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This evaluation research aimed 1)investigate instructors’ performance with
respect to Ramkhamhaeng University’s professional ethics, and 2) to compare their
performance in accordance with gender, age, academic position, and teaching
experience. The population for the study were 786 instructors from nine faculties of
ramkhamhaeng University. The samples for the study were 500 instructors, chosen
by the multi-stage sampling method. The instrument of this study was a questionnaire,
which had nine questions; the questionnaire’s reliability coefficient was 0.86.
Completed questionnaires were return from 272 instructors. (54.40 %) The statistics
used in data analysis were percentages, mean, standard deviation, t-test, one-way
analysis of variance, and multiple comparison of Scheffe’s method.

The results of the study are as follows:

1. Ramkhamhaeng University instructors performed at the highest level of
professional ethics. -

2. The five ethical standards the instructors agreed with the most are ranked as
follows, from highest to lowest: No. 5) Should teach with full effort, sincerity,
equality, compassion, and fairness, and does not take control over students; No. 1)
Should be a good giver who gives students knowledge, ability, skills, and ethics;

No. 2) Should be a good role model for students and people in general by acting with
good behavior, speech, and mind, both in public and in private; No. 3) Performs the
tasks with conscientiousness, responsibility, sacrifice, patience, honesty, good faith,
and evidence and verifiability; and No. 9) Should be responsible to society and the
country. They also observed the other four aspects of the professional ethics at a high

level: No. 4) Should be willing to improve academic standards, personality, and vision
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continuously in order to be up-to date; No. 6) Should perform tasks with academic
_freedom and should not be controlled by any wrong influence or benefits; should not
infringe the rights or works of others; and should persist in correctness; No. 8) Should
promote and create unity among people and treat others with true friendship and be
part of any activities that aim to develop the University, community, and country; and
No. 7) Should follow obligations ethically in all aspects of teaching, research, and
academic community service, and should promote art and culture.
3. The results of the comparison of Ramkhamhaeng instructors’ observance of

professional ethics, separated by their general status, are as follows:

3.1 Male and female instructors’ professional ethics were not different,
except that male instructors showed a higher level of No.4 than female instructors.

3.2 Instructors with different ages did not have different levels of
professional ethics, except instructors aged lower than 30 years old, who followed
No. 7 at a lower level than the older instructors did.

3.3 Instructors with different academic positions performed no differently,
except that instructors who held academic position as instructors showed a higher level
of No. 3 and No. 4 than instructors with the position of assistant professors did.

3.4 Instructors with different level of experience showed no differences in
professional ethics, except that instructors with less than 20 years and with more than
31 years of experience performed better on No.4 than instructors who had 21-30 years
experience. Also, instructors with less than 10 years of experience performed at a

higher level on No.8 than instructors who had 21-30 years of experience.





