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ABSTRACT

In recent decades, there has been increasing pressure for teacher
accountability and interest in teacher evaluation throughout the world. While
much research has been conducted on significant factors contributing to high
student achievement, including the examination of the positive correlation
between the faculty evaluation process and student success, there is a lack of
research in the Vietnamese culture on faculty perceptions of the meaning and
influences of faculty performance evaluation. This study addressed faculty
perceptions of a particular evaluation process and their perceptions of its impact
on their teaching performance. The purpose of this qualitative case study was to
explore full-time faculty members’ perceptions of the evaluation or performance
appraisal (PA) process currently implemented in a private university in Ho Chi
Minh City, Vietham. The study utilized data obtained from individual, semi-structured
interviews with12 full-time faculty participants. After data analysis, the following
salient findings were identified. First, faculty found a PA process that
emphasized both competency and highlighted professional growth beneficial and
motivating in measuring their performance and enhancing their teaching quality.
Second, significant factors contributing to faculty positive perceptions of the PA
process and to faculty instructional improvement included the clarity of the PA

purpose, faculty involvement in the PA design and development, and the critical



role of the evaluator and his/her constructive feedback in the PA process.

Finally, faculty strongly recommended that additional types of evaluation,
especially student feedback, be incorporated into the PA process and more
opportunities be made available for professional development. As a result of
these findings, this study could serve as a catalyst for policymakers and school
leaders in improving the existing evaluation processes and in increasing their
insight into how instructors perceive these policies and what factors contribute to
their perceptions. In addition, the findings could stimulate further research on
appraisal policy reform. ldentifying key factors that instructors believe are critical
in an effective evaluations process could assist the leadership in finding tools to

make process meet instructors’ expectations.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Student success is the ultimate goal of education and numerous studies
have been conducted on key factors leading to high student achievement,
including the examination of the direct relationship between teaching and student
learning (Danielson, 2009; Darling-Hammond, 1997, 2000, 2002; Hanushek,
2002; Hanushek, Kain, O'Brien, & Rivken, 2005; Hanushek & Rivken, 2003,
Howard & Gullickson, 2010; Rivken, Hanushek, & Kain, 2001; Sykes & Winchell,
2010). Emerging from several studies is the powerful role the evaluation process
of faculty plays in aiding student achievement (Andrea, 2011; Borman & Kimball,
2005; Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Dilts, Goe, Bell, & Little, 2008; Doherty, 2009;
Ellett & Teddie, 2003; Glickman, 2002; Goldrick, 2002; Hanushek, 2002; Kimball,
White, Milanowski, & Borman, 2004; Mcinnis, 1996, 2000a, 2000b; Milanowski,
2004; Odden, Borman, & Fermanich, 2004; Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2002,
Shinkfield & Stufflebeam, 1995, Tucker & Stronge, 2005). According to these
studies, educators who believe they are being correctly evaluated not only teach
better, but also are more productive in helping students succeed. Specifically,
studies by Schacter and Thum (2004) and Gallagher (2004) showed a coherent
correlation between teachers’ high evaluation scores and students’ high

achievement scores. Reforms to support high student achievement have been



implemented for years. These reforms include reductions in class size;
computer-based instruction; school choice (Schacter & Thum, 2004); the
development of higher expectations for instructional improvement, student
achievement, and student learning; and the development of effective teachers
(Lam, 1998). According to Darling-Hammond (1999),
It stands to reason that student learning should be enhanced by the efforts
of teachers who are more knowledgeable in their field and are skillful at
teaching it to others. Substantial evidence from prior reform efforts
indicates that changes in courses, testing, or textbooks make little
difference if teachers do not know how to use these tools well and how to
diagnose their students’ learning needs. (p. 39)
Tucker and Stronge (2005) asserted, “School reform efforts are taking a variety
of forms, with two of the most prominent being a focus on higher teaching
standards and improved student performance” (p. 12). They also emphasized
that teacher evaluation could be used as an effective measure of the relationship
between teacher quality and student achievement. Additionally, all over the
world the last decades have been marked by increased pressure for teacher
accountability and an interest in teacher evaluation (Cunningham & Gresso,
1993; Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Ellet & Teddie,
2003, House, 1973; Knapp, 1982; Natriello, Deal, Dornbusch, & Hoag, 1977;
Peterson, 2000; Stronge, 2006; Tucker & Stronge, 2005; Wise, Darling-

Hammond, McLaughlin, & Bernstein, 1984). The Viethamese educational



system is no exception in regards to its interest in teacher accountability and
evaluation, especially in recent years with education and training considered the
first priority among national policies (Ministry of Education and Training [MOET],
2000).

Chapter 1 introduces the research study | conducted on instructor’s
perceptions of the appraisal and evaluation of faculty in Vietham. The chapter
begins with background on teacher evaluation. Following the background is the
statement of the problem and an explanation that provides the context and
necessity of the research study. The chapter concludes with an overview of the
dissertation.

Background of the Problem

The economic reform implemented in Vietnam in 1986, Doi Moi, created
opportunities, as well as challenges, for every aspect of society, including
education. Since the reform, education has been regarded as the top policy
priority (Le, 2009). Additionally, the educational quality of Vietnamese
universities, including student outcomes, has been of serious concern to the
public and the government (Kieu, 2004; Lam, 2004; Le, 2004, 2009; MOET,
1996, 2012; P. Nguyen, 2004; P. N. Nguyen, 2005; Pham, 2012, Tran, 2008).
Many substantial changes began in 1987 with the reforms introduced in
Vietnamese higher education “to meet the demand of the labor market in the
rapidly changing economy of Vietham” (Le, 2009, p. 217). However, institutional

expansion, increasing class sizes, and the introduction of new courses have led



to a loss of direction. As a result, little improvement has been reported
concerning the quality of teaching in Viethamese higher education institutions
(Berlie, 1995; Dang, 1997; Lam, 1998; Le, 2006; Nguyen & Nguyen, 2000;
Nguyen & Pham, 2003; Pham, 2005).

In addition, several problems have been identified in research that are
related to the quality of university teaching such as (a) quality management of
teaching, (b) teaching methodologies, and (c) faculty motivation to improve
teaching quality (Berlie, 1995; Dang, 1997; Dang & Ha, 2009; Lam, 1998; D. N.
Le, 2006; V. H. Le, 2001; Nguyen & Nguyen, 2000; Pham, 2000; Pham, 2012).
The results of these studies prompted the development of an evaluation process
that has elicited much controversy in Vietnamese higher education (Dilts, Haber,
& Bialik, 1994, K. D. Nguyen, 2000, 2008; T. T. Nguyen, 2008).

However, research shows that the evaluation process can motivate
teaching, which can affect student success (Andrea, 2011; Dilts et al., 1994;
James, 1993, 1995, 1997; Mclnnis, 1996, 2000a, 2000b). James (1997)
asserted that an effective and fair evaluation system used by an academic
organization does much to shape the culture and the quality of the academic
outputs of that institution. Therefore, it is important for higher education
institutions to realize that efforts to improve teaching and learning must work in
collaboration with efforts to improve teaching evaluation (Kahn, 1993; Toch &

Rothman, 2008).



Problem Statement

While there has been ample research on P-12 teacher assessment and
evaluation models, few assessment and evaluation models have been designed
for instructors at higher education institutions. Even less is known about how
educators perceive the evaluation process or what components educators find
important and significant to an appraisal and evaluation system.

In addition, over many years there have been debates internationally on
how faculty should be evaluated (Jackson, 2001), yet few studies have focused
on faculty preferences in evaluation design and administration (Barry, Chandler,
& Clark, 2001). In Vietnam, because there is a special demand for high quality
tertiary education for globalization, faculty evaluation has been a public concern
and a topic getting a lot of attention in seminars on higher education in recent
years. Currently the annual faculty evaluation is widely considered to be
subjective, superficial, sometimes inaccurate, and only a formality (An, 2013;
Duy, 2014; Nguyen, Griffin, & Nguyen, 2006). Therefore, effective criteria by
which to assess faculty are still needed in Vietnamese higher education (Nguyen,
2004).

The problem this study addressed is the lack of information and
knowledge in Vietnam about (a) the best approaches for higher education faculty
performance evaluations and (b) faculty perceptions of the performance

appraisal process.



Purpose Statement
The purpose of this qualitative case study was to explore full-time faculty’s
perceptions of the evaluation process, or performance appraisal process as it is
termed currently, implemented on campus at a Viethamese university by (a)
elucidating what meaning faculty give to the performance appraisal process; (b)
inquiring into how these perceptions affect instructors’ teaching performance; and
(c) discussing factors that are central to the applicability of the process as a
means of improving instruction. The primary means of data collection were in-
depth, open-ended interviews with 12 purposefully selected instructors. The
instructors are affiliated with a university (the University) in Ho Chi Minh City,
Vietnam. The participants were full-time instructors who varied in gender, ages,
and disciplines, and who had experienced the University evaluation process at
least three times.
Research Questions
The purpose of this qualitative case study research was to explore
faculty's perceptions regarding the evaluation process implemented at a
Vietnamese university campus by addressing the following questions:
1. What meaning do full-time faculty at a university in Vietnam give to
the performance appraisal process as determined through faculty

interviews?



2. What factors do full-time faculty at a university in Vietnam identify
as central to the applicability of the performance appraisal process
in regards to improving instruction?

Significance of the Study

This case study research explored instructors’ perceptions of the
evaluation process, known as the performance appraisal process, which was
used at the time of this study on the University campus in Ho Chi Minh City. It
was believed that insights into factors that contribute to the perceptions
instructors have about the performance appraisal process could be used to make
improvements in the current evaluation process. These factors included the
influences of participants’ perceptions on their teaching performance and the
identification of components of the performance appraisal process that they
perceived as central to the applicability of the process of improving instruction.

Despite “the inability of qualitative research findings to be generalized to

other communities” (Arsenault & Anderson, 1998, p. 134), the results of this
research may serve as a catalyst for policymakers and school leaders to improve
the current evaluation processes. The findings of this study may also stimulate
further research concerning appraisal policy reform. Identifying key factors that
instructors believe are critical for an effective evaluation process can assist
leadership within an institution to find tools to make the current polices meet
instructors’ expectations. Egelson and McColskey (1998) stated, “If teachers and

schools are to continually improve the quality of the instructional program, then



an evaluation system designed to encourage individual teacher growth is not a
luxury, but a necessity” (p. 5). It is hoped that a well-developed evaluation
process will help institutions: (a) address any ineffective or unfair component of
the evaluation process, (b) reduce the likelihood of frustration for administrators
as appraisers and instructors as appraisees, (c) improve instructors’ perceptions
of the process in order to reduce the number of instances in which instructors
believe they were not fairly or correctly evaluated, and (d) ultimately enhance the
institution outputs.
Sergiovanni and Starratt (2002) stressed the powerful role of teacher evaluation
in motivating instructional performance that in turn influences students’ academic
success. In other words, instructors are highly motivated when they think they
are evaluated correctly. As a result, these highly motivated instructors are more
productive in training successful students, which will be beneficial not only to
students and the institution, but also to the whole society.
Scope of the Study

The scope of the study refers to the parameters under which the study
operated. Thus, the following section outlines the assumptions, delimitations,
and limitations of the study.

Assumptions of the Study

For this study, the following assumptions were made. Multiple realities will

emerge from participants’ perspectives because the nature of reality can be

different for different people and they live and recall differently. These diverse



perceptions will help construct a comprehensive picture of the social dynamic of
the phenomena under investigation (Patton, 2002).

The distance between the participants and me will be minimized because
of my own experience with the performance appraisal process currently
implemented on campus. It is assumed that having experienced the same
appraisal system as the participants, having a close relationship with them, and
engaging them in interviews that probe their thinking helped me gain greater
insights into how the participants perceived the evaluation process used at the
time of the study. It is also assumed that the participants viewed themselves as
co-inquirers in this study and will expand their perceptions about the current
evaluation process.

Biases do exist because of my familiarity with the appraisal system and
because my frame of reference could have influenced the way | analyzed and
interpreted the data. However, | did my best to identify my biases and attempted
to work from a neutral frame of reference.

Moreover, it is assumed that since participants have been purposefully
selected, they represent the study population and will provide information “rich in
content” (Creswell, 2007, p. 61). In addition, it is presumed that the participants’
descriptions truly reflected their perceptions of the current evaluation process.

A final assumption was that the set of open-ended questions used for
interviews were clear to the participants. Moreover, the questions were carefully

developed based on both a broad review of theory and literature and in
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consultations with my committee members. It was assumed that the questions
elicited accurate descriptions of their perceptions regarding the current
evaluation process
Study Delimitations

This study is bound by several delimitations, which narrow its scope. For
the purpose of the study, the setting was the University where | have been
working the last nine years. It should also be noted that the selected university is
a private university in Ho Chi Minh City, though the results of the study may
provide good information about evaluation processes currently implemented in
other higher education institutions in Vietnam. The data for this study were
primarily collected from face-to-face semi-structured interviews with the
instructors working at the selected university regarding their perceptions of the
current evaluation process. Comparisons with evaluation processes of other
universities or my personal judgment about the effectiveness of these policies
are not included. In addition, my experience with the University’s performance
appraisal system benefited me in understanding the participants’ responses, and
it also helped me be aware of any influence | had on the setting as well as the
study population. Furthermore, as Merriam (1998) recommended, |
acknowledged my need to be aware of the risk of researcher biases because of
my existing relationship with the participants and because of my own
experiences with the evaluation process and to take into consideration how these

factors could affect the research.



11

A final delimitation is that the data were collected during the first semester
of the 2013 - 2014 academic year only, rather than over the course of several
years in order to meet the timeline designed for this dissertation. In addition, only
full-time faculty who are actively teaching during this academic year were
candidates for the semi-structured interviews. The purposeful and small
population and the boundaries of time and place (Creswell, 2007, 2009; Merriam,
1998; Yin, 2009) delimits this qualitative case study because the findings drawn
cannot be generalized to a larger population or be applied to a different context.
However, the results of this research may serve as a catalyst for the
improvement of the current evaluation process and may provide increased
insights into instructors’ perceptions of these policies and into the factors that
contribute to their perceptions. The findings may also stimulate further research
concerning appraisal policy reforms.

Study Limitations

A significant limitation in the study is in the document gathering for the
literature review. Due to the lack of transparency of Vietnam’s govefnment
procedures and decisions, “much of the information that is publicly available from
the Viethamese government is published in the government-controlled
newspapers” (Oliver, 2002, p.10). In addition, the rationale for the University
evaluation design is unknown because the person who made the initial decisions
left the University many years prior and there have been many changes in

staffing for that position since her departure.
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Another limitation is the problem caused by the participants’ unfamiliarity
with consent forms. Due to their unfamiliarity with the concept of participant
protection and the forms, the participants may be uncomfortable or skeptical of
their confidentiality, which could affect the information provided in an interview.
In addition, “people in Viethnam generally do not want to be held responsible for
information they provide, especially if it might displease someone in authority”
(Oliver, 2002, p. 11). Therefore, it is likely that the participants might not have
been completely open about their perceptions regarding the performance
appraisal process.

Furthermore, language is one of the limitations of this study. For the
purpose of obtaining a thorough understanding of the explored issue,
Vietnamese was used in all the interviews because of the participants’ insufficient
English skills. The interviews were transcribed and analyzed in Vietnamese
before being translated into English for final report. However, the fact remains
that unique challenges related to language, for example conceptual equivalence,
could affect the study findings (Larkin, Derickz de Casterle, & Schotsmans, 2007;
Temple, 2002; Temple & Young, 2004; Wallin & Alhstrom, 2006).

Generalization of research findings is also among the limitations of this
case study. Stake (1998) affirmed,

The real business of case study is particularization, not generalization.

We take a particular case and come to know it well, not primarily as to

how it is different from others but what it is, what it does. There is
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emphasis on uniqueness, and that implies knowledge of others that the
case is different from, but the first emphasis is on understanding the case
itself. (p. 8)

Finally, the validity of the study is limited to the reliability of the interview
questions. As cited in Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2011), “The researcher can
never be sure that individuals are expressing their true attitudes, interest, values,
or personalities” (p. 153). Additionally, my ability in conducting interviews may
have influenced the study validity.

Definitions of Key Terms

For the purpose of this study, these terms are used and defined as follow:

Appraisal policy. The appraisal policy refers to “the systematic approach
that an institution uses to determine if faculty members are being successful in
meeting the performance criteria set forth by the institution” (Rector, 2009, p.11).

Formative appraisal. A formative appraisal provides instructors and
professors ongoing information about the operation of a program (Guskey, 2005).

Performance appraisal (PA). A performance appraisal is the “total
process of observing and reviewing work performance, identifying needs for
improvement, and working with employees to improve their effectiveness and
make full sense of their skills” (Marvin, 1982).

Performance appraisal form. This form is used to collect the appraisal data

(Schuler et al., 1991).
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Performance appraisal process. The performance appraisal process
refers to the process involved in utilizing the appraisal information for
development and evaluation. It consists of four stages: establishing some
performance standards and explicitly communicating them to the employees,
observing their performance, comparing their actual performance with the
predetermined standards, and taking some actions (Lonsdale, Dennis,
Openshaw & Mullins, 1998). This term is used interchangeably with teacher
evaluation process in this study.

Professional growth / development. Professional growth/development
defines a professional’s continuous endeavor to increase the knowledge of
his/her craft by engaging reflective process as well as collaboration, teaching and
learning process (Danielson & McGreal, 2000).

Summative appraisal. A summative appraisal involves accountability and
managerial decisions, for example tenure, salary and assignment (Antinello,
Lare, & Waters, 2006).

Teacher evaluation in higher education. This term refers to the formative
evaluation and summative evaluation that are the primary goals of educational
evaluation (Adams, 1997; Blunt, 1991; Rifkin, 1995, Scriven, 1987).

Organization of the Dissertation

This dissertation includes five chapters. Chapter 1 provided the

introduction to the study including its purpose, significance, research questions,

scope of the study and definitions of terms. Chapter 2 reviews current and
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seminal literature relevant to the focus of the study. Chapter 3 is an explanation
of the methodology, research design, setting, sample, data collection and
management, data analysis, and interpretation for the study. Chapter 4 presents
the findings of the study. Chapter 5 concludes the study with a discussion of

interpretations and implications of the findings.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

Although abundant research is available internationally on teacher
assessment and evaluation models, only a few studies on teacher assessment
and evaluation have been found in Vietnamese literature. In Vietnam, very little
is known about the how educators perceive the teacher evaluation process
implemented on their campuses or what components educators find important
and significant in an appraisal and evaluation system. The problem this study
addressed is our lack of information about (a) the best approaches for higher
education faculty performance evaluation and (b) faculty perceptions of the
performance appraisal process. The purpose of this qualitative case study was
to explore full-time faculty’s perceptions of the evaluation process, or the
performance appraisal process as it is termed, that was implemented on a
Vietnamese university campus at the time of this study by (a) elucidating the
meaning faculty give to the performance appraisal process; (b) inquiring into how
these perceptions affect instructors’ teaching performance; and (c) discussing
factors that are central to the applicability of the process as a means of improving

instruction.



