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Fundamental to efforts in improving faculty evaluation is the question “Why cvaluate faculty?”
Altheugh this question has recurred many tiuncs during the ¢wo-year lifetime of the project reported here,
it had really been answered at the outset by the title of the initial project publication — Faculty Evaluation
Jor Improved Leaming. The report proceeds from the assumption that improved Ieaming is the ultimate
objective of faculty evaluation. It notes. however, that “faculty evaluation programs generally use tech-
niques with no demonstrated validity for measuring progress and success in the arca of student learning,
even though the area of instruction is reported to be of highest priority for evaluation.”

The search for a simple formula which will equitably grade faculty on a quuntitative scake focusing solely
on contributions to student learning may remain somewhat of a will-o™-the-wisp. This is not because cluss-
roont instrucyonal skills cannot be objectively studied and assessed. but because the total learning environ-
ment and Tombination of collegiate experiences which account for'a student’s intcllectual growth are so
allembracing and complex. By the same token. an individual faculty member's responsibilities are both
varied and specialiced. Academic departments build on 4 diversity of knowledge gnd skills by utilizing staff
talents across a broad division of labor. The systéms of faculty evaluation which are evolving among the 30
nstitutions of the SREB project described in this volume tend toward the kind of comprehensiveness which
cait respond to that very diversity of talent,

Demonstrably. faculty evaluation can assess academic personnel in their performance of assigniments for
which they were hired. But faculty evaluation will continue to be questioned if it is suspected that decisions
about promotion and pay increases are made dapriciously -- without reference to systematic documenta-
tion or tangentially - by reliance upon casily measured variables, such as “inches of journal articles
published.” However, when faculty are assessed on the qualities for which they were hired and are also
tewarded to reflect demonstrated performance in those areas. it may be expected that faculty evaluatio
will indeed piove a powerful fuctor in the enrichment of the environment for learning.

The Southern 'chjunul Education Bourd acknowledges with gratitude the financial Suppart of the Fund
for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education and of the Carnegie Corporation of New York for making
this project possible. )

Winfred L. Godwin
President
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,, Project Description

Fvaluation 1s basic to the educational process, Teaching requires that students be evaluated at appro-
priate mtervals. When faculty are secruited, an assessment is made on each candidate's background and
capabibittes. And, all colleges and universities evaluale fuculty - formally or informally, tucitly or openly —
tor salary, proniotion, and tenure detisions, or to identity characteristics in need of imprevement.

tn spite of this atposphese af valuing, weighting, and rating, the evaluation of facubiy continues to be
troublesome und 1s often the source of associated problems at muny institutions, including questions of
morale. personal growth and. sometimes, legal complications.

For two years, fiom mid-1977 to mid-1979, the Faculty Evaluation Project of the Suuthern Regional
Education Board (SREB) sought to promote principles of comprehensive, systematic faculty evaluation.
Duting an 18-month pened, the project worked closely with 30 institutions to assist them in developing |
such programs. This publication reviews what has been learned from this project.

The Faculty Evalution Project was o natural extension of several antecedent SREB activities. In 1975,
SREB conducted a survey of current procedures in faculty evaluation at colleges and universities in its

t member states. Essentially. this survey demonstrated that faculty evaluation is used both for personiiel
uevtsions and faculty development. It also showed that evidence for making these decisions was often not
gathered - a consistent manner, nor were evaluation system components very comprehiensive, An indi-
vidual system was frequently made up of unrelated procedures. This survey was followed, in 1976.77,
witly case studies of a dozen institutions, selected for their relatively comprehensive approaches, to produce
d more complete deseription of evaluation policies and procedures.

The Regional Project

In the fall of 1977, two regional conferences were held to promote discussion of the SREB research
tindings and recommendations, and to encourage participants to consider the extent to which their own
programs might be improved through more comprehensive und systematic approaches. Following the
conterences, institutions were invited to make application to be among 30 colleges and universities to
develop new or revised programs of faculty evaluation, with the.assistance of SREB resources. The invita-
tion resulted 1n 56 applications, from which 30 were selected.

Each application included a statement of, the institution's characteristics, its current program in facuity

_evaluation, the reasons “for desiring to participate in the project, and an indicstion of the internal

procedures required for approval and implementation of new policy. Selections were aimed at diversity of
institutional types among participating institutions, and a variety of existing levels of sophistication and
practices in faculty evaluation. Institutions were judged on the reasons offered for desiring to participate,
commitiment to the objectives of the project, und potential for broader impact and transferability to other
institutions.

A list of the parQcipating institutions is included in the Appendix. The distribution among types of
institutjons is shown on Table 1.
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TABLE 1. .
Distribution of Project Institutions
Public Private Total
Two-y car ] 1 9 !
Buccalaurcate 3 3 6
Master's 6 4 10
boctaral . S 0 5
Toud 22 § 30
L aiine
/ o ~

Included among these 30 were five predominantly bluck institutions, two women's colleges, a technical
college, and a comprehensive health science center.

Betore discussing the pragress of institutions in making improvemients, a description of regional aspects
of the project is in order, :

Regional Approach

The project wus an undertuking not only 1o encourage improvement in faculty evaluation practices, but

also to gpply a larger framework of organized change to a diverse group of institutions in different settings.
Central o the project’s rationale was the belief that institutions could benefit from collectively addressing
the same issues and using similar chunge strategies under a regional umbrella which iicluded periodic group
experiences and access to similar regional resources while working on appropriate local approaches.

