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The objective of this investigation is the develop-

ment of an instrument for use by administrators, faculty

members, and students in teachers training 
colleges in

Bangkok, Thailand for the measurement 
and evaluation of

the total requirements, responsibilities, and activities

of faculty members.

The purpose of this study is to develop a valid

and reliable instrument for evaluating faculty 
performance

effectiveness, as a means of improving instruction and

learning and as a standard for faculty promotion 
in

Bangkok's teachers training colleges,

Survey research methodology is employed to 
meet

this purpose. A review of the literature affords insight

into existing methods, procedures, and criteria used

for evaluating college faculty. A validity survey

instrument containing 205 evaluative items is then

developed. Each item is linked to one of seven premises

(classroom teaching; intellectual breadth; relations with

students; research, publication, and recognition; personal



attributes; non-instructional duties; and professionalism)

developed by the researcher.

The data in this study are drawn from the question-

naire responses of administrators, faculty members, and

students in Bangkok's seven teachers training colleges,

Two separate samples of subjects are used, 
The first

sample--twenty administrators, twenty faculty members,,

and twenty students--was used to judge the questionnaire

items' appropriateness and ratability. The second

sample--twenty-five administrators, twenty-five faculty

members, and twenty-five students-judged the 110 remaining

items according to the behaviors presented therein and

ranked each of the seven premises according to their judg-

ment of its importance for faculty evaluation. The

final questionnaire, the 50 items remaining after ap-

praisal by the second sample, was submitted 
to a committee

of the Planning Division of Bangkok's Department of

Teacher ; Training for evaluation of appropriateness

for use. These items were then placed in an instrument

for faculty evaluation. Its reliability was 0,81, as

determined by Kuder-Richardson formula 21.

The conclusions of this study are as follows:

(1) It was possible to design an instrument to measure

faculty performance effectiveness for use by adminis-

trators, faculty members, and students in teachers



training colleges in Bangkok, Thailand, Not only does

the instrument yield a total score indicating 
the general

level of a faculty member's performance effectiveness, but

it also provides meaningful sub-scores which break 
down

faculty performance effectiveness into the seven premises

listed above, (2) The study instrument demonstrated ac-

ceptable reliability and validity, with item 
content

proving useful for instructor feedback.. (3) Although

administrators and students are similar in their opinion

of the most significant category for faculty performance

effectiveness, faculty members view classroom teaching as more

important than intellectual breadth, which administrators

and students chose as most important. (4) There is a

great amount of agreement among administrators, faculty

members, and students as to what constitutes good and

bad performance behavior.

As a result of the study, the following recommenda-

tions are made: (1) Research is needed to determine

whether items determined to be appropriate and discrimin-

ating in teachers training colleges in Bangkok are 
also

appropriate and discriminating in teachers training

colleges throughout Thailand. (2) The resulting overall

rating could serve as the principal basis of recommenda-

tions to the academic dean and president for promotion

and salary increases. (3) Each faculty member's



performance should be judged on the basis of levels of

excellence set up by the institution as a whole, and

individual excellence should be recognized and rewarded,

(4) The evaluation instrument should be 
reviewed and

revised as needed on an annual or regular basis.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Many colleges and universities are becoming increas-

ingly concerned about measuring and evaluating the quality

of the faculties on their campuses. It is a topic which

many individuals feel qualified to expound upon at length;

but for the most part very little of substance is being

said, and even less is being (lone. Classroom teaching,

research, and service are the basic criteria for determin-

ing a faculty member's quality of performance in most

institutions of higher education. Professional recog-

nition, promotion, or salary increases come through the

faculty member's degree of success in one or all of these

areas. But problems arise when evaluation systems,

formal or informal, are applied to individual professors.

The criteria, instrumentation, and procedures lack

agreement of the parties concerned; lack consistency

in their applications to individuals; and, thus, appear

unfair and unacceptable to many participants. To

illustrate, there are few who deny the desirability

of effective teaching in the college classroom, but

at the same time there is very little agreement about

1
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what constitutes effective teaching or how it might be

measured, if at all. Many faculties, who are quite

vociferous in their advocacy of "good" teaching, tend

to resist any serious attempt to study teaching. To

say the least, efforts to develop systematic procedures

for analyzing and evaluating teaching are not encouraged

on most college campuses (13, p. 636).

Faculty evaluation should be a positive force in

instructional improvement, but, because of dissatisfaction

with existing procedures for evaluation of faculty members

and a lack of appropriate measuring instruments, frequently

neither faculty nor administrators give much credence to

the entire process. A number of influences, however, are

kindling a renewed interest in evaluation of faculties.

Recent emphasis on accountability, measurable objectives,

and performance mandate objective evaluation. Merit pay,

promotion in rank, tenure, salary increments, greater

emphasis upon self-actualization, and other inducements

to reduce faculty mobility also rely upon evaluation

and decision-making based upon publicized criteria (27,

p. 81).

Clark has succinctly stated the importance of

faculty evaluation:

Whenever we make a decision to retain a

faculty member, or to let him go, we determine

the nature of our college faculty for years to

come. And when we decide whom to recognize and

&-i MUN-1-Mil I ONM-
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whom to reward, we modify the distribution of time

and activities which is spent by members of our

faculty (7, p. 43).

If the evaluation process is to serve as a positive

force and be accepted by every faculty member, 
he or she

must perceive the benefits of the process as a non-

punitive aid in improving his or her performance. 
Pro-

fessional growth and development depend upon useful

information and opportunities for self-improvement (27,

p. 81).

Another purpose for evaluation is to make it the

basis for merit pay in rewarding superior performance,

However, this use of faculty evaluation tends to meet

with considerable opposition from faculty members,

despite the fact that people outside the colleges

are asking why teachers should not be paid according to

the excellence of their performance (17, p. 44). One

author suggested that the faculty's major objection 
to

this purpose is based on the subjective nature of the

evaluation (1, p. 3).

Each year administrators are called upon to select

and promote effective faculty members for their col-

leges; in addition, the in-service training of faculties

is a major responsibility of administrators. In the

absence of clear research findings faculty members

are selected and receive in-service training according
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to the varying value systems of individual administrators.

Some administrators have strong preferences for warm,

understanding, non-directive faculties; others, not

interested in such "warmth" qualities, attach more

weight to a "systematic, businesslike" direct approach

in the classroom; still others emphasize the areas of

service, scholarly research, and publication (9, p. 4).

Procedures that include evaluations by the depart-

ment chairman alone have the obvious weaknesses 
of one-

sidedness and subjectivity. Such procedures provide

little assistance to the faculty members and 
are, there-

fore, 'Looked upon with disfavor by college teachers 
in

general. Thus, the development of programs for appraising

faculty performance which the teaching profession will

accept as valid and useful is one of the most 
challenging

tasks facing education today. The use of appraisal

programs to make decisions relating to salary, 
promotion,

or in-service training has given rise to a fundamental

issue in education, resulting in the alienation of

faculty members from such programs and, in turn, from

administrators. The administrator is faced with the

dilemma of evaluating faculty members with appraisal

programs that his teaching staff holds suspect (15, p. 2).

In spite of the problems inherent in programs 
of

faculty evaluation, there is still no escaping the need



5

for these programs. The responsibility--and the account-

ability--for them lies, ultimately, with the faculty

members themselves. Accountability and evaluation may

be related, to some extent, but the- relationship is more

incidental than direct, more accidental than intentional.

Evaluation is the basis of accountability (11, p. 1).

When evaluation policies and procedures are clearly

understood and accepted by the faculty members, the

process of evaluation can be continually improved. 
The

results of effective faculty evaluation must materialize

in improvement of the teaching and learning processes

and must contribute to professional growth and rewards.

Administrators must take the responsibility of discussing

the evaluation outcomes with each faculty member 
and

of exploring ways and means that are open to the faculty

members for overcoming identified deficiencies. Shifting

a faculty member's assignment to his area of strength

is a short-term means of increasing performance 
success.

Success, confidence, and self-motivation frequently

lead to further growth and development, and any success

a faculty member has invariably is transmitted to the

student (27, p. 96).

"R , ow-m-
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Statement of the Problem

The problem of this study is the development of an

instrument for use by administrators and faculty 
members

in the teachers training colleges in Bangkok, Thailand

for the measurement and evaluation of the total 
require-

ments, responsibilities, and activities of faculty

members.

Purposes of the Study

The purposes of this study are as follows:

1. To develop a valid and reliable instrument for

evaluating faculty performance effectiveness 
in the

teachers training colleges in Bangkok, Thailand.

2. To provide a measure of faculty performance

effectiveness in order to improve instruction and learning

in the teachers training colleges in Bangkok, Thailand.

3. To provide a standard for faculty promotion

and merit pay in the teachers training colleges in

Bangkok, Thailand.

Background and Significance of the Study

The Department of Teacher Training was established

in Thailand's Ministry of Education in 1954. Prior to

that date, the task of teacher training was the responsi-

bility of a division attached to the Department of Primary

Education. The elevation from the status of a division
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to that of a department occurred in response 
to the need

and demand for qualified teachers and also 
to set the

stage for a major reorganization of the teacher 
training

system (21, p. 19). The work began with expansion of

the teachers colleges already in existence 
as well as

the establishment of new ones. Some small teachers

colleges were either closed down or merged with 
others.

The College of Education, which is a degree-granting

institution, was also set up to prepare teachers 
for

the upper secondary school (26, p. 1).

As a result of another reorganization of the Depart-

ment of Teacher Training in early 1973, .the College

of Education, with its branches (eight in number), was

grouped separately to form what was equivalent 
to a

department within the Ministry of Education. 
In 1975,

all branches of the College of Education were unified.

as a university under the control of the Bureau of

State University (26, p. 2).

Historically speaking, Thailand's Department of

Teacher Training has been very prompt in recognizing

that teacher training is one of the most vital factors

contributing to the development of the school curriculum

and the modernization of the educational system as 
a

whole. The experiences of curriculum development
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workers in many countries seem to indicate this same

basic principle (26, p. 3).

The Department of Teacher Training discharges its

responsibility through its thirty-six teachers colleges

and admits students who have graduated from MS, 3 (Lower

Secondary School; equivalent to American grade ten) on

the basis of a quota system whereby a committee at the

district level selects the candidates. After the student

has completed a two-year course at the teachers college,

he is awarded the Certificate of Education, which permits

him to teach in primary schools. The student who has a

Certificate of Education may take a higher two-year

course at his own college or at any other college offering

that course. Upon completion of the higher two-year

course, the student obtains the Higher Certificate in

Education. The teacher who holds the Higher Certificate

in Education may teach in the lower secondary school

(26, p. 8).

In 1974, because of social pressure as well as

student demands, the Department of Teacher Training in

Thailand had to begin preparing bachelor-degree teachers;

seventeen of the thirty-six teachers colleges joined

the program at that time. In 1975, the certificate

program for the upper-primary teachers was terminated,

due to a surplus of teachers at the certificate level,
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In order to improve the quality of education at the

primary and secondary levels, a high quality of teacher

is needed. Accordingly, the trend in teachers training

since 1976 has been to put more emphasis on preparing

degree-qualified teachers. For this reason the Department

began proportionally and gradually reducing the numbers

of certificate teachers in 1976, a program which will be

completed in 1981, so that the teachers training program

will coincide with the new National Education Plan of

6-3-3 years which is expected to be promulgated in the

near future. While the number of students in the cer-

tificate program is decreasing, the number of students

in the higher certificate program will be increasing to

adjust the total number and to serve the public need

of having more qualified teachers (26, p. 8).

For the bachelor degree program, due to readiness

and some constraints, Thailand's Department of Teacher

Training had to begin with the first seventeen teachers

colleges. The curriculum for the junior and senior

students of the College of Education Prasarnmit

(Srinakarinwirot University) was used while waiting

for the development of the new curriculum for the

teachers colleges. On February 14, 1976, the Act of

Teachers College and two decrees, one on the promo-

tion of the seventeen teachers colleges to degree-granting
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colleges under the Act and another on designating the

title "Bachelor of Education" (B. Ed.) for the graduates,

were passed. The first group of students graduated in

1976 with Bachelor of Education degrees. It is expected

that the other twelve teachers colleges will be promoted

under the Act of Teachers College very soon. The new

curriculum of the teachers colleges is completed and

has been in use since 1976 (26, p. 9).

Thailand today is experiencing a period of unparal-

leled concern about the effectiveness of education at all

levels (7, p. 116). This concern is expressed in the form

of criticisms, attacks, proposals for change, denials,

and rebuttals. While some of this criticism is sincere,

objective, and constructive, a great deal of it is un-

justified, bitter, and lacking in evidence. Truth is

often mixed with emotion, exaggeration, and distortion.

For example, among the criticisms that are frequently

made of the teachers colleges and of the faculty members

are claims that teachers colleges have failed to produce

graduates who are qualified and accepted by the society,

that faculty members are not well-prepared, and that

discipline in the teachers colleges is too lax. Rising

cost troubles within teachers colleges, the specific

attention of the government, and the widespread emphasis

on accountability are all factors contributing to the
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heightened interest in effective education. It appears

that responding to these pressures will be a major task

of educators in Thailand's teachers colleges for some

time to come (25, p. 34).

The contemporary social forces and pressures

described above have created an organizational need

in Thailand's teachers colleges for more planned,

systematic, comprehensive, continuous, and defensible

faculty evaluation programs (6, p. 116). Faculty

evaluation can improve instruction and learning in the

teachers colleges, but faculty members and administrators

should be better trained in the methods, objectives, and

limitations of faculty evaluation. There is a real need

for research at the teachers colleges on almost every

aspect of evaluation (16, p. 2). Efforts to meet this

need have been hampered by the absence of an empirically

validated definition of the effective faculty member; by

the absence of criteria on which to base judgment of

faculty effectiveness; by the absence of established

standards of excellence; and, most importantly, by the

absence of appropriate conceptual frameworks and instru-

ments (23, p. 38).

