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Abstract 

Department heads from 134 institutions (mainly universities) indi- 
cated the weight they generally give to various criteria for evaluating indi- 
vidual faculty members. The questionnaire they responded to included: (a) 
the criteria used for evaluating overall faculty performance; (b) the sources 
of information for evaluating teaching; and (c) the kinds of information 
used for judging scholarship or research performance. Although teaching, 
research, and service are generally acknowledged as the major functions of 
most universities, responses by the 453 department heads indicated that 
public or university service is usually given little importance in evaluating 
faculty members for decisions regarding tenure, salary, and promotion. 
The Research Universities emphasize research and scholarship, as might 
be expected. The so-called Doctoral-Granting Universities and the Com- 
prehensive Universities and Colleges said that teaching was ranked first in 
importance, followed closely by research. The results of the study also 
suggest an increase in the use of some of the more systematic and tangible 
kinds of evidence for evaluating teaching performance (e.g., student rat- 
ings), though the use of such evidence falls far short of what department 
heads think is needed. In general, the evaluation of research and scholar- 
ship depends very much on the level of the institution and the type of 
department. For example, peer judgments of research and the number of 
articles in quality journals are much more important in social science de- 
partments in the Research Universities than in the same departments in 
the Comprehensive Universities and Colleges. 
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Decisions concerning tenure and promotion are becoming 
increasingly more difficult to make in colleges and univer- 
sities. During the expansion years of the sixties, most de- 
partments were concerned largely with recruiting and keep- 
ing competent faculty members; but enrollments have ta- 
pered off and departments are no longer adding staff mem- 
bers. This steady-state condition has put many institutions 
at or near prescribed limits in the percentage of faculty on 
tenure; in fact, the American Association of University Pro- 
fessors’ Annual Report on the Economic Status of the Profession 
found that 60 percent of all faculty members had tenure in 
1976. 

In contrast to the last decade, institutions are now often 
forced to make fine distinctions between generally compe- 
tent staff members. What information do departments use 
in making these decisions ? How do the critical decision 
makers, such as department heads, think an individual fac- 
ulty member’s performance ought to be evaluated? These 
questions were investigated in this study by surveying 
practices at a large number of universities. 

Previous Research 

Most studies of how faculty performance is evaluated have 
been based on reports from academic deans or vice presi- 
dents. One of the earliest studies was by Gustad (1961) and 
included a national sample of colleges and universities. 
Astin and Lee (1967) repeated the survey about five years 
later with a similarly extensive sample of all types of post- 
secondary institutions. Both studies asked administrators 
to indicate the importance of various sources of information 
in evaluating, first, faculty performance and, second, teach- 
ing performance. The results were analyzed by type of in- 
stitution. In both surveys the university deans of arts and 
sciences ranked department heads as the most important 
source of information. Although the deans ranked informal 
student opinion and systematic student ratings high in 
1961, five years later they indicated that students were less 
a factor in promotions than they had been. Over 90 percent 
of the arts and science deans in the 110 universities in the 
Astin and Lee survey indicated that classroom teaching and 
research were given equally high weight in assessing fac- 
ulty performance. 

Seldin (1975) repeated the Gustad and the Astin and Lee 
surveys in 1974 with academic deans in liberal arts colleges 
in order to examine changes that might have taken place in 
the eight-year period. The deans reported more emphasis 

on systematic student ratings in evaluating teaching (an 
increase from 11 to 29 percent of the colleges) and slightly 
less emphasis on research in evaluating overall faculty per- 
formance. The increased use of student ratings in making 
decisions on faculty advancement was also reported in 
studies that included doctoral-level universities (Bejar, 
1975; Boyd & Schietinger, 1976). A Southern Regional Edu- 
cation Board study found, in addition, that the major pur- 
pose of evaluation in doctoral-level universities was to 
make decisions on faculty advancement, rather than to im- 
prove instruction, and that department heads had greater 
responsibility than academic deans or vice presidents in 
making these decisions (Boyd & Schietinger, 1976). 

One of the few studies that sampled faculty perceptions 
of evaluation procedures found that the most influential 
factors in promotions and tenure decisions were publica- 
tions, the department head’s evaluation, and student rat- 
ings (Thorne, Scott, & Beaird, 1976). This study, which was 
conducted at institutions in the Oregon State system, also 
reported that grant support was considered to be influential 
in the physical science departments. 

Although the past studies point to the importance of de- 
partment heads in making decisions on advancement, 
none surveyed these individuals’ perceptions of current 
practices. With the exception of the Oregon State study, the 
earlier studies had also investigated administrators’ percep- 
tions of institutionwide procedures rather than the criteria 
used at the department level. Faculty performance might be 
viewed quite differently in different fields of study. In par- 
ticular, the evaluation of research and scholarship, which 
the prior studies had not looked at in detail, might be ex- 
pected to vary considerably by department. 

Purpose of the Present Study 

The present study reports the importance that department 
heads or chairmen give to various criteria in evaluating in- 
dividual faculty members. l In addition to overall faculty 
performance, the study discusses the chairmen’s views of 
the use and importance of specific criteria for assessing both 
teaching and research performance. To determine the ex- 

1Both titles-department head and chairman-apply to the groups surveyed 
and are used in this report although it is recognized that the terms are not 
always synonymous. Use of chairman rather than chairperson or chair follows 
current APA style guidelines, as published in American Psychologist, June 
1977, p. 492. 
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tent to which current practices coincide with preferred prac- 
tices, respondents also were asked to indicate what impor- 
tance they thought should be attached to each criterion. 
Comparisons are discussed for four departmental sub- 
groups and for three different types of universities. 

Procedure 

The questionnaire used in the study (see Appendix A) par- 
tially overlapped the forms first used in the Gustad (1961) 
and Astin and Lee (1967) studies and later adapted by Sel- 
din (1975). It differed from the forms used in the previous 
studies in that (1) a question regarding the criteria used to 
evaluate scholarship or research performance was added, 
and (2) the criteria used to evaluate overall faculty or teach- 
ing performance were somewhat altered or extended. Four 
copies of the questionnaire were sent to the graduate deans 
of 168 universities (a 50 percent random sample of the 
members of the Council of Graduate Schools in the United 
States). The deans were asked to distribute the question- 
naires to four heads of departments from a variety of disci- 
plines, giving preference to departments that offered both 
graduate and undergraduate degree programs. One or 
more usable questionnaires were received from 134 
universities-a participation rate of about 80 percent. Ques- 
tionnaire returns from department heads, based on four 
copies per university, amounted to about 67 percent from 
all universities that were contacted, or 85 percent of the 134 
universities known to have distributed the questionnaires. 
Eight graduate deans said they could not participate in the 
study. A total of 453 usable questionnaires were included in 
the data analyses. 

Of the 453 departments in the study, about two-thirds 
were at public institutions. Sixty-four percent of these in- 
stitutions offered a Ph.D. or other doctoral degree, and 36 
percent offered a master’s as their highest degree. Only 3 of 
the 453 departments offered nothing higher than a 
bachelor’s degree. 

