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. Faculty development -and cvaluation are areas of primar}"iim
portance to the siccess“of all higher education institutions. In this

rt:search report, a survey s made of a variety of such programs that _

are either in effect or pmpm:‘.d -Four faculty development pro-
grams and threc faculty evaluation programs pr@vzde the focus for
this discussion. Also reviewed are current research “findings on stu-
, dent, lleaglxc. administrator, and self- e:vﬁ}u;lucm of CDllEgt‘: teachers.
One Qf the issues over which opinion is divided is whether evaluati~n
and developmam progranis slmu]d bL cumbmu_l. It is the opinion of

“growth contracting”"—

wher{:by lnd!\’!du-ll f:u:u‘lty. E!Ehlg!‘l tlE\elapment plang for their pro-

. fessional growth—is the best approacl to date. Albert B. Smith is an

HSS()C;E]LE professor of higher edueation in the Department of In-

~» structional Leadership and Support at the “University of Florida,
" College of ,dut’l[mn in Gainesville. ’
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Overview ' C

Tt is unusual for the topics of frculty development and faculty
“evaluation to appear together in one publication. Usually these
topics are discussed separately in books, book chapters, monographs,
or papers. This practice may have led to the belief that thése two
topics have little relationship to one another? It may also have caused
some college administrators and faculty members to take the position
that faculty development and faculty evaluation should be ad-
ministered ds separate programs. The pogition taken in this paper is
that such a distinctiont is not altogether valid gnven what we know
"f'fbi‘ﬁ""tﬁé";Iit‘emture and re%ﬁ:mch:

almre a commaon gonl, ie., the 1mpmvcmﬂnt of callegc_ teachmg, as
well as many of the same programming clements, policies,” and pro-
cedi'xrés This ﬁmling :xlam: ﬁd(h f.lrcmg suppart for the pﬁctice of

The current status of Eiculty (lEVElOme“lt and cvah

- grams in the United States is not well known. ~This research review
:ittem’pts to correct that situation. It will focus on the extent to which
curremly proposed models of faculty development. :md evaluation

" have been implemented in higher education. It will also review some -

of the current research on student colleague, z’lclmlmstramr, and self-
evaluation of college teachers,
=—-~-— Other-sections of the paper describe four faculty development and
three faculty.evaluation programs. The four. faculty development
_programs. are: (1) Syracuse University’s Center for Instructional De-
_velopment; (2) the Great Lakes Colleges Aqmcmtmus (GLCA) Con-
“sortial Experiment in Faculty Development; (3) Florida’s Community
_ College Staff and Program Development (SPD) Project; and (4)
. Kansas City Regional Council for Higher Education’s (KCRHE)
Center for Professional Development. The three faculty evaluation
programs are; (1) Purdue Uhiversity's “Cafeteria” System for Course
and Instructor Evaluation; (2) Burlington County College’s Evalua-
tion, Reviews, and Appeals Procedure; and (3) Kansas State Uni-
versity’s Center for Faculty Evaluation and Development in Higher
Education. The descriptions of these programs should provide the
‘reader with an understanding of the dynamic nature of current fac-

v

ulty development and evaluation programs, "

: 9

tmn pro-

f'm' X mple ‘the” llteraturé TresTIT T
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The final section describes. growth contracting as it has been p

program atiempts to combine the two concepts of facul ty develop-
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Concepts, Models, and Definitic:is | : o

:

Faculty development and evaluatia
'istii::, i.e,; they have both been subjt:«:l;(l to vmymg mtﬂrpretauons in
‘our cc]l&geg and universitics. However, in recent years some con-  :
_sensus as to the meaning.of the terms is developing. This  section
;provides some. of the more widely used definitions of these terms,

. describes some proposed faculty d:;vc:lgpmcm and evaluation deEls

fmd dlscuase‘s some elzmems these models have in common, S

Faculty Devslapmmt

New pressures on colleges and universities in thE form of stabilizing
enrollment patterns, limited or declining financial resources, collective
bargammé, and requests for increased acccum'ﬂnhty have resulted in
the reexammnt’ n oE trndmonal cum:f:pts "of hcuhy dévalapmem

Eatulty dévelupmev activities mc]ude:d such pro Erams as sahbztgcal /
7 leaves, faculty orientation. sessions, travel to professional conferences »
* or similar. events, participation -in"faculty workshops, and research
support. Thus, the most active professional development programs of "
the past were those designed to help professors upgrade andl update
knowlcdgﬂ of their academic specialtics. These traditional concepts of | -
faculty rencwal have been called into queatmn and’ new- conczpts '
- have emerged. : ‘
One of the best research reports on new. fatulty dEVEImeent con-
" cepts and programs is Jerry Galf’s (1975a) book, Toward Faculty
. Renewal., Gaff survéyed the Lhrf:cmrs n[*approx “mately 200 .in-
structmnal development or LEJC!I]H% m1prc:vt:mem centers in an at-
tempt to identify new trends in the area of faculty dcvalapmcnt

I‘x[ty=ﬁv¢: d;rectors‘ from these Eﬂntus mmplctcd a quESlannﬂl!‘E abaut.i

i

o

|
|
t
i

hc—ulcnuﬁcs__ﬁa as,mhmlwzaicv lopment,”._instruc
‘ment,” and “‘organizational development.” According to Galf
. of these approaches, ténds to -focus on’ thﬂ’crem arcas, smv s after
':-dxfferem goals, draws from dilferent uuc]lutunl traditions, and’ in-
|V

volves diflerent 1cuvxtu:r The Ls\xt;‘nll.l] clmmitensuc:s of each ap-

i .
| i
I oo A
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ceptual puru:y fmmd in guemtmnal progrnms \I:my varntmns in the
apphcangn of -the approaches depicted in Table I were found by
Gaf‘f in h;s research. This point is particularly 'lppmpn.xte in hght of
a recent report on .11 “faculty development ‘ceriters” in's southern uni-
ities (Crow, Milton, Moomaw, and O'Connell, 1975) The editors
of. this repoxt '{fm:l that these 11 centers had the same cumman pur-
pﬂge ie. o 1mpmvmg intructional effectiveness.” However, they also -
Eaund thm: thE centers cguld* be phced into LhrEE dﬂferf:ntsgeneral

= ’ mstrucuantzl dsvelaﬁment by pmv;: 'ng them mfcrm;lmn and npﬂﬁﬂum’
aoa b ties fﬂt,lfarnmg abnut ncw ;ppmaches and individual consultatien and

L] L
]

(pp 3657)

_ ﬁVEréﬁ aspects of Lhe mad:ls dgs:nbed in Part I

%‘
mon set Df canccpzs far categorlzmg hculty (lE\'t‘Zle ent progfam%
- .ar the subccmponfznts of sugh pmgﬂms '

Jnstructional deva]opment crganiz' io
sonal dexelcpment Thé}f suggeﬁt tht: fcmowmg gmgm:ﬂnon of

Grgamzalmnal D
. Team-Building
. Decision- Makmg
. Problem-Solving
M;mgcrml Develupment

™




:Gne can see that this model dlEers from Gaff's conceptual frame-
work, Instead of using the. term ‘faculty development, Berggnist and
Phillips use “personal development” to. describe development pro-
. grams that focus on faculty growth. The Bergquist and Phillips
" model, however, is still in a state of development itself. In another
discussion of this model, the authors.used the same three major
components but changed the subcomponents (1975a, p. 183). 7'
There a1c many faculty development models being proposed today.
Ralph (19'73) for example, provided a new definition of faculty de-.
"+ velopment in terms of: (1) the c::mplexlr,y of the professor's per- ,
sonality and thought, and (2) the professor’s; ability to help students’
develop themselves. He described and researched a scheme of five
stages of faculty development, This is one of the new models for which
there has.been an attempt at research vahdatmn Richardson -(1975):
has taken a somewhat different view of faculty development, maintain- .
" ing that college admlmstrntors need to understand staft development
; as an integral p1rt of the total process of Drgimzatmnal develapmem .
o + He has outlined a.six-stage model that-includes ‘the .following steps: - -
' “7(1)-individual. and. small group learning experiences, (2) learning ex-
periences applied on' the job, (8) analysis—and-revision.of admlmst
tive and governance structure; (4) establishing goals and priorities for
tmme oo the _institution, .. (5)..goals_ for_individuals and goal attainment, and
‘ - (6) evaluation and feedback. Richardson believes that the failure of =
' collegES to understand and’ coordinate these six stages a§ componenis L
¢ - of a total process will'ilegd to'ineffective staff. deyelopmént as well as
to a process of institutional décl ,’The understanﬂ'ng of the cycle
*_of organizational development is seen in" his ‘model“as a .useful and
perhaps first step in designing effective staff develepment projects.
Finally, Toombs (1975) has stated that planning for faculty develop- .
“ment should be programmatic and encompass a- large framework of
ideas, issues, and practices. He has pmpoeed ‘a - three-dimensional
" model for E:u:ulty development that contains the f::llowmg coms
ponents: the professional, the eurrlcuhr, and the msmutmnal
With the many models and new terms that are emergmg in the
area of faculty develnpment it is obvious that- some standard, vell
defined terminology is needed. The term "faculty develapment was
, Aseletzed for this publication (1) because ‘of the needfor some mean-
v ingful descriptive label to designate the movement under which all
' the instructional improvement activities in lngher ‘education ‘may be
subsumed, and (2) because it has also become one of the most often
used labels in' books, periodicals, and at- prefessmnal meetmgs Al-
though Gaff (1975a) cloes not use the concept. “faculty development”

O
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e
as an all- encumpassing one for instructional improvement activities,
it is this writer's opinion that this term is best used in that fashion.

. The rna]cr faculty developrne It- concepts Employed in this paper
wzll be Lhose 1denuﬁed and deﬁned by Gaff, thh i:me Exceptmn The

v;ewed here as a Persanal developmcnt dlmensmn The term “per-
sonal development,” whicli is found in the uBErgqmst and Phillips
conceptual scheme, appears to be the better term for describing pro-

- fessiona} ievelomnent activities that focus on the faculty members

. themselves. Gaff's (1975a, 1975b) definitions cf thEse terms are as _ s
;.. follows: - . ! :
1. Instiuctiénal Development pragrams focus Dn,:lmw the conditions of ° t

learning arc ﬂ:signed, particularly as these relate to courses. Such . pro-
grams strive to improve student.learning by such means as preparing leam—
ing materials, ﬂ:dt:mgﬂmg courses and makmg mstrui:tmn systematm

C hing behavmr. teat‘h:rs affef:l;ive
develgpmtnt and awareness ﬂf mhc:r dise;lplmes amj the cnmmunlty '

.llY-
v evelgp pol lhat suppmt tcacl,, i
effective envifonment for teaching and learnir g hy 1mprgvmg mterpcrsnnal
f:laucmshxps and enhancing team functioning. (Grow et al, 1976, p. 5) ity

.Later in thls paper it will be shown how these three concepts and
" definitions have been incorporated.into faculty develapmen _programs
at the university, four-year college, state, and regional levels,

Facully Evaluation T et !

. Lagan Wilson, former pl’EaldEﬂ[ of the Umverax[y af Téxas, wrote
" -over 30 years ago in The Academic iMan: "Indeed, it is no exaggera-
_tion to say that the most critical problem confronted in the social
“organization of any. university is the proper evaluation of faculty.
‘services, and gwmg due recognition through the impartial assign-
ment of status” (1942, p. 112). More recently, L. Richard Meeth, di-
rector of the Change’ Magasmf National ‘Project on Undergraduate

Tenchmg, has stated that:

sy

Systeman:, comprehensive, and-valid évﬂua[mn of teaching has been an : =
educationiil problem for many years. It cm\(mues to evade educators, al-
) thuugh mns; admlmstramrs ami legl;lamra desire it as a meaningful way

ERIC
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e seek it as a vﬁy uf imp mvmg their pc:rl'urmancr and more :lﬁsely TC:
“* lating what they do “to what students lcarn, Most evaluation of teaching
has resulted in unfair and inconclusive. ions among teachers with-

out establishing reliable or valid relationships between what teachers do.

and what. students h‘:am (1976 P B '

- It would appeﬂr tlﬁt the pmblgm of Eiculty evaluanon has not been ;
solved since Wilson's statement, The _problem, :’lceordmg to Meeth,
persxsts bec*‘mse; the i\Cildl%mlC commumty has not been able to reach -

' tgnsensus as -to;what ‘constitutes eftective _teaching. Meeth feels that *

.Educatnrs don’t know what makes up effective - tr:aclnng, they:

.don't have a good research base, don’t agree on the validity of what -

‘research they do’have, don’t believe the evidence that is prEsentEd in.

that research;’ and don’t act on any of it in a broad 5ystemanc way

~ throughbut hlgher educatmn" (p. 3). ' ‘ ,
Today,. the: ame- pressurég on calleges and umversn‘.xes ,lﬁt have’

caused a re nation of ‘traditional concepts of faculty develoy
ment are causmg a n:exammmmn of the concept of faculty evalua-
-.tion, This reexamination of the: f:c'hlty evaluation- concep,_has lead=—=—=
“to a broader definition of thie term. Previous to the 1970’s, faculty
evaluation activities included informal student evaluations, reviews .
of the teachers publication list, and mform‘xl -often haphazaxd un-

;.___strutl;urgﬂ review_by_the. collegefd an_or department ch:

faculty members work. These ;radxt,unal approaches of f1culty evalua—

_tion have been called into question .and new, conceptions of faculty

aluation are-emerging- some of“whi¢h have been described

writings~bf Miller - (1972, - 1974) and Genova, Madoff,” “Chin—and
Thamas (19/6) The conceptual models of - these writers will, be re-
"- vlewcd briefly. because they represent some of the best current thxnk
ing to-date on'the subject. i e
-+ Miller (1912) believes that, any system of faculty evaluation in
“higher education should .ser sly consider hegmnmg with the formu-.
lation of bisic assumptions. The faculty evaluation model he recom-
..mends proceeds from,the' .Egllowmg six assumptions:, (1) the trend
taward accoumabxhty will continue, (2) merit evaln s preferable
to a seniority system, (3) overall evaluation of faculr.y is mevxt;'
. (4) every evaluation system c:*m be 1mpraved (5) prnfessxon;
. velopment should’ be :n"uhble to every ‘faculty mEI‘ﬂbEf who'xi
o  evaluated, and (6) Faculty’ evalmnon should .be_ for both advance-
ment decisions and faculty development (pp-4- 12)

Miller then discusses ope;mmml pnm:xple; tlm: mb"#e his basir;_

1
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hnﬂs fm— developmg his fat:ulty appraisal procedures. Hls first prm-

Clple is “individualized evaluation.” He believes that procedures to-
measure faculty performance should be individualized in terms of °
rcwn:lmg more than the usual three or four evaluation categories .. -
(teachmg, research, and ‘public or professional servme) He further be- ’
-“liéves, in relation, to'this principle, that the department chairman and

the dean must. play an active role in establishing and carrymg

. through a systematic and tomprahen ive plan of evaluation.,’'And

. finally, in this area he supports the notion .of v"rymg workloads and

: wexghtmg, systems for college Eacult,y. His second 'principle-states that

~ colleges should seek a vanety of sources of input in evaluatmg Eaculty _
This ‘principle ‘comes 'from ‘the 'belief that thE ‘total array ‘of a
faCUlEY member’s prnfgsauoml :u:nvas are too -diverse 'and complex
to be fairly ﬁvaluated by one 1nput or.source of information (1972,
pp: 1214). . ¢ :

“Miller's third Prmcxple states that there must be Efﬁ:ctwe manage-
cment. and utilization of evaluative data in every faculty evaluation
~system. In his comprehensive apprgach he recommends that (1) those -
‘using “the: evaluation ‘eriteria have some’ ‘@bjectives or egnals in ‘mind,
(2) the system be-used po vely, (8) the system™be manageable in
ot terms of time required for processing, (4) - the system be ez:onogm.al in

-/ terms of time spent and resulis achieved, and (5) most’ systems ' of
.—studént-evallmtmn -should-be. c:nmpL\terl_zEd ~Milleis. -final-principle...
- focuses on “strategies for implementation.” He feels that there isho . - ¢
+ one strategy for faculty evaluanan that works in all instances, or even.

_,in most, but he does offer some helpful guidelines. He recommends-*’

':that (1)"the ‘president and chiéf academic, officer’6f the callege must
_‘support and be knowledgeable about the plan, (2) trial runs of the
7 evaluation -instr ument(s) be conducted:to reduce faculty anxiety, (3).
“faculty resistance poin be anticipated and ‘dealt”with positively, (4)

faculty forums or -ppen” hearings be heId at a point when.the
' tion document or. policies are still-open -to modification (5)"’3111131&
time be provided. for the overall process of-implemeéntation;-(6) plans .
for the ‘follow-up Evalmtmn shoulil' be spelled out in the. al prez. g
sentatu:n of . tlie p]gcetlure,!mul (7) good and- ndequa jresearch |
~-should be evident on what is_being. ‘proposed (1972 pp. | ED), With
- respect ‘to the point on, tlmmg, he states. that “ample time” is an - -
mstltutmml m1tter and may vary from i:me term’to two years.

