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INTRODUCTION

This workbook is designed for use in a wo}kshop or independeytly hy
a college.cr university group organized c? revise alfaculty evaluation
syscem. ﬁe presume that, unless the_particular institution was organized
yesterday, some form of evaluation alfeady eg}e;s. It may nct be satis-

factory or it may be quite good, needing only slight revision. You may

find the individual chapters, forma and appendices that follow more or

less helpful.'we trust that you will make judgments about how muc tiﬁe
you need to spend on each section and what issues are\;3§t'tftff£f; for
your setting. . - ' : 4\
| We have writtenh;his vctkbook primarily for faculty and adminis- .
trators who will be making decisions‘?boqt the degign e;d imélementation
of an ‘evaluation sye;em. Many colleges and unive}sities are discovering
- a need for more formal evaluation, greater emphasis on institutional

-

rather than individual prcfessicnal needs and public accountability of
those who ke pereonnel decisions. Some of the factors that demand
better evei tion systems 5}5 unfortunate: lesseeed f;culty mobiltty,
enrollment creases and financial stringency. Other‘eigns are more
encdur?ging: an 1;terest in more humane and fair-reward systems and the
increasing popularity of practical and effective faculty development

~—

programs. Hopefully, your system will be revised both because it needs
t¢ be and because you believe'?he institution yill be a happier and more
productive place tc'work witﬁ a bettec:evalqacion program.
The workbook is divicea into chaﬁterg wc}ch outlihe sequential
steps to making decisions abocc a system for faculty evaluation. Following

Q ‘ ) ' (3
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each chapter is a series of questions to be answered by & group within a
college or university before proceeding to the next stage. These questions
may serve as the backbone of a weekend workshop on faculty evaluation or

may be used throughout‘the process of revising a faculty evaluation

syatem.‘ . oo

The auﬁhors of this workbook make some basic assumptions aboug
evaluation. We believg;that the evaluation system must be compatible
with the formally stated college mission and the operational style of
the institution. We assert that there should be pubiic discussion of the
philosophy'and purposes of eyaiuation. We believe that evaluation systems
need to be both thorough and sensitive, but also easy to maintdin. WQ
believe that those who are to be evaluated must be involved in the b
design, implementation and review of the process. We think that everyone
who is served by f;culty should have a hand in evaluation -- students;
of course, but also colleagues, the administration and significant
others, perhapg including Trustees and some people who are external to
the institution. On’the other hand, we fhink there is no_peed and little
-justification for proceeding as though no one else had eQer addressed

’ the evaluation problem before. Ahy system must fit.your peculiar situ-
ation; it sbodld also be based on the best research and deveIOpment-that
has gone on elsewhere. Finally, because evaluation is such a complex

- process, we think that no one approach ;: method is perfect or adequate.
Multiple sources of.data and a variety of approaches to making evaluation
decisions are the greatest safeguard in designing an effective systeﬁ;

Based on the literature and our own experiences, we have tried to

suggest an orderly process far reviewing and revising a faculty evaluation

syétgm; We have§conscioqsly skipped over issues that do not seem to uys

-

P
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to be at the center of the review process. Hdwever[ we recognize that
some of these popular topics ulll'need to be diecuesedrin any workshop .
or by any group ehich4epproechee evaluation redesign. Therefore, in the
eppendices we have included eectiopa on atucent rating instrumects,
differentiel weighting of faculty activities and growth contracts. As
these iasues arise. the appendices may prove to be helpful guidea for
discussion. However, these topics themselves are not as:critical as ls
an orderly review of the process of revieing an evalugtion syetem. They
are merely elaborations on tecﬁciques that may need to be considered.
We do not presume that any group proceeding through this workbook
will .end up with an evaluation system proposal identical to that produced
by any other group. But the differences should reflect the differences
between institutions, cot a lack of consideration of generic issues.
Comcletion of this workbook and the redesign of a system should be seen

as one stage in the development of an evaluation process. Continual

review and revision is whac will keep the evaluation system alive and

‘well.

Joan North ”
_Director of Faculty and Staff Development
Small College Consortium 3

Washington, D.C.

> ' Stephen Scholl
' Dean of Educational Services
Ohio Wesleyan University




11.
\ REVIEWING AN EVALUATION SYSTEM '

A helpful approach to revising an existing faculty evaluation
process is to assume and act as if you are beginning from scratch. Ask
besic questions, such’ a. Who is asking for fagulty evaluation? Who will
wvant to see the results of evaluation? Who 11/1nteresced in the process?
The initiatives to teviev a program (or begin cne in the case where none-

) exists) may emanate from existing repre.entaiive groups, such aa_faculty.
students, the administration, even pafenta, trustees or legislators. Who

-

1s igtetéoted and who they represent are important issues. If there is

-

not séue agréement among & significant set of groups that something
needs to be done dﬁ-changed, there is little point in proceeding any
further.

Once the deéisiOQ to rzview:haa been made, khe process of revising
~nn evuluaciﬁn program can be divided into phases, focusing in turn on

study, adoption, implementation, evaluation and review once again. In

this chaptér we will focus most of our ;ttention on the Qtudy phase.

Study Phase
T The formation of a well-gtructured stug? group is critical. It
. should be neither too small nor too large; -six-to-nine participants is

workable. Althoush those to bé evnlugted must be the most significant
participanta, at least three constituencies are usually needed in a

_’ :ypical college or university -- faculty, administration and students.
Soneti:eg members of an institution's. governing board may also be

interested in working with this group.

SR
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The study group's objectives should include high visibility, open
and broad coununi"fion, credibilicy (vho im on the committec and how
they are selected ‘4; the most important initial factors in castablishing
credibility), the gathering of extensive data and thorough understanding
(reading, workshops, etc.) of important evaluation issucs.

Most study groups work.more effectively 1f they use a standard
group problem-solving procels.l The following 1is a typical process:

1. Define and get agreement within the group on the problem (spend
sufficient time at this stage or all that follows will be ineffi-
cient).

2. Set goals (statements that are the reverse of the identified prob-

lem) -- what should the situation be when the process is completed?

3. Develop and consider several alternative solutions, including,
perhaps, maintenance of the status quo.

4. Analyze the forces for and against change (technically, "force-
field analysis') on paper and concentrate attention on forces that

resist change rathef than those which promote change (the latter

are already on your *side).
)

1 For more detailed guidance on group problem solving seée William Morris
and Marshall Sashkin, "Phases of Integrated Problem Solving,” in Pfeifer
and Jones{’eds., The 1978 Annual Handbook for Group Facilitators

- (La Jolla, Cal.: University Associates, Inc., 1978), pp. 105-116. For
alternate techniques, see Arthur Chickering, et al, Developing the

College Curriculum, Appendix C ("Planning Tools"), (Washington, D.C.:
Council for the Advancement of Small Colleges, 1977), 279-290.

[ )
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S. Plan a strategy, including suggestions regarding what to do, by
wvhoa and wvhen. Put the strategy (n drfft form and discridute it
lﬂdh‘ the m‘jbr consti{tuencies of the 1nlt1tuilon. perhaps sopa~-
rntiﬁ; .ub-tintivc issues from concerns with the evaluation procecss.

6. Provide for at least one public campus discussion of revision
proposals at this "draft' stage. At--uch a  :~ting strategy itseclf
is 1upor£ant - for\;pstnnce. a good visua, model, such as an over-
head projection or large chart focuses the attention of the group
up front, together, and indicates a common search for solutions
rather than tangential critiques of minor aspects of the process.

7. Make recomendntions..1ncorporating suggestions from the campus

meeting and including means for periodic revision of the system.

Any small group that is charged with wrestling through the probiems
of evalultion.is likely to face some tensions in its own func+(:ning.
The gr is in the spotlight; it must produce recommendations that
directly impact on the livelihood and well being of =ary people. Purther,
academic committees aré.ﬁot famous for efficiency, teamwork or decisiwve
action. So the stud& group ought to uttend.to its internal process of

decision-making and taking action. Technical advice abounds on small-

. 2
group effectiveness. At minimum, the group should begin by deciding how
k

’

2 Some examples bf'straightforward primers on effective small group work
are: "Decision-Making,” in William Bergquist and Steven Phillips, A
Handbook for Faculty Development, Vol. 1 (Washington, D.C.: Council
for the Advancement of Small Colleges, 1975), pp. 157-164;. and Andre
Delbecq, Andrew H. Van de Ven and David H. Gustafson, Group Techniques
‘for Program Planning (Glenview, I1l.: Scott, Foresman and Co., 1975).

l - -
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to decide (voting, coneensus, or some interactive process) Apd how o
‘act (by delegation through a ntnft: by sharing assignments, th}ough a
chairperson, etc.). |

The entire study and recommendation process will take about {ive-
to-nine months under normal circumstances, with implementation umually

~

coming in the following academic year. If the study process itaclf{ takes

. more than a single academic year, energy for the issue tends to wane and

people begin to believe that nothins,vill happen. A'fbirly tight time
schedule, wvith special meetings for discussion of the revision of the
evaluation program, is much to be desired.

