentvalidity. These points were reiterated by Nishiyai&uno, and Kojima (2014).

Higgins (2014) submitted that the key to validatiming predictive validity is the use of “corretaticoefficient”
where each examinee’s assessment score is codreldkea criterion score. If the correlation coeiiéint equals or exceeds
r=0.20, it means the assessment score is suffigiealated to criterion score to make judgmentsudlem candidates
likelihood of success criterion task.A correlation r=0.20 is the minimum that should be considessteptable.

The operational definitions for this study weretlyaderived against thigheoretical framework

Covenant University (CU), a dynamic vision driverstitution was founded on Christian ethos and mmritted
to achieving excellence in the academia. CU isadrigy the compelling vision aising a new generation of leaders for
the African Continenvia human resource development and integratediteaicurriculum.CU is located at kilometre 10
along Idi-iroko way in Ota, Ogun state, Nigeriae§ently, CU operates the collegiate system. Theréwa colleges — the
College of Development Studies (CDS) and the Celle§ Science and Technology (CST). The CDS is naidthe
School of Social Sciences (SSS), School of Busirigtsslies (SBS) and School of Human Resources Dewednt
(SHRD).The CST is made up of School of Engineerzhool of Environmental Studies (SES), and Schodl Natural
and Applied Sciences (SNAS).

The core problenthat prompted this study is the apparent dangewusifig un-standardized life sensitive

psychological instruments.

The core objectivef this study are: tascertain the Concurrent validity of the CU-LTCEW-&1d toascertain
the Predictive validity of the CU-LTCEF-SVhe research questionsaised for this study are as follows: ‘What is the
Concurrent validity of the CU-LTCEF-SV?’ and ‘Whatthe Predictive validity of the CU-LTCEF-SV?’

This study is significantbecause it is targeted at enhancing the standgiahzof theCU-LTCEF-SV, and so
make the instrument a more reliable tool.This istapmake the instrument a more reliable tool fakmg decisions on
CU Lecturers.
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Decision Rules/Operational Definitions

« Validity Indicator 1: Only positive correlation coefficients shall be egted as valid indicators of the trait being

measured

» Validity Indicator 2:Correlation coefficients below 0.20 shall not beegted as significant enough to report as

indices of validity

» Low Validity:Correlation coefficients ranging from 2.0 to 3.@r[fdf = 50 and p < 0.05] are regarded as low

validity indices in this study

* Moderately or Fairly High ValidityCorrelation coefficients from 4.0 to 5.9 [for df 50 and p < 0.05] are
regarded as fairly high validity indices in thisicy.

» High Validity: Correlation coefficients from 6.0 to 1.0 [for df50 and p < 0.05] are regarded as high validity

indices in this study.
METHODOLOGY
The ex-post facto and survessearch designsvere used in this study.Existing and fresh dateewsed in this study.

The populations for this study were all the students, academiéf stad Heads of Department in Covenant

University.On the overall, the population was esti@d to be approximately 8000 people.

The purposivesampling techniquewas used in this study.The studergampledistribution for this study is
summarized in Table 1 below:

Table 1: CU Students’ Sample Distribution[2013/14 &ssion]

Covenant University, Ota, Nigeria
Summary Of Registered Students For 2013/2014 Sessio

100 LEVEL 200 LEVEL 300 LEVEL 400 LEVEL 500 LEVEL Cf(')';?e

F [ M [Tot | F [ M [Tot| F M [Tot|] F[ M [Tot| F [ ™M [ Tot
School of
Business 169 | 109| 278| 183 104 283 167 123 200 155 122 »77 |0 00 1128
Studies
School of
Human 50 | 173 | 117| 38| 158 95 23 11B 118 43 161 0 0 607
Resources

123
Developt
School of 153 | 87 | 240| 177 90| 267 140 64 204 112 60 172 |0 0 0 83 8
Social Science

College of Development Studies (CDS 2618
Sch. of 121 | 432| s553| 108 387 495 136 433 559 97 J04 401 12016 | 545 2553
Engineering
Sch. of
Environmt. 49 | 89 | 138| 41| 92| 133 50l 1oL 151 4b 103 152 B4 W49  [83 657
Studies
Sch. of
N:;‘;[f‘;g 125 | 191| 316| 122 16 282 139 175 314 157 186 B43 |0 00 1255
Sciences
College of Science and Technology (CST) 4465
GRAND TOTAL 7083

Source Covenant University Data Centre
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The maininstrumentsused in this study were thecturers’ Teaching Competence Evaluation Form —-DHO
Version[LTCEF-HODV] and theStudents VersiofLTCEF-SV]

The LTCEF- HODV is divided into 11 sections, nameBubject Mastery; Human Relations; Communicative
Skill; Pedagogical Skill; Class Control/Students’aivagement; Time Management/Absenteeism; Learninggrids;
Testing and Evaluation Skill; Record Keeping &Orgational Skill; Originality, Creativity and Innov®n; andICT and
Technology Usag&he instrument ends with an open ended questiguesdging students to summarize their perception of
the Lecturer’'s teaching competence and commenttioer éssues not addressed in the form.Each seidiancluster of

guestions/prompts.