. From tliese assumptions and principles, Miller- develops a model C s
”"}le evaluatmn DE teachmg ;hat camams a broader Eonceptual C

4

i - .
i
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search, teaching, service, md professional activities. Miller pmnts out
that college teachers mday are engaging in a much wider range -of
. :n:nvx*ies Lhnn in the pasr‘ and fnr thls reason he Eeezls that the Enllow-

by a faculty member is determmed by two major - fv:rces.k,, (1) the dn-

rection’ and nature of. the Eacully member's college, and (2) the

8 talems and interests, of the individual faculty member. In accordance
with “these views; f\dl“El‘ has proposed a faculty evaluation scheme
that pln:és its glca[est Emphasxs on mdwxduahzmg the professnonal
workload. - ’ " : ‘ :
Under, ‘Vhllcrs (1972) system, the faculty member wculd enter into
an annual performance contract with his or her depar;mem chair-
‘person. Miller argues that such a contracting process would lgad to’
the estab11511ment of tasks and the selection of Evaluitmn criteria
that would reflect: (1) the nature’of the institution, (2) the needs.and . . -,
direction of the dﬂpartmént and (3) the interests and' abilities bf the
f:u:ulty member (p. 80). Miller - then dESEl’leS a ‘variety of! . pro-
- cedures that could be used to collect data in Each of his nine Evalua-
%’*‘:—““‘-—'"ncm -categorics: Flm_lly; -he-shows-low- -this-data- i:auld -be-employed to
“calculate an overall perfar‘mnnce rating- for a f:u:ulty member under
his systemn, Table 2 PrQVlﬂES an example of- hnw this I:mng would be |
. calculated , j e
In th15 Examplc, 1t can L’if: seen’ that Prufesse:r A (Tablt: ‘?) with the
ion of- tlme
.over tl f’fcllowmg catf:ggrzés advmng, tﬂachmg, Eaculty service, pro-
.. fessional .status, publications,” and public service, The ﬂzlGEEltan of
© - time became the weighting factor in determining | ‘Professor- A’s raw
e evaluation score” for each of” thc:sc: catégories. Raw evaluation scores-
for Professor A were calculated by multiplying the weighting factor
for any given contractual category’ times. the average evaluation or
e criterion” rating score I‘LﬁEIVEd in. that category. Finally, ‘Professor
" ’A’s overall performance rating was calculated by addmg all of his "~ {:
raw scores and dividing this figure, 568, ,by the tmal number of -
pmnts p0551blc in-a 1-to-7 criteria rating system, 70Q: - o
. Some may argue that Miller's system will never SuCCEEd because it -
"is toosexact to have any general meaning, too mcchamcal to suit’ the °
rart DE teachmg or to6 ,demeaning tp reduce ‘professional per-
mage ﬁguré The system dﬂES; however, provxdé

o
L
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Table 2. Determining Ouvcrall Performance Rating

Percent

: " ofTotal Criterion Raw
Professor A i - Effort’ Rating .. Score .
) 1. Advising 10 X 63 = l 63
B 2, Teiching - 50 X 61 o= 305 ,
8 Faculty Service . 10 X - 59 = . 59 !
. 4. Administration - - T
: " 5..The ’A:I‘:Ls R : .l .
6. Professional §tatus 10 v Pi 48 .. = 49
1. Publications C0 XY 43 = 4
‘8. Public Service, . ] X 49 = 49.°
‘9, Research » ) o= » * .
7 ' 100, A

568.+-700=81"

— B = — 3

SﬁUFt:{:' Miller, Richard 1. Evaluating Faculty P;:rfarnmncr: San Fﬁmtlsca Jnssey
Bass Puhhshcrs 1972, p. 81 Reprmted bv Permxssiun

Eﬂr flexibility and individualizatian’, two characteristics that are miss- -~
ing from most faculty evaluation systems today. The system also offers

. the possibility of .more objective as opposed to subjective cvaluation
VDf faculty, This increased Db_]LCLlVlC}' should be we:lcamed by faculty
“at a“time whén recent research continues- to support the fac:l Lhat

' ‘-'—ficulty Evﬁluaunn is aften a very ,‘:ub]ECllVg *md 1mpremse prcce,s,s

pear tiat Miller has clr:velopc:d a very gcmd Ev:t‘luatmn rrmdcl bo
"for mdxvxdunl _proféssional clt:vdopmént decisions and for salary, pro
T _mx:tu:m and tenure decisions.
-Genova et al. (1976) -offer .another conceptual model for the ev-llua‘
"4 .. tion of college tem:hmrf Their conceptual, scheme is very similar to .
© Miller's, with many of the same components. This scheme was de- .-
veloped as the result of a stucly conducted by Training, Development,
. and Rese .rr:h (TDR) Associates, Inc. for the Massachusetts Advisory: .-
3% Council on Education (MACE) between September 1974 -:and F\ugust
T 1975, In ‘this mvcsugmmn (1) a:literature search of faculty- -evaluation |
.4, on a national scale was conducted, ®) telephone interviews probed

for culrn:nt evaluation I‘ESE“!I‘CII ,md pra:‘:tlce (3) evaluation matermls

i
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from cduc;mgn busmcss, industry and Envcrnment x(w:re r&vmwed L
(4) certain reae*m:h findings and .personnel E\hlllld[lﬂn' practices were
‘sclected as”e exemplary, and (5). field visits were made to over 30 colleges
and universities in Massachysetts to 1dv:nt1[y current practu‘:es ‘Wlulc
. this was not a systematic vey research project, it provided some.
-new and very. useful nsights into. E*u:ulty evaluation. For example,
~"when the investigators asked students; faculty, and administrators in_
'T\‘rﬂSS'lﬁllUSE[tS whom' they [oun(l to be the pllﬂilp’ll beneficiaries of
--present faculty évaluation prog*.um, " the typical respohises were: (1)
Students: faculty benefit most, (2) Faculty: administrators benehit -
most, and (3) A(lmlmstratars ulty berefits- most (p. ;3) None of -
- . the major, constijuencies named itself as much as the others, and none.
~ saw students as the principal beneﬁtnn\zs ] <
. " The faculty evaluation model then | proposed by ‘this group’ has as™"
its basic' goal the development of evaluation ..procedures that allow
each constitliency to become a real and convinced beneficiary of the B
_system. Tlie.oper ating. principles of their ' ‘mutual-benefit evaluation”
‘model (thé authors also outline a model for the evaluation of callegf;
_,:admmxstntors) are as EDHOWS. .

i

:

1. Multipurpose=Given the wide variety of institutional purposes and
demands, faculty and administrator evaluation programs should serve a
vancly of purposes for those evaluated, their cﬁnsntu\:n«:les, ami the in-

z - stitution as a whnlc. : N ! ;

a

&s 1¥)

In the mtcrcst of fgnrness :md cgmplet:n 255, F:u:’ lty :md

respnnsm:lmcs whn:h are; we

~Those affecu:d by
3 istrators shauld pamcipatc in thr.- cvalummn nE

3 Mulumurc

; e | lar purrmscs needs and stagc: of ﬂcvelnp_ ] ;
ment of Lht; ins;itutian (Gr’:rmva et al 1976, pp. 4 _g)

The ma]t:r emphag

structor gonls ‘and the rel*u:we 1mp¢3rt1nce DE tlmse ;;,mls tcx a pnrucu- _5-
lar collﬂgc s
In adclmcm ‘to CIESfi"ibiﬂg a’ com p Ehensxve fa:.ulty Pvaluatmn pro-

, " gram, Genova et al, (1976) 1 ,

-, ~ Benefit Evaluation bf Faculty unrl firimum(mtms ‘in Hzghc?r‘Educm
| .- tion, some. samples of student, ‘colleagiie, and administrator rating

;scales, Tliese scales should be useful to calleges *md unwersmes whc:x

O
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_iri recent yea . Glasman (1976) for example, has described-a ¢

: ,Cadf:mxc ndmnnm ators, f'lculty, Tcscarcherransl “others:

=]

eking instrume tlmt hive been researched in terms of their.

‘IEllablllt}’ and validity qualities. - The authors havé also designed a

unique “Faculty Evaluation Program Inventory.” This inv 'entory was

‘designed to assist colleges in improving their existing fﬂﬁllxty evalua- |

tion pregrams. The_inventory hsts and describes essential elements of

\
.a comprehensive avalunzmn program. Genova et al. recommeid that -

colleges use then' mventory as a device for identifying the strerigths

and weaknesse their present Eaculty evaluation system (pp; 201-

214).

The Mxlle* (19‘7 1974) and Genova et al. (1976) faculty Fx,aluat\lon
systﬁms ‘are but two of" many systems that have been re immeni&d

ceptual fra ewark that contains three domains for an admi
perspeznve on f:n:ul[y evaluation. His first domain dt‘?@ with facultY

Vll’DnmEﬂ -and the tliird relates to the appropriateyiess ofevaluation;
mstruments V\}hxle this framework is not a taxchomic effort or a\
model, it does provide a- terminology . that could serve

Eneed aamhctxon, the seéond centers on ‘the’ mst}?cmrs work en

of. parncu]ar value .to individuals. who are lao}img for new areas fc:r
faculty “evaluation’ research or for new ways “to’ conceptualize the
variables that affect the "ltféptance of a faculty evaluation system..

Smock and . Crooks. (1973) have devt:lor,:ed an_evaluation_sche
that is based on the assumption that * aluative ‘data being co
lected can and ‘should vary '1tcordmg to" the mtended function gf\
the, evaluation and the people doing the Evaluaung" (p. 579). They
- believes there are three mzuor types, or-levels, of valuation. The first

‘U

(Level I).is general summative ‘evaluation. ‘The sécond - (Level 1) is
- evaluation aimed at, xdf:ntx[ymg success or failure in tEm:hmg The

§’~--~‘-»thlrd (Level III) is detailed, €ourse-specific evaluation-aimed at-pro--

' tratars Tlns mndel at[empts 16 show ‘how faculty evaluafloxj can
be tied to faculty development programs,, p*lrtu:ularly in the: area of -
_student evaluations. | 2 '

viding diagnostic, ‘instructional problem information, In their model,
evaluauon dan wnuld bc uscd by [nur nudxences mstrm:tcrs, sLu-

Recently Dressel (1976) has' préseméd a framework fDI‘ the evalua=
tien can be found in Dressel s .second gf:ncml prmcxple for ‘direct
fm:ulr.y evaluation.. That principle states: - i .

]

" The :vaiuatmn 5y;u:m should be vu:wzd as one af the ma_]m- aspects’ “of the .
:ducatmnal program, and bctaus: it 15 ag’nmdgl 5tudems shauld bt: 8

L'

Dllége f:u:ulty One, nf ‘the best. (lEﬁﬂlthﬂ‘i of faculty evalua-
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: volved whenever passible. Evaluation is both a process and a result—a

. means of determining goals, of appraising the processes oF paths for reach-
ing them, and of assessing .the extent to which fhey-have been met. . . (P
374). ' o

{ T .
Faculty evalua’/ion, then, for purposes’ of this paper, will be defined
. in Dressel’s t?'ms as _,,‘mth' the process. and the product of ascertaining

the-value of 2 faculty member’s contribution to the teaching-learning

process in his institution./ - '
i e
E!tgssib_l;Gammaﬂa’lf‘iiesé']?etwﬁ?n iihe Concepts of .
, . Faculty D vsﬁ:ijmﬁnt and Evaluation R R
= 1 It is clear that, there are commonalities to be found between both
’the_c:om:e/pts'and the. approaches to faculty development and evalu
/ tion. T)Zl]'e inten//ﬁf this ‘section will be_to briefly .identify. some of .

i

] ‘]

| these. 'hesgf,gmmcnilities. will suggest some ways that faculty de-
/ velopm ent-and /evaluation. programs can be linked to ‘more e!‘fe:tively\
I achievé thé most important major goal that they both suppott, ie, |
! ;;Eh"égimprdv,enliem of student learning. : : ‘, .
= [ ST Most tacylty dévelopment ‘and evaluation plans béing recom-____
' "/~ mended’ today take/ into «consideration the personal, instructional, *
o and _Q?‘ggiﬂéédif@nfll‘;"’dl’iﬁl?n:iml; of the 'teachinglearning process in -
’estéblisljiqg c’m-gai;ﬁg and viable programs. While it is. argued that
the._relative_, ”;h;_giv‘ég t6 -each dimension ‘is likely to vary from
college to c’bllege jand person fo person, some element 6 "eachies™
. i most of the rec’aﬁﬁaénded models. .- T
+/ 2+Both schools of thought feel that their programs should be in-
]'dividugzlfzséi to meet the needs of each faculty member who is being .
-+, - | developed 4?_31' evaludted. Faculty development experts believe that each . )
"/ faculty 'rﬁémber’ l}.’iis Aunique skills and abilities, stréngths and weak- . /
- nesses. This, they/argue, should dictate_a more, personalized approach /'
o professional development than we have had in the past. The /-
/ “éxperts on faculty evaluation believe that evaluation contracts should
r b‘e,pers’analizg}f to allow for the varying skills, abilities, and interests
o of the faculty member. S C -/
y 3. Both schools’of thought believe that the. contracting approach/is
one .of the %:st procedures for achieving a qualitative change in a
faculty member's performance. In relation to this point, it is inter-
" “esting that in many of the faculty development and evaluation modeld
_the department chairman is :the, party-with whom the faculty /mgm/,
ber contracts. : B DA el ,.
4. Finally, it is clear that both faculty devel'c}prﬁem-and/ faculty

"~

-evaluation programs are best evaluated in terms of their. impact on
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_ Summary

lected to CDn'ildEI' the VEllllE Df Lhélr '1c‘t1v1ues in terms czf thls out-
come. They both share the common weakness of having ineffective
émluatmn .systems

. Evaluatign pmgmms. Th: extent. to wluch one or moie Df Eht:se

models will be adopted by the academi¢ community on a large scale

_ remains to be seen. In the next chapter, research in the areas of

faculty development and evaluation will be reviewed. This. next
chapter and ‘the ones following it show- the extent to which, the
Eancepnnl s::'hEmEs Jescrlbed here: have been mcorpﬁrated into aitual
programs.
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'Research in Faculty Development and Evaluation
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2

- This section will review some of the current research on the status
of faculty development and evaluation programs in higher educa-
tion. Such a review should indicate the extent to whicli the previous-
ly described conceptual models have been put into practice. A sec-
ondary.spurpose of this section is to review briefly some current
research on specific aspects‘of facultydevelopment -and evaluation.
‘No attempt will be made to present a comprehensive  review of all.
the current research on faculty development and evaluation. Some
excellent research and wri gs on the topics of fichlty development
and evaluation at the community college level can be found in the

- works of Wallace (1975a, 1975b); ERIC Clearinghouse for Junior
~ Colleges (1975); Scott (1974); Deegan’ (1974); Yarrington (1974);

Cohen (1973) ; and O’'Banion (1972). Similarly, rescarch and writings
at the four-year college,and university levels on these topics .can be

== ==gdied=in=the=publications-of-Kulik-and _McKeachie (1975); Trent

" and Cohen (1973); Pace (1978); The Group' for Human Development .7
' (1978); Miller (1972, 1974)% Cook and Neville (1971); Mc%ﬁea:hie

and Lin (1975); and Eble (1970, 1971, 1972).

Status of Faculty Dcvelopment- Programs. .
Only two or three major studies Have .been conduéted to date
regarding the characteristics of faculty development programs in the -
‘United States. At this time we know very little about current faculty
development efforfs in our r:oileges and universities. The best study -
to date on this subject is the questionnaire survey conducted by
Gaff (19752). - - S T
“Gaff sent a survey qiicstigiiniire toa total of 69 directors of formal -
organizations concerned with the improvement of instruction. The.
questionnaires were distributed during the summer jof 1974, and 55
of the 60 returned met Gaiff's criteria for inclusion in his initial data
analysis. In-terms of the organization of instructional-improvement

[

programs, Gaff found that 78. percent of the ‘program directers re- "~

ported to a central academic officer, 64 percent of the units had a

faculty advisory committee, 78 percent of. the directors felt that the

discouragement of close ties with the education department Wwould

help- their program avoid being labeled with “ecucational” stereo-
types, 47 percent of the directors indicated that the media center was
a valuable part-of their program, 76 percent of the: professional staff
; o i ’ " " K (Irg

16 ’ - L,

24

o
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" “establ ht such programs: (1) create .a sepa

H

iF

;‘"

P,

M\ \Lﬂ

members in the programs ciune from the (hsmplmes of education, ,
educ.m nal psychology, and psychology, and the median size of the
units sfrveycd was six, with a median of two proféssional staff in-
.cluded!in’ that figure (1975¢, pp. 1-4). As a-result of these ﬁndmgs,
- Gaff Dfirizd the following suggﬁstmns to institutionis that want !to
ate program, (2) pl;‘u:e
the pmgrmn divectly under the chief academic officer®of the institu- ‘
tion, *(8) form .a faculty slﬂVthl’y committee to help set po icy* for
* the fat:ulr.y dévelopment pragmm (4; avoid placing the program in
the school of -education, and , A5) put a faculty member. who is re-.

gardedg'ls an- effective teachér in charge cjf the program (19754,
p. 119 /

"In relation to the ﬁnanfmg of in-service programs, Gaff- discov-
ered in his study that-the median total 1973-74 budget figure for the
hculty ilEVC‘lDI)lﬂEﬂt centers studied, was between $80-3100,000, :md '
that 78 percent of thc: programs were operating on 75 to 100 .percent
“hard” money as opposed to external funds obtained from - -grants,
“contracts, ctc. (197.1; ‘p. 4). These findings along with other material

- reviewed in thc,mvcstlgﬂncn Jed Gaff to propose the following guide-
=lincs.for-financing-i

i:fo servicesprograms:=(1)=hoth=internalzand-external=
fun(lmg is nceded if large numbers of faculty are to become involved
"in development programs, and (2) the “bulk” of the ‘funding for
such programs should come from “hard” institutional‘sources (19753,
p. 119).. :
“"Jt:sct G'lff exnmmf:d the pnlmc; oE tE'lChmg lmprovement ‘centers. P

or reforms w:thm an ES['lbIHhEd institution. Also hE pcnnted out
thnt such centers are often separate from the power structure of the
institution that ultimately determines faculty rewards, For this rea- -
son he felt that these- new centers must . find ways to gain faculty
upport. He suggested that such centers, consider the following spe-

E st l"\t!?glt's to pgain this support: 1. Develop an_ outreach

- prﬂgr’ m.. . . 2 Start small and prnve yourself . ,".>3. Keep a low
pmﬁle}. 4 Start where the faculty are . . . 5. BE eclecfic in ap-
. Proach .., 6. Start with a small group of Volunteers and let them -

~‘sell’ the program to their m]leagdes ... 7. G thh winners at ‘the

: cutset .+ » 8. Administer a gmall 111su‘uctmnn -nmpmvemént Eund“
(1975*1, pp. 128- 125)". ? "

. Gaff concludes his rese h report by nntmg that the Eat:ulty de-

‘velopment movement: is 1 very young. He helieves .that the gap

betwe n_current status ;md the [uture potential®of this movement
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s st ill w;ry_ gre*u T*ﬂ]le 3 provides a summary of whe

e he thinks.we
_are aﬂd whe e he hopes 'we will be in the future. ‘

{j‘éble;?. Guﬁsm. Status and Pazerztial;Futu%g- of Iristfitétfaﬂal

- Improvement - . s L o
T Cur;ent Status o . Potential Future . ¢
| Few msmuunns have pmgrams * Most institutions have programs
© ., 7 Few facul:y are mvnlved S All or most far;u_lty'(afe iqv_al'}ed

'Pamcmams are pnmaﬂly Vﬁluntuers _ Participants feel some’ external
) pressure to participate

Fa:ulty participation is limited and ‘Faculty participation is regular. ;
;fregul ar - - o “and ‘continuous ,
L Pamcxpatmn 15 an 4 Foverlo d“ e . Participation is provided for in .

normal workload

In-service develnpmént is.a ps;nﬁh
___activity '

o Budg&ts and resources arc 'rnc:dest

Safr." grant mume; are a ma_]uf
- source of funds

§ F:w msmuunna‘ pahcu‘:s suppurt

e ing effectiveness or professional
: d:velupment ’ .
v o oo
N Frw permianent Astructional-
. - improvement centers conduct . . pmvxdmg prufes.;mnal d .
) ) ;:mfgssmnal development T - are perman:m
£ L C : N - L
Few staif members have training and M:my staff members have, 1
+ - -cexperience in consulting with . ¢ nce in congulting with
’ golleagues - o ‘ R colleagues
Little evidence of effectiveness of ' - Convincing. :vxdenff: of effectiveness
pmgrams exists T exists £
L Impact is limited to seh:cled : Impact is widespread among -
msu:unam and faculfy members utions and faculty
2 Mad;n refmmg aimed at better - = o .
. teaehmg are underway Ler instruction smd ngamzatmnal o
EO . - operations are made A
Lot A — _ _ i L o L R . -‘_Q
- .
Source: Galff, GEH’Y G. Toward thr:ulty Renewal, San Franclscn. ‘Jossey-Bass, Inc,, .‘f?
) ) 1975, p. 176. Repnnted by Permuslﬂn, ) !
i . - e * .
o 26 | . .,




. A recent publicition by e Snulh&rn Regmnal Education Bodrd's: .
(SREB) Undergraduate. Education - Reform Project, entitled Faculty
Dﬁvelaﬁment C,'entsr: in Sauthsm Uﬂmeumgs (1975) descrxbﬁs the-

versities. Thls is an 1 excellent descnptmn of the orgamzatmn staffmg,
.- programming, funding, and evaluation patterns of the following pro-
* grams: Teaching-Learning Center, University of Alabama; Project on

Teaching and Learning in University College, University of Alabama

at Birmingham; - Office. of Instructional Resources, University of

Florida; Office <of Instructional Resgurses, University of Kentucky,

Center for Instructional Development, Appalachian State - University;-
—s= — Center—for Instructional Service and Rasearch, Memphis State Uni-
versity; Learning Research Center, University of Tennessee, Knox- .
ville; Faculty Development Resource Center, -University of Texas
"at Arlington; Center for Teaching. Eﬁ'&cnvﬂness, University of ‘Texas -
“at Austin; Center for Improving Teacling Effectiveness, erglma
Commonwealth Umversuy, and Learning Resources Center, ,Vu'gmm
Polytechmc Institute and State Umversu‘.y Written segments taken
from the summary chapter in this report give us yet another view
-of the status of faculty development centers, this time in a partu:u]ar
type of mstltmmn and in a partlcular rﬂgmn of our country.

