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Abstract: The purpose of this study is to examine programme quality and perceptions of 
evaluation criteria of hospitality, tourism, and leisure programmes (HTLPs) among full-time 
faculty based on tenure status (i.e., non-tenure, tenure-track, and tenured) in the United 
States. The MANOVA (multivariate analysis of variance) analyses found that non-tenure track 
faculty score significantly lower in strategic planning, curriculum and instruction, resources, 
administrative management, and programme quality than tenure-track and tenured faculty do. 
The OLS (ordinary least square) analysis found that non-tenure track faculty are less concerned 
with administrative elements affecting the quality of the programme. The 2SLS (two-stage least 
square) analysis confirmed the group invariance of the OLS model. The analyses’ results provide 
implications for developing inclusive HTLP evaluation criteria, combining elements from 
different models to measure subjective views, and adopting a mixed methodology to understand 
views of different faculty groups to develop more efficient HTLP evaluation criteria.
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Introduction

The rapid progress of the hospitality and tourism industry has significantly 
influenced hospitality, tourism, and leisure programme (HTLP) expansion in the 
United States (US). Hospitality companies often have businesses stretching around 
the world. The lodging industry alone has been recognised as generating $500 

Correspondence: Danny Woosik Choi, Texas Tech University, USA. Email: danny.choi@ttu.edu



APJIHT Vol. 7 No. 1 March 2018

52 Danny Woosik Choi and Kurt Stahura

billion in annual revenue globally (International Hotel & Restaurant Association, 
2016). Higher education programmes providing the talent for these far-reaching 
organizations have responded to these expansion trends by increasing numbers of 
campuses and students. In 2015, the total contribution of travel and tourism was 
9.5% of total employment (i.e., 283,578,000 jobs). This rose by 2.2% in 2016 to 
289,756,000 jobs and is expected to rise by 2.5% to 370,204,000 jobs by 2026, or 
11.0% of total employment (World Travel & Tourism Council, 2016). The US alone 
has seen rapid growth in terms of the number of HTLPs and number of students 
(Institute of International Education, 2011). This substantial increase in the number 
of programmes has led to issues such as quality control and ongoing controversies 
regarding whether HTLP education needs to be revamped upon reaching its maturity 
(Airey, 2015; Bosselman, 1996). 

As a systematic way of approaching the issues, international organisations have 
provided evaluation/accreditation to HTLPs. Some of the accreditation commissions 
and certifications for programmes in hospitality administration (ACPHA) include 
I-CHRIE (International Council of Hotel, Restaurant & Institution Education) 
from the US, the TedQual (Tourism Education Quality) Certification from the 
United Nations World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), the National Recreation 
and Park Association (NRPA), and the UK Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) 
subject review process. Prior research studies have contributed to the development 
of evaluation criteria by adopting models from different disciplines, such as 
SERVQUAL (service quality) and CIPP (context, input, process, and product) 
from education and business. However, the evaluation criteria have been criticised 
as lacking inclusiveness, so there has been a push for quality assessments of HTLPs 
that include multiple perspectives from stakeholders, such as faculty and students 
(Horng & Teng, 2011; Horng, Teng, & Baum, 2009). The studies also suggested 
that HTLP faculty perceptions of HTLP evaluation criteria and programme quality 
could differ based on higher education tenure status (i.e., non-tenure, tenure-track, 
and tenured). However, no empirical study has been done so far to examine this 
suggestion. This issue calls for the understanding of HTLP evaluation criteria based 
on tenure status. With this study, we answer the call. This study specifically examines 
the different perceptions of HTLP evaluation criteria and programme quality among 
full-time faculty, based on tenure status. 

Literature Review

In the past, there have been calls for further theoretical and empirical approaches 
to better understand HTLP evaluation criteria. Typically, higher education (HE) 
programme evaluation has been viewed through two lenses, institutional and 
programmatic. Institutional evaluation focuses on the educational goals of the 
academic institution, while programme evaluation aligns certain programmes with 
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occupational affiliations and standards. Oktadiana and Chon (2017) suggested 
that these different focuses would serve as a guideline in selecting course content 
and teaching and learning endeavours, potentially affecting evaluation criteria. 
Structurally, the different focuses lead to categorical divisions between universities 
and technical/vocation programmes. To evaluate HTLPs with different focuses, four 
major accreditation systems have been used. They include ACPHA and NRPA in 
the US, TedQual under the UNWTO, and the QAA subject review in hospitality, 
leisure, recreation, sport and tourism (HLRST) in the UK (Table 1). The criteria 
share objectives, curricula, faculty, resources, administration, student achievements, 
and teaching and learning objectives/ methods. Although these systems provide 
various criteria to evaluate HTLPs, they have been criticised as being used on an 
ad hoc basis and not being theoretically and empirically validated (Horng & Teng, 
2011). 