The questionnaire respondents represented about 80 dif- 
ferent academic disciplines. To evaluate possible differ- 
ences in the responses of department heads from different 
disciplines, the departments were grouped into four 
categories: humanities, social sciences, natural sciences, 
and professional fields. Humanities included all languages 
and literature, philosophy, religion, speech, fine arts, 
music, and dramatic arts. Social sciences included geog- 
raphy, anthropology, economics, history, government, 
psychology, and sociology. Natural sciences included all of 
the biological sciences, chemistry, physics, geology, and 
mathematics. Professional fields included mainly depart- 
ments of education, engineering, and business. In addition, 
a total of about a dozen responses came from department 
heads in fields such as architecture, agriculture, forestry, 
home economics, veterinary medicine, and law. 

Table 1 includes the number of departments in each 
group and at each university level. There were 102 depart- 

For purposes of analysis, the universities were grouped 
according to a classification scheme developed by the Car- 
negie Commission on Higher Education (1973). Three 
groups were formed by combining Carnegie subcategories. 
The first level, Research Universities, included (a) the 100 
universities that led in federal financial support in 1969-70 
and that awarded at least 50 doctor’s degrees in 1969-70 or 
(b) the 50 institutions that led in terms of total number of 
doctor’s degrees awarded during the years 1960 to 1970. In 
all cases, Ph.D.‘s, Ed.D.‘s, M.D.‘s on the same campus, 
and other doctor’s degrees were counted. There were 158 
departments from these Research Universities in the study. 

Table 1. Number of Departments in the Study within Each 
Department Group and at Each University Level 

Department Groups 

University Levels 
Professional Social Natural 

Fields Sciences Humanities Sciences Total 

Research Universities 

Doctoral-Granting 
Universities 

Comprehensive 
Universities and Colleges I 47 I 39 I 41 I 46 1173 

The second level, Doctoral-Granting Universities, com- 
bined two categories. The first category consisted of institu- 
tions that awarded 40 or more doctoral degrees in 1969-70 
or received at least $3 million in total federal financial sup- 
port in either 1969-70 or 1970-71. The second category in- 
cluded institutions that awarded at least 10 doctoral degrees 
in 1969-70 and a few new doctoral-granting institutions 
that may be expected to increase the number of degrees 
awarded within a few years. There were 122 departments 
from these Doctoral-Granting Universities in the study, 80 
percent of which were in the first category. 

Total 116 102 104 131 453 

ments in the social sciences, 104 in the humanities, 131 in 
the natural sciences, and 116 in the professional fields. For 
each of the three levels of universities determined by the 
Carnegie classification scheme, there were between 26 and 
47 departments in each of the four discipline groups, thus 
allowing department group by university level interactions 
to be investigated. 

The third level, Comprehensive Universities and Col- Each criterion in the questionnaire was responded to on a 
leges, consisted mainly of institutions that offered a liberal five-point scale as follows: not available, not a factor, minor 
arts program and at least two professional or occupational factor, major factor, and extremely critical factor. The aver- 
programs. Many of them offered a master’s degree, but age response for each criterion was computed for each de- 

lacked a doctoral program or had an extremely limited doc- 
toral program. About 80 percent of the 173 departments in 
this group were at institutions that fit this description. The 
remaining 20 percent were at institutions that offered a lib- 
eral arts program and at least one professional/occupational 
program or were specialized institutions (for example, 
schools of engineering or technology). 

I 
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partment group and university level. Analysis of variance 
and canonical discriminant function analysis were used in 
the study to investigate response differences. 

gated, these interactions were significant only in the evalu- 
ation of scholarship or research performance; canonical dis- 
criminant function analysis was used to illustrate this in- 
teraction. 

Results 
Criteria in Assessing Total Faculty Performance 

The results are presented in three sections: the criteria used 
for evaluating overall faculty performance, the sources of 
information for evaluating teaching, and the kinds of in- 
formation used for judging scholarship or research perfor- 
mance. In each section the data were analyzed by level of 
university and by department subgroup. Although differ- 
ences for department groups within each of the university 
levels (department by level interaction) were also investi- 

The questionnaire included 13 general criteria that might be 
used in evaluating faculty members. These are listed in Fig- 
ures 1 and 2 and in Tables 2, 3, and 4, along with the sum- 
maries of the responses of department chairmen. Class- 
room teaching, quality of publications, and personal qual- 
ifications (academic degrees and professional experience) 
were most frequently reported as major or extremely critical 

Figure 1. Average weight given to various criteria for evaluating total faculty performance, by university level 

Criteria 

Classroom teaching** 

Not a 
Factor 

I 

Number of publications** 

Quality of publications** 

Research and/or creative activity 
(independent of publication) 

Supervision of student research, including 
serving on master’s and doctoral committees** 

Student advising* 

Campus committee work, service to college** 

Activity in professional societies 
(hold office, edit journal, etc.) 

Public or community service** 

Competing job offers** 

Consultation (government, business, etc.)* 

Personality factors 

Personal qualification (academic degrees, 
professional experience, etc.)** 

*p < .05 

**p < .Ol 

Minor Major 
Factor Factor 

Key: 

m----m 

Research Universities 

Doctoral-Granting Universities 

Extremely 
Critical 
Factor 

I 

. . . . . . . . . ..11...1...~ Comprehensive Universities and Colleges 



factors in judging faculty members. As indicated in Figure judged more important in the Research Universities than at 
1, however, department chairmen at the three levels of in- either of the other two university levels. Chairmen in Com- 
stitutions gave different emphases to each of the three prehensive Universities and Colleges not only placed less 
criteria. Less weight was placed on classroom teaching or emphasis on quality of publications, but also gave it essen- 
personal qualifications in the Research Universities than in tially the same weight as the number of publications and as 
Doctoral-Granting Universities or Comprehensive Univer- college service (for example, campus committee work). 
sities and Colleges. On the other hand, the reverse was true Other criteria in which universities differed according to 
for quality of publications, which, not surprisingly, was Carnegie classification were the following: supervision of 

Figure 2. Average weight given to various criteria for evaluating total faculty performance, by departmental subgroup 

Criteria 
Not a 
Factor 

Classroom teaching 

Number of publications** 

Quality of publications** 

Research and/or creative activity 
(independent of publication) 

Supervision of student research, including 
serving on master’s and doctoral committees 

Student advising** 

Campus committee work, service to college* 

Activity in professional societies 
(hold office, edit journal, etc.)* 

Public or community service** 

Competing job offers** 

Consultation (government, business, etc.)** 

Personality factors 

Personal qualifications (academic degrees, 
professional experience, etc.)* 

*p < .05 

**p < .Ol 

Minor 
Factor 

Major 
Factor 

Key: 

Professional Fields 

- - - - - = Social Sciences 

~-..----...-.-.---.u Humanities 

= - = - l - n - Natural Sciences 

Extremely 
Critical 
Factor 
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Table 2. Current and Preferred Criteria for Evaluating Total Faculty Performance 

Classroom teaching 

Number of publications 

Quality of publications 

Research and/or creative activity 
(independent of publication) 

Supervision of student research, 
including serving on master’s and 
doctoral committees 

Student advising 

Campus committee work, service 
to college 

Activity in professional societies 
(hold office, edit journal, etc.) 

Public or community service 

Competing job offers 

Consultation (government, 
business, etc.) 