Elgh! of the eleven faculty development centers descnbtd in tl‘us
publltatmn have begun operations. e 1973 and ten since 1971. As the

& center descriptions show, the overall and primary concern of all of them
- lies in bringing about-improvements in the tcachmg learning process at
th:lr respgctwe ms[,:utmna‘ Nune of the centers is c:rgamzed staft’ed or

app.rapr, te tu gPﬂETEllZE that wh;le mstltutmns share the m' mon need
{ is no smgle prcsx:rlp:mﬁ for

R achlevmg :hu gual that all msmu:mns carz Eld!:pt . -

It gppears that the pnmary mmtms fnr the creatmn uf campus fatulty
In two of :hc- e]even'

. mstructmnal lmprnvcmt:nt prngrams n:sulted fmm canst:hdatmn nf all m=
stmctmnal suppmt senrlcfs such as mcdla graphu:s, and tht hkt:, into

- ' mltlauvg, but appmnt:d or aske:d for a faculty committee to study the
issue and to make recommendations. . .. - =

Faculty Development Centers in the SREB regmn vary. greatly in size
.of staff and budget. The largest center in the region has a staff of six
full- tmie professionals, several part-time faculty, more than a dozen stu- -
’dents. 'and an annual budget (including staff salaries) in ‘excess of $900,-
i1 "+ . The. smallest - center has one pari-time prcft:asmnal and .an
anniial pmgram budget under SIDDDD But accomplishments in stimu-
‘ latmg instructional * improvement . are not - necessarily in pfﬁpnmcn to
ataff and hudget size. . .
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factor on lhg natire of center activities, Lhu dir
take, and the internal influence of the eenter, | . . ‘\'n paitiel Ldu(:.k
tional background appears o be more advin gums than ther for a
center director. Five of the eleven 1 this study come
from . the ficlds of psychology and mlumlmn. I\m from the natural
sciences or engincering, mie from the ficld of anedia, and one is a pro-
fessor of Victorian peoetry, . . .

Organizationally, ciach of the centers in this report has, a divector who
Jhas overall k&l)un&lhl]ll) for the cemter's operition, Scven of the gleven
tenters have a faculty advisory committeg vepresentative of the entir
institution o the center director in planning activities, o provide
“support, and (o serve as a comnmmicition Jink for the center throughout
lhc iuslilllliﬂn Ces ]n lh(: l‘mu’ citse ':lfully ﬂll\'imry groups

whérc‘ meL i

cuuu d(ll\lllLS

For the most rmrl cim'pus cenlers I'i)'r ﬁr:ully ilu\=riiilalllglnl in ll'n;; SREf}
region are separate entities withi

a vice pre (l;ul 11105t ufu,n llu; vice pwsulgnl Im
two citses, the center is part of

“umbrella” organi
“learning vesourees,”  which may un;lmlL all ey
1l"llm inﬁlimli mchuhug the il \Iusl Eullq:l &

iing-assisting  activitic
5 feel lh’ll

:uifin pro f 'mg ﬁcuh) tentn X
increases. OMilicial :‘ evaliation and activitics to sumuhur .md :15515[ witli -~

change or impiovemant do not seem to mix well. -

In conclusion, what can be said about the cffecdveness Tind future of
:unpus faculty (h;\!:hpml.nl centers in Southern” univ i '
formal evaluation activities have nat
notable extend, Center divectors are, for the most part, enthusiastic and
positive ﬁhﬁlll lhur ncuum:s md grﬁwing hndgi:—ls ;111:1 in-

en [‘)l.lf_‘!‘: lu any

spLCLLdmg. (me ;L al., 19;5, pp. ,;G JB) .

:mr:i PDIIULS that ln: h s Sllg em:d slmul;l he ht_’lp{ul to cc] gf:s pl:m=
ning such centers. Tln: study by Crow et al. (1976) provides still
more information on” the organization, staffing and {unding patterns, '
programs, and evaluation methods being used by teaching improve-
ment or professional development centers at the university level.

The fact réemains, however, that a great deal more research is needed
before we will be able to accurately describe the nature of faculty
‘spment programs in our country.

tus of Faculty E"uahm!mn Programs
w hllE there has been more cnmpmhcmwe research on the status

20 S : ’ -
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of faculty evaluation programs and policies in our country than on’
“faculty development programs amd policies, a complete picture of
current evaluation practice is still missing. The best current research

“in. this arca is found in the studies of Boyd and Schietinger (1976)

and Seldin (1975) . Boyd and Schictinger conducted a regional survey

of faculty evaluation practices for the Southern Regional Education

Board (SREB)*in 1975. The gcneml purpose of the SREB survey )
of faculty evaluation procedures was to determine.-the-nature and .
extent of faculty evaluation- programs in the South. All colleges and ’
universities (843 institutions) in the I4state SREB arca were given

an appormmty to p"ll‘thlpatE thl-; mve%tlgltmn E’IC]’H prendent

L Exlstmg thcu:,s, prﬂct!cg.s, ;ln(l criteria Eur hu:uil) evaiuation, Usm,blu: .

responses were received for a total of 536 institutions. This repre-
sented a response ranging from 80.5 percent\\pf the doctoral level
institutions to 58.5 percent fmm the two- yem\ cnllegrzs (Bﬂyd and
~t Schietinger 1976, p. 5).

Most of the questionnaires “were filled out}in the Boyd and
Séhietinger (1976) study by academic vice pn:sulm&ts, amdemlr deans,
or their equivalents—individuals who were in fa
answer for institutions as a _whole. One of the major ﬁndmgs in thls
study was that faculty evaluation programs at tlj;l;" resporiding institu:
tions were generally conducted. both “. ... (a).t¢ provide information
for administrative decisions pertaining- to sfaff advancement, and
(b) for faculty development purposes” (p. 45). However, .it was found
that. emphasis on-advancement information pl'edummncd at doctoral
level ummutmns, whllc ::mplmsn on fnfulty dcvelnpment was more

mfarmnnon Eoi' dC';lﬁanS on 4(1 \ncement (p 6) Thcse dlfferent:cs
séem to sugges[ that administrators of large, comprehensive uni-
versities tend to be less concerned about needmg to improve the
cffectiveness ' of their tt‘dchlng personnel and more concerned with
problems -of persannel management than administrators in smaller
colleges. - It “is -unlikely, however; that.these findings reflectany ob-
jective differeneés in the, professional development néeds of -the vari-
ous_ "'tltut15n€ tc*lchmg faculties. One-ivould -expect ‘less emphasis
on faculty”advancement in community colleges because in many su:h
institutions there is an absence of facylty L*mkmg systems. .

_The SREB survey also collected data on the use of 10 pgmhle

Sources - of evaluation information for three specific purposes (de-
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_ tion results to the faculty member, 94 percent of the respondents in

. 3
3

cisions on .salary increases; decisions on- reappointment, prcxmatlon

and tenure; and faculty clc:velapmcnt) as well as for overall use. It~

was found in the 536 le=panclmg institutions that the department
chairman, the academic dean or vice president, and students had the
major n:s.pmmb lity for overadl evaluation as well as evaluation for
the purpose of faculty development, TFlie results of this part of the
study can be seen in Tible 4. It is interesting to see in Table 4 that
student LV'llll?lllDl‘l‘a in the institutions smveyg:d were . used moré for
faculty improvement and overall use than they were for salary and
advancement deccisions. Finally, sclf-evaluation in this study was
found unexpectedly to be an important source Qf mfozmnucm for
faculty development and fér overall evaluation (see Table 4).

Boyd and Schietinger’s (1976) study found that tliose rmunly re-
5pnnsxble for overall evaluation in all types of institutions were the
. department chairman and the chief academic officer (academic dean,
academic vice presxclent academic vice chancellor, or equivalent).
These same iwo positions were also found to have primary respon-
sibility for faculty development, although the frequency of principal
“responsibility varied considerably from doctoral- institutions to two-
year institutions (pp. 12-15). In terms of the availability of evalu

this study indicated that the results of evalnation were made avail-
able to the faculty member (pp. 14-16). ’

Respondents in this investigation were also asked to indicate the

relative importance of nine,_ factors that might be considered in
fat:ulty evaluation -for “ldV‘lﬂEEl‘nEﬂt purposes, i.e., for salary increases,
" promotion, and tenure. Instructional activity was reported as the most

_important consndentmn in cvaluation for advancement by the re-

spandcnts in all the institutions smvwed Student advising ranked
second in all types of collegés. except doctoral institutions, where,
not surprisingly, research and publications were ranked' second and
third, respectively. One um;v-:pected finding of this part of the study
was that "public service” ranked lowest or next to lowest for all
categories of colleges considered. Further analysis, however, did show
that the importance of public service in the evaluation of faculty
increased considerably from two-year collegea to_ large public uni-

versities (p. 16). -

The Boyd and Sclugtmger Asciidy (1976) provides a gDDd‘dESCIiptién B

of the status of faculty evaluaticn in one region of the country in
terms of the (1) pnm:xpﬂ reasons for faculty evaluation, (2)- sourres
of informition for evaluation, (8) individuals and groups rf:spans;ble

for evaluation,. (4) ‘availdbility of information to the person evalu-
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o Percentage of Respondents Reporting Uﬁli?gﬁﬁn
oo T oD ForDukions

Sreeof Owall " onSdlary - - - ﬂn-l’rniimﬁan__ ) FﬂrFaculf!
Information -~ | Use Incresses . and Temure lmpmvetneni T

Academic Dean or VP, . g e, - 819, By,
Aomii o L M
Colleagues | 5 19 o B
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l*‘-acuhy Conmitee 39 | I 3 2
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i Reglonal Education Board, 1976, Eﬁpnﬂltd bv permision, | i o
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ﬂ[Q(l (1) relative impe rtance nf various factors (such as teaching, ad-
ising, research, publlcatmns, and pubhc_..servxce) in faculty evalua-
<(6) descriptive material on methods and systems of evaluation,
(N mlpmtange of public service as a factor in faculty evalua-

[ 1966 Astm 'ln(l Lee undertook an American Council .on Edu-
cation (ACE)-sponsored stucy on the po jcies and practices employed
by colleges to evaluate faculty’ tmclung pc:rﬁ:rmam::: for the purpose
of making faculty pcrsonnel decisions. The responses of 1,110 aca-
demic deans from colleges and universities differing in size; selec-’

¢ tivity, and geographic location, led the investigators to conc clude that
many institutions “suffer_from—an inability to evaluate classroom
effectiveness” (p’""SO?); As a follow-up to this study, Seldin(1975)

SeenT T qucrlcd every academic dean of all accredited private liberal arts

colleges” (which were -not part-of a university) on liow they were
rating both overall faculty and teaching performance. He duplicated

«" . the 1966 ACE questionnaire and sent it to 491 academic deans of -

whom 410" (83.5 percent) responded in 1973, Some of the findings
of this study are reported here because they give a fairly complete
picture of hotw academic deans perceive faculty evaluation In private
liberal arts- colleges today. This research also prov:dea a good de:
scrlptmn of how tlu: cvaluatmn 0[ tcmlx alis has changed since ]965
in these colleges. : s
Part One of Seldin’s quemonmue replncated selected SEngms of
lhE Astin and Lee (1966) study, which researched the techniques used

—emem o =g evaliate “the teaching ‘perfor nance of undeig,ldmtc ’

“faciilty. In his analysis of tlie levels of importance of criteria

in the overall cvaluation of fﬂculty pcr[ormnnce ‘he- found that

“classroom teaching” was listed as a "major ‘factor” by 95.3 percent’

‘of responding academic deans. Other criteria rated as * “major factors”

by ﬂpprmum,ugly 50 percent or more of the academic deans included:

(1) “student advising,” (2) “length of service i rank,” (3) “personal -

attributes,” and (1) “‘committee work” (p. 71). This is consistent w.th

the SRER (1975) study which found that the faculty members’ in-.
structional activities were the most important criteria considered in,
faculty evaluation for. advancement. Next Seldin looked at the types
of information considered in evaluating the teaching performance of
faculty members. Rated ;'1§ “ .1lw1yq used” by 50 percent or more of
the -academic deans were (1) “chairriian evaluation,” and (2 “dean
evaluation.” Other types of information rated;as ' “always’” or "usually”
used in cvﬂmung teaching performance by-50 percent - GI‘ more of
the academic deans included: (1) “colleagues! opinions,” (2) “in-
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ormal student opinign,” (3) “committee evaluation,” (4) “scholarly
research and publication,” and (5) ‘“systematic student . ratings,”
Approximately 60 percent of the academic deans indicated that their

" institutions “always" or “usually” used “systematic student ratings”
(pp. 71-72) . This finding was somewhat lower than. that reported in
the SREB study. In that study student- evaluations of faculty per-
formance were found to be used by 88 (percent of the responding

- institutions (Boyd and Schictinger 1976, p. 47).

- Ofie of the-more-interesting. aspects~of Seldin’s research was the

comparison he made between ddta callected in the Astin~and-—Lee——- .

(1966) study and data gathered in his study. A comnparison of the

5. t-testsof Diflevences in Percen ges of Response-to Criteria
lefitificd by Academic Deans as “MajoFactors” in Evaluating Quer-

ted. in_the Astin and Lee (1966)
Studly and the Curvent Study (1973),
1966 - 1973
(N=484) {IN=410)
Percentage  Percentage | S
97.6 9093 2.36
s, 19 8,57
o S ns Y29 646
817 222 8.24
* 5. Publication 245 17.1 975
6. Public service 16.1 129 137
7. Consultation (government, business) 24 0.7 236 -
8, rAt;ti_viLy in professional societies .23.9 15.8 . 808,
9. Student advising 416.8 68.8 . 685
.10, Camﬁus committee work / 326 49.5 . 5.21]
11. Length of service.in rank 539 . 544 A 1.66
12. Competing ‘job offers 98 32° 419
3. Personal attributes . 61.3 53.2 2.59

Source: Seldin, Peter. How Cplleges Evaluate Professors. New York: Blythe-Pen-.
®  nington, Lid., 1975, Reprinted by Permission.
. ¥1.05=1.96 - S

1.01=2.57 ' R
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respans;a by academic deans in the two sludms reg’mlmh their views
on “major factors” used in evaluating overall faculty performance is

shown in Table 5. In Table 5 there are statistically 51gmﬁcant differ-
. CTiCES between mean percentage responses'te nine of 13 crit

a used
to evaluate theroverall performance of faculty members in these two
studies. it may be that a new rating method for teacher performance
is emerging in private liberal - arts colleges. This data suggests that

. there is a decline in attention paid- te research, publication, publn:

[hE gxtent to Wl\lC]l information W

3

“gervice, and activity in plEithilOll“ll societies— the wraditional criteria

of academic success. ; -
In terms of the types of mf@rmmmn used for hculty evaluatmn.
i Tound a number-of_statis cant differences between
bﬁ‘mg employed -today-in-com-__
parisen to its use in 1966, The threcnun of these differences were
as follows: (1) "system*uu: student rﬁmgs increased, (2) “informal
student "opinions” clecmfsed (8) “classrdom visits” decreased, (4)
“ccllengues opinions” decreased, )" m:lmhrly research and pubhc"v"
tion” decreased,. (6) “student examination performance’” decreased,
() “conrse syllabi and examinations” decreased, (8) “lnng terrm o
follow-up of students” sed, (9) “alumni opinions” decreased,’
(10) “committec evaluations” increased, and (11) * g‘radlmte distribu-
tions” decieased (p, 73). Clearly thé deans tmhy aré placing more
-emphasis in - their cnllag& on systemnnf student ratings and com-
mittee evaluations than they did in- ]‘75(‘) W‘hllé fewer than one,
school in four repor tEd use of rating fmms in the 1966 study (23.»9
percent), more than half of the Eallcges in 1978 (54.9 percent)- re-
portcd use of rating forms in evluntmg teaching performance (p. -
74). Thus, the new cv-lhﬁnm’p stem that is emerging in private
liberal arts colleges contains. new wexghtmg on performance criteria

!
I

o
fT.’I‘ i

“and also on the sources of- ev.xluinve 111[nrmatmn

Part Two of Seldin's questionnaire was: clevelﬂpcd to prnvxde ad-
nal information related “to policies and practices used to evaluate
teaching performance.. In an amalysis of the rank’ ordering of four
components used by nc*ulcmn: deans -in-the evaluation® of faculty,
Seldin found the following: (1) approximately 45 -percent of the aca--
demic deans ﬂ5§lgl]Eﬂ greatest importance to the “chairman” evalua-

“tion,” and (2) ! “student,” “faculty,”. and “self-evaluations”. were as-

sngned lower importance than chairman evaluations, with 28.7 per-
cent, 21.5 percent, and 10.7 percent, being the respective percenhges

- Because of this ﬁmlmg and the finding of the SREB study, it would

appear ‘that the depannmnt chairman is.the critical element in an
institution's faculty evaluation and development. program. Another

26
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" favorably ,with the reli

factmrl wxlh Lhe pGllClLa ‘lnfl pxncuu:a nsed to t;v;llmte faﬁu‘[y fm'

.purpDSES of contract rencwal and for promotion in rank (p. 25). A

1 r ﬁmlmg was made in the Boyd and Sclm:nngcr (1976) study,
ThEy reported that 80 percent of their respondents gave favorable

E ratmgs to thE t?frﬂﬂl\cné‘i‘i of thc .ncmgc Cv’lluntmn p gr‘u‘n (p. 17)

E,Dllr:gf: f.i:ulty members to dctummc lh eir views on f.mu!t,y Q‘fﬂ,llld!
tion pal;cm; and procedures. Rescarch is needed to see if faculty
members are as satisficd as ulmnustr.ltms ippear to hc thh current

evaluation practices.

