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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM

Introduction

The nature of faculty involvement is of the greatest
importance to an institution. The programs of an academic
institution are directly related to the quality of the
faculty; It is through faculty activities that an institution
fulfills its basic functions. Thus, the problem of identi-
fying, recognizing, and rewarding faculty members who enhance
the reputation of the school is a challenge to academic per-
sonnel administration, The primary mechanism through which
this identification-recognition-reward system operates is the
faculty promotion process.

Decisions as to advancement in salary and rank, have
significant implications for both the faculty members and the
institution, To the faculty member who is promoted, the advance-
ment will probably mean an improvement in his economic status
as well as an elevation in his professional status., The pro-

motion mechanism, while serving as an incentive to the faculty
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member, acts as an administrative control through which the
quality of the institution can be maintained and enhanced.

One of the most challenging tasks facing teacher edu~
cation in Thailand is the need for the design and development
of policies and procedures for appraising teachers' performance
in connection with promotion decision in higher education.

All teachers' institutions in Thailand already use
civil service regulations as the broad guidelines for promotion
decision, but adequate methods to evaluate the teachers' per-
formance are needed. Consequently, this research is designed
to study existing promotion practices, and develop guidelines
or recommendations for faculty promotion procedures at the
teachers®' college level in Thailand by focusing on the problem:

How do faculty members actually get promoted?

Statement of the Problem

The problem for this research is: What is the differ-
ence in faculty perceptions of the importance of teaching,
research, and service as factors in promotion?

The writer proposed to show if differences in faculty

perceptions of the importance of factors in promotion were due
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to methods of evaluation, evaluators, and formal and informal
factors affecting the decision.

Four questions were investigated:

1, How is the performance of faculty members evaluated
in promotion decisions?

This question sought to determine how the evaluation
was performed in the areas of teaching, research, and service
to the college, and whether the appraisals were informal in
practice.

2, Who evaluates the performance of faculty members?

The question attempted to identify the issue of who
was evaluating, Was the judgment of contribution made by the
department head, a committee of faculty colleagues, or by some
other party?

3. Is the actual faculty promotion practice consis-
tent with the stated promotion policy or civil service regula-
tion?

This inquiry probed the extent to which policy guide-
lines were observed in making promotion decision,

4, What are the factors, both formal and informal,

that affect the promotion of faculty members?
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This question was of interest in determining whether
there were any observable trends among institutions in their

weighting of these factors,

Definition of Terms

Formal factors. The factors listed as criteria for
promotion in the stated policy of an academic institution,
e.g2., research, teaching, and service.

Informal factors. The factors that may influence the
promotion of faculty but are not listed as criteria in the
stated policy, e.g., kinship relations, and influence of spouse,

Research, Since research is rarely done in the teach-
ers®' colleges, the term is used to include both research and
publication of articles or textbooks.

Promotion, The increase of salary of faculty member,
which is sometimes accompanied by the upward movement of rank;

Teachers' colleges, The teachers®' colleges in Thailand
which are run by the Department of Teacher Training. These
colleges have offered either a certificate in education alone
or a certificate and bachelor's degree in education,

Administrators. In this study the term is used to

denote the college officials who are responsible for the
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administration of the college and of promotion policies in a
direct or indirect manner., These officials are:
Director. The director is the administrative
leader of the institution. He is ultimately
responsible to the Department of Teacher
Training for academic promotion.
Assistant Director. The administrator who is
responsible for a certain unit of work, e.g.,
assigstant director for administration and
personnel, assistant director for academic
affairs, and assistant director for student
affairs. He is usually less involved in the

actual promotion decision than is the director.

Hypotheges

The specific hypotheses to be tested are stated as
follows:

Hypothesis I:+ There is no significant difference in
faculty perceptions of the importance of teaching as a factor
in promotion among colleges which offer different levels of

education.
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Hypothesis II:+ There is no significant difference in
perceptions of the importance of teaching as a factor in pro-
motion among administrators and faculty.

Hypothesis III:+ There is no significant difference in
faculty perceptions of the importance of research and publi-
cation as a factor in promotion among colleges which offer
different levels of education,

Hypothesis IV: There is no significant difference in
perceptions of the importance of research and publication as
a factor in promotion among administrators and faculty.

Hypothesis Vi There is no significant difference in
faculty perceptions of the importance of service as a factor
in promotion among colleges which offer different levels of
education,

Hypothesis VIs There is no significant difference in
perceptions of the importance of service as a factor in pro-
motion among administrators and faculty.

In addition to the above specific hypotheses, the pro-
positions regarding faculty perceptions of the importance of
personal characteristics, informal associations, kinship re-
lations, and influence of spouse will also be investigated and

tested.
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Limitation of the Study

This investigation had certain restrictions, bound-
aries, and accompanying disadvantages. The following is the
listing of them,

1, The study included only teachers®' colleges which
are the higher institutions under the authority of the Depart-
ment of Teacher Training, Ministry of Education of Thailand.
The government universities are operated under the Ministry
of University; they use other regulations in addition to those
of the Civil Service Commission, and they are the only higher
institutions of the nation whose teachers are offered pro-
fessorships, Private institutions, on the other hand, are
independent of the Civil Service Commission; their teachers
usually receive a fixed salary for a longer period of time,
Because of these differences, the findings might not be applied
to all other higher institutions in Thailand, since their pro-
blems, faculty attitudes, etc.,, might be different.

2. This was an ideographic study concerned only with
individual faculty opinion; it did not deal with organization
goals,

3. The questionnaire results in this study were largely

restricted to faculty opinion, Opinion surveys have their
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accompanying disadvantages. For example, the survey question
can temporarily lift the respondent out of his own social con-
text, which may make the results of the survey invalid,

b, A limitation of this study is that the results
cannot be applied to non-academic college personnel,

5. This study was concerned with promotion in only
a specific type of oollege; Any use of the conclusions and/or

recommendations of this study should be made with this in mind,

Significance of the Study

Higher educational institutions are being challenged
to make organizational adaptations that allow for greater
freedom and participation in the bureaucratic process. This
study of faculty promotion as it functions in the decision-
making process of an institution is an effort to provide
empiriéal data on one aspect of the challenge,

A lack of existing research in Thailand is one bit of
evidence which helps to establish the importance of this par-
ticular study., The study may provide an empirical base for
the study, evaluation, and improvement of existing faculty
promotion practices., It may also assist both the faculty and

administrators in the formulation of future faculty promotion
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policies, Finally, for the institution, administrator, the
study may furnish an empirical basis for decisions concerning
organizational ad justments to involve greater participation

in decision-making,

Organization of the Remainder

of the Stud

The study is composed of five chapters. Chapter I
contains the research problem, hypotheses, and the signifi-
cance of the study.

Chapter II is a theoretical framework and review of
the literature related to college and university faculty pro-
motion,

Chapter III includes the design of the study., The
details of the population selection, conducting the survey,
and the development and distribution of the instruments are
given, A description of the statistical procedures that were
utilized, and the treatment of the findings, are presented at
the closing of the chapter,

Chapter IV deals with the findings of the study.

Chapter V presents the summary, conclusions, and guide-
line recommendations. Copies of the questionnaire, both in

English and in Thai versions, are shown in Appendix.



CHAPTER II

THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND THE

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The theoretical framework for the study is based on
the work of Getzels and his colleagues, Simon, Barnard, and
McGregor, It is also based upon the assumption that admin-
istration is the process of decision-making., If any insti-
tution has an appropriate decision-making structuré; the
achievement of higher education goals will be facilitated
through the involvement of greater participation in that
decision-making,

This important function of administration is well
stated by Simons "The anatomy of the organization is to be
found in the distribution and allocation of decision-making
functions, The physiology of the organization is to be found
in the processes whereby the organization influences the de-

1

cisions of each of its members.,"”” Decision-making is said to

1Herbert A, Simon, Administrative Behavior, 2nd ed,
(New York:s Macmillan, 1957), p. 220,

10
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be related to morale in the organization., Morale is considered
to be present when group goals are fused with those of the in-
dividual, when there is confidence in leadership,
Barnard stated that a distinguishing mark of executive
responsibility is securing, creating, and inspiring morale in

an organization.2

In describing the fine art of executive
decision-making, he said that the preservation of morale depends
upon not making a decision that others should make.3 He was
implying, for example, in the case of promotion in colleges
and universities, that a dangerous situation would be created
if a dean made a decision which the departmental chairman was
in a better position to make, or a departmental chairman made
a decision which the faculty was the most capable of making.
There was also the suggestion by Barnard of shared decision=-
making, a necessity in democratic leadership,

McGregor wrote that symptoms of low morale, such as

arguments, friction, and countermeasures, can be reduced in

the extent that economic rewards can be determined by

2Chester I. Barnard, The Functions of Executive
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1964),
279, )

31bid., p. 19%.
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*impersonal and objective methods".u He also stated in his
Pheory Y that there is no implication in the conclusion that
economic rewards are unimportant. The implication is that an
equitable salary structure furnishes the major economic re-
wards, but that the attempts to get greater "productivity"
through the use of small increments of economic reward within
such a structure have not been particularly effective.5

It is believed that the process of administration deals
essentially with the social behavior in a hierarchical setting.
In such setting, it is inevitable that conflicts are nonexis-
tent., Role conflict is one example, Getzels said that role
conflicts may arise in a number of ways. One of them is that
of disagreement among several groups, each defining expecta-
tions for the same role., He illustrated this type of conflict
by an instance from the university setting. The university
member may be expected by his department head to emphasize re-
search, and scholarship., Although the two sets of expectations
for the same role are not necessarily opposed in any sense, it

is clear that the time and energy devoted to implementing one

b

Douglas McGregor, The Human Side of Enterprise (New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1935), p. 92.

51bid., p. 98.
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set takes away time and energy from implementing the
other.6
The studies mentioned above provide the theoretical
basis for this study., It would appear that the solution to
any given specific institutional problem of improving faculty
promotion procedures would best be accomplished by utilizing

transactional leadership in which a blending of individual

desires with organization goals would take place.

Faculty Evaluation

Logan Wilson, former President of the University of
Texas, wrote over thirty years ago in The Academic Mani
"Indeed, it is no exaggeration to say that the most critical
problem confronted in the social organization of any univer-
sity is the proper evaluation of faculty services, and giving
due recognition through the impartial assignment of status."7
Today faculty evaluation remains one of the most complex as-

pects of academic world,

6Jacob W. Getzels, James M, Lipham, and Roald F, Camp-
bell, Educational Administration as a Social Process: Theory,
Research, Practice (New York: Harper & Row Publishers, I953;,
PP, 113-t5-

7Logan Wilson, The Academic Man (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1942), p. 112,
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Why is evaluation necessary? To make this problem
clear, Knezevich stated: "Teachers are evaluated to ascertain
their effectiveness in promoting learning. Evaluation is nec-
essary to determine whether the teacher deserves a merit in-
crease or a special salary increase. More important, it is
useful in determining overall accomplishments of the institu-

tion."8

Kolevzon also succinctly exposes this viewpoint with
his statement: "In all institutions of higher learning, effec-
tiveness as a teacher is more or less explicitly a part of the
evaluation of a faculty for appointment or promotion."9
Teacher evaluation is also said to be linked with the
control in the organization, Control is one of the functions
of management in almost any organization. It is rooted in the

basic elements of classic organization theory:

The control function includes those activi-
ties which are designed to compel events to con-
form to plans. It is thus the measurement and
correction of activities of suboprdinates to assure
the accomplishment of the plans,

~sstephen J. Knezevich, Adminigstration of Public Education,
2nd ed, (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1962), p. 347.

9Michael S. Kolevzon, and Kermit T, Wiltse, "Student
Ratings and Teacher Effectiveness: A Reappraisal," Journal of
Education for Social Work 9 (Spring 1973): 24,

1oHarold Koontz, and Cyril 0'Donnell, Principles of
Management (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co, Inc., 19 » Pe 59.
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The optimum control situation for organizational account-
ability is one in which rewards and sanctions are distributed
so that those whose performance deviates from the plan will be

11

punished, Holding organizations and their actors accountable

for performance is one of the prime purpose of managerial control,
The current interest in evaluation is related to account-

ability; a word that does a disservice by implying that education

has not been accountable in the past, and which may be used to

justify reduced support of education generally, But there is,

admittedly, a great deal of overlap between the cohcepts of

accountability and evaluation as they are used in the literature,
As Harnett summarized:

Evaluation is concerned primarily with edu-
cation effectiveness, whereas accountability is
concerned with effectiveness and efficiency.
Effectiveness is the degree to which the organi-
zation succeeds in whatever it is trying to doi
efficiency is an organization's capacity to
achieve Igsults with a given expenditure of re-
sources.

Thus, the purpose of faculty evaluation is to: (a)

improve faculty performance; (b) promote and appoint faculty

llkmitai Etzioni, Modern Organizations (Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1nc., §§355. Ps 59,
1l

2Rodney T, Hartnett, Accountability in Higher Education
(Bet?esda, Md.: ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED O5% 755,
1971).



16
memberss and (c¢c) let the public know how its money is being
spent, To this viewpoint, Hodgkinson adds his comments:
"The central purpose of the evaluation should be to help a
person improve his performance. It appears, however, that
most evaluation systems work primarily to reject people rather

than to help them retain better per:t‘ormance."13

Evaluation for Promotion

Faculty members involved both in judging and in being
judged face an internal conflict between attachment to the in-
formal and imprecise procedures they deem to be appropriate to
academic life and the need for objective and precise measures,
It is reminded that teachers generally do not fear evaluation
itself; what they fear, and quite ligitimately, is that the
evaluation will not be fair or a.ppropriza.te.ll+

The primary criticism of the evaluation for promotion

is based on its policy and instrument, Neeley stated that

teachers have been rated and evaluated since the beginning of

13Harold L., Hodgkinson, How to Evaluate Faculty When
You Don't Know Much About Them (Bethesda, Md.s ERIC Document

Reproduction Service, ED 067 007, 1972).