Because this effort was an extension and outgrowth of previous SREB rescarch work, the praject
resources included a publication which provided a description of evaluation practices in the South, a sug-
gested framework for developing a comprehensive program, and guidelines for instiiutions seeking to
improve faculty evaluation (Faculty Evalugtion for Improved Learning).

To these printed resources were added several human resourses. Ahe SREB Task Foice on Faculty
Evaluation. which had seviewed staff findings and put forth a tet of recommendations for developing a
new or revised evaluation program, served as the advisory committee to monitor progress throughout the
project and provide suggestions for many project activities, such as programming tor workshops and ways
10 encourage administrative monitoring of progress on the campuses.

The maor characteristic of this regional approach was the use of an institutional teamn as the campus
group tesponsible for Jocal activity. Each campus team included at least two fuculty members and one
scademic administrator. The team concept was used to promote g sense of responsibility and mission that
in a4 committee often sests only with o chairperson. The functioning of the team required that its
members have mutual condem for théNuality of outcomes and an interdependence through division of
labor. In short, the task orientation was central to their functioning,

One benefit of the regionat approach luy in potential opportunitics to ussemble people engaged in similar |
activities for reflecting on progress and to plan next steps. Three workshops were held at &ix-month inter-
vials. There was a clear preference on the part of workshop participants for two things: bringing together
teams from ail schools at the same time and place, instead of holding sub-regional galhé\rings for geographic
convenience; and ullowing a major portion of the workshop schedule to be devoted;to individual team
working time. Teams were frustrated by on-campus difficulties in scheduling time among other demands
and, therefore, used the workshops as a chance for marathon-like mes=tings insulated from interruptions. At
the same time, they wanted to be with groups from similar institutions for interaction and the exchange of
ideds. ‘ .

Anvther teature of the project design was for institutiqns to supplement the workshop experiences with
campus visits by project-sponsored consultants. Each institution was provided with a ¢ isultant subsequent
te each workshop, With assistance from project staff if requested, teams sclected indi\%uals who would be -
able o provide assistance n accomplishing focal goals.
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It iy of miterest to note that schools ty preafly chose as consultants one of the several workshop leaders,
probubly because of the impression mgde at the warkshop or us 4 continuation of consultation that was
sasted dusing the workshop. 16 seems that one side etfect of the worksliops was to provide 3 “showcase™
of comsuitants so teams could “window-shap™ for resource persons, A numbcer of the consultutions were
the tesult of previous associations guite apart fiom the project, but it wus noticeable that many contacts
grew out of relationships inttiated at project meetings. . ,

Froject staft hept up with substantive und procedurel matters at the institutions fargely through regular
contact with team leaders and especially through visits 1o the campuses. On occasion, particulurly during
the fater months of the progect, the statf took an active role in assessing and developing team commitment
tocompletion of the task and planning longer-runge objectives. In sddition to teum dedication, faculty and
adminsstrative support for the team’s efforts were viewed us critical factors to see 1o fruition what the team
had mutiated, In some instances. statf were able to recoghize simple, yet significant, ovenights in the
approach tahen and to guggest action to strengthen the likelihood of success,

Although cuch team defined the faculty evaluation needs of its own institution, the project provided
Humeraus oceasions for teams 1o review their goals and plans for working toward them, At each workshop
4 teans plan® was developed and left with project staff. The plan was 4 written statement of the sfafus
quo, plans for revision of campus evaluation programs, relevant resources and obstucles, and an indication
of expected progress for the following year or more. Between the first and second workshops - in April,
978 teams-provided a progress report, indicating the current status of their plans, any critical or signifi-
vant project events, and remaining agendy items.

It seemed appropriste that the project itself be thoroughly evaluated. The final section of this report
“describes the evaluation approach used and its findings; worth mentioning at this point is the influence
which requirement for frequent evaluation of activities had on the teums. In addition to participants
regularly recording their own impressions vnd reactions, project evaluators inserviewed team leaders during
workshops, and 1S of the campuses were chosen at random for one-day iRtensive site visits by an evalugtor.
Those visits provided the opportunity for the evaluators to interview numeraus people and observe at first
hand the project’s impact and outcomes.

ALY | | ;
Action in the Institutions -

Fundamental to improving faculty evaluation is the question “Why cvaluate faculty? This seemed to be
4 recurning question asked of many project teams, The efforts and resources required to commit an institu-
tion ty comprehensive, systematic faculty evaluation are in most cases substantiad. Thus, even when faculty
4re aopen to the nced to improve evaluation at the outset, there is a tendency to question whether the
results and benefits justify the process. ™ .
Responses to the question, "Why evaluate?,” comg in many forms though generally they cun be clussi-
fied two ways. Some are grounded in a sense of professionalism by the individua! faculty member. while
others retlect & more practicdd orientation of administrators. The former group includes rationales which
state a need for improved faculty effectiveness, and is found in many institutions which do not have merit
pay. rank, or tenure. This point of view can be summarized:
(@) Faculty should desire to know how well they are fulfilling their roles from the stund-
point of various observers and participants; \
(b) Evaluation can und should be seen as a basls for improvement rather than as a threat,
(¢} There should be a sense of personal satisfaction in knowing how one performs profes-
sionally even in the sbscace of economic motivations. ‘

The more pragmatic rutionale for an institution to become involved in g serious effort to improve faculty
evaluation may arise from one or more sources, One of these has to do with legal considerations, which are
very important today. There is 1 basic need for regular evaluation as part of compliance with federal regula-
tions for equituble. nondiscriminatory personnel judgments that will be defensible in a court of law. For
those reasons or others, institutional governing bodies have sometimes directed that a system foi faculty
evaluation be developed. In other places, such as in some newer community colleges, a tenure system is
just being devgloped and some see 4 need to lay the groundwork for better information to be used in
making those tenure decisions.

