- - / . .

i,
e

% / . ' 7 ' = . -
) . < -+ DOCUMENT RESUME
ED 188 %82 e . HE 009 226
" AUTHOR- - _Rosg, Clare .’ T .
%' TITLE / “Faculty Evaluation in an Accountable World: How,Do ) . .
TP " _You Do It? - S <
PUB DATE - “Mar 76 ‘ , ‘ o - . )
W HOTE - * %Jp.; Address at the naticnal confeérence of the - o

] American ' Association for Higher Education (Chicago,
' ' . March 1976) * e ’

.

~

EDRS' PRICE BP-$0.83 HC»%$1.67 Plus Postage.’

DESCRIPTORS College Faculty; Demtal Schools; *Educational’. j
a0 Quality; Evaluation Criteria; Evaluation Methods; . ~f9‘8
. ‘ - %Paculty Development; *Paculty Evaluation; *Higher ;
Bducation; *Instructional Improvement; Performance - . '{ .
. ,Based Teacher Education; Systems Approach; *Teacher ' VY
. Improvement; *Teaching Quality . . ~ 5
. IDENTIPIERS Undversity of California Los Angeles »ov B
+ ' A . ’ﬂ
. ABSTRACT o : .

. A5 the accourntability movement has brought forth
.reneved interest in the guality of teaching and nev delqﬂus for ™ -
faculty evaluation, it could be expegted that the relatiofship
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Every year vast:numbers of faculty members are "evaluated”,

and major tecisions affecting their llves and. the lives of their
ihaccurates, unreliable, inferen-

tial, subjective and unsyspéﬁagically,qol;ected information. Oh

v

‘ 4 . > - .
paper, particularly at larpge universities, faculty are€ evaluqted

in three areas -- research, community service and teaching. . In .

{

reality, we all know that ?puprish'or-per;sh" rrevails in the trin-

arts

ity. We hear that the majority of ad%inistrators at liberal
colleges are thewselves satisfied and believe that' their faculty
evaluation.

are satisfied with the policies and practices used for

_— . i
In fact, we‘kan'tQat this is not true. The majority of_faculty
» R

evaluations™ at T;beﬁ%l arts colleges are based on ‘chairmen and
. ]

déans'Asubjective evaluations, and faculty look upon them much as

a child foréea to take cod liver oil -~ with éuspicion and dis-"
L - - .

»
Ll

taste .e
_If the audience detects a note of dissatisfaction in these

statements, they are corchﬁ. I am appalled at the shoddy prac- /

tiges that characte he-”statg—of—the—art". I am dismayed by

the fact that many of the very same critics of faculty evalua-

/ - . g
tion %po argue that teaching cannot be assessed because it
: . /

i

of

Irnvited address at the liationa) Conferehcedgf the Association o
American ‘Higher Education, Chicago, Illinois, Margh 7-10, 1976!

.
\
. 'J : » ) A /
* . . j
2 - s - - Ly
. . H

S




L}
®

is too complex a process and that "really important Iea?ning"

-

B 2’ 3
¥.cannot be measuréd (an idea that survives without a shred of

evidence), then adcepb evaluation procedures based on a generally

1

haphazard collection of opinions from students, colleagues and

adhinis'rators;/and'even~more, accept almost uni;itically 4mportant

decisions based on {nferences drawn.from these o inions.
i L

Certainly, I am not alone in my cdncern'about faculty evalua-

tiom. Several of education's formidable gadflys have been arguing

. - * ¢

for systematic raculty.evaluation orocedures for over thirty years.
In my mind, however, the progress we have made would astonish even
the most cautious tortoise. During the last few years, aS‘Sé
accountability movement brought forth renewed interest in thc.quality
" of teaching and new demangds fo» raculty'evaluation, one would have
thought that the rath%r obvious relationship between the two ractors

would hadb emerged as the foundation for a rigorous program of fa—

J

.culty evaluation. No such logic~prevailed; and people continued

tpeir fruitless search for qualities and behaviors that defiﬂe the

perfect teacher. Hundreds of studies were designed to isolate an

o

index. of* instructional skills, and almost without exception, all

- - w
railed to vield even a hint. -

k3

In the meantime, we somehow lost our perspective ab/ut the
function of our facultj'and the real purpose of higher education.
We have lost our perspective about the dual punposes of faculty
evaluation: 1) to render Jjudgments about an individual ieacher's'

instructional effectivéness as part of his competence ak a faculty

-

member; but, even more important, 2) to provide facuity members

ta v
- !