.Research on Student Evaluations of Fuculty

By far the grentést amount of research in the areas of faculty
evaluation has béen on student ratings of college faculty. There have
been literally hundreds of studies conducted in this area. It would be
1mpms:ble to review alkof these studies here. Instead, an attempt will
be made to summarize some of tlm more important research findings
in rel;xtmnslnp to the reliability and validity of studcm rating sys-

.tems, as well as some of the: ﬁn(lm&,s on the correlates of student
. ‘ratings and the affects student r
Research findings in these thiee a

ve had on teacher behavior.
s should be useful to institutions
considering the establishment or revision of their faculty evaluation
or development programs.

Doyle (1975) in lns hook,: Student Evaluation ‘of Instr uitn:m pre-’

" sented one of the best reviews of research on-student evaluation that
we have in higher education today. On the reliability of studen’ rat- o
ings, he noted that th 1

to determine the relia student i'iting instrument. The
standard methods came unclc:l ﬂ he*u:lmgs of “internal consistency
or -homogeneity” and retest relmlnhty or stability.” He noted that a
number of published studjes have included measures of internal
copsistency, “and that most professionally constructed student rating
quiestionnaires employed these measures somewhere in their develop-
1 | idi eviewed, Doyle found that the imerml
grtedd in these studies compare quite
ﬂhlhtv of well-constructed, commercially-pube__
lished achievement tests. He concluded that student ratings can - be
very rehable in Lhe sense of internal consistency (p. 37), After re-

viewing studies on-the rctest mlmlnhty DE student ratings, he stated
that: '

d
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As far as reliability is concerned then, the cunciusinn is that’ student

. vatings can routinely he used for purposes of instructional impravemefit,
but that if thy are to he used for personncl decisions, -steps vqlll have
to be taken to improve their reliability over that of ratings, gathcred by
the typical igstrument constructed w hout aitention to data

unhty

Moreover, demonstrations of the reliability of a pnruculaf instrument in

a particular setting perhaps vught to”be required . .. (p. 45).
; ) .

+

Reliability, then, does not appear to be a problem as long as collcges

are willing to subject” their student rating” systems to” rc:lﬁblhty Te-
earch. .

? The question arises, “How valid are student ntingg?”'(‘jnﬂ of the
major problems mvnlved in establishing the validity of student rating
instruments has been, ebtaining agreement on appropriate validity

criterion measures. A number of researchers (McGuigan 1974;

M¢Keachie 1972; Cook and Neville 1971) agree that student gTowth,.

particularly in academic achievement, is the appropriate criterion of
teaching elfectiveness. There appedrs to be a lack of agreement, how-
ever, on what constitutes the best way te measure-this acluevémtnt
For example, most/ of the studies cited by Costin, Greenough, ang

Mf:nges (1971) us{: student grades as the criterion measure Gthers
use” an acluevement test or final exam at the eml of the course.

Relatwely fEW’Stll(hES have used actual student change data (e.g.,

7 pre versus’ post student achievement on a:common examination) as a\

criterion (Cahen, Trent and Rose 1973). - | :

There are 2 nuinber of reasons why few student change studles
have been done. C)m: of the most significant is the pmblem ‘of ‘work="

ing w:th ‘gain score (Crcnbach and TFurby 1970). In" spite of the .

measurement pr Dbl ms involved, however, it seems difficult to assert
student growth as a validity criterion and not attempt to gather
chmge data as evidence that growth has actually. occurred. - -

\ In/genf:ral very mmed ‘results have been obtained ‘in those studies
where student achievement change data have been used as a criterion

pf student change satisfy neither the prapanent‘i nor the’ opponents
~'of student evaluation, of ‘teaching.” -While some studiés (e.g. Frey.
Lcnard and Beatty 1975; Gessner 1973) have found significant posi-
thE correlatmns ‘between “student ratings and student achievement
gains, DthEl’"StUdlES ( Turner and Thompson 1974; Redin.and

*F

Rodin 1972) have ‘found-significant negative mrrelatmns The. |ssue,

.would appear to be far from settled.
The lack of agreement among research studies emmmmg relation-

]
o)
-
¢
n

r

- - measure. McKeichie, Lin, and Mann (1971, p. 436) summarize the
. s;Euatu:n by saying, “Previous data on validity in terms of the criterion
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plete without a description of tl

ships between student ratings and student achievement can be ex-
plained in a number of wiys (e.g., in appropriateness of sample size, -
design; procedures, and analysis). One definite issue is the type of stu-
dent rating instrument used. Some researchers (e.g., Doyle 1975
p. 82) recommend one overall instructor rating. Some use_global or

.“high-inference rating scales like the Purdue Rating Scale for In-
.struction (Remmers and Elliott 1927) and the SIRS developed at
. Michigan State University (Davis 1969). Others use relatively low-

inference scales, with a greater number of items like the Student
Evaluation of College Teaching Behaviors (Greenwood et al. 1973)
dc‘:veluped at the Umversl[y of Flmlda Same in‘;[ruments dr- not

ceptmns uf Lhexr own gmwth in a course. Htjg*m :md Hartley (197‘3‘)
found that one such instrumént measnred different aspects of in-
structor effectiveness than did a high-inference, more traditional type:
of rating scale. In short, different aspects of instructor effectiveness
may relate dlﬂt:rr:mly to different Jaspects of student achievement.
Recently .a study was conducted at the University of Florida
(Greenwoad, Hazelton, Smith, and Ware 1976) to examine relation-
ships between student ratings of instruction using a variety of rating
instruments and post student-achievement gains. This study, while
Jsiﬂg a v"’u-icty of studcm 'mimf fﬁlms, did not ﬁnd f;i}iﬂiﬁtz‘lnt re-

The resulL of [lm atudv su;agest th'iL 1[ stutlent aclnévement (at léast
in calculus and analytic geometry)” is an ‘hnpoftant criterion, then .
the use of student ratings alone to measure college teaching effective-

" ness is a questionable "practice, On the other hand, this does not

necessarily mean that students should not rate their instructors. Stu-
dent ratings constitute one kind of input and can be valuable for

x:eﬂé:in Lypt:\‘r of héulty evaluation and for f—‘lljlllt? deve]opt’nent

‘as achu:vemem tCs[s ic *nssumpm:m l:lmt Lhe instructor tlmt géts

hlgh student ratings is” producing student achievement greater than .
the-instructor that gets low ratings is a shaky one.

Baged on the %tlltlx&s nzvnewed in tlus p’lpEl‘ 1t would qppe:u tlmt
hns yet tg_ he u;hbhahed \IUIE IESE;!!’!JI is (]EEHIEE]}’ needed How-
ever, until the validity of student ratings has been established in these
térms, it would seem appropriate for colleges to seek other methods

. for Evalummg the teaching effectiveness of their [aculties.

lent ratings would not be com-
,,rﬂlates of student ratmgs Kullk

A discussion of the research o
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It is clear from this summary of research findings over many years

E

(1974) has provided us with an excellent summary on this subject,

d instructors
n-class differ-
imporlance.

1. Student variables: T1

and instruction
cnces in ratings. Sex, J,)g‘l.. ghu CH. ﬂll(l miajor are of trivi

\"n'i xhl(s’ Whit’h influcnre class ratings are class
liscipline or department of .
ugs within depart-
y [further, source of
mfujém novel may enjoy®.

Il. Teaching -:fﬂnﬂilimn'
size, clecied vs. ree
course. While subject nnm
s have not been deni
variation in class ratings, e ¢
antage over the medi

IIT. Teacher characteristics: Th:n. is probably a weak, positive correla-
tion between experience or acide e rak and student rﬂmgs although
the size and direction of this reliationship may.dilfer somewhat at different
types of .sche 115, Reseaveh productivity, of Tn;ult) menibors shows a similar
\n:ak ]’msmu Te :ltu:mshlp o smdcnt atings. Also, highly-rated instruc-

: gcnu.ﬂl} ::ullm::d and sophisti-

1V, Inieraction cff . Morsh and Wilder (L
instructor t + the bright students, he will Lm a
and theve -will hL a posiiive: tmrLI.mun Ln:twcu\ ratings ;md gﬁdl;s. lf hg:
teaches for the weaker students proved by the bright
students and a negative: o m wxll b;: ubtam;:d There i some evi-
dence that college students with diffcvent personality traits resporid dif-
ferently to highly stm;mlul and less suucmrl;d lLathmg stylLs. (p. 2)

4,

that- the conditions under which a [aculty member teaches and his

or her p«‘rsundl qualities mal-.c a difference in the ratings given by

students. Research has also shown that there is some consistency in
results of studies relating teacher characteristics to student ratings.
It can be sm:l that mtémctmn eflects play an important part in the

Fmally, thc most ;ﬂlpgrt111t studies in the area of student evalua-

tions in recent years have pmlmbly been the ones that have Exp]OI‘Ed
the relalmnshlp hetwe 'n stut,Ent ratmg:rl and c‘:hangca in fac:ult'y mem-

practn;es, then our presem stutlé'u r'mng metlmds wnuld Seem
justified. On the other hand, if student ratings lead to no significant
improvement, then other methods of changing teacher behavior
should be employed. c.

One of the. first persons to examine the relationship between stu-
dent feedback and fachilty behavior was Centra (1972b). He .under-
tnck a atutly durmg thg l‘)?l 72 ac‘adcmlc yc:;u at five chffcrent types ;
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* did their students, Centra (1972b)- “found “that his expectations were
generally fulfilled; the greater the-discrepancy—where the dlSCpranEy '
reflected the extent to which students rated teachers less favorably--

" student rating form in onc of their classes, The teachers were then

randomly assigned to zmé"gf’threg groups.

FE . . g

r:mng fnrm nt mldsz,m::slu :m(l n:cuvui i, summar) of thc resulis wuhm
a week along with some comparison data to aid in interpretation, In
research terms this is the “treatment” group, with the treatment in this
instance being cssentially what-is done at most ;ullcgcs that use student
ratings for instructional improvement, the results being seen only by
the instructor. ‘

. The no-feedback group. This gr@u'p used the faung form at midsemes- _
ter but did not receive a summary of results unti] the end of the semester.
This is the so-called *control” group.

enﬂ of thc semester to detcrmmg whclhcr midsemester rauugs ‘had a
SEI\SIII?lng‘ f:ﬁect on lr::uihen m Lh: no- fEL‘L“JEH;k grnup, that is, whether
: even without getting

Centra hypt:thes:zed that if student feedback 1mprcved instruction,
then the end
been better than either the no-feedback or the_ posttest ‘group. It was

not. fn fact 111 three: grnups Lurned out to he nearly 1dent1cal m theu

SH’LH:(‘.DTS whD rEcE;ved Student feedbat:k dld not ﬂDtlt:E;ibly delfy_ -
.I:hen* teaching practices in the half-semester. This finding ‘was triie
for instructors in all disciplines, from both sexes, and w1t11 v irying
- amounts of teaching Experlence

Had Centra smppeds thErE; the rEsults wculd have suggested thati_.t_

pracm:es But add:tmﬁal analyses pr«:wed that th:s was not" the case.

Teachers in thé féedback and no-feedback groups were asked to, re-

spond at mid-semester. to slightly reworded items from the- student

form, such as whether they thought they had ‘made their objectives .
- clear, .and whether they thought they were encouraging students to

think. for themselves. It was hoped: that student feedback iwotild
effect changes in teachers. who rated themselves more favorably than

“than the teachers apparentl}' Expeﬁed—tb g‘re;;e_r‘the 11k§11h9t3d gg :

change (p: 21). .
What are the.implications of Centra’s research for us tc:day? First,,

y "’they support the utility of student ratmgs for instructional improves.:
_ment—mstruz:t;onal improvement not in the sense of enhancing stu-

of-semester ratings of the feedba ack group should have -

]
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dent learning, but in the sense Df _changing instructor- bPhavmr in the
_ classroorm, Seccndly, they support the. point that 5tud 2nt ratings are
a limited way of improving teaching and that th ~zir ‘impact will vary
according to the “treatment” given the student responses (Centra
1972b, p. 22). The magnitude of changes in instructor behavior was
“not great in Centra’s study. More- research is needed to determine
whether or not publicized ratings would have resulted in gn,merx
changes. Finally, this study suggested that there may be other forms "
of feedback to the instructor that would be more effective th;m
computer printouts. '
More ‘recently, McKeachie and Lin (1975) have: explored .the
effects that personal feedback of student ratings have had on teacher
behavior. The results of their study indicate that student -ratings
" alone are not very helpful in changing teacher behavior, but that a
plan for using student ratings in_the counseling of teachers is. Could
it be that the greatest value of 5tudent ratings will be in their use in
faculty development programs, as oppmtzd to their use in the evalua-
tion of f,aculty for promotion or tenure? . e
Research on Colleague, Administrator, and Self- Evaluations of Faculty,
This section will review briefly a selected group of the more cur-
rent research studies in the areas of colleague, self-, and administrator
evaluation of faculty. The reader is referred to the works of Genova
(1976)3 Miller (1974, 1972), and Scott’ (19'74) for more c:ornpleu: re-
views of research in these three.areas. g
: Centra (1975) recently studied the rr,,habll;ty of colleague ratmgs in -
the evaluation of college teachers, His study was an attempt to find
answers to the following questions: “. . . How would colleague ratings -
based on actual classroom observationscompare with student ratings? ©
How reliable would colleagué evaluations be when the. influence of
- teaching reputation is minimized?” (p. 328).. The study itself was
conducted in a new, small ‘university. Student and colleague ratings
were obfamed frorn 78 teachgrs Far 54} Df these, complete n:olleagne :

all ranks, it ther&fore appear&d to be represemaiwe of thE total -
faculty 'I'o famhtaté ﬁomparxsons QE student and t:olleague racmgs,
dent Instrucnon Ratmg (Centra 1972&) and used as the mstrumem
for colleagué ratings. Items selectéd for the colleague rating version
reflected practices that could be observéd during a class visit. ‘Each
teacher-in the study was observed and rated twice by each of three

32 , . ‘ 40 o
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lleagues for a’ltotal of | six separate ratm'rs Partlclpants 'were
vlslted by colleague:f. frc\rn both their own and’ othEr departments, and

* most of the visits occurred i in the last half of- the winter term. Finally, -
the student ratings used for mrnpanson in the research were collected
in the last week of classes with the:SIR form.

: Centra (1975) founcl that tolleaguazs were very gerﬁ:rgus in their

,1veness, the zwerage énlleagu’
(sd = 43) Student ratmgs f

gént ral;er_s. was 85 whlle for 15 r:olleague ‘Taters 1t was cmly 7. Alsa,,_; T
the “average correlatmn ‘among” ratings by different ‘col Eagues was o
' slxghtly under .26 (i1975 p- 331) Centra feels that the low reliability . e
. for calle;igue ratings is serious enough to-cast doubt on the value of '
o colleagu atmgs He believes that reliablé colleague’ evaluation would "'

. requue several v151t5 to a f'lculty mEmbErS clas_ses by at least a dgzgn

‘=xpect5 of teachmg that colleague% would seem’ to be able to judge_ ;
Amﬂng these weré the “instructor’s qualifications and knowledge infa.. .. "
' subject, the course syllabus and  objectives, the _reading lists .and P E
- materials employed in instruction and the assignments and examina--. ¥
7 tion" (1975, p.-335): Finally, he felt that colleagues rmght also be able
'+ to judge concrete evidence of student achievement in the form of,.
- test- resull;si term papers, or course prc!_;ects '

2 hat ratmg% by cnlleagues rmght be used 'to- supplgment ratmgs -
hy students. In their-research on student ratings, they -found that
. there were. ‘certain. items that faculty, not students, could observe and
"_Evaluate They felt that ' colleague - rating scales could be dgveloped
- from these items (pp.-37-38). In this investigation, Hildebrand et al, ;
_;ﬂalsc discovered fairly high agreement between faculty and_students . - S
in terms of a given teacher's teaching effectiveness. (Hildebrand et
.. al, 1970 p. 7). Kulik (19‘74) has reported .more recently that such
R agrzement ‘between .- these ‘two . groups -has been found -in several
L7 studies,” . : o
In summar'y, it would appear ‘that there is still ccmsxderable ::t:m- ’
. fusion regarding the role of colleague evaluation of faculty in higher
e:iucatmn Although a aubstantml number of Educators lmve ex-

4L »1,»’*;“53
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. pressed their personal views -(Miller 1972'; Eble-1972;7 I{ullk 1974;

Kulik and McKeachie 1975; Seldin 1975), research studies investigat-
ing the rgllabzlny and validity of c:alleague evaluation for purposes
of evaluating teaching, research, or service performance have yet to bE‘
c:amed out. . - : : .

Let us now look at some of the research on administrator raungs

- of college faeulty Kulik (1974) has reported that “Insofar as it is pos-

sible to Judgg from published research, ratings of a téeacher by a“,
administrator are virtually interchangeable™ ~with ratings by the

‘teachers’ colleagues” (p..3). One study described by Kulik was con-

ducted by Blackburn and. Clark (1971) in a small midwestern college. -
They found a correhtmn of .62 between ratings by administrators
and by colleagues, and suggest that this is probably ‘as high a correla-
tion as the reliabilities of the two composites would allow. “These
researchers also ‘found a correlation .of .47 between admm;stratwe

‘ratings and student ratings of teaching effectivéness. They conclude
‘that the correlation between ratings of administrators and students—

if adjusted for upreliability—would probably be about the same as
that between ratings by students and colleagues (Kulik 1974, p. 3).

It is not possible, however, to generahzg from this one study that
colleagtie, administrator, and student evaluations tend to correlate -

at a high. level. We have even fewer research studies on administra- -

tor evaluation of faculty than we do on colleague evaluation. A.

great deal more research is needed to determine.the associations that
exist, if any, between colleague, student, and admmlstramr evalua-
tions of faculty.

As we have seen, support for f'lculty self-evaluation as a teachlng
appraisal technique has come from Miller (1972). Miller rex:ommendgd

-that it be adc:pt,ed as part; DE an evaluative system because:

As one dr:velnps greater self-awareness, he is aahle to respond more effec-
tively to the arcas and interests of others, and he is.more likely .to
observe unapnken ¢lues to behaviors and needs (p 35). .