Personality factors 

Personal qualifications 
(academic degrees, professional 
experience, etc.) 

Professional Social 
Fields Sciences 

N=116 N=102 

Percentaqe lndicatina Extreme 

Not Not Not 
Ext. 

Fait. 
Ext. a Ext. 

Crit. Crit. Fact. Crit. Fa:t. 

38 0 35 1 44 1 31 

10 2 15 2 13 6 12 

20 9 41 4 38 3 36 

59 

4 

34 

20 

0 46 1 

1 8 1 

0 55 0 

12 3 8 7 17 6 18 1 

6 8 5 9 8 8 

8 11 2 24 6 17 

2 

1 

2 5 3 9 5 4 

6 5 16 

3 17 13 

2 9 5 3 

2 8 2 IO 4 5 2 8 3 3 

2 24 2 29 2 36 1 47 3 16 

1 53 7 31 4 47 4 44 1 58 

1 23 1 45 1 47 0 50 2 21 

5 15 2 25 10 21 4 18 9 16 

27 3 32 7 28 6 23 8 23 3 

Current Use and Importance in 
Personnel Ret CO mmendation: 

Humanities 

N=104 

student research (greatest emphasis in Research Univer- 
sities), student advising (greatest emphasis in Comprehen- 
sive Universities and Colleges), and competing job offers 
(most important in Research Universities). 

Figure 2 illustrates the differences in emphasis on each 
criterion according to departmental subgroup. Publications 
(quality and number) were more important in the natural 
and social sciences than in the professional schools and the 
humanities. Student advising, public service, and consulta- 
tion were given more weight in the professional depart- 
ments than in the other three department groups. 

Current and preferred criteria for evaluating faculty 
members for decisions on promotions are given in Tables 2 
and 3 (by departments) and in Table 4 (by university level). 
The absolute differences between current and preferred 
emphases were also investigated and have been taken into 
account in the following discussion. The percentages of de- 

Natural Professional 
Sciences Fields 

N=131 N=116 

Not Not 
Ext. 
Crit. Fa:t. 

Ext. 
Crit. Fait. 

!lY 

T 
Critical Factor or Not a Factor 

Importance Each Should Have in 
‘ersonnel Ret 

Social 
Sciences 

N=102 

Not 
Ext. 
Crit. Fa$. 

15 

8 

10 

1 

5 

3 

3 

2 

1 

30 

3 

69 

6 

52 

23 0 

6 

8 

15 

11 

4 

2 

7 

6 3 

5 6 3 

25 2 27 

38 2 43 

35 0 43 

33 7 25 

6 32 5 

mmendations 

Humanities 

N=104 

Not 
Ext. 
Crit. Fa:t 

Natural 
Sciences 

N=131 

Not 
Ext. 
Crit. Fait. 

44 

9 

49 

21 

15 

6 

2 

4 

0 

2 

1 

2 

21 

1 

2 

5 

5 

4 

36 

49 

40 

21 

8 

partment heads reporting each criterion as an “extremely 
critical factor” or “not a factor” are reported in Table 2. As 
this table indicates, there are not only variations between 
the department subgroups but, to some extent, within the 
subgroups as well. For example, 41 percent of the social 
science department heads reported quality of publications 
to be an extremely critical factor and 4 percent reported it 
not to be a factor. In general, Table 2 indicates that quality of 
publications was a little more frequently chosen as a critical 
factor than teaching was in the social sciences and natural 
sciences, while the reverse was true in the professional 
fields and the humanities. Criteria that chairmen preferred 
to emphasize more were quality of publications, supervi- 
sion of student research, advising students, and, to some 
extent, unpublished research or creative activity (Tables 2 
and 3). The number of publications should, according to the 
chairmen, be a less critical factor. Several criteria were not 

7 



Table 3. Ranking of Current and Preferred Criteria for Table 4. Ranking of Current and Preferred Criteria for 
Evaluating Faculty for Promotion, Salary Increase, or Tenure, Evaluating Faculty for Promotion, Salary Increase, or Tenure, 

by Departmental Subgroup’ by University Level’ 

T T T Current Use Current Use Importance Each 
and Importance Should Have 

mportance Each 
Should Have and Irr ID( Mance 

ii i- ii 111 iT I n 111 
i -7 r -i i- 2 1 r 
4 3 4 5 6 6 6 7 

2 1 2 3 2 1 2 2 

5 5 5 4 4 3 4 4 

6 6 6 a 

9 9 10 7 

7 9 

7 

12 

9 

13 

11 

4 
- 

a 6 

6 

5 

a 

a 

11 

12 

13 

IO 

7 

11 

13 

12 

9 

3 
- 

9 

1 

3 

12 

9 

2 
- 

a 

12 

13 

11 

10 

3 - 3 - 
5 

- 
3 - 

9 

11 

13 

12 

10 

3 
- 

P 

-i 

5 

3 

- 
S 

1 

4 

2 

4 6 

6 

7 

9 

5 

9.5 

7 

a 

11 

13 

12 

10 

a 

2 

1 

3 

9.5 

2 
- 

3 
- 

6 3 4 

5 

IO 

a 

7 

i 

7 

2 

5 6 

6 7 

9 

4 
- 

a 

-I- 

, 

4 

a 

11.5 

I3 

11.5 

IO 

5 

Classroom teaching 

Number of publications 

Quality of publications 

Research and/or creative 
activity (independent of 
publicatron) 

Supervision of student research, 
including serving on master’s 
and doctoral committees 

Student advising 

Campus committee work, service 
to college 

Activity in professional 
societies (hold office, edit 
journal, etc.) 

Publrc or community service 

Competing job offers 

Consultation (government, 
business, etc.) 

Personality factors 

Personal qualifications 
(academic degrees, professional 
experience, etc.) 

Classroom teaching 

Number of publications 

Quality of publications 

Research and/or creative 
activity (independent of 
publication) 

Supervision of student research, 
including serving on master’s 
and doctoral committees 

Student advising 

Campus committee work, service 
to college 

Activity in professional 
societies (hold office, edit 
journal, etc.) 

Public or community service 

Competing job offers 

Consultation (government, 
business, etc.) 

Personality factors 

Personal qualifications 
(academic degrees, professional 
experience, etc.) 

‘Departments grouped by university classification as follows: 
I = Research Universities; N = 158 (rho = .92) 

II = Doctoral-Granting Universities; N = 122 (rho = .95) 
Ill = Comprehensive Universities and Colleges; N = 173 (rho = .95) 

Rank difference correlations between current importance and preferred 
importance are shown in parentheses. 

‘P = Professional Fields; N = 116 (rho = .97) 
S = Social Sciences; N = 102 (rho = .94) 
H = Humamties; N = 104 (rho = .94) 
N = Natural Sciences; N = 131 (rho = .90) 

Rank difference correlations between current importance and preferred im- 
portance are shown in parentheses. 

factors in evaluating faculty performance in many 
departments-in particular, competing job offers, consulta- 
tion, public or community service, and personality factors. 
Moreover, none of these deserved more weight, according 
to the respondents. The respondents also were generally 
satisfied with the great importance given to personal qual- 
ifications. 