1Y




s . l.et us suppose for a moment that a college or uriversity was |

’ -1 ’ a-

with the means to improve thelr teaﬂhinp Facufty evaluation .

’

is net an epd in itself. 1t is the means to,improvinq instruction,.
Y K

to providing-a better education for our spuden{s

renuinely interest;d in establishinc a judicious and effective- . iy

v
- v

faculty evaluation system. 'Whpt should they do? Conrruentfw;th { \

‘education accountahle . . . ani for what? Tor my part, there 1s

. 5 g \
.8don of hirher. equcatieny then the procedures used\for gvaluating

’

the title of thfs svmposium, "T1CU1tj evaluation in an accountable N

world: FHow do you do 1t?", we must first ask to whom is higher
L . ) C - .

\

-«

jittle doubt. We are accountable-to the students! And for what? = «

R L
questicnably, high quality instruction.
TN

P . : [ )
If ve accept that a hirh acuality education is the basic mis-

facult& shouldﬁgtslea§£.ighludp some cvidence of a faculty member's

ability to promote learning. 1f learning 1s the roal, then a

crucial element in the teacher evaluatinn _frocess is "tte' means

-
-
M ’

. whereby Loth studént and teacher can dntepmine whether the student

tkon, translate the sgntnncé, 4osrr1be the imagery? Doeb the stu- 4

. ~
has in fact learned what he was supposed ‘to have learned. Can the »
. :

-

student analyze the préhlem, formulate hynofheses solve the equal \

o
- .

dent dermonstrate awareness and =0n;ir*v1ty, qu critibal think-
inr, Jove learning ?nf ledrnine's =ale?2 T1f not, why not? What are
: ) v : o
; .. . .
the erraors and why do they exd=at? The answers to theése questlons

provide direction for the %eavher durlng the instrucbional process

.

and a mor€$aprroprjate base .for evaluatinr a person s teaching

performance .




found thad faculey tent'to orﬂr'ate thewaelves with respect ta

%

their ovcrall effectiveness. At the same timq because they have

recelved no training on how te fdcus on the really relevaot aépécts

- .- .

of their instruction, they criticige surerficialities such A%
a .

N

appeatanze, mannerisms and velce tone -- none -of which bear any
*
4 . . N .-
significant relationship to either Student satisfaction or

achieVemént. Relationships investigated betﬁeen self-evaluation
wo , -«

¢ ratinys and other criteria, sq\? as studpnt ratings and meaSures

~ -

of btudemt cain, have been found to;be neqlirible. T
’ " 3. 4Student ratinfs. Without quection, the evaluation reasure
! ', ’ . ~ - . -1
;}} . most widely em¥iloyed todny i1s the nhiquitous student ratinp ques-
) o .

- tionnaire. uuenf gatinr< do havé some verit They are relative-

. ly easy to'collect, provide a comparatively 1arge data‘base,,and
: 'ever more importan,, provide a meana for student 1nput‘into the
edpcatiqnal"sxstem'(hohever sunerficial that may be).

That they are valid and reliable is supnorted by the research
" ’ 'But S50 is the fact’ that they are affeoted by such fafBors as class
size, academic discipline, coupse content ang faculty experience.s*
&o ma¥e promotion and tgggra decisions on‘tﬁe hasis of student
@piﬁion would nééult‘iﬁ éerious injustices to the teachers of large
cLasées or required ‘courses in “toﬁnh“ discipl}nes. lven noere
sérious 1s the fact that there 1is simply no evidence to, supre'st
that stadent ratings are effective aiés for improvins teaching.