. Theére are, however, several strong critics of the évaluation of teach-
ing performance through self-evaluation. Eble (1972), for example,
suggested that the subjective nature .of self- 1ppralsal ‘would not be
a substantial addition to"evaluation processes that, in his view, were
most in need of objective d;ita Interestingly enough, there has been
at least one research study that would give strength to this position.
Blackburn and Clark (1971) found little support for the usefulness of
faculty self-ratings. In their study, they reported negligible correla- .

3
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‘tions bEtween self-evaluations and Evalu, 1 ons b}' -administrators,
colleaguies, and students (Kulik 1974, p. 8). . :
One of the problems with self-evaluations is that they are not

. x:ampasue ratmgs. In campnsxte ratmgs, such as student or x:cnlleague

e

. emerges frnm d:sparace views. Self-ratmgs, on the other hand aref }_.
' . not composités but evalhiations from a single person. In self:reports, ‘4

~ format weighting of all kinds and sources of information that clearly !

" outlines evidence. désired should be mandamry chermse, the. dull '

instructor may,.assign himself-a’ more generous.rating than..the bril- L

lleam or good teacher who is self-effacing. .

. The AAUP "Startement on Teaching. Evaluation’ -pfesents both c:E

the “argumentsthat are being made “for-dnd against faculty -self- ™ R
\_:valuauons today: -~ : = ‘

: T8 7 .
The l:mnauans of self-evaludtion are obvious, and neither the r;eacher
ituti i satisfied] with -self-evaluation alone, How-

lmls or as mcmbers nf cgmmllmgs can -

,,15 [;u;ully mfzmbgrs Lh: Dppﬂrzumty'
. to assess th I iveness, and to add their.own interpreta-
4 tion of student ratings and classroom visitations can increase the use- '

o fulness of self-evaluation as a part of the review process: (1974, p. 170) L -

If one of the major purposes of faculty evaluation is for “faculty

development, then it .would secem appropriate to“inclt de self-evalua- = .

tion as part of the evaluation process, The reflection stimulated by .
~ self-evaluation can be rewarding for both the faculty' member and the '
_college. A faculty member's views on his or lier place in a total edu-.
7 ~cational program provide baseline data for the establishment . of in-.
-+ dividual development goals. These views. also: provide a college with
an inventory of its human resources. '

Summary

searéh mnducted in the are nf student Evaluanon pnmnrlly in the
ared of student ratings. Even wnth this extensive research, we havée not
been able to establish the validity of student ratings in terms of stu-
dent achievement. More research is abv;ously needed; particularly at
the 'institutional level, to establish both the rEll{lb!llLV and vahduy
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oE ‘the various rati ng instruments bamg used tnday I, contrast, thE R
-areas of calleague. administrator, and self-evaluation of'teacher per-
formance have received very little research attention. Be.:’ause of this’

lack of research, very few cr:nm:lusmns can be drawn regarding the im-
' pact ‘of these types of evaluations on “either student- learning or faculty
o ~ behavior. Most, people who have studied one ‘or more of these formg
J -of evaluation, However, would recommend that faculty evaluation = .
.. ‘should not rely on dnly one source of information for data. The best
approach to ,E;Lcull:y ‘eviluation would appe;ir to bE one that is as
cnmprehenswe as possible.
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i any ferms oE mnevatlve
i5iveé list Gf these does

reeem; developmenl;s thet mlght snmulate ethers te thmk more
; deeply about - their own faculty development . activities. The mam
“intent here will be to illustrate and not .evaluate, The programs-in--
ﬂ'eluded are those fm“ whieh"’ dese’riptions were ‘av’ailable and that

L seleetlvlty enterla then these were used
~Since in’ some cases topics ave.parallel-and- in- mher czees ‘rmt the
reader mlghL find it helpful to cen51der the fellowmg questions:

e What 'type'of goéls are expressed Lhrough the pmgram?

':_, ® How was the pmgr;m nrgamzed and staffed?

%Hﬂmt were the major activities of the pmgram?

@ What method of fundmg was used to support the program?

. How has- the program been evaluated? -

] Wlmt poln:xe; has the pmgrem established that appear to be .

" related to its success?
, R l' . :
-‘A Umuerszty Faculty. Deueluj;ment Pragram—?yraeuse Uﬂmersztys
Center for Instructional Deuelapment )

The creation of the Center for Instructional Development (GID)
’.'at Syracuse' Unjversity was based on a series of asmmptmns The first’
,-;vaesumptmn was that the future of the ‘institution rested on a lugh

“creased student enrollment and decreased attrition. The secemd as-

“were generally insensitive to the needs, interests, and abllltles of the
jnd;wdual;student The third and final assumption was that major
 and long- lastmg improvements in curriculum and instructional pro-
:grammlng wauld not take plaee unlesa a stlmulus for c:hange was
87

‘quality and exciting academic program’ that: would bring about in-

sumption stated that traditional curriculum and course struetures N

i
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prcmded and unless an effective pr \;edure for ehange was cle51g d
‘and’ implemented (Dmmoncl 1975, p. 2).
CID was established in July 1971 as. ar outgrowth of and
placement for,” the Center for Instructional. Communications (CIG)
<at Syracuse. A reorganization of existing personnel, tombined with
5108 000.in new" funds permltted additional staff to be. hr.rer:l in de- -
velopment and ev:ﬂuetmn as well as m some of the’ audlovxsuel sup- .
port -areas-that. provided campus-wide serwces, which were a part of -+
the on-going responsibilities retained from. the former CIC aper:mon _
In addition, for maxlrnum eﬂieleney, all eampus audlowsual services -
that previously had not been -part of the-CIC were. I:rnught together
.in this new Center, which meluded both the still an rm;mon plcture
- - photographic-units that were forrnerly’separ
jt7soon" becime- -apparent . that havmg major media:s
the center caused eonfusmn al,mul; the fum:tmns of the eenter and

fiond 1975, p %)
The center now of

Academig; Affairs a

Chancellor for Instruetmnal Development to whorn hé eenter re-

ports. Also reporting to. this office is the “Direétor of Audio- and -

Visual Support. Drgamzatlonally, the Center has six units. A key one .

is Development, which consists of four Eull time . professionals - ‘who ™

are - responsible for working with departmente on major projects.
~ Their task is to choose which-projects the Center should . undertake,

" to-plan and design them in collaboration with the departments. and-
fac:ulty members involved, and to call on the Center’s technical. staff
and resources as needed. Each project has one of the Center's top .
professional staft membeérs-in  charge, and that person is responﬂble
for every aspect of the project until is it completed and phased into
ithe _regular operation of the academic department,

" Thesecond major unit of the Center is the Research and ‘Evelue-
‘tion office. The- Center staff conSIdere it especially sig ificant that
_evaluation is an on- gmng, in-house function, built into every projeéct
from its’ mceptlen. At Syracuse -t is considered vital for research ex-
- perts to :be in_on the start of a a project to lielp define objectives, de-
sign espeelalfy apprepnate measulemem instruments, and monitor the 4

| progress_of the project throughout. The purpose. of this unit is pri-

. marily te assist those mvolved in the pm_]eet to improve it as it gcel\

along R 5 ‘
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A th;rd ma]gr part gf the Cencer is iject .Advance, one of the -
argest high scbmlicllege articulation programs in’ the country, en-

1ling over 2,000 students- in’40 school. dnstrxcts throughout- New
Yark State Pm]ec: Adv‘ance grew Dut of the t;ampus ECI‘.IVIUEE af the o

art of ‘their- regular teaching load and as a, part of the students’
normal .academic program. The project operates on a break-even -
basis, thereby allowing the charge to students for university. overhead.
and’ credit to be modest. First field-tested in the fall of 1973, the
project had by 1975 expanded to nearly 60 school dlstncts, with con-

tinued expansion annc pated. | -

A C;raphn:s and: Printing unit is the.fourth elemem: in the Center.

; Staffed by three prnfesmgnal amsts, it handles all. laynut and dealgn,

Y umversxty tramed am:l superwsed hlgh schocl tear_hers as

charge, for faﬂulty to use in J.he‘classmgm Slgmﬁcantly, thougl most
- of the media support units of the Umvers:ty are located ifi*sH Audio
and Visual Support Services unit saparate from the Cemer, but re-
sponsible to-it. : . : : .
‘A fifth component of the Center is an mdependent Learmng
" Laboratoty, a 78-station facility used pnrnanly to field-test the initial.
drafts of new ‘material before béing generally used on students. The
Learning Laboratory is designed to permit students to use instruc-
--- tional sequences that use various media, ranging from audio tapes and
simple programmed booklets, to tape/slides, ‘film, and multimedia
sequences. Each week, an average of 1,000 students sign-in for up to
80 courses, In addition, seven of the University’s computer terminals _
are located ‘near the Lea mg L'lbDl"’ltDr}’ to, permit use of cgmputer-
simulations and various computatmnal techniques. - : »

A sxxl:h unit, added recently, is Test Scormg ;md E\mluatmn Thls _

are free ta use on a voluntary bas:s
" The Center is,staffed not: only by the full-ti
‘also by FE“DWS -in - Instructional - Developmen t— faf;ulty members .
vwﬁnse txrne 1s recgmpensed with the approval of appropriate depart.
“ment chaxrmen and deans, thmugh the use of dlSCIEl‘lOﬂal‘}’ funds'at
Vthe Gentgr dlsposal Usually, six to engl\t faculty are awarded. these

h”year and are xpmd for a period durmg the summer
_at a I“itE -equivalent- to their regular. salary lndwldual departments

. also prcvxile support_ fm‘ *‘lddltlDﬂE’ll faculty to work on develnpmental

A
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projects, and, graduate interns from the School of Education serve in
the Center as well. =~ "~ ’ BT o
The Center for Instructional- Development has created a very
elaborate process for faculty: development that has been described by
Diamond et al. in a publication entitled Individualized Develop-
ment for Individualized Learning,in Higher Education (1975): The
process covers twd major stages: (1) design, and (2) production, im-
.- plementation, and evaluation.. The basic steps of their model in the.
production and implémentation stage of curriculum and instructional
development are (1) stating objectives, (2) ‘design of evaluation instru-
‘ments and procedures, (8) selection of internal design format, (4)
_evaluating ‘and selecting existing materials, () designing .and field
testing new materials, (6) logistical coordination, and (7) implemen-
tation, evaluation, and revision. In ‘using this model; the Centgr has -
been .directly involved in over 50 projects, ranging’ from’ individual
courses 10 éntire curricula, and has worked. with over 20Q faculty mem-
bers. While the Cenger is still supporting sorhe single cours¢ projects,
there has heen a tendency over its five-year. history for schools and de- .
" partments to 'request Centér involvement in projects of far’ greater’
magnitude. For example, some-recent projects cf the Center have in-
cluded a 12-credit calculus sequence, a freshman-year School of Archi- .
tecture Design Core, competency-based Music Education: and Synaes- -
thetic Education programs, a curriculum design project in gerontology
and a new undergraduate curriculum design effort in the university's
“School of Edutation, ., - - : I
« This Center seems to be accépted as an-established part of the ~
" academic administration at.Syracuse. It-is financed with §275,000 per
year in “hard money” from the regular university budget—not- by
outside grants (Gross 1975, p. 4). In-1974-75 the University Senate’s
budget .commiittee reexamined every major activity to decide where
. ta -belt-tighten, and commissioned a study to determine whether the
=~ . . Céenter deserved cotitinued support. The study revealed overwhelming .
’ -endorsement imong ' faculty . members and departments that had’
worked with the Center. : :
" According to Diamond: Co _ IR

, £

e

A Center like this onc can be cstablished by any small “mstitution” ... . |

w [Syracuse enrolls 10,000 undergraduates and -with-only a modest endow-
ment derives most of ‘its.operating income [romi -t tion.] Ig would take
an initial investment of under S60,000 and some df that would be re-
_sources. and people already. pvailable. merely needing to be redeployed
and facused in a new way. Instructional development is much more 4 ,
“matter of institutional commitment than of throwing mongy ormedia

at your problems. (Gross 1975, p. 4) = = "
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A C.'allsgs Ganmrtmm fur Faculty Dfuslapmeni—(}rfat Lak&s

".Colleges Association’s (GLC‘A) Cansmzzal Exj::erimgnt in Faculty

" Development

~In- 1973, a Kalamazoo Enghsh teacher,- then acting, presdent of
GLCA, selected a group of teachers to become a task force on improv-

‘lmg teaching. That task force, representing a va iety, of disciplines and

12 GLCA schdols, became, the Professional Activities Committee that

l‘bqth the GLCA Academic Council and Board and -was. seeded by a
grant from the ‘Lilly Endowment, Inc., . to run from July 1974 to

- $400, DDD from Lllly and over $EOD DDO fmrn the mllﬁges durmg thls
" “experimental period. .

Government of the pmgram is by an adv:sory bcnard oE GLCA
tEachers and administrators and includes an employed: staff of three

the GLCA prend&nt for the purpose of :lpprovmg policy, offering
critical advice and, in some cases, :155|stmg the stafE in implement-
mg the program.. ) s

R sult;mt s.f:t*vmeP mtermstltutlonnl wmkshaps Qn mdnﬂdual teachmg
w7+ issues, and the "development pf bibliographic and other resources.

" sp*iWned a proposal for a faculty development pmgram With only
minor modifications, .the proposal survived the ¢ritical scrutiny’ of

o
}

- June 1977 Fmanclal support for the program is expected to be over:

."people, two on a part-time basis. Board mf:rnbf:rs are appointed by _

Both the elements. and the organization of'the Program are .being ;

% tested and criticized. Pnrumpants in any aspect of the ngram are
‘lskéd for EV‘!IL!REIQHS

vshlps, suppﬂrtmg e‘icrzllenc& in tElcl,mg, will have’ been camplc:ted .

-~ by June 1977. ‘Thirty-four GLCA faculty members are now finishing
. Fellowship responsibilities and more than forty new Fellows g'lthered‘
for an initial conference in the spring of 1976, Appointed:by their in-

.ing,” Fellows are commissiofied to.work toward personal profEssmnal

leldual institutions on the basis of “potential for growth in teach-

ob_]e;*:m'es, to assume responsibilities for stimulating interest in’ teach- .

ing issues on their home campuses, and to meet with the entiré group
of Fellows. to.examine liberal edm:atmn bath m plulcnsophy and
‘classroom applications. - B

The application procedure this year Emplms:zed potentml relation-

--ships between a Fellow's-long-term professional growth and his or her

examination, through a pru]ect of any of a wide_ range of in-. -
~ structional, plulosephlcal and. mstltutmml concerns. “The new Fel- .
. lows are not required to make fmal project. plans until this summer’s
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‘workshops are mncluded but prehm;mry proposals mdlcate -
- terest in such diverse issues as teaching wrltmg desxgmng new cur- ‘
‘ricula in urban-and women’s studiés, retraining.in Renaissance and R

art. hxstclry, ‘reaching less able students, using cornpu:er—assmed in- -

" struction, ;md evalu1t1ng the structure of. liberal education. ‘
The 197677 FEllows met for a weakend conferencein" ‘April and_ '

attended two- workshnp sessions, lasting inore than a week each, in:

_..June and July. The fiist session of the summer workshop included a
© colloquia on values'in liberal education, progra ams on classic teaching

styles, learning theories and methodologies, “and opportunities. to
examine personal styles of learning and teaching. A general emphasis

of the second séssion, in which spouses of Fellaws were -invited to -
‘ panmpate, was on changing patterns in caréers afid hfe—styles

- The newly-ippomted group of Fellows-is more hgterogennus Vthanr-
the first round. A. dlsproportmnate number of the firsit group were

" social scientists and.a majomy were . assistant ‘professors. The new

group represents, in almost eqlal number, the human
the social and the naturil sciences, and nineteen new: Fellows are’

associate or' full professors. Also, to date ‘almost: twice as many women e

have been selected as in the previous ; round of I‘ellowshlps
Gﬂmulian: S&TUIEEETIIE Con;ultam Service was estabhslled

. October 1975 to credte ‘the opportunity for an individual, or a

small group of faculty to discuss teaching issues with a ‘colleague
from another campus. The Service is designed to encourage teachers
to examine issues relevant to their own teaching and to discuss and
work on these systematically with as "much freedom frm'ﬂ c1m}u5 .
social and rolitical pressures_as possible. This basic “use "of" the
Service' is increasing;, but expressed needs of- a slightly different -
variety have resulted in a lljgll:'ll but unanticipated outgrnwth of the "
Consultant Service—"mini-workshops.” To date, these one-clay con- -
ferences hive gathered faculty members from three or four ﬂaghbar-
ing colleges to consider such topics as the teaching of foréign lan- .-
guages, videotaping of teaching, and the pun:lmse, mamtenance, and
operation of audiovisual equipment. ; s :

Interinstitutional Workshops—The mtcrmstnutmml wnrkshops are

" the element of the Faculty Development Program'’s first three years of

activity that touchied the greatest number of GLCA faculty members.
GLCA interinstitutional workshops liave been. scheduled by, faculty
request .and planned by faculty members. Each workslmp is designed
around one central teaching issue and brings together between 30 and -
50 participants, usually for two or three’ days. The ,workshop is
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A Statewide ngmm for Faculty Dswlaﬁmsnt=ﬂmzd§ s Cammumt}r

'5 stntuuons and to continue intercampus Excnange )
The 51X workshﬂps held in 1975-76 were: Student- Faculty Rela=
tmns Teachmg Df Urban Smdles, The U;es nf the Qutdgor Envm:m=

Workshop Ear_‘h was pmpased and after apprtwal by the Faculty
. Development., Board, ‘planned by faculty membersffro n one or more
 GLCA instituticns. There was no other ;:nmmon requlrement and
~ while the program offered counsel and” ﬁnancml assistance, the style,,
: fﬂ;mat and basic ab_;ect:ves weré the responsibility of ‘the faculty
- members planning the workshop.

Eualuanarz Durmg 1975 an “extemal lewew team was employed

ways w:th formatwe asessmt:rxt uf the prugrarns elements and thc:
impact on mdw:duals and institutions. The téam then pmpnsed that
‘the next phase of the program'should primarily be evaluated from
within, although eacli member of the: team agreed to continue in a
speclal relationship to the pragram _ :

rmtment to'liberal educﬂnon yet represent both varied resources and
considerable differences in appmm:h ‘and philosophy. The program
‘adm nistrators’ believe most guad teachefs want to improve pro-

' »Eess;onally, and "they. believe coming together from different institu-

both teachers and colleges. A prime goal of the program has been to
keep aware of and centered on the needs represented’ by diverse in-

Scholl 1976, pp. 1-3).