In a previous study by Odukoya, Atayero, Williamdolabi and Akande (2014), the face and conteniditgl of
the Covenant University LTCEF-SV were established.

Procedure for Data Collectin.After creating the Head of Department’s [HOD] sien of the LTCEF, it was
posted on online via the University portal. The Digpuice Chancellor [Academics] thereafter requesteel HODs to
complete evaluation forms online.The students haudliee evaluated their lecturers prior the™ 2semester
examinations.Thus, students and HOD’s evaluationescon Lecturers were obtained.Students’ achienesures in the

first semester examinations were also obtained fr@rUniversity data base centre.

Consequently, concurrent validity was establishiadcerrelation of score of Students’ evaluatiorLe€turers in
the 2013/14 Omega semester with Head of Departimevatuation score of the same lecturers in theesaemester.The
predictive validity was established by correlatstgdents’ evaluation scorefor a lecturer with thedents’ score in the

course undertaken by the lecturer in the 2013/h&lgemester.

Data Analysis Using the Pearson Product Moment Correction @oefft, the HODs’ and Students’ evaluation
scores were correlated to obtain the Concurrenidifalindex while the Students evaluation scoresensorrelated with

their first semester achievement scores to obterPredictive Validity index for the LTCEF
RESULTS & DISCUSSION
Research Question 1What is the Concurrent validity of the CU-LTCEF2SV

The hypothesis of Concurrent validity tested wad ttinere is no significant relationship in the evaloatscore of

Heads of Departments and that of Studdiits result in Table 2 below was obtained as awan® this question.

Table 2: Correlation Coefficient of Students’ and HOH'’s Evaation Scores

N r p
Accounting 16 0.56| Significant
Mass
Communication 40 “0.06 | \iot sigf.
Psychology 14 -0.16 Not sigf.
Civil Engineering 19 0.12| Not sigf.

Source:CU Data Centre [2014] — Data available as at timfeReport
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The core findings from these results are as follows

e Only CU Accounting Department, from the availablataj furnished significant indices of concurrent
validity.This implies that Students evaluation &omere significantly correlated with their HOD'gdturers’

evaluation scores.Other Departments reported hdneod show similar result.

 Mass Communication and Psychology departments doeai negative indices of correlation coefficientsTh
suggested that the Students’ perception or evaluatr their Lecturers’ teaching competence oppdbed

respective HOD's perception.

These findings tend to reiterate the speculatiah ¢ither the students did not take their timedndeict proper
evaluation of their Lecturers or that the HODs wlaiden with too many assignments to have ample torebserve and

conduct a proper evaluation of the Lecturers.
Research Question 2What is the Predictive validity of the CU-LTCEFSV

Table 3: Correlation Coefficient of Students’ Coure Performance and Their
Evaluation Score of the Most Senior Lecturer Who Tok the Course

Accounting Banking & Fin. Biochemistry Architecture
Course r Course r Course r Course r
ACC111| 0.05 BFN 111 0.11 BCH211 0.18 ARC 111 0.20
ACC 211 | -0.02 BFN 211 0.07 BCH 212 0.06 ARC 112 150.
ACC?212| 0.16 BFN 311 0.14 BCH 213 0.28 ARC 113 0.23
ACC 310| 0.19 BFN 312 0.09 BCH 214 0.30 ARC 114 0.20
ACC311| 0.31 BFN 313 0.20 BCH 311 0.16 ARC 211 0.09
ACC312| 0.20 BFN 316 0.25 BCH 312 0.00 ARC 213 0.11
ACC313| 0.11 BFN 411 0.15 BCH 313 0.20 ARC 214 0.23
ACC 314 | 0.25 BFN 412 0.12 BCH 314 0.19 ARC 215 0.20
ACC411| -0.40 BFN 413 0.24 BCH 315 0.16 ARC 216 50.0
3

ACC412| -0.30 BFN 415 0.10 BCH 316 0.3 ARC 311 40.1
30% Low Validity | 30% Low Validity 40% Low Validity 50% Low Validity

ACC 413 | -0.26 BFN 416 0.05 BCH 317 0.28 ARC 313 40.2
ACC 414 | -0.05 BFN 417 0.16 BCH 318 0.1% ARC 314 00.2
ACC 416 | 0.00 BFN 418 0.11] BCH 411 0.07 ARC 315 0.25
ACC417| -0.12 BCH 412 -0.04 ARC 316 0.16
ACC 418 | -0.09 BCH 413 -1.00 ARC 317 0.04

