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ABSTRACT

The study focused on selected factors in the evaluation ofh
faculty members 1n (1) Colleges accredited by the Assoc1at1on
‘of'Independent Co]leges and Schools; (2) Public junior and
senior colleges; (3) Rhode Is1and co11e§es. |

Resu]ts of the study 1nd1cated that faculty evaluation
schemes must follow the basic goaTs and philosophy of the
institution. Nearly a1 respondents indicated that faculty
. evaluation was ¢#2d on a formal basis. |
The study concluded wj;ﬁ:adpropriaté recommendations for

the implementation oV a formail éyé;em of faculty evaluation.
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INTRODUCTION

The problem of faculty evaluation has been written about for years.
Still, there exists today very little consensus with'reSpect to the;goéls
of and criteria of faculty evaluation. A recent article in the literature

points out the need for a systematic method of evaluating faculty{Sikking,

1973, page 60):

"The most critical problem confronted in the social organiz-
ation of any university is the proper evaluation of faculty
services" {Wilson, 1942).

“If higher educations are serious about improving the qual%ty
of teaching, they must demonstrate their interest in doing so by
building an appraisal of teaching ability into their procedures”

(Howe, 1967).
According to Sikkink (1973), the fact that the previous two comments

‘are seperatéd by twenty-five years‘depict§ the fact that universal faéulty

evaluation is still reeded.

Brawer and Cohen{1972) describe the preéent state of faculty

- evaluation in their recent publication(Brawer and Cohen, 1972):

"o know little about the factors in ‘good' evaluation of
junior college instructors. One reason for the dearth of
information is that in the extensive material devoted to assessment,
_ the evaluation of college teaching has not received the critical .

- attention it deserves and needs. In fact, although much 1ip o
" seryice is paid to the importance of the .good instructor, few ,
criteria for appraising the quality of college -traching have been - _

established.” T ‘

’
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"This may be in part because ‘it is difficult to find out
very much what goes on in the college teacher's classroom.
Traditionally, that place has been sacrosanct; wnat transplres

_¢there has remained excliusively the teacher's business.”

“However, although most research- on rating instructors has
concentrated on the elementary and secondary levels of education,
the protests of many groups-partlcularlj students - is forcing a i
change. And, whether he likes it or not, the college 1nstructor ' S

1s going to be assessed.”

BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE

As a private institution, the administration of Johnson & Wales
College'must continuously examine its financial and human resources.
The proper utilization of resources is the lifeblood of a private institution
since public funding is not existant. Students who are the cliente1e'of the - %ﬁ
ccllege, are in constant touch with the faculty. This experience. in itself,
.has great 1mp11cat1ons for the future of the institution. Satisfied '
customers produce new customers. If a student feels that he has been

properly prepared 1n his chosen discipline, he will recommend the 1nst1tut1on,

. -~

| to fr1cnds and relatives.
It is incumbent upon the adninistration of the coliege to be anare

of what 1is go1ng on in the classroom. Are students being properly

prepared in their fields? Is the faculty prov1d1ng up-to date 1nstrcct1on-

. us1ng the most effecient 1nstruct1onal methodology’ | 5 .
Independent bus1ness colleges have trad1t1ona11y employed faculty

nmembers on a basis of pract1ca1 exper1ence rather than on the bas1s of B

educational level attdxned. They are eva]uated more on their ab111ty to

hold stndent_interest(Katz,-1973). -



Many writers have observed that a widespread assumption has becen
made that those who have developed expertise in their field will be o
able to ceach,otners the same concepts and §k1lls. Thls writer feels
that this assumption is not universally acceptable'since the key to

.effective. teaching should be based or extensive preparation in the .

_ subject matter area plus a demonstirated ability to teach'effectivel}‘
through the proper use of instructional methods. Katz(1973) remarked
further that facu]tj 1n proprletary institutions may be hand1capped by
understanding in pedagog/ and by lack of sympathy for d15advantaged |
students. .