C\bllsge Staff and Pr ‘ogram- Da:ﬂf‘lupnmnt (SPD) Project —
In 1968 the Florida legxslature approved a special statewide fund-
mg pr{jgram fDl’ staE ancl pmgram develnpment (SPD) for the state 5
initial fundmg at the rate of 3 percent of college salaries for staff
\ dcvclapment activities. In. 1978, a_new procedure_for- determmmg the
apparnonment Df state Eund Ilorrdas 28 cummumty collegﬂ dis-

and‘prcg‘ram dg‘:velcpment autlmnsatmn and fnrmulatmn from law

~—="7""State Board of Education Rule 6A-14.29 now provides the authority

for.the SPD proé*r\am and provides the allocation. formula. Further

geared to Encaunge follow:up activity within the part:cxpatmg in-"

In summary, the twelve GLCA lnstxtutmns share a common com-

“tions' stimulates thinking and fosters broader bases of suppﬁtt‘far‘_

itutions, while giving support and encouragement to each (1eed and
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‘dlrf:c‘tlon for administering the SPD program remains with the. State

Board’s Division of Community Coll&ges, and funding. is now at the

- rate of 2 percent of each college’s previous year's apportionment for

current operation: (Division of Community Colleges 1976, p. 1).

A Staff and Program Development Guidelines Comfhnittee, cqnfﬂst-_
ing of representative members of the community college system, aids .

~ the Florida Division of Community Colleges in maintaining gmdes'

. tion Forms.

o L 5;2

lines for the ‘SPD. program. The SPD program is 'coordinated by a sys-

tem of one, SPD représenhuve from each community college. At the

Vcollege level, howaver, a -variety of staff development models are in

operation, ranging from the pse of staff dEvﬁ'Iopmem committees and

comprehensive programming to one-man operations am:l limited~

focus projects. : ol
Under the program each- collzge SPD- \:Dmdmdtor is fequired ‘to

“submit three forms in ‘the planning and evaluation of his or. her

college’s staff and program development activitiés to the ‘Division of.
A Cﬂrﬂmumty Colleges. The first fs:rm is tlie “Fivé-Year Goals:Plan.”
On this form are mIEnuﬁecl the long r1nge gcals for staE and f;rcg:ram ,

development as deter

tmued Gmls Pl;m. The sg’:c@nd form 1equlred by the Elvnsmn is

of staff and program d v&lcpmem activities. An Ar:nvnty Evaluation

" is prepared for each discrete activity. Finally, a “Financial Report:

Summary” form. is submitted with edch ccxlléc:ucm of ACELVlE‘{ ‘Evalua-

Basic to the staff and program development concept is' that it is not

a device to obtain more ‘operating funds for the- community colleges. -

The use of staff and program development funds to pay. for normal

‘ operating expenses is not per mitted under this system. Since staff and

program ﬂEVﬂloprﬂEn[ funds are appropriated for staff and program
develﬁpment pur poscs, the fallnwmg restrictions are in. operat;on

l Salanes=l‘uq;1mg new imsmnns with stall and program dmelnpm:nl
authorized, is limited to planning and initiating new pro-
it of saluries for such posilions from ‘stafl and program
¢ development funds i ted to a maximum .of three years,
- Funding L"-mlmg‘ pnsllm s with stalf and program development .money, -
when authorized, is [imited to providing released time for pl 'ilrig or
study which . contributes “divectly and measurably to program develop-
“ment. 5Staff gnd program development fumls may be used, for salary in=
creases or, fringe benefits only for pnsmnns supported from staff .and
. progrim development funds, . :
Qal‘ny P‘])ln!.nl!i fibe 0. h, hmllLd o pmgl.lm initiation "or uﬂmmcmcm
r']lhu‘ lh.m ;x]unsmn of L‘:(hung [rograms, L

" required to review Lhem pl'ms :md subnu; Elther an upd’\ted or con-.. .~
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2 Er;mpmenz l“mclmsmg v;qmpmx:m vmh stalf and program d:velﬁp-
.ment funds is llmitcd to program initiation or improvement- rather than
expansion - of (:x,lsung ‘programs. In addition, the equipment must not,

. merely - diplicate or replace 1 cquipnmm. nicre:ly inqréase e'xisting :
inventories; ‘or meet reguls

* chased with staff arid__'pr

tion on lhg bas;s of spz:cml Jusuﬁ ti
- A limitation. of three years applu:s to eqmpmcm rental and t:qmpm:n:
incremental pun:hasca - -

-3 Contingency—=A - hudgctcd cmitmg&:nq is gmmmed [in an amount not
eed ‘two percent ‘of the staff and program dt:velapmem allocation
he college for the year of the contingency. Exrmnduum af cammg«:ncy ;
" funds ' must be congistent with the ‘giidelines. . . - D

¥

4, Self Stndy—SEafF and ‘program development funds must not be used to
‘pay the direct costs of mecting Sonthern Association or other accrediting
agency selﬁstud} requir mcnls (Dwxsmn ol Cammumfy Coljeges 1976 S

p7)

é
-

me 1969 to 1975 Florida's two-year colleges h we spent $14,374,-

296 . their SPD programs. Their 197475 expenditures alone - «
imounte d to -$2,421,866, Table 6 prmuleg a desx:i‘lptmn of §PD
expenditures by Program Planning and Budget System (PPBS) pro-*

gram areas fot 1974-75. _
It can be seen from this table that most of the Eum:ls in' 1974 7:::
were spent on instructional staff, H wever, this program cdoes not limit

“expendittires to only full-time teachmg Eaculty Funds in this system

have ‘been and are being spent on’ programs for '1dmmlst;ranve,
clerical, and other support staff (Zion and Sutton 1973, pp. 41-51).
In summary, one might describe the Florida SPD model as a compre-.

hensive -staff developmen?- system that includes crgamzatmnal as

- A4 Rengnml Cansmimm :for [‘aculty vaslaj;ment—Kanms Ezty

Regional Council for de:dtmn 5 C.'sntm f@r

-*Professional Demlapment ' : -

In 1972 the Kansas City, Regmnnl Council ‘for H;gher Education
(KRCRCHE) began to shift its programs and services mcrcasmgly jnto.
the area of piofessional development. In' 1974  the Center for Pro--. -
as established by a three-year grant of $2D2 .
150 from the W. K. Eellc‘;gg Foundation. It was 1greed let re- .
saurcesghnth cash and in-kind—from - KGRCHEs central program., -
buéiget and [ram thes participating CD“EEES and’ universities would

_also be :nmmnged to the Center anriually, Member contributions have




taken the form of an annual $500 institutional fee, ELB&EQﬁ%mh
matching for grants made by the Center to homgfampus; pro-
fessionals. The Center's budgets for the two-years of its operation,
with a projection for the tlurd year, yield the following totals (Gaxge ~

1975 p.7: : L /
: _ KCRCHE &

Year o ©  WKKF " Members Total+

Conemas $5020  §25,006 $ 75,816 ‘,
197576 - 950 88842 100702 ‘
1976-77 o . 75,950 81469 . 1074197
{projected) .
8-year totals . $202,150 $90,377 . $292,527

3

Theré are approxim*itely 2, 500 fac:ulty members ai d

drawn pnmar f —Frey Glleges and umversmes of
KCRCHE, and with fassnstance as well from other program officers on’
‘the KCRCHE professional staff. A detailed description of the Center’s .

« " services is cohtained in a program bmchure, but its ma]nr campcnents
“can be summanzed as Ecllowa. :

Services for te‘ﬂflung effectiveness and retmmmg :
Individual services are availahle to ‘those who want to increase thmr
lcﬂthmg effectiveness, or to prepare fm' néw leau:hmg assignments within
the home institution. Such services ' include in-class observation  and
LI evaluation of the teacher's cl:lssmgm performance; assistan he ..
’ development of course _materialy,- ¢ ind Tr _
c}:‘gammtmn. “assistance with pmpasﬂl wrmng for support af the in-
dividual's prnft:ssmlnl development, projects: ‘and “help _with s.abbaucal
and lm\g srange carcer plannmg’. To these ends, private consultation,
L wurkslmps. information s¢rvices, and short-term internships are available

. i and tiirough -the Center.

1

s

o want ta increase: lhenr
new leachmg assxgnmems
: the:job observa:
france, Tsisdnce
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with materials, -administrative methods, and models of administrative
organization; assistance with proposal-writing for support of the indi-
vidual's professional devcloptient projects; and help with sabbatical and
long-range career planning. To these ends, private consultation, work-

‘shops,” information  services, and short-term internships are available in,

and through the Center.

Personal services:

The Center gives particular attentiofl to issues which arise in, the pro-
fessional lile-cycle, New teachers get. assistance with standard and non-
traditional classroom methods, independent study, course design, biblic
graphical resources, student-advising, and long-range carcel

: g, and longrange earcer planning.
Mid-career professionals get assistance with interest-aptitude testing, in-
dividual consultation, and group discussion of mid-career interests and
problems, Presretirement planning offers timely attention to financial,
avocational, and other aspects of retirement. Career assessment and relo-
cation services include help with preparation of professional resumcs,
testing. and assessment of carcer alternatives, and job-search procedures
for those whose contracts are not renewed, Psychological sérvices, both.

individual and group, are available to those who [ace especially difficult
career ‘or personal problems,

Information services:

By virtue of its localion within the Kansas City Regional
Higher Education, the Center can provide cach individual
with a direct link to a wide information-network, bath
KCRCHE meiuber-campuses, ind beyond them in the widér community-
: The KCRCHE staff coustantly -monitor the broad
field of professional practice to find out what is ha g where, who-
is doing it, how it is being done,"and whether or 1o
tion is also available on regional and national conferences;

professional

. mectings, advanced-degree and post-doctoral programs, and funding op-

portunities. (Gaige 1976, pp. 3-4)

“Two things'in particular distinguish the operational style of t
Center for Professional. Development. First, the members of its staff
work primarily on a onc-to-one basis with individual teachers and
administrators from the member campuses. Group activities—work-
shops and. conferences—are conducted to deal efficiently and cost-
ec ' he
staff with,a wide range of initial contacts that may resylt in in-
dividual consultation; but in spite of its staff-intensive character, the
staff at the-Center has become convinced that one-to-one consulta-
tions are the most effective and relevant way in which prgfeasiénal

 effectively with common areas of interest and need and to provide t

it works. Informa®®

]
he

- assistance can be provided: Secandly, complete confidentiality is as-

sured to a]l who request the services of the Center. with the full

- support of the-participating institutions, it is"clearly understood 'that

the Center siaff will make no report to the home campus on their

relationships witlh clients, except at a client's request.

56
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of 1974, the Center’s staff has worked with 335 campus professionals
in direct, one-to-one consultation. Addidonally. 54/ persons have been
in attendance at Center-sponsored conferences ‘and workshops, some -
Qf which were dlﬂiVEl‘Eﬂ diﬂ:ctly to member campuses, and sﬁme’nf

pended SES.%BQD in grants to 115 pEOplEi who recewed an addmonal .
-~ §7,125 i’n}- 4:_1‘1'151 ng funds from their home institutions.
ther assessment of thE Cemer‘s effeztiveni-ss and

Galleg& In the canclude section of his evaluation Dr. Barrett com-
mented on’ the KCRCHE project: “No program of professional de-
velopment in this writer's Xnowledge has achieved so much in one- -
to-one contacts with individual faculty” (Gaige 1976, p. 6). _
Lessons mer*d—-(}axge (1976) believes tlnl: the following msxghts

h'lVE been gamed in this project:

o

£

mrs L I
, There is no lcmgcr any qm‘:stmn :lhnut thc us:;l'ulm:ss of tlns con-
samum ased professivnal development program as it relates to support
- of individuals an thc tmnpus&s ce s ’ ’

3. Advantag L pro-

a. The :ﬂnsurlmmebased r!rug am “is mﬂtt‘: Ec:st Effétmc
b. As mentioncd above, the cohsortium creales a relatively large pool
‘of resource people who are available as local consultants,
¢. Individuals often feel less threatened in discussing their profession-
related problems “with  somecane from the consortivm’s . central office
a colleague from their own institition.

than -they do witl

4. Disadvantages- of the consortium- -based professional d:v:]npmr:nt pro
gram in comparison to single institution-based programs.

a. It is difficult for ihe consortiim-based program to oblain as much

vxs!b;hty on a c'tmpus as a campus hased pmgmm wuuld h Ve s

3 “lll

2“00 ﬁrult\ mrmbms .qnd admlmstramrs and thE

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" Descriptions of Selected Student

and Faculty Evaluation Programs
' ds

It is indeed surprising that more good descriptions of university
and community college faculty evaluation programs cannot be found
in higher education literature today. Miller (1974) has described the
evaluation program at Texas Christian and Boyd and Schietinger
(1976) have given us eight general examples of faculty eyaluation
procedures in the South,.ranging from faculty evaluation at a pri-
vately controlled liberal arts college for men to faculty evaluation at
a dpctoral degree-granting state university. Beyond these reviews and
the| descriptions of Genova (1976) and Miller (1974) of various' stu-
dejt ratings forms, very few summaries exist of institutional faculty
evaluation systems. This section has been ‘included 1o acquaint the

-reader with a few examples of some recently developed student and

faculty evaluation systems in our colleges and universities.

g . &

A Student Evaluation System—Purdue Unit)srsiiy’s

“Cafeteria” System for Coursé and Instructor Evaluation

“The staff of Purduc University’s Measurement and Research Center -
(MRC), in the'spring.61~1972, created “Cafetéria,” a computer-assisted
system for building\tpilor-made student rating instruments and for
analyzing responsesTo them. Undec ¢his system-each instructor selects
from a catalog-of rating scale items those that fit his needs. Alter-
natives to this procedure include item selection by students or by
faculty and student conimittees. To each selected set, a standardized
and nonoptional ‘core” ‘of five items is automatically. added. These
core items serve both for comparisons across and between members
and they. assure that each of five recurring factors, facets, or di-

mensions of teaching ate represented. S

- Cafeteria encourages and requires considerable faculty participation.
The applicability and fairness of each catalogued item becomes a

faculty decision. Quite literally, each instructor ‘shops for a match
between charaéteristics of his course—its focus, content style, and
goals—and_of ‘the_guestions by which tlie course is then evaluated.
Procedures that the system uses are relativély new, altifough theco
cept and its application were suggested by McKeachie, who wrote:
“It may be desirable for instructors to devise different specific ques- .

tions” for their use while only a few broad question are ‘used for
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tives for participation in Cafeteria,
fngirm"tﬁf*é have had S[jéif:i:ll r’equests lar aEl\lEE hcvc\nd standardized

the entire faculty.” Hc n]sn wrote that:“an important principle here
is that one is most likely to use information one’ wants. Thus, if we
want prQEESs};rs to use information from student ratings, our purpose
-1s most hkely m he .1chl§:ved 1E we use items he has asked to in-

ion that mstrucuaml f;mhntmn lmd bEi‘;OI‘ﬂE 1n¢:re1smgly

:decentralized. The number’ of entirely tailor-made student rating

scales has proliferated in the United States. To retrieve and centralize
evaluation results, MRC's staff collected these scales, edited them to
conform to a smgle respdnse pattern, and p]zu‘:ed this item pool in
computer storage. A Catalog was then published and distributed to
the Purdue faculty. 7
The operations for this system are outlined below:’
4 - - i
mslnu‘_‘mr selects items which best fit individual

scorded by calnlug number on
d to a procossing center.

1. From the catalog, eae
requirements arid {ntel
apu‘:ml request forms, which are thn 1t

; Al the processing cm\nsn idcmiﬁtntiml
card is generated, and the vequest form
command, dhe. computer builds the” w
~glireets- priotiug of these i quantity enop 1

d vatnig instrument and
c :priulgr. Yo e

8. Thé instructor administers the witing nﬁlfum;nt to lris/her class and
returns completed response sheets (or cards) to lhc pmccs'img center.

-i. A a;ial‘ug repml ia ganLLd l‘m c1tll cl.;ssmmn Jdministﬁtinn ;’md

uun !Ls]’lul\,SL Elnn:tcnsncs
v. All reporting and norming:
't, Starry, Van Horn and .

;nd norms is wr
_seqiiences are ﬁlu!lDl!lC’FﬂSSl;hlL
‘Wreight, 1974, p. 1)

L3

Participation in.the Caleteria program at Purdue and elsewhere has
taiken one of three forms, which are summarized in Table 7 according
to the primary components of each.-To every rating instrument, re-
gardless- of the. form of participation, the University Core is always

,added. Thus, each p“trtu:xpatmg instructor is evaluated-over a ci_sma_
- mon’set of itemis. - ' ' '

The options listed in Table 7 pertain to the stamlardlzéd alterna-
Periodically, departments and/or




in' Cafeteria.

" Table 7. Item Sclection Procedures®for Three Forms of Participation

<
. Typical Number . oL o
. of Iteins Item Selection Procedures
Option 1: Instructor Participation
15-25 Instructor sclects items from the Catalog
. 3 Instructor Wwrites items of special interest
5 RMC adds University Core automatically
Option 2: Instructor and Departiment Participation
- 9.13 ‘Instructor selects items from the Catalog
3 Instructor writes items of special interest
8-12 Pepartment selects a core items -
5 MRG adds University Core aummillcally
Optien 3; Hg{mrﬁuént Standardizes a Rﬂ'mg Smlé
20-25
5 MRC adds Umvcrsxly Cﬁre :mmmahcall}

i

Source: Derry, J. 0. et al. The f‘ﬂ[gierm i‘wtﬁm: A New Approach to ("purre rmd;
 Instructor Evaluation. Wést Lafayeite, Indiana: ‘\icasun;rm:n: and Rcstarch
1ission,

« Center, Purdue University, 1974, Repmued by Perm

- The core in th 5 5Y8 Ern serves 'as an abhmvxated smndaldlzed rat- '
ing scale that is no ap iona
appears automatically i each ratmg scale Curremly, ﬁvg items |
prise the core and these were selected : as being wxdely applicable to
many dl[‘ferent teac:l hin 5 situations:

. My instructor motivates me to do my best work

. Course assignments are interesling and stimulating. =

.My instrucmf explains difficult material elearly...

e

. Overall, thiz course i3 :unnng the best 1 “have taken.