Table 4 presents a ranking of the current and preferred 
criteria by level of university. Respondents in Research 
Universities thought that quality of publications followed 
by classroom teaching should be the top two criteria, as 
indeed has been the case in current practice. However, they 
would put less emphasis on the number of publications and 
more on research or creative activity independent of publi- 
cation and on student advising, including the supervision 
of student research. Respondents in the second and third 
level universities, where classroom teaching was ranked 
first as a current and preferred criterion, would also like to 
see student advising and supervision of student research 
emphasized. 

8 

Evaluating Teaching Performance 

A summary of the responses to 15 possible sources of in- 
formation used to evaluate the teaching performance of in- 
dividual faculty members appears in Figures 3 and 4 and in 
Tables 5, 6, and 7. 

Chairmen evaluations, systematic student ratings, and 
colleagues’ opinions were generally the most influential in- 
dicators of teaching performance. Least used were vid- 
eotapes of classroom teaching, the long-term follow-up of 
students, alumni ratings, colleague ratings based on class- 
room visits, and student examination performance. The 
weight given to several of the indicators differed by level of 
university (Figure 3). Systematic student ratings, for exam- 
ple, were less important at Comprehensive Universities 
and Colleges than at Research or Doctoral-Granting Uni- 
versities. Deans’ evaluations and self-evaluations were 
least important at Research Universities. Teaching im- 
provement activities, such as participation in in-service 
programs or faculty development practices, tended to carry 







Table 5. Current and Preferred Sources of Information for Evaluating Teaching Performance 

F Percentage Indicating Extremely Critical Factor and Not a Factor 

Current Use and Importance T- Importance Each Should Have 

! 
, 

Natural 
Sciences 

N=131 

Social 
Sciences 

N=102 

Natural Professional Social 
Sciences Fields Sciences 

N=131 N=116 N=102 

?ofessional 
Fields 

N=116 

Humanities 

N=104 

Humanities 

N=104 

Not Not Not Not Not Not Not Not 
Ext. a Ext. a Ext. a Ext. a Ext. Ext. Ext. a Ext 
Grit. Fact. Crit. Fact. Crit. Fact. Crit. Fact. Crit. Fa:t. Crit. Fa;t. Crit. Fact Mt. Fa:t. 

15 5 21 11 24 7 21 9 16 1 

1 6 4 7 1 8 2 5 1 9 

2 50 4 54 9 47 5 34 9 19 

12 9 10 a 17 6 8 3 9 4 

4 31 4 38 4 22 2 32 2 38 

2 38 1 38 5 31 2 32 6 8 

23 5 16 10 24 8 17 5 25 2 

22 12 10 28 13 27 7 24 15 11 

22 20 24 25 27 18 24 16 18 12 

3 37 1 45 4 40 3 35 6 19 

59 

48 

61 6 51 

57 0 57 

23 

34 

43 

62 

47 6 

45 3 

40 0 

61 4 

29 

25 

64 

23 

71 

49 48 45 5 

34 

47 

14 

20 

1 

10 

5 

1 

2 

13 

3 

21 

2 

5 

0 

1 

2 

1 

8 23 3 15 4 

14 1 10 3 14 

39 11 22 8 19 

11 13 7 7 7 

38 5 31 2 32 

15 11 13 

10 24 7 

30 9 25 

19 24 13 

38 6 21 

5 

14 

4 

22 

5 

7 

2 

0 

2 

1 

14 

5 

26 

11 

27 

38 

38 

10 

4 

0 

1 

4 

20 

32 

20 

31 

25 

50 

27 

51 

38 

56 

31 22 27 

Systematic student ratings 

Informal student opinions 

Colleague ratings based on 
classroom visits 

Colleague opinions 

Student examinatton performance 

Content of course syllabi and 
examination 

Chairman evaluation 

Dean evaluation 

Committee evaluation 

Self-evaluation or report 

Long-term follow-up of 
students’ performance 

Alumni opinions or ratings 

Popularity of elective courses 
(e.g., enrollment) 

Videotape of classroom teaching 

Teaching improvement activities 
(participation in workshops, 
in-service programs, etc.) 

Table 7. Ranking of Current and Preferred 
Table 6. Ranking of Current and Preferred 

Sources of Information for Evaluating Teaching 
Performance, by Departmental Subgroup’ 

Importance Each 
Should Have 

Sources of Information for Evaluating Teaching 
Performance, by University Level’ 

Current Use 
and ImpI ortance 

All I 

Systematic student ratings 25 2 

Informal student oplnlons 5 5 

Colleague ratings based on 
classroom vlstts 12 12 

Colleague opmlons 25 1 

Student examlnatlon 

- 
I - 
1 

6 

III 

2 

75 

9 

4 

performance 11 9 

Content of course syllabi 
and exammatlons 7 7 

Chairman evaluation 1 3 

Dean evaluation 6 a 

12 

Committee evaluation 

Self-evaluation or report 
I 4 I4 

Long-term follow-up of 
students performance 

Alumni opinions or ratings 

Popularity of elective 

iTI 
r 

6 

7 

3 

12 

5 

2 

a 
4 

11 

9 

14 

13 

15 

7 

3 

9 

5 

2 

11 

4 

14 

a 
I2 E 

IO 

5 

n 
1 

7 

E 
i 

13 

5 

2 

9 

4 

10 

a 
12 

14 

15 

11 

14 

13 

I5 

75 
- 

7 Current Use Importance Each 
and Importance Should Have 

Systematrc student ratings 

Informal student oplnlons 

Colleague ratmgs based on 
classroom visits 

Colleague opinions 

Student exammatlon performance 

Content of course syllabi and 
examlnatlon 

Chairman evaluation 

Dean evaluation 

Committee evaluation 

Self-evaluation or report 

Long-term follow-up of 
students performance 

Alumni oplnlons or ratmgs 

Popularity of elective courses 
(e g enrollment) 

Videotape of classroom 
teaching 

Teaching Improvement actlvttles 
(participation in workshops 
in-service programs etc ) 

7 
-2 

6 

S H 

1 3 

5 6 

11 11 

3 2 

10 12 

a a 
2 1 

6 6 

4 4 

9 9 

14 13 

13 14 

7 7 

15 15 

12 10 

N 

3 

5 j 5 

13 

3 

11 

7 

1 

4 

5 

9 

14 

12 

10 

15 

11 t 

2 

10 

’ 7 

I 4 

/ 11 5 

, 6 

1 

I a 
13 

14 

15 

a 
- - 10 

- 
25 
- 

‘P Professional Ftelds N = 116 (rho = 86) 
S Social Sciences N 102 (rho z 88) 

Departments grouped by unlverslty classlflcatlon as follows 
I 

H Humanities N 104 (rho z 84) 
Research Untversitles N 158 (rho 79) 

II 
N Natural Sciences N 131 (rho = 81) 

Doctoral-Granttng Unlversltles N 122 (rho 77) 
Ill = Comprehenslve Unlverslties and Colleges N 173 (rho 

current Rank difference correlations between 
portance are shown in parentheses 

11 
- 

93) 
Rank difference correlations between current importance and preferred Irn 
portance are shown in parentheses 
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Evaluating Scholarship and Research 

Figures 5, 6, 7, and 8 and Tables 8, 9, and 10 summarize the 
responses of department heads to the kinds of information 
used in evaluating scholarship or research performance. In 
general, the number of articles published in quality jour- 
nals, the number of books of which the faculty member is 
the sole or senior author, and the quality of one’s research 
and publications as judged by peers at the institution are 
the three most important types of information used. But 
there are important variations between departmental 
groups and university levels. The Research Universities 
tend to put more emphasis on the judgment of peers-both 
from within and outside the institution-than do either 
Doctoral-Granting Universities or Comprehensive Univer- 
sities and Colleges (Figure 5). Comprehensive Universities 

and Colleges put the least emphasis on most of the criteria 
listed, with the Doctoral-Granting Universities falling be- 
tween them and the Research Universities. 

