
/ /
nt. I

AN EXPLORATORY STUDY OF FACULTY PERCEPTIONS

OF TEACHER EVALUATION CRITERIA

DISSERTATION

Presented to the Graduate Council of the

North Texas State University in Partial

Fulfillment of the Requirements

For the Degree of

DOCTOR OF EDUCATION

By

Weston L. Blair, B. A., M.A.

Denton, Texas

August, 1974



Blair, Weston L., An Exploratory Study of Faculty Perceptions

of Teacher Evaluation Criteria. Doctor of Philosophy (Higher

Education Administration), August, 1974, 82 pp., 22 tables,

bibliography, 44 titles.

The problem with which this investigation was concerned was

the determination of group perception profiles of selected higher

education faculties. These group perception profiles were based

upon faculty perceptions of the ten most important criteria

considered in evaluating faculty members for purposes of rank,

promotion, salary, and tenure. Also, the study determined whether

or not cluster profiles existed at three levels or types of insti-

tutions--university, liberal arts, and junior college--and how

such profiles differed between levels.

This study had several purposes. The first was to determine

how group perception profiles of higher education faculties clustered

in response to perceptions of criteria considered in evaluating

faculty members. The second was to determine if similar clusters

existed at three types of institutions. A third was to determine

differences in the proportion of teachers belonging to each identi-

fiable cluster at each level of institution. The fourth was to

determine differences in profiles according to proportions of

teachers across common clusters. And finally, the fifth was to

determine differences in profiles among faculty members in identified



clusters at each institutional level according to biographical

characteristics: age, rank, teaching experience, seniority, and

highest degree held.

The data in the study included responses to evaluation criteria

from all full-time academic faculty members of three educational

institutions in the Southwest. These included a large state uni-

versity, a liberal arts college, and a large metropolitan junior

college. Content validity for the instrument used in gathering

responses was based upon J. W. Gustad's study of evaluation prac-

tices in 584 institutions of higher education. Instrument reliability

determined by a test-retest method provided a reliability coefficient

of rho = .95.

Three identifiable profiles factored from analysis of respon-

dents' questionnaires. The three profiles included (1) product

oriented, (2) teacher oriented, and (3) student oriented. The

product-oriented profile was identifiable among faculties at all

surveyed schools including the university college of arts and sciences,

the university professional schools, the liberal arts college, and

the junior college. The teacher-oriented profile was identifiable at

all previously listed schools except the university arts and sciences.

And the student-oriented profile was distinguishable at each school

with the exception of the liberal arts college.

Differences existed in the proportion of teachers belonging to

identified clusters at each level of institution. Also, differences

existed in the proportion of teachers belonging to common clusters

across levels of institutions.



Finally, the study determined that significant differences

existed among faculty members in the identified cluster at the

university professional school level with respect to biographical

characteristic, rank. Also, differences existed among faculties

of the university professional schools and the liberal arts college

with respect to the variable, highest degree held, by teachers of

respective clusters.

Further research was recommended in several areas. First,

administrators should carefully consider the orientation of their

faculties with respect to the predominance of these three profiles.

A clearer understanding of the make-up of a faculty can be

conducive to good interpersonnel relations and appropriate personnel

policies. Also, administrators need to determine if predominant

profiles are in harmony with the goals of the institution. And

finally, teachers should be aware of dominant profiles among faculties.

Objectives are more easily reached through a complete understanding

of what is important to one s colleagues.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The demand for evaluation and accountability in recent years

has filled every aspect of the academic world. These concepts are

symbolic of a new, intensified relationship between higher education

administrative officials and faculty members. As Knowles (11, p. 2)

points out, evaluation is a value judgment which assesses the suit-

ability of an activity or practice in relation to the institutional

objectives and cost. Therefore, evaluation should be involved in

every phase of the operation of an institution, in every decision,

and in every resource allocation. Evaluation is an essential and

inevitable factor in all phases of the operations and purposes of a

university if goals are to be reached. Thus the need for evaluation

becomes continuous and pervasive (11, p. 4).

As the cry for accountability has increased throughout the last

decade, efforts to establish new standards for making evaluated

decisions has increased. Sources of information employed in the

evaluation of teachers have been expanded. The number of studies and

surveys have multiplied in an effort to determine who is involved in

the evaluation process and to what degree.

As evaluation studies increased, information establishing the

importance of evaluation factors used in determining faculty advance-

ment at different types of institutions have been determined. 'Gustad
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(9, p. 14) lists the ten most important factors as the following:

(1) classroom teaching, (2) supervision of graduate study, (3)

research, (4) publications, (5) public service, (6) professional

society activity, (7) student advising, (8) committee work, (9)

personal attributes, and (10) length of service in rank. What

can be learned from an analysis of faculty perceptions of these

evaluation factors that may lead to a greater understanding of

these established standards used in the decision-making process

and their impact on faculty perceptions? It is to this question

that this study addresses itself.

Statement of the Problem

The problem under investigation is the determination of group

perception profiles of selected higher education faculties. These

group perception profiles are based upon faculty perceptions of the

ten most important factors considered in evaluating faculty members

for purposes of rank, promotion, and tenure (9). In addition, it is

to be determined whether or not cluster profiles exist at three levels

or types of institutions--university, liberal arts, and junior college--

and how much profiles differ between levels.

Purposes of the Study

1. To determine how group perception profiles of higher education

faculties cluster in response to perceptions of factors considered in

evaluating faculty members. Faculties of three types of higher edu-

cation institutions were surveyed. They are university, liberal arts,

and junior college.
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2. To determine if similar identifiable clusters exist at all

three types of institutions.

3. To determine if there are differences in the proportions of

teachers belonging to each identifiable cluster at each level of

institution.

4. To determine if there are differences in the profiles accord-

ing to proportions of teachers in each cluster. If similar profiles

exist at each level, do they exist in about the same proportions.

5. To determine if there are differences in profiles among

faculty members in identified clusters at each institutional level

according to biographical characteristics: age, rank, teaching

experience, length of service, and highest degree held.

Hypotheses

1. Higher education faculties can be grouped according to per-

ception profiles of factors used in evaluating faculty members for

purposes of rank, promotion, and tenure.

2. There will be no significant difference between group per-

ception profiles of faculties at the three levels of institutions:

university, liberal arts, and junior college.

3. There will be no significant difference in the proportions of

teachers belonging to each identifiable cluster at each level of

institution.

4. There will be no significant difference in the proportions

of teachers belonging to common clusters across the levels of

institutions.
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5. There will be no significant difference among faculty

members in identified clusters at each institutional level with

respect to biographical characteristics: age, rank, teaching

experience, length of service, and highest degree held.

Background and Significance of the Study

One of the most important resources of an institution of higher

education is the faculty. The evaluation of the faculty for the

improvement of teaching effectiveness or for faculty advancement

becomes then, an important factor in the operation of the university.

In order to establish a broad base of data it is important to

be cognizant of the various areas in which evaluation can occur.

Hungate (10, p. 190) provides a significant list:

1. Implications of social and technological changes for

institutional objectives.

2. Performance of graduates.

3. Exercise of responsibility by the board of regents.

4. Exercise of responsibility by the president, faculty, and

the administration in the planning, operating, and evaluating of the

institution.

5. Instructional programs, such as general and specialized

courses and course sequences.

6. Research and field service programs.

7. Quality of instruction.

8. Library service.

9. Student personnel services.
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10. Financial management.

11. Plant management.

12. The qualifications of personnel.

13. Personnel practices and policies.

14. Students.

15. Physical facilities.

16. Procedures for planning, performance, and evaluating.

17. Institutional records system.

18. Public relations.

This study will attempt to treat the subject of evaluation as

it pertains to faculty policies and practices used in determining

faculty advancement. This aspect of evaluation is of concern to

most faculty members. According to a study by Gaff and Wilson

(6, p. 477) forty-six faculty members in four selected colleges

were surveyed in order to determine what factors were of most im-

portance in their working environment. The factors they considered

most important , ere (1) institutional policies and practices which

involve personnel practices, (2) the nature of the student body, and

(3) the character of faculty colleagues.

