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Considering the vita an important vehicle for self-

presentation in the process of applying for post-secondary 

academic postions, this study examined how vita contents are 

valued by readers of vitae in different academic 

disciplines. Disciplines were classified as having a high, 

moderate, or low paradigm. Subjects included 121 faculty in 

nine departments at a Texas doctorate-granting university. 

A questionnaire was used to evaluate respondents1 views on 

the importance and appropriateness of 62 vita content items, 

certain form characteristics, and the overall value of the 

vita, in the evaluation of applicants for faculty positions. 

Results indicated information about research activities was 

valued more by high and moderate than by low paradigm groups 

(EK.0005). All groups rated information about teaching 

experience as important. Low paradigm groups valued 

information about artistic achievements more than moderate 

and high groups (p<.0001). Within the high and moderate 

groups, information about research activities and prestige 

were also important, while the low group rated teaching 

experience higher than research activities (p<.05), with 



prestige and artistic achievements also being important. 

Address and phone numbers were very important across groups. 

Most demographic information was deemed unimportant. Some 

demographics were judged ethically inappropriate, 

particularly political affiliation, though even within 

groups there was ambivalence regarding appropriatenes of 

demographics. Spelling accuracy was uniformly valued. All 

groups judged the vita as very important in the process of 

screening applicants. 

The overall importance of research activities and 

teaching experience requires that both be reported in a vita 

written for any discipline, along with prestige indicators. 

It may be wise to omit unimportant items which are also 

considered inappropriate such as family information, 

military experience, physical descriptors, and non-work 

related interests. However, a great deal of latitude exists 

for reporting information which vita writers consider 

important in presenting themselves for evaluation. While 

findings do not suggest essential differences in vitae being 

prepared for different disciplines, institutional 

differences may require different emphases in vitae. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Self Presentation and the Vita 

Professionals and students in many areas of academic 

arts and sciences are accustomed to providing vitae to 

introduce themselves to prospective employers and/or 

trainers. These vitae form the basis of preliminary 

evaluations of the professional or student, in many cases 

being the initial presentation of the person to the 

prospective employer or institution. 

Applying for employment or a student position involves 

presenting oneself to an audience for evaluation. Theories 

of self-presentation and self-identification emphasize the 

interpersonal nature of these processes. In the language of 

self-presentation theory, both an "actor" and his or her 

"audience" are involved. While actors engage in many 

private behaviors, out of view or influence of audiences, 

self-presentation is very public. The influence of the 

audience, real or imaginal, is as important to the actor's 

behavior as any characteristic of the actor. 

Self-presentation is "the process of establishing an 

identity through the appearance one presents to others" 

(Arkin & Baumgardner, 1986, p. 75). In their efforts to 



gain control and function effectively in a social world, 

individuals are motivated to seek approval and avoid the 

disapproval of others, presenting themselves in particular 

ways to influence how others evaluate them. Impressing or 

influencing the audience is one of two goals in an actor's 

presentation to others (Baumeister & Tice, 1986). 

Self-presentation is a public aspect of a more general 

process of self-identification, which is "the process, 

means, or result of showing oneself to be a particular type 

of person, thereby specifying one's identity" (Schlenker, 

1986, p. 23). The process of self-identification involves 

the interaction of the person, the situation, and one or 

more significant audiences (Schlenker, 1986). The present 

discussion focuses on the audience element of the self-

identification triad. 

There are a variety of audiences potentially involved 

in any act of self-identification (Schlenker, 1986). The 

self may be an audience, as it evaluates its own thoughts 

and behaviors by referring to its own values and standards. 

The second type of audience includes those with whom one 

interacts, has interacted in the past, or anticipates 

interacting in the future. A third type of audience, and the 

most important for this discussion, consists of those people 

whose values and standards are used as a reference point in 

evaluation, whether or not there is actual interaction. 

These people may include a deceased loved one, a fictional 



hero who is an imagined evaluator, or even a potential 

evaluator. 

Audiences may exert influence on one's self-identity in 

a number of ways (Schlenker, 1986). The audience may cue 

information about the self in relation to that particular 

audience, specifically the role the self commonly takes in 

the presence of that audience. The audience also serves as 

a receptor of communications about the self. Among other 

things, audiences judge the presentation of the actor and 

give feedback, based on their standards, concerning the 

quality and value of the observed activities of the actor. 

In order for the actor to create a desirable 

impression, it is necessary for him or her to convey 

information in language the audience understands. The form 

in which information is presented is important, too. 

Information should be "packaged" in acceptable ways; this 

packaging may require putting oneself in the audience's 

position, to understand what the audience is looking for. 

The literature suggests that actors behave in various ways 

depending upon what they perceive or know the audience's 

values to be. Based on its values, knowledge, and 

standards, the audience then evaluates the actor's 

activities, and expresses approval or disapproval 

(Schlenker, 1986). 

The communication and audience evaluation aspects of 

self-presentation are relevant to the process of application 
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for professional or student positions. This process 

involves an applicant's initial identification or 

presentation; in most cases this is in the form of a vita. 

The hiring or student acceptance process includes finding 

suitable people for the position at hand, then reducing the 

list to a few to interview. For example, applicants' vitae 

and recommendations may be passed to the entire full-time 

staff for their opinions, then from this information two or 

three may be invited to interview (Caplow & McGee, 1965). 

While the "packaging" of self-presentations is important, 

and the vita is often a first introduction for the student 

or academic professional, there is little empirical study of 

the vita as a form of self-presentation. 

All academic professionals, as well as other 

professionals in a variety of fields, must write and keep 

current a vita or resume for instances when they must make a 

formal written professional introduction of themselves. 

However, information regarding the appropriate form and 

content of the document appears to be largely anecdotal, 

passed from mentor to student, or written as "suggestions" 

in books (Boynton, 1951; Lewis, 1988; Resume Service, 1967; 

Taylor, 1975). Occasionally, studies are published with 

findings regarding one category within the vita, such as 

marital status (Bronstein, Black, Pfennig, & White, 1986) or 

number and type of publications to include (Epstein, 1985; 

Hayes, 1983; Kaplan, 1985). With the informal vita-writing 



procedures commonly used, the sample of potential formats is 

small, and a variety of alternative formats are not likely 

to be found (Crossman & Nazzaro, 1976). 

Without empirical data guiding choices about what 

should or should not, or may or may not be included in one's 

vita, a professional or student applicant may not have the 

necessary information to write the best or most effective 

vita with which to present himself or herself to potential 

employers or professors. The vita writer is left to guess 

how the vita will be judged by its readers, hoping that the 

recommendations casually offered by others are appropriate 

to the audience at hand. 

The Audience in Academia 

Having emphasized the importance of knowing one's 

audience when presenting a vita as part of an application 

process, it is necessary to elaborate on the nature of the 

audience in academia. Some write of the hiring process in 

academia using general terms, making few distinctions among 

different disciplines within the university (Caplow & McGee, 

1965). The "academic profession" as a homogeneous 

occupation generally does not exist, however. It may more 

accurately be described and discussed as a conglomeration of 

individual professions (Light, 1974). There is reason to 

believe that academic fields differ in many important ways. 

Many who have commented on academic professions have urged 

extreme caution in making general statements about any 



academic processes (Becher, 1987; Mahoney, 1976; Biglan, 

1973a, 1973b; Light, 1974). It is also important to attend 

to differences among disciplines, not blindly applying 

research findings about one discipline to other areas 

(Biglan, 1973a; Biglan, 1973b). The history, intellectual 

style, and methods of communication are unique to each 

discipline, making it essential to understand the category 

of inquiry and its peculiarities in order to understand the 

profession (Becher, 1987). 

The two primary models which distinguish or categorize 

academic disciplines are presented by Becher (1987) and Kuhn 

(1970). Becher's model combines concepts developed by Kolb 

(1981) with a simplified version of Biglan*s (1973a) three-

axis model. Becher classifies academic disciplines on two 

axes: hard/soft and pure/applied. Hard sciences are 

generally described as "cumulative" versus soft sciences 

which are "reiterative." The cumulative nature of hard 

sciences refers to the growth of knowledge in the field, 

which is "linear." Large problems are addressed in smaller, 

clearly delineated pieces, and the intended outcome is 

generally the discovery or explanation of something new or 

unknown. Focus is placed on discovering the regularity and 

simplicity of things. The reiterative, soft sciences, on 

the other hand, tend to study previously examined phenomena. 

The next logical step in inquiry is not as clear in these 

fields as in the hard sciences. Investigation advances in 



"complex ways" as researchers strive to "comprehend 

complexity, not simplify it" (Becher, 1987, p. 280). Soft 

sciences tend to concentrate on the particular and 

qualitiative, as opposed to the general and quantitative 

goals of hard sciences. 

The other axis, pure versus applied, refers to the 

ultimate purpose of the field of endeavor. Applied fields 

emphasize "knowing how" as much as "knowing that;" there is 

a "practical end in view" (Becher, 1987, p. 280). 

Judgements of both hard and soft applied research are based 

on the functional value of their output. Though neither 

Biglan nor Becher specify the defining characteristics of 

"pure" fields, the implication is that the applicability of 

research findings is irrelevant, and researchers strive 

merely to explain phenomena in their fields. 

Biglan (1973a) indicates which fields belong in which 

categories, one axis at a time. Hard sciences include 

physical sciences and engineering, while education and the 

humanities are soft disciplines. Physical sciences, 

mathematics, social sciences, language, history, and 

philosophy are classified as pure sciences, while education, 

accountancy, finance, and engineering are concerned with 

practical application. 

Becher (1987) is more detailed, using both axes 

simultaneously when elaborating how some fields may be 

categorized. He studied six "mainstream" subjects, and all 



but academic law were classified on both axes (see Figure 

1). 

Figure 1 

Disciplines Classified on Hard/Soft and Pure/ADDlied 

Dimensions 

Pure Applied 

Hard Physics Engineering 

Biology 

Soft History 

Sociology 

As part of his effort to clarify the nature of academic 

subject matter within the hard/soft and pure/applied 

dimensions, Biglan (1973b) elaborates on the defining 

characteristics of each dimension. He emphasizes the 

differences among fields which necessitate that each is 

studied independently and that results are not generalized. 

The dimensions are described according to the social 

connectedness, commitment to teaching and research, and 

scholarly output associated with each. The characteristics 

are outlined in Figure 2 below. 

Again Becher (1987) elaborates upon Biglan's 

treatment of the dimensions, discussing the intersections of 

the axes, with reference to hard-pure, soft-pure, hard-

applied, and soft-applied disciplines. He includes 

discriptions of the development of research problems, 



research methods, publication practices, and hiring 

practices (see Figure 3). 
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Figure 2 

Social Connectedness, Committment to Teaching and Research, 

and Scholarly Output for Hard, Soft. Pure, and Applied 

Discplines 

Hard Soft 

Social 
connections 

More co-authors 
High social 
connectedness 

Less collaboration 

Teaching/ 
Research 

Prefer research 
more than soft 

Prefer teaching 
more than hard 

Scholarly 
output 

Fewer books, more 
articles than soft 

More books, fewer 
articles than hard 

Pure Applied 

Social 
connections 

Prefer work with 
others less than 
do applied 

Prefer teaching & 
research with 
others more than 
do pure 

Teaching/ 
Research 

Like research 
more than applied 

Like service 
activities and devote 
more time than do pure 

Scholarly 
output 

Less emphasis 
on applied 
technical reports 

Publish more 
technical reports; 
Higher quality 
first jobs than pure 

Note: Adapted from Biglan, 1973b. 
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Figure 3 

Publication and Hiring Practices for Hard/Soft and 

Pure/Applied Disciplines 

Pure Applied 

Hard Research issues few and 
clear; easily divisible 

Students and supervisors 
collaborate on research 

High rate of publication 
and exchange of 
information 

3 to 5 years post-doc 
before first academic 
position 

Scattered problems 

Less teamwork 

Slower pace 

Recruit from 
outside the 
profession 

Pure Applied 

Soft Research problems less 
clear; not easily 
subdivided 

Work more independently; 
negotiate problems with 
supervisor; little 
incentive for 
collaboration 

Very slow pace; one or 
more years to journal 
publication 

Research problems not 
easily subdivided 

Problems studied by 
individuals, 
sometimes two or 
three 

(no specific comments) 

Note: Adapted from Becher, 1987. 

Though detailed discussion is beyond the scope of the 

present discussion, differences among disciplines are also 
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evident in the way data are statistically analyzed (Meehl, 

1978). The treatment of research findings, the growth of 

the literature, and the progress of the science also vary 

across disciplines (Mahoney, 1976). 

It appears that the primary differences between types 

of disciplines are between the hard/pure and other 

disciplines. There are many similarities between hard and 

soft applied disciplines, and these are largely shared with 

soft/pure disciplines. It is important to avoid "assuming a 

difference in kind between pure science and applied," (Snow, 

1963, p. 68) and the importance of their interface should be 

noted. The differences outlined above primarily relate to 

the business of academia; they do not necessarily imply that 

these fields have no sympathy for one another. 

An additional model for understanding the differences 

among academic fields is the theory of paradigm development, 

developed by Kuhn (1964, 1970), which has been elaborated 

upon by subsequent authors (Becher, 1987; Biglan, 1973a; 

Biglan, 1973b; Lodhal & Gordon, 1972; Mahoney, 1976). A 

thorough and concise discussion of Kuhn's theory is 

presented by Lodhal and Gordon (1972): A paradigm is a body 

of theory which is agreed upon by all in a field. The 

paradigm includes the beliefs, values, and methods shared by 

all those in the discipline. The paradigm gives order and 

structure to the field, provides a framework in which to 

interpret research findings, and points to specific research 
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methods and future research problems. Academic disciplines 

can be placed on a continuum of paradigm development, 

according to the degree of organization and underlying 

theory in the field. Kuhn describes social sciences as 

being pre-paradigmatic, while the physical sciences have 

well-developed paradigms. The paradigm continuum is a major 

way to classify the subject matter of academic disciplines 

(Biglan, 1973a). Physical and biological sciences may be 

described as paradigmatic, while the humanities and 

education are "idiosyncratic" (Biglan, 1973a). 