The central focus of this study revolves around

the development of an evaluation instrument to be used

by administrators, faculty members, and students in
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teachers training colleges in Bangkok, Thailand that will

provide greater faculty input, allow more direct feedback

to administrators, faculty members, and students; and

establish direct means to obtain results subsequent to

the evaluation process.

This task of developing instruments to measure

faculty effectiveness is crucial to college administra-

tion, to faculty selection, to faculty promotion, to

faculty performance, and ultimately to the survival of

Thai society (15, p. 60).

Definition of Terms

For the purposes of this study the following

definitions have been formulated.

Accountability--The requirement on the occupant

of a role, by those who authorize the role,

to answer for the results of work expected

from him in the role (20, p. 26).

Administrator--The president, vice-president,

and/or department chairman of each division

of teachers training colleges in Bangkok,

Thailand.

Content vali y--Measurement of the degree to

which the test items represent the content

of what the instrument is designed to measure.
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Faculty--"The staff of the seven teachers training

colleges in Bangkok, Thailand.

Facultyperformance evaluation--The process of

ascertaining or judging the value, through

appraisal of actual accomplishment as dis-

tinguished frompotential ability, of the

persons responsible for instruction in a

college.

Measurement--The systematic collection and orderly

arrangement of information. It is both the

process and the result of this process.

Multiple-appraiser approach--The cooperative

process wherein the faculty members, the

administrators, and the students bear joint

responsibility for developing a measuring

instrument and for making the assessment

of faculty effectiveness through the use of

that instrument.

Observability--Capability of being observed by raters.

Ratin--An estimate, made according to some systema-

tized procedure, of the degree to which an

individual possesses any given characteristic.

Reliability--The extent to which the instrument is

consistent in measuring whatever it does measure.
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Student--A student in the teachers training colleges

in Bangkok, Thailand.,

Limitation of the Study

The findings and conclusions reached in this study

will be limited in their application to the faculty

members of the seven teachers training colleges in

Bangkok, Thailand.

Design of the Study

Survey research methodology was the basic plan

followed to meet the purposes of this study. A review

of the literature was made to gain insight into existing

methods, procedures, and criteria used for evaluating

college faculty. This served as the foundation for

deciding which methods, procedures, and criteria would

be utilized as the basis for the development and use

of an evaluative instrument for Thailand.

Questionnaire survey procedures were then followed

to finalize the product of this study. The procedure

for collecting and treating the data in the development

of the instrument is detailed in Chapter III.

Organization of the Study

This study is divided into five chapters, Chapter

I consists of an introduction, the statement of the
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problem, the purposes of the study, background and sig--

nificance of the study, definition of terms, limitation

of the study, design of the study, and the organization

of the study. Chapter II presents the review of the

literature and related research. Chapter III describes

the procedures and treatments of data. Chapter IV is

an analysis of data. Chapter V, finally, presents the

summary, conclusions, and recommendations from this study.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter presents a review of the literature

regarding criteria for evaluation and the methods and

procedures for implementing evaluation. This is fol-

lowed by a summary and the recommendations to be

utilized in this study, based on the writer's analysis,

synthesis, and evaluation of the literature and the

needs of Thailand's institutions of higher education.

Criteria for Evaluation

The crux of the problem in evaluation plans is

the basis for determining performance criteria. The

difficulties in identifying a common and concise set

of standards on which to base a sound performance ef-

fectiveness program have been frustrating to numerous

educators. The diversity of roles assumed by different

institutions of higher education has a distinct bearing

on what is considered important and on how much weight

should be placed on the factors included in the evalua-

tion. Two reports of surveys of various types of in-

stitutions of higher education conducted for the American

Council on Education indicated that, in rank of importance,

19
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classroom teaching, personal characteristics, and student

advising were almost universally the most important fac-

tors to be evaluated. Several other criteria such as

committee work, research, and publication, however,

varied in rank among the different types of institu-

tions surveyed (5, p. 8).

Miller in his book, Evaluating Faculty Performance,

states,

Activities considered relevant to evaluation
are most often confined to research, teaching,
service and professional activities. These ac-
tivities are basic to any scheme for evaluation,
but in discussing the category problem with many
educators, a general uneasiness was found with
respect to the limitations of using just four cate-
gories. College teachers today are engaging in
a much wider range of activities than in the past,
and this expansion should be reflected in a
greater range of categories. To this end, the
following nine categories are suggested: class-
room teaching, advising, faculty service and
relations, management (administration), performing
and visual arts, professional services, publica-
tions, public service, and research (30, p. 21).

Eble remarks,

A faculty member's responsibilities are
thought of principally in terms of teaching,
research, and service. Professional recognition
as well as movement up the institutional ladder
comes through achievements in one or all of these
areas. Higher education is trinitarian in word
if not in deed. Few universities conceive of
themselves as teaching institutions or research
institutions or even primarily dedicated to
community service. Instead of a dozen institu-
tions genuinely devoted to and actually fulfilling
the aim of expanding the frontiers of knowledge,
we have hundreds with such as objective as
part of total aims. Conversely, almost all
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collegiate institutions have as a major function
quantities of teaching which is far removed from
the frontiers of knowledge. The generally ac-
cepted ways of defining institutional goals shape
hiring, retention, and promotion policies within
the departments and colleges (14, p. 4).

Hildebrand (23) conducted a survey study at the

University of California at Davis to contribute to the

improvement of university teaching by characterizing

effective performance and providing a satisfactory

basis for the evaluation of teaching. The principal

result of the items characterizing best teachers as

perceived by colleagues produced these five components

of effective performance--research activity and recog-

nition, intellectual breadth, participation in the

academic community, relations with students, and con-

cern for teaching.

Fenker (16) developed an evaluation instrument

designed to measure the variety of activities that

characterize faculty behavior at an institution such

as Texas Christian University. The major categories

of faculty behavior were the following:

1. Teaching: classroom and interactions with

individual students;

2. Research: current activity, creativities,

reputation;

3. Participation in university activities: com-

mittee assignments, role in campus organizations;
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4. Administrative responsibilities;

5. Outside professional activities: counseling,

service as a reviewer, public speaking.

Wilson, Dienst, and Watson (34) conducted research

to study the dimensions faculty members associate with

being a good teacher at the University of California,

Berkeley. One hundred nineteen faculty members described

the most effective and least effective teacher they

knew using a set of sixty-seven statements. A principal-

components analysis of the descriptions of effective

teachers produced five factors: research activity and

recognition, participation in the academic community,

intellectual breadth, relations with students, and

concern for teaching. Only research activity and recog-

nition was significantly related to the academic rank

and discipline of teachers nominated as effective.

Rank, discipline, age, and length of teaching experience

of the nominators were unrelated to their descriptions

of effective teachers. However, faculty with heavier

teaching loads were more likely to assign high scores

on concern for teaching and low scores on research

activity and recognition to the teacher they nominated

as effective.

Harvey (22) in his article, "An Heretical Approach

to Evaluation," suggested criteria for faculty evaluation

in higher institutions. They were
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1, Quantity of teaching (as measured by enrollment);

2. Quality of teaching;

3. Large measure of effective advising (both per-

sonal and academic counseling with students);

4. Strong relations with students in co-curricular

activities (student clubs, newspapers);

5. Research (monographs, books, articles);

6. Notably strong service to institution (service

on committees, administrative duties, proposal writing);

7. Notably strong community relations;

8. Professional activities (officer of association,

conference addresses);

9. Non-expendability of person;

10. Non-expendability of program.

If human behavior is to be more fully understood,

it is a basic requisite that performance be studied and

adequate measures of all performances developed, From

such performance measurements it is then possible to

infer or construct appropriate selection, placement,

and training methodologies and devices. Without such

performance measures, one is groping in the dark (32,

p. 49).

Ronan states,

As a basis for any "improvement" of college
teaching, recruiting or training qualified per-
sonnel, or any other such personnel actions, it
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is essential that a performance assessment method
be developed as a requisite for determining who is
and who is not an effective teacher, Actually it
is not likely there will ever evolve a dichotomous
evaluation as implied in the previous sentence but
that persons will vary by degree of effectiveness
as teachers. Further, in such complex work, there
are likely to be several performance dimensions
and probably no specific individual will be out-
standingly effective or ineffective in all of these.
In fact, it is possible that some dimensions can be
mutually exclusive in that if a person is effective
on one dimension he is necessarily ineffective on
another. In any case it is necessary to develop
an assessment procedure for a given performance
before it is possible to recruit and train for it
or devise methods to improve it. As has been shown,
Ronan and Prien (1966, 1971), no systematic per-
sonnel procedures are possible without there being
available some adequate criterion to evaluate
the performance in question (32, p. 9).

Boyd and Schietinger suggested the areas of importance

which relate to most faculty covered in performance

evaluation. These areas include

1. Teaching effectiveness (communicates well;
is enthusiastic, stimulating; uses sound
methodology of teaching; develops and changes
courses in an orderly manner; keeps courses
up-to-date);

2. Relationships to students inside and outside
classes (communicates friendly concern; takes
time for student problems);

3. Advising (serving in mentor role; one-to-one
relationships; informed and helpful relative
to student problems);

4. Interdisciplinary teaching and college-wide
courses (Heritage of Western Man; Policy
Research; Communication/Inquiry);

5. Research and scholarship (background and
experience; keeping up with field; original
research/scholarship; attending summer work-
shops, courses);

6. Participation in profession (membership, con-
tribution to professional societies; attendance
at meetings);
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7. Involvement with student activities and campus

programs (leadership for student organizations);
8. College community government and leadership

(Governing Council; Honor Council; committee
work; administrative responsibilities; program
management);

9. Participation in recruitment and development
efforts;

10. Participation in civic affairs, church activi-
ties, public relations (6, p. 28).

The kinds of information that describe faculty

performance have traditionally been about teaching,

research, and service. The current priority in the

concern for teaching effectiveness.was documented in

an extensive study by Peter Seldin, which compares

present evaluation practices with those studied in 1967

by Astin and Lee (19, p. 11).

Astin and Lee (2) surveyed the entire population

of higher education institutions in the United States,

The purpose of the survey was to provide an empirical

basis for a critical appraisal of current practices

and to determine a point of departure from which pro-

posals for improving existing techniques could be

developed. One of the results showed that the criteria

considered by all institutions for salary increase,

promotion, and tenure were (1) classroom teaching--

95.9 per cent, (2) personal attributes--56.8 per cent,

(3) length of service in rank--47.4 per cent, (4) re-

search--46.6 per cent. At universities research is
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almost equal in consideration to teaching. More selective

and affluent colleges are more likely to use research

and publication as criteria. This is also true with

larger institutions.

These earlier efforts to evaluate faculty performance,

however, carried little of the intense concern and make-

or-break attitude that characterize current campus

practices. With faculty mobility virtually a thing of

the past, today's evaluation, promotion, and tenure

decisions may well chart the future career span of

faculty under evaluation (33, p. 234).

Seldin (33), to update the 1966 findings of Astin

and Lee and seek more formalized and systematic

methods of evaluating faculty performance, asked the

academic deans of all private, accredited American

liberal arts colleges to report specific information

on how they rated both overall and teaching performance.

The data-gathering instrument, a questionnaire, was

developed in 1966 by Astin and Lee for the American

Council on Education. The resulting comparison indi-

cates the emergence of a new rating method for profes-

sors. A threefold trend appears: colleges emphasize

more what professors do on campus rather than off

campus; information-gathering in evaluating teaching

performance has become less haphazard, more structured,
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more concerned with student views; and institutions

attach far less importance to faculty research and

publication. He also found that classroom teaching

has become more important than ever. Virtually every

college reported ranked teaching as a major factor in

overall faculty evaluation in 1974, representing a

slight increase over 1966. Far more significant changes

occurred in other -areas. Traditional cornerstones of

academic success--research, publication, and activity

in professional societies--all declined in importance.

Significantly, each of these traditional benchmarks of

academic success represents an off-campus activity.

The results in percentages of academic deans citing

major factors in evaluating overall faculty performance

as reported in the study were as follows: (1) class-

room teaching--99.3 per cent, (2) student advising--

68.8 per cent, (3) length of service in rank--54.4 per

cent, (4) personal attributes--53.2 per cent, (5) campus

committee work--49.5 per cent, (6) research--22.2 per

cent, (7) publication--17.1 per cent, (8) activities

in professional societies--15.8 per cent, (9) public

service--12.2 per cent.

The reinstatement of classroom teaching as the

raison d'gtre for higher education has become quite

evident on the college and university scene, largely
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as a result of student discontent, financial exigencies,

and re-examination of goals and philosophy. Although

the small private and public colleges traditionally

have emphasized classroom teaching, the majority of

students have been enrolled in medium to large uni-

versities where graduate study and research have re-

ceived much attention (30, p. 22).

Recent time-series data indicate increases in

faculty members' support for using teaching performance

as a method of evaluation. Responses to identical

items in two American Council on Education surveys

of faculty members from large, national, cross-sectional

samples of colleges and universities show that between

1968 and 1972 faculty members became more favorable

toward use of teaching performance in faculty evalua-

tion (4, p. 164).

The importance of scholarship and professional

activity as a dimension of faculty performance to be

reviewed by colleagues varies dramatically, from the

faculty member who sees scholarly activities as his

highest priority to the professor whose chief concerns

are classroom instruction or community service. "Pro-

fessional" and "scholarly" are words subject to sig-

nificantly different meanings. However, the area of

scholarly or professional activity is included as a
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category of faculty performance subject to evaluation

by fellow faculty members at most institutions of higher

education. What the terms mean and what behavioral

areas are defined by this category are dependent on the

goals of individual institutions and on the individual

faculty member's values (19, p. 17).

Riley, Ryan, and Lifschitz reported that professors

who published research received higher student ratings

than those who did not publish. Pointing in the same

direction, Stallings and Singhal found positive but

low correlations between the total scores received by

faculty members on a comprehensive student rating scale

and the number of their annual publications. McGrath

found that two-thirds of the outstanding teachers in

fifteen liberal arts colleges had published at least

one article recently. And Bresler reported that faculty

members who were more active in research and related

professional activities, such as obtaining research

support, got much higher ratings for "teaching effective-

ness" than did faculty members who did not engage in

these kinds of activity (9, p. 524).