Prior studies attempting to develop holistic HE evaluation criteria have 
encountered certain limitations in being empirically validated. The studies can be 
categorised into four different approaches based on theoretical perspectives: CIPP 
(context, input, process and product evaluation), TQM (total quality management), 
SERVQUAL (service quality), and the combined (Table 2). CIPP encompasses the 
complex and multi-dimensional nature of HE and hospitality programmes; however, 
empirical validation of this model is still lacking (Horng & Teng, 2011). TQM applies 
quality dimensions from business to HE, leading to criticism of incompatibility 
from academia (Harvey & Green, 1993). SERVQUAL emphasises quality assurance 
as prioritised by students but is criticised for neglecting certain university activities 
and accomplishments (e.g., scholarship, certification, award) (Waugh, 2002). The 
combined model incorporates the merits of CIPP and TQM and focuses on student 
learning and organisational management practices (Horng et al., 2009). 

Although it seems effective, the combined model must be further expanded to 
incorporate the views of stakeholders (e.g., students, faculty). Horng et al. (2009) 
combined CIPP and TQM as Hertzman and Stefanelli (2007) had done and 
incorporated this model into HTLP evaluation criteria in Taiwan. Later, the criteria 
were cross-culturally examined between Taiwanese and US HTLPs (Horng et al., 
2011). This showed the internal validity of each HTLP evaluation criterion. 

However, the study could not be entirely cross-culturally validated, as it 
contained statistical limitations (e.g., severe disparity between the number of faculties 
in a university and vocation institute →9:1, imbalance of non-tenure track, tenure-
track, and tenured faculty), and limitations in encompassing structurally different 
HE systems between the two countries (e.g., Taiwan has no formal tenure system). 
Additionally, HTLP criteria have never been examined in the US based on tenure 
status. It is necessary to examine HTLP evaluation criteria by reviewing HTLP 
characteristics unique to the US. 
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Table 1. Summary of major evaluation/accreditation systems for HTLPs
Evaluation/
accreditation
system// 
Established year

Established
organisation

Quality standard Programme 
procedure

US ACPHA CHRIE 1. Mission and objectives
2. Evaluation and planning

1. Programme 
self-study

(Established in 
1988)

3. Administration and governance
4. Curriculum
5. Faculty/ instructional staff
6. Student service and activities
7. Resources

2. Review 
team 
visitation

3. Team 
judgment

WTO TedQual
Certification

(Established in 
1995)

UNWTO 1. Coherence of the plan of studies 
2. Infrastructure and pedagogical support
3. Policies, tools and support mechanisms 

for administrative management 
4. Existence of transparent mechanisms 

for the selection of the faculty and 
favourable conditions for their 
professional development

5. Relevance of the content of the 
programme of studies concerning 
the needs of the tourism sector

1. Programme 
self-study

2. Review 
team 
visitation

3. Team 
judgment

British QAA 
subject review 
in HLRS&T 

(Established in 
1997)

QAA 1. Curriculum design, content and 
organisation

2. Teaching, learning, and assessment
3. Student progression and achievements
4. Student support and guidance
5. Learning resources
6. Quality management and 

enhancement

1. Programme 
self-study

2. Review 
team 
visitation

3. Team 
judgment

4. Follow-up 
review

US NRPA

(Established in 
1974)

NRPA and 
AAPAR

1. Unit characteristics
2. Philosophy and goals
3. Administration
4. Faculty
5. Students
6. Instructional resources
7. Learning outcomes/ curriculum
 (foundation understandings
 and professional competencies)

1. Programme 
self-study

2. Review 
team 
visitation

3. Team 
judgment

† Source. CHRIE (2017), NRPA (2017), QAA (2017) and UNWTO (2017)    
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Table 2. Approaches & criteria summary to measure HE programme quality
Approach Area of 

Application/ 
Measurement

Dimensions/Criteria Author(s)

CIPP Hospitality/ 
Accreditation

1. The objectives 
2. The people
3. Resources
4. Processes

Heiman & 
Sneed (1996)

HE/ Performance 
measure

1. Input indicators 
2. Process indicators 
3. Outcome indicators 

Al-Turki & 
Dufffuaa 
(2003)

Hospitality/
Programme 
quality measure

1. Students/ Graduates 
2. Industry support 
3. Faculty 
4. Facilities
5. Curriculum 
6. Research 

Assante, 
Huffman & 
Harp (2007)

TQM HE/ Programme 
quality measure

1. Leadership 
2. Customer Centre & satisfaction 
3. Strategic quality planning 
4. Human resource development & 

management 
5. Quality process management 
6. The outcomes of quality & 

operation  

Winn & 
Cameron 
(1998)

