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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Post-tenure review has become an important topic in higher education.

According to Edwards (1994) three changing circumstances increase the

need for post-tenure review: (a) budget cuts have left public institutions with

little money for new faculty positions; therefore, best use must be made of

every existing faculty member; (b) the federal ban on mandatory retirement

has expired; and (c) there are escalating external demands for greater

accountability. Additionally, Licata (1986) reported that approximately 85

percent of faculty are tenured at institutions where tenure is operative and

that the modal age of tenured faculty will be between 55 and 65 by the year

2000 (p. 2).

Administrators must address many issues concerning aging faculty, the
. i

most important of which is maintaining faculty vitality. This is essential, not

only for individual faculty members but also for development of the institution.

Baldwin (1984) suggested that three persons on the college campus have

primary responsibility for providing incentives for faculty vitality: the

department chair, the dean or provost, and the director of faculty

development. Murphy (1990) asserted that college administrators have noted

changes in supervisory activities in the past five years as a result of the

increased attention to faculty evaluation.

i
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Evaluation policies must be adopted that will be appropriate for the

tenured faculty member as well as for the nontenured. Van Alstyne (in Smith,

1983) noted that "while the pre-tenure review and screening system appears

to function with reasonable efficiency, more attention should be devoted to the

problem of post-tenure decline" (p. 93). Craver (1990) suggested that

institutions should adopt and consistently apply performance review

procedures that do not abolish or modify existing tenure policies.

Much has been written on the concepts of academic tenure and faculty

evaluation (Shaw, 1971; Blackburn, 1972; Commission on Academic Tenure,

1973; Miller, 1972; Miller, 1975). Johnson (1990) noted, however, that there

has been very little research conducted on evaluation of tenured faculty.

Goodman (1990) stated that few studies compare the models of post-tenure

evaluation programs across the country. Reisman (1986) asserted that the

literature on the subject of performance evaluation for tenured faculty was not

abundant and suggested experimentation with performance-focused review of

tenured faculty. Licata (1986) indicated that there is a need to expand

research on the status, the practices, and the effectiveness of current post­

tenure evaluation plans and that type of institution and mission should be

examined when studying tenured faculty evaluation.

This chapter presents the theoretical framework and the background for

the study, citing literature on post-tenure review as a form of faculty

2
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significance and limitations of the study are noted.

Theoretical Framework

Raufman (1991) asserted that faculty development fosters

organizational development. The theoretical concept of organizational

development (OD) encompasses the process of managing change and

providing opportunity for growth. Schmuck and Runkel (1985) contended that

organizational development was a process which integrates individual desires

for growth and development with organizational goals. They stated that

organizational development is a planned change effort related to the

organization’s mission. Gibson, et al. (1973) defined organizational

development as

"a planned, systematic program . . . with the aim of making the

organization more adaptable to present or future change through the

attitudes, behaviors, and structure, and based upon the assumption

that organizational effectiveness in the sense of adaptability to change

is enhanced to the extent that the process facilitates the integration of

individual and organizational objectives" (p. 342).

Although organizational development has its roots in business and

industry in the mid-1950s, Schmuck and Runkel (1985) explained its

application to educational institutions. The chief goal for organizational

3
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use of a variety of methods designed to change knowledge, skills,

evaluation and development. Research questions are presented and
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development is "that the school achieve a sustained capacity for solving its

own problems. Such a school monitors its environment and takes action to

control inputs from the environment" (p. 10). Organizational development in

schools aims "at improving the interpersonal and group procedures used by

administrators, teachers, students, and parents to reach their educational

objectives" (p. 11).

Organizational development strives to change norms, roles, structures,

and procedures so that institutions can experience renewal. Schmuck and

Runkel (1985) defined a norm as something that exists "when, within a

collection of people, certain ranges of behavior are approved, others are

disapproved, and still others are neither approved nor disapproved" (p. 19).

They defined roles as "norms about how a person in a particular

organizational position should perform" (p. 19). Structures were stated as

being "norms about roles assigned to several interrelated jobs, about

performance in those jobs, and responsibilities among jobs" (p. 19).

Procedures were explained as "the way we do things around here" (p. 19).

(p. 19). Post-tenure review policies are formal evaluation procedures that

define the roles, or expectations, of how a tenured faculty member should

perform in an institution of higher education. Berquist and Sullivan (1975)

contended that the role of evaluation in bringing about change in an

organization is widely recognized and supported.

4
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The philosophy or mission of institutions influences the role that

evaluation plays in maintaining vitality (Baldwin, 1984). The type of institution

denotes the structure, or the norms and roles, assigned to interrelated jobs.

This structure defines performance expectations and responsibilities in

interrelated jobs. Baldwin (1984) cited the need for higher education

institutions to offer personnel policies and a comprehensive work environment

that not only encourages but compels faculty members to perform at high

levels of excellence. He suggested that administrators in higher education be

sensitive to developmental issues of faculty and direct energies in ways which

are "mutually beneficial to the individuals and the institution" (p. 66).

Moreover, Baldwin noted that studies should shift from focusing exclusively

on development of the person or development of the institution to designs that

account for interactions between individuals and their environment. Jensen

(1980) asserted that organizational and personal development are both

served when reasonably high goals are set and achieved.

Performance evaluation is one procedure that can assist in both setting

and recognizing the achievement of goals or standards and can, therefore,

promote both the development of the organization and the personal

development of individuals (Keig and Waggonner, 1994). Performance

appraisals that genuinely encourage career growth demonstrate that an

organization is doing its share to help individuals advance in their careers.

Formative types of evaluation can lead to development of faculty. Proponents

5



of formative evaluation believe that it is a more promising method of

motivating faculty than is summative evaluation. In formative evaluation, the

emphasis is on development. According to Menges (1985) development is

"highly individual; it proceeds differently from person to person and from

setting to setting" (p. 181). Exposure to theory, provision for practicing new

approaches and receiving feedback, and opportunities to be coached are

conditions necessary for faculty development to occur. Keig and Wagonner

(1994) observed that a number of scholars now recognize the need for

formative as well as summative evaluation, noting that "many of them

recommend that the two functions be kept distinctly separate. Others believe

that information gathered in summative evaluation can be used for formative

evaluation" (p. 13). Aubrecht noted, however, that "very few institutions are

making good use of their faculty evaluation systems for development

purposes" (p. 88).

Berquist and Phillips (1975) predicted in the early 1970s that harsh

realities of decreased funding, steady-state or declining enrollment, declining

faculty mobility, and demands for accountability by students, parents, and

state and federal officials would make faculty development an important

concept for faculty and administrators. This study will examine components of

post-tenure review policies, by type of institution, that set forth expectations

designed to foster development of tenured faculty.

6



Background

Evaluation designed to foster the development of tenured faculty is a

relatively new issue in higher education. In 1971, the Association of American

Colleges (AAC) and the American Association of University Professors

(AAUP) sponsored the Commission on Academic Tenure (Bennett and

Chater, 1984). The Commission suggested several recommendations for

correcting deficiencies of the tenure system in higher education, but these

suggestions were ignored until the 1980s, when accountability came to the

forefront in education. In 1982, the National Commission on Higher Education

Issues maintained that post-tenure faculty evaluation was a vital issue for

higher education. Declines in revenues and enrollment, a larger number of

older and tenured faculty, and criticism that the tenure system adversely

affected faculty productivity were cited as reasons for making post-tenure

evaluation a necessity (National Commission, 1982).

Post-tenure review policies are being developed to encourage faculty

renewal. Edwards (1994) stated that the challenge to higher education

institutions is to develop a post-tenure review system that "results in useful

and effective intervention to restart stalled careers" (p. 8). Johnson (1993)

observed that faculty may be spurred to "maintain and upgrade their level of

competence" (p. 19). She suggested that post-tenure review would result in

the creation of new and better ideas. Miller (1972) asserted that every effort

should be made to renew and energize faculty who are not demonstrating

7



success in their area of responsibility. Post-tenure review is not in opposition

to the principles of tenure and to AAUP policy statements about tenure,

provided that the evaluation is not used as grounds for dismissal and that any

recommended dismissal is subject to normal academic due process (Licata,

1984).

Because tenure is coming under attack from many constituencies, a

closer examination of the principles of tenure is occurring. Magner (1995)

reported several such occurrences. A state lawmaker in South Carolina has

introduced legislation that would eliminate tenure at the state’s public

colleges; in Arizona, discussion is being held on whether a new university will

offer tenure to faculty members. The University of California has recently

broadened criteria for tenure, and at least six colleges have, in the past two

years, eliminated tenure. Webster University has offered faculty members an

alternative to tenure since 1971, and 78% of them have taken it in return for

Higher Education (AAHE) is beginning a two-year study that will reexamine

tenure, according to Magner. One part of the study will examine post-tenure

review policies and creation of career options for professors. These efforts

are indicative of actions being discussed or implemented by institutions and

associations across the country. With the increased number of aging, tenured

faculty on college campuses, attention is being directed to post-tenure review

8

more frequent opportunities for sabbaticals. The American Association of

as a process essential for maintenance of institutional vitality.
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Post-Tenure Review Policy Variables

Evaluation of tenured faculty performance and assessment of faculty

vitality are critical processes to institutional development (Licata, 1986). To

develop a process to evaluate tenured faculty or to review current evaluation

policies, administrators and faculty at colleges and universities should

examine several factors. The purpose of tenured faculty evaluation must be

determined, processes and procedures should be established, and specific

components or criteria used during the evaluation process must be

formulated.

Purpose

The "overarching purpose" of any evaluation or appraisal effort is to

"improve organizational performance" (Hammons, 1983, p. 50). Improved

organizational performance has been brought to the forefront of higher

education through calls for accountability from both internal and external

constituencies. These calls have encouraged initiation of programs for post­

tenure review at a growing number of institutions. The emerging

conceptualization of post-tenure review has incorporated Geis’s idea (1977) of

formative evaluation, a process that provides feedback for improvement,

rather than summative evaluation, or procedures used to reach final decisions

such as tenure or promotion recommendations. The review emphasizes what

Larsen (1983) described as "post-tenure development," a process that does

not aim at the removal of unproductive faculty, but development of tenured

9
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faculty (p. 10a). Several proponents agree that post-tenure evaluation must

be viewed as a formative way to reinforce faculty growth and to improve

instruction (Edwards, 1994; Johnson, 1990; Licata, 1986; Bennett and Chater,

1984). Moses (1985) concurred that adopting a professional development

perspective would help to distinguish post-tenure review from an assault on

tenure.

Use of the term "post-tenure development" suggests that the focus of

post-tenure reviews should be on the establishment of goals to improve

faculty performance. Several theorists have agreed on the importance of goal­

setting for adults, noting that adults go through a series of sequential life

stages (Super, 1980; Levinson, et al., 1978; Gould, 1978; Sheehy, 1976; Hall

and Nougaim, 1968). Levinson et al. (1978) described adulthood as a series

of stable and transitional periods; during stable periods the adult has fairly

clear goals, but periodically the individual must reorder priorities and change

behavior. Super (1980) described an individual’s career as an evolutionary

process, proceeding through career choice, successes and disappointments

in the career, loss of driving quality of goals, static status, and gradually

disengagement from career in favor of other interests. To alleviate or lessen

disengagement, post-tenure review is being examined as a means to maintain

faculty vitality over the span of the faculty career.

Administrators and faculty must decide on the purpose of evaluation of

tenured faculty at their particular institution (Licata, 1986). Decisions

10



regarding the summative or formative nature of reviews should be made. All

other aspects of the evaluation plan, such as process and components,

should connect directly with the purposes established.

Process

Many variations exist in processes, or methods, of conducting post­

tenure reviews. Involvement of faculty in the design of tenured faculty review

procedures is essential (Bennett, 1985; Licata, 1986; Dellamura, 1986;

Kleingartner, 1984; Heller, 1985). Goodman (1990) outlined steps devised in

the post-tenure review process at the University of Hawaii. Faculty in each

department or division developed specific statements of tenured faculty

expectations by rank, which were reviewed by the academic dean to ensure

that department expectations were consistent with institutional guidelines.

Individuals involved in developing the process for post-tenure review

must determine whether the review of tenured faculty will be voluntary or

mandatory. This decision can be a sensitive issue. Dellamura (1986)

recommended a balance between voluntary and mandatory participation.

Miller (1975) emphasized that before an evaluation system be made

mandatory, the administration and a significant number of the faculty be in

favor of such a plan and sufficient human and material resources be available

to implement the plan.

Sufficient standardization of procedures must be designed to achieve

some comparability. Mandatory evaluations often specify timeframes for

11



review cycles. Some suggest that reviews occur every three to five years

process whereby only tenured faculty who have consistently low ratings on

evaluations participate in post-tenure review procedures. In a voluntary

setting, tenured faculty are evaluated if and when they choose.

In addition to determination of when evaluations occur, decisions must

be made regarding who participates in the process of evaluating tenured

faculty. Multiple sources of input are advocated by Licata (1986). Miller (1975)

suggested that attention be given to the issue of interpretation of results and

who will be responsible for the interpretation. Most policies include

administrator, peer, and student evaluations as part of the procedure. Others

may have the faculty member prepare a self-evaluation as part of the process

(Reisman, 1986).

After policies are formulated with decisions made as to participants in

the evaluation and how often they occur, determination of how results will be

used must be made (Miller, 1972). Some policies incorporate improvement

plan strategies, or growth contracts, with tenured faculty, while others do not

(Edwards, 1994; Goodman, 1990). The incorporation or exclusion of

improvement plans should be studied when examining post-tenure review.

Edwards (1994) defined an improvement plan as a "narrative statement of

expectations" (p. 10). Licata (1986) suggested that growth contracts deserved

attention in the formulation of post-tenure review plans. Decisions regarding

12
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who will participate in the post-tenure review process, how often reviews will

take place, and whether to incorporate improvement plans as part of the

process must be made in conjunction with the objective of the policy (Licata,

1986). Evaluation plans that are formative will contain processes that differ

from those that are summative in nature.

Components

Although many variations exist in the purposes and processes of post­

tenure review, similarities exist in the components, or evaluative criteria, used

in established evaluation policies for both the tenured and nontenured faculty

member (Andrews & Licata, 1989). Teaching ability, research ability, and

service were found to be common components in policies established for the

initial granting of tenure (Shaw, 1971). Cuneo (1972) listed standards to be

considered in assessing faculty as (a) research, (b) teaching and training, (c)

contribution to the intellectual community, and (d) service. Miller (1975)

expanded these areas, noting that evaluation of overall faculty performance

should consider nine categories: classroom teaching, advising, faculty service

and relations, management, performing and visual arts, professional services,

publications, public service, and research. Even though various criteria are

used by institutions, these criteria are often categorized into the three broad

criteria established for post-tenure review policies are often articulated as

13
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areas of teaching, research or scholarly activity, and service. Evaluative
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teaching, research, and service components (Edwards, 1994; Goodman,

1990; Andrews and Licata, 1989; Licata, 1986; Reisman, 1986).

Given that teaching, research, and service are commonly accepted

criteria by which faculty are evaluated, the importance, or influence, of

selected criteria rests upon the nature of the institution, the needs and

directions of the academic department, and the interests and abilities of the

individual (Miller, 1972). In many studies regarding policies and practices in

faculty evaluation, teaching has been ranked as having the most influence

(Edgerton, 1993; Gustad, 1961; Hildebrand & Wilson, 1971; McKeachie,

1959). Four types of assessment used to examine the component of teaching

in post-tenure review polices are student evaluations, administrator

evaluations, peer evaluations, and self-evaluations. Much has been written on

the use of these types of assessments in the evaluation of faculty (Edgerton,

1993; Goodman, 1990; Andrews & Licata, 1989; Reisman, 1986; National

Commission, 1982; Miller, 1972).

A second area common to faculty evaluation is scholarly activity, or

research. The American Association of State Colleges and Universities

(1987) classified scholarly activity into three categories: research, scholarship,

and creative endeavor. Research, according to the association, orients faculty

"toward new knowledge . . . toward utilization of that knowledge. . . and

toward methods of teaching and learning" (p. 4); scholarship refers to

"updating and extending an area of study within the professional life of the

14



faculty member" (p. 5); creative endeavor is the "result of the production of

creative work by faculty" (p. 5).

In addition to teaching and scholarly activity, service activities are often

considered in evaluation of faculty. The American Association of State

Colleges and Universities (1987) stratifies service into three areas:

institutional service, professional service, and community service. Institutional

service is defined as "serving on departmental, school and university

committees. . . teaching in continuing education credit and non-credit

programs. . . and completing special studies and projects for the university”

(p. 6); professional service consists of "serving in some official capacity" for a

professional society or organization related to some degree of the discipline

and establishing consulting relationships with external agencies (p. 6); and

community service includes the "remainder of the myriad of activities that

faculty perform for the local and regional community" (p. 7).

Evaluation of the teaching, research, and service roles of faculty is

components play in post-tenure review should be considered by

administration and faculty based on the philosophy or mission of the

institution (Licata, 1986).

Types of Institutions

Post-tenure review policy purposes, processes, and components will

vary with the type of institution. Dressel (1976) contended that every

15
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common prior to and during the tenure decision. The role that each of these



philosophy. He stated that an institution would benefit by knowing if its tenure

policies are consistent with those of other institutions with which it must

compete for faculty. The Carnegie Commission developed a classification of

colleges and universities that categorizes institutions on the basis of

typology is follows:

16

(c) Doctorate-granting Universities I offer a full range of baccalaureate 
programs and are committed to graduate education through the 
doctorate degree, awarding at least 40 Ph.D. degrees in five or more 
disciplines per year.

(a) Research Universities I offer a full range of baccalaureate 
programs, are committed to graduate education through the doctorate 
degree and give high priority to research, receiving at least $33.5 
million in federal support for research and development and award at 
least 50 Ph.D. degrees per year.

(b) Research Universities II offer a full range of baccalaureate 
programs, are committed to graduate education through the doctorate 
degree and give high priority to research, receiving annually between 
$12.5 million and $33.5 million in federal support for research and 
development and award at least 50 Ph.D. degrees per year.

(d) Doctorate-granting Universities 11 offer a full range of baccalaureate 
programs, are committed to graduate education through the doctorate 
degree, awarding 20 or more Ph.D. degrees in at least one discipline 
or 10 or more Ph.D. degrees in three or more disciplines per year.

(e) Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I offer baccalaureate 
programs and, with few exceptions, graduate education through the 
master’s degree. More than half of their baccalaureate degrees are 
awarded in two or more occupational or professional disciplines such 
as engineering or business administration and enroll at least 2,500 full- 
time students.

institution should develop its own tenure policies on the basis of its own

philosophy or mission ("How Classifications were Determined," 1987). The



The philosophy and mission of institutions differ by category. Research

and doctoral-granting colleges and universities may stress scholarship as

their primary focus; comprehensive colleges and universities may strive for a

balance between teaching, research, and service; the community colleges

may emphasize teaching in their mission statement. Whatever the mission of

the institution may be, the evaluation policy must be linked to that mission

(Licata, 1986).

Post-tenure review policies, when coupled with the mission of the

institution, can provide or fail to provide a suitable environment for tenured

faculty vitality and professional growth. Baldwin (1984) emphasized that

faculty development efforts should strive to create a work environment that

encourages and rewards continuing growth by faculty of all ages and

17
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(i) Two-year colleges and institutes offer certificate or degree programs 
through the Associate of Arts level and, with few exceptions, offer no 
baccalaureate degrees.

(j) Professional Schools and Other Specialized Institutions offer 
degrees ranging from the bachelor’s to the doctorate, with at least 50% 
awarded in a single specialized field such as theology, medicine, law, 
engineering, business, art, music, design, and teaching (p. A14).

(h) Liberal Arts Colleges II are primarily undergraduate that are less 
selective and award more than half their degrees in liberal arts fields.

(f) Comprehensive Universities and Colleges II award more than half of 
their baccalaureate degrees in two or more occupational or 
professional disciplines, such as engineering or business administration 
and enroll between 1,500 and 2,500 full-time students.

(g) Liberal Arts Colleges I are highly selective institutions that are 
primarily undergraduate and award more than half of their 
baccalaureate degrees in arts and sciences.
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experience and be flexible enough to respond to career growth objectives at

successive career stages. Smith (in Clark, 1985) noted that ’’the excellence of

a university is the excellence of the faculty" (p. 9).

Given that many institutions have a growing number of aging, tenured

faculty, the excellence of the institution is directly related to the excellence of

tenured faculty. Academic personnel policies, such as post-tenure review,

should be studied to determine if they promote continuing growth and

development of faculty.

Statement of the Problem

As indicated by the literature review, there is a need to determine what

institutions are doing in the area of tenured faculty evaluation. To date, there

has been no national study of the purposes, process, and components of

post-tenure review policies compared by type of institution.

This investigation will identify similarities and differences in post-tenure

review policies by type of institution. Purposes, processes, and components

of evaluation policies will be identified, and perceptions of chief academic

administrators regarding post-tenure review will be explored.

Research Questions

The study will examine the following research questions:

1. What are the differences, if any, in the stated primary purpose of

post-tenure review policies between and among selected types of institutions?

18



2. What are the differences, if any, in processes used in post-tenure

review between and among selected types of institutions?

3. What are the differences, if any, in components of post-tenure

review policies between and among selected types of institutions?

4. What are the differences, if any, between chief academic

administrators’ perceptions regarding the primary purpose of post-tenure

review policies and the stated primary purpose of post-tenure review policies

at selected types of institutions?

5. What are the differences, if any, between chief academic

administrators’ perceptions regarding the processes used in post-tenure

review and actual processes used in review at selected types of institutions?

6. What are the differences, if any, between chief academic

administrators’ perceptions regarding components of post-tenure review

policies and actual components of post-tenure review policies at selected

types of institutions?

7. What are the differences, if any, in chief academic administrators’

perceptions of problems associated with post-tenure review at selected types

of institutions?

8. What are the differences, if any, in chief academic administrators’

perceptions of benefits associated with post-tenure review at selected types

of institutions?
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Definitions

For the purposes of this study, the following definitions will be used:

Post-tenure review policy variables. The following variables, as1.

identified by academic administrators, will be examined:

Purpose. Administrators’ response as the primary reason for(a)

post-tenure review policy. Selection will be from the following

categories: information used primarily for salary, merit pay, or

promotion decisions; or information used to assist in faculty

growth and development.

Process. Administrators’ response for the methods or procedures(b)

used in the review process. Areas of process will include

participants in the development of the policy, mandatory or

voluntary nature, of review, length of review cycles, participants

in the review process, and inclusion or exclusion of improvement

plans.

Components. Administrators’ response for the criteria used to(c)

review tenured faculty. Categories include administrator, student,

peer, and self-evaluation of teaching; research, publications,

creative endeavors, and professional development activities; and

institutional, professional, and community service.

Type of institution. Administrator’s response indicating public or private2.

and Carnegie classification.

20



Chief academic administrator. Officer with primary responsibility of3.

dealing with academic issues at an institution; e.g., vice president of

academic affairs or dean/provost of academic affairs.

Significance of Study

Very little research has been conducted specifically on post-tenure

review policies. Johnson (1990) expressed the need for additional

examination of post-tenure review in the nation’s colleges and universities.

This study will contain an analysis of the purpose, processes, and

components of existing policies that will be useful to administrators as they

review existing policies or develop new policies addressing tenured faculty

evaluation.