Eble states,

I would suggest one addition to the general
criteria used which might help resolve the con-
flicts between teaching and research. It might
also assist in adding a useful supporting measure
of both teaching and research activities. The
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fact that research is chiefly measured by publica-
tion does much to explain the existence of "publish
or perish." Nevertheless, activities instead of
research, such as performance in the arts or
musical composition, have gained general acceptance.
"Scholarship" is a somewhat broader term for "re-
search" as "publication" is a narrower one, "Schol-
arship and creative work" would be an even broader
category. One department includes among its criteria
for judging faculty competence, "superior intellec-
tual attainment, including scholarship, motivation,
the capacity for growth, and other intangible
qualities." This is an attempt to define the
presence of an active, inquiring, interesting
mind employing itself in the service of teaching
and research (and for that matter, in service as
well). Inclusion of such a criterion should not
be an excuse to find virtue where none, otherwise,
would exist. Insisting upon tangible evidences of
such qualities would be the best way of resisting
such a tendency. Moreover, it might be a way of
dropping "research" as the single standard to which
all activities outside the classroom relate. Formal
research might become a sub-category under such
a heading as "Scholarship and Creative Work,"
just as certain kinds of teaching might become
sub-categories under "Teaching," and published
work a sub-category under the appropriate major
responsibility (13, p. 89).

In determining what particular characteristics of

college teachers, as perceived by students, were related

to students' overall opinions of their teachers' effec-

tiveness, French found that the ten items which con-

tributed most to student overall-judgment at the UnL-

versity of Washington were the following: (1) interprets

abstract ideas and theories clearly, (2) gets students

interested in the subject, (3) has increased my skill

in thinking, (4) has helped broaden my interests, (5)

stresses important material, (6) makes good use of
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examples and illustrations, (7) motivated me to do my

best work, (8) inspires class confidence in his know-

ledge of the subject, (9) has given me new viewpoints

or appreciations, and (10) is clear and understandable

in his explanations (9, p. 515).

Crawford and Bradshaw asked students to describe

the most effective college teacher they had ever had,

The four most frequently mentioned characteristics were

(1) thorough knowledge of subject matter; (2) well

planned and organized lectures; (3) enthusiastic,

energetic, lively interest in teaching.; and (4)

student-oriented, friendly, willing to help students.

Although phrased somewhat differently, these charac-

teristics resemble the ones appearing in French's

list (9, p. 515).

Many institutions have been decreasing the im-

portance of and exercising more care in defining the

responsibilities of faculty members in community

service. Internal service requirements also always

exist. Faculty are expected to serve on institution-

wide committees on governance, discipline, promotion,

or student affairs, which develop the patterns for

maintenance and review of policy activities, Since

service implies that a faculty member should exert
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effort toward an institution's real concerns, evaluation

in this category necessitates defining these concerns

(19, p. 19).

Boyd and Schietinger's study shows that the indicated

importance of public service increases from junior colleges

to undergraduate institutions (all types), to graduate

institutions (all types), to doctoral institutions,

to public universities, to large public universities

(enrollment greater than 15,000). Fifty-eight per cent

of the responses for factors considered in faculty evalua-

tion from large public universities rated public service

in the range from first to third (6, p. 16).

Farrar (15) studied the dimensions of faculty per-

formance at the University of Houston. Fifty-four

faculty members were interviewed by means of a struc-

tured interview form, which resulted in the collection

of 567 critical incidents concerning six areas of

faculty behavior. The areas were teaching, research,

publication, contribution to department or university,

contribution to community, and professional develop-

ment. In the second part of the study, a questionnaire

developed from the incidents was responded to by eighty-

seven faculty members, resulting in the identification

of five factors descriptive of the role of faculty

members as they themselves see it. In order of the
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percentage of the variance for which they account, the

factors are classroom teaching skill, research and

writing competency, responsible cooperation, community

involvement, and orientation toward improvement,

Martin and Berry state,

. R. .it is possible to discern three theoretical
ways of rationally evaluating a professor's
performance as a teacher, University function-
aries assigned to this task may establish standards
which are based on direct objective measures of

the professor's teaching accomplishments; or in-
direct subjective estimates of his performance
in this role; or they may base their judgements
on criteria which do not directly apply, but which
are considered to be functionally related to the
teacher's role performance. In this last case,
such a standard constitutes a reasonable substi-
tute, or functional alternative, to the one
desired. When this technique is employed, evalua-
tion becomes based, not on the professor's
performance of the role under immediate con-
sideration, but on his performance of another
role, even one related to another position he
holds in a different organization (29, p. 698).

Methods and Procedures of Evaluation

Methods of evaluating faculty performance have been

the subject of much speculation by institutions of

higher education. Classroom visitation is one of the

common means used for faculty evaluation. The AAUP

"Statement on Teaching Evaluation" observes,

Because of the usefulness of having first-
hand information about an individual' s teaching
effectiveness, some institutions have adopted
a program of classroom visitation. There are
various ways of having colleagues visit class-
rooms, but such visits do not necessarily yield
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reliable data. Careful observations over a period
of time may, however, be useful in evaluating in-
struction and in fostering effective teaching,
Clearly, there must be an understanding among the
visitors and the visited upon such matters as who
does the visiting, how many visits are made, what
visitors look for, what feedback is given to the
visited, and what other use is made of the informa-
tion (1, p, 201).

French-Lazovik also states,

Classroom visitation by colleagues has been
tried in a number of different forms. The general
finding is that it does not provide a sound method
of evaluating the teacher's in-class activities.
A few classroom visits by one colleague cannot be
expected to produce a reliable judgment. (The
terms reliable and reliability are used simply to
mean consistency among judgments, including their
repeatability.) Even when the number of colleagues
is increased to three, and each makes at least two
visits, the reliability of resulting evaluations is
so low as to make them useless (17, p. 2).

In Seldin's study the percentage of academic deans

citing information "always used" in evaluating faculty

performance in 1974 showed that the percentage of insti-

tutions using classroom visitation had decreased since

1966 (33, p. 257).

Some educators argue that assessment of instruc-

tional success through judging student attainment of

objectives and criteria of instruction is one of the

best ways to judge the effectiveness of faculty per-

formance. Moomaw notes,

The institutions or departments that are
most likely to use assessments of student learning
for summative evaluation are those that employ
a systems approach to instruction (also known as
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criterion-referenced measurement, or mastery
learning, among other things). The approach re-
quires teachers to define specific instructional
objectives and levels of performance for students;
then the extent to which a teacher's students

attain these goals determines the teacher's ef-
fectiveness.. There are various ways to apply
information about student learning for the summa-
tive evaluation of teachers, some of which are
very questionable. Consider, for example, the
community college that granted promotions and
set salaries on the basis of the percentage of
students who successfully completed a teacher's
courses. Final exams were made up by a college
examiner, to whom each teacher submitted questions
for consideration (8, p. 102).

In a 1977 study, Centra made the following comment

about student achievement as a means of faculty evalua-

tion:

When information about student learning is

to be used only by the instructor for instructional
improvement, the teacher will be less threatened
and less concerned about how the results will
appear to promotions committees (8, p. 103).

A year earlier, Dennis stated,

Researchers are generally agreed that the

effectiveness of a teacher is related to a host
of student, environmental, social and sexual char-
acteristics. For instance, McKeachie found in a
series of studies that the teacher attributes
that worked for women students did not work so
well for men students; he also found that effec-
tive techniques for teaching knowledge differed
from those for teaching thinking. Elliot found

that teachers that were effective with high-ability
students, were not effective with low-ability
students, and vice versa. And Donald Medley con-
cluded that "the evidence that pupils learn just
as much from teachers rated ineffective by experts
as they do from teachers rated effective by the
same experts is impressive and has been verified
again and again" (10, p. 440).
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Fox and Edwall examined the amount students learned

as measured by the many kinds of achievement tes ts used

in the studies, in order to determine the relationship

of the amount learned to how the students rated their

instructors. They pointed out that

the relationship between learning and eval
uation may be affected by (a) measurement error
resulting from the variety of achievement measures
and rating instruments used in the original studies,
(b) the disparity in research design and statistical
methods used, and (c) the number of additional fac-
tors that may influence evaluation, such as subject
matter area, course level, whether the course is
elected or required, class size, and instructor
level (18, p. 4).

Self-evaluation is also a favored device for faculty

performance evaluation whereby merit may be rewarded. A

study done by the Southern Regional Education Board shows

that self-evaluation is an unexpectedly important source

of information for faculty development and for overall

evaluation. Centra states,

Although self-ratings have questionable value
for summative purposes and only limited value for
formative purposes, some kind of self-report of
teaching and other professional activities can be
critical to either purpose. The self-report gives
faculty members the opportunity to describe their
responsibilities and accomplishments over the year.
Included in the description should be indications
of responsibilities and performance in teaching,
student advising, research and scholarship, com-
munity service, college service, and whatever other
areas may be appropriate. The teacher's report
should, whenever possible, include illustrative
materials and evidence of accomplishments, espec-
ially when it is to be used in personnel decisions
(8, p. 95).



37

Remmers questions the value of self-evaluation:

Previously, studies at the college level that
investigated faculty self-ratings employed a single
overall measure of teaching (instead of many specific
items relating to instructional practices), and they
too produced similar findings. In fact, not only
were faculty and student ratings of "overall teacher
effectiveness" only modestly correlated, but so
were faculty-administrator and faculty-colleague
ratings (Clark and Blackburn, 1971; Choy, 1969),
In other words, there seems to be ample evidence
that most teachers do not view their teaching as
their students, their colleagues, or administrators
at their college view it. On the other hand, these
same researchers report fairly substantial agree"
ment among colleagues, students, and administrators
in their ratings of teachers, so it might justifiably
be concluded that teacher self-ratings miss the mark
by a good deal. Self-analysis alone would seem to
have little promise for improving instruction (19,
p. 36).

Miller's conclusions are also rather reserved:

Although private self-evaluation is more or
less continuous, even if haphazard, systematic
and planned self-evaluation is rare. Formalized,
conscious procedures for improving and refining
self-perception are seldom developed and the majority
of us need assistance in using self-evaluation
deliberately and constructively. Some contend
that teacher self-evaluation is a waste of time-
an excessive introspection when the emphasis
should be external, on the student. Furthermore,
they contend that any use of such ratings in
performance evaluation will skew the results up-
ward (30, p. 35).

By far the most common method used to evaluate

faculty performance effectiveness has been the use of

a rating scale. Institutions of higher education have

developed many different kinds of rating forms. Self-

rating scales and ratings by administrators, supervisors,
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peers, and students have been developed. Bolin and Muir

survey both the advantages and disadvantages of these

scales-

Rating scales seem to be the most common
formal device used to assess effectiveness and
thereby determine merit. On the surface they are
the easiest to apply and to interpret. The rater
seemingly has a simple task because he is required
merely to assign a numerical or letter value to
the criteria included on the rating form, Because
of the ordinal descriptions these rating scales
may be analyzed with ease and pose little diffi-
culty for the reviewer in comprehending the rank
value of each item.

The rating scale, however, is not without
its pitfalls. An obstacle for the rater may be-
come apparent when he must make a judgment as to
the numerical value of an item based on his obser-
vations of the instructor, the teaching environment,
his students, and/or from a review of records per-
taining to the individual and his work. In some
cases this does not really get to the heart of
the matter. That is, a numerical value may not
really present the complete picture of how well
or how poorly an individual performs (5, p. 10)--

as does Dwyer:

The review of the research and literature in-
dicates that rating scales are being used exten-
sively in colleges and universities as a means
of evaluating teacher effectiveness. Many of
these rating scales have been found to be statis-
tically reliable; however, the problem of validity
still has to be resolved. Apparently the problem
centers around the fact that we have not been
able to define teacher effectiveness satisfactorily,
or that stereotyped perceptions exist among stu-
dents when effectiveness has been defined. There
has been little criticism of the use of rating
scales which permit an instructor to gain insight
as to how his students perceive his instruction and
to obtain student suggestions relating to how he
may improve his instruction (12, p. 52).
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On the subject of using rating scales for faculty

evaluation Jordan suggests that the accuracy of rating

scales may be improved by (1) clearly defining the

focus of the evaluation; (2) developing specific, low-

inference items; (3) using a common record form; and

(4) providing adequate training for observers (25, p. 49).

There are many procedures of faculty performance

evaluation in institutions of higher education today.

Superordinate ratings is one of the most commonly-used

methods in connection with faculty development, salary

increases, tenure, and promotion. The survey study by

the Southern Regional Education Board shows that depart-

ment chairman, academic dean or vice-president, and

students have major responsibility for overall evalua-

tion as well as for evaluation for the purpose of

faculty development (6, p. 8).

Bolin and Muir state,

This procedure for evaluation, while some-
what inconvenient to both faculty and college
administrators, is usually fairly effective
and has a number of advantages over other pro-
cedures. Not only does it allow the rater at
least two sources of information on which he
can base his evaluation, but more important
it provides an opportunity for a face to face
discussion where differences may be examined
and where weaknesses may be identified and cor-
rections suggested. It requires little time
on the part of the individual faculty member.
Furthermore the form on which the rating is
made is usually completed in objective terms
(5, p. 12).
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Genova also supports the use of administrator ratings:

College and university administrators are

taking more active roles in faculty evaluation,
in part because of the demands that they make
more frequent and wiser decisions in the face of
fiscal constraints. In the majority of institutions
surveyed in this project, administrators (depart-
ment chairpersons, deans, presidents) not only

consider the ratings of others (students, peers,
other administrators) in making final decisions
regarding faculty status, but increasingly they

themselves contribute evaluative input to those
decisions. When other sources of evaluative in-

formation are used, administrators, and in some

cases peer committees, are responsible for inter-

preting and weighting their evaluations (19, p. 20),

Seldin's study shows that the number of colleges

"always using" dean evaluation and chairman evaluation

increased in 1974 (33, p. 257).

