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Abstract

The importance of student evaluation for promotion leads teachers to be lenient in 
exchange of a good evaluation result.  This study looks into the possible effects of midterm 
grades to the evaluation results of teachers at the end of the semester. The study utilized 
data mining approach to determine relationships between the two variables. Grades and 
evaluation results were taken from the Electronic Data Processing Center of the school. Both 
parametric and non-parametric analyses were employed in the study. Findings revealed a 
weak correlation between the midterm grades of students and their evaluation rating of 
teachers.  Looking at grading leniency versus teacher status, it was found out that grades 
of full-time faculty was significantly higher compared to part time; and grades of tenured 
faculty was significantly higher compared to their probationary counterpart.  Therefore, 
higher education institution administrators who use results of student evaluation as a key 
indicator of the effectiveness of teachers should be very careful as these results might not 
represent the true performance of a teacher inside the classroom.
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1.0 Introduction
Several studies have revealed the link 

between students’ grades and results of student 
evaluation  of teachers.   Though results were 
varied, the connections between the two are one 
of the issues that beset almost every school, more 
particularly the private schools, where evaluation 
plays a significant role in the status of a teacher 
or faculty.  Sander & Krautmann (1999) & Isely & 
Singh (2005) claimed that instructors can “buy” 
better evaluation through a more lenient grading 
system where students who expect higher grade 
gives more favorable evaluation of their teacher. 
While many literatures supported the same result,  
Centra (2003) and Pascale (1979) countered that 

after controlling all other variables, expected 
grades of students, generally, did not affect 
results of student evaluation. Therefore, there 
is no correlation between student’s knowledge 
of grades and student’s evaluation of teacher. 
Other authors have different claims over the 
two variables.  McSpirit and Chapman (2000), in 
interpreting faculty comments, revealed that these 
opposing results in the research community reflect 
the contradictions on the issue among instructors. 
Thus, it is, therefore, the purpose of this study to 
validate the link between these two variables 
of  by using midterm grades and actual results of 
student evaluation of teachers, and consequently, 
find whether the results differ according to the 
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employment status of a teacher.
A student grade is one indicator of his 

achievement inside the classroom.  It measures 
the student’s attainment and performance in all 
activities done inside or outside the classroom 
setting.   However, several studies were conducted 
with regards to the connection of students’ grades 
and instructor’s rank. Researches on this topic 
have consistently revealed that lower ranking 
instructors gave higher grades compared to their 
high ranking counterpart (Johnson, A. E., Pitts, S. 
T., & Kamery, R. H. (2006)). In the studies of Bolge 
(1995), Clark (1990), Sonner (2000), Sonner and 
Sharland (1993), they all found that a student’s 
grade is a function of an instructor’s rank and 
revealed that part-time instructors assign higher 
grades on average than full-time instructors.  The 
results suggest that grade inflation may be caused 
by teacher’s status (whether fulltime or part time), 
and the grades given by part-time instructors put 
pressure on their fulltime counterpart because it 
sets unrealistic expectation about the grades a 
student must receive (Landrum, 1999).  All of these 
bring to mind that a student grade is a function in 
the status of a teacher or faculty and may imply 
that the grade may not necessarily reflect student 
performance.

Another factor that possibly affects the 
grading is the student evaluation of teachers 
when the semester is over.  A number of studies 
hypothesized that the higher grades a teacher gives 
to students, the more likely the teacher will receive 
high evaluation.  While many authors were cited 
regarding the same results, others disagree about 
the extent of such problem (Wright, R. E., & Palmer, 
J. C. (2006)). According to d’Appolonia and Abrami 
(1997) and Boretz (2004), grading leniency is only a 
problem when it is unrelated to student’s learning. 

As long as the grades of the student truly represent 
what is learned inside the classroom, there is 
nothing wrong with being lenient in giving grades.  
But whether student evaluation of teacher results 
is a true representative of teacher’s performance 
inside the classroom, higher education institutions 
of learning are, therefore, cautioned on 
interpreting the result, especially, if such measure 
is subjective or problematic.  Evaluation results are 
supposed to give teachers an understanding on 
the strengths and weaknesses of their teaching 
pedagogy. However, because of grade inflation 
by other teachers, especially part-time, this puts 
pressure on their full time counterpart to give high 
grades in order to meet student’s expectations.  
Furthermore, the result of student’s evaluation is 
not the only measure of teacher’s effectiveness 
inside the classroom, as this may be useful only 
for specific group of students who have particular 
levels of motivation and ability that are in line with 
the instructor’s expectation problem (Wright, R. E., 
& Palmer, J. C. (2006)). 

All literatures reviewed revealed that there 
is a relationship that exists between the two 
variables, student’s grade and evaluation results.  
However, their views were varied.  While others 
found a correlation between grades and students’ 
evaluation of teachers, others revealed otherwise.  
Most of these literatures used expected grades 
of students as the main independent variable 
because final grades are normally released at the 
end of the semester. The contrasting results of the 
two main variables in the study, led the researcher 
to further validate on whether or not grades of 
students, more particularly midterm grades (which 
are already known before they evaluate their 
teacher), will have an undue influence to students 
rating of teachers performance.  Furthermore, this 
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study would also try to validate the literatures 
reviewed on whether part-time instructors do 
really give higher grades compared to their full time 
counterpart as well as probationary and tenured 
faculty.  The results of this study would, then, be 
added to the body of knowledge to the existing 
studies and further validate existing theories on 
hand regarding grades and student’s evaluation. 