HE/ Programme 
quality measure

1. Leadership 
2. Strategic development 
3. Stakeholder & market focus 
4. Measurement, analysis & 

knowledge management 
5. Workforce focus 
6. Process management 
7. The results of organization 

performance 

Badri et al. 
(2006)

SERVQUAL HE/ Programme 
quality measure

1. Tangibles  4. Content
2. Competence 5. Delivery 
3. Attitude 6. Reliability 

Owlia & 
Aspinwall 
(1996)

HE/ Programme 
quality measure

1. Non-academic dimensions
2. Academic dimensions 
3. Reliability 
4. Empathy 

Abdullah 
(2006)
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Approach Area of 
Application/ 
Measurement

Dimensions/Criteria Author(s)

Business School/ 
Service Quality

1. Contact personnel 
2. Physical evidence 
3. Reputation
4. Responsiveness 
5. Facilities accessibility 
6. Curriculum 

Sohail & 
Shaikh 
(2004)

Combined 
(CIPP & 
TQM)

Hospitality/ 
Culinary art 
programme 
quality

1. Facilities 
2. Faculty 
3. Learning opportunity 
4. Outcomes 
5. Student services
6. Organization & administration

Hertzman 
& Stefanelli 
(2007)

HTLPs/ 
Programme 
quality measure

1. Strategic planning 
2. Curriculum & instruction 
3. Faculty 
4. Resources 
5. Student achievement 
6. Administrative management

Horng et al. 
(2009)

†Source. Adopted and revised from Horng et al. (2011)

The tenure system is the representative systematic characteristic of HTLPs in the 
US. The tenure system in the US pressures faculty to “publish or perish.” HTLPs and HE 
overall share this trait among tenure-track faculty in the US, where the pressure to publish 
is considerable (Tung & McKercher, 2017). Non-tenure track faculty focuses solely on 
teaching and providing services. Their workloads are also considerable. However, as 
they are not part of the tenure system, their perceptions of HTLP evaluation criteria on 
programme quality differ from tenured or tenure-track faculty (Hobson, 1999; Hudson, 
2005; Huseman, Rogers, Meyer, & Habel, 2017). Faculty perceptions of HTLP 
evaluation criteria on programme quality significantly differ based on tenure status. 

Understanding faculty perceptions of HTLP criteria can contribute to developing 
holistic accreditation/evaluation criteria. HTLPs have gone through substantial changes 
over the last forty years (McKercher & Prideaux, 2014). Compared to these changes, 
the development of HTLP evaluation criteria has been static. Other than the studies 
summarised in Table 2, no research has been done exploring further development of 
HTLP evaluation criteria. Horng et al. (2011) examined the combined model (Table 
2) between Taiwan and the US; however, the study did not consider tenure status. 
Furthermore, the study had statistical and systematic drawbacks such as severely 
uneven size distribution of faculty size among non-tenure track, tenure-track, and 

Table 2 (con’t)
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tenured faculty, lack of validation for HTLP evaluation criteria, and disregard for 
different tenure systems between Taiwan and the US. Recently, Widarsyah, Ghiselli, 
and Adler (2017) examined HTLP benefits and administrators’ motives for ACPHA 
accreditation. However, the study was not inclusive of the faculty’s views, exploring 
only motives and benefits of accreditation rather than HTLP evaluation criteria on 
programme quality. Thus, the effect of faculty perceptions of the evaluation criteria 
on programme quality based on tenure status would provide informative insights to 
develop more thorough and effective HTLP evaluation criteria.

We hypothesise that the different perceptions of HTLP evaluation criteria and 
programme quality among faculty with different tenure status are based on job security. 
No research has been done on this topic in HE. Fleischman, Stephenson, Walker, and 
Cook (2017) suggested that untenured accounting faculty are somewhat less satisfied 
with their jobs than tenured faculty. In business, it has been suggested that job security 
has a significant influence on job satisfaction, employee well-being, and organizational 
commitment (Dawson, Veliziotis, & Hopkins, 2014; Origo & Pagani, 2009). Thus, it 
is possible that tenure status as an indicator of job security can influence how faculty 
evaluate the programme they work for. Non-tenure track faculty would show the lowest 
scores for HTLP evaluation criteria and programme quality, tenured the highest, and 
tenure-track something between non-tenured and tenured groups. 

Based on the above arguments, we propose the following hypotheses regarding 
the different perceptions of HTLP evaluation criteria and programme quality among 
faculty based on their tenure status. 

H1: HTLP evaluation criteria and programme quality are perceived 
significantly different among full-time faculty based on tenure status. 
Specifically, 

H1a: The perceptions of HTLP evaluation criteria and programme quality 
among non-tenure track faculty are significantly lower than among 
tenure-track and tenured faculty. 