The use of colleagues' opinions is another accepted

procedure of faculty evaluation. This procedure ranks

third among all the procedures for faculty evaluation

given in the survey study by Astin and Lee. And the

Southern Regional Education Board survey provides de-

tailed information that the use of colleague information

for advancement decisions varies from 54 per cent at

colleges with doctoral programs to 13 per cent at two-

year institutions (6, p. 9).

Centra finds colleagues' opinions to be of some

value:

. . . For 'purposes of both summative evaluation
and instructional improvement, however, there are
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several important aspects of teaching that colleagues
would seem able to judge.

. . ,The reliability of colleague ratings is less
of an issue when the purpose of evaluation is in-
structional improvement. Visitations followed by
an informal chat could be worthwhile (8, p. 100),

Although the use of colleagues' opinions is an ap-

proved means of faculty evaluation, little research has

been done in this area, as Wilson observes:

However, despite the emphasis on colleagues'
judgments of teacher effectiveness and the fre-
quently important role these judgments play in
decisions about promotion and tenure, there has
been almost no reported research on the criteria
used by college faculty members in evaluating one
another or on the correlates of such evaluations
(34, p. 32).

The use of student evaluations of faculty performance

effectiveness has become standard in many institutions of

higher education. Although faculty members have often

resisted the use of student rating forms, the majority

of experts support them as one source of data. Wilson

states,

There has been a great deal of research on
college students' evaluations of their teachers
and the qualities which students ascribe to "good"
teachers, but the results of such research are
usually discounted by faculty and administrators
on the grounds that students tend to be too easily
swayed by superficialities, such as showmanship
and lenient grading, and generally are not quali-
fied to evaluate the competency of their teachers.
A recent review of research on student evaluation
concluded "that students' ratings can provide
reliable and valid information on the quality
of courses and instruction" (Costin, Greenough
and Menges, 1971, p. 530). Nevertheless, college
professors themselves commonly assert that only
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a teacher's colleagues are truly qualified to
judge his competency. Indeed, a study by Astin
and Lee (1966) reported that while 49 per cent
of American colleges and universities made use
of colleagues' judgments in evaluating teacher
effectiveness, only 12 per cent made use of stu-
dents' evaluations (34, p. 31).

In Guidelines for Evaluation in California Community

Colleges, prepared by the Innovations Committee, Los

Angeles Pierce College suggests that

Student evaluation should be used by all
instructors because students are those most in-
timately exposed to instructor performance, How-
ever, because so much objection has been raised
to possible pressures created by published student
ratings and opinions, the procedure should be
carefully controlled (24, p. 13).

In reviewing the literature of evaluation procedures

for faculty performance effectiveness, the evidence

indicated that no one of them can provide adequate in-

formation when the results are to be used in making de-

cisions about people; but Bolin and Muir's conclusion

on the subject of evaluative methods is pertinent:

. . . Combined, however, these estimates can pro-
vide the administrator with a sound basis for
making decisions regarding merit increases and
promotions.

A multiple rating approach would obviously
be somewhat cumbersome and undoubtedly time-
consuming. Yet, the extra time involved is a
small price to pay for the dividends it can yield.
In providing for different points of view, the
accuracy of judgment would be increased in assign-
ing merit salary increases and promotions to the
most deserving individuals. Because of the in-
creased accuracy and the provision for participa-
tion by several different groups, weakness in
the evaluation program will be more clearly
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identified and better remedied. The resulting
product will be a better faculty and an improved
instructional program (5, p, 17),

Goldschmid concludes with Rose's final paragraph:

The evaluation of teaching is a far too serious
and complicated process to be based solely on the
personal assessment of administrators, the judge-
ment of visiting peers, and examination of course
syllabi or teaching methods, or student opinions.
Each of those is useful, but none is sufficient
by itself. We must recognize the deficiencies in
these approaches, continue to explore and refine
direct measures of learner growth, and, until the
perfect evaluation system is found, if ever, use
multiple indicators for assessing faculty per-
formance (21, p. 228).

The Research Division of the National Education

Association also suggests that multiple evaluator sys-

tems should be a possible solution to the problem of

evaluation by a single administrator, so that the

evaluation system devised may be as equitable and ob-

jective as possible (17, p. 3).

Summary and Recommendations

The review of literature indicates that the criteria

of faculty evaluation for the purposes of promotion and

merit pay are varied among institutions of higher edu-

cation, depending on individual institutional goals and

purposes. However, classroom teaching; intellectual

breadth; relations with students; research, publication,

and recognition; personal attributes; non-instructional

duties; and professionalism are the factors most
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frequently considered by different types of institutions

in evaluating faculty members. Thus, these seven factors

were selected by the researcher to be the premises upon

which faculty evaluation would be based in this study,

From the evidence available about the several methods

for assessing faculty member behavior, rating instruments

reflecting the criteria upon which the evaluation is

based seem to be the most frequently used devices.

The procedures followed in college faculty evalua-

tion are also many and varied. College faculty engage

in many activities, but evaluation of all faculty ac-

tivities is generally inadequate when limited to only

one person or group, such as a <epartment head or com-

mittee. This input is useful, but it is insufficient

to provide a valid overall performance rating of a

faculty member. The use of a multiple-appraiser approach

involving administrators, faculty members, and students

is more likely to be effective and adequate.
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CHAPTER III

PROCEDURES FOR COLLECTING DATA

The central focus of this study is the development of

a valid and reliable instrument for evaluating faculty

performance in the seven teachers training colleges in

Bangkok, Thailand by utilizing a multiple-appraiser

approach. This chapter sets forth the procedures fol-

lowed in collecting and treating the data used in

developing the instrument.

Procedures and Treatments

A search of the literature and research studies

resulted in the development and/or selection of 205

items considered to be valid and reliable by the authors

of the selected instruments or by this researcher when

original items were involved (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,

11, 12, 13). The selected items were linked to the

seven premises which developed from the literature

and research studies. These premises are listed below.

Category I: Classroom Teaching

This category measures the instructor's commitment

to teaching, techniques of instruction and presentation,

49
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class atmosphere, attitude toward the subject, evaluation,

and reporting.

Category II: Intellectual Breadth

Items in this category measure the broad knowledge

of the instructor both within and beyond his specialized

field and determine how much he or she is sought out by

students and colleagues for information and academic

advice.

Category III: Relations with Students

This category deals with the instructor's maintenance

of an informal and congenial relationship with students

both in the classroom and outside the classroom, his.

availability to students for consultation about personal

and academic concerns, his advising of students, and

his attitude toward students.

Category IV: Research, Publication, and Recognition

This category deals with the instructor's reputation

for scholarly activity, publications, and research and

with whether he confers with colleagues about research

and keeps abreast of recent developments in his field.

Category V: Personal Attributes

This category deals with the instructor's personal

characteristics.
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Category VI: Non-Instructional Duties

Items in this category deal with the instructor's

public service, participation in extra-curricular and

community activities, service in professional organiza-

tions of local or national scope, consulting, serving

as a review, and public speaking.

Category VII: Professionalism

Items in this category deal with the instructor's

activities in professional societies, campus committee

work, and participation in the academic community.

The following numbers of items were selected for

these seven categories:

Category I 64 items

Category II 21 items

Category III 26 items

Category IV 18 items

Category V 21 items

Category VI 18 items

Category VII 37 items

The 205 items were then placed into a validity and

reliability survey instrument; the English language

version of the instrument was translated into Thai by

the researcher. The final check and validation of the

translation was made by the Royal Thai Embassy in

Washington, D. C.
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The letters asking permission to collect data and

administer the questionnaire to the administrators,

faculty members, and students in teachers training

colleges in Bangkok, Thailand were sent to the Director-

General of the Department of Teacher Training, Ministry

of Education, and to the presidents of the seven teachers

training colleges in Bangkok. The permission to collect

data and administer the questionnaire was granted by

the Department of Teacher Training and the presidents

of the teachers training colleges in Bangkok on May 23,

1978.

All materials to be used were sent to Mr, Chaisin

Taharavanit, chairman of the Division of Planning

and Statistics and Mathematics Instructor in Suan Dusit

Teachers Training College, who had them printed and given

to a jury of administrators, faculty members, and students

in the teachers training colleges in Bangkok. The

chairman of the Division of Planning and Statistics

selected the jury from the participating colleges in

Bangkok; the jury consisted of twenty administrators

from the department chairmen in teachers training col-

leges who have had not less than five years of teaching

experience and who have held the position of department

chairman for more than two years, twenty faculty members

who hold the master's degree in education or a teaching

-- I -"- - -M4 1 294W&Xftmm
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field from the United States and have taught in teachers

training colleges for more than three years, and twenty

students from senior classes who have an overall grade

point average of more than 3.00.

The above jury panel of twenty administrators,

twenty faculty members, and twenty students, all from

the teachers training colleges in Bangkok, evaluated

each item in the questionnaire as to its appropriateness

for evaluating faculty performance. The panel also

evaluated each item to determine whether an evaluator

could judge faculty performance on the item. Each

item was provided with two scales. The first scale

measured appropriateness and was represented by the

numbers 1, 2, 3, and 4. The jury members were asked to

rate the items on whether or not they were appropriate

measures of faculty performance. The second scale

measured the ability to judge faculty performance and

was represented by the letters A, B, C, and D. The

purpose of this scale was to determine whether or not

members of the jury panel, as administrators, faculty

members, or students, were able to accurately judge

a faculty member's performance on the given items.

For each item, the jury panel marked the number and

the letter which most accurately described their

opinions and their judgments (see Appendix A).
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Each jury member responded individually by completing

the questionnaire and returning it to the chairman of the

Division of Planning and Statistics at Suan Dusit Teachers

Training College. The chairman then mailed all question-

naires to the researcher for data analysis. The two

scales used in the questionnaire were given a numerical

weight of 1 to 4. "Great" or "strongly agree" had a

value of 4, "much" or "agree" 3, "little" or "undecided"

2, and "no" or "disagree" 1. All values were calculated.

The number of jury panel members was used to judge each

item; total possible points were as follows:

Jury Panel Maximum Points Possible

Administrators 20 80

Faculty members 20 80

Students 20 80

Total 60 240

In the appropriateness scale, an item scoring a total

of 180 or more (75 per cent) by administrators, faculty

members, and students was judged to have much appropriate-

ness in the measurement of faculty performance. The same

score of 180 or more was also used to evaluate the items

in the ability to judge scale. After the application of

this process, 110 items of the original 205 were retained.

The 110 items were then placed into a determination

survey instrument. This instrument was sent to
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seventy-five participants--twenty-five administrators,

twenty-five faculty members, and twenty-five students,

Of the twenty-five administrators, three were randomly

selected from department chairmen of each of the seven

teachers training colleges in Bangkok and four from

presidents and vice-presidents of these colleges; of the

twenty-five faculty members, three were randomly selected

from faculty members who hold the master's degree and

have five years or more experience in teaching in each

teachers training college and four from those who work

in the personnel office; of the twenty-five students,

three senior class students who had a grade point average

of more than 3.00 and had already completed practice

teaching were randomly selected from each teachers

training college and four from those who had earned

government scholarships. These participants were asked

to rate each of the items on a seven-point scale ac-

cording to whether, in their judgment, the behavior

presented was slightly related to bad faculty performance

(-I), moderately related to bad faculty performance (-2),

strongly related to bad faculty performance (-3), not

related to either good or bad faculty performance (0),

slightly related to good faculty performance (+1),

moderately related to good faculty performance (+2),

or strongly related to good faculty performance (+3).
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Means and standard deviations were calculated for each

of the items. To decide whether or not an item would

be retained, an interval was formed by adding and sub-

tracting one standard deviation from the item mean. If

the resulting interval included 0, the item was clas,

sified as neutral. A second criterion for the elimina-

tion of items was that of too much variability in response,

indicating non-agreement. The. result of the elimination

procedure was a final set of 50 items.

The participants were also asked to rank the seven

categories from 1 to 7, from most significant category

for faculty performance evaluation to least significant

category for faculty performance evaluation, Each rank

number was given a value according to the following scale:

Rank No. 1 = 7, Rank No. 2 = 6, Rank No. 3 = 5, Rank No.

4 = 4, Rank No. 5 = 3, Rank No. 6 = 2, Rank No. 7 = 1.

All values were calculated.

The remaining 50 items were placed into a faculty

performance evaluation instrument. The Kuder-Richardson

Formula 21 internal consistency reliability coefficients

method was used to determine the reliability of the

instrument. This instrument was then submitted to the

committee of the Department of Teacher Training, Planning

Division, in Bangkok for a determination of its appro-

priateness for use. The committee members were asked
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to consider whether each item was clearly stated and could

be used for faculty evaluation. A validity response was

provided in the right hand margin after each item number.

The committee members were asked to respond by circling

"l" if the item was appropriate and circling "21 if the

item was not appropriate.

The results of the study, instructions for the use

of the instrument, and recommended procedures to be fol-q

lowed in the evaluation of faculty performance are given

in the following chapters.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

This chapter contains a presentation and analysis

of the data collected in this study.

Results and Analysis of Appropriateness and Ratability
Survey Instrument

The data presented in the following pages were col-

lected from 60 usable, or 100 per cent, returns of the

Appropriateness and Ratability Survey Instrument. Each

Appropriateness and Ratability Survey Instrument form

consisted of 205 items, grouped into seven categories:

(1) classroom teaching; (2) intellectual breadth; (3)

relations with students; (4) research, publication, and

recognition; (5) personal attributes; (6) non-instructional

duties; and (7) professionalism. The total number of

items and the number of items in each of the seven

categories are indicated in Appendix A.

The instrument was administered to a jury panel

consisting of twenty administrators, twenty faculty

members, and twenty students of the teachers training

colleges in Bangkok, Thailand in June, 1978, Each

item was rated according to two scales. The first

60
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scale measured appropriateness and employed the numbers

1, 2, 3, and 4. The code for this scale was as follows:

1--Theitemhas great appropriateness in the

measurement of a faculty member's performance.

2--The item has much appropriateness in the

measurement of a faculty member's performance.

3--The item has little appropriateness in the

measurement of a faculty member's performance.

