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An Appraisal of Faculty’s Service Performance in
Higher Education

Chun Mei, Cheng

National Taiwan College of Physical Education

Abstract

This study surveyed four-year colleges and universities in Taiwan to deter-
mine if the criteria used to evaluate faculty performance in service based on the
conirol and classification levels of institution. The finding results may be
utilized to enhance the reader’'s knowledge of current faculty’s service
performance evaluation and relative to facully promotion and salary.

In this paper. the SPSS statistic software was otilized for data analysis.
ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) was conducted 1o examine total ratings for indi-
vidual items. Analysis of the results indicated that college service performance
was based primarily on department administrative duties and public service
performance was based primarily on conducting training.

Besides, the criteria used to evaluate college service performance ranked
higher among private four-year colleges (M=29.85), and lower among public
four-year colleges (M=27.74). The criteria used to evaluate communiry service
performance ranked higher among private four-year colleges (M=12.08), and

ranked lower among private Tour-year universities (M=10.72).
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

Scrivéﬁ (1981) defined evaluation as "the process of determining the merit
or worth or value of something, or the product of that process” (Miller, 1987, p.
53). There is a general consensus that evaluation is a complex, dynamic
undertaking and that sole reliance on student ratings for evaluating classroom
teaching, the single most common strategy, is insufficient. Today, the individ-
usl faculty member's overall performunce is evaluated on several criteria, in-
c!uding student ratings of faculty performarnce, self-evaluation, colleague and
chair evaluation, assessment of scholarly activities and research publications,
and evaluation of campus-and/or noncampus-related activities with which fac-
ulty n;f:mhcrs are involved.

l’crfﬂrm:mce evaluation is important. Ope's performance on many jobs
can be evaluated directly by the outcomes of his/her position. For example,
businessmen cap be judged by their profit margins, and basketball players by
their scoring average. Evaluating professors is much less simple, and outcome
measures are much more slusive (McLean, 1987). A common theme among
educational institutions seems to be that quality education is dependent on qual-
ity performance of the educator (Dottin, 1987, Euster & Weinbach, 1986).

The Foundation for this Study

Centra (1979) published the results of a research study that ranked several
generally Eiﬂ{:ﬂplc'.d criteria used in evaluating individual faculty members.
Building upon earlier surveys by Gustad (1961) and Astin and Lee (1967),
Centra's study indicated that “colleges and universities are corrently relying

more on systematic student ratings and, to some extent, on the content of course
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syllabi and examinations” (p.9). Centra's 1979 study is the most recent among
studies conducted on faculty performance at four year colleges and
universities,

According to the literature on performance evaluation, several criteria
that ranked highest priority in Centra's (1979) study remain very prevalent
among four-year colleges and universities today. This study uges Centra’s in-
strument to study institutions in Taiwan and focuses on the nature and extent
that evaluative criteria and processes are used to measure laculty service

peeformance in four-year colleges and nniversities in Taiwan,

Statement of the Problem
The problem of this study is to determine if selected criteria currently vused
by four-yeuar colleges and universities in Taiwan to evaluate faculty college and
community service performance differ based upon the control (public or pri-
vate‘} and classification (college and university) levels of an institution.
- Research Questions
The following research questions were set in order to analyze the problem:

I. What is the difference i criteria and the extent of their use in the evaluation
of facully college service performance ul four-year colleges and universities
based upon the control and classification levels of institutions?

2. What is the difference in criteria and the extent of their use in the evaluation
of faculty community service performance at four-year colleges and
universities, based upon the control and classification levels of institutions?

Research Hypotheses
The following null hypotheses will provide the basis for statistical analy-
sis of the data:

College Service Performance

Hol: There are no significant differences among the crilerion used to evaluate
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faculty college service performance based on the control levels of the

institutions.

Ho?: There are no significant differences among the criteria used to evaluate
faculty college service performance based on the classification leyels of
the institutions.

Ho3: There is no significant interaction between control and classification

levels of the institutions among the criteria used to evaloate fagulty col-

lege service performance.

Community Service Performance

Ho4: There are no significant differences among the criterfa used to evaluate
faculty community service performance based on the control fevels of
the nstitutions,

HoS5: There are no significant differences among the criteria used to evaluate
faculty communily service performance based on the classification

1 levels of the mstitutions.

Ho6: There is no significant interaction beiween control and classification

levels of the institutions among the criteria used o evaluate faculty com-

munity service performance.