The departmental groups also differed in how they 
evaluated research and scholarship (Figure 6). The profes- 
sional departments, compared with those in the arts and 
sciences, placed less emphasis on peer judgments and on 
the number of quality publications. Essentially, however, 
the way in which departments evaluated research in- 
teracted with the level of the university-that is, the de- 
partments differed according to the level of the university. 
This interaction can be illustrated by use of a canonical dis- 
criminant function analysis of the 12 groups (the four de- 
partments within each of the three levels of universities) 
and of the 16 kinds of information used to assess research 
performance. The analysis provides an optimal discrimina- 

Figure 5. Average weight given to various kinds of information used to 
scholarship or research performance, by university level 

evaluate 

Extremely 
Critical 
Factor 

Kinds of 
Information 

Not a 
Factor 

Minor 
Factor 

Major 
Factor 

Number of: 
Publications 

I 
in all professional journals 

Articles in qualify journals** 

Unpublished papers or reports 

Papers at professional meetings 

Citations to published materials** 

Books as sole or senior author** 

Books as junior author or editor* 

Monographs or chapters in books** 

Quality of scholarly research and 
publications as judged by: 

Peers at the institution** 

Peers at other institutions** 

Department chairman** 

Self-evaluations 

Grants or funding received 

Referee or editor of professional journal*’ 

Honors or awards from profession** 

Key: 

Research Universities 

Doctoral-Granting Universities 

Comprehensive Universities and Colleges 

*p < .05 

**p < .Ol 
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tion between the 12 groups on the basis of the 16 kinds of 
information, using the mean responses of department 
heads as the unit of analysis. 

The results of the canonical discriminant function 
analysis, which are summarized in Appendix B and in Fig- 
ures 7 and 8, indicate two major dimensions of variation 
among the 12 groups on the 16 kinds of information. Each 
of these two dimensions accounted for about a third of the 
variance among the 12 groups for a total of 67 percent (Ap- 
pendix B). The group centroids are plotted on the discrim- 
inant axes in Figure 7.’ For example, in the figure, 1 I’ 

’ The discriminant function weights given in Appendix B are difficult to 
interpret. Therefore, in order to better understand the results, the 
between-groups correlations between the original responses and the dis- 
criminant axes were studied. These correlations have the advantage of 
being treated much like factor loadings of observed variables on orthogonal 
factor axes-the canonical discriminant functions (Cliff and Krus, 1976). 

identifies the position of professional departments in Re- 
search Universities, II S represents social science depart- 
ments in Doctoral-Granting Universities, and so forth. In 
addition to these group centroids, Figure 7 includes 16 lines 
of vectors originating from the center of the plot. These 16 
lines represent the way the 16 kinds of information used to 
evaluate research and scholarship project into the discrim- 
inant space. The important features of these vectors are 
their directions and their relative lengths. By visualizing the 
direct perpendicular projection of the 12 group centroids 
onto these vectors, one can get a feeling for the relative 
ordering among the department/university level groups as 
to how they evaluate research performance. 

A simplified illustration of the data appears in Figure 8. 
The two axes were rotated by visually estimating where 
they best fit the canonical variates. The descriptions at the 

Figure 6. Average weight given to various kinds of information used to evaluate 
scholarship or research performance, by departmental subgroup 

Kinds of Not a 
Information Factor 

Number of: I 
Publications in all professional journals 

Articles in quality journals** 

Unpublished papers or reports 

Papers at professional meetings* 

Citations to published materials 

Books as sole or senior author** 

Books as junior author or editor** 

Monographs or chapters in books** 

Quality of scholarly research and 
publications as judged by: 

Peers at the institution** 

Peers at other institutions** 

Department chairman 

Dean** 

Self-evaluations 

Grants or funding received** 

Referee or editor of professional journal 

Honors or awards from profession 

*p < .05 

**p < .Ol 

Minor Major 
Factor Factor 

Extremely 
Critical 
Factor 

I 

Key: 

Professional Fields 

Social Sciences 

Humanities 

Natural Sciences 
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Figure 7. Plot of university level and departmental subgroup centroids and the 16 kinds of information used to evaluate 
scholarship and research in the space defined by the two largest canonical discriminant axes 
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Figure 8. Rotated canonical discriminant axes, kinds of information used to evaluate scholarship and research performance 
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Table 8. Information Used to Evaluate Scholarship or Research Performance 

Number of: 

Publications in all professional 
journals 

Articles in quality journals 

Unpublished papers or reports 

Papers at professional meetings 

Citations to published materials 

Books as sole or senior author 

Books as junior author or editor 

Monographs or chapters in 
books 

Quality of scholarly research and 
publications as judged by: 

Peers at the institution 

Peers at other institutions 

Department chairman 

Dean 

Self-evaluations 

Grants or funding received 

Referee or editor of professional 
journal 

Honors or awards from profession 

t Current Use and Importance r 
r Percentage Indicating Extremely Critical Factor and Not a Factor 

+ofessional Social 
Fields Sciences 

N=116 N=102 

Not 
Ext. A 
Crit. Fact. 

Not Not 
Ext. 
Crit. Fatt . 

Ext. 
Crit. Fa:t. 

21 4 14 2 14 6 18 1 11 

29 3 46 2 37 3 40 1 44 

0 23 1 24 1 18 0 22 1 

3 6 4 3 13 3 3 2 3 

5 36 2 32 1 33 4 28 7 

25 6 53 1 54 4 15 5 26 

5 8 14 1 10 6 5 6 5 

4 6 18 0 17 4 6 4 7 

15 10 36 7 36 6 36 3 20 

16 22 25 14 31 15 36 10 19 

14 7 16 14 19 12 10 6 12 

13 15 8 32 5 29 2 27 8 

4 43 1 46 2 51 2 42 7 

20 8 7 11 6 21 16 1 13 

0 12 7 8 7 8 5 7 4 

14 6 16 2 12 3 18 2 21 

Humanities 

N=104 

Natural Professional 
Sciences Fields 

N=131 N=116 

Not 
Ext. a 
Crit. Fact. 