Academic evaluation usually follows two basic approaches. The

first is the evaluation of the educational process and the second

is the evaluation of the results or outputs (11, p. 6). Traditionally,

evaluation has served several purposes. Probably the major purpose

of evaluation has been concerned with the improvement of teaching.

It provides knowledge and understanding with which teachers may
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improve instruction and the subsequent learning of students. In

this regard, the evaluation process acts as a feedback mechanism,

providing data about behavior. There is a new concern for evalua-

tion as the basis for professional development and professional

improvement.

A second major purpose of evaluation has been to improve the

decisions regarding faculty advancement. Gage (7, p. 34) states

that evaluation provides a basis for decisions on salaries, for

promotion, and for tenure. It is required for the recognition

and the reward of good teaching.

Surveys by Gaff and Wilson support the favorable attitudes of

the faculty toward an evaluation program (6, p. 479). In 1968 they

found that seventy-two percent of the faculty members surveyed favored

a formal procedure for evaluation. Of those who favored such a pro-

cedure, eighty-two percent felt that students should be involved in

the process; seventy-six percent felt that colleagues should be involved;

seventy-three percent felt that department chairmen should be involved;

and thirty-three percent felt that alumni and deans should participate

in the evaluation process. In a 1970 survey, eighty-five percent of

the faculty surveyed endorsed the idea that formal evaluation should

be used in decisions concerning salary, promotion, and tenure. Feltner

(6, p. 34) considers a formal system of evaluation which should include

processes and procedures very important to institutional goal attain-

ment. But he believes most evaluation and its subsequent use in

decisions regarding salary increases, promotion, and tenure result in

practices that are subjective and biased.



7

Different methods used in the evaluation of faculty members

are available. Eble (4, p. 91) states that various methods of

faculty evaluation such as student, peer, and departmental chair-

man, should be utilized in making decisions concerning teacher

advancement and also in developing and improving teaching.

Methods commonly used in evaluation are both imprecise and diverse.

Methods range from various persons being responsible for evaluation

to various methods being utilized as sources of input for evalua-

tion. A study by Gustad (9, p. 22) of evaluation practices in

584 institutions of higher education indicated that several persons

were responsible for evaluation. These were in order of importance:

(1) president, (2) vice-president, (3) dean, (4) department chair-

man, and (5) chairman. Where several people are involved in

evaluation, frequent and informal discussions take place among the

various persons responsible for evaluation before recommendations

are made. Discussions usually take place in the department of which

the person is a member. According to Blackwell (2, p. 16) studies

indicate that the dean and department chairmen usually assume the

greatest responsibility for the evaluation of a faculty member.

Eble suggests that some faculty members prefer the personal, informal,

and subjective method of evaluation for purposes of salary increase,

promotion, and tenure (3).

There seems to be general agreement by college and university

decision-makers, at least in theory, on the criteria utilized for

purposes of evaluation. The most common criteria for evaluation



8

can be summarized under four major headings: teaching effective-

ness, research, professional activities, and public service

(6, p. 490). However, almost all administrators agree that the

primary criterion for evaluation should be teaching effectiveness.

The most important factor in the degree of teaching effectiveness

is motivation, and probably the strongest factor influencing moti-

vation in the classroom is the reward structure. There must be a

visible structure of rewards if concerted effort for teaching ef-

fectiveness is to be made. The reward structure is comprised of

salary increases, promotion, and tenure. The second criterion

generally used is research, which usually consists of publica-

tions, critical reviews, awards, grants, memberships on research

boards, and judgments of professional colleagues (13, p. 59). The

third criterion utilized in evaluation involves professional activ-

ities which include professional growth and development, continuing

education, and participation in professional organizations (11, p. 71).

Public service is often used as the fourth criterion for evaluation,

but may not rank high in terms of importance at many institutions

(9, p. 11).

A recent study by Knowles (11, p. 71) illustrates the contrast

in criteria being utilized currently for promotion, indicating

definite variance from institution to institution. Much depends on

the purposes and goals of the institution and the criteria most

valued and perceived as being important.

There seems to be widespread dissatisfaction among teachers

regarding the criteria for promotion and tenure. According to a
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survey in 1969 by Gaff and Wilson (6, p. 491) ninety-two percent

of the faculty surveyed felt that teaching effectiveness should be

the most important criterion in determining salary, promotion, and

tenure, yet the consensus was that teaching effectiveness is not

accorded this importance.

One of the most important studies pertaining to faculty

evaluation was completed by Gustad in 1961 (9). He suggests

fourteen factors for determining teacher advancement at different

types of institutions. They are the ones previously mentioned in

the introduction plus four which are self-eliminating for purposes

of this study. The four are (1) supervision of honors, (2)

consultation, (3) competing offers, which were ranked lowest by

all types of institutions, and (4) "others," which Miller (12, p. 43)

feels is virtually non-separable from the personal attribute factor

because it is the "others" and the personal attributes which encom-

pass the total personality of an individual. Therefore, the two

have been combined for purposes of this study.

The Gustad study (9) is concerned with factors considered in

evaluating faculty members and the variables in the criteria as

perceived by the different types of institutional officials. This

important information by Gustad provides the basis for this explor-

atory study of faculty perceptions.

Definition of Terms

1. Faculty member--A person employed under a nine-month contract

for a full teaching load or its equivalent as stated by the data

supplied by each participating institution.
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2. Rank--The position of professor, associate professor, assis-

tant professor, or instructor.

3. Administration--Those employees of an institution involved

on a full-time or part-time basis in the decision-making process,

for example, president, vice-president, dean, departmental chairman,

and chairman.

4. Teacher evaluation criteria--Those factors established and

recognized by authorities in the field of education which are used

by administrative officials in making judgments.

5. Group perception profiles--The cluster or groupings of

faculty perceptions or intuitive judgments into a numerical repre-

sentation of various characteristics of faculty members.

6. University--"An institution of higher education consisting

of a liberal arts college, offering a program of graduate study, and

having usually two or more professional schools or faculties, and

empowered to confer degrees in various fields of study." (8)

7. Liberal arts college--"An institution of higher education

that maintains a four-year curriculum leading to the bachelor's

degree, with a central program of liberal arts." (8)

8. Junior college--"A post-high school educational institution

offering a two-year program either of terminal nature or as prepara-

tion for further training in college or university " (8).

Limitations of the Study

This study is limited to selected faculty members who are full-

time employees at their respective institutions. Exploratory results
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determined from this study are limited only to the individuals

participating in the study and should not be generalized to other

populations. This study is a basis for further testing to see if

generalizations can be derived.

Instrument

Appendix A comprises the faculty perception questionnaire

instrument. Part I contains the necessary biographic data at the

top. Part II is a list of the ten most important evaluation char-

acteristics used in determining faculty advancement as identified

by Gustad (9). Content validity for the instrument is based upon

Gustad's study. A reliability check was made on the instrument to

determine the reliability of ratings for the ten factors. A test-

retest method was used with an interval of ten days. A reliability

coefficient of .75 or greater was considered acceptable. A population

of 20 higher education faculty members constituted the reliability

check group.

Procedure for Collection of Data

A personal data sheet (Appendix A) was used to gather information

about each subject at the different institutions. This information

was used in grouping subjects into the different profiles. Permission

to administer the questionnaire to faculty members was obtained from

appropriate officials at each institution. Every precaution was

taken to protect the anonymity of respondents.
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Procedure for Analysis of Data

Factor analysis was used to analyze Hypothesis I. Baggley

states that "factor analysis is a set of methods for analyzing a

table of intercorrelations." He further states that "it is as a

method of discovery that factor analysis plays a unique role"

(1, p. 96). For this reason this technique was employed.

Hypothesis II was analyzed by Chi Square Test of Independence

to determine if there is a relationship between the levels of

institutions and corresponding clusters, or if they are independent

of each other. The test of independence was a four-by-three

design.

