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INTRODUCTION. 

Higher education has a pivotal role in the process of community development and co-ordination 

between the different dimensions of development in any society. For the same reason, universities 

have a heavy responsibility for creating new knowledge and training human resources (Ahmady et 

al, 2009).  

Universities and centers of higher education, like any other social system, and based on the progress 

and needs of the community could have different functions (2). National – Cultural organization 

(UNESCO) considers three main functions of universities as to produce knowledge (research), and 

knowledge transfer (training) and applying knowledge (services) (Ejtehadi, 2014).  
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Improving the quality of education is in the hands of effective elements of the university meaning the 

faculty members and human resources development, without regard to increasing efficiency, 

retention and increasing motivation, vitality and creativity of faculty members, (as an essential 

component of education), will not be possible (Isfahan university of medical sciences, 2007). 

Therefore, considering the quality of education in universities and subsequently, considering the 

growth of faculty members, in order to improve the quality of education and training of human 

resources efficiently is of great importance (5). Identifying factors affecting on the innovation and 

creativity of faculty members at the University can provide the appropriate basis to foster and 

excellence of affiliated colleges to Medical Sciences (Storey, 2002). 

Meanwhile, the structured evaluation process is for collecting and interpreting data (Saif al, 2004). In 

higher education, the evaluation should pay attention to the issue that what professional and academic 

qualifications and skills the faculty members have acquired, and was their results favorable or can 

they respond to the problems compared to their mission and the responsibilities that they have 

assumed, and finally, do they reach the desired objectives or not? In addition, the importance of 

educational evaluation in the higher education system resulted from the fact that, these evaluations 

provide information that will be used in educational decisions, determine future strategies and 

methods and the development of university education system (Bazargan, 2001). 

This information is obtained from different sources that, without a doubt, it is one of the resources in 

obtaining the student information that all supporting and administrative educational efforts are 

employed for effective learning of them. In addition, other sources of information can be considered 

the faculty members, colleagues, university groups and education experts. Of course, judging a 

student, as a source of information has been widely used about the performance of the faculty 

members and other phenomena and educational elements, today, so that, even in areas of decision-
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making, the promotion has been entered about the fate of the science board members' job (Sanjari, 

1994).  

Creating required opportunities for students to comment on the methods, programs and teachers’ 

performance will strengthen human relations between students, faculty members, and effectiveness 

of the program. In addition, reviewing past activities and investigating the causes of successes and 

failures give the opportunity to the faculty member and students to try in order to eliminate possible 

deficits and increase their performance (Basow, 2000).  

Assessment of students from faculty members’ educational performance is widely used in the world. 

Despite the criticism to this method, many people consider it a valid and reliable way to measure 

some aspects of training. At the same time, it is stressed that the use of a tool (students’ evaluation) 

provides an incomplete and inaccurate picture of the effectiveness of the faculty member’s teaching. 

The student is considered one of the gathering resources and should not be forgotten from other 

methods (Centra & Gaubatz, 2000).  

While acknowledging the usefulness and appropriateness of using combined methods (using the 

opinions of students with the faculty members and experts’ opinion), many researchers consider the 

unique and special place for the evaluation of students compared to other methods and have insisted 

on the use of this method in any combination of methods (Seldin, 1993). In addition, it should also 

be noted that the effectiveness and accuracy of the evaluation are related to many issues that should 

be considered. Among those cases, the proper tool of the information gathering process, scoring, 

analysis and interpretation and judgment based on the data (Rueda, 1989). Although the use of 

evaluation of students in universities in the country has been upward, filling out evaluation forms will 

take a lot of time of students, and enormous human and material resources will be spent to collect 

them, however, it seems that the results are not using optimal. 
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Given the importance of this study, it is searching to examine the attitude of students, faculty members 

and educational experts to the faculty members’ performance evaluation standards. 

 

DEVELOPMENT. 

The empirical record of the research. 

Dadman et al (2014) has done a research entitled "Performance scholarship of faculty members at 

Isfahan University of Medical Sciences, between the years of 2012-2009". The results of this study 

only showed significant differences in the activities of the Ministry among different academic rank 

and different faculty members ( 2 = 12.46 and p = 0.002) and ( 2 = 17.64 and p = 0.000).  

In academic activities, course plan with 77% had the highest rate of credentials. No significant 

relationship was observed between age and the scores of regulations. In addition, the use of the 

examples of regulations did not show significant differences in different age groups. The results show 

that teachers have used more the examples that have the simpler structure and require less time. 

