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During a series of meetings among chairs of the different departments and among deans of the different colleges of the University of San Carlos no less than the Vice President for Academic Affairs has expressed concern over certain faculty members’ frequent tardiness and absences. It took little effort to extend the issue to concerns over overall performance of these teachers and the proper method of recruiting highly performing faculty members. It has been noted for instance that some highly ‘intelligent’ faculty members do not really perform well and are perceived by the students as incompetent. Apparently, it is not solely intelligence that determines performance in the classroom. It is in this context that this study is undertaken—to investigate personality variables other than intelligence that contribute to a teacher’s performance.
While standard medical, police, and other government clearances are required for hiring purposes, the university’s recruitment process does not include any psychometric screening tests that may be used as one of the bases for selection. The faculty-applicant, however, before being accepted, performs a teaching demonstration in front of the HRMO head, the chair of the department that requested for a new faculty, and selected faculty members, who will then make recommendations as regards the applicant’s selection or hiring. Those who are hired are presumably the more intelligent applicants in their field of specialization. While this practice is acceptable, this does not ensure that the recruitment is successful. One measure of success of the recruitment is the applicant’s actual performance on the job. Unfortunately this may not correlate with the teacher-applicant’s performance on the teaching demonstration. There might indeed be more stable personality characteristics that may correlate better with performance.
Profit-oriented organizations usually employ a battery of psychometric scales, IQ tests, and other personality questionnaires to its applicants. These tests are used as basis for hiring, retention, and even promotion. The results of such tests are then correlated with a measure of performance in order to establish the tests’ criterion-related validity (see for instance Schultz, 1982; Ryan & Sackett, 1998: Boholst, 2000).  Oftentimes though, organizations fail to establish the validity of these instruments so they don’t really know whether those who did well in the battery are the very same individuals who perform well on the job. Validation studies have to be conducted as they provide information about the utility of these employment tests. In the case of organizations which do not have employment entrance tests for incoming faculty members, an exploratory research may be conducted—reversing the process by giving them a psychometric/personality test and correlating the result with an existing measure of performance. This might then provide insights on the personality variables that account for some variation of faculty performance. If the results of the study yield significantly related variables with performance, these same variables may then be used as criteria for incoming faculty applicants.

Problem Statement

This current investigation aims to look into some demographic and personality variables that may serve as ‘good’ predictors of teachers’ performance. Fifteen need scales based on Murray’s (1938) need-press theory (needs for: achievement, dominance, endurance, order, intraception, nurturance, affiliation, heterosexuality, exhibition, autonomy, aggression, change, succorance, abasement, and deference) and nine topical scales (counseling readiness, self-control, self-confidence, personal adjustment, ideal self, creative personality, military leadership, masculine attributes, and feminine attributes
) were used as predictors for faculty performance. The intention of this exploratory investigation was to first see which personality variable would have a stable zero-order correlation. These would then be used as predictors to be entered into the regression equation. It is acknowledged, however, that to the hard-core scientist this approach is data-snooping—a downgrade from a rigid scientific methodology.
Methodology

Sample

A randomized cluster sample of 100 faculty members was gathered based on the appropriate ratio of faculty members representing each department of all colleges. However, due to the fact that the other faculty members did not have performance records as some of them were not teaching during the data gathering period, the actual number went down to 79. 
The sample gathered was composed of 34 males and 45 females. The mean age was 36.2 years with a standard deviation of 12 years. The youngest was 20 years old and the most senior was 67 years old. With three data points missing, 34 participants were single and 42 were married. 
The distribution of the sample across academic ranks appeared as follows: Assistant Instructor (36.7%), Associate Instructor (12.7%), Full Instructor (31.6%), Assistant Professor (6.3%), Associate Professor (3.8%), and Full Professor (2.5%). Sixty seven percent of the 79 participants declared they had master’s degrees while 16% had Ph.D.s.  The remaining 17% either only had Bachelor’s degrees or were currently enrolled in a master’s program. 
Instruments
A survey form that measures faculty demographic profile was designed. It was a questionnaire that asked for the participants’ basic data such as age, civil status, household income, number of siblings, birth position, the area one was raised, and the language used in elementary, high school, and college. This, together with a standardized and cross-culturally tested scale—The Adjective Checklist (ACL) (Gough & Helibrun, 1983)—was administered to the selected sample. To measure performance, the existing USC performance tool was used. This tool is a rating instrument answered by students every semester. This yields three category scores on teaching efficiency, general impression, and impact of the university’s Christian vision. An earlier study had established the construct validity of this tool (Boholst, 2006). 
Data Analysis