The present system of faculty evaluation in usi at the co]]ege':
cons1sts of a five criteria format. Of the five-points, one centers
on effective teaching wh1]e the rema1n1ng points focus on instituticnal
priorities such as loyaltj to the college and versat1]1ty. The present
system is primarily used as a tool for decision making in the retention of
faculty, promotion of faculty and awarding of merit pay. Faculty members |
are not aware of the1r rating since the evaluative p*ocess is conducted
by'the five department chairpersons, the academi¢ dean, and the vices
pres1dent of the co]]ege in closed sessions | ) |

Since th= faculty is not avare of the rat1ngs, most labor uwder the
;mpress1on that their performance is acceptab]e. Very rarely. 1s cr1t1cxsm

made of faculty performance, espec1a1]y 1n the area of effective 1nstruct1onh5
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The probTem, therefore, is to determine effective faculty evaluation
models in use today with the expectatibn that the process of faculty

evaluation and development at Johnson & Wales may be’ improved. -

PROCEDURY'S

In order to ascertain faculty evaluation systems in use today'a'
survey of one hundred and fourteen junior and senior colieges was conducted.
The colleges were distributed as follcws:
1. A1l fifty two junior and senior coileges accredited by the
_Association of Independent Colleges and Schools, of which
Johnson & Yales College is a members;

2. Fifty-two junior and senior colleges randomly selected from the
same geographic area as those above; :

3. Ten colleges in the state of Rhode Island.

~ The purpose of the survey was to'éompare certain'aspects of faculty

evaluation in:

1. dunior and senior colleges accredited by the hssbciatibn of i
Independent Colleges and Schools{AICS); _ BRI

- 2. Public junior and senior colleges;

.3. A1l Rhode Island colleges.

The aspects of evaluation which 'the survey examined were:

1. Is faculty.eva1uation conducted on a formal basis;

. 2. In cases where faculty evaluation was not conducted on a formal. . -
' basis, what form did it take; o R

3. The purpose of faculty evaluation;
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10.
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e " A copy of the survey and cover-letter sent to colleges is contéined

in the appendix.

-Areas of evaluation;

Methods of evaluating teaching;
Those responsible for evaluation;

Those responsible for classroom visitations;

‘Duration of classroom visitations:

Faculty awareness of evaluative criteria;
Att-ibutes of student .evaluation of facu1ty;

Whether facult/ evaluation is requ1red by law, union
or optional;

Faculty awareness of the evaluative process results.

RESULTS

agreement;

S.

0f one hundred and fourteen surveys mailed to junior and senior

colleges sixty-eight were returned for a response rate of fifty-nine and

six tenths P rcent(59 6%)

response since the college -had e1ther c1osed or had merged W1th another _ '-[

flfty-.lve and two-tenths percent(55 2%)

-

F1ve of the surveys were returned w1thout

institution. Therefore, slxt/-three surveys were usab1e for a rate of




SYSTEMS OF FACULTY EVALUATION

‘ Table I, summarizes the responses re?ative'tO'whether a formal
system of faculty evaluation was being employed. Of the three groups
surveyed, the AICS group indicated the ]owest percentage of posztxve
responses Seven out of elght Rhode Is]and colleges indicated that a

forma] systen of faculty evaluat1cn is utilized.
. 5

: , " TABLE I.
. S RESPONSE TO EXISTANCE OF FORMAL
= SYSTE! OF FACULTY EVALUATION
COLLEGE POSITIVE . NEGATIVE
0. % NO., %

mes 19 73 7 e
Public 26 7.8 1 . 2n2%

Rhode Island 7 85.8% 1 - 1%.2%

TOTAL 52 6% . 15, . . 2248

e . - o

- A number of colleges 1nd1cated procedures employed to e
evaluate faculty members wh1ch are empIOJed on a non-formal baszs. A

éummary of thes procedures .is presented on the .o]lowung page.




TABLE II.

SUMMARY OF NOH-FORMAL
EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

AICS ' ' PUBLIC

1. Classroom visitations. 1. Informal observation
2. Student feedback . 2. Varies

" 3. General observation
4. Individual conferences

5. Subjective evaluation
by administrators

In several institutions it was reported that a formal system of
' ,faculty eva]uat10n was being deve]oped A majority of. inft'tutions
reporting a non- forma] eva]uat1ve process 1nd1cated trat evaluation con-

* sisted of genera] abservation, student feedback and c]assroom v1s:ts.

