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The purpose of this study is to analyze and compare 

the current faculty evaluation practices in two universities 

in Thailand as perceived by faculty and administrators. 

Although both institutions are universities, one is notably 

larger and more diversified. From a sample population of 

450 (250 each), the response rate was 71.8 per cent. 

A survey instrument was used to collect the data early 

in 1984. Statistical procedures used in the analyses of 

data include frequency and percentage of responses, analysis 

of variance for split-plot repeated measures design, t tests, 

and binomial distribution as required to answer the twelve 

research questions designed to guide the study. 

Among the findings from this study are that only 48 

per cent of the respondents are knowledgeable about criteria 

and procedures used in their institutions for faculty per-

formance evaluation. Statistically significant differences 

were found between the perceptions of respondents from the 

two universities in regard to criterion used for faculty 

teaching performance, faculty research and publication per-

formance, service performance, and; overall criteria for 



faculty evaluation. These differences appear to result 

primarily from the typical emphasis of large institutions 

on research and publication and of smaller institutions on 

teaching excellence. A discussion of the data findings 

points out both cultural differences and similarities and 

differences with findings reported in the literature. 

Among the conclusions drawn from the findings are that 

there is a similarity among these Thai respondents and those 

in many American institutions in regard to dissatisfaction 

with the process and procedures of faculty performance 

evaluation, especially perceptions of unfair applications. 

Factors that may contribute to feelings of dissatisfaction 

by respondents with Thai faculty evaluation procedures may 

result from their unfamiliarity with presently used criteria, 

in addition to the absence of written criteria that specify 

the weight of items that comprise faculty performance 

evaluation criteria. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The evaluation of academic personnel is important, 

essential, and inevitable; evaluation should, therefore, be 

involved in every phase of the operation of an institution, 

in every decision, and in every resource allocation (8, p. 4} 

Because faculty members are one of the most important re-

sources of a higher education institution and are directly 

involved in the teaching and learning process, it is often 

stated that the quality of a university can be judged by 

the quality of its faculty (2, p. 257). Thus, significant 

importance should be attached to both the reward structure 

established for faculty performance and the process by 

which faculty members are evaluated so that good teaching 

is encouraged. While faculty evaluation is universally 

accepted by most colleges and universities, it continues 

to be one of the most topical, sensitive, and active issues 

in higher education. The importance of faculty evaluation 

cannot be confined to the United States. Higher education 

is an essential part of any nation, and the evaluation of 

faculty members is a necessary process in any institution, 

no matter where it is located. 



Classroom teaching, research, and service are generally 

regarded as the basic criteria for determining the quality 

of a faculty member's performance in most institutions of 

higher education. The decisions made on promotion or 

salary increases come through the faculty member's degree 

of success in one or all of these areas. However, problems 

can arise when the evaluation system, formal or informal, 

is applied to individual professors. The criteria, instru-

mentation, and procedures lack agreement among the parties 

concerned, lack consistency in their application to indi-

viduals, and thus appear unfair and unacceptable to many 

participants (7, p. 639). Pressures for new forms of 

faculty evaluation are forcing administrators and faculty 

to search for better, fairer, more reasonable and accurate 

ways both to evaluate teaching performance and to encourage 

professional development (10, p. 45). 

A number of research studies have been conducted in 

American colleges and universities on the various aspects 

of faculty evaluation. One major category of study is 

related to descriptions of the current policies and practices 

in evaluation faculty performance. These descriptions may 

be found in studies by Astin and Lee (1), Centra (3, 4), 

Seldin (11), and The Southern Regional Education Board (15). 

The findings of these studies have been of great assistance 

to many institutions in developing and improving their 



faculty evaluation systems in order to assure fair and 

appropriate personnel decisions and to provide assistance 

to faculty for development and improvement. 

It is also important to study faculty evaluation 

practices in higher education institutions in other 

countries for ;the same reasons that it is done in the 

United States. As in most developing nations, Thailand 

is faced with problems related to the rapid expansion of 

its higher education system (19, p. 297), In recent years, 

institutions of higher education in Thailand has been in-

creasing in number and growing in size in response to the 

collective demands and individual aspirations of young 

Thais (12). With the rapid changes in the Tahi society and 

the increasing demands of consumers, institutions of higher 

education in Thailand have had to be more sensitive to 

these changes and needs. Toward these ends, more and more 

attention has been placed on the quality of education. The 

quality of the teaching and learning processes, the improve-

ment in the quality of graduates, and how institutions of 

higher education can address themselves to these problems 

have been the chief challenges and opportunities facing 

faculties and administrators in most Thai institutions 

during this period of time (16, p. 24). 

Although the process of faculty evaluation can improve 

instruction and the total educational environment, it appears 



that a substantial number of colleges and universities in 

Thailand have not adequately dealt with the issues of 

developing proper procedures for the evaluation of 

faculty performance. Therefore, there is a real need for 

more information and assistance in this area. This study 

seeks to analyze and compare current faculty evaluation 

practices in two selected universities. The two universi-

ties used in this study were selected on the basis of size 

and age. Chulalongkorn is the largest and oldest university, 

whereas Silpakorn University is relatively small and new. 

Because they are different in nature and philosophy, 

differences in the characteristics of their faculty evalua-

tion practices should be expected. It is hoped that the 

results of this investigation will provide assistance to 

both institutions in the development and improvement of 

their faculty evaluation systems. It should also be bene-

ficial, specifically in planning for any formulation of 

future faculty evaluation policies and practices in these 

universities as well as in other institutions in Thailand. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study concerns the similarities 

and differences in current faculty evaluation practices in 

two selected universities in Thailand, 



Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study are as follows: 

1. To analyze the current practices used in evaluating 

faculty performance as perceived by the faculty and admini-

strators of the two selected universities; 

2. To determine if there are significant differences 

between the perceptions of the faculty and administrators 

of the two selected universities with respect to the (a) 

purposes of faculty evaluation, (b) criteria considered in 

evaluating teaching, research and publication, service, and 

overall faculty performance, and (c) success of faculty 

evaluation programs being used; 

3. To determine if significant differences exist 

between the administrators of the two selected universities 

in their perceptions regarding the evaluation of faculty 

performance; 

4. To determine if significant differences exist 

between the faculties of the two selected universities in 

their perceptions regarding the evaluation of faculty 

performance. 

Research Questions 

This study proposes to answer the following questions: 

1. Are the appraisals of faculty members in these two 

universities formal and systematic? 



2. Are the criteria and procedures used in evaluating 

faculty performance known and understood by most of the 

faculty? 

3. What kinds of performance standards are being used 

in the faculty evaluation practices? 

4. who participates in the development of faculty evaluation 

program? 

5. What methods are being used presently to evaluate 

faculty members' teaching, research and publication, and 

service performances? 

6. Who is involved in the evaluation of faculty 

members? 

7. To what extent are the actual faculty evaluation 

practices consistent with the stated faculty evaluation 

policies? 

8. To what degree are the faculty and administrators 

satisfied with the present policies and practices? 

9. Are there significant perceived differences of 

opinion between the faculty and administrators of the two 

selected universities with respect to the (a) purposes of 

faculty evaluation, (b) criteria considered in evaluating 

teaching, research and publication, service, and overall 

faculty performance, and (c) success of faculty evaluation 

programs being used? 



10. Are there significant differences of opinion 

between the administrators of the two selected universi— 

ties regarding the evaluation of faculty performance? 

11. Are there significant differences of opinion 

between the faculties of the two selected universities 

regarding the evaluation of faculty performance? 

12. What are the suggested changes for faculty 

evaluation practices as reported by faculty and admini-

strators? 

Limitation of the Study 

This study is limited to the current faculty evaluation 

practices as perceived by the faculty and administrators 

of Chulalongkorn University and Silpakorn University, 

Thailand. 

Background and Significance of the Study 

Higher education is relatively new in Thailand, dating 

from the last part of the nineteenth century. The role of 

a university was considered to be narrow; it was mainly to 

train civil servants to serve in specific government de-

partments. The colleges established at that time were 

established to meet only the manpower needs of the nation 

(19, p. 301). Mostly, higher education is operated on a 

closed approach which was based on the Western European 

model, and each institution was devoted to a single discipline. 
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Since then, the concept of higher education has broadened 

and facilities have been expanded. The increasing demand 

for higher education began during the 1960s and is con-

tinuing. This demand lead to the expansion of existing 

universities and to the creation of several new higher 

education institutions in different parts of the country. 

These instittuions are classified under four categories: 

1. Universities, institutes, and private colleges 
under the supervision of the Office of University 
Affairs. 

2. Technical or vocational, agricultural and 
teacher-training colleges under the jurisdiction of 
the Ministry of Education. These institutions formerly 
trained only middle level technicians and school 
teachers. The duration of the courses is usually two 
or three years. Recently the government has revised 
these courses to a five-year program for the bachelor's 
degree. 

3. Other specialized or professional training 
institutions under the sponsorship of ministries and 
government organizations (e.g., nursing colleges, 
Buddhist colleges, military and police academies, 
etc.) . 

4. The Asian Institute of Technology, an inter-
national institute under its own charter, granted by 
Thai Government (18, p. 281). 

All Thai institutions of higher education are under the 

supervision or regulation of the government. The Office of 

University Affairs (OUA) serves as a co-ordinating agency 

between the university and the government (see Appendix A) 

and is responsible for broad policies, university regulations, 

setting curriculum standards, overseeing university personnel 

and administration, approving accreditation and approving 

curriculum development 119, p. 304). Each university is 



supervised by its university council whose members are 

the rector, the deans, and a representative of the faculty 

senate. 

Internally, the university is administered by the 

rector with the advice of the deans' council. Within each 

faculty, the dean is the administrative head. Policies 

and academic programs are formulated by the faculty board, 

with the approval of both the deans' council and the uni-

versity council 19, p. 4081). Each university receives 

funding on an annual basis from the government and perma-

nent members of the teaching staff are designated as civil 

officials under the Office of the Prime Minister. 

There are at present fourteen state universities and 

institutes. In the future, the creation of five more uni-

versities in the provincial areas is planned. As mentioned 

previously, Thailand is facing the problem of adequately 

responding to pressures for increased higher educational 

opportunities. While some solutions have been achieved 

through expanding existing universities, opening new ones, 

and establishing open universities, these solutions have 

created a number of unexpected side effects, one of which 

is the major problem of the quality of education. It is 

feared that quantitative expansion has led to qualitative 

decline (19, p. 309). The fear has led to criticisms that 

universities have failed to produce qualified graduates, and 
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many faculty members in the newer universities are in-

experienced , untrained, and lacking in research and higher 

degree qualifications 119, p. 310). 

Because the heart of a university is considered by 

many to be its faculty members, how well they are trained 

and how effectively they contribute to their professional 

fields through teaching and research activities are major 

criteria for assessing the strength of the institution 

(12, p. 19). In the situation of the quantity/quality crisis 

facing the universities, one aspect of institutional respon-

sibility should be to improve the quality of instruction, 

and this can be done through the assessment and development 

of faculty performance. However, in comparison to other 

institutional evaluation programs, faculty evaluation 

programs in most Thai higher education institutions are less 

developed and largely ignored by faculty. In addition, very 

few investigations have been conducted in this area in 

Thailand. As a result, this study is designed to analyze 

and compare current faculty evaluation practices in two 

quite different universities: Chulalongkorn University 

and Silpakorn University. 

Chulalongkorn University 

Chulalongkorn University, the first Thai university, 

was established in 1917 by the Royal Act of H, M. King 

Vajiravudh. The university is located in Bangkok. 
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The philosophy for establishment of the university at 

that time was not only to serve as a training center for 

personnel for the administrative ministries of the govern-

ment but also to serve as a institution of higher learning 

for everyone C5). The university comprised an amalgamation 

of the Civil Service College, an engineering school, and 

the Royal Medical School. Four faculties were in existence 

at its beginning: Arts and Science, Medicine, Engineering, 

and Political Science (19, p. 301). Many changes an additions 

have taken place since the founding of the university. How-

ever, it is still recognized for its high academic standards 

and the preeminent institution of higher education in Thai-

land. 

Like other traditional Thai universities, candidates 

for admission to Chulalongkorn University must pass a high 

school-leaving examination and take the Joint Higher Educa-

tion Entrance Examination (JHEEE), which is organized by a 

committee consisting of representative from state universities 

and the Office of University Affairs. On the basis of their 

test results, the universities of their choice accept or 

reject students (6, p. 317). When compared to other insti-

tutions of higher education in other countries, entry is 

restricted and highly competitive for Chulalongkorn Uni-

versity and other traditional universities. 
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The university presently consists of the following 

fourteen faculties or colleges; these are in education, 

artictecture, arts, commerce and accountancy, communica-

tion arts, dentistry, medicine, science, pharmaceutical 

sciences, economics, engineering, law, political science, 

and veterinary science. In addition, there are also 

eight institutes, a graduate school, and two affiliated 

institutes (see Appendix B). Each faculty is composed of 

a variety of departments. Totally, there are 121 depart-

ments. Degrees are awarded at the baccalaureate, master's, 

and doctoral levels (Physics, Thai, Mathematics, Biological 

Science, Government, Curriculum and Instruction, Educational 

Phychology, and Educational Measurement and Evaluation) (17). 

According to its 1982 Catalog (5, p. 66), Chulalongkorn 

University has 2,267 faculty members, of whom 551 (24%) have 

a doctoral degree and 1,351 (60%) have a master's degree. 

The total 1982 student enrollment was 16,103. More recent 

data are not available at this time. 

Apart from instructional duty, the university also 

emphasizes research activities. Four institutes are 

responsible for doing research in the fields of population 

studies, environmental research, social research, and health 

research. However, the lack of grants or funding support 

seems to be the major problem of the university (5), 
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Silpakorn University 

Silpakorn University was established in 1943 to provide 

for academic training and preservation of the art, cultural, 

and archeological heritage of Thailand (9, p. 4078). The 

university was developed from the School of Fine Arts. The 

original campus is located in Bangkok and is composed of 

the four faculties (colleges) of Painting, Sculpture and 

Graphic Arts? Architecture; Decorative Arts; and Archaeology. 

During the age of university expansions, a second campus 

of the university was opened in 1968 at Nakorn Pathom, 35 

miles west of Bangkok (19, p. 305). It offers a variety 

of programs in arts, education, and science. In addition, 

faculties are planned in Pharmaceutical Sciences, Drama, 

and Music. Admission to Silpakorn University is subject 

to the same national university entrance examinations as 

far other traditional higher education institutions. 

The present organization of the university includes 

seven faculties (colleges); a graduate school is respon-

sible for the organization and supervision of education 

beyond the bachelor's level (see Appendix C). Courses 

leading to the bachelor's degree are of four years duration 

except through the Faculties of Architecture, Painting, 

Sculpture, and' Graphic Arts which are of five years duration. 

Advanced studies award the master's degree in various 

fields (17). 
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H 

According to 1982 statistic from Silpakorn University 

{13), it has 388 faculty members, of whom 43 (11%) have a 

doctoral degree and 267 069%) have a master's degree. 

The total 1982 student enrollment was 2,860. More recent 

data are not available at this time. 

Like most general institutions of higher education, 

teaching, research, and service are considered the major 

functions of the university. Apart from these activities, 

Silpakorn University also emphasizes the study and pre-

servation of the art and cultural heritage of Thailand. 