Amerlcan Association of School Administrators, Teacher

genure Ain't the Problem (Arlington, Virginias AASA, 1973),
0.
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teaching and may expect to be evaluated in the future. But
there was not, even in this day of standardized tests, a new
objective way of evaluating teachers. There was lack of
agreement among authorities as to what constitutes a good
teacher, Even a review of the literature over the past thirty
years indicated no objective usable criterion for identifying
effective teachers.ls

Kossoff criticizes the mechanistic of evaluation and
the alleged pseudo-scientific nature of evaluation instruments:
"Only human thought can provide answers to the problems of
evaluation, Human beings--not questionnaires, not evaluation
instruction instruments, not computers--produce evaluations,"
He further stated that there is no objection to evaluation of
teachers by human observers. Only criticism of humans by
humans should be considered fair play.16

A8 to the policies, Luthans' study of promotion policies

at forty-six large state universities found that almost all had

central promotion policies, However, only half of the central

15Melvin Neeley, "A Teacher's View of Teacher Evaluation,”
Improving College and University Teaching 16 (Summer 1968): 207,

16E. Kossoff, "Evaluating College Professors by 'Scienti-
fic' Methods," The American Scholar 41 (Winter 1971-1972): 93.



18

administrators reported policies which were spelled out and
known by everyone, and only a third of the faculty members so
regarded them.l7

Reexamination of central promotion policies indicated
that in many cases faculty do not understand these policies,
This lack of comprehension may result from poor communication
between top administrators and faculty about advancement in

rank or from ambiguous policies.l8

Criteria for Evaluation

One of the most pressing problems facing any profession
is that of the evaluation of the work of the members., Education,
like many other professions, has difficulty establishing the
criteria of good performance, The criteria often employed
seem rather gross and indirect measures of the real behaviors

being sought.19

- 17pred Luthans, The Faculty Promotion Process (Iowa
City:s University of lowa Bureau of Business and Economic
Research, 1967), pvp. 44-47, 60-63,

181pid., p. 62.

1970hn W, Wick, and Donald L, Beges, Evaluation for
Decision-Making in the Schools (Boston: Houghton Miffiin
Company, 1971), p. 193.
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In his study at Western Washington State College,
French found that the five most important criteria for the
vjdeal professor" weres (1) has knowledge of subject; (2)
has interest in subject; (3) has flexibility; (4) has course
preparations (has daily lessons well organized, provides an
outline of the course and its objectives and a list of basic
references); and (5) has good vocabulary (uses appropriate
language, has ability to explain clearly, presents material
at the students' level of comprehension). 1In the list of
twenty-five characteristics, the five least important criteria
weres writer, participator in community, researcher, appear-

ance, and punctuality.zo

It was concluded that the criteria
selected by students describe the ideal professor's most im-
portant role as teaching and learning; namely, that he is well-
informed on the subject he teaches, is interested in it, and
is able to inspire those he teaches.21

Ryans found in his extensive research on teacher effec-

tiveness three prominent patterns of observable classroom

2°G. M. French, "College Students' Views and Ratings

of aﬂ Ideal Professor," College and University 44 (Fall 1968):
92'9 .

211bid09 P. 95,
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behavior:s Pattern X--friendly, understanding, sympathetic
behavior; Pattern Y--responsible, businesslike, systematic
behavior; and Pattern Z--stimulating, imaginative behavior.22

A detailed review of the literature regarding what
should be included in faculty performance indicated that
teaching and research are the main duties., But evaluating
faculty performance suggests that evaluation of overall faculty
performance should consider nine categories: classroom teaching,
advising, faculty service and relations, management (adminis-
tration), performing and visual arts, professional services,
publications, public service, and research.23

Another suggestion is from the University of Chicago

Committee on the Criteria of Academic Appointmenti

The standards to be applied by any appoin-
tive body should be those which assess the
quality of performance in (1) research; (2)
teaching and training, including the super-
vision of graduate students; (§§ contributiog
to intellectual community; and: (4) services. b

22D. C. Ryans, "Teacher Behavior Can Be Evaluated":
The Evaluation of Teaching (Washington, D,.C.: P* Lambda
Theta, 1967), Pe 59.

23R. TI. Miller, Developing Programs for Faculty Eval-
uation (San Franciscos Jossey-Bass PuFIIsHers. 197%), p. 16.

2L’P. Cuneo, ed., "Are Criteria for Hiring and Firing
F%culty the Same as Yours?* College Mgnagement 7(August 1972):
16,
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These criteria are listed in order for importance, Nine
college presidents from various sizes and types of institutions

responded to the Chicago statement,

Teaching and Research

The debate on teaching versus research has been kept
alive in recent years by the availability of research funds;
the heightened visibility of campus research ingtitutes, and
reduced professional teaching loads. One position has it that
involvement in research precludes good teaching., The opposing
position, of course, argues that teaching is improved precisely
because some professional time is given over to scholarly re-
search,

Faculty members at various institutions face conflicts
which complicate their choice of aims, It is impossible in
many institutions to easily reconcile teaching and research,
to devote oneself to the tralning of local citizens and to win
a place in the disciplinary association devoted to the advance-
ment of knowledge.25 Martin and Berry also contend that pro-

fessors are caught in an interpositional role conflict:s "teach

25Kenneth E, Eble, Professors as Teachers (San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass Inc,, Publishers, 1972), p. R
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for the university or publish for the profession.,....The
university hires a professor mainly to teach, but retains or
promotes him very largely on the basis of his scholarship.'26

Many faculty members seem to feel that teaching is not
valued as it should be, either in the abstract or in the speci~
fic workings of the reward system. The leading problem for the
individual faculty member is the incongruity between his jodb
agsignment and the work that determines his success or failure
in his own discipline, In most occupations, men are judged by
their performance of specific duties, but the academic man is
judged almost exclusively by his performance of a kind of part-
time voluntary job he creates for himself, Caplow and McGee
found in their study that, for most members of the profession,
the real strain in the academic role arises because they are,
in essence, paid to do one Jjob but evaluated on the basis of
another. The work assignment, for which the vast majority of
professors are paid, is teaching. When they are evaluated,

however, either for the promotion or for a wacant position,

26T. W. Martin, and K. J. Berry, "The Teaching-Research
Dilemmas: Its Sources in the University Setting," The Journal
of Higher Education 40 (December 1969)s 692-93,
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the judgment is based principally on their research contri-
butions to their discipline.27

Snow contends that faculty members, faced with this
problem, are increasingly inclined to devote a major share of
their efforts to many enterprises outside the classroom,
allowing their energies to be diverted from teaching. Recog-
nizing publication as the route to academic advancement, they
struggle to produce books and articles which they hope will
justify their claims to promotion and prestige.28

According to the survey conducted by the American
Council on Education in 1966, it would seem that classroom
teaching is the most important since it was considered to be
a major factor by over ninety percent of the respondents in
all eight types of colleges. But the responses from the uni-

versity colleges showed that the importance of research is

practically equal to that of teaching.29 Another interesting

27Theodore Caplow, and Reece J. McGee, The Academic
Marketplace (Garden City, New York:s Anchor Books--Doubleday
and Co, Inc,, 1958), p. 83,

283. H. Snow, "The Precarious State of Teaching,"
Journal of Higher Education 34 (June 1963): 322,

29A. W. Astin, and C. B, T. Lee, "Current Practices in
the Evaluation and Training of College Teachers," in Improving
American

College Teaching, ed. C. B, T. Lee (Washington, D.C.:
Counc%i on Education, 1967), pp. 299-301,
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study on this issue was conducted by Hind. He found that
when asked about the influence of each task in determining
university rewards, respondents ranked research first and
teaching second, Only eight percent thought university ser=-
vice was influential in the evaluation-reward process., When
faculty were asked their preference, the majority wanted an
increase in the influence of teaching, but most did not want
this shift at the expense of research., The inclination toward
research was found to be strongest among scientist and younger
members of each faculty rank.3°

It has been noted that the justification as to why
regsearch is more important in promotion follows from two pre-
migses: (1) the measurement of research productivity is more
advanced than that of teaching productivity, and (2) good re-
searchers are usually good teachers. Four major studies have
addressed the above issue, Voeks discovered that student
evaluations of teaching quality was not significantly correlated

with faculty publishing output at the University of Washington.31

30Robert Hind, "Analysis of a Faculty: Professionalisnm,
Evaluation, and the Authority Structure,” in Academic Governance
ed, J3 E. Baldridge (Berkeley: McCutchan Publishing Corp.,
p. 305,

31Virginia W. Voeks, "Publication and Teaching Effec-
tiveness," Journal of Higher Education 33 (April 1962): 212,
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Bresler, in a study done at Tufts University, found evidence
contrary to that of Voeks., His findings indicated that
faculty holding research grants received more favorable
ratings than their nonresearching colleagues. He also stated
that a search of the literature showed that virtually all com-
ments in the popular literature and most references in profes-
sional journals suggest that publication and receipt of support
for research somehow detract from teaching performance in the
classroom.32

Hayes confronted the same issue using data from Carnegie-
Mellon University. He found evidence that the faculty publica-
tion rate is uncorrelated with both student evaluation of
teaching and with department heads' judgement of teaching
quality.33

Besides the above studies, a research study by McDaniel

and Feldhusen seems to add special interest to this field. They

found that most effective instructors write no books and limit

32Jack B. Bresler, "Teaching Effectiveness and Govern-
ment Awards,” Science 160 (April 1968): 164-67,

33John R, Hayes, "Research, Teaching and Faculty Fate,"
Science 172 (April 1971): 227-30,
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their roles as paper and articles writers to second authorship}
and there was no relationship between research activity and
instructional effectiveness.au
To get out of the research-teaching dilemma, Hyman
reminds: "no single dogma is more central to the accepted
philosophy of higher education than a university faculty member
must be a scholar as well as a teacher."35 Teachers who do no
research or who fail to deepen their mastery of their fields
are likely to become teachers of obsolete knowledge, since the
emphasis on research has had the result in most places of im-
proving the quality of teaching.36

Ozmon adds his proposal:

All faculties, college and university,
should be divided not only into departments
but into two distinct sections within de-
partments: one section for those who teach,
and the other for those who do research and
publishing, giving equal status to each,
since one is no more important than the

32"E. D, McDaniel, and J. F. Feldhusen, "Relationships

Between Faculty Ratings and Indexes of Service and Scholar-
ship,!.Proceedigg§ of the ¥8th %nnual Convention of the Amer-
ican Psychological Asgsociation (n.p., s PDe -20,

355.“0. Hyman, "The Teacher as Scholars:s Ersatz Image?"”
The Chronicle of Higher Education, 8 January 1973, p. Ell,

36J. R. Killian, "Teaching Is Better Than Ever,"
Atlantic 216 (December 1965)s 54, '
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other., Thus a good teacher could become
a full 9rofessor without publishing any-
thing.3

Evaluation of Teaching

Identifying the effective teacher is not simple.v
Mitzel, in the 1960 edition of the Encyclopedia of Educational
Research, reporteds "More than a half century of research
effort has not yielded meaningful measurable criteria around
which the majority of the nation's educators can rally."38

Of the many issues concerning teacher effectiveness,
evaluation of teaching clearly aroused the greatest interest.
Attention has come as much from administrators as from faculty
and has been shared by the public involved with higher edu-
cation,

Why the interest in evaluation of teaching? The for-
most reason-is the need to give teaching visibility. A reward
system which attaches prestige to research for which there is

a-highly visible and quantifiable measure-publication-leaves

37
H. Ozmon, "Publication and Teaching," Improvi
Gollege and University Teaching 15 (Spring 196771 T0Z—

38
H., E. Mitzel, "Teacher Effectiveness," in Encyclo-

edia of Educational Research, 3rd ed,, ed, Chester W, Harris
ENew York: Macmlillan Company, 1960), p. 1481,
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faculty members uneasy about having evaluators visit their
classrooms or letting students make ratings of professors
public, Most professors are caught between the desire to
have their teaching count in the reward system and reluctance
to undergo systematic evaluation.39

In their 1966 survey, Astin and Lee emphasized in the
conclusions that institutions suffer because of their inability

ko Some contend that

to evaluate classroom effectiveness.
teaching is an art and far more too complex ever to be reduced
to a set of questions or too subtle to be observed perceptively
by outsiders. McKeachie pointed out that "teaching, being like
an art, involves value judgments, and the means for achieving
these values are complex., Research has revealed that many
variables interact in determining teaching e:ff'ec'l::l.veness.u1

Highet agrees by sayings "It is not like inducing a

chemistry reactions it is much more like painting a picture....

39Eble. Professors as Teachers, p. 54.

8 4oAstin. and Lee, Current Practices in Evaluation;
p. 308,

“lw. J. McKeachie, "Research in Teaching: The Gap Be-
tween Theory and Practice", in Improving College Teaching, ed.
C, B. T, Lee (Washington, D. C,t Amerfcan Councll on Educa=
tion, 1967), p. 211,
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You must throw your heart into it, you must realize that it
cannot be done by formulas."42 Goheen avows that good teaching
can never be successfully studied objectively and scientifi-
cally because of its complexity and personal nature, It can

be recognized but cannot be mealsv.xred."3

The problem of evaluating teaching is one for which no
solution seems altogether satisfactory. 1In the study by Craw-
ford and Bradshaw, the findings raise several interesting
questions regarding the judgment of characteristics considered
essential to effective university teaching. Not only do
different levels of faculty view the teacher performance diff-
erently, but the students as well as administrators and deans,
differ in their judgment.uu

How do professors view teaching evaluation? Goff,

Wilson and others reached this conclusions Seventy-two percent

uzG. Highet, The Art of Teachi (New York: Alfred
A. Knopf, 1950), pp. vii-viii.