. - bt o

URPOSE OF FACULTY EVALUATIOV

of 51xty tﬁree co]leges responding, e1ghty f1ve percent(85%) 1nd1cated
"tha» retention was one of the purposes of the evaluative process. Retenulon
thus ranked as the most frequent]y mentioned purpose with award1ng superlor

teaching the 1east frequently mentioned purpose with a response rato of

seventeen and five tenths percent(17. 5%). -‘Table III. summar1zes the

response to the purpose of the system of facu]ty evaluatmon.

i

12
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TABLE III.
PURPOSE OF FACULTY EVALUATION
© - PURPOSE (N=26) (N=30) (N=7) (N=63)
- AICS . PUBLIC RHODE ISLAN TOTAL
. NO. % | NO. A NO. y NO. %
RETENTION 21 80.8% | 26 86.7% |7 100% |54 85.7%
 PROMOTION 16 61.5% | 24 .05 |5 71.4% |45 7i.4%
SALARY 14 53.8% 16  53.3% | 3 42.9%°"33  52.3%
DEVELOPHENT 17 65.4% | 24 80.0%8 |5 T.4%|4 . 73.0%
MERIT PAY 3 11.5% 15 50.0% |2 28.6% |20 - 31.7%
AYARD SUPERIOR 4  15.4% 7 23310 o In 17.5%
' TEACHING . .
. PACULTY INDIV- 16  61.5% 19 63.3% |2 = 28.6%|37 58.7%
IDUAL GROWTH » . .
OTHER 3 msz ] 4 133 |0 0 7 11.1%

-- 0f the sixty three responses only one cbllege-indicatea a singular
| purpose for fagulty evaluation. %he most frequent'combfnation consisted
of the fo1lavtng. . a L
(l) AICS - four stated purposes - 34. 7% i , ' - .5lv. sz
(2) Public Colleges - four, five and six purposes - 200 - 3

“(3) Rhode Island Collenes - two purposes - 42 8%




COMPONENTS OF EVALUATION

“As was expected, all raspondenﬁs indicated that teaching was one area
considered within the evaluative process. A1l sixty three responses indicated
teacﬁing as a component. Counseling students and institutional service
ranked second to teachiﬁg iq'total'responses. Table IV. presents data

concerning the components of the evaluative process.

' TABLE IV.

COMPONENTS OF THZ EVALUATIVE PROCESS

- (4=26) " (N=30) (8=7) (N=63)

CONMPONENT AICS PUBLIC | RHGOE ISLAWD TOTAL
. NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. %
TEACHING 26 1004 |30 1008 {7  100% |63 100%
COUNSELIXG 17 65.4% |19 63.3% |3 42.9% |39 61.9%
RESEARCH AND | | -
PUBL ICAT 104 3 1.5% [N 36.7% |4 s7a% 18 28.6%
INSTITUT IONAL B '
SERVICE 5 . 30.8% |2 e6.7% |5  71.4% |39 - 61.9%
AOVISING 8 30.8%, |15 50.0% |2 14.3% |25 19.7%
comauNITY . - . o
SERVICE 6 23a% |21 70.0¢ [4  s7a%f3; . - 49.2%

" PARTICIPATION . o . .

IN ASSOCIATIONS 11  42.3% | 17 's6.7% |5 . 7.4 |33~ 52.4%
THSTITUTIONAL R E
LOYALTY B 57.7% | 8 26.7% |1 14.22 [24 - 3_3%

14
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some notable differences occured among the responses received on this

question:

(1) Research was mentioned more frequently in Rhode Island Colleges
and Public Colleqes -as opposed td AICS Colleges. This is under-
standable since most AICS Colleges are occupationally oriented,

“have very limited resources and endowments and stress teaching
students mcre so than research and publication.

(2) Institutional Loyalty appears to be more important to AICS
Colleges than either the Public Colleges or the Rhode Island
Colleges.