One of the major reasons for the recent establishment of 

the institutional research center is to promote the research 

activities at Silpakorn University in various fields, 

particularly art and cultural studies (14). 

Summary of Significance of the Study 

It is expected that the analysis and comparative study 

of current faculty evaluation practices, as perceived by 

the faculty and administrators of Chulalongkorn University 

and Silpakorn University, will provide assistance to both 

institutions not only for the study, development, and 

improvement of their existing faculty evaluation systems 

but also may lead to improved faculty performance and 

productivity in these institutions. In addition, this 

study may contribute to the formulation of future policies 

and practices used to assess faculty performance. Finally, 
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it is hoped that this study may encourage other Thai 

institutions to revise and examine the strengths and 

weaknesses of their faculty evaluation approaches. 

Organization of the Study 

The study is composed of five chapters. Chapter I 

presents an introduction to the study which include the 

statement of the problem, purposes of the study, limitation, 

and background and significance of the study. Chapter II 

deals with a review of the literature that is relevant to 

various aspects of faculty evaluation in both American 

and Thai colleges and universities. Chapter III describes 

the details of the population selection, the development 

of the instrument, collection of data, and the statistical 

procedures for treatment of the data. Chapter IV presents 

the analysis of collected data and an interpretation of the 

results of the analysis. Chapter V provides a summary of 

the most significant findings, the conclusions, and some 

recommendations for further research. 



CHAPTER BIBLIOGRAPHY 

1. Astin, A. W. and C. B. T. Lee, "Current Practices in 
the Evaluation and Training of College Teachers ," 
Educational Record, 47 (Summer, 1966), 361-375. 

2. Batista, Enrique E., "The Place of Colleague Evaluation 
in the Appraisal of College Teaching: A Review 
of the Literature," Research in Higher Education, 
4 (May, 1976}, 257-271. 

3. Centra, J. A., Determining Faculty Effectiveness, San 
Francisco, Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1979. 

4. r How Universities Evaluate Faculty Per-
formance: A Study of Department Heads, Princeton, 
Educational Testing Service, (ED 157 445), 1977. 

5. Chulalongkorn University, 1982 Catalog of Chulalongkorn 
University, Bangkok, Chulalongkorn University Press, 
1982. 

6. Danskin, Edith, "Quality and Quantity in Higher Education 
in Thailand and Philippines," Comparative Education, 
15 (October, 1979), 313-322. 

7. Gray, Charles E., "The Teaching Model and Evaluation of 
Teaching Performance," Journal of Higher Education, 
40 (November, 1969), 636-642. 

8. Knowles, Asa S., editor, Handbook of College and University 
Administration: Academic Administration, New York, 
McGraw-Hill, 1970. 

9. , editor, "Kingdom of Thailand," The Inter-
national Encyclopedia of Higher Education, Vol. 9, 
San Francisco, Jossey-Bass, Inc.^ 1977, pp. 4078-4084. 

10. Newton, Robert R., "Teacher Evaluation: Focus on Outcomes," 
Peabody Journal of Education, 58 (October, 1980) , 45-54. 

16 



17 

11. Seldin, Peter, Successful Faculty Evaluation Programs, 
New York, Coventry Press, 1980. 

12. Shaw, Archibald B., and Thamrong Buasri, Teachers in 
Thailand's Universities: An Analysis and Forecast, 
National Education Office, Bangkok, 1970. 

13. Silpakorn University, Institutional Research Unit, 
Basic Statistics of Silpakorn University Academic 
Year 1982, Bangkok, 1983. 

14. , Office of the Rector, Summary of 
Research and Publication, Bangkok, 1982. 

15. Southern Regional Educational Board, "Opening Up" 
Faculty Evaluation, Atalnta, Southern Regional 
Education Board, (ED 116 560), 1975. 

16. Tapingkae, Amnuay, "The Southeast Asian Perspective," 
Higher Education and Research in the Netherlands, 22 
(Winter/Spring, 1978), 22-25. 

17. Thailand, Office of University Affairs, Summary of 
Programs and Degrees Awarded Institutions of 
Higher Education Office of University Affairs, 
Academic Affairs Division, Bangkok, 1982. 

18. Unesco, editor, World Guide to Higher Education, Bowker 
Publishing Company, The Unesco Press, 1982, pp. 
281-283. 

19. Watsan, Keith, "The Higher Education Dilemma in 
Developing Countries: Thailand's Two Decades of 
Reform," Higher Education, 10 (May, 1981), 297-314. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter presents a review of the literature on the 

subject of faculty evaluation in institutions of higher edu-

cation. Included are reviews of the purposes of faculty-

evaluation, criteria for evaluation, evaluation methods, 

and procedures for faculty evaluation. A brief summary 

concludes the chapter. 

The Purposes of Faculty Evaluation 

The initial step toward the creation of an acceptable 

faculty evaluation program is to define the purposes of the 

process. In general, the two major purposes of faculty 

evaluation as found in the literature are ta) to provide 

information for personnel decisions and (b) to develop 

and improve faculty performance. 

In the literature related to the purposes of faculty 

evaluation, it is notable that among the theoretical and 

research papers there appears to be disagreement about the 

meaning of the term faculty performance as it applies to 

teaching. One' viewpoint assumes that the purpose -of evaluating 

faculty teaching performance, whether by administrators, peers, 

self, or students, is only to judge the quality of the 

18 
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instructor's performance; this view is predominantly used 

as a criterion for salary, promotion, and tenure decisions. 

The second viewpoint assumes that faculty evaluation of 

teaching performance is (or should be) the basis for 

faculty development and assistance (improvement) programs. 

Although these purposes should not necessarily be mutually 

exclusive, it appears that researchers and scholars treat 

them as such. As will also be shown, scholars disagree 

as to whether or not the same performance evaluation can 

serve both purposes. 

If the way in which the two primary purposes of faculty 

evaluation are listed by scholars indicates order of importance, 

there are two theoretical approaches. Among those who list 

faculty performance development as first are Genova and others 

(31), Seldin (79), and Wolansky (88). While Genova and others 

list seven purposes of faculty evaluation most could be 

categorized under the two primary purposes, and they list 

"helping faculty to improve their performance" (31, p. 8) 

as the first purpose. 

Seldin lists "to improve performance" as the first 

purpose and "for personnel decisions" as second (79, p. 5). 

Wolansky unequivocally says .that the major purpose of faculty 

evaluation is "for improvement of instruction and the total 

educational environment" (88, p. 81). 
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When the Southern Regional Education Board (83) conducted 

a survey of faculty evaluation practices in the fourteen-

state region, it also found that the stated primary reason 

was faculty development and improvement. The second reason, 

which could be considered in the same category as the first, 

was to provide diagnostic information on teaching behavior 

and effectiveness. The third listed reason was to provide 

data on which to make decisions regarding reappointment, 

promotion, and tenure. 

Ockerman (68) surveyed faculty from colleges of medicine, 

dentistry, nursing, law, and engineering to discover their 

perceptions of the purposes of faculty evaluation. This 

population responded that faculty development and improvement 

of performance was and should be the primary purpose of the 

regular facutly performance review. Promotion and tenure 

decisions were also found to be very important reasons for 

such reviews, but salary determinations ranked low in importance 

Among those who list the first purpose of faculty evalu-

ation as providing information for personnel decisions are 

Eckard (25), Hoyt and Howard (43) , and Prodgers (72) . Eckard 

believes that the first purpose is "to judge effectively [for 

faculty rewards] the merit of faculty contributions to instruc-

tional programs and to students within those programs" 

(25, p. 94). Both Hoyt and Howard (4 3) and Prodgers (72) 

state that a major usage of the data from the regular faculty 
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evaluation process is providing administrators with informa-

tion to be used in making decisions on tenure and promotion. 

Boyd and Schietinger (6) surveyed faculty evaluation 

procedures under the sponsorship of the Southern Regional 

Education Board of both doctoral-granting universities 

and two-year institutions. The major finding of the study 

was that faculty evaluation programs at the responding insti-

tutions were generally conducted both (a) to provide informa-

tion for administrative decisions and (b) for faculty development 

and improvement purposes. The data indicate, however, that 

emphasis on administrative decisions information predominated 

at doctoral-level institutions, while emphasis on faculty 

development was more often the paramount reason at two-year 

colleges. 

While it is reasonable to assume that two-year institu-

tions would emphasize faculty development more so than uni-

versities, this may not always be true. Mark (52) surveyed 

four community colleges in New York State and found that 

three of the colleges agreed that the prime reason for 

faculty evaluations was for the purposes of administrative 

personnel decisions, although faculty development and improve-

ment was a close second. Gilley (32), however, says that 

the faculty evaluation model at a community college in 

Virginia is based first on the improvement of teaching and 

second on administrative purposes. 
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Thus, it appears that scholars, researchers and 

institutional administrators and faculty are at issue over 

whether the purpose of faculty evaluation is truly to make 

personnel decisions while paying lip service to the purpose 

of faculty improvement. Moomaw and others (66) and Prodgers 

(72) both found that while among southern region institutions 

the purpose of helping to improve faculty performance was 

given as a major rationale for faculty evaluation, this 

assessment is primarily undertaken to assist in making 

personnel decisions and not in the interest of faculty 

development. 

Although Mark (52) believes that in most colleges the 

faculty evaluations are used both to judge and assist, he 

also states that the outcome, as might be expected, is more 

judgment and less assistance. Rippey (73). contends that 

there is little evidence to support the assumption that 

faculty evaluation improves faculty performance. 

If, however, these two purposes of faculty evaluation 

are of equal importance and necessity, the issue must be 

confronted as to whether or not the same evaluation can be 

used for both purposes. McKeachie (59) and Smith (82) argue 

that faculty development and evaluation should be combined 

into one program. Elbe (24) also concludes that the develop-

ment of effective teachers can be aided by evaluation. 

Furthermore, according to Whitman and Wiess (86), faculty 
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evaluation can serve the dual purpose of faculty improvement 

and promotion, retention, and tenure decisions because they 

share the long-range goal of improved instruction and student 

learning; collecting two separate data bases for faculty 

development and faculty evaluation is inefficient, costly, 

and unnecessary. 

There are those, however, who disagree with the foregoing 

conclusions. Cohen (16) argues that dual purpose evaluation 

systems are counterproductive and damaging to morale. Cohen 

says, 

One faculty evaluation scheme cannot both judge and 
assist. The procedure that gathers evidence for 
dismissal is different from that which relfects a 
climate of support, of communication, and of growth 
inducement (16, p. 21). 

Astin (1, p. 10) agrees and suggests that if faculty evalu-

ations are used to determine administrative decisions (pay 

raises, promotions, and contract renewals) and for faculty 

development, there should be two different and separate 

evaluation systems. 

Criteria for Evaluation 

For years, researchers have concerned themselves with 

identifying the criteria for faculty evaluation. The ques-

tions of what is considered important and how much weight 

should be given to each factor have been widely discussed. 

All researchers agree that there are three broad categories 

that comprise the criteria for faculty evaluation; these 

criterion are teaching, research, and service". The 
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differences arise among the scholars when they enumerate 

the items that should be considered for each criterion. 

Cuneo (18) discusses the report of the Chicago 

Committee on the Criteria of Academic Appointment, which 

appears to be one of the most clearcut models presented. 

This committee specifies that the 

standards to be applied by any appointive body 
should be those which assess the quality of per-
formance in CD research; (2) teaching and training, 
including the supervision of graduate students; and 
(3) contribution to the intellectual community and 
service (18, p. 16). 

When scholars list more than the three primary criterion, 

they begin to add items that would normally be included in a 

comprehensive assessment of any one of the three primary 

criterion. This is the case in studies by (a) Boyd and 

Schietinger (6), who list ten items; (b) Dressel (23), who 

lists seven items; (c) Grasha (35), who lists eight items; 

(d) Harvey (38) , who lists ten items; (e) Miller (.64), who 

lists nine items; (f) Prodgers (72), who lists eight items; 

(g) Seldin (79), who lists ten items; and (h) the Southern 

Regional Educational Board (83), which lists nine items. 

To indicate how lists of eight to ten items could be 

subfactors of one of the three primary categories, the 

criterion items suggested by Harvey (38) are used as an 

example, with the insertion of [t] used to show a teaching 

criterion, [r] to show a research criterion, and Is] to 

indicate a service criterion. The items listed by Harvey 
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are (.1) quantity of teaching, as measured by enrollment 

[t]; (2) quality of teaching [t]; (3) large measure of 

effective advising, both personal and academic counseling 

with students [s]; (4) strong relations with students in 

co-curricular activities (student clubs, newspapers) [s] ; 

(5) research (monographs, books, articles) [r]; (6) notably 

strong service to institution (service on committees, 

administrative duties, proposal writing) [s]; (8) professional 

activities (officer of association, conference addresses) 

[s] or [r] ; (.9) non-expendability of person [?]; and (10) 

non-expendability of program [?]. The last two items on 

Harvey's list are unusual and were not found on other lists 

of criterion items. 

One study that has particular relevance to this study 

is by Pholpuntin (70), who developed an instrument for evaluating 

faculty performance effectiveness in teacher training colleges 

in Bangkok, Thailand. The major categories used for faculty 

behavior are CD classroom teaching [t]; (2) intellectual 

breadth [t] or [r]; relations with students [t]; (4) research, 

publication, and recognition Ir]; (5) personal attributes 

[t]; (6) non-instructional duties [s]; and (7) professionalism 

[r] or [s]. Interestingly, Pholpuntin found that both 

administrators and students perceived intellectual breadth 

as the most important category for faculty performance 

effectiveness, while faculty members viewed classroom 
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teaching as the most important. Depending upon the 

definition of intellectual breadth, this item could affect 

both how knowledgeable and interesting an instructor is in 

the classroom [t] or how much research he has done [r]. 

If the first definition is true, then students, faculty, 

and administrators agreed on the most important criterion. 

Weighting of Criterion 

The second issue surrounding criteria for evaluation 

is the weighting of the criterion or factors in an overall 

evaluation of a faculty member. As shown in the previously 

cited study by Pholpuntin (70), the respondents selected 

the factors that they believed should be considered as most 

important in faculty evaluation. 

The preponderance of the research surveyed for the 

teaching criterion [which includes Astin and Lee (2) , Boyd 

and Schietinger (6), Centra (10), Sedlin (77), the Southern 

Regional Educational Board (83) , Swanson and Weaver (85), 

and Wolff (89)] states that classroom teaching is the most 

important (heavily weighted) criterion considered in the 

evaluation of faculty. Clark and Blackburn state that 

"teaching is the professor's dominant task and principal 

activity" (15, p. 1). 

At this point, it must be mentioned that there are two 

strikingly divergent analogies in the literature of these 

first two sections that cover the purposes and criteria of 
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faculty evaluation. In the section on the purposes of 

faculty evaluation, it appears that most scholars want to 

believe in the ideal condition that the purpose of faculty 

evaluation is to develop and improve faculty performance, 

whereas, in fact, the actual use of faculty evaluation 

seems to be to provide information for personnel decisions. 

In regard to criteria, it appears that most scholars want to 

believe in the ideal condition that the most heavily weighted 

criterion is a faculty member's teaching performance, whereas, 

in fact and particularly in the doctoral-granting institu-

tions, it is a faculty member's publication record that 

ultimately makes the difference in decisions for promotion, 

tenure, and merit increases. 