Separate stepwise hierarchical multiple regression analyses were run using the above-mentioned variables as predictors and the performance evaluation scores in each of the three categories of the evaluation tool as criterion variables. As mentioned, the three categories of the performance are: teaching efficiency, general impression (which was subsumed under the first category in a factor analytic procedure), and impact of the university’s Christian vision. The hierarchical analyses grouped the demographic variables and entered these into the equation first. This was then followed by the personality variables. This was done to check what unique variance could be accounted for by the latter variables in the performance scores on top of what variance the demographic variables explained. The nature of the stepwise method reduces the number of predictors and retains the most ‘useful’ or parsimonious set of predictors.
Results and Discussion

Univariate descriptive statistics. Univariate tests of difference and zero-order correlations were computed to flesh out certain patterns before variables were put into the equation for higher-order or multivariate regression analyses. The results of these analyses are presented below.
Age. Age did not reliably correlate with any of the performance category. Age and Teaching Efficiency yielded a computed r = -.147; age and General Impression, r = -.06; age and Impact of the University’s Christian Vision, r = -.06. All these three correlations did not reach an alpha level of even .10.  It is safe to assume then that teaching performance is not age-related. 
Gender and Civil Status. Females outperform males in all categories of the performance evaluation tool. They were perceived by the students to be more efficient (M = 4.2, SD = .31) than their male counterparts (M = 4.0, SD = 3.9), t = 2.3 (76), p = .023, and had a higher general impression score (M = 4.3, SD = .38) than the male teachers (M = 3.8, SD = .74), t = 3.0 (76), p < .001. Furthermore and perhaps unsurprisingly, females revealed a higher score (M = 3.8, SD = .28) on their impact of the university’s Christian vision than the males (M = 3.5, SD = .43), t = 3.2 (76), p = .002. Civil status on the other hand neither revealed reliable differences in any of the three categories of performance between the married and the single nor did it interact with civil status. 
Academic rank and general impression. Although performance across the faculty members’ academic rank did not differ in the categories of overall teaching efficiency and one’s impact on the university’s Christian vision, it did have a statistically reliable difference on the second category of the performance tool, namely, with general impression. The table below shows that the assistant instructors had the highest general impression scores and the associate professors the lowest. 

Table 1.0 Academic Rank and General Impression Scores

	Academic Rank
	Mean Score
	Standard Deviation

	Assistant Instructor (n = 29)

Associate Instructor (n = 9)

Full Instructor (n = 25)

Assistant Professor (n = 5)

Associate Professor (n = 3)

Full Professor (n = 2)
	4.17

3.95

4.13

4.06

4.10

4.1
	.32

.46

.38

.53

.37

.45


F (5, 67) = 2.4, p < .05
Since there were large discrepancies in the sample size within each rank, the same data was correlated, this time coding the academic rank from one to seven, and correlating it with the performance measures. Still with this analysis, a low but reliable negative relationship (within the .10 alpha) showed up with academic rank and general impression, r (71) = -.22, p = .06. This indicates a gradual decline in performance as the academic rank increases.
Area raised and Christian vision. An interesting result came up when the difference in performance scores were analyzed in the context of the environment where the faculty was raised as a child. In the demographic questionnaire, respondents were asked to tick urban, rural, or suburban to indicate where they had been raised as a child. A one-way analysis of variance indicated a reliable difference (alpha .10) in the category on impact of the university’s Christian vision. Those raised in the rural area scored highest (M = 3.8, SD = .30), followed by those who grew up in suburban areas (M = 3.7, SD = .40). The urban folks scored lowest (M = 3.6, SD = .38), F (2, 72) = 2.5, p = .08. The other performance categories did not yield reliable differences among different areas raised. It appears that it is only in the aspect of Christianity that the area where one grew up seems to play a significant role. Although the differences are subtle, they appear stable.
Cross-correlations between performance scores and personality variables. The following table presents the zero-order cross-correlations between the three categories of performance and the personality variables. The variables with asterisks are the ones significantly correlated with performance. It might be important to note that Counseling Readiness is the only variable that is significantly related with all performance measures. 
Table 2.0. Cross-correlation between performance measures and personality variables