As part of a study aimed at describing the consequences 

of paradigm development in a field, Lodhal and Gordon (1972) 

surveyed faculty in physics, chemistry, sociology, and 

political science. Questionnaires were given to faculty in 

these fields. To establish a list of more and less 

paradigmatic fields, Lodhal and Gordon first asked 

respondents to indicate their perception of the consensus in 

theory, methodology, training, and scientific content of 

seven academic fields. They were asked to rank order the 

fields from most to least consensus on these factors. 

Physics was rated as having the most consensus, followed in 

order by Chemistry, Biology, Economics, and Psychology. The 

rankings were unanimous for these five subject areas. The 

order differed only for the last two subject areas, 

sociology, which sociologists and political scientists 

agreed was more paradigmatic than political science, and 
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political science, which those in physics and chemistry 

ranked as more paradigmatic than sociology. 

Lodhal and Gordon (1972) also discussed some 

consequences of the level of paradigm development in a 

field. They hypothesized that level of paradigm development 

affects teaching, the operation of graduate departments, and 

research. The high consensus within high paradigm fields, 

they said, leads to a shared vocabulary for communications 

of all kinds which would cause those in physics and 

chemistry to find teaching more rewarding than do those in 

sociology and political science. While this conflicts with 

Biglan's model (1973b), their survey supported this 

hypothesis, showing those in physics and chemistry 

experience less conflict about spending time teaching 

graduate students than do those in the other fields. Lodhal 

and Gordon's (1972) findings also suggest that there is more 

overall conflict and anxiety in fields with weaker 

paradigms. In the less paradigmatic fields, such as social 

sciences, there is less consensus on departmental issues 

such as degree and course requirements than in more 

paradigmatic fields. 

Finally, paradigms affect research in many ways. 

Physical scientists reported less disagreement with research 

collaborators than did those in social sciences. Paradigms 

also contribute to social connectedness, as there is a 

common orientation to research (Biglan, 1973b). In 
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addition, the potential research topics are known or 

dictated by the paradigm. Students in the paradigmatic 

disciplines can therefore be more certain about the nature 

of their research; much decision-making related to research 

in paradigmatic fields is clear and routine. 

Regarding publication, Lodhal and Gordon (1972) cite 

Zuckerman and Merton's (1971) study of journal article 

rejection rates. Zuckerman and Merton note that the highest 

article rejection rates occur in the "pre-paradigmatic" 

humanities. Low paradigm fields, such as social and 

behavioral sciences, have moderate rejection rates, whereas 

there is a low rejection rate in high-paradigm fields such 

as the physical, chemical, and biological sciences. This 

trend continues in subdisciplines wherein the more developed 

subdisciplines have lower rejection rates. 

Fields with a stronger paradigm have more condensed 

bodies of literature (Mahoney, 1976). The average length of 

articles is shorter, and there is a lower ratio of journals 

to scientists in more paradigmatic areas. With a less 

unified paradigm more journals are necessary to communicate 

the variety of approaches. 

Publication rates by individuals in the fields may tend 

to parallel characteristics of the discipline (Becher, 

1987). Given large research teams, easily divisible 

problems, and short, multiple-authored papers, chemists may 

have up to 40 publications by the time of their first 
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appointment, and up to 500 over their entire career. Those 

in the low-paradigm field of history, on the other hand, 

with greater requirements for explanation of methods and 

theory, will produce around one or two articles per year, 

and a book every few years is expected. Perhaps as a result 

of these types of differences in research, the amount of 

research "in the humanities and in the professional fields 

is somewhat less than in the natural and social sciences," 

though the "research function" is shared by all disciplines 

(Bowen & Schuster, 1986, p. 18). 

The paradigm also affects the form in which research 

communications are made (Becher, 1987; Biglan, 1973b). When 

theory and research methods are familiar to all, 

communications can be short and concise; this explains the 

existence of more journal articles than books among 

paradigmatic fields. When an area has no overriding theory, 

however, researchers must specify and justify the 

assumptions they make in designing their studies, and 

clarify the criteria which will be used to interpret 

fingings. The common core of knowledge provided by the 

paradigm also contributes to the speed and efficiency of the 

communication process in the most highly developed 

disciplines (Lodhal & Gordon, 1972). 

As may be clear by now, the two models used to explain 

differences across academic sciences are very similar, with 

a great deal of overlap. In many ways the hard/soft 
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dichotomy subsumes the notion of paradigmatic development. 

The fields designated as "hard" sciences are the same as 

those considered to have strong paradigms, the "softer" 

social sciences are described as having a low paradigm, 

while the humanities are pre-paradigmatic. Hard sciences 

and high-paradigm fields are similarly described in terms of 

social connectedness, and many aspects of research, 

including rate and location of publication (journals versus 

books). The notion of paradigm is in fact used by Biglan 

(1973b) and Becher (1987) when they explain differences in 

the content and types of publications between hard and soft 

sciences. Both authors primarily deal with the hard/soft, 

pure/applied dimensions, but find the notion of paradigm to 

be useful in accounting for these distinctions. A noteable 

difference exists with regard to the models' statements 

about teaching. Biglan (1973b) describes hard disciplines 

as preferring research activity to teaching. On the other 

hand, Lodhal and Gordon's findings (1972) suggest that those 

in disciplines with well developed paradigms experience less 

personal conflict about teaching than do those in lower 

paradigm disciplines. 

For the remainder of this paper the constructs of 

hard/soft sciences and level of paradigm development will be 

considered equivalent and used interchangeably. In 

discussing differences across sciences, writers variously 

use one or the other model, or simply identify sciences 
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without reference to either model. Therefore, considering 

the two models as overlapping will facilitate discussions 

about different characteristics of the sciences. 

Professional Evaluation 

Returning to the focus of discussion at the beginning 

of this paper, the interest at this point is to evaluate how 

the differences across academic disciplines are related to 

the evaluation of professionals in these fields. Do 

differences in level of paradigm development of disciplines 

affect the kinds of information considered necessary for 

professional evaluation? 

Research 

The importance of the number of publications in the 

evaluation process cannot be overstated. A 1965 survey of 

faculty in liberal arts departments at ten major U. S. 

universities revealed that many consider professional 

productivity to be tied directly with research or 

publication of books and articles. Some survey respondents 

"specifically excluded from consideration other activities, 

such as teaching, administration, creative artistry, public 

service, or internal service to the university" (Caplow & 

McGee, 1965, p. 70). The faculty evaluation and reward 

system has seemingly changed little in the intervening years 

(Barnett, 1992; Jacobson, 1992b; Mooney, 1991b; Mooney, 

1991c; Mooney, 1992), with research productivity being the 
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primary basis of promotion in a "publish or perish" 

business. 

When determining who does and does not belong in the 

academic professions, some consider professional 

publications, and possibly scholarly reputation, to be the 

most appropriate criteria. While a young PhD in the mid-50s 

would often be hired without an interview, merely presenting 

a vita with few or no publications (Mahoney, 1976), the vita 

these days must show some minimum number of publications for 

a candidate to be considered for an academic position. 

Evaluation of prospective faculty has been strongly biased 

toward publication, and even writers who emphasize the 

importance of other academic endeavors, including teaching, 

public service, and institutional governance, support the 

inclusion of publications as an essential aspect of 

evaluation in the traditional system: 

. . . the academic community is surely on the right 

track when it gives weight to intellectual and artistic 

achievement when judging faculty members for 

appointment and promotion. However, they should and 

generally do also give significant weight to 

performance in teaching (Bowen & Schuster, 1986, p. 

19). 

Clearly, publications are considered important 

information in the evaluation of academic professionals in 

general. Several researchers have also examined ways in 
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which evaluation of academic professionals is influenced by 

the quality of published works, or the journals in which 

publications occur. 

In predicting professional success, the quality of 

publications may be more important than quantity (Cole & 

Cole, 1973). However, many academic professionals feel that 

"promotion and tenure committees 'only know how to count' 

and may attend less to quality" (Hayes, 1983, p. 1398). To 

create a database about how academic vitae are evaluated, 

and to examine the interaction of quality and quantity 

within the publication record, Hayes (1983) conducted a 

questionnaire study of 476 clinical and 476 experimental 

psychologists. He distributed a four-item form and a 

"condensed" vita which had three, nine, or eighteen 

publications, of which 0, 33, 66, or 100 percent were in 

journals considered by the field to be "high quality." 

Findings indicated that high output, without a reasonable 

number of high quality journals, was related to ratings 

lower than or similar to those who had smaller, but higher 

quality, publication records. Specifically, those with 

three articles, all (100%) of high quality received higher 

overall ratings than those with nine publications, three 

(33%) in high quality journals. These findings were similar 

for both groups of psychologist subjects. 

The stimuli were in many ways very different from real 

vitae. Twenty percent of respondents said in real 
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evaluations they would consider other aspects of the 

publication record, such as content, originality, and 

evidence of a research program, and would not really 

evaluate applicants with the little information available in 

the experimental vita (Hayes, 1983). However, "if the data 

are representative, adding what are perceived to be low-

quality publications will usually hurt, may at times be 

neutral, and will rarely help peer ratings of achievement" 

(Hayes, 1983, p. 1400). There may be other aspects of 

professional growth however; for events such as editorial 

opportunities, and conference and convention invitations, 

where visibility is required, quantity may be more important 

than quality (Hayes, 1983). 

Regardless of the above findings, the faculty reward 

system "is widely seen as equating" quality and quantity of 

publications (Mooney, 1991b, p. Al). Many academicians are 

concerned that the publish or perish bias and evaluation by 

counting publications at universities results in "trivial" 

research, strains the peer review system, and in the worst 

case "may even motivate scholars to publish fraudulent 

research results" (Mooney, 1991b, p. A16). The sciences 

have been seen as the primary villains regarding 

overpublication, while the humanities have taken criticism 

for low quality, as they conduct "non-traditional" research 

(Mooney, 1991b, p. A16). 
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Evaluation of the citation record rather than 

publication quantity has been advocated, with some viewing 

citations as an indicator of the impact of the research 

(Mooney, 1991c). Some universities and departments have 

considered or implemented a policy of limiting the number of 

publications which can be submitted for evaluation for 

promotion decisions. The hope motivating this endeavor is 

that professors' time devoted to teaching will increase. 

The pressure to "crank out papers" may decrease at the same 

time (Mooney, 1991b, p. A16). The role of research in 

relation to other factors, specifically teaching, in the 

evaluation of professors is a difficult question which is 

widely debated, and will be elaborated later in this paper. 

Most of what has been presented here concerning the 

importance of numbers of publications and the relative 

importance of quantity and quality of publications has been 

generic. Reference to specific fields has occurred 

primarily when studies were limited to one discipline (Cole 

& Cole, 1973; Hayes, 1983). An exception is with Fulton and 

Trow's (1974) large study of research activity within 

different types of academic institutions and academic 

disciplines (Fulton & Trow, 1974). Looking only at 

universities and high quality four year colleges, where 

research is generally more emphasized, they found almost 

twice as many of the faculty in the biological sciences as 

in the fine arts had published anything in the prior two 
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years. Those in the humanities published 25 percent less 

than those in biological sciences in the same time period. 

Further, among all levels of institutions, those in 

biological sciences consistently published more than faculty 

in other disciplines. 

Social and physical sciences were found to be similar 

in research productivity, both generally above the mean 

percentage of faculty with recent publications (Fulton & 

Trow, 1974). Below this mean, and dropping in publications 

respectively, are business, the humanities, education, and 

fine arts. Their findings regarding research interests 

parallel those suggested by the hard/soft model. The one 

exception to this is with the social and physical sciences 

which are more alike than the hard/soft model would predict. 

The limited differentiation by field regarding the 

importance of publication implicitly confirms that 

publication is important across fields. The importance of 

publication is largely explained by the fact that it is 

considered to be a major indicator of the prestige or 

prestige potential of an applicant. To compete in the field 

of the nation's universities, the higher administration of 

universities wants "names" (Caplow & McGee, 1965). 

Academicians also want their prospective colleagues to have 

respectable publication records as an indication that they 

will be able to support or enhance the reputation of the 

institution and the department (Howard, Cole, & Maxwell, 
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1987). Institutions will heavily recruit productive 

researchers as part of the effort to increase institutional 

prestige (Mooney, 1992a). A 1989-1990 survey, "The American 

college teacher: National norms for the 1989-90 H. E. R. I. 

faculty survey," found that 75.3% of faculty members at 392 

colleges and universities considered "increasing or 

maintaining institutional prestige" to be of high priority 

at their insititutions (cited in Mooney, 1991a). Where 

professional expertise and experience may be demonstrated 

and judged on the spot by audition, and where there is a 

record of performance experiences and skills, in fields such 

as music or art, research may be less important (Caplow & 

McGee, 1965). 

Teaching 

Teaching is also a primary responsibility of university 

faculty. A 1989-90 survey of faculty from 392 American 

universities revealed that 72.1% of respondents have primary 

interests which "lean toward" or are "very heavily" in 

teaching (cited in Mooney, 1991a). The degree of emphasis 

to be placed on teaching experience in hiring, promotion, 

and tenure is the subject of much analysis, debate, and 

change, however. Some place little emphasis on teaching 

experience in evaluation, assuming that good researchers 

will by definition be good teachers. In the past, teaching 

ability may have been assumed to be adequate based merely on 

the Ph.D. degree (Caplow & McGee, 1965). However, the Ph.D. 



25 

"is not sufficient qualification for membership in the 

professoriate" (Bowen & Schuster, 1986/ p. 25). In 

addition, though some would say otherwise, the evidence does 

not clearly support "that good research is both a necessary 

and sufficient condition for good teaching" (Finkelstein, 

1984, p. 126, cited in Bowen & Schuster, 1986). The 

specificity of narrow research programs, versus broader 

knowledge which can be applied by undergraduates to a 

variety of fields, is one reason why devotion to a singular 

research focus "is not a particularly good foundation for 

excellent teaching" (Barnett, 1992). Teaching must be 

evaluated independently, not assumed adequate or excellent 

based on other experience or credentials. 