Mahdavi and colleagues (2014) have done a research entitled "Comparative Evaluation of faculty 

members’ educational performance by students with their self-assessment". The results showed that 

the mean score of self-evaluation of teachers was higher than their total average their evaluation score 

by students, but the results of the analysis of the total score  mean based on the students and self-

evaluation of professors had no significant differences according to independent t test (p = 0.38). 

Abdosamadi et al (1391) have done a research entitled "Comparison of teachers' self-assessment and 

evaluation of students from the faculty members’ educational performance of the Dentistry Faculty 

in Hamedan University of Medical Sciences".  

The results showed that the mean scores of professors’ self-evaluation was 76.02 ± 10.5 and the mean 

scores of professors’ evaluation by students was 71.12 ± 9.03, which there was a significant difference 

between these two statistically (P = 0.041). Self-evaluation scores were negatively correlated with 

the students' evaluation scores (r = -0.299).  
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In this study, self-evaluation scores of professors were at a higher level than the poll scores of students 

from faculty members. Teachers should use students’ poll of faculty members, in order to improve 

their education and try to reduce the results difference between these two: 

- Griffin (2002), in a research, has studied "the link between the reputation of the faculty member (as 

it was perceived by students) and students' evaluation of teachers and lessons". 754 students from 39 

classes participated in this study. It was because students have heard about their former professor and 

they have enrolled in this course, they were classified in three groups: positive reputation, without 

awareness and information, negative reputation. The results showed the mean differences in the 

groups of positive reputation and negative reputation of faculty members in grading students. 

Students, who had heard about the good reputation of the previous professor, had evaluated the 

professor higher than the students, who had heard about the bad reputation of the previous professor. 

- Host (2000) in his study entitled, what is the sign of a good teacher? have considered the following 

features for a good teacher: has a goal, expects the success for all students, bears the contradictions 

and discrepancies in the class (such as walking of a student in the classroom, etc.), shows the desire 

for change and adaptation in dealing with the needs of students, be intellectual, accepts that he does 

not know something, learns various models of teaching and enjoys from his work and being with his 

students. 

- Robinson Wolf (2004) in a research has examined the patterns of strengths and weaknesses of 

faculty members' teaching performance through the reports of nursing students in faculty members’ 

evaluation forms. After checking the content, the strengths of the faculty members’ performance 

include the following according to students; knowledge and technical strategies, create an active 

learning environment, professionalism, researcher features, being supportive, and scientists. Their 

weakness points include the following; providing poor content of teaching, unorganized activities, 
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the lack of professor, lack of teaching skills, non-professionalism, incompetence, showing negative 

features. 

- Rector (2009), in a study that was done in the number of universities and colleges in South America, 

290 full-time professors was evaluated. Data were studied with different strategies. Faculty members, 

in their perception to the evaluation of the program have considered facing with the accreditation 

guidelines as the most important factor and even have considered it higher than the designated areas 

to improve the performance of faculty. Furthermore, the results showed the components that are 

important in terms of faculty members in evaluating, are respectively, teaching in a class, personal 

qualities and working on college committees. 

Knoll et al. (2010), in some universities, student evaluation of teachers' performance was done online 

and not in the classroom. However, the difference between the two types of evaluation has been of 

interest to researchers, but, in certain cases, no significant differences were observed between the two 

methods of evaluation. Moreover, technically, increasing the variance between respondents to the 

assessment forms and reducing the size of the sample is of great importance in the evaluation of the 

performance of faculty members from the students.  

Teaching quality assessment forms, used in this study, have five areas, including organization, tend 

to respond to students' questions, availability, respect for students, and help the teacher to the students. 

 

Research questions. 

The first question: What are educational performance evaluation criteria before the faculty members’ 

teaching? 

The second question: What are educational performance evaluation criteria during the faculty 

members’ teaching? 

The third question: What are educational performance evaluation criteria after the faculty members’ 

teaching? 
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Research methodology. 

The aim of the present study is practical, in terms of nature is descriptive and in terms of methodology 

is a survey. The statistical population in this study was all students in different grades of Payam Noor 

University of Tehran, faculty members and education experts of Payam Noor University of Tehran. 

100 students, 50 faculty members and 30 educational experts were randomly selected. 

