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Research title: Opinions of University Employees Holding Academic Positions and
The Members of the University Employee Performance Evaluation
Committee on the Methods and Criteria in Evaluating University
Employees Holding Academic Positions
Researcher: Mrs. Nawaporn Hormjan
Affiliation: Personnel Division, Prince of Songkla University
Year: 2001
Abstract
This research was aimed at determining the levels of agreement of university
¢mployees holding academic positions and the members of the University Emplovee
Performance Evaluating Committee on the methods and criteria used in evaluating the
performance of the emplovees holding academic positions. Comparisons on the levels
of agreement on the two aspects by the two subject groups were also carried out.
Sample groups, categorized according to sex, age, education level and
academic position (committee members only), comprised 55 university emplovees
holding academic positions and 53 evaluating committee members. Data collection
was conducted using a questionnaire containing 13 items related to performance
cvaluating methods and 10 items related to performance evaluating criteria. The
research instrument was tested for content validity by three expertise academics and
for its reliability by a group of university employces. The coefficient of alpha of the
employees was 0.84 and that of the evaluation committee was 0.81.
A series of simple statistics and t-tests were run to determine frequency,

means, percentage, Standard Dewviation and difference between means.



Findings showed that the level of agreement with the methods and criteria

used in evaluating employee performance among university employees was high, with
X =4.03, SD=0.39 and X = 4.24, SD= 0.36, respectively.

When analyzing the data according to s¢x, age, and education level of the
university employees, it was further found that the level of agreement was also high.

Likewise, it was found that the level of agreement among the members of
Employee Performance Evaluating Committee on the same aspects was high, with X
= 4,09, SD = 0.38 and X = 4.22, SD = 0.34, respectively.

In comparing the overall opinions of the two subject groups on the
aforementioned aspects, no significant difference was found (P < .05). Similarlv. no
significant difference (P < .03) was found among both subject groups when
determined by sex, age, education level and academic position (committee members
only).

It is recommended that the untversity specify the aspects of job quality and
quantity that cohere with the job the employees actually carry out. It should also
restructure the proportion of scores in evaluating each aspect, The salary increment
should be set af least five percent depending on cach emplovee’s performance and the
promotion should be done once a year. In addition, there should be clear-cut indices
for the promotion consideration. Further, the organization’s objectives and mission
should be brought into the consideration. Moreover, g the opinions of all people
related to the employee should be considered, which would lead to the increase in
reliable and just assessment and decrease the supervisor’s bias towards the
subordinates. However, this assessment scheme might cause difficult to the
departments having a large workforce; it needs a large number of personnel as well as

a lengthy of time to proceed, which could affect the regular work responsibility.
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