H1b: The perceptions of HTLP evaluation criteria and programme quality 
among tenure-track faculty are significantly lower than among 
tenured faculty. 

H1c: The perceptions of HTLP evaluation criteria and programme quality 
among tenured faculty are significantly higher than the non-tenure 
track and tenure-track faculty.

The dimensions of HTLP evaluation criteria would significantly influence the quality 
of the programme differently based on tenure status. Thus, we propose the following 
hypothesis.  

H2: HTLP evaluation criteria showing significant influence are different 
among non-tenure track, tenure-track, and tenured faculty. 
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Methodology

Instrumentation, Samples, and Data Collection

The variables and questionnaires used in this study were adopted from the combined 
CIPP and TQM model (Table 2; Hertzman & Stefanelli, 2007; Horng et al., 
2009). All survey items had 5 Likert scale options, from 1 = strongly disagree to 
5 = strongly agree. The targeted sample for this study consisted of full-time HTLP 
faculty in the US. The questionnaire items were revised and initially validated 
through a pilot test. Random and snowball sampling were used to collect the data. 
For random sampling, we contacted faculty by sending email invitations. A total of 
3128 potential participants were emailed an invitation letter explaining the purpose 
of the study and a link to a Qualtrics survey. Five follow-up reminders were also 
sent to the participants over two months. A total of 287 complete responses were 
gathered, yielding a 9.2% response rate. Snowball sampling was used to collect data 
at HTLP-related conferences. The questionnaire was distributed after acquiring an 
agreement from each subject, yielding 81 complete responses. The researchers made 
sure that the online survey respondents did not fill out a hard-copy form. A total of 
391 responses were collected. Eleven responses were removed due to outliers (e.g., 
strongly agreeing throughout). Reverse coding was used to check answer validity, 
and three additional responses were removed because the results were not consistent. 
Consequently, 357 responses were used for the data analysis.

Model and Analysis 

MANOVA, OLS, and 2SLS were performed in this study. MANOVA examined 
the significance of group differences among non-tenure, tenure-track, and tenured 
faculty regarding HTLP evaluation criteria and programme quality (i.e., examining 
H1 and sub-hypotheses). OLS analysis was performed to determine which evaluation 
criteria had a significant influence on programme quality for each group of faculty 
(i.e., examining H2). Endogeneity was analysed with 2SLS analysis. 

This study examined the following model to test hypothesis H2:
Quality = β0 + β1 STGY + β2 CCINS + β3 RES + β4 FACULTY + β5 STDACHV 
+ β6 ADMINMGNT + ε1

The dependent variable, Quality, represents the respondent’s perception of the 
overall HTLP programme quality. For independent variables, STGY represents strategic 
planning (i.e., vision, mission, and self-improvement), CCINS is curriculum and 
instruction, RES is resource, FACULTY is faculty quality and performance, STDACHV 
is student achievement, and ADMINMGNT is administrative management. 

Reliability and validity of the questionnaire items were examined with Cronbach’s 
α and CFA (confirmatory factor analysis). The α-values of the observed variables 
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were in the acceptable range between .788 and .891 (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, 
& Tatham, 2006). The validity of the questionnaire was examined through CFA, 
and the factor loadings ranged between .706 and .836 meeting appropriate levels for 
structural interpretation (Hair et al., 2006). CFA model fit indices were verified for 
measurement validity as χ2 (18, N = 357) = 138.527, p < .05, CFI = .91, RMSEA = 
.05 (CI = .03~ .05), GFI = .95, and AGFI= .93.

Demographics  

This study first performed a descriptive analysis for demographic profiles of the 
HTLP faculty sample (Table 3). The sample faculty had a mean age of 44.77 years, 
mean years employed at the current institution of 6.90, and mean years employed 
as full-time faculty of 10.91. For institution type, 234 faculty were affiliated with 
universities and 123 with vocational institutions. Out of 357 faculty sampled, 
156 respondents were male and 201 female. For tenure status, 117 faculty were 
non-tenure track, 117 tenure-track, and 123 tenured. For age, the average of non-
tenure track and tenured faculty was similar (non-tenure track: M = 51.55; tenured: 
M = 51.59) and higher than tenure-track faculty (M = 31.58). Industry full-time 
experience was highest among non-tenure track faculty (non-tenured: M = 17.04; 
tenure-track: M = 2.46; tenured M = 4.69). 