There are several common sense details to be observed during the
study processa. For instance, it is wise for the ;tudy group to share {ts
thoughts vitﬁ lmallér groups of faculty informally prior to circulating
a general draft proposal and having a large campus meeting. It is usually
advisable not ;o have the general campus meeting at a regular faculty
meeting, to avoid the notion that an ear}y decision 1is going to be
forced and in order to havé.i; truly perceived as a time for stuydy and
suggescions rather than legislation. It is-important that the full stu&y
group participate in any campus meetings to show general support for the

proposals and to be availgble to answer any specific suggestions that

may. represent differiné perSpectivés. Such participation continues to

" enhance credibility for the study process.

Other Phases

During the adoption phase those to be evaluated, the faculty,

should be ible to thoroughly analyze recommendations and formally aCCebg

ownership of the evaluation system. If they cannot be convinced that

Vs
>

- 0™
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this is the best way to’go for them, it is better to reviBe re;ommendd=*=

tions than to force an unacceptable program. During the implementation,ﬁ’
. ! %_ .
hase, the critical element is ‘a smoothly functioning process that is o

perceived as thorough and yet does not take so much time that it becomes
vburdensome. Again, careful planning and- execution are important. The

\

evaluation phase is an obvious tribute to a belief in evaluation of all

important enterprises in the institution. There is always something that
can be improved in any process. Finally, it sifgiy must be assumed that
any new program may in turn be revised again, so building in a time for

formal review is only good planning.

In Form 1, which follows, are a series of questions pertaining to fi

-

the creation of the study process.. The answers to these questions should
h ]

provide you with the basic action planning design for reviewing faculty

“evaluations.

P ‘_ o
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FORM 1 . e A
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Determining the Study Process-

1. th initiated this review?

’ Vil . ‘ o R - e

2.” Who will the atudy.group-be? How is it to be chosen’ What groups
- and how many from each group are to be repnesentative’

PN

Y

-

s

-

3.  To whom is the study group responsiblef

S

NG

. 3 -

s
3

4. How will the study éroup keep the faculty informed?

. - "
\ . ‘
: R ) ) e .
) i. . ,
. oo

5. How will the” study group operate in making\decisions and taking
"action? , : R .

).
(

|
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6. How will a final decisioh to adopt and implement a revised evalu- : fﬁ
ation process be made? . : ' 7 . ;‘yé“L

. Y
- .
N . , .
. .
-

7. {What 1s the general list of. activities for the study and ;ecommen ST
. dation process’ _ . 7 e

hat o co- LY ,-,\._r -~y

- D

8. | Chart the important steps to be used in the study process, give
completion deadlines. . . R
I - - .

CE Y

o>

9. Consider using this completed work sheet ‘for a check on the process
: midway through' the study (especially.just prior to any general :

rampus meeting called to review draft recommendations). The study
group should ask itself: Has anything changed since we began? Are
we on schedule? If there are revisions or proéblems in the process,
are they being- appropriately dealt with? Are we funttioning effec-
‘tively as, a'group° ‘Finally, review this sheet®just prior to propos-—
ing a revised evaluation process for adoption. Ask the same questions
that were asked at the midpoint. Checking the process in this way
can’ prevent unfortunate surprises at critical stages.

- -~ . h
.
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III. .

’ EVALUATION PHILOSOPHY AND THE NATURE OF THE COLLEGE

<
®

. jﬂphough few people pause to examine an evgluation-philosophy, the
consideration is helpful for ensuring’ congruence between evaluation ‘
practices and the nature of a particular institution. If the system of
evaluation is incompatible with_the college‘mission anq;style, it.will

not be operational. Imagine, for instance, the difficulties for a small»

/
college which emphasizes community and individual growth for its faculty

and students while it employs a competitive, comparative evaluation
‘ A

system.- ~
.

This chapter outlines four generalized evaluation philosophies The -

,approaches overlap and they are admittedly ideal types. Discussion of

these-types may help to clarify a study group's philosophical approach

to* the problem. The next chapter will focus on more specific purposes or

- .-
Wem—

functions of evaluation.

"1..  Summative comparison with other faculty. Comparisons can be made

within the college, within a department, with faculty nationally,
vithin.a,discipline~nationally, with faculty of the same rank,. or
.with faculty having similar.classes in the school or nationallv.
Most faculty evaluation systems have traditionally relied on such
comparisonsvand resembled periodic "exams', with the tenure decision
perceived as the "final". It is understandable that.ﬁhe faculty~
member should ask, “With whom am I being compared, and are there

any differences in duﬁlpituations which may work against me?"
Summative comparisons often employ quantification, but this approach

doés not require .it. !

RN |

A
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tgges' It is sometimes easier to judge people in

comparison to other people than to measure them against ‘an

‘\
ideal too often not. clearly defined such as "effective

teaching." So, this approach can provide relatively_objective

+ comparisons and can help to make difficult administrative

decisions by relyiné;on differences between performance and .

o _— ‘production of various individuals. When resources are scarce,

v there can be a ranked list of peOple to be- rewarded, promoted

e .“ or dismissed One ends up with the cream of the crop.

S R Disadvantages. The discrimination between individuals may.
appear to be so slight that gdecisions are not defensible.

- o There is certainty only about who are the best and worsf L

LY

faculty. This type of summative evaluation generally comes at .

’ -

) - the end of a semester or year,)and the burden of proof is on

the instruttor. Individuals may be compared to inappropriate
- groups, for example, to someone in an institution with more

support for research or to someone with smaller classes in a
more popular subject. The approach forces a ranking, and 'f
- 'implies that some faculty must be performing poorly even if
the differences are slight. The bell curve is_not always . . -

- appropriate.

2. Criterion—based evaluation. This philosophy assumes that there is

an ideal- standard or a set of basic criteria against which- faculty
a:jgjudged. When the criteria are explicit, they may include a

d number of publications or-a certain _sgore- on~student evalu—"
- s [

£

o .
ations or "other performance measures. Often, however, theﬂideal is .

only implicit in personnel decisions and. not explicitly publicized.
Q - h E ' . : uljkj‘ ” ' .
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The "ideal standard" msy.be a fﬂr. Chips”,tﬁpe, the intermationally

renowned scholar, or the unofficial composite of favored tenured
- ) e . e . . o ‘\“\A -
professors. ‘ - o - A e

- -
1 p

‘o . -égvantéges' If used explicitly, this philosophy promotes.

‘adiscussion about ideals or criteria which may result in useful

T o institutional standards and can;- therefore, provide for quality

- control Explicit criteria also provide clear guidelines for

]

P faculty whq are ‘able and willing to mold their behavior to fit

-

the standard‘

es: This philosophy may limit tolerance for
individual differences."The philosophy may lead to—a trait
'approadh to evaluation, rather than 1ooking at behaviar or

student 1earning outcomes. Thus it may ‘have a tendency to

promote "looking right" and effusive game-playing. If, on the

hd other hand, the criteria are not explicit, faculty may be

.evsluated on'eﬁidenne .about which they are ignorant.Q

3.. -Developmental or formative evaluation for growth. This approach

. emphasizes the individual and personal' growth, rather than a. i -

-

relative ranking.compared to others or to an ideal standard. A

.

"growth plan" philosophy implies that everyone can and should
improve in performance and the change, rather than the relative

) strength, is what is rewarded. Colleges recruit good faculty who

show promise of continued growth. Faculty should understand clearly

-

- and accept what needs to be done during the evaluation period.

Adrantages: Comparison 1is with oneseli and is related. .

“

directly to one's professional growth. Evaluation frequently

~

begins'at the start of a semester, year or several-year‘period

LY
-
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¥ ., allowing tine to'chanée snd improve. This approach may stimulate

- . . - -

T L n?re.productive eéfort than the summativé-comparative approach S

. o ‘i ~ and may produce more behavior change. Development and evaluation

:may be.combined in this approach. Mnitiple sources of data are

- qlearly.rquired. The prdcess is highly individualized.