(3) Community Service was indi;ated more frequeatly in the Publié
Coileges and Rhode Island Colleges. This apparently follows the
trend of public colleges, especially communify co-leges, offering

community service programs and éncouraging faculty to participate.

METHODS OF EVALUATING TEACHING

The most frequently mentioned methods of evaluating teaching were
classroom visitations and student questionnaires.. Interestingly, the
AICS Colleges utilized classroom visitations to a gredter exteﬁt than ' ,;tﬁ
student questionnaires wh11e both the Public Colleges and thde Island .

Colleges utilized student questionnaires more SO than classroom visit-

. ations. Lo e e e
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v
Alumni interviews ranked as the Ieast.utilizéd method of ev&]uating‘-
teach1ng |
Most institutions 1nd.ca°ed more than one method of evaluating teaching. -
.Forty-five percent(45%) of a11 institutions responding indicated that at
least thrae methods of evaluat1ng tearh1ng are in use.
A majority "of AICS Colleges utilizing three maethods of evaluat1ng
'ééaching.indicated,a gombination of:
'(}) Classroom visitations;
(2) Student interviews; | f .
(3) Alumai interviews. .
oublic Colleges utilizing three methods indicated in a majority
of responses a combination of: | |
(1) Classroom Vis%tations;
' (2} Alumni interviews;
(3) Student questionnaires.
0f the institutions indicating a combination of two methods of
eyaluating teaching. the most frequently mentioned combination con-
smsted of (1) classroom visatations and (2) student q.izi‘onnaires.

"Table V. on the f011ou1ng page summarizes responses relat1ve to the ;

" methods of evaluating teaching.

2N

. N .
. . ‘ . . : PR
. . . . o
. .. . . . . . »
. A . . - . . . LN oy
e i ' s . * . N PRSI S
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TABLE V.
METHODS OF EVALUATING TEACHING
(N=26) (N=30) (8=7) (N=63)
METHOD AICS PUBLIC RHODE ISLAN TOTAL
- NO. g NO. ¥ INO. 3 X0. 4
. CLASSROO : , L . -
CVISITATIONS 22 84.6% 20 66.72 |5 71.4% {47 74.6%
" STUDENT ' - S | . S
INTERVIEWS 10 45.4% 5  15.7% | 3 42.9% |18 28.6%
FOLLOW-UP - . | -
STUDIES 3 13.6% 5. 16.7% | 2 - 28:6% |10 15.9%
ALUMNIT ' | S '
INTERVIEWS 5 22.7% 3 10.02 |0 0 8 12.7%
STUDENT : - o
© QUESTIONNAIRES 14 63.6% 26 86.7% | 6 85.7% |46 73.0%
OTHER 5 22.7% 9 300211  14.2% |15 - 23.8%
RESPONSIBILITY FOR EVALUATION T

. : Table .VI. presents the responses copcerning the question of responsibility
for evaluating faculty. In total, the colleges responded most frequent]y
that the Academic Dean was responsible for evaluating vaculty with the
: department Chairmen and students ranking second in total responses.

In contrast, AICS Col1eges responded wniost frequently that the Academ1c
Dean, Department Chairmen and the President and students ranking third.
PuB]ic Colleges indiéated Departm%nt Chairmen most frequently with the

Academic Dean and students ranking second. The Rhode Island Colleges

L3

17 . .t_;' 3 ,é.;
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responded most frequently that students were'responsible for evaluating

faculty with Department Chairmen’ rank1ng second

TABLE VI.