Chi Square Goodness of Fit was used to analyze Hypothesis III

to determine if there is a significant difference in the proportions

of teachers belonging to each identifiable cluster at each level of

institution. The Goodness of Fit test was performed on the number

of clusters at each level of institution.

An institutional analysis was made with Hypothesis IV by per-

forming t-tests for proportions. The tests were made to determine

if the proportions of faculty perceptions tend to differ on that

cluster when there were common clusters.

Hypothesis V was analyzed through the application of Chi Square

Test of Independence to determine the significance of profiles with

respect to the biographical characteristics: age, rank, teaching

experience, length of service, and highest degree held. The Test

of Independence was designed to test the significance of the number

of clusters existing at each school by the number of categories in

each biographical class.
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CHAPTER II

SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE

"Evaluation is the process of securing value judgments essential

to the improvement of the services of the institition" (13, p. 183).

And most administrators in every field recognize that there can be very

little positive projective planning without realistic diagnostic

evaluation. Educators are cognizant that a personnel decision can

commit an institution to the personality and competencies that an

individual brings to an institution and an expenditure of a half a

million dollars or more. "But in many cases, the office typewriters

are scrutinized more systematically and thoroughly than the faculty

is" (l4, p. 539). It is the purpose of this author to set down some

general guidelines, methods, and criteria used in personnel evalua-

tion. At the same time it will be necessary to draw heavily upon

studies in evaluation that may aid in understanding basic evaluative

techniques concerned with the areas of salary, rank, promotion, and

tenure.

Major evaluation criteria must be based upon institutional ob-

jectivity (17). An institution will fashion its future significantly

according to the activities it chooses to emphasize. Areas of prior-

ity may be classroom teaching, urban action programs, or institutional

loyalty.

14



15

Faculty Evaluation Guidelines

Numerous guidelines are mentioned in the literature which are

important and necessary for evaluation. There is much agreement that

evaluation should proceed from some basic guidelines. A guideline

mentioned by Hungate maintains that certain requirements are necessary

for evaluation, such as a recognition by the governing board of the

merit of an evaluation system, a set of policies which will provide

for evaluation procedures, a coordination of the evaluation policies,

a systematic utilization of the results and a wide understanding of

the evaluation program, and a participation in the evaluation program

by the personnel of the institution (13). Some guidelines are con-

cerned with basic assumptions that should be made for the development

of an evaluation program. Miller suggests several assumptions which

should be made, such as an analysis of trends which would have a

tremendous impact on the development and implementation of evaluation

procedures (17). At present, there is a trend toward accountability

and improved methods of evaluation. Another assumption may be that

evaluation is inevitable because everyone is evaluated in some way.

Miller also believes that every evaluation system could be improved

and that it should provide for professional development (17).

A third guideline concerns the importance of involving the faculty

in the evaluation process. Determining the appropriate persons to be

involved is necessary in order to establish accurate information. The

more variegated the sources of information, the more valid the evalua-

tion is likely to be (8). Faculty members should participate in the

formulation of general personnel policies and practices which
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include the methods and criteria utilized for evaluation, yet the depart-

ment which selects the faculty member should be responsible for the

decisions concerning salary and promotion. Since evaluation should

focus on teaching, research, and public service, these can be examined

better by other faculty members than by the administration (21, p. 84).

Eble indicates that department chairmen and deans should involve the

faculty in the formulation of criteria and procedures for evaluation

for purposes of promotion and tenure. Most present systems of evalu-

ation seem to put more emphasis on judgment than development, on

secrecy than openness, on informal methods than formal, and on sub-

jective means than objective (7, p. 151).

Guidelines should be established which concern the criteria to

be utilized in evaluation. Criteria must be determined, and they

should be related to the goals and objectives of the institution.

When the criterion has been determined, it should be widely publi-

cized and disseminated to all persons involved. A formal system of

evaluation which would include the processes and procedures for

evaluation is considered important by Feltner (8). Most evaluation

and its subsequent use in decisions regarding salary increases, pro-

motion, and tenure, are random, subjective, and biased (8, p. 34).

Finally, there are five elements which Brown considers important in

the implementation of any evaluation system: (1) there should be

cooperation and joint efforts between the faculty and students; (2)

the system should be comprehensive in design and usable; (3) it

should be constructive; (4) it should be clinical; (5) it should be

continuous (4, p. 108).
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Evaluation Criteria

In many institutions of higher education, criteria for evalu-

ation are used for several purposes, including salary increases,

promotion, and tenure. However, in personnel practices of some

colleges and universities, different criteria are used for pur-

poses of salary, promotion, and tenure than for evaluation of

teaching effectiveness. For example, a study was conducted in

1958 by the College and University Personnel Association in which

the personnel practices of 124 institutions were determined. The

criteria being used for the promotion of faculty members in the

order of frequency were

1. Graduate study.
2. Research activity.
3. Exceptional teaching.
4. Publications.
5. Skill in student advising.
6. Leadership in professional organizations.
7. Participation in curriculum construction (6).

A 1969-70 study by Knowles provides interesting contrasts of

criteria used in making faculty advancement decisions. The ten

criteria most frequently given for promotion in this study were

1. Excellence in the classroom.
2. Productive scholarship and creative activities.
3. Participation in college activities.
4. Community service.
5. Guidance and leadership in student activities.
6. Participation in professional organizations.
7. Personal attributes.
8. Possession of doctoral degree.
9. Years of prior service and length of time in rank.

10. Institutional loyalty (15, p. 25).

The criteria for tenure, given by Knowles, vary somewhat from

the previously mentioned criteria for promotion:



1. Teaching effectiveness.
2. Participation in college activities.
3. Service to the university.
4. Evidence of scholarship in teaching and writing.
5. Service to the community.
6. Participation in professional activities.
7. Competence in research.
8. Thorough knowledge of field.
9. Promise of future professional development.

10. Ability to direct graduate studies.
11. Long range needs of the university for the individual's

services (15, p. 46).

Knowles points out that such criteria will vary from institution to

institution depending on individual institutional goals and purposes.

Information Used in Evaluation

Because of the importance of evaluation to goal attainment for

both individuals and instituions, major sources of information employed

in the evaluation of teachers are important. Table I is a summary by

rank order of these sources of information. Higher education institu-

tions are grouped under four categories. They are (1) universities,

(2) liberal arts colleges, ( 3 ) teachers colleges, and (4) junior

colleges. J. W. Gustad made use of the five-year interval, 1961-66,

for comparison purposes. Chairman evaluation consistently remained

a major source in the evaluative process. Gustad found a "substantial

decline in the use of systematic student ratings between 1961 and 1966"

(10, p. 270).

Gustad suggests fourteen criteria as those most frequently con-

sidered by different types of institutions in evaluating faculty mem-

bers. These are listed in Chapter I. A breakdown of the criteria is

given in Table II. This table indicates that the "personal attributes"

18
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category figures very prominently in evaluation. The category

"other" was second in importance. Gustad suggests that this cate-

gory includes such factors as loyalty, church membership, Christian

character, cooperation, and compatibility. By combining the two

similar categories of "personal attributes" and "other," the com-

bined category becomes second only to the most important category,

classroom teaching.

Of particular interest in Table II is the separation of pub-

lication and research. Publication is generally categorized under

research. Gustad points out that these areas should be separated

for purposes of evaluation because the combining of the two areas

fails to account for many important studies and special projects

reports that are never published. As with other evaluation criteria,

the weight given to the publication category should be an individual,

departmental, and institutional decision. The weight given to these

areas may vary from zero to one hundred percent according to estab-

lished workload (10, p. 56).

In inquiring about the procedure for evaluating publications,

Gustad set forth five categories for publications. They are (1)

books, (2) monographs, (3) special reports, (4) chapters in books,

and (5) periodical articles. In discussing his findings, Gustad

notes that the principal basis for evaluation is "faculty yardage--

the resume or publications list and reprints sown in strategic

places." Gustad observes that colleagues, chairmen, and deans are

the ones who evaluate this material and adds rather sardonically
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"Some chairmen, some colleagues, and a few deans are probably

capable of doing so" (10, p. 14). Gustad further points out

that deans normally should have a minimal role in evaluation of

the publication area.

