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The study attempted to determine the relationship 

between student evaluation of instruction and institutional 

performance ratings with the following predictors: faculty 

job satisfaction, faculty attitudes toward the evaluation 

process, faculty attitudes toward factors associated with 

the evaluation process, and faculty characteristics. Forty-

one full-time faculty members at a single academic 

institution were surveyed and 38 of them responded with 

useable surveys. Multiple regression combined with backward 

elimination was the primary method of statistics used. 

Analysis of the data indicated that a significant 

relationship existed between student evaluation of 

instruction of Tests and Exams and faculty attitudes toward 

the effectiveness of the evaluation process. Significant 

relationships existed between faculty attitudes toward 

factors associated with the evaluation process and student 

evaluations of the following: Faculty and Student 

Interaction, Communication, Tests and Exams, and Overall 

Evaluation. Faculty satisfaction levels and characteristics 

(faculty gender, rank and education level) were not found to 



be significant predictors for either student evaluation of 

instruction or the institutional performance rating process. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

There is a growing acceptance of accountability in the 

educational arena of today. This need of accountability has 

been partially caused by the reduced level of tolerance 

among the population for assuming heavy tax burdens (Tolor, 

1973). In recent years more schools have been incorporating 

or emphasizing student ratings of instruction into the total 

faculty evaluation process (Goebel & Cashen, 1979). 

However, the use of evaluative feedback from students to 

measure and improve faculty performance is presently a very 

controversial issue in higher education. The evaluation of 

faculty members was introduced to colleges in the early part 

of the twentieth century and has been increasing in use ever 

since (Dwyer, 1973). The steady increase in the use of 

student evaluation of instruction over the last several 

years makes it unlikely that the evaluation process will be 

eliminated any time in the near future. Therefore, the 

evaluation process and its measurement of effective 

instruction will most likely continue to be debated in the 

years to come. 

Teacher evaluations were initially developed to improve 

instruction, but recently have been used more often to 



provide evidence for promotion and salary decisions. Rooker 

(1981) stated that it is absurd that students have input to 

sensitive issues such as curriculum and faculty promotion 

decisions. This seemed even more absurd to Rooker and 

others when previous studies found that many factors not 

related to effective teaching were significantly related to 

the evaluation process. Variables such as class size 

(Ahrarian, 1980), attractiveness of the teacher (Buck & 

Tiene, 1982), gender (Harris, 1976), student's expected 

grade (Ducette & Kenney, 1982), nationality (Ahmadi, 1981) 

and several other non-related teaching factors have been 

found to be significantly related to student evaluation of 

instruction. This has made many wonder why student 

evaluation of instruction is the norm at most universities 

(Rooker, 1981) and why student evaluation of instruction is 

increasing in use. 

Britt (1982) stated that peer evaluation of teaching 

instruction was a successful and equitable method of 

evaluating and improving instruction. However, the student 

is the consumer and the one paying for the education so it 

seems they should have some input. But is there another 

system of justice in the United States that forbids a person 

to be evaluated or charged with improper conduct and not 

have the opportunity to face their accuser (Rooker, 1981)? 



Frey (1974) suggested that student evaluation of 

instruction can provide accurate information about teaching 

effectiveness if properly developed. Butler and Tipton 

(1976) found that student ratings of instruction were 

reliable over a period of time. Martinson and Ryan (1981) 

found that students take teacher evaluations seriously and 

try to be fair, but are unsure about the seriousness or 

fairness of their fellow classmates. However, students may 

think that they are being fair, but their perceptions of 

effective instruction may be biased by their individual 

values and perceived norms. 

Braunstein, Klein, and Pachla (1973) reported that 

feedback information from students had been found to improve 

teaching effectiveness. Baird (1973) suggested that the 

perceptual method of evaluation is better than other 

evaluation techniques because it relates directly to the 

students' experiences and how they were interpreted. 

However, Ramsey (1980) found that evaluative feedback had 

little or no effect on teaching performance. 

The increased pressure in higher education for 

accountability has led to an increase in the use of student 

evaluations of instruction. This has increased the 

importance of understanding the factors that are related to 

the evaluation process. Faculty characteristics, attitudes 

toward the effectiveness of the evaluation process, faculty 



job satisfaction and teacher ratings will be examined to 

determine whether any relationships exist. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study concerns the relationship 

between student evaluations of instruction and institutional 

performance ratings with the following predictors: faculty 

job satisfaction, faculty attitudes toward the evaluation 

process, faculty attitudes toward factors associated with 

the evaluation process and faculty characteristics. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were: 

1) to determine the relationship between teaching 

effectiveness as measured by the six measures of the Student 

Instructional Report (SIR) and the following predictors: 

faculty characteristics (faculty rank, gender and education 

level), faculty job satisfaction as measured by the six 

scales of the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) and faculty 

attitudes toward the effectiveness of the evaluation 

process. 

2) to determine the relationship between teaching 

effectiveness as measured by the six measures of the Student 

Instructional Report (SIR) and the following predictors: 

faculty characteristics (faculty rank, gender and education 



level), faculty job satisfaction as measured by the six 

scales of the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) and faculty 

attitudes toward factors associated with the evaluation 

process. 

3) to determine the relationship between teaching 

effectiveness as measured by the institutional performance 

rating process and the following predictors: faculty 

characteristics (faculty rank, gender, and education level), 

faculty job satisfaction as measured by the six scales of 

the Job Descriptive Index (JDI), faculty attitudes toward 

the effectiveness of the evaluation process and faculty 

attitudes toward factors associated with the evaluation 

process. 

4) to determine the relationship among certain faculty 

characteristics (faculty gender, rank and education level) 

and faculty job satisfaction as measured by the six scales 

of the JDI. 

Hypotheses 

To accomplish the purposes of this study, the following 

hypotheses will be tested. 

1) Faculty characteristics (faculty rank, gender and 

education level), faculty job satisfaction levels as 

measured by the six scales of the JDI and faculty attitudes 

toward the effectiveness of the evaluation process will be 



significant predictors of student evaluation of instruction 

as measured by six measures of the SIR (a-f). 

a. organization and planning 

b. faculty and student interaction 

c. communication 

d. course difficulty and workload 

e. tests and exams 

f. overall evaluation 

2) Faculty characteristics (faculty rank, gender, and 

education level), faculty job satisfaction levels as 

measured by the six scales of the JDI and faculty attitudes 

toward factors associated with the evaluation process will 

be significant predictors of student evaluation of 

instruction as measured by the six measures of the SIR 

(a-f). 

a. organization and planning 

b. faculty and student interaction 

c. communication 

d. course difficulty and workload 

e. tests and exams 

f. overall evaluation 

3) Faculty characteristics (faculty rank, gender, and 

education level), faculty job satisfaction levels as 

measured by the six scales of the JDI, faculty attitudes 



toward the effectiveness of the evaluation process and 

faculty attitudes toward factors associated with the 

evaluation process will be significant predictors of 

evaluation of instruction as measured by the institutional 

performance rating process. 

4) There will be a significant relationship among 

faculty members with respect to certain faculty 

characteristics (faculty rank, gender, and education level) 

and faculty job satisfaction as measured by the six scales 

of the JDI. 

Significance of the Study 

The teacher evaluation process is a much debated topic 

in higher education today. Several studies have examined 

various characteristics and their relationship to the 

evaluation process. However, previous studies have 

overlooked faculty attitudes toward the evaluation process 

and their relationship with teacher ratings. Is it possible 

that teacher evaluations do accurately measure teaching 

effectiveness and that the controversy on evaluation 

effectiveness is being instigated by teachers with poor 

teacher ratings? Teacher evaluations are intended to 

improve the teaching effectiveness of instructors and 

provide input for promotion and tenure decisions. It is 



unlikely that teacher evaluations will be eliminated any 

time in the near future due to the increased accountability 

in the arena of higher education. The proposed study will 

be significant in that it will compare student ratings of 

instruction with faculty attitudes toward the evaluation 

process. In addition, it will also compare student 

evaluation of instruction to another measure of teaching 

effectiveness. This study will be beneficial to university 

administrators, department chairpersons, deans and faculty 

members. It will provide them with valuable data, aiding 

them in decision making and in the evaluation of faculty 

members. 

Delimitations 

The study was limited to a single liberal arts college. 

Results are generalizable to the extent that other 

institutions are similiar to the one in which the study was 

conducted. 



CHAPTER II 

SYNTHESIS OF RELATED LITERATURE 

A complete search of the literature pertinent to 

faculty evaluations, faculty job satisfaction and attitudes 

toward the evaluation process was made. A search of computer 

data bases included Dissertation Abstracts International, 

Educational Resources Information Clearing House and on-line 

catalogs at the University of North Texas. The search also 

included dissertations, educational studies, journal 

articles, books and a variety of other publications were 

reviewed in this study. 

The following subdivisions were outlined, presenting a 

review of literature and research of the problem: 

1) Factors Related to the Evaluation Process 

2) Student Attitudes Toward the Evaluation Process 

3) Faculty Attitudes Toward the Evaluation Process 

4) Relationship Between Job Satisfaction and the 

Evaluation Process 

5) Relationship Between Faculty Characteristics and 

Job Satisfaction 
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Factors Related to the Evaluation Process 

Teacher Attractiveness 

Zeichner (1980), Jackson (1968) and Lortie (1975) found 

that the image presented by teacher in the classroom was 

significantly related to how the teacher's teaching skills 

were perceived by the students. Naftulin, Ware, and 

Donnelly (1973) found that an entertaining and charismatic 

lecturer who spoke deliberate nonsense received surprisingly 

high evaluations from an audience of educators and mental 

health professionals. Dion, Berscheid and Walster (1972) 

reported that individuals rated attractive people higher 

than less attractive people. Goebel and Cashen (1979) 

contended that the gender of the teacher affected teaching 

effectiveness much less than the attractiveness of the 

teacher. Buck and Tiene's (1982) study revealed significant 

interaction between attractiveness, gender and 

authoritarianism. However, the study found no main effects 

between attractiveness or gender upon perceptions of 

competence. Scott (1980) suggested that a positive 

relationship existed between desireable teacher 

characteristics as perceived by students and teaching 

effectiveness at a predominately black liberal arts college. 