Not 
Ext. 
Crit . Fait. 

end of each axis or dimension summarize which of the 16 
variables seem to best define the pole. The first dimension 
contrasts grants received with the number of books pub- 
lished and papers presented at professional meetings. As 
indicated by their position furthest out from the center, 
natural science departments in the first two levels of uni- 
versities (Research and Doctoral-Granting Universities), 
followed at some distance by third-level natural science de- 
partments (Comprehensive Universities and Colleges) and 
first-level professional departments, were at the “grants re- 
ceived” end of the continuum. As Figures 7 and 8 further 
illustrate, the humanities departments in the top two levels 
of institutions were at the “books-papers” pole. The second 
dimension contrasts evaluations by deans and by the indi- 
vidual faculty member (self-evaluation) with peer and pro- 
fessional evaluations. The latter include judgments of re- 
search or publications by peers from inside and outside the 
institution, articles published in quality journals, awards 
from the profession, and, to a lesser extent, the number of 
citations to the individual’s published materials and journal 
editorship. Evaluations by deans and self-evaluations 
were emphasized most in professional departments at sec- 
ond- and third-level institutions as well as in humanities 

3 

1 

17 

2 

15 

2 

3 

2 

3 

5 

7 

15 

30 

4 

4 

0 

Importance Each Should Have 

Social 
Sciences Humanities 

N=102 N=104 

Not Not 
Ext. Ext. a 
Crit. Fa:t Crit . Fact. 

14 2 13 3 15 1 

57 1 45 1 45 1 

2 16 1 12 1 23 

4 5 13 1 5 2 

5 19 4 12 8 11 

53 1 59 2 15 1 

14 1 8 2 6 3 

20 1 20 2 7 2 

35 6 37 1 37 2 

32 5 38 2 38 2 

17 12 15 7 12 8 

5 36 3 26 1 26 

2 51 4 40 2 38 

10 11 4 11 10 3 

9 2 10 4 3 4 

20 1 14 2 18 0 

Natural 
Sciences 

N=131 

Not 
Ext. 
Crit. Fa:t. 

departments in third-level universities. Peer and profes- 
sional evaluations (for example, articles in quality journals) 
were emphasized most in social science departments in 
first-level universities. To some extent, humanities and 
natural science departments in first-level universities also 
emphasized peer and professional evaluations. In sum, the 
assessment of research and scholarship, as Figures 7 and 8 
help to make clear, varies considerably depending on the 
type of department and level of institution. 

The current and preferred importance of each criterion 
for assessing research and scholarship is summarized in 
Tables 8, 9, and 10. Table 8 also includes the percentages of 
departments that use the criterion as an extremely critical 
factor or not at all. The quality of publications as judged by 
peers, department heads, or deans was extremely impor- 
tant in many departments, yet was not used as a criterion in 
many others. For example, 25 percent of the respondents in 
the social science departments reported peers at other in- 
stitutions to be critical in judging scholarship, while 14 per- 
cent did not call on these peers as judges at all. 

Department heads in the Research Universities were 
generally satisfied with the relative and absolute weights 
they use in evaluating research or scholarship. Those in the 
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Table 9. Ranking of Current and Preferred Criteria for Table 10. Ranking of Current and Preferred Criteria for 
Evaluating Research or Scholarship Performance, Evaluating Research or Scholarship Performance, 

by Departmental Subgroup’ by University Level’ 

T 
Number of: 

Publications in all professional 
journals 3 5 

Articles in quality journals 2 2 

Unpublished papers or reports I4 13 

Papers at professional meetings IO 11 

Citations to published materials 15 15 

Books as sole or senior author 1 1 

Books as junior author or editor 8 6 

Monographs or chapters in books 9 4 

Quality of scholarly research and 
publications as judged by: 

Peers at the institution 5.1 3 

Peers at other institutions I2 8 

Department chairman 7 9 

Dean I1 14 

Self-evaluations 16 16 

Grants or funding received 4 10 

Referee or editor of professional 
journal I3 12 

Honors or awards from profession 5.! 7 
-- 

Current Use 
and Im PO 

‘P = Professional Fields; N = 116 (rho = .82) 
S = Social Sciences; N = 102 (rho = .94) 
H = Humanities; N =104 (rho = .89) 
N = Natural Sciences; N = 131 (rho = .97) 

rtance 

4 5 

2 1 

3 14.5 

6 11 

5 13 

1 7 

0 IO 

5 8 

3 2 

8 3 

9 9 

4 14.5 

6 16 

2 4 

1 

6 

12 

6 
- 

Importance Each 
Should Have 

P S H N - 

8.5 8 8 6 

1 1 2 1 

15 14 14 15 

11 12 7 11 

14 13 15.E 13 

2 2 1 5 

10 711 10 

6 5 5 8 

3 3 3 2 

5 4 4 3 

8.5 9 9 9 

13 I5 15.: 14 

16 16 10 16 

7 10 13 7 

12 11 12 

4 6 6 

12 

4 
- 

Rank difference correlations between current importance and preferred im- 
portance are shown in parentheses. 

Comprehensive Universities and Colleges thought that 
more weight should be given to judgments made by peers 
at other institutions and in the number of publications in 
quality journals. Most respondents, regardless of level of 
university or department, preferred to put relatively less 
emphasis on the sheer number of publications in all types 
of journals. The natural science and professional depart- 
ments also preferred to put slightly less weight on grants 
received than they currently do. 

Discussion 

Teaching, research, and service are usually enumerated as 
the three functions of most universities and, therefore, pre- 
sumably the three major concerns of faculty members. But 
the responses given by 453 department heads from 134 uni- 
versities indicate that public or university service is gener- 
ally given little importance in evaluating faculty members 
for decisions regarding tenure, salary, and promotion. The 

Number of: 

Publrcations In all professronal 
journals 

Articles In quality journals 

Unpublished papers or reports 

Papers at professional meetings 

Cttatrons to published materials 

Books as sole or senior author 

Books as juntor author or editor 

Monographs or chapters in books 

Quality of scholarly research and 
publrcatrons as judged by. 

Peers at the mstrtutron 

Peers at other rnstrtutions 

Department chairman 

Dean 

Self-evaluations 

Grants or funding received 

Referee or editor of professional 
journal 

Honors or awards from professron 

T Current Use 
and Importance T 
All -7 - II III iii - 

4 5 5.5 2 7 

1 1 1 3 1 

14 15 14 I4 I5 

11 11 12 7.: I1 

15 13 15 15.5 I3 

2 3 2 1 2 

10 9 10 9 9 

6 7 4 7.: 6 

3 2 3 4 3 

7 4 8 I2 4 

8.5 8 7 IO a 
13 I4 13 I3 14 

16 I6 16 15.5 16 

8.5 IO 9 6 IO 

12 

5 

I2 

6 
- 

I1 

55 

I1 

5 

12 

5 
- 

mportance Each 
Should Have - 

I I - 111 - 

7 11 7 

1 1 1 

I5 15 13 

9.t 12 9 

I3 14 14 

4 2 2 

9.E 9 8 

6 6 6 

2 3 3 

3 4 5 

8 7 12 

I4 13 15 

I6 16 16 

I1 8 10 

12 

5 

‘Departments grouped by umverstty classrfrcatron as follows: 
I = Research Unrversrtres, N = 158 (rho ~ 98) 

II = Doctoral-Granting Universrties; N = 122 (rho = .92) 
III = Comprehensive Unrversrtres and Colleges: N = 173 (rho r 83) 

Rank difference correlatrons between current Importance and preferred rm- 
portance are shown In parentheses. 