Disadvantages: bevelopmental evaluation takes more time

‘because each person must be dealt with at lemgths, although not -~ _

pecessarily every term or year. If an individual's personal

VA . growth plan is to benefit the department or college, consider-
- able customizing and planning are needed early in the process.
It may be difffcult to establish and"maintain equitable in-

' dividual expectations across an entire institution; Even with
improvement, a person may still be performing so pooxly that,‘

the college nishes to terminate him, but.the developmental
approach‘has-not been_used often to support disnissal. There
can be.an inplied "contractual" gbligation to retain everyone,
though institutional needsﬁmay chanée during the period of

-

evaluation.‘

=g

4. Objectives-based evaluation. This approach is borrowed from the

e

-

military and business world, where it is usually labeled "Manage-.

ment by Objectives"; This philosophy holds that the creation of
' t
annual.individual measurable objectives will lead to explicit

'results. To be effective, the entire instifution must be, involved,.
‘ )

from top to bottom.kThis philosophy essentially suggests a contract_

"approach that 'if fulfilled, results in—some individual reward."
-~ L *
o The usuaI difference between this philosop and the developmerital

approach is;that the objectives established for individuals are

’

(“
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basedprimarily on the institution's needs, not the individual's.

p Results, rather than process, are most .valued. ‘ .

’ Ad;aotages: This philosophy clearly establishes the
- primacy of the lnstitution over individuals within the college.
It requires thac inéivi uals agreejpn institutional objectives _'
and their ownvresponsi ilities for helping to achieve them. It
forces the college to be¢lear aboot its objectives. It is
 systematic, reasonably pre ictaBle and may provide a unifying
_force within the institution. i

Disadvantages: This philosophy fnvolves‘the creation of

periodic goal—setting and review sessions with all college

o

personnel. Thus, it is t}me-consuming. Because ‘this approach

“!L -Te) much tied to institutional objectives, it may ignore .
individual needs or stifle creati;ity. Also, it may not be

possible to objectify the most valued goals of institutional

or individual life. Not every faculty acii‘—zﬁ can be derived

from the college mission statement. .

The form following this chapter asks you to choose which evaluation
- . - . . ' . LA
philosophy most closely matches your institution?
<

(S \
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FORM 2 &
L, Evaluation;,l’hilosophy and the College Mission
. " | ) )

Consider your college's ni;sion (formally stated), general rating .
style apnd attitude .toward ‘people. Based on what you perceive, lect the
@valuation philosophy which you believe should be most appropriate for
your college, and explain why you beliéve it fits. Suggest any important
: modifications in the approach which might be necessary.

R Effective faculty evaluation compares a person's performance with
. _others performance to determine who is performing better at critical’
) junctures (sumative comparisons).

t‘ X

) : - c r ,

I | B '
P - LT
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\2.

Effective evaluation measuree a person's performance against specific
criteria or an ideal standard (criterion-based evaluation).

-

Effective faculty evaluation measures a pérson's improvement in
performance periodically (developmental/formative evaluation)

"
.

<



4, Effective evaluation measures regularly the results a person achieves-
~ against predetermined objectives (objectives-based evaluation).

[

\

-

5. Other.
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T IV.

PURPOSES OF FACULTY EVALUATIO

No matter what fhe institutional philosophyf, most evaluations have

at least two implicit purposes -— to make judgments about an activity so

‘it may be. appropriately valued and rewards may be distributed, and to

-

1nprove the activity itself One of the basic problems about faculty

.

evalhation systems is confusion about using evaluat*on for personnel

decisions and/or for faculty development. While evalthtion data is

almosr alﬁays used for personnel decisions, theé types of informati;n
gathered may be more appropriate for developmental purposes. For issfance,
many student evaluations of instruction contain detailed questions about
speciffc teacher behaviors as .well as sSummAaTry statements about the

overall effectiveness of a faculty member and a course. Probably only

‘ 7 o, ¢

- the summary statements about the teacher are useful 1n‘making kéy per-

sonnel decisions, while the detailed observations of behavior and B
ggscriﬁtions of the course can be better used for improﬁing teaching

practices. Further, it is often forgotten that within a particular

institution there are usually at least'two -classes of faculty -- the .

tenured and the untenured. Evaluation pﬁilosdahy is likely to-rdiffer in
rQe-eyesqof those two classes if the purﬁoses and. assumptions about the
consequences of evaluafion differ. Even if all members of. the faculty
particieege_fg.tﬁe same evaluation system, the ultimate cohseguences of
a poor or an outstanding evaluation are likely to be substantially .
different for tenured and untenured members. Hence, there are differences

in perceived purposes. Sorting out these issues and the kind of’ data
£ : N

>
-~ . -
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needed 111ustrate yhy an earlz concern 1o revising the evaloation
procese‘nuao have to do with defining the‘purpbses of the evaluation. . ‘ .
The question of whether a singlevfaculty evaluat system can
aerve both” personnel . decision—making and faculty development needs to be
resolved. One current view is that it is necessary to separate the two
functions into separate evaluation Proceases. While most would agree
that in some ideal conditions both fuoctions ought to be eoﬁbined and be
mutually suppqQrtive, s;éh combination can ﬁe’very difficult to accom-
plish because of the different‘purposee oeing served. For personnel
decisiodsagopparisons_are ofteo—maoe. usuallf across campue and usually
osing comparative data to help make diffleult decisions that result in
significant rewards or punishments. A primary goal of such a system is
to be perceived as fair and legally defensible. Evaluation for develop-
ment is more frequently based on measuring thange in individual per- \\
form;hce and is most often voluntary rather than compulsory. Change is |
often most rapid when a faeulty-member discovers that something he or
she.thought was going well turns out to be perceived by others as an
area needing 1mprovément.:To discover this requires taking risks in
evaluation. Aesessmept for development needs to encourage experimentation
and be tolerant of failure. If the same evaluation system and the same
instruments are used for both personnel decision-makinglaﬁd development,

.

voluntary risk-téking and experimentation are less likely to be forth-

L 4 ~

coming.

Admitting these practical diffiéulties; it is sometimes argued that

the separation of personnel decision-making from development weakens

both activities. Even if it 1s not possible to bring both functions

together in a éingle, integrated. system, it may be desirable to bring

Q . . i
4 -

"ERIC : 2
ERIC o
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them c%g:fr together. Will faculty. pursue development activities in a
- . Pal

:-gy.tea'to:a11y>segregated'from the persohnel reward structure? Though

) ficg};? probably 1;§rove their performance pr@nqriiy because of an - -
intriﬁdic drive for excelience and professional pride, external rein-
forcement fof improveqént oust not be overlooked. Some claim that in a
program of faculty development separated from the reward structure the
anl; teachers who participate afe those who need development least.
There are Qaya to utilize developmental evaluation dufing lengthy
periods (two-to-three years?) of prbfessional_growth and then review
thbse evaluations for personnel decision-making only when key'decisions-
must be made, thus meshing the #wo systems fairly effectively. Different

- people in the—facult? and administration may be concentrating their
efforts on development or the personnel. system, but they should have
means of communicating with and supporting each other while still main-
taining a sense of fairness in the<process. | ".F

Beyond the basic functioné of personnel decisions and‘professionalA
improvement, faculty evaluation may se;ve additional explicit or implicit
goals. Accrediting agencies often require explicit forms of eva}uation.
Students want to have influence in evaluating‘teachers, and they want
information "about courses and teaching styles ghat go beyond cataIOgI*
descriptions. Sometimes an evaluation is used just to provide a facade
of objective accountability.

The next exercise should help the study group clarify the single or
multiple purposes evaluation ig to fulfill. The philosophy of evaluation
‘discussed in the previggs chapter should provide the basic abproach to.
serving these varied purposes, but it does not necessarily determine

which functions will be served.

Q
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IR Purposes of Faculty Evaluation
*  -Choose cue or‘qd%c_of_thc féilowing-optionn; If more than one option is
~ chosen, rank your choices in terms of primecy of purpose. -

1. To provide comparative data about faculty performance upon
which personnel decisions will be made. .

2. To provide data on an individual faculty member's
performance (not compared to others) upon which
personnel decisions will be made.

3. To provide comparative data about faculty performance
-will provide a basis to motivate individuals to

-improve their performance.
. -

4. To provide date on an individual faculty member's
- performance (not compared to others) from which
individual faculty members will be motivated to
-~ improve . ’ -
5. To es jégh base~line data about an individual's

performance, against which the individual's growth and
development will be evaluated for persomnel decisions.

6. To provide information for college-widle facult{ develop-
' ment efforts. :

7. To give students a means of registering their views on
faculty performance. .

8. To provide students with consumer information for course
choice. 3

9. To conform with accreditation requirements.

10. To inform the institytional governing board of the
quality of faculty performance. )

-

1ll. To provide data to move from an arbitrary or intuitive
personnel system to an information-based system.