In order to collect information, the research made questionnaire included 20 questions in 5 Likert 

range from trivial to critical was used. Face and content validity of the questionnaire was confirmed 

by using experts in education and research opinion. The Cronbach's alpha coefficient was 86% for 

students, 75% for faculty members and 78% for experts, which showed a high validity of 

questionnaire and internal consistency of the items. To analyze the data, one sample t test with SPSS 

software were used. 

 

Research findings. The first question: What are educational performance evaluation criteria 

before the faculty members’ teaching? 

 

Table 1 one-sample t-test results about the items related to the educational performance evaluation 

criteria before the faculty members' teaching according to students. 

 

 

The items Number Average 
Standard 

deviation 

Test value: 3 

t 
Degrees of 

freedom 

Significance 

level 

Determine the course objectives 100 5.48 0.69 4.72 99 0.000 

Determine the timing of courses for semester 100 5.20 0.74 5.6 99 0.000 

Diagnostic evaluation process with input 100 4.73 0.8 3.7 99 0.000 

Determine learning activities 100 4.57 0.7 7.6 99 0.000 

Select educational Tools 100 4.21 0.74 4.8 99 0.000 



9 
 

As shown in Table 1, the one-sample t-test P level, to examine the first question is smaller than the 

0.05 that has evaluated the statistical significant difference between two actual and assumption 

averages of educational performance evaluation criteria before the faculty members’ teaching 

according to the students. Therefore, the null hypothesis that the average value of criteria is equal to 

3, will not be approved. On the other hand, the average of respondents' views about these criteria is 

greater than the number 3 and in total, average data analysis results show that, the t statistic for all 

criteria is greater than the critical value 1.96 and it is in the critical region. In other words, a mean 

difference of all the criteria is significant in the number 3, therefore, mean of all the criteria is above 

average (3). Therefore, we can say that the educational performance assessment criteria are confirmed 

before faculty members’ teaching and according to the students in the study community. 

 

Table 2 one-sample t-test results about the items related to the educational performance evaluation 

criteria before the faculty members' teaching according to faculty members. 

As shown in Table 2, the one-sample t-test P level, to examine the first question is smaller than the 

0.05 that has evaluated the statistical significant difference between two actual and assumption 

averages of educational performance evaluation criteria before the faculty members’ teaching 

according to the faculty members. Therefore, the null hypothesis that the average value of criteria is 

equal to 3, will not be approved. On the other hand, the average of respondents' views about these 

criteria is greater than the number 3 and in total, average data analysis results show that, the t statistic 

The items Number Average 
Standard 

deviation 

Test value: 3 

t 
Degrees of 

freedom 

Significance 

level 

Determine the course objectives 50 8.68 0.36 3.7 49 0.000 

Determine the timing of courses for semester 50 5.03 0.63 6.8 49 0.000 

Diagnostic evaluation process with input 50 3.9 0.67 5.12 49 0.000 

Determine learning activities 50 5.14 0.57 7.8 49 0.000 

Select educational Tools 50 4.85 0.52 5.3 49 0.000 
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for all criteria is greater than the critical value 1.96 and it is in the critical region of the test. In other 

words, mean difference of all the criteria is significant in the number 3, therefore, mean of all the 

criteria is above average (3). Therefore, we can say that the educational performance assessment 

criteria are confirmed before faculty members’ teaching and according to the faculty members. 

 

Table 3 one-sample t-test results about the items related to the educational performance evaluation 

criteria before the faculty members' teaching according to experts. 

As shown in Table 3, the one-sample t-test P level, to examine the first question is smaller than the 

0.05 that has evaluated the statistical significant difference between two actual and assumption 

averages of educational performance evaluation criteria before the faculty members’ teaching 

according to the experts. Therefore, the null hypothesis that the average value of criteria is equal to 

3, will not be approved. On the other hand, the average of respondents' views about these criteria is 

greater than the number 3 and in total, average data analysis results show that, the t statistic for all 

criteria is greater than the critical value 1.96 and it is in the critical region of the test. In other words, 

mean difference of all the criteria is significant in the number 3, therefore, mean of all the criteria is 

above average (3). Therefore, we can say that the educational performance assessment criteria are 

confirmed before faculty members’ teaching and according to the experts of the population. 

The second question: What are educational performance evaluation criteria during the faculty 

members’ teaching? 