Purpose of the Study
Effective evaluation of faculty performance is necessary al all imstitotions
of higher edugation to enhance excellence. The primary purpose of this study
was to survey four-year colleges and universities in Taiwan to examine criteria
and the extent of their use to evaluate service performance. Signilicant
variations in value accorded to identical eriterin were unalyzed 1o determine if

the criteria differ based upon institutional control and clagsification levels,

Significance of the Study

The; topic of performance evaluation has motivated literally thousands of
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studies in America. And now more than ever before, the public at large and the
;ﬁ‘]ung in particular pose penetrating questions about the gquality of instruction
in higher education (Traylor, 1992), A reasonable and manageable faculty
performance evaluation program can contribute towards institutional improve-
ment, E#aluation for professional growth and improvement also is a fundamen-
tal purpose. And although it is generally agreed that evaluative technigues are
needed to measure faculty performance, more information is needed about cur-
rent methods and techniques as well as the extent of their nse.

Provided in this study are comparative data about the criteria currently
used in four-year colleges and universities in Taiwan and about how the criteria

_differ-based upon the classification and control levels of institutions. Research

results should; (1) enhance the reader’s knowledge of present day faculty
performance evaluation relative to faculty tenure, promotion, and salary; and
(2) -pnwidc current information and recommendations that promote the im-
proyement of faculty evaluation procedures.

| Definition of Terms
Control Levely -

A private college or university is one that is sponsored and financed under
private auspices rather than by a governmental body (Haves & Haves, 1982,
p.175.

A public college or university is one that is sponsored and financed by a
country, or other governmental unit rather than under private auspices (Haves
& Haves, 1982, pp.179-180).

Classification Level

According to the Ministry of Education in Taiwan, institutions of higher
education in Taiwan are grouped into two ciategories. These two categories are

College and University. A four-year college is one offering asubstantial range
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of study programs leading to bachelor's degrees, normally completed in full-
time study for four academic years, but which the college my offer in ways per-
mitting completion in & fewer or greater number of years; a four-year college
may also offer some graduate-degree programs.

A university is defined as an educational institution composed of at least
three academic colleges. A four year college contains less thun 3 academic
colleges, The length of study is four years, except for certain majors which may
require up to seven years of education (including internship). A bachelor’s de-
gn:r:z is awarded to those who successfully finish the education; a four-year uni-
versity may also of fer masters and doctoral programs.

THe two categories of college and university include teachers’ colleges and
normal universities. All of these schools are established and operated by the
government. Students are free of all educational expenses; specifically, tition
and all boarding costs are paid by the government. Admission requirements are
the Same as those of other universities and colleges.

College Service Performance

Collepe sarvice generally includes serving on university committees,
student advisement, university functions related to general administration, re-
cruitment and registration, development and fund raising, consulting, work
with student organizations, and student services.

Community Service Performance

Community service comprises activiries and actions directly involving the
community and other persons, agencies, or organizations based outside the insti-
tution. It includes public presentations; holding local, state, ore national
offices: consultations; aid to other colleges, universities, or local schools in the
area: involvement with cooperative extension; continuing education;

workshops, semiinars, and conferences; and the invelvement of research on nu-
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merous social and community problems, Boyer (1990) argued that those public
service activities "that relate directly to the intellectual work of the professor
and are carried out through consultation, technical assistance, policy analysis,

program evaluation and the like" should be considered (p.36).

CHAPTER TWO

Review of Literature

When the overull professional performance of individual faculty members

.is belng evaluated, service tends to take a "back seat” to teaching and

scholarship/research. But a faculty member’s commitment to outreach and pub-

lic/professional service can be an important element (Traylor, 1992). Using

Ohio University as an example, the "Extended Community" is part of its
mission to provide educational programs and services to its public:

Ohio University serves an extended community. The public service
mission of the university, expressed in such activities as public broadeast-
ing and continuing education programs, reflects the responsibility of the
University to serve the ongoing educational needs of the region, The re-
gional campuses perform a critical role in serving this extended com-
munity...[t is the purpose of these extended university programs to serve a
diverse range of educational needs, from professional groups requiring
continuing courses of study related to the practice of their professions, to
individuals desiring occasional or special interest study, By service to the
extended community, Ohio University contributes to cultural and econ-
amic development, health care, and 1o other human services (Toward the
Third Century, 1988).
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ikl :&s plang are made for education in the 21st century, there remaing a strong
sense that colleges and universities should have a direct, ef fective, and on-
going relationship to their external con slituencies.

According to the literature (Applegate, 1081: Centra, 1979}, service has two
dimensions: college, internal, or professional service, and community, public,
or external service.