12. To elimipate undesirable or unproductive faculty members.

13. To reward and advance the most desirable and productive
faculty members.

14. Other purpose: (fill in your owm)

0N
(o




-18-

~ - v'
_______;_____,_,_ S — mmmmixi}wmmmcnmnm S

-

<

Is every ‘faculty member expected to perform every facet of faculty
4§. i work equally well? Is every faculty member doing the same things, spend—
ing equal time and e///rt doing them? Not likely, nor is it likely that
: any institutidn would wish it so. ‘
| .'. Faculty activities most often formally evaluated are teaching and,
'for most’bd!leges, schblarly or creative production. The faculty perform
‘a variety of additional fd:ctions which are expected by the college, but
seldom are part of a formal evaluation system. Thus, it should be no
" wonder that f;culty spend little time advising or contribute litcle to a
committee in‘preference for other kinds of activities. If the college

\

"= places 'a value on faculty activities in addition to teaching, those

LO I

activities should be evaluated and rewarded.’ o N

Most evaluation.systems assign relative weights\fo different .ac-
tivities, though often only implicitly and sometimes in esoteric and .
dysfunctional vays: Evaluation may be improved by l) making the relative
value or weight of bey activities (such as teaching, research and‘campus
- ¢ service) explicit, 2) allowing differential weighting oflactivities to
‘maximize rewards for oecuiiar etrengths ‘among faculty, and 3) allowing a
variety of activities to be eveluaf!d and rewarded beyond: the basic 9
core. Such variations and refinements are possible no matter which

‘philosophy of evaluation is followed, though the "summative comparison"

approach, if extreme, will limit the freedom to use differential weight-

ing. e
g : ,
Form 4 provides an opportunity to identify and weight faculty(

activities to be evaluated
N

2
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.77 Faculty Activities to be Evaluated and Weighted

The determination about which activities are rewarded can be made college~-
wide, or by department or by individual negotiatfvn. The important

factor is that the faculty understand and accept the list and the rela-
tive value placed on different activities. Below is a list of activities
in which faculty may engage and for which they may be rewarded.

First, check those activities which are/should be evaluated in your
college, then place a percentage rating (or range or percentages) on
. those you checked. Once agreement is reached on this phase, you have the
.beginning of an explicit, weighted evaluation system.
« ‘ Is Should be

Rewarded Rewarded Weighting

1. Teaching — general

a. Pedagogic methods

b. . Teaching skill

c. Subject-matter competence

d. Subject-matter difficulty

e. Gradinéypractices

~

f. Student leafniﬁg outcomes -

8. Student satisfaction .

h. Enrollment in courses ’

i. oOther aspects -

S

3. Other aspects

2. Advising — general

-

a. Number of advisees

zb. Advisee retention ' ) ‘ o
_c. Advisee .job ahé gradﬁate
placement

" d. Advisee satisfaction
- 9 - . A

e. :Oppgr

£. Other

O\
Q9]
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‘ : T . Is Should be .
i ... .. . Rewarded Rewarded ‘Weighting .
3. Colléée service — general E
it a. Assisting othei faculty. ] :
b. Effective participation in . ‘:. .
comnittees . P T .

BN

c. Assisting in student recruitment

d. Assisting in fund raising °

e. Succegs in grantsmanship

: - s
£. - Relationships with colleagues A - &
g- Other 8
h. Other ’
4. Community service — géneral - ;
a. Effective participation in &
community affairs
' b. Community leadership
c. Other ‘e
5. Professional growth — general ﬁi
’ a. . Degree completion | . . ‘ o
b. ~Additiomnal study
c. Professional publications/
tesearch/creative work
d. Rarticipation in profeésional
meetings
e. Leadership in professional )
. associations . *
£. Participation in curficulum/.
teaching institutes,
e, workshops -
7 = p . ‘ - . i N
g- Design of new courses/ ¢ 3 "
. ¢ curriculum . . . o "
Y - 2 ‘\_I’ ¥
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- : / - Ie Should b )
. ' ' . . Rewarded Rewarded = Weighting
NI - p—— .._h. U.ae_ of nta_;.é:h_ad__o_lég_ive‘ia_ —_— .- . em mt e s \.‘_ .- P e e e w4 eeemeae . -
teaching, advising or ' v
. research : —
1.  Other - .
R 3. Othe_l'.
= . _ | .
6. Administrative duties - general
, .a. Committee leadership
:l‘ R \
b. Part-time administrative 4 \ )
. assignments -
ACe " Department /divisional chair .
d. Other
e. Other
. M
7. Personal traits — general 4 ‘
. ~
a. Creativity . b ~ o
b, Frienélliness S~ ‘ |
.c. Religious/moral commitment
d. Cooperativeness
e.  Intelligence ' R -
'f. Loyalty to institution’
\- . -
‘8 Other
h. . Other
. \ -
8. Miscellaneous T . : v
a. -Comi:et'ing job offers _ ' T
b. Length of service and rank |
- c. Other -
' ’ - & - ' ~
d. Other - ' p
. T ; . | —»/,
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o Once activitiet to be evaluated hlﬁenbeen identified and weighted,
it 1is possible to euggest types of data which might be collébted. Gener-
 ally, evalustion will’ e‘;ore valid and fair 1f more than one’kind of
.evidence is used. The only caveat to be noted' about using many sources’
of information 1s that the data must be limited to that which can be(\
easily_collected.and analyzed. Make‘the-systqn practical or it will soon
break down. ‘

’ Preliminary to.the various forms and systems of gathering observa-
tions and judgments, there is a need for basic documentation for evalu-
ation. You might consider a kind of archive of regularly coflected
faculty—snpplied-or administration-supplied evidence, such as sglf-
reportsﬂof activity, syllabi, tests and course;haterials, copigg'éf_
publications, profes%ional proérams and educationalvand.honorific docu~
ments, course'enrollment-data, advisee assignment data, placement records
of students and so on. Much of this "raw" data might be routinely filed
at convenient intervals well ahead of the scheduled times for gathering
others' viena and analyzingithe corpus of evidence. The file of such *
data should be open .to review by the faeulty member- 1 )

“-Since one common denominator anmong faculty is teaching, it is
probable that aqne type of ‘evidence will be some kind of student evalu=-
‘ation of teaching Instruments for this-kind of appraisal abound many
of them useful in a variety of colleges. With the voluminous research on
the validity and reliability of student evaluations, there can\be little

excuse for-not using well—designed student ratings (for more qg student

¥ _USING DATA TO SUPPORT EVALUATION " .
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'  appraisals, see Appendix . 1). But, using only student’ evaluations for
b ' i

! T
evaluating teaching is equally ihexcusable. Students are the most re-
liable source of information about a teacher's behavior and their

ffactions to it; they are in a poor position to evaluate course content,
4
the professor's growth over time or other professiqnal activities.

The opinions and observations of colleagues, in the long runm, are
of ten the most c¢ritical source of data for personnel decisions. Obser-
vation'especially can also be useful for improving performance. But
unlike atudent.rating forms, peer ratings have not'enjoqu as much
attention.from psychometricians or other pxperts in the evaluation
field. And the formal means of recording data  collected trom colleagues

and administrators are likely to more idiosyncratically-relate to-a
particular college and‘stage of evaluative system development than our
student-ratings. It is useful to examine éeer rating instruments from
’ other institutions, but you will probably need to construct your oun
Form S which follows;uidentifies eiaht types of data Which might
be used to support faculty evaluation. Questionnaires/rating instruments

U ~ are usually some form of student or alumni or. colleague evaluation of .. -

’ teaching or advising. Self réports are the faculty member's own.rerlec-

x\“*tion on her progress and activities. This type of data becomes especiallyb

. -
important for‘the faculty member to have the opportunity to explain her

* I

educational goals or any special circumstances about her. performance.

Direct observation refers primarily to classroom performance observa-

s

tion, but could Aalso include committee work, advising or other faculty

~

- activities. The observation could be by a colleague in a team—taught

course, a student, <the dean or other colleagues. Interviews of students,

colleagues, others can provide more detailed and specific data on an

[ ~

Q . . l T
. -~ ‘.y ' ~
. . . ) ! ) < Rt
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. individual's bqrformance and impact. Exp;rt opinion from outsiders is

used primgrilyxforfjudging a faculty_membgrfa‘cogpetence within his ‘
discipline, although it could also be used in other areas. Act‘ivg_‘x .'
reports are w;ys for faculty tQo document what they are doing or how they
spend time, such as time studies..This data becomes crucial for faculty
whose activities &re different from the norm, such as those with heavy

advising,'committee or prpject loads. Products-can include syllabi,

tests, pubiications, papers, committee minutes, art work -— any product .

resultiné from the individual's professional life.:Institutional records
are current and histo;iéélﬁdata:about'those aspects éf the 1Astitution‘
wh;ch directly relate to tﬂe_faculty ?ember's work, such as enrol lment
_£igurés'£or the indi;idual's classes, attrition rates f;r his advisees,
student exam performance, or placement history for his students.