P .
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: Dissatisfaction with an existing evhuation system is perhnps'the,nuidr teuson most institutions desire
. : impsovements. Several applications 15 the SREB project described existing programs which faculty and-

administrators recognized as inadegGate, producing 4 desire ta work toward more useful approaches and
. practices. Other significant factorswere defined during the course of the project a5 conditions which wee .

antecedent to beneficial participation. These included administrative support, facuity commitment, trust
between and among faculty and administration, desire for change, desire for progress, and financial and
human resousce cosunitments, . s

'lge Process of Improvisig Evaluation .

' ¢ project design provided for several “built-in” ugtivities and procedures which aided the process of
change on the campuses. Participating teams and their insUtutions were at liberty, idwever, (o undertske

. other activities and develop other procedurey appropriate to their locd] plans. .

. The programmed activities, while allowing flexibility, were intended as & sequence of gvéms that would

\ Help teans set a course, maintain progress, and respond to & number of checkpoints along the way. Pethaps
—_— st signifivant in terms of interaction within and among teams were the three regional project workshops.
¢ The teams were asked to meet on their respectiv_cam@iises prior to attending the first project workshop

tu discuss their understanding and perception of exi faculty evaluation practices at their institutions, ‘

In particulur, teams (a) considered what,aspects of their current systems were wortlty of continuation or
extension, (b) livfed negative ar problematic aspects of the existing programs that should be eliminated or
avoided, () identified. things that copld be done to improve the programs, (d) estimated available resources

y

to help bring about icsc improvements, and (e) listed obstacles and barriers that could hinder progress,

This preliminary mecting helped the teams prepare to make full uss of the project wotkshops for campus
~.' teams which weralield dn January and July of 1978, and January, 1979. As noted earlier, these meetings
provided concentrated gime periods for teams to devote considerable attention to their self-designed tasks;
. opportunijics for exchanges of ideas, problems, solutions and progress amony teams; and consultation with
- outside experts who could assist with various problem areus which the teams were addressing. Whaile the

. semi-annual workshops were in large measure self-directed, by thg teams, the three meetings did provids a 4+
sequence of topics. from initial goal setting and needs assessment in the first gathering, to progress check -
' and reassessment’in the second meeting and, finally, ap emphasis pn maintaining momentuin and planning
. tor implementation during the last workshop. '

_ The first workshop“ended by hiving cach team prepare a written plan which answered the following
questions” ' . ) A . 4
\R 4. What are the gouls and objectives xou feel are appropriate for faculty evaluation at your

jnstitution? .. ’
b.«What aspects of yqur present system contribute to these goals and objectives?
¢. What are the obstacles that hinder achievement of these goals?
d. What changes do ydu propose to better achicve these goals and objectives?

/ e. What aic the sleps Jo be taken toward this end during thenext six months, 12 months,: -
¢ : and 18 monthy? . ' . .
’ ’ f. What kinds of assistance from the SREB project staff and outside consultants wiyou

- ; need for campus-based planning between now and the next workshop? .

'l;{\e second workshop provided opportunities for participants to summarize for one another their
activities, probilems, and successes, and to hear presentutiqns and participate in discussions on peet review, | /\ |
evaluation for development, appropriate uses of different kinds of evidence, and making a somprehensive '

+ evaluation system work. A ftnal workshop for team members emphasized the plasining of implementation .
strategiel and dllowed for discussion of ways to institutionalize change; the roles of students, faculty, and
administrators in evaluation; the evaluation of facuity development programs; and the construction of
evaluation insgruments. Teams were asked to think about the extent to which their original plans had been |
accomplished and who would be primarily responsible for secing the plans to completion.

Within 4 six-month period follawing each workshop, teams were provided project consultants for one- or
two-day visits to help further refine or take action on team plans. Consultation activities took various

[ .
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. Intervening Circumstances-

‘institution, Some teums udded.u

. \ . . ..
. 4
forins: meeting w& teant menbers, making presentations to faculty Senates or committees, leading work-

shops, or developing support trom certain sectors of the faculty or a@ministrations In most cases, the focus
of the comultation wag on the team's immediate plans and next steps to be taken to continue progress.

. A review of the moles of operation used by teams provides an interesting arrdy of ypproaches to the
change process. The.use of a team as a change agent wus the core of the project smteyt*bqt teams at the
30 institutions found varying ways to varry out this purpose.’ ) ’ '
Early in thewr work, 4 nwticeable flumber of the teams sought to extend their base of contact and
support on campus. Soine c:}?ded their membership to be representative of dcademic divisions'in the
¢W peuple us equal members and rotated wtterfdance at project workshops,
uthers expanded membership but Xept the initisl four appointees as the core group, some arranged for an
advisory cominittee to meet with tguin, while sgill others.used a subcommittee structure with a team

- member as chairperson of cach suhcolmittee, thus providing a division of‘labor and responsibility for dif-

fe:ent assignimgnts.