The ability to teach is difficult to evaluate, however, 

and "the lack of national standards for judging teaching has 

been seen as a major obstacle in rewarding strong teachers" 

(Mooney, 1992a, p. A15). Student ratings of teachers are 

likely to be affected by the extent to which students 

appreciate the challenge offered by those who may be the 

best teachers (Koshland, 1991). Options including surveying 

alumni, examining student attrition rates (Mooney, 1992a), 

and evaluating student advising, development of course 

materials, and projects with elementary and secondary 

schools (Mooney, 1992b) are likely to be considered as 

additional ways of evaluating teaching effectiveness. 

Nevertheless, evaluating research endeavors offers a more 
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objective way to measure success (Koshland, 1991). 

Therefore, while teaching may be highly valued, research may 

be more important to evaluation because of the ease with 

which it is objectified. 

Teaching vs. Research in Evaluation 

The above discussion indicates that teaching is 

generally of subordinate importance to research in the 

evaluation of academic professionals. Though there is 

"tension on most campuses over the priorities of teaching 

and research . . . the American professoriate has been 

profoundly shaped by the conviction that research is the 

cornerstone of the profession" (Boyer, 1987, p. 120). This 

may be due in large part to the reward system within 

academia, wherein research is the basis of promotion and 

tenure decisions, with less or no attention paid to teaching 

(Jacobson, 1992b; McCurdy, 1991; Mooney, 1992a; Mooney, 

1991c). However, in one study, three fourths of faculty 

respondents to a survey indicated that instead of research 

productivity, teaching effectiveness should guide promotion 

of faculty (Ladd, 1979). While a strong movement toward 

balancing the consideration paid to research and teaching in 

promotion decisions is underway at a variety of institutions 

(McCurdy, 1991; Mooney, 1992a), without a change in the 

faculty reward system, teaching is likely to remain 

secondary to research in the evaluation process. As long as 

research activities are the basis of academic promotion and 
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recognition, research will be the activity which brings 

prestige to individuals and institutions. As the foundation 

of prestige and promotions, research will remain the focus 

of activity of faculty members and the primary concern of 

institutions, regardless of their interest in teaching. The 

1990 Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching has 

recommended a redefinition of scholarship, which would 

include teaching (cited in Mooney, 1992b). Ideally this new 

view of scholarship would guide future decisions about 

promotions and raises, making teaching ability a major 

factor. 

Institutional Mission as a Factor in Evaluation 

There may also be variations in the value placed on 

research and teaching, based on the institution and its 

mission. Fulton and Trow (1974) conducted a survey of 

60,000 faculty members at about 300 American colleges and 

universities. These were divided into seven quality 

categories, including different quality levels at 

universities and colleges, as well as a junior college 

level. Several variables, including interest and activity 

in research and teaching, were evaluated for differences 

across the types of institutions. Overall, Fulton and Trow 

(1974) found less than 25 percent of respondents indicating 

a very heavy or primary interest in research. They conclude 

that "judged by its staff's self-conceptions, the American 

academic system as a whole is primarily a teaching system" 
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(pp. 32-33). At high-quality universities, however, 

researchers were over-represented. Half of all respondents 

in these places had at least primarily research interests, 

whereas only slightly more than one-fourth of faculty at 

weaker universities reported being interested primarily in 

research. Of those at junior colleges, only five percent 

reported any interest in research. This represents a 

"division of labor" among American colleges and 

universities, wherein some focus on teaching, and others 

place a high priority on research, and integrate it with 

teaching (Fulton & Trow, 1974). While teaching is important 

across all institutions and disciplines, research is given 

stronger emphasis at higher quality institutions than lower 

quality schools. 

Some would make this division of labor absolute. It 

may be that now or in the near future the demands of quality 

teaching and quality research will make these two endeavors 

"inescapably incompatible." This opinion asserts that 

rather than working to integrate the goals of teaching and 

research within institutions, academia should direct efforts 

at making each a primary goal at independent or loosely 

affiliated institutions (Barnett, 1992). 

The tension between teaching and research, though 

common for all institutions, may vary among different types 

of institutions in this country, similar to the way that 

labor is divided among institutions. Different types of 
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institutions are often classified based on the relative 

emphasis which each places on different academic tasks. 

Instruction and public service are emphasized at community 

colleges, while major universities stress "research, 

advanced study, and public service . . . " (Bowen & 

Schuster, 1986, p. 23). Between these are liberal arts 

colleges and smaller universities which emphasize 

instruction and the creation of environments which 

facilitate the development of students (Bowen & Schuster, 

1986). Publication seems to be important at all 

institutions, but the "pressure to publish" may be 

"especially apparent at those universities or doctorate-

granting institutions that see themselves as 'being in 

transition1" (Boyer, 1987, p. 122). These institutions are 

striving "to be in the top twenty, or certainly in the top 

fifty" (Boyer, 1987, p. 122). Similarly "emerging" 

institutions, those desiring to be in the top 50 or 100 

research institutions, are marked by "conflict between 

scholarly productivity and other campus duties" (Boyer, 

1987, p. 123). At these types of universities, where 

formerly teaching "was the paramount criterion by which 

faculty were hired and promoted, . . . solid teaching no 

longer sufficed for promotion . . . " (Bowen & Schuster, 

1986). Differences between faculty and administration may 

be related to the income for the university which 

accompanies research programs. Universities must have good 
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researchers for the prestige and financial support they 

provide. 

Other Factors in Evaluation 

The preceding discussion emphasizes the value of 

research, and the secondary emphasis on teaching experience 

in the evaluation of academic professionals for hiring, 

promotion, and tenuring decisions as they currently are made 

in the majority of institutions. However, researchers' 

findings and indirect comments suggest that other types of 

information may also be helpful in evaluation. For tenure 

and promotion decisions, service to the university and 

journal-related professional activities may be evaluated 

(McCaffrey, Nelles, & Byrne, 1989). Age may also be an 

important factor in hiring new faculty, and the optimal, or 

most productive, age varies by discipline. In the hard 

sciences, such as physics and biology, research is fast-

moving. Techniques and topics change rapidly, and one's 

formal education may be out of date within ten to fifteen 

years of graduation. These fields also require high levels 

of intellectual energy and introspection. Academic careers 

in these fields may peak in the late 20s or early 30s 

(Becher, 1987). In contrast, those in the softer 

disciplines tend to have much longer-lived careers. In the 

field of history, for example, one may be considered "young" 

at age 40 (Caplow & McGee, 1965). In these slower-moving, 

more reflective fields, increased age is considered a 
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measure of advanced experience and expertise (Becher, 1987). 

It would seem, then, that in the evaluation process, age 

would give information regarding where one is in the course 

of his or her career, and may be more essential to know in 

those fields where early age may indicate burnout. 

Compatibility with current faculty is also important in 

evaluation of applicants; the individual should fit in, and 

have "the right personality" (Caplow & McGee, 1965, p. 115). 

Being "a personage; not a nonentity" may be valued as well 

(Bowen & Schuster, 1986, p. 26). This may be evaluated 

largely during the personal interview process (Mahoney, 

1976). 

Just as some categories of information in the vita may 

be considered very important for different disciplines, and 

some may contain helpful additional information, others may 

be specifically disregarded in the evaluation process. 

While letters of recommendation are important, the academic 

record, thesis, and teaching experience may not be 

considered in the hiring process (Caplow & McGee, 1965). In 

other professions, experience is often considered to be 

especially valuable. However, in academia "non-academic 

experience is usually deemed either irrelevant or 

undesirable, and even serious research experience - unless 

leading to signed publication in the professional journals -

is seldom taken into account" {Caplow & McGee, 1965, p. 

140). 
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Academic record, non-academic experience, pre-PhD 

research, and sometimes teaching experience have been 

specified as unimportant information. Another group of 

potential vita contents exists as well, however, over which 

there is often little consensus. Taylor (1975) notes that 

there is more controversy surrounding what a resume or vita 

should include than around any other aspect of the job-

hunting process. 

While it is self-evident that information needed to 

contact the applicant should be included in a vita, it is 

rare to find different authors making similar 

recommendations about contents beyond name, address, phone 

number, work history, and educational history. Some 

recommend including marital status and/or information about 

one's spouse and family (Boynton, 1951; Resume Service, 

1967; Taylor, 1975), while others say marital status may be 

included but is not necessary, and information about spouse 

and children is inappropriate (Lewis, 1988). Women and men 

may feel differently about including marital status in their 

vitae. In one study, 51% of men, but only 17% of women 

included marital status in their vitae (Bronstein, Black, 

Pfennig, & White, 1986). Of these, 73% of the men were 

married, and all of the women were single. The inclusion of 

information about personal appearance, such as height and 

weight, may be recommended (Resume Service, 1967), may be 

considered optional (Lewis, 1988), or its exclusion may be 
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specifically recommended (Taylor,1975). Similarly, a brief 

statement of why previous jobs were left may be recommended 

by some (Resume Service, 1967) while not recommended by 

others (Lewis, 1988). Other possibilities which carry no 

specific warnings include a statement of job or career 

goals, professional memberships (Lewis, 1988; Taylor, 1975), 

willingess to relocate (Lewis, 1988; Resume Service, 1967), 

and information about military service, security clearance, 

or hobbies (Lewis, 1988). The orientation and purposes of 

these authors may differ, perhaps accounting for the 

differences in recommendatons. The audiences for whom the 

recommendations were proposed are not explicit, however. 

This may result in these recommendations being applied in 

situations for which they were not intended, and the 

suggestions may be worthless or may detract from the vita if 

applied in the wrong context. 

Although there is disagreement regarding these resume 

or vita contents, none of these latter items have been 

mentioned at all by any authors as primary considerations 

when evaluating an applicant for an academic post. This may 

explain the lack of consensus on all but educational and 

job-oriented information. It also raises the question of 

whether these types of information are useful in any way, or 

if they may actually complicate and detract from other 

essential contents. As various fields place different 

values on teaching and research, these extra bits of 
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information may also be desired or rejected by different 

fields. They have been included in many vita, suggesting 

the possibility that they serve some function. 

Overall/ it appears that early on in the evaluation of 

candidates for academic or student appointments, the 

publication and perhaps teaching record, depending on the 

discipline and type of institution, are of primary 

importance. The recommendations of others are also strongly 

considered in this process. The identification of those 

with potential or actual ability to bring money and prestige 

to the school may be the goal. Age and service to 

organizations may also be considered secondarily. Once 

those not meeting a department's or university's standards 

are ruled out, compatibility may be assessed by interview. 

The vita, therefore, is a crucial part of what is 

considered in granting an interview to an applicant for an 

academic position. This goal of a vita may often be 

misunderstood (Taylor, 1975). As has been shown, however, 

there is reason to believe that different disciplines are 

looking at different aspects of the vita. In addition, much 

of what may traditionally be included in a vita may never be 

considered by any involved in the hiring process. 

Hypotheses 

The purpose of the proposed study is to test the 

general hypothesis that those in different academic 

disciplines place different value on the various categories 
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of information presented in the professional vita. Specific 

hypotheses include: 

I. Categories of information will be valued differently by 

those in various fields. 

A. Information related to research, such as 

publications, research experience, grants, and editorial 

experience, will be valued more by the sciences than by the 

arts and humanities. 

B. Information about teaching experience will be more 

important to those in the less paradigmatic disciplines than 

to those in more paradigmatic disciplines. 

C. Information regarding artistic performances and 

awards will be important to those in performance-related 

fields, whereas this information is expected to be of less 

importance in the harder sciences. 

II. Within disciplines, categories of information in the 

vita are hypothesized to have different levels of 

importance. 

A. Sciences, regardless of specific discipline, will 

place more value on information about research activities, 

with less on teaching, and still less on service activities. 

It may be, however, that for the less paradigmatic fields 

the differences between research and teaching will be less 

extreme. 

B. Within the Arts and Humanities, there may be two 

characteristic groups, one scholarly, and one focusing on 



36 

performance. The former will have values similar to those 

in the less paradigmatic sciences referred to above. 

Performers, however, are expected to consider performance-

related information, such as artistic awards, to be more 

important than knowledge about research activities, and to 

value service information of tertiary importance. 

III. Across the fields, certain demographic information 

will be considered very important, such as name and an 

address and/or phone number for contact. 

IV. It is posited that much of what is included in a vita, 

such as information about professional memberships, some 

training experiences, job goals, family, and appearance will 

be considered unimportant. 

V. Several demographic variables, specifically those 

referring to marital status, family information, and 

appearance, will be seen as ethically inappropriate. Other 

demograhics will be considered appropriate, regardless of 

their importance. 

The answers to these are important to the construction 

of a vita that will be well-received by and useful to those 

involved in the hiring process at universities. This type 

of information may assist individuals in different fields in 

creating a vita, helping them to include all important 

information, to make informed choices concerning the 

inclusion of information which is not essential but is 

appropriate, and to exclude that which is deemed by their 
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field to be inappropriate. This information will 

potentially facilitate the development of useful vita, 

simplifying this aspect of the academic hiring process for 

all involved. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subjects 

All subjects were faculty employed by the University of 

North Texas (UNT), which prior to 1989 was named North Texas 

State University (NTSU). In 1987, NTSU was classified by 

the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching as a 

"Doctorate Granting University I." This classification 

includes universities "offering a full range of 

baccalaureate programs" whose "mission . . . includes a 

commitment to graduate education through the doctorate 

degree." These institutions award a minimum of 40 PhD 

degrees each year in five or more academic disciplines (The 

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1987, 

p.7). In 1988, NTSU strengthened its commitment to 

research, declaring itself "an emerging research 

institution." The Carnegie classification is currently 

being updated, and it is possible that UNT will be 

reclassified as a "Reasearch University II". Universities 

in this classification "give high priority to research," 

receive between $12.5 million and $33.5 million dollars 

annually in federal support, and award at least 50 PhD 

38 
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degrees annually (The Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching, 1987, p. 7). 

The 302 potential subjects were faculty chosen from 

nine academic departments at UNT, including Physics, 

Chemistry, Biology, Psychology, Sociology, Political 

Science, Art, Music, and English. Questionnaires were 

delivered to all full-time faculty in each of these 

departments. 

The departments were classified into three major 

groups, consistent with Lodhal and Gordon's (1972) 

formulation, with the addition of low paradigm fields. They 

included Physics, Chemistry, and Biology as high paradigm 

departments (High); Psychology, Sociology, and Political 

Science as moderate paradigm departments (Moderate); and 

Art, Music, and English as low paradigm departments (Low). 

