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This paper is essentially an interpretive review of

the literature on accountability as related to instructional programs
in higher education. It is directed toward academic administrators,
although others in higher education may find it useful.
Accountability was treated as an essential set of transactions
presént in every relationship involving two or more individuals or
agencies where: (1) there are expectations regarding performance, {2}
those involved cannot remain in continudus,proximivy, and (3) at
ieast one of those involved has the inclination and capapility ot
influencing the behavior of one or more of the others. It was assumed ’
that accountzbility is already functioning in all existing
institutions and that it would probably be more congenial and -
productive if improvements could be made in those activities
"involving: {1) establishing and clarifying expectations, (2)
obtaining and disseminating quality information, and (3) making
adaptive responses. A review of current conditions regaxding
accountability in relation to undergcaduate instruction would on the
surface suggesi that almost any change would be an improvement,
proposed changes must be evaluated in terms of the threat posed to

institutional autonomy and academic freedom.
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ABSTRACT

i
H

Phis paper s essentially anonterpretve reveew of the Bterature on accountad i o

related to mstruchonal programs ap higher dacation it n directed towarnd caden .
- wnnnsrators, although others e lngher education may find 1t weiud

Thetd s contusion and diagreenicnt about the concept of-aéoountabibity domoistrato

accounting 16 he impored on colleges and vmsersigres by other agencies and oa faculties by
members of an admmstrative hierarchy.” Some contuse - wath other concepts, e w .
evafugtion or accreditation In highcr:_ education decountability  has developed witihery
thorough examination and without systematic ettort to improve its vabitiy '
) T

Accountability was treated as an essential set ol transactions present meven
relationshup mvolving (wo or more :mndviduals or agenuies where (1) theie wre expedtations
regardimg performance, ( 2) those mvolved cannot remain m Gontinueus proximity. and 37 4
least one o} those involved has the nclmation and capabikty of infleencing jhe bohavior o
one or mote of the others. I was assumed that aecountabihity s already tunctionang i all
exssing institufions and that it would probably be more congemal and prodiitive i
improvements could be aade mn those activities mvolving (1) estabhshmg and clanty ing
axpectations, 12) obtaning aand disenmunsting quabity wtormation, and (31 making adaprine
ESPONSeS

: While 4 review of current conditions regarding  accountabibty n relation to

. undergraduate instruction would on tie suiface suggest that aimost any change would be s
improvénient, proposed dm;lgcx must be evaluated 1 termas of the threat posed 10
ié\\ll!uh()ndl autonomy and faculty academuc freedom While acadenmics traditionally have
traded dutonomy for other benefits, and while 1ts value varies greatly trom school to school
and one geographic ared to another, auademic freedom s almost umversally regarded by
acadenies ds the most hughly valued of ail educational goals Thrs ~uggests that any changes
it aceotintabiity that van be shown tomprove acedemie freedom should tind o tugh deuree
oi - calty support

.

ty

- \ 5
i the Bterature Many persons percene it tf be g syvstem of obligatory and puniae
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PREFACE

; .
pho s Porh apphicd and oo hoal s s b e e e Pl ety

ot o dueation

Phore o moomans sccnions o e repart The st sedtaon AR IntGpienve Ay
St bt o Istractiopat \ccountabiy g Higher Pducation  asvesentiady aocviewn
opnet! ey Some of these have appedred i publicny distpbuted journais md book

Sr e B presented as papets o profossonial meetings Others were ocgie Linoration

$

spowp depe sitonkes o mtomigbon or gn <Lt agenaes whose maior misson s related 1o
t P 2

Lacher cducabion Soime were obtaned trom colleges and unvensities where rented work was
Fend conducted A tew were obtaned trom a daadu s persondly anterested i contabut oy
toohie <tinhy y .

fiwe principal cofenon tor screemng matenals for mchis,or i this report was one o
petsotal-prodessional prdament o o the probability that they would contribute somethmg
iselub o an sdnnnistrator ongaped snoplanming Change sashiuctional accouniability woithin
1 hor owrnoastiution

A ceoend ontenon for screinm materils was that they ~hould tovus on mstruciongl
ceatputs e thowe varables most closely related to he debvery op instructon Mhile this
CHitkaon remamad ratbor ambiguous, astruction was considered s @ Jass oo oatpat

varnbles ditterert than those of service or research

A

Phe ftcrature proved o boscattered and largely upjoctd on accounabaiity I became
chones carn o ihe study that only secent materials necﬁvplu:cd Fven dosely related
corepts sach as responabity and evaleaton. did ned appear extosvely 1 educationad
fonstur, noper tonh apphicd Coteepo unul atrer 1905 and acconntabidiny wastion used
oo FRIC Clearmghouse rettieval ierm anil 19709 Very hitle brerature was explored that
apprarct] preca to FI0% gnd most iorshton was taken from esottrees made availebfe sinee
Pocs Couphed wetde e pancady of e aher mfonmation s the large amount o tormaton
doonts beas coenatnd beeny doy new data b rced that suggesied changes moenhier the
wonecpt b accsrabalty o procedard® tor it u‘:wicmcm.umn
e soonniscation o the mpest A Bibhiosraphy oo fosiuctional Necodntarid e
P P hac i T Wiile chuionas selocted the Intmgs are not Inited o those appea.,

y

hoo v wdhan b R repert T eiended that the two sections can be (LI R

separate pablication

frantean dus Dvare Gionnes By amun Dawrence., Chatles Neddt Casper Pauben &y
o Meloy Ropseey oo the ahigques they made of vanods diatts of the paper There o an
oftiiton B thes My pensons S hosent Jetters, notes, tnpublished papers and assessmier
Govies v bt gk are rephied ot e guestionnares it waie sent out The offores o
Ponfie Codond Doe Goames s chedkung the sccuracy of qeterences, o prepanng the
PH waoaphess nd e locufine sotcrenices that were elusne are abo appieciated A awa |
sembi he o Tads Cheviain who manaeed travel itmenines g producten gl
Prosmz Speor ks e due e Waites who denthied  summaseed, nd pdeld n

aoterprosie annch o e st collecio
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©sceouitabiity on eher

’ ’ INTRODUCTION

L

Secountablility o hugher education has eaasted -as long as higher educztion itselt
Colleges and umversitics have been accoungable for such obligations as providing services to
otfier. agencies of souety expandmg the frontiers” of knowledge, meeting standatds
established by acerediling agencies, tmmng graduates (o meet ¢ crm.zu,ndnpomx needs, and
tor stewardship of resources approprjated by levlsld(mc\ Professors have been acccuntable
tor planning , instruction, mecting dssigrung eduutmndl Jotvities to students,
measuring pegformunce, and awarding grz;dcs. N

A -
ry tgeent years accountabiity has apparently wscquired esther new meanmg i
difterent emphasis. In the Hterature-of grotws.onai educanion..and m messages directed 1o
the general pubhic, the term 15 used as though 1t describes a ngw  phenomenon
Accountabdity, as 1 word, » meiovud 1 50 Many contexts md as 4 dcs»uptm fOr ~o mam
activities that, as Glass (1972) observes. “The term drips with excess meamng™ (p. 636) -

° ' ” .

asses,

. very

Fhusreport 3s an mtcrprcuvcﬁmm'ny of the lnur'm:n on accountabihiy as 1t rélates 1o
instruction 1 Amencan colleges and umiversities. It 1s addiessed to a speeific audience
wademic adanminntrators e coHeges and unwversities oftenng four-year pro;.mxhs ot
undergradugte education, [ts purposes are to

A
. - 7z *
{4) onent the gudience to cerrent_thinking regarding accountdbiy , :
t : :
T cemtrpute foward moere effective discussion Adiscourse and Jebate regarding
. aceountubiinty |

" .

(v) provide the audience witfrgade to the hitefature of account dblhlv
. Y

(d1 desgribe some teasible 4 )pxodcﬁcx topptinizing accountability

. .
T the it chapter of this repoit, the vocabulary employed e conununmicatim about
astriional aweountabiliny s dscussed. Atter the current defimitions, models and ool o
paradigm e presented thiough winich upstractenad
education gan be exanfined.
focuse s on the sdentiteation and ey amination of barners Jgo mproving aecountability and on

weotntaiiliny hase been exdplored,

*
The teview i the su.()nu chagier

Pdiscssion of wan s s whied) these barniers might be broached. Implhications ol the paradigm
tor admumntnatine pagetiee are discussed i the Timal chapler ‘ .

* ,

the reader \bouid note that thas nterpreine summany contains very hitle that i based

“onexpepmentation” 85 Hough (4970) pomts out, there s undoubtedly some relationshup

between farhure 1o provide an aceptable understandmg of whit education has done and. »

derg gnd the tlct thatonly 22 percent of the total budget for education has been spent on

u.u...n-nn.:l resedrch Frédm an exammation of Ilw‘igumum 1tsoon hunn.m.ippdmn that
the amoant of mstttionad 1esources spent for ;mpm\lm. cither mterna o1 evternd!
accountabiduy must be neghgghle The suggestiony that ase made throughout the npnn, and
the .:ppw\hu Jdesgrbed 1 the tal Chapter.a obased on the wrter's interpretations of the
observationy, quslgments, and opimons of utorered and expetienced mdividuals - Almost
nothing in thss report that can be construed to comstitute a recommendation e be traced
to the !_xndu‘u\ of gkprnmun il reseasch #

% .
. .

3




-

-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2. CHAPTER |

~

- -

Definitions of Accountability

Accountability s employed mn the lterature in a varet y of
ways The multiplicity of ways the term has been used has led
Atk (1972) te suggest that sunple descnption of the *..n is
not posable When Glass {(1972),desenibes accountabihty as,
anither term in education that 1s permeated with - rcsoundmu
vacuities”™ (p. 636), he scems 10 bé 1mplymg that. unless sume
commonality of meanmng can be ascribed (o 1. accountability
will soon become ac dysfunctional term ‘in éducatenal
commumcation. | . ’

« The Center for Histructional Research and Curniculum

Fvaluation (1971) states that “Full accountability depends on

people agreeing about what the goals are and oh people
knowing the progress toward these goals™ (n.p.). Barro (1970.
p. 190) suggests=fitzghe basic idea conveyed by the- concept
"...1s that school systems and schdols, or more precisely, the
professional ¢ducators who operate them. should be held
;csponsnblc for educattonal outcomes-for what children
leam.™ Wildavsky (1970. p. 213) says “To hold someone
accountable 15 to assess how w*ll he s pcnornmw’ Stake
(1973, p 1) sdys.

'

A ‘ » 0
Accountability - g stisct sense, means to have
good records and 1o make .Mmm‘opcn -lo-view.
Strictly \pc.xl\um an accountable”™school s one that
(1) discloses “its activities, (2) makes good on sldH
promises, (3) d\\lgns statf responsibdity for each Jrea
vt pubheoncern, and (4) momtors its teachmg and
fearmng, Some spokesnian extend the definttion of
the accountable  school to (5) one ithat gathers
wvidenge of maKing good on public expectations. (63
= e that thieughegresearch dmnvuﬂﬁ'(_u.u..xc\ of
trengtly amd weakness, and (75 one that prefides
cost-cffectiveaess snformation on alternative
The extended detymuon 1s one hat-, v
schoof can strive to hve bw but one that )
our mabihity o measure these things

progranis,
X becatse of
no school can
The lesser defimfion 1 a4 realstic
“obhigation, . '

presently  falfill,

To Atkm (1972, p. 2) “Accountability s a negotiated
.re!auonshlrf m which the participants agree m advance to
*accept specified rewards and costs on the basis of evaluation
findings as w0 the attamment of specified ends.” This

perception of accountabihity, os part of an ecohomic agreement

’

PERCEPTICNS OF ACCOUNTABi LITY

K

s institution,

or exchange of mformation, as in an act of commerce, seems
to fit the model suggested by Glass (1972), “The suple
economic relattonship of vendor ¢nd bﬁycr qs the proper
paradigm for analyzing educational accountabdity. An
accountable relationship between seller and buyer involes
three elemients.
service bemg sold, (2) product or performance testing, (3)
redress m the event of false disclosure or poor performance”
(p. 636). -

v

3 . »

At least four wrhers perceive accountability prmarily as a
management coneept. Licberman (1970, p.194) writes that,
“At a common sense level, there 15 accountabiity when
resources anl efforts are related to results m ways that are
useful for pohicy making, resource allocation. or
compensation.” Lopez (1970, p. 231) takes the postion that,

. Accountability refers to the process of expecting =
cach member of an orgamzation to answer to
someone torzdomg specific things accordmg fo
specific plans and_ agamst certain tumetables to
accomplish tangible pefformance results. It assumes
that everyone who joins an organization does so
presumably to helpe m the achievement of 1ts
purposes, it assumes that indwidual behavior which
contributes to these purposes 15 functional and that
which' does not s dysfunctional. Accountability 1

" mtended. therefore, to msure that the behavior of -
every member of an orgamization 1 largely functional.

)
-

describes

.

ilyer (1971, p 4) Ju.()‘lnldblhi\ cas o, - ¢
managenmient concept or policy. [t mvolvey, agreamg upun
objective,, Jeciding upon the mput to,achieve the objectives,
and measuring the output to see the degree to which the
wbjectives have been reached. In even simpler terms, we must
dedide what we dre goig to do, do i, and thien prove we have
dord it-and perhaps how well we have done 1t ™ Roucche, et
al. (1971) have a two-part management vriented defimon
that sug gcsls accounting both external and mternal to the
. an obligation of the college to answer o ity
constituency mr carrying out delegated responsibilitiess the
oblightion of members of the college to produce and aecount

Jor results, e terms of objectives or .mlg,nmunlx winch have

heen delegated™d(p 23). -

Lessinger (19704), who s credited with somulating the
cutrent nterest o~ educators e accountabiuy, ascribes

1 F

: I~ ? . (&._

(1) disclosure concernng the product ot




vanety  of meanings o the _coneept
u*nmdw/g answer to-the question, ™. . who v
whom?” (pp. 107 117)  Perhaps ius clearest

regarding the ternm is. -

-
dc‘pcndm" on” the

sta lum,nl

- .

Accountability 1s-the product of a b provess. At s
mast basic level, 1t means that an agent, public or
private, enfering mto a contractual - Jagreement  to
perforlt a service will be held answérable for o
perfornuitg according to agreed upon terms, withi an
established time period, and with a stipulated use of
resources and performance standards. This definition
of ac'counmbil;ly requires, that the parties to the
contrac®keep ofear and compléte records and that
this snformation be available for outside review, 11
dlso suggests penalties and rewards, acountability
without redress or incentive 1s mere rhetorie” (1970b, .
.217). - . -

I
5

Neff. Rands, and Lopez perceive the concept
responsibility as closely hinked to that of accounabiity but

attempt to make a useful distincton between them. Neir,
(19069, p. 14) proposes: .

—

\j * .

Cthat rc>ponslbllny be used o refer only to the
v()lu ntary assumpfion of un obligaton, while
“accountability” be used to refer 1o the legal hubihity
assigned to the performance o1 nonpertormance of
certain acts or duties.

.

Runds (1971, p. 1) mdicates

There ar}\dt least 0 hinds of accountability . There
is that which is akin %o a sense of responsibility and
derives frumb an mtefhal desue or commitment. This
hind of accountability & ummpervious to outside
persuasion and pressure. Indecd, it makes such
external persuasion totally irrelevant and
wniecessary . The other kurid of accountability is that
wiuch 15 akin to expectations and denves from an
extertal demand. This kind of accountability 1s set by
others and 1s based on their expectations. This kind
of accountability depends.on external pressure and
persuasion 1o make 1t functional.

»ugl.lbk to,

N msttutiadns.,

' nuinagement g Jove H]dl]t.& .

Wrcas of concein gt 1l accoantabuda

cvaluation, Jocountabhiny v
wterpretation contribuies o understanding the Tyst and fae

of these “but

and

the distinction” bemween
and  accpantabiin by
sufficiently the concept of waluation Sinee each coneept i

LONLCTNS, obtuscadtes

evaluation tathing o
the ub}cu of 4 vaniety of pereepiions and mypspereeptions, the

Lish of providing persprogdy was ¢ tormidable ene

Voodeeoumbabiliny s
.
wespoisthility Iis

enplicate . .