College service generally includes serving on universily committess,
student advisement, university functions related to general administration, re-
cruitment and registration, development and fund raising, consulting, work
with student organizations, and student services. The service performance of
faculty embers is usually assessed by examining the relevant activities. Ac-
cording to Genova (1976),

Service may also include a teacher’s relationship, attitudes, and behavior
within @ depariment. The instructor who is seen as supportive and positive...,
may Serve the department without spending defined periods of time in "ser-
vice" activities, Service may be viewed as a willingness (o carry extrd work
load or more of whe less desirable kinds of courses in his teaching lpad. There-
fore.., service may encompass much of a faculty member’s personal behavior
in the group context, and the resultant evaluation criteria could be in terms of
his or her personal contribotion to a more smooth functioning organization (p.
19).

Saltine (1984) asked the liberal arts deans of public and private colleges Lo
indicate how often they "always used" each of 9 factors to assess a professor’s
college service performance. Saltine compared his results with a similar study
that was done in 1978, He noted service on collegewide commitlees and aca-
demic advising were the most important factor during the 19781983 period.

Community service comprises activities and actions directly involving the
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community and other persons, agencies, or organizations based outside the insti-
tution. It includes public presentations; holding local, state, or national of fices
; consultations; aid Lo other colleges, universities, or local schools in the area;
invulvcn}cm with cooperative exiension; contmuing education: workshops,
m:mina_r-z;. and conferences; and the involvement of research on numerous social
and community problems. Boyer (1990) argued that those public service activi-
t1es "that relate directly to the intellectual work of the professor and are carried
out through consultation, technical assistance, policy analysis, program evalu-
arion and the like” should be considered” (p.36).

Dressed (1976) also identified three types of public service. The first type,
. which he referred o as "national missions,” employs the model of the land-
grant universities, in which agricultural extension agents consulted with
r“”.“""‘- Federal legislation has extened this model to business, induostry, urban
affairs, and the schools, with colleges and universities using their expertise o
helip_sulve problems in all the-areas, Dressel’s second type of public service was
pm:.'iding assislance to community groups, with faculty from appropriate
disciplines adglressing whatever needs the groups may have, The third type, con-
tinuing education, included teaching non-degree courses, workshops, and other
classes for professionals and other adulits,

According to Elman and Smock (1985}, public service includes those activi-
ties that draw on faculty members’ professional expernise. Faculty members
cither apply their knowledge and skills Lo a problem on issue, or to public dis-
semination of information (Lynton & Elman, 1987). Lyaton and Elman used
the term professional activity instead of public service to underscore the appli-
cation of Taculty expertise. They saw a continuum of activities, ranging from ap-
plied research (basic research), to teaching or providing information to general

sudiences (for'example, giving continuing education classes). Between the two
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ends of the spectrum were contracted research, consultation, technical
assistance, policy analysis, program evaluation, targeted briefings, and other
didactic activities, such as teaching sessions for newly elected government
officials. |

Institutions may use a number of sources to gather information on a fac-
ulty member's contribution to college service, but according to the literature,
service on collegewide committees and academic advising are the two most in-
fluential factors considered in the evaluation process, Seldin (1984, p.67) asked
the liberal arts deans of public and private colleges to indicate how often they
"always used” each of 9 factors to ussess a professor’s college service
performance. Seldin compared his results with a similar study that was done in
1978 and found very little change over the 5-year period, in the frequency with
which each factor was used, He noted that all of the factors except 2, willing-
ness .m teach undesirable courses and participation in campus symposia, were
nlmq\sl invariably the same in 1983 as they were in 1978, Service on collegewide
committees and academic service on department committees and department
administrative :lgties ranked relatively high in 1978 and increased in impor-
ance by 1983. According to this author, the professor should be willing to partici-
pate in public service, with or without pay. The professor guins insight from the
experience, the public benefits, and instruction becomes increasingly relevant.
"Public service is 4 professional responsibility; time should be assigned to it

and the service shoudl be evaluated” (Dressel, 1976, p.367).
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CHAPTER THREE

Methodology

A descriptive study which utilized a questionnaire to identify selected cri-
teria and the extent of their use in the evaluation of faculty performance in ser-
vice. '

The questionnaire had its roots in a 1961 study by John W. Gustad, It had
I::ﬁ-_:n used in several other studies {Austin & Lee, 1966; Centra, 1979; Seldin 197
8, 1984, & 1989; Zitlow, 1988; and Traylor, 1992), The questionnaires were
distributed to 135 chief academic officers and deans of four-year colleges and
'utiivcr;itics. The 135 surveys were distributed, 99 were returned with a usable
rate of 73.33%.

-The analysis of the data included two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
which was used to test for significant differences between the 2 dependent
varfables and 2 independent variables; one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
which was used to test for significant differences between the means of each of
the independent variables; and mesns and standard devialiens were used to
identify the characteristics of the data.