Richard Miller, in Evaluating Faculty Performance, points out

that in the evaluation of publications, both quality and quantity

should be considered. At the same time, the amount of time required

for the consumation of an individual's work should be weighed by

departmental chairmen.

Table III is a summary of the sources of the data used for

evaluating publications. Illustrative again is the variation among

the different types of institutions. Included in Tables IV and V

are Gustad's data collection reports for evaluating faculty public

service and research.

In the early part of 1966 the American Council on Education

initiated a survey to determine current techniques in evaluating

faculty performance. The major purposes of the -survey were (1) "to

provide an empirical basis for a critical appraisal of current

practices," and (2) "to serve as a point of departure from which

proposals for improving existing techniques could be developed"

(1, p. 361). A questionnaire was developed for obtaining information

in two general areas. The first area dealt with the frequency with

which different sources of information were used in evaluating an

instructor's teaching ability. The second area dealt with the

importance of classroom teaching in its relationship to factors

(community service, committee work, research, publication, etc.)
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in the total evaluation procedure for establishing promotion,

salary, rank, and tenure. Each respondent was to include routinely-

used rating-form copies and other instruments used for gathering

information about teaching ability. Each item concerning techniques

used in evaluating teaching performance and college teacher training

programs was answered on a four point scale: items not used, one point;

used in a few departments, two points; used in some departments, three

points; used in all or almost all departments, four points. Respondents

were permitted to check a "not applicable" alternative for each item

on the list. Of the 1110 completed usable questionnaires returned by

May of 1966, 128 were from junior colleges; 484 from liberal arts

colleges; 128 from teachers colleges; and, within the complex univer-

sities, 110 from colleges of arts and sciences, 48 from education,

'109 from engineering, 65 from business, and 33 from agriculture (1, p. 362).

Teaching effectiveness was shown to be a major factor in determining

the value of a professor's contribution to an institution.

Each institution takes into account a number of elements in consid-

ering a faculty member for promotion, rank, salary, and tenure.

Respondents to the Austin survey were asked to indicate whether or not

each of thirteen different criteria was a "major or minor factor,"

"not a factor," or "not applicable" in the evaluative process. Table VI

summarizes the compilation of this information. Ranked highest among

the thirteen factors in faculty evaluation was classroom teaching.

It is easily obvious why this was the most important factor. Closer

analysis of Table VI shows that in regard to university colleges
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(particularly those of arts and sciences and agriculture),

research and publication are about as important, comparatively

speaking, as classroom teaching as an evaluative factor. In

the combined rating for all colleges, classroom teaching out-

weighs the second most important factor, personal attributes,

by almost forty points. But its weight is significantly

counterbalanced at the university level.

Research and publication produced the largest differences

between colleges and universities. They ranked second and third

in importance after classroom teaching in both the university

and the liberal arts colleges. Publication and research ranked

much lower in importance at the college level and were the lowest

evaluative factors used at the junior college level. Liberal arts,

teacher, and junior colleges ranked personal attributes and length

of service, second and third, respectively in the evaluative pro-

cess. Student advising and campus committee work appear to be

more important in the colleges than in the universities (1, p. 370).

Correlational studies were performed between the information

listed in Table VI and measures of college characteristics of~size,

prestige, and affluence to discover their relationships. These

correlational analyses concerned only the university colleges of

arts and sciences and liberal arts colleges. Results revealed a

pattern of relationships involving various measures of institu-

tional affluence and prestige. Specifically, the more selective

and wealthier colleges were more likely to use the professor's



23

research and publications as a basis for deciding questions of

salary, promotion, and tenure. Conversely, the less affluent

university colleges (but not the liberal arts colleges) depended

more on outside consulting, membership in professional societies,

and student advising (1, p. 370). Further analysis of information

from the study shows a similar correlation between institutional

size and evaluative priorities. Large institutions put more value

on research, publication, and graduate student supervision, with

smaller institutions stressing personal attributes, length of

service, campus committee work, and so forth. Also) Protestant-

affiliated institutions tend to correlate to smaller institutions.

One could easily conclude from an analysis of the reports

received from the 110 deans that the widely emphasized "neglect

of undergraduate students" is a myth. These deans indicated

that classroom teaching is the most important factor in faculty

evaluation. Careful analysis of the data does not support this

pinnacle position given to classroom teaching. "Citing 'classroom

teaching' as a 'major factor' in personnel decisions does not

encourage improved teaching as long as teaching ability is more

likely to be evaluated on the basis of scholarly research and

publication rather than information more directly relevant to

effective performance in the classroom" (1, p. 372). This survey

clearly shows that chairmen and deans are the most important

source concerning evaluation of classroom teaching effectiveness.

The survey also shows that these same people consider this area
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of utmost importance. And yet, promotion, rank, salary, and

tenure depend heavily upon other areas such as research and

publication: "If they wish to strike a balance between

classroom teaching and scholarly research and publication,

they must find ways to avoid using the latter to prove the

former" (1, p. 372).

A survey was concluded in 1966 of twenty-seven of the thirty-

four public, two-year colleges in New York State. Twelve factors

were used as criteria for promotion and tenure. Results showed

that teaching performance and effectiveness and academic preparation

and continuing education were the two major factors. Community

service along with scholarly research and publication were least

important. As a part of the survey, two questions were asked each

college. Each was asked to indicate how important it was for the

good of the institution that faculty members participate in

certain activities or possesscertain characteristics. Also, each

was to indicate how much weight was given to these areas in decisions

of promotion or tenure. The basic purpose of these questions was to

determine the underlying value system of each institution and to

determine to what extent these values were consistent with factors

used in consideration of promotion and tenure. Promotion and tenure

are normally considered to be a good indication of a college's

reward system, and therefore most faculty members will emphasize and
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participate in those activities bearing the most reward. Table

VII summarizes the results of these findings. College presidents

and deans rated each of the twelve evaluative factors on a five-

point scale with the highest priority receiving a one and the

lowest a five. Those receiving a five were not considered impor-

tant and were not weighed in decisions of promotion and tenure.

The study shows a high correlation between rewards and factor

importance. In most cases, those factors considered by the college

to be most important also brought the highest reward. The only real

discrepancy was in faculty experience and length of service,which

was rated eleventh in importance but ranked fifth in terms of weight

given to it in making promotion and tenure decisions.

Possibly one of the surprises of this study was the relative

position given to student counseling and community service. These

areas are generally considered fundamental concepts of the community

college philosophy. Relatively speaking, they were ranked low

(3, pp. 35, 36). The results of this study suggest it would be in-

appropriate to advocate one set of criteria over another in evaluating

faculty members for purposes of salary, promotion; rank, tenure, and

severance. Necessarily, institutional needs will vary with differing

philosophy and objectivity, and, onc-e again, teaching effectiveness

is elusive. As A. W. Austin has said, "Although it is generally

agreed that better evaluation techniques are needed, very little

is known about just what techniques are now being used and to

what extent. Unless we learn more about the current state
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of the art, it is unlikely that we can significantly improve

it" (i, p. 361).

Problems in Faculty Evaluation

The same kinds of problems are frequently mentioned in the

literature. The most frequently mentioned problem and criticism

is that faculty members are hired to teach, but are evaluated for

salary and promotion on the basis of other criteria, such as

publications and length of service in rank. Several problems

concern the organization of an evaluation system, such as finding

acceptable procedures, determining the responsibility for evalua-

tion, and determining the criteria to utilize. Problems arise in

attempting to evaluate the commonly used criteria. Teaching effec-

tiveness is difficult to ascertain, which may be due to the subjective

means generally used, such as student questionnaires, faculty and

supervisory ratings. The evaluation of research presents problems

related to the differences in the quality of research in the various

disciplines and within the disciplines themselves. There are diffi-

culties in attempting to evaluate public service because of the wide

variety of public services and the acceptance of their service by

the public. Problems occur because of the difficulty of defining

teaching, research, and public service, and the difficulty in

obtaining qpantifiable measures. Eble indicates that the inadequacies

of the present procedures for evaluating a teacher's worth are readily

apparent when they are used in making decisions on salary, promotion,

and tenure (7, p. 89).
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Evaluation for salary, promotion, and tenure is a perennial

problem for colleges and universities. Many questions need to be

asked. According to Meany, these questions should encompass the

acceptable criteria for evaluation for the authority of those who

make the judgments, and for the ranking of the factors used in the

final decisions (16, pp. 306, 307). Higher education must find

answers to these questions. Faculty evaluation does take place,

but most evaluation occisin a haphazard fashion. The need for a

formal, well defined, objective, and systematic program of evalua-

tion now faces higher education.