Because both Art and Music engage in both performance and 

research endeavors, faculty in these departments were 

originally divided into two sub-groups. The faculty whose 

focus was primarily creative arts or music performance were 

classified in lower paradigm sub-groups. Those whose focus 

in art or music was more academic or scholarly, were 

classified in relatively higher paradigm sub-groups; both 

sub-groups were in the low paradigm group. It became 

necessary to conduct two different distributions of 

questionnaires, as will be described in the Procedure 

section below. For the Art faculty for both distributions, 
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and the Music faculty for the second distribution, 

determination of the group in which faculty were classified 

was made based on department reports using primary 

assignments of faculty members. However, for the Music 

faculty for the first distribution, subgroup determination 

was less formally made by the department secretary. The 

reliability of the music classifications is therefore 

questionable, especially given discrepant numbers of 

subjects between distributions (See Table 1). In addition, 

the number of responses to the survey among members of the 

academic Art group was too small (n=2) for statistical 

analyses. Therefore, the Art and Music subgroups were 

collapsed into single groups, and Art, Music, and English 

groups were subsequently combined into one low paradigm 

group for analyses. 

While there were 273 questionnaires distributed in the 

first cycle, there were 291 in the second. This was due to 

several situations. A distribution error during the first 

cycle resulted in 20 potential subjects in the hard sciences 

not receiving questionnaires. In addition, due to 

alterations in department membership between academic 

semesters, there were changes in the number of professors in 

most academic departments. No records were kept regarding 

the names of subjects initially receiving questionnaires 

however, as the second distribution was not anticipated. 

Therefore, while the goal was to exactly duplicate the first 
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subject pool for the second distribution, it was not 

possible to determine the extent to which this was 

accomplished. It is likely that some subjects received the 

questionnaire the first time but not the second, and vice 

versa, making it impossible to know the exact number of 

subjects receiving questionnaires over the two 

distributions. This became a problem only when calculating 

total and group response rates, and is discussed further in 

the Results section below. Numbers of subjects receiving 

and returning questionnaires, as well as the percentage 

returned, for each of the two distribution and in total, are 

presented in Table 1 below (See Results section). 

Materials 

A survey (Appendix A) was used to obtain academic 

professionals' opinions regarding several aspects of the 

vita. Survey items were collected from suggestions made by 

authors (Lewis, 1988; Resume Service, 1967; Taylor, 1975) 

regarding important and unimportant vita contents and format 

characteristics, as well as the author's experiences with 

vita contents and formats, and the suggestions of faculty 

from various university departments. The list includes most 

content areas the author has found suggested for inclusion 

or exlusion for professional vita. 

The survey consisted of 62 vita content items which 

subjects rated on a 5-point likert-type scale. Anchors were 

Unimportant (1) and Important (5) for inclusion in a vita 
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for evaluation of faculty applicants. Importance of 

inclusion in a vita was rated for various demographic 

contents, personal information, and information about many 

kinds of professional experiences. In addition, the 

respondent was to indicate whether each of these items was 

ethically appropriate or inappropriate for inclusion in a 

vita. These 62 items were followed by three items regarding 

physical aspects of the vita, including the importance of 

accuracy of spelling, type of printing, and length. There 

was an opportunity for free responses regarding items not 

included in the survey but which may have been considered 

important for a vita, and an item allowing rank ordering of 

vita content categories according to their importance. Four 

items addressed demographic characteristics of the 

respondent. The respondent's experience with evaluating 

applicants for college-level academic positions was 

evaluated with three questions. The final item addressed 

the overall importance of the vita in the process of 

evaluation of faculty candidates for the respondent's 

department. 

The surveys were printed on four sheets of colored 

paper. Seven colors were used, one for each of the seven 

groups of subjects (High; Moderate; Low - Art, scholarly; 

Low - Art, creative; Low - Music, scholarly; Low - Music, 

performance; and Low - English). 

Procedures 
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The study as originally designed consisted of a single 

distribution of questionnaires. A second distribution 

became necessary however, because the total number of 

questionnaires returned from Distribution 1 (n=73) was 

deemed inadequate for the proposed analyses, and there were 

indications that some potential subjects may have declined 

participation due to misperceptions about protection of 

confidentiality. With the return of surveys from the second 

distribution (n=55) the total number of responses was deemed 

adequate to proceed with the project. The two distributions 

will be described separately below. 

Distribution 1 

Each questionnaire was assigned a three-digit number 

which was placed in the upper right-hand corner of each 

page. The numbers on the surveys were consecutive, 

beginning at 001. They were placed on the questionnaires 

with no connection to the name of the subject to which the 

surveys were mailed. Numbers were used for the purpose of 

keeping pages together in the event that they might be 

separated in the process of distribution and collection. 

They were also to be the surveys' identification numbers. 

There was no indication of the subject's identity, and 

except for the low paradigm groups, there was no indication 

of the subject's specific academic department. The faculty 

groups in the low paradigm disciplines were judged to be 

large enough to make identification of individual 
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respondents difficult. Return of the survey was deemed 

consent to participate, making an informed consent form 

unnecessary. 

All potential subjects received a survey, delivered by 

campus mail to their personal departmental mail boxes. 

There was a cover letter (Appendix B) explaining the purpose 

and procedures of the study. Participants were asked to 

return the survey by campus mail within two weeks. After 

two weeks a reminder was mailed to all potential 

participants, thanking them if they did participate, and 

requesting completion of the survey if they had not already 

participated (Appendix C). The reminder also included a 

form with which all potential participants were able to 

request a summary of the findings, regardless of whether 

they actually participated. Data collection ended 

approximately two weeks after the delivery of the reminder. 

Distribution 2 

The second distribution differed from the first in 

several ways, including the pool of subjects, and procedures 

including the assignment of subject numbers and the cover 

letter. The redistribution of the surveys was to the entire 

subject pool, as confidentiality provisions precluded 

tracking the names of those who had responded to the first 

request. Changes in the list of potential subjects between 

the two distributions were described in the Subjects section 

above. 
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The only change in the survey for the second 

distribution involved the three-digit number placed in the 

upper right-hand corner of the questionnaires. Several 

subjects in the first distribution indicated that they 

wondered if the number identified them in any way. While 

the number was not an identifier, the authors were concerned 

that others may have opted not to respond because of 

questions of confidentiality. Therefore, the numbers were 

removed from the surveys for the second distribution, with a 

similar three-digit number added only after surveys were 

returned. 

Finally, a new cover letter (Appendix D) was sent out 

with the second group of quesionnaires. This letter 

explained the redistribution of surveys, and urged those who 

did not receive the survey before, or who did not respond, 

to complete the questionnaire. Those who responded the 

first time were asked not to respond. To secure the most 

responses possible, all department chairs were personally 

asked by the researcher to urge their faculty members to 

participate. One did not feel comfortable doing so, while 

all others agreed to assist. Finally, all subjects were 

given a second opportunity to request results. 

The questionnaire was distributed approximately eight 

weeks after the original distribution began. The cover 

letter and survey were sent out with a request for a 
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response within two weeks. Data collection was completed 

three weeks after the second distribution began. 

Limitations 

When considering all results which follow, it is 

necessary to note that all subjects were faculty from one 

institution. This university is well into the process of 

increasing its commitment to research endeavors throughout 

the university. It is neither a purely research-focused 

institution nor a liberal arts college, however, making it 

difficult to specifically identify the institutions to which 

these findings best generalize. UNT may strongly emphasize 

research, in the way it is stressed by other "emerging" 

institutions (Boyer, 1987). Other specific institutions may 

have unique values and goals, making the evaluation of the 

vita different from most other universities. 

In this study no effort was made to evaluate the extent 

to which respondents are among the current evaluators and 

decision-makers at UNT. Whether respondents were in the 

"old-guard," the "new-generation" of research-focused 

faculty, or some combination is unknown. The values 

represented by each group would undoubtedly differ. 

Generalization of findings is also limited by the 

sampling of academic departments within the university. 

Though an effort was made to include the central 

departements referred to in theories, only nine academic 

departments were included in the study. While it is 
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intended that findings would be applicable to other 

disciplines with similar levels of paradigmatic development, 

findings cannot be assumed to apply to all disciplines. 

There may also be variations in the evaluation of applicants 

who are in different points in the development of their 

careers. 

Application of the specific recommendations regarding 

vita content and form for other than academic vita should be 

done with caution. Recommendations made may not apply to 

the world of business, for instance, which may have an 

entirely different set of norms and values, and may vary by 

business and setting. 

Finally, regarding the measure used for the study, it 

was constructed for this study, and has not been evaluated 

for reliability or validity. To the extent that it is not a 

reliable or valid instrument, findings of the present study 

could be called into question. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

The direct presentation of results of the study follows 

several sections which describe various aspects of the 

study. These include a review of the rate of response to 

the questionnaire distributions; descriptions of respondents 

include the distributions of age, gender, marital status, 

ethnicity, and experience evaluating vitae by group and for 

the total sample; finally, the derivation of factor scales 

used in subsequent analyses is described. 

Following the main body of results which address 

specific hypotheses, other aspects of the study, for which 

no hypotheses were put forth, are addressed. These include 

questionnaire items recommended by respondents, form 

characteristics of the vita, optimum number of pages, and 

the overall value of the vita in the initial evaluation 

process. 

Response Rates and Respondents 

Response Rates 

For the first distribution, 273 questionnaires were 

sent out, of which 73 (26.7%) were returned essentially 

completed. An additional five questionnaires were returned 
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with no part of the questionnaire completed, but with 

explanations as to why the subjects were unable to 

participate. Reasons included limited time (n=2)/ confusion 

about how to meaningfully respond (n=l)/ and concern about 

confidentiality (n=2). These non-responders were evenly 

divided among groups, with one from the high paradigm group, 

two from the moderate group, and two from the low paradigm 

group. 

For the second distribution, 291 surveys were sent out, 

with 55 returned (18.9%). As there were differences in the 

recipients of questionnaires between the two distributions, 

and no records were kept of the names of recipients, it is 

impossible to determine the exact total number of 

recipients.. To address the problem most conservatively, the 

number sent to each group at each distribution was examined, 

and the larger of the two was used to calculate response 

rates. Using this approach, a total of 302 surveys were 

distributed, with 128 (42.4%) returned completed or with 

evidence that some effort was made to respond. Table 1 

presents the number of questionnaires sent out in each 

distribution and in total, along with the number and 

corresponding percentage returned for each group and 

subgroup of subjects. 

49 



50 

Table 1 

Return Rates for Two Distributions and the Distributions 

Combined 

Distribution 1 

Paradigm Level Number Number Percentage 
or Department Distributed Returned Returned 

High 41 13 31.7 

Moderate 62 22 35.5 

Low 

Art-Academic 9 2 22.2 

Art-Creative 33 11 33.3 

Music-Academic 27 8 29.6 

Music-Performance 57 10 17.5 

English 44 7 15.9 

Total Low 170 38 22.4 

Sample 273 73 26.7 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Distribution 2 

Paradigm Level Number Number Percentage 
or Department Distributed Returned Returned 

High 62 13 21.0 

Moderate 70 12 17.1 

Low 

Art-Academic 9 0 0.0 

Art-Creative 33 10 30.3 

Music-Academic 33 7 21.2 

Music-Performance 49 5 10.2 

English 35 8 22.9 

Total Low 159 30 18.9 

Sample 291 55 18.9 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Distributions Combined 

Paradigm Level Number Number Percentage 
or Department Distributed Returned Returned 

High 62** 26 41.9 

Moderate 70** 34 48.6 

Low 

Art-Academic 2 22.2 

Art-Creative 33*** 21 63.6 

Music-Acad.+Creat. 84* 30 35.7 

English 44* 15 34.1 

Total Low 170 68 40.0 

Sample 302 128 42.4 

*From distribution 1. 

**From distribution 2. 

***The same for both distributions. 

Of the original 128 respondents, 7 were eliminated. 

Six of these were omitted because they neglected to complete 

the final page of the survey, which contains the bulk of the 

demographic information regarding the respondents. An 

additional subject completed only 36 items of the entire 

questionnaire. When questionnaires included only occasional 

and non-systematic item omissions, they were retained. 
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Descriptive Statistics 

Distributions of age, marital status, gender, 

ethnicity, and experience evaluating applicants are depicted 

below, in Figure 4, for the total of all respondents, and 

each group individually. 

Figure 4 

Age, Marital Status, Gender, Ethnicity, and Experience 

Evaluating Vitae, by Group and Total Sample 

High(n=25) Mod.(n=31) Low(n=65)Total(n=121) 
Group 

M 20-29 • i 30-39 §§ 40-49 
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9 Ol
 

CO
 

60-69 

Note: Percentages corresponding to bars are: High - 8.0, 
20.0, 16.0, 48.0, 8.0; Moderate - 9.7, 41.1, 35.5, 13.0, 
0.0; Low - 4.6, 12.3, 46.1, 21.5, 15.4; Total - 6.6, 21.5, 
37.2, 24.8, 9.9. 
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Figure 4 (continued) 

Marital Status 
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Note: Percentages corresponding to bars are: High - 72.0, 
28.0; Moderate - 90.3, 9.7; Low - 68.7, 31.3; Total - 75.0, 
25.0. 
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Note: Percentages corresponding to bars are: High - 8.0, 
92.0; Moderate - 16.1, 83.9; Low - 32.8, 67.2; Total - 23.3, 
76.7. 



Figure 4 (continued) 

Ethnicity 
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4.3, 4.3, 4.3; Moderate - 96.7, 0.0, 3.3, 0.0; Low - 98.4, 
0.0, 1.6. 0.0; Total - 95.7, 0.9, 2.6, 0.9. 

Experience Evaluating Applicants for Academic Positions 
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No Experience With Experience 

Note: Percentages corresponding to bars are: High - 8.0, 
92.0; Moderate - 16.7, 83.3; Low - 15.4, 84.6; Total - 14.2, 
85.8. 
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Derivation of Factor Scales 

Due to the large number of vita content variables, 

factor analysis was conducted to reduce the number of 

variables. A Principal Components Factor Analysis with a 

Varimax rotation was conducted, with squared multiple 

correlations in the diagonals. The Eigenvalue-greater-than-

one rule would suggest that there are twenty valid factors. 