17

For this study, the literature review is intentionally comprised of both old
and current references to provide an overview of the extensive historical
background related to the research topic. The literature review begins with the
definition of performance appraisal (PA) in general and specifically in higher
education before moving into the purposes of PA in higher education. This is
followed by a description of effective PA systems, including faculty perceptions of
factors contributing to the effectiveness of these systems. The performance
evaluation in Vietnamese higher education concludes this literature review.

Definition of Performance Appraisal (PA)

Performance appraisal (PA) is generally defined as the “total process of
observing and reviewing work performance, identifying needs for improvement,
and working with employees to improve their effectiveness and make full sense
of their skills” (Marvin, 1982). However, researchers have used the term PA in
different ways in the literature. According to Mayfield (1964), PA is “simply an
attempt to think clearly about each person’s performance and future projects
against the background of his total work situation,” while Beach (1980) used the
term to refer to “a systematic evaluation of the individual with respect to his
performance on the job and his potential for development.” Tiffin (1987)
extended the definition by adding the source of the appraisal and defines PA as
“a systematic evaluation of an employee by his supervisor or by some other
qualified person who is familiar with the employee’s performance on the job”.

Moreover, Heyle (1980), Miller (1979) and Douglas, Kiein and Hunt (1985) stress
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“requirements of the job” in the definition of the term PA. Amstrong and
Lorentzen (1977) considered PA a systematic process used to not only review
the employee’s performance, but also to evaluate his potential for promotion. In
addition, Schuler (1984) offered yet another definition of PA as, “a formal,
structured system of measuring, evaluating, and influencing an employee’s job
related attributes, behaviors, and outcomes and level of absenteeism to discover
at what level the employee is presently performing on the job” (p. 210).

In essence, PA is a goal directed process used to create a measure that
accurately assesses the level of an individual's job performance and an
evaluation system that will advance one or more operational functions in an
organization. In other words, PA serves the two fundamental goals of evaluation
and development that assist individual or institutional decision making in terms of
training and staff needs, promotion, salary, and compensation benefits (Schuler
et al. 1991). A good PA system could encourage employees to put forth their
best efforts and to take initiative at work to achieve both organizational and
personal goals. Therefore, it can be said that one of its most important goals is
to motivate employees (Nelson, 2000).

Purposes of Performance Appraisal in Higher Education

The last decades have experienced an increasing pressure for
accountability in education (Darling-Hammond, 1999; Glickman, 2002; House,
1973; Knap, 1982; Natriello, Deal, Dornbusch, & Hoag, 1977; Toch, 2008).

According to Whitaker (1998), “issues of accountability are never far from our
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minds these days and it is vital to be clear about our responsibilities to share
information and explanations to those with those who are concerned with the
school” (p. 106). That leads to a growing interest in teacher evaluation because
according to Darling-Hammond and Ascher (1992),

Performance indicators are information for the accountability system; they

are not the system itself. Accountability (that is responsible practice and

responsiveness to clients) occurs only when a useful set of processes

exists for interpreting and acting on the information. (p. 2)

According to Seldin (1984), “The purpose of the evaluation shapes the
questions asked, the sources of data utilized, the depth of the analysis, and the
dissemination of findings” (p. 127). Stronge (as cited in Mo, Corners, &
McComick, 1998) stated, “If an appraisal system does not have a clear purpose,
it will just be a meaningless exercise” (p. 23). Therefore, it is critically important
to identify the purposes of an appraisal system. As mentioned above, existing
literature has highlighted the complexity of purposes for PA (Analoui & Fell, 2002;
Wilson, 2002; Wilson & Western, 2001). PA in education is not an exception.
Although teacher PA is primarily intended for professional improvement as stated
by Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979), there are other extended purposes of teacher
PA in the literature. According to Redfern (1963), the three purposes of teacher
evaluation are to assess the status and quality of teaching performance, identify
aspects of performance that are below standards and need improvement, and

promote individual's growth. Mitzberg (1979) used the teacher appraisal process
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as a measurement tool as well as a means to motivate teachers. In addition to
the purpose of improving teaching quality, Holleman (1981) considered validation
of the selection process and distribution of rewards and sanctions as other two
common purposes of teacher evaluation. Based on his belief about effective
evaluation, Duckett (1993) identified nine purposes for teacher evaluation.
According to Duckett, teacher evaluation is a process to improve teaching,
reward superior performance, modify assignments, protect individuals and
organizations, validate the selection process, satisfy district policy and state law,
improve decisions, provide a basis for career planning and contribute to morale
and compensation. Likewise, DeRoche (1987) included accountability and
teaching improvement in his list of purposes for teacher evaluation while
McDermott (1988) emphasized the use of teacher evaluation to encourage
retention of effective personnel of teacher evaluation.

However, most researchers (McGreal, 1988; Redfern, 1963; Wood &
Pohlan, 1989) agree that the four major purposes of teacher evaluation are
“providing an access that allows and encourages teaming of supervisors and
teachers to improve and enhance classroom instructional practices; bringing
structural assistance to marginal teachers; making more rational decisions about
the performance levels, transfer, or dismissal of staff members; and measuring
implementation of knowledge and skills gained during staff development

activities” (p. 18). Due to the diversity of evaluation goals, “it is important to
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consider what purposes are best served . . . before a teacher evaluation system
is adopted and put in place” (Darling-Hammond et al., 1983, p. 303).
Formative Versus Summative Purposes

In higher education, research (Adam, 1997; Blunt, 1991; Danielson &
McGreal, 2000; Kelly & Maslow, 2005; McGreal, 1983; Rifkin, 1995; Scriven,
1987, Stronge, 2006) indicates that formative evaluation and summative
evaluation are primary goals of educational evaluation. “Teacher evaluation
systems ideally should foster improvement in both professional development
opportunities and teaching practices” (Kelly & Maslow, 2005, p. 1). Formative
evaluation provides instructors and professors ongoing information about the
operation of a program (Guskey, 2005), such as student feedback on course
content and classroom behavior. Instructors use this information for self-
evaluating their personal and professional strengths and weaknesses (Antinello
et al., 2006) and make necessary adaptions to achieve successful teaching and
learning. In other words, formative evaluation is used to guide improvements in
both classroom effectiveness and teacher professional development. Formative
evaluation is considered internal evaluation (Christie, Ross, & Klein, 2004)
because the evaluators such as principals, directors, consultants, etc. are
members of the institutions (Chrysos, 2000). Unlike formative evaluation,
summative evaluation, which is also known as external evaluation (Christie et al.,
2004) utilizes specialists from outside the institution (Chrysos, 2000), and

involves accountability and managerial decisions, for example, tenure, salary,
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and assignments (Antinello et al., 2006). The distinguishing difference between
formative and summative evaluation is highlighted by Stake (as cited in Scriven,
1991). Stake clarified, “When a cook tastes the soup, that's formative. When the
guests taste the soup, that's summative” (p. 169).
According to Chow et al. (2002), Avalos and Assael (2006), and Stronge
(2008), tensions exist between these two evaluation goals. Specifically,
The net result of these pressures for more careful summative judgments
of teachers is to put administrators under particular strain. Though “better”
performance evaluation may appear to make the issues explicit and
decisions objective, it may also generate as much heat as light,
particularly where the various constituents to the design of evaluation do
not agree. The pressure to improve teaching performance may foster
more elaborate evaluation systems, but with summative thrusts getting in
the way of formative efforts. (Knapp, 1982, p. 10)
When summative and formative evaluations are combined in one review, it
creates tension (Mohrman, Resnick-West, & Lawler, 1990). They noted,
To accomplish its purposes, the organization needs complete and valid
data about the nature of the individual’s skills and performance, but it is
often not the best interest of the individual to provide such data. The
conflict, then, is over the exchange of valid information. As long as the
individual sees appraisal as having important influences on rewards, the

potential for this conflict continues. (p. 9)
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In order to integrate these two purposes in an evaluation system, views of
teaching and teacher professionalism (Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983,
Sachs, 2003; Flores, 2005; Day, Flores & Viana, 2007) and conceptual context of
evaluation criteria and standards (Avalos & Assael, 2006) should be taken into
consideration.

However, there are recommendations that formative and summative
evaluation approaches should be used separately (Danielson, 2001; Danielson &
McGreal, 2000; Glickman, Gordon, & Ross-Gordon, 2007). The reason given for
this division is to help teachers feel more comfortable with summative evaluation
and, therefore, increase the effectiveness of giving feedback. Separating
formative and summative evaluations could also result in an emphasis on
coaching rather than on documenting (Milanowski, 2005). According to Cohen
(1974), “one faculty evaluation scheme cannot both judge and assist. The
procedure that gathers evidence for dismissal is different from that which reflects
a climate of support, of communication, and of growth inducement” (p. 21). In
addition, Casey, Gentile, and Bigger (1997) stated that “the two should be kept
separate, and attempts to use one procedure for both purposes may be expected
to negatively influence morale and performance of academic staff (p. 466).

Conversely, in 2005, Milanowski conducted his descriptive study with two
evaluated groups of more than a hundred teachers from a large urban school
system in the Midwest. A group of 50 teachers was evaluated by both a mentor

and an evaluator while just one person functioning in both coaching and
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evaluating roles assessed the other 94 teachers. The findings from Milanowski's
study showed the split use of formative and summative did not make any
significant difference and even “[more] developmental assistance is provided to
evaluatees than to split the evaluation roles” (p. 153).

Appraisal Methods in Higher Education

Since teacher evaluation is used to measure a range of factors related to
quality instruction such as teacher competency, teacher perfformance and
teacher effectiveness, there are many different appraisal methods. The literature
on teacher evaluation includes general appraisal methods (Ellett, Capie, &
Johnson, 1980; Haefle, 1980; Lewis, 1982; Millman, 1981; Peterson & Kauchak,
1982), such as (a) teacher interviews, (b) competency tests, (c) indirect
measures, (d) classroom observation, (e) student ratings, (f) peer review, (g)
student achievement, and (h) faculty self-evaluations.

Referring to the history of performance appraisal in higher education,
Gustad (1967) identified 13 most frequently used methods in his study. They
were “(a) chairman evaluation, (b) dean evaluation, (c) colleagues’ opinion, (d)
scholarly research and publication, (e) informal student opinion, (f) grade
distributions, (g) committee evaluations, (h) course syllabi and examinations, (i)
student examination performance, (j) self-evaluation, (k) enroliment in elective
courses, () systematic student rating, alumni opinions, classroom visits, and (m)

long-term follow-up students” (p. 270).



25

Although most of the above evaluation methods have been used for some
time, new tools have been added to the list to ensure quality instruction and
professional learning. One of these tools is peer evaluation, including assistance
in data collection, materials review, teacher collaboration, mentoring, school
improvement planning and leadership. Peer evaluation, however, is
controversial (Peterson, Kelly, & Caskey, 2002). According to Arreola (1995),
peer evaluation has both strengths and weaknesses. One of the strengths is that
both the appraiser and the appraisee are well aware of the evaluation process,
institutional goals, priorities and values (Arreola, 1995). An important weakness
according to a study by Lewis (1982), is the lack of respect from teachers for
their colleagues’ evaluations, which can lead to staff tension. Additionally,
researchers do not recommend peer evaluation for guiding personnel decisions
(Arreola, 1995; Haefele, 1980; Peterson & Kauchak, 1982; Thomas, 1979).

Effective Performance Appraisal Systems

It is vital to review the requirements for an effective and ethical PA system
because a good procedure will provide a highly valid basis for judgment
regarding the performance of individuals, the effectiveness of the total
organization, and the evaluation of all learning and developmental endeavors
(Davis, 1997; Delahaye, 2000; Mullins, 1996). As suggested by Cascico (2003),
Davis (1997), Dipboye and de Pontbriand (1981), Nelson (2000), and Schuler et
al. (1991), the review of effective PA requirements below will be presented in two

parts that are relevant to the PA form and the PA process respectively.
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The Performance Appraisal Form

A PA form is used to collect the appraisal data (Schuler et al., 1991). In
order to increase its reliability and validity and to reduce the resistance caused by
inherent conflicts, the following requirements should be taken into consideration.
First, the purposes of evaluation and development of PA need to be emphasized
separately at different times. Second, the specified performance criteria must be
job relevant and important. Third, there must be a separation of current and
potential performance. Fourth, multiple appraisals involving self-appraisal, peer
appraisal, appraisal by superiors and by subordinates should be incorporated.
Fifth, the tendency to give all the appraisees favorable or unfavorable ratings or
to evaluate all of them as average should be avoided. In addition, the entire
evaluation must be based on all dimensions of performance, not just one aspect,
nor should it be influenced by the appraisers’ own personal values instead of
those of the organization. Finally, appraisals that are about development rather
than control are strongly recommended. “If the performance management
system is not primarily a development system,” Egan (1995) claimed, “it will be
perceived as an imposed control system."
The Performance Appraisal Process

A PA process involved in utilizing the appraisal information for
development and evaluation consists of four stages: (a) establishing some
performance standards and explicitly communicating them to the employees, (b)

observing their performance, (c) comparing their actual performance with the
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predetermined standards, and (d) taking some actions (Lonsdale, Dennis,
Openshaw, & Mullins, 1998). In order to facilitate effective operation, it is argued
that the appraisal process should be participative and constructive. In other
words, the appraisees should have opportunities to analyze their job
responsibilities, the quality of their performance, and the problems they
encountered on the job prior to the performance appraisal. Then, during the
appraisal they should be encouraged to voice their opinions, discuss and seek
the solutions to some current job problems and set mutually agreeable goals
(Neal, 1988). In addition, high priority should be given to selecting the right
people and training them to provide the feedback. Finally, it is important that the
“performance improvement is prospective and ongoing" (Cascio, 2003, p.358).
In doing so, the appraisees’ progress towards the determined goals can be
communicated and assessed regularly. Additionally, frequent informal
conversations between appraisers and their employees about how they are
performing could increase the effectiveness of the feedback. As Cascio (2003)
puts it, “Feedback has maximum impact when it is given as close as possible to
the action” (p. 358).

Faculty Perceptions on Factors Contributing to Effectiveness of the
Performance Appraisal Process

Existing literature discusses the factors contributing to perceived
effectiveness of PA (Beer, 1985; Flores, 2005; Fullan, 2001; Smyth &

Vandenberghe, 2001; Stronge, 2010; Tuytens & Devos, 2008). In order to
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achieve both the developmental and accountable aspect of evaluations, Stronge
and Tucker (2003) suggested three essentials Cs for a quality teacher appraisal
system— communication, commitment and collaboration. These components
help to create “the synergy that can elevate evaluation to a meaningful dialogue
about quality instruction for students” (Stronge & Tucker, 2003, p. 10). In other
words, factors contributing to a quality appraisal system include how the
appraisers and appraises see the appraisal process and their relationship (Chow
et al., 2002), how the appraisal policy is processed and its nature as well as
purposes, and the quality of the training provided to stakeholders participating in
the evaluation process, especially the evaluators and the evaluated. Nevo
(1994) stated “Teachers who understand how teaching is being evaluated could
not only improve their self-evaluation; they could also benefit in preparing
themselves for being evaluated by others or demonstrating the quality of their
skills and performance to designated audiences” (p. 109-110).

Research has shown that constructive and quality feedback is perceived
to be critical to an effective PA (Danielson, 1996; Danielson & McGreal, 2000;
Feeney, 2007, Frase, 1992; Marshall, 2005; Marzano, Pickering & Pollock, 2011;
Rindler, 1994). Ovando (2005) added, “Feedback refers to relevant information
provided to those engaged in the teaching-learning process regarding their
performance so that they may introduce modifications, correct errors or engage
in professional development that will lead to enhanced teaching and learning” (p.

173).
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Perceived fairness of an appraisal process determines its effectiveness
(Bretz, Mikovic, & Real, 1992; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). Cardy and Dobbins
(1994) stated, “With dissatisfaction and feelings of unfairness in process and
inequity in evaluations, any performance appraisal system will be doomed to
failure” (p. 54). A performance appraisal process is perceived as fair when it is
unbiased, accurate, representative of all stakeholders’ voices and ethical
standards (Levethal, 1976; 1980). Fairness is significantly related to (a) the
frequency of evaluation (Landy, Barnes, & Murphy, 1978), (b) participative
performance appraisal - two-way performance interview communication, (c) the
ability to appeal an evaluation rating (Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Greenberg,
1986a; Statton, 1988; Yale, 1980), (d) rater’'s qualification (Murphy & Cleveland,
1991; Tang & Sarsfield-Baldwin, 1996), (e) the relevance of job dimensions
(Murphy & Cleveland, 1991), and (f) clarification of performance expectations
and standards (Bies & Moag, 1986; Greenberg, 1986b).

The rewarding factor of an evaluation policy is considered important to the
person evaluated. Rewarding includes personal and professional development,
being valued by their employers and receiving physical acknowledgement of their
achievements, for example, a promotion and/or a pay increase (Greenberg,
1986a). In addition, from the employees’ perspective, effective evaluations are
the ones that are not too challenging or not threatening to the development of

their self-identity and worth in their job (Beer, 1985). According to Beer (1985),
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Subordinates are likely to be very ambivalent about receiving negative

feedback. They are likely to want to discuss negative aspects of their

performance so they can improve and develop, but will not want to

jeopardize promotions, pay, or their own self-image. (p. 318)
Therefore, managers and subordinates who have mixed feelings about
performance appraisal tended to reduce or avoid dealing with the negative
aspects of the procedure (Beer, 1985). Another key determinant of an effective
PA process is the engagement of employees in the design and development of
the PA (Macey, Schneider, Barbera, & Young, 2009). Mone and London (2010)
asserted that a PA that is designed to encourage employee involvement would
result in higher performance levels. According to Konovsky (2000), the more
involvement employees get into the process, the more fairness they can
perceive. He stated, “Individuals view procedures as most fair when control is
vested in the participants” (p. 493).