Commgunication on the campus was a &itical activity of teams. In fact, some found frequent und open
reporting and guthering of opinions and infprmation to be a satisfactory alternative to team expuansion,
Tradiional avenues and means of (wo-way edmmunication were employed. Many teams needed informa.
Uon about campus agtitudes and perceptions of current fuculty evaluation uctivities and preferences for
changed evaluation ;Imgrums. Such information \yas typically gathered through surveys and interviews,
Reporting back 1o fusulty about project objectives\ynd team efforts was uccomplished thsough reports to
taculty senutes or’general fuculty meetings” Periodic Yemoranda and newsletters were lso_useful in'many
places. : : - T

1
Not susprisingly , wams found during the course of the projechshat unexpected influences or occurrences
vould have an implact on their progress and on the design of their ixw programs.

The amount of time dnd human energy required to develop a neW of revised program of faculty evalua.
ton fur exceeded the expectations of most participunts. This realizabion had many dimensions. Not only
was it tilneconsuming to meet on a regular basis and complete various tysks, but cautiousness was required
to tring about understanding and endorsement of plans by constituencies\Further, in spite of the informa-
ton available 1 project documents and the general literature. us well as sdNgonishments from consultants,
most teams seemed 1o find 11 necessary to “re-invent the wheel” to un extent. In some instances, this
scemed justifiable: tor example, some teams needed to arrive at their own concligjons about basic principles
of fuculty ¥valuation and the chunge process. '

Added to these inherent time requirements was the unexpected oppuesition that confronted some team

" etforts, Most teams anticipated a mild degree of reluctance on the part of faculty, only to be surprised at

e intense fevel of resistance. One reason for such opposition was faculty curiosity about perceived sycri-
fices and benefiti of evaluation. More simply stated, the question was often one of “Who wins?’

""Communication and increasing involvement often helped to gain ucceptance. On occasion a consultant was

mvited to the campus to present a concept and defend its legitimacy, only to be greeted with extreme
hostility i the part of the fuculty. After using an outsider as a “lightning rod.” so to speak, (as one persan
put it, "tuking him off the agenda und putting him on the menu”) faculty were frequently quite ugreeable
when the same ideay were advanced @ few months later.

Unespected personnel changes, either on the team or in the administration, greatly uffected Progress.

.One instisation’s progress suffered due to delays caused by a vacant period between two executive vice

presidemts, a presidential seurch, the appointment of a new academic vice president, and a new assistant
academic vice president who became a principal figure in the work, At a few project institutions, financial
pressures were parucqlarly great. Unanticipated freezes on saluries or tenure and directives for immediate
statf’ reduction imposed additional constraints on progress. In some places, plans often led 1o the unex-
pected production of new forms and needs for computer programming or use of opticsl scanning hardware.

Key administratois had o profound impact through their accessibility, commitment, o, publicly-stated
support of the team’s activity and goals. For several public institutions, state-evel (or district-level; policy
changes relative to personnel matters o fuculty affuirs were fuctors that affected progress.

-
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. Typical Procedure and Resuylts . - . . - |
. ‘Tj_l;‘: extrcnﬁf amount ul;'tilttex_tgqt‘&i{c,‘.@ to Jdevelop and. implenient comprehensive, systematic taculty '
evaluation resulted in the completion’ands luplementation of fewer new programs than had been expected
. dmony pardeipants during the 18 m’mlllu.'m'prujcct's cad, manytuutcomes are still tentative, or ast ase -
~ _ not in ful) blovnt. but most progims have been doveloped or are in some trigl period of implementation.
, \ A Another section of thiy repit hassefeded Cuse sumimaries us illustrative examples of what has been accom-
' plished:” However, the next few pagagraphs pewvide a su'm'rim): of typicalaccomplishments antong the 30 <
. * participants. While this does ot retleet the expesience of a single institution, it jyu compaosite “scenario” ‘
of what typically lugk‘;:las.“é. RN . Lo , . .
~ U ’ ’ L N .

. ! ) . \‘_' ' - ‘ .

! - o= The average fstitution came 10 the project with a kistory of a luasely applied Jaculty
‘ , sevaluation program. The main component ws o stydent rating form developed locally
A . vithin the past five years, but most people could not recall when it was first ased or even
: if it was still in use institution-wide. Also, mere significant, na .o was sure what«it was ' T -

, used for. Another component, of the carlicr system was g self-cvaluation (actually a self-
x , pott} in which a faculty member listed all of his or her responsibilities and activities in ‘
| : o COURSES, comtimittees, publications, community service, and other activities. Also, -cach

. Jaculty member was evaluated by the department head on the basis vf a self-report ~ and ¥ T
& - little else except persoval observgtions. * . - - . : . ) )

* The instine .’ opigingly had applicd for paricipation in the SREB project to make the

procedurcs more usclid in providing feedback to faculty and for gathering information on

. which to base personnod decisions. The tean appointed fur this purpose came to the first

workshop with mixed feelings. The members St the present system was inadequate, bict

they were not sure how 1o averhaul the program. The ineeting helped them see that @ dual-

purpose system was needed, e, a program to lead to faculty ddevelopment activities and also

provide a busis for salary, promotion, and tenure vonsiderations. Nonctheless, an uneasy

skepticism persisted about serioysness of the administration's suppart for an inproved, open

evalugtion program. Some thought that the gréund rules would be changed on the surface . .

.and, in actual practice, nuthing thé team could do would change tie way decisions were

mady, ‘ 5

. !
.