The problem of evaluation is a human problem. Men make the

organization, make the program, and develop the system, but men

fail. Progress depends on one's willingness to recognize his

weaknesses and the determination to correct them. This is true

not only of individuals but also of systems. Indeed, the demands

for creativity and goal attainment are important to institutions

of higher learning.
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CHAPTER III

RESEARCH PROCEDURES

The procedures utilized in this study include a review of the

literature, the construction of an evaluation questionnaire, a check

for reliability of the instrument, and the administration of the

instrument to the selected population. The data were analyzed ac-

cording to usual statistical procedures.

Sources of Data

The data included in this study were obtained from the ques-

tionnaire responses given by faculty members of three levels of

higher learning--university, liberal arts, and junior college. The

schools included in this study were three educational institutions

in the Southwest. These included a large state university, a liberal

arts college, and a large metropolitan junior college. Six hundred

thirty-four faculty members were included in the study.

Instrument

In preparation for the construction and use of a questionnaire

for this study, a review of the literature was made to determine how

information was gathered by other similar studies. Gustad's study (5)

of evaluation practices in 584 institutions of higher education pro-

duced one of the more useful instruments because his purpose was to

determine what factors administrators considered in evaluating faculty
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members. A minor modification to Gustad's instrument was made to

construct an instrument applicable to this study. The items used in

this study included ten of the fourteen factors used in determining

teacher advancement as determined by Gustad's study. For purposes

of this study, four of these factors are self-eliminating, as pre-

viously stated in Chapter I.

The final questionnaire consisted of the following two parts,

Part one was designed to obtain biographical information of respon-

dents. This included their age, the number of years in college or

university teaching, the number of years in their present position,

their rank, and the highest degree held. This part was designed to

determine if faculty members respond to criteria items along bio-

graphical lines, thereby forming cluster patterns or faculty profiles.

Part two contained the ten criteria items most used by adminis-

trators in determining teacher advancement. These items were randomly

listed, and teachers were asked to rank the ten factors as they thought

each item should apply in accordance with its importance in the deter-

mination of teacher advancement (salary, rank, tenure) in higher

education. Each respondent was directed to place a rank number opposite

each criterion, placing number one beside the criterion he considered

the most important and ranking each of the other nine respectively

according to his own evaluation.

The reverse side of the questionnaire was used to describe each of

the ten factors. The purpose of factor descriptions was to help insure

that respondents would rank the items with similar conceptions of each
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of the criterion. Descriptions were obtained from Gustad (5),

Woodburne (11), and Good (4). A check was made to determine the

reliability of ratings for the ten factors. Twenty teachers at

Weatherford College, Weatherford, Texas, constituted the reliability

check group, and were administered a test-retest with an interval of

ten days. The results showed a most acceptable reliability co-

efficient rating of rho = .95.

Collection of Data

All full-time academic faculty members were asked to participate

in the study. The request was made through each dean of the four

schools of the large university, the academic dean of the liberal arts

college, and the junior college's academic deans.

The questionnaire and a cover letter, signed by the academic

dean of the liberal arts college, were put into each of that college's

full-time academic faculty member's mailbox in January, 1974, with

instructions to return the completed questionnaire by mail to the

Center for Research and Evaluation, North Texas Station, Denton, Texas.

At the junior college, questionnaires and cover letters were

given to each academic dean, who in turn gave them to divisional chair-

men with instructions from the dean to give a questionnaire to each

full-time academic faculty member at the mid-January faculty meeting.

The accompanying cover letters instructed respondents to return the

questionnaires in the same way as previously stated.

In mid-January, questionnaires and cover letters were hand-

delivered to all departments in each of the four schools at the
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university and placed in every full-time academic faculty member's

mailbox. I stzuctions were given to each respondent to return the

questionnaires to the Center for Research and Evaluation, Denton,

Texas. In the case of the university, as with each other institution,

respondents were instructed to fill out and return the questionnaires

by a given date, usually one week to ten days following the antici-

pated reception of the instrument.

The procedures used to obtain returns resulted in a response of

567 usable returns from a total response of 634. This included 345

from the university (arts and sciences 174, education 96, business

38, and music 37); the junior college,176; and the liberal arts

college,)46. Since the initial response was sufficient for analysis

(to explore the possibility of distinct underlying perception pat-

terns), no subsequent follow-up was performed.

Procedure for Treating Data

The questionnaire answers were coded in terms of numerical values,

marked on computer forms, and processed by the computing center at

North Texas State University.

For analysis, faculty responses for the university were divided

into two groups; arts and sciences, and the professional schools,which

include business, education, and music. Factor analysis was used to

analyze how respondents correlated with each other. Teachers were the

variables and not the ten factors they were rating. This resulted in

an intercorrelation matrix equal to the number of respondents in each

group. As an example, 46 responses from the liberal arts college were
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analyzed, yielding a 46 x 46 intercorrelation matrix. The same

procedure was true for the junior college, the university profes-

sional schools, and the university college of arts and sciences.

In order to determine factor loadings on each cluster, the inter-

correlation matrix was subjected to principal axis factor analysis

followed by a varimax rotation (4). Those scales having factor

loading of .65 or greater, with a loading of less than .50 on any

other factor loading were included in that particular cluster

profile. The data was treated by Chi Square and the t-test for

independent proportions (2). Results have been put into table

form (Tables VIII - XXII) in the Appendix.

The data from the questionnaire responses for this study were

carefully examined, warranted conclusions were drawn, and recom-

mendations based on these conclusions were made for improving the

understanding of teacher evaluative criteria and its effect on

faculty members.
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CHAPTER IV

THE RESULTS OF THE SURVEY

This study attempts to show how faculty members themselves

perceive the importance of evaluation criteria for promotion, rank,

tenure, and salary. Fundamental to this study is the belief that

cluster patterns, or faculty-perception profiles, are identifiable,

based upon an analysis of responses of teachers. Subjects of the

survey included all full-time academic faculty members of three

types of colleges of higher education. These three types included

university, liberal arts, and junior college. The instrument used

to collect responses was constructed from Gustad's study (1) of

what 584 institutions of higher education considered to be impor-

tant in making faculty-advancement decisions. The purpose of this

chapter is to report and analyze the data collected in order to

determine what faculty-perception profiles exist at these three

institutions of higher learning, to determine if clusters are simi-

lar, and, finally, to determine if identifiable profiles are related

to biographical data of the respondents. To accomplish this purpose,

each hypothesis, as outlined in Chapter I, was tested and analyzed,

and the results were recorded.

Faculty Biographical Data

A survey of the attitudes of faculty members toward teacher

advancement criteria conducted in January, 1974, included faculties
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of a large state university, a liberal arts college, and a metropolitan

junior college. Five hundred and sixty-seven teachers at these insti-

tutions agreed to participate in the study. Of the total, 176 were

from the junior college, 46 from the liberal arts college, 171 from the

university professional schools (Business, Education, and Music), and

174 from the university college of arts and sciences. Profile patterns,

tables, charts, descriptive data, and all inferential statements include

only those responses that met the criteria of at least .65 correlation

on one loading and less than .50 on any other loading. Not all 567

respondents met this criteria level. But 359 respondents do factor

into an identifiable profile. Therefore, the term respondent(s) refers

only to those teachers who factor into an identifiable profile unless

designated otherwise.