Institutional type and mission are important considerations in the

development of post-tenure review policies (Licata, 1986). Information

collected on components of post-tenure review policies stratified by type of

institution would be helpful for institutions to compare their specific policy on

post-tenure review with that of similar types of institutions (Licata, 1984).

No study could be located that compared components of post-tenure

review policies by type of institution; however, studies have investigated

policies at similar types of institutions. Separate studies have examined post­

tenure review in four-year colleges and community colleges (Goodman, 1990,

Johnson, 1990; Andrews and Licata, 1989; Reisman, 1986). Mortimer (1986)
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reviewed four-year colleges and universities and found that systematic review

of tenured faculty occurred in slightly more than half of those types of

institutions. In 1989, a study was conducted by Andrews and Licata of the

members of the North Central Community and Junior Colleges. Johnson

(1990), Goodman (1990), and Reisman (1986) conducted case studies on

post-tenure review policies at four-year colleges and universities. This study

will compare similarities and differences of policies at research institutions,

doctorate-granting institutions, comprehensive colleges and universities,

liberal arts colleges, two-year community and junior colleges and institutes,

and specialized and professional schools.

In 1982, the National Commission on Higher Education Issues

identified post-tenure evaluation as one of the most pressing issues facing

higher education (Licata, 1987). Systematic review of tenured faculty occurs

in slightly more than half of the four-year colleges and universities (Mortimer,

1986). For institutions that are in the design stage of such policies, this study

tenure review policies according to institution type.

Essential to the success of any institutional policy is the examination of

the benefits and problems that may result upon implementation of the policy.

This study will collect data regarding administrators' perceptions of the

problems and benefits that might occur with implementation of a post-tenure

review policy. Findings regarding perceptions of problems and benefits will
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provide individuals involved in the development of policies both the positive

and negative ramifications of implementing post-tenure review. To know what

others perceive as being problem areas can assist developers of policies in

avoiding those problems at their institutions. Likewise, knowing perceived

benefits can strengthen policy development.

Limitations of Study

Because of the nature of this research study, some limitations exist.

The following limitations are noted:

The survey design of this study may result in respondent and/or

instrument bias (Kerlinger, 1986).

The random sample may not produce equal numbers of cases in the

cells of the factorial design (Kerlinger, 1986).

The study will examine only perceptions of chief academic

administrators regarding post-tenure review policies. These perceptions may

not be generalizable to other administrators and faculty.
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Chapter 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The purpose of Chapter 2 is to present a literature review of

organization and professional development, along with an examination of

literature on post-tenure review policies in colleges and universities.

Theoretical Framework

Organizational theory was ignored by educational institutions for many

years. Most theories in organizational development had their origins in

business. Prior to 1950, the dominant organizational theory was that of

scientific management, credited to Frederick Taylor. Taylor (1947) believed

that a good organization was a productive one, and he conducted time-and-

motion studies looking for the one best way to accomplish tasks in an

organization. This view was weakened, however, after studies were made at

the Hawthorne plant of the Western Electric Company between 1924 and

1932. Several social scientists interpreted those experiments showing that

workers would be more productive when there was increased attention from

supervisors and managers. These studies lead to theorizing that became part

of the human relations movement, which, in turn, became a impetus for

organizational development theory. The acceptance of organizational

development was, in part, a reaction against scientific management theory

(Schmuck and Runkel, 1983).
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The concept of organizational development has been used by industry

and government since the 1950s; however, the theory has been more

recently adopted by educational institutions, with research on organizational

development in schools beginning in the 1960s. A three-year project on

organizational development in schools was launched at Teachers’ College,

Columbia University, that provided establishment of credibility and legitimacy

for the use of organizational development techniques in education (Schmuck

and Runkel, 1983).

Several modifications have been made in the original concept of

organizational development as it has been adapted to educational

environments. Fullen, Miles, and Taylor (1980) summarized the definition of

organizational development (OD) in a school setting as:

study and improvement, focusing explicitly on change in formal and

informal procedures, processes, norms, or structures, and using

concepts of behavioral science. The goals of OD are to improve

organizational functioning and performance. OD in schools has a direct

focus on educational issues, (p. 135)

Contemporary organizational development gives balanced attention to

both the technical and human side of work. Organizational development

honors people’s feelings when they are relevant to work, as these feelings are
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choose. People are more likely to carry out actions when they understand the

implications of a decision and when they have committed themselves publicly

to fulfilling their obligations in order to help accomplish the task (Schmuck and

Runkel, 1983).

Goal setting may contribute to an individual’s commitment to fulfill an

obligation (Latham, Erez, and Locke, 1988). Some theorists have studied the

effect that individual goal-setting has on motivation (McClelland, 1961;

Latham, Erez, and Locke, 1988). McClelland (1961) asserted that individuals

act to maximize their chances of taking initiative and being successful (the

achievement motive), of enjoying friendship (the affiliation motive), and of

exercising influence over their own fate (the power motive). Locke (1968)

proposed that intentions to work toward a goal are a major source of work

motivation. He believed that specific goals increase performance; they act as

an internal stimulus. Difficult goals, when accepted, result in higher

performance than do easy goals; once an individual accepts a hard task, he

abandoned.

Mixed evidence has been discovered regarding the superiority of

participative over assigned goals (Latham, Erez, and Locke, 1988). In some

cases, superior performance was attained when individuals participated in

setting goals; in others, individuals performed best when assigned goals by

superiors. A major advantage of participation is that of increasing acceptance
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of the goal itself as a desirable one to work toward. Resistance is greater if a

goal is difficult. Participation does increase the probability that more difficult

goals will be agreed to and acted upon by individuals. Goal-setting can lead

to effective career development for faculty. In establishing career goals, both

faculty and administrators should be aware of the stages of career

development. Baldwin and Blackburn (1981) studied 106 male college faculty

members from twelve liberal arts colleges in the Midwest to determine career

development or evolution for professors. Five career stage subgroups were

established. Stable characteristics found in all five stages included pressure

from workload, the high importance of teaching, allocation of time, and a high

value on scholarship. There was considerable agreement on two periods of

difficulty in the faculty career: during the first one to three years of teaching

and when new or added responsibilities were added. Service to college

evolved rapidly in the early stages and increased slowly in later years. Early

difficulty with teaching evolved into becoming comfortable with instruction;

however, pleasure from teaching steadily declined.

Most dimensions studied by Baldwin and Blackburn (1981) fluctuated

throughout the stages of the faculty career. Participation in professional

development activities followed a U-shaped curve. Periods of reassessment

were most intense during the late assistant professor and continuing full

professor stages. Faculty described these experiences attributable to mid­

career crises, loss of interest, lack of recognition, and dissatisfaction.
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Continuing full professors reported the need to weigh alternatives between

remaining primarily classroom teachers or diversifying responsibilities to

maintain professional vitality. Critical events that significantly influenced

careers were reported as opportunities for professional growth, such as

sabbaticals, workshops, research projects, and independent study grants. A

response from 91 percent of continuing full professors indicated that the

opportunities for professional growth were essential. Variety, change, and a

sense of progression during an academic career were viewed as necessary in

maintaining vitality.

In discussing developmental theory of the faculty career process,

Baldwin and Blackburn (1981) asserted that college and university

administrators, as well as individual faculty, must pay attention to each phase

of the academic career and provide appropriate services and opportunities to

faculty. Every professor must be treated as a unique individual. Flexibility that

encourages professional growth must be maintained by institutions. Kanter

(1979) wrote of the negative impact of being stuck in a vocation. Lowered

aspirations and occupational disengagement can be prevented if colleges and

universities provide opportunities for meaningful career growth. Gould (1978)

suggested that a growth ideology must be prevalent. Colleges and

universities must be willing to invest resources to stimulate genuine

professional development.
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Developmental research helps identify strengths and weaknesses

prevalent at different stages in the career of the professor. This information

allows administrators to capitalize on the expertise, knowledge, and interest of

professors. Baldwin and Blackburn (1981) suggested using senior, veteran

professors as mentors or consultants to part-time faculty or to long-range

planning, studies of attrition, and working with alumni groups. Specialized,

upper level courses might be assigned to a new faculty member who has up-

to-date knowledge, rather than overloading the novice with introductory

courses. Funding, facilities, and release time for mid-career faculty could

renew enthusiasm for research. Administrators should also recognize that

faculty change in their preference for professional development activities.

Younger professors enjoy seminars and workshops, and senior faculty seem

to prefer growth opportunities that they can design and carry out at their own

pace. Flexible leave policies, early retirement programs, temporary

administrative roles, and retraining for growing teaching areas are options that

could serve developmental needs of faculty.

Raufman (1991) studied models of effective faculty development

programs and assessed contributions of the organizational environment to

establishing innovative comprehensive faculty development programs. A

shared vision by all administrators and faculty that faculty development

fostered organizational development was found to be an essential

characteristic of effective programs. Gibaldi (1988) asserted that faculty
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development programming should be among the necessary features of any

college plan for addressing the needs of its faculty and students and fulfilling

its mission.

Administrators of colleges and universities have expressed concern

over the issue of viability of current faculty and how to assist tenured faculty

to remain current. Belker (1982) identified over twenty-five colleges and

universities that had some form of professional development program.

Findings of the study indicated that most programs geared toward faculty

renewal operate under the traditional concepts of faculty development, where

the individual faculty member decided what to do for development, and that

most programs concentrated on the development of new faculty members,

such as mentoring programs and orientations. A difference between the way

two-year colleges and four-year institutions viewed professional reeducation

their understanding of faculty development to include an institutional

perspective. Instances were cited where some universities had encouraged

senior faculty to explore alternative fields when their teaching area was either

antiquated or had progressed beyond the faculty member’s knowledge level.

Some institutions had released faculty so that they could study a new field,

and a few provided assistance to faculty to develop materials and

presentation skills.

30

was noted. There were a few colleges and universities which had expanded



Blackburn, Behymer, and Hall (1980) determined that faculty

development programs often have little relationship to the defined needs of

professors. Based on a study at Virginia Commonwealth University, Wergin,

Mason, and Munson (1976) offered similar insight. They concluded that

knowledge of faculty motivations, talents, and deficiencies is fundamental to

an effective program of faculty development. However, Gross (1977) asserted

that professional growth could be a viable solution to the problem of aging

faculty. He noted that if professors can constantly renew their subject-matter

competence, improve their teaching, and continue to produce significant

research throughout their careers, the overall quality of the professorate will

be maintained. To accomplish an exemplary program for professional

development, significant intervention on a national scale must prompt the

movement. Cooperation among state officials, college personnel, professional

associations and union representatives must be achieved. Belker (1982)

concluded that "underlying any professional growth program aimed at the

older, more resistant faculty, there needs to be appropriate leadership at all

levels" (p. 70).

College educators should take responsibility for their career growth and

advancement by regularly assessing what faculty have achieved

professionally and determining where they are and where they would like to

be. Faculty who plan career development strategies are more likely to

maintain steady, professional growth (Baldwin and Blackburn, 1981). Berquist
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and Phillips (1975) noted that both personal and organizational development

are essential to faculty development. A comprehensive approach to faculty

development through development of methods of evaluation and diagnosis

and exploration of new approaches to instructional improvement must be

explored. Coupling faculty development with evaluation ensures that "gains

made in the organizational effectiveness will be maintained” (Hammons,

1983, p. 50.).

Post-Tenure Review

As an approach to tenured faculty development, establishment of post­

tenure review policies is being supported by several constituencies. State

legislatures, coordinating and governing boards, accrediting agencies,

administrators, faculty, students, and the general public are seeking methods

to ensure vital, productive institutions of higher education (Edwards, 1994;

Edgerton, 1993; Johnson, 1990; Licata, 1986; Reisman, 1986). Berquist and

Phillips (1975) predicted in the early 1970s that harsh realities of decreased

funding, steady-state or declining enrollment, declining faculty mobility, and

demands for accountability by students, parents, and state and federal

officials would make faculty development an important concept for faculty and

administrators. Licata (1986) noted that evaluation of faculty performance and

assessment of faculty and institutional vitality are processes critical to

institutional livelihood and renewal. Periodic review of tenured faculty
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performance has become an issue confronting administrators in colleges and

universities today.

The History of Post-Tenure Review

The major impetus for evaluation of tenured faculty came from

discussions held at the 1983 Wingspread Conference, cosponsored by the

American Council on Education (ACE) and the American Association of

University Professors (AAUP), entitled "On Periodic Evaluation of Tenured

Faculty" (American Association of University Professors, 1986). A debate over

the need for such evaluation ensued. A major concern of educators was that

post-tenure review was a perceived threat to tenure.

Tenure was established as a means of ensuring academic freedom

and of providing sufficient economic security to make the academic

profession attractive to qualified individuals. In 1915, the American

Association of University Professors (AAUP) was founded, and a committee

formulated a statement relating to academic freedom and tenure entitled "A

This statement expressed concern for academic

freedom and tenure, for proper procedures, and for professional responsibility.

The statement was endorsed at the second annual meeting of the AAUP

December 31, 1915, through January 1, 1916. In 1925, another statement

was prepared at a meeting of the American Council on Education, the 1925

Conference Statement on Academic Freedom and Tenure. Again in 1940,

following a number of conferences that began in 1934, representatives of the

33

Declaration of Principles."



Association of American Colleges and the AAUP agreed upon a Statement of

Principles on Academic Freedom and Tenure and upon three interpretations.

This 1940 statement has received subsequent endorsements from many other

organizations and is the current accepted statement defining tenure (Shaw,

1971).

The principle of tenure was founded upon the premise that the

common good depends upon the free search for truth; freedom in research is

fundamental for advancement of truth; academic freedom is fundamental for

protection of the right of the teacher to teach and of the student to learn. In

order to ensure these freedoms, procedures were established to protect

faculty. According to the 1940 statement, "after the expiration of a

probationary period" faculty members should have "permanent or continuous

tenure" and that their service should be terminated "only for adequate cause,

except in the case of retirement for age or under extraordinary circumstances

because of financial exigencies" (Shaw, 1971, p. 3). The Commission on

Academic Tenure expanded the original definition of tenure, stating that

faculty appointments should be "continued until retirement for age or physical

disability, subject to dismissal for adequate cause or unavoidable termination

on account of financial exigency or change of institutional program"

(AAUP/AAC, 1973, p. 256).

Since the beginning of the tenure concept, adversaries have blamed

ineffective teaching, decreased faculty productivity, and general diminished
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performance of faculty on the tenure process. Several researchers have

concluded, however, that there is no correlation between ineffective teaching

and tenure (Habecker, 1981; McKeachie; 1983; Blackburn, 1972; Eble, 1971).

Others have studied the effect of tenure on faculty productivity. Orpen (1982),

Walden (1979), Bayer and Dutton (1977), and Trow (1977) determined that

scholarly activity did not decline after the award of tenure.

Even though research has disputed the negative effects of tenure on

teaching and productivity, concerns still exist. Individuals question the

inflexibilities of the existing policy of tenure (Shapiro, 1983). Over the years,

proposals have been made to modify tenure, including non-tenure-track

appointments, tenure quotas, extended probationary periods, and dissolution

of the up-and-out rule (Licata, 1987). Calls for review of the concept of tenure,

1980s. Habecker (1981) concluded that "nowhere ... did any of the

proponents of tenure argue for the concept of tenure as lifetime employment

or sinecure not subject to review or performance evaluation" (p. 60). Bevan

(1980) noted, however, that "for all intents and purposes, formal evaluation

ends where tenure begins" (p. 15). The National Commission on Higher

Education Issues suggested that the process of post-tenure evaluation should

"assure that the tenured faculty has maintained the appropriate level of

competence" (1982, p. 10).
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Opposing views were expressed on the value of post-tenure

evaluation policies at the Wingspread conference in 1983. Shapiro (1983)

declared that such reviews are "simply good personnel policy" (p. 7a), but

noted that such evaluations should be removed from the question of tenure

itself. One critic, Larsen, (1983) argued that such evaluations would do

irreparable damage to academic freedom and that they were not consistent

with academe’s commitment to free inquiry. Larsen conceded, however, that if

such evaluations were focused on the positive implementation of goals for

faculty support and improvement, rather than simply used as a review to

determine if faculty should maintain tenure, such a system could be beneficial

to faculty. He used the term "post-tenure development" (p. 10a). Kearl (1983)

claimed that post-tenure review would have a "chilling effect" on activities and

behaviors of faculty (p. 8a). He reminded participants of the wide range of

existing formal and informal procedures, such as review of research grants,

student evaluations, and recommendations for salary increases and

promotions, that monitor the activities of tenured faculty. Following the

conference, AAUP issued the following statement:

The Association believes that periodic formal institutional evaluation of

each postprobationary faculty member would bring scant benefit, would

incur unacceptable costs, not only in money and time but also in

dampening of creativity and of collegial relationships, and would

threaten academic freedom (p. 14a).
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Johnson (1990) surmised that the debate about the viability of post­

tenure review remains unresolved in the nineties. A "handful of higher

education institutions have implemented systems of post-tenure review, but

for the most part these are exceptions rather than the norm" (p. 4). Even

though most colleges and universities have some form of evaluation for their

faculty, many of these types of appraisals do not constitute any of the

commonly held definitions of post-tenure review. The two generally accepted

definitions of post-tenure review are post-tenure legalism and post-tenure

development (Felicetti, 1989). Post-tenure legalism is the use of evaluation as

a "prerequisite for subsequent due process pre-legal hearings . . . that are

intended to determine whether a tenured faculty member should be dismissed

either for cause or financial exigency" (Johnson, 1990, p. 4). Post-tenure

developmentalism centers on the use of evaluation processes to "enhance

(Johnson, 1990, p. 4) In defining post-tenure review for this study, the

developmentalism definition, which emphasizes the use of tenured faculty

evaluation for the main purpose of ensuring faculty vitality, will apply.

Policy Variables

Several variables affect the structure of post-tenure review policies.

The purpose, processes used in development and implementation, and

components established for evaluation are important elements of post-tenure

review policies.
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Purpose

Before implementation of a post-tenure review policy, a very important

decision must be made by administrators and faculty: the purpose of the

review or evaluation. Evaluations are categorized in two classifications,

formative and summative. The concept of using reviews as a formative

evaluation rather than as a summative evaluation has been the most

convincing justification for a tenured faculty evaluation system. Geis (1977)

compared formative evaluation and summative evaluation, stating that

formative evaluation was a mechanism to provide feedback and to guide

faculty, whereas summative evaluation was aimed at making a final decision

on something. Keig and Waggoner (1994) found that most scholars recognize

a need for both types of evaluation; however, most recommend that the two

functions be kept separate. Scholars almost unanimously agree that is not

acceptable to use information collected in formative evaluation procedures in

making personnel decisions. In explaining why summative and formative

evaluation require different types of information, Weimer, Kerns, and Parrett

(1988) reiterated the differences in purpose of the two types of evaluation

The purpose of summative evaluation is to provide comparative data for

subsequent use in personnel decisions, consisting of items that describe

teaching and performance in global terms. Formative evaluation, on the other

hand, is used to provide data, "diagnostic and descriptive feedback, with

which to improve instruction . . (Weiner, Kerns, Parrett, 1988, p. 286).
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Academicians are "far from agreement" about the purpose of formal

procedures for post-tenure review (Licata, 1986, p. 29). In a survey of 199

community and junior colleges within the North Central region, Andrews and

Licata (1989) found that approximately 70 percent of respondents indicated

that a formal evaluation system for tenured faculty existed on campus. A

majority of administrators (59%) and faculty leaders (50%) agreed that the

stated primary purpose of the evaluation was to encourage faculty

development and improvement; 29 percent of administrators and 24 percent

of faculty noted that the evaluations provided information to assist in making

promotion, retention, dismissal and salary decisions.

Purpose was also noted in the development of a post-tenure review

policy in Wisconsin. In an attempt to promote continual growth and

development in faculty professional skills and to provide assurances of

accountability to the public, the University of Wisconsin adopted the Tenured

Faculty Review and Development Policy in May 1992 (The University of

Wisconsin, 1992). The stated purpose of this policy was to assure that talents

of each faculty member were used in the best interests of the students,

institution, the academic discipline, and the individual faculty member.

In a 1986 study, Reisman investigated summative and formative

purposes of performance evaluation of tenured faculty (PETF). The more

typical approach was defined as formal or summative and was used primarily

for determining salary. Tenured faculty were reviewed in the same manner as
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nontenured faculty. The dean and department chair were typically involved in

this type of review and results were included in personnel files. The formative,

or developmental, approach was designed specifically for tenured faculty. Its

intent was to provide a systematic process for feedback to improve

performance and clarify career goals. Reviewers generally included senior

faculty and often the department chair; the dean was not a part of the

process. Results had no bearing on salary and were shared only with the

review panel and the professor. Twenty-six colleges and universities were

part of the study. Twenty institutions were selected because they were similar

to Brandeis University (private, relatively small, research schools), and six

were chosen because they had a known existent program for evaluating

tenured faculty. The most common pattern found was that performance

reviews were conducted in a decentralized, nonformal, unsystematic manner,

which was viewed as appropriate in an organization such as a college or

university that must achieve a blend between autonomy and collegiality with

accountability.

In the Reisman study (1986), respondents from universities using the

formative method provided more favorable responses to performance

evaluation of tenured faculty (PETF) than those using the summative method.

Twice as many respondents from universities using the formative approach

answered "definitely yes" to the question of whether the benefits of their

program outweighed the costs as did faculty from schools using the
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summative approach. The summative approach was described as pressure­

laden and superficial. The periodic formative method was viewed as being

more in the spirit of collegiality and was not as threatening to the faculty

member because neither tenure nor salary was affected. None of the

respondents with PETF programs considered the program as a threat to

tenure.

The Brandeis study affirmed the important finding that performance

evaluation of tenured faculty (PETF) does not jeopardize tenure (Reisman,

1986). In regard to improving faculty performance, the study indicated that

periodic performance reviews might give incentive and direction to professors

for increasing their research and writing, but it was less clear that PETF

would have any significant impact on improving teaching or service. The data

also suggested that, contrary to some opinions, PETF could be a means of

addressing the problem of unproductive faculty. Performance evaluations had

some effect on high-performing and average faculty but was least effective in

influencing low-performing faculty. Responses indicated that there was

skepticism about PETF, but there was also a dissatisfaction with the status

quo. In view of the costs in time and energy of implementing a review

program, coupled with only moderate results expected, respondents

questioned whether it would be worthwhile to pursue such a program.

However, a more positive view of PETF was found in respondents who had

directly experienced PETF. Where the primary objective for the review of
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tenured faculty was to improve performance, the data suggested that this

could be accomplished through a program that concentrates on providing

professors with feedback on teaching, research, and service and left

decisions about salary and unsatisfactory performance to other university

procedures.

Process

Once the purpose of post-tenure review policies has been established

by institutions, processes and procedures must be devised to implement the

policies. Participants involved in the development of the review process, the

method of selection for individuals to be reviewed, scheduled timeframes for

review, and the inclusion or exclusion of improvement strategies must be

discussed.

To increase faculty members’ commitment to the institutional policies, it

is important for campus leaders to strive for participatory policy decision

making. Moore and Gardner (1992) found that faculty want and need a

productive environment for quality teaching, research, and service and a

stronger voice in the decision-making process. Seldin (1984) noted that the

cornerstone of a faculty evaluation program is its acceptance by the faculty,

which rests on their confidence in the integrity of the program. This in turn

depends partly on the active participation of faculty in the development of the

program. The performance review approach should recognize the autonomy
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of the professor to be reviewed, specify how results would be shared, and

have very little administrative involvement.