Frequencies were indicated by using a Likeri-type scale with five
responses:

I=Almost Never

2=Seldom

3=Sometimes

4=Usually

S5=Almost Always
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CHAPTER FOUR

Data Analysis & Results

The ¢hief academic officers and deans of academic colleges within four-
year colleges and universities in Taiwan were the population used in this study.
According to the figures from the Ministry of Education, the total number of
academic colleges at the four-year colleges and universities was 135, Therefore,
questionnaires were distributed to the 135 chief academic officers and aca-
demic deans of the institutions.

A toral of 99 (73.33%) of the questionnaires were returned, making it poss-
ible to analyze evaluative criteria according to the control (public, private) and
the classification (college, university) (see Table 1). The sources of
classification consisted of 32 responses from colleges and 67 responses from
universities. The sources of control consisted of 61 public institutions and 38
resp?z-n‘ses from private institutions. Overall, the levels of control and
classification had a response rate of at least 62.3% or higher. Therefore, the
study was gen}:r-alizahle to the total population of four-year college and

universities.

Research Question |
Criteria and the Extent of Their Use in the Evaluation of

Colleges Service Performance
This r;:searuh question addresses the respondents’ estimate of the extent to
which 9 general criteria were used on their campuses to evaluate faculty college
service performance. Research results were analyzed to determine if the cri-

teria differ based upon the control and classification levels of institutions. Hy
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"Table |

Number and Percentage Distuibution of Ouestionnaires Distributed and

Returned Usable Based on Demographics of Respondents.

Category (riginal Number Number and Percentage

Distributed of Returned Usable
Questionnalires
Source of

Classification:

*

MCal lege 35 32 81.43%
lzﬂ?iVerﬁity 100 67 67%
Tnt?l s 135 99 T3, 33%
;;urce of

Control :

|LiPublic 4 fil 82 43%
(2Privaté 61 . a8 2. 30%
Total 135 99 T3: 33%

234



EEHTFHAMMERRZIFE

" potheses 1, 2, and 3 were tested.

After running the data by the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS/PC+), the reliability voefficients of the 4 general criteria is ALPHA=X3
08.

College Service x Control

Presented.in Table 2 is the extent to which each of the 9 general criteria are
used in the evaluation of college service performance, based upon control
levels of institutions. Meun differences in Table 2 indicate that department
administrative duties (M=3.90); service on departmental committees (M=3.68);
academic advising (M=336); service on collegewide committees; advisor to
studentr organizations; nonacademic student counseling; and participation in
campus symposia are "sormetimes used” by four-year colleges and uriversities,
nntwnhqlundlng institutional control levels. Willingness to teach undesirable
courses (M=2.68) and service as student recruiter (M=2.47) are "seldom used”
by f{Jur—yuu colleges and universities. None of the criteria ranked in the
“almost never used” category.

According lp Table 2, private institutions used department administrative
duties {M=4. HS:-M 3,80) more than did public institutions to evaluate college
service performance.

Data on the means and standard deviations for college service
performance by institutional control levels are depicted in Table 3. As
presentad in Table 3. the distribution of responses by public (M=29.10) and pri-
vate institutions (M=29.34) indicated thal the 9 general criteria are college ser-
vice performance is "sometimes used"” the 9 general criteria in the assessment of

faculty performance.

(=]
i
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"Tahle 2

C‘ri‘l:ria and the Extent of Their Use in the Evaluation of College Service

Performance Based Upon Control Level

Level of Contraol Mean(M**) All Institutions
{(N=99)
e Average M
Public Institutions Private Institutions
(N =61) (N=38)
Criteria '
Servie on Col legewide 3. 31 3. 39 3. 34
comnillee
Service on department 3. 75 3. 55 3. 68
commitiee
Depar tment 3. 80 4,05 3. 90
administrative duties
Academic advising 3. 43 3. 26 3. 36
Advisor to student J.28 3. 39 3. 32
organizationg -
Participation in campus 3.18 3. 21 3.19
SYmposia
Nonacademic student 3.23 3.26 3. 24
counsel ing
¥illingnessto teach 2. 69 2. 66 2. 68
undesirable courses
Service as student 2.43 2.5 2.47
recruiter ’

* N=Sample size

#¥=5:Almost always used 2=M<3:Seldom used
4=W<5:Usually used | =M<Z2:Almost never used
F=M<4:Sometimes used
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.Tgt:.-l: 3

Means and Standard Deviations of the Evaluation of College Service

Performance by Institutional Control Level

Variable n' Percent of Response M Sh
| %)
Le{el of Control
é’riv&t’e Institutions 3§ 62.3 29. 34 b. 82
Fub;ic Institutions fil 82.4 29, 10 6. 38