43R. F. Goheen, "The Teacher in the University,"
American Scientist 54 (June 1966): 221,

uuP. L; Crawford, and H. L. Bradshaw, "Perception of
Characteristics of Effective University Teachings:s A Scaling

Analysis", Educational and Psychological Measurement 28 (Winter
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of the faculty said they favored a formal procedure to evaluate
teaching, Eighty-two percent of those in favor felt that
students should be involved in the evaluation, seventy-six
percent felt that colleagues and seventy-three felt that
departmental chairman should also be involved.us

Cohen and Brawer agree with the notion that students
should participate in teaching evaluation, They said that the
only valid and stable measure of effectiveness is "pupil change"
-=-simultaneously, the end product and the single, operationally
measurable kind of criterion that can describe teaching effec-

L6

tiveness, Rosenshine and his colleagues concluded in their
studys "The students in the 1,200 classes in the sample be-
lieved that good teaching is most strongly associated with
clarity of presentation, continuity of course organization,

instructor enthusiasm, and a feeling that they learned something.u7

453, G. Gaff, R. C. Wilson, and others, The Teaching En-
vironments Study of Optimum Worki Conditions for Effective
College TeachI%g ZBerEeIey, CaIIfornian Center for Research

and Development in Higher Education, 1970), p. 29,

uéA. M. Cohen, and F. B, Brawer, Measuring Faculty Per-
formance (Bethesda, Md,: ERIC Document Reproduction Service,
ED 031 222, 1969),

47Barak Rosenshine, Alan Cohen, and Norma Furst, "Corre-
lates of Student Preference Ratings," Journal of College Stu-
dent Personnel 13 (May 1973)s 272,
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After reviewing a variety of parties and methods con-
cerning evaluation of teaching, Eble and his colleagues con-
cluded that the only evidences that might be awards for teaching
are the kinds of courses taught, and perhaps special teaching
assignment, all of which fail to provide well-defined or widely-
applicable criteria, On the contrary, publications are read, or
if not that, assessed in terms of the editorial rigor of the
editors or publishers; research is judged by the selection pro-
cedures of sponsoring agencies; service by the nature of who

it was for and how important a place the individual had in 1t.48

Self Evaluation

Self-evaluations are not used to any noticable extent
in higher education, although most sensitive professors and
administrators have learned and benefitted from them,

Research on self-evaluation is sketchy and not conclusive,
Webb and Nolan, reporting on the results of supervisor's ratings,
student ratings, and self-ratings at a naval air technical

training school} found a high degree of correlation between

48I((enneth E. E?le. The Recognition and Evaluation of
Teaching (Salt Lake City: Project to lmprove College Teaching
and The Committee on Evaluation, 1971) p. 47.
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gtudent ratings and instructor self-ratings.u9 A study by
Sorey, using fifty college teachers, found that superior
teachers showed more accuracy in their self-ratings and
Guilford-Zimmerman scores than inferior teachers.5°

Miller does not agree with these findings, He con-
cluded that although private self-evaluation is more or less
continuous, even if haphazard, systematic and planned self=-
evaluation is rare. He agrees with some people who contend
that teacher self-evaluation is a waste of time; any use of

such ratings in performance evaluation will skew the results

upward.51

Class Visitation
Classroom visitation has been a traditional aspect of
teacher evaluation, But the literature on it is meager. Gage

contended that teaching preference during observation may

ugw. B, Webb, and C, Y, Nolan, "Student, Supervisor,
and Self-Ratings of Instructional Proficiency," The Journal

of Educational Psychology 46 (January 1955): 46,

50enneth E. Sorey, "A Study of the Distinguishing Per-
sonality Characteristics of College Faculty who are Superior in

Regard to The Teachigé Function" (Dissertation--Abstracts,
19 8). 28 1 -A ] 9 (]

51Richard I. Miller, Evaluating Paculty Performance
(San Francisco: Jossey-Bass inc., Publishers, 1972), Ds 35.
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depend more on the teacher's nerve than anything else. This,
perhaps, alone is enough to make such a program v.nworkable.s2
Miller does not quite agree to using classroom visitation,
He pointed out that it should be planned with care and the
results need to be interpreted methodically, since some pro-
fessors may object to observation, They think it violates the
dignity of the prof'ession.s3

Eble agrees by sayings "It 1s somewhat less used now
than it has been in the past. The growth in institutions, for
example, has probably made it more difficult to find the time
for systematic visitation, and the current climate within
higher education may be unfavorable even to the helpful,

parental kind of visiting.5u

Student Ratings
Among the demands being made on university officials,
one of the most insistent is that students evaluate professors

and their institution, This means that the students themselves

52N. L. Gage, "The Appraisal of College Teaching",
Journal of Higher Education 32 (January 1961): 19,

53Miller. Faculty Performance, pp; 30-31,

5uEb1e, Evaluation of Teaching, p. 1ll.
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will initiate and conduct the evaluations, and even publish
the results., Such evaluation is supposed to have a benefi;
cial effect on the institution, It even is said that pro=-
fessors should be promoted or not, given tenure or not, given
raise or not partly, at least, on the basis of student assess-
ment and recommendation., The assumption is that professors
will improve themselves when they learn their strengths and
their weaknesses--as seen by students,

Student-initiated evaluation of classroom teaching has
mushroomed in the past five or six years, and some excellent
and sensitive programs have been developed.55 Given present
trends, it must be presumed that student evaluation of teaching
will grow in scope rather than diminish., It is also hoped that
it will become more uniformly good in quality. And it must be
considered, of course, as only one factor in evaluation.56 It
is believed that the only direct observers of what happens in
the classroom are students. It is often the individual student

who knows best whether or not he is learning. It is the

55Miller, Faculty Performance, p. 27.

._563eport of the Committee on Undergraduate Teaching,
by C. Easton Rothwell, Chairman (New Haven, Connecticut:

The Hazen Foundation, 1968), p. 65.
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student who knows a course is stimulating him to learn more
about a subject or whether it is boring him to death.57 Howe
agrees to this point and addss "We have the obvious fact
that students do pay for the instruction they receive,~=--
The opinions of those who eat the pudding certainly ought to
be considered if we wish to know how the pudding tastes."58

A good many colleges and universities which have stu-
dent evaluation systems disclose the results to the depart-
mental chairman or dean as well as to the individual faculty
member, But not many institutions have given student evalua-
tion data a clear and explicit place in the actual making of
decisions on retention, rank, salaries, and tenure.59

Others would challenge the validity of evaluative pro-
cedures in general and student appraisal procedures in particu-
lar, asking: "How do we know that the professor who is highly

rated by students is, in fact, an outstanding teacher?® 1In

57J. A, Johnson, "Instruction: From the Consumer's
View", in Improving College Teaching, ed. C. B, T, Lee (Wash-
ington, D. C.1 American éouncil on Education, 1967), pp. 289-90,

58Harold Howe II, “"Less Teaching, More Conversation®,
in Improving College Teaching, ed, C. B. T. Lee (Washington,
D. C.t American Council on Education, 1967), p. 260,

59Eb1e, Evaluation of Teaching, p. 42,
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his study on the student ratings, McKeachie summarized:
*student ratings do have some validity. Teachers rated as
effective by students tend to be those teachers whose stu-

60 Some other available studies are the

61

dents learn most,.,”

study by Hildebrand and Wilson,
62

and the study by McKeachie
and his colleagues, These two major studies indicated that
student-rating scales can be considered valid procedure for

assessing the quality of good teaching. Similar results were
found in a study by Frey. Here, student ratings of their in-
structors were highly correlated with class performance on a

final examination even though they appeared to be independent

of the students' own grades.63 About influence of feedback,

6°W. J. McKeachie, "Student Ratings of Faculty", AAUP
Bulletin 55 (Winter 1969)1 4ko,

61Milton Hildebrand, and Robert C. Wilson "Effective
University Teaching and Its Evaluation", in The Recognition
and Evaluation of Teaching, ed. Kenneth E. Eble ZSalé Lake
City:t Project to Improve College Teaching and the Committee
on Evaluation, 1971), p. 90.

62". J. McKeachie, Yi-Guang Lin, and W, Mann, "Student
Ratings of Teacher Effectiveness: Validity Studies", Amer-
jcan Educational Research Association 8 (May 1971): U4L%,

63Peter W. Frey, "Student Rating of Teachings Validity
of Several Rating PFactors", Science 182 (October 1973):
83' 85 ]
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Bryan:éb Tuckman and 011ver65 indicate a positive influence
of student ratings on the quality of classroom instruction.

A criticism often leveled against the subjective
criterion is that a student's evaluation of his instructor
might depend on the grades he receives from that instructor,
There is a substantial number of studies, however, supporting
the conclusion that no significant relationship exists be-
tween course grades and student course ratings. Costin and
his colleagues pointed to these studies; they also indicated
a substantial number of conflicting studies which found
significént positive relationship between students' grades
and their rating of instructors and courses.66

Kelley's findings appear to support the Costin,

Greenough and Menges conclusion that students' evaluations of

teachers are unlikely to be contaminated by student grade

6“R. C. Bryan, "The Teacher's Image is Stubbornly
Stable", Clearing House 40 (April 1966): 461,

65B. W. Tuckman, and W, P, Oliver, "Effectiveness of
Reedback to Teachers as a Function of Source", Journal of

Educational Psychology 59 (August 1968): 300,

66?. Costin, W. T. Greencugh, and R, J. Menges, “Stu-
dent Ratings of College Teaching: Reliability, Validity, and
gsefulness". Review of Educational Research 41 (December 1971):

30,
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expectations.67 Voeks and French, in a study based upon 1952
data, found no significant correlation between section means
of expected grades and student ratings. They concluded that
high student ratings could not be “bought" by giving higher
grades.68

Questions of reliability of student ratings inevitably
arise, The evidence on the reliability is clear and consis-
tent, The picture of reliability over time is also consistent
in that the ratings of alumni correlate well with earlier
ratings as students or with students currently studying with
the same professors.69

Those who are opposed to student ratings have variety
of reasons to criticize that student evaluations of teachers
will do more harm than good. Bryant considered students too

immature to evaluate effective teaching.7° Eble stated another

reason for the limitations of student ratings:

67x11en C. Kelley, "Uses and Abuses of Course Evalua-
tion as Measures of Educational Output", The Journal of
Economic Education 4 (Fall 1972): pp. 16-17,

68V. W. Voeks, and G. M, French, "Are Student Ratings

of Teachers Affected by Grades?" Journal of Higher Education
31 (June 1960): 334,

693. R. Perry, "Evaluation of Teaching Behavior Seeks

to Measure Effectiveness", College and University Business
47 (October 1969): 18,

70P. T, Bryant, "By Their Fruits Ye Shall Know Them,"
The Journal of Higher Education 38 (June 1967): 330,
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We know that what the teacher does in the
classroom may not be the chief cause of the
students' learning., The student sex life, his
health, his economic position, and a host of
outside motivations may have a greater actual
effect on his learning than a teacher's per-
formance in the classroom, One of the acknow-
ledged limitations of student ratings is that
they tend to give data on classroom performance
but not on the many things a teacher does out=-
side of c}iss which may effect the students’
learning.

Slobin and Nicholes also said that student ratings
reflect only the instructor's personality; students cannot
evaluate the goals of teaching; a man should be judged by his

peers.72

Some faculty insist that their real goal in teaching
is to impart philosophical values or to inculcate a special
attitude toward learning rather than to simply help the student
to master the subject matter. Intangible outcomes like these
are very hard to measure, and, therefore, it is difficult to

determine whether teachers who successfully accomplished these

goals are the only ones who are rated highly by the s‘tudents.73

?lgenneth E. Eble, "What Are We Afraid of?" College
English 35 (January 1974): 453,

D. Y. Slobin, and D. G. Nicholes, "Student Rating

of Teachlng" Improvi College and University Teachi 17
(Autumn 1969):~ 2G45-57,

73Peter W. Frey, "The Ongoing Debate: Student Evalua-
tion of Teaching", Change 6 (February 1974): 47,
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There have been some discussions that provoked some
commonly expressed criticisms: *“Student evaluation does little
general good and much particular harm; student evaluation may
arouse an unhealthy competition among faculty members. Eble
does not agree to these criticisms. He contended that fears
about student evaluation should be ended. Its dangers are not
that it will do too much harm, but that it will do too little
good. In the present apathetic student climate, he has more
fear that the students will give it up than that the faculty

will Dbe harmed.7u

Faculty Evaluation Procedures

The usual procedure is for the departmental chairman
to make a recommendation concerning promotions to the dean; and
if he approves, it is forwarded to the next higher officer--
usually the president in the small college or his representative
in a larger institution. The president ultimately must recom-
mend all promotions to the board of trustees for its approval
and hence, he must either review the matter personally or rely

heavily on the judgment of his staff since he is not likely to

74Eble. Afraid' P 456-



41
have any substantial amount of knowledge about each candidate
recommended to him,

It is apparent that, in the large majority of institutions
those principally responsible for evaluation are the president,
the dean, and the departmental chairman., Of the three, presi-
dential involvement appears to have the greatest variation, from
100 percent in the case of the teachers' colleges to just over
two-thirds among the state universities.75

Miller contended that it is at the departmental level
that the major sifting of information and evidence about each
faculty member can best take place, and should. Decentraliza-
tion of managerial responsibilities from the dean to the depart-
mental chairman is a national trend caused by the increasing
bureaucratic functions that threaten to inundate the dean's

office.76

Karman adds that the new faculty evaluation system
should incorporate three decision-making levels~-the dean, de-

partmental chairman, and the students.77

75John W. Gustad, Policies and Practices in Facult
Evaluation (Washington, D,C.: American Council on Education.
1961), pp. 4-5.

76Miller, Faculty Performance, p. 13,

77T. A, Karman, "Faculty Evaluation", Liberal Educa-
tion 55 (December 1969): 540,
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According to the comparative analysis of the 1961 and
1966 surveys conducted by the American Council on Education,
the trends indicates decline in the use of systematic stu-
dent ratings; decline in the classroom visitation; greater
utilization of committee evaluations wide use of informal
student opinions, and evaluation by deans and chairmen.78

Luthans analyzed the faculty promotion process, from
the stand of centralized administration--president and vice
president--and decentralized administration--dean and depart-
ment head, He found that practically all the universities
surveyed had some type of promotion policy. Over one-third of
the central administrators surveyed reported that they did not
use any consistent, objective method of faculty evaluation.79
On the part of decentralized administration, deans and depart-
ment heads were asked how they made evaluation, One-third
reported that no consistent, objective evaluation procedure
was used, In weighing promotion criteria, they made assessments

similar to those of the central administrators: research

78J. W. Gustad, "Evaluation of Teaching Performance:
Issues and Possibilities", in Improving College Teaching, ed.
C. B, T, Lee (Washington, D.C,: American Council on Education,
1967), pp. 269-71,

"rred Luthans, Promotion Process, pp. 48-49,
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activity received the greatest weight; teaching effectiveness
ranked second; service and personal characteristics tied for
third, %0

Controversy continues to surround faculty evaluation,
Meany and Ruetz pointed out that faculty members, departmental
chairmen, deans, and top-level administrators do not always
utilize the same criteria when they make decisions about evalua-
tion and promotion. Both formal and informal evaluations are
made by them, Their judgments are also based on criteria that
are not explicit. The only excuse for these is that they want

some flexibility.81

Faculty Committee

In the formation and administration of promotion
policies, faculty members themselves play an active role, in
addition to administrators, As committee members in their de-
partment or school, faculty members are asked to evaluate their

colleagues for promotion, It was found, in an investigation of

BoIbid.p ppo 514‘-57'

81John 0. Meany, and Frank J, Ruetz, "A Probe into
Faculty Evaluation", Educational Record 53 (Fall 1972):
300-301,
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the evaluation of teaching and research at Stanford University,
that professional colleagues had far more influence on organi-
zational rewards and penalties than did administrative superiors.82
In large institutions a faculty committee, through its many con-
tacts with students, with other faculty members, professional
societies and publications, is in a better position than an
administrative officer to know the quality of work actually
being done by a teacher. And the involvement of faculty members
in promotions seems desirable if the committee is elected by
the faculty,Soo

At the University of Oklahoma, the Hollomon Report
recommended a three-person departmental promotion committee,
whose members would be elected by the faculty., Entitled
vCommittee A", its duties would be to make policy and evaluate,
The "Committee A" recommendation for promotion, or non-promotion,
would be forwarded with a recommendation by the departmental

chairman. It is intimated that if both committee and the

82Robert E, Hind, and Others, The Evaluation of Univer-
sity Teachers: An Application of a Theory of Evaluation and
Authority (Bethesda, Md.,s ERIC Document Reproduction Service
£ 07T et ' ’

8, 1972),

83Francis C. Rosecrance, The American College and Its
Peacher (New York: Macmillan Company, 1962), D. 551.
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chairman desire a promotion, it will be made; whereas in case
of a split between the two, the administrative dean would make

the decision.eu

Promotion Procedures in Thailand

The educational institutions in Thailand are still
operated largely as bureaucratic organizations, Some of major
criteria of a bureaucracy, as stated by Weber,85 are evident
in administrative structure., They are organized in a clearly
defined hierarchy of offices, Candidates for various posi-
tions are selected on the basis of technical qualifications,
and they are appointed, not elected; the salary scale is graded
according to rank in the hierarchy; promotion is dependent on
the Jjudgment of superiors,

All civil servants in Thailand are under the control
of one particular office called Civil Service Commission.,

The Prime Minister and Deputy Prime Minister, who are

8’""G'rtardon A, Christenson, ed.,, The Future of the Univer-
sity (Norman, Oklahoma: University of Oklahoma Press, 1969),
PP. 117-20.