To.dipcover post hoc that students felt you didn't ”stimuiateq
them fo hiéh:inteilectual el fort™ Fives little constructive feed; -

. - back whirh can help you‘detéat why you didn't and how you could do




-~

\

'Nalid indicators or students' eelings or satisraction But, as .

. must he done with this realit

_impact on student learning. -

so in the'ruture On the other hand finding that yop ”encouraged

1 Ll
students to expreSs themselves rreely andsopenly” or "spoke with © a
expressiveness and variety in your tpne of voice" might lead you L

to ioin Actor s' Equity, but tells you nothing about\bwhether the

.

-Students .learned as a result of _your vibrant tones. :

- L] - 1 '
Gonsumerksatisfaction is certainlys an important’consideration
in any evaluation scheme, and student ratings are reliable and o
. o

the Dr. Fox exp/riments amply demonstrated student satisfaction

with learning represents little more than the illusion of having

» -

‘An mind. , . .

-learned. Inclusion of studen Zatings in an evaluation_system ¢
Y

b, Crizerion—referenced measurement. Measuring change in . -

2

student behavior toward explicitlz defined educational objecttves

Y

is a relatively neW‘and most promisiqg approach to faculty eval-

uation.v Commonly referred to as criterion-referenced measurement,
- . s . ’ *

this system focuses on the knowledge, skills or attitudes students

have acqui}ed as a result of their dnstruction. Based on the assumption
. - 4 f +

that effective teaching meansg promoting changes in student learn-

ing, criterién-referenced evaluation directly measures the teacher's

-
-

Instead dr identirying a student;s relative status in the class

(as in the traditional noerrererenced measurement system), atten-
tion 1s rocused on-the individual student and his' changes in behav-

ior -~ in other words, changes in his learning. The precise boun- - .

-

daries of the behavior to be assessed are defined,and criteria forv'

Jjudging the adequacy of* the Student.responses age. identified prior

e
[

. . *
»

'

-
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Thus, an - absolut

. "/ ., V" 3
1s used to measure learning. -~

to in&t‘wotihn.

’

-Criterion leVels can be .est

instructibn where information concernin~ the tevel of an indi-

4 »

viddal's yerforinnce is desired.

[ ' ‘ P . \

N ’ * &

e rather than a relative standard

. .

3blisked a¢ any point durine ° .

*
»

The term "erjterion' does not

v Ve

necessarily refer to, final, e¢nd-nf-the-rcourse.behaviot. The poidt.
, (. .

is that spéciflc behaviecrs and at

titudes implied at each level of «

R N ' .
proficlency are identified and used to describe the specific tasks

r

- .
a student, must bke carable of performinr. . ‘ o

3
v

,One of .the ¢hief »prohlems utl
o & : L]
measdrement, or

-

.teachtinr, since different

its outerowtt (contract plans) for eviAluatine e

s ”

. -~

-

th usinr criterion-referenced

‘teacherc set different roals
) !

within the’same discirline, and often, even wvithin the same course,
4 '

1t is difficult

to cohpare the relative sof¥oficiency

of teachers who

are pursulng different goals with different croups of atudents.” The

adoptiQn'of such 2

‘ -
and administrators

v

teachling oals, evaluate tre wort

the di?fic&lt, but absolutely nec

tests. Such-an educat

reference-l

and time consunminc:
—§ .-

- .
- N, ¢

1ts disadvantares.

suminp, the rayoff is well worth

defining spécific oéjectives'prior to instrhction,ithe teacher

can more likely emplov relevant 1

help students attain fﬁc objectives. The brocess of specifically

exagﬁlm what they really want to
. i ‘( -

4

4
-

so that they both know

Trhe advantarel of the cyster to rv mind,

vinlle. the process 1c difficult ard tirme-con-

procecs also requires the education of faculty -

-

t

hew to define erplicit
bW nf the ¢o2ls, qnd'to construct

essary, appropriate criterlon-

ional progranis both exrensive 7
'
. ? /l

4 '
howeygr, outwelgh

.
.