The first impulse was to develup new forms right away. If student ratings are to be used,

why not. ger started on finding the right fonn withthe nght questions?-But this tendency /
N soemt gave wav o a realization that Jormner mistakes were at the point of being made again, !

and that consensus aboiys purpose must be developed if the changes were to be meaningful, ’

After this initial period of settling dowa, the team realized thas basic strategies of the change .
process should not be ignored, even with an ousgide sponsar to help legitimize the team's
activities. Therefore, to broaden frs base, the groupwas expaided from four 10 nine mem-
bers, with new appointees coming. from acadenic units, not represented by the original y
v members. The next task vas to conduct a campus-wide . ey of faculty, The gyestionnaire ‘
.asked far reactions to the clirent evaiuation, indications of what wasneeded to improve the .
program. and atNeudes toward using certain new techriiques, such as peer ratings of instruc- .
- tonal materials and ciassroom observation, Responses were not encouraging cndrepresented
only about 60 percent rate of retum. . N\ ’

3 . o
After a lengthy deliberative process, interrupted by exams ‘and grade reports, a summer
session, and other calendur deniandsy the teamn uas ready to propose o the facuity @ Mue- .
print. The proposal called for g statement of purposes, a deﬁf:ilion of tl:e kinds of activities
L fe.g.. teaching, resvarch, scrvice) that would be evaluuted, the sources of information (self, -~
students, peers, and supervisors), what would be asked of these sources, and how the infor- '
Marion was to be used. Fyerther, cach faculty member be allowed to select, in con-
. . Jerence with the department hicad, the relative weight cachlaztivity would count in his or .
: . her own evaluation, and within each activity, the weight| of cach applicable source of
information. ' ' :

kS ‘-
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. After endorscment by the foculty, the next task was to develop necessary forms and proce-

dures. The student rating form was prepared by asking coch faculty member 1o recommend . i
questions that cowd be asked of students abour class instruction. The suggestions were : ,;
_ > " culled for common themes-and-a balanced array of areas was covered in the initial version, '
With other fonns prepared in similar fashion, the “go ahead "’ was given for a trial run for the
o next academtic year. The results were not to be used for any purpose other than seif-
- ¢ vrAproveryent and testing of the system. Finally when the program is found generally accept-
able, it will be in use for full implementadion and scrve as a basis for persounel decisions as

) well as professiondl development. ' " .

. In this typical situation, the members of the project teum have learned a number of things from the
! process of revising faculty evaluation. They now huve a better understanding of .campus attitudes toward
\ - evaluation, of strategies for bringing about change (including political considerations), and of practicul
matters relating to accomplishment of 4 specific task: Participints in the project reported specific lessons

« learned from this experience; the following satements are among the mose interesting: ‘
Lo * . Most faculty are unaware or unconvinced of the improved state of the urt in faculty evalua-
' tion and development. ’ N,
‘. Genera] apathy and institutjonal inertia are among the most difficult barriers to overcome.
L .
. ® - It is best to develop the new program incrementally, one component at a time $atudent

ratings, then peer ratings, etc.).
-1t has proved expedient to begin development in areas where fucuity show an interest.
. ) Instruments suyould be developed locally, with contributions from as many people as
' possible. ,
The status and authority of the team are critical.
’f * Administrative support.is essential, ' . " N _ j
L &ncmz_tscd knowlcdge leads to incredsed support.

Mast faculty are uninformed aboutsthe status quo regarding faculty evaluation on their
campus, T

- t

The process of revision is as important as the substance of the revision itself.

- Coziclusions About Qutcomes | )

What generalizations can be made about the way in which these institutions have approached the task of
improving faculty evaluation? It would be migleading to suggest that all or most teams had similar experi-
ences. However, certain conclusions about the process and outeomes can be drawn from working with the
different groups. y ‘

One point is worth stressing initially, because it was significant to many teams early in their delibera-
tions. The need to define purposes at the start of the process was often overlooked. Most teams had to lead -
their institutions through a decision about whether faculty evaluation was to serve a formative function
(for faculty improvement and self development), 8 summative function (for making personnel decisions),
or both. Achieving a consensus about purposes is absolutely essential because so many procedures in faculty
evaluation are dictated by the purpose(s) they are to serve.

Another conclusion, building on -the first one, relates to'the sequence in which many of the new or
revised programs were developed. After attempting agreement on purposes, the steps that followed dealt
with deciding on the faculty activities to be evaluatéd, how to evaluate them, and What was to be done with,
othe results. A host of elated questions grew out of these decisions. Among them were: What about fuculty .
with different roles or ussignments, e.g., teaching faculty, research faculty, laboratory faculty, o arts
faculty? Can the procedures allow for emphusis of one, source of evaluation infc mation over another?
. How can objective criteria and standards be invoked to. measure subjective behaviors? The procedures and
methods designed by the institutions grewsout of the way in which they decided to answer those questions
in the context of the local setting. C .
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The most common source of information used for faculty evaluation among the pasticipating schools
WNLude\rt;aﬁw of instruction. This was usually complemented by an evaluation by the department or
~ division hea¥ (ie., the immediate superior) and a self-report or self-evaluation. Another source of informa-

tion was from colleagues, usually based on a review of coume materials. Because the benefits of peer visits

to other’s class sessions are found to be best for informal consgructive ciiticism, few schools have built-i
visitation requirements, \but instead many propose it as un available option. :

. A problem arose in some instances from the adoption of a rating form from another institution or from |

widely marketed *“packages” with available norms and »nalysis procedures. The faculty responses to the
importation of an evaluation instrument from somewhere else were usually along the lines of “'jt may work
there, but it won't work here,” or “that’s not our form and those questions don’t apply to us.” In short,
it-became convenient, rightly or wrongly, to reject “foreign” forms on surface issues alone. It should be
sdded, however, that some project schoolg successfully incorporated outside forms by careful adaptation.
A more preferred and politically expedient method was focul development with input from all concermbd.
For example, an invitation to submit possible questionnaire items resulted in several good suggestions/and
made faculty feel a greater sense of ownershif in a local form that could then be tested for validity and