4--The item has no appropriateness in the

measurement of a faculty member's performance.

The second scale measured the ability to judge and

employed the letters A, B, C, and D. The code for this

second scale was as follows:

A--Strongly agree that I would be able to judge

a faculty member's performance on the item.

B--Agree that I would be able to judge a faculty

member's performance on the item.

C--Undecided about my ability to judge a faculty

member's performance on the item.

D--Disagree that I would be able to judge a

faculty member's performance on the item.

These two scales were given a numerical weight of

1 to 4. "Great" or "strongly agree" had a value of 4,

"much" or "agree" 3, "little" or "undecided! 2, and "no"

or "disagree" 1. All values were calculated. In the

4 WA.; *Fawm m *W.'A.- . ow N. Aij - - 11 I- - ,-
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appropriateness scale, an item scoring a total of 180 or

more by administrators, faculty members, and students

was judged to have much appropriateness in the measure-

ment of a faculty member's performance. The same standard

was also used for the ability to judge scale.

TABLE I

APPROPRIATENESS AND RATABILITY SCORES

Adminis- Faculty
Item trator Member Student Total

Number Ap[Rat. Ap Rt.'Rt.'Rat
App. ____j App,_jat._fApp. Iat App,.at

1
3
4
5
6
7
8

12
13
15
16
18
20
21
22
24
26
27-
29
30
31
32
35
38
42
43
44

72
69
71
65
71
68
72
66
75
67
68
65
74
76
73
62
68
67
70
67
71
74
69
72
69
67
68

70
68
72
64
68
67
71
64
74
64
62
64
73
73
71
61
66
67
66
64
69
72
69
69.
68
66
68

68
68
69
63
78
69
68
69
75
68
65
69
73
65
64
61
70
65
63
65
67
71
65
67
67
68
69

63
67
68
62
78
69
67
67
73
68
63
68
72
64
64
61
68
64
61
66
65
72
63
64
67
67
71

64
67
68
62
72
70
64
63
67
62
69
66
70
65
71
62
63
66
66
65
64
62
60
68
64
64
64

61
70
65
56
70
67
69
65
61
60
63
60
65
62
66
61
68
64
63
64
65
61
60
67
60
64
64

204
204
208
190
221
207
204
198
217
197
202
194
217
206
208
185
206
198
193
197
202
207
194
207
200
199
201

194
205
205
182
216
203
207
196
208
192
188
192
210
196
201
183
202
195
190
188
199
205
192
200
195
197
203
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TABLE I"-Continued

Adminis- Faculty
Item trator Member Student Total

Number
App .Rat . App .'Rat . App ,Rat . App ,Rat,

48
50
51
52
53
54
55
58
59
61
62
63
65
66
67
69
70
71
72
73
74
76
78
79
80
84
86
87
89
90
92
93
94
97
99

100
101
104
108
109

66
72
63
66
66
69
69
70
70
69
71
65
66
69
67
68
68
71
70
68
69
67
70
68
66
69
68
66
66
67
64
64
71
66
60
60
62
62
70
67

65
71
61
65
66
67
68
67
68
70
68
66
64
68
65
67
67
71
69
68
66
63
68
69
64
67
67
65
66
66
63
64
69
63
60
58
63
63
68
67

64
67
62
62
70
63
68
65
68
67
65
64
63
65
65
67
67
65
68
65
67
65
71
68
62
65
65
62
65
65
62
63
69
67
62
61
62
66
65
64

64
68
60

.62
69
63
66
64
68
65
63
64
62
65
64'
66
66
65
68
65
66
64
70
66
62
64
63
61
61
60
63
63
69
65
63
61
63
66
65
60

63
65
65
62
62
62
61
68
68
64
67
61
64
67
70
72
73
69
65
66
66
63
69
73
60
67
66
66
66
70
67
64
64
61
63
63
66
63
65
71

60
68
61
63
61
60
60
65
63
68
61
66
64
63
64
67
74
61
63
68
62
60
62
63
62
65
60
66
67
69
63
65
62
63
66
61
63
67
68
61

193
204
190
190
198
194
198
203
206
200
203
190
193
201
202
207
208
205
203
199
202
195
210
209
188
201
199
194
191
202
193
191
204
194
185
184
190
191
200
202

189
207
182
190
196
190
194
196
199
197
192
196
190
196
193
200
207
197
200
201
194
187
200
198
188
196
190
192
194
195
189
192
200
191
189

.180
189
196
201
188
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TABLE I--Continued

Adminis- 
FacultyItem trator Member Student Tta

Rat.

110
112
114
120
124
128
131
132
133
135
136
138
139
140
141
142
144
147
148
149
150
151
152
156
168
169
170
171
174
175
176
182
186
191
193
195
197
198
199
200

Number

App

62
63
62-
69
65
70
70
73
68
70
65
65
63
66
65
66
70
72
68-
72
75
68
65
72
68
71
64
69
69
64
65
70
65
65
61
71
68
64
68
65

. Rat.

60
61
60
66
62
67
67
70
65
64
62
62
60
64
63
64
68
69
68
71
73
64
63
70
65
69
63
68
67
63
62
71
65
64
60
70
67
64
67
64 I

App

64
65
64
68
65
63
70
65
66
68
69
68
64
65
67
65
66
69
68
66
69
68
63
67
69
69
64
64
68
62
61
69
69
66
63
69
65
62
66
60

.

.

Rat

64
65
61
68
65
62
69.
62
65
66
69
67
62
64
67
62
66
68
66
66
69
68
63
67-
69
68
64
61
68
61
61
66
69
64
62
69
64
62
66
60

App,

65
72
63
70
64
62
71
69
68
68
59
64
63
64
69
63
63
65
65
68
67
61
68
70
67
70
64
66
65
63
61
63
64
64
60
68
63
62
60
63

63
69
63
65
64
61
68
60
62
61
59
60
60
63
62
60.
61
61
59
62
69
66
62
65
65
67
61
62
64
60
64
61
61
66
60
63
60
6-1
58
60

App, Rat,

191 187
200 195
189 184
207 199
194 191
206 190
211 204
207 202
201 192
206 191
193 190
197 189
190 182
195 191
201 192
194 180
199 195
206 198
201 193
206 199
211 211
197 198
196 188
209 202
204 199
210 204
192 188
199 191
202 199
189 184
187 187
202 198
198 195
195 194
184 182
208 202
196 191

188 187194 191
188 184
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TABLE I-- Continued

Adminis- Faculty Student Total
Item trator Member

Number
App. Rat. App. Rat. App. Rat. App, Rat.

201 66 65 62 62 64 60 192 187202 67 66 67 67 61 63 195 196203 63 62 65 62 65 59 193 183

App. = Appropriateness Score

Rat. = Ratability Score

The data in Table I present those items scoring a

total of 180 or more by administrators, faculty members,

and students on the appropriateness and ratability scales.

Ninety-five out of the 205 items were eliminated; of the

95 items, 25 from Category I (Classroom Teaching), 7 from

Category II (Intellectual Breadth), 11 from Category III

(Relations with Students), 13 from Category IV (Research,

Publication, and Recognition), 6 from Category V (Per-

sonal Attributes), 14 from Category VI (Non-Instructional

Duties), and 19 from Category VII (Professionalism) were

eliminated.

Results and Analysis of Determination Survey Instrument

The data presented in the following pages were col-

lected from 75 usable, or 100 per cent, returns of the
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Determination Survey Instrument. Each Determination Sur-

vey Instrument form consisted of 110 items, grouped in

seven categories: (1) classroom teaching-39 items;

(2) intellectual breadth--14 items; (3) relations with

students--15 items; (4) research, publication, and recog-

nition--5 items; (5) personal attributes--15 items; (6)

non-instructional duties--4 items; and (7) professional-

ism--18 items (see Appendix B).

The instrument was administered to seventy-five

participants--twenty-five administrators, twenty-five

faculty members, and twenty-five students from the

teachers training colleges in Bangkok, Thailand. These

participants were asked to rate each of the items on

a seven-point scale according to whether, in their judg-

ment, the behavior presented was slightly related to

bad faculty performance (-1), moderately related to bad

faculty performance (-2), strongly related to bad faculty

performance (-3), not related to either good or bad

faculty performance (0), slightly related to good fac-

ulty performance (+1), moderately related to good faculty

performance (+2), or strongly related to good faculty

performance (+3). Means and standard deviations were

calculated for each of the items. To decide whether

or not an item would be retained, an interval was

formed by adding and subtracting one standard deviation
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from the item mean. If the resulting interval included

0, the item was classified as being neutral. A second

criterion for the elimination of items was that of too

much variability in response, indicating non-agreement.

TABLE II

MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION FOR REMAINING ITEMS

Adminis- Faculty
Item trator Member Student Combined

Number is
M SD M SD M SD M SD

2 1.52 1.93 2.12 2.20 1.36 1.72 1.66 1.963 1.44 2.07 1.80 1.94 1.56 1.93 1.60 1.986 1.52 1.89 2.44 2.48 0.48 1.91 1.48 2.1115 1.44 1.85 1.64 1.82 0.84 1.45 1.30 1.7218 1.28 1.78 1.56 1.73 1.24 1.75 1.36 1.7519 1.40 1.86 1.76 1.85 1,.04 1.60 1,40 1.7721 0.52 1.56 1.36 1.49 0.48 1.41 0,78 1.4925 1.40 1.70 1.56 1.66 0.88 1.76 1.28 1.7127 0.56 1.69 1.92 2.00 0.32 1.60 0.72 1.7732 1.04 1.57 1.52 1.62 0.88 1.60 1,14 1.6037 0.52 1.75 1.52 1.64 1.20 1,76 1.08 1.7238 0.96 1.97 1.12 1.29 0.60 1.94 0.89 1.7740 1.28 1.93 1.80 1.94 0.88 1.83 1.32 1.9041 1.52 1.72 1.76 1.78 1.08 1.56 1.45 1.6942 0.60 1.40 1.80 1.92 0.40 1.52 0.93 1.6343 1.40 1.86 1.48 1.58 0.92 1.68 1.26 1.7144 1.80 1.98 1.80 1.90 1.56 1,75 1.72 1,8850 0.72 1.64 1.20 1.57 0.92 1.73 0.94 1.6552 1.44 1.85 1.64 1.70 0.68 1.56 1.25 1.7154 1.36 1.81 1.64 1.75 0.52 1.69 1.17 1.7556 1.68 1.91 1.44 1.54 1.04 1.64 1.38 1.7163 1.24 1.77 0.96 1.09 0.24 1.95 0.81 1.6564 0.68 2.00 0.40 1.41 0.60 1.80 0.56 1.7565 1.48 1.88 1.56 1.63 0.72 1.60 1,25 1.7166 0.80 1.62 1.64 1.70 0.64 1.57 1.02 1.6368 1.12 1.69 0.92 1.63 1.12 1.83 1,05 1.7269 0.84 1.88 0.52 1.53 0.76 1,77 0.70 1.7370 1.48 1.77 1.40 1.53 0.44 1.66 1.10 1.66

vAl
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TABLE II- -Continued

Adminis- Faculty Student Combined
Item trator Member

Number

M SD N SD N SD N SD

71 1.76 2.17 1.92 1.97 1.20 2.01 1.62 2.05
72 1.60 2.08 1.20 1.26 1.36 2.02 1.38 1.83
74 1.52 1.85 0.96 1.13 1.56 1.80 1,34 1.62
75 1,40 2.04 0,88 1,09 0.20 1.98 0,82 1.76
77 1.40 1.82 1.56 1.70 0.68 1.70 1.21 1.74
78 1.24 1.66 0.64 1.20 1.08 1.88 2.96 1.60
80 1.52 1.69 0.36 1.68 1.32 1.58 1.06 1.65
81 0.80 1.44 0.76 1.70 0,84 1.45 0.80 1.54
83 1.32 1.82 1.32 1.48 1.04 1.78 1.22 1.70
84 1.48 1.92 0.84 1.31 1.68 1.93 1.33 1,75
89 1.40 1.66 1.16 1.28 1.32 1.70 1.29 1.56
90 1.80 2.06 1,64 1.75 1.68 1.88 1,70 1.90
91 1.80 2.28 1.64 1.70 1.'48 1,96 1.64 2.00
92 1.44 1.83 1.60 1.67 1.08 1,68 1.37 1.73
93 1.48 2.40 1.96 2.02 1.32 1.88 1,58 2,11
95 1.24 1.77 1.36 1.54 0.84 1,88 1.14 1.74
97 1.28 1.72 1.72 1.82 1.44 1.81 1.48 1.78
98 1.44 2.09 1.32 1.45 1.12 1.72 1.29 1.77

102 0.88 1.78 1.08 1.56 0.64 1.35 0.86 1,57
108 1.84 2.00 1.24 1.34 1.28 1,85 1.45 1.75
109 1.68 1.85 1.68 1.74 1.16 1,63 1,50 1.74
110 1.24 1.61 1.48 1.56 1.16 1.34 1.29 1.50

M = Mean

SD = Standard Deviation

The data in Table II present means and standard devia-

tions of the 50 remaining items. Sixty of the 110 items

were eliminated; of the 60 items, 27 from Category I

(Classroom Teaching), 7 from Category II (Intellectual

Breadth), 8 from Category III (Relations with Students),
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1 from Category IV (Research, Publication, and Recognition) , 7

from Category V (Personal Attributes) , and 10 from Category VII

(Professionalism) were eliminated.

Results and Analysis of Category Scores

The participants--twenty-five administrators, twenty-

five faculty members, and twenty-five students of teachers

training colleges in Bangkok, Thailand--also ranked the seven

categories -- classroom teaching; intellectual breadth; rela-

tions with students; research, publication, and recognition;

personal attributes; non-instructional duties; and profession-

alism--from 1 to 7, frommost significant category for faculty

performance evaluation to least significant category for

faculty performance evaluation. Each rank number was given a

value according to the following scale: Rank No. 1= 7, Rank No.