85Max Weber, "The Essentials of Bureaucratic Organiza-
tion: An Ideal Type Construction", in Reader in Bureaucracy,
eds., Robert K, Merton et al., (Illinoist The Free Press,
Glencoe, 1952), pp. 21-22,
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exofficio, are its Chairman and Vice Chairman respectively.86
A secretary General and a staff officials carry on the day-
to-day operations of the commission. The major functions of
the commission are: the maintenance of central personnel files,
the issuance of various detailed personnel regulations, approve
the establishment of new civil service positions, set entrance
and promotion requirements, and evaluate academic degrees for
pay purposes.87
Civil servants are grouped into five grades based upon
rank, in the European manner, rather than on function or jab.
These grades range downward from special through fourth grade.
An individual's grade normally determines his position, although
there is some limited definition of job functions and technical
qualifications.88
In Thailand, promotion generally means an increase of

salary. An attainment of any particular rank depends on salary

range one is in, One cannot be offered a professorship unless

86Thai Government, Revised Civil Service Act, B. E,
2502 (1959).

87Ibid.. Section II, p. 3.

88Daniel Wit, Thailand: Another Vietnam?, (New York:
Charles Scribner's Son, 19 » P. 139,
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he is in a certain salary rate, the one for special grade
officials,

The teacher as well as other civil servants is eligible
for the promotion in salary rate provided that he is qualified
as follows:eg

1) good morals;s

2) performing his duties in accordance with the deter-
mined rules and regulations and maintaining good discipline;

3) having the knowledge and capacity attached to his
position, and making a good effort in performing his duties
with satisfactory results;

4) working in the position with a reasonable quality
and quantity of work deserved for the promotion;

5) being promoted in step and grade not less than
twelve months starting from October;

6) being granted absence, both for personal business
and sickness, not more than forty-five days in the last year
except for

a) going into the priesthood, or

b) maturnity leave for not more than sixty days, or

8901v11 Service Commission, Civil Service Regulation
No., 279 (1961), Sec, 4,
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¢) having sick leave, continuously and
periodically for not more than 120 days, or
d) having sick leave because of the injuries
resulted from an official service or on an official duty journey.
7) not asking permission for absence many times or
being late for work during the last yeari
8) not being absent from the service without any good
reason except in the extraordinary casess
9) not being punished for disciplinary cases during

the last year;

10) not being ordered to stop working more than six
months,

If one is qualified by these regulations, he will get
one step (a step in salary rate) promotion, The Civil Service
Commission also sets up a regulation whereby one can get a
double promotion (two steps). The real problems in any insti-
tution occur when some individuals get double promotions while
others do not.

The institutions in Thailand use uniform annual in-
creases for all, generally one step promotion, More than one
step promotion increments are made selectively on the basis

of merit, Every teacher qualified under the provisions of
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the Civil Service Act as discussed above will be promoted one
step annually, For those who are more qualified and competent,
double promotion in salary rate will be provided.

The individuals who perform excellent jobs may get two
step promotions or more., It is stated in the Civil Service
Regulation that one who is already qualified for one step pro-
motion can get more than one step promotion, if he is also
qualified by any one of the followings:go

1, setting a good example by doing an excellent job;

2, performing the duties that involve fighting or
special risk taking;

3, working in remote and malaria infested areas, which
the government considers a life-risking performance;

4, performing duties beyond his role expectations with
extraordinary benefit, and still doing a good job in his own
prescribed role;

5, discovering or inventing something that is beneficial
to the government, and the government certifies its uses

6. performing hard and tiresome duties, and being res-

poasible for a large amount of money:

Ompid., Sec. 13.
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7. performing his duties with special hardship and
weariness, and the results are excellent;

8. performing an assigned task with great success to
the nation;

9. working in a position which has higher quality and
quantity of work as compared to the salary received, and the
goals are accomplished,

In teachers' colleges, the true promotion procedures
begin when the performance evaluation forms are sent to the
colleges by the Department of Teacher Training. This form is
called Chanyabarn, and is concentrated just on the important
components of the performance., The purpose of this performance
is to know the behavior and efficiency of each official for the
purposes of promotion, work assignments, training, supervision
and other aspects of personnel administration. This form will
be filled out by every faculty member, providing the evaluators
with the record of his or her education, experience, teaching,
research, publication, public service, professional society
activity, student advising and committee work, All the forms
are then evaluated by the director of the college, After the
evaluation, the forms are sent back to the Department of

Teacher Training, along with recommendation for promotion made
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by the director. ILater on, the practice concerning the per-
formance evaluation form is neglected, though not officially
cancelled, The only important document regarding promotion
decision is the recommendation form sent by the college.

The recommendation form is sent to the Office of the
Secretary where a committee consisting of the Secretary of
the Department, the Chief of Finance Division, and the Chief
of Personnel Administration will consider the recommendation
forms sometime between September-October, Practically,
however, it is the sole responsibility of the 0ffice of the
Secretary to do this and submit the proposal to the Director
General for final consideration and approval, Usually, there
is no problem as to one step promotions.

The bﬁdget provided annually by the Budget Bureau for
salary increases is one thing that is always taken into con-
sideration in promotion decisions. Besides, there are some

rules that are involved in promotion procedures;91

91Edward McCrensky, "Increasing the Effectiveness of
Engineering, Scientific, Medical and Other Specialized Per-
sonnel in Public Service of Thailand", United Nations, New
York, 1968, (Mimeographed.)
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1) One step promotion between classes in all grades,
needs approval of Civil Service Commission,

2) Two step promotion within classes for grades four
and three, needs approval of Ministry (only 10% of personnel
at a time),

3) Two step promotion within classes for grades two
and one, needs approval of Civil Service Commission (only 6%
of personnel at a time).

k) Two step promotion within special grade, needs
approval of Cabinet (only 3% of personnel at a time).

5) Promotion from grade three to grade two needs Civil
Service Commission examination, This depends on amount of work
and if position in grade two is available.

6) Promotion from grade two to grade one, after three
years of service in grade itwo, needs Civil Service Commission
examination, This depends upon amount of work and if position
in grade one is available,

7) Promotion from grade one to special grade, after
ten years of service in all prior grades, needs approval of
Cabinet and appointment by the King. No examination is needed,

bu% the positioh haé to be available,
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In the teachers' colleges, the Civil Service Commission
regulations are used as criteria for promotion. But the
policies as to how the teachers are evaluated may vary from
college to college, depending on the director of the college.
It seems that recommendations for prométion are done, usually
secretly, by Just a few persons. The teacher's major work
on which the evaluation is based, whether it be teaching,
publication, or public service, is often vague and inconsistent.

Promotion is a critical factor in meeting employee
aspiration for greater work satisfaction, status, and pay.
In his study about specialized personnel in Thailand, McCrensky
recommended that an institution of specialized personnel such
as a university must motivate its members towards professional
growth and achievement. Its methods for classification and
pay for various posts must be different from those associated
with civil service. The personnel doctrine should emphasize,
among others, selection and promotion based on merit and proven
achievement in teaching, research, publication, and student

relations.92

92Mc0rensky, Personnel in Public Service of Thailand,
p. 32,
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Summary

Teacher evaluation is never easy to make., Identifi-
cation of teacher effectiveness is so complex that apparently
there is no agreement as to what the competent teacher is,
Although numerous research studies are reported in the liter-
ature, few facts are firmly established about teacher effec-
tiveness, and there is no approved method of measuring compe-
tence which has gained wide acceptance,

It is difficult to judge trends in the literature,
However, it appeared that recent papers are more likely to be
critical of student evaluation of teachers., Teaching is not
honored among university people either because its function
is grossly misconceived or its cultural value not understood.
The reason is the overwhelming positivism of the present tech-
nocratic society and the tangible results of scholarship., As
to the evaluation procedure, it is clear that the judgment of
a chairman or dean, supported or confirmed by the opinions of

departmental colleagues, is the most commonly-used means,



CHAPTER IIX

DESIGN OP THE STUDY
This chapter contains a description of the method of
the study., It includes details concerning the selection of
the population and the development and distribution of the
questionnaire used in the study. 1In addition, an explanation
of the statistical procedures used in the treatment of daté

is presented.

Population Selection

Although faculty promotions are common to nearly all
colleges and universities, it is suggested that promotion
policies and procedures vary among institutions and sometimes
among academic units within an institution. No doubt some
of these variations reflect differences in the aims and pur-
poses of the colleges and universities.93 In order for a

comparison of faculty promotion procedures of different

93Asa S. Knowles, "Faculty Personnel Policies and Reg-

ulations”, in Handbook of College and University Administratio
ed., Asa S, Knowles (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1970),

Pp. 6-42,
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institutions to be meaningful, it was thought necessary to
select only comparable institutions.

Originally, the writer planned to study faculty pro-
motion in all thirty teachers®' colleges operated under the con-
trol of the Department of Teacher Training. But it was found
that the five newly established colleges were rather small,
Their faculties consisted of only those pioneer teachers working
together as a team, no substantial positions or departments
had been set ﬁp. It was determined that the knowledge of the
college promotion environments and of the individuals involved
in them might not be appropriate for the study. For this reason,
it was decided to include only twenty~five teachers colleges
in this study.

Since it was the purpose of this paper to study opinions
of individuals in teachers' colleges in Thailand, the population
had to include both faculty members and administrators from
each college. As it has been intimated earlier, the individuals
who represent the administrators are only those who are direc-
tors and assistant directors of the colleges, excluding depart-
ment heads, Teachers' colleges in Thailand are headed by

directors; department heads usually have much less power,
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The faculty members who engaged in the study were those
who met the criteria below:

1, Faculty members who are teaching.

2, PFaculty members who have been in a college long
enough that they have been promoted at least once.

As to the sample, ten teachers were drawn from each
college., Of the ten teachers; directors, assistant directors,

and department heads were included,

Data-Gathering Instrument

Formulation and Selection of Instrument

The questionnaire used in this study was developed
based on a review of related literature. The questionnaire
items were evolved from the literature on the subject together
with the past experience of the writer as an administrator,
In addition, many useful comments and suggestions concerning
their constructions were gained from discussion with some
doctoral students from Thailand who used to be school admin-
istrators., Some of the questions had been used previouqu by
the researchers studying academic and executive promotion

practice.
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From these sources, the initial items for the pre-
liminary questionnaire were designed. Since it was intended
to elicit the candid responses of teachers concerning promotion
practices affecting them and their colleges, an attempt was
made to obtain a relevant response by designing and pre-
testing an attractive and understandable questionnaire.

The items were formulated in such a way that, in almost
all cases, only a check mark was necessary to indicate the
response. The format selected for the instrument was that of
a closed-form type of questionnaire, By this format, the res-
ponses were easily quantifiéd. The original questionnaire
underwent three separate revisions before it was in the final
form used in the survey. The length of time to complete the
questionnaire was under twenty minutes, and this was ample

time to write some open-ended responses,

Instrument Validity

The validity of a measuring instrument may be defined
as the extent to which differences in scores on it reflect true
differences among individuals, groups, or situations in the

characteristic which it seeks to measure.9u

9uc1aire Selltiz et al., Research Methods in Social

Relation (New Yorks Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1959),
P. 155,
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The content validation was determined by having five
judges, selected for their professional background and know=-
ledge about school administration in Thailand, examine the
total questionnaire, The judges evaluated the questionnaire
for representativeness or sampling adequacy. As Kerlinger
stated, content validation is basically judgmental. The
items of a test must be studied, each item being weighed for
its presumed representativeness of the universe. This means
that each item has to be judged for its presumed relevance to
the property being measured.95

The judges were also asked to examine and give an
appraisal of its structure, appearance and clarity; The
recommendations and suggestions were incorporated in prepara-
tion of the final draft of the questionnaire, Thus, it was
felt that the conformity among the judges' appraisals would
be indicative of the extent to which the questionnaire items

accurately conveyed the intended meaning.