A -

¥ n=Number ofs respondent

*k)=45:A1most always used
S6=M<45:Usully used
2T=M<36:Somtims used
18=M<27:Seldom used

G=N<-18:Almost never used
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College Service x Classification

Presented in Table 4 is the extent to which each of the 9 general criteria are
psed in the evaluation of college service performance, based upon the insti-
tutional classification. Asshown in"Average Mean" column of Table 4, depart-
ment administrative duties (M=3.90); service on department commiltees (M=
3.68); and acudemic advising (M=3.36) are more nsed than other criteria by four
-year colleges and universities, to evaluate colleges and universities, to evalu-
ate college service performunce, regardless of the classification levels of
institutions. Willingness to teach undesirable courses (M=2.68) and service as
student recruiter (M=247) are "s¢ldom used" to evalvate college service
performance. And department administrative duries (M=4.03>M=3.84) are
used more by colleges than universilies, o evaluate college service
performance,

hDuLu on the means and standard deviations for college service
pﬂrqormunce based upon the iostitutional classification are presented n Table
5. As presented in Table 5, mean rating between levels of classification indi-
cate that uniw;-_rﬁitits (Mean=29 48) and collgges (M=2185Y) "sometimes used”
the overall © general criteria to evaluate college service performance.

College Service x Control and Classification

The data on the means and stapdard deviations for college service
performance by the control and classification levels of institutions are charted
in Figure 1. As presented in Figure 1, the grand mean rating of responses by pub-
lic and private institutions versus the 2 levels of classification (GM=29.19), in-
dicate that college service 15 "somelimes used” in the assessment of faculty
performance at four-year colleges and unlvﬂrsitits: regardless of the control or
classification levels of institutions. Figure 1 reveals that college service

performance rapked slightly higher among private four-year colleges (M=29.85
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Table 4

Criteria and the Bxtent of Their Use in the Evaluation of College Service

Performance Based Upon Institutional Classification

Level uf'Classificatiﬁn Mean(MkE) A1l Institutions

{N=99)
Average Mean

Col)ege University

(N"=32) (N=BT)
Criteria .
Service on Collegewde 3. 16 3.43 3. 94
commi L tee
Service on department 3. 41 3.81 3 68
commi ttee
Depar tment 4. 03 3. 84 3. 90
administrative
Academic advising 3. 06 3.51 3. 36

L
Advisor to student 3. 41 3.28 3.32
organizations
s

Participation in campus 3,28 3. 15 3. 19
Symposia
Nonacademic student 3.22 3. 25 3. 24
counseling
Willingness to teach 2.53 2. 75 2. 68
undesirable courses
Service as student 2. 20 2. 48 2 47

recrul ten

% N=Sample size
*¥#M=5:Almost aways used
4=H<U:sully used
3=M<4:Sometimes used
2=M<3:5eldom used
1 =M< 2:Almost never used
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"Table 5

I'-:Iéuns and Standard Deviations of the Ewalvation of College Service

Performance by Institutional Classification

Variable n* Percent of Response M sh

(%)

Level of

Classification
University 67 67 29. 48 6. 59

i :
College 32 91. 43 28. 59 .13

e

¥ n=Number of respondent

*¥¥N=45:Almost aways used
36=N<45:Usully used
2T=N<36:5ometimes used
18=M<27:Seldom used

O=M<18:Almost never used
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* yand slightly lower among public four-year colleges (M=27.74).
Test of Hypotheses 1,2, and 3

Hypothesis 1: There are no significant differences ameng the criteria used to
evaluate faculty college service performance based on the con-
trol levels of instifutions.

Hypothesis 2:. There are no significant differences among the criteria used to
evalunte faculty college service performance based on the
classification levels of institutions.

Hypothesis 3: There is no significant interaction between control and
classification levels of institutions among the criteria used to

* evaluate faculty college service performance,

The results of the two-way analysis of variance for Variable 1, evaluation
of college seryice performance by control and classification levels of
institutions, are presented in Table 6. According to Table 6, there was no
significant interaction (F=1.015, p=316) al the .01 level, therefore hypothesis 3
was'not rejected. There were also po significant main effects for control ( F

=045, p=2833) or classification (F=.45, p=.504) at the .01 level. Therefore, hy-
pothesis | and 3 were not rejected.

Research Question 2
Criteria and the Extent of Their Use in the Evaluation of

Community Service Performance

This research question addresses the respondents’ estimate of the extent to
which 4 general criteria were used on their campuses Lo evaluite community ser-
vice performance. Research results were analyzed to determine if the criteria
differ based upon the control and classification levels of institution, Hypoth-
eses 4, 5, and 6 were tested.