In a review of over 50 campus task forces considering evaluation of

tenured faculty, Edgerton (1993) found that mandated reviews every five

years for full professors was common. The objective of these reviews was to

assure productivity and to permit senior faculty to remain within reach of the

reward system of the college or university. Evidence to justify

recommendations and decisions about faculty performance was varied.

Faculty were asked to provide a more cumulative picture of activities and

performance; some were asked to refer only to current performance, using no

reference to previously reviewed material. Because student evaluations were

considered insufficient for rating teaching, a number of campuses requested

faculty to prepare teaching portfolios to present their method of teaching for

review. Few campuses seemed to be rethinking criteria and methods for

evaluating research and scholarly activity. In his study, Edgerton found no

evidence of universities bringing an end to reliance on quantitative standards

for measuring research productivity or asking questions about all scholarly

performance.

When establishing post-tenure review processes in Wisconsin, the

Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin system provided the

following guidelines to institutions within the Wisconsin system to assist with

the development of post-tenure review policies: (a) provide a review of
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tenured faculty at least once every five years in accordance with the mission

of the department, college, and institution; (b) include effective criteria against

which to measure progress and accomplishments and a description of

methods for conducting the evaluations; (c) link the merit process and faculty

review and development in the plan; (d) describe the procedures for

remediation of problems when deficiencies are noted; (e) provide a written

record of each faculty review; and (f) delineate accountability measures to

ensure full implementation of the plan (Portch, Kaufman and Ross, 1993).

Different processes were instituted for post-tenure review in Hawaii.

Goodman (1990) reported on the post-tenure evaluation system in place at

the University of Hawaii, Manoa Campus. In 1985, the University adopted a

plan to strengthen faculty development and to stimulate faculty potential and

creativity. In an early meeting, it was agreed that the evaluation of tenured

faculty would not become a re-tenuring process but would permit evaluation

to be linked to faculty development activities. Guidelines established required

that procedures must provide for safeguards for academic freedom,

participation of faculty peers in the process, evaluation of every faculty

member at least once every five years, and exemption of faculty who had

undergone review for reappointment, tenure, promotion, or merit salary during

the five-year period. A campus-wide committee drafted procedures that

permitted the review to reflect the nature of the individual’s field of work. The

procedures conformed to expectations recognized by faculty peers,
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represented no threat to any individual’s tenure, and encouraged professional

growth.

Procedural steps for post-tenure evaluation at the University of Hawaii

begin with faculty members providing a routine, annual collection of

information in the form of resumes, curriculum vitae, or academic profiles.

The department chair and faculty member together review accomplishments

within established department expectations. If the faculty member has met

expectations, the dean is notified and the review is complete; if deficiencies

are found, a mutually agreeable faculty development plan is developed to

address deficiencies. If no agreement can be reached, the dean will assist in

finalizing a plan. If this plan does not meet with agreement, the question is

referred to a campus-wide faculty evaluation review committee for a decision,

which is binding. These procedures were widely circulated and discussed

(Goodman, 1990).

During the first complete review cycle, 1987-1988, Goodman (1990)

reported that 245 full-time tenured faculty were reviewed; 81 percent of these

instructional rather than research, specialist or library faculty. Before

completion of the cycle, 37 faculty (15%) retired or indicated an intention to

retire. The number of extramural research and training grant proposals rose

5.7 percent, as compared with a nearly level plateau in the preceding two

years. Funding from these grants rose 17.4 percent, as compared with an
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annual growth rate of less than 3 percent over the preceding eight years. Of

deficiencies. Development plans were approved by the department chair for

22 percent of faculty found to have deficiencies in teaching, research, or

service. The remaining 8 percent were found to have deficiencies but

disagreed with development plans. From these 16 faculty, 7 agreed to work

out a plan with the campus review committee, 5 took retirement, 3 were found

not deficient by the campus committee, and 1 was reassigned (p. 416-417).

Goodman emphasized that the success of post-tenure review depended upon

applying principles of fairness and respect for dignity of faculty and having

shared recognition of the value of professionalism.

Post-tenure review is required by policy and contract for faculty

members in the California State University System (Galm, 1989). Anyone who

had not been reviewed for five years was subject to review of teaching and

scholarship by a committee of his peers and an appropriate administrator. As

discussion during review sessions. The experience of getting together senior

faculty who showed concern for teaching and demonstrated accumulated skill

helped provide a sense of collegiality that was not apparent before the post­

tenure review process.

Throughout colleges and universities in the United States, many

different processes have been established to conduct post-tenure review. The
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the 206 faculty who were evaluated, 70 percent were found to have no
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procedures established by campuses vary widely regarding who participates

in the review, how often it is conducted, and how follow-up is accomplished.

Components

In any review policy, evaluative criteria must be established. Faculty

evaluation policies have most often considered teaching, research, and

service as necessary components of review. Several initiatives have drawn

attention to the components of teaching, research and service. Edgerton

(1993) cited the Pister report at the University of California Berkeley, which

called for a different balance among categories of scholarly activity, respect

for broader forms of scholarship, and peer review of teaching. Boyer (1991),

in redefining scholarship roles, provided a catalyst for all colleges and

universities to re-examine faculty priorities. Faculty roles were defined in

relation to four basic tasks, rather than the usual teaching, research, and

service: advancing knowledge, synthesizing and integrating knowledge,

applying knowledge, and representing knowledge through teaching. This

definition of roles presented teaching and service as expressions of scholarly

work rather than add-ons to scholarship (Edgerton, 1993).

Edgerton (1993) reported another study regarding the prioritization of

teaching, research, and service at Syracuse University. Faculty, chairs, and

deans responded that research was too heavily emphasized. In an extended

project, Diamond surveyed 46 other research institutions and found that every

campus favored a more equal balance between teaching and research. In

47



■

1987, McShane and Douzenis conducted a similar survey to determine faculty

attitudes about research, teaching and community service as criteria for

evaluating college faculty. Findings indicated that 63.5 percent of the males

surveyed rated research and publication highly as criteria, compared to only

33.3 percent of the females; more of the younger faculty (71%) were

interested in a university-sponsored personal development program to

improve teaching style than were older faculty (47.1%); those with doctoral

degrees assigned a higher level of priority to research than those with

master’s degrees; and most tenured faculty felt that the administration

assigned a low priority to classroom teaching.

In an additional study designed to examine faculty satisfaction with the

evaluation process, McCabe (1980) found that faculty from the University of

Virginia displayed some dissatisfaction with their evaluation systems. Faculty

reported that they preferred a broad-based evaluation system. They were

especially dissatisfied with the relative lack of influence of faculty-student

interaction criteria in areas such as teaching, student advising, and

supervision of student research.

Given that institutions are reviewing faculty priorities in order to arrive

at a balance between teaching, research, and service, Edgerton (1993)

provided fourteen points that colleges and universities should examine; five

dealt with changing expectations, five with faculty evaluation, and four with
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shifts in faculty incentives and rewards. Edgerton observed that, to set new



expectations, there must be clarification of what faculty should be working on,

the status of teaching must be elevated, more inclusive definitions of teaching

and research must be applied, service must be differentiated by creating a

distinction between service activities based in scholarly expertise from general

citizenship activities, and professional societies must redefine expectations

and rewards. Hollander (1992) asserted that, in setting any standards for

review of tenured faculty, care must be taken not to end up with two sets of

criteria, one for tenured and one for nontenured.

Edgerton (1993) reiterated a speech made by Kennedy, president of

Stanford University, during a 1990 address to faculty, in which Kennedy

called for professors to become recommitted to teaching. In 1991, he

announced changes in the faculty reward system, which included ending

quantitative standards for measuring research productivity, extending the

definition of scholarship to include creative work beyond refereed journals,

using peer review to evaluate teaching effectiveness, and implementing

flexible approaches for faculty careers.

Even though teaching is a common criteria used in most reviews,

Riesman (1986) found that research is the function most frequently chosen as

being influenced by performance reviews. Respondents in this study indicated

that because of the ease in measuring research output and productivity, this
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(1975) noted that research is often given first priority in institutions because it

is a "prized enterprise" that has tangible results (p. 187).

Unlike research, teaching does not allow for easy comparisons.

Hollander (1992) stated that evaluating teaching is particularly difficult.

Colleges and universities often struggle on how to measure effective

teaching. Criteria and methodology should be agreed upon in advance. Some

departments use updated course descriptions, syllabi, textbook reviews, and

active signs of advising when assessing teaching. However, the most

common form of measuring teaching effectiveness is student evaluations.

These evaluations are inexpensive, they involve expendable student time

rather than valuable faculty time, and they are easily quantified and

computerized. If used as the only means of feedback for a faculty member,

however, student evaluations are a disservice. Discrete information is not

typically provided by results of the questionnaires, and usefulness of the

information generated is often questionable. However, student evaluations do

enhance accountability and may provide a medium for student-faculty

interaction (Berquist and Sullivan, 1975).

Another emerging pattern in the process of faculty evaluation is that of

peer review. Edgerton (1993) noted that students can evaluate certain

aspects of teaching, such as clarity of presentation, but that only other faculty

are qualified to judge proper course content and methodology. Even though

peer review is considered by many college and university officials as
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essential, the process of performing such reviews is uncertain. Time

constraints are also an issue. Berquist and Sullivan (1975) advocated peer

review as an essential component of instructional evaluation. To be an

effective mechanism, however, peer review must be seen as a relatively low-

threatening means of improving instruction. Berquist and Sullivan suggested

rotating class assignments, team teaching, and peer evaluation of both junior

and senior faculty as methods for lessening the threatening aspects of peer

review.

Self-evaluation has been suggested as another important component in

the review of teaching. Faculty must have an opportunity to assess their own

strengths, weaknesses, and areas for improvement Berquist and Sullivan

(1975) recommended that the faculty member fill out the same evaluation

instrument as his peers or students and then compare discrepancies. In the

Reisman study (1986), respondents rated self-completed reports (SCR) by

faculty as somewhat effective. When asked if benefits outweighed costs of

self-evaluation in performance evaluation of tenured faculty (PETF), 89

percent responded yes for SCR and 92 percent for PETF. Ninety-four percent

(94%) of the people in universities with PETF indicated that benefits

outweighed costs, whereas only 40 percent of people in universities that did

not have PETF indicated the effectiveness of evaluations. This difference was

statistically significant and suggested that direct experience with PETF

increases the likelihood of a positive estimate of benefits.
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The benefits of post-tenure review rely on the consideration given to

the weight or value of teaching, research, and service at individual colleges

and universities. The values assigned to each of these components and how

they are measured are determined by the mission or type of institution.

Types of Institutions

Satisfaction with results from evaluation programs varies with the

stated purpose of the review, the processes established to implement the

review, and the components or criteria used to evaluate faculty. In addition,

the philosophy or mission of an institution can affect the nature of evaluation

policies and faculty development activities.

In his study of faculty development programs from 135 research,

doctorate-granting, and comprehensive universities and liberal arts colleges,

Rubino (1994) found that research and doctorate-granting universities

considered instructional and research development programs to be of equal

importance, whereas research universities offered instructional development

programs most frequently. Doctorate-granting universities offered

organizational development programs most frequently. Comprehensive

universities considered instructional and curriculum development programs to

be of equal importance but offered personal development programs most

frequently, and liberal arts colleges considered academic advising and

instructional development programs to be of equal importance and offered

instructional development programs most frequently. Differences were found
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among universities and colleges in relation to (a) the frequency of offering of

instructional development programs; (b) the importance and frequency of

offering of research development programs; and (c) the importance of

academic advising development programs. Findings indicated that universities

and colleges evaluate faculty development practices by measuring (a)

participant satisfaction, (b) the effects of the practices on the organization, (c)

on-the-job behaviors, and (d) participant learning.

Faculty development practices in community colleges were explored by

Raufman (1991). In California community colleges, faculty were asked to rank

colleges high, medium, and low in effective program practices. Quantitative

methods were used to compare the frequency and effectiveness ratings given

each practice, followed by semi-structured interviews at the nine colleges.

Findings indicated five organizational openness factors that are conducive to

creating effective, innovative faculty development programs: adaptiveness,

centralization, stability, systematization, and communications. The three

colleges with the highest effectiveness ratings shared the following

characteristics: (a) a history of commitment to faculty development; (b) shared

vision by all that faculty development fostered organizational development; (c)

program administrators with sufficient time and funding; (d) program goals

related to college goals; (e) organizational structure jointly satisfying both

college and individual needs; and (f) effective communication, feedback, and

change procedures.
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There is a difference between the way two-year colleges and four-year

institutions view professional development, according to Belker (1982). In

research conducted at 25 colleges and universities having professional

development programs, Belker concluded that faculty at two-year institutions

were more concerned with improving their instructional techniques than were

faculty in four-year institutions. Findings suggested that although most

colleges and universities still view professional development from the

traditional individual approach, some institutions are attempting to relate the

goals of the individual with the goals of the institution.

To maintain vitality, the continuing professional education of professors

has become an issue for administrators who are confronting a work force that

"will not significantly change for the next ten to fifteen years

p. 68). Educators are not as free to relocate as before, opportunities to recruit

decline in the traditional means of sustaining intellectual vitality, such as

visiting professorships, attendance at professional meetings, sabbatical leaves

and funds for research (Baldwin, et al. 1981). Clark et al. (1985) cited the

definition of institutional vitality as the quest to "create and sustain the

organizational strategies that support the continuing investment of energy by

faculty and staff both in their own career and in the realization if the

institution’s mission" (p. 9). In a project designed to define and assess vitality,

Centra (1985) summarized responses to conditions for institutional vitality:
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new faculty will decline in the 1990s, and fiscal restraints will contribute to a

" (Belker, 1982,



openness to innovation and experimentation; concern for sound

undergraduate instruction, participatory campus governance, staff loyalty to

institutional objectives, communication among students, faculty, and

administrators, intellectual orientation and growth in students; close student­

faculty relationships; faculty scholarship and research; nature and quality of

faculty.

Quality faculty are essential for institutional vitality. If institutions are

serious about excellence, efforts must be made to adopt a formalized

professional development program that will embrace a "proactive approach" to

develop human and organizational resources (Mott, p. 151). The development

of faculty is necessary to foster scholarship among faculty ranks. Examination

of post-tenure review programs may be beneficial to colleges and universities
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Chapter 3

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of Chapter 3 is to state the research questions, describe

the population and sample, and identify research procedures, instrumentation,

and the statistical methods that were used for data analysis.

Research Questions

The study will examine the following research questions:

1. What are the differences, if any, in the stated purpose for post­

tenure review policies between and among types of institutions?

2. What are the differences, if any, in processes used in post-tenure

review policies between and among types of institutions?

3. What are the differences, if any, in components of post-tenure

review policies between and among types of institutions?

4. What are the differences, if any, between chief academic

administrators’ perceptions regarding the primary purpose of post-tenure

review policies and the stated primary purpose of post-tenure review policies

at selected types of institutions?

5. What are the differences, if any, between chief academic

administrators’ perceptions regarding the processes used in post-tenure

review and actual processes used in review at selected types of institutions?

6. What are the differences, if any, between chief academic

administrators’ perceptions regarding components of post-tenure review

56



r

policies and actual components of post-tenure review policies at selected

types of institutions?

7. What are the differences, if any, in chief academic administrators’

perceptions of problems of post-tenure review at selected types of

institutions?

8. What are the differences, if any, in chief academic administrators’

perceptions of benefits of post-tenure review at selected types of institutions?

Population and Sample

Chief academic administrators of research institutions, doctoral-granting

institutions, comprehensive colleges and universities, liberal arts colleges,

two-year community and junior colleges and institutes, and specialized and

professional schools constituted the population for this study. The Accredited

Institutions of Postsecondary Education directory was used for acquiring the

number of accredited, degree-granting colleges and universities. A random

sample of institutions was selected by assigning each of the 3,402 institution

in the directory a number. From this listing, a sample of 20 percent of the

population, or 680 colleges and universities from the 50 states and the District

of Columbia was chosen. The random sample was accomplished through the

advocates use of a large sample; a large sample gives randomness an

opportunity to work.
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This study was designed to investigate post-tenure review at 20

percent of the accredited colleges and universities across the United States.

Table 1 shows the comparison of the total population, as categorized by type

of institution with the random sample selected for the study.

Table 1

Comparison of Population and Sample by Type of Institution

SamplePopulation

FrequencyFrequency Percent PercentType of Institution

26 3.8123 3.6Research l/ll

5.0116 3.4 34Doctoral l/ll

17.115.2 116518Comprehensive l/ll

19.718.1 134616Liberal arts l/ll

37.925841.71418Two-year colleges

16.518.0 112611Specialized

100.0680100.03402Total

Research Design

The study used a one-shot case study design to investigate academic

administrators’ perceptions of post-tenure review policies. The one-shot case
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study occurs when a single group is studied only once. Data were collected

through the use of self-reported survey questionnaire procedures. Survey

research is a type of methodology used frequently in educational research

(Kerlinger, 1986). Use of the survey for this study allowed collection and

comparison of data from a large number of chief academic administrators

throughout the United States. Administrators were assured both individual and

institutional anonymity. According to Babbie (1973), assurance of anonymity

will increase the likelihood of accurate responses. Kerlinger (1986) asserted

that a minimum response rate of 50 percent plus one should be sought in

survey research.

Instrumentation

The study used a three-part survey instrument to collect data and

perceptions regarding post-tenure review (See Appendix A, Post-Tenure

Review Survey). The instrument was designed based on careful review of

relevant literature. Permission was received to use selected survey items from

the 1989 Andrews and Licata study (see Appendix B, Permission to Use

Survey Items). Specific items relevant to the research questions posed in this

study were integrated, and a general framework for the survey was provided

by the Andrews and Licata instrument.

Section I of the instrument collected general information regarding

demographic data. The Carnegie classification of the institution, whether the

institution was public or private, and the percentage of tenured faculty were
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requested. If tenure was operative at institutions, participants were asked if an

official policy regarding evaluation of tenured faculty existed. If an affirmative

response was made to this question, Sections II and III of the instrument was

completed. If a negative response was chosen, the respondent was directed

to Section III of the survey. Responses to demographic questions provided

data that permitted analysis of administrator perceptions by type of institution.

Section II collected information regarding the purpose, processes, and

components of post-tenure review policies at institutions where official policies

were in effect. This section was completed only by individuals whose

institutions had a formal, written post-tenure review policy. Data collected in

Section I! provided information regarding the actual stated purpose,

processes, and components of existing post-tenure review policies.

Section III was composed of questions eliciting opinions of all chief

academic administrators of institutions where tenure was operative. At these

institutions, a post-tenure review policy may be in place, may be in the

development stages, may not exist but a policy does exist addressing merit

pay, or may not exist in any form. The questions in this section corresponded

directly with the questions in Section II, having the same response selections

available. Two additional questions were added to this opinion section to

solicit perceptions regarding problems and benefits of post-tenure review.

The type of alternatives provided for response to each question in the

instrument varied. Some non-demographic items were designed to allow the
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respondent one choice only; others were designed to permit a check of all

applicable items. In several questions, an "other" category was included with

a blank beside the option for clarification of the response. Questions 20 and

21 employed a Likert-type scale for responses.

Validation of the Instrument

The instrument was reviewed for content and face validity by a panel of

experts. Appendix C lists the names and positions of the panel of experts

used to review the questionnaire. Content validity is the representativeness or

adequacy of the content of a measuring instrument (Kerlinger, 1986). The

panel of experts critiqued the format of the instrument and the clarity of

statements.

Several changes were made based on input by the panel of experts. In

Section I, the addition of a choice involving merit pay policies was made to

Question 5. In Questions 6 and 14, a third response regarding teaching

was changed to "level" in Questions 8 and 16. In the component questions

Questions 13 and 21, "scholarship" was determined to be an ambiguous term;

"professional development" was substituted. The "levels of importance" scale

in Question 21 was changed to four levels rather than three to allow for more

conciseness and to be consistent with scales in Questions 22 and 23. After

modification of these specific items and with improvement in formatting, the
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instrument was reviewed by the specific individuals on the panel and

approved for distribution to the sample.

Procedure

The instrument was presented to the panel of experts the first week of

October, 1995, with responses received by the second week of October.

Recommendations were reviewed and the instrument was modified to

improve content validity. The modified instrument was mailed to the random

sample the first week of November, 1995, with requests for responses to be

returned by November 25, 1995. A cover letter, the questionnaire, and a

business reply envelope, which was included to increase response rate, were

sent to 680 colleges and universities (See Appendix D, Cover Letter, First

Mailing).

After receiving 182 responses from the first mailing (a 27% response

rate), a follow-up was conducted during the first week of December, 1995. A

second mailing to 498 institutions was completed, with a new cover letter,

another questionnaire that had the return date changed to December 15,

1995, and a business reply envelope (See Appendix E, Cover Letter, Second

Mailing). Data collection was completed by the second week of January,

1996, with 347 responses (51%) received.

Data Analysis

A number of statistical analyses were employed to examine data, using
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determined for each item on the survey instrument. During these analyses,

verification of data was made, ensuring that directions were followed by

respondents in answering specific items. Chi square analysis was performed

to determine significance of differences by type of institution. Chi square

should be used "to test whether or not an observed frequency of occurrence

differs significantly from the frequency expected on the basis of chance"

(Sprinthall, 1990, p. 307) when nominal data which are completely

independent of each other have been identified.

The Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test was applied in examining three

research questions. This statistical method indicates agreement or

disagreement between change scores of matched-subjects designs. The

change scores are independent of each other, thereby meeting the criteria for

independent samples (Sprinthall, 1990).

Factorial Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to analyze the

specific data generated by respondents. Factorial ANOVA must be used

when the experimental design contains more than one independent variable.

This technique permits discovery not only of whether independent variables

taken separately have an effect, but also whether the independent variables

analyses were performed using the Duncan Multiple Range test.
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Chapter 4

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

The purpose of this study was to determine if differences existed in the

purposes, process, and components of post-tenure review policies by type of

institution. Perceptions of chief academic administrators regarding problems

and benefits of post-tenure review were also investigated. This chapter is a

presentation and analysis of data collected in the research. The results are

organized and reported by research question.

The chapter is divided into the following sections: (1) descriptive data,

(2) major findings reported by research question, and (3) a summary of the

chapter.

Descriptive Data

Descriptive data were collected from respondents to provide a profile

for the study. These findings will be presented in the following subsections:

(1) survey response and (2) institutional demographic data.

Survey Response

The sample for this study included colleges and universities from the

50 states and the District of Columbia. A total of 680 questionnaires were

mailed to the random selection. From this, 347 usable responses were

received, yielding a 51 percent response rate. Six additional responses were

received after compilation of statistical data. Responses were received from

47 states and the District of Columbia, with the largest frequency of
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responses coming from California. Appendix F provides an analysis of

responses by state.

Table 2 compares the population, sample and respondents by type of

institution. The sample was comprised of 680 institutions, with 258 (37.9%)

surveys mailed to two-year colleges and institutes, 134 (19.7%) to liberal arts

colleges, 116 (17.1%) to comprehensive colleges and universities, 112

(16.5%) to specialized and professional schools, 34 (5.0%) to doctorate­

granting institutions, and 26 (3.8%) to research colleges and universities. The

largest percentage of responses was from the two-year college and institute

category, with 120 (34.6%) responses being received. This response rate was

slightly below the 41.7 percent share of the population. Responses from

comprehensive colleges and universities (n = 78, 22.5%) and liberal arts

colleges (n = 74, 21.3%) were slightly greater than their respective shares of

the population, as were responses from doctorate-granting (n = 17, 4.9%) and

research (n = 14, 4.0%) institutions. The response rate from specialized and

professional schools (n = 44, 12.7%) was slightly below the 18 percent share

of the population. Differences between population and response rate correlate

with differences between population and the size of the random sample, in

addition to prevalence of tenure by type of institution.