McClelland (1970) and Perry, Niemi and Jones (1974) found 
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that a good reputation produced higher ratings than a bad 

reputation regardless of lecture quality. 

Gender 

Basow and Silberg (1987) found male students gave 

female teachers significantly poorer ratings than they gave 

male professors on all six of the teaching measures. Their 

study also suggested that female students rated female 

teachers significantly lower on three of the measures. 

However, Ahrarian (1980) reported female instructors 

received higher ratings than male instructors. Elmore and 

LaPointe (1974) reported male instructors rated 

significantly higher on "spoke understandably" and female 

instructors rated significantly higher on "returned work 

promptly". Granzin and Painter (1973) found female students 

gave teachers higher ratings than did male students. 

Kaschak (1978) implied that female students rated female and 

male professors equally effective, but male students showed 

a bias in favor of male professors. It was also found that 

both genders preferred taking a course from an instructor of 

the same gender. Kaschak (1981) later suggested that the 

gender bias in the earlier study disappeared when the 

professors were described as award winning. 

Ortiz-Diaz (1989) proposed that women and more empathic 

students rated teachers higher than men and less empathic 
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students and the instructor's gender made no difference. 

However, Aleamoni (1978a) found no significant difference in 

ratings between male and female teachers. Follman (1975) 

found that female students tended to rate teachers higher 

than did male students. 

Centra (1973) found male teachers rated worse than 

female teachers on various items, particularly on issues 

dealing with student-teacher interaction. It was also found 

courses taught by men were perceived as more difficult, and 

more stimulating. Harris (1976) suggested students of each 

gender preferred teachers who possessed traits that were 

appropriate for their own gender. 

Class Size 

Ahrarian (1980) found that instructors teaching in 

smaller classes had significantly higher teacher ratings 

than instructors teaching larger classes. Scott (1977) 

examined seven instructor-defined extenuating circumstances 

and found that only class size was significantly related to 

student evaluation of instruction. Rodriguez-Ortiz (1980) 

also suggested class size was significant and inversely 

related to student evaluation of instruction. Fitzmartin 

(1982) reported student evaluation of instruction was 

significantly related to department average class size and 

department faculty size. Lovell and Haner (1955) found a 
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negative relationship between class size and student 

evaluation of instruction; however, Haslett (1976) found a 

trend where increased class size was positively related to 

specific evaluation items. Marsh (1978) found no 

significant relationship between class size and student 

ratings of instruction. Spikes (1976) suggested that 

inconclusive findings existed on the relationship between 

class size and student evaluation of instruction. Bausell 

(1976) found that the student's perception of the teacher's 

availability outside of class influenced the student 

evaluation of instruction, a factor which could possibly be 

influenced by class size. 

Student's Expected Grade 

Pohlmann (1975) found a relationship does exist between 

expected grade and student ratings of instruction. Ahrarian 

(1980) suggested that students rate instruction in direct 

relationship to their expected grades and amount of time 

students spent on course was negatively correlated with 

ratings. Ducette and Kenney's (1982) study indicated a 

relationship existed between the students' expected grade 

and the students' evaluation of instruction. It was also 

found that a relationship existed between the difficulty of 

the course and the effectiveness of the teacher. Peterson 

and Cooper (1980) implied that teacher evaluations were 
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positively associated with grades, but were not a response 

to grades. Rosenshine, Cohen and Furst (1973) found a slight 

positive relationship between expected grade in a course and 

student evaluation of instruction. Follman (1975) found a 

significantly positive relationship between student ratings 

of instruction and students' expected grade in course. 

This seems to be a new trend because earlier studies 

done by Gaverick & Carter (1962) and Voeks & French (1960) 

found no relationship between expected grades and student 

evaluation of instruction. Costin, Grennough, and Menges 

(1971) found a relationship between expected grades and 

student evaluation of instruction to be inconclusive. Kapel 

(1974) found no relationship existed between student ratings 

of instruction and expected grade in the course. Ahmadi 

(1981) contended that there was no significant relationship 

between teacher evaluations and the students' grade level, 

gender, leadership activities, age or grade point average; 

however, Fitzmartin (1982) found that department average 

grade point average and course level were significantly 

related to teacher evaluations. Abrami (1978) concluded 

that high grades could improve teacher evaluations under 

certain conditions, but have no influence in other 

situations. 
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Faculty Background 

Pitts (1982) compared grade point average, hours taken 

in teaching area, number of years teaching college, work 

experience, age, gender and number of professional courses 

to teacher evaluations. The study found that only teaching 

experience significantly correlated with student evaluation 

of instruction. Centra and Creech (1976) found a 

relationship existed between years of teaching experience 

and student evaluation of instruction. Dwyer (1973) found 

that older teachers received better ratings than younger 

teachers, but Adams (1973) found students rate younger 

teachers more favorable than older teachers. Rayder (1968) 

found younger and less experienced teachers rated higher 

than the older and more experienced teachers. Hogan (1980) 

reported that fewer years of formal university education by 

teachers correlated with better student evaluation of 

instruction; however, gender, age, number of various 

teaching experiences, marital status, and rank did not 

correlate with student evaluation of instruction. 

Rank 

Gilmer (1980) found that tenure and faculty rank were 

not significantly related to student evaluation of 

instruction. McClanaghan (1990) found that higher ranks and 

more time spent in community service by teachers were 
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related to lower teacher ratings. Gupta (1976) reported 

that teaching assistants tended to get significantly higher 

teacher ratings than did assistant and full professors. 

Klyczek (1989) found that faculty characteristics such as 

professor rank, age, gender, status, communication skills, 

relationships with students and publishing productivity had 

a stronger relationship with each other than they had with 

student evaluation of instruction. 

Downie (1952) found that full professors rated higher 

in effectiveness of presentation, sense of humor and broad 

background of interest than did the faculty members in the 

other ranks; however, Gage (1961) found full professors 

rated no higher than associate professors on teacher 

ratings. Hogan (1980) found that rank did not correlate 

with student evaluation of instruction. 

Administration of the Evaluation 

Abrami, et al. (1976) found that students rated 

instructors higher when they thought that the evaluation 

process was sponsored by the faculty and not by a student 

group. Miller (1974) reported that when students were not 

required to sign their name on the evaluation form that the 

rating was significantly lower; however, Stone, Rabinowitz 

and Spool (1977) found that anonymity did not significantly 

affect the evaluation process. Owen (1978) reported that 
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where the student sat in the classroom influenced the 

evaluation process. Comer (1980) found that the mood of a 

student on a particular day could influence the student's 

evaluation of instruction. 

Nationality 

Ahmadi (1981) suggested that only faculty nationality 

was significantly related to the student's evaluation of 

instruction. 

Personality Types 

It was reported that a more expressive teacher was 

rated higher than a non-expressive teacher (Abrami, 

Leventhal & Perry, 1982). Ware and Williams (1975) found 

high-expressive teachers received higher teacher ratings 

than low-expressive teachers. Meier and Feldhusen (1979) 

found an expressive teacher can create a "halo effect" 

influencing the evaluation process. Duespohl (1989) 

suggested field dependent-independent cognitive styles of 

teachers and students do not bias student evaluations of 

instruction. 

Brown (1979) found that teacher evaluations tended to 

be higher when the instructor's teaching style was similiar 

to the student's learning style. Van Allen (1981) contended 

that attitude similiarity of the instructor and student was 
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significantly related to the student's evaluation of 

instruction. Mizener and Abrami (1981) found that students 

with attitudes similiar to the instructor's only rated the 

instructor slightly higher than attitudinally dissimiliar 

students. 

Method 

Gupta (1976) suggested that the method of instruction 

used had no significant effect on student evaluation of 

instruction. Ahmadi (1981) reported that the teaching 

method preference of a teacher was not significantly related 

to student evaluation of instruction. According to Cordes 

(1982) faculty rankings of specific teaching goals and their 

importance correlated very little with student evaluation of 

instruction. Subject-related goals were mentioned most 

often with teachers that were rated higher and student 

personal growth goals were most often mentioned by teachers 

with lower ratings. Klyczek (1989) reported that the 

variable with the strongest relationship to student 

evaluation of instruction was the teacher's preparedness and 

organization. McClanaghan (1990) found teachers who 

reported spending more time doing research and more time in 

an informal setting with students received higher teacher 

ratings. 
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Students 

Morano (1983) found that both full-time and part-time 

students rated adjunct faculty as effective, but part-time 

students rated adjunct faculty significantly higher than did 

full-time students. Morano also found that older students 

rated adjunct faculty more favorably than younger students; 

however, Granzin and Painter (1973) found that the student's 

age did not significantly affect the evaluation process. 

Doyle and Crichton (1978) found that student and self-

ratings were good in terms of convergent and discriminant 

validity, but were not significantly related to student 

achievement. Rodin and Rodin (1972) suggested that students 

give higher ratings to faculty members from whom they learn 

the least, not the most. Frey (1974) disagreed and reported 

that a strong positive relationship existed between student 

evaluation of instruction and the performance of the 

student. Arubayi (1987) and Schein (1985) found a positive 

relationship between student ratings of instruction and 

student achievement. 

Socio-economic Status 

Borland (1973) found that socioeconomic status of the 

student did not affect the student's evaluation of 

instruction. 
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Course Description 

Doyle and Whitely (1974) found that whether the course 

was a requirement or an elective did not affect the teacher 

evaluation process? however, Aleamoni (1978b) and Pohlmann 

(1975) found that whether the course was required or not did 

influence the teacher evaluation process. Follman (1975) 

also found that required courses had lower ratings than 

elective courses. Granzin and Painter (1973) found that 

students rated instruction more favorably for elective than 

required courses. Gupta (1976) found that juniors and 

seniors rated teachers more favorably than did the freshmen 

and sophomores. Follman (1975), Granzin and Painter (1973) 

and Walker (1974) all found that more difficult classes 

fared better than easier courses. Ahrarian (1980) found 

that humanities instructors were rated highest, followed in 

order by education, social sciences, natural and 

mathematical sciences, business, and applied sciences. 