Table XI indicates the ages of respondents. Of the total 359

faculty members, 112 are from the university college of arts and sciences,

109 from university professional schools, 34 from the liberal arts col-

lege, and 104 from the junior college. These numerical breakdowns of the

total faculty members from each college are the same for each category

of biographical data being analyzed, such as age, number of years in

college teaching, number of years in present position, rank, and highest

degree held. Only the totals summed over the different biographical

data categories vary. The ages of thirty-five respondents range from

21 to 30, 138 respondents from 31 to 40, 95 from 41 to 50, 73 from 51

to 60, and 18 respondents 60 or older.
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Table XII shows the number of years these respondents have

taught in college. Since the total numbers in each college are

the same as for Table XI, only the totals in the number of years

in the college teaching category are relevant. Eighty-nine respondents

have taught in college from 1 to 5 years, 119 from 6 to 10, 65 from

11 to 15, 27 from 16 to 20, 27 from 21 to 25, 20 from 26 to 30, and 12

for 31 years or more.

Table XIII indicates the number of years respondents have been

in their present position. Of the total 359 faculty members, 154

have held their present positions 1 to 5 years, 121 have held their

present positions 6 to 10 years, 36 from 11 to 15, 14 from 16 to 20,

15 from 21 to 25, 16 from 26 to 30, and 3 have held their present

positions 31 years or longer.

Table XIV gives a breakdown of respondents' rank. Seventy-nine

have the rank of professor, 95 the rank of associate professor, 135,

assistant professor; and 50 are instructors.

Table XV indicates the highest degree held by respondents at the

time the survey was made. Two hundred teachers hold doctorates, 149

hold master's degrees, and ten have bachelor degrees.

Factor Analysis of Respondents Based on

Their Responses to Evaluation Criteria Used

In Teacher Advancement

Data in Table XVI indicate the means and ranking of means of

identifiable clusters resulting from factor analysis of respondents.

The listed means for each identifiable cluster for each school are

taken from the rotated factor matrix. Because the total matrix is
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too long (567 total variables in all), the listed means represent

only those respondents in each factor loading which load with at

least .65 on one loading, and no greater than .50 on any other.

Table XVII shows two identifiable clusters for the university

college of arts and sciences, and three for university professional

schools. Only two identifiable clusters are definable in the liberal

arts college, and factor analysis indicates there are three clusters

at the junior college. It should be noted that classroom teaching

is a constant because every cluster profile ranks it as what should

be the number one consideration in determining of teacher advance-

ment.

Hypothesis I.

Higher education faculties can be grouped according to

perception profiles of factors used in evaluating faculty

members for purposes of rank, promotion, and tenure.

Data in Table XVII indicate the identifiable clusters through

factor analysis for each college under consideration. Table XVII

includes only the ranks of means of four or less; these ranks are

those in which perception of high interest of faculties with regard

to teacher-advancement criteria apply.

Hypothesis I states that higher education faculties can be

grouped according to their perceptions of evaluation criteria used

in evaluating teachers for advancement purposes. Table XVIII proves

the validity of Hypothesis I. It shows that faculty profiles, or

cluster patterns, form when the identified clusters of Table XVII are

grouped according to similar responses. Again, classroom teaching is
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a constant within each group, and therefore is not a part of the

cluster patterns for determining perception profiles.

Table XVIII identifies three clearly distinguishable profiles

of faculty perceptions. These perceptions aIe (1) product-oriented,

(2) teacher-oriented, and (3) student-oriented. These cluster pat-

terns are profiles of what faculties within each grouped cluster

believe should be most important in the determination of teacher

advancement in rank, salary, and tenure. The profiles, of course,

are of similar clusters from different institutional levels or schools.

Profile number one, product orientation, typifies the teacher

who believes that what he does, his productivity, should be the major

consideration in advancement decisions. Members in this cluster pat-

tern believe that advancement should be based on the evaluation of

the tangible output of the individual. Such faculty members are

primarily concerned with research and publication.

Profile number two, teacher orientation, is typical of faculty

members who believe that what a teacher is, his personality and

character, should be the major consideration in faculty advancement.

Teachers with this concept are more interested in teachers as individ-

uals. Personal attributes, seniority, public service, and student

advising are their primary concern.

The typical teacher in profile number three is student-oriented.

Teachers with this profile believe that a faculty member's involvement

with students should be the primary consideration in making advance-

ment decisions. Student advising, supervision of graduate study, and

committee work are basic to this group.
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The cluster make-up of each profile itself is interesting. All

four schools have teachers who cluster within profile number one,

product orientation. Within this profile a re the university col-

lege of arts and sciences, cluster I; the university professional

schools, cluster III; the liberal arts college, cluster II; and the

junior college, cluster II. Teacher orientation, profile two, contains

three clusters. They ar e the university professional schools, cluster

II; the liberal arts college, cluster I; and the junior college, cluster

III. Faculty perception profile number three includes three identi-

fiable clusters. These arme the university arts and sciences, cluster

II; the university professional schools, cluster I; and the junior

college, cluster I.

The university college of arts and sciences does not include a.clus-

ter in the teacher-oriented profile. This does not mean that there are

no teachers in this school that have this perception. It simply illus-

trates that this profile is not dominant enough among university arts

and sciences faculties for factor analysis to extract and include in

this profile. This statement is also true for the liberal arts college

concerning the student-oriented profile. Factor analysis did not load

this faculty's perceptions into this profile because this cluster pat-

tern is not sufficiently dominant among respondents at this college.

These three perception profiles at these institutions of higher

learning certainly are not the only profiles, but they are the most

distinguishable cluster patterns found at these colleges. Profiles

beyond these three are sufficiently weak and obscure to make them
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difficult to identify. The objective of this study is to describe

and analyze only the clearly identifiable perception profiles of

faculty members at these institutions of higher learning.

Hypothesis II.

There will be no significant difference between group

perception profiles of faculties at the three levels

of institutions: university, liberal arts, and junior
college.

Table XTX indicates the number of teachers clustering into

each identified profile by faculty groups. This table shows the

totals for each profile. These totals include 157 teachers in the

product profile, 90 in the teacher profile, and 112 in the student

profile. Looking internally into the table, one discovers again

that no university arts and sciences teacher loaded into the teacher

profile. Also, there is no loading into the student profile at the

liberal arts college level.

The results of a four-by-three Chi Square Test of Independence

of Hypothesis II produces a Chi Square value of 139.14,which is

significant at the .01 per cent level, indicating that faculty

groups and clusters resulting from the study are independent of

each other. In part, this significance results from the fact that

some of the institutions do not cluster into one of the identifiable

profiles, as previously indicated. Therefore, Hypothesis II is

rejected. Subsequent analyses (Hypotheses II and III) identify

where the differences lay.
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Hypothesis III.

There will be no significant difference in the proportions
of teachers belonging to each identifiable cluster at each
level of institution.

Information in Table XIX supplies the basis for analysis of

Hypothesis II. In this table are two identifiable clusters in the

university college of arts and sciences, three in the university

schools, two in the liberal arts college, and three in the junior

college. Hypothesis III analyzes the differences in the proportions

of teachers in each identifiable cluster at each school.

The Chi Square Goodness of Fit Test of Hypothesis III for the

university arts and sciences, the liberal arts college, the university

professional schools, and the junior college appear in Table XX. Chi

Square values of 21.11 for the university arts and sciences, 21.84 for

university professional schools, and 39.10 for the junior college are

all significant at the .01 per cent level. These results for this

test show that there is a significant difference in the proportions

of teachers belonging to identifiable clusters at each institution.

The university arts and sciences teachers load heavier on the product

profile, the university professional schools heavier on the teacher

profile, and the junior college heavier on the student profile. The

liberal arts college is almost divided between the product and teacher

profiles.

Hypothesis IV.

There will be no significant difference in the proportions
of teachers belonging to common clusters across the levels
of institutions.
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Table XIX provides the information necessary for the testing of

this hypothesis. This table indicates that the product-profile

cluster is significant among faculties at all four schools. The

teacher profile factors out at every school except the university

arts and sciences, and the student profile at every school except

the liberal arts college. Hypothesis IV analyzes the difference in

the proportions of teachers belonging to common clusters across the

levels of institutions.