2= 6, Rank No. 3 = 5, Rank No. 4= 4, Rank No. 5= 3, Rank No. 6 = 2,

and Rank No. 7 = 1. The scores were calculated as indicated in

Table III

TABLE III

CATEGORY SCORES

Category Admin. Faculty Student Total Rank
N=25 N=25 N=25 N=75 No.

Classroom Teaching 153 162 159 474 2
Intellectual Breadth 160 158 166 484 1
Relations with Students 64 50 37 151 6
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TABLE III--Continued

Category Admin. Faculty Student Total Rank
N=25 N=25 N=25 N75 No,

Research, Publication,
and Recognition 82 99 81 262 5

Personal Attributes 84 83 111 278 4
Non-Instructional Duties 50 50 48 148 7
Professionalism 107 98 99 304 3

First, and most outstanding, the analysis showed that

"Intellectual Breadth" was considered to be the most im-

portant category for faculty performance evaluation by

administrators and students and as important as the second

area by faculty members. Fifty-six per cent of the partic-

ipants rated "Intellectual Breadth" in first place and

38.66 per cent in second place.

The second ranked category according to the combined

tabulations for the three groups was "Classroom Teaching."

Forty per cent of the participants rated this category

in first place and 56 per cent in second place, "Class-

room Teaching," however, was weighted as first by faculty

members.

"Professionalism" was the third ranked category in

the analysis, with a total score of 304 points, "Personal

Attributes" was ranked fourth with 278 points; "Research,

Publication, and Recognition," fifth with 262 points;
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"Relations with Students," sixth with 151 points; and

"Non-Instructional Duties,1 "seventh with 148 points,



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATION

This chapter contains summary and findings, cQnclu-

sions, and recommendations of the study,.

Summary and Findings

The general purpose of the study was to develop a

valid and reliable instrument for evaluating faculty per-

formance effectiveness in teachers training colleges in

Bangkok, Thailand by using a multiple-appraiser approach.

First, the literature was searched to determine recommended

methods, procedures, criteria, and items that should be

used in faculty performance.evaluation. Second, a

validity survey instrument containing 205 evaluative

items was developed after a search of the literature.

Selected items were linked to one of seven premises

(classroom teaching; intellectual breadth; relations

with students; research, publication, and recognition;

personal attributes; non-instructional duties; and pro-

fessionalism) developed by the researcher. A jury panel

of twenty administrators, twenty faculty members, and

twenty students, all from teachers training colleges in

Bangkok, evaluated each item as to its appropriateness

72
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for evaluating faculty performance. The jury panel also

evaluated each item to determine whether or not an evalua-

tor could judge faculty performance on the item, Resulting

data were analyzed, and those items considered by the jury

panel to have both appropriateness and ratability were

then selected for use in the third stage of the study,

A total of 110 items were retained from the original

instrument, and those items were evaluated by seventy-five

participants--twenty-five administrators, twenty-five

faculty members, and twenty-fiLve students, all from

teachers training colleges in Bangkok, Thailand. The

participants rated the items according to the behavior

represented in them. The mean and standard deviation

for each item were determined. A total of 60 items were

found to be neutral and/or to present too much variability

in response. A total of 50 items were finally retained.

The faculty performance evaluation instrument was then

developed from these items.

The reliability of the 50-item instrument was 0,81,

as determined by the Kuder-Richardson 21 internal con-

sistency reliability coefficients method.

The participants also rated the seven categories

from 1 to 7, from most significant category for faculty

evaluation to least significant category for faculty

evaluation. The results were as follows: (1) Intellectual
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Breadth; (2) Classroom Teaching; (3) Professionalism;

(4) Personal Attributes; (5) Research, Publication, and

Recognition; (6) Relations with Students; and (7) Non-

Instructional Duties.

The final evaluation instrument, as developed from

the surviving 50 items, is shown on pages.77 to 80. The

instrument consists of seven categories, with the fol-

lowing numbers of items remaining in each category:

Category I--Intellectual Breadth 7 items

Category II--Classroom Teaching 12 items

Category III--Professionalism 8 items

Category IV--Personal Attributes 8 items

Category V--Research, Publication,
and Recognition 4 items

Category VI--Relations with Students 7 items

Category VII--Non-Instructional
Duties 4 items

The evaluation instrument was submitted to the Com-

mittee for Planning of the Department of Teacher Training,

Planning Division, in Bangkok, for appropriateness for

use. The members of the committee considered whether each

item was clearly stated and could be used for the purpose

of faculty evaluation. The committee judged that all

items in the instrument were clearly stated and could be

used for faculty performance evaluation in teachers train-

ing colleges in Bangkok, Thailand.
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Directions for Scoring

For each item a Likert-type scale from 1 to 5 (low

score to high score) is provided. Walter R. Borg and

Meredith D. Gall in their book, Educational Research,

recommend the use of such a scale in instruments like

the one developed in this study:

Five-point rating scales . . . are often used in
educational research and can be employed effectively
in observing well-defined behavior. It is almost
never advisable to attempt to obtain ratings for
finer than a 5-point scale (1, p. 229).

For scoring the results, a scoring system, based on

four descriptive levels which are in standard use by

Thailand's Department of Teacher Training, was developed.

Each item has a minimum weight of 1 point and a maximum

weight of 5 points;. The sum of the scoring weights (raw

score) for each category is put into a percentage figure

to classify the degree of faculty performance effectiveness

into one of the four levels. The translation of raw scores

into levels of effectiveness is illustrated in Table IV,

For example, if the sum of the raw scores for a cate-

gory is ranked from 1 per cent to 60 per cent of the total

scoring weights for that category, the performance level

will be classified as "Poor"; 61 per cent to 70 per cent

will be classified as "Needing Improvement"; 71 per cent

to 85 per cent will be classified as "Effective"; and

86 per cent to 100 per cent will be classified as
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"Excellent, The same system is also applied to the total

scores of the instrument for overall performance, Scoring

may be done to yield single-evaluator scores or multiple-

evaluator scores. To obtain multiple-evaluator scores,

all scores should be totaled and divided by the number

of evaluators. Then the results can be applied to the

scoring points scale in Table IV.

TABLE IV

SCORING POINTS SCALE

Level of Performance

Poor Needng Effective ExcellentCriteria Improvement
Category

1%-60% 61%-70% 71%-85% 86%-100%

I or VI 1 - 20 21 - 23 24 - 30 31 - 35

II o 1 - 35 36 - 41 42 - 51 52 - 60

III or IV 1- 23 24 - 27 28 - 34 35 - 40

V or VII 1 -11 12 - 13 14 - 17 18 - 20

Total 1 - 150 151 - 175 176 - 213 214 - 250
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FACULTY PERFORMANCE EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION FORM

Instructor Department

Course number or title

The following items reflect some of the ways instructors
can be described in and out of the classroom, For the in-
structor named above, please mark the number which indi-
cates the degree to which you feel each item is descriptive
of him or her.

I. INTELLECTUAL BREADTH

1. Instructor dealt with questions cov-
ering material beyond text.

2. Instructor introduced new ideas and/
or research findings in class.

3. Instructor gave references to cur-
rent publications.

4. Instructor asked challenging and/or
probing questions.

5. Instructor supported ideas with ex-
amples, comparisons, and facts.

6. Instructor engaged in continued
formal study in his field.

7. Instructor displayed broad intellec-
tual interests.

Low High
Score Score

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

II. CLASSROOM TEACHING

8. Instructor discussed recent develop-
ments in the field and presented
origins of ideas and concepts. 1 2345



9. Instructor gave references for more
interesting and involved points,,

10. Instructor used examples and illus-
trations which made the materials
clearer,

11. Instructor had sufficient evidence,
in terms of class participation and
written work, to evaluate students'
achievement in his course,

12. Instructor gave organized answers to
complicated questions in class.

13. Instructor utilized background of.
students to aid in class activities.

14. Instructor explained the reasons for
his criticism.

15. Instructor organized class time ef-
ficiently for learning,

16. Instructor emphasized the possible ways
of attacking or solving various problems.

17. Instructor consistently related
theory to practical application.

18. Instructor constructed tests which
searched for understanding on the
part of students rather than requir-
Ing only rote memory ability.

19. Instructor rewrote and upgraded tests.

1234 5

1234 5

12345

12345

12345

1234 5

12345

1234 5

1234 5

1234 5

1234 5

III. PROFESSIONALISM

20. Instructor was punctual and performed
required routines and responsibilities.

21. Instructor was willing to adapt, cor-
rect, or change and responded favor-
ably to criticism for self-improvement,

22. Instructor had an ability to cope
with critical situations.

12345

12345

12345
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23. Instructor was involved in campus
activities that affected students.

24. Instructor held a membership in
scholarly organizations.

25. Instructor accepted group policies
and decisions,

26. Instructor was able to adjust as
needed.

27. Instructor was able to face and
solve problems.

IV. PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES

28. Instructor was self-reliant and
confident.

29. Instructor recognized his own limi-
tations and mistakes.

30. Instructor had poise.

31. Instructor had good health and
vitality.

32. Instructor demonstrated capability
in self-expression.

33. Instructor exhibited stability and
self-control.

34. Instructor had the ability to com-
municate well.

35. Instructor was mentally alert.

V. RESEARCH, PUBLICATION, AND RECOGNITION

36. Instructor frequently attended lec-
tures and events on campus.

37, Instructor discussed issues related
to teaching in general with other
faculty members.

12 3 4 5

1 23 4 5

12 3 4 5

12 3 4 5

12 3 4 5

12345

1

I

2

2

3

3

4 5

4 5

12345

12345

12345

1

1

2

2

3

3

4 5

4 5

12345

12345

79



38. Instructor was aware of current de-
velopments in his field.

39, Instructor published material re-
lated to his subject field.

1 2 3 4 5

12345

VI. RELATIONS WITH STUDENTS

40. Instructor, in dealings with stu-
dents, seemed to respect them as
individuals.

41. Instructor listened to students'

problems.

42. Instructor was warm and friendly to
students.

43. A strong atmosphere of goodwill
existed between instructor and
students.

44. Instructor encouraged students to
talk with him on matters of concern,

45. Instructor was willing to discuss
different viewpoints.

46. Instructor established good rapport
with students.

12345

12345

12345

1 2 3 4 5

12345

12345

12345

VII. NON-INSTRUCTIONAL DUTIES

47. Instructor was cooperative in accept-
ing responsibility of co-curricular
and supervisory duties.

48. Instructor followed proper procedures
for budget requests, supply orders,
and work -requests.

49. Instructor accepted non-instructional
responsibilities.

50. Instructor tried to develop social
and civic values in students.

1 2 3 4.5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

80
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Conclusions

The following conclusions are based on the findings

of this study.

1, It was possible to design an instrument measuring

faculty performance effectiveness for use by administrators,

faculty members, and students in teachers training colleges

in Bangkok, Thailand. Not only does the instrument yield

a total score indicating the general level of a faculty

member's performance effectiveness, but it also provides

meaningful sub-scores which break down faculty performance

effectiveness into seven dimensions. The seven categories

included are the following:

(1) Intellectual Breadth

(2) Classroom Teaching

(3) Professionalism

(4) Personal Attributes

(5) Research, Publication, and Recognition

(6) Relations with Students

(7) Non-Instructional Duties

2. The study instrument demonstrates acceptable

reliability and validity, with item content proving use-

ful for instructor feedback.

3. While administrators and students are similar in

their opinions of the most significant category for faculty

NNW
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performance effectiveness, faculty members view classroom

teaching as more important than intellectual breadth,

the item rated highest by administrators and students.

4. There is a great degree .of agreement among 'ad

ministrators, faculty members, and students as to what

constitutes good and bad performance behavior.

5. Faculty performance evaluation is never easy

to make, but one should feel more comfortable if the

system employed has been carefully thought out and gives

the person being evaluated flexibility and time to make

adjustments.

Re commendations

1. It is recommended that research .be conducted

to determine whether or not items determined to be appro-

priate and discriminating in teachers training colleges

in Bangkok are also appropriate and discriminating in

a cross section of teachers training colleges in other

parts of Thailand.

2. It is recommended that the resulting overall

rating serve as the principal basis of recommendations

to the academic dean and president for promotion and

salary increases.

3. It is recommended that each faculty member's

performance be judged on the basis of levels of
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performance set up by the institution as a whole and that

excellence be recognized and rewarded,

4. It is recommended that the evaluation instrument

be reviewed and revised as needed on an annual or regular

basis.

5. It is recommended that formal feedback programs

be provided for faculty members.
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May 10, 1978

To hom It May Concern:

This letter is to introduce Mr. Sirote Pholpuntin, who is a
candidate for the Doctor of Philosophy Degrce at North Texas
St;at University.

At the preset im, Mr. Pholpuntin is writing the dissertation.
His topic is "Developmnt of an Instrument for Evaluatin
Teachers Training College Faculty Performance in angkok,
Thailand."'

As Mr. Phitpunin' major professor I LIe1ve that th- findings
of Vi studyy should provide valuable information for cducatrs
in Thailand. Any cooperation granted Mr. Phopuntin to 11pte

his research study in a successful maner is greatly

$inczrely,
'S i er :?,v,

im B ezdak
Pri fessor of Education and
Chai rman of Advisory Cormijttee

j m

Unner ity

Denton, Teva
76203

De partment
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5ir ot holpnt.inj;~

I1 Avev 220
Dent-io n c, Tx as 7o0

April 30, 1978

Dear Judcgement Panel:

The problem of t'is study is th development of an instrument
Aor use by admiistrators and faculty members in Teachers
Trxaing Colleges in Ban-kok, ThailhAnd for the assessment,
appraisal, anrd evalua i o 't total requirement,
re-poni1JitIeS, and acdvt1:es of faculty members.

In order o develop a pool of valId an reliable items
which re appropriate and -ratb>iity for use in Instrument
designed to evaluate cult performance. You are bei n g
a skd t) jug 7oTidC heolloi Itemis and give each tem a value

O S 3 list of thi ij-h you ae requ eed
to -rat r E nexplainaton o f thr-c scales by iwh ih you re asked
to jute htea app at t rn pag:A of th lIt.
A COmpoi instrument wi b11 e cxstructed basEd 'pon
your ra

If y a >ve any ,,,,,sUgsions or comment, pneas feel free
to write it don at the spa'e whch rrovided in -the last

of the list.