2.0 Conceptual Framework
This study is anchored on the principle that 

teachers can “buy” better evaluation results 
by giving high grades to students (Sander & 
Krautmann (1999) & Isely & Singh (2005). Although 
other studies may have revealed different results, 
this study is focused on validating, whether 

students midterm grade will have an undue 
influence on the rating of students of their teacher. 
Midterm grades are given in the middle of the 
semester. Therefore, students will already have 
an idea what could possibly be their final grade 
at the end of the semester.  The study of Centra 
(2003) revealed that subjects that were rated by 
students as just right received high evaluation 
from students while those that were rated difficult 
or too elementary received a low rating.   Given 
the importance of evaluation results to teacher’s 
promotion and tenure, a teacher’s temptation to 
manipulate grades just to get high evaluation from 
students is a big possibility.  Figure A shows the 
conceptual framework diagram of the study.

Figure A.  Conceptual Framework of the Study

3.0 Design and Methods
This study utilized exploratory data analysis or 

more commonly known as data mining.  Student’s 
midterm grades and evaluation of teachers’ results 
were the main data used in the study.  Grades  and 
evaluation results were taken from the Electronic 
Data Processing center of the University.  Midterm 
grades were used as predictors because these are 
the grades that students have prior knowledge 
before they will evaluate their teachers.  Final 
grades are normally given after students finished 
their evaluation of teachers. Hence, most of the 
time, they are already done with their evaluation 
upon leaning their final grades. 

Both grades and evaluation were treated as 

continuous variables.  Grades were measured 
from 1.0 to 5.0 (with 1 as the highest and 5.0 as 
the lowest) while evaluation results have 5.0 as 
the highest while 1.0 as the lowest.  Since only 
real  grades of students were available during the 
data gathering, the researcher took the average 
grades of the students in order to equate the 
number of samples for the two variables.  After 
taking the average grades and evaluation results of 
students from each subject, a total of 262 grades 
and evaluation results were retrieved as subjects of 
the study.  These data were subjected to normality 
tests to determine appropriate statistical analysis 
to be used.
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4.0 Results and Discussion
 Figures 1 to 12 present the histogram 

and probability plot results of all variables in the 
study, namely: grades of full-time faculty (Figures 
1 & 2) and grades of part-time faculty (Figures 3 & 
4); grades of full-time tenured (Figures 5 & 6) and 

Normality Tests

grades of full-time probationary (Figures 7 & 8); and 
grades of all faculty (Figures 9 & 10) and evaluation 
results (Figures 11 & 12).  These presentations are 
necessary to identify whether data followed a 
normal distribution. 

Figures 1 & 2. Histogram and Normality plot of full time faculty midterm grades

Figures 3 & 4. Histogram and Normality plot of part time faculty midterm grades 

Figures 1 to 4 showed the normality test using 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov for both grades of full-time 
and part-time faculty members.  The test revealed 
that grades for full-time (Fig. 2) does not follow a 
normal distribution with p-value of 0.024; while 
the grades of the part-time exhibits a normal 
distribution with p-value of greater than 0.150.  

With this result, a non-parametric test is employed 
since one variable of the study does not follow a 
normal distribution.  

Table 1 presents the non-parametric test 
using Mann-Whitney to determine any significant 
difference of the medians of the two variables.  
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Table 1. Mann-Whitney test for grades of full-time and part time faculty members

A Mann-Whitney test for two independent 
samples revealed that median of the means of 
grades of full-time and part-time faculty members 
appears to be significantly different from each 
other with a test result of 0.0019 (Table 1).  It further 
suggests that the same median of full-time and 
probationary faculty (2.1827) were significantly 
higher compared to the median of the part-time 
faculty member of 2.0560.  The result appears to 
contradict the study of Bolge (1995), Clark (1990), 
Sonner (2000), Sonner and Sharland (1993) which 
they all found out student’s grade is a function of 
an instructor’s rank and that part-time instructors 

assign higher grades on average than full-time 
instructors.  In this study, with the median of the 
means as the parameter being looked into, full-
time revealed a higher result than its part-time 
counterpart.  At the very least, the result neutralizes 
the claim of Landrum (1999) that higher grades 
given by part-time instructors gave the students 
unrealistic expectations as to the grades they 
should also receive, which, in turn, tended to put 
pressure on full-time instructors to follow. With this, 
students are expected to get fair grades whether 
they are with a full-time or part-time instructor.