Performance Evaluation in Viethamese Higher Education

In Vietnamese Confucian-heritage culture, teachers have a special status
(Hua, 1998; Nguyen, 2003) because they are believed to be the primary source
of knowledge and knowledge carriers for their students. In addition, teachers are
the moral models students are expected to follow. This traditional status has
somehow affected the performance evaluation (Tran, 2004; Vu, 2004).
According to Decrees 34 and 36/2000/QD-BGD&DT (2000), moralities and

competencies are considered two main criteria for assessing teachers in
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Vietnam. Moralities include teachers’ personalities and their values as well as
perspectives about teaching and learning. Competencies are defined as
teachers’ professional and content knowledge and teaching techniques they
employ in the classroom. However, the goal of professional development has
been emphasized in studies of teacher evaluation in Vietnam recently (Ha, 2005;
B.G. Tran, 2005; T.T.M. Tran, 2005). Specifically, the goals of evaluating
teachers include improving teaching quality (T.T.M. Tran, 2005) and instructional
performance (B.G. Tran, 2005), as well as to provide solutions to professional
enhancement (Ha, 2005).

According to Nguyen (2004), Vietnamese universities still do not have any
official criteria or standards by which to assess faculty. Therefore, in order to
meet the demands of changing society, new teaching and learning contexts, and
globalization, it is obvious that Viethamese higher education institutions are in
special need of official criteria and standards to assess university instructors and
their professional performance (Nguyen et al., 2006). According to Nguyen
(2003), there haven't been any transparent or accountable teachers’ moral and
professional quality measures for centuries, except for some common
requirements stipulated by the Ministry of Education and Training (MOET) and
the country’s education law. Therefore, moralities and professional ethics
strands should be key components of any standards or criteria for faculty

evaluation. In her study, Le (2003) proposed that research, facilitation of
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students’ autonomy, and respect and rapport with students and colleagues be
used as evaluation criteria for university teachers.

In another study, Nguyen et al. (2006) provided a modified conceptual
model of performance standards for Viethamese faculty. Viethamese university
instructors’ performance is currently assessed based on a combination of
different criteria postulated by Vietnam’s Educational Law (2005), University
Education Charter (2003), and The Government Resolution on Substantial and
Comprehensive Renewal of Vietham's Tertiary Education in the 2006-2020
Period (2005). Nguyen et al. (2006) suggested also using conceptual
competence-based frameworks for teacher evaluation in Vietnamese universities
that can “from far and wide offer a substantial view essential to the design of a
set of teaching standards and assessment criteria for lecturers in Vietnam” (p. 8).
Those models include the 1984 Texas Education Agency Appraisal Model,
Indiana State University Model (1998), OECD 2005 England’s Standards, and
Vietnam’s Primary Teacher Standards. The 1984 Texas Education Agency
Appraisal Model requires teachers to have instructional strategies, classroom
management and organization, presentation of subject matter, an effective
learning environment, and professional growth and responsibilities. The
“‘comprehensive, systematic, campus-wide” instructor evaluation model
established a decade later by Indiana State University listed six “components of
effective college teaching,” (Texas Education Agency Appraisal Model, 1984)

such as teacher’s content expertise, course design, instructional delivery,
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instructional relationships, course management and professional development.
According to OECD 2005, teachers are evaluated on their professional values
and practice; knowledge and understanding; and teaching. Teachers are
assessed based on three major criteria, including personality and ideology,
knowledge and pedagogy in Vietnam’s Primary Teacher Standards funded by the
World Bank (Griffin, Nguyen, & Gillis, 2004).
Performance Appraisal at the University

At the University, instructors are evaluated once at the end of the
academic year with the use of the Faculty Evaluation Form (see Appendix D).
The person who is directly in charge of the faculty evaluation annually at the
University is the dean or the head of each department, but the department head
more often than not is responsible for assigning the assessment. The evaluation
process consists of two parts: goal setting and evaluation. At the beginning of
the academic year, instructors write down the assignments they expect to
accomplish during the year and the level of completion they want for every item
on the evaluation checklists. In the evaluation meeting with the department head
at the end of the year, they review and negotiate the rating results. The current
performance appraisal implemented at the University evaluates faculty based on
five key criteria: (a) teaching and supervision (60% out of 100% faculty member
designated weight), (b) professional development (5%), (c) research activity
(5%), (d) university/faculty involvement (20%), and (e) community service (10%).

The key approach used in the University is self-evaluation. Student feedback
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was used as a reference and classroom visits only occur when the department
receives negative feedback from students.
Gaps in the Literature

In the review of literature for this study, a few gaps were identified. First,
while there is ample research on teacher assessment and evaluation models,
there is little research on assessment and evaluation models designed for
instructors at higher education institutions. Even less research focuses on how
educators perceive the evaluation process implemented on their campuses, what
components educators think are important and significant to an appraisal and
evaluation system, and faculty perceptions of the campus evaluation design and
administration (Barry et al., 2001). Second, while so much research on faculty
evaluation has been done internationally, very few of these studies can be found
in the Vietnamese literature, even though faculty evaluation and high quality of
tertiary education are public concerns and important topics in seminars on higher
education.

Summary

The literature review of this study discussed the significant roles of PA in
higher education internationally and in Vietnam specifically. It also highlighted
the need for research focusing on faculty perceptions of evaluation specific to an
accurate assessment of quality teaching as measured through performance

appraisal process.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The literature review discussed the special demand for effective faculty
assessment in Vietnamese higher education (Nguyen, 2003; Nguyen et al.,
2006). The problem this study addressed was the lack of information and
knowledge about (a) the best approaches for higher education faculty
performance evaluation and (b) faculty perceptions of the performance appraisal
process.

The purpose of this research was to explore Vietnamese full-time faculty’s
perceptions regarding the performance appraisal process implemented on a
university campus in Vietnam. In order to address this purpose, | posed the
following questions:

1. What meaning do full-time faculty at a Vietnamese university give
to the current performance appraisal process as determined
through faculty interviews?

2. What factors do full-time faculty at a Vietnamese university identify
as central to the applicability of the performance appraisal process

in regards to improving instruction?
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Qualitative Research

According to Creswell (2009), “Worldview assumptions the researcher
brings to the study” should influence the study design” (p. 6). In this research
project, | adopted ontological, epistemological, axiological, and methodological
assumptions.
Ontological Assumption

According to Merriam (1998) and Erickson (1990), qualitative research
assumes that reality is varied, numerous, and understandable only through
interpretation of people’s perceptions and interactions. “Realities are
apprehendable in the form of multiple, intangible mental constructions, socially
and experientially based, local and specific in nature . . . and dependent for their
form and content on the individual persons or groups holding the constructions”
(Guba & Lincoln, 1992, p. 111). Therefore, | assumed that multiple realities
would emerge from the participants’ perspectives because the nature of reality
(ontology) can be different for different people, and they live and recall differently.
As supported by Patton (2002), their differing views help to construct a
comprehensive picture of the social dynamic of the phenomena under
investigation.
Epistemological Assumption

This study was also based on constructivist principles. From this
perspective, “it is impossible and undesirable for researchers to be distant and

objective” (Hatch, 2002, p. 15). Individual constructs of perceptions can only be
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discovered through interactions between the researcher and the participant due
to the variable and personal nature of social interaction (Denzin, 1997). “The
logic behind the researcher-as-instrument approach is that the human capacities
necessary to participate in social life are the same capacities that enable
qualitative researchers to make sense of the action, intentions, and
understandings of those being studied” (Hatch, 2002, p. 7).

As an instructor who has experienced the appraisal policies currently
implemented on the campus, | assumed that a natural rapport with the
participants was already established. It was also assumed that sharing the same
appraisal system with the participants, having a close relationship with them, and
engaging them in multiple interviews that probed their thinking would help me
gain better insights into how the participants perceived the current appraisal
policies. Additionally, it was assumed that the participants would become co-
inquirers in this study and would aiso expand their self-perceptions about the
current evaluation process.

Axiological Assumption

Denzin and Lincoln (2005) stated, “Research is an interactive process
shaped by his or her [the qualitative researcher’s] own personal history,
biography, gender, social class, race, and ethnicity, and by those of the people in
the setting” (p. 6). Creswell (2009) added, “Inquirers explicitly identify reflexively
their biases, values, and personal background, such as gender, history, culture,

and socioeconomic status, that may shape their interpretations formed during a
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study” (p. 177). Holding these in mind | assumed that biases did exist because
of my background with the appraisal system and my reference frame may
influence the way in which | analyzed and interpreted the data.
Methodological Assumption

The inquiry process is inductive. | did not have hypotheses or prior
theories to be disapproved or validated to start my study. Instead, | was flexible
as | reflected on the data following Creswell's (2009) description of emergent
design,

Qualitative research is emergent rather that tightly prefigured. Several

aspects emerge during a qualitative study. The research questions may

change and be refined as the inquirer learns what to ask and to whom it

should be asked. (p. 181)

In addition, | believed that “hypotheses are formed after the researcher
begins data collection and are modified throughout the study as new data is
collected and analyzed (Lodico, Spaulding, & Voegtle, 2006, p. 264).
Accordingly, | decided to leave any contextual factors or variables intact and
study them in their natural setting as emphasized by Erlandson, Harris, Skipper
and Allen (1993).

One strength of using a qualitative method is the “holistic account”
(Creswell, 2009, p. 176) that provides a detailed and in-depth examination of the
issue under study. “This involves reporting multiple perspectives, identifying

many factors involved in a situation, and generally sketching the larger picture
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that emerges” (Creswell, 2009, p. 176). Another strength of the qualitative
research is its emergent design. The research framework and directions can be
quickly changed or shifted as new information emerges.

However, there are several limitations of qualitative research. Since the
researcher’s role is vital in gathering data, the quality of research heavily
depends on the researcher’s individual skills and is easily affected by the
researcher’ biases. Because the researcher collects the data, the researcher is
required to be present during data collection, which can influence the
participants’ responses. Another limitation is that data analysis is time
consuming since data is collected in the natural setting and there is a large
volume of data to be analyzed. Finally, findings of qualitative research cannot be
generalized “to individuals, sites or places outside of those under study”
(Creswell, 2009, p. 193).

Creswell (2009) described research designs as “plans and procedures
that span the decisions from broad assumptions to detailed methods of data
collection and analysis,” (p. 3). | sought to explore facuity’s perceptions about
the current appraisal policies implemented within a Vietnamese university setting
by asking the following questions: What factors contribute to the perceptions of
instructors on the current evaluation process? Do these perceptions affect
instructors’ teaching performance? Therefore, a qualitative case study approach
served this study well. As stated by Maxwell (2005), five major research

purposes typically found in qualitative studies are: (a) to understand meaning(s);
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(b) to understand a particular context; (c) to identify unanticipated phenomena
and influences; (d) to understand processes; and (e) to develop causal
explanation. “We also conduct qualitative research because we need a complex,
detailed understanding of the issue” (Creswell, 2007, p. 40). Qualitative research
focuses on understanding the participants’ perspectives (Merriam & Associates,
2002).
Research Design

A qualitative case study is “an intensive holistic description and analysis of
a single entity, phenomena, or social unit” (Merriam, 1988, p.16). This type of
research design was appropriate because | intended to “construct descriptions of
total phenomena within their various contexts and to generate from these
descriptions the complex interrelationships of causes and sequences that affect
human behavior toward, and belief about, phenomena” (LeCompte & Preissle,
1993, p. 3) by “entering the field of perceptions of participants; seeing how they
experience, live, and display the phenomenon; and looking for the meaning of
the participants’ experiences” (Creswell, 2007, p. 31). In this study, | sought to
gain comprehensive insight into faculty’s perceptions about the university
evaluation process using rich, detailed qualitative data through in-depth open-
ended face-to-face interviews with them.

According to Richards and Morse (2007), a qualitative case study is “not
to reproduce reality descriptively but to add insight and understanding and to

create theory that provides explanation and even prediction” (p. 54) by exploring
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“how things happen and why” (Anderson, 2001, p. 153). Because a case study
focuses on the process rather than the outcomes and can directly influence
educational practice (Merriam, 1998), it was important for me to interpret the
information as it was collected by making inferences and building hypotheses
about the events rather than simply recording data (Yin, 2009),

Yin (2009) also asserted that a case study is the preferred design when
examining contemporary ideas. This study used collected data from instructors
to interpret their perceptions about the current appraisal policies. Appraisal
policies are a great concern to the public and the government because of the
special demand to improve the quality of education provided by Viethamese
universities (Kieu, 2004; Lam, 2004; Le, 2004; Nguyen, 2004).

In this study, detailed data was collected from in-depth, open-ended
interviews with 12 selected instructors in a university throughout the academic
year 2013-2014. This design allowed me to examine the central phenomenon
within a bounded system from as many perspectives as possible (Creswell,
2007, Yin, 2009). The purposeful and small population and the boundaries of
time and place (Creswell, 2007, 2009; Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2009) allowed me to
spend a substantial amount of time in the natural setting of the study (Merriam,
1998). However, that was also a limitation of this qualitative case study because
the findings drawn from this study cannot either be generalized to a larger
population or be applied to a different context. Despite “the inability of qualitative

research findings to be generalized to other communities” (Arsenault &



42

Anderson, 1998, p. 134), the results of this research may serve as a catalyst for
the improvement of the current evaluation process and provide increased insight
into the perceptions of instructors regarding the process. Additionally,
uncovering factors that contribute to their perceptions may also stimulate further
research.
Research Methods

The following outlines the details of this qualitative case study. More
specifically, | will discuss the setting, participants, and instrumentation. In
addition, the data collection procedures, analysis, reliability, validity, and role of
the researcher are explained.
Setting

Yin (2009) suggested that a defined set of operational criteria to select
qualified candidates be established before data collection. Feasibility and
accessibility are among the main criteria set in choosing the setting and sample
for this study because one’s availability and convenience often direct the
research sample (Hatch, 2002). This research study was conducted at the
highest ranking and one of the largest private universities in Vietham, which is
located in the center of dynamic Ho Chi Minh City. The University, founded in
1991, now has more than 300 teaching staff and four departments: finance and
commerce, science and technology, polytechnic, and linguistics and culture.
These departments train students at university, college, and high school

vocational training levels and technicians and students in international
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cooperation programs. The teaching staff includes experienced professors and
lectures who have graduated from domestic and foreign universities. One-third
of the faculty members have earned either a Ph.D. or an Ed.D. degree and the
rest have earned master's degrees. The University has a higher rank than other
private universities because of its student-centered training methodology with an
underlying philosophy of “committed to excellence.” The mission of the
University is to graduate students who are able to “be employed, maintain their
job performance, and be capable of performing in the wider global work force”
(Hoa Sen University, 2011).

In addition, | have worked at this university since 2003. However,
conducting a study in one’s own school brings both advantages and
disadvantages. The most important advantage was that participants
demonstrated a strong desire to participate and good involvement because of the
trusting relationship between the participants and me. Additionally, my
experience with the University's evaluation process helped me to gain a better
understanding of the participants’ responses and to be aware of any influence |
had on the setting and the study population. However, | realized that | needed to
be self-reflective about the information | collected and to be aware of the risk of
researcher bias because of my relationship with the participants and my
- experiences with the evaluation process (Merriam, 1998). Mears (2009) added
‘Research from within the setting becomes more challenging, for it requires

overcoming your personal lens in order to understand from other’'s point of view”
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(p. 83). In order to ensure the credibility of the study, these biases were
bracketed. According to researchers, biases can be minimized, not only through
rigor and rich, descriptive details, as a result of regularly noting my feelings,
thoughts, and perceptions in field notes and journal entrees (Creswell, 2009;
Mills, 2007; Gay et al., 2011; Yin, 2009), but also by exposing and interpreting
the data observed and using “professional knowledge as an educator and
researcher to ensure clarity of concepts, purpose and method before and after
observational data collection” (Moyles, 2002, p. 173). As suggested by Janesick
(2004), | recorded in the self-reflective journal what are considered
interpretations rather than observations.
Sample

According to Miles and Huberman (1994), qualitative researchers usually
work with a smaller number of participants as “qualitative methods permit inquiry
into selected issues in great depth with careful attention to detail, context and
nuances” (Patton, 2002, p. 227). A qualitative case study inquires about a
contextualized phenomenon within specific boundaries (Merriam & Associates,
2002; Hatch, 2002). Therefore, purposeful sampling is appropriate for a
qualitative case study research (Creswell, 2007; Eisenhardt, 2002; Maxwell,
2005; Merriam, 1988, 2001). “Purposeful sampling is based on the assumption
that one wants to discover, understand, gain insight” (Merriam, 1988, p. 48); and
the goal of purposeful sampling is to select “information-rich cases” (Patton,

2002, p. 169), which can increase the opportunity “to identify emerging themes”
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(Erlandson, Harris, Skipper, & Allen, 1993, p. 82) and allow the researcher to
learn a great deal about the experience studied (Creswell, 2007; Merriam &
Associates, 2002; Patton, 2002).

In this qualitative case study research project, 12 full-time instructors from
different schools of the University were selected for individual face-to-face
interviews, which were approximately 40 to 60 minutes long. For “quality
assurance” (Creswell, 2007, p. 19), | also included a criterion sampling strategy.
Moustakas (1994) emphasized that the most important criterion to use in
choosing participants is selecting those who have experienced the phenomenon
to serve as sample cases. The instructors selected for the research project had
first-hand knowledge and at least three-years experience with the evaluation
process that was currently being implemented on campus. Maykut and
Morehouse (2001) highlighted the importance of variability when using the
purposeful sample method. In order to gain variability, participants were diverse
in gender, age, disciplines, academic experiences, and experiences with the
University evaluation process.

According to Morse (2000), factors such as the study’s design and scope
as well as study conditions determine the number of participants. It is more
beneficial to have fewer interviewees and to spend time preparing and analyzing
than it is to interview many subjects (Kvale, 1996). Twelve full-time instructors
were selected for this project because | believed that this was “an adequate

number of participants to answer the question posed at the beginning of the
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study” (Merriam, 1998, p. 64) and that this number of participants was “sufficient
to reach a saturation point or that point where data gathering becomes
redundant” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

To create the list of the selected participants, | first used a referral method
to gather a larger group of participants and then narrowed that group to a smalier
one with the consultation from some of the my colleagues in the University who
have been working at the University for a long time, but who were not on my
participant list. Final participants were determined based upon the previously
discussed selection criteria (Gay et al., 2006; Kvale, 1996). | wanted to make
sure that the selected participants represented the study population and would
provide information “rich in content” (Creswell, 2007, p. 61). After the selection
process, | sent an email to all the 14 participants asking for confirmation that they
would participate in this study. Two of the 14 faculty instructors who were invited
to participate in the study declined. One was not comfortable with being
interviewed or recorded. The other instructor was concerned about whether the
information shared in the interviews would be kept confidential and was afraid of
the consequences if the information should become public knowledge.

