
 

95 37 149-172  

 

149 

 
 

* ** ***
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
*  

**  

***  



 

 

150

 
 

 

 

 
 

Follman, 1995; 1995 1992 1996

1983; 

Follman, 1995; Cashin, 1990; Shieh, 1990

Marsh, 1987

Centra, 1993

2002 1995  

1966

1987

1982



 

 

151 

 

2002  

Schmelkin, Spencer, & Gellman(1997)

2002

 

Chacko, 1983; Kennedy, 

1975; Nimmer & Stone, 1991; Powell, 1978; Vasta & Sarmiento, 1979

 

Bordie (1998)

Wilson(1997)

1997

2003

2002

 

2001



 

 

152

 

Peterson & Cooper, 1980; Scheurich, 

Graham, & Drolette, 1983; Theall & Franklin, 1991 Combs, 

Combs, Griffin, & Land (1983) Brady 

(1988)  (2000)

1997

2003

 

Cashin & Clegg, 1987; Ramsden, 1991

1999

 

 

 



 

 

153 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

W

200 2005  

What

student ratings of instruction student ratings of instructors

student ratings of teaching effectiveness student evaluations of teachin

Arreola, 1995 W

 

Why

 

How

 

Who

 

Within

 



 

 

154

When

 

Where

 

Which

 

Whom

 

Whether

 

Within

Whom

 

 

 
 

 



 

 

155 

 

30 150

315

686 30,134 44

 

 

1  

87 156 7160 30 248

66 141 6050 24 164

51 135 5814 18 182

63 137 5834 12 266

48 117 5277 12 144

 150 315 686 30134 96 1002

 

 

 

2

.82 .95

 

Likert 1

2 3 4 5  

 



 

 

156

96 12 3

1  

 

 

 

2

1,002

144 266

4  

2

 

2  

1.  8.  

2.  9.  

3.  10.  

4.  11.  

5.  12.  

6.  13.  

7.  14.  

 

 

 

 



 

 

157 

 

 

60

 

 

SPSS 12.0  

visual bander

 

 

Levene

F Scheffe

Levene F

Brown-Forsythe Tamhane’s T2 1995  

p.13-14 2002 p. 204-205  

 

 

 



 

 

158

 
 

 

3 F=.34, 

p>.05 4.33 4.18

4

Cashin & Clegg, 1987; Ramsden, 1991

1999  

 

3  

 

   

Levene  
F  

1 (n=30) 4.33 .50 4.95 3.36 1.24 ns .34 ns 

2 (n=30) 4.24 .46 4.88 3.57   

3 (n=30) 4.23 .48 4.87 3.51   

4 (n=30) 4.20 .46 4.83 3.62   

5 (n=30) 4.18 .55 4.82 3.32   

ns p>.05   

 

 

 

4

F=1.90, p>.05 F=1.23, p>.05

F=9.50, p<.001  

 



 

 

159 

 

4  

     F  

  .92 4 .23 1.23 

  3.55 2 1.77    9.50*** 

  2.87 8 .36 1.90 

  25.20 135 .19  

***p<.001 

 

5

4

F=7.45, p<.01

0.33  

 

5  

 

  
F   

1 (1) (83-91 ) 50 4.41 .45 1.86 7.45** 

2 (2) (76-82 ) 48 4.34 .48   

3 (3) (65-75 ) 52 4.08 .47   

(1), (2)>(3) 

**p<.01   

 

Bordie, 1998; Nimmer & Stone, 1991; 

Wilson, 1997 199

 



 

 

160

 

 

6

F=1.27, p>.05 F=.51, p>.05 F=2.46, p>.05

1997

 

 

6  

    F  

  .  4 .11 0.51 ns 

 1.07 2 .54 2.46 ns 

  2.36 8 .30 1.27 ns 

  29.41 135 .22  

ns p>.05   

 

 

 

7  

 
  

 
F  

1 (1) (3.3-25%) 34 4.13 0.43 4.67* 1.85 

2 (2) (0.5-2.5%) 40 4.34 0.47   

3 (3) (0%) 76 4.23 0.51   

*p<.05   



 

 

161 

 

 

 

8

r=.26 p<.01

4 5  

r= -.01 p>.05

6 7

r= -.60 p<.01

 

 

8

(N=150) 

   

 1   

 .26** 1  

 -.01 -.60** 1 

**p<.01   

 

 

 

9 VIF

1.57 VIF

R2  .10 F= 8.33, p<.001

5 7



 

 

162

199 2003

 

9

.40 p<.001 .23 p<.05

Bordie, 1998; Nimmer & Stone, 1991; Wilson, 1997  (2000)

Brady (1988)

 

 

9

.19 .23 7 8

 

 



 

 

163 

 

9

(N=150) 

1.73  .60    

.031 .40 .01   4.08***   .32*** 1.57 

2.32 .23 .90 2.58* .19* 1.57 

*p<.05  ***p<.001   R2=.10 <.001  

 
 

 

4  

4

 



 

 

164

  

 

 
 

 

 

0.33 

0.2

.10

 



 

 

165 

 

 

 

 

 

 

60

70 90

 

 



 

 

166

 

 

 

20

6.6 0.33 20

2002

  

 

 

 

 



 

 

167 

 

 
 

(1997

215-228  

1995

161-198  

1996 544 11-19  

1983

NO.1  

1992

214-284  

1999

77-118  

2000

33-66

 

2002

2003 50 1 143-161  

1995 229-246

 

2001

 

1995 11

1987

 

2005

52(1  

Arroola, R. A. (1995). Developing a comprehensive faculty evaluation system. Bolton, MA: 



 

 

168

Anker Publishing Company, Inc. 