Student Attitudes Toward the Evaulation Process 

Costin, Greenough, and Menges (1971) found that most 

students thought that the results of the evaluation process 

would affect future teaching performance. The students also 

thought that the results from the teacher evaluation process 

would not affect teacher promotion and tenure decisions. 

The students reported that evaluations were not a waste of 
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their time and most would not change their evaluations if 

they were given a second chance. Supple (1979) reported 

that students felt evaluations were not a waste of time and 

were willing to spend time outside of class to evaluate 

their instructors. Supple (1979) also found that a 

relationship existed between grade point average and the 

student's attitude towards the evaluation process. 

Penfield (1978) found that students had a favorable 

opinion of the evaluation process. The study also found 

that students thought they could honestly state their 

opinions and believed no faculty reprisal would result from 

it. Martinson and Ryan (1981) surveyed college students and 

found students supported the teacher evaluation process. 

Students did see some problems with teacher evaluations 

and were unsure how much weight should be given to the 

evaluation process. Gmelch and Glasman (1978) found that 

students felt they were qualified to rate the instructor and 

were qualified to rate differently for different aspects of 

teaching, but the students did not feel qualified to rate 

the knowledge of the instructor. Even though almost no 

feedback is given to students and the evaluation has little 

impact on teaching style or content, students continue to 

take part in the evaluation process (Penfield, 1978). 



22 

Faculty Attitudes Toward the Evaluation Process 

Kerlinger (1971) objected to the use of teacher 

evaluations for administrative decisions because they did 

not improve instruction, created distrust, undermined 

professional autonomy and eroded professional responsibility 

for instruction. Bereday (1973) suggested that only tenured 

faculty should be able to judge non-tenured faculty. 

Bereday's (1973) reasoning is that students are just passing 

through, whereas faculty members are permanent residents and 

the non-tenured faculty may eventually become their 

colleagues. Ware and Williams (1975) suggested that student 

ratings should not be used to make faculty promotion and 

tenure decisions, because enthusiastic teachers can receive 

favorable ratings even if they are not knowledgeable in 

subject matter and the students do not learn very much. 

Kiernan (1975) suggested that evaluations only measure 

whether the student likes the teacher or not. Gross and 

Small (1979) reported that faculty perceived student 

evaluations of instruction as measuring popularity more than 

teaching effectiveness. 

Baird (1973) suggested that the perceptual method of 

evaluation is better than other techniques because it 

relates directly to the students' experiences and how they 

were interpreted. Vincent (1976) suggested that teacher 

evaluations do not necessarily measure teaching 
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effectiveness, but record the student's perception of 

teaching effectiveness. 

Ramsey (1980) found that evaluative feedback from 

student evaluation of instruction had little or no influence 

on faculty performance. Bryant (1989) suggested that 

teacher evaluations are not essential and indicated that 

creativity may be hindered by student evaluation of teacher 

instruction. Kroman (1978) argued that student evaluation 

of instruction restricts teachers and violates academic 

freedom because it places external criteria on the teacher's 

ability. 

Miller (1974) suggested that student evaluation is the 

most significant component in the evaluation of instruction, 

while Ryan, Anderson and Birchler (1980) found that most 

instructors felt students were not qualified to rate 

instructors and the evaluation results should not be used in 

advancement or salary decisions. It was found; however, 

that most instructors felt evaluations should be used to 

improve instruction. Curry (1976) suggested that students 

were too careless, immature and lacked the abilities needed 

to accurately evaluate faculty. Dressel (1976) stated that 

the instruments used in the evaluation process often 

provided inaccurate information because students were asked 

to evaluate variables that had little significance for them. 
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Ockerman (1981) reported that almost all tenured 

faculty felt they should be evaluated on a regular basis, 

but only about half of the respondents said they were. 

LeComte (1974) admitted teacher evaluations have reduced 

professor arrogance and created a much more informal 

environment, increasing student-teacher interaction. Owen 

(1978) suggested that teacher evaluation of instruction 

should be a temporary process for new faculty members only. 

McMartin and Rich (1979) found most of the faculty were 

uncommitted on the use of teacher evaluations for promotion 

and tenure decisions and most felt evaluation results should 

not be publicized to students. 

According to Britt (1982), colleague evaluation of 

instruction would improve both teaching and learning. The 

classroom visits by other faculty members were not perceived 

to infringe on the teacher's rights, disrupt the classroom, 

threaten academic freedom or personally threaten teachers. 

Centra (1975) indicated that colleague evaluation in most 

instances would not be accurate enough unless the faculty 

members went through organized training sessions. 

Britt (1982) suggested that institutions do not give 

enough importance to teaching effectiveness and put too much 

emphasis on research, publication and service. Cannon 

(1983) surveyed nursing faculty to collect opinions and 

attitudes on their faculty evaluation process and found that 
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most teachers felt teaching should be rated more and 

research less. A majority thought that the evaluative 

criteria was not made clear to the evaluators and 

evaluatees. It was also suggested that evaluations should 

be performed whenever faculty competence is questioned. It 

was found that attitudes toward the evaluation process by 

the faculty were neutral, but a majority were not pleased 

with their faculty evaluation programs. 

Buxton (1956) suggested that faculty members were more 

likely to reject the evaluation process if the institution 

mandated its use. Costin, Greenhough and Menges (1971) 

cited several reasons why faculty members resist the 

evaluation process: 1) evaluations are often poorly 

constructed, 2) ratings are often related to course expected 

grades, 3) ratings often favor entertainers over effective 

instructors, and 4) students' ability to accurately assess 

instruction is questioned. 

Murray (1984) found the following on student evaluation 

of instruction: 1) increasing in popularity, 2) reliable, 

3) influence salary, tenure and promotion decisions, 4) 

improve teaching effectiveness, 5) faculty satisfaction 

varies at differing institutions, and 6) improvements are 

needed. 
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Relationship Between Job Satisfaction 

and the Evaluation Process 

McNair (1980) found a significant relationship existed 

between job satisfaction and teaching effectiveness. This 

high correlation has been attributed to the fact that 

teachers with good ego development are more likely to be 

satisfied with their jobs. It may also be possible that 

teaching success in the classroom leads to satisfaction on 

the job. Malone's (1989) research suggested teaching 

effectiveness did not have a significant relationship with 

faculty job satisfaction. 

The Relationship Between Faculty Characteristics 

and Faculty Job Satisfaction 

Years of Teaching 

Butler (1961) found satisfied teachers tended to teach 

longer than dissatisfied teachers. Donahue (1983) found a 

positive relationship between age and satisfaction with pay. 

According to Polejewski (1983), faculty members who had less 

than fifteen years of teaching experience appeared to be 

less satisfied and regarded loyalty as a short term item. On 

the other hand, Chung (1989) reported that the longer a 

teacher remained at one institution, the more dissatisfied 

they became with their "work," "promotion opportunities," 

"supervision" and their "co-workers." 
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McBride (1990) suggested that as the age of the teacher 

increased the propensity to leave decreased; however, Hill 

(1987b) suggested that years of teaching and age were not 

associated with faculty job satisfaction. Riday (1981) 

reported age had little effect on faculty job satisfaction, 

but Gonnet (1983) reported significant interaction effects 

between length of service and faculty job satisfaction. 

Gender 

Perry (1977) suggested that male faculty members were 

more satisfied with their jobs than were female faculty 

members; however, Hutton and Jobe (1985) found that female 

faculty members were more satisfied than male faculty 

members. Gran-Joyce, et al. (1980) reported that female 

faculty members were more satisfied with achievement, 

activity, authority and social service than male faculty 

members. McKee (1991) also found that male faculty members 

had lower job satisfaction levels than did female faculty 

members. Gonnet (1983) reported significant interaction 

effects between gender and faculty job satisfaction. 

Spencer, et al. (1989) reported that the faculty 

characteristic affecting satisfaction, motivation and 

commitment the most was gender. It was suggested that 

female faculty members had a more positive view of the 

environment and were more satisfied and motivated than male 
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faculty members. On the other hand, Hill (1987a), Chung 

(1989) and Plascak, Faye and Bean (1989) disagreed and 

suggested that gender did not significantly affect overall 

satisfaction. Riday (1981) and Armour, et al. (1990) also 

found little variation between gender and faculty job 

satisfaction. Hasan (1989) reported that gender was related 

to faculty job satisfaction, but it was not significant. 

Rank 

Chung (1989) stated that prior to 1989 there was no 

research reporting that part-time faculty had lower status 

and lower job satisfaction levels than full-time faculty 

members. Chung (1989) found full-time faculty members had 

higher levels of satisfaction than did part-time faculty 

members. 

Hasan (1989) reported that academic rank was related to 

satisfaction with pay, promotion and supervision on the job. 

Donahue (1983) found that as academic rank increased 

satisfaction with pay also increased. According to Gran-

Joyce, et al. (1980) instructors showed higher satisfaction 

levels with authority, co-workers, creativity, recognition, 

responsibility and social status than the higher ranked 

faculty members; however, Plascak, Faye and Bean (1989) 

found that rank and tenure were not significantly related to 

faculty job satisfaction. 
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Workload 

Hutton and Jobe (1985) found that a heavy work load 

negatively impacted job satisfaction. Hudson (1981) 

reported only little association found between job 

satisfaction and teacher workloads. 

Compensation 

Gran-Joyce, et al. (1980) found that faculty members 

paid over $30,000 per year were much more satisfied with 

compensation, advancement and security than faculty members 

earning under $30,000 per year. Hasan (1989) reported that 

salary was related to satisfaction with pay, promotion and 

supervision on the job. Locke (1983) found that faculty 

with higher pay scales were more satisfied than those with 

lower pay scales. Smith (1990) reported salary was 

significantly related to faculty job satisfaction of 

beginning full-time instructors. 