Instrument Reliability

Reliability refers to accuracy or consistency of mea-

surement by a test, In order to estimate the reliability of

95Fred N. Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral Research,
anued. (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, inc., 1973),
P. %59,
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the questionnaire the test-retest technique was used to deter-
mine the total reliability of the data.’6

The reliability of the questionnaire was determined by
conducting a pilot study. Before the pilot study, the ques-
tionnaire was translated independently into Thai by five judges
who were English teachers., Besides unanimous agreement on
translation among judges, interpretation was also checked on
each item, Sixteen Thai graduate students, who were teachers
and administrators, were administered the completed Thai version
questionnaire on October 22, 1974, The same procedure was
followed, with the same group of subjects, three weeks later
on November 12, 1974, The Pearson Product-Moment Correlation
method was used to compute the reliability. A reliability
coefficient of rho = 0,87 was obtained which indicated that
the responses of total subjects to the questionnaire were
consistent,

After the pilot study, revisions were made in some
questionnaire items, The revisions were minor and did not

affect the overall structure of the instrument,

96N. M., Downie and R. W. Heath, Basic Statistical
Methods, 2nd ed. (New Yorks Harper & Row, Publishers, 1965),
P. EI?. C
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Procedures for Collecting and Analyzing Data

This section details the methods utilized for gathering
and processing information. The procedure for collecting data
used in this study was the survey method. Employing the ques-
tionnaire as the data gathering instrument, a nation-wide sur-
vey was conducted from a relatively large number of cases, It
was inferred that the extensiveness of this sample would unfold
results which were truely representative and also indicative

of modal conditions and trends.

The Survey Procedure

When the questionnaire was in the final form, one
master copy along with cover letters, and official letters to
the director general and to the directors of participating
colleges, were mailed to the Department of Teacher Training
in Thailand. The letters introduced the study, provided in-
structions on completing the questionnaire, and attempted to
generate respondents' interests and secure their cooperation
in the project, This was done on November 30, 1974,

The reproduction and distribution of instrument forms
were done at the Department of Teacher Training. The completed

questionnaires from participating colleges were returned to the
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writer's authorized representative in Thailand, in the stamped
envelopes, They were then mailed to the writer in the United
States on January 24, 1975. It was advantageous to distribdute
the questionnaires during this particular time of the year,
since the faculty had just had experiences with the annual pro-

motion procedures which were completed in September,

Processing of the Data

Data obtained from the responses of all participants
to the questionnaire were examined, Usable ones were coded
and placed in population subgroups for tabulation., The res-
ponses were recorded, tabulated, and percentages were computed
for each subgroup; The statistical comparisons were then
made, All tables pertaining to the investigation together
with descriptive comparisons of data are presented in Chapter

IV,

Statistical Procedures Used

The data were analyzed to yield percentages and chi-
square interpretations. The chi-square test for independent
samples was used in order to ascertain whether actual differ-
ences between groups were greater than could be expected on

the basis of chance variations. Chl-square is a simple and
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direct test of significance.97 It is suitable for cases,
such as in this study, where observations can be classified
into discrete categories and treated as frequencies. Another
reason for using this test was that the measurement involved
is no more than ordinal, and the observations under study are
independent.98

The chi-square test here was used to determine the
significance of the differences among k independent groups.
The null hypothesis is that the k samples of frequencies
have come from the same population. The hypothesis Hy, that
the k samples do not differ:among themselves, may be tested

by the formula:

r k (043 - E )2
2= 5 5 1) - ®1)
i=1 =1 Eij

where 0gj§ = observed number of cases categorized in ith

column

97celeste McCollough and Loche Van Atta, Statistical
Concepts (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1963), p. B85.

9asidney Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics for the
Behavioral Sciences (New York: McGraw- Book Company,

» PD. - .
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Eij = number of cases expected H, to be categorized in
ith row of jth column.99
For this study, the level of significance was set at

€ = 005.

Treatment of Findings

As stated earlier; the instrument employed for gathering
data was a questionnaire designed especially for this investi-
gation, Its copies both in English and in Thal versions can
be found in the Appendix,

Evidence derived from the findings provided the basis
for drawing conclusions and making recommendations pertaining
to the study, The method of drawing conclusions included an
intensive review of the findings, together with an evaluation
of the data presented in this phase of the investigation. The
stated conclusions and recommendations attempted to cover the
subject comprehensively in light of the evidence revealed by

the study.

991vid., p. 175.



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS AND PRESENTATION OF DATA
This chapter includes findings and presentation of

the data collected for the study. All tables pertaining to
this investigation together with descriptive comparisons and
interpretations of pertinent information are herein presented.
In some certain results, no attempt was made to declare that
those findings are more important than others which the reader
might deduce from the tables. The implication is that based
upon the writer's reading; research, and limited experience,
the accentuated findings are those which appear to be of con-
siderable importance., The conclusions, along with appropriate
recommendations, derived from this investigation are included

in Chapter V,

Presentation of the Questionnalre Data

The sample of the study contained 250 teachers, ten
from each of twenty-five teachers' colleges in Thailand, Of

the 250 teachers who were sent the forms, 242, or 96.8 percent,

65
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returned them, For purposes of tabulation and analysis,
220, or 88 percent of the questionnaire, were usable.

The rates of responses among teachers from two
groups of colleges according to their sizes are shown in
Table 1., The rate of return of usable questionnaires from
colleges with enrollment under 2,000 was about the same as

that from those colleges with enrollment over 2,000,

TABLE 1

RATE OF RESPONSE BY SIZE OF COLLEGE

Student Number Usable Percent
in Usable

Enrollment Sample Responses Responses
Under 2,000 70 59 84,3
Over 2,000 180 161 89.4
Total 250 220 88.0

Description of Respondents
Sex and Age

The respondents included 121 men and ninety-nine wo-
men or fifty-five percent and forty-five percent of the total,
respectively. The ages of the respondents, as can be seen in
Table 2, would be similar to what one would expect in an

ordinary college faculty and administrator study. Seventy
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percent of the respondents were between the ages of thirty-one
and fifty. Because of considerable amount of education nec-
essary in order for someone to enter this profession, it was
not unusual to find that only eighteen percent were under
thirty-one. Thefe was not a single director who was under
thirty-one years of age, and only eight percent were forty or
under, It would appear that, regardless of how brilliant and
productive a young faculty member was, he must wait a period
of time before rising to the top. Table 2 also shows the num-

ber of responsents classified by their positions,

TABLE 2

AGE OF 220 RESPONDENTS

Faculty Administrator

Instr. Dept. Director Asst,
Head Director
N = 96 N = 55 N =24 N = 45 N = 220
Percent
Total 100% 100% 1004 100% 100%
Age
Bracket
Under 31 37.5 7.3 0 2,2 18.7
31 - 4o 5643 43,6 8.3 35.6 43,6
41 - 50 6.2 43,6 54,2 ko,o0 27.7
51 - 60 0 5.5 37.7 22,2 10.0
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Size of College and Levels of Education Offered

As shown in Table 3, about twenty-seven percent of
the total respondents were from the under 2,000 enrollment
category with the remaining seventy-percent from the colleges
having over 2,000 students,

All of the colleges participated in the study offered
a diploma in education, as shown in Table 4. About sixty-
eight percent of the respondents were from colleges which
offered up to bachelor's degreej; thirty-two percent represented
colleges where only a diploma in education was offered,

TABLE 3
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY SIZE OF COLLEGE

Student Number of Percent of
Enrollment Respondents Respondents
Under 2,000 59 26,8
Over 2,000 161 73.2

Total 220 100,0
TABLE 4

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION OFFERED

Highest Level of Number of Percent of
Education Offered Respondents Respondents
Bachelor's 149 67.7
Below Bachelor's 71 32,3

Total 220 100,0
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Promotion pPolicies

In determining the extent to which faculty promotion
policies were formalized, respondents were asked to indicate
whether their promotion policies were writteh. The findings
showed that only about thirteen percent of the total respon-
dents said their policies were written. Fifty-nine percent
indicated that their policies were unwritten, and twenty-

eight percent did not know (see Table 5).

TABLE 5

PROMOTION POLICIES AT INSTITUTIONS OF RESPONDENTS

Characteristic Number of Percent of
of Policy Respondents Total
Written 28 12,7
Unwritten 130 59.1
Don't Know 62 28,2
Total 220 100,0

As to the knowledge of promotion policies, forty-five
percent said they did not know, Twenty-two percent thought
their policies were known and understood by most of their
colleaguess about thirty-three percent indicated that their

colleagues were not well aware of such policies (see Table

6).
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TABLE 6

KNOWLEDGE OF PROMOTION POLICIES
AMONG COLLEAGUES OF RESPONDENTS

e —

PFaculty Promotion Poliecy Number of Percent of
is Known and Understood Respondents Total
Yes 48 21.8
No 72 32,7
Don't Know 100 ks,.s
Total 220 100.0

Methods of Evaluation

The manner in which performance appraisals are cone
ducted was investigated in this study. The respondents
were asked whether performance evaluations are actually
formal and systematic., The data on Table 7 show that only
thirty-six percent of the respondents believed that evalua-
tions were formal and systematic, whereas the other sixty-
four percent said they were not or they did not really know,
Thus, it appears that appraisals are, to a certain degree,

ihformally or casually administered.
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TABLE 7

CHARACTERISTICS OF PERFORMANCE APPRAISALS
AT COLLEGES OF RESPONDENTS

Performance Appraisals Number of Percent of
Are Formal and Systematic Respondents Total
Yes 80 36.4
No 5? 25 09
Don't Know 83 37.7
Total 220 100.0

on the question about the evaluation of teaching,

faculty respondents overwhelmingly voiced the opinion that
opinions of administrators were used. Nearly one-third of
the faculty said opinions of faculty members were used.

Only fourteen percent thought that students' opinions were
employed, It is interesting to note that more than half of
the teachers said that either no consistent, objective
methods were used or that teaching ability was not evaluated

at all (see Table 8),
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TABLE 8

EVALUATION OF TEACHING
AS A FACTOR FOR PROMOTION

Nyt—
=

hi

Percent a
Method of Evaluation Used of Total
Teaching ability is not evaluated 20,5

No consistent, objective methods are used 32,7
Opinions of other faculty members are used 33.2
Opinions of administrators are used 73.2
Opinions of students are used 14,5

@Phe total percentage adds to more than 100 because
some respondents checked more than one method,

With regard to the evaluation of research qu publi-
cation, most teachers thought opinions of the administrators
were used, As can be seen from Table 9, only about one-fifth
of the respondents felt that the opinions of the faculty
members were employed, Sixty percent said that either no
consistent methods were used or that research and publica=-
tion was not evaluated at all. Thus, the evaluation of re-
search and publication seems to rely heavily on the subjective

informal appraisals of the administrators.
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TABLE 9

EVALUATION OF RESEARCH AND PUBLICATION

Percent of

Method of Evaluation Used Total®
Research and publication is not evaluated 26,8
No consistent, objective methods are used 33.2
Opinions of other faculty members are used 21,8
Opinions of administrators are used 57.3

8Phe total percentage adds to more than 100 because
some respondents checked more than one method.

Participants in Performance Evaluation

Teachers were asked to indicate who participate in
the evaluation process, As evidenced in Table 10, many
individuals and groups may be involved in the process The
director was the most frequent participant of all, as he
was cited by over ninety percent of the respondents, Next,
the participation of the assistant directors and the partici-
pation of the department heads were cited with almost equal
frequency according to the respondents. It is of interest
to note that faculty members and faculty committee apparently

are rarely involved in faculty performance evaluation.
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TABLE 10
PARTICIPANTIS IN FACULTY PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Participant Pe;g::{aof
Faculty members 1.8
Faculty committee 5.5
Head of the department 51,8
Assistant director 48,2
Director of the college 90.9

@phe total percentage adds to more than 100 because
some respondents checked more than one participant,

Influence in Promotion Decision

Responses to the question about the most influential
persons in promotion decision are portrayed in Table 11,
About seventy-one percent of the teachers said that the
director of the college was the most influential, A smaller
number, a little more than one-tenth of the respondents,
identified the assistant director as being the most impor-
tant. Sixteen percent thought that the greatest power rested
upon the department head; as little as one percent replied
that faculty committee was the most important. None of the
respondents said that a student committee was the most influen-
tial., Thus, the power in promotion decision seems to be held

by mainly the director.
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TABLE 11
MOST INFLUENTIAL PARTY IN PROMOTION DECISION

Most Influential Party Percent of Total
Student committee 0
Faculty committee 0.9
Head of the department 16,3
Assistant director 11.4
Director of the college 71.4

Promotion Policy and Practice

A rather important question in the study concerned
the extent to which the actual promotion practice was con-
sistent with the existing policy., The promotion policy in
this case may or may not be written, Table 12 is a summary
of their replies. Although only seven percent of the teachers
felt that the policy was always followed, about thirty-six
percent said that the promotion practice was usually consis-
tent with the policy, and about the same frequency, thirty-two
percent, thought it sometimes was, About one-fourth noted
that the policy was seldom or never followed.

It is of interest to note the contrast between admin-
istrators and faculty members regarding their responses. The

majority of administrators, fifty-nine percent, held that the
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policy was usually followed, while the majority of faculty
members only felt it was sometimes followed, As high as
thirty-three percent of faculty members said that the policy
was seldom or never followed, while only eight percent of

the administrators said so.

TABLE 12

CONSISTENCY OF PROMOTION PRACTICE
WITH EXISTING POLICY

. —
Practice Percent of Percent of Percent of
Follows Adninistrators Faculty all Res-
the Policy N = 69 N=151 . pondents

Always 10,2 5.9 7.3
Usually 59.4 25,2 35.9
Sometimes 21,7 35.8 31.4
Seldom 5.8 19,9 15.4
Never 2,9 13.2 10,0

Advising Faculty Members

In an effort to investigate whether the faculty should
be advised of their strengths and weaknesses, after the
decision has been made, the teachers were asked to give their
opinions, As can be seen in Table 13, a certain difference
existed between faculty and administrator responses as to

whether faculty members were advised. The majority of the
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faculty, fifty-two percent, indicated "yes”, whereas the
majority of the administrators said "sometimes” faculty should
be advised, Only ten percent of the administrators, and five
percent of the faculty members, felt they should not be ad-
vigsed, Of the total respondents, eighty-six percent replied

that the faculty should be advised or they should be sometimes,

TABLE 13

ADVISING FACULTY MEMBERS OF THEIR
STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES

Faculty Percent of Percent of Percent of
Should be Administrators Faculty Total
Advised N = 69 N = 151
Yes 4,8 52,3 46,8
No 10.1 5o3 6.8
Sometimes 5007 33 . 8 390 1l
No 0pinion ‘hu 8.6 73
Total 100,0 100,0 100.0

Amount of Pressure on Teaching and Publication

As teaching and research are, to a certain extent, re-
cognized as the two main aspects of teacher's job, the study
investigated the extent to which the teachers are urged to put
excessive emphasis on each of these aspects. The results are
summarized in Table 14, The majority of the respondents

thought that there were considerable excessive amounts of
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pressure to publish and to improve teaching effectiveness,
seventy-two percent and fifty-nine percent respectively.