Data Collection and Management

As defined by Bogdan and Bilken (2007), data are “the rough materials

researchers collect from the world they are studying; they are the particulars that

form the basis for analysis” (p. 73).
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According to Yin (2009), three key principles in guiding data collection are
using multiple sources of evidence, creating a case study databases, and
maintaining a chain of evidence. | used personal interviews to collect multiple
University full-time instructor perspectives regarding the current PA process
implemented on campus. The data from this case study were organized using
Atlas.ti, a qualitative data analysis software program. | also took notes
throughout the data collection process for clarification and reflection and to
document the coding process and examine emerging themes.

The interviews were face-to-face and about 45 to 60 minutes long. When
more data or clarification for previous responses was needed, face-to-face re-
interviews were conducted as a “zigzag process—out to the field to gather
information, analyze the data, back to the field to gather more information,
analyze the data, and so forth” (Creswell, 2007, p. 57). All the interviews were
conducted in Vietnamese. | used Vietnamese to collect data from the
participants because Vietnamese is their native language as well as my own. |
thought it would be challenging and impossible (for some participants) to
describe complex thoughts, ideas, perceptions, and experiences, which are the
focuses of my study in English—their foreign language. In addition, the use of
Vietnamese in the interviews with the participants could have helped to reduce
any anxiety and to avoid possible language-related problems (Spradley, 1979).

I met the interviewee in either the participant’s personal office or a

conference room at a time chosen by him/her to minimize interruptions to the
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interview process and so that a non-threatening nor judgmental environment was
created. In this way, the chances that the interviewees would openly and
honestly reflect their perceptions were optimized and informative interviews were
generated. According to Bogdan and Bilken (2007), ” Good interviews are those
in which the subjects are at ease and talk freely about their points of view. Good
interviews produce rich data filled with words that reveal the respondents’
perspectives” (p. 95).

Additionally, participants were asked for permission to audiotape their
interviews. Throughout the interview, open-ended questions were asked to elicit
the participants’ perceptions of the current PA process as recommended by
Merton and Kendall (1946). Probing questions were also asked for clarification,
illustration and to keep interviewees focused on the topic (Rubin & Rubin, 2007).
All interviews were tape-recorded and then transcribed. One drawback of tape
recording is that visual aspects of the interview such as facial expressions and
gestures are not captured (Kvale, 1996; Marshall & Rossman, 2006). Therefore,
| recorded field notes on my interpretations of the visual aspects of the interview
right after each interview was conducted.

Instrumentation

Data for qualitative studies are gathered through words or images and are
collected from a small number of individuals or sites (Creswell, 2007). Case
study data collection uses observations, interviews, and documents to provide

evidence (Yin, 2009). Among these techniques, interviews are recommended to
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novice researchers (Cherry, 2000; Tellis, 1997). The purpose of interviewing is
“to access the perspective of the person being interviewed” (Patton, 2002, p.
278). Moreover, there are three forms of interviews: open-ended or semi-
structured, structured and focused. Semi-structured interviews allow some
structure but also give room for flexibility.

For this research, multiple semi-structured interviews were employed with
12 full-time instructors in a university located in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam.
In-depth, semi-structured interviews were used for the following reasons. First,
semi-structure interviews allowed me to ask additional unprepared questions in
order to clarify the participant’s response or to obtain specific information on the
topic (Morse & Field, 1995; Berg, 1998). Using this approach also enabled me to
do further inquiry based on the participants’ insights into some occurrences (Yin,
2009). In addition, semi-structured interviews allowed me to compare data
collected across participants (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). Another reason for
employing semi-structured interviews in this project was for their usefulness
“when direct observation of the subject is not possible” (Creswell, 2007, p. 150).

According to Kvale (1996), the interviewer becomes the instrument in
qualitative research in which interviews are the primary form of data collection.
“The personality, style and beliefs of the interviewer” are important to the
relationship between the interviewer and interviewee (Rubin & Rubin, 2005,
p. 79). An effective interviewer uses an approach that conveys an attitude that

the participants’ views are valuable and useful (Marshall & Rossman, 2006).
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Weiss (1995, as cited in Burke, 2002) defined in-depth interviewing as qualitative
interviewing, and he emphasized the difference in the structure of qualitative
interviewing compared to that of an ordinary conversation in terms of the
participants’ roles in an interview. The person who wants to gather information is
supposed to provide direction while the other person takes the responsibilities for
proving content (Morgan, 1988). Therefore, as a researcher, my duties are
promoting a trusting relationship with each participant, being an attentive listener,
creating an interview protocol, asking open-ended questions and providing
participants prompts when needed in order to “gather descriptive data in the
subjects’ own words so the researcher can develop insight on how subjects
interpret some piece of the world” (Bogdan & Bikien, 2007, p. 96).

Creswell (2007) emphasized, “The investigator writes research questions
that explore the meaning of that experience for individuals and asks individuals to
describe their everyday lived experiences” (p. 54). In order to promote the
participants’ descriptions of their perceptions regarding the current PA process
through face-to-face semi-structured interviews, a set of open-ended questions
were carefully developed based on both a broad review of theory and literature
and on consultations with my committee members (see Appendix A). As
suggested by Spradley (1979), five types of descriptive questions were used.
These five types of questions were: (a) grand-tour questions; (b) mini-tour
guestions; (c) example questions; (d) experience questions; and (e) native-

language questions. Before being used for the actual study, the interview
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questions were given to two of my colleagues who have experienced the
phenomenon under investigation. They were asked for feedback on the clarity
and efficiency of the questions. These two reviewers were also asked to suggest
additional questions and to identify which questions may need to be removed.
Finally, some changes, for example, rewording and reordering the questions,
were made based on their review.
Human Subjects

At the beginning of the interview, participants received a consent form
informing them of the purpose of the study and offering assurances that what
was said during the interview would be kept confidential (Bogdan & Biklen,
2007). This form also stated that participation in the study was voluntary and
participants could terminate their participation at any time (see Appendix B). The
consent form that assured that what was said during the interview would be kept
confidential (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007) was obtained from each participant “neither
by coercion nor by force” (Wilkinson, 2001) at the beginning of the (first) interview
(see Appendix B). Anderson (1998) advised,

Confidentiality information implies that the identity of the individual will

remain anonymous. It assumes as well that the reader of the research will

not be able to deduce the identity of the individual. Information may be

quoted and reported, but the identity of the individual should be protected.

(p. 20)
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Private data and features identifying the subjects and the setting were
never used on any interview documentation in the study. Protecting the subjects’
privacy by changing their names and identifying features is important when
reporting interviews (Kvale, 1996). Therefore, participants’ names were not used
in this research project. The findings of the study were shared with the
participants to ensure that individual identities were concealed. Participants were
also asked for permission to audiotape their interviews and all details of the study
were disclosed with clarity and without any deceptions regarding the purpose, the
process, and the findings of the study (Creswell, 1998). However, according to
Stake (2005),

In-depth interviewing may have unanticipated long-term effects. What are

the residual effects of an interview with a teacher who articulates, for the

first time perhaps, anger and frustration with his position? Or the
administrator who becomes aware of her own lack of career options
through patrticipation in a study of those options? Or the adult student who
is asked to give reasons for failing to read? Painful, debilitating memories
may surface in an interview, even if the topic appears routine or benign.

(p- 214)

Participants had the option to discontinue their participation at any time
during the study and withdraw or change their responses. Merriam (1998)
cautioned, “Interviewing—whether it is highly structured with predetermined

questions or semi structured and open-ended—carries with it both risks and
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benefits to the informants” (p. 214). Therefore, | made all possible efforts to
ensure that a reasonable degree of anonymity was achieved for all participants
and that no unusual risks happened to any participant by: (a) obtaining voluntary,
informed consent for all respondents; (b) labeling recordings by number and
pseudonym rather than name and guaranteeing deletion after three years; (c)
removing or changing all identification information for the institution as well as the
participants; and (d) limiting access to all coded transcriptions to the participants,
the dissertation chair, and me. In spite of all the efforts, anonymity as defined by
Dench, Iphofen, and Huws (2004), “anonymity means that respondents could not
be identified (including by researchers)” (p. 71) was not completely guaranteed in
this study. That is because the study was conducted at the University where |
have worked for the last nine years; therefore, | know all the participants rather
well.

To promote the trustworthiness of the study, transcriptions of individual
data were sent to each participant for member checking (Creswell, 2007;
Stake, 1995; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Park & Lee, 2010). The participants were
asked to affirm the accuracy of the transcripts, to clarify any misunderstanding,
and to offer comments. Transcriptions of all the interviews were coded for
analysis using Atlas-ti within 24 hours of the interview because Hatch (2002)
affirmed “beginning formal data analysis early will improve the quality of the
research” (p. 149). A peer debriefer was also employed to make sure the final

themes were accurately translated into English. All recordings, transcripts, field
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notes, codes, and the research journal were labeled, organized systematically,
kept confidential in a computer file as well as a back-up hard drive and placed in
a locked drawer. All data will be deleted three years after the research reaches a
successful conclusion.

Data Analysis and Interpretation

According to Hatch (2002), data analysis in qualitative studies is “a
systematic search for meaning” (p. 148). Wolcott (1994), Furney (1997), Holliday
(2002) and Glesne (2006) also emphasized the need to find meaning and sense
in data analysis. In order to make data sensible and accessible (Glesne, 2006),
a qualitative researcher is responsible for organizing the data, searching for
patterns, identifying typologies, discovering relationships between and across the
data, developing generalizations, making interpretations, and sharing descriptive
findings (Creswell, 1998; Hatch, 2002; Merriam & Associates, 2002).

As stated previously, data analysis should be conducted as soon as data
are collected because, as Hatch (2002) pointed out, “Beginning formal data
analysis early will improve the quality of the research” (p. 149). In addition,
Merriam (2001) affirmed,

Without ongoing analysis, the data can be unfocused, repetitious, and

overwhelming in the sheer volume of material that needs to be processed.

Data that have been analyzed while being collected are both parsimonious

and illuminating. (p. 162)
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In this research, data analysis was immediately conducted after data
collection. Data were analyzed inductively and coding was utilized as qualitative
coding is an integral part of data analysis (Park & Lee, 2010). While Merriam
(2001) stated that coding is a strategy that assigns some forms of designations to
“various aspects of data” (p. 164), Coffey and Atkinson (1996) believed coding is
a process to condense data into analyzable units “assigning tags or labels” (p.
26). In addition, coding was important when | reviewed the collected data
because it allowed me to differentiate and combine the retrieved data and my
reflections on the information (Miles & Huberman, 1994).

Jorgensen (1989) suggested, “As different ways of arranging materials
are explored, you may find it useful to consult or revisit existing literature and
theories related to your problem” (p. 110). Costas (1992) reiterated,

Researchers who attempt to build on the discoveries of research
conducted in situations and on topics similar to the ones they are
investigating may refer to research or published works in the relevant
area. Categories are then derived from statements or conclusions found
in the literature of other researchers who investigated a similar
phenomenon. (p. 258)
In order to answer my research questions: (1) What meaning do full-time
faculty at a Vietnamese university give to the current performance appraisal
process as determined through faculty interviews? and (2) What factors do full-

time faculty at a Vietnamese university identify as central to the applicability of
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the performance appraisal process in regards to improving instruction?, | started
the data analysis process by creating codes based on information from the
literature review. Holliday (2007) pointed out, “The themes themselves,
although emergent, are also influenced by questions or issues that the
researcher brought to the research” (p. 97). Therefore, codes were also based
on the research questions posed in the study.

All interviews were transcribed in Vietnamese and loaded into Atlas.ti for
analysis. Atlas.ti is a qualitative research tool that can be used to “associate
codes or labels with chunks of text, sounds, pictures, or video; to search these
codes for patterns; and to construct classifications of codes that reflect testable
models of the conceptual structure of the underlying data” (Lewis, 2004, p. 439).
Using Atlas.ti, | carefully read word by word and then assigned initial codes and
emerging codes during the data analysis (Stake, 1995) to phrases and chunks in
each interview. After repeating the same process with all the interviews, | looked
for common themes across the cases and “group[ed] summaries into a smaller
number of sets, themes, or constructs” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 69).
Reliability, Validity, and Trustworthiness

According to Kirk and Miller (1986), validity in qualitative research deals
with the quality of data collection while reliability is about the degree of
consistency of data collection. Validity is obtained when the research truly
reflects “what the participants think, feel and do and the processes that influence

their thoughts, feelings and action” (Lodico, Spaulding & Voegtle, 2006, p. 273).



57

Therefore, “validity is a goal rather than a product; it is never something that can
be proven or taken for granted” (Maxwell, 2005, p. 105). Reliability is “the
probability that an observation if repeated at a different time by the same person,
or at the same time by another competent observer, will give the same result”
(Gorden, 1980, p. 39). These “criteria of truthfulness” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p.
290) consist of credibility (internal validity), transferability (external validity),
dependability (reliability), and confirmability (objectivity) (Denzin & Lincoin, 2011).

According to Patton (2002), “The credibility of qualitative inquiry is
especially dependent on the credibility of the researcher because the researcher
is the instrument of data coliection and the center of the analytic process” (p.
146). Therefore, the researcher has “to do one’s best to make sense out of
things” by “returning to the data over and over again to see if the constructs,
categories, explanations, and interpretations make sense, if they really reflect the
nature of the phenomena” (p. 477).

In achieving trustworthiness for this study, | utilized member checking,
probing questions, researcher’s self-reflection, protocol, triangulation, peer
debriefing and back translation. First, member checking was used by sharing
interview transcripts, interpretations and findings with the participants for
confirmation of the accuracy and credibility of collected data. | was aiso open to
all participants’ contributions and recommendations to the study (Creswell, 2007,
2009; Glesne, 2006; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Park & Lee, 2010; Stake, 1995).

Each participant was emailed a copy of the transcription for review and feedback.
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| did not receive any feedback from the 12 participants about the accuracy of the
transcriptions.

Second, probing questions were used as a strategy to keep all collected
data objective and free of bias. Instead of using my own experiences to interpret
the data or influence participants’ answers, | used probing questions when
clarification or illustrations were needed (Rubin & Rubin, 2005). Third, | kept a
self-reflective journal to write down my biases and for self-reflection to make sure
all of my biases were bracketed and to help me identify and control any possible
influence on data collection, interpretation and findings of the study.

Fourth, the protocol strengthened the research reliability of this study by
helping me avoid unexpected problems and concentrate on the topic. “Protocol
is a major way of increasing the reliability of case study research and is intended
to guide tt';e investor in carrying out the data collection from a single case” (Yin,
2009, p. 79). Fifth, the triangulation was used to support the trustworthiness of
the study. According to Miles and Huberman (1984), “Triangulation is supposed
to support a finding by showing that independent measures of it agree with it or,
at least, don’t contradict it” (p. 5). To triangulate data, it is essential to use
multiple methods (Smith & Kleine, 1986) or data from various sources (Yin,
2009). For this study, although interviews were the primary source of data
collection, | selected participants who were varied in the experiences they had
with the appraisal policies implemented on campus, who came from different

disciplines, who varied in the length of time they had spent at the university, and
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differed in gender. In addition, my use of a self-reflective journal in the analysis
and interpretation process helped with the elimination of my biases and reduced
potential conflicts (Campbell & Fiske, 1959).

Sixth, peer debriefing was used. According to Creswell (2009), “this
process involves locating a person (a peer debriefer) who reviews and asks
questions about the qualitative study so that the account will resonate with
people other than the researcher” (p. 192) and “who keeps the researcher
honest” (p. 208). For this study, | asked a colleague from my department who
has a Ph.D. and experience with the appraisal policies at the University to take
the role of a peer debriefer so that the accuracy of the account could be
enhanced. The person helped ensure the accuracy of data analysis and data
interpretation. This person also helped me deal with translation-related problems
by having discussions about the uses and meanings of words identified as
problematic (Brislin, Lonner, & Thorndike, 1973; Whyte & Braun, 1968).

Finally, back translation was used in combination with consultation with
my colleague who is bilingual for translation-related problems. Back translation
is a technique used in cross-cultural research that looks for equivalents through
the translation of the words from Vietnamese to English, independent translation
of these English words back into Vietnamese and “the comparison of the two
versions of items in the source language until ambiguities or discrepancies in

meaning are clarified or removed” (Ercikan, 1998, p. 545; Warwick & Osherson,
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1973, p. 30). Brislin et al. (1973) suggested using multiple methods in order to
offset the weakness of one method with the strength of the other.

Role of Researcher

I am the primary “instrument of data collection and the center of the analytic
process” (Patton, 2002, p. 461). Therefore, in this study | am both a participant
and an observer (Creswell, 2009; Fitzpatrick, Sanders, & Worthen, 2004;
Merriam, 1998). Erlandson et al. (1993) identified four types of observers that a
researcher can be: complete observer, observer-participant, participant-
observer, and complete participant. In this study, | chose to play the role of a
participant-observer. Taking this role in the study allowed me (a) to build trust
and rapport with informants and to be able to access “the meaning of social
action through empathetic identification” (Schwandt, 2001, p. 186); (b) to gain
insights into participants’ perspectives and interpretations, which is believed to
“come from inside, not the outside” (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007, p. 19)
and to construct meanings collaboratively with them; and (c) to have “a thorough
knowledge of the backgrounds of the participants and the context in which they
exist” (Eichelberger, 1989, p. 9). In addition, the role of participant-observer
allowed me to acknowledge the biases that | brought into the study due to my
own experiences with the current appraisal policies. As Agar (1996) advised,

If you do document your learning with some procedure that publicly

displays some of the experiences you had that led to the conclusion, and



61

that potentially might have falsified that conclusion, you can at least show

that your bias was supported by something somebody did or said. (p. 99)

In addition, data for this study were collected from individual interviews so
I was careful not to influence the participants’ responses (Mears, 2009). |
provided participants with the opportunity to openly and honestly reflect on their
perceptions without prompts. | met the participants in either their personal offices
or in a conference room at a time chosen them. This helped to minimize
interruptions to the interviews and to create a non-threatening environment.
Additionally, the interview protocol was utilized and no personal feedback on the
participants’ answers was made nor were any personal thoughts on the
interviewed topic given. According to Bogdan and Bilken (2007), "Good
interviews are those in which the subjects are at ease and talk freely about their
points of view. Good interviews produce rich data filled with words that reveal
the respondents’ perspectives” (p. 95).