Your aslstance and cperation in this study will be
greatlY ape ciatd

&i:n re.. 1

Sirote 1hoLpunin
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INSTRUCTIONS

Please rate the items below on the two scales provided.

The first scale is the appropriateness scale, which, is

represented by the numbers 1, 2, 3, and 4. Please rate

the items on whether or not they are appropriate measures

of faculty performance. The code for this scale is as

follows:

1 - The item has great appropriateness in the
measurement of faculty performance,

2 - The item has much appropriateness in the

measurement of faculty performance,

3 - The item has little appropriateness in the
measurement of faculty performance.

4 - The item has no appropriateness in the
measurement oF-faculty performance.

The second scale is the ability to judge scale, which is

represented by the letters A, B, C, and D. The purpose

of this scale is to determine the opinions on whether or

not you as an administrator, faculty member, or student,

are able to accurately judge faculty performance on the

items. The code for this second scale is as follows:

1 - Strongly agree that I would be able to judge
faculty performance on the item.

2 - Agree that I would be able to judge faculty

per ormance on the item,

3 - Undecided about my ability to judge faculty

performance on the item.

4 - Disagree that I would be able to judge faculty
performance on the item.
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For each item, please mark the number and letter which

most accurately describe your opinions and your judgment,

EXAMPLE,

9. Instructor gave adequate instructions
concerning assignments.

.2 3 4
A $C D

BE SURE TO MARK BOTH NUMBER AND LETTER FOR EACH ITEM,

I. CLASSROOM TEACHING

1. Instructor discussed points of view other
than his own.

2. Instructor contrasted implications of var-
ious theories.

3. Instructor discussed recent developments in
the field and presented origins of ideas
and concepts.

4. Instructor gave references for more inter-
esting and involved points.

5. Instructor chose texts for the course
which added depth to lectures and discus-
sion.

6. Instructor was well-prepared for lecture
and discussions.

7. Instructor used examples and illustrations
which made the materials clearer..

8. Instructor presented the material coher-
ently, emphasizing the major points and
making their relationships clear,

9. Instructor gave adequate instructions con-
cerning assignments.

10. Instructor wrote test questions for which
the meanings were usually clear.

1234
ABCD.

1234
ABC D

1234
ABCD

1234
ABC D

1234
AB CD

1234
ABC D

1 2 3 .4

ABCD

1234
ABCD.

1234
ABCD

AB.CD



11. Instructor usually returned assignments
promptly.

12, Instructor paced the course so that he

did not have to hurry over large amounts

of material toward the end of the semester.,

13. Instructor made efficient use of class
taime.

14. Instructor outlined clearly at the begin-
ning of the course his expectations of
the class and did not surprise students
with major assignments at the last of
the course.

15. Instructor was usually aware of whether
the class members were following his dis-
cussion or lecture with understanding.

16. Instructor made students feel free to ask
questions, disagree, and express their
ideas.

17. Instructor gave tests which provided stu-
dents with an adequate opportunity to
show what they had learned.

18. Instructor taught at an appropriate level
for the course.

19. Instructor explained clearly and early in
the semester how the course grade would
be determined.

20. Instructor stimulated students to work on

their own beyond what the course itself
required.

21. Instructor was fair and impartial in his
dealings with students.

22. Instructor had sufficient evidence, in

terms of class participation and written
work, to evaluate students' achievement
in his course.

23. Instructor commented individually on stu-
dents' work, either orally or in writing.
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1 2
A B

3 4
CD

1 2 3 4
A B C D

1 2
A B

3
C
4
D

1 2 3 4
AB C D

12 3 4
AB C D

12 3 4
AB C D

12 3 4
AB C D

1
A
2
B

3 4
C D

1234
ABCD

1234
ABCD

1234
ABCD

1234
AB C D

1234
ABCD
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24. Instructor usually held students' atten- 1 2 3 4
tion during class. A B C D

25. Instructor was intellectually stimulating. 1 2 3 4
A B C D

26. Instructor revealed enthusiasm in his 1 2 3 4
teaching. A B C D

27. Instructor gave organized answers to 1 2 3 4
complicated questions in class. A B C D

28. Instructor dealt with student difficulties 1 2 3 4
before they arose. A B C D

29. Instructor utilized background of students 1 2 3 4
to aid in class activities. A B C D

30. Instructor encouraged class discussion. 1 2 3 4
A B C D

31. Instructor explained the reasons for his 1 2 3 4
criticism. AB C D

32. Instructor delivered orderly, logical 1 2 3 4
presentations of material A B C D

33. Instructor would not deal with questions 1 2 3 4
covering material beyond text. A B C D

34. Instructor presented relevant material 1 2 3 4
during lectures. A B C D

35. Instructor provided feedback on students' 1 2 3 4
work promptly. AB C D

36. Instructor gave tests which could be com- 1 2 3 4
pleted within the allotted time. A B C D

37. Instructor gave clear, reasonable assign- 1 2 3 4
ments. A B C D

38. Instructor stated course objectives. 1 2 3 4
A B C D

39. Instructor spoke distinctly. 1 2 3 4
A B C D

40, Instuctor changed pitch, volume, or 1 2 3 4
quality of speech. A B C D
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41. Instructor provided a relaxed classroom 1 2 3 4
atmosphere. AERC D

42. Instructor organized class time efficiently 1 2 3 4
for learning. A B C D

43. Instructor gave an organized presentation 1 2 3 4
of his material. A B C D

44. Instructor emphasized the possible ways 1 2 3 4
of attacking or solving various problems, A B C D

45, Instructor synthesized, integrated, or 1 2 3 4
summarized effectively. A B C D

46. Instructor encouraged the development of 1 2 3 4
new viewpoints. A B C D

47. Instructor increased skills in thinking, 1 2 3 4
A B C D

48. Instructor's lectures gave viewpoints and 1 2 3 4
information that the text did not contain. A B C D

49. Instructor was helpful to individual stu- 1 2 3 4
dents. A B C D

50. Instructor used a variety of teaching 1 2 3 4
methods and techniques. A B C D

51. Instructor was willing to help those 1 2 3 4
slow to learn. A B C D

52. Instructor precisely stated course re- 1 2 3 4
quirements and deadlines. A B C D

53. Instructor consistently related theory 1 2 3 4
to practical application,. AB C D

54. Instructor emphasized safe operating 1 2 3 4
practices., A B C D

55. Instructor supervised the laboratory ac- 1 2 3 4
tivities effectively. A B C D

56. Instructor explained subject matter 1 2 3 4
clearly. A B C D

57. Instructor constructed examinations 1 2 3 4
based on course objectives. A B C D
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58. Instructor was fair and objective in 1 2 3 4
grading procedures. A BC D

59. Instructor demonstrated comprehensive 1 2 3 4
knowledge of his subject, A B C D

60. Instructor used teaching methods which 1 2 3 4
enabled students to achieve objectives A B C D
of the course.

61. Instructor constructed tests which 1 2 3 4
searched for understanding on the part A B C D
of students rather than requiring only
rote memory ability.

62. Instructor rewrote and upgraded tests. 1 2 3 4
A B C D

63. Instructor related course material to 1 2 3 4
that of other courses. A B C D

64. Instructor announced tests and quizzes 1 2 3 4
in advance. A B C D

II. INTELLECTUAL BREADTH

65. Instructor dealt with questions covering 1 2 3 4
material beyond text. A B C D

66. Instructor introduced new ideas and/or 1 2 3 4
research findings in class. A B C D

67. Instructor gave references to current 1 2 3 4
publications. A B C D

68. Instructor presented material as an ex- 1 2 3 4
tension of the text. A B C D

69. Instructor asked challenging and/or 1 2 3 4
probing questions. A B C D

70. Instructor supported ideas with examples, 1 2 3 4
comparisons, and facts. A B C D

71. Instructor never stopped learning himself, 1 2 3 4
A B C D



72. Instructor presented broad evidence of an
accurate, up-to-date knowledge of the sub-
ject.

73. Instructor seemed well-read beyond the
subject he taught.

74. Instructor was sought by others for advice
on research.

75. Instructor could suggest reading in any
area of his general field.

76. Instructor knew about developments in
fields other than his own.

77. Instructor was sought by colleagues for
for advice on academic matters.

78. Instructor engaged in continued formal
study in his field.

79. Instructor had practical experience in
his field.

80. Instructor displayed broad intellectual
interests.

81. Instructor exhibited an intelligent per-
sonal philosophy of life.

82. Instructor earned the respect of his col-
leagues.

83. Instructor had breadth of knowledge suf-
ficient for the integration of his own
with related fields.

84. Instructor's own character seemed to
develop and progress.

85. Instructor had professional participa-
tion and intelligent performance.

III. RELATIONS WITH STUDENTS

86. Instructor, in dealings with students,
seemed to respect them as individuals.

95

12 3 4
AB C D

12 3 4
AR C D

12 3 4
AB C D

12 3 4
AB C D

12 3 4
AB C D

12 3 4
AB C D

12 3 4
AB C D

12 3 4
AB C D

12 34
A R C D

12 3 4
AB C D

12 34
AB C D

12 3 4
AB C D

1
A

1
A

2 3 4
B C D

2 3 4
B C D

1234
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87, Instructor was available for conferences 1 2 3 4

outside of class. A B C D

88, Instructor established and kept office 1 2 3 4
hours for individual conferences,. A B C D

89. Instructor listened to students' problems. 1 2 3 4
A B C D

90, Instructor permitted students to complete 1 2 3 4
thought process. A B C D

91. Instructor evaluated each student as an 1 2 3 4
individual. A B C D

92. Instructor respected student opinion. 1 2 3 4
A B C D

93. Instructor was appreciative of student 1 2 3 4

effort. A B C D

94. Instructor did not discriminate 1 2 3 4
A B C D

95. Instructor motivated students to do 1 2 3 4

their best work. A B C D

96. Instructor anticipated individual needs, 1 2 3 4
A B C D

97. Instructor was willing to help students 1 2 3 4
in and out of class. A B C D

98. Instructor involved students in course 1 2 3 4

planning. A B C D

99. Instructor gave personal attention to 1 2 3 4

student work. A B C D

100. Instructor was warm and friendly to 1 2 3 4
students. A B C D

101. A strong atmosphere of goodwill existed 1 2 3 4
between instructor and students. A B C D

102. Instructor met with students informally 1 2 3 4
out of class. A B C D

103. Instructor was conscientious about keep- 1 2 3 4
ing appointments with students. A B C D
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104. Instructor encouraged students to talk 1 2 3 4
with him on matters of concern. A B C D

105. Instructor recognized and greeted stu- 1 2 3 4
dents out of class. A B C D

106. Instructor liked and understood students, 1 2 3 4
A B C D

107, Instructor treated students as adults. 1 2 3 4
A R C D

108, Instructor was willing to discuss dif- 1 2 3 4
fering viewpoints. A B C D

109. Instructor recognized his responsibility 1 2 3 4
for the academic success of students. A B C D

110. Instructor established good rapport with 1 2 3 4
students. A B C D

111. Instructor patiently assisted students 1 2 3 4
with their problems. A B C D

IV. RESEARCH, PUBLICATION, AND RECOGNITION

112. Instructor frequently attended lectures 1 2 3 4
and events on campus. A B C D

113. Instructor wrote papers that were excel- 1 2 3 4
lent examples of scholarship. A B C D

114. Instructor discussed issues related to 1 2 3 4
teaching in general with other faculty A B C D
members.

115. Instructor did work that received serious 1 2 3 4
attention from others. A B C D

116. Instructor corresponded with others about 1 2 3 4
his research. A B C D

117. Instructor did original and creative work. 1 2 3 4
A B C D

118, Instructor expressed interest in the re- 1 2 3 4
search of his colleagues.. A B C D



98

119. Instructor presented many papers at con- 1 2 3 4
ferences. A B C D

120. Instructor was aware of current develop- 1 2 3 4
ments in his field. A B C D

121. Instructor had done work to which refer- 1 2 3 4
ence was made in teaching. A R C D

122. Instructor talked with colleagues about 1 2 3 4
his research. A B C D

123. Instructor earned the respect of his col- 1 2 3 4
leagues. A B C D

124. Instructor published material related to 1 2 3 4
his subject field. A B C D

125. Instructor was consistently involved in 1 2 3 4
research projects. A B C D

126. Instructor held membership in scholarly 1 2 3 4
organization. A B C D

127. Instructor attended professional meetings. 1 2 3 4
A B C D

128. Instructor displayed continued interest 1 2 3 4
and activity in research. A BC D

129. Instructor demonstrated ability to con- 1 2 3 4
tribute to knowledge in his own field. A B C D

V. PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES

130. Instructor exhibited genuine sense of 1 2 3 4
humor. A B C D

131. Instructor was self-reliant and confident. 1 2 3 4
A B C D

132. Instructor recognized his own limitations 1 2 3 4
and mistakes. A B C D

133. Instructor was: dependable. 1 2 3 4
A B C D

134. Instructor was warm and friendly to 1 2 3 4
students. A B C D
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135. Instructor had poise. 1 2 3 4
A B C D

136. Instructor had good health and vitality. 1 2 3 4
AB. C D

137. Instructor had appropriate grooming, 1 2 3 4
A B C D

138. Instructor used language effectively 1 2 3 4

(written and oral). A B C D

139. Instructor demonstrated capability in 1 2 3 4
self-expression.- A B.C D

140. Instructor exhibited emotional stability 1 2 3 4
and self-control. A B C D

141. Instructor was neatly dressed. 1 2 3 4
A B C D

142. Instructor had the ability to communicate 1 2 3 4
well. A B C D

143. Instructor displayed tact. 1 2 3 4
A B C D

144. Instructor was mentally alert. 1 2 3 4
A B-C D

145. 'Instructor had a liberal and progressive 1 2 3 4

attitude. A B C D

146. Instructor was neat and clean in ap- 1 2 3 4

pearance. A B C D

147. Instructor tried to be fair and had char- 1 2 3 4

acter and integrity. A B C D

148. Instructor was loyal to the school and 1 2 3 4

to other faculty members. A B C D

149. Instructor had good discipline. 1 2 3 4
A B C D

150. Instructor had a high sense of responsi- 1 2 3 4
bility. A B C D
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VI. NON-INSTRUCTIONAL DUTIES

151. Instructor was cooperative in accepting
responsibility of co-curricular and
supervisory activities.

152, Instructor followed proper procedures for
budget requests, supply orders, and work
requests.