Table XXI shows the results of Hypothesis IV when tested by the

use of ,-test for two independent samples. This table indicates that

significant "z" values result when comparing certain schools across

the product-profile cluster. Those schools and their significant "z"

scores 4r e (1) university arts and sciences with university pro-

fessional schools, z = 7.36; (2) university arts and sciences with the

liberal arts college, z = 2.82; (3) university arts and sciences with

the junior college, z = 8.46; (4) university professional schools with

the liberal arts college, z = 2.63; and (5) liberal arts college with

the junior college, z = 3.67. Significant "z" values result in a

comparison of the university professional schools with the junior col-

lege, z = 3.51, and liberal arts college with the junior college,

z = 2.70, when testing across the teacher-profile cluster. Values of

"z" for the university arts and sciences with the junior college,

z = 4.63, are significant when testing across the student-profile

cluster. All values test at the .01 per cent level of significance.

Table XXI clearly reveals a significant difference in the proportions

of teachers belonging to common clusters across the levels of institu-

tions where significant "z" values exist. Hypothesis IV is rejected.



45

Hypothesis V.

There will be no significant differences among faculty

members in identified clusters at each institutional

level with respect to biographical characteristics:

age, rank, teaching experience, length of service, and

highest degree held.

Hypothesis V concerns differences in biographical characteristics

of faculty members that make up the identifiable clusters at each

school. The Chi Square Test of Independence measures the significance

of clusters with respect to biographical characteristics. Table XXII

shows the Chi Square values. The only biographical charts included in

this study are those in which significant Chi Square values are noted

in Table XXII.

Table XXII reveals that the university professional schools have

a significant Chi Square value of 17.96 when testing rank at the .01

per cent level. This value is established primarily due to clusters

II, which belongs to the teacher-oriented profile, and cluster III,

which belongs to the product-oriented profile, within that school. For

the sake of simplicity, clusters in this section concerning biographical

data are prefixed according to the profile to which they belong. Table

XXIII indicates that the ranks of professor and associate professor in

the teacher-oriented cluster contain fewer teachers than expected and

ranks of assistant professor and instructor more. There are more pro-

fessors and associate professors in cluster III, product-oriented, than

expected and fewer assistant professor and instructor.

The biographical characteristic, highest degree held, for the

university professional schools has a significant Chi Square value of
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32.45,as indicated by Table XXII. Table XXIV reveals the basis for

this conclusion. Clusters I (student-oriented) and III (product-

oriented) contain more doctorates than expected and fewer masters

or bachelors. The teacher-oriented cluster (III) has more masters

than expected and fewer doctorates. Table XXII reveals that the

characteristic, highest degree held, has a significant Chi Square

value for the liberal arts college. Examination of Table XXV reveals

that cluster I (teacher-oriented) has more masters than expected and

fewer doctorates. The product-oriented cluster (II) contains more

doctorates than expected and fewer masters.

As shown in Table XXII, there are few significant differences

among faculty members in identified clusters at each institutional

level with respect to certain biographical characteristics.

Hypothesis V, however, does state that there will be no significant

differences. Table XXII indicates significant differences do exist,

and Tables XXIII, XXIV, and XXV show where the differences are.

Therefore, Hypothesis V is rejected.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

The present study was conducted to determine if faculty

perceptions of teacher evaluation criteria can be grouped into

identifiable profiles.

Summary of Methods and Procedures

To achieve this goal, an instrument was devised to acquire

information concerning faculty responses to the ten most important

evaluation criteria used in determining teacher advancement. Full-

time academic faculty members from three levels of institutions of

higher education were subjects of the study. The three institutions

included a large state university, a liberal arts college, and a

metropolitan junior college. Questionnaires and accompanying cover

letters were distributed to the faculties of these institutions with

instructions to return the completed questionnaires to the Center for

Research and Evaluation, Denton, Texas. Information from usable

responses were put on data processing cards and tested by factor

analysis.

Conclusions

The first objective of this study was to determine if faculties

in colleges and universities can be grouped according to perception

48
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profiles with respect to evaluation criteria used in evaluating

teachers for purposes of rank, promotion, and tenure. The results

of factor analysis indicate that three distinct profiles are common

to faculty groups. These profiles are identified as being (1) pro-

duct-oriented, (2) teacher-oriented, and (3) student-oriented. The

study supports the conclusion that higher education faculties can

be grouped according to perception profiles of evaluative criteria

used in evaluating teachers for advancement purposes. Profiles

are clearly distinguishable and identifiable.

The second objective was to determine if there was a significant

difference between group perception profiles of faculties at the three

levels of institutions: university, liberal arts, and junior college.

The data, tested by Chi Square, result in a highly significant value.

These results indicate that faculty groups and clusters resulting from

the study are independent of each other. In part, some profiles are

not identifiable at certain institutions. The teacher-oriented profile

is not identifiable among faculties at the university arts and sciences.

Also, the student-oriented profile is not identifiable at the liberal

arts college. Therefore, there is a significant difference between

group perceptions of faculties at the three levels of institutions

examined.

The third objective of the study was to determine if there was a

significant difference in the proportion of teachers belonging to

each identifiable cluster at each level of institution. The data

indicate that there is a significant difference in the proportions
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of teachers belonging to identified clusters at each institution.

The university arts and sciences teachers loaded heavier on the

product profile, the university professional schools loaded heavier

on the teacher profile, and the junior college faculties loaded

heavier on the student profile. The liberal arts college was

divided between the product-oriented and teacher-oriented profiles.

The conclusion is that there is a significant difference in the

proportion of teachers belonging to each identified cluster pattern at

each level of institution.

The fourth objective of the study was to determine if there

was a significant difference in the proportions of teachers belong-

ing to common clusters across the levels of institutions. The data

indicate that there is a significant difference in the proportion

of teachers belonging to the product-profile common cluster across

levels of schools when comparing (1) the university arts and sciences

with the university professional schools, the liberal arts college,

and the junior college, (2) the university professional schools with

the liberal arts college and the junior college, and (3) the liberal

arts college with the junior college. The data also indicate there

is a significant difference in the proportion of teachers belonging

to the teacher-profile common cluster across school levels when

comparing the university professional schools with the junior college

and the liberal arts college with the junior college. Furthermore,

there is a significant difference in the proportion of teachers

belonging to the student-profile common cluster when comparing the
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university college of arts and sciences with the junior college

and when comparing the university professional schools with the

junior college. The study supports the conclusion that there is

a significant difference in the proportions of teachers belonging

to common clusters across levels of institutions.

The last objective of the study was to determine if there was a

significant difference among faculty members in identified clusters

at each institutional level with respect to the biographical charac-

teristics: age, rank, teaching experience, length of service, and

highest degree held. Analysis of the data indicate a significant

difference for the biographical characteristic, rank, at the university

professional schools, and a significant difference for the variable,

highest degree held, at the university professional schools and the

liberal arts college. The university professional schools have fewer

professors and associate professors in the teacher-oriented profile

and more assistant professors and instructors than expected. Also,

with this same group, there are more professors and associate

professors in the product-oriented profile and fewer assistant profes-

sors and instructors. For highest degree held, the university

professional schools have more doctorates in the student-oriented and

product-oriented profiles and fewer master's and bachelors than expected.

At the same time, this group has fewer doctorates in the teacher-

oriented profile and more master's and bachelors. Among the liberal

arts college faculty members, a significant difference appears on the

variable, highest degree held, primarily because there are fewer
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doctorates in the teacher-oriented profile and more master's. And

the product-oriented profile has more doctorates than expected, and

fewer master's. Clearly, this demonstrates that a significant

difference does exist among faculty members in identified profiles at

each institutional level with respect to biographical character-

istics--rank and highest degree held. The other characteristics

(age, teaching experience, and length of service) do not show a

significant difference.

Recommendations

Further research is necessary in several areas relative to

faculty perceptions of teacher evaluation criteria. First, admin-

istrators should carefully consider the orientation of their

faculties with respect to the predominance of the three profiles.