65



Table 2

Comparison of Population, Sample, and Respondents by Type of Institution

Sample RespondentsPopulation

%%%Type of institution nnn

4.03.8 143.6 26123Research l/ll

5.0 17 4.93.4 34116Doctoral l/ll

22.5116 17.1 7815.2Comprehensive l/ll 518

21.319.7 7413418.1616Liberal arts l/ll

34.637.9 12025841.71418Two-year colleges

12.716.5 4411218.0611Specialized

100.0347100.068018.03402Total

Institutional Demographic Data

Public or Private Designation

As illustrated in Table 3, 52.2 percent (n = 181) of responses were

from public institutions and 47.8 percent (n = 166) were from private colleges

and universities. The response rate from public institutions was slightly higher

than the 46 percent share of the population; the response rate from private

institutions was slightly lower than the 54 percent share of the population.
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Table 3

Public or Private Designation

Type of institution Frequency Percent (%)

Public 181 52.2

Private 166 47.8

Total 347 100.0

Percentage of Tenured Faculty

Respondents were asked to report the percentage of tenured faculty at

their institutions. Two hundred thirty-four of the 347 (67.4%) respondents

reported that tenure was operative at their institutions. As shown in Table 4,

113 (32.6%) respondents reported that tenure was not operative. At

institutions where tenure was operative, 67 respondents (19.3% of total

respondents) reported that 60 - 69 percent of their faculty were tenured; 52

(15.0%) reported that 70 - 70 percent were tenured; 36 (10.4%) reported that

50 - 59 percent were tenured; 34 (9.8%) reported that 80 - 89 percent were

tenured; 16 (4.6%) reported that 90 percent or more were tenured; 29 (8.4%)

that 50 percent or fewer were tenured at their institutions. Appendix G

provides an overall distribution of tenure by type of institution.
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Table 4

Percentage of Tenured Faculty

Percentage of tenured faculty Frequency Percent (%)

90% or above 4.616

80 - 89% 34 9.8

52 15.070 - 79%

67 19.360 - 69%

36 10.450 - 59%

8.429Below 50%

32.6113Tenure not operative

100.0347Total

Evaluations of Tenured Faculty

Respondents from institutions where tenure was operative (n = 234),

their campuses. Two hundred four (87.2%) of these respondents indicated

that some type of tenured faculty evaluation was conducted at their

institutions; 30 (13.8%) reported that no type of tenured faculty evaluation was

performed (see Table 5).
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Table 5

Institutions Conducting Evaluations

Evaluations conducted Frequency Percent (%)

Yes 204 87.2

No 30 12.8

Total 234 100.0

Formal Policies

Respondents from institutions where tenure was operative (n = 234)

were asked whether a formal, written post-tenure review policy was in place

at their college or university and, if not, whether such a policy was in

development or whether tenured faculty reviews were conducted for

determination of merit pay. A total of 146 respondents (61.1%) indicated that

(8.8%) indicating that a written policy was in the development stages. Merit

pay policies existed at 37 (17.6%) institutions. Table 6 provides a breakdown

of policy status.
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Table 6

Status of Formal, Written Post-Tenure Review Policies

Status of policies Frequency Percent (%)

Policy in effect 146 61.1

Policy in development 21 8.8

Merit pay policy 37 17.6

No policy 30 12.5

Total 234 100.0

Major Findings

Major findings from data collection are presented in relation to the

research questions posed in the study. The overall distribution of responses

to each question is reported, followed by an analysis of responses by type of

institution for each research question.

Q1: What are the differences, if any, in the stated primary purpose of post­

tenure review policies between and among selected types of institutions?

As illustrated in Table 7, in the 146 institutions where post-tenure

policies were in effect, 102 (69.9%) administrators reported that the stated

primary purpose of the policy was to assist in faculty growth and

development. Respondents from 31 institutions (21.1%) indicated that the
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primary purpose of post-tenure review was to provide information used

primarily in salary, retention, or promotion decisions. Of the 13 responses

(8.9%) to the other category, 6 indicated that both were important and no

distinction could be made as to the primary purpose.

With the exception of institutions in the research category, the majority

of respondents indicated that the stated primary purpose of established post­

tenure review policies was faculty growth and development. Forty-two

(79.25%) respondents at two-year institutions, 27 (67.50%) at comprehensive,

20 (62.50%) at liberal arts, 7 (87.50%) at specialized, and 4 (57.24%) at

doctoral institutions reported faculty growth and development as the stated

primary purpose of post-tenure review. Respondents at research institutions

reported an even distribution among the three categories provided.

Chi square analysis among types of institutions demonstrated no

significance in the frequency of responses regarding the stated primary

purpose of post-tenure review at institutions where formal, written policies are

in effect. The calculated chi square value of 13.71 (10 df) was below the chi

square value of 18.31 (10 df) required for significance at the .05 level.
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Q2: What are the differences, if any, in the processes used in post-tenure

review between and among selected types of institutions?

Several elements of process for post-tenure review were investigated:

individuals involved in the development of policies, the method of selection for

faculty members, scheduled timeframe for reviews, and the inclusion or

exclusion of improvement plans in policies. Findings regarding each of the

process elements are examined separately in this section.

Individuals involved in development of policy. Respondents from the

146 institutions that had post-tenure review policies in effect were asked to

report all groups of individuals that were involved in the development of post­

tenure review policies (see Table 8). The most common response was

faculty, with 135 respondents (92.5%) reporting faculty participation in the

development of the policy. Respondents at 129 (88.40%) reported

involvement of academic administrators. Sixty-two (42.5%) respondents

reported involvement of governing boards, 16 (11.00%) reported involvement

of students, and 4 (2.7%) reported involvement of legislators. Eleven (7.50%)

responses were reported in the other category, 6 of which specified union

representatives.

In examining responses by type of institution, a majority of the

respondents at each institutional type reported that academic administrators

and faculty were involved in the development of post-tenure review policies.

Involvement of academic administrators was reported at all specialized
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schools (n = 8), 48 (90.57%) two-year, 34 (85.00%) comprehensive, 28

(87.57%) liberal arts, 6 (85.71%) doctoral, and 5 (83.33%) research

institutions. Involvement of faculty was reported at all liberal arts (n = 32),

specialized (n = 8), and doctoral (n = 7) institutions and at 47 (88.68%) two-

year, 36 (90.00%) comprehensive, and 5 (83.33%) research institutions.

Involvement of governing boards in the development of post-tenure review

policies was reported by respondents at 3 research (50.00%), 19 liberal arts

(35.85%), and 4 specialized (50.00%) schools. Respondents at each

institutional type reported that legislators and students were not generally

involved in the development of post-tenure review policies. Involvement of

legislators was reported at 2 (5.00%) comprehensive and 2 (3.77%) two-year

institutions. Involvement of students was reported at 8 two-year (15.09%), 3

(7.50%) comprehensive, and 2 (28.57%) doctoral institutions. Only one

respondent each at research, liberal arts, and specialized institutions reported

involvement of students.

Chi square analysis indicated no significance in the frequency of

individuals involved in the development of post-tenure review policies. Each

chi square value was below the chi square value of 11.07 (5 df) required for

significance at the .05 level.
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Method of selection. Chief academic administrators at the 146

institutions where post-tenure review policies were in effect indicated what

method of selection was used to determine the tenured faculty members to be

evaluated. As shown in Table 9, the most frequent response was that the

review was mandatory at periodic intervals. Respondents at 142 (97.26%) of

the 146 institutions indicated use of mandatory review. Only 7 (4.79%)

respondents indicated that faculty were selected for review only if

performance fell below an acceptable level. Post-tenure review was not a

voluntary process at any institution.

In examining selection processes by institutional type, respondents

reported that mandatory post-tenure review occurred at 100 percent of

research (n = 6), liberal arts (n = 32), two-year (n = 53), and specialized (n =

8) schools. Ninety-five percent (n = 38) of the respondents at comprehensive

institutions reported mandatory review selection, and 71.43 percent (n = 5) of

respondents at doctoral institutions (n = 5, 71.43%) reported use of

mandatory reviews at periodic intervals. Selection of tenured faculty for review

if performance fell below an acceptable level was reported at only 4 (7.55%)

two-year, 2 (28.57%) doctoral, and 1 (2.50%) comprehensive institution.

Chi square analyses were performed for three methods of selection.

Analysis was not performed in the voluntary category due to nonresponse.

The calculated chi square value of 21.085 (5 df) was above the chi square

value of 15.09 (5 df) required for significance at the .01 level for the
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F

mandatory review method of selection. The calculated chi square value of

12.327 (5 df) was above the chi square value of 11.07 (5 df) required for

significance at the .05 level for the method of selection dependent upon

performance. The chi square value for other did not meet the value required

for significance at the .05 level.
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7

Timeframe. Data summarizing the frequency of responses regarding

the timeframes used in post-tenure review are provided in Table 10. Reviews

scheduled every year were the most common timeframes established for

post-tenure review, with 47 administrators (32.2%) reporting the use of annual

reviews. Individuals at 45 institutions (30.8%) reported that reviews were

scheduled on a 4- or 5-year cycle. The third most frequent response was a 2-

or 3-year cycle, with 43 (29.5%) respondents indicating this timeframe. No

one reported that reviews were voluntarily established by faculty; however,

two administrators (1.4%) reported that reviews were dependent upon

performance levels. Respondents recorded 9 responses (6.2%) in the other

category.

In terms of variations of timeframes used by institutional type, the 4- or

5-year timeframe was reported as the most common timeframe used at

comprehensive (n = 17, 53.13%) and liberal arts (n = 17, 53.13%) schools.

Annual reviews were reported as the most common timeframe used at

research (n = 4, 66.67%), doctoral (n = 3, 42.86%), two-year (n = 17,

32.08%) and specialized (n = 4, 50.00%) institutions.

Chi square analysis performed on timeframes used for post-tenure

review indicated that frequencies reported differed significantly from those due

to chance. The calculated chi square value of 81.773 (20 df) was well above

the chi square value of 37.57 (20 df) required for significance at the .01 level.
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Improvement Plans. Table 11 reports the distribution of responses

regarding inclusion or exclusion of improvement plans at the conclusion of

post-tenure review. Out of the 146 responses from individuals at institutions

with post-tenure review policies, 109 (74.66%) respondents indicated that

improvement plans were established for tenured faculty at the conclusion of

the post-tenure review process. Administrators from 37 (25.34%) colleges and

universities reported that no official improvement plans were established at

their institutions.

In examining the inclusion or exclusion of improvement plans by type of

institution, all respondents from research colleges and universities reported

that improvement plans were included at the conclusion of the post-tenure

review process. A majority of respondents at doctoral (n = 6, 85.71%), liberal

arts (n = 26, 81.25%), two-year (n = 43, 81.13%), specialized (n = 5,

62.50%), and comprehensive (n = 23, 57.50%) institutions indicated use of

improvement plans. Chi square analysis conducted on use of improvement

plans indicated that frequencies reported differed significantly from those due

to chance. The calculated chi square value of 11.246 (5 df) is slightly above

the chi square value of 11.07 (5 df) required for significance at the .05 level.
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109 institutions that used improvement plans at the conclusion of the post­

tenure review process, the majority of respondents indicated that the faculty

member, chair of the department, and dean were involved in development of

plans (see Table 12). Respondents at 91 (83.49%) institutions reported

involvement of faculty members in the development of improvement plans.

Involvement of department chairs was reported at 73 (66.97%) institutions.

Respondents at 70 (64.22%) institutions reported involvement of deans in

development of improvement plans. Involvement of peers in the development

of improvement plans for tenured faculty was reported by only 30 (27.52%)

respondents.

When examining involvement of individuals in development of

improvement plans by type of institutions, more than 75 percent of

respondents at each type of institution reported involvement of faculty

members. Involvement of department chairs was reported less often at two-

year institutions (n = 25, 58.14%) than at other types of institutions.

Involvement of deans was reported at 50 percent of research and doctoral

institutions, while 60 percent or more of the respondents at comprehensive,

liberal arts, two-year, and specialized institutions reported involvement of

deans. Peer involvement was reported at 39.13 percent (n = 9) of

comprehensive colleges and at 38.46 percent (n = 10) of liberal arts colleges,

with less peer involvement indicated at the other types of institutions.
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Individuals involved in development of improvement plans. From the



Chi square analyses were performed on each group of individuals to

determine if significant differences existed among types of institutions. Table

12 shows calculated chi square values for all groups. All values were below

the chi square value of 11.07 (5 df) required for significance at the .05 level.
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Follow-up of improvement plan. Follow-up to evaluate progress toward

meeting goals of improvement plans was reported as a common element of

process in post-tenure review policies (see Table 13). From respondents at

the 109 institutions where improvement plans were elements of the post­

tenure review process, 86 (78.90%) respondents indicated that follow-up was

conducted to evaluate progress toward meeting goals.

In examining the inclusion or exclusion of follow-up by type of

institution, data indicated that all respondents at research institutions (n = 6)

and a majority of respondents at doctoral (n = 4, 57.14%), comprehensive

(n = 20, 90.91%), liberal arts (n = 19t 73.08%) and two-year (n = 35, 81.40%)

institutions included follow-up as an element of the post-tenure review

process. Fewer respondents from specialized (n = 2, 40.00%) institutions

included follow-up as an element of the post-tenure review process.

Chi square analysis conducted on use of follow-up indicated that

reported frequencies were not significantly different than those that occur by

chance. The calculated chi square value of 10.736 (5 df) was less than the

chi square value of 11.07 (5 df) required for significance at the .05 level.
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Q3: What are the differences, if any, in the components used in post-tenure

review at selected types of institutions?

Table 14 provides data regarding components of post-tenure review.

To investigate the components used to evaluate teaching during the post­

tenure review process, respondents reported the types of evaluations

stipulated in policies at their respective institutions. Individuals indicated

whether or not administrator evaluations, student evaluations, classroom

observations by peers, peer review committees, or self-evaluations were

elements of the post-tenure review process. To determine components of

post-tenure review policies used to evaluate scholarship, respondents

reported if research activities, publications, creative endeavors, and

professional development activities were elements of tenured faculty

evaluation. To investigate service components, respondents reported on the

use of institutional service, professional service, and community service in

post-tenure review policies.

In the overall distribution of responses regarding the type of evaluations

included in post-tenure review policies, student evaluations received the most

frequent number of responses. One hundred thirty-two (91.03%) of the 145

respondents at institutions that have post-tenure review policies in effect

reported use of student evaluations as a component of policies. Self­

evaluations were reported at 119 institutions (82.07%), and administrator

evaluations were reported as a component at 109 (75.17%) institutions. Less
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consistency was reported in use of classroom observation by peers; only

55.86 percent (n = 81) of respondents indicated use of classroom

observations. Use of peer review committees was reported at 46.90 percent

(n = 68) of the institutions as a component of post-tenure review.

When examining scholarship components of tenured faculty evaluation,

professional development was reported as a component of post-tenure review

more frequently than research activities, publications, or creative endeavors.

Respondents at 113 (77.93%) institutions reported use of professional

development activities. Creative endeavors were reported as a component to

evaluate scholarship at 86 (59.31%) institutions, research activities were

reported at 84 (57.93%) institutions, and publications were reported at 83

(57.24%) institutions.

In investigating service components of post-tenure review policies,

institutional service activities and professional service activities were more

frequently reported as components than community service. Respondents at

113 (77.93%) institutions indicated use of institutional service and

respondents at 104 (71.72%) institutions reported use of professional service

as components of post-tenure review. Community service was reported as a

component of post-tenure review at 97 (66.90%) institutions.

In analyzing components of post-tenure review by institutional type,

student evaluations and self-evaluations as components used to evaluate

89
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teaching. Administrator evaluations were reported as components less often

at liberal arts (n = 21, 65.63%) and specialized schools (n = 4, 50.00%) than

at other types of institutions. Classroom observation by peers was reported as

a component in slightly more than half of the comprehensive (n = 24,

61.54%), liberal arts (n = 18, 56.25%), and two-year (n = 29, 54.72%)

institutions. Use of peer review committees was reported more often at

doctoral and research institutions than at other types of institutions.

In examining variations of scholarship components by institutional type,

respondents from research, doctoral, comprehensive, liberal arts, and

specialized institutions reported use of professional development activities as

a component at more than 80 percent of their institutions. Research activities

were used more frequently at research (n = 6, 100.00%), doctoral (n = 7

100.00%), and comprehensive (n = 37, 94.87%) institutions than at other

types. Publications were reported as components more often at research (n =

6, 100.00%), doctoral (n = 7, 100.00%), comprehensive (n = 35, 89.74%),

liberal arts (n = 21, 65.63%), and specialized (n = 7, 87.50%) institutions than

at two-year institutions (n = 7, 13.21%). Use of creative endeavors was also

less common at two-year institutions (n = 15, 28.30%) than at other types of

institutions as a component in post-tenure review.

When investigating service components by type of institution,

respondents at two-year colleges reported less use of institutional service,

professional service, and community service as components of post-tenure
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review than other types of institutions. With the exception of two-year

institutions, more than 75 percent of institutions in each category reported use

of institutional service and professional service as components of post-tenure

review. Use of community service as a component of post-tenure review was

more common at research (n = 6, 100.00%) and comprehensive (n = 33,

84.62%) colleges and universities than at other types of institutions.

Chi square analyses were performed on each component of post­

tenure review policies. The calculated chi square values of all five types of

evaluations used as components for evaluation of teaching were below the

chi square value of 11.07 (5 df) required for significance at the .05 level. The

calculated chi square values of all scholarship components were greater than

the chi square value of 15.09 (5 df) required for significance at the .01 level.

Chi square values for research, publications, and creative endeavor

components were higher than those for professional service. The calculated

chi square values of all service components were also greater than the chi

square value of 15.09 (5 df) required for significance. Table 14 provides

specific chi square values for each component of post-tenure review.
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Q4: What are the differences, if any, between chief academic administrators’

perceptions regarding the primary purpose of post-tenure review policies and

the stated primary purpose of post-tenure review policies at selected types of

institutions?

Table 15 provides data that compare the differences between the

actual stated primary purpose of post-tenure review and the desired purpose

of post-tenure review as perceived by chief academic administrators. Only

administrators at the 146 institutions where post-tenure review policies were

in effect reported this data. Faculty growth and development was reported as

the stated primary purpose at 69.86 percent (n = 102) of the 146 institutions;

78.10 percent (n = 114) of the administrators reported that faculty growth and

development should be the primary purpose of post-tenure review. At 31

institutions (21.23%), respondents reported that the stated primary purpose

for post-tenure review was to provide information for salary, retention, or

promotion decisions. Nineteen (13%) administrators responded that the

primary purpose of post-tenure review should be to provide information for

salary, retention, or promotion decisions.

When examining variations in differences between the actual and

desired purposes of post-tenure review by institutional type, faculty growth

and development was reported as the desired purpose by a majority of

administrators at all six types of institutions. Respondents at 44 (83.02%) two-

year, 30 (75.00%) comprehensive, 24 (75.00%) liberal arts, 7 (87.50%)
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specialized, 5 (71.43%) doctoral, and 4 (66.67%) research institutions

reported faculty growth and development as the desired purpose of post­

tenure review. Respondents at 2 (28.57%) doctoral, 7 (17.50%)

comprehensive, 6 (18.75%) liberal arts, 3 (5.66%) two-year, and 1 (12.50%)

specialized institution reported use of information acquired through post­

tenure review for salary, promotion, and retention purposes as the desired

primary purpose for post-tenure review.

The Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test for chi square analysis was

performed on the dependent samples to determine differences in change

scores between actual and desired purpose of post-tenure review. The

calculated chi square value of 27.190 (2 df) was greater than the chi square

value of 6.64 (2 df) required for significance at the .01 level.
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i

Q5: What are the differences, if any, between chief academic administrators*

I perceptions regarding the processes used in post-tenure review and actual

processes used in review at selected types of institutions?

In Table 16, data regarding actual and desired processes of post­

tenure review policies are provided. Only administrators at the 146 institutions

that reported post-tenure review policies in effect provided data for this part of

the study. Several elements of process were investigated: individuals involved

in the development of policies, the method of selection for faculty members,

scheduled timeframe for reviews, the inclusion or exclusion of improvement

plans in policies, individuals involved in development of improvement plans,

and use of follow-up. Findings regarding each process are examined

separately in this section.

Individuals involved in development. Administrators were asked to

report all groups of individuals that were involved and that should be involved

in the development of post-tenure review policies. Faculty received the

greatest number of responses. One hundred thirty-five (92.50%) respondents

reported that faculty participated in development of policies and 143 (97.28%)

indicated that they should be involved in development. The second most

response was academic administrators. Respondents at 129common

(88.40%) institutions reported involvement of administrators, and even more

indicated that administrators should be involved in the process (n = 138,

94.52%). Involvement of governing boards was reported with the third highest
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frequency. Respondents at 62 (42.5%) institutions reported actual use of

boards in development of policies; however, fewer (n = 46, 31.51%) indicated

a desire to involve governing boards. The greatest variation between actual

and desired involvement was reported in the student category. Respondents

at only 16 institutions (10.96%) indicated involvement of students; however,

53 (36.30%) indicated that students should be involved in the development of

policies. Administrators at 4 (2.74%) institutions reported actual involvement

of legislators, and even fewer respondents (n = 2, 1.37%) indicated a desire

for involvement of legislators in the development of post-tenure review

policies.

In examining variations of actual and desired involvement of individuals

in the development of policies by institutional type, very few differences were

reported at research, doctoral, liberal arts and specialized colleges and

universities (see Table 15). The greatest difference in actual and desired

involvement was reported at comprehensive and two-year colleges in the

student category. Three (7.50%) respondents at comprehensive colleges and

universities indicated that students were involved in the development, and 20

(50.00%) reported that they should be involved. At two-year institutions, 8

administrators (15.09%) indicated actual involvement of students, while 23

(43.40%) reported that students should be involved in the development of

post-tenure review policies.
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r
Because dependent samples were used, the Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel

test for chi square analysis was conducted to determine differences in change

scores between actual and desired involvement of individuals in development

of post-tenure review policies. As shown in Table 16, the calculated chi

square values of all groups were greater than the chi square value of 6.64 (1

df) required for significance at the .01 level. Analyses indicated that the

difference was greatest in the governing board category.
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Methods of selection. The distribution of responses regarding actual

and desired methods of selection of tenured faculty for participation in the

review process is illustrated in Table 17. Respondents at 142 institutions

(97.26%) indicated mandatory review of tenured faculty occurred at periodic

intervals and 143 (97.95%) reported desired use of mandatory selection.

Only 7 (4.79%) respondents reported selection of faculty for review if

performance fell below an acceptable level, and 11 (7.53%) indicated desired

use of this method of selection. No respondents reported actual use of

voluntary reviews, and no respondents reported that voluntary reviews should
i

be used as a method of selection of tenured faculty for participation in post­

tenure review.