Education Level 

Hasan (1989) reported level of faculty education was 

related to satisfaction with pay, promotion and supervision 

on the job. Riday (1981) found that degree held had little 

effect on faculty job satisfaction levels. Charoenkul 

(1987) also reported that faculty education level was not 
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significantly associated with job satisfaction in colleges 

in the north of Thailand. 

Nationality 

Hasan (1989) reported that race was related to faculty 

job satisfaction, but it was not significant. Armour, et 

al. (1990) found little variation in race and faculty job 

satisfaction levels and Riday (1981) reported ethnicity had 

little effect on faculty job satisfaction. 

Attitudes 

Bulls (1980) found no relationship between an 

individual's score on total job satisfaction and their 

respective ranking of "academic values." it was also 

reported that there was no relationship between an 

individual's score on the JDI subset of "work" or 

"advancement" and their ranking of "academic values." 

Donahue (1983) suggested that as satisfaction with 

'supervision" decreased, age and level of academic 

preparation increased. Diener (1985) suggested that faculty 

job satisfaction was derived from student achievement and 

intellectual growth of students. 

McKee (1991) found that high job satisfaction 

correlated with a "high relationship/low task" leadership 

style. Smith (1990) reported marital status significantly 
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affected job satisfaction among beginning full-time 

instructors. 

Hill (1987a) reported that only "intrinsic" factors 

contribute primarily to job satisfaction, while Neal (1990) 

suggested that the presence of both "intrinsic" and 

"extrinsic" job characteristics related significantly to 

faculty job satisfaction. Happ (1987) found that an 

instructor's personality score was related to overall job 

satisfaction. 

Academic Discipline 

Hudson (1981) reported that academic discipline and 

prior full-time work experience significantly affected 

overall work satisfaction. McKee (1991) found that faculty 

in the vocational areas had lower job satisfaction levels 

than faculty in other areas; however, Hill (1987b), Snyder 

(1988) and Chung (1989) found no significant differences in 

various academic disciplines. Armour, et al. (1990) found 

little variation between academic discipline and levels of 

satisfaction. 

Demographic Factors 

Snyder (1988) found motivation was not significantly 

correlated with any demographic variable. Hill (1987b) 

found that no demographic variables were related to faculty 
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job satisfaction. Hudson (1981) found only a small 

association between faculty job satisfaction and demographic 

factors. Barefoot (1990) reported that no demographic 

factors were significant in the overall job satisfaction of 

full-time social science instructors in Alabama's junior 

colleges. 

Location of College 

Hasan (1989) found the location of a college did have 

some effect on faculty job satisfaction. Smith (1990) 

reported geographic location was significantly related to 

job satisfaction of beginning full-time instructors. Burke 

(1989) found no significant differences in faculty 

satisfaction levels between private and public colleges. 

Summary 

Several studies have examined factors associated with 

the evaluation process and have found that many variables 

are related to the evaluation process either directly or 

indirectly. Many of the factors that were found to have 

been positively associated with the evaluation process are 

not based on effectiveness of instruction. Several other 

studies have examined faculty and student opinions toward 

the evaluation process and many others have examined the 

relationship between job satisfaction and faculty 
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characteristics. Very few studies have examined 

satisfaction and its relationship to teacher ratings, and 

almost no studies have looked at the perceived effectiveness 

of the evaluation process and its relationship with teacher 

ratings. This leaves many in higher education with some 

unanswered questions. This present study will examine 

faculty characteristics, faculty job satisfaction, teacher 

ratings, attitude toward perceived effectiveness of the 

evaluation process and attitude toward factors associated 

with the evaluation process to determine whether any 

relationship exists between these variables. 



CHAPTER III 

DESIGN AND PROCEDURE 

Procedures for Collection of Data 

Permission was obtained from the president and academic 

dean of a college to utilize the school for this study (see 

Appendix A). Demographic data on faculty members were 

attained from the survey (see Appendix C). Faculty 

satisfaction levels were established by the administration 

of the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) (see Appendix D). 

Student evaluation of instruction was obtained from the 

Student Instructional Report (SIR) (see Appendix B). 

Faculty attitudes toward factors associated with the 

evaluation process and faculty perceptions of the 

effectiveness of the evaluation process were gathered with 

the use of a survey (see Appendix C). The SIR results were 

coded by number only (no names) to insure anonymity. The 

survey and the JDI were then sent to faculty members through 

campus mail. After completing the JDI and questionaire, the 

faculty members then submitted the questionaires to the 

business office window where they were collected. The 

surveys were coded by the same number used in recording the 

SIR results. The institutional performance rating process 

34 



35 

survey was submitted to the academic dean (see Appendix E) 

who provided the relevant data. The collected data were 

then matched with the coded numbers of the SIR results and 

the coded numbers of the JDI survey. This insured anonymity 

of the faculty members and their teacher ratings from the 

author of this study and insured anonymity of survey results 

from the administration. 

Instruments 

The Student Instructional Report was developed by the 

Educational Testing Service in Princeton, New Jersey (see 

Appendix B). The SIR has eight subscales that measure 

teaching effectiveness, but only six of the subscales were 

used for the purposes of this study. Organization and 

Planning, Faculty and Student Interaction, Communication, 

Course Difficulty and Workload, Tests and Exams and Overall 

Evaluation were the six subscales of the SIR used in this 

study. Textbooks Used and Miscellaneous Data, the other two 

subscales of the SIR that measure teaching effectiveness 

were not used in this study. Organization and Planning, 

Faculty and Student Interaction and Communication are on a 

one to four point scale while Course Difficulty and 

Workload, Tests and Exams and Overall Evaluation are on a 

one to five point scale. 
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The (SIR) was developed by Educational Testing Service 

(ETS) and has been in use since May 1972 (SIR Guide, 1992). 

Many colleges and universities use the SIR in continuing 

programs of faculty evaluation and development. The SIR has 

also been used in numerous studies that have evaluated 

teaching effectiveness and characteristics related to 

effective instruction. The SIR was developed to gather 

student reactions to a set of statements relative to courses 

and instruction. ETS has done extensive research in 

examining the validity and reliabilty of the SIR. Between 

December, 1979 and April, 1982 ETS sampled 65,560 students 

in 7,418 classes to compile data on the validity of the SIR 

(SIR Guide, 1992). The SIR was found to be valid, and has 

also been found to be reliable and no changes have been made 

since the completion of the study in 1982 (SIR Guide, 1992). 

With the use of factor analysis based on 9,700 student 

responses the SIR was found to be highly intercorrelated 

with the other SIR subscales (Centra, 1972). Reliabilities 

of individual items were computed with an analysis of 

variance model which is equivalent to split-half 

correlations of randomly selected halves of the students in 

each class. It was found that reliability estimates were 

generally above .70 for class sizes larger than twenty and 

slightly less for classes of fifteen or more (Centra, 1973). 

Klyczek (1989) used the SIR in a study with a sample of 500 
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and found the SIR to be a valid measurement of teaching 

effectiveness. 

The Job Descriptive Index was used and has been found 

to have high levels of both convergent and divergent 

reliablity (Smith, Kendall & Hulin, 1969 as stated in JDI 

Users Manual). According to Yeager (1981), the JDI has been 

the most frequently used instrument to measure job 

satisfaction (see Appendix D). The JDI is scored by 

weighting "yes" responses to positive items and "no" 

responses to negative items as a 3, by weighting responses 

marked with a question mark as a 1, and by weighting "yes" 

responses to a negative item and "no" responses to a 

positive item as a 0. There is a total possible score of 54 

for each subscale. Satisfaction with co-workers, 

supervision and work subscales are simply added together 

while satisfaction with pay and promotion subscales are 

summed and then doubled (Smith et al, 1969). The JDI has 

received favorable comments on its practicality, time taken 

to complete and understanding of language (Kerr, 1985). 

Kerr did cite some disadvantages with the use of the JDI 

which included: absence of test manual, lack of control for 

social desirability and the possibility that the JDI may be 

less applicable for gifted adults (1985). 

An attitudinal scale (see Appendix C) was developed to 

measure the faculty's perception of the effectiveness of the 
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present evaluation process (Part a) and to measure faculty 

attitudes toward factors associated with the evaluation 

process (Part b). Part A consists of nine questions worth a 

maximum of five points and a minimum of one point per 

question. The faculty attitude scores fell between 9 

(ineffective) and 45 (effective) depending on the perceived 

effectiveness of the evaluation process. Part B consists of 

eighteen questions worth a maximum of five points and a 

minimum of one point. The faculty attitude scores fell 

between 18 (strongly associated) and 90 (weakly associated) 

depending on faculty attitudes toward factors associated 

with the evaluation process. A pilot study was done to 

eliminate questions that may have arisen from responding to 

the survey and increase clarity of the instructions. Three 

faculty members were asked to respond to the questionaire 

and their input was sought in the improvement of the 

instrument. In addition to their input, observation of the 

administration was done to provide additional ideas on the 

improvement of the instrument. After three revisions the 

instrument was found to have been easily completed by the 

participants. 

The institutional performance rating process was 

completed by the academic dean who ranked the faculty 

members on teaching effectiveness (see Appendix E). The 

rankings were based on the dean's perception which was 
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influenced by student comments, observations and other 

evaluation techniques. This measurement was somewhat 

subjective in nature, and could have been affected by length 

of employment and attitude toward the faculty member. The 

faculty members were ranked in a normal distribution curve, 

meaning that most of the faculty members fell in the middle 

rankings while only a few fell in the outer rankings. 

Population 

The population included all full-time faculty members 

taking part in the evaluation process at a liberal arts, 

church-related college in Texas. The college has 56 faculty 

members most of whom are full-time. The enrollment last 

year was made up of 871 students from 45 states and 25 

different countries. The college offers degrees in 32 

different areas and in 10 different departments as well as a 

masters degree in education. 