153, Instructor properly secured, cared for,
and stored instructional materials and.
equipment.

154. Instructor participated in extra-curricular
activities.

155. Instructor showed interest in community/
school relations.

156. Instructor accepted non-instructional
responsibilities.

157. Instructor developed instructional ma-
terials.

158. Instructor devoted time to student ac-
tivities on campus.

159. Instructor made appearances which assisted
programs of community organizations.

160. Instructor participated in community
activities.

161. Instructor acted as a college representa-
tive at professional meetings.

162. Instructor accepted and fulfilled educa-
tional responsibilities outside the class-
room.

163. Instructor served in professional organi-
zations of local or national scope.

164. Instructor was identified with community
movements of a genuinely educational
character.

1 2 34
A B C D

1 2 34
A B C D

1 2 34
A BC D

1 2
A B

3 4
C D

1 2 3 4
A B C D

1 2
A B.

3 4
C D

1 2 3 4
A B C D

1 2 3 4
A B C D

1 2 3 4
A B C D

1 2 3 4
A B C D

1 2 34
A B C D

1 2 3 4
A B C D

1 2 3 4
A B C D

1 2 3 4
A B C D



165. Instructor contributed to some community
project.

166. Instructor was cautious in community
controversy.

167. Instructor interpreted college to the
community.

168. Instructor tried to develop social and
civic values in students,

VII. PROFESSIONALISM

169, Instructor was punctual and performed
required routines and responsibilities.

170. Instructor attended appropriate meetings
related to teaching.

171. Instructor was willing to adapt, correct,
or change and responded favorably to
criticism for self-improvement.

172, Instructor displayed a professional atti-
tude in working with colleagues, students
and administrators.

173. Instructor exhibited a positive attitude
toward school policies, philosophies,
and expectations within the community,

174. Instructor demonstrated an interest in
professional growth.

175. Instructor had an ability to cope with
critical situations.

176. Instructor was involved in campus activi-
ties that affected students.

177. Instructor attended many lectures and
other events on campus.

178. Instructor had a congenial relationship
with colleagues.

179. Instructor had a good relationship with
students.
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180, Instructor had a good relationship with 1 2 3 4
administrators. A B C D

181. Instructor was interested in and in- 1 2 3 4
formed about the work of colleagues. A B C D

182. Instructor expressed interest and con 1 2 3 4
cern about the quality of his teaching. A B C D

183. Instructor sought advice from others 1 2 3 4
about the courses he taught. A B C D

184. Instructor discussed teaching in general 1 2 3 4
with colleagues. A B C D

185, Instructor worked deliberately to main- 1 2 3 4
tain technical skills. A B C D

186. Instructor attended professional meetings, 1 2 3 4
A B C D

187. Instructor held a membership in profes- 1 2 3 4
sional clubs. A B C D

188. Instructor did consultant service. 1 2 3 4
A B C D

189. Instructor was active in community func- 1 2 3 4
tions. A B C D

190. Instructor integrated classwork with 1 2 3 4
various facets of the community. A B C D

191. Instructor utilized aspects of the com- 1 2 3 4
unity in classwork. A B C D

192. Instructor shared departmental duties 1 2 3 4
with his colleagues. A B C D

193. Instructor held a membership in scholarly 1 2 3 4

organizations. A B C D

194. Instructor showed loyalty to college and 1 2 3 4

profession. A B C D

195. Instructor kept up with professional 1 2 3 4

progress. A B C D

196. Instructor was familiar with college 1 2 3 4
organization and policies. A B C D
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197. Instructor solicited other opinions on a 1 2 3 4
decision. A B C D

198. Instructor was capable of seeing differ- 1 2 3 4
ent sides of an issue. A B C D

199. Instructor remained calm in crises. 1 2 3 4
A B C D

200. Instructor did not use. position for per- 1 2 3 4
sonal gain, A B C D

201, Instructor accepted group policies and 1 2 3 4
decisions. A B C D

202, Instructor was able to adjust as needed. 1 2 3 4
A B CD

203. Instructor was able to face and solve 1 2 3 4
problems. A B C D

204. Instructor recognized rights and needs 1 2 3 4
of others. A B. CD

205. Instructor made practical decisions, 1 2 3 4
AB C D
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Sirote Pholpuntin
114 Ave. E #220
Denton, Texas 76201

June 30, 1978

Dear Participant:

The problem of this study is the development of an instrument
for use by adinistrators and faculty members in Teachers
Training Colleges in Bangkok, Thailand for the assessment,
appraisal, and evaluation of the total requirement,
responsibilities, and activities of faculty members.

In order to develop a pool of valid and reliable items
whioh are rela-ed to faculty performance for use in instrument
designed to evaluate uty performance. You are being
asked to judge the following items on the scale provi ded*

enclosed is aist of the i s ftewhich you are requesfted co
Sate. An extlairtn of the scale by which ou are asked
to judge each ie app ars at the front page of thel
A composite instrument ille constructed based upon
your ratings.

If you have an suggesions or comments, please *eel free
to write it don at thse pace which provided in the last
page of the list.

Your assistance and cooperation in this st&dy will be
greatly appre iated.

Zincerely

Srote Pholpnt in
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INSTRUCTIONS

Please rate the items below on the scale provided, The

scale is the judgment scale, which is represented by

the numbers 1, 2, 31 4, 5, 6, and 7, Please rate the

items according to whether, in your judgment, the behavior

presented in each item is

1 - Slightly related to bad faculty performance,

2 Moderately related to bad faculty performance,

3 - Strongly related to bad faculty performance.,

4 - Not related to either good or bad faculty
performance.

5 - Slightly related to good faculty performance,

6 - Moderately related to good faculty performance,

7 - Strongly related to good faculty performance.

For each item, please mark the number which most accurately

describes your opinions and your judgment.

EXAMPLE:

3. Instructor gave references for 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
more interesting and involved
points.

BE SURE TO MARK EVERY ITEM.

I. CLASSROOM TEACHING

1. Instructor discussed points of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
view other than his own.

2. Instructor discussed recent devel- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
opments in the field and presented
origins of ideas and concepts.
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3. Instructor gave references for more
interesting and involvedpoints.

4. Instructor chose texts for the
course which added depth to lec-
tures and discussion.

5. Instructor was well-prepared for
lecture and discussions.

6. Instructor used examples and illus-
trations which made the materials
clearer.

7. Instructor presented the material
coherently, emphasizing the major
points and making their relation-
ships clear.

8. Instructor paced the course so that
he did not have to hurry over large
amounts of material toward the end
of the semester.

9. Instructor made efficient use of
class time.

10. Instructor was usually aware of
whether the class members were
following his discussion or lecture
with understanding.

11. Instructor made students feel free
to ask questions, disagree, and
express their ideas.

12. Instructor taught at an appro-
priate level for the course.

13. Instructor stimulated students to
work on their own beyond what the
course itself required.

14. Instructor was fair and impartial
in his dealings with students.

15. Instructor had sufficient evidence,
in terms of class participation and
written work, to evaluate students'
achievement in his course.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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16, Instructor usually held students'
attention during class.

17. Instructor revealed enthusiasm in
his teaching.

18. Instructor gave organized answers
to complicated questions in class.

19. Instructor utilized background of.
students to aid in class activities.

20. Instructor encouraged class discus-
sions.

21. Instructor explained the reasons
for his criticism.

22. Instructor delivered orderly,
logical presentations of material.

23. Instructor provided feedback -on
students' work promptly.

24. Instructor stated course objectives.

25. Instructor organized class time
efficiently for learning.

26. Instructor gave an organized
presentation of his material.

27. Instructor emphasized the possible
ways of attacking or solving various
problems.

28. Instructor's lectures gave view-
points and information that the
text did not contain.

29. Instructor used a variety of
teaching methods and techniques.

30. Instructor was willing to help those
slow to learn.

31. Instructor precisely stated course
requirements and deadlines.

1-2 3 4 5 6 7

1 .2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4.5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3'4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I

1

2

2

3

3

4

4

5

5

6

6

7

7

12 3 4 5 6 7

12 3 4 5 6 7

12 3 4 5 6 7

12 3 4 5 6 7

12 34567

12 34567
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32. Instructor consistently related
theory to practical application.

33. Instructor emphasized safe oper-
ating practices.

34. Instructor supervised the laboratory
activities effectively.

35. Instructor was fair and objective
in grading procedures.

36. Instructor demonstrated comprehen-
sive knowledge of his subject.

37. Instructor constructed tests which
searched for understanding on the
part of students rather than requir-
ing only rote memory ability.

38. Instructor rewrote and upgraded
tests.

39. Instructor related course material
to that of other courses.

II. INTELLECTUAL BREADTH

40. Instructor dealt with questions
covering material beyond text.

41. Instructor introduced new ideas
and/or current research findings
in class.

42. Instructor gave references to cur-
rent publications.

43. Instructor asked challenging and/
or probing questions.

44. Instructor supported ideas with
examples, comparisons, and facts.

45. Instructor never stopped learning
himself,

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 .3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7



130

46. Instructor presented broad evidence
of an accurate, up-to-date knowledge
of the subject.

47, Instructor seemed well-read beyond
the subject he taught.

48. Instructor was sought by others for
advice on research.

49. Instructor knew about developments
in fields other than his own.

50. Instructor engaged in continued for-
mal study in his field.

51. Instructor had practical experience
in his field.

52. Instructor displayed broad intel-
lectual interests.

53. Instructor's own character seemed to
develop and progress.

III. RELATIONS WITH STUDENTS

54. Instructor, in dealings with stu-
dents, seemed to respect them as
individuals.

55. Instructor was available for con-
ferences outside of class.

56. Instructor listened to students'
problems.

57. Instructor permitted students to
complete thought process.

58. Instructor respected student
opinion.

59. Instructor was appreciative of
student effort.

60. Instructor did not discriminate.

1 2, 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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61. Instructor was willing to help
students in and out of class.

62. Instructor gave personal atten-
tiQn to .student work.

63. Instructor was warm and friendly
to students.

64. A strong atmosphere 'of goodwill
existed between instructor and
students.

65, Instructor encouraged students to
talk with him on matters of concern.

66. Instructor was willing to discuss
differing viewpoints.

67. Instructor recognized his responsi-
bility for the academic success of
students.

68. Instructor established good rapport
with students.

IV. RESEARCH, PUBLICATION, AND RECOGNITION

69. Instructor frequently attended lec-
tures and events on campus.

70. Instructor discussed issues related
to teaching in general with other
faculty members.

71. Instructor was aware of current de-
velopments in his field.

72. Instructor published material re-
lated to his subject field.

73. Instructor displayed continued
interest and activity in research.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6.7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1234567

1234567

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1234567

1234567

V. PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES

74. Instructor was self-reliant and
confident.

1 234567
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75. Instructor recognized his own

limitations and mistakes.

76. Instructor was dependable.

77, Instructor had poise.

78, Instructor had good health and
vitality.

79. Instructor used language effectively
(written and oral).

80. Instructor demonstrated capability
in self-expression.

81. Instructor exhibited emotional
stability and self-control.

82. Instructor was neatly dressed.,

83. Instructor had the ability to
communicate well.

84. Instructor was mentally alert.

85. Instructor tried to be fair and had
character and integrity.

86. Instructor was loyal to the school
and to other faculty members.

87. Instructor had good discipline.

88. Instructor had a high sense of
responsibility.

VI. NON-INSTRUCTIONAL DUTIES

89. Instructor was cooperative in
accepting responsibility of co-
curricular and supervisory duties,

90. Instructor followed proper pro-
cedures for budget requests, supply
orders, and work requests.

91. Instructor accepted non-instructional
responsibilities.

12 34567

I

1

1

2

2.

2

3

3

3

4

4

4,

5

5

5

6

6

6

7

7

7

12 3 4 5 6 7

12 3 4 5 6 7

12 3 4 5 6 7

I

1

1

1

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

4

5

5

5

5

6

6

6

6

7

7

7

7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1

1

2

2

3

3

4

4

5

5

6

6

7

7

1234567

1234567

1234567
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92. Instructor tried to develop social
and civic values in students.

VII, PROFESSIONALISM

93. Instructor was punctual and per"
formed required routines and
responsibilities.

94. Instructor attended appropriate
meetings related to teaching,

95. Instructor was willing to adapt,
correct, or change and responded
favorably to criticism for self-
improvement.

96. Instructor demonstrated an interest
in professional growth.

97. Instructor had an ability to cope
with critical situations.

98. Instructor was involved in campus
activities that affected students.

99. Instructor expressed interest and
concern about the quality of his
teaching.

100. Instructor attended professional
meetings.

101. Instructor utilized aspects of the
community in classwork.

102. Instructor held a membership in
scholarly organizations.

103. Instructor kept up with profes-
sional progress.

104. Instructor solicited other opin,
ions on a decision.

105. Instructor was capable of seeing
different sides of an issue,

106. Instructor remained calm in crises.

123 4567

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7



107. Instructor did not use his position
for personal gain.

108. Instructor accepted, group policies -
and decisions.

109. Instructor was able to adjust as
needed.

110. Instructor was able 'to face' and
solve problems.

134

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Please rank the following seven categories from I to 7

from the category which, in your opinion, is the most

significant for faculty performance to the category which

is the least significant for faculty performance evalua--

tion.

CATEGORY RANK NUMBER

Classroom Teaching . . .

Intellectual Breadth .

Relations with Students .

Research, Publication, and Recognition

Personal Attributes , . .

Non-Instructional Duties .

Professionalism .... . . . .
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