- reliability. o /
Another feature common to many programs at project institutions was flexible description of faculty
roles. Instead of requiring, for example, faculty to be evaluated equally on teaching, research, and service,
o with specitied relative weightings of one-half, one-fourth, and one-fourth, respectively, faculty members,
“in consultation with the department head, may determine the appropriate assignment and relative value for
evaluation to reflect the individual's assignments or actual work effort. One project institution developed
eight faculty functions and ranges of percentages (minimum and maxismum) that may be elected or negoti-
ated for each individual in the assignment and evaluation of duties. :

Building furthier on this concept, a few institutions also are permitting faculty to elect relative weightings
for the sources of information within each faculty function. That is, if a faculty member is to be evaluated
in part on reaching performance, and the sources of input are to be students, peers, and the department
head, these threc sources may be assigned, in advance, values of 60 percent, 20 percent, and 20 percent,
respectively. But, as indicated earlier, defining explicit standards for various faculty functions o1 activities
was troublesomie for most. . '

One component basic to virtually every plar was an emphasis on advancement or consideration of
faculty devielopment. A strong relationship between evaluation and development was, therefore, acknowl-
edged in varying degree among the resulting plans. In some cases, an incremental approach is being
employed, whereby the evaluation program is to be used only for professional improvément purposes at
first, but eventually may lead to a niore summative application.

A relationship more difficult to define, or ﬁzarder still to use for decision-making, is that of faculty
evaluation and student learning. Several teams gave this matter some attention, perhaps because of the

* emphasis of the project’s philosophical stance that improved faculty evaluation leads to improved instruc-

tion, which in turn means improved student lcaming. Maving beyond these presuppositions to demon-
strable and feasible application is yet to be accomplished. :

The previous examples and conclusions represent a composite of findings presented for the sake of
generalization” and illustration; participating institutions did prepare case summaries of their experiences
which provide instructive reading. The following section of this report presents a few of these cases to serve
as examples of the project experiences. Co

»
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. ' PartI
 Institutional Examples:
Case Summaries

\

The 30 jpstitutions in the SREB Project represent as many exaniples and approsches. Although some
cluster with others in terms of approach, emphasis, or outcome, it is difficult to present a limited niumber of
case summaries which adequately illustrate these various experiences. Even though each of the 30 can
provide some useful insights, only seven case summaries are presented by way of ilustration.

The following brief descriptions of institutional experiences in the project inlcude reports from two
public community colleges, two state-supported four-yesr liberal arts colleges, two private master's leval
institutigns, and a comprehensive public university in an urban setting. The reports ure presented in alpha-
betical order. : ' | >

Austin College
Sherman, Texas

Austin College is a liberal arts institution affiliated with the Presbyterian Church, United States.
full-time faculty numbers over 90, and the campis enrolis nearly 1,200 students.

. The faculty evaluation system in use at- Austin Collega in 1977.78 was described in the Nbvembex-l977
application to this project as follows:

Faculty evaluation occurs within the Career Development Program, the means whereby the
faculty member’s professional development needs are coordinated with the institution’s
programmatic and other needs. Career development procedures begin with the faculty mem-
ber's writing a plan that includes a description of his or her rols and responsibility at the
college, specific goals for professional development in- the next four years, and means for
implementation. Often the plan is accompanied by a request for college grant funds to put
the plan into action. The faculty member works with his or her career development advisor,
usually & divisional dean, to design the plan in detail, and may consult a qualified career
development counselor made available by the college. The individual’s pian is coordinated
with the college’s priorities, schedules, and ability to underwrite parts of the plan. Once each
year the faculty member reviews the plan with his or her divisional dean and revises it as
necessary. An essential element in the caseer development program is evaluation, and two
categories are used: (1) self-development (formative) evalustion, and (?) performance
(summative) evaluation. Each has its own purposes and procedures. B

\

Members of the Austin College project team M'Chlﬂﬂ Basr, Professor of Chemistry; Dan Bedsole, Dean of the College;
Casol Daeley, Associate Frofessar of English; and Visginia Love, Coordinator, Carees Developmient Program.
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The purpose of self~development evaluasion is to improve the person's competencies, skills,
and habits and to maintain strengths in those aress where considerable skill and expertise
have already been achieved. Because the focus. is on providing constructive help for the
individual rather than simply evaluating the person, the faculty member decides what is

evaluated and how, including who provides the information. ; L=

The purpose of performance evaluation is to obtain adequate information about actual per-
formance in all areas of involvement so that fair sdministrative decisions canjbe made
relative to salary increases, tenure, promotion, etc. . . . Major performance evaluatiops occur
when the faculty member is considered for promotion or tenure, during the second year for
a new faculty member, and thereafter at least once every four or five years. Information
comes from students, peers, the faculty member being evaluated, and other appropriate -
persons. Although major performance evaluations occur only st the time specified, perfor-
mance.evalustion does involve a continuing process to collect data at least yearly.

