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- become an extremely poﬂular method of faculty ev&luation.. 'I'he results
. N R ’,a i
o ey of these ratings are used not only ‘oy the fnculty as a feedback to Y

1)

¢ .ot 1mprove their teachi.pg 'behavior and classroom pre.ctices but also bw

.

X

PN the student goWrermnents in. helping the students to make aecisi,on's

' N

v - s reg,rding faculty zmd course ‘gselectons and by the college or un:tver-

»

&
.
M
.

sity administrs.tors for mking the impbrtant f'aculty decisions, like

~ o _ retentions promotions a.nd pe.yeraises.. In .spite fof the vnrious uses

. of the results of fsculty eva.luations, the students are generally
given, the impression “thet the results n.re going to be qsed by their
ins

uétors alone for self-improvement The me.jor purpose of this

: study was. ta investigate into the question ~What* v{uld ho.ppen if the
R students are clearly told thut-the msults of t’heir evalun.tions will

te uscd by different groups of peopl on campus, for differcnt

-

. . <
o , yxposes” Theréy are no studies d'me, to date, to set the effcct of
L ) 5-"'(;_" » )

. el

_averied instructims on student rntings »f faculty. <3t
’

~f this study, three different sets of instructions were written and

+ used vith “the* three exp arimental groups.

’ .

Group A was told that the

- iufcr"etif'n fr~m evalyhtion will be primm]y to sid the instructors -
LAQ | in impr:ving tneir i struction. ° Group B was tclld that the infcrmation-
c | . T oo, . , i I
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- vin be used by the miv"ersity aaministrators— (deans and eh&irperbons

x

_fnr class Fir the clesses used in the. study was 21.25. .

.

to guide them :ln te.culty promtions " retentioné éad pay raises, ete.
Groun C was. told th.at the resulca of evalue.tion wi].l be used by the
studenta on campus to guide them in cqurse a.nd j.xrst!‘uctor selection,

at the time of. registration. It~ was mrpothes:lzed that the sf.udents .

. N

getting different instructiqns mr faculty eva.luation will rate their

t.

‘instructors signiﬁ;cen'tly differently, Further purposes of _the o

stuchr were to investi'gate whether \professo;qial ranka are differentiany

J

& \-.va.luated a.s well e.s whether there is a difference 1n the. evalnation

of graduate and undergraduste students. It was hypothesized that
)

-

the gradue.te ~students will gj.ve signiﬁca.nt]y di.fferent re!tings t/
the:.r 1nst{uctors ﬁ'om the undergraduat/e students and that the stu-
fi.ent,s‘ will give‘signiﬁ'cantly different ratings to the instructors .
in different ranks. - )

& jects. A' tHtal of 850 gr'eiduate and undergraduate students

. -

)

N

evalue.te:l f*rty praeuste teechinp assistants, assista.nt professors and

full prefessors,: ‘on. & 1arpe urban campus , All the instructors valun-

teerel tc parti ipn.te in the study The averar:e number of. st,udents

A
.
A

N*teri'a.ls. "'he wain 1nstnxne£‘t_‘gsef‘ for f‘aculty eve.luatimn was

the I\llin'\is Course Evo.luatiwestionnaire (CEQ) (Aleamoni 19728.,

f—

Ale n::f/rg’a_:bo')ence;f—ww

‘e

In a("itiﬂn to the total score, the CEQ.

ylelf’s six subschres on six asnects of the total instructional situ-

.

o.ti':?. -1t t_kcs 10 minutes to administer am’ is mechine ‘scorable.
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'mms, ‘bhe mmberials us'e‘gl_\by each sub;]ec%\g this | tudy coas She

2w . ’.\

R of a comr ot the CEQy. & copy of the P item apa, 8 purpose or evaluation

.

‘n‘ . , P ..

’ . sheet er a particular expgr—imental gronp \» e . ' - v R L

RS R Procedure. The data was collected during the regular class time- o

. L. - im regular classrooms and durin:; the last three weeks of an acade _

.

o . term.i. The pre-prepared packages of materials when d.istributed in a

R class, automatically divided the studen:ts in each class into three ¥

‘.\

A i Lo ex')erirnen‘t rrcups tQ study the effect of three ’diffe.rent séts df
J . ! [ . .
- = N .'instructions on faculty evalua'oinn. . ’i'he instructors‘ were re‘quested i

s - -

- R 4o leave the classroom during evaluation 80 that the students may -

\

- evaluate then under non-tthreatehing situation. »

‘. . p .
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: *“"Results" o S S . .

. - .

A

) . e Multivariate analysis of vhriance (MANOVA) factorial design was =~ .

- K . .

. . uséd as the statistical procedure to -analyzé the dota since the, study‘ e

?

%
»
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Iu order to gheck this

mnqb‘ieg (Ceoley s thnes, 1971, K:lrk, qﬁb)
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Tt - éouputed 'before doing WOVA\ All correlaticns wex'e fouqd to be
oo positi've end signtﬁcant (b <& 01) S _..,; Rt SRS
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| 'l‘h effect, of f.he di_fferent sets -o'f‘ msmctions for faculty,\,
.. - " ‘ -

RCORR'S L & Tea

L [ evaluat on weis foqnd to be‘statistically nonsi@iﬁcant (p). .05)

Kl . '

‘1’b,e efrect Pf class (gradm.te versus mdergradua.te classes) was found

n* u.p

iﬁcant (') ( :05).; The gre.dua.tg students tended to ass:lpp

_ —~ 3 tinm to the:lr insﬁructors tha.n did the mdergra,duate student.s.
' S Th.e eﬁ’fmm was e.],so found to. be signiﬁ.ca.nt (p. ( QS)

-

S ‘ _ - on the faculty evaluation. “ihe Newmar! I(euls tests (Kirk, 1968) were

b.pﬂlit»:d tn .pin;nint the dii‘ferences among the differqnt faculty ranks.
) , ‘ .