.Note that sé;eral copies of Form S are provided to cover each type

of faculty activity to be evaluated, such as advising, teaching, service

)

S

.or_schoiérly bro&uction. You may need to reproduce copies 1if your Jdst

-

of activities is extensive.



FORM 5

. Data to Support Faculty Evaluation

.

} 3 . e .

~ Use one of these forms for each principal type of activity which will bdbe
evaluated (such as teaching, research, service, etc.). Specify which
types of data are appropriate for evalusdting each activity, then check
off which,will be required (presumably a smaller number than those types.
of data uﬁich might be appropriate), and finally, indicate who is to
supply the data (students in courses, advisees, the person being evalu-
ated, colleagues, depar t head, dean, alumni, ocutside experts, etc.).

Activity to de evaluat

"Types of Data - Appropriate Required Source of Data

Qﬁestionnaires{rating runents
(specify by students, colle s, etc.)

LY

Self-feponts

Direct observation of the activity : »
. . L 4

”,

Interviews .of students, colleagues, others ‘ ’ -
.- .

-

Expert opinion.from outsiders

Activity'reports (specify)

»

T RN - . >

-

Institutional records (enrollment figures,
attrition reports, placement records?
atudent exam performance, etc.) g

. | -
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’ Data to Support Faculty EBvaluation i 1

.
-

““—”f““”““Uic“énc“ofwfhiiémfdrﬁijkbf"dhﬂﬁ;pxincipal':ypo of activity which will be
evaluated (such as teaching, research, service, etc.). Specify which
types of data are appropriate for evaluating each activity, then check
off which will be required (presumably a smaller number than those types
of data which might be appropriate), and finally, indicate who is to .
supply the data (students in courses, advisees, the person being evalu-
ated, colleagues, department head, dean, alumni, outside experts, etc.).

Activity to be evaluated:

Types of Data Appropriate Required Source of Data

:Questionnaires/rating instruments
(specify by students, colleagues, e®c.)

~

'~Se1f—reports“

Direct observation of the activity

Y

\ . _ ' Y f -

Interviews of students, éol{eagues, others .

@ >

— —

ﬁxperf opinion from outsiders

Acgiviﬁy reports (specify)

-

» . .

" Institutional records (enrollment figures, . - L i

attrition reports, Placement records, . o
student exam performance, etc¢’)

»

GO
in
¢
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FORM 5

Data to Support Faculty Evaluation®

Use ons of these forma for each principai type of activity which will be

evaluated (such as teaching, research, service, etc.). Speacify which
types of data are appropriate for evaluating each activity, then check
off which will be required (presumably a smaller number than those types
of data which might be appropriate), and finally, indicate who is to
supply the data (students in courses, advisees, the person being evalu-
ated, colleagues, department head, dean, alumni, outside experts, etc.).

Activity to be evaluated:

Types of Data : Aggrogrinte Required Source of Data

" Expert opinion from outsiders

Questionnaires/rating instruments
(specify by students, colleagues, etc.)

Self-reports

Direct observation of the activity

‘Interviews of students, colleagues, others

Y

Activity reports (specify)

Institutional records (enrollment figu:es._
attrition reports, placement records,
student exam performance, etc.) .

¢
o
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Data to Support Faculty !vnldn:ibu

-Use -one of these forms for sach principal type of activity vhich will be
evaluated (such as teaching, reeearch, service, etc.). Specify which
types of data are appropriate for evaluating each sctivity, then check
off which will be required (presumably a smaller number than those types
of data which might be appropriate), and finally, indicate who is to
supply the data (students in courses, advisees, the person being evalu-
ated, colleagues, deparcment head, dean, &lumni, outside experts, etc.).

Activity to be evaluated:

Types of Data . Appropriate Required Source of Data

Questionnaires/rating instruments’
(specify by students, colleagues, etc.)

Self-reports ) .-

: ”
Direct observaﬁion of the accivity

. ‘»

-

Interviews of«qtﬁdenta, colleagues, others

Expert opinion from oytsiders

Activity reports (specify) - !

)

titutional records (enrollment figures,
attrition reports, placement records, .
student exam performance, etc.)
N
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SCHEDULE AND- RESPONSIBILITY FOR COLLECTING EVALUATION DATA

e e i PR .

Al

Who 1s going to collect what data.‘uhon and how? Dcciuxona about
these issued can make or break the best evaluation design. If canfid-$:
tiality and fairness are iiportint (and-thcy always are), the respon-

Al,libilit!.for ptacttcal.-v‘ll-undcr-tood and reasonable means of collecting

cﬁidcncc must be ca;c!ully Plannéd, assigned and executed.

Forms 6A and 6B are to be utilized for &ctailing the responsibilicy
and calendar for data colleétion. Again, there are copies of Form 6A for -
each major facul&y activicy. Th; important point here is that éhorough-
ness must be :.::hcd by practisg} conaidetationo.of time and energy, and .
the natursl rhytbms of the academic-year. Form 6B 1llustrates that it is

1-portant 80 reviewv these materials to make sure that the burden of work

L)
~
- -

is well-distributed and wcll—tined. . . : :;-
Later. vhen producing insttuction; for each part of the evaluatioﬁ
cysten. be sure“to spell out what is being measured or collected by whom -
for what purpose, to whom it is being submit:ed and-how the data will.be
stored, usgd and how long it will bhe ke?t. These séec}f{?ations are nqt
only necessary under the growing pressure of concern about privacy and

protection of individual rights in the storghe of personal information;

they are simply fair to the people being evaluated and to those supply4_

ing dats.

G
- On




FORM 6A

Responsidility for Data Collection

Precisely how does the evalustion syetem work?! Two major details of
imsplementing an evaludtion system include assigning responaidilicy for
collecting the data and designating collection times. For each faculty
activity to be evaluated, f1ll out this form listing the required data
(assume also that faculty may went to add supplemental data), indicate
who is responsidble for collecting and reporting this information, when
it will be collected and to whom the data is sent.

EXAMPLE

Activity: Advising _

Data | ‘ Collected By  When To Whow Sent

‘Advisee evaluation forms * Advisor ' May Department head

Retention rates of advisees hgia;ut January & Department head
September and dean .

Reports from department hesds Department head May Dewn

o
‘Activity: .
Datg | - ,, cén_ecced BY  Whem To Whom Sent

v

n?

1

Complete this form for as many major activities as you plan to evaluate.

~




FORM 6A

Responsibdility for Data Collecttion

Precisely how does the evaluation syatem work? Two major details of
implenent ing an evalustion system include assigning responsibilicy for
collecting the dats and designating collection times. Por sach faculty
activity to be evaluaged, f111 out this form listing the required data
(assume also that faculty may want to add supplementsl data), indicate
who is responsidle for collecting and reporting this information, when
1t vill be collected and to whom the data is sent.

.

-~
Activity: Advising
Data ' Collected By When To Whom Sent
Advisee evaluation forms Advisor May Department head
Retention rates of advisees Registrar January & Department hocd

September and dean
Reports from department hesds Department head May ‘ Dean
e

Acilvity: »
Data _ Collected By  Mhen To Whom Seat

=

V4 ,'

Complete this form for as many major activities as you plan to evaluate.

- .
- N I3
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keépopéibi]ity. for Data Collection

. Precisely how does the evaluation system work? Two major detalls of -

-

‘'implementing .an evaluation system include
ing the data and designating collec
" activity to be evaluated, f111 out .this fo

(assume also that faculty may want to add su

.collect

plement

asddgning responsibility for

tion times. For each .facult
rm.1listing the required data

data), indicate

-who is’responsible for collecting and reporting this information, when
.- 3t will be collected apd to whom.the data 18 sent. =~ ' -
.7 mdetiviey: Advising "
Data A . Collected By . When To Whom Sent
. Advisee evaluation forms ' Advisor May Department head
Retention rates ot'/advisees ‘Regis.itr'ar '.'Jat;ua_ry & Department head '
e o : . September  and dean
. Report; from deiaért’méﬁt heads Department head May O “ Dean
, - ) ‘- 7
. Activity: - ' - _ -
JData . ) Col_ié’cte;i-By 4, " When - To Whm- Sent* ‘
_ _ ~
N as ’ N\
; »

.Cdmplete' thi_s form for as many major act

41

©
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ivities as you plan to evaluate. .