Hitchcock and Hughes (1989) highlighted, “There are several serious
strains in conducting fieldwork because the researcher's own emotions, attitudes,
beliefs, values, characteristics enter the research; indeed, the more this happens
the less will be the likelihood of gaining the participants’ perspectives and
meanings” (p. 56). Due to the existing relationship with the participants and my
experiences with the PA process, it was likely that potential biases existed. In
order to put these possible biases aside, | needed to be aware of what biases

might exist. For example, as a former faculty member, | might expect the
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participants to share some unsatisfactory comments about the PA process. |
might also expect the participants to be enthusiastic and open to innovations in
the PA process.
Chapter Summary

This study aimed to explore faculty's perceptions regarding the current
evaluation process being implemented on a Viethnamese university campus. In
order to investigate this phenomenon “in terms of the meanings people bring to
them” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 3) in a real-life context (Yin, 2009), a case
study design was utilized. Participants were 12 full-time instructors from a high-
ranking private university in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietham who varied in age,
gender, disciplines, and experiences with the current PA process. The primary
source of data for this study was collected from individual, face-to-face semi-
structured interviews conducted in Viethamese. Data were inductively analyzed
using Atlas ti., a qualitative software. Member checking, probing questions
during interviews, a reflection journal, protocol, data triangulation, peer debriefing

and back translation were utilized to enhance the trustworthiness of the study.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
The purpose of this study was to explore full-time facuity’ s perceptions of
the University performance appraisal (PA) process by (a) elucidating the
meaning faculty give to the performance appraisal process; (b) inquiring into how
these perceptions affect instructors’ teaching performance; and (c) discussing
factors that are central to the applicability of the process as a means of improving
instruction. This chapter presents the findings for the following research
questions:

1. What meaning do full-time faculty at a university in Vietham give to
the performance appraisal process as determined through faculty
interviews?

2. What influences do full-time faculty at a university in Vietnam identify
as central to the applicability of the performance appraisal process in
regards to improving instruction?

A qualitative methodology was used to investigate faculty perceptions of

the PA process. Qualitative research was conducted because “we need a
complex, detailed understanding of the issue” (Creswell, 2007, p. 40). Moreover,

a qualitative study focuses on understanding the participants’ perspectives
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(Merriam & Associates, 2002). The primary data sources to answer the research
questions posed in the study were recorded one-on-one interviews with 12 full-
time faculty members from four University departments. Furthermore, | used a
hand-written, self-reflective journal to note preliminary reactions and
interpretations. | also listed questions to address and verify for clarification from
interview data. After the initial 12 face-to-face interviews were conducted, five
follow-up interviews were arranged to clarify information from the initial
interviews. | recorded biases in a self-reflective journal and used them to
triangulate the collected data by separating the self-reflective data from the
faculty narrative data. The self-reflection was designed to control for biases and
the possible influences on the data collection, interpretation and findings of the
study.

One of the biases | recorded was the frustration | had with the constant
changes in the PA form. This frustration was also noted by one of the
participants in an interview. This participant expressed the difficulty of using
forms that changed from year to year. Her frustration came from having so many
forms saved on her computer that sometimes she got confused and did not know
which was the correct form in use. This bias was supported by the literature on
the benefit of consistency and changes in the effectiveness of the PA process.
Danielson (2001) indicated that consistency could be an obstacle to effective PA

process. Numerous studies have cautioned that innovative changes could lead
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to loss, anxiety and struggle (Fullan, 2007; Kotter, & Cohen, 2002; Marzano,
Zaffron, Zraik, Robins, & Yoon, 1995).

Faculty perceptions and experiences were transcribed and reviewed by
the participants. The participants were asked to affirm the accuracy of the
transcripts, clarify any misunderstanding or offer comments. Five follow-up
interviews were arranged to clarify information from the initial interviews.

Transcriptions of interviews were coded utilizing inductive analysis in the
Vietnamese language using Atlas-ti within 24 hours of the interviews.
Trustworthiness, member checking, self-reflection, protocols, data triangulation,
peer debriefing and back translation were components of the data analysis
process. Upon the completion of data analysis, major and minor themes were
identified and recorded in English. The findings related to each research
question are discussed elsewhere in this chapter.

This chapter includes several sections. The first section presents a
summary of the descriptive data, followed by an analysis of the data and the
process for organizing the categorical themes. The final section presents a
summary of the findings.

Descriptive Data

The setting of this study was a private university located in the center of
Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam (“the University”), which serves more than 3,000
students each year in programs in different levels, including university, college,

short-term training, and so forth. The teaching staff includes experienced
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tenured professors and lecturers who are graduates from domestic and foreign
universities. One-third of the faculty members hold either a Ph.D. or Ed.D.
degree and the two-thirds have master’'s degrees. The University is considered
high ranking because of its student-centered training methodology and an
underlying philosophy of “commitment to excellence.” The majority of graduates
are able to “be employed, maintain their job performance, and be capable of
performing in the wider global work force” (Hoa Sen University, 2011).

Two of the 14 faculty instructors who were invited to participate in the study
declined. One was not comfortable with being interviewed or recorded. The
other instructor was concerned about whether the information shared in the
interviews would be kept confidential and was afraid of the consequences if the
information should become public knowledge. The 12 participants who agreed to
participate worked in four departments: (a) economics and commerce, (b)
science and technology, (c) polytechnic, and (d) linguistics and culture. Each
participated in an individual one-hour, face-to-face interview. Five participants
completed a follow-up interview to clarify information. The 12 faculty members
who participated in the study were diverse in gender, age, discipline, academic
experiences, and involvement with the University PA process (see Table 1). All
participants worked for the University for over three years. In addition, they came
from diverse backgrounds. Several worked for the University immediately after
their graduation, while others relocated from other universities or enterprises.

Two participants formerly worked in University executive positions and four of the
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participants had earned Ph.D. degrees from universities abroad. To minimize
interruptions, all of the interviews were conducted in either the participants’
personal offices or a conference room at a time chosen by the participant. Care
was given to create a non-threatening environment. Participants stated the
interview process was conducive to open and honest reflection of their
perceptions.

Table 1

Demographic Background of Faculty Participants (N = 12)

Demographics N %
Gender
Male 5 41.7
Female 7 58.3
Academic Title
Master degree 8 66.7
Doctorate degree 4 33.3
Years working at the University
3-5 years 5 41.7
6-10 years 7 58.3
Disciplines
Economics and Commerce 3 25
Science and Technology 3 25
Polytechnic 3 25
Linguistic and Culture 3 25
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Findings by Research Question

Emergent themes for each of the two research questions are presented in
the following sections.
Research Question 1

The first research question was: What meaning do full-time faculty at a
university in Vietnam give to the performance appraisal process as determined
through faculty interviews? From the analysis of the interview data, two major
themes for the first research question evolved and were analyzed; (a) the overall
meaning faculty attributed to the PA process, and (b) the factors contributing to
faculty perceptions of the PA process. Data from interviews revealed that the
overall meaning of the PA process fell into two minor themes, positive and
negative. Ten minor themes contributing to faculty perceptions also emerged
from the data.

Overall meaning faculty attributed to the performance appraisal
process. When asked about their perceived overall meaning of the PA process
currently implemented on campus, the participants eagerly and openly shared
their perspectives. The participants noted both positive and negative features of
the PA process. Eight of the participants perceived the PA process as a helpful
and relevant tool; conversely, four participants expressed their dissatisfaction
with the PA process.

Positive faculty meaning attributed to the performance appraisal

process. In the interviews, the majority of the participants (n = 8) attributed a
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positive meaning to the PA process and stated they were satisfied with their
recent evaluative ratings. These eight participants perceived the PA process as
a helpful and relevant tool to accurately evaluate faculty performance and to
enhance their instruction. In their view, the PA process was helpful because the
rubrics were clear and the rating results were valuable input for instructional
improvement. One instructor said, “I think the current PA is helpful and relevant.
I agree with the results of the PA process.” Another instructor stated, “My ratings
correctly reflect how well | do my job in an academic year and bring me
reasonable rewards.” Likewise, another noted, “I strongly agree with the rating
results because the rating rubrics are clear.” Yet, another instructor asserted, “I
am happy with the University PA process because the expectations are clear and
relevant. Evaluation results helped me improve my instructional performance.”
One mentioned, “I think the University evaluation instrument is up-to-date, and it
has proved the University’s best effort in adapting new faculty evaluation
approaches in the world.”

Negative faculty meaning attributed to the performance appraisal
process. During the interviews, four participants attributed negative
connotations to the PA process. The participants stated it was unfair to use the
same criteria to evaluate the specific assignments of faculty in different
departments. The participants aiso highlighted the time-consuming feature of the
PA process and believed the PA process added stress to their already

overloaded work. It was notable that the four participants who made negative
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comments came from different departments. One instructor stated, “The same
rating rubrics are often used in different departments and do not accurately
reflect the unique specifics of the assignments in each department. Therefore,
the instrument does not accurately measure all the data.” Participants expressed
the difficulty of using forms that changed from year to year. A faculty member
from the science and information technology department added that she now had
so many forms saved on her computer that sometimes she got confused and did
not know which was the correct form to use. Other respondents commented: “I
think the PA process is time-consuming and useless. | do not see its benefits. |
still do my job well without being evaluated. | would prefer not to participate in
the PA process if it is not required.” “In my opinion, the evaluation results are
very subjective because they are mainly based on the evaluator’s decision.”
Also, “I have to admit that the University performance appraisal added stress to
my workload.” Finally, “The evaluation checklists are vague. They cannot
measure all the details that | did in an academic year.”

In conclusion, when asked about the overall meaning of the current PA
process implemented on campus, the participants made both positive and
negative comments. In addition to reporting the overall meaning of the PA
process as either positive or negative, the participants further noted specific
factors that contributed to their perceptions of the PA process.

Factors contributing to the faculty perceptions of the performance

appraisal process. During the interviews, each instructor was asked what
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factors contributed to their perceptions regarding the meaning of the PA process
currently implemented at the University. Faculty perceptions of factors
contributing to the PA process were categorized into ten minor themes: (a)
faculty perceptions of the PA purposes, (b) faculty perceptions of the PA criteria,
(c) faculty perceptions of the PA implementation, (d) faculty perceptions of the
PA procedures, (e) faculty perceptions of the PA self-reflection component, (f)
faculty attitude toward the PA process, (g) perceptions of faculty involvement in
the PA design and development, (h) faculty perceptions of the role of the
evaluator in the PA process, (i) faculty perceptions of the benefit of feedback and
communication in the PA process, and (j) facuity perceptions of the fairness of
the PA process.

Faculty perceptions of the performance appraisal purposes. The
participants had a variety of perceptions of the PA purposes and their responses
were divided into three groups: (a) the summative purposes of the PA process,
(b) the formative purposes of the PA process and (c) the combination of both
purposes of the PA process. Half of the responses (n = 6) perceived the PA
process as a tool to assure that the University was holding instructors’
accountable. The number of participants (Kellan = 3) who considered the PA
process as a useful way to enhance their teaching ability and professional growth
was the same as the number of participants reported that the PA process
accomplished both summative and formative goals (n = 3). The first group of

participants believed that the University used the PA process mainly for
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summative purposes, to ensure accountability. One faculty participant stated, “A
data measure is used to evaluate the quality of the training and provide evidence
for measuring an instructor’'s competency in considering his/her merit pay.”
Similarly, an instructor from the linguistics and culture department said, “in my
opinion, the University evaluates instructors primarily for accountability and
making managerial decisions.”

Three participants emphasized the formative goals of the University PA
system. More specifically, one participant acknowledged, “The evaluation results
help me self-reflect on my strengths and weaknesses in my performance so that |
can modify my instructional practices to benefit student learning.”
Correspondingly, another faculty participant affirmed that, “Evaluation ratings
inspire instructors to grow professionally.”

Three of responses regarding the purposes of the PA process were about
the use of the process to accomplish both formative and summative goals. One
example from this group of responses was, “I think the University PA process not
only measures whether | am meeting the standards but aiso is used as a guide to
grow professionally and enhance my teaching quality.”

Faculty perceptions of the performance appraisal criteria. Faculty
participants were asked how they perceived the meaning of the criteria of the PA
process. The current PA process implemented at the University evaluates
faculty based on five key criteria: (a) teaching and supervision (60% out of 100%

faculty member designated weight), (b) professional development (5%), (c)
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research activity (6%), (d) university/faculty involvement (20%), and (e)
community service (10%) (see Appendix D). | found that there were more
positive comments from the participants about the PA criteria than there were
negative comments. Positive comments were made about the relevance and
usefulness of the PA criteria in increasing faculty performance levels and the
training quality. Specifically, most of the participants (n = 8) believed these
criteria were relevant because they had been updated compared to those of the
previous academic years. The participants also believed these criteria were
useful because the current PA process correlated with the current and updated
evaluation approaches used in other institutions. Additionally, these criteria were
perceived as helpful in improving teaching and learning quality as well as in
assuring that the University was holding teachers accountable. However, a few
(n = 4) respondents did not completely agree with the criteria. Two participants
thought the criteria were too vague to measure the detailed assignments of an
instructor. One participant responded, “| think these criteria can measure only
the quantity not the quality. For example, | can spend the whole year or even
more on researching a study. If the results cannot be seen when the evaluation
is due, how can my work be measured?” The other two participants expressed
their concerns about using the same evaluation criteria to evaluate facuity
members in different departments. “Each department has unique specifics. So, |
wonder if differentiation in the evaluation form by department will more accurately

measure the work of instructors? Additionally, how can a universal form be used
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to evaluate something that is not universal like teaching?” Moreover, there were
opinions about adding more criteria or omitting a criterion as well as about
changing the rankings of criteria in the current evaluation instrument for better
results. One faculty participant noted, “I think more criteria should be
incorporated in the evaluation, for example student ratings. Student ratings
should be a criterion, not a reference for evaluating instructors. Now only
negative student ratings are taken into consideration and classroom observation
will occur accordingly.” On a different note, another faculty asserted, “Evaluation
criteria for faculty members should include only those for better teaching quality.
| do not see the benefit of community service in helping improve my instructional
performance. | even have to say that criterion has added stress to my workload.”
Another participant responded similarly, “| have been already overloaded with all
the teaching assignments. | do not think | have time and energy for community
services.”

Additionally, the participants in the semi-structured interviews had some
suggestions about the weights of the criteria in the current faculty evaluation
form. For example, there were opposing ideas about the emphasis on
professional development and research activities. One instructor from the
economics and finance department commented, “Personally, | think the
University would need more faculty members with high qualifications like Ph.D.
and Ed.D. to fulfill its long-term plan on being one of the best private universities

in Vietnam and integrating with the world. Therefore, the PA should put more
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emphasis on faculty professional development and research.” Likewise, another
participant responded, “The scale of professional development in the current
evaluation instrument does not encourage faculty to advance their qualifications.”
Faculty perceptions of the performance appraisal implementation.
There were more positive comments (n = 710) about the implementation of the
University PA process from the participants. The positive comments were
attributed to the University clear policy and guidelines. Specifically, the
participants appreciated the good timeline, the goal setting at the beginning of
the school year, and the end-of the-year evaluation. The responses of
participants varied in their degree of specificity. For example, regarding the
participants’ discussions that the PA process strictly follow the University policy
on evaluation, one interviewed instructor said, “All instructors are evaluated once
at the end of the academic year by their department head. There is a clear
timeline for the evaluation implementation. The department head, | think, is well
aware of the guidelines and follow them.” Another instructor explained,
Annually, we have a two-part process: goal setting and evaluation. At the
beginning of the academic year, each instructor writes down the
assignments they expect to accomplish during the year and the level of
completion they want for every single item in the evaluation checklists. In
the evaluation meeting with the department head at the end of the year,

they assess these assignments and negotiate the results.
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Additionally, another respondent noted, “The University always has the PA
purpose and use explained clearly to the faculty members. A calendar of due
dates are also made known to the instructors.”

However, a couple of interviewed faculty stated that the current policy was
not implemented effectively. More specifically, one faculty commented, “It is an
obligatory formality and everyone just wants to get it done.” Yet another
asserted, “Overall, the implementation is not consistent. My supervisors do not
take it seriously enough, and they always seem to rush on it. I think they should
change the way they evaluate my performance.”

Faculty perceptions of the performance appraisal procedures. The
procedures utilized in the PA process are self-evaluation and the
dean/department head evaluations using a faculty evaluation form. The self-
evaluation was in the form of goal setting that occurred at the beginning of the
year. The dean/department head evaluations occurred at the end-of-the year
annual meeting. Other procedures used in the performance appraisal process
included student feedback and classroom visits when the department received
negative feedback from students.

During the interviews, all the participants honestly shared that they did not
feel completely satisfied with the PA procedures and expressed the desire to use
additional sources of information channels in the PA procedures. They made a
number of comments about the need for the University to apply other measures

such as committee evaluations, final grades distribution in courses, student
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examination performance, and long-term follow up of graduates. For example,
one patrticipant stated, “Personally, | think the University needs a more well-
rounded tool to accurately measure the faculty teaching perfformance. Therefore,
| strongly recommend more sources of data for evaluating faculty should be
utilized.” The participants also emphasized that student ratings should be one of
the key elements of the evaluation process. In addition, there were suggestions
about regular classroom observations by colleagues and professional
conversations for improving the PA approach. The reasons the respondents
gave for these beliefs were that both the University and the faculty would have
more sources to obtain information for evaluating teaching perfonﬁance, which
would result in a more accurate and beneficial evaluation process for the
instructor.

Faculty perceptions of the performance appraisal self-reflection
component. One of the factors that most participants valued about the
evaluation process was the chance to self-reflect on the data the evaluation
provided. The participants appreciated the opportunity to identify their own
strengths and weaknesses they made adaptation to improve their instructional
performance. The self-reflection opportunity occurred during the goal setting at
the beginning of the rating period as well as during the evaluation meeting with
the head of the department at the end of the academic year. In addition,
instructors were encouraged to self-reflect on what they had done and what they

were doing in their teaching assignments during the school year based on their
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prior evaluation. It became evident from the interviews that as a resuit of the
self-reflection component, the majority of faculty members (n = 70) perceived the
PA process as having a powerful and direct impact on their performance and
professional growth. One participant noted, “| always look back at the rating
results to identify my strengths and weaknesses and modify my practices.”
Similarly, another participant stated, “The goal setting stage of the PA process
encourages me a lot in improving myself and developing my profession.”