¢t . On the whole the graduat;: tea.ching assistant& tended to ret simiﬁ- .

PO

The.

univariate a.nalyéis was also dOne for ea.ch of the dépendent va.riables, ;

.
- . e

T e veriﬁ( the results of multiva.riate ana.lyses.

-

In all casés, the _*

results of univaria.te p.na;lyses were consisten‘t with the results of

" . the ,multive.rie.%e ang.lyses.. o ‘ Pt
' - ‘Discussion - : : '
4 . - .
. ~There is no wrevi'wus reseaz-@:seﬂdence to swmort -or to. contra-

. c’.ict the f‘indin* that the stur‘eﬁ’ts retting different instructions for

s . t | - .

faculty evaluatlnn éid not rate their instructors differently

b +

\

It is

- -

S réIat’edness, ii‘tercorrelaﬁms mnong the dependmt vu'j.ables were .

.
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;;oihle thet vhile evaluating their i:nstr«ﬁctors :even under
{ different instructions, -the students Operated under the set cre\ted

.by the repeated use of standard instruetions given to them for faculty .- b

i

ev&lnation, tem after term. me trr that set they, perhaps, evalu- S

N ated~-the1r iﬁstructnrs as if under the- same standard instructions. .o

L]

STy <
* The findinp' that the graduate s\tudents assigned simiﬁcantly

I “ LI .-
hinher retin{'s to their instructors than é‘id the undergra.duate students, / .

is su.)ported by research evidence ﬁ'om several studies such es '_
R —— .
Downie (1952); Gere ( 1961), and Lovell and Haner: (1955). All ‘these ‘- -

stulias ‘re*mrted that m-re advanced stu.dents -tended to rrive more T~ ’ '

- &

' faveratle ratinr's to their i‘nst than less advanced students. - .' .
\\ N .

'I‘he rac‘.uate cl’*sses are pem.rally sm&ller, a.nd, therefore, a.llow
vetter student-teecher interaction, have ohre mature students who are

tolerent t> the individunl teachinr ,étyles f\f their instructors, and:

are t_f;ur»'ht by the experts in their arcas. _ Due t3 such reasans, the _\

.

‘his~her ratinrs of the "ra(’uate courses and, their instructors seem to

be Justlﬁa‘ble A . ' c (,

Thc f1n‘in» that\ the rrraduate teachinn~, assist'mts tenc’en to xret

. > e .

‘hi~her rfgin-s t‘hn.n aia the °351stn.nt and full nrnfessc‘rs is also | Bt
. \

neitf;er sunp-rted nor contradicted by eny nr\evmus resen.rch evidence.

N o
Mst Af the .revi \usly asne’ stufhes (ewr. Downie, 1952; Gare, -1961) :
cemru'e\l the retinr's >t only the ‘iffcrent ranks vithin the re,:rular‘

full tine fa culty ‘Io stuly ccmpqrcn the (radunte teachinf' assistants , ‘ .

with the foulsy full time faculty. Therc seems 1o be at lchst one -

3



N ]

mejor reason for the hhh'er ratinrrs\;s\f the graduate teschinp assistants.

Knowinr: the.t the graduate tea.chinmassictsnts are 'also pri'ma.rily the

students lzf_ke~ them, the students ma.y hsve i:!entiﬁed themselves more ,

They ma.y have e.ssigne hin.her ratings to them
T - S . j
stants arg{also R ,ﬁx

‘e

“close 21y, Hith them.
with the sympsthy thst the ~racuate teachin

students uhp are. contendinﬂ with the regular faculty

Very

closeness, they msy hsve 11ked them better 'as persons .

sirnificant o sitive,csrrelhtion (p <: .01) between ‘the ratings of
‘:}gs 'as pers%£ﬁ_ fn&nd

R SN

instructﬁrs 'as instructprs' with their rat
in this study sugrests that an instructor may pet high rstinrs gs a
A Y

-

teecher no t necesserily because he possesses sll the charactcristics

of a: rooi\tescher but sipm becq he is liked by his students, las
5 :

Under these cf}chmstances of 1esser hostility and mere:
> /

2 *er*nn’.
squathetlc sttitudcs, the gra<uste teaching assistants may have been
o
' |

. e

carpuses, the results of "Just cne ccmprehensive faculty eveluation

assi:ne hlpher ra tinns
In summary, it may be stated that firstly, on larpe -urban

,~‘9.
N ) ‘
system may Ye' sufficient: for'use by all aroyps on CArpus; secondly,
the.sraduate stulents mey be exrected tB‘nss;@n hirher ratinds o
/T
- /

their instructors than-the undernrqiustc students, thirdly, the
/

oo} aet

~

rq‘uate teechin~ assistants nsy be expected to @et different rﬂtinns
culty, and flnally, the 1nstructo s whq ;

fr m the recular full time
mmy also, be txgecteﬂ

N wre liked by their students as pcrs“ns
N 4
. ni~her ratifhs as instruct-rs ' ' - ,
[ - ’ - ’ . i
\\ : N s . '
4 > . o ;
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