*

P Mg

Mortimer does MaRe 4 uselul Jl\}}ll ton between externat
acconntabiliy and  hternal e -unmb‘l}ﬁ In
external dceoumybiiiny nn‘ol\n deeounting o sucicty and s
the L\LLUU\L bigudi of LOVETIINCHT, State
legsslators, and cotrts and las unuuumm agengds. Inteind
.lbu)ltpum is umu.rnc\. \\nh muu ul -nnl_l(n. authouty

lis view,

gual setumg. iformation processing,
dnd evaluation. . .
; . .

. . 3

Models-of Accountability

. n

5 - .
Current emphasis e the Jiterature seenns o shiggest i

both mtemal andfexternal mstidetiomal acedintabfity should
focas_on cutputs although the Carnege ((nnu o Rq)or(
(f\pnl\, J971). written dunng‘ the peak abuut
accountability 1 higher edudation, only'xdcnul]qd'.n_gnglc
obligation (0 be imiposed by public agencies spon colleges and
universities that could be considered an outoome related to
student attnibutest institutions are to  develop  programs
fesponsive to certain manpower geeds (¢, 2\\.\.(1!(."'!0 .

coheemn

Alkm ( 1977) suggests that 1t 15 over ixmpjmu. {0 msist on
the umdumlmondl view that personnel ‘m educatiundl
mstitutions ar¢ accountable or they are not. He pereeives t
different people may have different” primary obhgations and
that. they perform these obligations to differént degrees ot
proficienyy . Glass (1972) suggests that accountabihity should
take place mat least five areas. (1) curniculum, (2) student
growth dnd wdl bung\(\?) pusunnd (1) hinances, and (51
legality. Dyer (1970} advises attending to tour groups ol

vartables. (1) .nput, (2} output, (3) suprounding conditions.,
and (4) educational pLocesses. .
Almost ail modei builders ndicate that mstructional

gcecounting must be concerned with the extent that students

-

-

4 Lopezr (1970, p. 231) says. *Accountability 55 o be are changed durmg their exposurt to certum educational
dnlmgunshcd from rchpuns:bnlm by the fuct that the latter s contexts. If rodueson model of education s employud
atr essenual component of authority  whih  cannot be (Figure 1, Biown. 1970ap. 3N, theu input may be pereetved
delegated.” as entermg students, plus whateber attributes they possess, and ’
. output 1s peredived ay the same student  plus. whatever
Mortimer  (1972), focusing on hagher cluciuon, has attributes they possess, at the tme they et from a program. p
attempted to analyze a-wvanety of interpretations ol the The model s appropriate e considenng time, speat 1 g
aceountability coneept  He percerves confusion  abott particuldr course or i the entire educationdl program of au
decountability mn lgber educatiun as developmg fiog three st tion, Obviously 1t s extremdly difficult to Uetemnme the
. * . T oa
@ .‘( . ) . . = , _
I: \l‘lC , . ] 2 v . ‘ . . .

a . i
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extent of change contributed by any particular element of the posion paper by Gage (1970a% and an nstrument by
environment dunmg a student’s sojourn in college. Thus Downey, et al. (1958). . :
difficult 10 .specify what iscexpected of a given professor ail - T ’ ) .
impossible to deternunie wid® or what led to the success or Educational economists are also concerned with problens .
| - - taduge of a diven student or dass. Obligations cannot e of effectiveness (vutputs ubtamned for a certain expenditure, of
o affixed, nor outputs attnbuged. -+ - resources) and with efficiency (relative cost ofy obtaining .
i - ’ . .- o certain outputs). - . )
Input; Value of | . Output: Value of .= . . 2 . . :
-, -*Goods in an?s_:.“ ~ Environment: ¢ . “Goods in Process™ * In his model for educational management, Kaufman
)f’ when received by . The Productiom when shipped out " (1971 presenis the position that the p[‘lri]@f) Jask of alt
, ugher education Prgeess by higher education” edutators is the management of learning. He argues that the N
| ' . °§‘. g\ . A " « seducational pracess can bg managed in such a manner that
> Input gs 1] I the envx_run.n‘cm to become data nteds for, internal decision making. Jnd mformation fu-
) outpuiSggihc hi}}w'glicr. eduyation 1s ta add " disclosures are generated ds. systemacically s possible with a -
R . value 10 the mput (students), das it pé‘sé\§. through'the , “proper perspettive fo  alugs and valuing” (p 21). To ¢
: “environment {college). . - ' . Kaufman those who manage learning in a systeguatic way have \
W i figure 1. The Simple Model T an integrated system for iniproving evaluation and for
- ‘. ‘ L - answerlng demands for accountability. ~
. Bothr Brown (1970) and Dyer (1970) have posited ‘the g / : ’ R R- ’
“ " development. of ndices that would refledt the -extent ai * The Jlearning management job could be conctived as
- cducational program has. produced change i students. In a being the planning, organizigg, designing,
. very roughsway these indices may be campared 1o such o impleménting and evaluating of learning sitlations
- economic concepts as the Consumer Prce Index. " and outcomes, and* making requirgd continuing T
. } . : ‘ ‘ revisions to assure ongoing relevancy-and practicality.
.. Economic models, ‘k)m which the mput-procéss-output . Tt is an accountability pfoccss. (p.2hH) L -
\ model was derived, are usually eoncerned with whether the . -
* - valuesadded {0 fmputs (ilie net value of output cquals thegruss  « This perception 15 not necessardy shared by college and” ’
value of outpul mmtis the gross vatue of mput. Brown, (1970), ungversity professors, only a small percentage of whom have
s worth the el of the environment {production process) to any trathing n teaching,or “learming management.” .
’ - obtain it. Sufh decisions require valie judgments about the - 2
- worth of gech output goal and indicator of it. Thesc values will The six steps of Kaufman's educational process model are
vaiy #from. person to person and group to groap and. may “shown in Figure 2. Five of the steps are shown within‘(lhe
Ghange ovet time. The Delpli tecliniques descuibea weter n this boxes. The sixth step 15 represented by the broken line. Nine
faber, and surveying with mstruments such as developed by of the tools currently used are shown in the ‘Figure . .. as '
g Peterson (1973) and ‘Gross {1971), seem to offer the best providing rational and realisic ways of ifiproving  the
pos;filities for processmg value judgments, ajthough see a educafional product™ (p. 23).
+ ol *
. ° .
' . .
. ‘ - -
- I T = 1 I W
’ 1.0 2.0 - 3.0 4.0 5.0
c;aj Identify.” Defermine Sclect. » Implement Determune .
' .8 ¥ Problem . : Solution Solution ) Performance
} & (From Needs) Requirements and Stratcgies apd - ) Effectiveness .
g & - Alternatives Tools B B O
AL ! ¥ - : ‘ ’
! s " N1 Noeds .. 2. System Analysis 4.PPBS F 7 7. Network-Based 8. Tezting and
Assessment + 3. Behavioral 5. Mcthod Mcan Management Tools Asgessment | ¢
" .o - ' Objectives Selection (PERT, CPM) 9. Audit -
] : 6. System Analysis -
) € »
. R Figure 2 , ;
‘ v Taken from Kaufman’s Educational Management Mddel
) < N S
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Tools of Accuuntability

Glass(1972) and Hyer (1971) pont out that there are
Ny sy stems mbded “accountabdity” that mught be better”
cotsidered as tools or aids i accountability rather than as
models. They aie usually effecuve m examimng or-
contjibuiting fo one or more, of the basic elements of
mmmmhml\ but fwl to ‘muunl aduqudle!) for all or g
sufficient number othem, ()gc‘monhﬂy educators attempt to
cmploy them as substitutes for ;uccoumabilily. Kaul‘maﬁ
(19717 and Eyer (J971) are explicit that these have ﬁtiiii_\’*il‘i
then odn n"h{* but are best percenved as tools that muke
Moummg and cvahmu.g possnbk b ) .

js

1. .Ihput — Output Analysm
2. Acereditation '
3. Plannmg, Programmung. Budgeting S»stcms(PPBg)
4. Measurable Performance Objectives (MPO) or
Behaviora! Statements of Instrucuonal Objectives
Education Vouchers -
6. Performance.Contracts
7. Needs Assessment . ‘
8. Program Evaluation Review Techmque (PERT) tnd
Critical Pith Method (CPM) )
‘9. Systems Analysis .
10. Cerufication ]
i1. Methods —Means Selection Techniques
« 12, Tumkey Arrangements
3. Achievement Testing: particularly it Criterion
Referenced and including Nationai Assessment )

B

.L/I

.

x

(IEAA) . : .
15.. Management Support Groups o0,
16. Performance Incentives or Menit Pay ¢
17. Effectiveness Indices or Instruictional Cost Indices
18, Instructional Engincering . . '
194 Charters of Accountability oL

20. Competency-Based Trainmg
21. Management By Objecgjves (MBO)
Information Management’ Systems and Management

4 Information Systems (may be computerized)
23. Faculty Activity Analysis
- E4 .

\ol all of these tools will be pereerved as useful in college
nmr%ﬂmml accounting. but most of them have been used
sx\mu form at some ume m some institution of lugher
&.dum(un In 4 sense even &.duwlml} vouchiers liave been
_employed. e.g., veteran's education Tegisiation has permitied
ex-iinhi iy persdns to enter the sghools where they can ,,dm
admittance and to either pay tmtion from an allotment” or
through direct government payment, y

.

Mot of thSC tools are discussed to \omc extent inone of the followmg
sources , {1y Pt Delta Kappan, 1970, 52(4) (2 Ldigtional Tedmology. -

Lxmmry 197111 (3)Audlowsuallmmumm 1971, 16(5).

L

14. Independent Education  Aceomplishment Audit ~°
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As with the weathon, ~o 1 wenis o be wal
accduntability . eversone tilks about i, but ny one Joes
aty thing about it The erm s wed o define dn wchiviiy, 3
process. d moral condiion, o relaticislap and @ maagement
toul, Therctore, o seenns prestmptions to atiempt fo onder
the clos. Rather than attempt another defnution, e this
report decountability Wil be described i tomis of pust tudwe
wmpomnh tha: secin o dequue atenbon i s to he
unpmvcd ) .

A Paradigm for Exan_w;)ining Accountability

- - -

“To fulfili” the maoT Ppurposes of this report it was
necessary (o accommedate to two conditions regadmg the
itesature ob accountability. (1) the plethora of defimuons
and  the general confusion regardibg the meanng of
daccountabthity | (2) the paycity of expermiental data feadig to
clanfication of the concept vl ty descuptivns of feanble
procedures for improving it, particularly at the college and the
uumrsny levels. This has been accomplished by developmg
description oi du:()unml)llllv that both contnbutes to the

major purposes and serves ds the framewurk for orgamag, ti
remander of the report,

In this teport accountabihity will be trzated as an essennia!
condition, a set of wransactions. associated  with even
relauionship volving two o1 more mdivduals or agencres
where:

. - v .

P
L. there are expectations regarding performance.
- /

2. there, 1s ospatial o1 temporal separation or
discontimuous contagts of those involved, | -

3.0 at least "one of the wdividuals or agendies has the
mclination” and capability of nflueneing either or
“both «he expectations and performance of one or

, more of the others,

.

These circumstances Jesenbe o relationship ur which the
transachicas are contractual or obhgatory m nature. The
expectations may be urnhed or tangible: ambigueus o
articulate. negotiated, aibiirated, vr imposed. The sepatation

Cof the partivipants requires a speidl aeans of communic thion,

an gecounting. An awount 1y draracternized by its content,
which s focused on mformation regarding expectations and
performance. This information will vary 1 1ty conerctencess.
objectivity, validity, adequacy .o purty » and  wsefulness
Indiy sdudls. and agencies will vary i theaf abilities o dentify |
collect, ~process, ditnbute, mterpret, judge, and apply
information. They will also fluctuate w therr melmation and
capability to mfluence others, fn a viable contraciual
relationship, attempts to mflucnee vthers should be seer as

K
v

o
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*could
“charactensties of
necessary, That is. rmprovement is needed in:

- : .

consequence of the accounts provided. Consequences may or
may nol be funmonal punitive, adaptive. reinforcmg, cte.
These wnanumcea themselves become part of the history of
the l’Ll.iUUllbhlp and mfluence new expectations, the extent,
type. and exchange of inforniation. the rejfunce
miormguon and subsequent mnxuqucnus - ;

"When vicw’gd’ in this light, accouﬁlabili’(y 15 \the
transactional sine qua pon of a contiactual relationship, It
cannot be introdiced “ifter- the-fact.™ It can be demonstratéd
and maintained. 11 can be mpmvcd It can be ignored only at
the risk, of creating a relz u\mshnp in vhich actions are crisis
umnted ¥ requent crisis rCsponses over time “tend to weakerf

“he rxldtlonslnp and create mndruom for failure. © .

- £ * -/
It wns assumed that, f‘ur better or worse, dLCOlmldblm) 15
already functioning in ail cxnslmg culleges and umvcrsxt:es and
that it would p.obably be more productive if improvements
be made in those- activities. relatell to the bus‘ic
the relationship i which auouplmg

-
i

1. Establishing and Clarifying Expéctations. Throughout
the fiteraturd there are discussions relative | to
obligations, duties, responsibilities. strategies.
{ransactions, intentions, products. inputs and
outputs. It is- obvious -that ‘theoretically and-
prdLllLd”j@dlch is very little agreentent as to what
people wiihin institutions of higher education expect
of each other, or what agreements have been reached
“between dolleges and mhcr social agencies. While
little 15 known about what various pcople expect, less
is ;!\nown about lhc;ngl_u!ny of those expectations,

-

I3

n

o

=

C . for its exchangs lnsmuuon"l JL‘.Ol!.lh{bllli} n -

-

Includesd here s unertanty abuut what wystifutcs a
justifiable réquest for accounting.
14 - N *

-

Obtaining and Disseminating Quality. Information,
While.decision theory would suggest that m{omiation
sheuld reduce T unceriamty i decistop making, this
_principle does not ‘se¢m opvious m colleges and -
universities. The wvery temszaccountalnliny suggesis | -
somé fornr of infurmation gdwngu an ‘.uumnum, # s
- "But the hasic question of accounjatnhiy stll ren uns
s the key to-rmproving the Icldlluﬂshl{) “Whu exptcts”
whom to do what?" The apiswer. or answets,
require(s) some attention to-fe pand to cuntent.
quality and tmeliness of mfmnu'mu and, procedures

hugher education” will require that mmmkwaﬁ be :
©btained through ° mu.pmbh procedures. of
- assessment, -°© . !

-

Makmg Adaptive R(.sponscs In Jicory at least,
information should !ead to, (1) clanification,
n;ainicnuncp change, “or termination of  the
relationship of the agen®s or agencies §mgxl»ed; 2
. one or, all of the parties volved changing their *
“respective expectations or ‘operations. and (3} some .
difference in output from either the mdividuals, the -,
agﬂnmes -or the institution. . That is. li/\}. imqi.
consequences of accountability should be - -
Lla!\;ﬁbd“()n, testituiion, cmﬁpunmtiun rewad.
! uorruc&\on redress. madgfication. vr rcmmmon *
~ .
Each of Iheae elements is sug;,ualud a8 rcqmrmg attention -
ift aucounlabxlnv is to be viable.

’ . N
. ' 3
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It is proposed that accountgbility would probably be
more pfoductive, if improverents could be made m: (1)
establishing and “clarifying” expectations, *(2) obtaining ~and
disseminuting quality information, and (3) making adaptive
responses. In this chapter eath of these elements is examined
in terms of: (1) barriers wnlh{n it that may inhibit viable
accountability and (2) feasible approaches to alleviating those
barriers. :

§

v

. , A :
Establishing and Clarifyiflg Expectations . -

Tt is difficult to establish expectations for either colleges
or individual professors because of the plurality and
hetgrogenity of the people involved. Expectations for a colleg
are usually expressed as statements of goals or objectives.,
Brandl says, *“Higher education is aily thmgs to many people:”
it is impossible to L()mpll&a self-=tonsistent. yet complete list
of the goals of a university.” (1970, p. 85) Tollett's (1970)

it also nnpucs that universities just may be trying to
ﬁSvae mcoxnpanbk goals. Yet Hind (1971) thinks both

_‘-mdmdual and group- goals can be accommodated, although
they must be in harmony. '

v It is di fTicult to dctermmc the extent or type of goal
uscn.[imcm because what is reported or what can be
observed is not ‘zlw‘ws accurate There is a-position expressed
that. the muvumly should acmallv encourage (hvcrsnv of
_geals, ¢.&.. Brandl (1970) say s, “'a university is designed not for

. = reconciling conilicts, but for permitting them . . . there is no

= agreement_on ats producs ... " (p. 87). The study by Gross

o $1971) would suggest that then is less disagreement among

b staff niembers and schools about instittional goals than there
1 difference in emphasis placed on them. This opinion is
‘supporled by Brown (1970), ~ -

L . * -

All values shouid+hot be uuorpomtcd into the goﬂs of a

coliege. However. the opinionfs of a anct) of constituencies

must be considéred if. external accountability s to be

improved. Lack or such ‘information reduces the ability of the

college to act responsibly, either in its own self interest or that

Ve of society.” ' ) v

- ~

- L . B Ao

Petersan(1973) found the focal utizcnr'y ’(l‘)f California to
be out of sympathy with what they perceived some campuses

" 10 be donfg\ pmuuyr Jin terms of thmc process gogls seen

¥ L

N r

e ™

by most acuddnics S requisite for a *Viable institution, e.g.,
ﬁue\am. However,. he suggested that, **Lay people . . . can
4 - ; -

- - 0

-~ DIRRY

2

understand and will accept. matitutional goals t c.xmpu\
v N 6

+ offigials will make *theyetfort (6,Lonumnng‘rl<." p 173). Hee,
A ) - .
recommended that: . < . .