Examination of the scree plot of Eigenvalues demonstrates 

that after the first six factors, the amount of variance 

accounted for by subsequent factors levels off (see Figure 

5). Typically this would suggest that six factors would be 

most efficient in terms of accounting for variance. In the 

present case, however, factors are being used to group 

variables with high correlations for the purpose of 

constructing scales for data reduction. Each of the first 

Figure 5 

Scree Plot of Eigenvalues 
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seven factors is composed of at least three items, and has 

meaning in terms of the issues being evaluated. Therefore, 

seven factors were used as the basis of constructing seven 

factor scales for subsequent analyses. 

Items were retained in factors if their factor loadings 

were .50 or above. In only 13 cases did variables load more 

than .20 on other factors. These loadings ranged from .21 

to .32. Each of the first seven factors was converted to a 

factor scale, using unit weighting (Cohen, 1990). 

Individuals' ratings for all items on a scale were averaged, 

using a weight of +1 for each item, and the average became 

the score for the scale. While other methods of scale 

construction may weight items based on factor loadings, the 

weights are likely to be "better than the unit 

weights only for the sample on which they were determined" 

(Cohen, 1990, p. 1306). In light of relatively large 

standard deviations of scores within the factors, "the unit 

weights will work as well or better" (Cohen, 1990, p. 1306). 

Scale names were derived from the content of the 

scales. The scale names, with items and their loadings, and 

the variance accounted for by each factor, are in Table 2 

below. The reliability of each scale was assessed by 

evaluating the correlations of items within each scale using 

Chronbach's Alpha which is also included in Table 2. 

Consistency was judged to be strong for most scales. 
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Table 2 

Seven Factors, with Factor Items, Their Loadings, the 

Variance Accounted for by each Factor, and Chronbach's Alpha 

Coefficient 

Factor Item 

% Variance 
Accounted Alpha 

Loading for (n=98) 

Artistic 
Achievements 

Musical performances .90 
Compositions .86 
Exhibit record .78 
Names of purchasers 

of work/designs .70 
Artistic awards .68 

4.31 .908 

Research 
Activities 

Service 
Activities 

Research in 
Progress 

Health 
Status 

Prestige 
Indicators 

Ethnicity/ 
Gender 

Research experience .91 
Funded research .88 
Refereed publications .74 
Grants .61 
Post-graduate studies .53 

State committee service .88 
International/National 
committee service .85 

University committee 
service .82 

Consulting experience .70 
Local community service .69 

Manuscripts in review .90 
Unpublished manuscripts .83 
In-press manuscripts .54 

Physical handicaps .80 
Current physical health .80 
Date of birth .77 

Professional awards 
or honors .87 

Scholarships/ 
fellowships .78 
Professional societies .60 

Ethnicity .86 
Gender .73 
Citizenship .60 

4.26 .873 

4.22 .893 

3.15 

2.96 

2.49 

.784 

. 8 0 8 

2.68 .792 

.797 
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These seven factors account for 24.07% of the total 

variance. The remainder of the variance is accounted for by 

the remaining 35 variables, which are discussed in detail in 

subsequent sections of this paper. Correlations between 

factors vary a great deal, ranging from a low of .01 between 

Research in Progress and Ethnicity/Gender, to a high of .45 

between Health Status and Ethnicity/Gender. The matrix of 

correlations between factor scores is presented in Appendix 

I. 

Improvements in intra-scale consistency could have been 

achieved by deleting one item from each of three scales. 

The alpha coefficient for the Research in Progress scale 

would have increased to .837 with the In-press manuscripts 

item deleted. Prestige Indicators would have been a more 

reliable scale, with alpha increased to .830, with the 

Professional societies item removed. With the Citizenship 

item removed, the alpha for the Ethnicity/Gender scale would 

have increased to .822. 

Responses to Hypotheses 

Hypothesis I: Categories of information will be valued 

differently by those in various fields 

Hypothesis I-A predicted that information related to 

research, such as publications, research experience, grants, 

and editorial experience, would be valued more by the 

sciences than by the arts and humanities. Significant 

differences were found among groups on the Research 
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Activities scale, F(2,95) = 8.49, £<*0005/ b u t n o t the 

Research in Progress scale. Post hoc testing was 

accomplished using Tukey's Studentized Range (HSD) Test, 

which controls the Type I experimentwise error rate, though 

it risks Type II error. As hypothesized, both the High and 

Moderate groups rated information about Research Activities 

as more important than did the Low group (p<.01), though 

there were no differences between the High and Moderate 

groups (see Table 3 below). 

Reporting non-refereed publications in a vita was 

valued differently by groups, F(2,117) = 6.76, p<.005, with 

the Moderate group rating it higher than the High group 

(p<.01), according to Tukey post-hoc testing. The 

importance of listing citations in a vita was different for 

groups, F(2,114) = 5.72, p<.005, being rated higher by the 

Low group than by the Moderate group (p<.01) (see Table 4 

below). Other items which were valued differently among 

groups were Language fluencies, F(2,116) = 9.01, p<.001, and 

Residence Address, F(2,118) = 5.69, p<.005. Information 

about language fluencies was valued more highly by the Low 

group than by either the High or Moderate groups. Likewise, 

the Low group valued the residence address more than did the 

High group. 
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Table 3 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Significance Levels for 

Factor Scales and Teaching Item, bv Group 

High 
(n=23) 

M SD 

Moderate 
(11=23) 

M SD 

Low 
(n=52) 

M SD F E 

Artistic 
Achievements 3 . 22b 1.55 2.59b 1.42 4 .12* .87 14.11 .0001 

(2,95) 

Teaching 4 .68 .56 4.68 .60 4 .75 .64 .18 .83 
(2,118) 

Research 
Activities 4 .98® .07 4.87a .37 4 . 54b .81 8.49 .0005 

(2/95) 
Service 

(2/95) 

Activities 3 .03 .79 3.33 1.03 3 .44 .90 1.56 .22 
(2/95) 

Research in 
Progress 3 .76 .91 4.00 .74 3 .89 1.08 .44 .65 

(2,95) 

Health 
Status 2 . 97a 1.12 2.01b .81 2 . 81a 1.08 5.82 .005 

(2,95) 

Prestige 
Indicators 4 .25 .61 4.12 .75 4 .38 .83 1.18 .31 

(2,95) 

Ethnicity/ 
Gender 2 .33 1.08 2.32 1.01 2 .10 1.08 .51 .60 

(2,95) 

Note: Means with different letters differ significantly at 
E<-01. 
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Table 4 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Significance Levels for 

Vita Content Items Which Differed Among Groups 

High Moderate Low 
Item M SD M SD M SD 

Nonrefereed 
publications 3.12b 1.45 4.39a .80 3.74 1.40 6.76 .005 

(2,117) 

Citations 3.52 1.58 3.13b 1.38 4.11a 1.23 5.72 .005 
(2,114) 

Language 3.04b .89 2.90b 1.18 3.77a 1.03 9.01 .001 
Fluencies (2,116) 

Residence 2.48b 1.66 2.81 1.38 3.60a 1.62 5.69 .005 
Address (2,118) 

Note: For each item, means with different letters differ 
significantly at £<.01. 

Hypothesis I-B predicted that information about 

teaching experience would be more important to those in the 

less paradigmatic disciplines than to those in more 

paradigmatic disciplines. The importance of including 

information about teaching experience in a vita was rated 

similarly by all groups. Though differences between the 

higher paradigm groups and the Low group were predicted, the 

measure used did not demonstrate this to be the case. All 

groups found information about teaching to be very 

important, with means ranging from 4.68 to 4.75 (see Table 3 

above). 
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Hypothesis I-C predicted that information regarding 

artistic performances and awards would be important to those 

in performance-related fields, whereas this information was 

expected to be of less importance in the harder sciences. 

On the Artistic Achievements scale, differences between 

groups were significant, F(2,95) = 14.11, p<.0001. The Low 

group rated knowledge of artistic achievements as 

significantly more important than did either the High or 

Moderate groups (p>.01). No differences were found between 

the High and Moderate groups on their ratings of the 

importance of information about artistic achievements. The 

above findings support hypotheses related to differences 

between groups on the importance of artistic achievements. 

Effects of demographic variables. The influence of a 

variety of demographic characteristics of respondents on the 

seven scales was evaluated using Analysis of covariance. 

Demographics included age, marital status, ethnicity, 

gender, and experience with evaluating vitae. The removal 

of the effects of marital status, ethnicity, and gender did 

not affect the pattern of significance among the scales. 

With the effects of age removed, however, differences among 

groups on the Ethnicity/Gender scale became significant, 

F(3,94) = 3.48, p<.05. For this analysis, age was divided 

into two groups, using a median split method, wherein those 

aged 20 through 44 (n=63) were grouped together, and those 

aged 45 and above (n=58) were in another group. Means and 
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standard deviations for the 30 items which did not differ 

are listed in Table 5. 

Table 5 

Means and Standard Deviations for 30 Vita Content Items 

Which Did Not Differ Between Groups 

High Moderate Low 
Item M SD M SD M SD 

Social 
security 

number 1.56 1.26 1.61 1.05 2.05 1.50 

Marital 

status 1.84 1.07 1.45 .68 1.65 1.11 

Photograph 

of self 1.52 1.23 1.26 .58 1.67 1.08 

Children or 

dependents 1.44 1.00 1.48 .77 1.54 .93 

Military 

service 1.56 1.08 1.58 .96 1.58 1.04 

Height and 
weight 1.21 .83 1.23 .56 1.56 .92 
Hobbies/ 
recreational 
interests 1.56 .77 1.68 .91 1.82 1.04 
Special 
abilities/ 

talents 3.33 1.13 3.28 1.13 3.63 1.33 

Residence 

phone number 2.84 1.65 2.84 1.42 3.52 1.63 

Office 

phone number 4.12 1.36 3.77 1.33 3.95 1.44 

Office address 4.16 1.37 3.77 1.33 3.95 1.44 
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Table 5 (continued) 

Current 

salary 2.76 1.59 2.13 1.23 2.46 1.33 

Athletic 

achievements 1.16 .37 1.19 .48 1.23 .66 

Political 

affiliation 1.00 .00 1.13 .43 1.13 .55 

College 

education 4.80 .50 4.74 .68 4.85 .57 

Graduate 

education 4.96 .20 4.84 .45 4.86 .39 

Honorary 
degrees 4.16 1.11 3.61 1.38 4.14 1.27 
Primary 
graduate 
professors/ 

instructors 4.00 1.09 3.77 1.20 3.65 1.19 

Names of 
references 4.60 .91 4.56 .73 4.60 .77 
Academic 
employment 
history 4.88 .33 4.71 .59 4.68 .69 
Non-academic 
employment 
history 4.40 .65 4.06 1.00 4.16 1.13 
Papers read at 
professional 

meetings 4.36 1.04 4.45 .68 4.40 1.04 

Panel 
presentations 
at professional 

meetings 4.36 .86 4.32 .87 4.32 1.00 

Patents, 

copyrights 4.56 .77 3.90 1.35 4.03 1.33 

Areas of 
expertise 4.76 .60 4.77 .56 4.84 .41 



66 

Table 5 (continued) 

Unfunded 

research 4.08 .83 4.03 .96 3.94 1.24 

Works in 
progress 3.84 1.18 3.83 .95 3.86 1.20 

Textbook 
authorship/ 
coauthorship 4.44 .96 4.19 .98 4.36 .99 

Editorial/ 
reviewer/j uror 
experience 4.04 .81 4.30 .70 4.08 1.01 

Critical 
reviews 
of works 3.56 1.29 3.73 .98 4.17 1.11 

Hypothesis II: Within disciplines, categories of 

information in the vita are hypothesized to have different 

levels of importance 

Hypothesis II-A predicted that the sciences, regardless 

of specific discipline, would place more value on 

information about research activities, with less on 

teaching, and still less on service activities. It was also 

predicted that for the less paradigmatic fields the 

differences between research and teaching would be less 

extreme. In response to the issue of the value of teaching 

relative to research endeavors, within group comparisons 

were made among the teaching experience item, Research 

Activities, and Research in Progress scales. The overall 

MANOVA was significant for the High group, F(2,48) = 28.18, 

E<.0001, and the Moderate group, F(2,58) = 25.69, pc.0001. 
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Newman-Keuls post-hoc testing revealed that for the High and 

Moderate groups, Research Activities and teaching experience 

were both judged to be more important than information about 

Research in Progress (pc.Ol). 

Within the groups, the relative values of the seven 

scales were compared. The MANOVA was significant for the 

High group, F(6,132) = 23.07, p<.0001, and the Moderate 

group F(6,132) = 36.21, p<.0001. Newman-Keuls post hoc 

testing revealed that for both groups the Research 

Activities scale was valued significantly higher than all 

others (JB< .01), with the Prestige Indicators scale 

following, and Research in Progress as the third most 

important area of information. The Artistic Achievements, 

Service Activities, Health Status, and Ethnicity/Gender 

scales were the least important scales for both the High and 

Moderate groups. These findings are consistent with 

hypothesized relationships among these different types of 

vita information. 

Hypothesis II-B predicted that within the Arts and 

Humanities, a more scholarly subgroup would have values 

similar to those in the less paradigmatic sciences referred 

to above. A performance-focused subgroup were expected to 

consider performance-related information, such as artistic 

awards, to be more important than knowledge about research 

activities, and to value service information of tertiary 

importance. Differences among ratings on the Teaching 
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experience item, Research Activities, and Research in 

Progress scales were significant for the Low group, F(2,126) 

= 36.04, p<.0001. Newman-Keuls post-hoc testing revealed 

that for the Low group Teaching experience received a 

significantly higher score than both Research Activities 

(p<.05) and Research in Progress (p<.01). In addition, 

Research Activities were rated more important than Research 

in Progress (p<.01). Group means for each variable, with 

significant differences indicated, are presented in Table 6. 

Degrees of freedom by group for each comparison are in 

Appendix E. 

Table 6 

Relative Value of Research Activities, Research in 

Progress, and Teaching Experience Within Groups 

Research Research Teaching 
Scale/Item Activities in Progress Experience 

High (n=25) 4.98a 3.75b 4.68 

Moderate (n=31) 4.79a 3.95b 4.67 

Low (n=65) 4.46b 3.76° 4.74 

a 

a 

Note: Means with different letters differ significantly at 
p<.01. 