BCH 414 0.08 ARC 319 0.02
BCH 415 0.05 ARC 411 0.21
BCH 416 -1.00 ARC 412 0.18
BCH 417 0.33 ARC 413 0.26
BCH 418 0.40 ARC 414 0.28
BCH 431 0.27 ARC 415 0.08
BCH432 0.46 ARC 416 0.03
BCH 433 0.32 ARC 417 0.19
ARC 418 0.21

ARC 419 0.06

Source Covenant University Data Centre [201Bpr r to be significant [i.e. 2.0+], it must havéff+at p< or = 0.05

Guided by the operational definitions and decisioles submitted for this study, and using the fiesi [10]
randomly selected courses from two [2] departmthaswere randomly selected from the two Colle@&3$ and CST] as

assessment parameters, the following findings eatieloluced from the results in Table 3:
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» The College of Science and Technology [CST] fureésmore indices of predictive validity for LTCEF-3%0%
and 50% low but significant predictive validitiesr Biochemistry and Architecture respectively] thiha College
of Development Studies [CDS] where 30% low but gigant predictive validities were obtained for Awxmting

and Banking & Finance departments.
* No department or course furnished a significantligteve validity index that was above the cut-offipt.

» Department of Architecture furnished the higheiided of predictive validity than any other depantineported
in this study.

* The proportion of negative correlation coefficiemtorded was more in the Department of Accountitgnw
compared with other departments reported in thidysThis was followed by Biochemistry. Negative retation
coefficient implies that students’ evaluation ssooéa Lecturer were not in direct relation witkithscores in the

same course taught by the Lecturer.

The implication of these findings is that CST stuidé evaluations tend to be more valid that CDSistis’
evaluation.Furthermore, it appears Architecturedetiis offered more indices of validity than othepartments.This
agrees with findings from a previous relatedstuglyQalukoya, Atayero, Williams, Afolabi and Prisci{d014) in which
the greatest percentage of Lecturers from CU Depart of Architecture were rated highest in termsnafifestation of
teaching competence.This is further confirming t8&t Architecture students’ evaluation of their Leetrs, using the
LTCEF-SV, was more valid when compared with otherdents from other department in the Universitydiue
explanation for this finding is the highly practi@nd closeness taeal life situation’nature of the teaching content and

method in this course.

Increasing incidences of negative correlation g¢oiefits is suggesting that some students tend naptzie the
evaluation carelessly.It could also be suggestia¢ the LTCEF-SV is not valid;whichever way it @nceived, it is worth
further study

RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the findings and deductions from thisysttiee following are recommended:

» It is imperative that concerted sensitization semsnbe held with Students to give them feedbackthen
Lecturers’ evaluation exercise and more importantty enlighten them on the significance of objesv

completing the evaluation form.

» Heads of Department should be given more time tweonke Lecturers in their departments during lestuce

enable them make more objective evaluation of tieeiching competence.

» Lecturers should regularly be given feedback frtwn ¢valuation exercise to allow for positive chargewth

and development.

*  Other departments should emulate the teaching sfytlee Lecturers in the Department of Architectwich is

more of teaching students predominantly thging the real thingsthat is, professional real life experiences.

Impact Factor(JCC): 2.7341 - This article can be denloaded from www.impactjournals.us




| 132 Odukoya. J. A, Atayero. A. A. A &Alao. A. A

CONCLUSIONS

The core objective of this study was to ascerthim ¢riterion-related validities of the Covenant msity
Lecturers’ Teaching Competence Evaluation Form ud@&its’ Version [LTCEF-SV].Specifically, this inferthe
Concurrent and Predictive validities. The hypothesis the Concurrent validigsted was thathere is no significant
relationship in the evaluation scores of the Hea®epartment and that of Students in the same deygstHowever, the
results obtained tend to reject this hypothesiss tuggesting that, at it were, in many of the depents, the Students’
evaluation scores of Lecturersusing the LTCEF-SW dot provide sufficient concurrent validity. Thesudts of the
Predictive validities tend to follow the same patt&he only exception, from the sample of this gtudlas theDepartment
of Architecture which furnished more indicesRyedictivevalidity, though low.The tentative conclusion drafkom these
findings, especially against the background ofldisthed evidences of face and content validitieshat the challenge of
LTCEF-SV validity may be more human than instruraéfihe results obtained from analysis of the respsmf CU
Architecture students, and related departmentssogsfy from CST, tend to support this specula@msidering the

significance of this study, it is imperative thatther studies be undertaken to empirically vettiiyse speculations.
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