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 Measuring Affective Learning and Teacher Evaluation 
 

Experts in Educational Psychology have determined that there are three general 
categories of learning: Cognitive, Affective, and Psychomotor. The results of research in 
instructional communication suggests that instructor communication behavior may have its 
strongest impact on affective learning, although certainly impacting the other categories as 
well. Hence, measurement of affective learning has received considerable attention in this 
field. The first measures of affective learning in instructional communication research were 
developed in the 1970s. These evolved over a period of time. Early studies employed 
scales similar to those noted below but also included measures of probable use of the 
behaviors recommended in the classes in students= future lives.  

Two problems were identified in this research. The first was that many courses do 
not have a focus on future behaviors, hence classes which do, and classes which do not, 
cannot be fairly compared using such measures. The second problem came from 
inappropriate use of factor analysis. All the items on all of the measures were factored as a 
single measure rather than being factored separately. In this early research it was 
determined that they could all be included as a single measure of Aaffect.@ This was 
confused with Aaffective learning.@ As a result, affect for content and affect for instructor 
were not considered separately. This was a case of the legendary adding of Aapples with 
oranges.@ The general score really could not be interpreted since affect for the course (and 
the likelihood of taking another course in the content) clearly related to the true Aaffective 
learning@ construct but affect toward the instructor (and taking another course with the 
instructor) was measuring a construct of importance, but not one that was included in the 
Aaffective learning@ construct advanced by educational psychologists. 

More recent research has been sensitive to this distinction. Below is the set of 
measures (each with four bipolar scales) which is most commonly employed in this 
research. Each of the four measures can be collected separately or together. The first two 
measures (items 1-8) can also be used together as a measure of AAffective Learning.@ 
Similarly, the third and fourth measures (items 9-16) can be used together as a measure of 
AInstructor Evaluation.@ However, the items on the four measures should never be used 
together and referenced as AAffective Learning.@  Instructor evaluation is not affective 
learningBit is a separate construct of importance in its own right. 
 
Reliability:  

The reliability of these scales in a large number of studies has been very good. The 
reliabilities for the Aaffect for content@ measure has ranged from .85 to well above .90. The 
other three measures consistently have yielded alpha reliability estimates above .90. 
Similarly, estimates for the 8-item measures of Affective Learning and Instructor Evaluation 
have consistently been estimated at well above .90. 
 
Validity: 

Face validity of the instruments is excellent. More importantly, predictive validity is 
also very strong. Many studies using these instruments have produced results in line with 
theoretical relationships of communication behaviors with affective outcomes. 
 
 



The Measures: 
 
Directions: Please circle the number that best represents your feelings.  The closer a 
number is to the item/adjective, the more you feel that way. 
 
(Affect toward content measure) 
 
I feel the class= content is: 
 
1. Bad   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good 
2. Valuable  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Worthless 
3. Unfair  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Fair 
4. Positive  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negative 
 
(Affect toward classes in this content measure) 
 
My likelihood of taking future courses in this content area is: 
 
5.  Unlikely  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Likely 
6. Possible  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impossible 
7. Improbable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Probable 
8. Would  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Would not 
 
(Affect toward instructor measure) 
 
Overall, the instructor I have in the class is: 
 
9.  Bad  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good 
10.  Valuable  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Worthless 
11.  Unfair  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Fair 
12.  Positive  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negative 
 
(Affect toward taking classes with this instructor measure) 
 
Were I to have the opportunity, my likelihood of taking future courses with this specific 
teacher would be: 
 
13. Unlikely  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Likely 
14. Possible  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impossible 
15. Improbable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Probable 
16. Would  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Would not 
 
 
 
 
 



SCORING:  To compute scores on these measures, complete the following steps: 
 
Affect toward content: 
Step 1. Add scores on items 1 and 3. 
Step 2. Add scores on items 2 and 4. 
Step 3. Compute total score: 16 + (total of step 1) - (total of step 2) 
 
Affect toward classes in this content: 
Step 1. Add scores on items 5 and 7. 
Step 2. Add scores on items 6 and 8. 
Step 3. Compute total scores: 16 + (total of step 1) - (total of step 2). 
 
Affect toward instructor: 
Step 1. Add scores on items 9 and 11. 
Step 2. Add scores on items 10 and 12. 
Step 3 Compute total scores: 16 + (total of step 1) - (total of step 2). 
 
Affect toward taking classes with this instructor: 
Step 1. Add scores on items 13 and 15. 
Step 2. Add scores on items 14 and 16. 
Step 3. Compute total scores: 16 + (total of step 1) - (total of step 2). 
 
Scoring for Affective Learning and Instructor Evaluation: 
 
Affective Learning = Affect toward content + Affect toward classes in this context. 
 
Instructor Evaluation = Affect toward instructor + Affect toward taking classes with this 
instructor. 
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