Research Design 

An analytical survey method was used to determine the 

relationship between faculty job satisfaction, faculty 

characteristics, perceived effectiveness of the evaluation 

process, attitude toward factors associated with the 

evaluation process and the institutional rating process with 

student evaluation of instruction. 
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Procedure for Analysis of Data 

When all data had been collected and instruments had 

been scored, the information was transferred to a coded data 

summary sheet (see Appendix F). Tables were used to profile 

faculty members surveyed and data collected. Each 

hypothesis was tested and the level of significance was 

reported for each test with the interpretation of its 

significance. 

TESTING OF HYPOTHESES 

Hypothesis 1 was tested with use of multiple regression 

at the .05 level of significance to determine what 

relationship existed between student ratings of instruction 

and the following predictors: faculty characteristics, 

faculty job satisfaction and faculty attitudes toward the 

effectiveness of the evaluation process. 

Hypothesis 2 was tested with the use of multiple 

regression at the .05 level of significance to determine 

what relationship existed between student ratings of 

instruction and the following predictors: faculty 

characteristics, faculty job satisfaction and faculty 

attitudes toward factors associated with the evaluation 

process. 
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Hypothesis 3 was tested with the use of multiple 

regression at the .05 level of significance to determine the 

relationship between institutional performance ratings and 

the following predictors: faculty characteristics, faculty 

job satisfaction, faculty attitudes toward the effectiveness 

of the evaluation process and faculty attitudes toward 

factors associated with the evaluation process. 

Hypothesis 4 was tested with the use of multiple 

regression at the .05 level of significance to determine the 

relationship among certain faculty characteristics and 

faculty job satisfaction as measured by the six scales of 

the JDI. 



CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 

Presentation of Findings 

The purpose of this study was to determine the 

relationship between student evaluation of instruction and 

the institutional performance rating process with the 

following predictors: faculty job satisfaction, faculty 

characteristics, faculty's perceived effectiveness of the 

evaluation process and faculty attitudes toward factors 

associated with the evaluation process. 

Sample 

The institution selected for this study has 

approximately 50 faculty members, but only 44 (see Appendix 

G) of them are full-time. This study was concerned with 

full-time faculty members; therefore, only they were 

surveyed. Only 41 of the 44 faculty members were surveyed, 

because one of the full-time faculty members was not 

teaching a course this past school year and two other full-

time faculty members elected not to take part in the student 

evaluation process. The surveys were sent through campus 

mail and within three weeks 28 surveys were returned. One 

of the surveys received was not useable due to the number of 

unanswered questions; therefore, only 27 surveys were 
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useable for the study. The survey was sent again and within 

two weeks eight more were received. A reminder (see 

appendix H) was then sent to the faculty members and four 

more surveys were received. However, only 11 of the 12 

surveys received in the second administration were useable. 

This meant that 38 of the 40 surveys received were useable. 

One faculty member who submitted an unuseable survey during 

the first administration did resubmit a useable survey. 

Only two faculty members did not participate in the survey. 

The study had a response rate of over 95 percent and a 

useable response rate of approximately 93 percent. 

Twenty-eight of the 38 surveys received were from male 

faculty members. Five surveys were received from faculty 

members at the instructor level, 11 were received from 

faculty members at the assistant professor level, 10 were 

received from faculty members at the associate professor 

level and 12 were received from faculty members at the 

professor level. Eighteen of the responding faculty members 

had completed their doctoral degrees, while the other 20 had 

at least completed a masters degree (see Table I). 
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Table I 

Classification of Responding Faculty Members 

Gender Rank Education Level 

Male 28 (73%) Instructor 5 (13%) Masters 20 (52%) 

Female 10 (27%) Assistant 11 (29%) Doctorate 18 (48%) 

Associate 10 (27%) 

Professor 12 (31%) 

Purposes 

The first purpose of this study was to determine the 

relationship between teaching effectiveness as measured by 

the six measures of the student Instructional Report (SIR) 

and the following predictors: faculty characteristics 

(faculty gender, rank, and education level), faculty job 

satisfaction as measured by the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) 

and faculty attitudes toward the effectiveness of the 

evaluation process. To accomplish the first purpose of the 

study the following hypothesis was tested. 

Hypothesis I stated: Faculty characteristics (faculty 

gender, rank and education level), faculty job satisfaction 

levels as measured by the six scales of the JDI and faculty 

attitudes toward the effectiveness of the evaluation process 

will be significant predictors of student evaluation of 

instruction as measured by six measures of the SIR (a-f). 
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a. organization and planning 

b. faculty and student interaction 

c. communication 

d. course difficulty and workload 

e. tests and exams 

f. overall evaluation 

Multiple Regression combined with backward elimination 

was used to test Hypothesis I to determine whether any 

significant relationships existed at the .05 level of 

significance (see Tables II & III) . 

Table II 

Predictors for Tests and Exams 

Variable Standard Coefficient 
Error 

Constant 0.253 3.615 
PAY 0.005 -0.012 -2.623 0.013* 
FAE 0.009 0.021 2.290 0.028* 

* significant at .05 level 
DF=2,34? F=4.78; P=0.015. 

A positive relationship was found at the .05 level of 

significance between student evaluation of Tests and Exams 

and faculty attitudes toward the effectiveness (FAE) of the 

evaluation process. This suggests that a more positive 

attitude by faculty members toward the effectiveness of the 
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evaluation process translates into better student 

evaluations of instruction on Tests and Exams. In addition, 

a negative relationship was found at the .05 level of 

significance between student evaluation of Tests and Exams 

and faculty satisfaction with Pay (PAY). This negative 

relationship suggests that the more dissatisfied faculty 

members are with pay, the higher they are rated by students 

in the preparation of Tests and Exams. 

Table III 

Predictors for Faculty and Student Interaction 

Variable Standard Coefficient T P 
Error 

Constant 0.234 2.941 
Coworkers 0.005 0.009 1.767 0.086 

* significant at .05 level 
DF=1,35; F=3.122; P=0.086 

No significant predictors were found at the .05 level 

of significance for student evaluation of Faculty and 

Student Interaction; however, a directional relationship was 

evident and would have been found to be significant had the 

testing taken place at the .10 level of significance. This 

would have suggested that higher satisfaction levels with 

Co-Workers would have been related to higher student ratings 

of instruction with regard to Faculty and Student 
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Interaction. No significant predictors for student 

evaluation of Faculty Organization and Planning, 

Communication, Course Difficulty and Overall Evaluation were 

found in the testing of Hypothesis I. 

The second purpose of the study was to determine the 

relationship between teaching effectiveness as measured by 

the six measures of the Student Instructional Report (SIR) 

and the following predictors: faculty characteristics 

(faculty gender, rank and education level), faculty job 

satisfaction as measured by the six scales of the Job 

Descriptive Index (JDI) and faculty attitudes toward factors 

associated with the evaluation process. To accomplish the 

second purpose of this study the following hypothesis was 

tested. 

Hypothesis II stated: Faculty characteristics (faculty 

gender, rank and education level), faculty job satisfaction 

levels as measured by the six scales of the JDI and faculty 

attitudes toward factors associated with the evaluation 

process will be significant predictors of student evaluation 

of instruction as measured by the SIR (a-f). 

a. organization and planning 

b. faculty and student interaction 

c. communication 

d. course difficulty and workload 

e. test and exams 
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f. overall evaluation 

Multiple Regression combined with the use of backward 

elimination was used on the testing of Hypothesis II (see 

Table IV) to determine whether any significant relationships 

existed at the .05 level. 

Table IV 

Predictors for Overall Evaluation 

Variable Standard Coefficient T P 
Error 

Constant 0.336 3.295 
FAF 0.007 0.356 2.252 0.031* 

* significant at .05 level 
DF= 1,35; F= 5.071; P= 0.031 

Faculty attitudes toward factors (FAF) associated with 

the evaluation process were found to be a significant 

predictor for student evaluation of Overall Evaluation at 

the .05 level of significance. This means that more 

favorable attitudes by faculty members toward factors 

associated with the evaluation process relate significantly 

to higher student ratings of Overall Evaluation. 
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Predictors for Tests and Exams 
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Variable Standard 
Error 

Coefficient T 

Constant 
Education 
PAY 
FAF 

0.380 
0.135 
0.004 
0.005 

3.149 
0.248 
•0.011 
0.013 

1.838 
•2.393 
2.493 

0.075 
0.023* 
0.018* 

* significant at .05 level 
DF= 3,33; F= 3.917; P= 0.017. 

Satisfaction with Pay and faculty attitudes toward 

factors (FAF) associated with the evaluation process were 

found to be significant predictors for student ratings of 

Tests and Exams at the .05 level of significance. This 

means that a more favorable attitude by faculty members 

toward factors associated with the evaluation process was 

significantly related to higher student ratings of Tests and 

Exams at the .05 level of significance. The relationship 

between satisfaction with Pay and student ratings of Tests 

and Exams was negative, meaning that decreased satisfaction 

levels with pay related to increased student ratings of 

Tests and Exams. 
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Table VI 

Predictors for Communication 

Variable Standard 
Error 

Coefficient T P 

Constant 0.213 2.639 
PAY 0.004 0.005 1.356 0.184 
FAF 0.004 0.010 2.496 0.018* 

* significant at .05 level 
DF= 2,34; F= 4.1; P= 0.025. 

A significant relationship between faculty attitudes 

toward factors (FAF) associated with the evaluation process 

and student ratings of Communication was found at the .05 

level of significance. Better attitudes toward factors 

associated with the evaluation process were significantly 

related to increased student ratings of Communication. 