After running the data by the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (
SPSS/PC+ ), the reliability coefficients of the 4 general criteria is ALPHA=
9053, ;
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= -tjassiflcatiun Public Private Average

W=27. T4 M=29. 85 M=28. 50

College Sh=h. 68 Sh=4. 10 Sh=5, 13
n=19 n=14 =42

M=29. 71 M=29. 08 W=29. 48

University Sh=6. 65 Sh=6. 60 SD=8. HY
n=42 n=29 n=bT

Average W=29. 10 =20, 34 M=20. 19

Sh=6. 38 Sb=5. 82 Sh=h. 14
f n=h1 n=38 n=99

(Girand Mean)
Legend:  M=45:Almost always used
3[5%]!':“*’-45:[!511&1}’ used
2T=N<36:Sumetimes used
18=M<27:Seldom used
G=H<18:Almost never used

n=Number of repondent

Figure 1. Means and Standard Deviations of the Evaluation of College Service

Performance b}," Institutional Control and Classification
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& Tqble 6

Summary of Analysis of Variance of the Evaluation of College Service

Performance by Institutional Control and Classification

Variable Level df Ms F r

Faculty Control and
Teaching Classification
Per formance
Main Effects 2 9.32 243 . T85
’ Control

Classification

= 1 |, 72 045 . 833
1 17:25 . 450 . h04
J 2-way
Interaction
L | 38. 93 1,015 . 316
Cont x Class 1 38. 93 1.015  .316
Explained 3 19,19 . 501 . 683
Residual
Total
95 38. 34
98 37. 75

¥Significant at the .01 level.
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Community Service x Control

LY

Presented in Table 7 is the extent to which each of the 4 general criteria are
used in the evaluation of community service performance, based upon control
levels of institutions. Mean ratings in Table 7 indicate that conducting training
or dev:inpment programs {(credit or non-credil courses) (M=3.005) are used more
often than other criteria, by four-year colleges and universities, to evaluate com-
munity service. Providing techmical or management advice o outside
organizations or business (M=283) and wvdlunteer service on commitlegs,
beards and community organizations (M=2.72) was followed by conducting
training or development programs, Community presentations (M=2.58) is the
least frequently vsed criterion to evalnale community service performance.

Data on the means and standard deviations for community service
performance by institutional control level are summarized in Table 8. As
presented in Table 8, the overall distribution of responses by public and private
mstitutions indicate that community service performance is “seldom used," by
pri:tmte institutions (M=11.18) and by public institutions (M=11.16), in the assess-
ment of faculty performance.

y o, . -+ -
Community Service x Classification

Presented in Table 9 is the extent to which each of the 4 general criteria are
used in the evaloation of community service performance, based upon the insti-
tutional classification, colleges and universities. Ag shown in the "Average
Mean" column of Tuble 9, conducting training or development programs (credit
or non-credit courses) (M=3.05) is vsed to a greater extent than other criteria,
to evaluale community service performance. Four-year colieges (M=3.25) use
conducting training or development programs (credit or non-credit courses)
more frequently than do four-year universities (M=2.96), to evalvate com-

munity service. Both classes of institutions less requently use community
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Criteria and the Extent of Their Use in the Evaluation of Community Service

Performance Based Upon Control Level

Leve! of Cﬁntrnl Hean{H**J Al Institutions
(N=49)
- Average Mean
Publie Private
Institutions . Institutions

(N*=61) (N=38)
Criteria
Communi ty presentations 2. 57 2.98 2.58
Conducting training or 3. 08 3. 00 3. 06
development programs
(credit or non~credit
cuurgesj
Providing technical or 2.75 2.95 2.83
management adyice to
outside organizalions or
businesses
Volunteer service on 2.75 2. 66 &

commi ttees, boards and
community organizations

# N=Sample size

#W=5:Almost aways used
4=N<5:Usully used
J=M<4:Sometimes used
2= <3:8eldom used
1=M<2:Almost never used
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" Tahle B

Means and Standard Deviations of the Evalvution of Community Service

Performance by Institutional Control Level

Variable n' Percent of Hesponse W sh

(%)

Lével of Control

-

Private Institutions 38 62. 3 11.18 4,15

-

Publie Institutions 61 §2. 4 11. 16 3.87

-
L]

£ n=Number u{.respundent

*¥M=20:Almost aways used
16=4<20:Usully used
12=M<16:Sometimes nsed
§=M<12:Seldom used

4=\ <8:Almost never used
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= 'Table 9