The items Number Average 
Standard 

deviation 

Test value: 3 

t 
Degrees of 

freedom 

Significance 

level 

Determine the course objectives 30 6.18 0.69 3.12 29 0.000 

Determine the timing of courses for semester 30 6.30 0.74 4.62 29 0.000 

Diagnostic evaluation process with input 30 5.83 0.8 4.5 29 0.000 

Determine learning activities 30 5.64 0.7 8.9 29 0.000 

Select educational Tools 30 5.33 0.74 5.6 29 0.000 
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Table 4 one-sample t-test results about the items related to the educational performance evaluation 

criteria during the faculty members' teaching according to students. 

As shown in Table 4, the one-sample t-test P level, to examine the second question is smaller than 

the 0.05 that has evaluated the statistical significant difference between two actual and assumption 

averages of educational performance evaluation criteria during the faculty members’ teaching 

according to the students. Therefore, the null hypothesis that the average value of criteria is equal to 

3, will not be approved. On the other hand, the average of respondents' views about these criteria is 

greater than the number 3 and in total, average data analysis results show that, the t statistic for all 

criteria is greater than the critical value 1.96 and it is in the critical region of the test. In other words, 

mean difference of all the criteria is significant in the number 3, therefore, mean of all the criteria is 

The items Number Average 
Standard 

deviation 

Test value: 3 

T 
Degrees of 

freedom 

Significance 

level 

Skill in selecting and arranging content 100 5.14 0.924 8.1 99 0.000 

View photos, posters and  ...  100 4.14 0.55 7.6 99 0.000 

Establish a significant relationship between 

previous and new learning 

100 4.61 0.437 6.5 99 0.000 

Proper communication between teacher and 

student 

100 5.64 0.645 3.7 99 0.000 

Voice and Speech role in understanding and 

conveying material 

100 4.71 0.532 6.8 99 0.000 

Motivation and creativity in students 100 4.6 0.823 5.12 99 0.000 

Discipline and training regulations 100 3.61 0.59 7.8 99 0.000 

Promoting the active participation of students in 

discussions and  ...  

100 4.04 0.824 5.3 99 0.000 

Interest, patience of professor to answer the 

questions 

100 4.76 0.55 9.6 99 0.000 

Select appropriate teaching methods to provide 

lessons 

100 4.71 0.534 5.7 99 0.000 

Summary and conclusions of the lesson; 100 4.71 0.417 7.4 99 0.000 

Evaluation (mid-term exams) 100 4.5 0.667 8.5 99 0.000 
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above average (3). Therefore, we can say that the educational performance assessment criteria are 

confirmed during faculty members’ teaching and according to the students of the population. 

 

Table 5 one-sample t-test results about the items related to the educational performance evaluation 

criteria during the faculty members' teaching according to faculty members 

As shown in Table 5, the one-sample t-test P level, to examine the second question is smaller than 

the 0.05 that has evaluated the statistical significant difference between two actual and assumption 

averages of educational performance evaluation criteria during the faculty members’ teaching 

according to the faculty members. Therefore, the null hypothesis that the average value of criteria is 

equal to 3, will not be approved. On the other hand, the average of respondents' views about these 

The items Number Average 
Standard 

deviation 

Test value: 3 

t 
Degrees of 

freedom 

Significance 

level 

Skill in selecting and arranging content 50 8.16 0.424 5.1 49 0.000 

View photos, posters and  ...  50 6.4 0.65 5.8 49 0.000 

Establish a significant relationship between 

previous and new learning 

50 6.4 0.717 6.35 49 0.000 

Proper communication between teacher and 

student 

50 7.6 0.564 7.7 49 0.000 

Voice and Speech role in understanding and 

conveying material 

50 5.6 0.352 8.3 49 0.000 

Motivation and creativity in students 50 8.5 0.384 7.2 49 0.000 

Discipline and training regulations 50 5.6 0.69 6.7 49 0.000 

Promoting the active participation of students in 

discussions and  ...  

50 4.26 0.428 5.3 49 0.000 

Interest, patience of professor to answer the 

questions 

50 7.5 0.69 8.5 49 0.000 

Select appropriate teaching methods to provide 

lessons 

50 6.3 0.453 5.4 49 0.000 

Summary and conclusions of the lesson; 50 6.7 0.47 6.4 49 0.000 

Evaluation (mid-term exams) 50 5.8 0.69 7.3 49 0.000 
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criteria is greater than the number 3 and in total, average data analysis results show that, the t statistic 

for all criteria is greater than the critical value 1.96 and it is in the critical region of the test. In other 

words, mean difference of all the criteria is significant in the number 3, therefore, mean of all the 

criteria is above average (3). Therefore, we can say that the educational performance assessment 

criteria are confirmed during faculty members’ teaching and according to the faculty members. 

