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ABSTRACT 	 , ' .
 
Using the Illinois Course Evaluation Questionnaire, ' 


850 college sttfdents 1 evaluations of their teachers, did not vary 

significantly" with the use of 3 different sets-of instructions, each 

explaining a different purpose.for the evaluation; In evaluating 40 

graduate teaching assistants, assistant*professors and full 

professors, graduate students rated their instructors higher than did 

undergraduates; and teaching assistants received higher ratings than 

the assistant or full professors. With the use of a separate "Person 

Item",- a 'significantly high positive correlation between ratings of 

instructors "as instructors" and their ratings "as persons" was 

detected. (BW) 	 , «' 
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' " Recentl their courses.lias ', * 

become an extremely.popular., method of faculty evaluation. + .The^ results 
' t .* '"'"..' . ' ; . ' ' J * 

of these ratflriga are used :not -only by the .faculty as a feedback to ^

 " improve their teaching behavior and classroom practices bjit also by » .;! , 
' ' ' * "' - ^ " -1". * 

thte student government's in. helping the students, to make- ctecisioKS 
' ' " ' - ~> . ^ , ' ' ' '" . 

;i-egarding faculty aad course selections and by the college/or unlyer- * 
" * - « : ' ' ' 

> . sitjy administrators for making the important facjulty decisions, like 
"*'''.. ' ' ", ' ' ^ . ' ' -. " ': ' ­

retentions, promotions and pay raises.. In .spite (9<f .the various uses 

of the results of faculty evaluations, -the students a^re geaerally 

given, the impression'that .the results are going to be used by their 

.instructors alone for self-improvement. The major purpose of this 

study,was. to investigate into the question: -'.Whafypuld happen if the 

students, are clearly.told th&t-the results" of their evaluations will 

$e used by different groups of pbopl ; on campus, for different 
' ; ' * ' . . ' ..:'­

purposes? There*'are no studies dane, to date, to see the effect o'f
 
.'Is . » ' f . ....*-.-3J»JJfl*W»**-^ 

..varied instructions <^n student ratings ~>f- faculty.in 
"f this study, three di.ff^rent sets of instructions were written and 

i * 

used vith the'/three experimental groups. Group A was told that the 

infornaticn fr~n evaluation will be primarily to aid the instructors . 

7in improving their instruction. ' Gr^vip B was told that the information 

http:Effect'.of


 .- wilTbe med by thei miversity^ adninlst^tSrs^deans and*chairpersons> 
j       - :­

them 
  

in faculty 
" 

promotions^ 
'"/' »' 

retention* 
- : "« 

guide ted pay raises, etc.
 ... to *,i *'.. - " * .« ' *'., *" * 

told. -th.at the results of evaluation will be used by theGroup C was .(.* - -- .-.'-
,   .   * '   '. . »

students on canpxjs to.guide then in courste .and. Jrtetructor selection, "_, 

. at of registration." It>was hypothesized that A th.e tine the students ,'
    ' *.   ." *, ~*.- *, »/. i"   - v ~ ^   
rate "getting different instructicps -for faculty evaluation will ttieir '

' .'.-' . -   * - - - - \ ' . *. ,,. ...» .
Instructors significantly differently^. Further purposes ,of the

- ' " * ' * ,»".»' 

investfga'te whether %professoriai ranks" are differentially ; study were to 

as well as whether there difference in the evaluation

  
«\ evaluated 

"   ' ' .-
"is 

.-
a 

. . *.: ' ,
  of graduate and undergraduate students. It was hypothesized 

  '<. ', " that*
-< " -   :> . 
the graduate--students will gjve significantly different ratings Mf 

     
, « - ,' 

.their instructors from the undergradtiate students and that the stu- . p 

significantly different ratings to the instructors ..^ dent^ will give 

different ranks. -in 

Method 
"*'^^ "'""""""'^"" 
 _._ --_ 

  _____.-.-   /»
  

' 
, 

' 
* 

*
**^ *


 - "*~ **''"'"   * 

graduate and undergraduate students i Subjects. A'tital of 850 

  evaluated f-rty graduate teaching assistants, assistant professors and 

on vqlun­professors instructors full , a large urban campus. All th'e 
1 ~ 

  ( . _ < (' . ­
study. 'The avera<3e nunber of studentsteered tc participate in the 

  -. ^^X' .-  
21.25, . rer class Wr the closes used in the-study was 

evaluat'ion was ' Materiala. The r.ain'instrument used foi* faculty 

the IdliAoi? Course Eval-uatlcn^fljuestiomaire (CEQ) (Aleamoni, 1972a; -   

Spencer-* 49X^'- ' In addition to the total score, ,the CEQ. AlOfur.ni & 
» .   '»

  *   '
viel-ds six subscb.res on six aspects of the total instructional'situ- , 

Yti?n. -It takes- 10 ninutes to administer and is machine scorable-. . 