L’m

5, Overall, this instructor is among the best lcachcrs 1 have knnwn (Duly
- - etal, ]974 p. 20). : - R e

For -t_hesg core items, an jnstructor receives a_ norma’ive ranking
based upon selected norm groups. Since participation has not been ..
mandatory for miost departments at Purdue, those faculty who have _
been evaluated constitute’a self-selected sample. Nonetheless, items in

= the core have’ produced “normal” distributions, suggesting that will-:
- —o- - ingness to conduct evaluation transcends reported performance. ‘

O
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stage » :
Shortly after C*}feu:nas inception, the Measurement- *md Research -
i Center received requests for information from other colleges and ui
Versities about the system. ‘Thus, during the system’s development at
Purdue, care has been taken to create; a “Cafeteria” that could be
used at other institutions. The systém’s four FORTRAN computer
programs .were designed to run on inexpensive ‘minicomputers; a
systems manual, including information on operations, procedures and
~ programs, has been written. The system, complete with programs on
\ source decks, the manual, the 200-item Catalog, and its correspond-
. ing item norms, can be obtained by way of a licensing agreement with
the Purdue Research Foundation. The cost is !‘.Vplt"lllv $300 per vyear.
However, costs for operating a' local Cafeteria system have been
foum:l tD var—y from institutién Lé instimti@n The cost at Fﬁr’r’iue Umi I

ximately. 50 institi tions~Are now ix,smg mt:ludmg
nia—Davis, Michigan, Alabama=—Birming-

Appro
the UTIIVEISIUEH cf Cali
sham ‘VLSCOﬂslnf

Vlmew;ltt:r Tenncssec, TV\Qmmg, C)lm: State Um-

T systcm ‘Vltlllﬂ h’ldlﬂﬂl, 1L-mxt ?C CDHC};,E& ;111(;1 universities use thE
sysiem, including both statesupported and private institutions. -

A Community College Faculty Evaluation Program——

Burlington' County College’s Evaluation, _, '
Revicws, and Appeals Procedure - '
: A-njumber of community gnllcﬁes around the country are pléiéntly
“ Expenméntmg with *ldmmmnlne systems that eémploy “management -
) by OhJECll\ES (\IHD) (H'u‘mlmn aml Hmkn l‘)'?b)_ BnrlmgtOﬁ

a two- yEﬁr pEI ujfl a ]th commitiee af htul[y 1nd *ldmlnl‘itl"l[(jt‘b
at Burhngmn produced a faculty evaluation plan that i§ closely re-
" lated 'to the ddmmlitranve mani remuub} ﬂbJCCU\ pmgmm ljf the -
c@llege nnd U:ﬂ]c
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tation by a vote »f tlie college’s faculty,-Under this \plan, a faculty
member and his or her divisional chairperson establish the specific
- objectives to be accomplished within the' academic year. The ob- '
jectives are based upon specifically stated "instruc:ﬁ\gnal and in--o
stitutional_ evaluative criteria and are agréeed to by ‘Both® the faculty
member and division chairperson. Also, the.method by which the at-
tainment of these objectives is to be evaluated is subject to this
agreement, and an’ oversecing committee of faculty and administrators
(the' Evaluation Practices.and Appeals. Committee, or EPRAC) has
‘been elected to adjudicate any conflicts that arise. Finall*}{, the chair-
person or the fagulty member, if-either so chooses, may agree-to- thie
~ assignment of two divisional faculty members who will assist the chair-
person in evaluating the success of the -faculty member in meeting
»  the stated objectives, - < -...-- \ :
: © How the Plan Function

1

s—The Evaluation Practices, Reviews, and,

* Appeals procedure begins with a preevaluation Eﬂﬂft;renv‘:e\ between
the faculty member to be evaluated and his or-her divisional chair-
person. This conference is designed to resolve three basic questions.
First, a decision’is made as to whether the evaluation will be formal

“or informal. An informal evaluation consists solely of the chairperson

“and faculty. member -yeaching agreement on thé objectives| of the’

~faculty member and the submis ion_by, the faculty member. of 2 self- .
“valuation complete with relevant data- to - the chairperson by ‘the
end of the second semester of that.academic gar. In" the case of a ..
formal evaluation, a choice of evaluator(s) and. of .

. jectives,-methods, and evidence of attainment are
evaluation must take place every third year for tenured faculty mem-
" bers, with an informal evaliation held in, other %years. Nontenured ’
faculty at the college are evaluated formally eacly year. Second; the
.chairperson and. the faculty member agiee as o whether the evalua-

tiori will be done:by an evaluation team consisting of .two ‘members
of the faculty. member's division, the divisional chairperson, and’the
Faculty member or by the faculty member and his division chair-
person alone. Third, agreement is reached on the specific objectives

- to be-accomplished during the academic year, the method for ‘ac-
complishing the objectives, and” the types of evidence to show the -

"“objéctives have been attained. These matters are mutually resloved
by November of each academic ye;i’r‘ (Pierce and Schroeder 1974,

a1

p. 28). . ot - = 1
~-~Once final agreement has been attained on the total evaluation
pl}m, the plan is implemented-and-the necessary.-data _collected. It is, ___
expected that the information collected will support the progress of
: - : - |
!
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the faculty mémber in mecting his or her objectiy ves. Faculty members
are strang]y Eﬁcouragcd under thiﬁ app ,,ch to usc the results of

[he evaluanon team or thﬁ: iill'llr‘pEl‘sQﬂ by january 15 of each aca-
‘demic year. The team or chairperson then constructs a Wwritteri evalua- =

‘tion report ba d upon the stated objectives, This written report-and
rating are completed by February 15. The rating can be satisfactory,
7 :questionable, or unsatisfactory. In the case of a’ satisfactory evalua-
.tion, the procedure ends. If the rating is qugstmnable or. unsatis-
factory, the division chairperson is rgquired'tn place
« tion data a description of the effofts he has made to. help the Eaculty

* .member to progress-satisfactorily during =the academic year. The

faculty member has until March 1 to réspond -to the evaluation, the

rating, and the chairperson’s statement on his aid to the faculty -
~mermber. Subsequent to March 1, a file is compiled consisting of all’

cvaluative information relevant to the faculty member in question.
This file consists of all information generated in the implementation
_of the evaluation, the report r:zf the evaluation team (if a team "has

-been utilized), the chairperson’s repuit of his developmental as--
sistance to the faculty member, and the fnculty member’s respanse

to t.he team or chairperson.

. 'Tystfm Coordination——Action can. be.initiated by a-p
uation Practices Reviéw dnd Appe:
person by either the faculty member. bémg e:v:lluned or by any
evaluation team member including, -in this situation, the chairperson.
Once ' initiated, the ‘procedure directs the EPRAC chairman to re-

©,quest data [rom-all parties: the faculty mcmber, the evaluation

team, and/ﬂr the. division chairperson. Hearings are scheduled at
" which both parties to the dispute are allowed to present testimony.

"Based on the ivéarmg, EPRAC renders its decision as to whether the -

_evaluation was conducted acdording to stated procedures and informs

. all ‘partiés to the evaluation as well as the dean of instruction. The
.decision of the committee is binding on all parties. If the EPRAC de-

cides that the evaluation was properly conducted, then the original
rating stands. If the EPRAC is not satisfied, then it ‘may ‘recommend
that all or part of tlie process be repeated or that’ further data be
submitted by any or all parties to-the evaluation process. The
EP'RAG will then again review the materials and pass judgment on
_the procedure as related to the rating awarded. The EPRAC does not
recommend action tj:(:mt‘;ermn;.j sanctions or dismissals, It merely

the final rating bestowed by the evaluator (s). The division chair-

63 - 55
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- person and dean then decide what action is to be taken if the ques-

tionable or unsatisfactery rating is found to be valid. The EPRAC is
composed of faculty members (six) and administrators ([hr ) (p.
29).

In addition to the evaluation procedures, the joint committee on
evaluation has also devcloped a list Qf 96 specific criterin on which -
Eacu],ty members base their annual ijcc[wea These anEn ‘fall mLo
two major cateégories: (I} in
implementation, and EV’\]Lmtlnn), and (2) l‘EprﬂSlbllltlES as -4 mem-
ber’ of the college community (committee service, general dnnsmnul
responsibilities, community affairs, submission of appropriate reports,
student advising, ptinctuality, professional growth, professional con-
duct, and the voluntary asmmpthh of extra responsibilities). Thirteen
of the 17 criteria in the area of 1115tructmml pérfcnrmmce are man-.
datory- (must have annua! objectives based on them), while six of the
nine criteria’ in the area of the college community arc m'mdﬂmry
(Plerﬁé and Schroeder 1‘)‘7} pp. 81-32),

These gvaluauve criteria are viewed as parameters that define the

“institutional role of a teaching faculty member at Burlington County

glleg:_i C)b]f;cuvaa set by the faculty member as a bs 1or_his or her

ion arc to be based on these criteria. A faculty member's ob- .

criterion set may be. satisfied by. more than one objective. These
criteria are not meant to be all-inclusive nér is.it intended that each”
criteria will necessarily npply to each faculty. membez’s Dbjét:tives

Dur'ng the dellbemtmns ‘of the ungmal _]mm Ev*lluﬁtlon Cmm
mittee, the EPRAC was given authority to recommend action con-
CErnmg sanctions or dismissals in cases of” qucstionable or unsatis-
factory evaluations. However, this was changed at the will of the’
genera] faf'ulty, wh’ich preferr‘&d that the EPRAC'be invalved on]y to

E\f“llll;"l[hé criteria [h'\t tlelmﬁte fhE JD]) F\:perntmm the mllegg hﬁﬂdf
concerning
areas of the anntial objectives of the facuity member and the methods:
by which the evaluation is to be,conducted. Finally, they feel that the
plan allows the utmost faculty involvement in" the phnningf of the
evaluation clc:mgn through peer par ucxpumn in assessing the out.
comes (p. 32)

teaching faculty, and allows maximum flexibility in the .

Qr:m'cs may satisfy more than one criterion; . conversely, any-onezo
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A National Center's Faculty Evaluation Program—~Kansas Stale
Umﬂsrmys Center for Faculty Evaluation and D«:m*lapnwﬂt

. In Higher Education ’ '

-The Center for Faculty Evaluation anid D;velcpmem in - Higher
Education has been created by the Kansas Board of Regents at. K.msa;
State University to facilitate the elfm‘ts of faculty memben:
and universities across the nation as they pursue their tédchmg
activities and other. professional responsibilities. Three interrelated-
problems constitute the principal concerns of the Centers. They are:

%

F

? The design and testing of v:ﬁlﬂm: nss:ssnuul and improvement stra-
tcgws in the areas of: - . . . . . w
a. mslruclmml .."(_Ell\LIILSS :

2, The dissemination nf proven, innovative assessment and improvement
strategies and ; : :

8. The dc\elupmcm of supportive services for institutions implementing
faculty evaluation and development programs (Biles 1976, p, 1).

Kansas State UTiversity reccived a substantial two-year grant from

.the W..K. Kellogg Foundation of Battle Creek, Michigan, in 1975 to
support the Center in its nationwide efforts. In a effort to .continue

the broad range of activities-it is presently undertaking, the Center is’
planmng to bename sﬂlﬂsmmmmg thlcugh revenues Egnemh‘;u ﬁg ni

af :u:uvuy in f:lculty cﬂluanon aml (lfzvc:lr:)pmgm at I{J, EHE SL;!LL
University (KSU). The initial thrust of this effort was undertaken in

a unique studentrating instrument was- developed that, by
ling useful feedback, caulcl serve as a guide to imt'r-m‘t,iﬂnal im-
prcm:mcm In 1970-71, Richar

Df the RSLJ Office of LLinm[mmll Impm\Ln

Activities—An initial pmgram of the Cenur has beerr the Instrue- -
tional Development and Effectiveness Assessment Systém-=the IDFA

system—which is available to all colleges and universities on an in.

R
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. tion of results to n‘;chvldu

stitution-by-institution, fee-for-service basis. When ‘compared with
other approaches- that utilize, student appraisal of instruction, the
IDEA system has two unique characteristics. First,"the IDEA system
defx"ﬁes iﬂiimﬂiz}nal éffén:tl'nf’}lr;i\" as n;jmrts by itudents af t’heir

1mpmtant fﬂi that par tu:ulm course. Sc:cgnd the IDL—\ 3ystem ldﬁ?ltl-
fies strong and weak teaching methods or-procedures related to’ stu-
dent progress on ‘the specified -objectives. As a- consequence, the
IDEA system has the capability of prmlucmg gigmﬁ ant improvement
in instructional effectiveness. . '

In brief, the IDEA system prc\wcle; he facuhy member with the
opportunity to identify his or her own teaching Db]ECtlvéS ~for a
particular course from a list of ten inclusive GbJCGIlVES, and then
asks the students in that course to assess their progress on the ob-
jectives. The IDEA systém also asks students to rcport on the fre-
quency of twenty specific teaching procedures used by the faculty
member in the classtoom, which are then reported as relative -
strengths or weaknesses. When low ratings on one or more of the

facutty- dc:sigmted teaching G‘u;{cmves accur in conjunclion with low

ratings on onc or more of the relevant teaching procedures, then the
edures thnt need madnﬁmtmn m:c:amt: app'lrem and’ l‘.hE‘

The services and mamrmls pmvided b) the Ct,me:r to institutions
using the IDEA system on a fee-for-service basis include the IDEA

~gurvey  Forme cumpleted- by the %Luﬂzmi plus related administrative

forms and materials,” computer-based scoring services and a presenta-
in-the IDEA Report, and the
IDEA Interpretive Guide’ and the System Handbook., The Center
also provndeq the services of a team of “educafional - development
specialists and-consultants at no additional’ fee to those institutions -
that fully participate in the program. The Center staff, with the:as-
sistance of outside consultants, conducts semiannual training work-
shops for those individuals who coordinate the use of the IDEA
system on their campuses. :

Evaluation—Evaluation indices to be consulerf:d in assessing the
Center project will include the following: :

1. The number of institutions utilizing the. ‘materials and seryices avail-
able from the Center, and the levels of use. 7 ;
. The cffects of Center services and materials at partigipating institu-

m:ms?

3. The devglﬁpmcnt of the IDEA System Haudbook -and the, IDEA De-
velopment Manual. .




4. Collaborative relationships with other institutions and associations in
higher education. (Biles 1976, pp. 5-6).

Much of the evaluation will be conducted by"the Center staff and
its internal consultants, since the major indicators are of a “balance
sheet” nature,
2 Biles (1976) has commented that two important lessons learned in
* this project to date are that:

Fazull) evaluatian and ﬂé'\'t;‘lq:p'm'(;‘n!. is a mpiﬁ (:f cﬁntinuin‘g interest in

m mslu: pmmpl lltflsmlls . Q . vuluch is m s;;)i u ma) takg msumtmns
one to two yeuars to reach the decision to adopt the use of the IDEA
-system (p. 7). -
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- mendations, 17 were supported by more than 80 percent. of these
'respgndﬂnts Two GE the remammg llnee rEtommgndatlona were

]

‘Growth Contracting -

€

In the field of higher educumn there is a lack of consensus as to

whether or not faculty develt}pmﬂnt pmgx ams and faculty evaluam.; :

progmms shauldvbg separat,

at the Umversuy of Massachusem in thv: fall of 1974 At the &nd c:f
this conference, - the partlilpants were asked to indicate whether or
not they agreed with'a list of 20 proposed recommendations for im-

proving university teaching. Responses to this 'survey, were received .

from 276 (57 perc&nt) of the participants. Of the 20 proposed recom-

tion was not Em:lorsed by a majorxty oE the respbndents—”tlnt tEﬂEh- _
.ing improvernent services and teaching evaluation services should be

separated administratively” (Melnik 1975, p. 5). ,
The . .recent report on: faculty development ccnters in a‘nuthem

" univeriities prepared by Crow et’al. (1976) points out that only two

of 11 major centers reviewed in a l4-state area assisted their in-
stitutions with faculty evaluation. Based on this report, one’ might

=

conclude that the trend is toward a separitmn of faculty development..... .-

-and f'lc'ulty evaluation programs. However, the recent research find-

ings of the regional survey of faculty evaluation practices in southern

. colleges and universities by Boyd and Schictinger (1976) suggest this

is not the case. This study found that topevél administrators in

- 536 institutions ranked ‘faculty development and improvement ‘as the

60 : . Co-

most lmpart*\nt reason for ['u:uity evaluation in the,u’ mstltutmns
(@ D :

Basle on th&xe fzndmgf, zt scems. fl(:’f‘ﬂ’ to szs wntr:-r that thf: b:?st.

one jnagmm in our mllrgff anzl univer. smm Frnm an mstltutlonal_

point of view, faculty development and faculty evaluation are op-
posite. sides of the same coin and should draw upon the same source
for information, i.c., stuclcms, mlleaguea, :xdmlmsu‘ators -and self,
as well as drawmg on the same types of information, To conduct
faculty evaluation without providing " the faculty member with de-
velopmental assistance is-a pointless exercise, particu]aﬂ}; in light of

.t




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

the need for the devclbpment of x':x:stmg human resources in higher
“edueation today. Similarly, the carrying out of hculty clc:velupment
“activities without evaluation is also a meaningless exercise.- '

‘What .is. needed in. ‘higher education today, if we .are to have truly

cepts of faculty dwslapmsnt and cvaluation -into one program at the
iflspartmént and/or college level:=In this writer's opinion, . “giowth
" contracls” pmmdc the best available approach for achi ving this end.
. . For. that reason this section is devoted to a description of college
-, growth contracting systems in opératlon today.

' Hudgkmson (1973) called for the adoption of- [aculty growth con-

-~ ful approach to .establish differentiated role responsibilities. and
-evaluation of - faculty (p. -480). More re:ently, Gross. (1976a) stdted
that “.-... thie' use of growth contracts is one of the. most ‘suitable-
. means to encourage professional development and bring a- greater
". measure of.integrity and fairness to the process of evaluatmg faculty

 Past ways_to achieve in one program the ﬁculty‘ development and”
: evaluation functions of departrnents or tolleges in Amerlcan hlgher
. - education,

- Growth- contracts- in .various forms have already been initiated or
: expenmented with in several institutions of higher learning. The
writer is aware of the use of growth contracts or variations’ thereof
.. at New Cﬂllegg of the University of Alabama (Tusr_alcoaa, ‘Alabama),

- College of the Mainland (Texas City, Texas), Wharton -County
- Jumorxcollege (Wharton, ‘Texas), Ottawa University (Ottawa, Kansas),
College of* Edumtmn, University of Massachusetts (Amherst), Gordon
" College (Wenham, Massachusetts), Los Medanos College (California),
" Medical Collegé of Virginia, Columbus College (Columbus, Georgix),
“~and Austin College (Sherman, Texas).

- Perhaps the most- -well-develo growth contracting policies and
o pracedures can be found at New College a small, nontraclitional
: part of the Umvers;ty of Aldlmma; Because faculty and staff ment--

* bers.are considered to be in a “co- learning relationship” with stu-

. dents, New College reasons that they should be evaluated. So 'all
7. [laculty and staff members (including Dr.‘Neal Berte, Dean of New
(College, and- the clerical and sccretarial staff who come in contact
with - 5tu(l¢:m5) enter into a . contract to continue. their learning’
(Mather 1975; p, p:- 1), Each person under this system ‘meets twice
yearly wuh another pm[essmnal of his. or her, choxce (enher the dean |,

e\\ . ; - 61

»eifgftmz: tem:‘hmg;, dare policies. and programs that combine the.con-

“tracts as a viable way to demonstrate prot‘essmnal competence:. Gaff ;.

“and Wilson (1971) have suggested “individualized contracts” as a-use- N

and aclmmlstratms (p 9). Growth contracts appear to be one of the

I R
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or a colleaguc) to go over the contract the faculty member has drawn
up and again to: see how the person has measured up to his or her’

own goals and objectives.- The contract.itself may cover personal “as

well as professional goals and often contains both. One possible major:

drawback of this system.is that the growth contract is not used in the

EY A

reward sgruzgurééall faculty have joint appointments and-are subject,

to evaluation for promotion, reappointment, and tenure through more
traditional  processes within New College and their departments.