Sixteen percent of the respondents felt that there
was little or no excessive amount of pressure to publish,
whereas only eight percent said so regarding excessive amount
of pressure to improve teaching effectiveness, About one-
tenth of the respondents replied that there was a great deal
of excessive amount of pressure to publish; nearly one-third
of the respondents said that there was a great deal of
excessive amount of pressure to improve teaching effective-
ness, Thus, it seems reasonable to note that the colleges

were inclined to put excessive emphasis on teaching.

TABLE 14

EXCESSIVE AMOUNT OF PRESSURE TO PUBLISH
AND TO IMPROVE TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS

Amount of Pressure Percent of Amount of Pressure Percent of

to Publish Respondents | to Improve Teaching Respondents
None or very little 16.4 None or very little 8.2
Considerable 72.7 Considerable 59.1
A great deal 10.9 A great deal 32,7

R

Total 100,0 Total 100,0
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Teachers' Performance Evaluation

In the previous sections the teachers were asked to
give opinions about the faculty promotion procedures and
practices used in their colleges, in this section they were
asked to give their personal opinions about what individuals
or methods, they think, should be involved in effective
evaluations of teachers' performance. As portrayed in Table
15, the majority of the respondents indicated that the effec-
tive evaluations of teachers' performance should be done by
the director of the college, by the assistant director, and
by the department head. The respective faculty percentages
were eighty-seven, seventy-six, and eighty-nine, Faculty
members seemed to have little confidence in evaluations made
by their colleagues or ratings by students,

There were some suggestions made by ten percent of all
the respondents regarding methods, or individuals, which
should be involved in contributing evidence of teachers' per-
formance evaluations, Of this group, twenty-four percent noted
that self-evaluation should be employed; fourteen percent in-
dicated that the head of every unit of work in the college, and
the faculty committee elected each year by the faculty, should

be involved in the evaluations,
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TABLE 15

METHODS AND INDIVIDUALS THAT SHOULD BE
INVOLVED IN TEACHERS* PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Methods and Individuals Percent of

That Should be Involved Respondents®
Director of the college 87.3
Assistant director 76 .4
Department head 89.5
PFaculty members 36,8
Ratings by students 33.2

8The total percentage adds to more than 100 because
some respondents checked more than one method.

Factors in Promotion

This portion of the study was structured around the
lagt item of the related research questions, It was an
attempt to investigate the factors that affect the faculty
promotion, and the relative importance of those factoré. In
identifying the differences in criteria for promotion among
the population subgroups, the respondents in the survey were
classified according to each of the following variables:
faculty, administrators, respondents from colleges offering
up to the bachelor's degree, and respondents from colleges

offering below the bachelor's degree,
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For this investigation, seven factors were selected
for inclusion in the survey. These factors were teaching,
research and publication, service, personal characteristics,
informal associations, kinship relations, and influence of
spouse, In order to place these factors in perspective,

their relative importance to promotion is presented.

Teaching

Influence of Teaching

One of the most important issues considered in the
study was the effect of one's teaching on his promotability.
In reference to Table 16, the great significance of having
the reputation among administrators as a good teacher is
apparent., It was cited by forty-five percent of the respon-
dents. The replies also indicated that having a good teaching
reputation among faculty members helped promotion to about
the same extent as having such reputation among students.
Nearly 100 percent of the respondents felt that reputation as
a good teacher among students, faculty, and administrators helped
the chance for promotion.

Considerably less important in promotion were the

years of experience as a teacher, A little less than one-third
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of the respondents felt it did not help promotion; only fif-
teen percent thought it helped promotion much.

TABLE 16

INFLUENCE OF TEACHING AS A FACTOR
IN PROMOTION

Percent of Respondents

Helps Helps Helps Helps Une-
Item Much Some Little Nothing certain
Reputation among
students as good
teacher 25.5 32,3 15.4 17.3 9.5

Reputation among
faculty members
as good teacher 29.1 33.6 17.3 12,3 77

Reputation among
administrators as
good teacher 4s 4 32,7 12.3 3.2 6.4

Many years ex-
perience as a
teacher 15.0 17.7 22,3 29.1 15,9

Importance of Teaching

Viewing the individual items as a whole, the teachers
were asked to note the overall importance of teaching on pro-
motion, Two hypotheses of the study concerned the relative
importance of teaching among the population subgroups. The
first hypcthesis was formulated below:

1. There is no significant difference in faculty B%§.

ceptions of The importance of teaching as a factor in promotion
among colleges which offer different feVEl? of education,
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Table 17 shows a distribution of the respondents by
highest levels of education offered in their colleges. With
a computed chi-square of only 1.20, the hypothesis of no
difference was not rejected at the .05 level, Thus, it was
concluded that the differences among the population subgroups

are not statistically significant,

TABLE 17

IMPORTANCE OF TEACHING AS A FACTOR IN PROMOTION
RELATIVE TO HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION
OFFERED BY COLLEGE

Percent of Respondents on

Highest Level Importance of Factor
of Education
Offered Much Some Little None
Bachelor's 41,6 32,2 16.1 10,1
Below bachelor's 4o.8 26,8 21,1 11.3
Total 41,3 30,5 17.7 10.5
df = 3, O = ,05
Computed chi-square = 1,20

The second hypothesis emphasized the relationship
between position of the teacher and the importance of teaching

in promotion. It is expressed below:

2, There is no sifnificanffggﬁference in gercegfions‘
of. the importance of leaching as a factor in promotion among

administrators and faculty,



8l

The distribution relevant to this hypothesis is pre-
sented in Table 18, The value of computed chi-square was 44,9
which was significant, Thus, the hypothesis of no difference
was rejected, and it was concluded that the variations among
the population subgroups are statistically significant. A
general inverse relationship exists between the perceived im-
portance of teaching and the position of the teacher. Nearly
ninety percent of the administrators said that teaching was of
some or much importance, whereas about sixty-three percent of
the faculty thought this was true. 1In addition, only four
percent of the administrators felt teaching was of little im-
portance in advancement, but the corresponding figure for the
faculty was close to twenty-four percent,

TABLE 18

IMPORTANCE OF TEACHING AS A FACTOR IN PROMOTION
RELATIVE TO POSITION OF TEACHER

—

Percent of Respondents on

Pogition of Importance of Factor
Teacher Much Some Little None
Administrator 63.8 26,1 4,3 5.8
Faculty 31.1 32,5 23.4 12,6
Total 1.3 30,5 17.1 10.5
af = 3, @€ = ,05

Computed chi-square = 44,9
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Regearch and Publication

Influence of Research and Publication

Another important aspect of the role of the teacher
is research and publication, As can be seen in Tgble 19, it
is evident that research and publication was thought to help
promotion to some degree; Over sixty-one percent of the res-
pondents cited that promotion was positively influenced by
the following items: active engagement in research, having
a large number of publications, and publication of textbooks.
Over one-third said that active engagement in research, and

publication of textbooks helped promotion a great deal,

TABLE 19

INFLUENCE OF RESEARCH AND PUBLICATION
AS A FACTOR IN PROMOTION

Percent of Respondents

Helps Helps Helps Helps Une-
Item Much Some Little Nothing certain

Active engagement
in research 30.5 35.0 19.5 7.3 7.7

Having a large
number of pub-
lications 20.4 4i,0 20.4 10.0 8.2

Writing Jjournal
articles 15.0 32.3 27.3 14,5 10.9

Publication of
textbooks 32,3 34,5 20,0 5.5 7.7
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It is notable that writing journal articles was less
emphasized as being of much help to promotion., Only fifteen
percent of the respondents replied that it helped promotion a
great deal, whereas over forty-one percent thought it helped

promotion a little, or it did not help at all.

Importance of Research and Publication

In the investigation, the data revealed that research
and publication, like teaching, is very important to promotion
among all population subgroups. Two hypotheses of the study
related to the relative importance of research and publica-
tion. One of them stated:
cegtionsBGf 2%§£§ igr2:d%%sg%g%ggggrgﬁzéﬁﬁggﬁgI%ga%%gﬁlgg E—_-

factor in promotion amon colleges thch of%er different levels
of education.

As may be seen in Table 20, not many respondents thought
research and publication was of little or no importance. The
computed chi-square was 4,13 which was not significant. The
hypothesis of no difference was not rejected, and it was con-
cluded that the importance of research and publication is
not dependent upon the levels of education offered by the

colleges.
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TABLE 20

IMPORTANCE OF RESEARCH AND PUBLICATION
AS A FACTOR IN PROMOTION RELATIVE TO
HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION

OFFERED BY COLLEGE

Percent of Respondents on
Highest Level of Importance of Factor

Education Offered

Much Some Little None
Bachelor's 33.6 h1,6 18.1 6.7
Below bachelor's 22.5 bg,1 26,8 5,6
Total 30,0 k2,7 20,9 6.4
df = 3’ (r = 005
Computed chi-square = 4,13

In fact, research and publication seemed to be viewed
as much important in promotion at colleges that offer the
bachelor's degree. Thirty-three percent of the teachers
from colleges that offer the bachelor's degree replied that
it helped promotion a great deal, whereas twenty-two percent
of teachers from colleges that offer lower than the bachelor's
degree in education said so,

The other hypothesis concerning the importance of
research and publication in promotion is stated below:

4, There is no significant difference in perceptions
of the imporiance of research and publication as a factor in
promotion among administrators and faculty.
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Table 21 categorizes the data by position of respon-
dents. The calculated value of chi-square was 16,05 which
was significant, and the hypothesis of no difference was
rejected, Thus, it was concluded that research and publica-
tion are considerably more important to promotion as perceived

by the administrators than the faculty.

TABLE 21

IMPORTANCE OF RESEARCH AND PUBLICATION
AS A FACTOR IN PROMOTION REIATIVE TO
POSITION OF TEACHER

Percent of Respondents on

Position of Importance of Factor
Teacher Much Some Little None
Administrator bh,9 39.1 10,2 5.8
Faculty 23,2 Ly 4 25,8 6.6
Total 30,0 b2,7 20.9 6.4
af = 3, x« = ,05

Computed chi-square = 16,05

Service
Influence of Service
Service is considered an impdrtant aspect of the
teacher's job, Thére are several forms of service, ranging

from service for the college, for the community, and for the
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nation, In this study the teachers were asked to indicate how
service-related items influenced promotion. As one can see
from Table 22, over eighty-two percent of the teachers in-
dicated that one's promotion was helped a great deal by the
following services: administrative service to college, service
to community and nation, and supervising or training of students,
Much less influential was the advisorship or assistance to
student organizations, for only sixty-two percent said that
it helped promotion some or much.

TABLE 22
INFLUENCE OF SERVICE AS A FACTOR IN PROMOTION

Percent of Respondents

Helps Helps Helps Helps Un-
Item Much Some Little Nothing certain

Administrative ser-

vice (assist, to

director, dept,

head, gen. serv-

ice to college) k5.9  37.3 10,9 4,5 1.4

Serv, to commun-

ity or nation (comm,

develop.,, rural

student teaching

supervision) 38,2 b3,.6 11,8 3.2 3.2

Supervising or

trng. of students

(dormitory super.,

athletic coach) 35.5 Lg,.6 10,9 2.3 2,7

Advisorship or
assist, to student ) .
organizations 17.7 k5,5 26,4 5.9 b.5
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Importance of Service

In the investigation of the importance of service in
promotion, the data revealed some interesting relationships
among the subgroups, Two hypotheses of the study concerned
the relative importance of service among the population sub-
groups., One of them is restated below:

5. There is no significant difference .in faculty per-
ceptions of The Tuportance of service as & factor 1n pronotion
Smons golleges whith offer dlfferent lovels of edusation. —

Table 23 shows the variations in the importance of
service according to highest level of education offered by
the college. Since the computed chi-square was only 3.85,
the hypothesis of no difference was not rejected. Thus, it
was concluded that all the subgroups of the respondents unan-
imously agreed on the same matter. It is interesting to note
that the majority thought that service is highly important to
faculty promotion, for more than eighty-five percent of each

subgroup said it was of some or much importance.
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TABLE 23

IMPORTANCE OF SERVICE AS A FACTOR IN PROMOTION
RELATIVE TO HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION
OFFERED BY COLLEGE

Percent of Respondents on
Highest Level of

Education Importance of PFactor
Offered Much Some Little None
Bachelor's 61.1 30.9 6.7 1,3
Below bachelor's 49.3 36.6 9.9 4,2
To‘tal 5?-3 3207 707 2.3
df = 3. 04 = 005
Computed chi-square = 3.85

Another hypothesis concerning the importance of ser-

vice in promotion is given below:

6, There is no significant difference in perceptions
of the importance of service as a factor in promotion among
administrators and faculty. :

The relationships among the data by position of res-
pondent are shown in Table 24, Since the calculated value of
chi-square was only 2.82, the hypothesis was not rejected.