Table VII 

Predictors for Faculty and Student Interaction 

Variable Standard 
Error 

Coefficient T 

Constant 
Co-Workers 
FAF 

0.286 
0.005 
0.004 

2.551 
0.009 
0.008 

1.946 
2.167 

0.060 
0.037* 

* significant at .05 level 
DF= 2,34; F= 4.074; P= 0.026, 
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Faculty attitudes toward factors associated with the 

evaluation process were found to be a significant predictor 

for student ratings of Faculty and Student Interaction at 

the .05 level. This suggests that better attitudes by 

faculty members toward factors associated with the 

evaluation process being significantly related to increased 

student ratings of Faculty and Student Interaction. No 

significant predictors were found for Organization and 

Planning, Course Difficulty or Workload at the .05 level. 

The third purpose of the study was to determine the 

relationship between teaching effectiveness as measured by 

the institutional performance rating process and the 

following predictors: faculty characteristics (faculty 

gender, rank and education level), faculty job satisfaction 

as measured by the six scales of the Job Descriptive Index, 

faculty attitudes toward the effectiveness of the evaluation 

process and faculty attitudes toward factors associated with 

the evaluation process. To accomplish this purpose of the 

study, the following hypothesis was tested. 

Hypothesis III stated: Faculty characteristics 

(faculty gender, rank and education level), faculty job 

satisfaction as measured by the six scales of the JDI, 

faculty attitudes toward the effectiveness of the evaluation 

process and faculty attitudes toward factors associated with 

the evaluation process will be significant predictors of 
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evaluation of instruction as measured by the institutional 

performance rating process. Multiple regression was used to 

determine if any significant relationships existed at the 

.05 level of significance (see Table VIII). 

Table VIII 

Predictors for the Institutional Performance Rating Process 

Variable Standard Coefficient 
Error 

Constant 0.671 1.425 
Rank 0.127 0.236 1.852 0.073 
Supervision 0.013 0.022 1.729 0.093 

* significant at .05 level 
DF= 2,34? F= 3.311; P= 0.049. 

No significant relationships existed at the .05 level 

between the institutional performance rating process and the 

tested predictors; however, a directional relationship was 

found between the institutional performance rating process 

and faculty satisfaction with Supervision, and faculty rank 

and would have been significant at the .10 level. 

Therefore, increased faculty rank and increased levels of 

satisfaction with Supervision were related to increased 

ratings by the institutional performance rating process. No 
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other significant predictors of the institutional 

performance rating process were found. 

The fourth purpose of the study was to determine the 

relationship among certain faculty characteristics (faculty 

gender, rank and education level) and faculty job 

satisfaction as measured by the six scales of the JDI. To 

accomplish the fourth purpose of this study the following 

hypothesis was tested. 

Hypothesis IV stated: There will be a significant 

relationship among faculty characteristics (faculty gender, 

rank and education level) and faculty job satisfaction as 

measured by the six scales of the JDI. Multiple Regression 

combined with backward elimination was used to determine 

whether any significant relationships existed at the .05 

level of significance (see Table IX). 

Table IX 

Predictors for Gender 

Variable Standard Coefficient T P 
Error 

Constant 0.294 2.859 
PAY 0.005 -0.009 -1.776 0.084 

* significant at .05 level 
DF= 1,35; F= 3.154; P= 0.084. 
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No significant relationships were found when testing 

Hypothesis IV at the .05 level (see Appendix M); however, a 

negative relationship was found between gender and faculty 

satisfaction with Pay which would have been significant had 

the testing taken place at the .10 level. Therefore, women 

would have been found to have been more dissatisfied with 

Pay than their male counterparts. 

Summary 

When testing for Hypothesis I a significant 

relationship was found at .05 level between Tests and Exams 

and faculty attitudes toward the effectiveness (FAE) of the 

evaluation process. A significant negative relationship 

between Tests and Exams and satisfaction with Pay was also 

found. When testing for Hypothesis II significant 

relationships were found at .05 level between faculty 

attitudes toward factors (FAF) associated with the 

evaluation process and student evaluation of the following: 

Faculty and Student Interaction, Communication, Tests and 

Exams and Overall evaluation. In addition, a significant 

relationship was found at the .05 level between student 

evaluation of Test and Exams, and faculty satisfaction with 

Pay. No significant relationships were found at the .05 

level when testing for hypotheses III and IV. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

This study was designed to investigate the relationship 

between student evaluation of instruction and the insti-

tutional performance rating process with the following 

predictors: faculty job satisfaction, faculty character-

istics, faculty's perceived effectiveness of the evaluation 

process and faculty attitudes toward factors associated with 

the evaluation process. 

Results from the student evaluation process were 

collected from the academic dean. A faculty survey was 

administered to gather the following data: faculty 

characteristics, faculty job satisfaction, faculty attitudes 

toward the evaluation process and faculty attitudes toward 

factors associated with the evaluation process. The 

institutional performance rating instrument was administered 

to and completed by the academic dean. 

The study was conducted during the spring and summer 

months of 1992. Thirty-eight useable surveys out of 41 were 

obtained for the purposes of the study. The collected data 

were programmed into a computer using the SYSTAT statistical 
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were programmed into a computer using the SYSTAT statistical 

software package. Several computations were made using 

multiple regression combined with backward elimination to 

identify significant relationships. 

Summary of Findings 

This investigation was designed to find answers to the 

following questions: 

1. Are faculty characteristics, faculty job 

satisfaction and faculty attitudes toward the effectiveness 

of the evaluation process significant predictors of student 

evaluation of instruction as measured by the six measures of 

the SIR? 

It was found by the use of multiple regression that 

faculty job satisfaction with Pay was negatively associated 

and faculty attitudes toward the effectiveness of the 

evaluation process were positively associated with student 

evaluation of Tests and Exams at the .05 level of 

significance. Had the testing taken place at the .10 level 

faculty satisfaction with Co-Workers would have been a 

significant predictor of student evaluation of Faculty and 

Student Interaction. 

2. Are faculty characteristics, faculty job 

satisfaction and faculty attitudes toward factors associated 

with the evaluation process significant predictors of 
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student evaluation of instruction as measured by the six 

measures of the SIR? 

It was found with use of multiple regression that 

faculty attitudes toward factors associated with the 

evaluation process were significant predictors for the 

following student evaluation measures: Faculty and Student 

Interaction, Communication, Tests and Exams and the Overall 

Evaluation at the .05 level. A negative relationship 

between faculty satisfaction with Pay and student evaluation 

of Tests and Exams was found to be significant at the .05 

level. 

3. Are faculty characteristics, faculty job 

satisfaction, faculty attitudes toward factors associated 

with the evaluation process and faculty attitudes toward 

perceived effectiveness of the evalution process significant 

predictors of the institutional performance rating process? 

No significant predictors were found when testing at 

the .05 level of significance with use of multiple 

regression. Faculty rank and faculty job satisfaction with 

Supervision would have been significant predictors of the 

institutional performance rating process had the testing 

taken place at the .10 level. 

4. Is there a relationship between certain faculty 

characteristics and faculty job satisfaction as measured by 

the SIR? 
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No significant predictors were found at the .05 level 

of significance with use of multiple regression. A 

negative relationship would have existed had the testing 

taken place at the .10 level between faculty job 

satisfaction with Pay and faculty gender, meaning that 

female faculty members were less satisfied with pay than 

were their male counterparts. 

Discussion 

McNair (1980) suggested that a significant relationship 

existed between job satisfaction and teaching effectiveness, 

but Malone (1989) found no significant relationship between 

teaching effectiveness and faculty job satisfaction. The 

current study found a significant negative relationship 

between faculty job satisfaction with Pay and student 

evaluation of Tests and Exams. There was a non-significant 

relationship between female faculty members and satisfaction 

with Pay, and a non-significant relationship between female 

faculty members and student ratings of Tests and Exams. 

This could account for the negative relationship found 

between gender and student evaluation of instruction. 

Centra (1973) and Elmore and LaPointe (1974) found that 

female faculty members rated higher than male faculty 

members on subscales that dealt with either test 

preparation, student interaction and the returning of work 

promptly. This partially explains the negative relationship 
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found between student ratings and faculty gender. A 

relationship between satisfaction with Co-Workers and 

student ratings of Faculty and Student Interaction would 

also have been found to be significant had the testing taken 

place at the .10 level. Most Faculty job satisfaction 

subscales were not significantly related to teaching 

effectiveness a finding which brings up an interesting 

question: How concerned should administrators be with 

faculty job satisfaction? 

Several studies have compiled data from surveys on 

faculty attitudes toward the evaluation process and come up 

with conflicting results. Kerlinger (1971) objected to the 

use of teacher evaluations for administrative decisions 

because they did not improve instruction, created distrust, 

undermined professional autonomy and eroded professional 

responsibility for instruction. LeComte (1974) admitted 

teacher evaluations have reduced professor arrogance and 

created a much more informal environment increasing student 

teacher interaction. As yet, no one has looked at faculty 

attitudes toward the evalution process and factors 

associated with the evaluation process to determine if they 

are related to student ratings of instruction. 

It was found that relationships do exist between 

faculty attitudes toward factors associated with the 

evaluation process and the following measures of the Student 
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Instructional Report: Overall Evaluation, Communication, 

Tests and Exams, and Faculty and Student Interaction. This 

suggests that faculty members who are rated better by the 

student evaluation process feel that the evaluation process 

is a more effective measure of teaching effectiveness than 

the faculty members who are rated lower. Faculty members 

who are rated low feel that student ratings of instruction 

are not an accurate measure of teaching effectiveness. 

There were some significant relationships between 

faculty attitudes toward factors associated with the 

evaluation process on the following measures of the Student 

Instructional Report: Overall Evaluation, Communication, 

Tests and Exams, and Faculty and Student Interaction. This 

suggests that faculty members who are rated better by the 

evaluation process feel that fewer non-related teaching 

factors influence the evaluation process, and that faculty 

members who are rated lower in the evaluation process feel 

more factors not related to effective teaching influence the 

evaluation process. This is similiar to the previously 

discussed scenario which suggested that faculty members who 

received lower teacher ratings felt that more factors not 

related with the evaluation process affected the rating 

process. 