       

      

  
     

  

  

    

        

  

find eut^ew.ttie of " instructors "- 'as '' insrne-­" """" 

- *..'"' .».. ^'' »C> > Three .different purposes of .evaluation.were printed separately 

for use with*.the three experimental grqups on green sheets of paper,; 
'»" ,-, .'.» " * * ' ' * - * ,._____ ___ I " f  ' ""* --vl* '* 

These sheets were called the purpose of evaluation sfieet 

°j Thus, tih^mafcerials uffad^by -each' subject^ this «udy com 
"'"** . *'» " " _ . V .., ^x '; - * t. » i 

of A copy of the CEQj a copy* of 'the^P item.an^ a purpose xof evaluatfoh 

sheet'.for a particular exp'erinental group.*
.''%, ' *' "' " \ - ; ' .' '.'.' " - . 

" Procedure. The Hata was cojllected during the regular class, time-, 

in regular classrooms* and 'during the last three weeks of" an ac 
* * ' - :' - . " * ' 

, ^, '-.* ( " "4 "" '. 4 " '**""» /^ »*" 

termx' Th§ pre-prepared packages- of materials.when.distributed in a' "--" ^ 'jy­

class, 'automatically divided the students in eacn* class* into three 
' '' * ' . >; . ' *
 

experinentai (jyoups to stufly'the .effect of threevdifferent sets ctf.'
 

Instructions on faculty'evaluation. The instructors were requested
i :.*-. ' --.'' 

.to .leave the-classroom during evaluation so that the' students may '. 
>' ' > ' i . 
evaluate them under non-threatening situation. 

Wsults, ' ' , . ... " ., 

Multivariate analysis ef variance {MANOVA), factorial desicn was 

used as the statistical procedx^e to -analyze the daia since' 



::fP:,af|53fi?g 
.. ;.isj :ii
s*i*fetS.^ 

toe ainultttuieous analysis of'multiple^Independent varli^les --

iftultiple dependent vea^^e^^J^ addition -to the underlying assuipK

 * lof, tike dependent s
.. -' »-. '>-tion's' ; ' ; co'nnon   .   . «-, -with - A»6'\ft, . -v.-5 M0t03Br " -.- assumes .,'-.:», relatedness - - . .- ^"% - ,-

V" *,» ./. '.: '":» :. ; « ' ' - ": - - :"' ;:'v. '-"   '- ' *.': 

  - ' variabl^ (Gooley.A .Lohhes. &71; Kirk, 1958). In order to check this* 
' ' ' ;?ir '. V-' "/' "' . "*-'" -'- "       ' '. ,..'/.'-'' \. ' -   f *'.*'- " " 

   relatedness^ i^tercorreiatd.ons among "the'dependent 'variables were ' ' '

 * donputed before d6ing-M^HOV^i 'All* correlations Vere fou^d to be 
  .; ... -<; . » £ t --,., ' '.;,......-: **^- ; -H L^. ' '   ' " .," . ' "' 

",: positi-ye,and significant (p XP .Ol)1 . .. . /   ^ r~ ' . ^ - ' 

  ..' " Ther effect, of the different- sets -of: instrjictionS for facul 

^valuation was foimd to .be- .statistically noinsignificant (p \
 ' f.     .'   .. , . - .-'. ». - ' ".   * .'. --v   *   . % 

Thp effect 'pf class (graduate .vereud undergraduajte classes) was found 
-^^ - ' \   . , ' _. ' > :- . '* r   . ^ .4   . 

it (p ^ ;05)...' % Tlie graduate students tende'd to assign 

"to their instructors than did the undergraduate students,. 
1     " .  

The ; ofTacuKy/-rank was also found.to.be significant (p,< .05) 

on the faculty evaluation. The Newoan* Keuls" tests (Kirk, -196&)' vere 

applied to .pinpoint the'differeaces among.the different faculty ranks. 