It was, therefore, concluded that the importance of service

is independent of position of teacher,
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TABLE 24
IMPORTANCE OF SERVICE AS A FACTOR IN PROMOTION

Percent of Respondents on

Position of Importance of PFactor
Teacher Much Some Little None
Administrator 60.9 33.3 4,3 1.5
Faculty 55.6 32,5 9.3 2,6
Total 57.3 32,7 7.7 2.3
af = 3, x = ,05

Computed chi-square = 2,82

Personal Characteristics

Influence of Personal Characteristics

The teachers evaluated the influence on promotion of
several elements related to personal characteristics. The
observations are presented in Table 25, A brief review of
the data reveals that about fifty-eight percent of the res-
pondents replied that integrity, amiability, and loyal to in-
stitution were of some or much importance in helping promotion.
Ability to work well with other faculty members appears to be
the most influential item in this category as thirty-one percent -
of the teachers thought it helped promotion much, and thirty-
four percent felt it help promotion to some degree. Thus, it
is clear that the presence of each of these traits helps pro-

motion to a great extent,
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TABLE 25

INFLUENCE OF PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS
AS A FACTOR IN PROMOTION

——
—

Percent of Respondents

Helps Helps Helps Helps Une

Item Much Some Little Nothing certain
Integrity 21,4 36,8 22,3 13.6 5.9
Amiability 17.3 Lb2,3 2b,5 10,0 5.9
Pfton T a2 35 17 123 118

Ability to work
well with other
faculty members 31,0 34,5 18,6 7.7 8.2

Importance of Personal Characteristics

Looking at the overall importance of distribution of
personal characteristics as a factor in promotion, Table 26
shows that over sixty-six percent of the respondents con-
gidered this factor of substantial importance. Comparing
the replies by the highest level of education offered reveals
that while about seventy percent of the teachers in the below
bachelor's subgroup thoughf distribution of personal charac-
terigtics was of ¢onsiderable significance, about the same
frequency, sixty-six percent, in the bachelor's subgroup

said so,
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However, from the comparison of replies according to
position of respondent in Table 27, the importance of per-
sonal characteristics among the administrators appears to
be greater than that among the faculty. Forty percent of
the administrator subgroup stated this was of much importance
in promotion, but only eleven percent of the faculty subgroup
noted this, This difference in responses was significant

at the ,001 level,

TABLE 26

IMPORTANCE OF PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS AS A FACTOR
IN PROMOTION RELATIVE TO HIGHEST LEVEL OF
EDUCATION OFFERED BY COLLEGE

Percent of Respondents on

Highest Level of Importance of Factor

Education Offered Much Some Little None
Bachelor's 23,5 42,3 22,8 11.4
Below bachelor's 14,1 56.3 22.5 7.1

Total 20,5 46,8 22,7 10,0

df = 3, computed chi-square = 5,55
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TABLE 27

IMPORTANCE OF PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS AS A FACTOR
IN PROMOTION RELATIVE TO POSITION OF TEACHER

Percent of Respondente on

Position of Importance of Factor
Teacher Much Some Little None
Administrator 4o,6 khy,9 11,6 3.9
Faculty 11,3 47,7 27.8 13.2
Total 20.5 46,8 22,7 10.0
df = 3, computed chi-square = 39,3

The difference is significant at .001 level,

Informal Associations

Influence of Informal Associations

The extent to which a group of informal factors such
as informal associations affect the chance of faculty advance-
ment was explored in the study, These items and their in-
fluences as a help to promotion are presented in Table 28,
It is evident that the relation that appears to help promotion
the most relates to how well the teacher is liked by the
director of the college, for it was cited by forty-four per-
cent of the respondents as being of much help, The lesser
positive influence is found to be related to how well one 1is
liked by higher administrative officials, since twenty-five

percent noted this,
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TABLE 28

INFLUENCE OF INFORMAL ASSOCIATIONS
AS A FACTOR IN PROMOTION

Percent of Respondents

Helps Helps Helps Helps Un-

Item Much Some Little Nothing certain
Membership and par-
ticipation in the
campus faculty -
cludb 3.2 22,7 38,6 21.4 14,1
Being well-liked
by the students 2,7 27.7 31,8 21 16.8
Being well-liked
by the faculty
members 6.0 34,5 28,6 16,4 14,5

Being well-liked
by the depart-
ment head 12,3 35.4 26,4 14,5 11.4

Being well-liked
by the director
of the college Ly, 6 23.2 12,7 9.5 10,0

Being well-liked

by the higher

administrative

official 25.4 28,2 15.4 14,6 164

Besides, each of the rest was said to aid promotion
substantially, some or much, These items are: being well-
liked by the department head, being well-liked by the faculty
members, being well-liked by the students, and the last, having
membership and participating in the faculty club; their res-

pective cited frequencies are forty-seven, forty, twenty-nine,
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and twenty-five percent. As to the least influential itenm,
membership in the faculty club, almost sixty percent of the

respondents felt it helped promotion a little or not at all,

Importance of Informal Associations

The overall %ppact that informal associations exert
on promotion can be seen from the data in~Tab1e 29, 1t is
clear that informal associations were regarded as substan-
tially important, although only a small percent of each sub-
group said it was of much importance., Fifty percent of the
bachelor's subgroup said it was of some or much importance
in promotion, whereas only thirty-six percent of the below-
bachelor's subgroup thought so, This difference in responses
was significant at the .05 level,

Table 30 is a breakdown of the data by position of
respondent. There does not appear to be a high correldtion
between the weight of informal associations in promotion and

whether the respondent is administrator or faculty.
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TABLE 29

IMPORTANCE OF INFORMAL ASSOCIATIONS AS A FACTOR IN PROMOTION
RELATIVE TO HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION
OFFERED BY COLLEGE

Percent of Respondents on
Highest Level of Importance of Factor

Education Offered

Much Some Little None
Bachelor's 11,4 39.6 32,2 16.8
Below bachelorts 14,1 22,5 36,6 26,8
Total 12,3 34.1 33.6 20,0
df = 3, computed chi-square = 7.94

The difference is significant at .05 level,

TABLE 30

IMPORTANCE OF INFORMAL ASSOCIATIONS AS A FACTOR IN PROMOTION
RELATIVE TO POSITION OF TEACHER

—
Percent of Respondents on

Position of Importance of Factor
Teacher Much Some Little None
Administrator 7.3 37.7 30.4 2k,6
Faculty 14,6 32,4 35.1° 17.9
Total 12,3 34,1 33.6 20.0

df = 3, computed chi-square = 4,68

Kinship Relations
Influence of Kinship Relations

It is often thought that favoritism in personnel

practices exists in most organizations. The distribution
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concerning how much kinship relations affect promotion is
shown in Table 31, Perhaps the most interesting result
is that the majority of respondents, around forty-five per-
cent of the group; thought that kinship relations have no-
thing to do with promotion. 0Only around ten percent of

the teachers said it helped promotion to any extent.

Importance of Kinship Relations

Although the data revealed that kinship relations
rarely help promotion, there are evidently some signifiw
cant variations in the importance they assume at different
subgroups, It is apparent from Table 32 that few respon-
dents thought this factor was of much significance, The
pattern of replies indicates this factor is given less
weight at colleges offering below bachelor's degree, Only
eighteen percent of the below bachelor's subgroup cifed this
factor was substantially important, while twenty-five percent
of the bachelor's subgroup thought so; sixty percent of the
below~-bachelor's subgroup replied that it was not important
at all, whereas only forty-eight percent of the bachelor's

subgroup said this,
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TABLE 31

INFLUENCE OF KINSHIP RELATIONS
AS A FACTOR IN PROMOTION

Percent of Respondents

Helps Helps Helps Helps Un=
Item Much Some Little Nothing certain

Being related to

an influential

faculty member 5.0 13,6 11,8 k5,5 24,1
Being related to

the department

head 2.7 6.8 14,6 52,7 23.2
Being related to

the director of

the college 8.6 7.7 11,8 4s,5 26,4
Being related to

the higher admin-

istrative official 9.1 14,1 10.9 hi.k 24,5

Considering the data by position of teacher, as

illustrated in Table 33, it appears that the kinship relations

are less important to promotion as cited by administrators.

While this factor was thought to be of none importance by

sixty-eight percent of the administrator group, only forty-

five percent of the faculty group indicated this,

The

variation in responses among subgroups was significant at

.001 level,
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TABLE 32

IMPORTANCE OF KINSHIP RELATIONS AS A FACTOR IN PROMOTION
RELATIVE TO HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION
OFFERED BY COLLEGE

Percent of Respondents on
Highest Level of Importance of Factor
Education

0ffered Much Some Little None
Bachelor's 9.4 15.4 26,9 48.3
Below bachelor's 7.0 11.3 21,1 60,6
Total 8.6 4,1 25.0 52.3

df = 3, computed chi-square = 2,97

TABLE 33

IMPORTANCE OF KINSHIP RELATIONS AS A FACTOR IN PROMOTION
RELATIVE TO POSITION OF TEACHER

———t — —

Percent of Respondents on

Position of Importance of Factor
Teacher Much Some Little None
Administrator 8.7 5.8 17.4 68,1
Faculty 8.6 17.9 28.5 ks,0
Total 8.6 14,1 25,0 52,3
df = 3, computed chi-square = 16,54

The difference is significant at .001 level,

Spouse

Influence of Spouse

The last factor to be considered in the study was the
impact of the teacher's wife or husband. Teacher perceptions

of the effect of this variable on promotion are illustrated
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in Table 34, One can see that while each of the items
helped promotion, none of them were thought to be highly
influential; The majority of the respondents, around fifty
percent, said that each item did not help promotion at all,
More than fifteen percent of the respondents thought that
spouse being well-liked by the director of the college and
by the higher administrative official, and spouse being able
to mix well socially helped promotion some or much, Spouse
being well-liked by the faculty members, and by the depart-
ment head were viewed as a substantial aid to promotion by

only about eight percent,

Importance of Spouse

In combining the spouse related items discussed above
into one unit, respondents indicated less significance of
this factor in faculty promotion, From the data exhibited
in Table 35, one can see that the data were highly consis-
tent among subgroups when classified by highest level of
education offered by thé college, Hence, the significance
of spouse on promotion seems to be independént on the highest

level of education in the college.
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TABLE 34

Helps

Itenm Much

Helps
Some

Little

Helps Helps Un-

Nothing certain

Spouse being well-
liked by the
faculty member 2.7

Spouse being well-
liked by the de-
partment head 2,7

Spouse being well-
liked by the dir-
ector of the

college 9.0

Spouse being well-
liked by the higher
administrative

OffiCial 6."

Spouse belng able
to mix well
socially 4,1

5.9

6.8

8.2

9.5

11.4

10,9 55.9 24,6

7.7 57.3 2545

13,2 k3,2 26.4

13,2 k3,2 27.7

14,5 i, s

25.5

TABLE 35

IMPORTANCE OF SPOUSE AS A FACTOR IN PROMOTION
RELATIVE TO HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION
OFFERED BY COLLEGE

. — ]

Percent of Respondents on
Importance of Factor

Highest Level of

Education
Offered Much Some Little None
Bachelor's 6.7 14,8 28,8 49,7
Below bachelor's 4,2 17.0 22,5 56,3
Total 5.9 15.5 26,8 51.8
df = 3, computed chi-square = 1,92
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Finally, analysis of the data according to position
of the respondent revealed considerable relationship. The
distribution is shown in Table 36, Although the relation-
8hip among the data does not seem to be convincing, it appears
that the spouse as a variable is given somewhat less importance
as cited by the administrator greup. About twenty~five per-
cent of the faculty group replied that the spouse was of sub-
stantial importance in promotion, the comparable figures for
the administrator group were only thirteen percent., The com-
puted chi-square is significant at ,01 level,

TABLE 36

IMPORTANCE OF SPOUSE AS A FACTOR IN PROMOTION
RELATIVE TO POSITION OF TEACHER

Percent of Respondents on

Position of Importance of Factor
Teacher Much Some Little None
Administrator 4,3 8.7 17.4 69.6
Faculty 6,6 18.6 31.1 43,7
Total 5.9 15.5 26,8 51.8
df = 3, computed chi-square = 14,77

This difference is significant at .01 level.

Relative Importance of Factors

In order to place all the factors in perspective, their

relative importance in the faculty promotion must be considered.
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TABLE 37
RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS IN FACULTY PROMOTION®

Percent of Respondents on
Importance of Factor

Factor Much Some Little None
Service 5703 3207 77 2-3
Teaching b1, 3 30.5 17.7 10.5
Research and Pub-

lication 30,0 42,7 20,9 6.4
Personal Charac-

teristics 20,5 46,8 22.7 10,0
Informal Assoc-

jations 12,3 34,1 33.6 20,0
Kinship Relations 8.6 14,1 25,0 52.3
Influence of Spouse 5,9 15.5 26,8 51,8

8Phe factors were ranked by assigning point weights
to response categories for each factor as follows: Much =
3, Some = 2, Little =1, and None = 0,

As can be seen in Table 37, the colleges ranked ser-
vice as the most important to promotion. Teaching and research
and publication had weights of importance which were about the
gsame, Thus, it cannot be said that one was much more impor-
tant to promotion than the other. The informal factors were
not important to promotion, but this did not mean that they

were by all means uncommon in the colleges.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This final chapter summarizes the entire study. As
such, it includes the following componentss (1) a brief state-
ment of the problem, (2) a brief description of the procedures
employed, (3) the principal findings, (4) the conclusions,
(5) the guideline recommendations for developing promotion

procedures, and (6) recommendations for further research.

SUMMARY

Statement of Problem

The problem of this study was to investigate and
analyze current promotion policies and procedures in the
teachers' colleges in Thailand, and see if there was any
difference in the faculty perceptions of the importance of
teaching, publication, and service as factors in promotion,
More specifically, it was intended to develop guideline re-
commendations by which teacher effectiveness may be evaluated;
and to provide an empirical base for the study, and improve-

ment of existing faculty promotion practices.
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As the means to achieve the purposes of the study,
four research questions were formulated. These questions
asked how teachers were evaluated and by whom, and the ex-
tent to which the promotion practice was consistent with

the policy.

Procedures

A survey of the related research and literature was
conducted which revealed a moderate amount of material on the
subject. A preliminary questionnaire was then developed from
this information together with the field experience of the
writer in school administration., Discussions with adminis-
trators and a pilot project of the questionnaire were integral
aspects in the development of the final form of the instrument.
The Thai version of the instrument was used in the actual survey.

In order to insure some degree of homogeneity of the
faculty under study, the population was limited to faculty
teaching in the teachers' colleges in Thailand. The sample
contained 250 teachers, ten from each of twenty-five colleges.,
Many of the colleges represented offered the bachelor's degree
in education; some offered below the bachelor's. In the in-

vestigation 96,8% of the forms returned; 88% were usable,



108
The forms were edited and coded, and the responses
were recorded and tabulated by respondent subgroup. The
responses of the subgroups were then tested for signifi-

cant differences employing the chi-square test for indepen-

dent samples,

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS
The classified findings of this study revealed pro-
motional procedures, methods and parties participated in the
evaluation of teacher effectiveness, and the extent to which

these circumstances prevailed,

Evaluation in Promotion Practices

The large majority of colleges in the study did not
have promotion policies formalized in writing. Only about
one-fifth of the teachers thought their promotion policies
were known and understood by most of their colleagues. Al=-
though it appears that informally administered performance
appraisals are uncommon in the teachers®' colleges, only
slightly over one-third of the respondents said that they

were formal and systematic,



109
Both teaching performance, and research and publica-
tion were found to be evaluated mainly by the opinions of
administrators, More than half the group said that either
no consistent, objective methods were used, or teaching and

research and publication were not evaluated,

Participants in Evaluation and Promotion Decision

The study showed that, by far, the director of the
college participated in performance appraisals most frequently,
followed in order by the head of the department, and the assis-
tant director, Very rarely was a faculty committee involved
in the process. More than seventy percent of the teachers
felt that the director of the college was most influential in
the promotion decision. Much less frequently cited as the
most powerful party was the head of the department, followed

by the assistant director.