Gage (1961) and Hogan (1980) found that rank did not 

correlate with student evaluation of instruction. The 
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current study found a non-significant directional 

relationship existed between higher faculty ranks and the 

institutional performance rating process and would have been 

significant had the testing taken place at the .10 level. 

This contradicts with McClanaghan's (1990) study which found 

that higher ranks were correlated with lower teacher 

ratings. 

The institutional performance rating process was also 

found to be related to faculty job satisfaction with 

Supervision, but not significantly. Increased faculty rank 

may have led to increased satisfaction levels with 

Supervision. Faculty members who have higher ranks are more 

satisfied with Supervision than those from the lower ranks. 

Hasan (1989) and Donahue (1983) found a significant 

relationship between increased faculty rank and increased 

levels of satisfaction. Plascak, Faye and Bean (1989) found 

no significant relationship between faculty rank and faculty 

job satisfaction. 

Spencer et al. (1989) reported that the faculty 

characteristic related most with faculty job satisfaction 

was gender. Hutton and Jobe (1985) and McKee (1991) both 

found that female faculty members had higher job 

satisfaction than did male faculty members. The findings of 

the current study suggest that a non-significant negative 

directional relationship existed between faculty job 
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satisfaction with Pay and gender. This relationship would 

have been found to be significant had the testing taken 

place at the .10 level. Female faculty members were found 

to be more dissatisfied with Pay than were their male 

counterparts. This would suggest that they are being 

underpaid; however, salaries in this institution are based 

strictly on academic rank suggesting that female faculty 

members should also be dissatisfied with their academic rank 

if they are being underpaid. There was no significant 

difference in satisfaction with Promotion between male and 

female faculty members. This conflicts with previous 

studies by Hutton and Jobe (1985) and McKee (1991) which 

suggested that female faculty members were more satisfied 

with their jobs than were male faculty members. 

A non-significant directional relationship between 

satisfaction with Co-Workers and student evaluation of 

Faculty and Student Interaction suggests that faculty 

members who have higher levels of satisfaction with Co-

workers interact better with students. Therefore, teachers 

who interact better with students are also more satisfied 

with their Co-Workers than the faculty members who interact 

less. It is possible that certain personality types would 

also be strongly associated with student ratings of Faculty 

and Student interaction and satisfaction with Co-Workers, 

had it been tested for. 
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A relationship between faculty education level and 

student evaluation of Tests and Exams existed, but was not 

significant. This suggested that faculty members with 

doctoral degrees rated better on test preparation than 

faculty members without doctoral degrees, but not at a 

significant level. 

Conclusions 

Several conclusions can be made from this study and are 

listed as follows: 

1) Some factors not related to effective instruction 

are significantly associated with the teacher evaluation 

process. This however, does not necessarily make student 

ratings of instruction a waste of time. This study found 

that most faculty members felt that the evaluation process 

should not be eliminated. Even the faculty members who got 

low ratings and those who felt that many factors not related 

to the evaluation process affected the ratings felt the 

evaluation process should continue. 

2) A positive relationship between faculty's perceived 

effectiveness of the evaluation process and student ratings 

of Tests and Exams was found. Therefore, higher ratings of 

instruction by faculty members correlated with more 

favorable attitudes toward evaluation effectiveness. 
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3) A negative relationship between Tests and Exams and 

faculty satisfaction with Pay existed. This is an 

interesting find and warrants further examination and 

research. 

4) Faculty attitudes toward factors associated with 

the evaluation process were found to be related to many of 

the subscales used in the evaluation of effective 

instruction: Faculty and Student Interaction, 

Communication, Tests and Exams and Overall Evaluation. 

Therefore, faculty members who rated worse on student 

evaluation of instruction attributed it to unrelated 

factors, and not their ability, and vice versa for faculty 

members with high student ratings of instruction. 

5) There was some association between Institutional 

Performance Ratings with faculty rank and satisfaction with 

Supervision, but it was not significant. 

6) No significant relationships existed between 

faculty job satisfaction and faculty characteristics; 

however, a negative non-significant relationship was found 

between females and faculty job satisfaction with Pay. 

Recommendations 

Based on the findings of this study it is recommended 

that the study be replicated on a larger scale. This study 

was based on a single academic institution in the state of 



65 

Texas and more studies involving geographically dispersed 

institutions, different types of academic institutions and a 

larger cross-section of faculty members would yield valuable 

data for college and university administrators. Another 

variable that could be beneficial to examine is self 

evaluation by faculty members. The importance of 

understanding factors related to the evaluation process will 

likely continue to increase in the future. The primary 

reason of the increased importance in the future is the 

increased use and reliance on the teacher evaluation 

process. If the evaluation process continues to increase in 

use and importance the understanding of factors related to 

the evaluation process should receive more attention. One 

of the most intriguing notions is the need for further 

research on faculty job satisfaction and teaching 

effectiveness. This could be a really interesting series of 

studies and provide valuable information for university 

administrators. 
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January 6, 1992 

Dr. Marvin Anderson 
President 
Southwestern Adventist College 
Keene, TX 76059 

Dear Dr. Anderson: 

I request permission to sample the faculty at Southwestern 
Adventist College. Due to the sensitive nature of teacher 
evaluations, I ask for your help so that anonymity of the 
faculty members will be insured. Once I have received the 
coded data, I will tabulate results and share my findings 
with you. 

If you ever have any questions or concerns about this study 
do not hesitate to call me. 

Thank you very much, 

Sincerely, 

S. Eric Anderson 
Ph.D. student 

EA: ea 
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January 6, 1992 

Dr. Angel Rodriguez 
Academic Dean 
Southwestern Adventist College 
Keene, TX 76059 

Dear Dr. Rodriguez: 

I request permission to sample the faculty at Southwestern 
Adventist College. Due to the sensitive nature of teacher 
evaluations, I ask for your help so that anonymity of the 
faculty members will be insured. Once I have received the 
coded data. I will tabulate results and share my findings 
with you. 

If you have any questions or concerns about this study do 
not hesitate to call me. 

Thank you very much, 

Sincerely, 

S. Eric Anderson 
Ph.D. student 

EA:ea 
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January 11, 1992 

S. Eric Anderson 
Ph.D. student 
University of North Texas 
Denton, Tx 76201 

Dear Eric: 

I acknowledge that I am familiar with the reasons and 
justification for my participation in the study on the 
faculty evaluation process by S. Eric Anderson. I am willing 
to assist in the implementation of this study to insure 
anonymity of the faculty and their teacher ratings. 

I hereby give consent to S. Eric Anderson to have 
access to the data generated from the questionaire as well 
as the faculty teacher ratings. This consent is given under 
the understanding that the data will be utilized in a 
professional manner consistent with all ethical standards 
and that the results of the study will be shared with me. 

Sincerely, 

signature date 
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January 11, 1992 

S. Eric Anderson 
Ph.D. student 
University of North Texas 
Denton, Tx 76201 

Dear Eric: 

I acknowledge that I am familiar with the reasons and 
justification for my participation in the study on the 
faculty evaluation process by S. Eric Anderson. I sun willing 
to assist in the implementation of this study to insure 
anonymity of the faculty and their teacher ratings. 

I hereby give consent to S. Eric Anderson to have 
access to the data generated from the questionaire as well 
as the faculty teacher ratings. This consent is given under 
the understanding that the data will be utilized in a 
professional manner consistent with all ethical standards 
and that the results of the study will be shared with me. 

Sincerely, 

signature date 
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STUDENT INSTRUCTIONAL REPORT 
This questionnaire gives you an opportunity to express anonymously your views of this course 
and the way it has been taught, indicate the response closest to your view by ffifing in the 
appropriate circle. Use a soft lead pencil (No. 2} for all responses to the questionnaire. Do not 
use a pen (ink, bail-point, or felt-tip). 

© 
SIR Report Numfc 

SECTION I. Items 1-20. FiD in one response number for each question. 

NA (0) - Mnt Applicable or don't know. The statement does not apply to this course or instructor, or you simply 
are not able to give a knowledgeable response; 

SA (4) - Strongly Agree. You strongly agree with the statement as it applies to this course or instructor. 
A (3) - Aoree. You agree more than you disagree with the statement as it applies to this course or instructor. 
D (2) - Disagree. You disagree more than you agree with the statement as it appfies to this course or instructor. 

SO (1) - Stronalv Disagree. You strongly disagree with the statement as it applies to this course or instructor. 

1. The instructor's objectives for the couree have been made dear 
2. There was considerable agreement between the announced objectives of the course and 

what was actually taught 
3. The instructor used dass time weH 
4. The instructor was readily available for consultation with students 
5. The instructor seemed to know when students didn't understand the material 

7. The instructor encouraged students to think far themselves 
& The instructor seemed genuinely concerned with students' progress and was actively 

helpful 
9. The instructor made heipfui comments on papers or exams 

10. The instructor raised challenging questions or problems for discussion 
11. In this dass I felt free to ask questions or express my opinions 
12. The instructor was well prepared for each dass 
13. The instructor told students how they would be evaluated in the course 
14. The instructor summarized or emphasized major points h lectures or discussions 

15. My interest in the subject area has been stimulated by this course 
16. The scope of the course has been too limited; not enough material has been covered 
17. Examinations reflected the important aspects of the cowse 
18. I have been putting a good deal of effort into this course 
19. The instructor was open to other viewpoints 
20. In my opinion, the instructor has accomplished (a accomplishing} his or her objectives 

for the course 

NA SA A 0 e 

. ©.. . . .©• . ©. . ©. . ( 

.©.. . ®. . ©. . c 
©•• ...©. . ©. . ©. . c 
©.. • ® - .©. . c 
©.. . ®. .©. . c 
©... ...©.. , ©.. .©. . c 
©... ...©.. ©.. ©.. . c 
®... ®.. ©.. c 
®... ©.. ©.. 
©... ®.. ©.. 
®... ®.. ©.. c 
©... ©.. ®.. c 
©... ©.. ©.. c 
®... ®.. ® ~ c 
®... ©.. ®.. c 
®... ®.. ®.. c 
® - ®.. ©.. c 
®... ®.. ©.. <s 
® - ©.. ©.. a 
®. . . ®.. ®.. G 

SECTION IL Items 21-31. F31 in one response number for each question. 