Table 3. Demographics 

Mean Max. Min. SD   N

Alla Age  44.77      68 29 6.87 357

Year(s) employed at 
current institution 

6.90 37 1 8.72 357

Year(s) employed as a 
full-time faculty

10.91 38 2 7.60 357 

Year(s) employed in 
Hospitality industry 

8.06 35 1 1.43 357 

NTb Age 51.55 61 46 3.12 126

Year(s) employed at 
current institution 

4.53 15 1.25 2.35 126 

Year(s) employed as a 
full-time faculty

7 21 2 2.36 126 

Year(s) employed in 
Hospitality industry 

17.04 38 5 1.81 126
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Mean Max. Min. SD   N

TTc Age 31.58 44 29 2.94 117
Year(s) employed at 
current institution 

1.78 5 1 .87 117

Year(s) employed as a 
full-time faculty

3.21 8 2 2.72 117

Year(s) employed in 
Hospitality industry 

2.46 7 2.50 1.10 117

TDd Age 51.19 68 33 7.86 114
Year(s) employed at 
current institution 

14.78 37 7 2.49 114

Year(s) employed as a 
full-time faculty

21.04 38 7 3.08 114

Year(s) employed in 
Hospitality industry 

4.69 21 2.5 1.04 114

Frequency Percentile (%)
Institution Type

University 234   65.55
Vocational Institute 123 34.45
Gender

Male 156 43.69
Female 201 56.31
Tenure Statusa

Non-tenure track 126 32.87
Tenure-track 117 32.58
Tenured 114 34.55

a Combining all non-tenure track, tenure-track and tenured faculty, b Non-tenure track, c Tenure-
track, dTenured

 MANOVA

MANOVA was performed to test the hypotheses. Since there was a possible sub-
influence of age and gender on the HTLP faculty’s perceptions and programme 
quality, MANOVA with covariates was performed (Table 4). It examined differences 
based on tenure status when age and gender were controlled. The analysis used 

Table 3 (con’t)
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HTLP evaluation criteria and programme quality as dependent variables, age and 
gender as covariates, and the three categories of tenure status (i.e., non-tenure track, 
tenure-track, and tenured) as independent variables.

Table 4. Means and adjusted means

Variables /  
sub-criteria 

Mean SD Adjusted Mean SE

NTa TTb TDc NT  TT TD NT TT TD NT TT TD
STGY 3.55 3.93 3.89 .49 .42 .91 3.48 4.03 3.87 .09 .11 .06
CCINS 3.64 4.07 4.10 .53 .44 .57 3.71 3.99 4.22 .07 .09 .05
RES 3.53 4.42 3.86 .62 .51 1.01 3.66 4.26 3.89 .11 .13 .07
FACULTY 3.55 3.92 3.71 1.07 .24 .67 3.57 3.90 3.71 .10 .12 .07
STDACHV 3.79 3.64 3.80 .67 .31 .59 3.69 3.77 3.78 .07 .09 .05
ADMINMGNT 3.54 3.97 3.89 .73 .78 .73 3.84 3.58 4.04 .11 .13 .08
Quality 3.63 3.92 3.97 .66 .69 .78 3.80 3.70 4.02 .11 .13 .07
a Non-tenure track, b Tenure-track, c Tenured, STGY = strategic planning, CCINS= curriculum 
& instruction, RES= resources, FACULTY= faculty, STDACHV=student achievement, 
ADMINMGNT= administrative management, Quality= quality of programme

First, MANOVA was performed for the independent variables and programme 
quality. Assumptions were checked for reasonableness of the analytic procedure. The 
homogeneity of regression coefficient assumptions was met (p > .90). No within-
cell outliers were found at p < .001. Skewness measured for each variable was not 
extreme (i.e., less than |1|). Scatter plots for each variable within each group found 
no concern for linearity. Box’s M test for equality of covariance matrices indicated 
homogeneity of variance-covariance [F(8, 108469747) = 1.53, p > .10]. 

Tenure status had a statistically significant effect on the adjusted mean of the 
combined dependent variables (HTLP evaluation criteria and quality of programme), 
[F(14, 349) =13.97, p < .001] with Wilk’s lambda criterion, partial η2 = .22. A 
follow-up univariate analysis found a statistically significant difference in STGY, 
CCINS, RES, ADMINMGNT, and Quality among non-tenure track, tenure-track, 
and tenured faculty after controlling age and gender; STGY: [F(2, 349) = 8.39, p 
< .001, η2 = .25], CCINS: [F(2, 369) = 25.82, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.14], RES: [F(2, 
349) = 3.93, p < 0.05, η2 = .12], ADMINMGNT: [F(2, 349) = 6.34, p < .01, η2 
= .35], Quality: [F(2, 349) = 4.78, p < .001, η2 = .27]. In pair-wise comparison, 
perceptions of STGY (p < .001), CCINS (p < .001), RES (p < .05), ADMINMGNT 
(p < .01) and Quality (p < .001) were significantly lower among non-tenure track 
faculty compared to tenure-track and tenured faculty, supporting H1a. The difference 
of perceptions of HTLP evaluation criteria between tenure-track and tenured faculty 
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was only statistically significant in RES (p < .001). The mean and adjusted mean in 
RES were significantly higher among the tenure-track than tenured faculty, rejecting 
H1b and supporting H1c. 