Figures 5 &6. Histogram and Normality plot of full-time tenured faculty midterm grades
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Figures 7 &8. Histogram and Normality plot of probationary faculty midterm grades 

Table 2.  Two Sample T-Test for grades of tenured and probationary faculty members

Separating the two subjects (probationary 
and tenured faculty) will give a glance on whether 
literatures are true that probationary faculty gives 
higher grade compared to tenured faculty because 
of the necessity of permanency requirement. But 
before any statistical analysis was conducted, 
normality tests were employed to determine 
the appropriate test to be done.   Figures 5 to 
8 showed the normality test for grades of both 
tenured and probationary faculty members. The 

test revealed that grades for both tenured (figure 
6) and probationary faculty (figure 8) followed a 
normal distribution with p-values of greater than 
0.150. With this result, a parametric test is deemed 
appropriate.  

Table 2 presents the parametric test applied 
for grades of tenured and probationary faculty 
members.  A T-Test for two independent samples 
was used for the two variables.

A T-Test for two independent samples revealed 
that the means of midterm grades of tenured and 
probationary faculty are significantly different from 
each other with a p-value of 0.048.  Looking at Table 
2, tenured full-time faculty revealed a significantly 
higher mean compared to probationary teachers. 

These findings negate the results of researches 
that have consistently revealed that low-ranking 
instructors (in this case, probationary faculty) gave 
higher grades compared to their high ranking 
counterpart (Johnson, A. E., Pitts, S. T., & Kamery, 
R. H. (2006)) and that grading leniency is a factor 
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Figures 9 &10. Histogram and Normality plot of all midterm grades 

Figures 11 &12. Histogram and Normality plot of all evaluation results

of getting a good evaluation result.  This implies 
that grades may not necessarily be affected by the 
employment status of a faculty member.  

Several studies have also revealed that 
evaluation results are frequently used by 
individuals in making decisions for tenure and 
promotion (Ehie & Karathanos, 1994; Harrison, et 
al., 2004; Smith, 2004; Williams and Ceci, 1997).  
However, McKeachie (1997) posits that extra care 
should be given on how the administration utilized 
evaluation results for promotion and tenure. The 
necessity of probationary faculty to get a good 

evaluation result at the end of the semester 
would sometimes lead them to being lenient in 
giving grades to students, especially that midterm 
grades are given before students will answer the 
evaluation.  But with the findings of this study, it 
seems that probationary faculty members do not 
care about the evaluation rating that they get 
from the students.  The fact that probationary has 
lower mean grades compared to tenured faculty, 
it implies that they (probationary) are not afraid to 
get low evaluation from their students.
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Figures 10 and 12 revealed that both grades 
and evaluation of all faculty members do not 
follow a normal distribution (<0.10 and 0.035 
respectively) which warrants a non-parametric test 
to be used.  

To determine relationships of grades and 
evaluation results of all faculty members, a 
Spearman Rho Correlation Test was employed in 
this study.  Results are presented in Table 3. 

A Spearman Rho Correlation Test for grades 
and evaluation of all teachers revealed that 
there is a weak negative correlation between 
the two variables as represented by a correlation 
coefficient of -0.163.  However, the weak negative 
correlation is significant enough and does not 
happen by chance as represented by a p-value of 
0.008.  The result of the negative correlation is due 
to the fact that grades and evaluation ratings are 
inversely proportional with each other.  Meaning, 
the highest possible grade that a student can get 
is 1 with a lowest of 5, while evaluation gave the 
highest of 5 and a lowest of 1.  Nevertheless, the 
result revealed that indeed, few teachers who 
gave high grades to students would most likely 
get a high evaluation rating from them.  Although, 
there is no trend or pattern as revealed in figure 13, 

Figure 13. Scatter plot of grades and evaluation

the result of a weak correlation between the two 
implies that grades may have a little influence to 
the evaluation ratings.  The results have supported 
the theory of Sander & Krautmann (1999) & Isely & 
Singh (2005) who claimed that instructors can “buy” 
better evaluation through a more lenient grading 
system and students who expects higher grade 
gives more favorable evaluation of their teacher.  
Some students may reward teachers’ leniency 
while punishing rigorous instructors (Wright, R. E., 
& Palmer, J. C., 2006). This means that, indeed, there 
are few students who would reward their teachers 
with good evaluation because they (students) got 
a good grade.  This is also where the subjectivity 
of the student comes in, because no matter what 
a teacher does inside the classroom, it will still 
boil down to what grade the student receives 
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from the teacher.  However, other factors that lead 
to student’s rating of teachers such as expected 
learning outcome and personal bias to the 
teacher may have contributed to the result to this 
relationship.  But whether students’ experiences 
were good or not, it will boil down to their personal 
feeling and opinion on each indicator once they 
answer the evaluation.  

5.0 Conclusion
Based on the findings of the study, the 

principle on “Teachers can buy better evaluation 
results by giving high grades to students” is 
slightly manifested in the results.  There is indeed 
a link between the two quality indicators of 
performance (grades and evaluation) when actual 
midterm grades are being looked into. However, 
the relationship between the two variables is more 
complex than simple. But whatever the outcome 
is, administrators in higher education institution, 
who use the results of student evaluation of 
their teachers as a key indicator of instructor’s 
effectiveness, should be very careful as these 
results might not truly represent the performance 
of a teacher inside the classroom.
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