Consistency of Promotlon Practice

A very small number of.the teachers said that pro-
motion practice was always consistent with stated policy:
around one-third of the group thought it usually was; and
under one-third indicated it sometimes was, As a part of

the policy, teaching and publication were considered the
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important parts of the teacher's Jjob, In practice, the
ma jority of the teachers stated that there was an exeessive
amount of pressure both to publish and to improve teaching
effectiveness,

In regard to the ideal promotion practice, the teachers
wanted the director of the college, the department head, and
the assistant director to be the main evaluators involved in
the teachers' performance evaluations they also wanted, to
some degree, to use the opinions of the faculty members and
the students, Most of them also needed to be advised of their
strengths and weaknesses, as far as the faculty promotion is

concerned,

Factors in Promotion

Summarized briefly in this section are the factors
and their influence on promotion, For each factor, its
significant importance is noted.

Teaching, It was founded that being regarded as a
good teacher by administrators was thought to be most bene-
ficial to promotion, followed by reputation among faculty

members as a good teacher, and reputation among students as

a good teacher.
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Two hypotheses concerned the importance of teachings
1, There is no significant difference in faculty per-
ceptions of the Importance of teaching as a factor in promotion
among colleges which offer different levels of education.

i:. There ;5'%5 significanffdifference in gerceptions
of the ortance o aching as a factor In promotion among
Eﬁﬁfﬁfsfigiora and faculty.

Hypothesis one was not rejected, but hypothesis two
was rejected,

Research and Publication, Publication of textbooks,
and active engagement in research were thought to be equ~
ally helpful to promotion,

Two hypotheses concerned the importance of research
and publications

3. There is no significant difference in faculty per-
ceptions of the Importance o research and guSlIEh on as a

1 among

factor in promotion cEIleges which offer erent levels
of education,

b, ghere is no significant difference in perceptions
of the impor¥ance of research and publication as a factor in
promotion among administrators and faculty.

Hypothesis three was not rejected, but hypothesis four

was rejected,

Service, Of the items related to faculty service,
the most helpful to promotion was judged to be administra-

tive service to the college.
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Two hypotheses concerned the importance of service:
5. There is no significant difference in faculty per-
ceptions of the ortance of service as a factor 1in romo%fSn
among colleges W c offer different levels of eaucatgon.

6. There is no significant difference in perceptions

of the importance of service as a actor In gromotlon among
administrators and faculty.

Both hypotheses five and six were not rejected.

Personal Characteristics, Ability to werk well with
other faculty mepbgrs was thought to be most beneficial to
promotion, It is notable that the administrator subgroup
regarded personal characteristics as much importance to pro-

motion,

Informal Associations, The survey indicated that being
well-liked by the director of the college and the higher ad-
ministrative officials were regarded as most helpful to
promotion, The colleges representing the bachelor's subgroup
thought informal association was rather important in its

effect on promotion,

Kinship Relations. Although some noted that each item

related to kinship relations helped promotion,.the, - .
ma jority of the teachers felt that kinship relations have

nothing to do with promotion,
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Influence of Spouse. The majority of the respondents
said that influence of spouse did not help promotion at all,
However, some indicated that spouse being well-liked by the
director of the college and by higher administrative officers

might have much effect on promotion,

CONCLUSIONS

To the extent that the findings of this study are
valid, the following conclusions appear to be justified:

1. Although all colleges had Civil Service Regula-
tions as the broad criteria for promotion, the policies as
to how and on what basis the teachers are evaluated were not
well known and understood among the faculty members,

2, Informal, casual appraisals were sometimes
occurred in the faculty performance evaluations for promotion
decisions,

3. There seemed to be uncertainty about the specific
methods used in evaluations of faculty efforts in teaching
and in research and publication., These evaluations relied
heavily on the opinions of the adminstrators.

4, Participants in the appraisal of faculty perfor-

mance included the director of the college, the assistant
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director, and the department head, However, it often seemed
that the director of the college was the only participant,

5. The director of the college was most identified
as having greatest influence on promotion decisions.

6., Actual promotion practice was not quite consis-
tent with the policy, it usually or sometimes was,

7. Both faculty members and administrators strongly
believed that a faculty member should be advised of his strengths
and weaknesses when a decision is made regarding the promotion,

8. There was strong faculty confidence in evaluations
made by the department head, the director of the college and
the assistant director, and favorable recommendations by them
are believed to be sound basis for promotion, Faculty commi-
ttee and student ratings wére also said to be needed as parti-
cipants in the evaluations,

9. In their apparent order of importance, the chief
factors in promotion were service, teaching, research and
publication, and personal characteristics., Of less signifi-
cance were informal associations, kinship relations, and ins

fluence of spouse,
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10. In general, the administrator group thought
their institutions placed much emphasis only on formal
factors (teaching, research and publication, and personal
characteristics)., The faculty group thought that was not
true; their institutions placed less emphasis on formal
factors, but much more on informal factors (kinship rela-

tions, and influence of spouse).
RECOMMENDATIONS

Guideline Recommendations
On the basis of the findings and conclusions of this
study, guidelines for developing promotion policies and pro-

cedures at the college level are presented.

1, The policy as to how and on what criteria the

teachers are to be evaluated should be developed and made

understood, It is most important that all members know,
for without knowing that the policy is there, it is more
likely that the promotion is a secrecy.

2, Written policy should be precisely formulated,

leaving no question to guesswork, If there are some excep-

tions, their specific nature should be so stated. Also, it
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must be precisely and explicitly stated in such a way that a
teacher may be able to predict his promotion,
3. In accord with sound educational practice and legal
requirements, the policy statement should make clear who has

the authority and responsibility in matters pertaining to pro-

motion,

4L, Teacher effectiveness should not be appraised

largely by subjective opinions and hearsay evidence. A
healthy dialogue regarding promotion process cannot be estab-
lished unless teacher effectiveness is evaluated by consis-

tent and systematic methods,

5. Teachers should be usually adv;sed and informed
go_that they are kept fully aware of promotional practices,
and probabilities. Advising with compassion and thorough
communication system are especially necessary in establishing
greater utilization of faculty potential,

6, Opinions regarding teacher effectiveness, from

faculty members as well as from students should be taken into

consideration. Evaluation of teachers by students, and by

their colleagues (or their committees) should be among the
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evaluative means used in order that a more complete evaluation

of the faculty member will take place.

Recommendations for Further Study

During the course of this investigation, some promising
side problems came to light. In relation to these related pro-
blems, certain questions remain unanswered, and hence require
additional study for possible solutions. The following topics
are given for further investigation:

l, A study of faculty promotion in higher education
using population from government universities and/or private
universities in Thailand,

2. A study of the characteristics of the promotion
of teachers' college faculty, finding out whether they are
descriptive of faculty promotion in other higher institutions.,

3. An investigation of the content, use, and effec-

tiveness of methods, and forms employed by higher institutions

in determining promotion of faculty members,
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FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire represents an attempt to survey the
opinion of individuals on the issue of faculty promotion pol-
icies for teachers' college. The best answer to each question
below is your personal opinion. Your candid responses are
vital to the study. The information you supply will be kept
absolutely confidential,

I, General Information Please answer the following ques-

tions by putting a check (v) in
the blanks as indicated below,

1, Please indicate your sex., Check one,

() a, Male
( ) b, Pemale

2, Please indicate your age, Check one,

() a. Under 31
() be 31 -140
()CQ 1-50
u()do 51"60

3. What is your present position? Check one,

( ) a, Director of the college
( ) b Assistant director

() c. Head of the department
() d. Instructor

b, What is the approximate student enrollment at the in-
stitution where you are now teaching (excluding even-
ing students)? Check one,

() a, Under 2,000
() be Over 2,000

5 What highest level of education is offered by the in-
stitution where you are now teaching? Check one,

( g a. Bachelor's degree
( ) b, Lower than bachelor's degree

6, Is the faculty promotion policy at your institution
written or unwritten? Check one.

() a, Written
( ) b Unwritten
( ) c. Don't know
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9.

10,

11,

12,
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Do you think the faculty promotion policy at your
institution is known and understood by most of your
colleagues? Check one,

() a, Yes
() b, No
() c. Don't know

Are the appraisals of faculty members for promotion
at your institution formal and systematic? Check one,

() a. Yes
()bo No
() c. Don't know

By what method is the teaching ability of the faculty
member evaluated as a factor in promotion decisions?
Check as many as apply.

( ) a. Teaching ability is not evaluated
b, No consistent, objective methods are used
¢, Opinions of other faculty members are used
d, Opinions of administrators are used

( ) e Opinions of students are used

( ) £f. Other (please specify)

By what method is the research and publication of the

faculty member evaluated as a factor in promotion

decisions? Check as many as apply.

( ; a, Research and publication is not evaluated

é b, No consistent objective methods are used

( ; ¢, Opinions of other faculty members are used

d. Opinions of administrators are used
( ) e« Other (please specify)

Nt s g “aust? “ur?

Who conducts the appraisals of faculty members in pro-
motion decision? Check as many as apply.

( ) a. Faculty members
b, Faculty committee
¢, Head of the department
( ) d. Assistant director
( ) e« Director of the college
() £, Other (please specify%

-

Who do you think has the greatest influence (directly
or indirectly) on the promotion of a faculty member at

- your institution? Check as many as apply.

§ 3 a, Student committee
b, Faculty committee

¢, Head of the department

d. Assigstant director

e, Director of the college

f. Other (please specify)

SN SN
s Nnt? s s
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14,

15,

16,

17,

II.
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To what extent do you feel the actual promotion prac-
tice is consistent with the stated promotion.golgcx
at your institution? Check one.

a. Always

b. Usually
) ¢c. Sometimes
) d. Seldom
) e. Never

Lo L L Lo o N

Do you think that after a promotional decision has
been made on a faculty member at your institution,
he should be advised of his weaknesses (and possibly

his strengths) by the committee (or individual) which
made the decision? Check one,

() as Yes.
i )bo No .
) ¢c. Sometimes

(.) d. No opinion

Do you feel that there is an excessive amount of pressure
to publish at your institution? Check one,

) a, None or very little
) b. Considerable
) ¢co A great deal

Do you feel that there is an excessive amount of pressure
to improve teaching effectiveness? Check one,

( ) a. None or very little
i ) b. Considerable
) co A great deal

When faculty members' performance is to be rated or
evaluated, which methods and/or individuals should be
involved in evidence of effective performance. Check
as many as apply.

a, Director of the college

b, Assistant director

c. Head of the department
d. Faculty members

Ratings by students

()
g ; 5: Other (please specify)

Factors in Promotion Please indicate the extent to which
the items listed below help in the
promotion practice at your insti-
tution by putting a check (V) in
the appropriate column to the
right of each item,
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Helps Helps Helps Helps Un=-
Much Some Little Nothing certain

Teaching
18, Reputation among
students as good
teacher--ceccee= () () () () ()

19, Reputation among
faculty as good

teacher=e=-- ——— () () () () ()

20, Reputation among
administrators as
good teacher=—--- () () () () ()

21, Many years ex-
perience as a

teachere=ecmecaca () () () () ()

Research and Publication

22, Acti +
in researshoomen’ () () () () ()

23, Having a large
number of publi-

cations~e-—ceeaaa () () () () ()

24, Writing journal
articlege=m=em~= - () () () () ()

25, Publication of
texthookSemenwan () () () () ()

Service

26, Administrative
gervice (Asst,
to dirs, dept.
head, gen, ser-
vice to college) () () () () ()

27. Service to commun-
ity or nation
(comm, develop.
rural student tea-

ching supervision) ( ) () () () ()
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Helps Helps Helps Helps Un-
Much Some Little Nothing certain

28, Supervising or trng.
of students (dorm.
supervisor, athle-

tic coach)ececcauae" () () () () ()

29, Advisorship of asse
istance to student

organizatione=ecea () () () () ()
Personal characteristics
30, Integritye~emececmcae- () () () () ()
31, Amiabilityee-—ecece-- () () () () ()
32, Loyalty to insti-

ot i () () () () ()

33, Ability to work
well with other
faculty members---- ( ) () () () ()

Informal Associations

34, Membership and par-
ticipation in the
campus faculty

clube=- () () () () ()
35. Being well-=liked
by the studentgse==- ( ) () () () ()

36, Being well-liked by
the faculty mem-

bers-=e--- () () () () ()

37. Being well-liked by
the department

38, Being well-liked by
the director of
the college-==~e=== () () () () ()

39, Being well-liked by
the higher admin-
istrative official- ( ) () () () ()
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Helps Helps Helps Helps Un=-
Much Some Little Nothing certain

Kinship relations

4o, Being related to an
influential faculty

member. -- () () () () ()
L1, Being related to the
department head==== ( ) () () () ()

42, Being related to the
director of the

college-====== wmee=- () () () () ()

43, Being related to the
higher administra-
tive officigleeecee= () () () () ()

Influence of Spouse

44, Spouse being well-
liked by the fac-
ulty member-eeeecae- ( ) () () () ()

45, Spouse being well-
liked by the de=-
partment head=e---=- () () () () ()

46, Spouse being well-
liked by the direc-
tor of the college-- { ) () () () ()

47, Spouse being well-
liked by the higher
administrative
officialecemcencmaae () () () () ()

48, Spouse being able to
mix well socially=e= ( ) () () () ()

In the previous section you indicated ways in which certain fac-
tors helped in faculty promotions at your institutions, Those
same factors are listed below again. Please indicate the rela-
tive importance given each of those factors in the actual pro-
motion practice at your institution by putting a check ( ) in
the appropriate column to the right of each factor,



134

Importance of Factor

Much Some Little None

49, Teaching (reputation as
a classroom teacher among
students, other faculty
members, and adminis-
trators -— () () () ()

50, Research and publication
(involvement in research,
writing articles, publi-
cation of textbooks)-eew- () () () ()

51, Service (administrative
service, community dev-
elopment, dormitory su-
pervisor, athletic
CoaCh)=mmmmmmmmm e () ) () ()

52, Personal characteristics
(integrity, amiability,
loyalty to institution,
ability to work well
with other faculty
members ) ecemecccax

53. Informal associations
(participation in the
campus faculty club, be-
ing well-1liked by the stu-
dents, other faculty mem-
bers, and administra-
tors)-=ve=== mm———— () ()

54, Kinship Relations (being
related to an influential
faculty member or admin-
istrator)ewecene- ———————— () () () ()

-~
s’
”~~
A

55. Influence of spouse (pop-
ularity of spouse with
other faculty members,
administrator, and
higher administrative
official)=mecececcccnnaa () () () ()
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