	Personality Variables
	Performance Category

	
	Teaching Efficiency
	General Impression
	Impact of the University’s Christian Vision

	Achievement
	-.04
	-.22*
	-.13

	Dominance
	.14
	-.13
	-.08

	Endurance
	-.09
	-.22*
	-.11

	Order
	-.18
	-.30**
	-.17

	Intraception
	-.02
	-.26*
	-.06

	Nurturance
	-.01
	-.17
	-.02

	Affiliation
	.02
	-.19
	-.05

	Heterosexuality
	.21*
	.03
	.07

	Exhibition
	.34**
	.09
	.12

	Autonomy
	.21*
	-.05
	.04

	Aggression
	.26*
	.20*
	.14

	Change
	.24*
	.09
	.02

	Succorance
	.05
	.25*
	.18

	Abasement
	-.09
	.11
	.12

	Deference
	-.28**
	-.11
	-.13

	Counseling Readiness
	.31**
	.48**
	.51**

	Self-control
	-.36**
	-.11
	-.18

	Self-confidence
	.15
	-.15
	-.04

	Personal adjustment
	-.05
	-.27**
	-.25

	Ideal self scale
	-.14
	-.28**
	-.22*

	Creative personality scale
	.21*
	-.05
	.02

	Military leadership scale
	.14
	-.04
	-.02

	Masculine attributes scale
	-.11
	-.41**
	-.21*

	Feminine attributes scale
	-.01
	-.10
	.04


*Significant at alpha .05
**Significant at alpha  .01
There are indeed variables that correlated reliably with the performance scores and which, at the univariate level, are quite difficult to explain conceptually. For instance, there is a negative correlation between ideal self and the category on general impression indicating that the higher one perceives to be reaching his or her ideal self, the lower her performance is—at least in the aspect of general impression. But since these will still be put into the regression equation, conceptual analysis will be reserved after such analysis. Only the significant predictors were included in the regression analysis. 

Predictors of Teaching Efficiency


In regressing teaching efficiency on the demographic variables the regression equation was significant, R = .24, F (1, 68) = 4.319, p < .05. But there was only one demographic variable that contributed to a significant amount of the variability in teaching efficiency, and that is gender. This accounted for 6% of the variation in teaching efficiency. To recall, in the earlier univariate analysis females perform reliably better than males. After a second analysis in the hierarchical regression was performed, self-control (Beta = -.32) reliably contributed 10% to the prediction of teaching efficiency over and above gender (Beta = .21) and this was retained in the final stepwise regression equation, R = .40 F (2, 67) = 6.38, p < .05. Gender’s contribution became insignificant as the personality variable self control was entered. The results mean that the lower one engages in self control the higher the teaching efficiency. This equation captured 16% of the variation in teaching efficiency.


A larger multiple R, however, was observed when the demographic variables were not included in the equation, R = .443, F (2, 75) = 9.145, p < .01. In this equation self control (Beta = -.32) and counseling readiness (Beta = .26) were retained. A combination of a tempered self-control and readiness to take advice and counsel may contribute to the prediction of teaching efficiency. This equation captured 19% of the teaching efficiency variation. 

Predictors of General Impression

In the hierarchical stepwise multiple regression analysis predicting general impression, gender was entered first and explained 13% of the variance in general impression, F (1, 68) = 10.38, p = .002. However, as the other personality variables were entered into the equation, gender’s capacity to account for the variation in general impression gradually decreased as the new variables performed better in the prediction. Academic rank was entered second and accounted for 9% in the variation of general impression. But on top of the demographic variables, counseling readiness, which accounted for 11% and masculine attributes, which accounted for 4% of the variation in general impression, were added in the equation. The Beta weight, however, for masculine attributes is negative indicating a higher performance with a lower score in masculine attributes. This does not immediately mean that feminine attributes is positively correlated with this performance category because even at the zero order correlation, it is not. By masculine attributes, the scale basically refers to role qualities such as ambition, assertiveness, and initiative—traits that are “associated with everyday notions of masculinity.” (Gough & Heilbrun, 1982). And, the lesser these traits are in a person, the more likely the person scores higher in general impression. A closer look at the table below indicates that these set of personality variables capture 37% of the variation in general impression, F (4, 65) = 9.53, p < .001. The retained variables are: academic rank, counseling readiness, and masculine attributes. 
Table 3.0 Hierarchical Stepwise Multiple Regression of Predictors of General Impression