Knapper (46) and Seldin (77) both found that many 

colleges and universities declare teaching to be a high 

priority, but in the final analysis they reward tenure and 

promotion largely on the basis of publication record. Gold-

stein and Anderson (33) found that research was regarded as 

significantly more important than teaching by the decision 

makers. The findings of Jauch (45) agree. 

Respondents to studies by Miller and Kimball (65) ranked 

research first and teaching second as requirements for positive 

personnel decisions. Martin and Berry (56) found that the 

emphasis on successful research, especially as expressed 

through publications, outweighs teaching in the guidelines 
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for promotion. Spencer, Crow, and Glass (84) state that 

one reason why research is more influential in promotion 

and tenure decisions is that publications are much easier 

to measure than an instructor's teaching efforts. 

There is, however, one variable that affects the 

weighting of teaching and research; this variable is 

reflected by the nature and purposes of the institution 

and, according to Centra (12), the goals and levels of the 

colleges and departments. Miller (63) reports that large 

universities (Stanford and the University of Chicago are 

examples) have stated institutional positions favoring 

research over teaching, whereas small institutions emphasize 

teaching. Seldin reiterates that 

The larger, older colleges and univerisites seem to 
favor as an institutional policy research and publica-
tion over teaching. This seems particularly true in 
institutions with strong graduate programs. The 
moderate size and small institutions seem to stand 
four-square behind classroom teaching (79, p. 127). 

While much of the research cited appears to place 

teaching and publication in opposition, both Drake (22) and 

Levesque (49) argue that a good teacher must also publish. 

In addition, Lewis (50) found that good teaching, as measured 

by student ratings, and the instructor's publication record 

were statistically related. Bresler (8) also found that 

students gave the highest ratings to instructors who had 

published articles or who were receiving grants for research. 



29 

To the contrary, however, other studies found no statisti-

cal relationship between teaching and research. Neither 

Hays (39) nor Rossman (74) found significant relationships 

between student ratings of instructors and publication. 

McDaniel and Feldhusen (57) surveyed 76 professors and over 

4,000 students at Purdue University to find that the most 

effective teachers had written no books, were secondary 

authors of any papers or articles published, and that there 

was no statistical relationship between research activity 

and instructional effectiveness. 

The third criterion of faculty evaluation is service, 

which, when compared to teaching and research, has received 

relatively little attention by researchers. Centra (10, 12) 

reports that service is given very little weight in evaluating 

faculty. Spencer, Crow, and Glass (84) also report that few 

faculty members achieve promotion on the basis of administra-

tive work alone and that it is rarely mentioned as compared 

to teaching and research. 

These findings, however, are contradicted by those at 

other studies. Boyd and Schietinger (6) found that the 

importance of public service in the evaluation of faculty in-

creased considerably from two-year colleges to large public 

universities. Furthermore, Sansopone C76), who conducted 

a study of faculty evaluation in Thailand, found that the 

primary factors for promotion were, in order of importance, 

service, teaching, research, and publication. 
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Written Criteria for Faculty Evaluation 

Apart from discussions about what are the important 

criteria for faculty evaluation and how much weight should 

be accorded to each criterion, there is the issue of the 

degree of information and knowledge that faculty and admini-

strators have in regard to these elements. In other words, 

are the criteria written, and, if so, how knowledgeable are 

faculty and administrators about the criteria? 

Newell and Price (67) surveyed departments of health 

education to discover the criteria used for promotion, tenure, 

and merit increases. They found that fewer than 50 per cent 

of the departments had written policies for faculty advance-

ment and that more than 50 per cent of the chairpersons were 

dissatisfied with institutional policies. Meany and Ruetz 

(61) contend that administrators and faculty use different 

criteria for judging faculty performance. 

Two further studies surveyed the incidence of definitive 

criteria in departments of doctoral-granting institutions. 

Gaston, Lantz, and Snyder (30) found that the criteria for 

promotion (publication, good teaching, and service) was 

unclear in actual practice. Grinnel and Kyte (36) found that 

although most schools surveyed had carefully defined procedures 

for faculty evaluation, they lacked specific, objective criteria 

on which to base the evaluations. However, as evidence of 

a growing trend toward the use of written criteria, 89 per 
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cent of the responding schools indicated that they were 

either in the process of working on new written criteria or 

anticipated doing so. 

Evaluation Methods 

Among the methods most frequently proposed for use in 

the evaluation of faculty performance are evaluations by 

students, colleagues (usually by peer committees), administra-

tors , and the individual faculty member being evaluated 

(self-rating). Each measure has its strengths, its weak-

nesses, its objectivity (or lack thereof), and its bias. 

Student Evaluations 

One of the most discussed, even controversial, methods 

in the evaluative process is the evaluation of faculty by 

students. Despite the differences of opinion, this method is 

used more frequently than any other and is supported by the 

majority of scholars in the field as a primary source of data, 

According to the comprehensive survey by Bejar (4), 

68 per cent of the universities in North America use student 

ratings. McMartin and Rich (60) contend that the results of 

student evaluations are being used in most institutions by 

both administrators and faculty. Administrators use these 

results in the decision-making process concerning promotion, 

tenure, and salary increases? faculty committees use student 

evaluations as one basis for recommending or denying such 

rewards to faculty. 
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Numerous studies support the finding that faculty members 

are in favor of student evaluation as a basis for evaluation. 

Both Goldenstein and Anderson (33) and Marsh and Kesler (55) 

found that the majority of faculty members surveyed believe 

that student ratings should be used as one of several sources 

of information in making personnel decisions. While McMartin 

and Rich (60) also found a majority agreement among faculty 

for the use of student evaluations in promotion and tenure 

decisions, the findings of Ryan, Anderson, and Birchler (75) 

indicate that 80 per cent of the faculty respondents favor 

student evaluation for the purposes of instructional improve-

ment but less so for personnel decisions. 

In further support of student evaluations of faculty 

teaching performance, Miller says that 

If one is forced to choose the most significant com-
ponent of evaluating classroom teaching, it would be 
student evalaution, although the use of several 
components is preferable to any single one. The 
evidence clearly indicates that students can evaluate 
teaching fairly and perceptively (63, p. 30). 

The validity and statistical reliability of student 

evaluations has also been investigated by numerous studies. 

Although validity studies have produced diverse results, 

nearly all reliability studies indicated very satisfactory 

levels of internal consistence or high levels of correlation. 

Among the reliability studies that show high correla-

tions are those by Costin, Greenough, and Menges (17) and 

Harvey and Barker (37). Doyle (20), after reviewing many 



33 

studies on the reliability of student ratings, concludes 

that student ratings can be very reliable in the sense of 

internal consistency. Follman (26) also reviewed the 

literature concerning student ratings of faculty teaching 

effectiveness from 1973 to 1983 and found consistently high 

student rating scale reliability over the decade. Miller 

states that "the evidence is clear and consistence. . . . 

We can count on the reliability of student rating scales" 

(63, p. 31). 

As previously mentioned, studies that are concerned with 

the validity of student evaluations have yielded diverse 

results. In comparisons of faculty self-ratings and student 

evaluations of faculty, both Doyle and Crichton (21) and 

Braskamp, Caulley, and Costin (7) found only moderate 

correlations between the two ratings. Marsh (54), however, 

who studied the self ratings of 329 faculty members and their 

classes, found that there was student-faculty agreement on 

evaluations of teaching effectiveness, which, Marsh contends, 

supports the validity of student ratings for both graduate 

and undergraduate courses. 

The validity of student ratings has also been studied in 

comparison to groups other than faculty in their self-ratings, 

Both Centra (1'4) and Marsh (53) report good agreement between 

student ratings and the retrospective ratings of recent 

alumni. Blackburn and Clark (5) found reasonable agreement 
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between ratings of faculty by students and faculty colleagues. 

Frey (28) found high correlations between student ratings 

Q£ instructors and the examination results of the students 

McKeachie reports that "there is a low but significant posi 

tive correlation between student judgements and the students 

learning" (58, p. 75). Overall and Marsh (69) reviewed 

recent research on student ratings and conclude that such 

ratings are not significantly influenced by background variables 

of students; they further conclude that student evaluations 

are valid/ reliable, stable, generalizable, and useful. 

Helmstadter and Krus (40) also found that student ratings 

appear to be valid indicators of teaching compentency and 

they conclude that such ratings should be admissable as evi-

dence for use in faculty personnel decisions. Other researchers, 

however, continue to qualify their assessments of the validity 

of student evaluations of faculty. Costin, Greenough, and 

Menges (17) , Grasha (34) , and Miller (63) agree in their con-

clusions that student ratings are reasonably valid measures 

of at least some important aspects of faculty teaching 

behaviors. 

Although most faculty appear to favor the inclusion of 

student ratings as a criterion for faculty evaluation, some 

still question the validity of such ratings on the basis of 

student bias. Nevertheless, Sheehan C81) recommends the use 

of student ratings in conjunction with other measures, and 
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Genova and others state that "there is general agreement 

that with appropriate interpretive limits, student input 

is essential, as long as it is not the only source of 

evaluative information" (31, p. 13). 

Peer Evaluations 

At many institutions, the evaluation of their colleagues 

by faculty members (peer evaluation) plays an important role 

in the process of faculty evaluation for summative and for-

mative purposes. Peer evaluations can take the form of 

individual assessments, as in the case of classroom visita-

tion, or committee evaluations that are for the purpose of 

recommendations to administrators for personnel decisions. 

A survey by Moomaw and others (66) for the Southern Regional 

Educaion Board confirms that colleague opinions are used in 

various ways as sources of evidence but are used more by 

doctoral-level institutions to judge the quality of research 

and publication. 

Batista (3) contends that colleagues are in a better 

position to judge certain faculty behaviors than are students 

or administrators. He lists ten behaviors in which faculty 

should be given priority judgement; among these behaviors 

are knowledge of subject matter; quality of research, publi-

cations, and papers; teaching methodology; and professional 

behavior. Although Centra does not list specific aspects, 

he says, "For purposes of both summative evaluation and 

instructional improvement . . . there are several important 
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aspects of teaching that colleagues would seem able to 

judge" (.13, p. 100). 

Classroom observation by faculty colleagues appears to 

be one aspect of peer evaluation upon which there is no 

agreement. Among the scholars who support classroom 

observation by peers are Eble (24)r Hodgkinson (42), and 

Miller (63). Among the opponents to this type of evaluation 

are Gage (29) , Hunter (44), and Winthrop 187) . 

Centra (9), however, studied colleague ratings based 

on classroom observation as compared to student ratings and 

found that the colleague ratings were less reliable than the 

student ratings. In his judgement, Centra says that ratings 

based primarily on classroom visitation are generally "not 

reliable enough to use in making decisions on tenure and 

promotion, at least not until faculty members invest much 

more time in visitations" (9, p. 99). 

Even with the inclusion of Centra's study (9), few 

appear to have studied colleague visitation from the stand-

point of reliability and validity. Although Hildebrand, 

Wilson, and Dienst (41), and Kulik (47) both discovered 

fairly high agreement between faculty and student ratings 

of teacher effectiveness, most writers in this area appear to 

be content to express personal opinion. 

Faculty Self-Evaluation 

Faculty self-evaluation is accepted as one source of 

information to be used in the evaluation of faculty performance 
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although the proponents and opponents of this measure 

believe that there are restrictions on its use and validity. 

Dressel (23) views self-evaluation as essential to the 

improvement of weaknesses in teaching. Miller also 

supports self-evaluation as a teaching appraisal technique 

and recommends its adoption as part of the evaluative process 

because "as one develops greater self-awareness, he is able 

to respond more effectively to the areas and interests of 

others, and he is more likely to observe unspoken clues to 

behaviors and needs" (64, p. 35). Miller also contends that 

self-evaluation should have "a more prominent place in over-

all faculty evaluation C63, p. 27). 

The critics of self-evaluation display an overall mis-

trust of the accuracy and reliability of this individual 

process. Eble (24) points out that administrators, in 

particular, hesitate to rely on self—evaluations, and he 

further contends that the subjective nature of self-appraisal 

does not allow it to be a substantial addition to the evalua-

tion processes, which, in his view, are most in need of 

objective data. 

Kulik and McKeachie (48) and Seldin (79) warn against 

the use of self-evaluation as the sole basis for personnel 

decisions. In their view, when the purpose of the program 

is information for promotion and tenure decisions, self-

evaluation is almost worthless. 
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In reliability studies, Blackburn and Clark (5) conclude 

that there is little data to support the usefulness of 

faculty self-evaluation; their data show but little agree-

ment in comparisons of self-ratings with ratings by students, 

colleagues, and administrators. Centra (14) found no agree-

ment between faculty self—evaluations and student evaluations 

of faculty; on the whole, faculty members rated themselves 

higher than did their students. 

Seldin (79) cites the American Association of Uni-

versity Professors 1974 statement on teaching evaluation, 

which presents both the arguments for and against faculty 

self-evaluations. Despite the limitations, the AAUP 

statement contends that "a contribution to self-evaluating 

teaching gives faculty members the opportunity to assess 

their own teaching effectiveness and to add their own inter-

pretation of student ratings and classroom visitation" (79, 

p. 84) . 

Moomaw and others (66) believe that while self-evaluations 

may not be very reliable as sources of data for making personnel 

decisions, they may be more useful for development and im-

provement purposes since the subjectivity of self-evaluative 

judgements must be recognized. Centra (11) suggests that 

self-evaluations might best be used in conjunction with 

student ratings or other evaluations in order to highlight 

discrepancies for individual instructors. 
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Administrative Evaluation 

Traditionally and in fact, the decision element in 

the faculty evaluation process is an administrator. As 

previously noted, the smaller the school, the more likely 

it is that the department chairperson will gather, evaluate, 

and decide the rewards for faculty performance; the larger 

the school, the more likely it is that the department 

chairperson will depend on departmental committees to gather 

and evaluate data and to present recommendations to him for 

approval and forwarding to a dean, who is basically the 

ultimate authority in the reward process of faculty 

evaluation (19, 61, 62, 66, 71, 80). 

It would be difficult to find an authority who does not 

agree that faculty evaluation by a single administrator is 

the least desirable form of evaluation. Moomaw and others 

say, 

A system for evaluation [should] include provisions 
for collecting data from many sources and recommendations 
from multiple participants, since decisions made even 
in the most carefully conceived systems of evaluation 
will still largely depend upon a collection of subjec-
tive judgments (66, p. 7). 

Among many others, French -Lazovik (27), who writes under the 

sponsorship of the Association of American Colleges, recommends 

that the multiple appraisal technique is a possible solution 

to the problem of evaluation by a single administrator. 
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Procedures for Evaluating 

While practices vary, the procedure most approved by 

scholars for the evaluation of faculty is for the department 

chairman, with the aid of a departmental faculty committee, 

to compile the appropriate information into a dossier for 

each faculty member and forward recommendations to the 

appropriate dean. If the dean approves, the recommendations 

are forwarded to the next higher administrator, who is 

usually a vice president or the president. Administrative 

recommendations are finally submitted to a board of trustees 

or regents for final decision. 