The major improvements sought dusing the project wese described as follows:

Austin College needs to improve the evalustion features of its Career Development Program,
particularly the self-development evaluation. . . . Specifically, the faculty member needs a

wider variety of means of self-evaluation, knowledge of evaluation methods that sre unique -

to his or her discipline, and undgrstanding and commitment to the need to carry on evalua-
tion continuously and make adjustments along the way, not just at the end of a year or a
longer period of time. Performance evaluation is working moderately well, though some
adjustments may be needed here, too, such as having the student questionna§sé completed
on a selective basis rather than for every class, and adjusting the weight given to the several
clements of ‘performance evaluation. Better meshing and relatedness of the uses of self-
development evaluation and performance evaluation are alsq required. '

Work of the Project Team . A

The team began its worke-by outlining the tasks suggested at the first SREB workshop. At that time
goals und objectives were also developed for the project, and strategies were devised for involving others in
the development of the college’s evaluation program. After returning to campus, the team initiated an
ongoing process of faculty involvement by holding a series of meetings with the president, the Educational
Program Advisory Commiittee, the Career Development Advisory Committes, and the faculty. As work
progressed during the next year and one-half, a serious effort was made to communicate every phase of the
development of the program to the faculty. A

One of the initial objectives undertaken by the team was the identification of the elements in a total

program of evaluation at the college, and to coordinate and rewrite where necessary all institutional state-

ments about evaluation in palicy manuals. It was soon discovered that, although evaluation was being
carried out on campus in many areas, there was no writlen statement of the college’s philosophy of evalug-

tion. This omission has been corrected by the teagn and revisions made of evaluation statements in the ;

college policy manuals, ‘

- Early in the team’s review of the Career Development Program, the need f_o:r a revision of the “Student
Feedback on Instruction™ instrument, then being ussd on a college-wide basis, became evident. With the

help of a consultent, the 1§am faced up to the need to develop a completely new form. Preparing a new
n

student feedback instrument was substituted as a prime objective to be achieved by the team.

In a May, 1978 college workshop, a series of sessions on various aspects of an cyaluation program were
presented. These included peer evaluation, student evaluation of faculty, Cafreer DJVeIopmem as a support
system for improvement of teaching. use of other questionnaires in development evaluation, and
evaluation feedback from administrators. Discussion in these groups served o emphasize the difficulties in
cammunication and the concems of faculty over use of peer evaluation. f <

:

The team's decision to concentrate its efforis on the form for student feedback on instruction was sup-
ported. In a fall workshop on campus in late August, 1978, faculty were/asked to assist in'the selsction of
items appropriate for such an instrument. After much work, a new forns was ready for administration on

I
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an experimental basis at the end of the fall term. The results were given to the individual faculty, but not to
divisional deans. Thus. while the instrument wus being validated, it was not used for performance evaluation
purposes. Essentidlly the same version of the instrument, with modified scales for cerfain items, was
administered again in May, 1979. During the summer of 1979, an analysis of ull questionnaire items was
completed and a final form will be ready to be used for performance evaiuation in the fall of 1979. This
effort on the part of the Faculty E’uation Project team appears to have gained strong {aculty approval,
probably in large measure because the faculty were directly involved in formulating the instrument and
were kept informed of progresy, o

New procedures were adopted for the uniform administration of the new student feedbuck instrument,
using students in the teacher education program. The new instrument will be used in one cluss of each
instructor instead of in eath class, as was the case with the old form. These changes in the method and fre-
quency of administration of the instrument were considered critical. Some faculty had difficulty accepting
the need for administration of the form to be carried out by others rather than by themselves, us had been
the practice for several years. -

An open faculty meeting was held in early May, 1979 to discuss peer evaluation and other forms of
performance and self-development evaluation. It is hoped that by May, 1980, all revisions of the faculty
evaluation system will be seady for implementation.

Another objective implemented carly in the fall of 1978 was a now approach to orientation of new
taculty. This program has been well received by faculty and other members of the college community. One
additional session was held at the end of the academic year to discuss the Career Development Program
with new faculty members. *

The work of the project team was expedited by sending members to several national conferences center-
ing on faculty evaluation and by using severidl excellent consultants.

Critical Phases of the Process

The difficulty in communicating the process and/or plan for fuculty evaluation was recognized early
as a4 critical phase of the project team’s work. Opportunities given the leam to assist in planning special
taculty meetings and workshops have helped in the process, It was seen, however, that communicaticn on u
one-to-ong basis is most effective in insuring mutual understanding. ' *

A secand critical step 'was the decision to develop anentirely new form for student evaluation of faculty.
Asking faculty members to help select items for the questionnaire and seeking their comments on the
prowess proved helpful in gaining faculty understanding and approval of the final instrument. Questions
trom individual faculty were answered on an informal day-to-day basis, thus helping in the communication
process, ¢

The tuct that the Austin College administration is ussuming that the work of the team will be continued
beyond the scheduled end of the SREB project allows the additional time needed for planning and
communication. The team feels’that each aspect of the program must be understood and accepted in order
for the total program to be effective. ¢

By June 1. 1979, stugg concerning peer dnd formative evaluation had been shared with the faculty.
Administrators will have an ophortunity to reyiew new guidelines for performance evaluation and will
have received training in use of inNormation resulting from student evaluation of fagulty, Means of evalua-
ting core colirses, laboratories, -and studio courses are currently being studied and guidelines have been
drafted. '

The Career Development Program was studied by the team, resulting in a new approucir to the role and
selection of career development advisors, The guidelines providing-help to individual faculty in the formu-
lation of career development plans will be rewritten. The method of administering Career Development
Implementation Grants has also been changed. -

‘

~N
17



Overall Results

Evidence is beginning to emerge indicating thay faculty are using the results of evaluation in planmnb
their career development programs. To date, only the student evaluation information is being widely used,
but it 1 expected that cach phase of evaluation will be utilized more widely in the future. For example, one
career Jevelopment advisor reports that four ot the seven faculty who recently wrote or updated their
plans made use of such self-development evaluation.