the effort. I'irst of all, by

nstructional materials

N

that will

-

defininr ot fectives™Forans instructors tp carefully think Lh#OUﬁh

teach, and 1t is thexr much more




likely that they will head for *ruly werthwhile roa§s.'~8econdly;

- »

‘students' proeress toward ‘attainment of the otjectives can be

-

continuously moenitored o thatlinstPUCtion can~be.kontinuously im-
- ' o :

‘proved while tne course is still,in prorress, not after the fact.

D(nallv, the criterion-referenced measurement system rrovides foy
.'f’.

a fairer eveluatiﬂn of. a fqoulfv member ] oompetence AS A TFACHFR

There 15 a mass of evidence tht no one style or method of teachinv

. *
produces superior learning. ihe'oriterlon referenced measurement

system takes thils well~-established but often forpotten fact into

copsideration. The faculty member whose students make progress. to-
« T, ] ) . ] .
-ward and achieve fducatiénal enals ?s3°an effective teacher rerard-
42 . .
-

1880 of the vethods re

-

~

‘ The evaluat*on of teachinr 1s a f too serious and complicated
¥ N s

process to be bLased solelyj on the personal'asseésment of administra—
tors, the judrment of visitinrs peers, an ®xamination of course“syl—'
labi‘cr teaching methods, or esnecially student‘orinions. Each of
-these 15 use%ul. but none is sufficient by itself. They are not

even that valuabhle jn t:tal. “'e must recornize the deficienéi's in -

these traaitional approaches, continue to explore and refine e /

.direct measures of learner growfﬁl and, untif;éﬁg perfeet evaluation
system is found, if ever, opt for multinle irdlcator) nf 3sse;sing

[} ?

*faculty pérformance.

With this last statement in mind, let me now descrive a ®each-

iﬁg evaluation progrram that ﬁy associate, Glenn llyre, and 1 have

recommended bte implemeﬁted at the UCLA School of Dentietry'next

i - .

year. The proptased desirn of “the program is tased. on many of the

;deas contained In fhis haner,; and takes Into consi tion the

advdntares and dis 3dv1ntare"‘of the various data forMs previously
Ty C - ) ] .
described. o
3

-
\




THF. UCLA SCHOOL OF DEMTIST

.

L

*irst, let

me

last ‘two vears, we bave worked ulth the atiministrators and

faculty of the {rhool of

Al

R

.

0

.

P

_TEACHHR‘EVALUATIOﬂ PROGRAM

.
. ¢

.

\ . o -
sdll that the climate is ripht! For ‘the N

-

Dentictry®*to establish the foundation

for an onroing, systematic and ,comprehensive prerram of teach-

/.

< . .
ing and ~urricular evaluation.* With almost completer and direct

involvement of the entire faculty and

v

- A
student lody, exrlicrit, measuratle rovle vere

IO,

L
\

‘e major portion of the

’

lefiwed for the

- -

Sehool and ts il curricular

(2R £}

clarifyirpr tliéce coals, faculty

explizlt about their owﬁshdurse

.t

what they were teaching In clas
. .

to the ianger and more long-rénée‘!hoo] roals.

to a renewed

EQQIS on teachine,

that *resulted "In the faeulty as

=

the development of a self-nacel

~tlont. In the procesc. of

3av

the need to become .iore
3 v

oblectives -- making sure that

s corresponded to and contributed -

This péoce%s.led
[ ] .

and an excitement was generated

0

skine for faculty development

.worxshorc, on everythine from the evaluation of instruction to

‘

instructional progrram.

e

A comprehensive

-

education program for the faculty was thus

5

develcped at thelr request wrich included tearnhing them how to

#

[N

speclfy dnstructional ahlectives, tc analyze the instructional
. .