Bordie, D.A. (1998). Do students report that easy professors are excellent teachers? Canadian 

Journal of Higher Education, 28(1), 1-20. 

Brady, P. J. (1988). The effects of course demands and grades on anonymous verse 

nonanonymous evaluation of professors. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 

293 900) 

Cashin, W. (1990). Student ratings of teaching: Recommendation for use (Idea Paper, No.22). 

Kansas State University, Center for Faculty Evaluation and Development. 

Cashin, W., & Clegg, V. L. (1987). Are student ratings of different academic fields different? 

Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, 

Washington, DC. 

Centra, J. A. (1993). Reflective faculty evaluation. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Combs, N. N., Combs, A. L., Griffin, B. Q., & Land, M. L. (1983). Teaching evaluation: 

Influence of test difficulty and perceived difficulty of subject matter. (ERIC Document 

Reproduction Series No. ED 231 322). 

Chacko, T. L. (1983). Student ratings of instruction: A function of grading standards. 

Educational Research Quarterly, 8, 19-25. 

Follman, J. (1995). Elementary public school pupil rating of teacher effectiveness. Child Study 

Journal, 25(1), 57-78. 

Hair, J. F. Jr., Anderson, R. E., Tatham, R. L., & Black, W. C. (1998). Multivariate data analysis 

with reading(5th ed.).Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.  

Kennedy, W. R.(1975). Grades expected and grades received – Their relationship to students’ 

evaluations of faculty performance. Journal of Educational Psychology, 67, 109-115. 

Marsh, H. W. (1987). Student’s evaluations of university teaching: Research findings, 

methodological issues and directions for future research. International Journal of 

Educational Research, 11, 253-388. 

Nimmer, J. G., & Stone, E. F. (1991). Effects of grading practices and time of rating on student 

ratings of faculty performance and student learning. Research in Higher Education, 32, 

195-215. 

Peterson, C., & Cooper, S. (1980). Teacher evaluation by graded and ungraded tudent. Journal 

of Educational Psychology, 72, 682-685. 



 

 

169 

 

Powell, R. W. (1978). Grades, learning, and student evaluation of instruction. Research in 

Higher Education, 7, 193-205. 

Ramsden, P. (1991). A performance indicator of teaching quality in higher education: The 

course experience questionnaire. Studies in Higher Education, 16, 129-150. 

Scheurich, V., Graham, B., & Drolette, M. (1983). Expected grades versus specific evaluations 

of the teacher as predictors of students ’overall evaluation of the teacher. Research in 

Higher Education, 19, 159-173. 

Schmelkin, L. P., Spencer, K. J., & Gellman, E. S. (1997). Faculty perspectives on course and 

teacher evaluations. Research in Higher Education, 38(5), 575-592. 

Shieh, V. (1990). Using Delphi technique to determine the most important characteristics of 

effective teaching at junior high school level in Taiwan. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, 

University of Cincinnati,  

OH.Theall, M.,& Franklin, J. (1991). Student ratings in the context evaluation system. In M. 

Theall & J. Franklin (Eds.), Students ratings of instruction: Issues for improving practice: 

New directions for teaching and learning (No.43). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Vasta, R., & Sarmiento, R. F. (1979). Liberal grading improves evaluation but not performance. 

Journal of Educational Psychology, 71, 207-211. 

Wilson, R. (1997). New research casts doubt on value of student evaluations of professors. The 

Chronicle of Higher Education, 44(19), a12-a14. 

 

 



Journal of Taipei Municipal University of Education, Vol.37, No.1, (May, 2006) 149~172 

Education 

 

170

The Influences of Colleges, Instructor Grading 

Leniencies and Percents of Flunk Students on 

Student Evaluations of Instructions-taking One 

Private University in Central Taiwan for 

Example 

 

Her-Maw Lin
*
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Abstract 

 

In order to help dissolve the doubts often evoked during the process of 

implementing the systems of student evaluations of instructions in private 

technological universities, the current study taking one private university in central 

Taiwan for example was to examine the influences of colleges, instructor grading 

leniencies and percents of flunk students on student evaluations of instructions. Results 

revealed that student evaluations of instructions were at the same extent among 

different colleges, and there were no interactions between colleges and instructor 

grading leniencies, as well as no interactions between colleges and percents of flunk 

students. Instructors with least grading leniencies were appraised lowest by students. 

Further analysis showed that both instructor grading leniencies and percents of flunk 

students were positively predictive to student evaluations of instructions, while the 

predictive power of the former was stronger. These results indicated that instructors 

with more grading leniencies and higher percents of flunk students could acquire better 

student evaluations. Overall, the impacts of instructor grading leniencies and percents 

of flunk students on student evaluations of instructions were slight. Suggestions based 

on results were provided. 
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