Table 6 one-sample t-test results about the items related to the educational performance evaluation 

criteria during the faculty members' teaching according to the experts. 

As shown in Table 6, the one-sample t-test P level, to examine the second question is smaller than 

the 0.05 that has evaluated the statistical significant difference between two actual and assumption 

averages of educational performance evaluation criteria during the faculty members’ teaching 

according to the faculty members. Therefore, the null hypothesis that the average value of criteria is 

The items Number Average 
Standard 

deviation 

Test value: 3 

t 
Degrees of 

freedom 

Significance 

level 

Skill in selecting and arranging content 30 3.6 0.924 4.1 29 0.000 

View photos, posters and  ...  30 4.64 0.55 7.8 29 0.000 

Establish a significant relationship between 

previous and new learning 

30 4.04 0.437 4.35 29 0.000 

Proper communication between teacher and student 30 9.5 0.645 8.7 29 0.000 

Voice and Speech role in understanding and 

conveying material 

30 6.71 0.532 9.3 29 0.000 

Motivation and creativity in students 30 5.61 0.823 9.2 29 0.000 

Discipline and training regulations 30 6.16 0.59 4.7 29 0.000 

Promoting the active participation of students in 

discussions and  ...  

30 5.1 0.824 6.3 29 0.000 

Interest, patience of professor to answer the 

questions 

30 7.6 0.55 7.5 29 0.000 

Select appropriate teaching methods to provide 

lessons 

30 6.8 0.534 6.4 29 0.000 

Summary and conclusions of the lesson; 30 7.9 0.417 4.4 29 0.000 

Evaluation (mid-term exams) 30 4.8 0.667 9.3 29 0.000 
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equal to 3, will not be approved. On the other hand, the average of respondents' views about these 

criteria is greater than the number 3 and in total, average data analysis results show that, the t statistic 

for all criteria is greater than the critical value 1.96 and it is in the critical region of the test. In other 

words, mean difference of all the criteria is significant in the number 3, therefore, mean of all the 

criteria is above average (3). Therefore, we can say that the educational performance assessment 

criteria are confirmed during faculty members’ teaching and according to the experts of the 

population. 

The third question: What are educational performance evaluation criteria after the faculty 

members’ teaching? 

Table 7 one-sample t-test results about the items related to the educational performance evaluation 

criteria after the faculty members' teaching according to the students. 

As shown in Table 7, the one-sample t-test P level, to examine the third question is smaller than the 

0.05 that has evaluated the statistical significant difference between two actual and assumption 

averages of educational performance evaluation criteria after the faculty members’ teaching 

according to the students. Therefore, the null hypothesis that the average value of criteria is equal to 

3, will not be approved. On the other hand, the average of respondents' views about these criteria is 

greater than the number 3 and in total, average data analysis results show that, the t statistic for all 

criteria is greater than the critical value 1.96 and it is in the critical region of the test. In other words, 

mean difference of all the criteria is significant in the number 3, therefore, mean of all the criteria is 

above average (3). Therefore, we can say that the educational performance assessment criteria are  

The items Number Average 
Standard 

deviation 

Test value: 3 

t 
Degrees of 

freedom 

Significance 

level 

Preparing students for lessons the next session 100 6.2 0.59 5.12 99 0.000 

Giving practice and homework to acquire skills 

and more information 

100 3.68 0.89 6.9 99 0.000 

Review and summarize the lesson 100 4.13 0.67 6.4 99 0.000 
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confirmed after faculty members’ teaching and according to the students of the population. 

Table 8 one-sample t-test results about the items related to the educational performance evaluation 

criteria after the faculty members' teaching according to the faculty members. 

 

As shown in Table 8, the one-sample t-test P level, to examine the third question is smaller than the 

0.05 that has evaluated the statistical significant difference between two actual and assumption 

averages of educational performance evaluation criteria after the faculty members’ teaching 

according to the faculty members. Therefore, the null hypothesis that the average value of criteria is 

equal to 3, will not be approved. On the other hand, the average of respondents' views about these 

criteria is greater than the number 3 and in total, average data analysis results show that, the t statistic 

for all criteria is greater than the critical value 1.96 and it is in the critical region of the test. In other 

words, mean difference of all the criteria is significant in the number 3, therefore, mean of all the 

criteria is above average (3). Therefore, we can say that the educational performance assessment 

criteria are confirmed after faculty members’ teaching and according to the faculty members. 