When examining actual and desired methods of selection by

institutional type, mandatory review was reported in use at 100 percent of

research, liberal arts, two-year, and specialized schools; and 100 percent of

respondents at research, doctoral, liberal arts, and specialized institutions

desired use of the mandatory method of selection. Thirty-eight (95.00%)

administrators at comprehensive institutions reported use of mandatory

selection methods, and 39 (97.50%) reported a desire for use of mandatory

selection. Selection of tenured faculty for participation in post-tenure review

when performance fell below an acceptable level was reported used at 4

(7.55%) two-year institutions, 2 (28.57%) doctoral institutions, and 1 (2.50%)

comprehensive institution. Desired use of this method was reported by 5
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respondents at two-year institutions and 2 respondents each at doctoral,

comprehensive, and specialized institutions.

Chi square analyses using the Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test for

dependent samples were performed on the mandatory method of selection

and the method of selection that was dependent upon performance. The

analyses were conducted to determine differences in change scores between

actual and desired methods of selection. The calculated chi square value of

mandatory reviews was 1.754 1 (df), which was below the chi square value of
a

3.84 required for significance at the .05 level. The calculated chi square value

of the method of selection dependent upon performance was 12.692, which

was well above the 6.65 chi square value required for significance at the .01

level (see Table 17).
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Timeframe. As shown in Table 18, three timeframes were reported as

commonly used and desired at most institutions. Forty-six (31.94%)

respondents indicated actual use of annual reviews for tenured faculty

evaluation, 43 (29.86%) reported use of 2- or 3-year timeframes, and 44

(30.56%) indicated use of 4- or 5-year timeframes. In reporting timeframes

desired, 52 (36.11%) respondents selected the 4- or 5-year cycle, 46

(31.94%) indicated desired use of the 2- or 3-year cycle, and 36 (25.00%)

reported desired use of annual reviews.

In examining data for variations among institutional types, a desire to

decrease use of annual reviews was reported by respondents at all six types

of institutions. Respondents at comprehensive (n = 17, 43.59%), liberal arts (n

= 20, 62.50%), two-year (n = 8, 15.38%), and specialized (n = 4, 50.00%)

institutions indicated a desire to increase use of 4- or 5-year cycles for

reviews. Respondents at research (n = 2, 33.33%) and doctoral (n = 1,

14.29%) institutions reported a desire to increase use of 2- or 3-year cycles.

Only one respondent (14.29%) at doctoral institutions and two (3.85%)

respondents at two-year institutions reported a desire to increase use of

reviews scheduled when performance fell below an acceptable level.

The Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test for chi square analysis was

conducted to determine change scores between actual and desired

timeframes. The calculated chi square value of 65.220 (1 df) was well above

the chi square value of 6.64 (1 df) required for significance at the .01 level.
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Improvement plans. As illustrated in Table 19, 108 (77.14%)

respondents at 140 institutions reported use of improvement plans, or growth

contracts, as a process in post-tenure review. Desired use of improvement

plans was reported by 138 (98.57%) administrators.

When examining use of improvement plans by institutional type,

respondents at comprehensive and two-year institutions reported a greater

difference between actual and desired use of improvement plans than

respondents at other types of institutions. Twenty-three (62.16%)

administrators at comprehensive colleges reported actual use of improvement

plans, and 37 (100.00%) indicated a desire to use improvement plans during

post-tenure review. Respondents at 42 (80.77%) two-year colleges reported

actual use of improvement plans, and 52 (100.00%) indicated desired use of

improvement plans during post-tenure review.

Table 19 provides results of chi square analysis using the Cochran-

Mantel-Haenszel test for dependent samples on data regarding actual and

desired use of improvement plans during post-tenure review. The calculated

chi square value of 0.398 (1 df) was less than the chi square value of 3.84 (1

df) required for significance at the .05 level.
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Individuals involved in development of improvement plans. Actual and

desired involvement of individuals in the development of improvement plans

during post-tenure review is provided in Table 20. Respondents from 91 of

the 108 (84.26%) institutions that used improvement plans indicated that the

faculty member was involved in the development of the plan. Seventy-two

(66.67%) respondents reported involvement of the department chair, and 69

(63.89%) reported involvement of the dean in the development of

improvement plans for tenured faculty. An even greater number of

administrators indicated that the faculty member (n = 102, 94.44%), chair of

the department (n = 86, 79.63%), and dean (n = 82, 75.93%) should be

involved in the development of improvement plans. Thirty (27.78%)

respondents reported involvement of peers, and 49 (45.37%) indicated

desired involvement of peers in the development of improvement plans.

In examination of variations between actual and desired involvement of

individuals in the development of improvement plans by institutional type,

respondents at doctoral, comprehensive, liberal arts, and two-year institutions

reported the desire for more frequent use of the faculty member in

development of improvement plans. The greatest difference between actual

and desired involvement of faculty was reported at two-year and doctoral

institutions. Thirty-six (83.33%) respondents at two-year institutions reported

actual involvement of faculty, and 42 (100.00%) indicated desired involvement

of faculty in the development of improvement plans. The same percentages
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were reported by respondents at doctoral institutions. Similar findings were

reported regarding actual and desired involvement of department chairs in the

development of improvement plans. Twenty-four (57.14%) respondents at

two-year institutions reported actual involvement of department chairs, and 33

(78.57%) reported desired involvement of department chairs. Four (66.67%)

respondents at doctoral institutions reported actual involvement of department

chairs in the development of improvement plans, and six (100.00%) indicated

desired involvement of department chairs. Involvement of deans in

development of improvement plans was desired more often than used at

doctoral, liberal arts, two-year, and specialized institutions. The greatest

increase in the number of respondents desiring more involvement of deans

occurred at two-year institutions, where 25 (59.52%) respondents reported

actual involvement of deans in development of improvement plans and 31

(73.81%) indicated desired involvement of deans. Involvement of peers,

although less frequently used and desired in the development of improvement

plans than other individuals at all types of institutions, was desired more often

than used at research (n = 3, 50.00%), comprehensive (n = 10, 43.48%),

liberal arts (n = 16, 61.54%), and two-year (n = 25, 59.52%) institutions. The

greatest difference between actual and desired involvement of peers occurred

at research institutions.

Chi square analyses using the Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test for

dependent samples was performed to determine differences in change scores
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between actual and desired involvement of individuals in the development of

improvement plans during post-tenure review. The calculated chi square

value in all categories was well above the chi square value of 6.64 (1 df)

required for significance at the .01 level. Table 20 provides chi square values

for each group of individuals.
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Follow-up of improvement plan. Table 21 provides data regarding the

actual and desired use of follow-up to evaluate progress toward meeting

goals of improvement plans. Respondents at 85 of the 108 (78.70%)

incorporated as part of the post-tenure review process, and 106 (98.15%)

indicated a desire to use follow-up during the post-tenure review process.

When comparing use of follow-up by type of institution, respondents at

doctoral, comprehensive, liberal arts, two-year, and specialized institutions

reported a desire to increase the use of follow-up during post-tenure review.

Actual use of follow-up was reported at 57.14 percent (n = 4) of doctoral

institutions, 90.91 percent (n = 20) of comprehensive institutions, 80.95

percent (n = 34) of two-year institutions, and 40 percent (n = 2) of specialized

institutions; and desired use of follow-up was reported at 100 percent at each

of these types of institutions. Only 2 respondents (7.69%) at liberal arts

colleges indicated that follow-up was not desired.

Chi square analysis using the Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test for

dependent samples was conducted to determine differences in change scores

between actual and desired use of follow-up during post-tenure review. The

calculated chi square value of 5.655 (1 df) was above the chi square value of

3.84 (1 df) required for significance at the .05 level.
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Q6: What are the differences, if any, between chief academic administrators1

perceptions regarding components of post-tenure review policies and actual

components of post-tenure review policies at selected types of institutions?

To determine the differences between actual use of components of

post-tenure review policies and desired use of components, responses from

Question 13, which requested that respondents check all components that

were included in institutional policies, were compared with responses from

Question 21, which asked respondents to indicate the importance those same

components should have in evaluating tenured faculty. Responses indicating

high or moderate importance were tabulated as desired (see Table 22).

In examining the variations between actual and desired use of

components to evaluate teaching, an increase in use of all five types of

evaluations was reported as desired. Student evaluations were reported as

the most frequently used and most frequently desired type of evaluation, with

126 out of 138 (91.30%) respondents reporting actual use of student

evaluations in post-tenure review, and 133 out of 138 (96.38%) indicating

desired use. Self-evaluations were reported as the second most frequently

used and desired component to evaluate teaching, with 113 out of 139

(81.29%) respondents reporting actual use and 126 out of 139 (90.65%)

indicating desired use of self-evaluations. Use of administrator evaluations

was reported as being used at 106 out of 138 (76.81%) institutions and as

desired at 124 of the 138 (89.86%) institutions. Peer involvement through
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classroom observation or peer review committees was reported less

frequently used and less frequently desired than other types of evaluation.=

Respondents reported actual use of classroom observations at 80 out of 138

(57.97%) institutions and desired use at 110 out of 138 (79.71%) institutions.

Actual use of peer review committees as a component to evaluate teaching

during post-tenure review was reported at 64 out of 132 (48.48%) institutions,

and desired use was indicated at 104 out of 132 (78.79%) institutions.

When investigating differences between actual and desired use of

scholarship components, professional development activities were reported as

the most frequently used and most frequently desired scholarship component

of post-tenure review. Respondents at 108 out of 140 (77.14%), institutions

indicated actual use of professional development activities as a component of

review policies, and 134 out of 140 (95.71%) indicated desired use. Creative

endeavors were reported as the second most frequently used and desired

scholarship component. Respondents from 82 out of 136 (59.42%) institutions

reported actual use of creative endeavors as a component of review policies,

and 122 out of 136 (88.41%) indicated desired use of creative endeavors.

Use of publications as a component to evaluate scholarship was reported at

65 out of 136 (47.79%) institutions, and desired use was indicated at 82 out

of 136 (60.29%) institutions. The only scholarship component that was

reported less often as desired was the research component. Use of research

activities as a component to evaluate scholarship was reported at 80 out of
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of research activities.

=
Upon examination of differences between actual and desired service

components of post-tenure review policies, institutional service was reported

as the most frequently used and the most frequently desired service

component of post-tenure review policies, followed by professional service

and community service. Respondents at 109 out of 140 (77.86%) institutions

indicated actual use of institutional service as a component of post-tenure

review, and 127 out of 140 (90.71%) reported desired use. Use of

professional service as a component of post-tenure review was reported by

100 of the 138 (72.46%) respondents, and desired use was indicated by 116

of the 138 (84.06%) respondents. Community service was the only service

component that was reported as desired less often than used; 91 out 133

(68.42%) respondents indicated use of community service and 89 out of 133

(66.92%) indicated desire use of community service as a component of post­

tenure review.

Table 22 reports variations in actual and desired use of teaching,

scholarship, and service components by type of institution. Respondents at

research institutions reported the greatest difference between actual and

desired use in the area of community service: 5 out of 5 (100%) respondents

indicated community service was a component of post-tenure review;

however, only 2 out of 5 (40%) reported this component as desired.
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At doctoral institutions, the greatest difference between actual and

desired components occurred in two categories: classroom evaluation by

peers and peer review committees. Of the 7 administrators responding in

these two categories, 3 (42.86%) reported classroom observations being used

and 5 (71.43%) indicated use of peer review committees; however, 100

percent of the respondents reported desired use of both components.

Respondents at comprehensive colleges and universities reported a

desire for more frequent use of all five types of evaluations used to evaluate

teaching and a desire for more frequent use of creative endeavors and

professional development activities to evaluate scholarship. The greatest

difference between actual and desired use of these components was reported

in the use of peer review committees: 20 out of 37 (55.56%) respondents

reported actual use of peer review committees as a component to evaluate

teaching, and 28 out of 37 (77.78%) respondents desired use of peer review

committees. Less frequent use of research activities and community service

activities was desired at comprehensive institutions. Community service was

in use at 32 out of 37 schools (86.49%), but only 24 out of 37 (64.87%)

respondents indicated desired use of community service as a component for

tenured faculty evaluation. Research activities were reported as a component

at 35 out of 37 (95.59%) comprehensive institutions and were desired at 30

out of 37 (81.08%). The same trends between actual and desired use were

reported at liberal arts colleges (see Table 22).
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Respondents at two-year colleges and institutes reported the greatest

differences between actual and desired use in the following categories: peer

review committees, creative endeavors, professional development activities,

institutional service, professional service, and community service. Use of peer

review committees as a component to evaluate teaching was reported at 20

out of 37 (55.56%) institutions and was desired at 28 out of 37 (77.78%).

Creative endeavors were used as a component to evaluate scholarship at 14

out of 49 (28.57%) institutions and were desired at 46 out of 49 (73.47%),

while professional development was reported as a component to evaluate

scholarship at 29 out of 50 (58.00%) institutions and desired at 49 out of 50

(98.00%) two-year institutions. Respondents at 28 out of 50 (56.00%) two-

year institutions reported actual use of institutional service as a component of

post-tenure review, and desired use was reported at 45 out of 50 (90.00%)

two-year institutions. Professional service was used as a component at 23 out

of 50 (46.00%) institutions and desired at 40 out of 50 (90.00%) schools. Use

of community service was reported at 21 out of 49 (42.86%) institutions, and

desired use was indicated at 36 out of 49 (73.47%) two-year colleges and

institutes.

At specialized and professional schools, the greatest differences

between actual and desired use of components were reported in the use of

classroom observation by peers, peer review committees, and creative

endeavors. Classroom observation by peers was reported in use at 4 out of 7
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(57.14%) specialized institutions and desired at 7 out of 7 (100.00%). Use of

peer review committees as a component in post-tenure review was reported

at 1 out of 7 (16.67%) institutions and was desired at 5 out of 7 (83.34%).

Respondents indicated actual use of creative endeavors as a component of

post-tenure review at 4 out of 8 (50.00%) institutions and desired use at 7 out

of 8 (87.50%) specialized institutions. Less frequent use of research activities

and community service activities was reported by administrators at

specialized institutions (see Table 22).

Chi square analyses using the Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test for

dependent samples was conducted on differences between the actual and

desired use of each component of post-tenure review. The calculated chi

square values of peer review committees (27.622), administrator evaluations

(23.603), research activities (14.097), publications (12.559), community

service (10.086), student evaluations (9.981), self-evaluations (8.728), and

creative endeavors (8.156) were greater than the chi square value of 6.64 (1

df) required for significance at the .01 level. The calculated chi square value

of professional service (5.905) was greater than the chi square value of 3.84

(1 df) required for significance at the .05 level. No significant differences were

found for professional development activities and institutional service.

119



g
c

- 22

£
c

£ t x— m
co co ? jo

c
5 ft ■SB

s
c

£ m in s x- xr 
t. ® t-. ® EL

c

* ▼- m co co cn
CO, CO, CO

s§c

?9•5 £
c

m co CD

re?

120

aS

^B
CM x-

0) 
tn 
§ a 
0}

aa S3
CO CN

bb 
co co

J=>

5 
c
8 
E

s s 
co r-

in

5 
c a 
E 
o

BB 
CM CO

§“§■ ££■
<o ” s a s co s s *—<• *—* »»»

38

CD 
B

CD
B

co 
ct
ct

BB 
co co

o o 
o o ss c-c.

ts

a*

o co
CD CO

I

Bis 
04 04

O
CD
CO 
04

CO CO
CO B

c
,o
ro

"ro
0)

5 I

<O CO

04 
04 
CO 

a

co CO 
m m

L
CM

CO

BB 
co co

§B

04 
04

LLJ

m
2

co CO 
CO V

a?

co

cd

c 
o 
"ro

to

co

L 
ct

v

co 
m

co

m 
co

fTI

aS 
E 
o'

> a)

In 
m 
tn
04

2
o
ro 
a> 
•o
a)
®

ro 
cu
O

in

i
co 
<u 
M 
<D 

CH

£5 
E.

m 
0)

£
I 
5 
cr
aj 
3

rs

22
1 
§ 
CL 
E

(O

Q 
■o

ro 
ro 
D

?8

®§ §

5*?
52-

g?

o 
lc g 
ro 

hi

oct gm
3 04 CO

gS
o

tn
®

2
CL

a>
§ ®
CT _=> m cu .— >
O

il

3 a 
tl

s
d o 
CC
co CO 
co Bm co

i I
11

re
2 n
8 c 
Q

CD
re ?
2 ■>c

<n
6 
a
8 
E 
o

g
"o ra a;

c 

II tn E 
S S

> 
'in 
5?
aj II 
o. c 
E 

(O

§§

c.
Sb

■E 
ra oi 
_ c*>
S II

5 C

,*j ao
.!? ii

<D c

CD

— TJ — TJ — ‘O 
cd aj rod) ro a) 
D .!= D -t= D .i=

§S S3

Si

?9 pg i?t e°

T— v- r- T- T— ▼— T—
CO CO CO CO COCO CO CO
~ B

04 04

tn O- o o aa ss

5|
§ s s s s

CD CO O> r* CM ’’T
’ 7

▼“ CTid ■’T ■’T
CT CO CO O CO CT
*—* *—l*

O- O- 0-0- COCO CD COcoco COCO COCO co coco co co

•*"“•» *-*>• -*“oCOCT CTO COCO CD CO COOcd 'T co cd ’“CD tn r- o cp
tn cd ’- tt oi in tn o- *-

E. EL2, E-Cl- ELtz. E,-EL
t*» b— b*» b*» b*» r** b*» f**

co co co co coco coco co co
" V tn co co o co

CO CO 04 04 04 04

r~ r~- r- ct ct o o
o- ’T -o- o’ m tn

-J Bo- ’T B CT CT
— 04 ’T

H f -5 i f

S P.f:
S SS

04 XT* CT 57 04
CO CT C^ 04 Tf ■'T
CO OI N O CT CO
mm tt co m ao

CD CD CD CD COCO OO
co CO COCO CO CO ’T TT
— T- T- T- ^-T—

?3 m cm cm oJ B
N- CD co co -- — —

CD CD
B B

t: cd

5 ii 
c9) c

•—* **-
TT O OO -TO N- v OO
— o oo -- o cd co mo

d d d r< d cd co' < d
o oo mo t— co co o
v- ^,^2- 77- —T-

- SB ?TfO- COCO 5J- N- r— m N- co

Sfe fc? 83 38 8S
S3 SS 8K S8 88

h
6 "
S e

B B B B 5 
- • -) co T- CD

--CD O £" N-
co co co co ct r~~
cd ct --’ cb ct cd co »-’ d
^2-S- EL EL E- CL- -?- r^_ <o. ct

COCO COCO COCO CN CM CT CT CO co coco coco co co cocoW— V— T— »—
CD O’ B CO oB ’TV CD CDO CM CM CO co T- CD O --CM

5E SS SR 22 22- -■” *§ y p
CD CD 
co m

gg gg sS-
88 8g 2S

88 88 88 8K 55
S3 88 S.8 RS SS

OO OO OO co co 
o o o o O O CO co
d d d d do co" co
OO OO OO cd CD
▼“V— x— X— x— —»•

88 83 83 88 
£8 SS SS S8

_ c J mo
re £ WnO O CL 8

-o a> □

§
— -X O 
V ▼-
T“ C— GJ 
|< m

cp N-^ CT 'rJ

OO OO OO OO T-T-
jnm mm mm mm mm
~~ - CO CT CT B B CO B CO

-------- --------  *- CO V V

o o 
o o 

co d d d
ao_ o o o

CD $o JO CD
'O CD CD

X- X— V— X— X— X— X— x— x—COCO CO CO COCO CO CO COCO
--X — —o o ao vCO CO v- CM

§§ 
d d o o

ro?

< Q < Q < Q < Q



=

=

Q7: What are the differences, if any, in chief academic administrators*

perceptions of problems associated with post-tenure review at selected types

of institutions?

Chief academic administrators from all institutions where tenure was

operative (n = 234) were asked to report their perceptions of problems

associated with post-tenure review. Through the literature review, eight

problem areas were identified and a Likert-type scale was provided for

response. A major problem was represented with the numerical value of 4; a

moderate problem, 3; a minor problem, 2; and not a problem was represented

with the numerical value of 1. Perceptions of each problem area are

examined in separate sections.

Problem 1: Process viewed as a threat to tenure. As illustrated in Table

23, administrators from 221 colleges and universities reported perceptions of

post-tenure review as a process viewed as a threat to tenure. When Analysis

of Variance (ANOVA) was applied using type of institution as the independent

variable and Problem 1 as the dependent variable, the F-value for the

difference between the means was 2.51, which was statistically significant at

0.0311. This level exceeded the 0.05 level of significance. Using the Duncan

Multiple Range Test, the means separated into three groupings where means

within the groups were found not to be significantly different. Means ranged

from 2.9412 to 2.281 in the highest mean extent grouping. The mid-range

mean grouping was comprised of means ranging between 2.6154 and 2.1034.
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Table 23

Analysis of Variance: Problem 1 and Type of Institution

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr > F

Model 16.77581173 3.35516235 2.51 0.03115

287.39613398Error 1.33672620215

304.17194570Total 220

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test for Problem 1

Mean Duncan’s groupingType of institution

2.941217Doctoral

2.615413Research

2.545566Comprehensive

2.228157Liberal arts

2.103458Two-year

1.800010Specialized

Note. Means with same letter are not significantly different.
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Frequency 
n = 221

A
A
A
A
A
A
A

B 
B 
B 
B 
B
B 
B

C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C

Alpha = 0.05.
df = 215.
MSE = 1.336726.



Problem 2: Excessive paperwork and time required. Chief academic

administrators at 223 institutions reported perceptions of excessive paperwork

and time required as a problem of post-tenure review (see Table 24). When

ANOVA was applied using type of institution as the independent variable and

Problem 2 as the dependent variable, the F-value for the difference between

the means was 1.30, which was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level of

significance. Using the Duncan Multiple Range Test, the means separated

into two groupings where means of responses within the groups were found

not to be significantly different. Means ranged from 3.1000 to 2.5758 in the

higher mean extent grouping and from 2.8305 to 2.4615 in the lower mean

extent grouping. Mean response scores of two-year, doctoral, liberal arts, and

comprehensive institutions overlapped into both groupings. The mean score

of specialized institutions was categorized in the high extent grouping, and the

125
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Table 24

Analysis of Variance: Problem 2 and Type of Institution

Pr > FF ValueMean SquareDF Sum of SquaresSource

0.26411.304.93556163 0.98711233Model 5

0.75810315164.50838456217Error

169.44394619222Total

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test for Problem 2

Mean Duncan’s GroupingType of institution

3.100010Specialized

2.830559Two-year

2.647117Doctoral

2.586258Liberal arts

2.575866Comprehensive

2.461513Research

Note. Means with the same letter are not significantly different
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Frequency 
n = 223

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A
A

B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B

Alpha = 0.05. 
df = 217.
MSE = 0.758103.



Problem 3: Difficulty in measurement of competence. As illustrated in

Table 25, administrators from 222 schools reported perceptions of difficulty in

measurement of competence as a problem of post-tenure review. When

ANOVA was applied using type of institution as the independent variable and

Problem 3 as the dependent variable, the F-value for the difference between
-

the means was 4.08, which was statistically significant at the 0.001 level of

significance. Means ranged from 3.0000 at specialized institutions to 1.9231

at research institutions. By conducting Duncan Multiple Range Test, the

means separated and indicated that the mean response score of research

institutions was significantly different from mean scores of other types of

institutions. Duncan’s grouping reported that responses from specialized, two-

year, liberal arts, comprehensive, and doctoral institutions were not

significantly different.
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Table 25

Analysis of Variance: Problem 3 and Type of Institution

F Value Pr > FSource Mean SquareDF Sum of Squares

Model 3.02543928 4.08 0.00155 15.12719640

160.24667747 0.74188277Error 216

175.37387387Total 221

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test for Problem 3

Duncan’s groupingMeanType of institution

3.000010Specialized

2.949259Two-year

2.896658Liberal arts

2.646265Comprehensive

2.470617Doctoral

1.923113Research B

Note. Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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Frequency 
n = 222

A 
A 
A 
A
A 
A 
A 
A
A

Alpha = 0.05. 
df = 216.
MSE = 0.741883.