.o " B

) FPORM 6A

.77 Responsibility for Data Collection

- Precisely how does the evaluation system work? Two major details of (<
implementing an evaluation systenm 1nc;'_g-nssigning responsibility fox

- collecting therdata amnd designatingfsoggection,tines. For '‘each faculty

activity to be evaluated, fill out- tidh - form listing ‘the required data

(assume also that faculty may want €9 add sapplemental data), indicate

who is responsible for collecting and reporting this information, when

-1t will be collected and t6 whom the data 1s sent. '

. EX.AHPI.E . | ' 7 ) | '«.
Activiey: Advistng | o o
Qggg. T ) o : . Collected By -'EEEE.'._' To Whom Sen; |
‘Advisee'evaiuhﬁiogVforms _'Adviaor_.>' _ﬁhyf —._ Department head
| Ret?ntion rqtéé’of;é&visee;_"- " . Registrar - ' Jﬁnuary & bepaftment head
L D ' : . September and dean
Report; ffom department heads Department head Méf p Dean '
R ' N .
Activ{ty: . ' _ —7 : e l
.. Data ; o , ’.f.A? " Cbilééfeddyi Whei‘. - :To'Whoﬁ ég?t'
. s - ;

. -
. !
’ A
.-

-

Complete this form for as mahy mgjof activities as you plan to evaluate. h

74N
&
\

13



- | T ‘ -".roxln,sn

 Annual Calendar of Evaluation Activity

- Making an annual calendar of activities will provide a display of the
entire evaluation system and an easy review of the‘work flow in the
‘process. Devise the data for this form from your complete set of forms 6A.
After you have displayed all the information, you may ‘want to revise
this form and:some of 6A to achieve a better distribution of work among
. people and the times of- the year. - ' . : _

-~ One additional activity is also included in this form: Analysis of the
data and action. Do not underestimate the amount of time taken at this
. stage. For instance, if an all-college committee is charged with evalu-
ating all faculty members up for tenure and promotion, even in a small .
-college they may have to review 25 or 30 people. If a significant amount .
of data has been collected, this procgss consumés an enormous amount. of
.time. Be gemerous in the amount of- time allowed. AR .
T : - T ' : B _
) : . _ Time. of A
When - Data - - , -Collected By To Whom-Sent Analysis &
: N ‘ " . Decisions =

- N
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INSTRDHENTS AND PRDCED&EES ADOPTION, IMPLEMENTATION,
EVALUATION AND FURTHER RBVIEW ’ ‘

4 -

i

) 4
If all of the previous forms have been completed to your satisfac- .

tionm, . you now. have the basic structure of an evaluation system. Your

probable next steps are to design specificjinstruments and office pro- -

cedures to implement the system. These details should be worked out
carefully before the system 4g proposed for adoption. Such a task is
best done by only a few people who will present the forms and procedures
to the study group for review and - revision. If, for instance, the’ pro-

| cedure requires the review. of a variety of student rating instruments, g

%’it may take some. time to collect the various instruhents and assess ‘~;
their applicability to your situation. However, some- of activity

© can take place after the basic system has been adopted if time is a
critical factor. The important thing to remember is mot to begin using
any form or procedure before it has been formally reviewed and adopted-
by the critical decision—making body —_— usually the full faculty. We
have provided no work form to list instruments and_gfocedures, because
the variations are infinite. But the study group should be satisfied R
that all details are listed and completed

option. Be sure to carefully review the entire study process

outlined on Form 1 just prior to adoption to be sure that‘all _the.

. appropriate steps have been followed If the process has been open,j

e suggestions incorporated into the system and sufficient time allowed for

discussion, there should be. little problem having the new system adopted
Igplementation. ﬂhe study group~might helpfully review implementa— ;
' tion.details with those-who are to-administer the system. The first‘timéﬁ\///
;-

-
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lejmodificatiou and adjustment. It is

system are being made, even if they are relatively minor. "No surprises"
- )

is*a good motto for the first’year.of»a new eéaluation system.

Evaluation and review. As soon as the evaluation system has been

" run through one complete cycle, some group should report back to the

entire faculty and appropriate others on how well it has worked You may

want to give some consideration to how this evaluation of the evaluation

»

system is to be- designed before you begin using the system for the first
. _‘ .
time. The design of this study could be very camplex if resources are .

available ang you need to know how newly—desi d forms and processes

'are working whether they are reliable, an so orth. But you may only/

wvant to know whether or not faculty, students and administrators are

*

'satisfied with the system. I’\ﬁither case, you need to be explicit about

what the cri eria for success are._ ' : .
If the new system has been well designed and is clearly acceptable,

it may run without substantial revision é!!iseveral years. It is more -

likely to run smoothly, however, if a major study 1s undertaken after

two or three years of use. Even if the conclusion of this review is thaf

-

only minor modifications are.necessary, it is well worth doing. Nov

'-system will last forever. Part of the.original legislation adopting a

system might very well include a mandated review at some future date.

This will reassure everyone involved,;hat everything, even the evalu-

ation system, is to be judged on the basis. of merit and not simply

-

administrative_expediency.» T . N
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'USING STUDENT APPRAISAL INSTRUMENTS

Too often the major focus of discussions about faculty evaluation
is the use of stud?nt»evaluations or éﬁbraisal of instruction. It is
hard to imasine a college or university that does not utilize some kind
of student appraisal of instruction as an essential part of a faculty
evaluation system. But these instruments are only one source of infor-
mation, and it is unfortunate that their discussion is so highly charged
and political One good result of all this conversation and concern,

however, is that there has probably been more research and development

of student rating instrumAGts in receat _years than has been lavished on

any other facet of faculty evaluation. M -

The questions;ﬂbst often asked and.researched regarding student

rating instruments are: "Are these instruments reliable?" and "Are they
valid’" In brief various investigators hav ound that many instruments'
are reliable (that is, they are internally cZnsistent and the results .
achieved are stable over time -- or, they accurately measure the same.
thing each time they are used). The validity issue, on the other hand?

. ’ . ’ - ‘. .
ment is evaluating what it is supposed to evaluate. If there is little

agreement between researchers and users about what is supposed to be

/

measured by student rating instruments, it is diﬁficult to produce a

"yalid”" instrumest. N\
* Most people who favor'the’use of student ratings as an important

component of "an evaluation system claim that they are intended to measure

- may never be settled. Validity is a measure of uhether’or not an instru-
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student reactiomns to instruction, and are therefore intrinsically valid.
Most frequently, those who oppose the regular use of such instruments

argue that they camnot be‘valid because the evidence for effective

-

teaching is what students learn, not what students think about what they

~

are learning or aoout’what the teacher is doiné.z We come down on the
side of those who claim thac it is‘important to know how stud\nts feel
about vwhat’ they are learning, and to have their reports on what teachers
are doing when they teach It is also possi%}e to know what students

themselves are doing by the-gse of sthﬂent ratings. We openly admit that
N o
student rating systems are not. valid measures of how much students
= . -

learn .In fact, .there 1s scant evidence that we can satisfactorily and
1
easily measure what students learn-in a way that is acceptaé&e to every-

one. TH!t dilemma is one of the major challenges facing educational .
X 'y ’

researchers today. o C

R t . . -

) . . o . s
Assuming that some kind of student rating instrument will be used,

.the following general findings about rating instruments might be heliifl._

‘1!  Students are honest and say what they believe (as long as the
¥

’ instrument is administered in a fair and confidential manner).

> +

2. ~Students are telling‘?ou wh}t they Eerceive. Their perceptions are

—_

" as real as yOurs are, even though they may differ. t

t

Fe
-

- ’ ] . . \

~ ' - . ’ -
1 Wilbere J. McKeachie, "Student Ratings of Instruction," AAUP Bulletin
‘ 55 (1969), 439-444. ,

2 F.N. Kerl\nger, "Student Evaluatidn of University Professors," School
and Society, 99 (1971), 353-356. . .

P
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Rating instruments tell you whether the instruction being' delivered

. . . ‘
meets students' perceived nEeds~and meshes with their individual

»

learning styles. The more specific theyquestion, the better the

+ information. For example; if a student#is‘SEked to "tell me three

things.to do to improve my instruction," he or she is likely to
tell you some very specific things that will be helpful to meet
that’student 8 needs. Those things might not be applicable to other

A 2

students. ; .