A clearer understanding of the make-up of a faculty can promote

good interpersonnel relations and appropriate personnel policies.

Second, administrators need to determine if predominant profiles

are in harmony with the goals of the institution, since objectives

and policies at times are established without enough consideration

being given as to the effect on a college's primary commodity, its

faculty. If administrators insist upon the dominance of a particu-

lar profile for the faculty of an institution, those administrators

should specify that profile. Third, administrators need to consider

their own profiles. Since administrators usually come from teaching

ranks, one would expect administrative and faculty profiles to be

similar. If they are not, the disharmony may produce conflict. Also,
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administrators should consider faculty and administrative profiles

in view of the needs and goals of their publics. A disequilibrium

of these profiles with the demands of institutional publics can

produce conflict. In addition, teachers should be aware of dominant

profiles among faculty members. Objectives are more easily reached

through a clearer understanding of what is important to one's col-

leagues. Further research is needed in regard to the significance

of dominant profiles. Such research should attempt to determine if

these profiles are inflexible or if they can be modified by imposed

changes in institutional goals. The possibility that changes in

public demand may alter dominant profiles among administrators and

faculty needs to be studied.

It should be kept in mind that this is an exploratory study

which has demonstrated the existence of these distinct profiles and

their measurability. Their stability is yet to be determined.
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TABLE VII

ASCRIBED IMPORTANCE OF VARIOUS FAC-
TRS TO TE GOOD OF THE COLLEGE, AND

THE WEIGHT GIVEN TO THESE FACTORS IN
MAKING PRO OTIO AND TENURE

DECISIONS

Weight.

given Impor-
mean tance

Factor rating Rank Rank
Teaching performance

and effectiveness........1.07 3 3

Academic preparation
and continuing
education.................l.33 2 2

Contributions to
development of
the college..............1.70 3 4

Attitude towards the
profession........... ....l92 4 3

Experience and length
of service................2.10 5 13

Rapport with faculty
and ad inistration........2.22 6.5 5

Student counseling..........2.22 6.5 6
Personal attributes.........2.26 8 7
Student activities..........2.85 9 9.5
Activities in pro-

fessional societies.......3.rO 10 8
Community service...........3.08 11 9.5
Scholarly research

and publications..........3.74. 12 12

Source: Birnbaum, 1966.



TABLE VIII

UBG OF RESP0DTS It A(E CLASSIFICATIN
AND FACULTY GROUP

Faculty Groups 21-30 31-40 l1-50 51-60 Over 60 Total

University Arts
And Sciences 12 44 36 15 5 112

University
Professional
Schools 4 29 36 31 9 109

Liberal Arts
College 2 17 6 8 1 34

Junior College 17 48 17 19 3 104

Total 35 138 95 73 1 359

TABLI I2

NB R OF RESPONDED JS BY YEARS IN

COLLEGE TEACHING AND FACULTY GROUPS

Faculty Groups 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31 and Total
Over

University Arts
And Sciences 23 33 26 11 3 6 5 112

University
Prof essional
Schools 21 26 20 10 17 9 6 109

Liberal Arts
College 8 9 8 2 1 5 1 34

Junior College 37 51 11 4 1 . 104

Total 89 119 65 27 27 20 12 359
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TABL2 XI

U "ER OF ESP 0DENTS BY
FACULTY GROUPS AND PROFESSIONAL aAK

Faculty Groups Professors Associate Assistant Instructor Total
Professor Professor

University Arts
And Sciences 29 33 42 $ 312
University
Professional
Schools 38 28 35 1o9

Liberal Arts
College 3 11 13 7 34

Junior College 9 23 45 27 104

Total 79 95 135 50 359

TABLi XII

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS BY
HIGHEST DEGREE HALD ND FACULTY GROUPS

Faculty Groups Doctorate Master Bachelor Total

Uniersity Arts and Sciences 93 17 2 112

University Professional Schools 72 36 1 109

Liberal Arts College 19 15 . 34

Junior College 16 81 7 104

Total 200 1L9 10 359
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TAM3L XIV

RA KITG CF FACULTY CRITERIA BY
FCUL'TY C RU. S

Evaluation University University Liberal Junior
Criteria Arts and Tfrofessional Arts College

Sciences Schools College

HH H H H H
H H H H H H H H H H

(1) ') 0 0 0 0

0.0 0 0 040:0 0-0

Personal
Attributes. . . 2 . 2 . . 2

Prof essional
Tociety
Activity . . . . 4 .

Public
Service . . . . . . . . 4

Length of
Service in rank . . . 4 . 4 . 2 2

Publication 2 . . 2 4 . 4

Research 3 . . . 3 . 3 . 3

Supervision of
Graduate study 3 3 . . . 2 . .* .

student advising . 2 2 3 . 3 * 3 . 3

Committee work . 4 4 . . . . 4

Classroon
Teaching I I I l 1 1 1 1 1
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T1ABI XVI

AUIBR YF ?FmT;.O FLU TIG IKTC LAOL
FR~OILL BY FAOUL TY GRU:S

Faculty Groups Product Teacher Student Totals
Profile Profile Profile

University
Arts and Sciences 70 2 112
University
Professional
Schools 31 50 2 109

Liberal Arts
College 1$ 16 0Q34

Junior
College 21 24 59 104

Totals 17 90 112 359

TABE XVII

CHI SQUARE VALUES TESTING THE PROPORTIONS
OF TEACHERS EL LNGING TO IDENTIFIABLE

CLUSTERS AT EACH SCHOOL

University
Schools University Arts Professional Liberal Arts Junior

And Sciences Schools CollegeCollege

Chi Square 21.11* 21.8*.0*Valuesn1sg inth.ava st, pr 1t v s

.*Dnots sgnficnt hiSquare values at .01 per cent levels,
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Center for Research
and Evaluation

EVA4LJ4TION

U 0N"h>S rIA I RE

i. Please indicate the following information by checking the appropriate box.

1. Age: 5 21-30 LI 31-40 Li] 41-50 LZ 51-60 Lover 60

2, Numb e of years in college or university teaching: L i-s /717 6-10

57 11-15 1 16-20 L1721-25 / 26-30 L 31 and over

3. Number of years in your present position: 57i1-5 Li 6-10 57 11-15

7 716-2 0 1J21-25 11 26-30 1 31 and over

4. Rank: 72 Professor 5 Associate Professor L Assistant Professor

57 Instructor

S. Highest Degree Held: 1IDoctorate 57 Masters [ Bachelor

1I. Directions:

Please rank the following factors as ygL. hi .. they should apply in accordance

to their importance in the determination of teacher advancement (salary, rank,

tenure) in higher education. Place the rank number (1, 2, 3, 4, . . . 10) in

the left column n, number 2~n being j~h kost important, _with .nuuer te n .b.eiag t
least important. For your benefit, factor descriptions are on the reverse side.

Ranking Factors Used in Determining Teacher Advancement

a. Personal attributes

b. Professional society activity

c. Public service

d. Length of service in rank

e. Publication

f. Research

g. Supervision of graduate study

h. Student advis ing

i. Committee work

j. Classroom teaching

77
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Center for Research
and Evaluation

Box 13377, N.T. Station
Denton, Texas, 76203

DESCRIPTION OF TERMS

a. Personal attributes - the character and personality make-up of the individual

including compatibility and loyalty to the institution.

b. Professional society activit- faculty membership and, participation in

pertinent organizations.

c. Public service - community involvement by faculty member.

d. Length of service in rank - the length of full-time continuous service in the

present rank.

e. Publication - faculty publication of monographs, articles, books, or other

copyrighted or patented material.

f. Research - critical reviews, awards, grants, memberships on research boards,

and judgements of professional colleagues.

g. Supervision of graduate study - faculty guidance of graduate research,

publication, and special problems courses.

h. Student advising - faculty assistance for individual students and groups.

i. Committee work - formal aid informal faculty relations in working toward

departmental and institutional objectives.

j. Classroom teaching - performance and effectiveness of classroom communication.
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