. -

. thé public at"large.deserves (o be informed about .
pcrfonn:nyc St do‘nc openly apd imagmatively,
such remdering of atcount could lead beyony
understanding and confidence -on the part of the
public to tueir active support for many of the e
objecuws and ideals the state’s colleges “and
umvcrsmes may wish to work toward in lhc years 3

ahead (p, 173) . .

i

&

f - . &
.

*

Using Published Goa! Statements.to Identify and
Prioritize'What is Expected of a College

&

.
Institctional goals J\]]ﬂ_\’ be used on a campus to. (1) serve
as a basis for policy. (2} act as Lcnua! decision gundes, (3) ux\l .
_in planning, (4) help establish- 2 management infe matioh
syslun (5) guide mstitptional uaumtmn. and (6) wnplement
accountability (Pctcr\on, 1971, The hsL s not exhaustve, —
Institutional goal statements tmay give some valid indications.” AT
of the hopes. a§’pn.1tmns and plnh)supﬁn.s of those who . -
framed them, However, it is rare that these statenients are so
glrdbt..d thae the extent of their attanmment could be refubly
assessed. AR ' .

"
Rather than’ mvesting facully “1ésources i developing .li
statenient of ‘goals, 1t may be more feasible to tahe some
eXisting, stau.mcnts ‘of L'Uals add’ some statentents if iy seem’
nceded, and faculty’s efforts m prontizveg them
Similar < procedures, employed by both Gross (1971) and -
Peterson (1973), requued respondents (o mdieate both how o
they saw a prestated goal as bemg zchieved, and the extent d,
they would Tike 1t to.be acimeved. The tesults thucfom{ '
provided an indication both ‘of goal achievement md ol
discrepancies that  mught suggest needs-requ ng  some
attention and commitment” of- _?xu', WICHE
. (Lawrence, et al, 1970, p HI2-113) semm: LL']!C oufpuh o,
lugher education resulted m 4 hst of v‘m‘xblf‘ Tor +%
pu.poses only ') conuidered to be outputs of hnghc: educations
and that, therefore. can be treated as goals.. A source for
measunng cach oatput was also xdg;nuf;qd.f . .

engage

"ihx.sc three \taluncnls of cdumnuiml u(ﬁx have a
commonality that holds particular relevance to accountabibity.
All statements include both the comsequences, the gesults of

Lt

=%
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activities and wmhtrons. and “he actwities or wndxtmns
therselves. Gross ¢ assmcd his forty-seven goal‘smtcmcnts as.
(1), outpuy g,oals (’2) ddﬂp(d(l()l]‘ goals, (3). manabcm«.nt goals,
(9~ motivation goals, and ~(5) positiofal | goals™ P Péterson
separated his ninety goal statements :go two Latcgones (nH
oti‘come goals, and (2) precess goals. WICHE ended Lpwith
fortyrine variables under (he “heéadings: (l) _instructional
outputs, (.} institutional envirénment Outputs (3) research
outputs, and {4y public seryice outputs. While some persons
may view acccuntability. as focusing on end results, the
ex;)cuatmus fo- some? individuals or agencieS, and somi
expectations regardingthe nstituion 4tself, obviously include
the “acts and circumstances that help achieve those results. It
appcar""» those concerned about accountability in: higher
‘*ducatmn have sccepted thc reality of obligations related to
both means aiid 21ds. . i
H . .y ? -

in the same¢ WICHE Conference, Brown (1970) also cited
twcnty”’bro.yl goa]s of higher education and hstéd forty
suggested measures for assessing them. While these measures
are rather gross, Brown augg;{sts that, “The realistic choice is
between “no measures™ (subjective judgments) and “imperfect
praxies” (r ™). By providing alternative measures for each
consensus goal, he cnables the user to employ measures for.
which the user has or chq obtain data that are acceptable or
agreeable to him. Furthermore he advocates that if the best
raeasure isn’t possible, the next best should be resortea to.
Unfortunately, insNtvions sometimes settle for-prgxies that
are so 1egiote from What could be considered “bdst™ that

- / \ A . .
- inforimafion generaled from their use is almost worthidss. The

Higher Education Measyrement and Evaluation Kit, prepared
by the staff of the Higher Education Evaluation Program
(1972) may be the most complete and systematically
developed set of mstraments for assessing  colleges and
universities. The Kit contains measures of: (1) student
develnpment,” progress, and attainment: (2) educational
processes  aifd contexts, (3)*the student b ly‘ and (4)
tuashcr/course Lvahmhon !

S e 7 >

[ - ¥

o~

Thd chief admunstmmr .t a college or university should -
assume™the initistive for sccmg, that reasonable expectations
for the institution are defined. The Carnegie Commission
Report (April, 1971) provides “guidelines establishing
“appropriate limits of influence and* control™ (p. 105) of.
public agencies over collegeg dnd universities. Such guidelines
may be useful in dcc}dﬁg}\\m types of responses should be
to some r\cqucsts" r information, but the
recommendations themsgglves geferally suggest returning to 4
relationship  between colleges "and universities and other
agencies of society that is not currently, and may never have
been, realistic except for the véry largest state msmutnons
*{.ulun by the executive administrators of a college or -
umVemty to establish procedures for explicating those things

. he ms\\on can be expected to do implies that thcy will be
J »
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established by default. When institutions o1 mdn duals,dv not
“disclose ther ms(ru,éhundl’ mtents, they wil} have to be
mferred. Such inferences may be . &y systematic and Jess
qualified than if the college administration had assumed the
tiative. Both mstitutional autonomy and td«.ult» freedom
are threatened by the pr«.mdunt who leaves the m“iﬂutmn at
the mercy of thie 5ubj~.mv«. and unsystematic attacl\x of those
within and cytc,mal to the college or university who have no
“basis but their own mferences upon which to mahe judgments
about what the college can be expected (o do. State
, coordmating. and budgeting agencies sometimes are better

-
Tprgpared than the college or umveisity agents to malrc siich

judgments since they may lhave a broader basts for \,ompansgn
Glenny (1970) perceiyes some typé of coordmatmg agency :
e%senhal to statewide plamnng in lugher education. One.reason
is that coordinating agency personnel usually have more
crcdnbnlny with legislators who must appropriate funds than
do representatives from andividyal mstitutions. Somc college
administrators have deliberately estabhished progmms of
disclosure and have found their credibility_to increase — to the
benefit of theirinstitutions., -~ .

” < . .
Y

Clarifying Expectations Regardmg Professors’
Obligations to ’lnstructlon

“In seme ways it seems easier to clanfy what 15 cxpcctcd of
an institution than what is expected. of 1ts staf® Perhaps this 15
because there 1s . detachmient about ohligating an organization
to do’something. If an orgamzation fmly to meet the
expectations of its clients and patrons the consequences seem
more imperscnal- for everyone mvolved. Instructional
accountability with;n a college is extremely personal. Al the
molecular level it facuses on the expectations others have of
individual professors. While it js probably the stfidents who
have been most instrumental 1n bringing ‘about the pressure, for
instructional accountability (Trem and Cohen, {1973) the
cxpcttauons c.oncumng teaching behaviors still are largely
established by profcssors (Hind, 197}, Gross,
impetus for getting adaptive faculty response to, student
demands or to pressure from other individuals or agencies will
probably ha¥e to derive from the admnistrative. structure. As
Hind (1971) cemments, “*Everyone wants change aind waits for
someone else to do something™ (p. 286).

Expectations between/among ;gcnts or agencies within
single institution estabtish the framework for internal
accountability. Sdme of .these are expressed overtly m faculty
codes and handbooks' publlshed at the mstitation ot
employment. Many expectations cin be mtcncd as part of

" traditional activities accontpauying a paxtuular title or

position, a kind of assumed and ‘unwnitten job descrip
This suggests that assuming rcspons:bﬂny tor an assignmen

may result in obligations about wl&«.h oné was pot aware.,
. i

1971). The



T TR

Some of these are very convert and umque to a particular
mstitutional context, : <~

. Both institutions unAﬁr professors value the freedony
to voluntarily assume.rcsponsibﬂiues rather than having
abligations imposed on them b)" others. However, the?
unpressxon is given that professors perceive the system within
h;g,hcr education as functioning adequately in the best

- mterests of their clients and patrops and that ssues of

- . »

probabthty that
mstructronal performance. or any ather si g.k"msk willabe
emphasized. > Overall. professors are apt to_ be evaluated
principally on resemch and \service although \Lb!c (1971
desziibes teachmg as “the principal actvity of most

professors” (p. 4). Bdle gues on to suggest that if teaching way -
Just aceepted as important, most of the v VAEUCHCSS | mrruunduw
obligatiogs related to wquld fessen. Hind 1971) 1 reports that
professors think teaching \huuld play @ more important role

which there dre expectations, thesless s th

~

e lmtrtlclipnnf accountability are 4o be restricted to those very “determining university rewards, but they also know That ot

few instances involving legal obligations. The use of doesn’t, and llu) 20 along with the existing ruvard system.

© . negouators and negotliations as a means of develupmg There are few Obllgd.“ul]b related to teaching, hittle 1s expected.

conditions for appointment or contract is_itself tcglmlonml to Hacquart (1967)\ m a review of methods of recruitment m
support lhc/}sumpnon that there is not sufficient’ CONSeN>US selected universities throughout the world, concluded that.

. regarding wlf"'profcssors are expected to do. S E‘ht(\' pay alinost no attention to teaching abibity and t A s
) > really ot & fictor in fa(,ullv sdcclmr T ’

. « The literature (Mortither, 1972, Rands, 1971) s-mgesly""" s o .

lh.n as it is currently perceived, instructional accountability
. ) has negative connomuons,{o, college faculties. This seems a
" natural consequence of the Nvay the rclanons)np is usually
made visible. In most mslm\x\nons only andive professor would
fail to understand whether or not publications were used as a
criterion for promotion. The profcssor is at leas( roughly .
aware of whatsis expected 'in the way of standards. e.g., an
. article must be printed in a “efereed journal; knows what .
forniation must be provided and who it must be provided to,
~ eg., send a*copy of the notification of accgptance to the
' depantment dmrman, and 1ather realistically expecl‘s certain
gpnsequences, €.g., (Uhadj%slmenl will be made in salary or

. ’\qu: y . i

' PR 2
N Contrast this with the visibility of whal consTtutes a
favorable relationship in rela tion to instructiorial

accounlablhly Frequently it is oﬁy if or when a professor is
threatened with dismissal ®cayse of teaching incompetence -
that 1t becomes evident to the indgidual o1 his peers thaty (1)
there .is almost no explicit agreement as to his Yegal.
constitutional or professional obligations regarding msl ction;

. (2) whatever information is availabte regarding his” teaching
performance was unsyslcm.mwﬂgz “obtained: (3) there is
telatve and fluctuating emphasis placed on instructional
perfonganc'e as_a criterion for making judgments about
employment; (4) there- had been nro systematic effort to
establish better accountability throughou't the institution prior
to the time of the cyrrent crisis: and (5) JLLOlIl]ldblhly s not
sufficiently valucd lhdl anweffort is maintained to improve 1t
beyond the dumuon of the unmcdx.xlcgmcrg;ncy & '

ﬁﬁhc extent that this sedescriptive of what 6ccurs m

A \)ollegcs ad universities, it scems reasonable to conclude that

i attempting\to improve accountability 1s a justifiable endeavor
Ld

\ ©  inspite of faculty apathy.

1t should pcrhgps be noted that the more task areas.in

‘

.
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_Stake (1971). is adamant that *the evaluation of college
lemhmg is an inseparable part of the evaluation of the college
itselr™ and imphes that evaluation 1s an mtegral component vt
d&,t.()unl.lblhl\r v.g., “it provides data for the reward of merit
and for the correction of shortcommg™ (p. 1). He perceives
that teaching can be judged properly only i exanumed m the
slight of “institutional *goals, school environments.
administrative organizationf and vperations, curnicular content,
student achievement. and of the mnpact of the Pprogiam on
various sectors of society” (p. 1). 3

Here age some of the "rcsponsnb1hh&>" he cites that are
applicable to. and help define the roles of various people in
wahmtmg and; pgrhaps, dccounlmt7

,Atdmmlslrauvc ofﬁccrs should}pp 1-2). ; ¥
\

L. cmteiprete the wishes ui/ﬁalrons (u\d the
necds of clients *and tiranslate . . . into
institutional goals™ .

4 / ’

2. .set the ll]SlllUllOlmx goals, the long-range
goals _ o e

f -

3. maintaipgs. .. a meritorious level of

teaching ... .”
? 4. .. Lcolfct jevidence of merit-and lach af~
¢ ’ .
. ...
—— 4‘: . .
P4 2

5. ‘..eciicourage each faculty member to submi

whatever evidence of merit he can™ -

.

1 3
0. .. .subject whatever plans and desciptions of
teaching are provided by a faculty member to the *
. E - s . N o
serutiny of experts in lus field and in the ficld of
pedagogy” Ce ! ‘

b
.

-
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Faculty members should (pp. i,3)‘

— s
i. *...set mtermediate goals”
2. “...set the mstructional Strategies and tactics”
N ~
3. “...accept responsibility for contnbutmg urthc

duumulauon of evidence of the cffect/wencss of
- that tcdchmg, that is, the teaching for which

- - hejshe dcccpts rcspons:blllty Such evidence ma_

‘be both/e¢ither logu.dl or empirical”

-2

. statements of purpose and rationale

provide *
Such statements may be furmal

- of instruction.”
or informal.

. e

. N - .

discharge . . . responsibilitics he has fashivned
for himseif %n of the general assignment given
him, £ .’ § K
i d. U
6. LO"UI]UOUS]V improve **. .. his dwn methods of
3 mstruc.mm‘

t
7. provide *
. teaching”

. the criteria for the evafuation of his

Executive officers and committees should (p. 3):

-

- > ) bty 0 . o v . »
* L .. cevaluateé the < quality of “teaching of each
. faculty member” . :
2. make récommendations for rank and pay
3. encourage and facilitate improvemeit of

instruction by teachers

should provide “for voluntary and
1se” (pp. 2-4):

The “institution™
pethaps confides

- 4

I. “cheek iist
condittons  which

< _promote learning.”

f classroom, laboratory, and field
have .been demonstrated to-

»

2. “course- LOlllClll reviews .
Y3 “t)bscrvationﬁl and remédiation services by
specialists . .. . .
. *
\— 4. “student opinion-polling services . ..” .
[N L . e

It should be recognized that Stake’s comnents are part of
a position paper, not a pubtished document, but they deserve

" consideration. First of all, much of the importance of Stake's'

€ . . 0] N -
paperis his obvious conviction that the evaluation of college

&

k)
mstruction must be conducted m stich a manner as to preserve
or even enhance academic freedom.

-

9.