RESPONSIBILITY FOR EVALUATION |
(N=26) (1=30) (N=7) {N=63)
PERSON(S) Nonrcs % NO?UQLIC % ﬁg?DE ISLQND JE?TAL %
PRESIDENT 2 se.22 |11 3e7% |1 142 j2er 38I%
VICE-PRES. s 30.8% | 15  50.0% | 1 14.2% 24 38.1%
ACAOEMIC DEAY 21 80.8% | 25 83.3% 14 “srazlso 79.43
'_ DEPT. CHAIRMEN 13 50.0% | B 96.72 | 5  71.4% |47 ' 74.6%
OTHER FACULTY 3  11.5% | 13 43.3% | 4  57.1% 120 C31.7%
. STUDENTS 12 d6.2% | 25  83.3% | 6  85.7% |47 . 74.63
" SELF-APPRAISAL 10 38.5% | 187 60.0% | 4 57.1% |32 50.8%

CLASSROOM VISITATIOWS )

of the col]eges utilizing c1assroom vus1tations as a method of
: teva1uat1ng Faculty, the majority indicated that Department Chairmen were
respons1b1e for such visitations with the Academ1c Dean rank1ng second‘1n _.“
total responses. Public Colleges was found to be ‘the on1y group in wh1ch

,other faculty members had responsibility for classroom v1s1tat1onsz

;Table VII on the follow1ng page presents responses concernung the

respons1b11ity for classroom vxsitatwons._ o

N R o
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' TABLE VII.
RESPONSIBILITY FOR CLASSROOM VISITATION
. (t=22) (N=26) (N=5) (N=47)
. PERSON(S)  AICS PUBLIC RHODE ISLAND | TOTAL
NO. % . | No., % NO.. % INO. %
ACADEMIC DEAN 14  63.6% | -12 60% 2 20% | 28  59.6%
 DEPARTHENT ‘ - | , T

CHATRHEN 14 63.6% 18 90% 4 8% | 36  76.6%
OTHER L. o
FACULTY 0 . 0 4 203 0 0 4 8.5%

When responses .concerning the duéation of classroom visitat%ons were
. conp1]ed the most freque:st response was that c]assroom v1s1tatxons vary.
Forty-seven percent(47%) of those responding to this quest1on indicated
.that the duration of classroom visitations vary without specifying the
cr\ter1a. swenty seven‘percent(27 5) rcsponded that classroom v151tat1ons
consist of'one visit while fifteen(15%) indicated two visits. Results of

" this question are presented in Table VIII. on the following page.




TABLE VIII.

DURATION OF CLASSROCHM VISITATIONS

19 -

' o (n=21) (N=19) (N=4) (N=44)
NO. OF CLASSES  AICS PUBLIC 'RHOCE ISLAND |  TOTAL
T N0, % HO. % NO. ¢ |'mo. %

ONE 6  28.6% | 5 st | 25t | 12 2.3
THO 5  23.8% 11 sz 1 25% 7 15.9%

© THREE 0 0 3 12 |0 0 | 37 6.8
FOR O o | 5% 0 o | 17 23w
FIVE 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0
VARIES 10 9 45% 2 508 | 21 47.7%

47.6% -

AWARENESS OF EVALUATIVE CRITERIA

“All co1leges were asked to respond to the question of facultJ awareness

of evaluatlve criteria.

Sixty- one colleges responded LO th1$ question with

n1nety-s1x and seven-tenths percent 1nd1cat1ng that facult/ members are

aware of the evaluative cr1ter1a.

meﬂoprs are not aware of the evaluatxve cr1teria.

Two AICS Co11eges 1nd1cated that faculty o
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 ATTRIBUTES OF STUDENT EVALUATION

| From an intensive search of the literature on faculty evaluation eight,
of the most prominent attributes of teaching which students are geineraiiy
asked to evaluate were selééted. A11 colleges surveyed were askéd to respond‘
as to which atiributes were among those which their students are asked to |
‘evaluate,  The attributes and responses.are included in Table IX. below.
0f the eignt attributes selected only one, “Presentation of Subject
Matter"”, received a toéal response. The attribute which received the iowest-

‘response rate was "Encouragement of Critical Thinking".

TABLE IX.