Research Universities, with large Ph.D. programs and 
heavy financial support for research, emphasize research, 
as might be expected. Teaching, though, according to the 
respondents, is a close second in importance. At the 
Doctoral-Granting Universities and the Comprehensive 
Universities and Colleges, teaching was ranked first in im- 
portance, followed closely by research. Personal qualifica- 
tions, such as having an advanced degree and the appro- 
priate experience, were the only other criteria considered 
major factors in advancement decisions. Therefore, in addi- 
tion to community and public service, student advising and 
service to the institution were also seen as relatively minor 
factors. In short, this study suggests that once the appro- 
priate credentials are in hand, most universities and de- 
partments evaluate most faculty members as researchers- 
scholars and classroom teachers, with varying emphasis 
depending on the level of the university or the type of the 
department. Of course, it is important to note that the 
chairmen were responding to the criteria as they applied to 
their entire department; several pointed out that individual 
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faculty members in the department frequently have varying 
responsibilities and that the importance of any criterion de- 
pends on what those responsibilities are. Some chairmen 
also added that the significance of the various criteria de- 
pends on the level of the advancement in question and that 
each candidate was expected to be outstanding in at least 
one area (usually research or teaching). 

Whether teaching does, in fact, receive as much weight in 
promotion and tenure decisions as chairmen report or 
whether they are merely paying lip service to its importance 
is difficult to know. There is reason to doubt: The faculty in 
the previously reported Oregon State study (Thorne, Scott, 
and Beaird, 1976) viewed publications as the most influen- 
tial piece of evidence in decisions on advancement. It may 
be that research activity would have ranked ahead of class- 
room teaching for all levels of universities (not just the Re- 
search Universities) if the questionnaire had listed a single 
criterion (as with classroom teaching) instead of three sepa- 
rate kinds of information (number of publications, quality 
of publications, and research an&or creative activity inde- 
pendent of publication). This may have diffused the em- 
phasis that research and scholarship activity actually re- 
ceives. 

The results of this study also suggest an increase in the 
use of some of the more systematic and tangible kinds of 
evidence for evaluating teaching performance. In compari- 
son with the Astin and Lee survey a decade earlier, sys- 
tematic student ratings and, to some extent, the content of 
course syllabi and examinations are used more frequently. 
Other recent studies, as discussed earlier, have noted a 
similar increase in the use of student ratings for tenure and 
promotion decisions. Surprisingly, according to the re- 
sponses of department heads in this study, student ratings 
were even more important in the Research Universities and 
the Doctoral-Granting Universities than in the Comprehen- 
sive Universities and Colleges. Possibly the larger size of 
the Research and Doctoral-Granting Universities fostered 
the use of formal student ratings as evidence of teaching 
effectiveness. 

Although there appears to be an increase in the use of at 
least some substantive evidence for evaluating teaching, 
apparently its use falls far short of what department heads 
think is needed. They would like to see even more em- 
phasis on systematic student ratings and an evaluation of 
the content of course syllabi and examinations. They also 
believe that formal colleague ratings based on classroom 
visits and a long-term follow-up of how students perform 
should get more weight than they currently do. But both 
formal colleague ratings and the assessment of long-term 
student outcomes are difficult measures to obtain in any 
systematic and usable way. Colleague ratings based primar- 

ily on classroom observation would in most instances not 
be reliable enough to use in making decisions on tenure and 
promotion-at least not without faculty members investing 
considerable time in visitations or training sessions (Centra, 
1975). And the assessment of student learning years after 
the students have completed a course, while possibly an 
ideal indicator of the long-term effects of a course or 
teacher, is unwieldy to administer; moreover, the effects 
are difficult to attribute to a specific teacher. An assessment 
of end-of-course learning, although more manageable, is 
also subject to misinterpretation when used in tenure and 
promotion decisions (Centra, 1977). No doubt, however, 
student learning is an important criterion in assessing 
teaching, and it may be that colleagues (or a department 
committee) could help review and judge pre-post achieve- 
ment gains, student projects, or other evidence of course 
outcomes. 

In comparison with the evaluation of teaching, the evalu- 
ation of research makes possible the use of much more 
tangible evidence, although judgments still play an impor- 
tant role in the evaluation. Articles, books, awards from the 
profession, and, in the natural sciences, grants received are 
the most important kinds of information used. Quality of 
research, according to the chairmen, is and should be the 
primary consideration. Therefore, in most academic fields 
the number of articles in quality journals is of prime impor- 
tance, along with the judgments of research or scholarship 
made by peers at the institution. In fact, chairmen feel that 
more use should be made of peers at other institutions as 
additional reviewers of the quality of a faculty member’s 
research or scholarship. 

But in general, the evaluation of research and scholarship 
depends very much on the type of department and the level 
of institution. The number of books and papers produced, 
for example, is especially important in humanities depart- 
ments at the top two levels of universities, but not at the 
third level. Peer judgments of research and the number of 
articles in quality journals are important in social science 
departments in the Research Universities but not in social 
science departments in the Comprehensive Universities 
and Colleges. These variations point out that the criteria 
used to evaluate research and scholarship should be set at 
the department level rather than at the institutional 
level-or, for that matter, by the discipline as a whole. In- 
deed, the same might be said for evaluating total faculty 
performance: the individual departments probably need 
some flexibility in setting their own criteria and standards 
of performance. Department procedures should be consid- 
ered within the general framework provided by university 
policies and, as department heads in this study indicated, 
should be based on as much hard evidence as possible. 
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Appendix A 

Graduate Record Examinations Board 
PRINCETON, NEW JERSEY 09540. AREA CODE 609 921-9000 

IN AFFILIATION WITH 

The Assoclatlon of Graduate Schools 

The Council of Graduate Schools 

Richard Armitage 

Ohlo State Unlverslty 

May Brodbeck 

Unlverslty of Iowa 

Beverly Cassara 

Federal Ctty College 

Oavld Fl. Oeener 

Tulane Unlverstty 

I. Wesley Elliott 

Fisk University 

Wytze Gorter 

University of Hawall at Manoa 

Arthur F. Jackson 

North Carolina Agrmltural 

and TechnIcal State University 

Lyle V. Jones 

Umverslty of North Carolina 

at Chapel HIII 

Sterling M. McMurrin 

Uncverslty of Utah 

J. Boyd Page 

Council of Graduate Schools 

(ex officio) 

George J. Rasnikoff 

California State University 

at Hayward 

Lorene L. Rogers 

Unlverslty of Texas 

at Austin 

Ben Rothblatt 

Unlverslty of Chlcago 

Harry H. Slsler 

Unlversty of Florida 

Donald J. White 

Boston College 

W. Dexter WhItehead 

University of Virginta 

at Charlottesville 

. 

Maryann A. Lear 

Secretary to the Board 

May 1976 

Dear Colleague: 

We are undertaking a survey of faculty evaluation procedures and 
need your assistance. The purpose of the survey is to investigate 
what departments are doing and what they think ought to be done when 
evaluating the performance of faculty members. 

We hope you will be able to complete the enclosed questionnaire and 
return it to your graduate dean as soon as possible. He or she will 
forward your responses to researchers at Educational Testing Service 
who will summarize the results. Questionnaires are being distributed 
to a sample of department chairmen at about 150 universities. 