There is some positive weighting, or "halo" effect in ratings

associate& with the age and rank of professors (older, tenured

professors tend to receive higher ratings). Those who are experi-

. menting with new approaches to teaching (such as a Rogerinn discus- ,

sion technique, or a radically student-centered courseAdesign) can’

expect more negatlve ratings. Students become ‘anxious 1f they.are
on unfamiliar ground. Such ratings should not, of coutse, discourage
; : ' '

- -

There are some items on which the professors generally rate-so -
highly that they ptovtde little discrimination among most instruc-
tors. These include statements indicating that the teacher is

frien x: enjoys teéthing, has a thorough knowledge of tﬁ:/lbugpe,
seems qwledgeable;.is‘enthusiastic,bﬁaintains'good feelinés in

tne cla s, likes students to?nisagree and ask questions and gives
individual ettentign to students. When someone does not score high
on such items, z; should pay attention to these ateas. 6ther ques-
tions are likely to receive reietively low'ratinés from most ‘students

for most instructors, including questions relating to the use of

A L R} - _
audiovisugﬁ.materials,'mdtivation to take ditional related courses,

e 4
e

‘ //]_
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-

the value of lsboratory sessions, the interest and stinulation of
reading assignnents and cextbooks and the’ student qssense that he
or she is performing up to his or her pocential_or has gained a
better\understesding.of'hinself/herself through a partisslar course.
Hence low ratings here are seldom a cauge for alarn 3

Students tend to- give helpful 1nformation that does differentiate
between professors on questions that regard general teaching skill
classroom interaction, the amourt of feedback given to students,

the way discussions are,conducted, classroom organization, brepara—

-tion, and whe:her or not the teacher requires a significant amount

_ of work for che course. Interesqingly, it is usually found that

scudents,do not reward a professor because he or she is "easy,"»
except vwhen the student already has received a grade that is very
different from the one the student expecced.‘

Students-do not generally rate the professor in direct correlation
to the grade the student expects to receive in the courseé. Often,
in faect, stedenrs who" do very well are harder on thelt profesSors,
than students who do poorly.

The,Q\fects of class size, Tequired and not required courses,

disciplinary biases and the like can be accommoda:ed by a sensitive

analysis of rating results.xThe most common Advice,is to compare

instructors who teach in similar circumstances with each other. For

-~

,} James Kulik, "Early Responses from The Campus Use of The Instructor ——

Designed Questionnaire (IDQ),' in S.C. Ericksen, "The Lecture,"”" Memo
to the Faculty, 60 (April *1978), 5. .

3
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instance, it is unfair to tompare the ratings of a senior professor

‘ of‘|lfrobiolog§~teaching,a research seminar with a junior professor

-

teaching a required freshman English course.-

9. There 18 some evidence that student evaluation'prompts improvement

'in teaching, especially when a professor receives ratings that are
. : : &
S lower than he expected on specific items.

-

4 .
The process of choosing a student appraisal instrument can provide

- a fine occasion for.discussions_about teaching. Since there are many-
; 2

well-designed, pr /en instruments available, it is wise to consider the
benefits of adopt one_bf theae rather tﬁan creating a.neq,instrumént;
" for your own. campus. Designing good instru;ents is very time consuming

and may not be worth the effort as compared with a reasonably good

system that is ready to rum.
T ‘ Among computer-nased systems, there seems to be greater acceptance

by faculty of those instruménts which allaw individual professors to

».

play some role in customizing the’questionnaire while maintaining'a
core of common questions that'can be toupared agross departments and
disciplines (see, for example. CAFETEBIA IDEA dnd TAS below).

Below are brief descriptions of\sqme widely used instruments. They

illustrate some options currently available.
- . ‘ . " . . .

. A - « \
1. -"CAFETERIA" type instruments.’

Several years ago the'MBasurement and -Research Center at-

Y
>,

A ‘ Purdue University developed a course appraisal system called
CAFETERIA. This instrument allows a faculty member to construct an

individualized instrnctor and course appraisal consisting of five

"core" items used by all instructors and an additional 35 items

;
4

) o Y
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chosen from a catalog of 200 questiono coucerning a variety of.
course and instructor isgues. The reeqlto are eualyzed by computer, .
includins responses to a few "instructor-supplied itens“ On which
no norms are gvailable. A norm base has been developed fbr Purdue
University and also for a set of Indiana Independent Colleges that
provides for conparetive percentile scores that are printed on each -
professor's report in additiom to the wedian responses to each
itém. For more infornation write Dr. James Derr}. 3
| Today there are ;AQFéyl other'CAFETERIA-tyue ofotems in use.
The complete CAFETERIA package cdn be‘purchased from the Puxdue
ml?oundation (ready to be mounted on any computer that can
acoeptra contenporary version of FORTRAN). furdue will also process

instrunents for some colleges. A "Cadillac versfon of CAFETERIA is

- available fron the Office of Instructional Resources at the Uni-

. . _
~ items to choose from, and more sophisticated reporting mechanisms.

vereity of Illinois at Champaign—Urbana 61801: the Instructor and
Course- Evaluation System (ICES) allows ‘a variety of reporting

: (
formats and information for the instructor, a catalog of over 600

This system uses only three '"core'" items: "rete the course content,"-
"rate the instructor,"” and."rate the'course in general". Special
items are indicated for‘teaching situations.euch.as science labora-
tories or field trips, and for various interests the téacher may:
have, ranging from warmth and concern for students‘to the effective
use of computerev ‘ |

A more simplified version.of the CAFETERIA type is‘the Instructor-
Designed Questionnaire (IDQ), available for modificatiou b& eny

"college through the Center for Research on Learning and Teacﬁing

o<

-
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(CRLT), University of Michigan, A description of this systen vag

published as a Memo to the Faculty by CRLT in 1976, entitled
"Student Resetions to Instruction.” That six-page monograph in-
cludes the complete utsiog of 153 items that is similar to the ome
from Purdue but gvailable uithout charge and arranged in a somewhat
more etfective manner. ' _- - .

."-The CAFETERIA epproseh is used at ;ost of the "Big 10" univer;
sities and a new version for small colleges is being developed by
the Crest Lakes Colleges Association Fsculty Development Progrtn.

A

All o{ the CAFETERIA variations are most useful for developmental .

purposes, rather than for su-nstive comparative judgments fot

personnel dbcisions Houever, if they are used consistently, over a

long period of time, the ' ‘core” items can form a useful basis for

: P

‘personnel judg-ents if sensitively analyzed.

_Instructionsl Development and Effectiveness Assessment (IDEA).

In recent years the IDEA systen.hss been tried by msny colieges
across the country as a result of a large Kellogg Foundation grant
for disseminstion administered by the Center for Faculty Evaluation
and Development at Kansas State University. This set of instruments
requires that the professor 1dent1fy course and learning objectives
and then the students rate their progressltoward these objectives.

- ]
o ¢

The professors are given suggestions about areas of emphasis which

B

would raise students' responses to varions items in the analysis

report{.Cost of implementing IDEA is relatively high, bnt-sefvites
from Kansas State University are extensive. Informatiom méi be
obtained from the Center for Faculty Evaluation and Developﬁent;

Post Office Box-JOQO,'Manhattan, Ksnsss 66502.

(o4
DN
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smdcnt Iutnctiaul lcpqrt (sn) _ '
Th:u-rolativcly short instiument is the olduc available -
cn--rcinl stud-nt appraisal. It asks qu.-tions about the courne

’ portaining to tcach‘r—stud-nt rclnciondhipc, courss objcctive: and
,ctgnnizntion lcccurca, roadin( assignn-ntl, course difticqlty and
. czaninatidn- Additibnally. studcnt- are Alk.d lbqut their ovn

-otivatinn for takin; the courtc and expected grade. Like the IDEA
sy't-. cost 1- relatively‘high buc the: Educational Te:ting Servicc

- provides excellent ptoc.osin; scrviccs for‘a"ca-pua'nct'villing or -

equipped to set up 1es’ own cytt-. Asailnble fro- the zducational
 Testing SCtvicc Princcton. Rew Jersey 08540. '
Teaching Analysis By Students (IABS)

~

IABS is part of a -ote ca-prehcnsive teaching 1lprovenent

consulcation process that vas dcveloped at the former clinic to

Improve ﬁniveraity Teach;pg at the University of Hassachusects. The

.1nstrulent is’ particularly useful for classroo- diagnosio and

follanup -easurenent of improvement. A college intendins to use

TABS should aeek consultation fron someope familiar uith the "clintc"'

process to gain 1its full benafits. This sya:en is described fully

1)

in the Bergquist and Phillips Handbook for Faculty Development,

Volume II.
Instructional Assessment System (IAS).
' This set of instruments is described in the Bergquist and

Phillips Hamdbook for Faculty Development, Volume I. It is a

collection of seven 1nstrunents for.- differenﬁ teaching situations

Ta -

" and ratera. for exanple self-evaluation, peer evaluation lecture

courses, studio courses. The materials may'be copied directly from :

the handbook. No scoring service is available.