Most studies on the procedures for faculty evaluation 

in the 1960s through the mid-1970s found that the chair-

person or dean was the administrator who initiated, analyzed, 

and decided the process for faculty evaluation. This was the 

finding of Astin and Lee (2), Meany and Ruetz (61), and 

two studies sponsored by the Southern Regional Education 

Board (6, 83). In 1977, Moomaw and others (66), also under 

the sponsorship of the Southern Regional Education Board, 

found that detailed and systematic procedures (which specify 

criteria and standards, use multiple sources of evidence, 

require examination of evidence through institution-wide 

procedures, and include avenues of appeal) were most likely 

to exist in large, doctoral-level institutions. They also 

found that the two—year colleges and bachelor's and master s 



41 

level universities tended to use more informal and un-

systematic faculty evaluation procedures. 

After 1975, several studies found indications that 

there was a movement away from the central authority figure 

in faculty evaluation procedures. Seldin and Wakin (80) 

found in 1975 that committee evaluation had increased some-

what since Astin and Lee's 1966 study (.2) toward decentrali-

zation and a sharing of the responsibility and decision 

making in the evaluation process. In 1978, Seldin (79) 

conducted a nationwide survey and found that chairman and 

dean evaluation, while still very important, were losing 

ground to formal faculty committees, self—evaluation, and 

colleagues' opinions. Systematic student evaluations also 

were found to be an integral part of the personnel decisions 

at the majority of liberal arts colleges surveyed. 

Summary 

This review of the literature on the faculty evaluation 

process indicates that the two primary purposes of faculty 

evaluation are to provide information for administrative 

personnel decisions and to provide assistance for faculty 

development and improvement. In actuality, however, the 

purpose of faculty evaluation appears to be more to judge 

than help faculty performance. 

Although the criteria for faculty evaluation are varied 

among institutions, mostly depending upon the size and goals 
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of the institutions, the three primary areas of evaluation 

for faculty are teaching, research, and service. Teaching 

is likely to have the most weight in smaller institutions, 

while research is likely to be the deciding factor in the 

larger doctoral-granting institutions. In comparison to 

teaching and research, the area of service is much less 

heavily weighted in actual evaluations. 

The different types of evaluation that may contribute 

to the composite evaluation of a faculty member were found 

to include those by students, colleagues, administrators, 

and self-ewaluations. Each type of evaluation was found 

to have its strengths and weaknesses, but the consensus 

favors a combination of all types as opposed to an evaluation 

by one or two administrators. All elements that surround 

the process of faculty evaluation appear to be widely 

discussed among scholars who are highly critical of the 

process. 
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CHAPTER I I I 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

This chapter describes the methods and procedures for 

collecting and analyses of the data for this study. In-

cluded are a description of the selection of the population 

sample of the study, the development of the survey instru-

ment, data collection procedures, and the statistical pro-

cedures used in analyze the data. 

The Sample 

Faculty evaluation processes may vary among academic 

institutions depending on the differences in nature and 

purposes of the institutions, particularly between the 

larger and older institutions and those that are smaller 

and relatively new. Based upon this assumption, two Thai 

institutions, Chulalongkorn University and Silpakorn 

University, were selected for this study. 

The sample was randomly selected from each college and 

each department within the universities. At Chulalongkorn 

University 200 of the 2,009 faculty members and 25 of the 

250 administrators were selected. At Silpakorn University, 

200 of the 364 faculty members and 25 of the 39 administra-

tors were selected. Because the total population of 
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Silpakorn University is much smaller than that of 

Chulalongkorn University, these sample numbers were 

used in order to make the two groups comparable. The 

respondents of both universities include the university 

vice-president, academic deans, associate and assistant 

deans, department chairpersons, and full-time faculty members. 

The total response rate was 71.8 per cent. These data are 

presented in full in Table I, Chapter IV. 

The Survey Instrument 

The questionnaire used in this study is the Faculty 

Evaluation Practices Inventory (FEPI) that was developed 

specifically to carry out the purposes of this study 

(see Appendix D). It was designed by the researcher to 

obtain data about the current practices used to evaluate 

faculty performance in higher education institutions in 

Thailand. The questionnaire items are based on a general 

review of current research and national practice in this area 

of investigation, in particular those studies by Miller (16, 

17). In addition, much useful advice was gained from dis-

cussions with professors at North Texas State University; 

doctoral students from Thailand also lent specific expertise 

in the content area and questionnaire design for Thai 

respondents. 

The survey instrument is divided into four parts. 

Part 1 contains questions that identify the respondents 
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by classification (faculty or administrator), position title, 

and university affiliation. Part 2 of the instrument con-

sists of twenty eight items that are based on the literature 

on faculty evaluation (1, 5, 7, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 19, 21, 

23, 24, 26). Through the use of several different types of 

response scales for separate sections of Part 2, the purposes 

of this part are (a) to collect information that indicates 

whether or not the institutions have standardized policies 

and procedures for evaluating faculty, and whether or not 

these criteria and procedures are known and understood 

by the faculty, (b) to determine the performance standards 

upon which the actual faculty evaluation is based, (c) to 

identify the persons who are involved in the development of 

faculty evaluation programs, (d) to determine the methods 

used in evaluating teaching, research and publication, and 

service performance, (e) to identify those who are chiefly 

responsible for the evaluation of faculty members (department 

chairman, a committee, or deans), (f) to determine the extent 

to which the actual practices are consistent with stated 

faculty evaluation policies, (g) to indicate the level of 

satisfaction the respondents feel with current evaluation 

policies and practices, (h) to determine the relative 

importance placed on the institutional purposes of faculty 

performance review, and (i) to measure the relative importance 

of the activity areas in the evaluation of teaching, research 

and publication, service, and overall faculty performance. 
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Part 3 of the instrument consists of eight items which were 

developed by Miller (16) and which are included with his 

permission (see Appendix E) The purpose of this part is 

to determine the level of success of current faculty 

evaluation programs. This part was a five-point Likert-

type response scale to indicate the level of success of 

each indicator. Part 4 of the instrument consists of 

eleven items that are also based on the review of literature 

on faculty evaluation (2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 14, 15, 18, 

20, 22, 23, 24, 25). Using two types of response methods 

for the two sections of Part 4, the purposes are (a) to 

obtain the personal opinions of responding faculty members 

and administrators regarding the evaluation of faculty per-

formance, and (b) to determine changes that respondents 

would like to have incorporated in their faculty evaluation 

practices. 

To obtain the content validity of the instrument, a 

panel of six experts reviewed the preliminary questionnaire. 

The members of this panel included three judges from the 

U.S. and three from Thailand (see Appendix F). While the 

panel members expressed positive evaluations of the instru-

ment, specific suggestions were made concerning the clarity 

of the instruction to respondents and the clarity and use-

fulness of several items. The recommendations and suggestions 

of the panel were adopted into the final form of the survey 

instrument. 



55 

In order to evaluate the design of the instrument, a 

pilot study was conducted. The survey instrument was 

administered to fifteen Thai graduate students at NTSU who 

are also Thai faculty members and administrators. After 

examining the results of the pilot study, clarifications 

were made in some questionnaire items. The English 

language version of the instrument then was translated 

into Thai by the researcher, and Sent to the Royal 

Thai Embassy in Washington, D. C., for verification of the 

translation. The translation was returned to the researcher 

as approved (see Appendix G). 

Collection of Data 

The data for this study were collected by the following 

procedures. 

1. The letters requesting permission to collect data 

and administer the questionnaire were sent to the rectors 

of both selected universities (.see Appendix H) . Permission 

was granted by the chief authorities of the two universities 

during the first semester of 1983 school year (see Appendix 

I) . 

2. A letter explaining the purposes and procedures of 

the study along with copies of the survey instruments were 

sent to selected assistant researchers at both universities 

in Thailand. 

3. The assistant researchers administered the question-

naires to the faculty members and administrators at both 
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universities. Each participant received a cover letter 

from the researcher and a copy of the questionnaire; the 

cover letter explained the purposes of the study, asked 

for cooperation in the data collection for study, and 

stated assurance that all information would be strictly 

confidential tsee Appendix J) . 

4. The assistant researchers collected the completed 

questionnaires from the respondents and forwarded them to 

this researcher for processing in the United States. 

Analysis of Data 

The data obtained from the returned survey instruments 

were analyzed in the following manner: 

1. For each responding university, frequency and 

percentage of response were computed and analyzed in order 

to determine (a) if the appraisals of faculty members at 

their institutions were formal and systematic, (b) if the 

criteria and procedures used in evaluating faculty per-

formance were known and understood by most of the faculty, 

(c) the performance standards upon which the actual faculty 

evaluation is based, (d) the participants in the development 

of the faculty evaluation program, (e) the methods used in 

evaluating teaching, -research and publication, and service 

performance, (f) the participants who evaluate faculty per-

formance, (g) the consistency of faculty evaluation practices 

with existing policies, (h) the level of respondent satisfaction 
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with their current evaluation policies and practices, and 

(i) the suggested changes for their faculty evaluation 

practices. 

2. The data were tested to determine whether or not 

there was statistically significant differences between the 

perceptions of respondents of the two selected universities 

regarding (a) the purposes of faculty evaluation, and (b) 

the relative importance of criteria considered in evaluating 

teaching, research and publication, service, and overall 

faculty performance. The statistical procedure used was 

the analysis of variance for a split-plot repeated measures 

designs (11, pp. 245-266). Significant interaction effects 

required further investigation for testing the simple main 

effects. 

3. In order to determine whether or not there were 

statistically significant differences between the perceptions 

of respondents of the two selected universities concerning 

the level of success of faculty evaluation programs, t tests 

and binomial distribution were employed. 

4. In order to determine whether or not there were 

statistically significant differences between the perceptions 

of responding administrators of the two selected universities 

concerning questions relating to the evaluation of faculty 

performance, t tests and binomial distribution were used. 
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EL. In order to determine whether or not there were 

statistically significant differences between the per-

ceptions of responding faculty members of the two selected 

universities concerning questions relating to the evaluation 

of faculty performance, t tests and binomial distribution 

were used. 

6. A .05 level of significance was used where indi-

cated in answering the research questions. 

Summary 

The purpose of this chapter is to identify the data 

collection and statistical methods and procedures used in 

the study. The sample of this study consists of 450 faculty 

members and administrators who were randomly selected from 

the two selected universities. The survey instrument in-

cludes fifty items based on a review of literature and research 

studies on faculty evaluation. Its content validity was 

approved by having a panel of experts review the total 

questionnaire. The survey instrument was first used with 

fifteen Thai graduate students at NTSU in a pilot study. 

The questionnaires were distributed to the responding 

faculty members and administrators of both universities by 

assistant researchers in Thailand. The data obtained from 

the returned questionnaire were examined and analyzed. The 

statistical procedures used in this study include frequency 
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and percentages, analysis of variance for a split-plot 

repeated measures designs, t tests, and binomial 

distribution. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the data obtained from an analysis 

of the responses to the survey instrument (Faculty Evaluation 

Practices Inventory). The first part of the chapter deals 

with data concerning the number and percentage of responses 

to the questionnaire. The second part of the chapter is 

organized according to the research questions as stated in 

Chapter I. The analyses include frequency and percentage 

of items from each responding institution and statistical 

testing of data related to the research questions. The 

summary, conclusions, and recommendations derived from this 

study are presented in Chapter V. 

Number and Percentage of Responses 
to Questionnaire 

The sample of this study was composed of 4 50 faculty 

members and administrators of Chulalongkorn University and 

Silpakorn University, Thailand. The data in Table I show 

the total number of questionnaires distributed, the total 

returned and percentage of returns. 
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TABLE I 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES FROM 
TWO THAI UNIVERSITIES TO SURVEY 

64 

Institution 

Total Sample Responses 

Institution N Total N Total % Total 

Chulalongkorn: 

Faculty 200 139 69.5 

Administrators 25 19 76.0 

225 158 70.2 

Silpakorn: 

Faculty 200 145 72.5 

Administrators 25 20 80.0 

225 165 73.3 

Total 450 323 71.8 

A total of 71.8 per cent (323 of 450) of the questionnaires 

was returned by the respondents from both universities. The 

total response from Chulalongkorn University was 70.2 per cent 

(158 of 225) with 69.5 (139 of 200) and 76.0 per cent (19 of 25) 

returned from faculty members and administrators respectively. 

Silpakorn University had a total response of 73.3 per cent 

(165 of 225) with 72.5 (145 of 200) and 80.8 per cent (20 of 25) 

returned from faculty members and administrators respectively. 

The analyses of the following data are, therefore, based upon 

71.8 per cent of the total group, with different percentages 

of respondents represented in the sub-categories. 
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Research Question I 

Research Question I concerned with the characteristics 

of performance appraisals. The respondents were asked to 

indicate whether the appraisals of faculty members at their 

institutions were formal and systematic. Table II contains 

the responses related to performance appraisals. 

TABLE II 

PERCEPTIONS OF TOTAL RESPONDENTS FROM TWO THAI 
UNIVERSITIES CONCERNING WHETHER OR NOT 

THEIR APPRAISALS OF FACULTY ARE 
FORMAL AND SYSTEMATIC 

Chulalongkorn Silpakorn 

Response 
N=158 N-165 

Response N % . N % 

Yes 97 61.4 109 66.1 

No 21 13.3 20 12.1 

Do not know 40 25.3 36 21.8 

Total 158 100.0 165 100.0 

As the data in Table II indicate, 61.4 per cent of the 

total respondents from Chulalongkorn University reported that 

they perceive the appraisals of faculty members at their 

institution as being formal and systematic. For the total 

respondents from Silpakorn University, 66.1 per cent also 

perceived their faculty evaluations as being formal and 

systematic. Responses from the two universities are notably 



66 

similar among the response categories. It is also notable 

that approximately one—fourth of each faculty do not know if 

faculty appraisals are formal and systematic. 

Research Question II 

Research question II is concerned with the criteria and 

procedures used in evaluating faculty performance. The 

respondents were asked to indicate whether the criteria 

and procedures used in evaluating faculty performance were 

known and understood by them and most of the faculty. These 

data are shown in Table III. 

TABLE III 

PERCEPTIONS OF TOTAL RESPONDENTS FROM TWO THAI 
UNIVERSITIES CONCERNING WHETHER OR NOT 

THERE IS GENERAL KNOWLEDGE AND 
UNDERSTANDING OF CRITERIA AND 

PROCEDURES FOR FACULTY 
APPRAISALS 

Chulalongkorn Silpakorn 
N=58 N= =165 

Response N % N % 

Yes 85 53.8 70 42.4 

NO 39 24.7 70 42.4 

Do not know 34 21.5 25 15.2 

Total 158 100.0 165 100.0 

The data indicate that 53.8 per cent of the total 

respondents of Chulalongkorn University perceived that the 
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criteria and procedures used in evaluating faculty performance 

were known and understood by them and most of the faculty. 

For the total respondents of Silpakorn University, equal 

percentages (42.4%) responded "yes" and "no" that these 

criteria and procedures are both known and understood. 

Research Question III 

Research question III is concerned with the performance 

standards upon which the actual faculty evaluation is based. 

The respondents were asked to indicate the kinds of perfor-

mance standards used in their faculty evaluation practices. 

These data are presented in Table IV. 

TABLE IV 

PERCEPTIONS OF TOTAL RESPONDENTS FROM TWO THAI 
UNIVERSITIES CONCERNING THE PERFORMANCE 

STANDARDS USED FOR EVALUATING 
FACULTY 

Performance Standards 

Chulalongkorn 
N=158 

Silpakorn 
N=165 

Performance Standards N % * N % * 

Norm-referenced standards 20 12.7 19 11.5 

Criterion-referenced standards 96 60.8 91 55.2 

Uncertain performance standards 26 16.5 37 22.4 

Do not know 39 24.7 35. 21.2 

*The total percentages add to more than 100 because 
respondents were allowed to select more than one choice. 