OLS Analysis 

OLS analysis was performed to examine whether and which HTLP evaluation criteria 
had significant influence on programme quality among faculty based on tenure 
status. Data screening was conducted to check the assumptions. Skewed distribution 
was fixed after natural log transformation. VIF (variance inflation factor) analysis 
ranged from 1.104 to 4.453 and showed no signs of multicollinearity (Table 5; Hair 
et al., 2006). Pair-wise linearity was satisfied by using within-group scatter plots. All 
three models showed significance (non-tenure track: F [6, 119] = 473.80, p < .001, 
R2 = .76; tenure-track: F [6, 110] = 427.77, p < .001, R2 = .77; tenured: F [6, 107] 
= 25.65, p < .001, R2 = .75.

Table 5. Group effect analyses
NTa TTb TDc

Variables β t-value VIF β t-value VIF β t-value VIF

STGY .361  .425 4.175  1.166  4.183*** 1.094  1.146  1.665 3.371

CCINS .099  3.085** 1.104  1.130  3.017*** 1.654  .569  6.453*** 3.399

RES .083  6.601** 4.453  1.116  7.375*** 2.758  .123  2.125* 1.457

FACULTY .079  3.829*** 3.564  .366  .699 3.057  .043  .538 2.786

STDACHV .240  4.566*** 3.904  .129  2.837** 4.566  .338  4.343*** 2.651

ADMINMGNT .438  .686 3.636  1.312  3.003*** 1.234  .193  2.623** 2.359
–
R2 = .55

–
R2  = .57

–
R2 = .53

R2  = .76 R2  = .77 R2  = .75

***p <.001, ** p <.01, *p <.05, a Non-tenure track, b Tenure-track, c Tenured, STGY = 
strategic planning, CCINS= curriculum & instruction, RES= resources, FACULTY= faculty, 
STDACHV=student achievement, ADMINMGNT= administrative management, Quality= 
quality of programme, † Adjusted R2

The HTLP evaluation criteria showing significant influence on the quality of 
programme differed based on tenure status. Among the non-tenure track HTLP 
faculty, CCINS, RES, FACULTY, and STDACHV showed a significant positive 
influence on the quality of the HTLP programme (CCINS: β2 = .099, p < .01; RES: 
β3 = .083, p < .01; FACULTY: β4 = .079, p < .001; STDACHV: β5 = .240, p < .001). 
Among the tenure-track HTLP faculty, all evaluation criteria showed a significant 
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positive influence on the quality of the HTLP programme except FACULTY (STGY: 
β1 = 1.166, p < .001; CCINS: β2 = 1.130, p < .001; RES: β3 = 1.116, p < .001; 
STDACHV: β5 = .129, p < .01; ADMINMGNT: β1 = 1.312, p < .001). Among 
tenured HTLP faculty, CCINS, RES, STDACHV, and ADMINMGNT showed 
a significant positive influence on the quality of the HTLP programme (CCINS: 
β2 = .569, p < .001; RES: β3 = .123, p < .05; STDACHV: β5 = .338, p < .001; 
ADMINMGNT: β6 = .193, p < .01). The analysis outcome supports H2. 

Endogeneity Analysis

Since this study adopted the same indicator variables for three different groups of the 
sample, 2SLS analysis was performed to examine potential endogenous relationships 
of the predictor variables and group invariance (Perrini, Rossi, & Rovetta, 2008; 
Campbell & Minguez-Vera, 2008). A Durbin-Wu-Hausman (DHW) test was 
employed to test the endogeneity of fiscal and non-fiscal leadership structure 
attributes. After regressing all other HTLP evaluation criteria with STGY, for 
example, the residual of STGY was saved and added as another predictor variable. 
The DHW test showed when Quality was a dependent variable, the saved variables 
showed the same significant influence as the OLS analysis (Table 6). Also, 2SLS 
analyses showed a consistent regressor influence on Quality, as in the group effect 
analyses. In sum, the 2SLS analysis supported the OLS results. 