Problem 4: Lack of resources for funding faculty development needs.

Table 26 provides data regarding perceptions of chief academic

administrators from 221 colleges and universities regarding lack of resources

for funding faculty development needs as a problem of post-tenure review.

When ANOVA was applied using type of institution as the independent

variable and Problem 4 as the dependent variable, the F-value for the

difference between the means was 0.69, which was not statistically significant

at the 0.05 level of significance. Means ranged from 2.7647 at doctoral

institutions to 2.3000 at specialized institutions. Using the Duncan Multiple

Range Test, the separated means indicated that no responses predicted

significantly different means by type of institution.
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Table 26

Analysis of Variance: Problem 4 and Type of Institution

F Value Pr > FSource DF Sum of Squares Mean Square

0.68330493 0.69 0.6319Model 3.416524655

Error 213.05406359 0.99094913215

Total 216.47058824220

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test for Problem 4

Mean Duncan’s groupingType of institution

2.764717Doctoral

2.762759Two-year

2.692365Comprehensive

2.543057Liberal arts

2.461513Research

2.300010Specialized

Note. Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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Frequency 
n = 221

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A

Alpha = 0.05. 
df = 215.
MSE = 0.990949.



Problem 5: Ineffective implementation of faculty development plan. As

illustrated in Table 27, administrators from 219 institutions reported

perceptions of ineffective implementation of faculty development plans as a

problem of post-tenure review. When ANOVA was applied using type of

institution as the independent variable and Problem 5 as the dependent

variable, the F-value for the difference between the means was 1.48, which

was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level of significance. Means ranged

from 2.9000 at specialized institutions to 2.3438 at comprehensive institutions.

By conducting the Duncan Multiple Range Test, the separated means

indicated that no responses predicted significantly different means by type of

institutions.
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Table 27

Analysis of Variance: Problem 5 and Type of institution

=
F Value Pr > FSource DF Sum of Squares Mean Square

■

Model 6.40260563 1.28052113 1.48 0.19765

184.29145830 0.86521811Error 213

190.69406393Total 218

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test for Problem 5

MeanType of institution Duncan’s grouping

2.900010Specialized

2.705917Doctoral

2.644159Two-year

2.416712Research

2.350957Liberal arts

2.343864Comprehensive

Note. Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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I
I

I
I

Frequency 
n = 219

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A

Alpha = 0.05. 
df = 213.
MSE = 0.865218.



Problem 6: Lack of training for evaluators. Administrators from 223

colleges and universities reported perceptions of lack of training for evaluators

applied using type of institution as the independent variable and Problem 6 as

the dependent variable, the F-value for the difference between the means

was 2.93, which was statistically significant at the 0.01 level of significance.

Using the Duncan Multiple Range Test, the means separated into three

groupings where means of responses within the groups were found not to be

significantly different. Mean scores ranged from 3.0000 to 2.5932 in the

highest mean extent grouping, from 2.5932 to 2.1765 in the mid-range

grouping, and from 2.3485 to 1.8462 in the lowest mean extent grouping.

Overlap in more than one grouping occurred in responses from four types of

institutions. The mean response score of two-year institutions fell within both

the high and mid-range groupings; mean scores of comprehensive, liberal

arts, and doctoral institutions fell within both the mid-range and low groupings.

The mean score of specialized institutions was reported as significantly

different from the mean score of research institutions.
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Table 28

Analysis of Variance: Problem 6 and Type of Institution

Source F ValueDF Sum of Squares Mean Square Pr > F

Model 5 13.00162278 2.60032456 2.93 0.0138

Error 192.29882565 0.88616970217

205.30044843Total 222

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test for Problem 6

Mean Duncan’s groupingType of institution

3.000010Specialized

2.593259Two-year

2.348566Comprehensive

2.189758Liberal arts

2.176517Doctoral

1.846213Research

Note. Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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Frequency 
n = 223

A
A
A

C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C
C

B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B

Alpha = 0.05. 
df = 217.
MSE = 0.88617.
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Problem 7: Lack of relationship to reward system. As illustrated in

Table 29, respondents from 221 institutions indicated perceptions of lack of

relationship to a reward system as a problem of post-tenure review. When

ANOVA was applied using type of institution as the independent variable and

Problem 7 as the dependent variable, the F-value for the difference between

the means was 1.35, which was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level of

significance. Means ranged from 2.9138 at two-year institutions to 2.2000 at

specialized institutions. By conducting the Duncan Multiple Range Test, the

separated means indicated that no responses predicted significantly different

means among types of institutions.
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Table 29

Analysis of Variance: Problem 7 and Type of Institution

Source Sum of Squares Mean Square F ValueDF Pr > F

Model 7.79438290 1.55887658 1.355 0.2432

■

Error 247.66263068 1.15191921215

Total 255.45701357220

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test for Problem 7

MeanType of institution Duncan’s grouping

2.913858Two-year

2.823517Doctoral

2.707768Comprehensive

2.615413Research

2.500058Liberal arts

2.200010Specialized

Note. Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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Frequency 
n = 221

A 
A 
A
A
A
A
A
A 
A
A 
A

Alpha = 0.05. 
df = 215.
MSE = 1.151919.



Problem 8: Negative effect on collegiality among faculty. Table 30

presents perceptions of chief academic administrators from 221 institutions

regarding the negative effect on collegiality among faculty as a problem of

post-tenure review. When ANOVA was applied using type of institution as the

independent variable and Problem 8 as the dependent variable, the F-value

for the difference between the means was 0.95, which was not statistically

significant at the 0.05 level of significance. Means ranged from 2.2586 at
■

liberal arts institutions to 1.8000 at specialized institutions. Using the Duncan

Multiple Range Test, the separated means indicated that no responses

predicted significantly different means among types of institutions.
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Table 30

Analysis of Variance: Problem 8 and Type of Institution

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr > F

Model 5 3.87085183 0.77417037 0.95 0.4527

Error 215 176.11104862 0.81912116
■

Total 220 179.98190045

■

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test for Problem 8

Type of institution Mean Duncan’s grouping

Liberal arts 58 2.2586

Research 2.083312

2.0690Two-year 58

1.9848Comprehensive 66

1.8824Doctoral 17

1.800010Specialized

Note. Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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Frequency 
n = 221

A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A

Alpha = 0.05. 
df = 215.
MSE = 0.819121.



Q8: What are the differences, if any, in chief academic administrators’

perceptions of benefits associated with post-tenure review at selected types

of institutions?

Chief academic administrators at all institutions where tenure was

operative (n = 234) were asked to provide perceptions of benefits of post­

tenure review. Ten benefits were identified through the literature review, and

a Likert-type scale was provided for response. A major benefit was

represented with the numerical value of 4; a moderate benefit, 3; a minor

benefit, 2; and not a benefit was represented with the numerical value of 1_.

Perceptions of each benefit are examined in separate sections.

Benefit 1: Institutional accountability, integrity, and public confidence

enhanced through process. As shown in Table 31, administrators from 224

institutions reported perceptions of enhancement of institutional accountability,

integrity, and public confidence as a benefit of post-tenure review. When

ANOVA was applied using type of institution as the independent variable and

Benefit 1 as the dependent variable, the F-value for the difference between

the means was 0.95, which was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level of

significance. Using the Duncan Multiple Range Test, the means separated

into two groupings where means of responses within the groups were found

not to be significantly different. Means ranged from 3.7692 to 3.4706 in the

higher mean extent grouping and from 3.5263 to 3.2000 in the lower

grouping. Overlap occurred in four types of institutions. The mean response
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within both the high and low groupings. The mean score of research

institutions was reported in the high extent grouping, and the mean score of

specialized institutions was reported in the low extent grouping.
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scores of liberal arts, two-year, comprehensive, and doctoral institutions fell



■

Table 31

Analysis of Variance: Benefit 1 and Type of Institution

Source Sum of Squares F ValueDF Mean Square Pr > F

Model 0.80 0.55181.94227173 0.388454355

106.05326398 0.48648286Error 218

Total 107.99553571223

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test for Benefit 1

Mean Duncan’s groupingType of institution

3.769213Research

3.526357Liberal arts

3.516760Two-year

3.477667Comprehensive

3.470617Doctoral

3.200010Specialized

Note. Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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Benefit 2: Information acquired for use in personnel decisions such as

promotion and merit pay. Administrators at 223 institutions reported if

information acquired for use in personnel decisions such as promotion and

merit pay was a benefit of post-tenure review (see Table 32). When ANOVA

was applied using type of institution as the independent variable and Benefit 2

as the dependent variable, the F-value for the difference between the means

was 5.71, which was statistically significant at the 0.0001 level of significance.

Using the Duncan Multiple Range Test, the means separated into three

groupings where means of responses within the groups were found not to be

significantly different. Means ranged between 3.6154 and 3.1765 in the

highest mean extent grouping, between 3.1765 and 2.7000 in the mid-range

grouping, and between 2.9298 and 2.3559 in the lowest mean extent

grouping. Overlap into more than one grouping occurred in three types of

institutions. The mean response score of doctoral institutions fell within both

the high and mid-range groupings, and mean of liberal arts and specialized

institutions fell within both the mid-range and low groupings. The mean score

of research institutions was significantly different from means of

comprehensive, liberal arts, specialized, and two-year schools. The mean

score of comprehensive institutions was significantly different from research

and two-year institutions; the mean score of two-year institutions was

significantly different from research, doctoral, and comprehensive institutions.
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Table 32

Analysis of Variance: Benefit 2 and Type of Institution

Source Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr > FDF

5.71 0.0001Model 25.9239101 5.184782045

196.89223329 0.90733748Error 217

222.81614350Total 222

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test for Benefit 2

MeanFrequency Duncan’s groupingType of institution

3.615413Research

3.176517Doctoral

3.000067Comprehensive

2.929857Liberal arts

2.700010Specialized

2.355959Two-year

Note. Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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Benefit 3: Improved teaching by tenured faculty. Table 33 provides

perceptions of academic administrators at 224 institutions regarding improved

teaching by tenured faculty as a benefit of post-tenure review. When ANOVA

was applied using type of institution as the independent variable and Benefit 3

as the dependent variable, the F-value for the difference between the means

was 1.50, which was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level of

significance. Means ranged from 3.6491 at liberal arts institutions to 3.2308 at

research institutions. Using the Duncan Multiple Range Test, the means

separated, indicating that responses predicted no significantly different meansi

among types of institutions.
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Table 33

Analysis of Variance: Benefit 3 and Type of Institution

- F ValueSource DF Sum of Squares Mean Square Pr > F

Model 5 3.39343234 0.67868647 1.50 0.1908
a 98.60210338 0.45230323Error 218
■

Total 223 101.99553571

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test for Benefit 3

MeanType of institution Duncan’s grouping

3.649157Liberal arts

3.647117Doctoral

3.507567Comprehensive

3.416760Two-year

3.300010Specialized

3.230813Research

Note. Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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Benefit 4: Increased faculty activity in research. As shown in Table 34,

administrators at 223 institutions indicated if increased faculty activity in

research was a benefit of post-tenure review. When ANOVA was applied

using type of institution as the independent variable and Benefit 4 as the

dependent variable, the F-value for the difference between the means was

22.93, which was statistically significant at the 0.0001 level of significance.

The means separated into three groupings using the Duncan Multiple Range

Test. A significantly higher mean (3.5882) was found at doctoral schools, and

at other types of institutions. Mean responses from research, specialized,

comprehensive, and liberal arts institutions were not significantly different

from each other and were categorized in the mid-range grouping.
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Table 34

Analysis of Variance: Benefit 4 and Type of Institution

F Value Pr > FMean SquareSource Sum of SquaresDF

22.93 0.000115.05618426Model 5 75.28092128

Error 142.45898903 0.65649304217

Total 217.73991031222

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test for Benefit 4

Mean Duncan’s groupingType of institution

3.5882 A17Doctoral

3.076913Research

2.900010Specialized

2.746367Comprehensive

2.561457Liberal arts

1.627159Two-year C

Note. Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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Benefit 5: Increased faculty participation in institutional and public

service activities. As illustrated in Table 35, administrators at 223 institutions

indicated if increased faculty participation in institutional and public service

activities was a benefit of post-tenure review. When ANOVA was applied

using type of institution as the independent variable and Benefit 5 as the

dependent variable, the F-value for the difference between the means was

2.40, which was statistically significant at the 0.05 level of significance. Using

the Duncan Multiple Range Test, the means separated into three groupings

where means within each group were found not to be significantly different

Means ranged from 3.0625 to 2.5833 in the highest mean extent grouping,

from 2.8772 to 2.5000 in the mid-range grouping, and from 2.7612 to 2.2308

in the lowest mean extent grouping. Overlap into more than one grouping

occurred in mean scores of four types of institutions. The mean response

score of liberal arts institutions fell within both the high and mid-range

groupings, scores of comprehensive and two-year institutions fell within all

three groupings, and the mean score of specialized institutions fell within both

the mid-range and low groupings. The mean score of doctoral institutions was

significantly different from means of specialized and research schools, and

the mean score of research institutions was significantly different from

doctoral and liberal arts institutions.
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Table 35

Analysis of Variance: Benefit 5 and Type of Institution

Source F ValueDF Sum of Squares Mean Square Pr > F

Model 1.62287017 2.405 8.11435084 0.0381

Error 0.67579715217 146.64798100

Total 154.76233184222

I

Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Benefit 5

Duncan's groupingMeanType of institution

3.062516Doctoral

2.877257Liberal arts

2.761267Comprehensive

2.583360Two-year

2.500010Specialized

2.230813Research

Note. Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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Benefit 6: Linkage of faculty goals and institutional goals. Chief

academic administrators at 223 institutions indicated if linkage of faculty goals

I and institutional goals was a benefit of post-tenure review (see Table 36).

When ANOVA was applied using type of institution as the independent

variable and Benefit 6 as the dependent variable, the F-value for the

difference between the means was 0.9814, which was not statistically

significant at the 0.05 level of significance. Means ranged from 3.4030 at

comprehensive institutions to 3.2353 at doctoral institutions. Using the

Duncan Multiple Range Test, the means separated, showing that no

responses predicted significantly different means among types of institutions.
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Table 36—

Analysis of Variance: Benefit 6 and Type of Institution-

■
Source Sum of Squares F ValueDF Mean Square Pr > F

Model 5 0.39270566 0.07854113 0.14 0.9814

Error 117.71491766217 0.54246506

Total 118.10762332222

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test for Benefit 6

MeanType of institution Duncan’s grouping

3.4030Comprehensive 67

3.4000Specialized 10

3.384613Research

3.372959Two-year

3.368457Liberal arts

3.235317Doctoral

Note. Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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Benefit 7: Improved collegiality among faculty. As shown in Table 37,

! administrators at 220 institutions reported if improved collegiality among

faculty was a benefit of post-tenure review. When ANOVA was applied using

type of institution as the independent variable and Benefit 7 as the dependent

variable, the F-value for the difference between the means was 3.23, which

was statistically significant at the 0.001 level of significance. Means ranged

from 2.6271 at two-year institutions to 1.6154 at research institutions. The

means separated using the Duncan Multiple Range Test and indicated that

responses predicted a significantly lower mean (1.6154) at research

institutions than at other types of institutions. Mean responses from two-year,

liberal arts, comprehensive, specialized, and doctoral institutions were not

significantly different from each other and fell within the higher mean extent

grouping.
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Table 37

Analysis of Variance: Benefit 7 and Type of Institution

F ValueSource Sum of Squares Mean Square Pr > FDF

3.23 0.0079Model 11.97753333 2.395506675

0.74216106Error 158.82246667214

Total 170.80000000219

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test for Benefit 7

Mean Duncan’s groupingType of institution

2.627159Two-year

2.464356Liberal arts

2.353865Comprehensive

2.300010Specialized

2.235317Doctoral

1.615413Research B

Note. Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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Benefit 8: Faculty development viewed as a continual expectation.

Table 38 presents data reporting 223 administrators’ perceptions regarding

the benefit that faculty development is viewed as a continual expectation upon

implementation of post-tenure review policies. When ANOVA was applied

using type of institution as the independent variable and Benefit 8 as the

dependent variable, the F-value for the difference between the means was

0.93, which was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level of significance.

Means ranged from 3.7000 at specialized institutions to 3.4118 at doctoral

institutions. Using the Duncan Multiple Range Test, the means separated,

showing that no responses predicted significantly different means at the six

types of institutions.
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■ Table 38

Analysis of Variance: Benefit 8 and Type of Institution

F ValueSource Sum of Squares Mean Square Pr > FDF

0.93Model 1.52206675 0.30441335 0.46475s

Error 0.3286267971.31201397217

I Total 72.83408072222

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test for Benefit 8

MeanType of institution Duncan’s grouping

3.700067Specialized

3.692310Research

3.686613Comprehensive

3.631659Liberal arts

3.542457Two-year

3.411817Doctoral

Note. Means with the same letter are not significantly different
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Benefit 9: Identification of faculty deficiencies and development of

improvement plans. Chief academic administrators at 222 institutions reported

on identification of faculty deficiencies and development of improvement plans

as a benefit of post-tenure review (see Table 39). When ANOVA was applied

using type of institution as the independent variable and Benefit 9 as the

dependent variable, the F-value for the difference between the means was

0.20, which was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level of significance.

Means ranged from 3.4138 at two-year institutions to 3.2353 at doctoral

institutions. Using the Duncan Multiple Range Test, the means separated and

showed that no responses predicted significantly different means at the six

types of institutions.
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Table 39

Analysis of Variance: Benefit 9 and Type of Institution

Mean Square F ValueSource Sum of Squares Pr > FDF

0.20 0.9621Model 0.52071583 0.104143175

0.52021607Error 112.36667156216

112.88738739Total 221

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test for Benefit 9

Duncan’s groupingMeanType of institution

3.413858Two-year

3.400010Specialized

3.358267Comprehensive

3.333357Liberal arts

3.3077. 13Research

3.235317Doctoral

Note. Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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Benefit 10: Multiple sources provide input to evaluation process. As

illustrated in Table 40, administrators at 217 institutions indicated if a benefit

of post-tenure review was that multiple sources provide input to the evaluation

process. When ANOVA was applied using type of institution as the

independent variable and Benefit 10 as the dependent variable, the F-value

for the difference between the means was 1.36, which was not statistically

significant at the 0.05 level of significance. Means ranged from 3.3559 at two

year institutions to 2.9462 at research institutions. Using the Duncan Multiple

Range Test, the means separated and showed that no responses predicted

significantly different means at the six types of institutions.
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Table 40

Analysis of Variance: Benefit 10 and Type of Institution

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr > F

Model 1.365 4.08456366 0.81691273 0.2392

Error 126.39469901 0.59902701211

Total 130.47926267216

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test for Benefit 10

Duncan’s groupingMeanType of institution

3.355959Two-year

3.234464Comprehensive

3.200010Specialized

3.129654Liberal arts

3.000017Doctoral

2.946213Research

Note: Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

159

Frequency 
n = 217

A 
A 
A
A
A
A 
A
A
A 
A 
A

Alpha = 0.05. 
df = 211.
MSE = 0.599027.



Summary of Findings

Chief academic administrators at 347 colleges and universities

participated in this study. Responses were returned from 47 states and the

District of Columbia. A representative stratification of the percentage of types

of institutions across the United States was obtained. An assessment of the

eight research questions stated in the study was accomplished through

analyzing responses on the Post-tenure Review Survey. This instrument

requested the following demographic information: Carnegie classification,

public or private designation, percentage of tenured faculty, use of post-tenure

reviews, and the status of formal, written post-tenure review policies.

Respondents at the 146 institutions that had formal, written policies in

effect provided non-demographic data to respond to Research Questions 1

through 3. These research questions addressed the stated purpose,

processes, and components of existing post-tenure review policies by type of

institution. Statistically significant differences in responses among types of

institutions occurred in the three process variables: (a) method of selection,

(b) timeframes, and (c) use of improvement plans. Component variables that

revealed statistical significance among types of institutions included the

following: (a) research activities, (b) publications, (c) creative endeavors, (d)

professional development activities, (e) institutional service, (f) professional

service, and (g) community service.
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Data were collected to compare differences in chief academic

administrators’ perceptions regarding actual and desired purposes, processes,

and components of post-tenure review in Research Questions 4 through 6.

Statistically significant differences between actual and desired process

variables were found in several areas: (a) involvement of academic

administrators, faculty, governing boards, legislators, and students in the

development of post-tenure review policies, (b) the method of selection that

was mandatory when tenured faculty performance fell below an acceptable

level, (c) involvement of faculty members, department chairs, peers, and

deans in development of improvement plans, (d) use of follow-up for

improvement plans. Component variables that provided statistically significant

frequencies between actual and desired use included (a) administrator

evaluations, (b) student evaluations, (c) classroom observations, (d) peer

review committees, (e) self-evaluations, (f) research activities, (g)

publications, (h) creative endeavors, (i) professional service, and Q)

community service.

Problems and benefits were examined in Research Questions 7 and 8.

Academic officers at ail institutions where tenure was operative were asked to

respond to these questions. Statistically significant differences among types of

institutions were found in the following problem areas: (a) process viewed as

training for evaluators. Benefits that were found to be statistically significant
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included the following: (a) information acquired for use in personnel decisions

such as promotion and merit pay; (b) improved teaching by tenured faculty;

(c) increased faculty participation in institutional and public service activities;a

(d) increased faculty activity in research; and (e) improved collegiality among

faculty.
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Chapter 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter provides a summary of findings, conclusions, and

recommendations derived from the study. The purpose of the study is

provided, followed by a brief description of procedures employed. Summaries

of findings regarding descriptive demographic data, post-tenure policy

variables, and problems and benefits of post-tenure review are also

presented. The chapter ends with conclusions and recommendations for

further study.

Purpose of the Study

This study examined the relationship between and among post-tenure

review policy variables and types of institutions, as perceived by chief

academic administrators at colleges and universities across the United States.

The policy variables included the following: (a) stated purpose, (b) processes,

and (c) components of post-tenure review. Perceptions of problems and

benefits of post-tenure review were also investigated.

The following specific research questions guided the study:

1. What are the differences, if any, in the stated primary purpose of

post-tenure review policies between and among selected types of institutions?

2. What are the differences, if any, in processes used in post-tenure

review between and among selected types of institutions?
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3. What are the differences, if any, in components of post-tenure

review policies between and among selected types of institutions?I 4. What are the differences, if any, between chief academic

administrators' perceptions regarding the primary purpose of post-tenure

review policies and the stated primary purpose of post-tenure review policies

at selected types of institutions?

5. What are the differences, if any, between chief academic

administrators’ perceptions regarding the processes used in post-tenure

review and actual processes used in review at selected types of institutions?

6. What are the differences, if any, between chief academic

administrators’ perceptions regarding components of post-tenure review

policies and actual components of post-tenure review policies at selected

types of institutions?

perceptions of problems associated with post-tenure review at selected types

of institutions?

8. What are the differences, if any, in chief academic administrators’

perceptions of benefits associated with post-tenure review at selected types

of institutions?