68 

As the data in Table IV indicate, only 12.7 per cent 

of the respondents from Chulalongkorn University perceive 

norm-referenced standards as being used in their faculty 

evaluation practices, and 60.8 per cent perceived the use 

of criterion-referenced standards. Of the Silpakorn Uni-

versity respondents, 11.5 per cent perceive norm-referenced 

standards as being used in their faculty evaluation practices, 

and 55.2 per cent perceived the use of criterion-referenced 

standards. The category responses from both university 

groups are notably similar. 

Research Question IV 

Research question IV is concerned with who participated 

in the development of the faculty evaluation programs. The 

respondents were asked to indicate the groups that took part 

in the development of faculty evaluation programs. These 

data are presented in Table V. 

TABLE V 

PERCEPTIONS OF TOTAL RESPONDENTS FROM TWO THAI UNIVERSITIES 
REGARDING THE PARTICIPANTS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THEIR 

FACULTY EVALUATION PROGRAMS 

Chulalongkorn Silpakorn 
N= =158 N= =165 

Participant N %* N %* 

Administrative personnel 72 45.6 109 66.0 
Input from entire faculty 36 22.8 30 18.2 
Faculty committee 81 51.3 81 49.1 
Student input 26 16.5 21 12.7 

*The total percentages add to more than 100 because 
respondents were allowed to select more than one choice. 
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The data in Table V indicate that many groups are 

perceived to be involved in the development of faculty 

evaluation programs. Of the Chulalongkorn University re-

spondents, a faculty committee C51.3%) was perceived as 

being the greatest developmental participant with admini-

strative personnel (45.6%) as second. According to the 

respondents from Silpakorn University, the faculty evalua-

tion program in use was perceived as being primarily developed 

by administrative personnel (66%) and by faculty committee 

(49.1%). 

Research Question V 

Research question V is concerned with the methods of 

evaluation that are used in the two universities. The 

respondents were asked to indicate the methods used in 

their institutions to evaluate the performance of faculty 

members in the areas of teaching, research and publication, 

and service. These data are presented in Table VI, VII, 

and VIII, since separate data were gathered for each area 

of faculty performance. The data in Table VI show the total 

responses for methods used to evaluate faculty teaching 

performance. 
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TABLE VI 

PERCEPTIONS OF TOTAL RESPONDENTS FROM TWO THAI UNIVERSITIES 
REGARDING THE METHODS USED TO EVALUATE 

FACULTY TEACHING PERFORMANCE 

Chulalongkorn Silpakorn 
N=158 N=1 .65 

Method of Evaluation Used N %* N %* 

Systematic student ratings 76 48.1 60 36.4 

Faculty colleagues' opinions 34 21.5 56 33.9 

Opinions of administrators 41 25.9 46 27.9 

Self-evaluation 60 38.0 61 37.0 

Classroom visits by peers - - 3 1.8 

Classroom visits by adminis-
1.8 trators — 3 1.8 

Committee evaluation 45 28.5 65 39.4 

Informal student evaluation 8 5.0 13 7.9 

respondents were allowed to select more than one choice, 

As the data in Table VI indicate, 48.1 per cent of the 

respondents of Chulalongkorn University perceived the use of 

systematic student ratings to evaluate faculty teaching per-

formance, whereas 38 percent perceived the use of self-

evaluation, and 28.5 per cent metnioned committee evaluation. 

For the perceptions of respondents from Silpakorn Uni-

versity, committee evaluation (39.4%) was the most frequently 

used method to evaluate faculty teaching performance, and 
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self-evaluation (37%), systematic student ratings (36.4%), and 

faculty colleagues' opinions (33.9%) follow. It is notable 

that neither university appears to use classroom visits by 

either peers or administrators as a method of teaching per-

formance evaluation. 

In institutional faculty evaluation, the second area 

of performance examined by this study is faculty research 

and publication. The data on the total responses for 

evaluation methods in this area are shown in Table VII. 

TABLE VII 

PERCEPTIONS OF TOTAL RESPONDENTS FROM TWO THAI UNIVERSITIES 
REGARDING THE METHODS USED TO EVALUATE FACULTY 

RESEARCH AND PUBLICATION PERFORMANCE 

Chulalongkorn 
N=158 

Silpakorn 
N=165 

Method of Evaluation Used N %* N %* 

Opinions of administrators 73 46.2 46 27.9 

Opinions of peers at the 
institution 48 30.4 42 25.5 

Self-evaluation 14 8.9 27 16.4 

Opinions of peers at other 
institution 67 42.4 123 74.5 

Opinions of honors or awards 
from profession 31 19.6 26 15.7 

Opinions of grants or funding 
received 15 9.5 16 9.7 

j - x i c v-v^ WW.O. j j c i v / c i i u a y c o a u u u u i u ^ J _ c: 

respondents were allowed to select more 
than 100 because 
than one choice. 
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AS the data in Table VII indicate, the perceptions of 

most respondents of Chulalongkorn University were that the 

opinions of administrators (46.2%) and the opinions of peers 

at other institutions (42.4%) were primarily used to evaluate 

faculty research and publication performance. 

On the contrary, the perceptions of most respondents of 

Silpakorn University were that the opinions of peers at 

other institutions (74.5%) was the most used method to 

evaluate research and publication. The percentages for 

opinions of administrators, and peers at the institution 

were 27.9 and 25.5, respectively. 

In institutional faculty evaluation, the third area of 

performance examined by this study is faculty service. The 

data on the total responses for evaluation methods in this 

area are presented in Table VIII. 

TABLE VIII 

PERCEPTIONS OF TOTAL RESPONDENTS FROM TWO THAI 
UNIVERSITIES REGARDING THE METHODS USED TO 

EVALUATE FACULTY SERVICE PERFORMANCE 

Chulalongkorn 
N=158 

Silpakorn 
N= 165 

Method of Evaluation Used N %* N %* 

Opinions of administrators 
Opinions of faculty colleagues 
Opinions of students 
Self-evaluation 
Outside evaluators 

83 
37 
25 
41 
35 

52.3 
23.4 
15.8 
25.9 
22.1 

97 
67 

. 34 
37 
24 

58.8 
40.6 
20.6 
22.4 
14.5 

respondents were allowed to select more than one choice, 
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As the data in Table VIII indicate, the perceptions of 

the majority of respondents of Chulalongkorn University were 

that opinions of administrators (52.3%) were used to evaluate 

faculty service performance. For self-evaluation (25.9%), 

opinions of faculty colleagues (23.4%), and outside evaluators 

(22.1%), the percentages were similarly low. 

Similarly, the perceptions of respondents from Silpakorn 

University were that the opinions of administrators (58.8%) 

were most used of method in evaluating faculty service per-

formance. The opinions of faculty colleagues (40.6%) were 

also perceived as frequently used in this area. 

Research Question VI 

Research question VI is concerned with the perceptions 

of respondents in determining the importance of selected 

individuals and groups in the process of evaluation of faculty 

performance. Each respondent was asked to rate the importance 

(on a scale of 1 to 7: highest to lowest) of each participant(s) 

in the faculty evaluation process. These data are presented 

in Table IX. 

According to the data, the department chairman (40.5%) 

was perceived as first' in importance in the evaluation of 

faculty performance in the opinion of the respondents of 

Chulalongkorn University, with faculty committees (39.8%) 

having only a slightly lower perceived first importance. 
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The department chairman was also most frequently per-

ceived as second in importance (39.9%) by the Chulalongkorn 

University respondents. Third in perceived importance was 

the dean (42.4%), and fourth were faculty colleagues (25.9%). 

Concerning the perceptions of 36.4 per cent of the 

respondents of Silpakorn University, the dean is perceived 

as first in importance in determining the evaluation of 

faculty members. The department chairman was considered as 

first in importance by 21.8 per cent and faculty committees 

by 21.2 per cent. 

The department chairman (41.8%) was most frequently 

perceived as second in importance by the Silpakorn University 

respondents. Third in importance were faculty committees 

(23.6%), and fourth was faculty colleagues (32.7%). 

Research Question VII 

Research question VII is concerned with the consistency 

of faculty evaluation practices with existing policies. The 

respondents were asked to indicate their perceptions of the 

extent to which the actual faculty evaluation practices were 

consistent with stated faculty evaluation policies. These 

data are presented in Table X. 
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TABLE X 

PERCEPTIONS OF TOTAL RESPONDENTS FROM TWO THAI UNIVERSITIES 
CONCERNING THE CONSISTENCY OF FACULTY EVALUATION 

PRACTICES WITH EXISTING POLICIES 

Consistency of Practices with 
Existing Policies 

Chulalongkorn 
N=158 

Silpakorn 
N=165 Consistency of Practices with 

Existing Policies N % N % 

Always 6 3.8 19 11.5 

Usually 50 31.6 27 16.4 

Sometimes 66 41.8 74 44.8 

Seldom 28 17.7 40 24.3 

Never 8 5.1 5 3.0 

Total 158 100.0 165 100.0 

These data indicate that only 3.8 per cent of the 

respondents of Chulalongkorn University have the perception 

that their faculty evaluation practices were always consistent 

with the policies, although there was greater perceived agree-

ment that there was consistency usually (31.6%) and sometimes 

(41.8%). Of the Silpakorn University respondents, only 11.5 

per cent have the perception that practices are always con-

sistent with policies. About 16.4 per cent perceived con-

sistency usually, but slightly less than the majority of 

respondents perceived a consistency only sometimes (44.8%). 

Research Question VIII 

Research questions VIII is concerned with respondent 

satisfaction with the current faculty evaluation policies 
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and practices in the two selected universities. The 

respondents were asked to indicate their perceived level 

of satisfaction with currently used policies and practices 

to evaluate faculty performance at their institutions. 

These data are presented in Table XI. 

TABLE XI 

PERCEPTIONS OF TOTAL RESPONDENTS FROM TWO THAI 
UNIVERSITIES CONCERNING LEVEL OF SATISFACTION 

WITH THE POLICIES AND PRACTICES USED IN 
EVALUTING FACULTY PERFORMANCE 

Chulalongkorn 
N=158 

Silpakorn 
N=165 

N % N % 

Satisfied with all policies 
and practices 3 1.9 7 4.2 

Satisfied with most policies 
and practices 66 41.8 48 29.1 

Satisfied with few politices 
and practices 72 45.6 92 55.8 

Satisfied with none of the 
policies and practices 17 10.7 18 10.9 

Total 158 100.0 165 100.0 

The data in Table XI show that 43.7 per cent of the 

respondents from Chulalongkorn University indicated satis-

faction with all (1.9%) or most (41.8) of the policies and 

practices used in their institutions for evaluating faculty 

performance. The majority of these respondents (56.3%), 
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however, indicated that they were satisfied with few 

(45.6%) or none CIO.7%) of these policies and practices. 

For the respondents from SiIpakorn University, only 

33.3 per cent of the respondents indicated satisfaction 

with all (4.2%) or most (29.1%) of the policies and practices 

regarding the evaluation of faculty performance. The majori-

ty of the respondents (66.7%), however, with satisfied 

with few (55.8%) or none (10.9%) of these policies and 

practices. 

Research Question XX (a) 

Research question IX (a) is concerned with the importance 

of the purposes of faculty evaluation. It asks whether 

there will be significant perceived differences between 

the faculty and administrators of the two selected uni-

versities with respect to the purposes of faculty evaluation. 

An analysis of variance for a split-plot repeated measures 

design was used to test the data from responses to this 

research question. These data are summarized in Table XII. 
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TABLE XII 

TESTS FOR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DATA FROM 
RESPONDENTS OF TWO THAI UNIVERSITIES REGARDING THE 

IMPORTANCE OF PURPOSES OF FACULTY EVALUATION 
USING TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR A 
SPLIT-PLOT REPEATED MEASURES DESIGN 

Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Between subjects 440.41 322 

Universities 0.00 1 0.00 o
 

• o
 

Subjects within 
universities 440.41 321 1.37 

Within subjects 1189.98 646 

Purposes of faculty 
evaluation 468.16 2 234.08 209.00* 

Universities x Purposes 
of faculty evaluation 2.74 2 1.37 1.22 

Purposes of faculty 
evaluation x Subjects 
within universities 719.08 642 1.12 

*p <.05 

According to the analysis of variance data shown in 

Table XII, the F value of .01 for between universities is not 

significant at the .05 level. The observed F indicates that 

the importance of the purposes of faculty evaluation was viewed 

similarly by the respondents of the two selected universities. 

Any variances between groups could not be explained other than 

occurring by chance. 
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The mean scores for related items were also calculated 

to test the data from responses to this research question. 

These data are presented in Table XIII. 

TABLE XIII 

MEAN SCORES OF TOTAL RESPONDENTS FROM TWO THAI 
UNIVERSITIES CONCERNING PERCEPTIONS OF 

THE PURPOSES OF FACULTY EVALUATION 

C.U.* 
N=158 

S.U.* 
N=165 Total 

Purposes Mean Mean N=323 

Developing and improving faculty 
performance 4.35 4.21 4.28 

Providing information to make 
decision on salary and promotion 3.52 3.53 3.53 

Guiding students in their selection 
of courses and instructors 2.52 2.64 2.58 

Total 3.46 3.46 

University. 

As shown by data in Table XIII, the mean scores indicate 

that developing and improving faculty performance was the 

most important reason in assessing faculty performance in 

both universities. No difference is observed between total 

means for both universities. 
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Research Question IX (b) 

Research question IX (b) is concerned with the relative 

importance of criteria considered in evaluating teaching, 

research and publication, service, and overall faculty per-

formance. It asks whether there will be significant per-

ceived differences between the faculty and administrators 

of the two selected universities with respect to criteria 

used in evaluating teaching, research and publication, 

service, and overall faculty performance. 

Teaching performance criterion—The first faculty per-

formance criterion is teaching performance. The data presented 

include the analysis of variance for a split-plot repeated 

measures design, Table XIV, which data indicate any signi-

ficant difference of perception between the two groups of 

university respondents for this criterion, and the mean 

scores for related items, Table XV. 

The analysis of variance data shown in Table XIV, 

which compares criterion items used to evaluate faculty 

teaching performance between two responding universities, 

yielded an F value of 13.55 that is significant at the .05 

level. The observed F indicates that there were significant 

differences between the perceptions of respondents of the 

two universities concerning the importance of criterion 

items to evaluate faculty teaching performance. 
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TABLE XIV 

TESTS FOR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DATA FROM 
RESPONDENTS OF TWO THAI UNIVERSITIES REGARDING THE 

IMPORTANCE OF CRITERION USED IN EVALUATING 
TEACHING PERFORMANCE USING TWO-WAY 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR A SPLIT-
PLOT REPEATED MEASURES DESIGN 

Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Between subjects 892.87 322 

Universities 36.16 1 36.16 13.55* 

Subjects within uni-
versities 856.71 321 2.67 

Within subjects 469.85 969 

Teaching criterion items 18.55 3 6.18 13.43* 

Universities x Teaching 
criterion items 1.50 3 .50 1.08 

Teaching criterion items 
x Subjects within uni-
versities 449.80 963 .46 

kp < . 05 . 

The mean scores for related items were also calculated 

to test the data from responses to this research question. 