Table 6. 2SLS endogeneity analysis  

NTa   β (t-value)
EVd

Variable
STGY CCINS RES FACULTY STDACHV ADMINMGNT

STGY  .020 
 (.449)

 .051 
 (.865)

 .020 
 (.333)

 .065 
 (1.169)

 .096 
 (1.642)

 .004 
 (.067)

CCINS  .188* 
 (1.870)

 .185* 
 (1.866)

 .323*** 
 (3.930)

 .210* 
 (2.242)

 .234** 
 (2.425)

 .258** 
 (2.679)

RES .201**
 (3.371)

 .227***
 (3.975)

 .149**
 (3.384)

 .137*
 (2.412)

 .225***
 (3.774)

 .206**
 (3.451)

FACULTY  .203***
 (3.735)

 .233***
 (3.745)

 .153**
 (2.674)

 .158***
 (3.576)

 .236***
 (3.963)

 .260***
 (4.459)

STDACHV  .250***
 (4.351)

 .206***
 (3.801)

 .261***
 (4.385)

 .262***
 (4.400)

 .179***
 (4.054)

 .156**
 (2.872)

ADMINMGNT  .069
 (.964)

 .084
 (.248)

 .090
 (1.029)

 .180
 (1.876)

 .032
 (.542)

 .058
 (.911)

†
– 
R2  .493  .487  .515  .492  .490  .495
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TTb   β (t-value)
STGY  .211***

 (3.591)
 .229***
 (4.085)

 .156***
 (3.603)

 .173**
 (3.038)

 .239***
 (4.082)

 .211***
 (3.600)

CCINS  .305***
 (5.190)

 .273***
 (4.789)

 .318***
 (5.219)

 .310***
 (5.149)

 .220***
 (4.886)

 .156**
 (2.872)

RES  .243*
 (2.548)

 .245*
 (2.569)

 .406***
 (4.806)

 .268**
 (2.870)

 .202*
 (2.141)

 .243*
 (2.535)

FACULTY  .018
 (.408)  

 .041
 (.709)

 .017
 (.284)

 .030
 (.551)

 .109
 (1.894)

 .028
 (.460)

STDACHV  .610***
 (-10.367)

 .614***
 (-10.393)

 .608***
 (-10.298)

 .606***
 (-10.287)

 .674***
 (-11.706)

 .612***
 (-10.352)

ADMINMGNT  .117*
 (-1.983)

 .134*
 (-2.078)

 .171*
 (-2.285)

 .094*
 (-1.982)

 .155*
 (-2.438)

 .142*
 (-2.236)

–
R2  .505  .470  .515  .520  .502  .473

TDc   β (t-value)
STGY .012

(.280)  
.050

(.845)
.010

(.162)
.081

(1.447)
.094

(1.590)
.018

(.297)
CCINS .208**

(3.449)
.224***

(4.221)
.154**

(3.457)
.139*

(2.425)
.233***

(3.886)
.213***

(3.531)
RES .158*

(2.060)
.138*

(2.591)
.156*

(2.043)
.138*

(2.591)
.119*

(2.186)
.172***

(3.857)
FACULTY .123

(2.151)
.081

(1.761)
.127

(1.610)
.057

(.672)
.008

(.146)
.089

(1.508)
STDACHV .275***

(4.746)
.220***

(4.014)
.289***

(4.820)
.291***

(4.846)
.199***

(4.481)
.173**

(3.159)
ADMINMGNT .208**

(3.260)
.207**

(3.155)
.219**

(3.341)
.246***

(3.792)
.189**

(2.875)
.189**

(2.884)
–
R2 .493 .487     .515 .492 .490 .490

***p <.001, ** p <.01, *p <.05, a Non-tenure track, b Tenure-track, c Tenured, d endogenous 
variable, STGY = strategic planning, CCINS= curriculum & instruction, RES= resources, 
FACULTY= faculty, STDACHV=student achievement, ADMINMGNT= administrative 
management, Quality= quality of programme, † Adjusted R2

The statistical analyses supporting or rejecting the hypotheses follow (Table 7).

Table 6 (con’t)
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Table 7. Analyses results 

Category Hypotheses Support/ Reject

Difference of 
HTLP evaluation 
criteria and quality 
of programme

H1: HTLP evaluation criteria and programme 
quality are perceived significantly different among 
full-time faculty based on tenure status.

Support

H1a: The perceptions of HTLP evaluation criteria 
and programme quality among non-tenure track 
faculty are significantly lower than among tenure-
track and tenured faculty. 

Support

H1b: The perceptions of HTLP evaluation criteria 
and programme quality among tenure-track faculty 
are significantly lower than among tenured faculty. 

Reject

H1c: The perceptions of HTLP evaluation criteria 
and programme quality among tenured faculty are 
significantly higher than the non-tenure track and 
tenure-track faculty.

Support

Influence of HTLP 
evaluation criteria 
on quality of 
programme 

H2: HTLP evaluation criteria showing significant 
influence are different among non-tenure track, 
tenure-track, and tenured faculty. 