Summary of Procedures

The study employed a one-shot case study research design to examine

post-tenure review policy variables by type of institution. Development of the
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theoretical framework for the study was accomplished through examination of

the literature on post-tenure review and organizational development.

The Post-tenure Review Survey used to collect data for the study was

a three-part questionnaire developed by the researcher using a conceptual

design similar to a questionnaire used by Andrews and Licata (1989). The

survey was formatted specifically to address the eight research questions of

this study. Content validity was established by a panel of experts.

The population for the study was 3,402 accredited colleges and

universities listed in the Accredited Institutions of Postsecondary Education

directory. The sample was comprised of 680 colleges and universities, or 20

percent, of all accredited institutions. Colleges and universities were selected

randomly from the Accredited Institutions of Postsecondary Education

'directory by using a spreadsheet randomization process. Two mailings

yielded a response rate of 51 percent (n = 347), which met the 50 percent

plus one accuracy requirement for survey studies (Kerlinger, 1986).

Data from the returned surveys were recorded into a text file and

transferred to the Statistical Analysis System (SAS) program. This program

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) between policy variables and type of

institution. The Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test was employed to determine

change scores between actual and desired policy variables. Post-hoc

analyses were conducted using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Summary of Findings

Descriptive Data

Demographic data collected by the survey included Carnegie

classification of each institution, public or private designations, and

percentage of tenured faculty. Respondents at institutions where tenure was

operative were asked to confirm if tenured faculty evaluation occurred at their

institutions, if there was a formal, written post-tenure review policy in effect or

in the development stages, or if evaluations were used for determination of

merit pay.

The percentage of total respondents from research, doctoral,

comprehensive and liberal arts colleges and universities was slightly higher in

each category than percentages by institution type in the total population.

Research institutions comprised 4 percent (n = 14) of the responses included

in the study, compared to 3.6 percent nationally; doctoral institutions, 4.9

percent (n = 17), compared to 3.4 percent nationally; comprehensive colleges

and universities, 22.5 percent (n = 78), compared to 15.2 percent nationally;

and liberal arts colleges, 21.3 percent (n = 74) compared to 18.1 percent

nationally. A slightly lower percentage of total respondents as compared to

total population was received from two-year colleges and institutes and

specialized or professional schools. Two-year schools made up 34.6 percent

(n = 120) of the response rate, compared to 41.7 percent nationally;

specialized and professional schools, 12.7 percent (n = 44), compared to 18
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percent nationally. Respondents from public institutions comprised 52.2

percent (n = 181) of the returns, and respondents from private institutions

made up 47.8 percent (n = 166) of the total.

At the 234 institutions (67.4%) where tenure was operative, 67 (19.3%)

had 60 to 69 percent tenured faculty; 52, (15%), 70 to 79 percent; 36

(10.4%), 50 to 59 percent; 34 (9.8%), 80 to 89 percent; 29 (8.4%) below 50—a

percent; 15 (4.6%) 90 percent or above. Tenure was not operative at 113

(32.6%) institutions.

Two hundred four (87.2%) of the respondents from the 234 institutions

where tenure was operative reported that evaluation of faculty existed in

some manner. Formal, written post-tenure review policies were in effect at

146 (61.1%) of the institutions. Tenured faculty were evaluated to determine

merit pay at 37 (17.6%) institutions, and post-tenure policies were in

development stages at 21 (8.8%) institutions.

Post-tenure Review Policy Variables

Purpose

Faculty growth and development was the stated primary purpose for

post-tenure review at 102 (69.9%) institutions. Administrators at 31 (21.1%)

institutions indicated that information acquired through post-tenure review was

used primarily for salary, promotion, and retention purposes. Chi square

analysis indicated no significant differences among types of institutions

regarding the stated primary purpose of post-tenure review.
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Administrators at 114 (78.10%) institutions reported faculty growth and

development as the desired purpose of post-tenure review. Use of post­

tenure review to provide information for salary, promotion, and retention

decisions was desired by 19 (13.00%) administrators. Upon investigation of

variations between actual and desired primary purpose by type of institution,

desired use of post-tenure review for salary, promotion, and retention

decisions was less frequent than actual use at all six types of institutions.

Faculty growth and development as the stated primary purpose of post-tenure

review was desired more than used at research, doctoral, comprehensive,

liberal arts, and two-year institutions. Chi square analysis indicated significant

differences between actual and desired purposes for post-tenure review

policies by type of institution.

Processes

Individuals involved in development of policies. Faculty were involved in

development of post-tenure review policies at 135 (92.47%) institutions, and

academic administrators were involved at 129 (88.36%) institutions.

Involvement of governing boards occurred at 62 (42.47%) colleges and

universities. Only 16 institutions included students in the development of

policies, and only 4 included legislators in the development phase of post­

tenure review. Chi square analysis indicated no significant differences among

types of institutions regarding individuals involved in the development of post­

tenure review policies.
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Involvement of faculty in the development of post-tenure review policies

was desired by 143 (97.28%) academic administrators, and involvement of

administrators was desired by 138 (94.52%) academic administrators.

Governing board involvement was desired by 46 (31.51%) administrators.

Desire for involvement of students in development of post-tenure review was

reported by 53 (36.30%) administrators, and desire for involvement of

legislators was desired by 2 (1.37%) administrators. In examining variations

by type of institution, minimal differences in actual and desired involvement of■

individuals in the development of post-tenure review policies was found at

research, doctoral, liberal arts, and specialized colleges and universities.

Administrators from comprehensive and two-year colleges, however, desired

more involvement by students. In all categories, chi square analyses indicated

significant differences by type of institution between actual and desired

involvement of individuals in the development of post-tenure review policies.

Methods of selection. Mandatory review of tenured faculty at periodic

intervals was the method of selection used by 142 (97.26%) institutions.

Participation in reviews was not voluntary at any type of institution, and only 7

(4.79%) institutions selected faculty for review if performance fell below an

acceptable level. All research, liberal arts, two-year, and specialized schools

used mandatory review, and a majority of comprehensive and doctoral

institutions required mandatory periodic evaluation. Chi square analyses

indicated significant differences among types of institutions in two methods of
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selection: mandatory reviews at periodic intervals and selection if

performance fell below an acceptable level.

Mandatory selection at periodic intervals was the desired method of

selection by 143 (97.95%) administrators. Use of selecting faculty for review if

performance fell below an acceptable level was desired by 11 (7.53%)

administrators. Voluntary participation in reviews was not desired as a method

of selection for participation in reviews by any administrator. In investigating

variations among types of institutions, a slightly larger number of

administrators from comprehensive, liberal arts, and two-year institutions

desired participation of tenured faculty when performance fell below an

acceptable level. Chi square analyses determined no significant differences

by type of institution between actual and desired use of mandatory reviews for

tenured faculty and determined significant differences between actual and

acceptable level.

Timeframes. Reviews scheduled every year occurred at 47 (32.29%)

institutions; 4- to 5-year cycles occurred at 45 (30.82%) schools; 2- to 3-year

cycles occurred at 43 (29.45%) colleges and universities. Annual reviews

were most common at research, doctoral, and specialized institutions, while

comprehensive and liberal arts institutions reported the 4- or 5-year cycle
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Chi square analysis found significant differences among types of institutions

in timeframes used during post-tenure review.

Desired use of annual reviews for post-tenure review was indicated by

36 (25%) administrators. A 4- to 5-year cycle was desired by 46 (31.94%)

administrators, and a 2- to 3-year cycle was desired by 46 (31.94%). Reviews

I that were dependent on performance level were desired by 3 (2.08%)

administrators. Only 1 (0.70%) administrator desired use of voluntary reviews.

When examining variations by institutional type, annual reviews were used

more often than desired at all types of institutions except comprehensive

schools. A 4- to 5-year cycle was desired more often than used at

comprehensive, liberal arts, two-year, and specialized institutions; and a 2- to

3-year cycle was desired more often than used at research and doctoral

institutions. Chi square analysis found significant differences by type of

institution regarding actual and desired timeframes for tenured faculty

evaluation.

Use of improvement plans. One hundred nine (74.66%) institutions

included improvement plans as part of the post-tenure review process.

Research, doctoral, liberal arts, and two-year institutions included

improvement plans more often than comprehensive and specialized schools.

Chi square analysis determined significant differences among types of

institutions regarding use of improvement plans during post-tenure review.
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Use of improvement plans was desired by 138 (98.57%) administrators.

Chi square analysis determined no significant differences between actual and

desired use of improvement plans by type of institution.

Individuals involved in the development of improvement plans. At the

109 institutions that used improvement plans, faculty members were involved

in development of the plans at 91 (83.49%) institutions; chairs of departments,

at 73 (66.97%); and deans, at 70 (64.22%). Peers were involved in the

development of plans at 30 (27.52%) institutions. Chi square analysis found

no significant differences among types of institutions regarding involvement of

individuals in the development of improvement plans.

Use of faculty in development of improvement plans was desired by

102 (94.44%) administrators. Involvement of department chairs was desired

by 86 (79.63%) administrators, and involvement of deans was desired by 82

(75.93%). Involvement of peers in the development of improvement plans was

desired by 49 (45.37%) administrators. In investigating variations among

types of institutions, faculty involvement was more often desired than used at

doctoral, comprehensive, liberal arts, and two-year institutions; dean

involvement was more often desired than used at doctoral, liberal arts, two-

year, and specialized schools; and involvement of department chairs was

desired more often than used at doctoral, comprehensive, liberal arts, and

two-year institutions. Peer involvement was desired more often than used at

doctoral, comprehensive, two-year, and specialized institutions. Chi square
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analyses determined significance by type of institution between actual and

desired involvement of individuals in the development of improvement plans in

all categories.

Use of follow-up. Use of follow-up plans was reported at 86 of the 109

institutions (78.90%) that incorporated improvement plans into post-tenure

review. Follow-up plans were more frequent at research, comprehensive,

liberal arts, and two-year colleges than at doctoral and specialized institutions.

Chi square analysis found no significant differences among types of

institutions in the use of follow-up to evaluate progress toward meeting goals

of an improvement plan.

Use of follow-up plans was desired, at 106 (98.15%) institutions. Follow­

up plans were desired at all six types of institutions. Chi square analysis

indicated significant differences by type of institution between actual and

desired use of follow-up to evaluate progress toward meeting goals of

improvement plans.

Components

Teaching. Student evaluations were used as a component to evaluate

teaching at 132 (92.03%) institutions, self-evaluations at 119 (82.07%), and

administrator evaluations at 109 (75.17%) colleges and universities.

Institutions were less likely to involve peers in the post-tenure review process.

Classroom observation by peers occurred at 82 institutions (55.86%), and

peer review committees were used at 68 (46.90%) colleges and universities.
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at research, doctoral, specialized, and comprehensive colleges and

universities; creative endeavors were components most often at research,

doctoral, comprehensive, and liberal arts institutions. Professional

development activities were commonly used components at all types of

institutions. Chi square analyses determined significant differences among

types of institutions in all components relating to scholarship.

Use of publications as a component to evaluate scholarship was

desired at 83 out of 136 (60.29%) institutions. Creative endeavors were

desired as a component at 122 out of 138 (88.41%) institutions, and

professional development activities were desired at 134 out of 140 (95.71%)

colleges and universities. Research activities were desired at 71 out of 136

(52.94%) institutions. In investigating variations by institutional type, research

activities and publications were desired less often than used at

comprehensive and liberal arts institutions. Creative endeavors and

professional development activities were desired more often than used by

administrators at comprehensive, liberal arts, two-year, and specialized

colleges and universities. Chi square analyses found significant differences

between actual and desired use of the following scholarship components by

type of institution: research activities, publications, and creative endeavors.

No significant differences were determined for professional development.

Service. Institutional service was a component of post-tenure review at

113 (77.93%) colleges and universities; professional service at 104 (71.72%),
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and community service at 97 (66.90%). Institutional, professional, and

community service were components at most research, doctoral,

comprehensive, liberal arts, and specialized schools, but were less likely to

be components at two-year institutions. Chi square analyses found significant

differences among types of institutions in all service components.

Use of professional service was desired at 116 out of 138 (84.06%)

institutions, institutional service was desired at 127 out of 140 (90.71%), and

■ community service was desired at 89 out of 133 (66.92%) colleges and

universities. Professional service activities were desired more often than used

at two-year and specialized schools; institutional service was desired more

often than used at liberal arts, two-year, and specialized institutions.

Community service was desired less often than used at research,

comprehensive, liberal arts, and specialized schools.

Chi square analyses determined significant differences by type of

institution between actual and desired use of the following service

components: professional service and community service. No significant

differences were found among types of institutions in institutional service.

Problems and Benefits of Post-tenure Review

Problems

Analysis of variance determined significant differences among types of

institutions for the following problems associated with post-tenure review, (a)

the process is viewed as a threat to tenure, (b) difficulty in measurement of
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competence, and (c) lack of training for evaluators. Post-tenure review being

perceived as a threat to tenure was more of a problem at doctoral institutions

(M = 2.9412) and less of a problem at specialized schools (M = 1.8000) than

at other types of institutions. Difficulty in measurement of competence was

less of a problem at research institutions (M = 1.9231) than at other types of

institutions. Lack of training for evaluators was more of a problem at

specialized institutions (M = 3.0000) and less of a problem at research

institutions (M = 1.8462) than at other types of institutions.

Analysis of variance determined no significant differences among types

of institutions for the following problems associated with post-tenure review:

(a) excessive paperwork and time required; (b) lack of resources for funding
I

faculty development needs; (c) ineffective implementation of faculty

development plans; (d) lack of relationship to reward system; and (e) negative

effective on collegiality among faculty.

Benefits

Analysis of variance found significant differences among types of

institutions for the following benefits of post-tenure review: (a) information

acquired from the review can be used in personnel decisions such as

promotion and merit pay; (b) increased faculty participation in institutional and

public service activities; (c) increased faculty activity in research; and (d)

improved collegiality among faculty. Use of information acquired through post­

tenure review in personnel decisions such as promotion and merit pay was a
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greater benefit at research institutions (M = 3.6154) and doctoral institutions

(M = 3.1765) than at other types of institutions. Increased faculty activity in

research was a greater benefit at doctoral institutions (M =3.5882) and less of

a benefit at two-year institutions (M = 1.6271) than at other types of

institutions. Increased faculty participation in institutional and public service

activities was more of a benefit at doctoral institutions (M = 3.0625) and less

of a benefit at research institutions (M = 2.2308) than at other types of

I institutions. Improved collegiality among faculty was less of a benefit at

research institutions (M = 1.6154) than at other types of institutions.

Analysis of variance determined no significant differences among types

of institutions for the following benefits associated with post-tenure review: (a)

enhancement of institutional accountability, integrity, and public confidence;

(b) improved teaching by tenured faculty; (c) linkage of faculty goals and

institutional goals; (d) faculty development viewed as a continual expectation;

(e) identification of faculty deficiencies and development of improvement

plans; and (f) multiple sources provide input to evaluation process.

Conclusions

Analysis of data collected during this study permitted the following

conclusions to be made regarding post-tenure review.
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_Q1: What are the differences, if any, in the stated primary purpose of post­

tenure review policies between and among selected types of institutions?

No significant differences existed among types of institutions in the

stated, primary purpose of post-tenure review. Faculty growth and

development was reported most frequently as the stated primary purpose of

post-tenure review and use of information for personnel decisions was

reported less often.

I Q2: What are the differences, if any, in processes used in post-tenure review

between and among selected types of institutions?

Individuals involved in development of post-tenure review. No

significant differences existed among types of institutions regarding individuals

involved in the development of post-tenure review. Faculty and administrators

were most often involved in development, involvement of governing boards

occurred less often, and students and legislators were rarely involved.

Method of selection. Significant differences existed among types of

institutions regarding method of selection of tenured faculty for evaluation.

Mandatory review at periodic intervals was the most commonly used method

of selection at a large majority of colleges and universities. This method of

selection was more common at research, liberal arts, two-year, and

specialized schools than at comprehensive and doctoral institutions.

Timeframe. Significant differences existed among types of institutions in

timeframes used during post-tenure review. Annual reviews, reviews
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scheduled every 4 to 5 years, and reviews scheduled every 2 to 3 years were

used most often in most colleges and universities. However, annual reviews

were more frequent at research, doctoral, and specialized institutions; 4- to 5-

year cycles were more common at comprehensive and liberal arts schools;

and 2- to 3-year cycles occurred more often at two-year institutions.

Improvement plans. Significant differences existed among types of

institutions in the use of improvement plans. Improvement plans were

established at the conclusion of post-tenure review at a majority of

institutions; however, they were less common at comprehensive and

specialized schools than at other types of institutions.

Individuals involved in development of improvement plans. No

significant differences existed among types of institutions regarding

involvement of individuals in the development of improvement plans. Faculty

members, deans, and department chairs were most often involved at all types

of institutions; peer involvement occurred less often in improvement plan

development.

Follow-up of improvement plans. No significant differences existed

among types of institutions regarding use of follow-up plans to evaluate

progress toward meeting goals of an improvement plan. A majority of all types

of institutions incorporated follow-up as a process during post-tenure review.
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Q3: What are the differences, if any, in the components used in post-tenure

review at selected types of institutions?

Teaching. No significant differences existed among types of institutions

in the use of student evaluations, self-evaluations, administrator evaluations,

classroom observations by peers, and peer review committees as

components to evaluate teaching during post-tenure review. Student

evaluations were the most commonly used type of evaluation at all types of

institutions, followed by self-evaluations and administrator evaluations.

Classroom observation by peers and peer review committees were less often

used in evaluation of teaching at all types of institutions.

Scholarship. Significant differences existed among types of institutions

in the use of research activities, publications, creative endeavors, and

professional development activities as components to evaluate scholarship

during post-tenure review. Professional development activities were more

commonly used than research, publications, and creative endeavors at all

types of institutions. However, research activities were components more

often at research, doctoral, and comprehensive schools than at other types of

institutions. Publications and creative endeavors were more commonly used

at research, doctoral, comprehensive, liberal arts and specialized institutions

than at two-year institutions.

Service. Significant differences existed among types of institutions in

the use of service components. Institutional service was used more frequently
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than professional service or community service at all types of institutions.

However, liberal arts colleges used all three service components less often

than other types of institutions.

Q4: What are the differences, if any, between chief academic administrators1

perceptions regarding the primary purpose of post-tenure review policies and

the stated primary purpose of post-tenure review policies at selected types of

institutions?

No significant differences existed between chief academic

administrators’ perceptions of actual and desired purpose for post-tenure

review. Increased use of faculty growth and development and less use of

information for personnel decisions was desired at all types of institutions.

Q5: What are the differences, if any, between chief academic administrators’

perceptions regarding processes used in post-tenure review and actual

processes used in review at selected types of institutions?

Significant differences existed between chief academic administrators’

perceptions of actual and desired involvement of individuals in the

development of post-tenure review policies. More involvement of faculty and

administrators was desired by administrators at all types of institutions. More

involvement of students was desired at comprehensive and liberal arts

colleges than at other types of institutions.

No significant differences existed between chief academic

administrators’ perceptions of actual and desired methods of selection for
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participation of tenured faculty in the review process. Mandatory review at

periodic intervals was both the actual and desired method of selection for

post-tenure review at all types of institutions.

Significant differences existed between chief academic administrators’

perceptions of actual and desired timeframes for post-tenure review.

Increased use of 4- to 5-year cycles was desired at two-year, specialized,

liberal arts, and comprehensive institutions; and increased use of 2- to 3-year

cycles was desired at research and doctoral institutions.

i Significant differences existed between chief academic administrators’

perceptions of actual and desired use of improvement plans during post­

tenure review. Increased use of improvement plans was desired at a majority

of institutions, but the greatest difference occurred at comprehensive, two-

year, and specialized institutions.

Significant differences existed between chief academic administrators’

perceptions of actual and desired involvement of individuals in development of

improvement plans. More involvement of faculty was desired at doctoral,

comprehensive, liberal arts, and two-year institutions; more involvement of

department chairs was desired at doctoral and two-year institutions; and more

involvement of deans was desired at doctoral, liberal arts, two-year, and

specialized schools. Peer involvement was desired by less than one-half of all

institutions. An increase in the use of peers was desired, however, at

research, liberal arts, and two-year colleges.
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Significant differences existed between chief academic administrators’

perceptions of actual and desired use of follow-up to determine progress

toward goals established in improvement plans. More use of follow-up was

desired at doctoral, comprehensive, liberal arts, two-year, and specialized

institutions.

Q6: What are the differences, if any, between chief academic administrators’

perceptions regarding components of post-tenure review policies and actual

components of post-tenure review at selected types of institutions?

Significant differences existed between chief academic administrators’

perceptions of actual and desired teaching components of post-tenure review.

A greater increase in the use of student evaluations was desired at two-year

institutions than at other types; a greater increase in the use of self­

evaluations was desired at comprehensive, liberal arts, two-year, and

specialized institutions.

Significant differences existed between chief academic administrators’

perceptions of actual and desired scholarship components of post-tenure

review. Less use of research activities and publications was desired at

comprehensive and liberal arts institutions. Increased use of creative

endeavors and professional development activities was desired at

comprehensive, liberal arts, two-year, and specialized schools.

Significant differences existed between chief academic administrators’

perceptions of actual and desired professional service and community service
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components of post-tenure review. Use of professional service was desired

more often at two-year and specialized schools and less often at

comprehensive schools. Use of community service was desired less often at

research, comprehensive, liberal arts, and specialized schools and more ofte

at two-year institutions.

Q7: What are the differences, if any, in chief academic administrators*

of institutions?

Significant differences existed among types of institutions for the

following problems associated with post-tenure review: (a) the process is

viewed as a threat to tenure, (b) difficulty in measurement of competence,

and (c) lack of training for evaluators. Post-tenure review as a perceived

threat to tenure was a greater problem at doctoral institutions and less of a

problem at specialized schools than at other types of institutions. The problem

of difficulty in measurement of competence was less of a problem at research

institutions than at any other type of institution. Lack of training for evaluators

was a greater problem at specialized schools and less of a problem at

research universities than at the other types of institutions.

No significant differences existed among types of institutions for the

following problems associated with post-tenure review: (a) excessive

paperwork and time required, (b) lack of resources for funding faculty

development needs, (c) ineffective implementation of faculty development
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collegiality among faculty.

Q8: What are the differences, if any, in chief academic administrators*

perceptions of benefits associated with post-tenure review at selected types

of institutions?

Significant differences existed among types of institutions for the

following benefits of post-tenure review: (a) information acquired from the

review can be used in personnel decisions such as promotion and merit pay,

(b) increased faculty participation in institutional and public service activities,

(c) increased faculty activity in research, and (d) improved collegiality among

faculty. The use of information acquired through post-tenure review in

personnel decisions such as promotion and merit pay was a greater benefit at

research and doctoral institutions and a less of a benefit at two-year schools

than at other types of institutions. Increased faculty activity in research was a

greater benefit at doctoral and research institutions and less of a benefit at

two-year schools than at other types of institutions. Increased faculty

participation in institutional and public service activities was more of a benefit

at doctoral schools and less of a benefit at research schools than at other

types of institutions. Improved collegiality among faculty was less of a benefit

at research institutions than at any other type of institution.

No significant differences existed among types of institutions for the

following benefits associated with post-tenure review: (a) enhancement of

186

plans, (d) lack of relationship to reward system, and (e) negative effective on



T

institutional accountability, integrity, and public confidence; (b) improved

teaching by tenured faculty; (c) linkage of faculty goals and institutional goals;

(d) faculty development viewed as a continual expectation; (e) identification of

faculty deficiencies and development of improvement plans; and (f) multiple

sources provide input to evaluation process.