Thc mtcgmy of a collegc program 13 muintained
only when cach’ faculty member péiccives
himself--within a certuin division of labor--to be free .
1o pursue institutional goals as he sees fit. Officers or
commiittees charged with evaluative rcspon\zbnhty will
not infringe on académic freedom with the
presumption that, there 1s but one proper way -of
teaching or that there 1s but one set of educatonal
objectives, even for a single lesson. They may meke
known to the faculty member certain perceptions and
valuations of his past contributions and certain hopes
for ‘the future, but the final chowce of intermediate.
goals and means of instruction will be his. (p. 2)

x F 7

Because academic freedom is essential and

fequireg restraint \b)" administrative  officers, the’
s means’ available to such officers for redirecting the
instructional program are limited s Reallocation of
rank and pay to present facuiiy,m;%ets will not be .
used for such purposes nor witl dnocahon of increases
in rank and pay. The officers of the institution will -
modify the direction of a program through logical
“ persuasion, by reallocation of other resources and
enrollments, by Feassignment of responsibility, and
by employment of additional faculty members. (p. 3)

Secandly, the list of “responsibilities” and other
implications in the paper suggest that the individual faculty
member is obligated to provide eyidence about his/her own
instruction (accounting) upon assuming instructional
esponsibilitics. It is not clear just, what adaptations are to be
made if this obligation is performgd unsatisfactorily. Evidence

i3 needed as 10 whethet fdcuhy LUl’l’QQll\’ accept this as a

legitimate’ CXpClellOﬂ, of mstruction and the extent of and
procﬂdurcs for fulfillment, ;' ]

Nature of Statements of Expectations

© As part of this study an attempt was made fo sccure \
statements of expectations regarding instruction from all
colleges and universitics listed by the U.S. Office of Education.
Tne response was very meager. Forty-seven respondents
supplied documents containing “statements related fo
instructional expegtancies. Most of these were in the form of
tazulty handbooks and their content was extremely similar.
L. There was uaualblwsomc mdication of a hne of
vauthority, a stafemerit “that defined who was
responsible to .\yhom,hcg the-Dean of Instruction
will report directly to the President. " -

.

b



t

* education,

2. Job rcsponsxbahmx were usually more t\Pllbl”‘
stated for admmistrative .in:d support pumnncl (nan
for the teaching faculty.

Expectations telated to researgh services were more

explicit than those* concerned with mstruetion and

were frequently stated in terms of expected produ»a.
e.g., papers read or publications.

s

4. Instructional respousibilities were generally stated

- terms of activitie® or functions to be conducted

rather than in terms of effects to be achieved. In faet,

in only one of the documents reviewed was an

obligation stated in terms of influences mstructors
were (0 have on student attributes. - -

S. There, was® v ally an A.A.U.P. based .statement
regarding academic freedom. In pany documents this
was® f;?ow‘ed by some disclasmer reflecting various
degrees of political and social acceptance and/or
lol"mnu of deviations in the community.

A ]
Personal acquaimanccs report, however, that many
institutions havc dwciopcd rather clear statements of
mstructional e‘(pecml,ons Trpetus for  this development
apparently came from state legisiators who were in turn
responding tow pressures created by student demonstrations
duting thc 1960s. They also report that they are not aware
that these documents have Jesulted m any extenstve
modiiications of instructional accountabihity. That 1s, faculty
members are nqt thought to be employing them as guides to
their own activilies nor is anyone systematically obtaining data

- regarding professors” adherance o the expectations stipulated.

®
‘v

«  One example of a clear statément of instructional
expectations 1s that of Michigan State University (Office of the
Educational Development Program, 1971). It was developed
through the usual procedures of governance in higher
that is, by subcommittees and commuttees. Note
that none of the fCSpOl]SlblhllCS cited indicate that an -
instructor is responsible for outputs in terms of student
attributes, )

.

Faculty Code of Teaching Responsibility:

The teaching respdisibilities of tRe instructional staff
are among those many areas of university life which
have for gcncrauom been a part of the unwritten
code of ‘scholars and gentlemen.' Now, however,

along with other formerly unwritten cantacts, it -

seems appropriate to set forth these responsibilities in
the | form of a code. The provisions of such a code are
50’ Teasonable to learned and humape men that 1t may
appear bedundant or unnecessary 10 state them,

~—

However,

:
H

the Uiiversity  concenss them to be »o

important tat the peiformance of the uuuuumwl 7
staft i meeting the provisions of this code shall‘be

taken

{

[ 39)

Lo

mto constderation i determning  salan
wiereases, tenjiie, and promotion. ’

Instructional staff’ members ar: responstbled for
stating clearly the mstructional cbyectives of each
course they teach at the begmnmg of each term.
I expected that each mstructional stafl
member wil! direct fus” mstruction toward. the
fulfillment of these objectives, Instrucuonal staff
members are responsible (o otient the content of
the courses lhey- are assigned to teach i the
course descriptions approved by the Unwersity
Curnicula Commitiee and the Acaderme Council.

-

Instructional staff members are tesponsible for
mrorming swdents: n their classes of the
methods to be employed in determuning the fina
course grade and of any spectal requrements of

attendance  which differ from the attendance

-

policy of the University.

-
Y

it » ‘cxpcc(cd that graded examinatious -.and
papers will be provided 1o the student for
inspection and discussion - T hus, final
examinations will be retained for one_term 1o
provide the opportuty  for review with the
wstructor, of the student so desires, Tis expected
that exanmnauons will be graded withn™ o
sufficiently appropriate upie o ndhe the
exammation a part of the student’s learning
experience.

All mstructional staff members arc expecied to
meu their classes ‘regularly and at scheduled
tined. In case of illness or any other emergeney
the anstructor will npotfy  the department
chairman so that approprate action may  be
taken.

All instructional staff members whose
responsibilities mvolve students are cxpected fo
schedule a reasonable numibei of office hours tor,
student conferences. Omu: hour\ should  be
scheduled at times convenient to bo'h students
and mstructors with the additional option of

~ prearranged  appumntments for students when

there is a schedule confhict. The number of offiee

hours is to be determmed at the appropriate
administrative leve], and office hours should be 4
matter of common knowledge
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"6, lnstrectional staff miembers who are responsible
2 for acaderyic advising are expected: to be in their
) office: at spgcified hours during the period of
cach eriroliment. Arrangements will»also be made
‘ .. for advising during rcgié{ralion. (pp. 59-60)
> -
Michi\' n Sl‘m University is one of the institutions that
has tried 10, ‘improve instructional accountability. It has

hslemamaliy .expended resources to help its faculty meet
their instructional obligations, both by employing
dlsuelnonzm funds 10 develop an Office of Educational
Deve lopment and by brcakmg the undcrgradualc program
into some dnigll colleges. These efforts have not discouraged
the lcgm]alu,r:\yf Michigan: from passing a statute, commonly
referred to as 1hc;'g€mlacl hour law” stipulating the hours per
week a professor 1s to'be engaged in activities directly related
to mstruction.

’

Tools for Determining Expectations

A Tumber of procedures have been developed for helping
clanty what 1s expected of an institution of higher education,
and of the members of 1ts,staff. Thele procedures’ may be
viewed as special accountability tools.

Survey techniques. In spite of a long history of use in
miny areas, survey techniques have not been éxtensively used

Jntf rather recently in obtamming informatron relative to

mstitutional expectancies, that is, in the goals of colleges and.
umversities and the cxtent they have been or are being
achieved.” They stuil are not used extensively in establishing
u.luml expectations. In 3971 Groue renorted a study that

dununslm(u the usglulmsx o using goals in describing

umversities. Both-thé procedures employed 1nd the results
have implications to undeistanding accountability. Briefly:
: L
I, From anextensive literature search Gross developed a
list of goul statements.

.

12

These goal statements were pretested with
admmistiatérs and faculty at a single university.”
Instructions were for faculty to report on what they
-saw at their mversity. Perceptions were asked for,
not opnons. From this pretesting, forty-seven goal
statements ere selected, whose standard Jeviation
. ona ()-po'int scale was 1 or fess. -

\’»\ All of the adnumsteators and {0 per cent of the
faculty at 68 mstitutions classified as universities
were surveyed with an mstrument contaming these
goul statementy plus othei questions (three hundred
i all, requinng one and one half hours to fill vut).
Instructions were for the respondents to in_diculc

. 2 . '
- 'x *
ES
+
N . .
PANES
P -
s
- A
. “how important is each am at ths university?” and
“How important should the am be at this

umvcmny"" (p 25)

4. Approximatley 51 per cent of the administrators and
« 40 per cent of the faculty returned the instruments,
Tests of sample bias did not reveal any_ bias in the
dimepsions in y»hnchy

i

rescarcher was intefested.

"TNOf interest tu this review on accountabality are these results.

I. For coll(:ge per/onn‘l the mgsl mportant goal, buth
- perceivediand desired, was to Qrulccl the faculty’s
right to Jcadcmlg: freedom™ (p. 32). °

LA

2. In the main, theimpression was given that i;nivcrsny
personnel thouglit that not much, attention was paid
to students--or should be. Thdt is, goals directly
related to students were not highly rated (pp._38-32).

3. The most . neglected goal, one - that respondents
- "thought should have been considered important but
- was not, was to “make sure that salaries, 4eaching
assignments, and prerequisites always -reflect the
contribution that the person mvolved 1s making to

the fuuctioning of the university™ (pp. 37-38.

.- -

4. Two ams that were perc 15 recelvmg mi)rc
emphiasis than they dscrvud ere. “msure the

s favorable appraisal of thdse Who vahdate the quality
of the programs we offer.” and msurc the coniirued
confidence and suppor! of those who coninbute
subsldnlmlly to the fmances and other matenal

. resource needs of the unvegsity™ (p. 38).
<. e s
5. Adnunistratton and faculty generally agreed on
institutional goals: .

- . ¥

6. The more the faculty of aKxamcular school , was
percewed as having mfluential power, to affect goals.
the more that umversity was perceived as emphasizing
that “students should develop their mitellect and
objectivity about themselves (p. 51).

7. In aaststutions where the legislature or state
government was seen as-having the power to influence
goals, the "aims described in No. 6 were actually
perceived as deemphasized, *

. o
Generalizations from a smglt, study are hazardous, but the
mlpln.dlmm of these resubts should not be overlooked. At the
time of that study 1t could be inferred from the results that
within the mstitutions surveyed: . .

L
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I. College personnel had not attended to goals that
related to studeqt attributes (Result No. 2). and had

not viewed it important to be concerned about

. external accounting, ncnhcr to their own -accrediting
agencies nor to their patr‘ons (Result No. 4).

2. Coliege“personnel were ot concerned about internal
accodhitability and thought adaptations siould be
based on valid eyidence (Result No.3).

3. College” personnel placed more emphasis on
» aintaining their academic freedom (perhaps also

5

E institutional 'thtanogn)) than any " other outcome
P . (Results No. J, Nof6, No. 7). .

R Facully and administration presented a united front
on goals (Result Nor5).  ~ .+ + - .
s <

=3
5 Col]cgc personnel thought their _patrons and
bcndactors had different aims for the university than

they “(Resply, NoZ™ ;- and made no attempts at.

.. acconnnodatmn(Resul( No. 4)

? - . -

It is the lack of reai evidence & (0 how va?ioqs grovps perceive *
institutional aimy that suggests the. necessity for a survey
similar to € one designed by Gross in. every college

concerned  with external, and to some extent, internal
- .y S hY
accountability. : ' ~

‘ -
o .

Pc(crson (1973) recently complexed.a survey, in thforma
of 23.820 stude n(:, facelty,’ administratocs,
presidents-¢hancellors. governing beard members. and’
community people. ‘3dckground o the mstrumcm.non used,,
the Institutional Goal$ Inventory (1G1), Institutional/Rescarch
Program for - Ihghcr Education, ETS, 1972) i eported,
clsewhere by Peterson (1971). As in the Gross (l97l)5
syppori or process goals as well as outcome goals weje
muudcd in the instrumentaton. Peterson also requestdd
rcspondems to estimate both how important each goal was *
and how important it should be. The IGI provides opportunity
for adding additional goal statements or background questions,
to the regular format.

" PBetesson reports more wide disagreement on the
individhal campuses and between campuses in Californie than
was shown by Gross, whose respondents were all from
umversities, People in the copnmunities near the institutions
tended to rate “*accountability/efficiency™ at about the same
leve! of desiiability as did college~administrators. that 1s.
slightly higher than facultics but below goyverning' boards.
Therc were gther notable discrepancies, e.g., faculties rated
freedom higher in importance han did people of the
wommunities. Also students expressed much more «hm.rcpdmy
betwéen dcsnrcd and _existing achievement dn *“mdividual
studemt  development™ than did the faculties. These are

Y

. (1971) have tested Delphi pru«,edures I furmulumo criterid

-techniques  wef® used by the, facaity in. the College of

¥
: : ¢
{ 3 . . »

L . . -
certamly not i results of the study. The worh of bdth Gross
and Peterson demonstratgs that between vanious groups there

P N ¥ -
.are sufficient discrepancies regarding what s expected of
hugher education w indicdte conflicts of interest and sauives
of discord for which resPonsible admimistrators inust assume
£

1

the initiative in encouraging agaptivc fespouses. - :

Delphx procedures The Delply Technique or Method.
mcluding , Delphi Conferencing. may be a uscful’ tool for
identifying instructional U(pu(ati(‘ms. Dalkey and Rourke

aid objectives in  higher ;dumm{n and “feund them
appropnatc They may be dcmg,ned to reach cousensus goals,
or to develop a strong set of pros and cons comcrmm. a gn"n
sssue. Huckfeldt (1972), working in the NCHEMS project at
.WICHE has used Delph: t9 make forecasts about .
post:secondary education. Anderson (1970) reports the

Education”at Ohio State University as one strategy for helping
to set goals and allocate resources, The School of Education at
the Unwversity of Vi ronmemploycd Delphi tggassess the needs,
destres, and opinions Of its clientele (Gyphert and Gant. 1971).
Delphi procedures were employed during development of the
IGI (I"cte'rson, 1971: UGhl, 1971).

© Turoff (1971) bsts five situations where the Delphs,
method clearly hay”an advantage over «other alternatives for

collating informed judgments (p. 317):

~

Where the individuals necded to contnbute
.Knowledge to the examination of 4 complex problem
havé no histery of adequate communication and the
communication process nist be stiuctuied 1o msure >

\ understuanding. . )

o -

\; Where the problem 15 so broad that more mdnsduals
are need J than can meaningfuily nteract

", face-to-face exchange. ’

&

-
M Ey

Whrc ditagreements among ndviduals dre so swurc

that {he communication process must be refereed.

Where time s scarce for the mdividuals uvoived

andHr o geographical  distances. are__lurge, thereby
i inhibiting frequent gioup mcdmgQ. . [

Where a wpplcmcmal group wmmmma(m-é PLULESS -
would be x,ondvuve to mcicasing the efficieny of
the face-ty-face meeting. -

T - i
» \ -
These conditions seem descnptive of the situation In st
colleges and umversitics. The $i2¢ and complexity of the staff =
usudlly prohibits meanmgful dialogue m spite of the capeitise

and sincerity of ity methbers. Their tume- s timited.

. .
-~ * . A
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Disagreements are apt to be severe and held »er’y deeply. Even
whcrc the governance structure seems to.be functioning well,
the ‘Delphi can be a welcome supplement to a committee
meetipg. Delphi would seem to be pdrhuularl)} effective
aileviating s%ose problems most, liable to adverscly effect
committee decisions, namcl} (1) manipulation by the person
who talks the most. is most skilled at small-group interaction,
is most obstinate, or who is perceived as an duthonly (2) lack
uf mvoivcmcm by a sufficiently representative group; (3)
2luctanee to* abandon a position thdt has been publicly
+ expressed: (4) bandwagon effeets: (5) peer pressure: or (6)
horedom frgnrxccsswc unproductive ime. It also tends to
have the effecl of keeping discussion focysed on the issues and
forcmg participants to shdrpen their arguments if lhe; want to
* “make a point. The Dclplu is described by Pfeiffer (1968, p.
152-153) as follows:”

-

Thejrst questionnaire may call for alist of opinions
involying expericnced judgment. say a list of
predictions or recommended activities, .

On the second Yound, each expeit receives a copy of
the list and is asked to rate or evaluate each item by
some such criterion as importance. probability of
suceess, and 5o on. -

" The thurd questionnaire includes the list of the

. ratings, indicates the consensus. 1f any. and m cffect

: agks the experts either to revise their opinions or clse
to specify their rgasons for remaining outside the

\ consensus.