Conversely, two participants did not perceive self-reflection as an
important factor contributing to the meaning of the PA process. The reason they
gave to support their perceptions was that they did not value the PA process.
They thought it was just obligatory paperwork they had to complete, which they
would opt not to do it if they were not required to. One response was, “l do not
see any benefit of the evaluation. It has no influence on my teaching practices. |
still do my job well no matter [whether]} | am evaluated or not.”

Faculty attitude toward the performance appraisal process. Various
comments from faculty members regarding their attitudes toward the PA process,
and the reactions | observed from them, demonstrated their willingness to
express their opinions. Nine out of the 12 instructors expressed positive attitudes
regarding the PA process while three expressed negative attitudes. The reasons
that were highlighted for the positive attitudes included the value of the PA
process in fostering their professional growth, improving their instructional

practices, and increasing their professional confidence. A faculty member
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avowed, “I strongly believe the PA process has modified my teaching practices
because the ratings results have indicated my strengths and weaknesses in
teaching.” On the same note, another participant stated, “I value the professional
development section in the evaluation instrument. It inspired me to get higher
qualifications.” Yet, another participant echoed these sentiments, “l have
received better and better rating results recently, which has encouraged me a lot
and increased my self-esteem because | know | have been doing my job well and
the University appreciates my dedication.” The supportive purposes, the clear
expectations of the criteria, the consistency of the guidelines and implementation
and the perceived fairness of the PA process added to their positive attitude.

One instructor from the polytechnics department shared, “| am satisfied with the
PA process because my efforts were recognized and rewarded fairly.” Another
respondent from the linguistics and cultures department commented, “| believe
the PA process is to assist instructors in growing professionally and providing
students quality training.” Moreover, another participant assured, “The
supervision does not invade my privacy and every criterion is aimed to support
me teaching better, not to hurt me professionally.”

In answering the question about faculty’'s attitudes toward the PA process,
three of the respondents had contrasting points of view. They did not see the
benefits or the impact of the evaluation on their teaching. They shared the same
negative attitude of “I still do my job well without being evaluated. The evaluation

process is tiring and stressful.” Notable comments on this question came from
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two male faculty members who were near the age of retirement. One of them
said, .
The professional development is really a stress to me and a threat to my
job security. | am going to retire in a couple of years so | do not see the
necessity to get my Ph.D. Besides, | still do my teaching job well and do
not get any complaints from the students. However, in recent meetings,
the University did emphasize that any faculty member without a Ph.D.
would not be qualified for teaching any more. That upsets me a lot.

The other respondent added, “l do not find the University evaluation supportive in
my profession, but | have a feeling it is used as tool to catch instructors’
mistakes.”

Perceptions of faculty involvement in the performance appraisal
design and development. The PA instrument used at the time of this study was
a revised edition of the original one that was introduced in the 2004-2005
academic year. The rationale for the University evaluation design was unknown
because the staff that made the initial decision left the University many years
prior, and there were many changes in staffing since her departure. However, all
the changes made to the evaluation instrument were based on the yearly
University strategic plan and updated literature on faculty evaluation. The
positive comments on the perceived faculty involvement in the design and

development of the PA process were a consistent theme in the interviews. All

twelve of the respondents expressed their strong belief that faculty involvement
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in the design and development was critical for the PA process to be effective. In
addition, they shared the same perceptions on their lack of power and passive
involvement in the development of the PA instrument. Facuilty reported that
although they attended an annual departmental meeting to discuss their
expectations and suggestions about the PA process and instrument right, few of
their ideas were implemented. Therefore, respondents all agreed that the current
PA implemented on the campus was completely a top-down procedure. The
participants were only involved in the goal-setting stage that occurred prior to the
PA process. During this stage, instructors wrote down the goals they wished to
accomplish in the coming academic year next to each item in the evaluation
checklists. These goals would be reviewed and evaluated at the evaluation
meeting with the department head at the end of the school year. A couple of
instructors also spoke about the lack of motivation to get involved in the design
and development of the PA process. They explained that they were overloaded
with their teaching assignments, and they did not think they had either the time or
energy to become involved. For example, one faculty indicated,
I am already overloaded with my teaching assignments, mentoring
students, supervising students’ projects, as well as doing the
administrative tasks. | do not think | am interested in participating in the
PA design and development. Moreover, | do know that my participation is

just a formality and my ideas are put in practice.
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Faculty perceptions of the role of the evaluator in the performance
appraisal process. The person who was directly in charge of the faculty
evaluation annually at the University was the dean or the head of each
department. The department head often assigned the ratings. When asked
about their supervisors during the interviews, nine of the participants indicated
that they were highly appreciative of the role of the evaluator in the PA process,
while three did not. They shared their satisfaction about their ratings, which they
attributed to their evaluator’s professional skills, expertise, sensitivity, and
respect for their work. They emphasized the hard work of their evaluator, valued
their professional relationship, and appreciated the constructive conversations
during the annual evaluation meetings. An instructor commented, “l think my
department head is a good evaluator. He always takes the PA process seriously
and provides me with the support and guidance | need.” One faculty from
economics and finance complimented his department head,

| trust my supervisor. He himself is a good faculty member and leader.

He also understands the evaluation procedures and criteria thoroughly. In

addition, he always gives me chances to openly discuss or get

explanations about rating decisions during the evaluation meetings.

Therefore, | completely agree with the ratings | have had so far.
Additionally, an instructor from the polytechnic department said, “My supervisor
understands the requirements and difficulties of my work, and he is qualified to

evaluate it. | respect his assessment.” Similarly, a faculty participant noted, “The



83

appraiser always spends time with me, not only discussing my evaluation ratings
thoroughly, but also having constructive professional conversation with me,
which makes the evaluation really beneficial to me.” Yet, another asserted, “My
supervisor is open and comfortable with all the disagreements | might have with
his evaluation.” Moreover, an instructor from the science and technology
department noted,

| appreciate my supervisor's sensitivity in supervision and providing

feedback. He always treats me with dignity and never gives negative

comments on my work. We have a good professional relationship. | can
feel that he wants me to succeed.

Conversely, three participants expressed their displeasure with their
supervisor. One faculty member complained, “My rater did not take the PA
process seriously enough. He just wanted to get the obligatory paperwork done.”
Another instructor from the economics and finance department added, “l do not
agree with the ratings | have had. | think they are so subjective. The supervisor
made all decisions about the ratings without giving me a chance to speak up
even when | believed they were unfair or incorrect.”

He continued, “The evaluation meeting was a waste of time and it was
boring and useless talking to my supervisor because he did not give me what |

expected from him.” The last respondent of this group said, “What | really need

from the evaluation meeting is the explanations for my supervisor’s rating
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decisions as well as his constructive guidance and encouragement for
performance improvement, but he has never had time for me.”

Faculty perceptions of the benefit of feedback and communication in
the performance appraisal process. During the interviews, another
contributing factor to their perceptions of the PA process that the participants
shared was the feedback they received in the PA process. There were two kinds
of feedback instructors received in the PA process: (a) the oral and written
feedback from the department head at the annual evaluation meeting, which was
the official standard of evaluation, and (b) the student feedback, which was
provided to the instructors and used as a reference of evaluation. At the
University annual evaluation meeting, the instructors and their department heads
reviewed the checklists of their evaluation. The instructors received both verbal
and written feedback from their supervisors. The participants shared a variety of
opinions about the administrator and student feedback they received. However,
there were more participants who believed that constructive and timely feedback
was beneficial to faculty instructional improvement and professional growth than
those who did not. Most of the participants (n = 8) believed the feedback was
positive, specific and helpful. One participant noted, “| appreciate my
supervisor's feedback. It clearly shows his care and respect for what | have
done. Moreover, his feedback has guided and encouraged me to perfect my
teaching performance.” In the same manner, another participant stated, “The

department head is very sensitive and polite. He never gives me negative
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feedback. His feedback is always detailed and constructive. He wants to see
me succeed and our students learn better.” Furthermore, the annual evaluation
meeting was conducted in a collaborative atmosphere, where the faculty member
could freely asked questions and express their concerns. One respondent
commented,
The professional talk with my supervisor during the annual evaluation
meeting was really beneficial to my instructional improvements. The
supervisor shared with me his instructional expertise, guidance, and
encouragement. | was completely comfortable joining these
conversations with him.
Another shared the same belief; “| enjoyed the face-to-face verbal feedback the
supervisor gave me during the evaluation meeting. It was so helpful in reflecting
and improving my teaching. | believe my supervisor is an effective provider of
professional development with his constructive feedback.” In addition to the
constructive and timely feedback, the participants also emphasized the two-way
communication they perceived in the current PA process. One participant stated,
| appreciate the two-way communication in the setting-goal stage and the
annual evaluation meeting with my department head. This kind of
communication provides me chances to clarify the evaluation criteria as
well as to raise issues that prevent me from achieving theses criteria. This
kind of communication also makes me feel that the University respects

me.
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On the other hand, a few respondents (n = 4) perceived the feedback as
“too subjective,” “inaccurate and not fair,” “rude and hurtful’, and “not helpful”.
One comment made was:

My supervisor did not spend adequate time talking with my, about my

ratings. He spoke very little and just gave me back my evaluation

paperwork without any explanation. He just wanted to get this obligatory
process done as quickly as possible.
An instructor from the economics and finance department also remarked,

I had a bad experience attending the previous evaluation meeting with my

evaluator. He was so impolite and his rude comments made me

embarrassed. It seemed to me that he tried to figure out every minor error

I made during the year. In addition, he did not explain his ratings

decisions to me.

During the interviews, participants also made various comments on
student feedback. Since they worked at a private university, students’ feedback
was considered significantly important. At the end of each course, and without
the presence of the instructor, students were asked to anonymously assign their
ratings to their instructors by completing paper and pencil surveys. The student
feedback form included four sections of questionnaires and three sections of
open-ended questions. The questionnaires were about (a) course information,

(b) lecturer teaching methodology, (c) lecturer performance and relationship with

students, and (d) course assessments. The open-ended questions asked what
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students liked and disliked most about the course and their recommendations for
improvement. Data were collected, analyzed and reported to both the
department and the instructors. Data were then stored and managed by a unit at
the University responsible for quality assurance and inspection. However, at this
time, student ratings were not officially used as a criterion of faculty evaluation
but for reference purposes only. They provided additional information when
considering an instructor's effectiveness and as evidence when classroom
observation was recommended. In their responses to questions about student
feedback, most of the participants stated that they appreciated the student
ratings and considered them as valuable input to modifications and adaptations
made to their teaching styles, material use, testing, and so forth. They also
recommended that the University incorporate student feedback into the official
criteria of evaluating faculty.

However, there were some participating instructors who disagreed with
the student ratings. The comments made were “Students did not take the
evaluation process seriously. So, | do not think their feedback is reliable,” or
“Some instructors seemed to lower their requirements and did not treat the
students strictly enough so that they could get good feedback from the students.
Some students tended to give good feedback for lenient instructors.”
Significantly, one faculty expressed his frustration about student feedback. He

said,
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I think students are not knowledgeable enough to assess my teaching.
Besides, students gave their ratings anonymously so they did not take the
process seriously at all. They got the assessment on their instructors

done without paying attention to the content of the feedback form and did

it very subjectively and emotionally. it is even worse when these careless

ratings harm my career and my reputation.

Faculty perceptions of the fairness of the performance appraisal.
Regarding the perceived fairness of the current PA process, the participants’
responses were mixed. The positive and negative responses varied among the
participants. Seven positive responses were recorded in which the explanations
for the perceived fairness included the PA criteria and outcomes. These
participants believed the University’s PA process was fair for the following
reasons. First, the PA criteria were clear and faculty members knew exactly
what the University expected from them. In addition, the University provided
detailed evaluation rubrics, which resulted in accurate ratings. One faculty
member shared, “Personally, | think the University PA process can measure what
I do in my job——to an extent.” Another faculty member commented, “| strongly
agree with the criteria of the evaluation rubrics. | think they are clear and
specific. | know what the University expects from me and appreciate the
University’s recognition of my hard work.” Secondly, whenever instructors felt
that ratings were inaccurate or biased, they could challenge them through an

appeal process. More specifically, a participant stated, “My voice can always be
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heard when an inaccurate or unfair evaluation is detected. The University policy
is very clear and detailed about the process to appeal a rating if you disagree
with it.” Thirdly, faculty members were happy with the administrative outcomes of
the ratings such as merit pay, promotion, pay rise, and/or a bonus for good
performance. Faculty participants made comments such as “The University
rewards my dedication fairly,” and “I think | have received reasonable rewards for
all the good work | did during a school year.”

However, there were also negative comments (n = 5) made about the
fairness of the PA process. Negative comments included the role of supervisors
in the evaluation process as well as the vague and irrelevant criteria. For
example, one faculty member from the science and technology department said,
“The supervisor made all decisions about the ratings without giving me a chance
to speak up even when | believed they were unfair or incorrect.” Another
instructor commented,

Each department has unique specifics. So, | wonder if the differentiation

of the evaluation form by department will more accurately measure the

work of every instructor? Additionally, how can a universal form be used
to evaluate something that is not universal, like teaching?
Research Question 2

The second research question was, “What influences do full-time faculty

at a university in Vietnam identify as central to the applicability of the

performance appraisal process in regards to improving instruction?” In the
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second research question, | explored the influences of the University
performance appraisal on faculty members’ instructional improvement as
perceived by the participants. The narrative data the participants shared during
semi-structure interviews were categorized into two major themes: (a) the
positive influences of the PA process on improving instruction, and (b) the
negative influences of the PA process on improving instruction.

Positive influences of the performance appraisal process on
improving instruction. When asked about the influences of the current PA
process on instructional improvement, most of the comments (n = 8) were
positive. The positive influences of the PA process on improving instruction
perceived by faculty participants included the following four minor themes: (a)
positive influences of professional development on instructional improvement, (b)
positive influences of self-reflection on instructional improvement, (c) positive
influences of instructional improvement feedback, and (d) positive influences of
student ratings on instructional improvement.

Positive influences of professional development on instructional
improvement. Faculty believed the professional development component of the
PA process favorably impacted instruction. Professional development, which
was one of the key criteria on the University’s PA, included enrollment in Ph.D. or
Ed.D. programs, seminar and workshop presentations, in-service training
programs, foreign educational travel, professional presentations, professional

publications, and curriculum innovations. Even though there were concerns
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about the weight of professional development compared to other criteria in the
PA process, the majority of the participants (n = 8) emphasized the important
effect it had on improving their teaching. The participants believed the
professional development embedded in the PA process motivated them and
made them more confident and knowledgeable in their field. Participants
believed the confidence and knowledge they gained by attending Ph.D. or Ed.D.
programs, interacting with educational professionals, and participating in
seminars and workshops enhanced their instructional practices. One respondent
said,

I myself would not see the necessity of getting higher qualification if | was

not reminded again and again each year in the PA process. This reminder

had influenced me to get my Ph.D. Now | can obviously see the benefits

of attending the program for my students and myself as an educator.
Another faculty asserted, “The evaluation process motivated me to advance in
my profession and boosted my self-esteem as well as my skills so that | could
teach my students better.”

Positive influences of self-reflection on.instructional improvement.
Most of the participants (n = 7) shared that there was a positive influence on
instructional improvement as a result of the self-reflective component of the PA.
After participants reflected on their strengths and weaknesses, they made
adaptations to improve their instructional performance. In addition, self-reflection

of positive evaluator ratings increased instructors’ self-esteem and motivation.
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One respondent said, “l feel really good about all the ratings | have received so
far. Self-reflecting on all the good feedback | have received in the previous and
current PA make me more motivated in improving my performance.” Another
faculty participant asserted, “The rating results helped me to self-reflect and
recognize my strengths and weaknesses in my teaching. Thanks to them, | knew
what | did well and what | failed in facilitating my students’ learning.” Other
participants agreed with the above response and added that self-reflection during
the evaluation cycle and on the rating results provided them with information to
challenge their teaching in order to serve students better. For example, a faculty
member from the linguistics and culture department commented,

I have never used the same lesson plan for a lecture in different classes.

That is because of my self-reflection. Self-reflection enables me to alter

my teaching methodology, use support materials and modify my lesson

plan to fit the students’ needs the best.

Positive influences of instructional improvement feedback. Faculty
considered feedback as a useful tool of the PA process to improve instruction.
During the interviews, the majority of the participants (n = 7) emphasized the
usefulness of receiving constructive written and oral feedback from their
supervisors in improving their instructional performance. The instructors viewed
the feedback as valuable. Some instructors characterized the feedback as input
regarding communicative teaching methods, student-centered learning, and

teaching, mentoring students and so forth from “a trusted and skillful expert who
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had deep knowledge and experience in the field.” Three participants perceived
the feedback as specific and detailed suggestions for them to advance their
practice. In addition, the participants also emphasized their appreciation of the
encouragement and inspiration for teaching improvement that they found in their
evaluator's written and oral feedback. One participant from the polytechnic
department claimed, “My supervisor gave me very good feedback in the previous
evaluation meeting. That made me confident of my teaching competency and
encouraged me to do better.” “My department head is an experienced
professional. His feedback was a precious guidance and encouragement in the
improvement of my instructional performance.”

Positive influences of student ratings on instructional improvement.
Faculty believed student ratings were a vital component of the PA process that
impacted teaching outcomes. At the University, the process of getting feedback
from students regarding their instructors’ teaching was strictly administered. As
stated previously, students anonymously rated their instructors at the end of the
semester in their classrooms without the presence of the instructors by
completing paper and pencil surveys. The student feedback form included four
sections of questions and three sections of open-ended questions (see Appendix
C). The questionnaires were about (a) course information, (b) lecturer teaching
methodology, (c) lecturer performance and relationship with students, and (d)
course assessments. The open-ended questions asked what students liked and

disliked most about the course and their recommendations. Data were collected,
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analyzed and reported to the department and the instructor. However, at the
time of this study, student ratings had not been officially used as a criterion of
faculty evaluation, but only as reference. They provided additional information
about considering an instructor’s capacity and evidence when classroom
observation was needed. Despite all these facts, the majority of participants
emphasized the powerful impact of student ratings on their teaching practices.
Ten of the faculty participants emphasized that student ratings results were
valuable input that they used to improve their overall quality of their teaching and
their treatment of students. Participants shared that they had used student
evaluations to refine instructional objectives, modify or improve teaching content
and methods, modify mid-term and/or exams, alter or update course textbooks;
and to choose supplementary materials. Specifically, an instructor from the
polytechnic department responded with, “l always value the ratings my students
give me because they are reliable data for me to plan changes and make
modification in my instruction.” Another participant made a statement, “Most of
the students take the evaluation process seriously; therefore, | always try my
best to adapt my lectures to their requirements by correcting my weakness and
boosting my strengths.”