1

s

. ¥A more comprehensive description of the renewal project at the
- UCLA 'School of Dentistry can be.obtained by writine to the
: Evaluation anil Training Instlitute, 11110 Ohlio Avenue, lNulte #202,

. LLos Angeles, Callfornia 20025

P AP T P .. I
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tasks 1m61fcit in the tarpet. freals, to incorporate into their o

4

. ) ‘& . - .

instruction eﬁpirinally(brivedJinstructiona] rractices that
increase studnnfh"ghqnnen of attaininr ohjectives, to construct
. . -

-

valid and reliable critericn tests and eriteriorf checks to monitor

. / : . ,
s®dents' préepess toward the otjectives and how to mweacure

student achievement and ' attitu-des at the end of the course.. In

L
o

sum, YJaculty were taurht the triterion-referenced system of in-

structNon and imeasurement. ‘

[ 4 a
k2

are wcf&inr with us

o

Curre§;lv, fagnuity on .the development

N .

of a oombreheﬁsiveaqvpstionhaire which will

v

e used to survey

S

] . — < .
recent rraduates of the Tchool to determine their attitudes

’ -
and ‘tehaviors in their rractices as they relnte.to the goals .

.

which were established. In this manper, the roals tHemselves

- .

will be evaluated to deftermine their velevance to the world

< v

of the practicinr dentist, and thuz, theilr workh énd viability

4

for futgre rraduates. The qdrﬁiculum will be-reyised accord- -

inrly, 1f necessary, and the 4vcle of evaluation and chanrge

‘ L]

will conﬁinue. L. :

Tt should be elear' that this proup 6? faculty 1is ready.for

L »

a prorramr of systematic teachins evaluation, and their cooperation

i1s insured. They have learned the rubflcs of criterfnn-refergnced

' ’ . -
- e L]

[T
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measucefment and have used the system in a.variety of ways As

>

far as their 1nstructioﬂ is concerned, they\hre cOmmibted to the
measurement of outcbmes as indicators of student 1eerning and the
logical next step for them is‘to 1mp1ement an outcomes-baség
teacher evaluation eystem. '

Colleague visitation and student ratings will continue to be
ysed, but colleague visgits wlll be.%ade én eh informal basis only,
at the discretion of .the faculty member, and willl not be included
in the'evaluation profile. ~St3dent ratings wiil be used as 1ndi-‘n
cators or satisfactibn only, and included with them will be' data

concerning the size of the class,rthe naturg of the course and

. - : ot
whether or not the course 1s required -- factors that have been

sm Shown to influence student ré?ings. The main thrdst of the evalua-

’

" tion profile will be a combination of cancrete evidence of direct
teaching effeEbiveness within each.course. a ’ v

o ) )

The evaluation program will begin before classes start in ‘
September with a meeting of each raculty membet and the section
chqirman. At thils time, “the objectives for each course taught by
the facuity membert will be revieyed, as well as the evidemce that
will- be cof;ected from students to detepmlne their degree of ék— ‘g

.teiﬁment. ;Levels of performance will be.esfablished for both
individual students and the class, aqg the.cbnditLons unpder which
the students' bebgbiors are to be demon;trated will be specified.
Althougb each f%cuIQY'member will ‘be expected to cbntinuously
monitpriciass brogresé throughout the course, for the rirsdE.

" year the faculty member and section chairmah will not meet

again‘until the end of the quarter (unleSss the faculty member

- N -~
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"¢ Student satisractipn based on studeht ?Zting forms agministered

. »

-12- N R

requests such a meeting) at which time they)will review the - .

level of class achievement individual studenhs ach}evement arnd

.
.

the objectives themselves As a result- oflthis analxsis, objeéc-
,tiveuay be reformulated for the next class and expectations

regarding student and class .levels of ach&evtmept may be reyised.
-At the end of the academic year, the 'section chaifman will

meet with faculty both individually and a%s a group to determine the

/
overall efricacy and interrelationship or the course objectives

‘-

and the general {evel of student achievement. By reviewing an

¥
individual's course evaluations from three quarters an assessment

-~

’ willLe made of each raculty -member's ability to promote student.