	Variable
	Multiple R
	B
	Std Error
	Beta
	t
	Significance

	Gender
	.364
	-.003
	.137
	-.003
	.019
	.985

	Academic Rank
	.455
	-..113
	.049
	-.250
	2.48
	.015

	Counseling Readiness
	.563
	.033
	.010
	.456
	3.23
	.002

	Masculine Attributes
	.608
	-.038
	.016
	-.241
	-2.30
	.022


Predicting Impact of the University’s Christian Vision


While gender was still entered when the hierarchical analysis was performed, what variance gender accounted for in this dependent variable was still explained by counseling readiness, R = .511, F (2, 66) = 11.67, p < .001. Counseling readiness captures 26% of the variation in the faculty’s impact of the university’s Christian vision. 
Summary

The best predictors for teaching efficiency are: self-control and counseling readiness. The higher the extent to which self-control is imposed or valued and the more open the faculty is for counsel and professional advice the better the performance in the category of teaching efficiency. For general impression, academic rank, counseling readiness, and masculine attributes (negative r) were the more important predictors. However, in the aspect of recruitment and selection, academic rank could not be used to predict an applicant’s performance because of the obvious fact that an applicant could not be ranked yet. Counseling readiness and masculine attributes then would be useful criteria for selection. For the aspect on Christian vision, counseling readiness is the only retained predictor. 

It is interesting to note that counseling readiness seems to be a consistent predictor for the three categories of the performance evaluation tool of USC. Whatever this variable means in the context of performance should be a theoretical avenue for future researches of teaching performance. While gender too, is a consistent predictor, and should be an aspect to look into (though not necessarily in terms of hiring but of the possibility that a look into what makes females perform better will provide more insights), its contribution in the prediction of performance measures appear to be a redundancy as other personality variables are entered in the equation. 

Appendix A

Need Scales’ Definitions

Achievement: to strive to be outstanding in pursuits of socially recognized significance.


Dominance: to seek and maintain a role as leader in groups, or to be influential and controlling in individual relationships


Endurance: to persist in any task undertaken


Order: to place special emphasis on neatness, organization, and planning in one’s activities


Intraception: To engage in attempts to understand one’s own behavior or the behavior of others


Nurturance: To engage in behaviors that provide material or emotional benefits to others


Affiliation: To seek and maintain numerous personal friendships


Heterosexuality: To seek the company of and derive emotional satisfaction from interactions with opposite-sex peers 


Exhibition: To behave in such a way as to elicit the immediate attention of others


Autonomy:  To act independently of others or of social values and expectations


Aggression: To engage in behaviors that attack or hurt others


Change: To seek novelty of experience and to avoid routine


Succorance: To solicit sympathy, affection, or emotional support from others


Abasement: To express feelings of inferiority through self-criticism, guilt or social impotence


Deference: To seek and maintain subordinate roles in relationships with others

Topical Scales’ Definitions

Counseling Readiness: Readiness to accept counseling or professional advice in regard to personal problems, psychological difficulties, and the like


Self-Control: The extent to which self-control is imposed, and valued


Self-Confidence: Self-confidence, poise, and self-assurance


Personal Adjustment: Good adjustment in the sense of the ability to cope with situational and interpersonal demands, and a feeling of efficacy


Ideal Self Scale: Strong sense of personal worth; or, harmony between what one is and what one wants


Creative Personality Scale: The desire to do and think differently from the norm and a talent for originality


Military Leadership Scale: Steadiness, self-discipline, and good judgment of the kind required in positions of military (or related) leadership


Masculine attributes scale: Role-qualities such as ambition, assertiveness, and initiative associated with everyday notions of masculinity


Feminine attributes scale: Role-qualities such as helpfulness, sympathy, and affection associated with everyday notions of femininity
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