These data are presented in Table XV. 
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TABLE XV 

MEAN SCORES OF TOTAL RESPONDENTS FROM TWO THAI 
UNIVERSITIES CONCERNING PERCEPTIONS OF THE 

CRITERION CONSIDERED IN EVALUATING 
TEACHING PERFORMANCE 

Criterion Item 

C.U.* 
N=158 

S.U.* 
N=165 Total 

Criterion Item Mean Mean N=323 

Being excellent in classroom 
teaching 3.90 4.27 4.09 

Personal interest in student 3.67 4.09 3.88 

Fairness 3.79 4.10 3.95 

Positive attitude 3.63 3.87 3.75 

Total 3.75 4.08 

*C.U. = Chulalongkorn University; S.U. 
University. 

Silpakorn 

As shown by data in Table XV, the mean scores indicate 

that being excellent in classroom teaching (X = 4.09) was 

perceived as the most important criteria considered in 

evaluating teaching performance in both universities. The 

difference between total means for both universities is .33 

points; the much higher total mean score of Silpakorn Uni-

versity indicates that this university appears to hold 

teaching in higher esteem than Chulalongkorn University. 
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Research and publication performance criterion.—The 

second faculty performance criterion is research and 

publication performance. The data presented include the 

analysis of variance for a split-plot repeated measures 

design, Table XVI, which data indicate any significant 

difference of perception between the two groups of uni-

versity respondents for this criterion, and the mean scores 

for related items, Table XVII. 

TABLE XVI 

TESTS FOR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DATA FROM 
RESPONDENT'S OF TWO SELECTED THAI UNIVERSIITES 
REGARDING THE IMPORTANCE OF CRITERION USED 

IN EVALUATING RESEARCH AND PUBLICATION 
PERFORMANCE USING TWO-WAY ANALYSIS 

OF VARIANCE FOR A SPLIT-PLOT 
REPEATED MEASURES DESIGN 

Source of Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Between subjects 426.19 322 

Universities 14.22 1 14.22 11.10* 

Subjects within uni-
versities 411.97 321 1.28 

Within subjects 842.81 969 

Research and Publication 
criterion items 222.02 3 74.00 115.62* 

Universities x Research 
and publication criterion 
items 1.01 3 .34 .53 

Research and publication 
criterion items x 
Subjects within uni-
versities 619 .78 963 .64 

*p < .05. 
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The analysis of variance data shown in Table XVI, 

which compares criterion items used to evaluate faculty 

research and publication performance between two responding 

universities, yielded an F value of 11.10 that is significant 

at the .05 level. The observed F indicates that there were 

significant differences between the perceptions of respondents 

of the two universities concerning the importance of criterion 

items used to evaluate research and publication faculty 

performance. 

The mean scores for related items were also calculated 

to test the data from responses to this research question. 

These data are presented in Table XVII. 

TABLE XVII 

MEAN SCORES OF TOTAL RESPONDENTS FROM TWO THAI 
UNIVERSITIES CONCERNING PERCEPTIONS OF THE 

CRITERION CONSIDERED IN EVALUATING 
RESEARCH AND PUBLICATION 

PERFORMANCE 

C.U.* S.U.* 

Criterion Item 
N=158 N=165 Total 

Criterion Item Mean Mean N=323 

Publication of textbooks 4.20 3.98 4.09 
Active engagement in research 4.10 3.81 3.96 
Number of publications 3.41 3.27 3.34 
Articles in quality journals 3.20 3.00 3.10 

Total 3.73 3.52 

University. 
Silpakorn 
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As shown by a comparison of the mean scores in Table 

XVII, publication of textbooks (X = 4.09} was perceived 

as the most important item considered in evaluating the 

research and publication performance criterion in both 

universities. The difference between total means for 

both universities is .21 points; the higher total mean 

scores of Chulalongkorn University indicate that this 

university holds research and publication in higher esteem 

than Silpakorn University. 

Service performance criterion.—The third faculty 

performance criterion is service performance. The data 

presented include the analysis of variance for a split-

plot repeated measures design, Table XVIII (which data 

indicate any significant difference of perception between 

the two groups of university respondents for this criterion) 

an analysis of variance for simple effects for service 

criterion items, Table XIX, and the mean scores for related 

items, Table XX. 
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TABLE XVIII 

TESTS FOR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DATA FROM 
RESPONDENTS OF TWO SELECTED THAI UNIVERSITIES 
REGARDING THE IMPORTANCE OF CRITERION USED 

IN EVALUATING SERVICE PERFORMANCE USING 
TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR A 

SPLIT-PLOT REPEATED MEASURES 
DESIGN 

Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square 

F 

Between subjects 499.79 322 

Universities 1.95 1 1.95 1.26 

Subjects within uni-
versities 497.84 321 1.55 

Within subjects 779.48 969 

Service criterion items 58.50 3 19.50 26.72* 

Universities x Service 
criterion items 18.32 3 6.11 8.37* 

Service criterion items 
x subjects within 
universities 702.66 963 .73 

*p <.05. 

According to the analysis of variance data shown in 

Table XVIII, the observed F of 1.26 does not indicate a 

statistically significant difference between the two selected 

universities concerning the importance of criterion used to 

evaluate service performance. However, an F value of 8.37 

which is significant at the .05 level, indicates that there 

is significant interaction between the two responding uni-

versities and the service criterion items. 
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Procedures for testing for significant differences 

between the two responding universities for each of the 

four criterion items used in evaluating service per-

formance are referred to as simple main effects tests. 

These data are presented in Table XIX. 

TABLE XIX 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR SIMPLE EFFECTS 
FOR SERVICE CRITERION ITEMS 

Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares 

Degree of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Between subjects 

Between universities at 
campus committee work .00 1 .00 .00 

Between universities at 
academic advising 4.76 1 4.76 5.11* 

Between universities at 
administrative service 6.01 1 6.01 6.46* 

Between universities at 
service to community 9.49 1 9.49 10.20* 

Within cell 1200.50 1284 .93 

Within subjects 

Between service cri-
terion items at C.U. 21.25 3 7.08 9.70* 

Between service cri-
terion items at S.U. 56.32 3 18 .77 25.72* 

Universities x Service 
criterion items 18.32 3 6 .11 8.37* 

Service criterion items 
x Subjects within 
universities 702.66 963 .73 

*p <.05. 
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On the basis of the analysis of variance data for 

simple effects tests in Table XIX, the significant 

differences between universities for academic advising, 

administrative service, and service to community indicate 

that there are significant differences between the per-

ception of respondents of two universities concerning the 

use of each of these criterion items for faculty service 

performance. Furthermore, the significant differences among 

service items at the two universities indicates that there 

are significant differences among the perceptions of the 

four criterion items used to evaluate service performance 

for each responding university. 

The mean scores for related items were also calculated 

to test the data from responses to this research question. 

These data are presented in Table XX. 

TABLE XX 

MEAN SCORES OF TOTAL RESPONDENTS FROM TWO THAI 
UNIVERSITIES CONCERNING PERCEPTIONS OF THE 

CRITERION CONSIDERED IN EVALUATING 
SERVICE PERFORMANCE 

Criterion Item 

C.U.* 
N=158 

S.U.* 
N=165 Total Criterion Item 

Mean Mean N=323 

Campus committee work 
Academic advising 
Administrative service 
Service to community 

3.18 
3.55 
3.29 
3.05 

3.18 
3.80 
3.01 
3.4 0 

3.18 
3.67 
3.15 
3.22 

Total 3.27 3.35 

*C.U. = Chulalongkorn University; S.U. = Silpakorn 
University. 
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As shown by a comparison of the mean scores in Table 

XX, the respondents of both universities perceived campus 

committee work as equally important (X = 3.18). Among 

the different criterion items, the respondents of S.U. 

perceived that more weight is given to academic advising 

(X = 3.80) and service to community (X - 3.40), while the 

respondents of C.U. perceived that more weight is given 

to administrative service (X = 3.29). 

Comparison of criterion for faculty performance 

evaluation.—This section includes a summary comparison 

of data among the criteria for faculty performance evalu-

ation at two universities. These data are presented in 

the same format as used for the three faculty performance 

criterion. The data in Table XXI show the analysis of 

variance for a split-plot repeated measures design to 

indicate significant differences, the data in Table XXXI 

present the analysis of variance for simple effects, and 

the data in Table XXIII compare the mean scores for related 

items. 
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TABLE XXI 

TESTS FOR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DATA FROM 
RESPONDENTS OF TWO SELECTED THAI UNIVERSITIES 
REGARDING THE IMPORTANCE OF CRITERION USED 

TO EVALUATE OVERALL FACULTY PERFORMANCE 
USING TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

FOR A SPLIT-PLOT REPEATED 
MEASURES DESIGN 

Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Between subjects 527.98 322 

Universities 3.46 1 3.46 2.12 

Subjects within uni-
versities 524.52 321 1.63 

Within subjects 738.06 646 

Overall faculty perfor-
mance criterion items 110.44 2 55.22 57.52* 

Universities x Overall 
faculty performance 
criterion items 13.11 2 6.55 6.82* 

Overall faculty perfor-
mance criterion items 
x Subjects within uni-
versities 614.51 642 . .96 

•""p <.05. 

According to the analysis of variance data in Table XXI, 

the observed F of 2.12 does not demonstrate a statistically 

significant difference between two selected universities 

concerning the importance of criteria used to evaluate overall 

faculty performance. However, the F value of 6.82, which was 
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significant at the .05 level, indicates that there is a 

significant interaction between the two responding uni-

versities and the criteria used to evaluate overall faculty-

performance. 

Procedures for testing for significant differences 

between data for the two responding universities for each 

of the three criterion used to evaluate overall faculty 

performance are referred to as simple main effects tests. 

The results of the analysis of variance for simple effects 

are summarized in Table XXII. 

On the basis of the analysis of variance data for 

simple effects tests in Table XXII, the data on the uni-

versities for overall faculty performance indicate that there 

are significant differences between the perceptions of 

respondents of the two universities concerning two criterion, 

teaching effectiveness, and service to university and community, 

used to evaluate overall faculty performance. Furthermore, 

the significant differences between overall faculty per-

formance criterion items at the two universities indicate 

that there are significant differences among the three criterion 

used to evaluate overall faculty performance for each 

responding university. 

The mean scores for related items were also calculated 

to test the data from responses to this research question. 

These data are presented in Table XXIII. 
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TABLE XXII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR SIMPLE EFFECTS FOR OVERALL 
FACULTY PERFORMANCE EVALUATION CRITERIA 

Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Between subjects 

Between universities at 
teaching effectiveness 5.84 1 5.84 4.95* 

Between universities at 
research activity and 
publication 3.53 1 3.53 2.99 

Between universities at 
service to university 
and community 7.20 1 7.20 6.10* 

Within cell 1139.03 963 1.18 

Within subjects 

Between overall faculty 
performance criterion 
items at C.U. 63.24 2 31.62 32.94* 

Between overall faculty 
performance criterion 
items at S.U. 60.24 2 30.12 31.38* 

Universities x Overall 
faculty performance 
criterion items 13.11 2 6.55 6.82* 

Overall faculty perfor-
mance criterion items 
x Subjects within uni-
versities 614.51 642 .96 

*p <.05. 
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TABLE XXIII 

MEAN SCORES OF TOTAL RESPONDENTS FOR THE CRITERION 
CONSIDERED IN THE EVALUATION OF OVERALL FACULTY 

PERFORMANCE AT THE TWO RESPONDING 
THAI UNIVERSITIES 

Faculty Performance Evaluation 
Criterion 

C.U.* 
N=158 

S.U.* 
N=165 Total 

Faculty Performance Evaluation 
Criterion 

Mean Mean 

Teaching effectiveness 3.94 4.21 4.07 

Research activity and publication 3.78 3.57 3.68 

Service to university and 
community 31.0 3.40 3.25 

Total 3.60 3.72 

= Silpakorn 
University 

As shown by the comparisons of mean scores in Table 

XXIII, the respondents of S.U. perceived that more weight is 

given to teaching effectiveness (X = 4.21) and service to 

university and community (X = 3.4 0). No difference is 

observed between both university groups concerning research 

activity and publication. 

Research Question IX (c) 

Research question IX (c) is concerned withe the success 

of faculty evaluation programs. It asks whether there will 

be significant perceived differences between the faculty and 

administrators of the two selected universities with respect 

to the indicators of success as they apply to their faculty 
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evaluation programs. The data on t-tests that were applied 

to the differences in mean scores for the indicators of 

success of faculty evaluation programs are presented in 

Table XXIV. 

With 321 degrees of freedom, the analysis of t tests 

as shown in Table XXIV indicates significant differences at 

the .05 level between the mean scores of the two selected 

Thai universities concerning three indicators of success of 

faculty evaluation programs: acceptance, overcoming re-

sistance, and grievance procedures and legal factors. The 

difference between the total means for both universities is 

.19 points; the higher total mean score of Chulalongkorn 

University indicates that its respondents view its faculty 

evaluation programs as more successful than is perceived by 

respondent of Silpakorn University for its faculty evaluation 

program. 

According to binomial distribution at the .05 level of 

significance, the probability value is .0058 if there are 3 

significant differences among 8 variable items. This proba-

bility data indicate that there is an overall signigicant 

difference between the two selected Thai universities con-

cerning the level of success of their current fauclty 

evaluation programs. 
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TABLE XXIV 

T TESTS FOE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEAN SCORES FOR TWO SELECTED THAI UNIVERSITIES 
REGARDING THE INDICATORS OF SUCCESS OF FACULTY EVALUATION PROGRAMS 

Indicators of Success 

C.U. 
(N*158) 
Mean 

S.U. 
(N-165) 

Mean 

Acceptance: Students, faculty, and administrators 
follow procedures and fill out forms completely 
and on time. 

Visibility: Students, faculty, and administrators 
can accurately describe the purposes and procedures 
of faculty evaluation program. 

Program Administration: One person or group assumes 
responsibility for the uniform, timely, and effective 
collection, processing, and reporting of faculty 
evaluation results, following established guide-
lines . 

Overcoming Resistance: Those responsible for 
administering the program are successful in 
finding ways of resolving or diffusing the 
compalints or passive resistance of students, 
faculty, or administrators. 

Grievance Procedures and Legal Factors: Specific 
mechanisms exist for the resolution or grievances. 

Affirmative Action: The evaluation procedures 
are considered fair and objective, but allow 
for affirmative action concerns. 

Stages of Development: The faculty evaluation 
programs have been established and improved through 
planning, pilot testing, gaining acceptability, 
wide-spread adoption, and review and replanning. 

Maintenance and Renewal: Strong sponsorship 
exists from top administrators who provide 
adequate financial support and advocacy for the 
long-term maintenance and renewal of the faculty 
evaluation program. 

Total 

rosr 

2.98 

2.71 

2.80 

2.64 

2.59 

3.25 

2.43 

2.28 

2,71 

2.67 

2.55 

2.65 

2.41 

2.35 

3.10 

2.33 

2.09 

2.52 

3.07* 

1.71 

1.38 

2.25* 

2 . 2 6 * 

1.24 

.86 

1.60 
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Research Question X 

Research question X is concerned with the questions re-

lating to the evaluation of faculty performance. It asks 

whether there will be significant differences between the 

perceptions of administrators of the two selected universities 

regarding the questions relating to the evaluation of faculty 

performance. The t tests of differences in mean scores for 

responses by administrators of the two selected Thai uni-

versities to this research questions are presented in Table XXV. 