ATTRIBUTES OF STUDENT EVALUATION
: C (e18) | (ve2s) (N=7) (=51)
ATIRIBUTE - AICS PUBLIC | RHODE ISLAMD TOTAL
: - NO. % NO. % |ND. o | no. %
SUBJECT MATTER 16  100% | 28  100% 7. 100%|51:i - 100%
PRESENTATION | T
CLARITY OF 3 | AT o
 OBJECTIVES 13 - 81.3% ] 26 92,93 | 7 ¢ 100% 46 90,3
MASTERY OF : | ~ | _
CONTENT 14 8Lk |27 96.4% | 6 85.7% 47 92.2%
* ENCOURAGE ' o |
- CRITICAL g = N X .
THINKING 10 62.5% |24 85.7% | 7 ' '100% 141 80.4%
" ENCOURAGE o B T
PARTICIPATION 12 75.08 | 25 89.3% | 7 ' 100% [44-  86.3% .
FAIRNESS OF | o S
EXAAIHATIONS 12 - 75.0% | 25 89.3%| 7 . 100% [44  86.3%
ASSIGNMENT R T Rr NI
RELEVANCE 13  81.3% | 25  89.3% | 7° . 100845  88.2%
CAVAILABILITY © 13 123 edz |7  00zi43




ORIGIN OF FACULTY EVALUATION

Colleges surveyed wvere asked to state

faculty evaiuation.

evaluation is optioual, eighteen pe

is by union agreement .and three percent (3%

the origin of their systems.of

Seventy-cight percent(78%)<responded that faéulty
rcant {18%) stated that faculty evaluation :

sndicated that evaluation is

required by law. Table X. summarizes these rasponses.

TABLE X..
ORIGIN OF FACULTY EVALUATION
: . (N=24) N=28) (N=7) (N=59)
_ ORIGIN AICS PUBLIC RHODE ISLAND | TOTAL
NO. % HO. - % NO. % NO. %

LAY 0 0 2 7.1% |0 0 |2 348
. UNION 2 8.3% | 5 17.9% |4 57.1% {11 18.6%
OPTIONAL 22 91.7% | 21 " 95.0% |3 . 42,9% |46  78.0%
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FACULTY AWARENESS OF EVALUATIVE PROCESS

Sixty-one colleges responded to the questions concerning faculty
- awareness of the results of the evaluative process. In total, ninety-
. 5ix percedt(96%)'indicated'that faculty members are aware of the results.

Responses. to this questions appear in Tabie XI. below..

TABLE XI. - |

FACULTY AUARENESS OF EVALUATIVE PROCESS
) (n=24) (N=30) (¥=7) 1 (n=s1)
'RESPONSE  AICS PUBLIC | RHODE ISLAND [ TOTAL
- nO. % . % [N, g |n0. %
yes 23 95.8% |29 96.7% | 7 . 100% | 59  96.7%
NO " a2 |1 330 0o .| 2 3.3%.
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RECOMMENDAT IONS

The results of the survey pojnt out the neeq'for a systematic

" evaluative process for faculfy. The system of”eva1uation and the goals

of the evaluative process should logically follow the goals and ehilosophy‘

of the individual institution. ObVIouslj. the goals of public colleges as

opposed to private colleges are different. The public colleges surveyed

consisted of two and four year institutiens which, in many cases. are

made up ef a variety of programs ranging from liberal.arts'to vocational-

technical In contrzst, the AICS Colleges are juniof and senior colleges

or a vocational nature w1th emphas1s in the bu51ness ‘area. Caree}
’ preparat1on is at the base of all AICS Colleges. |

: Therefore, it scems approprxate that the focus of a‘'system of

"faculty eValuaelon in AICS Col]eges should concentrate on teaching
effect1veness. Are students be1ng adequately prepared in their respect1ve
a;eas of spec1a11zat1on7 Have the graduates of ‘the colleges been successful
in- secur1ng positions in thc buswness \omnun1»y’ What do employers think of
'the graduates of ‘these col]eges’ These appear to be approprxate quest1ons

wh1ch the system of faculty eva]utmon w111 be ‘1ke1y to. uncover.'




A PROPOSED SV 4 OF FACULTY EVALUATION AND DEVELOPMERT

¥

GOALS: To determine the degree to which the 1nstructionaTjgoals of the
. college are being achieved. : A

To act as a vehicle whereby facultj members will be subjected to
. self-appraisal, evaluation by peers and evaluation by acministration
, w1th the resulting improvement in professional competence. :

RESPONSISILITY: . A Committee on Faculty Evaluation and Development
L, composed of one member of each academic department and
one represenative of adm1n.strat1on elected on a rotat1ng

bas1s each year.