204
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6. Course Evsluation Questionnsire-(CEQ).

.

One of the oldest well-researched computerized instruments,
CEQ contains 23 "general concept' items about course attitude,

instructional method, course content, student interest and the

instructor. It may be used, now, as part of ICES, described above.

‘Services for using this system are available and more information
P msy be ohtained from the Office of Instructional Resources, Measure-
’ ment and Research Division, 307 Engineering Hall University of

Illinois, Urbana, Illinois 61801. -

While most of the instruments described above are relatively easy

-

to install on a computer or_score by hand, and-they are all rather good,,

4

they are not without\problens. Often the campus reaction is negative

-

- 7. because the instrument is simply ins d without going through- the

.-'rigorous process of adoption and particuIarizatiOn that giher elenents

-

of an evalustion pr‘;ess have suffered. However,_msh colleges have _ %x -;

inadequate time or resources td develop their own.forms, hsve too few

- ingtructors and opportunity to establish reliable norms~;and thus'should

. consgdider the use of a pre-packaged system. Simply remember: campus

¥ 2

review of the various systems snd debate is,essential. '4»_;53

“

»

One other cavest° complex rating instruments while popular, are . —

usually not the most helpful means 6f gathering d¢£a to change a course
: N

vplan or make a specific improvement in teaching. For. instance, asking :
’-13,
students directly, or in writing, at midterm° “What ean T do to improve.

. this course next week" msy be much more useful (if you follow through). .

- S

For a fuller discussion of‘the issues involving student appraisalg

e et
-

-

- .instruments, refer te the following soarces.;; e
. - . 4
. f - ;.,‘ x . . /\_ T }; ;
- «© (’/'. . Y
. ~ - : - , - w7
Y85, o
- . 3 M L‘.’_ ® N
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A CASE. FOR DIFFERENTIAL EVALUATION -

4 ~ . RO \
Differential evaluation allows different units/departments or even

t . ]
individuals to determine the relative importance or weight of various
E - ' . £ . .
activities to be evaluated. Not only is this approach different from the

standard practice of evaluation by a-college-wide formula, but i{ requires
- A K - V - -
thorough consideration of the philosophical implications of allowing

~

individuals to receiye similar rewards (such as promotion and tenure)

4

for sometimes signiiicantly different kinds of activity. Using dif-

»

'ferential evaluation, different departmeuts could weight scholarly ac-"'

+

' ;tivity .more heavily than others, or some individual faculty members

ht be evaluated more heavily for their/work in student advisa-ent

“a

- g .;?1& would thei! colleaguei. Suqh an agproach allowa for individual
i

fferences and needs, among departmenta ot among faculty within a-

"ﬁ 'department.

< -

In a hypothetical case, Sout$nege has i‘dentified the following

activities as those te be evaluated and established ranges of weight for

each.- ' ; ' . ) - -
Teaching — "?‘ . ' .. 40-80 percént, average 60 petcent
Advisiug'L-v e T 0-40 petcent;.average 20 percent
”COllege Service — ' - 10-20 percent, average 10 percent

< ;Schqlarly audVCreative Growth —-  0-20 percent, average 10 percent
. ‘ - ': " . - - } .4. ' . . - .

Total: 100 pefceﬁt

b
e
]
1] ) )
S
-
x,

.~
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Another college'might in ude_advising as part of teaching or
) service, give much-more weight to scholarahin, and consider community
aervice as an additional category.‘Thete are obviously many variations
 on this pattern, and sometimes ‘one department might have a category that
no other department in the college has.v
Uaing suchza college—wide guideline, a dean or. peraonnel committee
" would negotiate_wity each{department yvearly to identify variations on
:‘the college norm necessitated by denartmontal'needs. Department A, for
examnle,;is undergoing extensive curriculum revision and prqsents a case
for all of its faculty to be evaluated. lesé for teaching and mor;.for
college aervice. since much energy and time wouyld he devoted to the

N 'curricular revisio{;;;l :'_fV/ﬂ\\;\-\\\ ’ g s

ST o co. N . . * N4

College Dept: A" ;Z’ Dept. B : Dept..B,
1" | ;Activity Norm  \all Faculty) (Prgf. A) (frof. B) (Prof. C). Average Tota:
Teaching 60X  ..50% | 40% 602 60%
:Kdvising' Zoi 202.-1_ ‘402 . 202- °2m€ |
College_ 1; . ‘ ) _ | g
$ ° Service 107 20% - 107 207 0z 102
‘Scholarly )
Growtn 1oz 10z % . _ oz 2% - 10%
J Togals: 100% 100z 00z 1002 100z .. % 1007,

4
-~ .
Al b ~ . . I

In the case of Department B the chair wished to take into account
individual differences in’ circumstances among the faculty, so she pro-

E . -posed a differential evaluation among individuals. When averaged these

. : oo -
- . . - - :
R . .. . .
‘- . 8 T S
' . . - 5 N -
. . - .Y . . . :
- . . -

o
¢
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. differences conformed to the college norm (though this need not neces-

. sarily be the case). Professor A teaches well, but his advising skills

-

are so bad that he has been relieved of that responsibility (and he has
indicated that sometime during the year he will attend some advising
skills workshops). Professor B:Jti excellent advisor, has her teaching
load reduced so that she may‘handle more advising; she also serves on
many committees and is willing to take no credit for echolarly growth
this year. Profeaaor C has been;relieved of coliege—wide commitments so
that hg can complete his dissertatiom this year. In this hypothetical
caae, the dean assumed that the college would allow individual variations
within the department only 1f the average total for the department came

very close-to the college norm so that departments would not veer too

sharply from each other in their performance.

*

Differential evaluation requires that college-wide norms be develozgd::)

and that deans or department heads negotiate with their faculty and

fulﬁ;:consider both individual and departmental needs each year. Such a

.~

pyocess is particularly helpful if a college or department begins to
> experiment with growth contracts (see Appendix 3), but is also a way to}
_ work out the natural differences between work assigmnents among dapart-

ments that occur in almost every college (such as the differences betw
. ) ’* - . ¥- o .
the English Department, Physical Education and Music).

2 ¢ . . - . . ) . ‘

. .
. B . -

!
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o
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APPENDIX 3

.One of ‘the newer approaches to faculty evaluation and development

' is the growth contract. Examples of institutions already using growth

‘ contracts are Gordon College, New College at the University of Alabama,’

ldttsua Univergity, Los Medanos College, Columbus Coilege and Austin

csllege. Here is a process by which individqal faculty assess their
professional strengths and those areas they wish to’ improve. They write

a growth contract or plan which is negotieted:or shared with colleagues,

- the departnent hsad; the dean or a committee. The contract may include a

stipulation of what resources, time or othef support the institution

wi provide the individuaL to meet the goals. Eadh year progress on the

-

grouth contract is evalusted; The major evalustion usually occurs at a
midpoint assessment stase apd secondarily at the end of the contract.
Colleges differ widely in the way growth contracts are utilized
Some use them informally'as .a supplement to summative evaluatio;, for
others.it is the qgly basis for evaluation. Some reqsire negotiations

with(the department head or deaa;votﬁers encourage sharing with col-

‘leagues. Some employ s-csmpiex system of‘committees for each contract;

others use no formal supervision. Otﬁers have offered personal growth or
: - . 13 . - .

11fe4p1anning workshops which culminate in writing of growth plans which

may or may not be "eohtrsctualv with the institution.

“The important points about growth:cqntracts‘sre-that they are .

deveiobmen:al, that they allow the individual to deterﬁine vhat will be.

’ evalnated, that they force ¢onsideration of eyaluation at- the beginning

St

‘of a. yesr or period of years, and that they are relatively easy to

—-

S 1 - . 6C°
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evaluate. It is not difficult to assegs whether or not the person did

vhat he or she said was going to be doﬁe as opposed to assessing whether

or not the faculty membefﬂI; a good teacher or meritorious member of the

L) .
comnunity. Major problems with growth contracts are that it 18 difficult

to establish reasonable expectations the first few times and it is

- . . :
difficult to achieve compasability between individuals' growth.

’

For further information, see:

Buhl, Lance C. and Greenfield, Adele. '"Contracting for Professional
Development in Academe.' Educational Record, 56, (Spring 1975),

"111-121.

Gross, Richard, "Faculty Growth Contracts:" Educational Horizons (Winter
1976), . 74-79. - '

Hodgkinson, Harold L. "Faculty Reward and Assessment Systems.'' In B.L.
Smith. ed.. The Tenure Deba;g. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1973.
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