On ,the whole, the graduate teaching as'sistants, tended to cet signlfi-

"; jCa»t3y' Jjiv^her ratjtnps than.di^.assistant.and full professors. The
 

univariate analysis was also done 1 for each of the dependent variables, 


" to verify the results of nultivariate analyses. In all cases^ the 


' results of univariate. pnalyses were consistent with the results of
 
    / - . ­* 

-,'. the .nuitivariate analyses., ' ,     ' ,
 

  -Discussion . " ~ -   ~ 
  
  <
 

*Ther'e is..no previous resear(6h*(ejiridence to support-or to contra­

dict the finding that 'the studeiSts f^ettinn different instructions for 

faculty evaluation did not' rate their instructors differently. It is 

http:found.to.be
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that while evaluating their instructors even under * " * 

i *' .' '. " " ' * ' ~\.''' '
(different instructions,-'the students operated.uader the set cvekted 

' N * *' . - *
.. ' * 

Xby the "repeated use of standard instructions given-'tcr then-for faculty . 

. evaluation, tern' after tern, flke to- that set, "they, 'perhaps i fevalu-

atedj'their instructors as if under the-same standard instructions. ­

.,V The finding that the graduate,,students assiigied significantly 

j ' '.* *' - ».
higher *3fetinfrs to' their instructors-than fid the undergraduate students,

. j> . ' ..--.. -. v "" " -,-' *.. / 
is supported by research evidence from several studies such as 


(1952); Ga^e (l?6l); an'd Lovell and Haner- (1955) All'these ,* ­
'"*'' : ~ ~--^_ ' 

studies Teported that mere advanced students tended to /^ive more *̂
^

'*« 
as" " --"- ', "

* » 

*.* ' favorablfe ratings to their "instruStsrs than less advanced students.' 

^_ The ^raduate classes are generally smaller, "and, therefore, allow 

' ' better student-tencher interaction; have nnre mature students who are
 

' / ' - ' ^' - > -. -

tolerant to the individual teaching ^tyles of their in-structors; and-

ere t^w-ht by the experts in their areas. _ Pue- to such reasons, the ,\ 
* ' \

1 * 

higher ratings of the graduate courses and. theif instructors seem to
- 1 
be Justifiable. ' , ' 

The finding thatv tiie rTaduate teaching assistants -behded to i(ct 

'higher r«tin--s thin did the assistant aiyl full professors is also 

neitner supported* nor contradicted by any previous research evidence.' 

1 . '-M'-st ^f the previously done studies (eiT- Downie, 1952; Gnr^e, ~196l) 
V

s .

conpnred the ratings of only the different ranks within the,re/?"ular 

full tine faculty. No,'study compared, the graduate teaching assistants , 

/ * ' with the jfc-Tulsir full tine faculty. There seems l(o be at 'leKst one
' i - \ ' '


. , / - i \
 
. 6 ..
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\ 

major reason for the. hi^er fatinnrsoal" the griwlua^e teaching assistants. 

" : ' ' >s "' ''-
Knoving that the graduate teaching^assistants are also primarily the. 

' 
Ltified, themselves more ­

closely, with them.. They may have assigne^ hipfaer ratings to them 

with the syapathy that the --graduate tejachln?;- lass^stants are Also" 

students whp are, contending with the regular facuity .^"Because of this 

closeness» they may have liked them better 'as persons'. Verjr 

significant positive ,coJ3*eltition (p <^ .0}.) ^etween^the ratinps .of 

instructors 'as instructors', with their r&tllfls 'as persMts' found 

in this study suggests 'that an instructor may get high ratings as a 

teacher hot ne'cessar^ly because he possesses all the characteristics 

of a ,~o>d^teacher.but sippjtf' ,bec*uae> he is liked by his students, '.as 

a person'. Under these circumstances of lesser hostility and more­
' 

sympathetic attitudes, the graduate teaching assistants may have been 

. 

v . ' 

issi.-ned hirher rntinps. ' '.,'-

. 
 ' *­

'In sunmary, it 'may -be stated that firstly, on Inrpe -urban 

campuses, the results of.'Just one comprehensive faculty ^evtiluation 

' 

syster. mn.y be' sufficient for' use by all groups on cnnpus.; 'secondly,
 
i , , 


.the .graduate students, nay be expected ^o~~ns^i(^n h-irher ratinrs
 

their instructors than-th'e underrrraduate students; thirdly, the /
 ":« - . 't 

graduate ter.chinr assistnnts nay t?e expected to get different rajin/rs 

f^nrn the regular full tine faculty, and finally, the instructors who, 

'ire liked by their stuc!ents is persons, may also, be expected t/o p;et 


hirher ritiifr;s' as instruct:rs. '. 
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