—

» ’ B
“I'le fourth Questionnaire inclu‘,dcs list, ratihgs, and .
consensys and minority opinions. It provides tht, final
\ chance for revision of opinions.
’
Al s feasible to operate a Delphi by })mil
pd\rtxup‘u 3 not usually considered uunslnuuom goal setting,
- and treat data from “different groups scpdmtcly The latter
would have fite advantage of permitting planners to know
which groups had similar or different goal values and tq engage

1 “public relations™ or educational efforts to,change opinions”

when deemed desirable--or necessary. 1t 'can be used to get the

, pubiic “in at the beginning” instdad of treating patrohs and
clients as though their opinons were of no value, reporting to
them after-the-fact or trying to hide adverse but important
)‘Ifo'{mulion from them.

S

-

Three cautions to us‘ing the Delphi‘shouid be noted. First

f all, the possibility for reflecting extreme positions of

opinion should” be maintained Yhroughout successive

administrations of the instrument. That i items should not be

eliminated because of a low number of responses. If the,

- opporlumty for divergent responses is reduced, persons at thc
A '

D 4

involve. .

. Passaic County Commmnty

. . i

v

extremes will tend to drop out of the study and the results will
reflect a false cunvergence. Secondly ! during the time 1 takes
lo‘;omplglc the Deiphi. conditions can so change that the
results are irrelevant, For anmplu dunng the past four years
many small colleges have quddcnly shifted their basie misseon
from training teachers to some other focus ds 4 rcﬂ;umn uf
the job market. The results from 4 Dclpln completed two y zars
ago might thus lack currency. Third. the statemen(s must be as
unzmbiguous as possible. Somctmns what may appear as lack
of consensus is reafly lack of undcrsl.mdmg, of the statement.

Employment contracts.” Employment contracts based on
pérformance have met with various degrecs of success, a
clementary and secondary levels. In gt Jeast one mstance,

use at the community collcgc level. As currently proposed.
they do not scem applicable 3t the college kevel except in a
restricted sense, ¢.g., a coliege nught agree to-provide tramng
1o a certain number of s elementary sehool mathematies
teachers for a supulatcd price. The -
Contraci™ shown in thte book by Roucche and Pitman (}9%2) "
is probably charactenstic of others. The following quote may

be sufficicnt to provide the “flavor™ of the obligations
stipuiated (p. 125): - = .

The following criteria f efficiency are
preiequisite for thesrank of full profyssor:

vt ’ o -

(a) The full professor will ke responsible for
designing, inl;)léxm:nting. mu‘nugmg and
cvaluating learming experiences for a nfinimum of
960 student credit hours per semester.

At feast 90 percent of the sluduns entolied

< the “full professor’s ddsses at the* time of,
o registration shall achieve stated. objectives at &
level, satisfactory for taansfer 10 a. senior

insln"ulion if in a transfer course. ot at a level’

satisf m.tory “for
occupational course.

employment if i an

Furthermore:
N i » B

-

(a) A faculty member in any rank may qualify for or

.- attain any higher rank ¢ followmng any three
academic years of performance at the ligher,
level.

~

{b) A reduction in rank for mefficiency w:ll oceud
_after three (3) consccutive years wherem the

3 criteria for a given rank are not met: m the gase
of the mstructor rank,

. dismissed for inefficiency.

%

the dividual’ will be

Y

~ -

;

»

“Sample Employment , -

.

College, they wete exammed for @ ~

-

/
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W h‘ﬂc such unpm\ ment contracts are cummlv pereeived
by !mdcmm as inimiical to a good tmghxng. employ ment. Such
mndumn.\ may also increase thL bureaucratic nature of
colleges and umversities” .«

! -

N .

Charters of accountability. Charters of accountability may
be perceived 43 a tool for internal accountability that nmght
tmiprove the  ctpacity of the insutution for external
accounting. The tool is described by Scheid (1965) in relation
to the comnunicated purposes and objectives of a company
and by Lopez {1970) in relition to education. Scheid s
adamant that accountability can be delegated quite-precisely .
that functional performgnee can be measured and that these
measurements can be employed for making evaluation (o1
accountability) 4 gnfents. It would certainly impact
edugation if fgf*no otNer seasons than that it requires. .(1)
specification Of overall institution purposes. (2) disclosure of
mportant objectives, (3) a list of what obligations must be
met, and (Mauthorization to perform or to obuin the
wherewithal to do so. These last three” conditions have not
¢haracterized university accouptability transactions., While the
charter is an agreement betwegn two individuals or groups. one

superordinate and the ¢ther subordinate, both parties are

completely involved in consultation, negotiation. and
discussion. Scheid reports that **. .. mdviduals respond more
.ipp}qu dtely and willingly to Obdel\C evaluation of their
performance than to subjective trait appraisal™ (p. 92).

. e

The primary deticiency in_ bmh employment contracts
and charters of accountability as meaps for clarifying what
should  be expected of a professor is)that they iaply a
governance  strycture “involving 4 bureaucrauc w
superordmate-suberdinate relationship, Both Gross (1971) and
Hind (1971) have suggested that the gove¥nance structure in
colieges and universities is more-political and associative than
bureaueratic or authoritarian.. -

Collective bargaining. Obvicusly Keck (1972) does not
perceive  college governance as assocrative. He effectively
argues thit “collective ﬁwgannnﬂ is 8 consequence of traditional
faculty agencies becoming mclfcum in e face of
burcauciatic decision making hy oxg:.mwnonal nunagers. He
thinks it is now necessary mr lhe ... tllusion of mdependent
professional entrepreneur .. ." o be cast aside *

budget decisions as emanating from the department level, 4

senate or council as having no legal basis, and consequently *

bemg meffective: the AAUP as being almost as mazlequate, and
the mdustnally oriented university management as ™. . . not
susceptible to moridl suasion” (p 52), . =

The managerial bureaucracy is immune to pleas
of humanity, decency. democracy, or academic

3 » ' -
-,

.

- within an |
‘mstitutional framework that is organized-aiid tun according to
Jhe principles of industrial management™ (p. 51). He sces few

~

.- i

freedom, It n 2qually mmune to sanctons that ae

not backed b\ the power of enforeement. University
management s well ay that the generd publc
couldn’t care less aboyit :\;::i the AAUP (or any otha
orgamzation} thinks of this or that umiveraty. They
also know that, gnen the prcxem condiior ot th job
murket. professional sanctions caniot !mn Jiem (.
52) -

+
Wth Y wllutm lxr&wn;n“. oo sysbon oot Shaed
authority based on” a4 process of bilateral dev ston s wihimg
between two agents. . . utibzng legally-estabhis! Jd procedures
for reaching mutual agreement™ (Kechs p. 320, will pm‘:x: a4
usetul imeans ofestablislung obhgations remams., at this .ime.
moof pomt. If lhs, tend persists on the part ol fagulties o
suppon the u)nu.pl of collective barganung, then the polilicdd
model as perceived by Baldndge (197 1) will have onfy linnited
applicability. for exampic. during the ume when basic
obligations for which the agent is o negoliate we bemg
decided. The mmld of the umiversity as 1 burcaucracy will be
¢nhanced, lhhom'h tlic# wnu,pt of the unnersity oy an
industry. producing « speific product does not seem feasible.
Lontracts will probably focus Ony actiysties of ihe tuuxh\
ralher than outcomes. . ”
R %

*

Task analysis procedures. Over the past two vears Catl, et
. (1972) have been engaged 21 J study 1o analyze and
desu’lbe centers um.wnd in research. development. diffusion.
and evaluation (RDDE). Winle the procedwes developed 1o
condugt that aaalysis buve had only msumal applecation m
Jlighcr cducdtion, they appear to offer a4 means of meetng

some of the anxicties created by suggestions for improvng

dccountabiity and some of the detencies of other taculn
acvity analysis proceduses (Rumney. 1971) Thow teas
expressed by academies that thert most important but subtle
production muay be unrecognized, o thai they may. be pudged
on the basis of mapproprate critdia and standards. are dealt
with duectly by these mialysis proceduies,

¢ .

The pxut.uhms requie o tev. coticeptudization o
uulpul Output i the duwn,nmn apphied to whatever an
individual pruduu\ whethor 1t s a product (¢ boukd, cvent
(av mnterview ), o1 ¢ condition {muiual respect), lmpkmum.w
the procediires wsually reguires the exanunation ot artifacts.
and talks with executive adnunistr Aok, i ouise agent (o
an mternal agent whose sstitutional nifsston sucludes such
dctvities) develops g set of guidehines s to who shoubd be
mtenviewed and what questions should be ashed. Tuterviews
are then conducted by means of “lead and probe™ slrategy
pnmdm" aach persoti uppmlumw io describe then oatputs,
o decide what evidence indicates quahity petformance, and to

* suggest standards for judgmg. Descriptions piepared by the

“interviewer are submutied 1o the mdifidud o meure that

agreenent 1y reached that his outputs and the standands tor
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.

Judgng them are ukqu.l v described.
.

.
.

,rmlp these mterviews output: of the mstituhion can be

compared to outputs of services within the mstitution to see of |

the latter afe contributing to the former. In most colleges and
unversities  there will be independent and, perhaps, even
incompatible objectives (outputs). This condition may be
percewved as-desirable (Brandl, 1970). :

Instruction 1s an obligatory re lattonship. The
administration of a college or umv‘érsxt) the constituencies of
the institution, and the members of the teaclung and suppoit
staffs, all have pereeptions as to what 1s expected of ¢ach other

~and of themselves. The relationship would be improved if

thuse involved could do one or both of two thmgs, (1) agree
on what obligations cach has toward the others m
mplementing the mstructional program of the mstitution, (2)
establish 4 means of accounting te cach other,”. of
communicating to une another about what they are dong, the
apparent effects of what they are downg, and therr judgments
as o how’ others involvéd are fulfilling what had been
expected of them. o wn, accounting perms expectations to
be clarified and reduces conflicts resulting from
misunderstandings. ) .

-

Obtaining and Disseminating Information

A wartoon by Lichty, “Grn and Bear 11" pictures 4 group
uf corporation cxecutives in o conference session. The caption
hias the chairman saying, “Siree the activities of this company
are a matter of public record, the purpose”of this meeting is to
devise means of covering our tracks in the future!™

) L

Lichity scems to hive captured the essence of what the
curtent emphasis on accountability s trying to avoud. Curreant
crphasis i duuunl.nbnln) seems to be toward developing such
mformdtion as is necessary to enable the agents and agencies
imvolved (o, (1) know what can be expected of each other and
(2) hiave some evidence as to how well those eéxpectations are
bemg met. In brief, the confidence that can be placed n the
valdity. weuracy and adequacy of available information s the
core of viable accountability.

There are a vanety of barners to developing adequalte
mivtmation, Fist of dll, external demands for information
ubviously threaten the rights of an institution to autonony.
Throughout an exammation of external accountability, the
question of the right of colleges to self-determination regarding
responsibilities and disclosure of information must be examined
n ]nghl of how institutions and then chients and pations can be
éxpcclcd 10 rgspond to suclr autonomy. Autonomy is a
relative value, It vanes cousiderably among mstitutions. it d!so
varies from one wu)gmphu region to another,.

-

-

Unfortanately the arguments ul)oul',wan(mg tu profect
awonomy are not véry convincing. Therer are too many
examples of golleges sacnficing autonomy fur other guns.
Avceplance of’c.llcguncdl federal aid, basing ment, promoton.
and tenure’ on standards prescribed by professional
organtizations of the disciplmes. employing state poliee to
controf campus conflicts, and seeking court action m

"personnel _disputes “have . seriously weakened  arguments

supporting institutional autonomy. To the cynical. the
willingness of institutions, and their agencies and agents, to
aceept donations to which are attached stipulations regairding
thar use is sufficient cvidence that autonomy has alway s been

_avirtuc 1o be sald--or at least employed in bargaming.

The primary arguments oppysing changes in mternal
decountability are apt to center on threats decountabibty s
perceived as posing to faculty academic freedum. Although
academié freedom 1s not defined as clearly,as it might be, its
ithportance varies Tess between schools than_does autonomy,
and it is apparently a highly valued educational goal (Gioss.
1971 and Peterson, 1973).

Proposed changes in accountability should svord
weakening academic, freedom. A worthwhile goal of
accountability could be to strengthen that freedom. But
opposing accounlablhly “on principle’” 15 a posture that
endangers acadenuc freedom. Opponents to  change in
auounlabnhly should be encouraged to ' develop their
oﬁposmon fatronally and lhoroughly The best defense aganst
mfringmg on others’ 1ights 1s to be sensitrve to those nghts and
to provide every available means for theit adequuate, detense,

Aﬁlhird barrier to developing adequate informatfon is the
inadcciu'ucy of procedures for assessment. It is difficult to
judge bow realistic expressions of concern about, invalid and
inaccurate assessment are. Brown (1970) has suggested (hat
corfipromise is essential, that most” nwasures are  really
“proxies.” “If proxies operationally ssist respurce allocation,
if decisior-makang 1s better with ) ¢ proies than withoul, this
alone is justification for their aduption’ (p. 29). Brown groups
proxies as input, output, ur valic added. Of course the muat

. meaningful proxies are those that measure change, but if these

are not available, lic 1ecommends employing second best.

At ‘the WICHE conference both Enthovan (1970) and
Brandl (1970) were cautious i their predictions that any thing
but the most crude mdices of educational effectivencss would
be fuund, Enthovan suggested three uses to be made of vutput

measure££p. S1): ~
I Bides m allocation decisions within the University,
£ .
Lk

2. Gids in broader allocation deciswons between ngher
-education and other public programs, -

2




4
[N

il be

the effectneness of different

- teachers., teaching methodstor cusnicula.

~
3. auds

evaluating

> 0

He pomted owt that measures for one furpose will probabl:
iz be the some as those for ano ther purpose and it we may
nor even have a4 wov of relarhg them to each other. The
suggestion is that. “Because there is no agreement on purposes
oot relative vatues, there 1s no “optimum® program for the
unnersty, There are only better and worse programy,
Avording bad programs 1s & sufficiently ambitious godl to kcc;)
us all vceupied for many years™ (p. 33). The motto is, "l »
better to be roughly nght than precisely wrong™ (p. 53).
R

-

a
B

It 1y possible that part of the coneem about information
obtaned @s a consequence of assessment stenr. from anyefy
that measurement may be too accurate and vahu. That s, fear
that assessment anay tesult in disclosure of weakness may be
mumaed as the vahdity of the assessment procedure increases.
To ‘the extemt that mfummuon 15 seen as being used for
reirtbution rather than improvement of mstruction. the
anxiety 1s explanable. . .

4 -

One of the most difficult barriers to penctrate s the one

aised by those uollcges progiapis and pmiuson that say.’

“What we produce éannot really be measured.”™ The possibality

that vutputs will be viewed too narrowly. that subtle effects
overlooked. must be . reduced. There are some
extregely difficult measuremeént problems. But, in the main f
somclhix?has not been measured it is usuaily beciuse it has
not Beendthought that measunng 1t was wmportant. Whenever
college personnel consider it essential that their outputs be
measured, h)r,cxumplc should they become dissatisfied with
unsy stematic and mvalid appraisals of teachmg, then teaching
will be measured. The current lack of concern abowt such
measurement 1§ primarily bCLdllbL teaching performange is not
a factor in- determining the reward structuie of the college
(Hind. 1970). '

L
.

Mager (1968) has an unsympathetic respomse tc those
who dare defensive about having outputs assessed (p. 69).
“You can'tmeasure the effeets of what [ do.”
“Why not?™
“They re intangtble.”

“Oht Why should T pay you for mtangible
resulis?™ . :
“Because ['ve been lmi!lt.‘_i and  hicerised 10
practice.” ! .

“Hmm . .. all n(vhl Here's your money

“Where? | don't see1t.”

“Of course not .. . 1t's intangible,™ .

t
1

Defensiveness. 1s justified. and should be encouraged, when

there has been no prior agreement on goals. on what wilt be

“

10

- ~

=

ives 1o besntade of siph
Lg -

uu.plo.u as evideree of vutput, o1 the
mtnrm mo/r -
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Providing-'lnformax{on for External Accountability

The admnustrator wnast whe the antauve m making
rtelligent respomes related (o accountabidity. Nut ¢l demands

tfoinformation should be answered by supplymg it Not ol |

situnation should be disclosed. Disclosure should frequenily
precede demand. It requires some semsitivity to the needs ot
othiers. and 4 professional basis for selectmg alternatives for an
administratos to know what fesponses to mpke m temnds ot
supply ing mfommlmn Some mformauon should be mppln.d
on demand whenever pussiblez Some legitimate needs ful

informativn_ that would bcr_‘mctul m meetiy both?
requirements for anternal managemen and  pxtemal
aceounung. and wlidr could be collected and stured 1

anucipation of need. Attempts to ubtain and employ such
data, m educational menagement have met with loss than
omst'andin" success, partly because of inabsdity w identfy and
assess valid value- added measutes of outputs, partly because
imstizutions of hwhq edutation- apparently do not have the
organizational structures to suppogentensive data collection,
and partly because tany adsimistrators remain ubconyineed
of the velue pf ther use. tn the mam. wolleges have been
apathetic, amd at tintes debberately resistunt, W obtammg and
reporting accountabiliy mformation

&Llus (1972) orfers
categories of mformation mght be assessed and reporte
Winle the tollowing It is not exduustive,
of mtvnmation fur cach of the categones

. )

Ak exeeilent guade 1o détermune what
d tut
externdl acepunting.
iU aflustratestlasses
Glass proposes.