‘

learning generally, which objectives proved too diﬁficult to ac—

complish, what methods proved effective or inerrective, and»s0 on
: »

.
»
-~

-

to each class each quarter Will also be reviewed and areas of
dissatisractiﬁu analyzed. It should be noted however, that the
Furpose and emphasis of this program is- diagnosti ,;;- " 'h
to assess each faculty member's currhpg level of teaching effec-.
tiveness, identify problem areas, and establish the roundation for .

‘improvement. s
.

An integral and parallel part of the evaluation program will

necessarily be an on-going instructional development program to

. which faculty can come for help any time theyuwish. We believe
. . : +

that it is impractical ‘and foolhardy to establish a teaching eval- -

Y

uation program without anaaccompanying improvement*program.

¢

By ‘having . available to faculty an instructional im-

)
provement program congruent with the ingredients or‘the evaluation

' - program, they will receive the kind of help that wikl enable them

e

» P

to maximize atta&nment of their cbntracted respons%bilfty Nothing_ '

- ]3 | : \ “.

3 ,
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. : ’ .oy 13- : W .
- succeedr 11ke success Itself. Jhun for the neéxt Xear ‘and R

- * .

Y
i “ogssihl/ sven the second year, the rocus ‘of the evgﬁdat}on
- ~ - i
%

- - ,program will be on teachirp improvement and not on promotion
L - */ ' .
o, . ar tenure Once the faculty have had a chance to imrrove their

- i

P

. 'teacﬂinr efrectiveness .to demonstrate their ability to bring g

A

. - about student‘learninr,~and td nractice the*pPOOess of collect—

'_b . .-ing outcome data. the end-of- vear chairman/faculty meé%ing should

- ’

"ot ultimately result in an evaluation profile shat can be used

’r ‘(alonp with traditional eVidence of scholarly research and com—

- .

munity service) in arriving at reappointment promotiOn and

-

-

P o tenure dGCiSiOHS= Teaching will no lonper be the ugly step—

N sistertof‘ t he moup oL T R S i s

RN

o

-, . The experimental teaching evaluation proyram I haVE-Just dea

5 : -

scribed ‘(as well as our entire change and renewal proJect at the'

/
+ - School of Dentistry) is based on three major assumptions: -l) that

»

S the goal of durricular development and organizatiomal change 1s
. ‘the improvement of teaching and learning; 2) .that ‘any really mean-
’

ingful changes in-the curriculum and ultimately, improvement in

, ,l"‘
.

w, 4 - -

. ' tho—;eaching/learning process-must be based upon a rigorous evalua—

L] - «

tion program, and 3) the focus of such an evaluation program must

" be on outcomes - outcomes in terms of student achievement and

. ; - satisfactton; faculty developmeht and satisfaction' the responsive-

ness of the curriculum and finally‘\outcomes in terms f the total

. school and organizational environment ' . 7 p
< )

These are the conditi ns neoessary for a. viable faculty
o ‘évaluation program. Acéo ntability means ‘more than Just instruc-

l

S tidhal accountability, and 1nstitutional cost- effectiveness.' It

* "\; -

‘means the entire system of higher education is accountable for™

.
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y

providinglstudepts with an effective, responsive and satisfying

education It means that the goals of each institution must be

- defdned “in order to determine what cogstitutes a "good" education

for.the students at that institution;, Jt ‘means that'institutional

changes must be made in the environment'and particularly the re-

_ ward struct e So- that faculty members who are truly effective

teachers are recognized and encouraged in theLr efforts. It

t

means that institutions must make a serious gommitment to improv-

ing instruction and evaluating teaching by providing substantial
L ’

financial resources and persénnel support. -I am convinced that

N

‘unless . colleges and, universities ‘today ‘make such a commitment

higher education ‘may never rEcover its former importance and respect

in society That weuld be a sad ending ihdeed.
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