With 37 degrees of freedom, the analysis of t tests was 

shown in Table XXV indicates three significant differences 

at the .05 level between the mean scores of responding ad-

ministrators of the two selected universities. The admini-

strators of S.U. appear to have more favorable attitudes 

toward using student evaluation results for instructional 

improvement, and also indicate more agreement with the state-

ment suggesting that "students are not competent to evaluate 

faculty." On the contrary, the administrators of C.U. 

appear to have more favorable attitudes toward using student 

evaluation results as a criterion for salary increases and 

promotion of a faculty member. 

According to binomial distribution at the .05 level of 

significance, the probability value is .0115 if there are three 

significant differences among 10 variable items. This pro-

bability data indicate that there is an overall significant 

difference between the perceptions of administrators from 



TABLE XXV 

T TESTS OF DIFFERENCES IN MEAN SCORES BETWEEN ADMINISTRATORS OF TWO 
- SELECTED THAI UNIVERSITIES CONCERNING QUESTIONS RELATING TO 

THE EVALUATION OF FACULTY PERFORMANCE 
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Opinion Items on Faculty 
C.U. 
(N«19) 

S.U. 
(N-20) t 

Performance Measures Mean Mean 

Student evaluation results should be used 
as criteria for salary increase and promotion 
of a faculty member. 3, .79 2.65 3« • 20* 

Student evaluation results should be used 
for instructional improvement. 3, ,26 4.10 -2, ,41* 

Students are not competent to evaluate 
faculty 2 .05 3.20 -3. .08* 

There should be a peer evaluation of teaching 
effectiveness. 3 .00 3.50 -1 .38 

Systematic and planned classroom visitation 
by faculty colleagues for the purpose of 
evaluating a faculty member's teaching 
performance is an invasion of academic 
privacy. 3 

o
 

o
 • 2.55 1 .20 

Results of faculty self-evaluation should 
be one of the important component in 
evaluation of faculty teaching performance, 3 .84 3.70 0 .43 

Self-appraisal should not be used for salary 
increase, or promotion decisions. 3 .58 3.85 -0 .78 

The use of self-evaluation will become 
capricious and subject to personal biases* 3 .89 3.60 1 .01 

The combined appraisals of students, faculty 
colleagues, administrators, and professors< 
self-assessments are required for reasonably 
reliable and valid performance judgments. 4 .32 4.20 0 .50 

The personnel decisions made in higher 
education institutions are based primarily 
on rational, impersonal, and unprejudiced 
information* 3 .26 3.05 0 .69 

Total 3 .40 3.44 

*p <.05. 



99 

the two selected Thai universities concerning the questions 

relating to the evaluation of faculty performance. 

Research Question XI 

Research question XI is concerned with the questions 

relating to the evaluation of faculty performance. It asks 

whether there will be significant differences between the 

perceptions of faculty members of the two selected uni-

versities regarding the questions relating to the evaluation 

of faculty performance. The t tests of differences in mean 

scores for responses by faculty members of the two selected 

Thai universities to this research question are presented 

in Table XXVI. 

With 282 degrees of freedom, the analysis of t tests 

as shown in Table XXVI indicates two significant differences 

at the .05 level between the mean scores of responding 

faculty members of the two selected universities. The 

faculty members of S.U. appear to have more favorable 

attitudes toward using peer evaluation of teaching effective-

ness, and they also indicate more agreement with the state-

ment that "the combined appraisals of students, faculty 

colleagues, administrators, and professors1 self-assessments 

are required for reasonably'reliable and valid performance 

judgments." 
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TABLE XXVI 

T TESTS OF DIFFERENCES IN MEAN SCORES BETWEEN FACULTY MEMBERS OF TWO 
T TESTS OTDW* UNIVERSITIES CONCERNING QUESTIONS RELATING 

SELECTED THAI ^ 0 F FACULTY PERFORMANCE 

Opinion Items on Faculty 
Performance Measures 

Student evaluation results should be used 
as criteria for salary increase and 
promotion of a faculty member# 

Student evaluation results should be used 
for instructional improvement. 

Students are not competent to evaluate 
faculty. 

There should be peer evaluation of teaching 
effectiveness. 

Systematic and planned classroom visitation 
by faculty colleagues for the purpose of 
evaluating a faculty member*s teaching 
performance is an invasion of academic 
privacy. 

Results of faculty self-evaluation should be 
one of the important component in evaluation 
of faculty teaching performance. 

Self-appraisal should not be used for salary 
increase, or promotion decisions. 

The use of self-evaluation will become 
capricious and subject to personal biases. 

The combined appraisals of students, faculty 
colleagues, administrators, and professors 
self-assessments are required for reasonably 
reliable and valid performance judgments. 

The personnel decisions made in higher 
education institutions are based primarily 
on rational, impersonal, and unprejudiced 
information. 

Total 

(N=145) (N=139) 
Mean Mean 

3.15 

0.61 3.97 4.04 

2.64 2.45 

-2.51* 3.26 2.93 

1.61 2.28 2.47 

-1.77 4.00 3.80 

0.96 3.45 3.58 

3.57 3.55 

4.51 1-1.96* 4,32 

3.01 

3.40 3.34 

3.13 -0.93 

*p <.05. 
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According to binomial distribution at the .05 level of 

significance, the probability value is .0861 if there are 

2 significant differences among 10 variable items. This 

probability indicates that there is no overall statistically 

significant difference between the perceptions of faculty 

members of the two selected Thai universities concerning 

the question relating to the evaluation of faculty 

performance. 

Research Question XII 

Research question XII is concerned with the suggested 

changes for faculty evaluation practices. The respondents 

were asked to indicate the changes that they would like to 

make in their faculty evaluation practices. These data are 

presented in Table XXVII. 

TABLE XXVII 

SUGGESTED CHANGES FOR FACULTY EVALUATION PRACTICES 
FROM RESPONDENTS OF TWO THAI UNIVERSITIES 

Chulalongkorn Silpakorn 
N= =158 N= 165 

Suggested Changes N %* N %* 

Increase peer evaluation 32 20.2 52 31.5 
Increase student input 68 43.0 57 34.5 
Increase administrative input 16 10.1 19 11.5 
Increase self-evaluation 44 27.8 62 37.6 
Increase participation of faculty 64 40.5 64 38.8 
Increase communication among 
faculty and administrators 56 35.4 48 29.1 

Increase fairness 103 65.2 124 75.1 

respondents were allowed to select more than one choice. 
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As Table XXVII indicates, the majority of the respondents 

of Chulalongkorn University suggested a need for increased 

fairness (65.2%) in faculty evaluation practices; other 

suggestions include increased student input (43%), and in-

creased participation of faculty (40.5%). Notably, only 

10.1 per cent indicated increased administrative input. 

Similarly, the majority of respondents from Silpakorn 

University suggested a need for increased fairness (75.1%) 

in faculty evaluation practices; notably, only 11.5 per cent 

suggested increased administrative input. Other top 

suggestions include increased participation of faculty (38.8%) 

and increased self-evaluation (37.6%). 

Summary of Major Data Findings 

Following is a summary of the major data findings from 

this study. For the sake of brevity, the designation C.U. 

is used to represent respondents of Chulalongkorn University, 

and S.U. refers to those from Silpakorn University. 

1. A majority (63.8%) of the total respondents (C.U. = 

61.4%; S.U. = 66.1%) perceive the evaluations of faculty per-

formance as being formal and systematic. 

2. In regard to the perceived knowledge of criteria 

and procedures used in their faculty evaluations, only 47.9 

per cent of the total population (C.U. = 53.8%; S.U. =42%) 

indicated that they have this knowledge. 
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3. Criterion-referenced standards were perceived to 

be used for faculty evaluation by 58 per cent to the total 

respondents (C.U. = 60.8%; S.U. = 55.2%). 

4. Regarding participation in the development of 

faculty evaluation programs, respondents from C.U. perceive 

that faculty committees (51.3%) have the greatest degree of 

participation; respondents from S.U. perceive that adminis-

trative personnel (66%) have the greatest degree of partici-

pation; both university groups perceive faculty participation 
1 

as being very low in the development process. 

5. In the evaluation of faculty performance in the 

area of teaching, systematic student evaluation (48.1%) is 

perceived as being most often used at C.U.; at S.U., the 

respondents perceive committee evaluation C39.4%) as being 

most often used. 

6. In the evaluation of faculty performance in the 

area of research and publication, C.U. respondents perceive 

in-house administrators (46.2%) and S.U. respondents per-

ceive the opinions of peers at other institutions (74.5%) as 

the research and publication evaluating authorities. 

7. In the evaluation of faculty performance in the 

area of service, both groups of respondents perceive admini-

strators (C.U.' = 52.3%; S.U. = 58.8%) as being the primary 

evaluators. 
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8. The ultimate authorities in the process of 

faculty performance evaluation are perceived by C.U. 

respondents as the department chairman (40.5%) and faculty 

committees (39.8%); the perceptions of S.U. respondents 

were the dean (36.4%), the department chairman (21.8%), 

and faculty committees (21.2%). 

9. In regard to perceptions of the consistency of 

faculty evaluation practices with existing policies, the 

largest percentage of both C.U. (41.8%) and S.U. (44.8%) 

respondents believe that actual practices were only some-

times consistent with existing policies. 

10. In regard to levels of satisfaction with current 

faculty evaluation policies and practices, the majority 

(61.5%) of the respondents (C.U. = 56.3%; S.U. = 66.7%) 

were satisfied with few or none of the presently used 

policies and practices. 

11. No statistically significant difference was found 

between the perceptions of faculty and administrators from 

the two universities in regard to the purposes of faculty 

evaluation. 

12. A statistically significant difference was found 

between the perceptions of faculty and administrators from 

the two universities in regard to the criteria for faculty 

teaching performance. 

13. A statistically significant difference was found 

between the perceptions of faculty and administrators from 
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the two universities in regard to the criteria for faculty 

research and publication performance. 

14. A statistically significant interaction was found 

between the perceptions of faculty and administrators from 

the two universities and the criteria for faculty service 

performance. 

15. A statistically significant interaction was found 

between the perceptions of faculty and administrators from 

the two universities and the importance of criteria 

used to evaluate overall faculty performance. 

16. In regard to suggested changes in faculty evaluation 

practices, the majority (70.2%) of the respondents (C.U. = 

65.2%; S.U. = 75.1%) believe that an increase in fairness 

is most needed. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter presents a summary of this study that 

includes a summary of the major data findings. These data 

findings are also discussed in relation to the research 

questions and the relevant literature. Conclusions and 

recommendations for future research are also included. 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to analyze and compare 

the current faculty evaluation practices as perceived by 

a sample population of faculty and administrators of two 

universities in Thailand. Twelve specific research questions 

were developed to guide the data collection and analyses 

(see Chapter I). 

The population sample for this study was composed of 

450 administrators and faculty members who were selected 

(250 each) from Chulalongkorn University and Silpakorn Uni-

versity in Thailand. The survey instrument used, which was 

developed specifically for this research investigation, 

was based on a review of the relevant literature, especially 

the work of Miller (8). 

106 
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The content validity of the questionnaire was determined 

by a panel of experts, and the survey instrument was tested 

in a pilot study. An approved Thai translation of the in-

strument was used in the actual survey. The questionnaires 

were distributed to the respondents of both universities 

during the last semester of the 1983-84 school year, and 

the collection of data was completed by the end of February, 

1984. The total response from both universities was 71.8 

per cent. 

For the analyses of data obtained from both responding 

university participants, the statistical procedures used 

varied according to the requirements of each research 

question. Frequency and percentage were used in the compila-

tion of data for research questions one through eight plus 

twelve. For treatment of the data pertaining to research 

questions nine (a) and (b), analysis of variance for a split-

plot repeated measures design was used. T tests and binomial 

distribution were used to test data for research questions 

nine (c), ten, and eleven. 

Following is a summary of the major data findings from 

this study. For the sake of brevity, the designation C.U. 

is used to represent respondents of Chulalongkorn University, 

and S.U. refers to those from Silpakorn University, 

1. A majority (63.8%) of the total respondents (C.U. = 

61.4%; S.U. = 66.1%) perceive the evaluations of faculty 

performance as being formal and systematic. 
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2. In regard to the perceived knowledge of criteria 

and procedures used in their faculty evaluations, only 47.9 

per cent of the total population (C.U. = 53.8%; S.U. = 42%) 

indicated that they have this knowledge. 

3. criterion-referenced standards were perceived to 

be used for faculty evaluation by 58 per cent to the total 

respondents (C.U. = 60.8%; S.U. = 55.2%). 

4. Regarding participation in the development of 

faculty evaluation programs, respondents from C.U. perceive 

that faculty committees (51.3%) have the greatest degree of 

participation; respondents from S.U. perceive that administra-

tive personnel (66%) have the greatest degree of participation; 

both university groups perceive faculty participation as being 

very low in the development process. 

5. In the evaluation of faculty performance in the 

area of teaching, systematic student evaluation (48.1%) is 

perceived as being most often used at C.U.; at S.U., the 

respondents perceive committee evaluation (39.4%) as being 

most often used. 

6. In the evaluation of faculty performance in the 

area of research and publication, C.U. respondents perceive 

in-house administrators (46.2%) and S.U. respondents per-

ceive the opinions of peers at other instittuions. (74.5%) as 

the research and publication evaluating authorites. 
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7. In the evaluation of faculty performance in the 

area of service, both groups of respondents perceive 

administrators (C.U. = 52.3%; S.U. = 58.8%) as being the 

primary evaluators. 

8. The ultimate authorities in the process of faculty 

performance evaluation are perceived by C.U. respondents 

as the department chairman (40.5%) and faculty committees 

(39.8%)? the perceptions of S.U. respondents were the dean 

(36.4%), the department chairman (21.8%), and faculty 

committees (21.2%). 

9. In regard to perceptions of the consistency of 

faculty evaluation practices with existing policies, the 

largest percentage of both C.U. (41.8%) and S.U. C44.8%) 

respondents believe that actual practices were only some-

times consistent with existing policies. 

10. In regard to levels of satisfaction with current 

faculty evaluation policies and practices, the majority 

(61.5%) of the respondents (C.U. = 56.3%; S.U. = 66.7%) 

were satisfied with few or none of the presently used 

policies and practices. 

11. No statistically significant difference was found 

between the perceptions of faculty and administrators from 

the two universities in regard to the purposes of faculty 

evaluation. 
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12. A statistically significant difference was found 

between the perceptions of faculty and administrators from 

the two universities in regard to the criteria for faculty 

teaching performance. 

13. A statistically significant difference was found 

between the perceptions of faculty and administrators from 

the two universities in regard to the criteria for faculty 

research and publication performance. 

14. A statistically significant interaction was found 

between the perceptions of faculty and administrators from 

the two universities and the criteria for faculty 

service performance. 

15. A statistically significant interaction was found 

between the perceptions of faculty and administrators from 

the two universities and the importance of criteria 

used to evaluate overall faculty performance. 

16. In regard to suggested changes in faculty evaluation 

practices, the majority (70.2%) of the respondents (C.U. = 

65.2%; S.U. = 75.1%) believe that an increase in fairness 

is most needed. 

Discussion of Data Findings 

Although all universities in Thailand use the University 

Civil Service Regulations as the broad criteria for promo-

tion and salary increase, less than half of the respondents 
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from both universities appear to know and understand the 

criteria and procedures used to evaluate faculty performance. 