I, In eeladion to currrculam.

a. A statement of the mussion of the msttution,
that points vut the desirabuiity of u vanety ol
goals, and” reviews those that dre contiadictuny
and those that are compauble

h. Descriptions of each program, course, of

study, mcluding expectancy tables
i

sequence of

performance.
¢. A statement of policy describng how decistons
are made for purchasing mstructional matenals

d. A descrnipuion of the programs for encouragng |

superior mstruction
Instrucion.

and/or improving  meno

. 4 -
relating entry daia 1o oxpected levet ot
?

.S
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c.

f:

8.

h,

i

In refation to student growth and well-being.

d.

o

A record of the numbér of teaching hours
profcssors have nmssed and the reasons for these
absences. .

The number of student hours taughit at varnous
levels by professors with vanous levels of
lmining..; R g

For programs that are pre-professional or
. vocational in nature, the” Iatest mformation

related to education and emp'loymcnl
. opportuzities. | ) . .

Student evaluations of courses and mstructors.

Estimates of the ad2quacy of library holdings.

.

Studies on campus ‘climate.’ .
. '

.
tet o € .
Reports on the activities of “pupil persdnnei
services,

Rezords of studeats entenng, grades received.
studeat progress threugh college.

Infermation on follow ip studies ofgruduates.
Information as to why students drop out of
school.

®

I relation to personnel:

Jd,

C.

*

d.

4.

b,

Procedures.for selecting staff.

Procedures for evaluating instructiondl
competence.” L
Procedures for dismissal. )

O

Benéfits, e.g,, reurement and sich leave policies, &
Fave

1 relation to fiances? -

. Credit-hour costs in programs and  courses,
including any special fees and how they are
speni. .

1)}
Procedures for letting contraets.

Uses made of discretionary funds,

Sorrces of funds. PR

c.  Cost forastudent to go through a program

Costs of support services

. & Bulding plans (should be included m
Community Planning Commitiee reports)

5. In relation to legal obligations:

-% N

+
a. Age, race, sex, rank, and salary of all staff.

— -

b. Policies related to the disciphne of students.

c. Procedures by winch money 1 collected from
students,

¥
.

This information could be collected and processed
mternally. All of these activities can be momgored by an agent
external to the institution and a report of that wmonitoring
made public. It would provide disclosure that 15 candid and
likely to bg well receivegd by constituencies, If this information
is not available, that m itself reveals deficiencies m
accountability: The primary reason for fearing such accounting
15 that it may both encourage *and allow for external control,
that s, 1S dvailabilty may threaten autonomy. This study did
not disclose information as to the extent the avatability of
information fesulted in its being used by outside agencies m
ways inimical to the welfare of the institution.

Dcvclopmg?mformation in such categories is procedurally
not unlike that of accreditation. Accreditation has tended 1o
fail into disrepute because ahe judges have been closely allied
with the establishment, Accreditation agencies also reduce an
insgtution’s autonomy. An institution that conducts its own
appraisal, has that effort mdependently audited. reports arcas
of satisfactory and unsatisfactory attainment, and publicizes
intents to make changes, may estabhsh credibility with s
constituencies that justifies maintaining autonomy,

One of the more sensitive 9r0blcfns concerning public
disclosures of information reiates (o issues of conlidennality.
Arnold (1972) has wnitten a position paper on the influences
= “full disclosure™ in whicl, she suggests that it seems
traditional for citizens in the United States to assume publi¢
right to information and ty, examination of government. She
writes that Amernicans today demand and receive infognation
abou. the costs and conduct of many government programs.
that this information bears on choices they make, and that
edueators should be checred by this new awareness as these
demands are turned o requests for mformation about the
costs and conduct of fngher education, Although the accuracy
of this perception is questionable. Arnold has rmsed an issue
worth commenting on.




-

Computer teghnology may facilitate responsiveness to”

demands for external accountability. Masses of daty can be
stored 1 a variety of ways to meet various retrieval needs. The
combmation of increased demand for disclosure and mcreased
capacity  for responding to demands for disclosure may
endanger mstitytional autonomy, and academic and persondl
treedom. Therz are no precedents n cducatum 1o suggest that

pledgesgpf confidentiality rcﬂa*dnw \L%Olldl and pcrxomu,l
matters can be given with assurance that they will be kept
Pivileged communication has not been extended to the
relationships between college persnnel and their chents and
patrons, However,
feasible to provide ‘blind repositories’ where sensitive data
contain no names, only code numbers. with key to matching
nuhibers and names located outside of the United Stdtes and
which cannot be subpoenaed.

But most pubhc demand for disclosu(e is not related to
studcnl or faculty personnel transacttons of a personal nature.
lhw gre related-to outputs of the university and the costs of
achieving them, or to mformaton about kinds of prmmmb
offered. Colleges do not have a history of candor n relation to
public information. This may account for the creation m some
states of governing uounu!s in place of coordinitng cotinenls”

Dissemination of data s \essential n ‘Mounmb:lm
Adaptatious cannot be made unless m!ormalxon 5 shdrcd Two
certam ways of weakening accountabi J/«é{) (1) conduct
thorough and mtensive ZIS‘SCb‘San(S #nd then not repoit the
results of that assessment or (2) disseminate systemihically
obtamed mformation that is never acted-upon, *

Plans for dissgnm:ﬁmn should be developed as other
changes are planned. Who should collect data? Process n?
Distnibute 1? Have access to 1t These questions must be
addressed and the' answers made part of the available
mformanen before changes in accounting are m)p‘(émcmed.
Credibility * » damaged witlr one’s constituenaes=if  they
become aware of deliberate attempts to hidemformussh that
they consider should be made publicly availabte. But while
candor 15 criucal - disclosure, not all information should be
made public knowledge. A professor’s rating on a teaching
performande appraisal conducted by his colleagues is
sumewhat analogous to one’s s¢ore on a test ol mitelligence,
The data should not be disseminated to those who cannet
understand it, nor should they be utilized in contexts where it

“was not intended ¢* o they be employed.
) Oy

{

Experienced adminstrators
mformation that will be requested by their state legislatures
and ity commiittees. As Gage (1970b) has indieated, when daia
needs can be anticipated. an institutton can demonstrate
responsiveness by having information available on call. College

it is technically possible and practjeally _

are aware of the kinds of

adnmunistrators  cun

g thie mitatne
disclusures, although e wreation of governiig boands wather

usually stuch
than coordmatirg bodards soggests that i some states their
tepurty were ne joigey vedible. Glenny (1971) has descatbed
the hazargs of "crcating boards with msuificient power (o
protect the public vs. ggencids with power that theatens
msmu(mnul.dumnomy and untiative.

Providing Information for Internal Accountability

In this repost the basic concern i astrucuondd
accountability. Tt w diffieult o addieve external accountabiliy
m the absence of effective internal accountabihity | partularly
i regard to estruction. While some daty aie usetul vt both
external and mternal acgounimg purposes. mformution reiated
to the teaching performance o. adwidual professors probably
has more internal than L\h,[lldl v\:l.ue

Obviodsl\ the ciitical sue i assessinig mistactipn withi
the university » the difficulty off developmg  suitable
amssmunl pruwdurn that will meet essential sicasuiegient
standards. Perhaps the best of the more ciurrent publications
infegrating the theoretial wnd practicdl problems mhmng tu
assessing teaclung etfectneness B that by Ronag 3971, In
this dovument it secins
level, assessment of st

sufficrent o say that, at ¢he wl.cg
wction mnolves few theotetivdd issues
different from teaching at other fevels.
practical’ problems that are more noticcable mothe deadoan
world. -
.l

Theie seems 1o be cotfsiderable comnensus antony thase
who have studied problens ol weachin ig ctiectivenesy thial Hic
ability 1o mstiact B otd anitay bt i
on teaching effectiveness has been (1)

It does nvolve yome

v

Tive Rangap moreseatch
tlie \K{ih\ Y
1!.(1 ‘ !
sdent

establih du.u)fdblt. chiten of stndent pettoiaiee,

H
performance. Justiz € 1969), i an escelles dawpned sjuidy

“secondary level teaciung, has shown that . a

the mabihty 1o correlute teacier ,mx\yja.m and

1. Puptl performancee on
eX dmndtions,
elfectiveness.

adequdtely  deviloped

wail be o used o mieasuie teachio

.

(9]

General abilin: (GTA) can “be ichably
measuied i teans of pupil aldueveinent GIA
“That abihiy whaddi the teather brngs 1o e
teaching situation other than knuﬁtdgc of subject
mattei (p 54)

seachmg

N

3. Pupd ackievement wan be used to wentily predicton
of teaching effecuvenss Fa -

€ -
s

a
l\pummndhun with procedures and variables sisilar to

-

e

.




thuse employed by Justiz would seer useful at the college
level Tham s, it would be worth trying to separate GTA frum
othier varidhles: however. the probability s low that professors
—__ would permit Justiz’s procedures, of having teachers teach
“‘unfamiliar™  material, to be used m a coliege  setting.
Establishing some criteria based on studedt performance
would pcrnm testing the validity of process criteria and trait
criteria.
.

-

The resuits of the @regon Studies by Carl. et al. (197")-‘.3
and the preliminary "work by Manning (1973) suggest that
professors_can and should be involved in detesmining a variety
of mstructional outputs. Analyzing these outputs to determine
thewr rd.luonshlp to student outputs is a difficult, but not
insurmountable. research problem (Turner, 1972). While litile
research has' been attempted in employing the Carl RDD&E
model 1o establish standards for judging outputs, the
procedure would appear on the “surface to have as mich
validity as Taculty activity analysis, at its current stage of
development, in obtaining output criteria for analyzing
internal accountabdity. particularly in determuning standards.

‘ Bo(h pmwdurcs nccd further study in terms of: (1) faculty
: proucdurc most umenable

o

is ld

Y nl.xbhshma criteria of tdaching cil'culvcnc&s th.n the
particular idiosyYeracies of “coliege personnel become most
mhibitory to adequate assessment. Stake's (1971) suggestion
that individual professors be permitted to establish their own

+ criterra has apparently not been explored. ’

> 3

In the absence of acéeptable cuteria for assessing
.uction, many  colleges employ other criteria for
determining justification of merit, promotion or tenure
{rewards). In larger universities reseageh productivity and other
evidence of scholarship are employed in such valuations. This
in effect has the frequent consequence of having the judgment
regarding™quality of scholarship made by persons outside the
. institution, c.g.. the reviewing committee of a journal. Within
the -ngx:tmn the judgment may be based on, counting

' (Gusta 967) Mdn) colleges and universities rcward activity =

: on committees, particulwly  those nvolved” acadenut
governance, - .
- ’ -

is acceptable td employ criteria such as dcsmbud
. in the preced ing paragraph for making decisions related to
distrbtTion ol revards, it 1s not v‘llldig(-)v;mploy them as
“though lhey wefe’ indicators of teachun tformance. The™".
- extent they are uscd in a dcuuon to reward a faculty membér
, is an mdication of how valuable they are considered to be, that
is, they may be more or less important than teacliing. Such
evidence should not be cyrrently cousidered any mord.than
xupcrhu iy related to one's u)mpelcmc as an msuuuor

~
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While professurs express iterest in matrotion and itk ",
teaching should recenve mn.rcam,d emplasia i dgtesmini,
rewards (Hind, 1971, Hildebrand.” i‘);l)\ they dunot want fo - -
reduce the time spent i researchl and scholarship (Hmd.
1971). Hind suggests that professors may have a conflict of
values and that tt s dare dlready devoimg more effors than

would be predicted (1o tasks (lc.uhmg,) that h.n:u u't muck "
+ influence on how they are rewarded.
- -

By far the most pr;v‘nicm obhganon lard ON - HIOSE-
prmesxurs 15 that they must tedeh. Ignoring this obligation can .
“gétone fired, gven xfmlmhng it doesn’t esult w promotion ot
other reward. Parg o Iiae lauk of emphasi ot mproving f @
college teaching 1s because the t.n,ullv who really, cuntrol the
system of rewards, are apparently not sufficiently dissatisiyed i
with minimum acceptable levels of teaching performages 1o
overcome irertia and work for improvernent, .-

The following observations are suggested with “tongue
cheek™ d)é‘l means of dramatizing what mught be antiapated to
occur if professors valued mstructionr.

. reward systems. would be “based pripm‘nl} on

demonstrated performance related Jo ustructon,
v . . o .
2.7 faculty would be carnestly mvohed m mstitutional’
goal setting and priontizing amund 4 misgon of B
teaching: , -
;
3. a2 sizc‘ubl;: portion of the institutional budget would
be spent on“efforts to improve instructon: .
4. professors” who. exhibited “nun;omp!m‘n't o~
) comphance™ (Miller. 1972, p. 19) toward evaluation | .
- of their teaching would ml suie wzdcnu. al pect .
grodp dissatisfaction: - . S
. . . . = e .
5. prospective ¢mployees would mquxil’ about class
sizes, “library facihues. avadabihty uiuumr ictitnal .
support services, the instifutional proﬂrdm mr )
. impro.ing mstruction, dui;tmlcnl.nfmn uf citenaand | 7
proculur_c:;‘@r_,evalualmg msfruction. research min . : .
- campus directed at coliege-level mstrucuion, theatype .- ,°
7 of student personnel services m operation,and the -~ .
work bcmg “déne by thetest center before ‘.u.up’m;! ’
’, ©.an appointment: . . L !
- . .o ; . F .

6" legnlatuies would pass statutgs hineting the %mbc' .
. of hours a professor could spend. teaching. and

! pw\mbmg the Tarfe that must be devored to research,” ¢

! govetnance dl]d seivide . . - o

-

* Proccjgrcs for judging feaching effectiveness. Miller
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(1972) describes five procedures for evabiating ;s classroom
teaching: (1) student evaluatwon, (2) classioom visttation by
- colleagues,* (3) examination of waching materials and
procedures, (4) weighing special incidents (includes evidences
zof good ot bad teaching not found elsewhere), and (5)

self-evaluation, His  book @eonitains simple descriptions of”

procedures and mstruments used in assessment. Regardiess of
the procedures used, Miller is adamant that: (lyevaluation of
teaching should be only part of the overall evaluation of a
faculty member’s professional ‘comp:ience: (2) institutional:
goal setting ‘must be.taken more seriously if faculty evaluation
1 6 be tied to goals: (3) department chairmen and deans must
be actively involved: (4) the processes must -be systematic,
manageable, and economic: (5) the system should be used
positivelp. In this study there was little evidence uncovered to
suggest tha, assessthent of instruction was used extensively in
the way that isf'rcqucntl)'f suggested as thie primary reason for
such evaluation, that is toward improvement of instruction.
grom the meager responses to.thé questionnaire submitted,

- there is also an indication that: (1) few colleges have taken
goal setting seriously, (2) the processes for evaluating
instruction are*seldom very systematic.

Michigan State Uniyersitv has been cited previously (p.
1) as one school that has employed discretionary resources in
attempting to improve instruction. {See\also a comment on
MSU’s student evaluation’ scale, ép. L1)."A second upuversity
that app s to have implemented procedures for judging
teachin_ effectiveness is Colorado State University
(Comments, March 29 and April 5, 1973: Office of
Instructional Dev&lopment, 1973). Each faculty member is
encouraged_to employa minimum of three means of collecting
data about his teaching (Comments, 3/29/73. pp. 2 and 3).