COMPONENTS: {1) An annual self-appraisal by each faculty member.

. (2) Classroom visitation of faculty by the respective
: member of the Committee. '

(3) Student evaluation of faculty at the conclus1on of
each trimester by means of a Student Questionnaire.

(4 Follow-up studies of graduates.,

(5) Annual conference between individual faculty members and
the Committee on raculty Evaluation and Development.

It is 7ssumed that the Comm1ttee on Faculty Developmen and Evaluation .

will assume respons1b111ty for the design of a11 necessary instruments

1nc1ud1ng:. (1) Self-appraisal forms; (2) Student questlonna1res.

' (3) Format of Follow-Up Studies.

It 1s further recommended that the 1n1t1a1 comm1ttee exerc1se strong S

leadershIp in order to “educate" the ent1re faculty to the process of

. evaluation and deve10pment 50 that the goa1s wi11 be understood. ,._tfff

A
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JOHNSON & VALES COLLEGE

ABBOTT PARK PLACE * PROVIDENCE, RHODE ISLAND ¢ 02903 (401) 331331

I an attompting to examine the existing provisions for faculty :
ovaluation in both public and private colloges. I would sincorely -
eppreciate your rosponse to the enclcsed quostionnairc. A stimped,

solf-nddrossed envelopo is included to facilitate your responss.

You may reoly on the fact that all information related to your

. dnstitution will be held in strictest confidence.
It wou;d be a pleasure to furnlsh a copy of the study upon roquest.

Sincerely, | - L

o Qo Gl
S - e -

. Joseph E. Bulcowski, e
-7---- - © Asalstant Prof. of keocunting ...

.
L
H

-
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FACULTY EVALUATION IN PUBLIC
' AND PRIVATE COLLEGES

*************i:* P22 323322232822 22222 dssssd sy e e e Je g Jo v 3 e 3 3 ek 30k v ek A e 3 3k o ke v ke 2 e s e e ok o e e e e e v

- 1. 'Does your institution utilize a formal system of faculty evaluation?

Yes

" No

2. ’f your colleqe does not utilize a formol system of faculty evaluat1on on
what basis are are faculty members promoted and/or reta1ned7

v

3. Purpose of faculty evaluation(check all which apply):

Retention  Merit Pay

"Promotion : ' . Award Superior Teaching
Salary Increments ; ’ Faculty Personal Growth
Faculty DeQelopment . ' | Othe;

4. Uhich areas are cons1dered within the evaluat1on(check all whlch apply):

Teaching, L Adv151ng Student firoups
: Counseling . . . Community Service
| Research and Publication ) Participation in Professional:
. . : Associations . "
o ‘Institutional Service . Iq;titutiona] Loyalty
Nther

5. How is teachinqg evaluated? (Check all which.appjy)
" Classroom Visitations ~ Alumni Interviews

. Student Interviews ' Student Questionnaires

o Fdllow-up Studies ‘ __;___;;_;Othér’




6. Who enters into the evaluation of faculty? (Check all who apply)

President . . Nther Faculty

. Vice-President . ' Students
Academic Dean | - Faculty Self-Appraisal
Department Chairmen _ | Other

7. who is responsible for c]assroom visitations? (Check all who aoply)

Academis Dean ' Faculty

Department Chairmen ' ' Nther

8. Duration of classroom v1s1tat1ons......

Single class . " Three classes

Two classes : qur c1asse$,
FiQe classes

g, Are faculty members aware of evaluative critoria?

Yes Ho

10. Which of the followinq.attributes are ihc]uded in the student evaluation of faculty?

Presentation of subject matter B Lo

‘.

Clarity of course objectives

"Mastery of course content .
Encouranement of critical thinking

Encouraqement of student participation BRI
Fafrness of ekaminations o - . o

"nelevance of assianments ST

Hz\ |

Availability outside of class.

1., Is faculty evaluation... e ) e

Dequired bv law ‘ By un1on aqreement

2y