Evaluating projected differences between 

creative/perfomance and scholarly subgroups was not 

possible, as explained in the Subjects section above. For 

the combined Low group, however, the MANOVA for the factor 
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scales was significant, £(6,306) = 57.51, £><.0001. While 

the Research Activities scale received the highest rating, 

it was not significantly different from Prestige Indicators 

or Artistic Achievements. Research in Progress followed 

these. As with the High and Moderate groups, 

Service Activities, Health Status, and Ethnicity/Gender were 

among the scales judged least important. Complete results 

for within group comparisons for all three groups are 

presented in Table 7 below. 

Hypothesis III: Across the fields, certain demographic 

information will be considered very important, such as name 

and an address and/or phone number for contact. Across 

groups demographic information such as office address and 

phone number was deemed important. Residence phone number 

was also considered moderately important across groups. The 

value placed on the Residence address was in the moderate 

range for all groups, though it varied across groups, 

F(2,188) = 5.69, p<.005, with the Low group rating it more 

highly (M=3.60, SD=1.62) than the High group (M=2.48, 

SD=1.66) (E<.01). No differences existed between the 

Moderate group and the others for this item. 

Hypothesis IV: It is posited that much of what is included 

in a vita, such as information about professional 

memberships, some training experiences, iob goals, family, 

and appearance, will be considered unimportant. As 

predicted, much of what is often included in a vita is 
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Table 7 

Mean Scores on Factor Scales, with Significant Differences 

Noted, bv Group 

High Paradigm Scale 
Mean 1 2 3 4 

1. Research Activities 4.98 
2. Prestige Indicators 4.25 * 

3. Research in Progress 3.76 * 

4. Artistic Achievements 3.22 * * 

5. Service Achievements 3.03 * * 

6. Health Status 2.97 * * 

7. Ethnicity/Gender 2.33 * * * * 

Moderate Paradigm Scale 
Mean 1 2 3 4 

1. Research Activities 4.87 
2. Prestige Indicators 4.12 * 

3. Research in Progress 4.00 * 

4. Service Activities 3.33 * * * 

5. Artistic Achievements 2.59 * * * * 

6. Ethnicity/Gender 2.32 * * * * 

7. Health Status 2.01 * * * * 

Moderate Paradigm Scale 
Mean 1 2 3 4 

1. Research Activities 4.54 
2. Prestige Indicators 4.38 
3. Artistic Achievements 4.12 
4. Research in Progress 3.89 * * 

5. Service Activities 3.44 * * • * 

6. Health Status 2.81 * * * * 

7. Ethnicity/Gender 2.10 * * * * 

* 
* 

Note 1: For each group, a significant difference (p<.01) 
exists between items when marked by an asterisk at their 
intersection. 

considered unimportant across groups. Such items include 

social security number, marital status, photgraph of self, 
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information about children or dependents, military service, 

height and weight, hobbies/recreational interests, current 

salary, athletic achievements, and political affiliation. 

Ratings of the Health Status scale were in the moderately 

important range (Group means range from 2.01 to 2.97), but 

differences existed across groups, F(2,95) = 5.82, p<.005. 

Tukey post hoc testing showed that both the High and Low 

groups rated information about Health status as more 

important than did the Moderate group (p<.01), though High 

and Low groups were not significantly different. 

Hypothesis V: Several demographic variables, specifically 

those referring to marital status, family information, and 

appearance, will be seen as ethically inappropriate. Other 

demographics will be considered appropriate, regardless of 

their importance. Subjects rated all 62 vita content items 

according to whether they judged the items to be ethically 

appropriate for inclusion in a vita. Within groups, 

respondents were considered to be in substantial agreement 

if 90 percent or more rated an item either appropriate or 

inappropriate. Agreement of this type existed for all items 

which did not pertain to personal descriptions of potential 

applicants. Ambivalence among group members was noted in 

respondents1 opinions about many items pertaining to 

demographic or personal information. Within group 

judgements were considered to be ambivalent if 40 percent or 

more of respondents rated the item appropriate and 40 
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percent or more rated it inappropriate. While not each 

group was ambivalent about the same items, items for which 

any group was ambivalent include date of birth, gender, 

social security number, marital status, ethnicity, children 

or dependents, military service, physical handicaps, height 

and weight, hobbies/recreational interests, current salary, 

and athletic achievements. Table 8 presents items about 

which at least one group was ambivalent regarding its 

ethical appropriateness. The percentage of respondents 

endorsing each item as ethically appropriate is listed in 

Table 9. 
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Table 8 

Items Without Consensus on Ethical Appropriateness, bv 

Group 

Item High Moderate Low 

Date of birth * 

Gender * * 

Social security 

number * * 

Marital status * * 

Ethnicity * 

Children or 

dependents * * 

Military service * * 

Physical handicaps * * 

Height and weight * 

Hobbies/recreational 

interests * 

Current salary * 

Athletic 
achievements * Note: * indicates ambivalence (at least 40% endorsing item 
as appropriate and 40% endorsing it as inappropriate). 
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Table 9 

Percentage of Respondents Endorsing Each Item as 

Ethically Appropriate 

Item High Moderate Low 

Date of birth 80.0 62.1 57.1 

Citizenship 80.0 82.1 66.1 

Gender 48.0 57.1 43.5 

Social security 

number 43.5 67.9 59.3 

Marital status 56.0 50.0 29.0 

Ethnicity 24.0 46.4 33.9 

Photograph of self 21.7 25.0 33.3 

Children or 

dependents 45.8 42.9 34.4 

Military service 56.5 67.9 43.3 

Current physical 

health 84.0 67.9 64.4 

Physical handicaps 64.0 53.6 50.0 

Height and weight 30.4 40.7 23.3 

Hobbies/recreational 

interests 62.5 70.4 56.1 

Special abilities/ 

talents 87.0 92.6 85.2 

Residence phone 

number 83.3 85.7 86.0 

Residence address 83.3 85.7 86.0 

Office phone number 100.0 92.9 91.4 Office address 100.0 92.9 91.2 



75 

Table 9 (continued) 

Current salary 62.5 60.7 50.8 

Athletic 

achievements 40.9 60.7 36.8 

Political 

affiliation 8.3 18.5 8.2 

Language fluencies 83.3 85.2 88.3 

Professional 

societies 100.0 96.4 98.3 

Professional awards 

or honors 100.0 100.0 98.4 

Artistic awards 88.9 96.7 96.7 

Scholarships/ 

fellowships 100.0 100.0 98.4 

College education 100.0 100.0 98.4 

Graduate education 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Post-graduate 
studies 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Honorary degrees 100.0 96.4 93.2 
Primary graduate 
professors/ 

instructors 100.0 100.0 94.8 

Names of references 100.0 96.4 100.0 

Academic employment 
history 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Non-academic 
employment history 
(in your field) 100.0 100.0 94.7 
Teaching experience 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Papers read at 
professional 
meetings 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 9 (continued) 

Panel presentations 
at professional 

meetings 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Grants and contracts 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Patents, copyrights 100.0 96.4 95.0 

Exhibit record 95.7 92.6 96.6 

Research experience 100.0 100.0 98.3 

Areas of expertise 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Refereed 

publications 100.0 100.0 96.6 

Nonrefereed 

publications 87.5 100.0 96.5 

Unpublished 

manuscripts 79.2 100.0 93.0 

In-press manuscripts 100.0 100.0 98.3 

Manuscripts 

in review 87.5 100.0 98.3 

Funded research 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Unfunded research 100.0 100.0 96.6 

Works in progress 95.8 100.0 98.3 

Textbook authorship/ 

coauthorship 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Compositions 90.9 89.3 93.0 

Musical performances 90.9 85.2 94.7 

Citations 95.8 85.2 92.9 

Names of purchasers 

of work/designs 81.8 65.4 82.8 

Editorial/reviewer/ juror experience 100.0 100.0 98.3 
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Table 9 (continued) 

Critical reviews 

of works 100.0 96.2 100.0 

Local community 

service 91.7 100.0 80.7 

University committee 

service 95.8 100.0 98.3 

State committee 
service 100.0 100.0 98.2 
International/ 
National committee 

service 100.0 100.0 98.2 

Consulting 
experience 100.0 96.4 98.2 

Additional Findings 

In addition to aspects of the vita for which hypotheses 

were offered, this study requested specific recommendations 

for vita contents, examined the importance of some 

characteristics of form, and addressed the overall 

importance of the vita in the screening process. Findings 

of these lines of inquiry follow. 

Recommended Items 

Subjects were requested to indicate, in a free response 

form, items which could or should have been included in the 

list of potential vita contents. Neither consensus nor a 

pattern were apparent in the responses. Among the 

suggestions made by the High group were media exposure of 

professional activities, collaborations, invited 

presentations/publications, chapters in books edited by 
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someone else, number of students graduated and who they are, 

and research interests. The Moderate group identified 

fundraising outside of research grants, specific courses 

taught, and dissertation title as potentially useful vita 

contents. Foreign study, travel, administrative experience, 

spouse's employment or professional status, and membership 

in graduate student organizations were suggested by the Low 

group as possible vita contents. One respondent indicated 

having seen GPA and test scores included in vitae, but said 

these were not necessarily recommended. A respondent in the 

Low group indicated that "photos of the applicant are 

considered unacceptable." 

Form Characteristics 

The importance of the length of the vita, spelling 

accuracy, and the form of printing, were compared among 

groups using MANOVA. Spelling was valued differently across 

groups, F(2,116) = 3.60, p<.03. Using Tukey post hoc 

testing, spelling was found to be valued significantly more 

highly by the Low group than by the others (pc.Ol). Length 

and printing were not valued significantly differently by 

the groups. Mean importance ratings of these items, with 

standard deviations, and significant difference indicated, 

are listed in Table 10 below. 

Within groups, form features were found to be 

significantly different for the High group, F(2.46) = 15.46, 

pc.OOOl, for the Moderate group, F(2,56) = 32.25, pc.OOOl, 
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Table 10 

Means, Standard Deviations and Significance Levels for Form 
Characteristics of the Vita 

High Moderate Low 
M SD M SD M SD 

Length 2 .96 1 .20 3 .03 1.00 3 .06 1.25 .07 . 93 
(2,115) 

Spelling 4 . 12b 1 .05 4 .47 .57 4 .61® .73 3.60 . 05 
(2,116) 

Printing 2 .52 1 .08 2 .97 1.22 2 .75 1.21 .99 . 38 
(2,117) 

Note: Means with different letters differ significantly at 
p<.01. 

and for the Low group, F(2,126) = 77.52, |><.0001, based on 

MANOVA. Tukey post-hoc testing showed spelling to be 

significantly more important than printing and length for 

all groups (p<.01). 

Numbers of pages 

The optimum number of pages, by group and for the total 

sample, are presented in Figure 6 below. Those in the High 

and Low groups indicated a preference for three to ten page 

vita, though 25% of the High group indicated that the length 

may vary based on the situation. Respondents in the 

Moderate disciplines strongly endorsed a preference for five 

to ten page vitae. Overall, the tendency is to favor three 

to ten page vitae. 
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Figure 6 

Optimum Number of Pages by Group and Total Sample 

High(n=24) Mod.(n=30) Low(n=63)Total(n=117) 
Group 

BBSS 1 -2 H 3-4 £ §3 5*10 

Iffffl 10 - 20 Y//A Varies 

Note: Percentages corresponding to bars are: High - 4.2, 
37.5/ 25.0, 8.3, 25.0; Moderate - 3.3, 16.7, 56.7, 16.7, 
6.7; Low - 7.9, 38.1, 41.3, 7.9, 4.8; Total - 6.0, 32.5, 
41.9, 10.3, 9.4. 

Overall value of the vita 

The rating of the importance of the vita in the initial 

evaluation of prospective faculty did not differ 

significantly among the three groups, F(2,166) = 1.06, 

p<.35. The mean importance rating of the total sample was 

4.52 (SD=.61). 

Subjects were asked to indicate, in a free response 

format, whether other aspects of the applicant screening 

process were valued over the vita in their departments. 

Responses were of several types. In all groups, several 

respondents identified letters of recommendation and 
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personal interviews as potentially more important than the 

vita in screening. In the High group communication skills 

demonstrated in the seminar presentation were identified as 

important, and one respondent also included the applicant's 

"reputation, potential for contribution and productivity" as 

important. Several in the Moderate group added the writing 

sample as important, in addition to "collegiality." 

Practicum supervision skills were noted by one responedent 

as well. Respondents from the Low group also suggested the 

importance of the applicant's personality and sense of 

humor, professional performance including the professional 

portfolio/audition tapes/writing sample, demonstration of 

teaching ability, meeting the job description, and showing 

communication and organization skills. Strictly speaking, 

not all of these are aspects of applicant screening, and 

factors such as the interview and seminar presentation occur 

only after an applicant has been evaluated positively in the 

screening process. It is likely based on this subjective 

measure, that many in all groups consider letters of 

recommendation as being at least as important as the vita in 

screening. In addition, a sample of the applicant's talent 

may be given heavy consideration when deciding whether to go 

further with an applicant's evaluation, particularly for 

those in fields with performance aspects, such as art and 

music. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of the current study was to evaluate the 

content of academic vitae, with particular attention paid to 

differences among academic groups with various levels of 

paradigmatic development. The impetus for the study grew 

out of the recognition that little empirical evaluation of 

the vita exists. A variety of approaches to the study of 

the vita may have been appropriate. For this study, 

however, evaluation of the vita was approached from the 

perspective of those who receive vitae as part of the 

academic application process. Self-presentation theory 

suggests that considering the values and opinions of those 

who evaluate people is essential; along with the actor, the 

audience is an important participant in any act of self-

presentation. The vita, as part of the application process 

for an academic position, is clearly a form of self-

presentation. Therefore those who evaluate the vita are an 

audience, and their values and opinions about the 

presentation of self, in the form of the vita, are important 

to understand. 

The evaluation of vita in an academic setting could not 

have been done without recognition of the differences among 

82 
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academic disciplines. Theories suggest that differences 

among disciplines depend largely on the extent to which the 

discipline is organized around a paradigm. The level of 

paradigmatic development of various disciplines therefore 

became an important aspect of the present study. 