Criteria and the Extent of Their Use in the Evaluation of Community Service

Perfarmance Based Upon Institutional Classification

Level of Classfication Meant Wk ) All Institutions
(N=09)
= Average Mean
Col lege University
(N*=32) - [N=67)
Criteria
Community presentations 2.50 2. 61 2. 58
Conducting training or 3.25 2.96 3. 05
deveplopment programs
(credit or non—credit
courses)
5
Porviding technical or 2. 87 2.81 2. 83
management advice to
outside orgatization or
businesses
Yolunteer Service on 2. 81 2. 67 Zn2

Committees, boards and
community organizations

¥ N=Sample size

¥EM=0:Almost aways used
4=M<H:lUsully used
FJ=M<4:Sometines used
2= <3:8eldom used
1=W<2:Almost never used
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" presentations to evaluate community service than other criteria,

"' Data on the means and standard deviations for community service
performance based upon the institutional classification are summarized in
Table 10. As presented in Table 10, 99 respondents from four-year colleges and
universities surveyed indicared that colleges ( M=11.44 ) and universities { M=
11.04) ".‘il.'.iﬂDEn used” the 4 general criteria to evaluate service performance.

As shown in Table 10, 2 classes of four-year colleges and universities
reported overall that the 4 peneral criteria are "seldom used” in the assessment
of.community service performance; four-year colleges reported slightly greater
use of the criterin to appraise Variable 2, communily service, than four-year
universities.

Commupity service x control and classification

The data on the means and standard deviations for communily service
performance by the control and classification levels of institutions #re charted
in Figure 2. The grand mean rating of responses by public and private
insﬁi-tutinns versus the 2 levels of classification (GM=11.17), indicates that com-
munity service is "seldom wsed" in the assessment of faculty performance at
four-year cullég.&s and universities, regardless of the control or classification
levels of institutions. Figure 2 reveals that communily service performance
ranked slightly higher among private four-year colleges (M=12.08) and slightly
lower among private foor-year universities (M=10.72).

Test of Hypotheses 4, 5, and 6

Hypothesis 4: There are no significant differences among the criteria vsed to
evaluate community service performance based on the control
levels of institutions,

Hypothesis 5: There are no significant differences among the criteria used to

evaluate community service performance based on the
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" Table 10

[":rfén_ns and Standard Deviations of the Evaluations of Community Service

Performance by Institutional Classification

* p=Number qf.resmndent

¥HM=20:Almost aways used
16=M<20:Usully used
12Z=M<16:Sometimes used
B=M<12:Seldom used

A=M<B:Almost never used

Variable n¥ Percent of Response N*E SD
()
Level of Classification
Collee 32 91,43 .44 3.8
Uni;ersity 67 67 11.04 4. 03
t.
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- "Classification Public Private Average
M=11. 00 M=12. 08 M=11, 44
Cnllegel . SD=3. 16 Sh=4. 75 sh=3, Bb
n=19 n=13 n=ad
M=11. 24 =10, T2 M=11.04
University . Sh=4. 18 Sh=3. 82 sh=4. 03
' n=42 n=25 =7
|
?w'rzrm;:e M=11.16 M=11.18 M=1].17
Sh=3, 87 Sh=4. 15 SD=3. 96
¢ n=f1 n=38 n=44

(Grand Mean)
t‘
Legend:  M=20:Almost always used
1E§'H‘:EU:USLIH]}' used
12=M<16:Sumetimes used
B=M<12;5eldom used
4=M< 8:Almost never used

n=Number of repondent

Figure 2 Means and Standard Deviations of the Evaluation of Community Ser-

vice Performande by Institutional Control and Classilication
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classification levels of institutions,
H};p‘n:hesls 6: there is no significant interaction between conirol .and
classification levels of institutions among the criteria used to
evaluate faculty community service performance.

The r;asults of the two-way analysis of variance [or Variable 2, evaluation
of community. service performance by control and classification levels of
institutions, are presented in Table 11. According to Tahle: 11, there was no
significant interaction (F=.823, p=.367) at the .01 level, therefore hypothesis 6
was ot rejected, There were also no significant main effects for control (F
=00, p=992) or classification (F=208, p=.649) at the 01 level. Therefore, hy-

pothesis 4 and 5 were not rejected.