Support

Discussion and Implications

We hypothesised that HTLP evaluation criteria and programme quality were 
significantly different among full-time faculty based on tenure status. First, perceptions 
of HTLP evaluation criteria among non-tenure track faculty were significantly lower 
than tenure-track and tenured faculty in terms of STGY (strategic planning), CCINS 
(curriculum and instruction), RES (resources), ADMINMGNT (administrative 
management), and Quality (programme quality). The only two criteria showing 
non-significant differences were FACULTY (faculty quality and performance) and 
STDACHV (student achievement). The analysis outcome might be attributed to the 
sense of job security of the non-tenure track faculty. Their lower sense of job security 
might positively influence the programme quality and evaluation (Dawson et al., 
2014; Fleischman et al., 2017; Origo & Pagani, 2009). Additionally, the outcome 
might be attributed to the backgrounds of non-tenure track faculty. HTLP non-
tenure track faculty generally have extensive industry backgrounds (Table 3) and 
might be more inclined to view the HTLP evaluation criteria from industry efficiency 
perspectives than tenure-track and tenured faculty. The perception of tenure-track 
faculty on RES (resources) is significantly higher than that of tenured faculty. RES 
denotes how the HTLP manages resources such as labs, classrooms, and other spaces 
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for teaching, learning, and research. This outcome might be attributed to tenure-
track faculty’s motivation to “publish or perish,” leading them to utilize resources for 
maximum productivity and job performance quality (Tung & McKercher, 2017). 
The analysis outcomes provide implications to develop more efficient HTLP 
evaluation criteria. This study used the combined model. Although the model 
effectively combined merits of TQM and CIPP, adopting industry quality control 
for HTLP evaluation criteria, it lacks inclusiveness for stakeholders. As suggested by 
the analysis outcomes, HTLP evaluation criteria would be effective if made inclusive. 
For example, with STGY, an evaluation item inclusive of all faculty views can be 
added, such as “All the faculty in the programme have agreed upon the short and 
long-term strategy of the programme.” 

We also hypothesized that the HTLP evaluation criteria showing significant 
influence were different among non-tenure track, tenure-track, and tenured faculty. 
For the non-tenure track faculty, CCINS, RES, FACULTY, and STDACHV showed 
significantly positive influence on the quality of the programme, and STGY and 
ADMINMGNT were non-significant. The outcomes indicate that non-tenure track 
faculty were less concerned with administrative issues of STGY and ADMINMGNT 
and more concerned with the direct issues of performing their jobs. For tenure-track 
faculty, all the criteria showed significantly positive influence except FACULTY (i.e., 
teacher quality and performance). This outcome might be attributed to relatively 
shorter experience as faculty (Table 3), indicating an inability to evaluate faculty in the 
programme. For tenured faculty, CCINS, RES, STDACHV, and ADMINMGNT 
showed significantly positive influence on programme quality. Unlike non-tenure 
track faculty, tenure-track and tenured faculty regard ADMINMGNT as an 
important element that had a positive influence on programme quality. This outcome 
implies that they regard student management and the leadership of the programme 
as an essential element of programme quality. 

The analysis outcomes can enable inclusion of the views of non-tenure track 
faculty in HTLP evaluation criteria. Non-tenure track faculty show relatively less 
regard for administrative elements such as STGY and ADMINMGNT, which might 
be attributed to either lower job security than other faculty groups, and therefore 
lower commitment to the areas not directly related to their jobs, or different views 
of programme evaluation, such as seeing STGY and ADMINMGNT as less relevant 
to their jobs than other criteria. Evaluation criteria of different models should also 
be examined. For example, compared to SERVQUAL, the combined model lacks 
subjective/quality control elements for stakeholders such as delivery, reliability, and 
empathy. By adding and examining these as a part of the HTLP evaluation criteria, 
it is possible to examine what the non-tenure track faculty really care about when it 
comes to evaluating the HTLP they work for. 
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Although this study provides the essential views of how/which HTLP evaluation 
criteria are perceived differently based on tenure status, it has some limitations. These 
limitations can provide implications for future studies. Although the study found that 
non-tenure track faculty evaluated the HTLP programme significantly less positively 
than other groups of faculty did, we could not fully determine why. Thus, as a future 
study, a mixed methodology (e.g., in-depth interviews and statistical analyses) can be 
used to further analyse the root cause. Related to this first limitation, the combined 
model itself might be limited when it comes to capturing the reason. In future 
research, the combined model could include some evaluation criteria elements from 
SERVQUAL. We found that non-tenure track faculty cared relatively less about 
administrative criteria affecting programme quality. Therefore, future research, a 
mixed methodology (e.g., in-depth interview and statistical analysis) can be used 
to understand different values placed on criteria by different faculty groups. Also, 
this study can be expanded to compare with the HTLP programmes in different 
countries. However, as mentioned before, the comparison should be done with a 
country (or countries) that have the same tenure system. 

Open Access: This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 
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