The project was pursued to accomplish a variety of 

goals. The first was to clarify how the importance of vita 

contents varies across groups of disciplines with different 

levels of paradigmatic development. Second, the study 

sought to specify which vita contents are valued most highly 

within paradigm groups. The third goal was to discover if 

some of the demographic information often included by vita 

writers is considered very important while some is 

unimportant to the audience. A fourth goal was to 

investigate the values of recipients of academic vitae, 

looking at their judgements of the ethical appropriateness 

of particular vita contents. Finally, attention was given 

to a few aspects of the form of the vita, including the 

importance of the length, accuracy of spelling, and type of 

printing used in the document, though no specific hypotheses 

were offered regarding this aspect of the vita. 

Differences Among Paradigm Groups 

Overall, as predicted, differences were found among 

different paradigm groups with regard to the value placed on 

various vita contents. Theoretical differences between 

paradigm groups clearly have a practical impact. Across 
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groups, hypotheses regarding the relative importance of 

information about research activities and artistic 

achievements were supported by the current findings. 

Information related to research activities was valued more 

highly by the high paradigm group (High) and moderate 

paradigm group (Moderate) than it was by disciplines with 

little organization around a paradigm. As predicted, those 

in low paradigm disciplines (Low) valued information about 

artistic achievements to a greater extent than did those in 

moderate and high paradigm disciplines. Finally, 

information about teaching experience was not valued 

differently by the disciplines, though a difference had been 

predicted. Perhaps a more thorough measure, rather than one 

questionnaire item would have been more sensitive to 

differences. Nonetheless, knowing about teaching experience 

appears to be valuable to all academic groups. 

Several specific results occurred for which no 

hypotheses had been proposed. Information about non-

refereed publications was more important to those in 

disciplines with a moderate level of paradigm development 

than to those in disciplines with highly developed 

paradigms. Citations were valued more highly by disciplines 

with little paradigm development than by the Moderate group. 

These findings may reflect group differences in publication 

practices. Mere counting of publications may be a good 

indication of prestige and productivity for high paradigm 
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disciplines, based on their higher rate of publication. 

Other disciplines may need to make judgements of potental or 

actual productivity based on additional factors, however. 

Among the ways this may be done in the lower paradigm areas 

is through the evaluation of non-refereed publications and 

citations. With generally lower publication rates in the 

Moderate and Low groups, information about publications in 

any form, including non-refereed, is likely to be helpful in 

evaluating an applicant's publication and prestige 

potential. Information about citations can also be useful 

when one considers that 98% of publications in the arts and 

humanities went uncited between 1984 and 1988. The social 

sciences were more frequently cited, with 74.7% of their 

publications going uncited. On the other hand, the hard 

sciences had an average uncitedness rate of only 47.4% 

(Hamilton, 1991). With a low percentage of publications 

being cited, it is likely that for low paradigm disciplines 

information about citations would be helpful in 

distinguishing those with research potential. When 

citations are more common they are less likely to be a 

distinguishing factor among applicants, and maybe an 

indication of the quality of the work (Mooney, 1991c). 

Relative Value of Vita Contents Within Groups 

High and moderate paradigm groups 

As predicted, both research and teaching are highly 

valued pieces of information among high and low paradigm 
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disciplines in the evaluation of academicians. Information 

about research activities was rated as the most important 

vita content within High and Moderate paradigm groups. 

Teaching was not rated significantly less important than 

research activities for these groups, contrary to 

expectation. 

Low paradigm group 

For the combined Low paradigm group, however, 

information about research activities and artistic 

achievements were not statistically different, though 

differences had been hypothesized. 

The value of information about teaching experience was 

rated significantly higher than the importance of 

information about research activities and research in 

progress for the Low group. Though no specific hypothesis 

was proposed on this point, this finding is consistent with 

other findings of less emphasis on publication in the fine 

arts (Fulton & Trow, 1974), and the general thesis that 

disciplines with less paradigm development do not 

necessarily value research above other academic endeavors. 

It was not possible to evaluate projected differences 

between creative/performance and scholarly subgroups, and 

scholarly and creative/performance values may have combined 

to produce this finding. A larger sample would be required 

to evaluate this possibility. 
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Important and Unimportant Vita Contents 

An unexpected finding was the relatively high value 

placed on indicators of prestige or potential prestige. 

Among the factor scales, prestige indicators were rated 

second only to research activity information for all groups. 

Consistent with the previous discussion, this finding 

emphasizes that universities and departments are searching 

for colleagues who will improve the quality and reputation 

of the institution. 

Demographic information judged relatively important for 

all groups included Office Phone Number and Address. The 

Low group additionally rated Residence Phone Number and 

Address as relatively important, and rated the Residence 

Address significantly more important than did the High 

group. Though this difference was unanticipated, it is 

perhaps not inconsistent with the higher value which the Low 

group placed on teaching, and the importance of personality 

factors in colleague selection. These values may all be 

related to a more personal style or orientation among 

professors in this group. 

A large group of content items were rated as relatively 

unimportant by the entire sample. These included 

information about family, a variety of personal physical 

descriptors, military experience, and non-academic 

interests. Membership in professional societies was 

anticipated to be unimportant, but instead was found to be 
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considered relatively important by all groups. This is most 

likely due to its function as an indicator of prestige. 

Information about the history of non-academic employment was 

rated as relatively important for all groups, which 

contrasts with Caplow and McGee's statement that it may be 

"irrelevant or undesirable" information (1965, p. 140). For 

all three groups, information about service activities was 

considered relatively unimportant, as had been hypothesized. 

Although institutional governance and operation may be one 

of the major functions of the professoriate (Bowen & 

Schuster, 1986), it seems to be relatively unimportant in 

the evaluation process. 

Less easily explained is the unpredicted finding that 

the inclusion of information about health status, including 

physical handicaps, current health, and age, is valued more 

highly by the High and Low paradigm groups than by the 

Moderate paradigm disciplines. It is possible that the 

Moderate paradigm group sampled, including Psychology, 

Sociology, and Political Science, may be more sensitized to 

the potentially delicate nature of this health related 

information by the nature of their fields. Though the 

reporting of Health Status factors may not be inherently 

problematic, respondents with heightened awareness to 

"person variables" may consider it to be irrelevant. 

Additionally, prior discussion suggests that age may be more 

relevant for High paradigm disciplines, in which professors 
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might "burn out" at younger ages, and Low paradigm groups, 

which may particularly value the experience which 

accompanies age. No such reasons for information about age 

exist among Moderate paradigm groups. It is interesting to 

note, however, that the subject group for this study does 

not conform to the distribution which would be expected 

based on theory. Almost half of the High group was in the 

50-59 age group, while the mode age for the Low group was 

younger, with 46.1% being 40-49 years old. Finally, it is 

important to note that while significant differences exist 

among groups on this scale, all disciplines rated it toward 

the "Unimportant" end of the continuum, where it clearly is 

less important than some other types of information. In 

addition to health status, ethnicity/gender was considered 

to be among the least valued information for all groups. 

Given the opportunity to suggest vita items which were 

not included in the questionnaire list, respondents offered 

a wide variety of possibilities, with no repetition of 

suggestions. The diversity of ideas reflects the variety of 

contents sought and included in vitae for all groups. This 

is also consistent with the moderate percentage (24.07%) of 

variance in vita contents accounted for by the seven primary 

factors. There clearly is a wide variety of types of 

information typically and appropriately included in a vita. 

This may be interpreted with a sense of futility at trying 

to write a vita which will impress most readers. An 
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alternative view holds that there are many acceptable ways 

to present oneself in a vita. 

Ethical Appropriateness 

Contrary to prediction, political affiliation was the 

only vita content item considered by the vast majority of 

respondents to be ethically inappropriate. While most other 

items were generally considered appropriate, there were 

several demographic descriptors upon which there was no 

clear agreement. Even within paradigm groups, people's 

opinions about these items varied. The subjective and 

value-laden nature of the vita is highlighted by this 

finding. 

Form Characteristics 

The form features studied included spelling, type of 

printing, and length of the vita. Findings suggest that 

while the type of printing and length are relatively 

insignificant, all groups placed great value on accurate 

spelling. 

Implications 

Practical 

The current findings have both practical and 

theoretical implications. From a practical standpoint, 

several suggestions can be made based on current findings. 

When applying for an academic position, the overall 

importance of research activities and teaching experience in 

the function of the professoriate as it is currently 
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organized requires that both be reported in a vita written 

for any discipline. Reporting artistic achievements and 

including samples of creative work, when relevant, is 

essential as well. Current findings suggest that for all 

groups information which indicates prestige or potential 

prestige, including awards, scholarships/fellowships, etc., 

should be included in a vita. For those entering academia 

from other fields, relevant non-academic employment 

experiences may be important information to include in a 

vita. 

Perhaps among the most important findings is the 

delineation of unimportant contents and contents which may 

be considered unethical or inappropriate by the audience. 

Political affiliation should not be included in a vita. It 

may be wise to omit unimportant items which are generally 

considered inappropriate such as marital status and family 

composition, military experience, physical descriptors, and 

non-work related interests. When items are possibly 

important, but are met with little consensus, such as age, 

gender, social security number, ethnicity, handicaps, and 

current salary, decisions pertaining to their inclusion must 

be made with a clear sense of the audience, perhaps with 

guidance from application forms or job descriptions. The 

wide variety of information suggested by respondents for 

inclusion in vitae indicates that a great deal of latitude 

exists for reporting information which the vita writer 
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considers important as he or she prepares a self-

presentation. Nevertheless, given the importance of the 

document, conservatism is likely to be the best approach, 

omitting items about which one is unsure. 

The importance of careful proofreading and spelling as 

part of presenting oneself as a desireable potential 

colleague should not be overlooked. Accuracy may suggest to 

the audience that the applicant is meticulous, careful, and 

intelligent. Errors may indicate sloppiness, apathy 

regarding attaining the position and working in general, and 

in the worst case may bring one's competence into question. 

Extra effort aimed at special forms of printing may provide 

diminishing returns. The length of the vita, it may be 

presumed, ought to be whatever is required to provide the 

kinds of information valued by the group of people receiving 

the document. For those in higher paradigm disciplines, the 

tendency may be for vita to be shorter, though one fourth of 

the respondents in this study indicated that it would vary 

depending on the situation. More moderate length vitae may 

be expected in the moderate paradigm disciplines. Among 

those in lower paradigm disciplines, a wider variety of 

lengths may be the norm. 

In practical terms, these findings do not suggest 

essential differences in vita being prepared for different 

disciplines. However, audiences also differ in priorities 

based on the primary functions or goals of the institutions 
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in which the disciplines are housed. Those stressing 

research are likely to focus on information about research 

activities, while liberal arts colleges and smaller 

universities may value teaching experience in their 

applicants (Bowen & Schuster, 1986). It is possible, too, 

that the level of paradigm development interacts with the 

institution's focus, such that high paradigm disciplines in 

research oriented universities will stress research to a 

much greater extent than would the same disciplines at a 

liberal arts college. To the extent that this is so, 

knowing the audience which is reviewing and evaluating the 

vita is an essential aspect of writing an effective vita. 

Overall, evaluators in all paradigm groups are looking 

for colleagues who are competent researchers and teachers; 

regardless of the different relative values placed on these 

within disciplines, both are important. Intimately 

associated with this competence is the prestige the 

applicant can bring to the department and institution, 

indicated by such things as professional recognition, 

professional society memberships, scholarships, fellowships, 

in addition to quality research, teaching, and artistic 

performance where relevant. Quality teaching does not 

appear to be tied to prestige in most cases. 

Considering the importance of the audience who receives 

the vita, it may be wise to maintain a repertoire of vitae, 

rather than one all-purpose document, as undoubtedly many 
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people do. A variety of non-academic situations not 

evaluated in this study require vitae. Since vitae will be 

given to different audiences with different values and for 

different purposes, flexibility in one's self-presentation 

may be prudent. 

Theoretical 

Theories about paradigm development in disciplines, 

differences between paradigm levels (Biglan, 1973b; Fulton & 

Trow, 1974), and the overall importance of research (Bowen & 

Schuster, 1986; Caplow & McGee, 1965) were found to be 

consistent with current findings. The importance of 

teaching has not been as clear in the literature, and this 

study lends support to those who have found teaching to be 

an important aspect of the academician's activities for all 

disciplines (Boyer, 1987; Fulton & Trow, 1974). However, 

while teaching was judged to be equally important across 

paradigm levels, within paradigm groups teaching was found 

to be subordinate to research in the evaluation process for 

the High and Moderate groups. In all liklihood, this is 

secondary to its limited role in the faculty reward system 

(Jacobson, 1992b; McCurdy, 1991; Mooney, 1991c; Mooney, 

1992a), the type of institution at which the study was 

conducted, and the ease with which research can be 

evaluated. 

Presentation theory's emphasis on the audience element 

of self-presentation has been helpful in pointing to a 
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fruitful and practical area of study. However, audiences 

change, as has been highlighted in the discussions of new 

movements underway in academia. Attending to changes in the 

characteristics and values of the academic audience, 

particularly related to institutional goals and the faculty 

reward system, will be important to those presenting 

themselves to academic audiences in the future. 

It must be remembered that all results were found, and 

conclusions drawn, from a study conducted at one university, 

using only nine academic disciplines. Given what is known 

about the differences between disciplines and institutions 

it would be inappropriate to overgeneralize the reported 

conclusions and suggestions beyond the scope of this sample. 

Also, the reported results may only pertain to academic 

settings, although the emphasis on the importance of knowing 

one's audience applies to all evaluation situations. 

The results of this study allow the unequivocal 

statement that academic audiences differ in their values as 

they evaluate applicants. Based on their discipline and/or 

institution, readers of vitae are looking for certain types 

of information and may be offended by others. The vita is a 

major vehicle for one's initial self-presentation in many 

situations. As such, the vita must continue to be 

scrutinized, always with ample consideration being paid to 

its recipients, considering especially the discipline and 

institution in which it is being evaluated. 
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Directions for Future Study 

The current study was not intended to be exhaustive, 

but rather to serve as an initial effort toward objectively 

evaluating the contents of vitae. Findings and limitations 

of this project point to directions for future study. 