I. obtaining reactions Of presently enrolléd students
through the use of the ASCSU course profile:

.
S

2. making an audio tape of classes for subsequent
review;

. making a video tape of one or more classes ... and
having the tapes critiqued by the office of
instructional development;

4. aaminstering pre- and post-tests to assess student

gains in achievement; 7

N

. asking departmental peers to ‘sit in’ on several classes
and give their reactions to what they observed;

= i .
. following up the progress of students in subsequent
courses when prerequisite courses are taught.:

e

[V .
. contacting students safter they have graduated 1o

~20-

3

i
& ;
) )

obtam then opmions aboyleaciung cliectivencss,
L ' x -

, 1
. conbiciing &nplnycr.\ wliete approprate about the
performance of fonmer students on thien jobs,

invitng the department head ot dean 1o visit classes
and give suggestions:

‘\

. forming 4 specul adyisory panel of a1 few interested
students m each class and meeting with them once o
week 1o obtan suggestions: |

*

o N

. L]
submitting” course  outhnes, “syllabr, testy, et to
professional associdtions or vther quahfied groups for
review gnd criuqug.

(AR

-

*
.

Ay
The Academjc Viee President 20es 0N Lo suggest.
- - jh
Every faculty member should engage in at least tiree of
the following dcvclgpmcm actwvities cach vear,
L - ~Y
I. attending specral teaching semmars and teach:ng
-improvemenuprograms:

reviewing the lteratute on (c‘Mu;xg methodology
he field to obtamn new wdeas for teachmg the subject
matter:

) conducting experniments to determine whether new
techniques are suitable for permanent mcorpuration
into one’s teachmg repertoite:

cN
d

"w
. team teaching wath a highly respected colleague an
obtaming suggestions from this person; and

N

. exchangmg classroom  visitations  with  respected
colieagues in nearby colleges and universities.

It is the author’s understandmg that this statement has beén
approved by the Jaculty as setting gwdehnes for policy. At
least faculty are provided resources ‘o support their etforts o
improve instruction.

Student evaluation. Although Miller (1972) cites financial
exigencies and a trend toward reexammation of goals and
philosophies as wo reasons for the current -interest in
mstructional accountability, the ongwal press for mteraal
accountability probably camne from student discontent, This
cause was also cited by Miller.

The tendency has been for teaching faculty to be judged
by their collc}lgucs on the basis of their scholarshup amd for
mstructional/competence to be assumed, Students, on the
contrary, assume scholarly competence and search for
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©etal,

evidence of their professors’ teaching competence (Hammond,
1969). . .

One inference 1o be drawn is that people tend to look for
evidence of compumcc in areas in which they either: (1) feel,
qualified to ‘make ﬁ%dgmcnh or (2) hdve an interest. Part of
the reluctance to pass judgment on the quality of any work
dgne by velleagues is based on the difficulty of evaluating
work outside, one’s own dlscipline This accounts for each
depargmeng7having an interest m establishing unique eriteria
for evaluating its faculty. s

Stud 1(5‘ may feel quite confident of their ability to make
judgments about a prafessor’s teaching in almost any,course in
which they are enroll&y, lnturc&t.mg:lv enough, “and peifraps
predictably, professors do no accord students that capability.
Warrington®(1972) reported that the cotrelafion between the
ratings of faculty and students as to whether items should be
included on a “Student Instructional, Rating System™ was /68
and the correlation between whether faculty fhought 'sludcx%s
had enough’ information was .54 Astin and Lee (1966) puifit
out that coneern with impact of instructioh on the student has

not resutted injturning to students ¢s an important source of

information ghout those impacts. In fact, a qurvey of 1100
_ colleges and universities revealed that in only 12.4 per cent of
them were systematic student ratings used as 4 source of
information in evaluatng tcachmg effectiveness (Astin and
Lee, 19¢6).

-

Gustad (1967) conducted two suiveys for the American
Councit on Educauion, one in 1961, the second in 1966. He
cited as major trends (1) a substdntial dctine in the use of
systematic student ratings, (2) a substantial decline in the use
of classroom visitations as means for_obtaiiing mfarmation
refevant to teaéhing performance. The utilization. of
committee evaluations and the analysis of grade distributtons «
had markedly mereasedin popularity.

5
It is paradoxical indeed that the academic world.

ostensibly devoted w0 the continuous. search t;or
evidence which cani be brought 10 bear on the
solution of problems and the crease-of knowledge.
contirrues with great equanimity to tolerate a system
of evaluatmg its members wherem, as this writer said
carlier, *to call what is typically collected or adduced
to support evaluative decisions “‘evidence™ is o
streteh the médnirfg of that honored word beyond
reason.” Almost a quarter century ago. Logan Wilson
said. “Indeed, it is no exaggeration to say that the
most critical problem confronted in the sociol
organization of any univessity & the priper
evaluation of faculty services, and® gving due’
recognition through the impartial assignment of
status.”™ The almost imperceptible progiess since then

*

7
s c!uqu‘cnl testunony to the academic profession’s
unwillingness or inability. or both, to do whai »
needed to develop adequate wnd equitable methods
for faculty evaluauon (pp. 265-266).

These sources of data”may not be sufﬁdcnll) currett !smcc
they contradict observationg reported by several persuns
knowledgeable about activities across the rationdl scene i
higher " ediicaton. However, they are sull cued by Muler
(1972). ’

* Hildebiand (1971) suggests that students are ti\e best
judges of the extent instiuction has made constristive
contributighs to their lives. His study indicates thar dilferent
students lcnd to judge the same teachers s having muade
construdtive contributions to then. A study by Costin, et al,
(1971) suggests that students’ ratings can provide rehiable and
vald information on the quality of courses and nstruction.
However, Wilson et al. (1973) hoted that prefessors -.umnmn!\
assert that only their colleaguss arg truly qualified w judge

ompetency. As Astm \nd Lee (1960) report. 48.9 pei vent of
the colleges md dhversities use colleagues™ opimony ds 4
sotree of nformation concermng  teaching  effectiveness.
Professors evidently will not accept the vahdity of studemt
ratngs if they are to be used m making accountability
decisions. Perhaps this 15 because students and professors differ
itiythe behaviors they describe as charactenste of effective
teachers (Wilson, et al.,
students exhibit high agreement abdut who are effective and
meffective teachers (Wilson. et al.. 973) has not persugdeu-
professors as to the mertts of unp!oym student 1atings for
decisions related 1o ment. promoton, tenure, msservice
Araining” or discharge  McKeaclie (1970) thinks  student
Judgmunls should be systematically collected fu promotion
decisions but.that they cannot be the ouly assessment sum.
department chaitmen already use student judgments that hay
been obtained unsystematically, - . )
Professors scem to (ear that students and professors wall
enter into a subtle coltusion where the professor sefs nunimal
goals and the student accepts those begause they require the
skills ,they understand (McKeachue, 1970). There 15 some
tangentially related ewidence in supuon of this opuuon,
Teachers found to be effective with bn"hl students are rated
higher by bright students and students whoso achievement in a
course is above that to be prédicted from their mtelligente and
background tend to rate the teacher of-that ¢Surse as more
effective than do h}ulcms whose achievement was less #han
expected (McKeachiz, 1970). Still,.Eble (1970) reports only
x«ﬁ{hl relationship between a student’s evaluation of a course
and his final grade. It seems fogical that students should be
able to provide mformation as to whether a professor has
per ormed in such a way that they have been able to aclireve
outputs,

s

%

1973). The fact that professors andr
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Student rating scales seem to h ncrnclm'mlm even it theu
vabudity 1s queytioned. lhal_xs,.g.\cn if reacher performance and.
student purlmm.m«,u have not been found 1o cotrelate (Ronan,
1971) The review by Ronan (1970) suggests that there s
conshient agreement among studies as to the dimensions of
teacher behavior lh.ll are ﬁuor\ in student mun".\ The.scales
found usetul usually f fncasure:

H 3 -

I.a dimension related to lm\nu'

p[usulldlmns. .

l"dnmd and ulur

2 adimension of personal warmth or empathy.

) 3
. | -
3 a dimension of enthusiasm rcﬂc{,tcd by effort.
Ciawford and Bradshaw (in- Ronan. 1971). suggest that

ditterent raters are using different centeria and standards. and
the Hises for_ their judgments are going unspecified. for
example, stud®nts may -base thewr ratmgs on stereotyped
perceptions of a professor’s role or peisonal phychological
needs. One intensive and  sophisticated effort 1o Jdentify
effective and ineffective teaching behaviors as seen by students
i the critical incident study conducted at the Georgia Institute
at . Technology (Ronan, 1971) .

« In relation to the current study. over a dozen different

student rating scales were examined. (Many nstitutions use
“the same mstruments.) They can be charactenized as follows:

I. Most of the items deal with process criteria, e.g.. “lIs
helptul when students have difficulty

2 Some itenys are better classified as presage criteni,
¢.g . "Has a sense of humor.”
. £
3. There are not many items that ask a student directly
. what effect the professor has had on him/her
. {product criterta), e.g., “Has given me new
N appreciation.”

.

4. Regardless of the items. they mvartably require the

- . student to make mferences.iather than observations,
. . “ e .
Iswell organized.™ - 7
a & + f

. <
Fahey (1970) points out that student fating scales are

probably the most objective and rehable of all procedures
employed for assessing teachmg performance, He also presents
an excellent entique of the weaknesses of such scales. »

-«

H 1 difficult t provide counsel as to how student rating
seales .nn“hl best be used, and validity depetids on yse. Student
rating scales are probably most useful when used to meet the
needs of studengs, That is, with their emphasis upon tiaits and
provesses, they should provide mformation that a student

s . a

;
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2
could uwe o eleglprotessors when gontionted with maluplke

sections of counes. o therr present ton, tems elated to

v

processes conld be used by protessors 1o wlentity clements ol -

their lc..ldun" that could beimpioved A department Chammay
ot dean gt use the same
who should

TeCCive -

N

sems s A4 means of deternunmg

tecene trammg and wlat wanung dhey we iy
- i

s

Student have lmuted  usclulness tol
contitbuting to other accountabiity decistons beeause of the
lack of performuance Sandards. Few  institutions have
established “absolute standards, even " at  the m_u}umuin
daceeptable Jevels. Standards based on nommative ¢ apanisons
do ndt find sufficent aceeptance by most faculues. Such data
also haven’t much usefulness m planming remedial programs.

fating  scales

LT . -
Studgnt - .tings car be given trequently and. i machine
processed. are®relatively nexpensive. This Heatbility o
imporiant smeg teaching performance may, iself change over

time. and vary from one time 9 another. .

Classroom visitation. Accordmg v Astin and Lee ({9061,
clissroom visits are gimployed uy ¢ wouree of data regarding”
teaching effectiveness by the mayority of departments i about
[4 percent of the colleges and umversities. Muller (1972, pp
30-31) quotes Sulber as commenting, 1 have lieard pmicwu\
argue that thiy classroom observation viokites tie digruiy ol
the profession. 1 heard a very good response to that by 4
professor of Enghsh at Viignua, who sad: “What 4 cuious
coticept of dignity that w man should be ashumed 0 be caught

s work, . R .

« .
i o
. ,

Classroom visitations e usually made by senion Lacubty
tcimbers or depdriment charmen, The hmutations are cbvious
Visitors observe an even smaller simple of the beha s
wiich a teacher must than do ~tudents, They
frequently mfer that other activities have ocunted prion to
and will oceur subsequent 1o what they observe m the
classroom. Further. -both  observations and mferences are
colored by the umque charactensu® and experience of the *
observer,

CHguge
nis

EE

Gustad (1967) reported a dechne m number o
institutions usmg classtoom visitations between 1961 wid
1966 In view of theinadequacy of mstitaienits used todovus ?
visithtions, and the absenice of enther witenia v standards Tor
judgmerfts - about mstructuon, such
jwstified. However, the data erted aie not current and may not
reflect present conditions. There s httle evidence 1o suggest
that visitations Tave been replaced by systematic procedures
with gicater validity.

N -

deddiie was

An extrenie exampie of peer judgment s described by

Ashby (1973) He pomnts out that m British colleges alf Laculiy
Yo

e
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. membens, however distingushed, we eapected to teack. This s
, motvated by early tenuie, umtorm salary ~cales tor all
wmversities, and small student-faculty ratios. Most unportant
1o note, Tiowever, 15 that quabity s maintaned by Luving
externdl sxammers  from other  universities that the
standaids tor adardimg degrees are about the same at othet
amiversities as At thewr own. While tdus s obviously®
_controversial procedure. ity degeplane ia unlikely i the
“United States .
. ‘ : { . ) 5
b - Other methods of assessment. An obvious means by which
a4 faculty meraber can report his teaching actevities to others is
th provice them with selfselected evidence. Tis credibility
3 i mereased {f the nature Of what s to be reparted 1s announced
+ before data collection, and if the procedutes for ubt.nnmg’l and
nulyz.m“ the data are documuncd Although the most
equently used sourees of information in wuln.xtmg teaching
. effd¢uveness are chatrmen, 85,1 per cent of the mstituuons
X rcpom, and deans, 82.3 per cent (Astin and Lee, 1900), 1t js
: unclear Liow they obtain the mformation upon which their
apinions are formed. Asun and Lee indicate that while the
s judgment of a chairman or dean. confirmed by opinions of
«colledgues, was the most common means of evaluating an
mdividual's  ®Raching first. hand mformauen
played only & small ‘part mn forming these judgments or
- upiniuns TLldebrand (1971) suggests that whatever ratings are
aiven by a Charman or dean sh mld be open wr LIIJHLHLC by
the nstiuctor,

see

competency.

‘ ¥

In fact, most Judgments of peers are_not based on personal
observations, l"hw need not be st appiropnate provisions are
made with the protessor fui systematically obtaming Jata.
Swident ratings., \o(’ws on putmmanu tests. and artifacts
refated to the course carr be provided by the individual
The mdividual should be candid about wluch data

provided o part of 4 self-report and which weie obtamned by
+ others and are merely being transpitted.

professol

Providmg  mformation about waching performame
apparentiy seen by many as an obhgation of €aching faculiy.
Such mfo naton may be used m ways that are minneal to lhc
welfare of mdividuals, epartments, and even mstitutions. In
arder e merease confidence that information will be used
heneficrally, Gage (1970b) has suggested that 1t be subjcct o
SOINE CONStIami .

-+ . ..
must  be human
capacities for copcealment, selecuve bias, distoition
ands eapedieney  will be mhmd i the data. A
professor’s professiond! mu'g,rm shouid suggest the

Diselosure candid,  Profegsony’

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

, lege }T}) tor describing as completely as possible the
. - piocedures ‘.mpl())ud i cbuaining tﬁu mformation
’ . reported. 11 dufon mation s developed by a chairman
. N o commitfed, th<. ln(lw dudl under consideration
B < .
l 1 s 0 - .o,
Q : ,
C -0 .
e *
ERIC: -
-

should have uppurtumiy thow data wind

respond to them, .

) Fetivw

“

N - .

2. Conbdentiality 1 essential, 11 shppl\ma ifeumation
i Lo encoutaged, Tndividuals must be assured that the
mformation will-be used as presenbed by persons ’

- whose wentity has beéu revealed. That is, it should be

©understood who sstto receive what wmformation dnd

how that mformaton 15 to beused ‘
° -

The mfoimation disclosed should be as scientific as

possible. 1t should create cunfidence an 1ty user.

Observations and mferences shoukd  be clearly

distinguished.  Inferences should be supported b

ubservational data. Opimotis and Jud“mun,s should be

clearly identfied. Wheie feusible,  medsurement

should be employ ed Samiphng of behaviors related to

teacling perfurmance should be s carefully drawn as

pussible sy as to cover the vanety of tasks related to

teaching. Standards for judgments. should be

described. - "

\ N . _ I
= Making Adaptive Responses .

"Hind (1971) suggests that the abiity o manage the
evaluation-reward process’ss the hey to imtfatrg change. Onc
reasQn for suggesting - that accountability can be  best
undefstood n pereerved as a set of tansactions’ss because 1ts

wmpumnls are so nterdependent. For nxdmpk.
* 1

o i ‘
.1 Intentions must be clanfied m otdef to hnow what i
information will be needad, ’ ’ l
0 : . v ’ . |
2. Intentions are dependent upon infurmauon about . i
what adaptations dare to be inade
, : , /1
« 3. Knowing what adaptations to make dci)cmis on T
mformation about what s happening and what was ) |
wterded to happen. ; (
D / )
4 CIf the mlurnm?mm obtamed doesn’t fucus on |
mtentions. adaptations may be imgppropriate.
- “
5. 1f the mformation obtained and distributed ':sn;t used |

n makig adaptations, the motivaton

information will soon disappear.