The items Number Average 
Standard 

deviation 

Test value: 3 

t 
Degrees of 

freedom 

Significance 

level 

Preparing students for lessons the next 

session 

50 6.68 0.709 7.6 49 0.000 

Giving practice and homework to acquire 

skills and more information 

50 5.67 0.49 8.7 49 0.000 

Review and summarize the lesson 50 5.43 0.87 6.3 49 0.000 
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Table 9 one-sample t-test results about the items related to the educational performance evaluation 

criteria after the faculty members' teaching according to the experts. 

As shown in Table 9, the one-sample t-test P level, to examine the third question is smaller than the 

0.05 that has evaluated the statistical significant difference between two actual and assumption 

averages of educational performance evaluation criteria after the faculty members’ teaching 

according to the experts. Therefore, the null hypothesis that the average value of criteria is equal to 

3, will not be approved. On the other hand, the average of respondents' views about these criteria is 

greater than the number 3 and in total, average data analysis results show that, the t statistic for all 

criteria is greater than the critical value 1.96 and it is in the critical region of the test. In other words, 

mean difference of all the criteria is significant in the number 3, therefore, mean of all the criteria is 

above average (3). Therefore, we can say that the educational performance assessment criteria are 

confirmed after faculty members’ teaching and according to the experts of the population. 

 

CONCLUSIONS. 

Here is a summary of findings: 

 Performance evaluation criteria of training before faculty members’ teaching were confirmed in 

terms of the students, faculty members and educational experts. The average benchmark of 

determining the objectives for the lesson, according to the students and faculty members and 

The items Number Average 
Standard 

deviation 

Test value: 3 

t Degrees of freedom 
Significance 

level 

Preparing students for lessons the next 

session 

30 4.78 0.709 6.6 29 0.000 

Giving practice and homework to 

acquire skills and more information 

30 3.98 0.49 5.7 29 0.000 

Review and summarize the lesson 30 4.3 0.87 4.3 29 0.000 



17 
 

educational experts shows that, the three groups pay attention to the human side of teaching, more 

than other dimensions. In addition, the choice of educational tools, as the last priority has shown that 

students and faculty members pay less attention to the technological and physical aspect, which is 

due to their knowledge to the lack of educational tools in all courses. However, educational experts, 

given that, are not in the context of teaching; they have chosen the diagnostic evaluation as a last 

priority, which, it is because of the lack of their attention to the importance of this component. 

Performance evaluation criteria of training were confirmed in addition to the teaching of faculty 

members, according to the students, faculty members and educational experts. Selecting the proper 

communication between students and teachers according to the students and faculty members, 

indicates that both of these groups emphasize on the promotion of human and ethical dimension of 

teaching and have less attention to the choice of educational tools in their class. However, educational 

experts, with selecting a motivation component in the students as the highest priority, have shown 

that, a creative and motivated student in the class is demonstrating an effective teaching and success 

of a faculty member. 

Criteria for evaluating educational performance, after faculty members’ teaching according to the 

students, faculty members and educational experts were confirmed. The average benchmark of 

preparing students for the next session lessons according to the three groups, as a first priority, 

suggests that, arousing the curiosity of students, to motivate, to collect more topics related to the next 

session course, which help the student’s self-centered is of great importance. Component selection of 

practice and homework to learn more skills to students, has a lower priority in terms of students, 

which can consider it, due to two reasons: the practice and homework in the educational system has 

most of the time considered as a punishment, lack of exercise and class assignments in the final 

assessment from the faculty members, which makes the student does not care. 
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According to the results, criteria for evaluating educational performance of the faculty members in 

three areas before, during and after teaching is accredited by students, faculty members and experts 

in education. Therefore, it is suggested, the culture of evaluation will be expanded in the educational 

system. 

According to the results, in the survey of students, faculty members and educational experts, about 

the criteria for evaluating educational performance of faculty members, component of diagnostic 

evaluation, before teaching in terms of students and professors are in the third priority and in terms 

of education experts is in the last priority. This is because of the lack of awareness to the importance 

of this component. Thus, according to the importance of diagnostic assessment in the evaluation of 

student learning, workshops to improve the understanding of students, faculty members and 

educational experts, with respect to this important issue, seems essential. 
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