21. For my preparation and ability, the level 
of difficulty of this course was: 
0 Vary elementary © Somewhat cfifficUt 
© Somewhat elementary ® Very difficult 
©About right 

22. The work load for this course in relation 
to other courses of equal credit was: 
©Much lighter ©Heaviar 
©Lighter ©Much heavier 
® About the same 

23. For me. the pace at which the instmcia 
covered the material during the term was: 
©Vary stow ©Somewhat fan 
©Somawhat stow ©Vary fan 
©Just about right 

24. The instructor used examples or illustrations 
to help clarify the material: 
©Frequently ©Seldom 
©Occasionally ©Never 

OuMMt/omatn continued on ttm ot*ar $ 

Coovnght < 1971. i f s i . 1999 by e d u c a t i o n * T o t t * * $«rv*c«u Alt Right* f t t a a r v M No p m of thm S t u d w i t h » w u c u o » i l 
fttoon m a y b e • d a o t a d o r raproduc** in any f o m t w.Jww pom«t»MOf« r t w n t m * f rom ttm pufciohor. LN. 40164 



25. Was class size satisfactory for the method of 28. What grade do you < 
conducting the class? to receive in this course? 
0 Yes. most of the time ®No, dsss was too anal © A ®Fs8 
©No. dass was too large © I t didn't make any differ- © 8 ©Pass 

once one way or the other ® c ©No< 

26. Which gn§ of the following best describes this © 0 ©Other 
course for you? 
©Major requirement or ©College requirement but 29. What is your approximate cumulative 

elective within major field not part of my major grade-point average? 
® Minor requirement or or minor field 0350400 ® 1.00-1.49 

mMrad elective out- ©Hsctiva not required in @100-149 ©Less than IOC 
tide major (Mid anyway ©Z50-239 ©None yet - firs: 

©Other ©200-2.49 year or transfer 

27. Which one of the following was your most © 150-1-99 
important reason for selecting this course? 
0 Friend̂ ) recommended it 30. What is your class level? 
© Faculty advisor's recommendation ©freshman ©Senior 
© Teachers excellent reputation ©Sophomore ©Graduate 
© Thought I could make a good grade ©Junior ©Other 
©Could use pass/no credit option 
©I t was required 31. Sex: 
© Subject was of interest ©female 
©Other ©Male 

SECTION fiL Items 32-39. FHI in one response number » 
for each question. f f i 

M / j / 1 / 
32. Overail. I would rate the textbook(s) © © . . © . . © . . © . . © 
33. Overall. I would rate the supplementary readings © © . . ® . . © . . © . . © ; 
34. Overall. I would rate the quality of the exams © © . . ® . . © . . © . . © t 
35. I would rate the general quality of the lectures ® © . . ® . . ® . . © . . © i 
36. I would rate the overall value of dass discussions © © . . ® . . ® . . © . . © i 
37. Overall. 1 wouid rate the laboratories © © . . © . . © . . ® . . © i 
38. I would rate the overall value of this course to me as © © . . ® . . ® . . © . . © i 

i 
39. How would you rate the quality of »<s t/uction h this cone? (Try to sat aside your feelings • 

about the course itself.) Fit h one response number. 
About ' 

Excellent Good Average Fair Poor '• 

© © © © © * 
m 

SECTION IV. Items 40-49. if the instructor provided supplementary questions and response options, use * 
this section for responding. HA in only ana response number for each question. 

73 

NA NA 
40.® © © ® ® ® ® ® ® © 44.® 
41.® © © © © © © © © © 46.® 
4 Z ® © ® @ ® ® ® © ® ® 46.® 
43.® © @ ® ® ® ® © ® ® 47.® 

© @ © © © © 0 © © 
© © © © © © © © © 

© © © © © © © © © © © © © © © © © © 

NA 
4 a © 
48.® 

©©©©©©©©©:• ©©©©©©©©©• 

If you would like to nuke additional comments about the course or instruction, use a Mpyrne 
sheet of paper. You might elaborate on the particular aspects you liked most as well as those you 
liked least Also, how can the course or the way it was taught be improved? PLEASE GIVE THESE 
COMMENTS TO THE INSTRUCTOR 

If you have any comments, suggestions, or complaints about this questionnaire (for example, the 
content or responses available), please send them ta Student Instructional Report. Educational 
Testing Sorvice. Princeton. New Jersey 08541. 

HT5 13 •12 
SI 02 33 NCS R.-fHx SP91.3532 V3 
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Faculty Attitudes Toward The Effectiveness 
Of The Evaluation Process (part one) 

Answer the following survey questions simply by circling the 
number that most accurately describes your attitude toward 
the present evaluation process. 1 will represent strongly 
disagree (SD)? 2 will represent disagree (D); 3 will 
represent unsure (U); 4 will represent agree (A); and 5 will 
represent strongly agree (SA). 

1. The evaluation process 
improves my teaching. 

2. The evaluation process 
is necessary. 

3. I like the present 
evaluation form (sir). 

4. The present evaluation 
process is fair. 

5. I take the results of the 
evaluation process seriously. 

6. The evaluation process 
accurately rates me. 

7. The students are qualified 
to rate faculty instruction. 

8. Feedback from the evaluation 
process improves my teaching. 

9. The evaluation process should 
not be eliminated. 

SD D 

2 

U 

3 

SA 

5 

Faculty Attitudes Toward Factors Associated 
With The Evaluation Process (part two) 

1. Size of class influences 
the evalution process. 

2. Elective or required course 
influences evaluation process. 

3. Physical appearance of teacher 
influences evaluation process. 

SA 

1 

A 

2 

2 

2 

U 

3 

3 

3 

D 

4 

4 

4 

SD 

5 

5 

5 



76 

4. Department of teacher 
influences evaluation process. 

5. Faculty gender influences 
the evaluation process. 

6. Faculty race influences 
the evaluation process. 

7. The student's expected grade 
influences evaluation process. 

8. Gender of student influences 
the evaluation process. 

9. Race of student influences 
the evaluation process. 

10. 6.P.A. of student influences 
the evaluation process 

11. Faculty rank influences the 
evaluation process. 

12. Faculty education level 
influences evaluation process. 1 

13. Course difficulty influences 
the evaluation process. 1 

14. Faculty status (part/full time) 
influences evaluation process. 1 

15. Teaching method influences 
the evaluation process. 1 

16. Personality of student 
influences evaluation process. 1 

17. Personality of teacher 
influences evaluation process. 1 

18. Student status (part/full time) 
influences evaluation process. 1 

SA 

1 

A 

2 

U 

3 

3 

3 

3 

0 

4 

SD 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 



Faculty Characteristics (part three) 

Place an X on the line that is the most appropriate. 

Your Gender 

female 
male 

7J 

Your Rank 

instructor 
assistant 
associate 
professor 

Your Education Level 

masters 
doctorate 
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Part two can be completed by placing y for "yes" beside the items 
that describe that particular aspect of your job, placing n for iq 
no if it does not describe that aspect, or by placing a ? if you 
can't decide. 

. Iking 

TOP to do 

Ohm w m el aecompNatuMM 
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Rank each f a c u l t y member on a s c a l e of 1 t o 5 b a s e d on t h e i r 
t e a c h i n g e f f e c t ; ' v e n e s s . 

18002 1 2 3 4 5 
18003 1 2 3 4 5 
18006 1 2 3 4 5 
18007 1 2 3 4 5 
18008 1 2 3 4 5 
18009 1 2 3 5 
18010 1 2 3 5 
18011 1 2 3 4 5 
18012 1 2 3 4 5 
18015 1 2 3 4 5 
18016 1 2 3 4 5 
18017 1 2 3 4 5 
18018 1 2 3 4 5 
18019 1 2 3 4 5 
18020 1 2 3 4 5 
18022 1 2 3 4 5 
18023 1 2 3 4 5 
18024 1 2 3 4 5 
18025 1 2 3 4 5 
18026 1 2 3 4 5 
18027 1 2 3 4 5 
18028 1 2 3 4 5 
18029 1 2 3 4 5 
18030 1 2 3 4 5 
18032 1 2 3 4 5 
18033 1 2 3 4 5 
18034 1 2 3 4 5 
18035 1 2 3 4 5 
18036 1 2 3 4 5 
18037 1 2 3 4 5 
18038 1 2 3 4 5 
18039 1 2 3 4 5 
18040 1 2 3 4 5 
18041 1 2 3 4 5 
18042 1 2 3 4 5 
18043 1 2 3 4 5 
18044 1 2 3 4 5 
18045 1 2 3 4 5 
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Data Summary Sheet 

Faculty Profile 

SIR # 

Gender 

Rank 

Education Level 

Hale 

1 5 

28 

Masters 

2 

20 

Female 

11 3 

10 

JUL 

Job Descriptive Index 
job itself 
pay 
promotion 
co-workers 
supervision 
job in general 

Student Instructional Report 
organization and planning 
faculty and student interaction 
communication 
course difficulty and workload 
tests and exams 
overall evaluation 

Doctorate 18 

42.6 
25.7 
27.1 
44.6 
43.1 
46.1 

3.450 
3.337 
3.218 
4.062 
3.851 
4.005 

JJL 

Faculty Attitudes Toward the effectiveness of the Evaluation 
Process 

26.7 

Faculty Attitudes Toward Factors Associated With the 
Evaluation Process 

45.7 

Institutional Performance Rating 2.97 
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Dear Faculty: 

We are becoming very 

because some of you have not returned the 

Faculty Assessment questionnaire we sent 

to you. We know you've been 

but we really need for you to 

return your completed questionnaire before 

the on June 5. 

Thank you very much!! 

T n a n J t f 
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