Berte argues that the separation of growth contracting from the

gvaluatidnsforfﬂd\}:im:'ément system is necessary fo create a nonpunitive

atmosphere that frees faculty to be more honest (Mather:1975, p. 5).° ‘
" However, it is the position of this writer that a climate of trust still
" can be developed when the growth contracting process serves both
the faculty develoPmént and faculty evaluation functions of a depart- -

ment, college, or university. . .

To illustrate this point, the growth contracting process at one in-
stitution is described where development and evaluation -functions
are combined. ‘ : : :

Growth Contracting at Gordon College

Gordon College in Wenham, Massachusetts has recently received
a grant from the W. K. Kellogg Foundation to assist the college in
establishing -a_growth contracting process with approximately 40 of
the- college’s . faculty members and administrative officers (three-

d

L]

g

. 4 e

. .1 . s . . R B ¥
1. To individualize faculty “role. responsibilitics in accordance - with each
faculty menther's-particular strengths, weaknesses, and interest. - o

. & N . y - N
2, To -encourage growth of cach faculty wmember commensurate with his
* strengths and:defined -institutional role.

3. To raise l‘aclilty performance léi?'r;lsvindi?iﬁually and collectively. :
4. To. provide for.a mor srecise and comprehensive basis fot faculty
cvaliiation and consequently Amprove, personal declsions (Gross 1976b,

According to ‘Richard-Gross (1976a), president of Gﬁﬁgn College,
there are several factors that compel educators té consider new ap-

_proaches to individualized development: and cvaluation. Some of the
H e 5 B X i

factors are: . ,

3

62 -, .,

@ . ' i w Cow

‘fourths of the fulltime faculty and members. of .the president’s cabi- "
-net). The project began in- January 1976 and will run - through
'December 1981, The general purp«:s&\éf the project is the com-
 prehensive growth of each participant through the”design of an’in-
dividual develgpmen}t‘xplan. Specific objectives included are: '
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_ ; Whllc a clEaru‘ accmmtmg nf f'u:ully productivity seems appro-

priate, there is also need for faculiy as pmfcssmnﬂls to retain the initiative

in df:ﬁnmg their roles and a e . Growth con-
. S H

‘tracts enhance accouhtability while at the same time grant faculty broad

'pﬁ:mgatwes related to the specifics of thr:lr professional fum:tmmng

2., . It is expected [hat a high percentage ‘of . faculty members will re-
mam in thenr turn:ut pﬂsumns fﬂf an., cxlmdz:d pcrmd of - nme. Pro-

- Gross (1976a) mﬂir;tains that Eaculty growth contracts should be
based upon the following prmcxplea or assumptions:

In the first place, it nist be rec gnized that each l'acult) mr:mbc:r brings
partltular stri ngths and weaknesses (o the academic community with

z gly, role delinitions or institutional assign-
ments ought m be made with due.cognizance of one's sl,n:ngths. At the
same time, development plans: shonld encourage cumplehensw g{r’ﬂwlh
and improvement of, the individual. . . .,

Sccnndl), within .the content ‘of the common responsibilities shared by all -*
[:u:ult) there is opportunity for md:wdlmh,ulmu of mle ds/'mtmu. Ce s

t> to cncmnmss all of the roles which faculty

A fm;ully gmwlll plan ough
’ i - the msumunu. Enminshen:wenﬂs is an

- Growth and achievement necessitate phnnmg. which 'in turn calls for
- specilicity in the statement of objectives as well as criteria and procedures
for assessing outcomes. The measurement of performance and growth is
" the fifth characteristic or principle of individualized faculty growth con-
tracts and is absolutely cs.sculml lf success in this form of d:‘:vciupmem
is to be realized. : ¢

Sixth, growth contracts should be fﬁrnnnllaletl on ‘a_continuous and sys-
tematic basis, In keeping with their individualized nature they probably
ought to be of varying jeriods of time according to the goals of each
faculty member .md his place in the institntional. decision-making =~

T eyele, .

Finally, faculty growth contracts should ,i}v:‘r-z:lmed ta the institutional
veward system. To provide maximum motivation and incentive for par-
ticipation, the outcomes of individually devised plans should provide an
“important perspective on such decisions as promotions, tenure, salary
increments and other personnel considerations (pp. 10-11) ;7

The stafl of Gordon College has committed itself to a faculty de-
velopment and evaluation program that uses growth contracting,”and

71 &
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H

“development plan; (3) satisfy

;\,

:
&,

has already field tested the use of Indmduahzed Development
Plans or growth contracts lhruugh a nine-month pilot study in-
volving four faculty and President Gross. The staff is now attem 1pting

to mplement the principles outlined  above. To date they have
learned that peer evaluation as a program goal can be achieved and
that institutional expectations regarding E*u:ulty develdopment must
be supported with. appropriate funclmg The four-year grant fmm tllE:
W. K..Kellogg Fotindation has provided some of that necessary sup-
port. The Foundation has committed $127,000 to the project througli...
December 1979, while the College has budgeted $222,233 -from its
own resources through December 1981 (Gnrdcm College 1976, p. 3).
At the present time, Gordon College is in the process of establishing
guxtlelmes for its new growth contracting system. The following guide-
lines lave been: ‘proposed: The Dean of the Faculty is to administer -
the growth contract pragrﬁm--.md will devote approximately 20 per-
cent of his time to tlie project, His involvement will consist of con-
ferences “with Eith participant at the early stages of the individual’s .
long-range planning. Division and department chairmen are to par-

" ticipate- in" individual profile conferences, as appropriate. The ’Fnc’ulty A
Development Committee (FDC) is to consist of oné¢ faculty repre- - -

sentative from each of the five academic divisions, The major areas

_proposed as delegated. responsibilities for the FDC are: (1) to. review

and to advise in the design of individual development plans, and to
approve the final drafts; (2) to advise in the selection of the evalua-
tion committees for individual devélopment plans; (3) to approve
budget requests for individual development plans within budgetary
lin (4) to maintiin sufficient records to make possible a thorough

* evaluation of the program; '(5) to submit an annual report of the

progi ‘am to the Dean of Faculty; and (G) to’ plan and conduct at -
least one workshop on some aspect of the program annually.

Also planned is an Evaluation Committee (EC): whose job it will
be to: (1) review the first-clraft plans of participants along with- any
Faculty Development Committee suggestions, as well as advise the
participant in the design of his-growth contract or plan; (2) mect
with the par m:xp'mt to support ane-te-menitor the progress of the
faculty member as he carries out his plan; (3) review the participant’s

‘self-assessment and the evidence he has produced; and (4) give him a~

written consensus’ evaluation of his groivth as a result of his plan. '
Each participant in this system is to: (1) design an individual pro-
file as a framework for proposed action; (2) prcparc an individual
aie self-imposed recuirements of his
pl:m. (1) assecss pmsun.il g,mwth vesulting from his'plan; and (5) re-

64
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“port the outcome of his :mmml activities to the Fac:ulty Deva]opment
Cm‘nml;tée (Gardon College 1976, pp. 5-6).
It has - been- remmmended ‘thrat the pruterlures for xmplementmg
‘gi’c:wth at Gordon College should consist of nine major steps. These

"'mne steps, outlined below, would be the re cmmb:hr.y of the. par— 3
. ticipants. ’

il

S}gp 1. Preparancn of Individual Prﬁﬁle

Steg 2. Profile, Conference . )

Step 3. Prepafa:;nll of First-Dralt of Individual Development Plan - - \

“Step 4. Submission of Profile anid First Draft of Annual Plan B
" Step 5. Preparation of Final Draft of Annual Plan'

Step 6. Submission of Final Draft of Annyal Pl:m to the Fac:uh) De-
vclnpmcnt Committee o : . T T e

Step 7. Carrying out 95 the Annual Plan
Step 7. Assessment of .Growth '

Step 9. Submission of Final Report to Faculty Development Committee . e
(C‘-nrdnn Cnllgg_t: 1976, pp. 7- 10), T

the mdmdunla plfmmng in' support of hls prolmsed pl:ms for pr'
‘fessional development It. is proposed that the components of thi
profile will be a .written assessment of stmngths and” weaknesses, a L
statement of current roles, a statement of longrange goals, and a
’symhesxs of these elements into a 'Iongr'mg: clgvelapmem proposal
(p. 10). | ‘
For step two, the faculty membe: would provide a copy of his
~complete profile to the Dean of r"ltllll‘.)’ and demrtmcnt/dxvmon
chairman, and ould then schedule a conference to consider its major
' " componénts, The aim of the conference would be threefold; (1) to
== support the faculty member in lus effcrt to promote his own prfEs-
+ sional development;.(2) to inform the academic leadership as to the
plans and efforts of individual faculty members; and (8) to initiate -
necessary dialogue and institutional action toward allowing for major
changea or 1edcﬁmtmns of role (p L;)

‘pim: a gmwth plan tlﬂt, mnumccl a stmgmem o[ permnﬁl p;o.xls,
“means for accomplishing these goals, means for assessing the extent
and quality ol goal accomplishment, and budlget requests related to
" the various means of accomplishment. At this time the f:u:ulty mem-
ber-would also be expected to select an evaluation committee or at
least two persons whom he or she judged to be especially suited to
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assist in the design and implementation of his.or her plan and in the
evaluation of individual growth. At Gordon College the committee

members can: include faculty, colleagues, administrators, students,

alumni, or colleagues from other institutions (pp. 15-26).

‘As part of step four, the faculty member's profile and annual plan
would be assigned to two of the faculty member’s colleagues on the
Faculty Deyelopment Committee. These two faculty members would

be given the responsibility -of preparing a written Tesponse for the .
faculty member, which would contain comments and ‘possible” sug-:

gestions for improving his annual plan (pp- 252‘7) e :
'Under step five, it has been recommended that the faculty mem-

‘ber should meet with his Evaluation Committee and -then prepare a’
izl draft of his.annual plan, including procedures for monitoring

progress. It'is hoped that procedures for monitoring will include: (1)
informal consultationi by the. participant with appropriate Evaluation

“Committee members as the need arises; (2) meetings with the faculty-

.member’s entire Evaluation Committee to discuss progress at least
twice a year; (3) preparation of a written progress report to thie faculty
member's Evaluation Committee half way through the year and a sub-

sequent meeting with the entire committee to revicw the , progress
report; and (4) a final report “of self-assessment to the faculty mem-
ber's Evaluation Committee and'a subsequert ‘meéting with that en-

tire. committee in preparation of their assessinent (pp 27-28).

In step six, the proposal at Gordon College is for the Faculty:
* Development Committée to act as a body on all plans subygitted by
contracting fa~-lty. The committee will then make one of the follow-
ing recommendations: (1) approve the entire plan including total -

bﬁdget request; (2) approve the plan subject to certain contingencies .

and/or reductions in requested budget; ‘or (3) ot approve the plan’
and return it to the participant for major revision (pp. 28-31). ’

~ ‘The final three steps that. are being proposed at Gordon Collgge

for implementing this system are fairly . self-explanatory. Under step
- eight the participant would prepare a sclf-assessment report for his

or her evaluation cominitice that would. contain the following: a
self-assessment of growth and a description of the evidence used for
the sclf-assessment. Upon .the completiori of step nine, it is hoped
that the’ Gordon College Faculty Develgpment Committee’s files
would contain the following items for eath participant: (1) a faculty
profile; (2) the first draft of the faculty member’s Annual Develop-

. ment Plan; (8) the Faculty Development Committee’s rasponse to-the

first draft of the Annual Plani (1) the final  draft of the Annual
Plan; and (5) the Faculty Development Committee action on the

&=
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participant’s self- -assessment report and th: assessment of the Evaluae
" tion Committee (pp. 32-34).

co It has been recommended that these files should q:mly bé accessible
to ‘the partnzlpants and the: Faculty Develnpment Commxttee Sec-
andly, it has been proposed that the par‘tli:lp"ltlng fa,ul[y member

' Plan, Assessment Report, and Assessment of the Evaluation. ‘Commit-
" tee, If these. dDCUI‘ﬂEﬂtS become a a part of the.faculty member’s evalua-
" tion for salary mcreases promotion, or tenure, then faculty develop-
ment and faculty evaluatmn will indeed be linked into one pro--
gram. ; :

It is too early to tell whether or not this. un]que approac:h to
,faCulty developmént :md evalt : tion wxll succeed Nevertheleas th:s ;

] mnrlly because of the plogﬂm Emph‘]ﬁl% on dEVElemEHt ﬁret and
evaluation second. This particular pl oject is to be evaluated internally
through submission of summary ’mnual reports and externally, on a
biannual basis;, by a gammxttfz{* of outside ,nsult:mt'evaluntcrs;
Sabbatical Leaves of Absence in the program are to be evaluated
through the submission, by each participant, of i .report ‘of "achieve-
ment based upon the stitement of objectives submitted in the leave
proposal request. Positive reports from the individuals involved in the
pilot test of this approach already suggest that the mnde,l 15 llkely to
recewe wide ac:eptant& :

[

o

] 6

i‘nal Annual Plan mcludmg a copy of the -approved budget, the .

. fileany or all of the following dm:uments in his current file in the _
* office of. thE Academic Dean: Faculty Profile, Annual Det velopment
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There has been a rencwccl interest in hi:ulty develapment "and -
faculty evaluation programs in higher education in recent years. As
a result of this *interest, we have seen tmd;tngml upprmrzhr.s to
faculty clevglnpm;nt and faculty cvaluation bc:mg called into ques-

tion. This questioning has resulted in a. variety:of new faculty de- "
vtlcpmem and faculty evaludtion - programs. In the “area of- faculty -

development, many college administrators have cstablished “centers

for the improvement of.teaching” to meet the developmental needs. *

of their faculties, while in -the area ol faculty evaluation new comp-

- rehensive models are being proposed. and tried at all Jevels, How-

ever, ‘even with the new attention being given to these two topics,

there remains much to-be- learncd about faculty development and -
faculty evaluation programs in the United States, This' paper has

provided a deseription of the staté of the art in terms of model build-
ing and program implementation. It has also aut’r‘rfeswd a number of
areas for further research and investigation. Co

Additional Resmﬁ:h Problems and Q_ue\tmm

To date, very little has been conducted in the aréa nf faculty clexr
velopment. What research we do-have has focused pum.mly -on the

status of faculty development programs Lhrouglmut the United St.ues
This research suggests that therc are "ert'un t"ypes of hculty de-
velopment centers and models emmgmg These centers and models

have been described as providing .the [ollowing programs: instruc-’

tional development, organizational ‘development, faculty or' profes-
sional development, personal clevglopmgnt, and comprehiensive faculty

development. However, much more xc;earch will be needed, beforc'\i
we will liave a complete picture of the nature and n‘npdct of these new;;

approaches on f;u:ulty and student behavior.
A numbér of research questions and prc:l;lems still need %n bc
answered in the area of faculty development. One major problem is

“that much o[ what we have learned about faculty development efforis
in American higher education has been acquired through case studies -

written by the directors of ‘the faculty clr:vclgpmem programs instead
of by tho partici

programs. Presently, jolm Ccntﬁ of the Educational Testing St:rv ice

%
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(ETS) is campletmg a natlonnl survey o E:n:ulty tlevelopment pm=
~grams. ‘This survey should add to our untlersnndmg of the manner in
which present faculty development efforts are bei ng orgamzed con-
ducted, and evaluated in this country. In addition to. investigations
“such’ as Centra's, there is a need for-research into the. many facets

-studies are needed to determine thf: most efféctive methods for evaluat-
‘e ing programs: Presently, it appears that very few “faculty develop-

and subcomponents of faculty development, For example, research -

-ment programs. have ‘implemented sound evaluatlan procedures. -

. There is a need for research that will determine ‘the impact that -
fsu:ulty development programs: have had on college faculty members,.

. students,- and -on.- inst

al. With the present shortage

of funds througliout higher education, this type of research is neces- -

sary to pmvxdz jusnﬁcanon fm furthﬁr Eundmg *zmcl expansmn Df

resmrch questmn% (l) What impact’ has callectlve bargammg had on

+ faculty development programs? (2) How can needs assessment best be -

conducted. in faculty development* pmgrims? (3) What are the most

-effective faculty _development. pragrams in terms DE changes in stu-

.dent and faculty behavior? -

In comparison .to the area of E'u;ulty develcpment the area of h
ived much more research attention. More

faculty evaluation has’ rece
_ research’ is. av:uhble on the status of hculty evaluation systems
;than on the status of faculty development systems. Also, more re-
ch has been conducted on the varimls sspezts of ’Ea.:uity evalua-

hundreds af stud;es. for Example have been conductgd in the area

QE student evaluatmn alone -Still, many rcsearcﬁ problems and ques--

. One ‘such problem is related. to the de-
;.SCI’Iptan of the current status. of faculty eva]u‘itmn programs; We

“ - need desériptive data from the individuals who have been evaluated,
. ie.; the college faculty members themselves. Most,.if not all, of the
research reviewed in this _paper and-elsewhere on the status of faculty

evaluation gathered data from college  administrators, eg., college-

deans, presld nts. -.More research is needed to determine how college

Eaculty members view ‘both the new as well as the more traclitional

systems of faculty evaluation, Guncnt research shows that administra-

" tors aré hlghly satisfied with: preac:nt fatj',ulty evaluation systéms, What
~ wedon't know is the degr&e of faculty sat;shctlon w;th current evalua-
- .tion systems. :

"

Based on the research reviewed in this report on student, admin- \

1strator, colleague, and sclf—evalmtmns ‘of college teachers, it would

i R - . ) . N ’ ‘ .. . -. P ).l 69
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1ppear that a gréat deal more rc:search is needed in these areas,"

. especially the last three.. It can be safely concluded from the research

that student rating forms have been and can be- desxgned that are
characterized by high rellablhty It can also be said that some major—
‘progress has been made in the valxdatlon of student’ ra[mg formds;
however, many of the vaktfation studies reviewed here suggest . .that
we. still need to validate student ratings in terms of student learning.

Until- the vahdauon of student ratmgs has been established, it would

seem approprmte for CDllEgES also. to explcm: the reliability and

regearch slmuld ‘help us decxde whEther or not" facult.y davelopmentv

- and faculty evaluation programs can, as this pape: rnamtams be

_]mned thELhEl into one program, - o . L

- A Prﬂpaml ' : :
This review has led the writer o c:on:ludf: that Amencan lugher
education is still in, the very early &[LEES of developing useful-theories )
and effective approaches for faculty development and faculty evalua-
tion, The conelusion has. also been reached that the faculty develop- -
ment and faculty evaluation functions of hlgher'edutzztmn would‘be
more effectively carried out in one prggnm instead of the usual two
in our institutions Df higher learning. It is proposed here that the
growth contracting” process ofters one of the best models for achiev-
ing in one program the major goal of most faculty development and
faculty evaluation programs, i.e., the unplovement cf college teachmg

a
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