This situation could result from a lack of communication be-

tween faculty and administrators or from the absence of 

written, explicit criteria for faculty performance evaluation. 

Sansopone (14) also found that most Thai facutly respondents 

to his study did not have an extensive knowledge or under-

standing of the policies and procedures for faculty performance 

evaluation. 

In regard to the participants in the development of 

faculty evaluation programs, Moomaw and others (10) state 

that the academic deans and department chairmen are most 

important to the development of faculty evaluation programs 

and that faculty members are rarely involved. The respondents 

to this study are in close agreement with Moomaw's assessment; 

faculty committees and administrative personnel are perceived 

as the primary participants in the development of faculty 

evaluation programs; faculty involvement is also low. 

The respondents to this study from both universities 

generally agree that the most frequently used methods for 

evaluating faculty teaching performance are systematic 

student ratings, committee evaluation, and self-evaluation. 

This finding is not quite consistent with procedures in 

institutions in the United States [as found by Seldin (15), 

for example] or as found by Sansopone (14) in Thailand. 
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Both studies indicate that the evaluation of teaching 

performance depends greatly on the opinions of administrators. 

Perhaps the difference in findings could be explained by the 

fact that the methods used in evaluating teaching per-

formance vary among institutions. Also the methods used in 

evaluating teaching performance are becoming more structured 

and systematized. There appears to be greater interest in 

collecting data from multiple participants rather than from 

administrators only. Although current practices seem to 

support Seldin's study (16), chairman and dean evaluations, 

while still very important in evaluating faculty teaching 

performance, are losing ground to systematic student ratings, 

committee evaluation, and self-evaluation. 

There is little difference between the views of the 

respondents from the two Thai institutions regarding the 

importance of the participants in the process of faculty 

evaluation. Both the department chairman and dean are 

selected, with C.U. rating the department chairman as first, 

and S.U. rating the dean first. Astin and Lee (1), Lee (6), 

and Ockerman (11) among others also recognize these parti-

cipants as most important to the faculty evaluation decision-

making process. 

In regard to the purposes of faculty evaluation, the 

respondents from both universities perceive this process as 

one for which the primary purpose is the development and 

improvement of faculty performance. This attitude is also 
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prevalent in the literature, especially among the theorists 

(5, 11, 16, 17, 18), but this viewpoint may be losing 

ground to the more pragmatic realization that the purpose 

of faculty evaluation is to make personnel decisions while 

paying lip service to the purposes of faculty development 

(7, 10, 12, 13). 

Although the respondents of this study perceive no 

consistency in and have little satisfaction with the purposes 

and procedures of faculty evaluation, there is agreement that 

teaching effectiveness is the most important criterion in an 

overall assessment of faculty performance evaluation. This 

finding is in agreement with much of the literature on this 

subject (I, 2, 9, 15,.16, 19). Nevertheless, it is notable 

that the weighting of criterion is different between the 

two Thai universities since C.U. is perceived as giving 

more weight to research and publication, and S.U. is per-

ceived as giving more weight to teaching. A parallel is 

found in the literature on this point (1, 8, 16); larger 

institutions are likely to weight research and publication 

more heavily, while smaller institutions are likely to 

weight teaching excellence more heavily. The criterion of 

service and its contribution to the evaluation of faculty 

performance apparently receives very little weight in ah 

overall evaluation at either of these Thai institutions. 

These results also appear to agree with those found by Centra 

(3, 4) . 
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Conclusions 

1. Evaluation of faculty members should not be the 

individual province of one person, whether chairperson or 

dean but rather involve multiple groups. 

2. There is a similarity between the respondents from 

these two Thai institutions and the constituents in many 

American institutions taccording to the literature) in their 

dissatisfaction with the process and procedures of faculty 

performance evaluation, especially in regard to feelings 

of unfair applications. 

3. Chulalongkorn University appears to fit the photo-

type description of a large institution for the purposes of 

faculty evaluation; it uses more varied bases for evaluation, 

considers research and publication more favorably than teach-

ing excellence, and perceives the departmental chairperson 

as being the most important decision maker in the process. 

4. Silpakorn University appears to fit the prototype 

description of a small institution for the purposes of 

faculty evaluation; it uses fewer bases for evaluation, 

considers excellence in teaching more favorably than research 

and publication, and perceives the dean as the most important 

decision maker in the process. 

5. The unfamiliarity with the presently used criteria 

for faculty performance evaluation by many of the respondents 
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to this study could contribute to their feelings of 

dissatisfaction. 

6. The absence of specific, written criteria for 

faculty performance evaluation, which specify the weight 

of items that comprise the criterions of teaching, research 

and publication, and service, may be a large factor in the 

dissatisfaction with the present faculty performance evalua-

tion process at the respondent institutions. 

7. Given the heterogeneity of faculty at institutions 

of higher education, it may be unrealistic to hope that 

faculty performance evaluation programs will ever be 

tailored to meet the needs of all constituencies involved. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

1. A nationwide survey of faculty evaluation practices 

should be conducted at all institutions of higher education 

in Thailand. 

2. A comparative study of faculty evaluation practices 

should be made between different types of institutions such 

as government universities and private colleges, or open 

universities. 

3. Additional variables should be included in future 

studies similar to this investigation such as sex, age, 

years of experience. 
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Faculty Evaluation Practices Inventory 

(FEPI) 

Part 1 

General Background Information 

Please answer the following questions by putting a check mark 

in the blank that best describes you. 

1. Administrators: Your present position 

1. President 

2. Vice-president 

3. Dean 

4. Associate dean 

5. Assistant dean 

6. Department chairman 

7. Other (please specify) 

2. Faculty: Your present position 

1. Instructor 

2. Assistant professor 

3. Associate professor 

4. Professor 

5. Other (please specify) 

3. Named college or faculty you are presently in: 

Please specify 

Part 2 

Please answer the following questions by putting a check 

iflark ^ in the blank that best describes the current faculty 

evaluation practices in your institution. 
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4. Are the appraisals of faculty members at your institution 

formal and systematic? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don't know 

5. Are the criteria and procedures used in evaluating 

faculty performance known and understood by you and most 

of the faculty? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don1t know 

6. What kinds of performance standards are used in your 

faculty evaluation practices? (check as many as apply) 

1. Norm-referenced standards 

2. Criterion-referenced standards 

3. Uncertain performance standards 

4. Don't know 

7. Faculty evaluation program in your institution was 

developed by: (check as many as apply) 

1- Administrative personnel 

2. Input from entire faculty 

3. Faculty committee 

4. Student input 

5. Other (please specify) 

8 What methods are used in your institution in evaluating 

faculty members' teaching performance? (check as many as 

apply) 
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1. Systematic student ratings 

2. Faculty colleagues' opinions 

3. Opinions of administrators 

4. Self-evaluation 

5. Classroom visits by peers 

6. Classroom visits by administrators 

7. Committee evaluation 

8. Other (please specify) 

9. What methods are used in your institution in evaluating 

faculty members' research/publication performance? 

(check as many as apply) 

1• Opinions of administrators 

2. Opinions of peers at the institution 

3. Self-evaluation 

4. Opinions of peers at other institution 

5- Opinions of honors or awards from profession 

6. Opinions of grants or funding received 

7. Other (please specify) 

10. What methods are used in your institution in evaluating 

faculty members' service performance? (check as many 

as apply) 

1- Opinions of administrators 

2. Opinions of faculty colleagues 

3. Opinions of students 

4. Self-evaluation 

5. Outside evaluators 

6. Other (please specify) 
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11. Who are involved in determining the evaluation of 

faculty member's performance at your institution? 

Please indicate the importance of each person by 

numbering them in rank order (1 being the highest) 

University president 

Dean 

Vice-president 

Faculty colleagues 

Department chairman 

Faculty committees 

Students 

12. To what extent do you feel the actual faculty evaluation 

practices are consistent with the stated faculty eva-

luation policies at your institution? (check one) 

1. Always 

2. Usually 

3. Sometimes 

4. Seldom 

5. Never 

13. Please indicate the level of satisfaction you feel with 

policies and practices currently used to evaluate faculty 

performance at your institution. (check one) 

Satisfied with all policies and practices 

2. Satisfied with most policies and practices 

3. Satisfied with few policies and practices 

4. Satisfied with none of the policies and practices 
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Purposes of Faculty Evaluation 

Please indicate the degree of importance of each purpose 

of faculty evaluation used in your institution by placing 

a circle around the one number in each row. 

Very important 

Important 

Moderately Important 

Of Little Importance 

Of No Importance 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

Purposes: 

14. Developing and improving faculty 
performance 

5 4 3 . 2 1 

15. Providing information to make 
decision on salary, and promotion 5 4 3 2 1 

16. Guiding students in their selection 
of courses and instructors 5 4 3 2 1 

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION 

Please indicate the degree of importance of each factor 

used in your institution in evaluating faculty members' 

teaching, research/publication, and service performance 

by placing a circle around the one number in each row. 

Very important 5 

Important 4 

Moderately Important 3 

Of Little Importance 2 

Of No Importance 1 
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Teaching: 

17. Being excellent in classroom teaching 5 4 3 2 1 

18. Personal interest in student 5 4 3 2 1 

19. Fairness 5 4 3 2 1 

20. Positive attitude 5 4 3 2 1 

Research/publication: 

21. Publication of textbooks 5 4 3 2 1 

22. Active engagement in research 5 4 3 2 1 

23. Number of publications 5 4 3 2 1 

24. Articles in quality journals 5 4 3 2 1 

Service: 

25. Campus committee work 5 4 3 2 1 

26. Academic advising 5 4 3 2 1 

27. Administrative service (Asst. to 
president, dean, dept. chairman) 5 4 3 2 1 

28. Service to community 5 4 3 2 1 

Please indicate the degree of importance of each factor 

used in your institution in evaluating overall faculty 

performance for promotion in rank, and salary increase by 

placing a circle around the one number in each row. 
Very Important 5 

Important 

Moderately Important 

Of Little Importance 

Of No Importance 

4 

3 

2 

1 
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Evaluation of overall faculty performance: 

29. Teaching effectiveness 5 4 3 2 1 

30. Research activity and publication 5 4 3 2 1 

31. Service to university and community 5 4 3 2 1 

Part 3 

The Degree of Success of Faculty Evaluation Programs 

Please indicate the degree of success of each indicator 

listed below by placing a circle around the one number in 

each row-which best describes your view of that indicator 

as it applies to your faculty evaluation program at your 

institution. 

Very Successful 5 

Successful 4 

Moderately Successful 3 

Of Little Success 2 

Of No Success 1 

Indicators of success: 

32. Acceptance: Students, faculty, and 
administrators follow procedures and 
fill out forms completely and on time. 

5 4 3 2 1 

33. Visibility: Students, faculty, and 
administrators c&n accurately describe 
the purposes and procedures of faculty 
evaluation program. 

5 4 3 2 1 

34. Program Administration: One person or 
group assumes responsibility for the 
uniform, timely, and effective col-
lection, processing, and reporting of 
faculty evaluation results, following 
established guidelines. 

5 4 3 2 1 
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35, Overcoming Resistance: Those 
responsible for administering the 
program are successful in finding 
ways of resolving or diffusing the 
complaints or passive resistance of 
students, faculty, or administrators. 

36 

37, 

Grievance Procedures and Legal Factors: 
Specific mechanisms exist for the 
resolution or grievances. 

Affirmative Action: The evaluation 
procedures are considered fair and 
objective, but allow for affirmative 
action concerns. 

38 Stages of Development: The faculty 
evaluation programs have been 
established and improved through 
planning, pilot testing, gaining 
acceptability, wide-spread adoption, 
and review and replanning. 

39 Maintenance and Renewal: Strong 
sponsorship exists from top admini-
strators who provide adequate 
financial support and advocacy for 
the long-term maintenance and renewal 
of the faculty evaluation program. 

Part 4 

Personal Opinions 

Please indicate your reaction to each of the following 

statements by placing a circle around the one number in 

each row which most closely reflect your personal judgment, 

Strongly Agree 5 

Agree 4 

Undecided 3 

Disagree 2 

Strongly Disagree 1 
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40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45, 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

Student evaluation results should be 
used as criteria for salary increase 
and promotion of a faculty member. 

5 4 3 2 1 

Student evaluation results should 
be used for instructional improvement. 5 4 3 2 1 

Students are not competent to 
evaluate faculty. 

There should be peer evaluation 
of teaching effectiveness. 5 4 3 2 1 

Systematic and planned classroom 
visitation by faculty colleagues 
for the purpose of evaluating a 
faculty member's teaching per-
formance is an invasion of 
academic privacy. 

5 4 3 2 1 

Results of faculty self-evaluation 
should be one of the important 
component in evaluation of faculty 
teaching performance. 

5 4 3 2 1 

Self-appraisal should not be used 
for salary increase, or promotion 
decisions. 

5 4 3 2 1 

The use of self-evaluation will 
become capricious and subject to 
personal biases. 

5 4 3 2 1 

The combined appraisals of students, 
faculty colleagues, administrators, 
and professors' self-assessments 
are required for reasonably reliable 
and valid performance judgments. 

5 4 3 2 1 

The personnel decisions made in 
higher education institutions are 
based primarily on rational, im-
personal, and unprejudiced 
information. 

5 4 3 2 1 
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Suggested Changes 

50. What suggested changes would you like to make in your 

faculty evaluation practices? (check as many as apply) 

1. Increase peer evaluation 

2. Increase student input 

3. Increase administrative input 

4. Increase self-evaluation 

5. Increase participation of faculty 

6. Increase communications among faculty and 

administrators 

7. Increase fairness 

8. Other (please specify) 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION. OTHER 

COMMENTS OR SUGGESTIONS WHICH YOU WISH TO MAKE SHOULD BE 

STATED BELOW. 
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APPENDIX E 

Southwest Texas State Univ. 
San Marcos, Texas 78666 
August 1, 1983 

Anchalee Phonpituck 
5929 Melody Lane 106 
Dallas, Texas 75231 

Dear Anchalee Phonpituck: 

Your letter to me at Brockport was recently forwarded. 
I am pleased to give my permission for you to use items from 
my work. 

I wonder if you have been in contact with Professor 
Utumporn Thongutai Jamornmann, Department of Educational 
Research, Chulalongkorn University? She has written a book 
in Thai language on this subject and is an outstanding 
person in this area. 

Please let me know how you are coming. 

Sincerely, 

Richard I. Miller 
Professor of Education 
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APPENDIX F 

A PANEL OF EXPERTS FOR INSTRUMENT VALIDATION 

Dr. William A. Miller 

Dr. Joseph D. Dameron 

Dr. Judith Adkison 

Professor of Education 
Chairman, Department of Higher 
and Adult Education 

North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 

Professor of Education 
Department of Counselor Education 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 

Associate Professor of Education 
Department of Public School 
Administration and Supervision 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 

Mrs. Aravan Tulayasook 

Dr. Sirote Pholpuntin 

Dr. Utumporn Jamornmann 

Dean, Faculty of Education 
Suandusit Teachers College 
Bangkok, Thailand 

Dean, Faculty of Humanities and 
Social Science 

Suandusit Teachers College 
Bangkok, Thailand 

Professor of Education 
Vice Dean in Research, Faculty 
of Education 
Chulalongkorn University 
Bangkok, Thailand 
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