Implications

that should be addressed at all types of institutions. Formal post-tenure

review policies are in effect at approximately 60 percent of institutions where

tenure is operative. Concern with tenured faculty evaluation has caused

internal and external constituencies to consider development of post-tenure

review policies. Analysis of data from this study indicates that significant

differences exist in several post-tenure review policy variables by type of

institution. The purpose, processes, and components of post-tenure review

policies must reflect the mission or philosophy of the institution. The following

specific implications of data are offered.

Decisions regarding the formative or summative nature of post-tenure

review must be made during the initial stage of policy development. Use of

post-tenure review as a formative method of evaluation is recommended, with

faculty growth and development stated as the primary purpose. The data

support the findings of Andrews and Licata (1989) and Reisman (1986) in

which faculty and administrators recommended formative evaluations.
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During the development of post-tenure review policies, participatory

decision-making should occur. Findings support the participation of faculty in

development of policies, which was identified as essential by Moore and

Gardner (1992) and Seldin (1984). Findings also support involvement of

administrators in development of the plan, refuting Seidin’s recommendation

of very little administrative involvement.

In determination of the method of selection for participation in post­

tenure review, data from this study suggest that all tenured faculty should be

required to participate at periodic intervals. Reviews dependent upon

performance or voluntary reviews are not suggested. Neither the findings in

this study nor the findings of Portch, Kaufman and Ross (1993), Edgerton

(1993), and Goodman (1990) present clear evidence on specific timeframes

to use during post-tenure review, but both this study and the literature support

mandatory periodic evaluation at some established interval. A 4- to 5-year

timeframe is recommended as this interval, based on concerns of excessive

paperwork and time required to conduct post-tenure review.

department chairs, and follow-up should be integrated

tenure review process. Findings were consistent with studies by Edwards

(1994), Portch, Kaufman, and Ross (1993), and Goodman (1990), which

indicated the importance of these plans as part of a formative policy.

Improvement plans provide
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and talents and to formulate a statement of expectations for development.

In assessment of teaching, reliance on student evaluations alone is not

recommended. Use of student evaluations, self-evaluations, and administrator

evaluations is suggested, while use of classroom observations by peers and

peer review committees is not. Data refute findings of Berquist and Sullivan

(1975), which identified peer review as an essential component of

instructional evaluation and support Edgerton’s (1993) premise that use Oi

peer reviews is uncertain.

In evaluating scholarship, mission is particularly significant. College- or

department-specific definitions of scholarship are recommended. Professional

development activities are used most often as a component to evaluate

scholarship at all types of institutions. Less consistency is evident, however,

in use of other scholarship components. Findings imply greater emphasis on

research activities at research, doctoral, and comprehensive institutions and

greater emphasis on publications and creative endeavors at research,

doctoral, comprehensive, liberal arts and specialized institutions than at two-

year colleges. Data confirm findings of Rubino (1994) and Belker (1982),

which determined that scholarship components varied by type of institution.

Data refute Edgerton’s (1993) opinion that more of a balance between

teaching, research, and service is desired and confirm his opinion that

department- or college-specific definitions of scholarship should be generated.

Use of service components is also dependent upon mission. College-

189



■

or department-specific definitions of service are recommended. Institutional

service is used more commonly than professional service or community

service at all types of institutions; however, liberal arts colleges use all service

components less often than other types of institutions. Data confirm

Edgerton's (1993) findings that campuses are struggling with the issue of

service.

Post-tenure review is implemented at institutions based on the

perceptions of benefits that will accrue with the implementation of a policy.

Problems inherent with the implementation also should be considered.

Perceptions of benefits and problems vary by type of institution. The major

problems of post-tenure review at research institutions are the process being

viewed as a threat to tenure and lack of relationship to the reward system; the

major benefits are enhancement of accountability, integrity, and public

confidence and faculty development being viewed as a continual expectation.

The same two problem areas are prevalent at doctoral institutions; however,

improved teaching and increased faculty activity in research are the major

benefits. Lack of resources for funding faculty development needs and lack of

relationship to the reward system are most commonly expressed problems at

comprehensive institutions, while improved teaching and faculty development

being viewed as a continual expectation are major benefits. The most

prevalent problems of post-tenure review in liberal arts colleges are difficulty

in measurement of competence and lack of resources for funding faculty
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development needs; the most common benefits are improved teaching and

faculty development being viewed as a continual expectation. The primary

problems at two-year institutions are difficulty in measurement of competence

and lack of relationship to the reward system; primary benefits are improved

teaching and faculty development being viewed as a continual expectation

Excessive paperwork and time required, difficulty in measurement of

competence, and lack of training for evaluators are the major problems a

specialized institutions; major benefits are faculty development being viewed

as a continual expectation, linkage of faculty goals and institutional goals, and

development of improvement plans to meet faculty needs.

Every institution must weigh the problems and benefits that are likely to

occur with post-tenure review. For policies to be effective at any type of

institution, the following suggestions are made: (a) faculty should be assured

of the formative nature of post-tenure review; (b) excessive paperwork should

be avoided; (c) evaluator training should be conducted; (d) standards of

measurement should be agreed upon; (e) resources should be provided to

implement faculty development plans; and (f) a linkage between the review

and rewards should be established. With a viable post-tenure review policy in

effect, public confidence in higher education will increase as institutions hold

tenured faculty more accountable for growth and development.

Recommendations for Further Research

Based on the findings and conclusions of this study, it is recommended
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that additional research be conducted comparing tenured faculty’s perceptions

of post-tenure review with academic administrators’ perceptions of the

process. This study collected perceptions from chief academic administrators

only. A comparison of perceptions would provide a broader perspective of

post-tenure review.

A study that compares the purposes, processes, and components

non-tenured faculty evaluation with tenured faculty evaluation is

recommended. This type of study would be useful to administrators in

determining whether two separate faculty evaluation policies should exist at

colleges and universities.

Case studies examining the effectiveness of improvement plans or

growth contracts would provide useful information to administrators involved

in post-tenure review. This study should provide recommendations for action

when improvement plans are fulfilled or not fulfilled. There is a paucity of

literature regarding this issue.

Alternatives to tenure are being implemented or explored at higher

education institutions. Research that investigates the proliferation and

effectiveness of these alternatives would provide a needed addition to the

literature base.
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POST-TENURE REVIEW survey

Section I. GENERAL INFORMATION

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Section III)

Section II. CONTENT OF EXISTING POST-TENURE REVIEW POLICY

6.

Who was involved in the development of the post-tenure review policy? (Cheek all that apply)7.

How arc tenured faculty selected to be reviewed?8.

rrOVER

 Academic administrators
 Faculty

 Il provides information used primarily in salary, retention, or promotion decisions
 Il provides information to assist in faculty growth and development
 O t h c r____________________________________________________________________

Which one of the following statements best describes the stated primary purpose of post-tenure review at your 
institution: (Cheek one)

Is your institution considered a public or private institution?
 Public  Private

 Governing boards
 Legislators

 2-Ycar Community College, Junior College or Institute 
Il  Specialized or Professional School

 Students
 Other

Arc evaluations of tenured faculty conducted al your institution?
 Yes  No

What is the approximate percentage of faculty tenured al your institution?
 90 percent or more  60 - 69 percent
 80 - 89 percent  50 - 59 percent
 70 - 79 percent  Below 50 percent
 Institution docs not grant tenure

(STOP here if tenure is NOT granted and return the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope)

The primary objective of this study is to determine the purposes, processes, and components used in post-tenure review 
at colleges and universities across the country. In addition, your opinions regarding post-tenure review are being 
sought. Post-tenure review is defined as a formal, systematic process designed to evaluate tenured faculty.

 The review is mandatory for all tenured faculty al periodic intervals
 The review is mandator)' if performance falls below acceptable level
 The review is voluntary and performed when requested by tenured faculty
 O l h c r ____________ _______________________________________ _

What is the Carnegie classification of your institution?
 Research Institution 1 or II  Liberal Arts College I or II
 Doctoral Institution I or 11
 Comprehensive College or University I or

Is there a formal, written policy for post-tenure review?
 Yes (Please complete Sections II and III)
 No, but a written policy is in development (w Section III)
 No, but evaluations occur for determination of merit pay («*
 No (^ Section III)



9.

10. Arc improvement plans established at the conclusion of the review process?

 Yes No. 13)

11. Who is involved in developing improvement plans? (Check all that apply)

12. Is (here follow-up al any time that evaluates progress toward meeting goals of the improvement plan?

 Yes  No

13. Which of (he following arc included as components of the post-tenure review policy? (Check all that apply)

Section

Which of the following should be the primary purpose of post-tenure review? (Cheek one)14.

Who should be involved in the development of post-tenure review policies? (Check all that apply)15.

How should tenured faculty be selected for review?16.

 Academic administrators
 Faculty

 Administrator evaluations
 Student evaluations
 Classroom observation by peers
 Peer review committees
 Self-evaluations
 Research activities

0 Publications

 Faculty member
0 Chair of department
0 Other (Please specify) 

0 Governing boards 
0 Legislators

0 Peer or group of peers 
0 Dean

0 Students
0 Other _

0 Every year
0 2- or 3-year cycle
0 Voluntarily established by faculty
0 Other

0 4- or 5-year cycle
0 Dependent upon performance levels

0 Creative endeavors
0 Professional development activities
0 Institutional service
0 Professional service
0 Community service
0 Other

0 No («*

0 The review should be mandator}- for all tenured faculty at periodic intervals
0 The review should be mandatory if performance falls below acceptable level
0 The review should be voluntary and performed when requested by tenured faculty
0 Other______________________ _ ___________________________

What is the scheduled tiinehainc lor review of tenured faculty?

0 Reviews should be used to provide information for salary, retention, or promotion decisions
0 Reviews should be used to provide information to assist in faculty growth and development
0 O t h c r____________________________________________________________________________

111. OPINIONS REGARDING POS T-TENURE REVIEW-Picasc check the responses that describe your 
opinions regarding post-tenure review.



1

17. What timeframe do vou consider appropriate for evaluation of tenured faculty? (Check one)

18. Should improvement plans for tenured faculty be established at the conclusion of the review process?

No. 21) Yes

19. Who should be involved in developing improvement plans for tenured faculty? (Check all that apply)

20. Should there be follow-up to evaluate progress toward meeting goals of the improvement plan?

 No Yes

21.

2 = LITTLE I = NO IMPORTANCE3 = MODERATE

3 2Administrator evaluations 4 1a.

3 2Student evaluations 4 1b.

4 3 2Classroom observation by peers Ic.

3 2 1Peer review committees 4d.

3 2 1Self-evaluations 4c.

4 3 2 1Research activitiesf.

34 2Publications 1g-
3 24 1Creative endeavorsh.

34 2 1i.

4 3 2Institutional service 1J-

4 3 2Professional service 1k.

4 3 2Community service 11.

4 3 2 1Other in.

Please indicate the importance each of the following components should have in evaluating tenured faculty, 
using the following scale in providing your response. (Circle your choice)

 Faculty member
 Department chair
 Other (Please specify) 

 Every year
 2- or 3-ycar cycle
 Voluntarily established by faculty
 Other (Please specify)

Professional development 
activities

 4- or 5-ycar cycle
 Dependent on performance level

 Peer or group of peers 
 Dean

rrOVER

 No (^

LI-3’EL OF IMPORTANCE: 4 = HIGH



1
I 22.

1 = NOT A PROBLEM3 = MODERATE PROBLEM 2 = MINOR PROBLEM4 = MAJOR PROBLEM

2 I34Process viewed as ;i threat tn tenure

3 2 I4I Excessive paperwork and lime requiredb.

I 3 2 I4Difficulty in measurement of competence
■

3 2 I4fjick of resources for funding faculty development needsd.

4 3 2 1
3

3 24 IIjtck of training for evaluatorsf.

24 3 IUick of relationship to reward systemh.
I

4 3 2 INegative effectg-
i

3 24 1h. Other 

23.I

1 = NOT A BENEFIT2 = MINOR BENEFIT3 = MODERATE BENEFIT4 = MAJOR BENEFIT

4 3 I

23 I4b.

23 I4Improved leaching by tenured faculty

13Increased faculty activity in research 4d.

3 2 I4

24 3 1Linkage of faculty goals and institutional goalsf.

4 3 2 1Improved collegiality among facultyg

3continual expectation 4 2 Ih.

4 3 2 Ii.

4 3 2 1

4 3 2 Ik. * Other 

THANK YOU for participating!

If you would like

I
I

Please indicate the extern to which each of the following is a benefit associated with post-tenure review, using 
the following scale in providing your response. (Circle your choice)

Please indicate (he cxlcnl lo which each of lhe following is a problem area associated with post-tenure review, 
using lhe following scale in providing your response. (Circle your choice)

Increased faculty participation in institutional and public service 
activities

Identification of faculty deficiencies and development of improvement 
plans

Institutional accountability, integrity, and public confidence enhanced 
through process

Ineffective implementation of faculty development plan

I
2

This completes the survey. THANK YOU for participating! Please return the completed 
questionnaire in the enclosed postage-paid envelope by November 25, 1995, to Jo Harris, WV 
Institute of Technology, Montgomery, WV 25136-1003.

Faculty development viewed as a

Multifile sources provide input lo evaluation process

Information acquired for use in personnel decisions such as 
promotion and merit pay

on collegiality among faculty

a copy of the results of this study, please enclose your business card.
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r y. V-. esi 'V

Community and Technical Coliege

February 26, 1996

Dear Dr. Licata

Jo Harris

Aflirmitrve Acton - Equal Opportunity Employe!

Your willingness to share your insight and knowledge in the area of post-tenure review helped me 
conceptualize my study. By talking with you many times, I was finally able to focus my work. As I am sure 
you realized from our first conversation, I had chosen post-tenure review as a topic, but I had not yet 
determined the specific direction the study should take. Your conversations with me were instrumental in 
refining my topic.

Dr. Christine Licata
Associate Dean for Academic Affairs 
National Technical Institute for the Deaf 
Rochester Institute of Technology 
52 Lomb Memorial Drive
Rochester, NY 14623-5604

T

I am currently analyzing the findings from my respondents; a total of 347 individuals responded from 47 states 
and the District of Columbia. As soon as I have completed my analysis, I will provide you with a summary 
of data. Again, thank you so much for your help. Your expertise in the area of post-tenure review was so 
beneficial, and your willingness to discuss different approaches to the study was invaluable.

From the many facsimile copies and telephone conversations with you regarding my survey instrument, I did 
incorporate or modify a few items from your 1987-88 study with Dr. Andrews. Even though you provided 
permission verbally to modify items from your instrument, I am sending this letter to confirm what I did use. 
From your questionnaire to administrators, I used Question 4 and modified Questions 5, 6, and 7 in Part 1; 
from Part 2, Questions 6 and 8 were used as a basis for two items on my instrument. From the faculty 
questionnaire, Questions 11 and 13 from Part 1 were modified. Although I used neither instrument verbatim, 
the construction design and topics included in your survey provided me with a conceptual framework with 
which to work when designing my instrument.

Sincerely

I am writing for two reasons: to thank you for all your assistance with my study on post-tenure review and 
to officially notify you of the items I modified from your questionnaire. I certainly appreciate all the advice 
you have provided me during the course of my dissertation process.

! ’ ....................

V/est '• 'i: c.:n?a >.
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Dr. Martha Shouldis
Provost, Community and Technical
College
West Virginia Institute of Technology
Montgomery, WV 25136

Ms. Ellen McLaughlin
Assistant Professor, Education
University of Charleston
Charleston, WV 25303

Ms. Donna Edwards
Accreditation Specialist
West Virginia Department of Education 
Charleston, WV 25303

Mr. Michael Ditchen
Assistant Professor, Printing
West Virginia Institute of Technology
Montgomery, WV 25136

Dr. Ronald Childress
Professor, Education
West Virginia Graduate Collegt 
100 Angus E. Peyton Drive 
South Charleston, WV 25303-1600

Dr. John Andes
Professor, Educational Administration 
West Virginia University 
509 Allen Hall
Morgantown, WV 26502

Dr. Kurt Olmosk
Dean, School of Business
West Virginia Graduate College 
100 Angus E. Peyton Drive 
South Charleston, WV 25303-1600

Dr. Powell Toth
Professor, Educational Administration 
West Virginia Graduate College 
100 Angus E. Peyton Drive 
South Charleston, WV 25303-1600

Dr. Anne Cavalier
Vice President for Institutional 
Advancement
West Virginia Institute of Technology 
Montgomery, WV 25136

The panel of experts used to review the Post-tenure Review Survey 
was comprised of academic administrators similar to those surveyed in the 
study, a noted researcher in the field of post-tenure review, higher education 
faculty who were involved as committee members for the study, and members 
of a research support group who met regularly in Charleston, West Virginia, to 
critique work on doctoral dissertations in the field of educational 
administration.

Dr. Christine Licata
Associate Dean for Academic Affairs 
Rochester Institute of Technology 
National Technical Institute for the Deaf 
52 Lomb Memorial Drive 
Rochester, NY 14623-5604

Dr. Franklin Gilmore
Vice President for Academic Affairs 
West Virginia Institute of Technology 
Montgomery, WV 25136
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November 1, 1995

Dear Chief Academic Officer

Sincerely

Jo Harris

Enclosure

Because the study will report aggregate data, your responses will be anonymous and 
individual institutions will not be identified in the presentation of the findings; information 
will be presented by Carnegie classification. The survey is coded numerically, however, to 
assist in follow-up for the large sample.

This study will be the first nationwide investigation of post-tenure review policies by type of 
institution. During my research, I found that the American Association of Higher Education 
(AAHE) is conducting a two-year forum on tenure, and I have agreed to share data I collect 
through this study with the AAHE panel. By completing the enclosed survey, you can add 
needed information to the knowledge base regarding post-tenure review.

I am seeking your help in a doctoral study that will examine the purpose, processes, and 
components of post-tenure review policies in colleges and universities across the country. 
The enclosed survey is being sent to chief academic officers like yourself at 680 institutions 
to determine common practices of evaluation of tenured faculty by type of institution.

If you elect to participate in the doctoral study, please respond by November 25, 1995. Your 
participation is voluntary, and you have the right to not respond to every item. Enclosed is 
a business reply envelope for your convenience in returning the questionnaire.

Post-tenure review has become a very important issue to higher education institutions today. 
Your participation is important and appreciated. I will be glad to share findings with you 
if you enclose a business card with your response. Thank you for your assistance in this 
project.

Education Administration

West Virginia University
College of Human Resources and Education

304 293-3707/2467 o 606 Allen Hall □ P O Box 6122 o Morgantown. WV 26506-6122 
pQiial Orrnrliinilv / Affirmative Action InMibitien
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December 1, 1995

Dear Chief Academic Officer

Sincerely

Jo Harris

Enclosure

Your responses to the questionnaire will remain anonymous; individual institutions will not 
be identified in the presentation of data. Only aggregate information will be reported. Data 
will be compiled by type of institution based on Carnegie classification. The instrument is 
coded numerically to assist in follow-up from the 680 institutions surveyed.

Your response to the survey will be sincerely appreciated. For an accurate examination of 
post-tenure review policies and practices nationwide, your response is needed. Thank you 
for your attention to this study.

Education Administration

West Virginia University
College of Human Resources and Education

Many academic administrators have completed and returned the Post-Tenure Review Survey 
that is enclosed. Your response, however, has not been received as of this date. If you 
recently mailed the questionnaire, please disregard this reminder and accept my thanks. 
With Thanksgiving vacation and approaching end-of-term activities, I realize you may have 
been too busy to provide information requested or the original survey form may have been 
misplaced. A second copy of the questionnaire is attached for your convenience in replying, 
and the deadline for mailing your response has been extended to December 19. I hope the 
extension will give you time to participate in this doctoral study.

Evaluation of tenured faculty has become an extremely important issue for colleges and 
universities today. This study will examine the purposes, processes, and components of post­
tenure review at institutions that have implemented policies. Information collected will assist 
college personnel who are charged with the development or revision of post-tenure review 
policies by providing an analysis of what is being done on campuses similar to their own and 
what administrators like yourself perceive to be effective. I will be glad to send you 
summary data upon completion of my dissertation; simply enclose your business card with 
the form.



APPENDIX F

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY STATE

214



Distribution of Responses by State

SentReceivedStateSentReceivedState

Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Alaska 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi

5
3
2
0
36
4
3
0
2
11
9
1
1
14
20
8
4
5
2
5
4
13
9
9
5

8
7
1
0
4
7
2
15
11
1
17
1
5
11
1
8

. 2
12
21
3
2
12
4
6
9
2

18
8
4 
1
7
13
4
42
19 
4
30
3 
7
38
2
9
2
21
33
5
6
21
7
7
15
3

18
11
2
1 
79
9
13
1
3
24
14
2
2
23
26
10
9
14
4
9
11
27
15 
16
8

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming
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Distribution of Tenure by Type of Institution

14 100.014Research

100.01717Doctoral

88.56978Comprehensive

79.75974Liberal arts

62 51.7120Two-year

29.51344Specialized
67.4234347Total
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Total Number of 
Respondents

Frequency of 
Respondents having 
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Percent of 
Respondents having 

Tenure



Beverly Jo Harris

ABSTRACT

This study was designed to examine the relationship between and

among post-tenure review policy variables and types of institutions, as

perceived by chief academic administrators at colleges and universities

across the United States.

Chief academic administrators at 680 randomly selected accredited

institutions were mailed the Post-tenure Review Survey, an instrument

designed by the researcher. A total of 347 (51%) administrators returned the

survey.

Demographic data indicated that tenure was operative at 67.4 percent

of the institutions. Tenured faculty evaluation was reported by 87.2 percent of

the institutions where tenure was operative. Formal, written post-tenure

review policies were in effect at 61.1 percent of the institutions.

Data were analyzed using the General Linear Model of the Statistical

Analysis System (SAS). Analysis of the data provided the following major

findings:

No significant differences were found among types of institutions

regarding the stated primary purpose of post-tenure review. Faculty growth
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and development was both the stated and desired purpose of tenured facultv

evaluation.

No significant differences were found among types of institutions

regarding the following processes: individuals involved in the development u

policies, individuals involved in the development of improvement plans, and

use of follow-up. Significant differences were determined among types of

institutions for the following processes: methods of selection, timeframes, and

use of improvement plans.

No significant differences were identified among types of institutions in

use of the following teaching components of post-tenure review: studentI
evaluations, self-evaluations, administrator evaluations, classroom observation

by peers, and peer review committees. Significant differences were found in

all components related to scholarship and service.

Significant differences were found between actual and desired use of

the following processes: individuals involved in development of policies,

timeframes, individuals involved in development of improvement plans, use of

follow-up. Significant differences were found between actual and desired use

of the following components: all types of evaluations to assess teaching,

research activities, publications, creative endeavors, professional service and

community service.

Significant differences were identified among types of institutions for

the following problems: the process is viewed as a threat to tenure, difficulty
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in measurement of competence, and lack of training for evaluators.

Significant differences were determined among types of institutions for

the following benefits: information acquired from the review can be used in

personnel decisions such as promotion and merit pay, increased faculty

participation in institutional and public service activities, increased faculty

activity in research, and improved collegiality among faculty.

The study concluded that variations occur by type of institution in post­

tenure review policy purposes, processes, and components. Philosophy and

mission of an institution should provide the framework for post-tenure review

policy variables.
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