CHAPTER FIVE

=

Findings and Conclusions

Summary of Maydr Findings

This study focused on the criteria and the extent of their use by four-year
colleges and universities in Taiwan to evaluate faculty college and community
service performance. The following major findings were:

. Based on the control or classification level of the institution, there are no
significant differences between the general criteria used by four year
colleges and universities in Taiwan to evaluate faculty college service und
::nm'n11111:1'1'&;.r service performance,

2. Data indicated that self -evaluation, service as student recruiter, volunteer ser-
vice on committees, boards and community organizations, and competing job

offers were not used frequently by any of the institutions in Taiwan.
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© Table 11

Summary of Analysis of Variance of the Evaluation of Community Service

Performance by Institutional Control and Classification

Variable Level df MS F P

Communi ty u Control and

Service ({lassification
Per formance
i Main Effects 2 1. 67 104 901
Control
. Classilication
1 0o . iu . D92
| 3:33 . 208 . 649
2-way
; Interaction
: | 13. 16 . 823 36T
Cont x Class 1 13. 16 . 823 .67
‘"
FExplained 3 5. il . 344 . 794
Residual
Tatal
95 16.00
OH 15. 67

¥Gignificant at the .01 level.
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3, Data  on college service performance indicated that department
administrative duties: service on departmental committees; and academic ad-
vising are the 3 primary fuctors of assessment used by four-year colleges and
universities in Tatwan to measure faculty college service performance.

4, Data on.mmmunily service performance indicated that conducting training;
providing technical or management advice to outside organizations or
businesses: and volunteer service on commiltees, boards and community
organizationy are the 3 primary factors of bssessment used by four-year
colleges and universities in Taiwan (o measure faculty community service
performance.

Conclusion

The results of this study indicated that faculty evaluation is not utilized as
much in Taiwan as in American institutions. Traylor (1992) found that faculty
tvalu;[ian is extensive in the U.S,, but in Taiwan it is "seldom” used or "some-
lin'u:.t:'{“ used,

I conclusion, it appears that Taiwanese iastitutions do not use faculty
¢valuation to tha extent that institutions do in the United States. There could be
several reasons m explain this, In fact, faculty evaluation in Taiwanese higher
education is at the beginning stage. Because the Ministry of Education
empowered the institutions to change and improve their quality in 1993, faculty
evalvation which is one way to enhance the quality of the institutions only
started being an issue recently. Also, some Faculty members believe that fac-
ulty performance can not be evaluated fairly and faculty evaluation damages
the relationship between colleagues, For these reasons, Taiwanese institutions
of higher education may be slow in adopting Western methods of faculty evalu-

alion,
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NATIONAL SURVEY OF FACULTY SERVICE
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
IN FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

This study examines the frequency utilization of criteria used by four-year
colleges and u-nivﬂrsilics to evaluate faculty performance in service. These data
can help establish a current national perspective on these matters, T hope that
you will take a few minutes of your time to complete this important survey.
Your answers will be included only in statistical summaries and no ingtitution
or indiyidual will be indentified in any way. Thank you very much. Cheng Chun

-Mei, Associate Professor, Nalional Taiwan College of Physical Education,

Pﬂrl'l -DEMOGRAPHICS
Plcql:sc check the appropriate blank under each heading.
1.Type of Control

a.public ”
b.private

2.Classification of Institution

a.College
b.University

4.8ize of Institution:Number of students

Part Il -EVALUATION OF COLLEGE SERVICE PERFORMANCE
Please indicate the frequency with which each of the following factors is
used in your college in evaluating a faculty member’'s college service

performance.
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(1) (2) () (4) 15

Almost  Seldom Sometimes Usually Almost

Never Always
4.Academic advising i 2 3 4 ]
D.Advisor te student organizations 1 A 4 B
G.Department administrativr duties 1 2 3 4 B
7 Nonacademic student counseling 1 2 3 4 5
BParticipation in campus symposia 1 200 08 £ 5
98ervice as student recruiter ] pA 3 4 b
JiServie on collegewide committee 1 2 3 4 D
|1.Service on departmental commiftee ] . 3 4 3
12¥jllingness to teach undesirable course | 2 : 4 b

Part-EVALUATION OF COMMUNITY SERVICE PREFORMANCE
Please indicate the frequency with each of the follwing factors is used in
your college inevaluating a faculty member’s community service performance.

(1 (&) [3) 14] {5)

Almost Seldom Sometimes Usually Almost

Mever Always
15.Community presentations 1 2 3 4 i
WLonducting training or development

programs 1 2 3 4 a

I3 Providing technical or management
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advice to outside organizations or

“Businesses | 2 3 4 b
lbNolunteer service on committees,

boards and community organizations | 2 3 4 &

Thank yau for your time and assistance. And please indicate if you wish

sumary of the results by checking the appropriate blank.

a.Yes, | would like a sumnmary of the result

b.No.I would not like a summary of the result

Your Position:Chief Academic Officer
Dean Name of Academic College
Other

FAL