. .
Tollett (1970) spfeulates that =, f Ingher education bas
gredt impdact upon socicty m auy way . then soviety . the public -
seetor, should want to know what that wapact v and A aluate,

o supply

nmdn} or remforee, as e situabion may requite. that
mpact’ (p. 62, -
. s '
* a8 N
= "
; .
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Information that can help mstitutions improve planning
and nwndgcm‘enl may also meet mformation needs of
legislaturs. The consequences of such discloSure mgy wause. he
legislatuge  to ~mfluence  mstituonal vaniables rcl'llud to

however, that the capacity of legislatures for adaptive decision
making is limited. 1f the institutions of higher education
within a state ar.unable to explain their impacts, legistatures
We nalmlud largely by public upm:or' o{pposmg increased
*tanes, m mgrumng, fwancial supporl In the face of financial
exigencies, the fesponse of a lcglslalmc 18 hable to be p\mmve
For example, if a particular U]blllull()n placed emphasis upon
quality teaching. student costs might increase o a pomi where
a legislative #ducation comnuttee would place” the school
under an enroliment ‘limtt, hold their budget constant, or . primary
employ some other means of managing costs.?

The commitment for. making adaptations 1s difficult to
relcase. To quote Hind (1971, p. 286), “Thé evidence from
our study. wherein the faculty m its expression of latent
Jesires. and the administration n its policy statements, call for

. mcreased emphasis on teaching while, the status qud remains,
suggests that” nothing will happen until seme unpetus is
applied.” 1t i difficult to ascertan just why this 15" true.
Mayhew's (1972) term “‘syndicalism™ may be appropriately
descriptive. The author iterprets this te encompass botl the
natural unresponsiveness due to the structure of the
established mstitutions and the banding together of those with
tocused and unfocused “coneerns that support mamtamning
accountability as it is. Many professors apparently still
perceve the university as a colloquium (Pfinister, 1970). Some
pursuc a philosophy that the university should not pursue any-
activity mcompatible with decentralized decision makmg This
suggests that press for adapting in ways to improve, instruction

- must come from the administration of the college. 1f an
wmstitution of higher educatiop is going - to improve
accountability, so that adaptive decistons can be made, there
will need to exist or be created:

agengy

114

¥

) . (Hind,
1. An atpwsphere where high status is perceived
: based on expertise (Heffertin, 1969). -

‘.

consequehces is available.

Comnutment
externdl nor atiternal accountability can be changed without
comimitment from top fevel executives and withvut personnel
available who
accountability (Dahrike. & al..
Follow the advice of Roueche. ot al. (1971} and dpputtit in
each college o

obligation

professional
supetior-subordimate aulhunl) rcmlium tend (o bresk dowin
He thinks that m colleges and universities the authuority tends
" to be on ¢ horizontal relatonstup. This {its the conception
that. i relation to their work, professors reject the¥opinioans of
those who. dre not
interference by students and administrators | '

.

N EN - i L3

so that the ntentions of an agent or agency wie brtter
] undcrslumf\b) *those mvolved, so that valid provisions for
deeounting are sy stematized. and so that enther the adaptations
-are logically related to the cvideiNg p‘%;d’@. or conditions are
wistruction, e.g., facihties, number of pcrsonnul It may be, = estdblished s¢6

that the’ ophprtunify

~
v . N

must be supported by “know how.”

have both skills and desire tu mmprove

“vice-president in charge of lieresy ™ whose
expertice 15 1 nstructional mprovement and wlhose

“systems analysis office”™ (p. 58). The mere

\

suspect in the eyes of many e

L3 . -
consecuently to'weaken its influence.
\

»

Hind (1971) indieates that, tn organizations wath Iughly
pattern of

worker the mormal

. 1]
their peers. Particlarly  they

3

The horizontal rather than vertial authority telationslup
has mteresting implications in terms of accountability  Peers
become the ones who are seen as “influential evaluators™ (p.
268) and who govermn all phases or components of
duuanlabmly That s, it is*those wilo are, inflaential in the
evaluafion process who' are, in effect. the authority structure *
1971). Essentially this could mean that the tasks of
nmprovmg accountability should be smplified. They haven't
been. Though professors try to maintain the authority to

establish criteria (expectations)-and evaluate the performance

2. A rather permanent, centralized ‘source of mnitiative
for chang? centering m a strong and dominating,
prestdent (Heffcrlm 1969, and Mayhew, 1972).

\ [ ¥

[
»

The C\’ldch(‘ seems 1o support the opinion that, 1f any ,
dmnges in either external or internal accounmblhty are to, 1
‘occur. therc must.be powerful persons from within the'
mstitution who are committed to change. Commitment is not
a sufficient cond.uon, nor is change a sufficient objective. The
dll’CCllOn of change should be toward improving accountability ,

]

2 Thisis a reasombly accurate description of what is n.pom.d 10 have g
occurred al Evetgreen State'College and Eastern Hlinois State University.

b .o

of each other in relation to them, they have steadfastly refused
to assume fhose responsibilities in ‘regard to teaching. As
Wilson, et al. (1973), have demonstrated, professors associate
Sbeing a good teacher™ with:

Research Activity and Recognition s
Is weil known and higlily regarded for his scholarly
altivity, publications, and research. Confers’ with
colleagues about research and keeps abreast of recent
developments in his field. .

L

Participation in the Academic Community

for appropriate

Neither

1971). 1t may be necessany to

is to stimulate improved mslruuion.n
accountability Chle (1971) recommends estiblishing o center
charged with promoting effective teaching. Enthovan (1970)
suggests  a
designation of such a centet s sufficient 1o make such an
professurs  and

resent’

€
’
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Attends and participates in campus lectures, social
. functions. and student-onented activities, \le'dmb.l

3. tatellectual Breadth fo
N Has broad knowledge both \w\thm and beyond lus
figld. 1Is suug,ht out by students and goileagues for
information and academi¢ udvice. ,

4. Relations with Students  § .
Muintams an informal and congenial rclauunslnp with”
students beyond the classroom.” Is consistently

« dvailable to students for consultation about persunal
and academic concerns, -

5. Concern for Teaching .8

« Expresses concern for teaching and consults withi

colleagues about issues related to teaching. (pp.
33.34)

Only Research Activity and Rcwgmuun was significantly
refated to the acadenuc rank and discipline of teachers
ponunated as effective. While Hind (1971) reports that 56 per
cent of the professors questioned (all from Stanford University
in the School of Humanities and_Sciences) thought teaching
was cither slightly or not at all mfluential in determining
university ‘rewards, only 9 per went thought. the samé about
1escarch, Fifty-one per cent thought teaching and 67 per cent
thought research should be-either extremely or very infliential
in determining university rewards,

Note that while, according to Hind, iths the faculty as a
budy who lirgely “control the rewurds system, it'is usually the
L Uepartment chairman as an indiidual who has to defepd the
Sithtitution against the completely incompetent teaches, Thc
clgirman may have to defend his actions against others on the
sl who, for a vanety of reasons, would choose t0. think
there was insufficient evidence | ‘that students were sufﬁrmg
from nstructional, mwmputcmc and that, even if lhey were,
that condition was to be prefe m.d to crushing thegprofessor by
adverse consequences.

3

. s

8 o

a~

congenial relationship with colleagues. ¢

s

.

A

) N . .
It 15 hard to know just how generahizeable are Hind's data.

But 1t would seem rather general knowledge that, at least w
the larger universities attepded by a large proportion of
undergraduate students, teaching performance is not rewarded
by the governance processes of the nstitution. Whatever
concerns have been expressed about elevating nstruction to o
qusition of impurtance in the reward sy stem. nstitutions have
not avoided assessments of teaching performance that are
largely unsystematic and inequitable.
p

5
. ]

. .

It 15 unrealistic to assume that teaching widl improve m a
context where 1t s largely ignored in determining

. consequences for teachers. While 1t wou'd stretch the pont to
say good teaching actually results in punishment in most
colleges. to have it go unreinforced is perhaps even more
"probable to result in its deterioration. Learning theory would
suggest lhg'n withholding reinforcement 1s one of the most
powerful means of extinguishing a response.

It does seem reasonable that an institutional governange
structure shou'l encourage good teaching by making whatever
chahges necessary, The evidence collected durmg this study
offered very little indication that what was'being proclaimed
as the pnmary purpose for assessing teaching performance.
that is, to improve instruction, was in fact encouraged as a
consequence, of evaluation. That 1s, professors have not becn
obligated for either {he quality of their instruction, or for
improving their instruction. .

It shduld:_j'bc recognized , that none of the other
transactions _i'n accountability are ‘useful unless the
opportunity 1s present withim the contractudl relationship for
dternative responses differentiated on the basis of the
accounting provided, This ubvious dssumption sometimes gyes
unrecognized. When available resources are tu be distributed
on the basis of head counts rather than assessment of
performance, the motvation to improve instruction has been
weakened. sFmancial and pohtical exigencies may have so
seriougly reduced the capacity for alternative responses thats
the’ main purposé for accountability has been weakened in the
very face of increased pressure for improving it,

J——
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. IMPROVING INSTRUCTIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY :
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In the absence of empirical tests, and with the prevailing
uncertainty as to what accountability is, recommendations
related to accountability seem relatively ‘presumptudus.
Nevertheless, on the basis of this review of informationrelated
to instructional accountability and personal-professional
jucgments, some approaches to improving accountability will
be pssented. . - .

- )
~

Administrators su;sing dissatisfaction with instruction in
their collgge or university should examine all aspects of
accountablhty in relation to the three charactenstlcs of a
contractual relationship suggested in this report as critical to
improvement: (1) expectations, (2) accounting, (3)
adaptations. Such an investigation should be oriented toward
identifying possible barri€rs, for whatever it is that is inhibiting
ingtruction may “lie in accountability that is dysfunctional. Iz
addition to the barriers dxscusse;t in this paper, particulai
attention should be given -to the article by Lopez (1970).
Whoever is.interested in examining accountability in a specific
institution should consider the followmg

+

1. A plan should be developed for investigating the
current” status of instructiondl accduntability, for )

aetermmlmg/what trancactions now function to
determine whatzis expected’ what is accounted for,

and why and how, and what alternative’responses are'

possible. This™ plannmg' should- probably be

undertaken by a relatively small task force composed

of an academi¢ administrator of high rank who will
N act as the catalyst, a resource person in educational
evaluation, and undergraduate teaching faculty
members with some representation distributed among
departnientsand rank. )

-
-

-

. 2. cThe task force should familiarize itself with the -

literature on accountabilitys There are guidelines for

almost every dimension of accountablhty, but only

people within a Jmrticular cot;ueXt can dev?lop an
- operationg)-model for a specific institution. .

3.~ The entire faculty should be k%t informed of the
décisions made by and the actions to be implemented
by this-task—force. Remember the emphasis is upon
+ proving instruction. Accountabchty is a means
more than an end. If other means present themselves,
they may be more viable for obtaining the ends

)

desired. All those to be affected must have somé
sense that they are. participating in planmmz and

xmplememauon
4

4. The' necessary resources must be mustered. Without

resources no 1mprovements can be expected. Viable
accountability will requiré instrument building, data
collection. processing, “information dxslnbutmn
- follow-up, and monitoring. 1f the primary purpose of
accountability is to be improvement of instruction,
then resources to, improve instruction must be
available. urthermore, discretionary funds that can
be used to supportfaccountability and structional
improvement must be available. The idea of a system
planning group, instructional development facility,
institutional research office, or a similar organization

+ or center must be seriously considered. This “RDDE

center” should have a staff traified to perform
research, development, dissemination, and evaluation
operations in higher education. Co!lechvely this stalf
should be a resource for eiternal and internal
accountability requirements. The task force may at
some point in time become the advisory Lommmﬂc '

" for this.center. ) .

Some tasks can be antici{mted and should be prepared

for: ~ '

a. The cqllcgefeach department, and every program
will need to develop or select a set of objectives.
These may be -quite broad. They should be
prioritized. .

b. An analysis of objev: .2 and outputs of the
institutign, the depar. .. ., the programs, and
cach member of the staff. including the RDDE
staff, will be necessary.

¢. Each obf?g:tive is going 10 have to have some

. indicators (proxies) suggested, and each output
will require that some standards be developed for
judging the extent it is being achieved. Proxies
should*be weighted.

d. The instructional accounting system of the
institution will need to be analyzed.

; .
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2. The above activities should result m cireulation
of some statenents of what can be expuected m

terms of mstructional responsibiditics The task
force or committce may have 1o . persuade
professors  that they have an obligation (o
provide mfermation about either/both their own
performance or that of their students. It may be
possible to leave what 1s provided to the
discretion of the individual professor, or to the
discretion of each department, .
must be reached abou: what
mformation 15 to be collected, how it is to be
cellected. who is expected to collect it, and who
is to receive the mformation, - %

g Agreements must be reached as to how
information is to be used, that is,_the limits of
adaptive rgsponses must be defined, the dccisiom
for which information AWill be used should be
delincated. . Y R

h.  Decizion rules for responding - to  unanticipated
requests for information should be stipulated,
_For example, pequests that could result in
infringement. on institiitional autonomy or
academic freedom might be denied. If there are
frequent crisis responses to requests for
information, then the initiative for
accountability lies in the wrong place. If the data
could not be ucted upon. then to spend money
obfaining them may be a was ¢ of resources. If
information 1s being collected that the mstitution
cannot afford (o have disclosed. then “those
responsible for data management are i the
positon of losing control, 1f past experiences
have suggested that data are usually used m ways
that are mimical to the people or the institution,

LA

then assurange musl be given that such resuits

will not be rcpe.nlul

Some of these tasks cot}ﬂ.‘und probably shouid. be

departihents. For example, cach
slepartment may  decidd how information s to be
collected and  disseminatgd. The resourcesgof the
RDDE ceager should be 4v57‘l??blc to departments. The
task foree, or advisory committée, can develop
standards for jidging whether the mformaton and
procedures used by each department are satsstactory,

.

Provision should be made o reward individuals or
groups, c.g., departments, of the institution who
cngage wm Jdctivities thal_san be judged o impiove
accountability and instruction. Providing financial

-

27-

. #

rewdrds can abo cieate the need @ ie-allocating
resuurces and create conditions uhn\nc(),.xml distiust.

Other rewards, e. g, reuo"n?non should be employed. |

7.. Provision should *be made to provide released time
and the resources of the mstitutiopal RDDE center
and its personne! to wmdividuals or agencies. who
didplay the grcau}j desire and h.m the 1nost concrete
plans for m]provma instrugtion, N

8. Someone on‘the college smt probably the equivalent

of a dean ofmslrucuon working in conjunction Wwith

department charmen, shoutd assume responsibility

for seemg that every professor who dentifies a

deficiency in his instruction has the opportunity to

- engage in appropriate trimng. Any prefessor who
requests help in alléviating a skill dchcxemy should be
provided appropriate .aid. This same officer of the
college should maintain a continuous mservicg
traming program based.on identified needs.

~

. o
9. Professors consistently reported to be ““popr”
teachers. should be kept informed by the designated

officer of the college cited in No."8 above. or by the”

dcparlmcm chamnan or 9y u pcrsonnel committee
of the department, of the nature of these reports.

. This 15 hearsay evidence and should not otherwise be
acted upon if the professor and the above persons can
develop a program to ascértan if the reports are
realistic, if the antecedent conditions leading to
negative reports egn be clarified, and 1t steps are
*taken to alleviate deficiencies wentified in either
gnowledge or skills. Professors consistently ieported
to be deficient in teachjng who resist assessment.
refise (o provide information about instruction.
refuse aid, or demonstrate mdbllxly o prohl from i,
should not benefit from the reward syssem of the
mstitution unless some other aspect of* their work 1
0 outstanding  that prestige is accrued by the
institution. Even then, »mstructional obligations
should perhaps be limuted.

Lopesz (1970) makes 1t clear that accountability .cannot be’

changed when administrative  procedures,  orgamzational
taditions, staff acceptance, and methods of implenientation
are not attuned to its purposes. I is difficult (0 modify any
transaction whithin an mstitution that does not have 4
tradition for  promoting clmngef So before attempung 1o
modify accountabdity “within any  college or  university .
consideration: should be giv . what 1s known about cach of
the -principal transactions that characterize decountabihiy
Those aspects of the college that are impinging upon the
contractual relattonship in which acconntability opeirates must
also be carefully exammed.

d
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