Negative influences of the performance appraisal process on
improving instruction. There were four participants who perceived the
appraisal process as either having no influence or a negative influence on their

instruction. Two participants did not see any influence of the PA process on
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improving their instruction while the other two highlighted the negative influences.
One of the two instructors who believed that the PA did not impact their teaching
said, “I still did my job well without being evaluated. | always improved my
lectures because of the increasing demand of my students, not due to being
evaluated.” The other two instructors mentioned there were the negative impacts
of the PA on their teaching. One participant from the economics and finance
department stated, “The PA process has added more stress to my work that is
already overloaded. Community service is an example. Therefore, | do not have
time to invest in developing my lessons.” Another participant from the linguistics
and culture department agreed and added,

The rewards between the accomplishment levels for the criteria are not

obviously different. Therefore, there is no motivation at all for me to get

exceptional performance if my rewards will be the same as someone who
is ranked in professional level performance.

Another negative influence was a lack of motivation for faculty members to
improve their instruction because student ratings were not an official criterion of
the PA process. In essence, low student ratings did not affect an instructor’s job
security or tenure.

Chapter Summary

The purpose of this qualitative case study was to investigate faculty

perceptions regarding the evaluation process at the University. Twelve full-time

instructors participated in the study. Through the use of face-to-face interviews
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with open-ended questions | sought to provide the reader with detailed
descriptions of participants’ perceptions of the evaluation process.

The data collection for this study lasted approximately one month (see
Appendix E). The researcher met with the faculty members for the first time in
mid-September 2013. Data collection began at that time and ended October 20,
2013. After the completion of the analysis of data from interviews and the
researcher’s self-reflective journal using Atlas.ti, emergent themes were
identified. The research questions were used to organize the findings and
present them for review.

The first question investigated the meaning faculty members gave to the
University PA process that was being used at the time of the study. Throughout
the interviews, the faculty participants made both positive and negative
comments on the overall perceptions they had regarding the evaluation process
and the factors contributing to their perceptions.

The second question reviewed the influences of the influence of the PA
process on improvements in participants’ instructors’ instruction. Interview data
were analyzed and themes were categorized into the positive and negative
influences of the PA process on improving instruction.

This chapter described the faculty’s perceptions regarding the PA process
implemented at a private university in Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam. The analysis
of the data and the process for organization of categorical emergent themes

were discussed in this chapter. The findings offered insights into the perceived
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PA process at the University. Professional development, self-reflection,
feedback, and student ratings were considered as having powerful impacts on
instructors’ efforts to improve their teaching practices. Chapter 5 concludes the
study with a discussion of the findings, implications and recommendations for

future research and practice.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Research has been conducted on significant factors contributing to high

student achievement, including examination of the positive correlation of the
faculty evaluation process as an aid to student success (Andrea, 2011; Borman
& Kimball, 2005; Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Dilts, Goe, Bell, & Little, 2008;
Doherty, 2009; Ellett & Teddie, 2003; Glickman, 2002; Goldrick, 2002; Tucker &
Stronge, 2005). According to these studies, educators who believe they are
being correctly and fairly evaluated are more productive not only in improving
instruction but also in helping students succeed. In recent decades, there is an
increasing pressure for teacher accountability and interest in teacher evaluation
throughout the world (Cunningham & Gresso, 1993; Danielson & McGreal, 2000;
Darling-Hammond, 2000; Ellet & Teddie, 2003; Knapp, 1982; Peterson, 2000;
Stronge, 2006; Tucker & Stronge, 2005). In Vietnam, since the economic reform
implemented in 1986, Doi Moi, education has been regarded as the national top
policy priority (Le, 2009). The quality of teaching, in general, and the quality of
teaching provided by Viethnamese university faculty, specifically, have been of
great concern to the public and the government. Moreover, there is also a

special demand for high quality of tertiary education for globalization.
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However, there is a lack of research in the Vietnamese culture on faculty
perceptions of the meaning and influences of perfformance evaluations. The
existing research suggests faculty would like to have more input in the process of
faculty evaluations. This study addressed faculty perceptions of a particular
evaluation process and their perceptions of its impact on their teaching
performance. The purpose of this qualitative case study was to explore full-time
faculty members’ perceptions of the evaluation or performance appraisal (PA)
process currently implemented in a private university in Ho Chi Minh City,
Vietnam. In order to investigate how the University faculty perceived the PA
process, the study addressed two research questions:

1.  What meaning do full-time faculty at a university in Vietnam give to
the performance appraisal process as determined through faculty
interviews?

2. What influences do full-time faculty at a university in Vietnam identify
as central to the applicability of the performance appraisal process in
regards to improving instruction?

This qualitative case study utilized data obtained from individual semi-
structured interviews with12 full-time faculty participants. Data of faculty
perceptions and experiences were transcribed and analyzed in Viethamese using
Atlas.ti. Upon the completion of data analysis, major and minor themes were

categorically reported in English.
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This chapter began with a concise review of the study problem, purpose
statement, research questions, and methodological approach. The next sections
discuss the findings and consider the implications for the University, policy
makers, and future researchers that were drawn from this study.
Recommendations based on the literature review of teacher evaluation and
findings from the study conclude the chapter.

Interpretations and Implications

The analysis of the interview data with 12 full-time faculty members
revealed findings that offered insight into their perceptions of the PA process at
the University. The results indicated that overall there were positive faculty
perceptions of the PA process (n = 8). Professional development, self-reflection,
feedback, and student ratings were considered significant influences in improving
teaching practices. The results are listed by finding as there was an overlap
between findings for each of the two research questions. The following section
highlights the six findings determined through the analysis. Implications for
policy, practice and further research are also discussed.

Finding 1

Participants perceived the PA process positively. According to Danielson
(2001), the attitudes of both the evaluators and instructors affect the
effectiveness of the evaluation process. More specifically, when instructors
considered the evaluation process as an obligatory formality, it was likely that the

evaluation process would not prove beneficial in improving their instructional
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practices and professional growth. In the current study, the majority of the faculty
participants (n = 8) positively perceived the PA process as “helpful and relevant”,
“fair”, and “up to date.” Participants believed the PA process employed “clear
rating rubrics” and was “strictly implemented.” They also attributed their overall
satisfaction of the PA process to the “reasonable rewards” and “constructive,
timely feedback” they received from the ratings. Conversely, four of the
participants expressed their overall dissatisfaction with the University PA
process. The reasons for their displeasure with the PA process were the “one-
size-fits-all” form used for every faculty regardless of department, the vague
rating criteria and the subjective assessments. In addition, the participants did
not value the PA process because they did not see its benefit in supporting their
professional growth, but instead felt that it added stress to their workload and
noted that it seemed like the goal of the PA process was to find their mistakes.
While the data showed that a majority of the faculty participants
appreciated the University PA process (n = 8), the data also indicated that the
purpose of the PA was clear and understood by the participants and that the
majority of them believed that the University PA process was used to assure
University accountability and make managerial decisions rather than foster
faculty members in growing professionally and enhancing their teaching. The
highest rate of responses from the participants about the purposes of the PA
process was about summative goals (n = 6). Four participants thought the

process was targeted at formative goals while only two mentioned the
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combination of both summative and formative purposes of the current PA
process. Research emphasizes that the clarity of purpose primarily determines
the effectiveness of appraisal systems (Meyer, Kay, & French, 1965; Williams,
DeNisi, Blencoe, & Cafferty, 1985). In past research, clarity of purposes
motivated employees (Murphy, Balzer, Kellam, & Amstrong, 1984) and produced
accurate ratings (ligen & Fredman, 1983).

Additionally, there were also frequent comments among the participants
that more emphasis on the formative goals of the PA process would be helpful.
Moreover, faculty members valued the use of the PA process for personal and
professional development rather than obligatory paperwork. This sentiment was
supported by Johnson-Hall (2008) who emphasized that teachers would opt not
to participate in the evaluation system if its goals were unrealistic and not tied to
performance. Shinkenfield and Stufflebeam (1995) stated, “As professional
people, teachers themselves must engage in evaluation for both professional
development and accountability” (p. 8). However, existing literature also
indicated that accountability, which focuses on the needs of the organization, and
professional growth, which focuses on the individual, rarely exist together in an
appraisal (Middlewood, 2002). Therefore, the findings of this study raised the
possibility for future research to explore a PA process that emphasizes both
competency and highlights professional growth. Additionally, in the future, the
University should use research-based activities to strengthen the factors

contributing to the effectiveness of the PA process that were shared by faculty
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participants. For example, the purposes of the evaluation should be clearly
communicated to faculty members as a part of the PA process. In addition, the
evaluation should be effectively linked to professional development and rewards.
The limitation of this finding is that these perceptions came from faculty
participants, not administrators who may have very different points of view
(Moomaw, 1977).
Finding 2

The second finding indicated that faculty involvement in the evaluation
process motivated faculty to perform at higher levels. In recent years, the faculty
felt that the PA criteria process had changed positively when compared with
those of the previous academic years. The participants commented that the
updated criteria in use at the University correlated with the current and updated
evaluation approaches used in other institutions and were helpful in improving
teaching and learning quality and in assuring University accountability. Among
the negative comments about the University criteria of evaluation, the most
notable was that the evaluation criteria were too vague and numerous to
accurately measure the detailed assignments of an instructor.

In addition, a few participants expressed their concerns about using the
same evaluation criteria to evaluate faculty members in different departments.
The participants reported that the “one-size-fits-all” evaluation form could not
precisely capture all the unique specifics of their departmental assignments. Due

to these negative responses, the faculty participants felt the PA process was
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discouraging and unfair. Also, the participants mentioned the stress and
overload that they experienced from the current PA process. According to
Medley and Coker (1987), an evaluation process that lacks specificity is neither
accurate nor reliable in judging teacher performance, and results in little
improvement in performance. Schuler et al. (1991) added that one important
component of an effective PA form was the specified and relevant evaluation
criteria.

In order to make the criteria more relevant to the faculty, some facuity
participants mentioned their involvement in the PA process design and
development. The participants believed they needed more active roles in that
process so that the process would represent and accurately measure their work.
At the University, the only involvement that most of the participants experienced
was the goal-setting stage right before the evaluation cycle started. During this
stage, instructors paired the goals they wished to accomplish in the upcoming
academic year with items in the evaluation checklist. These goals would be
reviewed at the evaluation meeting with the department head at the end of the
school year. The majority of participants (n = 7) favored the goal-setting stage
because they could establish realistic and feasible workload targets for the
evaluation cycle by taking into consideration the available resources and
constraints.

The existing literature demonstrates a positive correlation between goal

setting and employee performance and the organizational value of employee
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involvement in goal setting (Brown & Latham, 2000; Korsgaard & Robinson,
1995; Nemeroff & Wesley, 1979). Sergiovanni and Starratt (2002) emphasized
the importance of an informal and individualized process for goal setting for
professional development. In other words, instructors should actively choose
their own professional development and identify their goals. The use of goals
has the potential to increase or decrease employee performance. Specifically,
establishing goals encourages employees to try their best and reach higher
levels of performance (Brown & Latham, 2000). The researchers also note that
when goals are vague and numerous, they can cause conflict (Lewis, 1998),
which results in employee stress and overload (Marsden & French, 2002).
However, the findings of this study revealed that although the faculty set their
own goals, they actually selected these goals from limited lists established by the
University. Brown and Benson (2005) asserted, “Participation is a management
device in which control is enhanced by creating the impression that control has
been devolved to employees (p. 117). The implication is clear: A satisfactory PA
process should include faculty involvement. According to Seldin (1984), “The
purpose of evaluation shapes the questions asked, the sources of data utilized,
the depth of the analysis, and the dissemination of findings” (p. 127). In other
words, faculty should be encouraged to participate in all aspects of the PA
process. Another implication includes the fact that the PA process should be

designed with specialized rubrics differentiated by content area. Gallagher
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(2004) found that the evaluation instruments with content specificity improve the
overall effectiveness of teacher evaluation.
Finding 3

Participants reported their desire for multiple sources of evaluation
information to be incorporated into the PA process. During the interviews, all
participants commented that they would like the University to apply additional
types of evaluation such as committee evaluation, final grades distribution in
courses, student examination performance, and/or long-term follow up of
graduates to the PA process. The participants also emphasized that student
ratings should be one of the key elements of the evaluation process. In addition,
the participants mentioned that regular classroom observations by colleagues
and professional conversations would improve the PA approach process. There
are two possible interpretations regarding these specific findings. First, the
participants valued the self-assessment and evaluator’s feedback in the current
PA process. They considered self-assessment as a beneficial component.
Research documents reflection and self-evaluation in the evaluation process as
important factors contributing to teachers’ professional development because
they “encourage teachers to continue to learn and grow throughout their career”
(Mathers, Olivia, & Laine, 2008, p. 6).

The second interpretation is the need for more channels of information to
increase the accuracy, fairness, and objectivity of the current PA process as well

as to measure diverse aspects of professional growth such as teacher
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competency, teacher performance, and teacher effectiveness. This finding is
supported by the variety of appraisal methods studied in the existing literature on
teacher evaluation, including: (a) teacher interviews, (b) competency tests, (c)
indirect measures, (d) classroom observation, (e) student ratings, (f) peer review,
and (g) student achievement (Ellett et al., 1980; Hafele, 1980; Lewis, 1982;
Millman, 1981; Peterson & Kauchak, 1982). In addition, Centra (1977) stated
that evaluating faculty from a variety of sources helped with the clarity of the PA
purposes. The most frequently suggested information source for evaluation was
student ratings, which was used only as a reference in the current PA process.

Facuity requested additional types of evaluation in the PA process. This
study supports the literature on alternative evaluation. The University would
benefit by developing and extending the current PA process or seeking a
different PA design. Future action research could explore what types of
additional appraisal methods should be incorporated to enhance the
effectiveness of the current PA.
Finding 4

Participants perceived the evaluator as the most important contributing
factor to the effectiveness of the current PA process. In interviews, the majority
of the faculty participants (n = 9) expressed positive remarks about their
supervisor or evaluator. They shared their satisfaction about their ratings, which
they attributed to their evaluator’s professional skills, expertise, sensitivity, and

respect for their work. They emphasized the hard work of their evaluator, valued
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the professional relationships they had with the evaluator, and appreciated the
constructive conversations that occurred during the annual evaluation meetings.
On the other hand, three participants expressed their displeasure with their
supervisor. While there were mixed perceptions regarding the role of evaiuator
in the PA process, the majority of participants agreed on the value of constructive
and timely feedback from the evaluator. The participants also believed that the
feedback they received during the annual evaluation meetings was valuable
encouragement and was useful in improving their instruction.

Research emphasizes the critical role of evaluator’s constructive feedback
in enhancing teacher satisfaction and commitment, improving their performance
and helping them grow professionally (Boudreau, 2000; Feeney, 2007; Marshall,
2005; Marzano et al., 2001; Ovando, 2005). Specifically, Ovando (2005)’'s study
revealed that teachers found their evaluator’'s meaningful and detailed feedback
useful. Likewise, Stiggins and Duke (1988) asserted, “A continuous cycle of
feedback . . . is needed to promote teacher development” (p.22). Throughout the
interviews conducted for this study, participants highlighted that the feedback
was important to them, but it appeared that they preferred positive and high-
quality feedback rather than negative and disrespectful criticism. Particularly, in
a Vietnamese context, harsh or negative feedback from evaluators can either
threaten faculty’s self-esteem or lower faculty’s professional and mistrust.
Therefore, evaluators were expected to play two roles in the PA process. They

were not only judges who made assessments on faculty teaching performance
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but also coaches who provided faculty with advice and support in improving their
teaching (Kay, Meyer, & French, 1965). Moreover, the evaluators should discuss
poor performance results with great care and a sense of responsibility.

The interview data also revealed the trust that faculty members placed in
their supervisors. According to the literature, in subjective systems of
performance appraisal and in appraisal systems for summative purposes like the
University PA system, trust in evaluators is critically important (Kleiman,
Biderman, & Faley, 1987; Lawler, 1971). Trust in evaluators increases the
effectiveness of the system (Lawler, 1971), enhances the employees’
acceptance of the PA process (Gabris & lhrke, 2000), and positively correlates
with educator performance (Goris, Vaught, & Pettit, 2003). The faculty
participants labeled their trust in their supervisors as “the fair and accurate
ratings the supervisor made,” “the enjoyable and constructive conversation with
the supervisor during the annual evaluation meeting,” or “the good professional
relationship with the supervisor.” This meant that the evaluators were perceived
as capable and knowledgeable about curriculum, content, instruction, as well as
in providing suggestions and support for improvement. Another interpretation
drawn from the negative comments made by faculty participants was that their
supervisors needed more training in order to be more effective in evaluating and
coaching faculty members. Research shows that training is significantly
important to evaluators. Muijis (2006, as cited in Mathers, Olivia, & Laine, 2008)

stated,
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Lack of training can threaten the reliability of the evaluation and the
objectivity of the results. Not only do evaluators need a good
understanding of what quality teaching is, but they also need to
understand the evaluation rubric and the characteristics and behaviors it
intends to measure. (p. 10)

This finding indicates the need for evaluators to be diligent in giving facuity
every opportunity to receive constructive and high quality feedback in order to
promote professional growth and self-improvement through the PA process. The
University also needs to be sure that faculty as well as evaluators are thoroughly
trained because “everyone involved in the evaluation should know how to use
evaluation instruments to acquire useful, objective data, interpret results, and use
those to advantage” (Stiggins & Duke, 1988, p. 24). A limitation of this finding
includes the fact that all of the perceptions were collected from the facuity
members, not the evaluators themselves. Therefore, for future research,
supervisors’ perceptions regarding their roles in the PA process should be
investigated.

Finding 5

This finding was based on the faculty belief that student feedback should
be an official criterion of evaluation in the PA process. Currently, student ratings
are used to give additional information about an instructor's teaching capacity
and are acquired through classroom observations. Ten of the faculty participants

emphasized the insightful impact of student ratings on their teaching practices.
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They asserted that student ratings results were valuable data for them to improve
their overall teaching quality and their treatment of students. The participants
also stated student ratings helped them to refine instructional objectives, to
modify teaching content and methods; to modify exams; to alter or update course
textbooks; and to choose supplementary materials. However, in existing
literature there were mixed findings about the use of student ratings in improving
teacher instruction. While Cohen (1980) stated, “student ratings are a valuable
source for improving instruction at the college level” (p. 339), Rotem and
Glasman (1979, as cited in Yao & Grady, 2005) asserted, “Feedback from
student ratings does not seem to be effective for the purpose of improving
performance of university teachers” (p. 507).