The questionnaire asks about the methods being used in your depart- 
ment to evaluate faculty for promotion, salary increase, or tenure. 
Please indicate the importance given to each criterion when evaluating 
performance, including both teaching and scholarship or research 
performance. We would also like to know how you think various sources 
of information ought to be used. We recognize that final decisions 
are frequently made beyond the department level; however, recommenda- 
tions by departments are critical. Therefore, this questionnaire 
focuses on procedures that are used to arrive at departmental 
recommendations. 

Because the response format may not allow you to adequately describe 
what is done at your department in faculty evaluation (or what you 
think should be done), we have also provided space for your addi- 
tional comments. The survey report will not identify individuals or 
institutions by name. 

Thank you for your help with the survey. A repor t of the results 
will be sent to you at your request and we trust it will be of 
interest to you. 

Sincerely, 

'zS<b% . I 
Chairman 

cc: 
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SURVEY OF DEPARTMENTAL PRACTICES IN EVALUATING 
FACULTY PERFORMANCE 

I. Listed below are criteria that might be taken into account in evaluating faculty 
members for promotion, salary increase, or tenure. We would like you to give 
your best judgment about: 

A. how important each criterion is in personnel judgments currently being made 
about faculty members within the department; (Column A) 

B. how important you think each criterion should be. That is, given the goals 
of your department and institution, how much w$ht ought to be placed on each 
factor? (Column B) Respond as follows: 

1 = Not a factor 
2 = Minor factor 
3 = Major factor 
4= Extremely critical factor 

0= Not available 

A 
Current use and 

importance in personnel 
recommendations 

B 
Importance each should _ 

have in personnel 
recommendations 

(Circle one response in 
each row) 

Classroom teaching 1 

Number of publications 1 

Quality of publications 1 

Research and/or creative activity 
(independent of publication) 1 

Supervision of student research, including 
serving on.masters and doctoral committees 1 

Student advising 1 

Campus committee work, service to college 1 

Activity in professional societies (hold 
office, edit journal, etc.) 1 

Public or community service 1 

Competing job offers 1 

Consultation (government, business, etc.) 1 

Personality factors 1 

Personal qualifications (academic degrees, 
professional experience, etc.) 1 

Other (specify) 

1 

Comments about above criteria: 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(Circle one response 
in each row) 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
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II. Listed below are sources of information that might be taken into account when evalu- 
ating the teaching performance of individual faculty members in connection with 
promotion, salary increases, or tenure recommendations. What is the current impor- 
tance of each in your department and what importance do ,YOU think each should have? 

Indicators of 
teaching performance 

1 = Not a factor 
2 = Minor factor 
3= Major factor 
4= Extremely critical factor 

o= Not available 

Systematic student ratings 

Informal student opinions 

Colleague ratings based on 
classroom visits 

Colleagues' opinions 

Student e?amination performance 

Content of course syllabi and 
examinations 

Chairman evaluation 

Dean evaluation 

Committee evaluation 

Self-evaluation or report 

Long term follow up of how 
students perform 

Alumni opinions or ratings 

Popularity of elective courses 

(9 e. ., enrollment) 

Video-tape of classroom teaching 

Teaching improvement activities 
(participation in workshops, in- 
service programs, etc.) 

Others (specify) 

Current use and 
importance in 

evaluating 
teaching performance 

(Circle one response 
in each row) 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Importance each 
should have in 

evaluating 
teaching performance 

(Circle one response 
in each row) 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Comments about above indicators: 
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III. Listed below are kinds of information that might be used to evaluate the scholar- 
ship or research performance of individual faculty members. Which ones are now 
used in your department when making personnel decisions? Which ones do you think 
should be used? 

1 = Not a factor 
2 = Minor factor 
3 = Major factor 
4= Extremely critical factor 

0= Not available 

Current use and Importance each -.. 
importance in should have in 

evaluating scholarship evaluating scholarship 
or research performance or research performance 

(Circle one response (Circle one response 
in each row) 

Kinds of information 

in each row) 
Number of: 

Publications in all professional 
journals 

Articles in quality journals 

Unpublished papers or reports 

Papers at professional meetings 

Citations to published materials 

Books as sole or senior author 

Books as junior author or editor 

Monographs or chapters in books 

Quality of scholarly research and 
publications as judged by: 

Peers at the institution 

Peers at other institutions 

Department chairman 

Dean 

Self-evaluations 

Grants or funding received 

Referee or editor of professional 
journal 

Honors or awards from profession 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Others (specify) 

1 

Comments about above information: 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 
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Please use the space below to comment on practices in your department or at 
your institution that may not be adequately reflected in your responses thus 
far. Are there practices that you think should be followed instead? 

Name 

Title or Rank 

Department 

Address 

University 

Highest degree offered by the department: 

Number of full-time faculty members in the department: 

Check here if you would like a copy of the final results. 

Someone in your graduate dean's office is coordinating the distribution and 
collection of these questionnaires. Please return your completed form to this 
person. 

Thank you for your assistance. John A. Centra 
Mary Jo Clark 
Project Directors 
Educational Testing Service 
Princeton, New Jersey 08540 

(609) 921-9000 



Appendix B 

Canonical Discriminant Function Analysis of Information 
Used to Evaluate Scholarship and Research’ 

Discriminarz t Function 
1 
2 

3 

6 

8 
9 

10 
11 

Wilk’s Lambda Criterion = .287 for F (176, 3909) =3 1.25 

Test for residual after removing: Chi-square 
First discriminant function 365.95 
First two discriminant functions 203.09 
First three discriminant functions 139.91 
First four discriminant functions 96.07 
First five discriminant functions 65.16 
First six discriminant functions 39.94 
First seven discriminant functions 27.68 
First eight discriminant functions 15.55 
First nine discriminant functions 5.42 
First ten discriminant functions 1.72 

Root 
.5130 
.4492 
.1548 
.1050 
.0729 
.0591 
.0283 
.0280 
.0233 
.0084 
.0039 

4 

Cumulative % Trace 
35.5 
66.5 
77.2 
84.5 
89.6 
93.6 
95.6 
97.5 
99.1 
99.7 

100.0 

Discriminant Function Weights Scaled for Unit 
Within-Groups Variance on Original Responses 

Discriminant Function 

Variable 1 II 111 

Number of: 
Journal publications 
Articles in quality journals 
Unpublished papers/reports 
Papers at professional meetings 
Citations to materials 
Books as sole or senior author 
Books as junior author or editor 
Monographs or chapters 

.179 .028 .025 
,015 .413 .233 

-. 099 -. 096 -.157 
-.137 -. 224 -.376 

,003 .121 -.209 
-. 568 -.453 .265 

.254 .222 ,256 
-.111 -. 037 .159 

Quality of zuork judged b!y: 
Peers at the institution 
Peers at other institutions 
Department chairman 
Dean 
Self-evaluations 

Grants or funding received 
Journal editor or referee 
Professional awards/honors 

-. 201 .287 -.115 
-.117 .259 -. 314 
-.088 -. 180 .201 

.132 -. 093 -.113 

.156 -.152 .087 

.451 .211 .334 
-. 035 -. 055 .054 
-. 048 .064 .048 

df 
150 
126 
104 

84 
66 
50 
36 
24 
14 

‘The author is grateful to Allen Yates for his help with the canonical discriminant analysis. 