Broadening the scope of the current project to include 

different types of institutions will be necessary to render 

information with broader generalizability. It may also be 

helpful to screen out those who are not currently involved 

in the process of evaluating those seeking hiring and 

promotion. Including the faculty reward system as a factor 

in future investigations would also be important. The use 

of a larger sample, particularly to highlight differences 

between the values of those in scholarly versus performing 

or creative arts, may further delineate the value structures 

of academic disciplines and subdisciplines. If a 

questionnaire is used which suggests vita contents, the 

inclusion of some of the items suggested by respondents to 

this study may be worthwhile. The issue of vita evaluation 

may further be refined by examining differences in evaluator 

values when applicants are in different places in their 

careers. Further, specifics about the form of the vita, 

including importance and impact of the order of presentation 

of information, should be clarified. It may be that certain 

contents may be emphasized by their holding a prominent 

place early in the document. Information which is less 
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essential to the evaluator, but nonetheless important to the 

writer, may be effectively placed after the more critical 

vita contents. Finally, it may be important to pursue 

investigation and clarification of the role of values in 

academia. Particular attention should be given to the 

ambivalence noted in this study with respect to the 

appropriateness of a variety of demographic factors. 

The current study only evaluated vita used in academic 

settings. Certainly study of vitae used in different 

settings could be useful to vita writers. 
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VTTA EVALUATION SURVEY 

Imagine you are evaluating the vita of an applicant for a full-time, tenure track, regular 
faculty appointment in your department Please rate each of the following items in terms 
of your evaluation of its importance as a feature of the vita, on the five point scale, and 
in terms of its ETHICAL appropriateness for inclusion in a professional vita, by marking 
yes or no. 

PARTI: 

1. Date of birth 
2. Citizenship 
3. Gender 
4. Social Security Number 
5. Marital status 
6. Ethnicity 
7. Photograph of self 
8. Children or dependents 
9. Military service 
10. Current physical health 
11. Physical handicaps 
12. Height and weight 
13. Hobbies/ recreational 

interests 
14. Special abilities/talents 
15. Residence phone number 
16. Residence address 
17. Office phone number 
18. Office address 
19. Current salary 
20. Athletic achievements 
21. Political affiliation 
22. Language fluencies 
23. Professional societies 
24. Professional awards 

or nonors 
25. Artistic awards 
26. Scholarships/fellowships 
27. College education 

Unimportant 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

Very 
Important 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 

Ethically 
Appro-
priate? 
Yes No 

Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 

Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 

Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 

N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 

N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 

N 
N 
N 
N 
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Unimportant 
Very 

Important 

Ethically 
Appro-
priate? 
Yes No 

28. Graduate education 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
29. Post-graduate studies 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
30. Honorary degrees 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
31. Primary graduate 

profMsoft/Instructors 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
32. Names of references 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
33. ̂ cademic employment ^ 

2 3 4 5 Y N 
34. Non-academic employment 

history (in your field/ I 2 3 4 5 Y N 
35. Teaching experience 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
36. Papers read.at 

professional meetings 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
37. Panel presentations at 

professional meetings 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
38. Grants and contracts 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
39. Patents, copyrights 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
40. Exhibit record 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
41. Research experience 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
42. Areas of expertise 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
43. Refereed publications 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
44. Nonrefereed publications 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
45. Unpublished manuscripts 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
46. In-press manuscripts 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
47. Manuscripts in review 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
48. Funded research 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
49. Unfunded research 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
50. Works in progress 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
51. Textbook authorship/ 

coauthorsnip r 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
52. Compositions 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
53. Musical Performances 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
54. Citations 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
55. Names, qf purchasers 

ofwork/aesigns 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 
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Unimportant 
Very 

Important 

Ethically 
Appro-
priate? 
Yes No 

56. Editorial/reyiewer/ , 
juror experience 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 

57. Critical reviews of , 
works 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 

58. Local community service 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 

59. University committee , 
service 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 

60. State committee service 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 

61. International/National 
committee service 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 

62. Consulting experience 1 2 3 4 5 Y N 

PART II: 
To what extent do you believe that the following characteristics of a professional 
vita are important aspects of the vita? 

Unimportant Important 
63. Accuracy of spelling 1 2 3 4 5 
64. Type of 1 

1 2 3 4 5 
65. Length of vita 1 2 3 4 5 

66. What is the optimal number of pages for the vita of a faculty applicant? 
1-2 3-4 5-10 10-20 (fill in own) 

67. Are there items not mentioned here that you recommend including in a vita? 

68. Of the items you considered important in Part I, please rank order the ten most 
important (where "1" is "most important") by filling in their item numbers below. 
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 
6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 

Part HI: 
69. Please indicate your age group. 

20-29 30-34 35-39 
55-59 60-64 65-69 

.40-44. 
70+ 

45-49. 50-54 
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70. Please indicate your marital status? Single Married 
71. Please indicate your gender. Female Male 
72. Please indicate your ethnicity. Caucasian Black Asian 

Hispanic American Indian 
Other 

73. Since receiving your highest degree, in how many institutions have you 
been employed prior to coming to UNT? 

74. Are you Tenured Non-tenured? 
75. Have you ever evaluated applicants for a college-level academic position? 

Yes No 
76. Would your responses differ in the evaluation of vitae for a junior level (eg, 

assistant professor) versus a senior level (eg, full professor) faculty applicant? 
Yes No 

You are invited to elaborate on your response: 

77. How important is the vita in the initial evaluation of prospective faculty in your 
department? Unimportant Important 

1 2 3 4 5 
78. Are there other aspects of applicant screening which are deemed by your department 

to be more important than the vita? 

Please return completed questionnaire, through campus mail, to: 

Dr. Michael J. Mahoney 
Psychology Dept. 
Rm. 343, Terrill Hall 
UNT 

**Return of this form will be deemed consent to participate. All questionnaires 
should remain anonymous.** 

Thank you for your participation. 
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University of North Texas 
College of Arts arid Sciences 
Department of Psychology 

Psychology Dept. 
Rm. 343, Terrill Hall 
UNT 

Enclosed you will find a questionnaire which is part of 
a dissertation project being conducted by Joy P. 
Vroonland, and supervised by Dr. Michael J. Mahoney, in 
the UNT Psychology Department. 

The project is a study of the evaluation of academic 
vitae, specifically the importance and ethical 
appropriateness of different contents for inclusion in 
professional vitae. It also addresses different 
structural aspects of the vita. 

Your participation in the study, by completion of the 
questionnaire, will be greatly appreciated. Completed 
forms may be returned, via campus mail, to: 

Dr. Michael J. Mahoney 
Psychology Dept. 
Rm. 343, Terrill Hall 
UNT 

A reminder and form for requesting a summary of the 
study's findings will be sent in two weeks. 

Thank you for your participation. 

Sincerely, 

Joy P. Vroonland Michael J. Mahoney 

* 
NORTH 
T F " " 

P.O.Box 13587 • Denton, Texas 76203-3587 • 817/565-2671 
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University of North Texas 
College of Arts and Sciences 
Department of Psychology 

Psychology Dept. 
Rm. 343, Terrill Hall 
UNT 

Two weeks ago a questionnaire regarding the contents and 
structure of professional vitae was mailed to you. If 
you have returned it, thank you. If not, we ask once 
again that you do so soon, and return it, via campus 
mail, to the address below. 

Dr. Michael J. Mahoney 
Psychology Dept. 
Rm. 343, Terrill Hall 
UNT 

If you would like a summary of the findings of this 
study, please give your name and address on the form 
below, and a summary will be sent to you when the study 
is completed. You may send this to the above address as 
well. 

Thank you for your participation. 

Sincerely, 

/ 

Joy P. Vroonland Michael J. Mahoney 

Please send a summary of the vita study findings to: 

1 
NORTH m 

P.O.Box 13587 • Denton. Texas 76203-3587 • 817/565-2671 
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University of North Texas 
College of Arts and Sciences 
Department of Psychology 

November 8, 1991 

Enclosed you will find a questionnaire which is part of a 
dissertation project being conducted by Joy P. Vroonland, and 
supervised by Dr. Michael J. Mahoney, in the UNT Psychology 
Department. In addition, there is a return envelope for your 
convenience, and a form for requesting research results, 
which should be returned under separate cover. 

Most of you will recognize this questionnaire, as it was sent 
to you early in the Fall, 1991 semester. Some may not have 
received it due to a distribution problem. Regardless, we 
are repeating the entire distribution of the questionnaire 
for two reasons. First, several respondents communicated 
concerns about their anonymity. Numbers had been put in the 
upper right hand corner of all questionnaires for the purpose 
of keeping pages together. Though the cover letter and 
survey were unclear on this point, the number in no way 
identified respondents; there is no record of whose name is 
associated with which number. Because of this, all who 
responded are receiving this for a second time along with 
non-responders. As you will notice, the numbers have been 
removed. 

A second reason for the redistribution of the survey is a low 
number of participants. While the overall response rate was 
not unusual for survey studies, because of a small subject 
pool the overall number of respondents was too low to do the 
analysis which we had planned. We do not want this study to 
go the way of many dissertation projects which become merely 
studies of response biases and methodological issues. We 
began a study which was of interest to us for its content, 
and we would like to work to answer the questions we 
originally intended to address. We also realize that many of 
you took the time to respond to the survey, and we do not 
want: your time to have been wasted. 

The quality of this study means enough to us to redo the 
entire process of collecting data. If you did respond the 
first time, thank you very much. DO NOT RESPOND A SECOND 
TIME! If you did not respond the first time, we are asking 
you to reconsider responding, knowing that your responses are 
anonymous, and that we want to do a quality study and need 
your participation to accomplish this goal. 

NORTH 
T & W 
1890-1990 

P . O . B o x 13587 • Denton. Texas 7 6 2 0 3 - 3 5 8 7 • 8 1 7 / 5 6 5 - 2 6 " : 
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Your participation in the study, by completion of the 
questionnaire by NOVEMBER 21, will be greatly appreciated. 
Completed forms may be returned in the envelope provided, via 
campus mail. 

If you would like a summary of the findings of the vita 
study, please give your name and address on the form below, 
and return it under separate cover. A summary will be sent 
to you when the study is completed. You may send this to the 
address below: 

Dr. Michael J. Mahoney 
Psychology Dept. 
Rm. 343, Terrill Hall 
UNT 

Thank you very much for your participation. 

Sincerely, 

Joy P. Vroonland Michael J. Mahoney 

Please send a summary of the vita study findings to: 
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Comparison Degrees of Freedom for Tukev Post-hoc Tests of 

Teaching vs. Research, by Group 

High (a) 
Moderate (b) 

Research in 
Progress 

Teaching 
Experience 

Research 
Activities 

Research in 
Progress 

Teaching 

3 

2 

Low (c) 

Research in 
Progress 

Research 
Activities 

Teaching 
Experience 

Research in 
Progress 

Research 
Activities 

a Error Degrees of Freedom 
b Error Degrees of Freedom 
c Error Degrees of Freedom 

48 for each comparison. 
58 for each comparison. 
126 for each comparison. 
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Comparison Degrees of Freedom for Tukev Post-hoc Tests of 

the Seven Factor Scales, by Group 

High 
EG HS S AA RP PI RA 

Ethnicity/ 
Gender (EG) - 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Health 2 3 4 5 6 
Status (HS) 

Service (S) - 2 3 4 5 

Artistic 
Achievements (AA) - - - 2 3 4 

Research in 
Progress (RP) - - - 2 3 

Prestige 
Indicators (PI) - - - - 2 

Research 
Activities (RA) — — — 

Note: Error Degrees of Freedom = 132 for all comparisons 
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Moderate 
HS EG AA S RP PI RA 

Health 
Status (HS) 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Ethnicity/ 
Gender (EG) 

2 3 4 5 6 

Artistic 
Achievements (AA) - - 2 3 4 5 

Service (S) - - 2 3 4 

Research in 
Progress (RP) - - - 2 3 

Prestige 
Indicators (PI) - - - - 2 

Research 
Activities (RA) - - - - -

Note: Error Degrees of Freedom = 132 for all comparisons. 
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Low 
EG HS S RP AA PI RA 

Ethnicity/ 
Gender (EG) 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Health 
Status (HS) 

- 2 3 4 5 6 

Service (S) - - 2 3 4 5 

Research in 
Progress (RP) - - - 2 3 4 

Artistic 
Achievements (AA) - - - - - 2 3 

Prestige 
Indicators (PI) - - - - - 2 

Research 
Activities (RA) - - - - - -

Note: Error Degrees of Freedom = 306 for all comparisons. 
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Comparison Degrees of Freedom for Tukev Post-hoc Tests of 

Length, Spelling, and Printing, by Group 

High (a) 
Low (b) 

Printing Length Spelling 

Printing 

Length 

3 

2 

Moderate (c) 

Length Printing Spelling 

Length 

Printing 

3 

2 

a Error Degrees of Freedom = 4 6 for each comparison, 
b Error Degrees of Freedom = 126 for each comparison, 
c Error Degrees of Freedom = 56 for each comparison. 
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Seventh Through Fourteenth Factors, with Factor Items, Their 

Loadings, and the Variance Accounted for by each Factor 

Factor Item 

% Variance 
Accounted 

Loading for 

Residence 
Contact 

Office 
Contact 

Professional 
Meetings 

Education 

Family 

Politics 

References 

Residence address .89 
Residence phone number .86 

Office address .91 
Office phone number .91 

Papers read at 
professional meetings .73 

Panel presentations at 
professional meetings .69 

Graduate education .84 
College education .74 

Children or dependents .79 
Marital status .73 

Political affiliation .82 

Names of references .83 

2.27 

2 .22 

2 .10 

2 .00 

1 .81 

1.35 

1.29 
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Correlations Among the Seven Factor Scales 

1. Artistic 
Achievements 1.00 

2. Research 
Activities .10 1.00 

3. Service 
Activities .13 .41 1.00 

4. Research in 
Progress .39 .14 .19 1.00 

5. Health 
Status -.08 .19 .23 -.06 1.00 

6. Prestige 
Indicators .32 .31 .34 .24 -.03 1.00 

7. Ethnicity/ 
Gender -.04 .02 .23 .01 .45 -.03 
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