Faculty stated the inconsistent findings based on student feedback and
the reliability, validity, and procedures impacted teaching effectiveness negatively
(Hooper & Page, 1986; Lori, Regina, & Peter, 2000). They also stated positive
student ratings improved their instruction (Centra, 1993; Jacobs, 1997). The
data also revealed that nearly all of the participants (n = 10) strongly
recommended incorporating student feedback into the official criteria of the PA.
The participants also encouraged the use of student ratings for formative rather
than summative purposes. This sentiment was supported by Nasser and Fresko
(2002)'s study. In their study, they found that only 8 to 23 percent of the
instructors agreed with the use of student ratings for accountability and

managerial decisions. The negative comments made by two faculty participants
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on student feedback also reflected their doubts about the University using
student feedback in making personnel decisions.

In 2002, Nguyen and Mclnnis conducted a study with 140 department
heads and faculty at a university in Vietnam regarding using student feedback as
a part of the facuity evaluation. The study findings revealed that department
heads and faculty had very contrasting opinions on student ratings. While most
of the faculty participants were comfortable with student ratings, department
heads did not completely support the use of student ratings as an official criterion
for faculty evaluation. They suggested the application of student ratings in the
evaluation be used with “extreme caution” due to the fear that student ratings
could “threaten the privileged position held by teachers in Viethamese society”
(p. 156).

Future research at the University should investigate the solutions for
some faculty’s skeptical attitudes about student ratings and the best achievable
application of student ratings in the PA process. Additionally, future research can
examine faculty perceptions at multiple Vietnamese higher institutions regarding
the influences of student ratings on instructional improvement. The findings of
this study also reinforce the literature by Nguyen and Mclnnis (2002), which
found that “Vietnamese university appraisal policies could use student evaluation

for teachers’ decision-making on a formal basis to a limited extent” (p. 157).
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Finding 6

This finding considers participants’ perceptions of professional
development as having an influential impact on improving their instructional
performance. During the interviews, the faculty mentioned that professional
development, self-reflection, student ratings and feedback from the evaluator
were positive influences of the PA process on their improving their instruction.
However, they considered professional development as the component that had
the strongest impact on their teaching. This belief is supported by existing
research by Kelly (1999) and McLaughlin and Pfeifer (1988). According to these
researchers, feedback and self-reflection could not support teachers effectively in
improving their instruction without professional development. Professional
development supports teachers in utilizing feedback and self-reflection to make
the changes needed to enhance their teaching. The interview data reflected a
strong emphasis from faculty participants about the opportunities for professional
development from the PA process. These opportunities included conferences,
workshops, seminars, programs for higher qualifications, in-service training
programs, foreign educational travel, professional presentations, professional
publications, and curriculum innovation. Fullan (1998) considered a professional
development opportunity as:

A new kind of task focused, continuous professional development,

combining a variety of learning formats and a variety of trainers and other

support personnel, is evolving and proving its effectiveness in bringing
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about changes in practice. . . . There is also some evidence that

alternating practice and training in short sessions over a period of several

months can go a long way in bringing about change. (p. 78)

The participants highlighted the benefits gained from professional
development in their teaching practices and quality. They also expressed their
desire to use the PA process for more formative purposes. Research and
literature support the significance of professional development offered in
appraisal processes. Fullan (1998) wrote,

Research on change and research on appraisal systems have arrived at

the same conclusions, namely, that appraisal, to a large extent, involves

changes in teacher behavior and that these are best achieved through on-
going, goal-directed professional development. Such development
focuses on collective tasks, is managed actively by principals and district
leadership, generates valid and useful information, is supported and
driven by an improvement-oriented value system, and is facilitated by

implementation planning at the school and district level. (p. 79)

However, the participants cautioned that professional development should
not be mandated, which often results in stress and posed a threat to job security.
Specifically, two participants expressed their concern about their future with the
University if they did not earn a Ph.D or an Ed.D degree. Future research

conducted at the University could seek insights into effective professional
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development opportunities that would boost faculty motivation to grow
professionally.

The findings have implications for a revamped appraisal design. In order
to promote faculty professional growth, the PA needs to be designed so that
faculty self-reflection is increased and the evaluation criteria are decreased.
Additionally, evaluators and instructors require time to implement the PA process
consistently as well as time to collaborate and provide feedback. Additional
funding would be required for this to come to fruition.

Limitations of this Study

There were several limitations to this study. The first limitation was the
unknown rationale for the initial choice of the PA process at the University. This
limitation arose from the constant changes in personnel in the human resources
department of the University. The second limitation was that participants’
gender, age, academic title, and years of teaching experience were not taken
into consideration during the data analysis because of the time constraints of the
study. Differences in age, gender, academic title and years of experienced may
affect the faculty’s perception of the PA process.

A third limitation of the study was the lack of multiple sources of data to
validate the findings, such as administrators’ perceptions regarding the University
current PA process and the student achievement data. Perceptions of the
University PA process from both administrators and faculty members may result

in more multifaceted insights into the process because of differing perspectives
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(Moomaw, 1977). In addition, the student achievement data could be used to
validate faculty’s perceptions of the influences of the PA process on improving
their instruction. Fourth, findings drawn in the study primarily came from
interviews with the participants. Therefore, participants’ subjectivity was also
considered as a limitation of the study.
Another limitation of the study was that it was conducted at a single private
university with 12 full-time faculty participants during the 2013-2014 academic
year. The University has its own PA process, which is not the same as those
used in other public and private higher educational institutions in Vietnam.
Therefore, the study findings do not generalize to other universities and colleges.
Finally, The University is also where | have worked for nearly 10 years, and | am
familiar with both the PA process and the participants. Although a self-reflective
journal was used in every interview and most of the participants were chosen
from departments outside my own department, biases were not completely
eliminated.
Recommendations

According to Creswell (2007, 2009), Merriam (1998), and Yin (2009), the
purposeful and small population and the boundaries of time and place delimits
this qualitative case study as the findings drawn cannot either be generalized to a
larger population or be applied to a different context. However, | propose the
following recommendations primarily drawn from the literature review for leaders

and policy makers as well as for future research.
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Recommendations for Leaders and Policy Makers
Faculty evaluation has been a public concern and a popular topic of
seminars in higher education in Viethamese culture. In spite of this concern,
there is a lack of information and knowledge about the best approaches for
higher education faculty performance evaluation (Nguyen, 2004). According to
Rice (2003),
Education policy makers and administrators would be well-served by
recognizing the complexity of teacher quality and adopting muitiple
measures along many dimensions to support existing teachers and to
attract and hire new, highly qualified teachers. The research suggests
that investing in teachers can make a difference in student achievement.
In order to implement needed policies associated with staffing every
classroom—even the most challenging ones with highly qualified
teachers, substantial and targeted investments must first be made in both
teacher quality and education research. (p. 3)
It was evident from the literature that the PA process has an influence on
instructional practices. Therefore, it is recommended that leaders and policy
makers review their existing PA processes and make changes to promote
instruction quality. For example, leaders and policymakers may design a study
that investigates the influences of using multiple data sources for performance

appraisal, such as portfolios, peer evaluation, and classroom observation.
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Stiggins and Duke (1998) emphasized that not only evaluators, but also
instructors, should make use of valuable data from the evaluation process and
utilize the data to improve. Therefore, continued training is important to the
evaluation process. That leads to another recommendation for leaders and
policymakers. In order to achieve best results from the evaluation process,
school leaders and policymakers need to implement ongoing training programs
on evaluation for both administrators and teaching staff.

The literature review indicates that a poorly designed PA forms can
significantly alter the effectiveness of the PA process (Edgan, 1995). Therefore,
it is recommended that when designing/developing a new PA process or
modifying the existing PA process, each university should form a committee
made up administrators, faculty members, and board members to enhance the
buy-in, understanding, and support of the process (Danielson, 1996). The
committee’s responsibilities should include formulating the PA policies and
communicating the purposes and procedures of the PA process to faculty before
its implementation. To achieve the best results, the committee also needs to
review the PA process each year and make adjustments as necessary.
Recommendation for Future Research

In order to fill the gap in Vietnamese literature on best practices, future
research should be conducted in multiple universities in Vietham to explore
faculty and administrators perceptions of the impacts of the existing faculty

evaluation systems on teaching improvement and professional growth. The
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existing literature demonstrates a positive correlation between goal setting and
employee performance and the organizational value of employee involvement in
goal setting (Brown & Latham, 2000; Korsgaard & Robinson, 1995; Nemeroff &
Wesley, 1979). The majority of faculty participants in this study (n = 7) highly
valued the goal-setting stage because they could establish realistic and feasible
workload targets for the evaluation cycle by taking into consideration the
available resources and constraints. Therefore, future research should
investigate the nature and quality of faculty involvement in the PA process, for
example, the role of individual characteristics on the effectiveness of the
involvement process.

According to Shinkenfield and Stufflebeam (1995), “As professional
people, teachers themselves must engage in evaluation for both professional
development and accountability” (p. 8). However, existing literature also
indicated that accountability, which focuses on the needs of the organization, and
professional growth, which focuses on the individual, rarely exist together in an
appraisal (Middlewood, 2002). Therefore, the findings of this study raised the
question for future research to explore a PA process that emphasizes both
competency and highlights professional growth.

Centra (1977) stated that evaluating faculty from a variety of data sources
helped with the clarity of the PA purposes. Additionally, the existing literature on
teacher evaluation supports the utilization of various appraisal methods in the PA

process in order to increase the accuracy, fairness, and objectivity of the process
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and to measure diverse aspects of professional growth, such as teacher
competency, teacher performance and teacher effectiveness. Examples of the
appraisal methods found in the literature include (a) teacher interviews, (b)
competency tests, (c) indirect measures, (d) classroom observation, (e) student
ratings, (f) peer review, and (g) student achievement (Ellett et al.,1980; Hafelfe,
1980; Lewis, 1982; Millman, 1981; Peterson & Kauchak, 1982). Therefore, future
research could explore what types of additional appraisal methods should be
incorporated to enhance the effectiveness of the current PA implemented in
universities in Vietnam.
Summary of the Dissertation

The purpose of this qualitative case study was to explore full-time
faculty’s perceptions of the evaluation process, or performance appraisal
process, as it is termed, being implemented on a Viethamese university campus
at the time of this study by (a) elucidating what meaning faculty gave to the
performance appraisal process; (b) inquiring into how these perceptions affected
instructors’ teaching performance; and (c) discussing factors that are central to
the applicability of the process as a means of improving instruction. The
following salient findings were identified. First, facuity found a PA process that
emphasized both competency and highlighted professional growth beneficial and
motivating in measuring their performance and enhancing their teaching quality.
Secondly, significant factors contributing to faculty positive perceptions of the PA

process as well as to faculty instructional improvement. These factors included
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the clarity of the PA purpose, faculty involvement in the PA design and
development, and the critical role of the evaluator and his/her constructive
feedback in the PA process. Finally, faculty strongly recommended additional
types of evaluation, especially student feedback, be incorporated into the current
PA process and more opportunities for professional development be provided.
As a result of these findings, this study could serve as a catalyst for
policymakers and school leaders to improve the existing evaluation processes
and to seek insights into how instructors perceive these policies and what factors
contribute to their perceptions. The findings of this study could also stimulate
further research on appraisal policy reform. ldentifying key factors that
instructors believe are critical for an effective evaluations process could assist t
leadership within an institution to find the tools that would make the current
polices meet instructors’ expectations. Moreover, this study made a significant
contribution the gap in the existing Viethamese existing literature on faculty
evaluation. Egelson and McColskey (1998) affirmed, “if teachers and schools
are to continually improve the quality of the instructional program, then an
evaluation system designed to encourage individual teacher growth is not a

luxury, but a necessity” (p. 5).
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APPENDIX A
LETTER OF INVITATION AND INFORMED CONSENT
Hello, my name is Nam Phan. | am a doctoral student at California State
University, Fullerton (CSUF) under the direction of Dr. Vita Jones. | am also a

faculty member at Hoa Sen University, Ho Chi Minh City.

This is an invitation for you to participate in a research study exploring the
perceptions of faculty in a Vietnamese university about their current faculty
performance appraisal process. The results of this study may lead to

improvement of faculty evaluation practices and policies.

Your involvement will consist of one audio-recorded interview
(approximately one hour in length). Your participation is completely voluntary
and you may withdraw from this investigation at any time. You may also choose

not to answer any question that makes you uncomfortable.

Ensuring your confidentiality is a critical element of this study. To the
degree allowable by law, all data resulting from your interview will be kept
confidential. No identifying information will be associated with information or
viewpoints that you share. The interview recordings will be transcribed by an
independent, professional transcription service. The transcription service is
bound by contract to confidentiality and will not maintain copies of any records.
All study materials will be maintained in my password-protected computer and in

locked files in my home.
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| have no conflict of interest in the results of this study, financial or
otherwise. If you have additional questions please contact me at

phanthivietham@csu.fullerton.edu. You may also contact my faculty advisor, Dr.

Vita Jones, at viones@fullerton.edu. For any questions concerning your rights as

a research subject, contact the CSUF Institutional Review Board (IRB) at 657-

278-7640.

Thank you.

| have carefully read and had the terms used in this consent form and their
significance explained to me. By signing below, | confirm that | am at least 18

years of age and | agree to participate in this project.

Participant’'s Name (Print): Signature: Date:
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APPENDIX B
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Aims:

1. Establish rapport with interviewee

2. Keep interviews between 45 and 60 minutes

3. Ask probing questions when warranted, use “Could you explain what
you meant by that?”; “Could you tell me more about that?”; etc. when necessary.
Introduction:

1. Introduction to the researcher

2. Purpose of the study

3. Review of confidentiality agreement and signature of Consent form

Date: Time: Location: Interviewee #:
How long have you been working at the University?
Anh/Chij da cong tac & Trwong Hoa Sen dwoc bao lau?
How often is the performance review at the University?
Bao lau thi Anh/Chij lai dugrc danh gia mét 1An?
How do you describe your experience with the evaluation process implemented
on campus?
Anh/Chi c6 cam nghi gi vé chinh sach danh gia giang vién dang dwoc ap dung
tai Trwong?
What factors contribute to the perceptions you have regarding the current

evaluation process?
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Nhirng yéu td nao goép phan khién cho Anh/Chj c6 suy nghi nhw vay?

5. Do you think the process meets your expectations? In what way does the
process satisfy you?

Viéc danh gia c6 dap rng dwoc nguyén vong cua Anh/Chi khéng? Xin Anh/Chi
giai thich ro.

6. Do you know the evaluation criteria? Are they informed to you? What are they?
Anh/Chij c6 ndm dwoc cac tiéu chuan danh gia giadng vién cia Trwéng khéng?
Céc tiéu chudn dé co6 dwoc cong bd dén tat ca giang vién hay khéng?

7. What do you think is the key purpose of the University faculty evaluation
process?

Anh/ Chi nghi muc dich chinh cla viéc danh gia giang vién la gi?

8. What do you think about the implementation of evaluation in the University?

Suy nghi cGia Anh/ Chj vé viéc thue thi chinh sach danh gia giang vién tai
Trwdng?

9. Who is the evaluator? What do you think about the evaluator? For example, does
the evaluator consider multiple sources of evidence when evaluating you? Does
the evaluator master the evaluation standards?

Ai la nguwdi danh gia cac Anh/Chi? Cac Anh/Chi c6 suy nghi gi vé nguwdi danh
gia? Vi du nhw nguwoi danh gia c6 danh du thoi gian cho viéc danh gia cac
Anh/Chij hay khéng? Ho ¢6 s dung nhiéu ngudn dir liéu khac nhau khi danh gia
khong? Ho cé ndm virng cac tiéu chuan danh gia giang vién cta Trwdng khéng?

10. How important is the evaluation process to you?



167

Viéc dwoc danh gia quan trong nhw thé nao déi véi Anh/Chi véi vai trd [a mét
giang vién?

11. How has the evaluation process affected you?
Chinh sach danh gia dnh hwéng nhw thé nao dén Anh/ Chj?

12.Do you agree/ disagree with the ratings you have gotten so far?
Anh/ Chj ddng y hay khéng ddng y véi cac két qua danh gia Anh/ Chj da nhan
duwoc trong thoi gian cong tac tai Tredng vira qua?

13. Do the ratings motivate your professional development? in what way do the
ratings affect your instructional performance?
Két qua danh gia c6 la déng co thac déy Anh/Chi nang cao chuyén mén va cai
thién viéc giang day khong? Xin Anh/ Chij giai thich ré.

14. What part of the evaluation process do you think has the most effect in
strengthening your teaching practice?
Yéu tb nao trong chinh sach danh gia giang vién Anh/Chi cho réng hiéu qua nhéat
trong viéc gitp Anh/ Chi cai thién viéc giang day?

15. What part of the evaluation process do you think has the least effect in
strengthening your teaching practice?
Yéu té nao trong chinh sach danh gia giang vién Anh/Chi cho réng it hiéu qua
nhéat trong viéc gitip Anh/ Chij cai thién viéc giang day?

16. Do you have any recommendation to improve the current appraisal policies so
that they would be more effective in improving your instructional performance?

What are your explanations for these recommendations?
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Anh/ Chi ¢6 y kién gi d& cai thién chinh sach danh gia giang vién hién tai véi muc
dich lam cho chinh sach d6 hiéu qua hon trong viéc thuc day céng tac giang day
ctia Anh/Chij? Xin Anh/Chij giai thich ro.

Thank you for your time.

Notes:

Describe setting Note body language

Note non-verbal communication Other

Other Other
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APPENDIX D

FACULTY EVALUATION FORM
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APPENDIX E
LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION
California State University Fullerton Institutional Review Board
c/o Regulatory Compliance
800 N. State College Blvd.
Fullerton, CA 92831

Please note that Ms. Phan Thi Viet Nam, CSUF Graduate Student, has
the permission of Hoa Sen University to conduct research at our facility for her
study, “Faculty Perceptions of Performance Appraisal Policies”.

Ms. Phan will email faculty to recruit them and conduct an interview with
each of them regarding their perceptions of the university performance appraisal
policies. Her plan is to have all interviews done by the end of October. Our
human resources office will provide any help Ms. Phan may need for her
research. Ms. Phan’s on-site research activities will be finished by October 31,
2013.

Ms. Phan has agreed to provide my office a copy of the California State
University Fullerton IRB-approved, stamped consent document before she
recruits participants on campus.

If there are any questions, please contact my office.

Signed,

Mr. Do Sy Cuong, Vice President