By spring 1979, it was evident that the project team-had turned the comer in its attempts to produce
widespread acceptaiee and support for the changes already made and those anticipated in the fuculty evalu-
ation system of the college. This was recognized by a visiting team studying fuculty development in
project of the Association of American Colleges and also by an evaluator for the SREB Project.

Austin College is committed to the belief that an evaluation program is developmental and that any
- program must be upen to improvement. The goal is not to develop a set program for evaluation which will
not be modified but, rather, to provide 'a flexible structure for effective evaluation, using a diversity of
approaches.

Austin Community College ‘
Austin, Texas /

Austin Community College (ACC) had its beginning in 1973 as a state-supported comprehensive com-
munity college. Cum-ntlv nearly 10,000 students are enrolled in degree and certification programs. The
colloge employvs over 100 full-time and 275 part-time faculty. ‘

As a new college, ACC did not have 4 comprehensive program for the evaluation of either full-time or
part-time faculty. Upon acceptance into the SREB project in December, 1977, the president appointed .
three instructors and one institutional administrator as ACC participants, This group fonimed the nucleus of
4 larger 13-member {faculty and administrator) College Evaluatign Team. What follows is a case summary
of etforts in developing and implementing a gollegu-wme faculty evaluation program,

-
Plans for the ijcct ~An Overview

The fact thiat the institution had never had an evaluation program was both an advantage and a disad-
vantige. An advantage existed because there were no precedents, nothing to undo before building, and
there was very little fuculty resxsmncc A major disadvantage was the immensity of the task.

In general, our gogls and objectives were:
s To develop faculty and administrative suppoit for a faculty evaluation prog;:uﬁ;
* To create ;:ompeiency criteria, including related standards and evidénce; ;
¢ To create ah evaluation model, related procedurcs, and instruments;
o To create s fuculty deveiopment model and procedures for self-renewal;
o Tocreatea decision-making model for muitiple-year .sppomtments
o To define an instructional phﬂosophy. and
¢ Toincorporate a faculty portiolio into the evaluation system. _
This was to be 3 comprehensive plan which would include the ovaluation of all full-time and part-thne
faculty, including instructors, counselors, and librarians. It was, moreover, to include ratings by students
(where applicable), by supervisors and peers, and 4 self-evaluation. All of this necessitated a great diversity

of_ instruments. Since Austin Community College offers instruction by faculty and supervisors located at
many different sites, Yhe logistics of defining a procedure which would maximize consistency was also a
chalienge. _

The Austin Community College project team included Donetts Goodall, Department Head, Vocational Nursing; Grace M.

Olts, Coordingtar of Curriculum and Instruction; Keith Owen, Department Head, Human Dc\clopmant and Gilmore
Williams, Departinent Hedd, Photographic Technology.
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In spite of the magnitude of this undertaking, we were able to design instruments for all of the above
groups, with the exception of ratings by peers, and to conduct our first official college-wide evaluation of
full-time faculty in the fall of 1978, and of part-time faculty in the spring of 1979. Even so, there still
remains smuch to be done regarding the formative and sununative uses of evaluation.

!
Rationale

There were two factors which provided some imminediacy to our project. One was the fact that the

| college Bourd of Trustees had, in January, 1977, approved a policy for multiple-year appointments of

faculty whichis heavily dependent upon faculty evaluation. The second was the fact that the college was
being considered for full accreditation by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools in 1978, md
we were quite dertain that we would be expected to have a faculty evaluation plan in progress.

Since the faculty sva¥anxious to have the mulup!c-ycax appointment policy implemented, most were in

support of initigting an " evaluation program. There was, however, a problem with the concept of peer evalu-
ation; the faculty had resisted this component in the design of the multiple-yeat appointment policy. The

‘ . evaluation team also had difficulty in identifying how peers should be incorporated into the plan. Further-

more, consultation with personnel at other colleges confirmed our feelings that peer evaluation was
problematic. As a consequence, we were never able to incorporate — or at least up te this point have not
been able to incorporate - peers into the evaluation process, in spite of the fact that 1}\; Board of Trustees

~ had specifically requested that they be included.

Shortly after beginning work on the evaluation program,
whose prime responsibility is faculty development. This enable
ation and development with some degree of confidence,

Although a college-wide evaluation of full-time and part-time faculty was conducted in 1978 79, it was
recognized that evaluation is an evolutionary process. For it to be effective, it will have to be extended and
periodically reviewed and refined.

\t\hc college hired a full- tim staff member
d’planning for linkage between'\{aculty evslu-

[}

Critical Steps in Development

At the outset (January, 1978), the college had no .evaluétion instruments. The first student, self, and
supervisor rating furms were designed from instruments collected from other institutions. ‘These. were
refined after expansion of information at the first SREB workshop and after soliciting faculty reaction,

In April of 1978, a pilot evaluation of full-time faculty applied the revised instruments. In compliance
with the request of the Faculty Association, data collected through the student rating forms were
submitted only to the instructor concerned. Procedures necessarily were adjusted for this pﬂut Na records
of the results of this {irst evaluation were kept by the college.

In June of 1978, an SREB consultant conducted a workshop with 34 volunteer faculty members partici-
pating in devclopment of criteria, standards, and measurements for evaluation. This was a highly successful
workshop, the results of which were sent to all fuculty for their reactions and additional suggestions.

All instruments were then redesigned, using only the criteria established by the faculty The instruments
(student, self, and supervisor) designed for the Arts and Science faculty became the basic instruments, since
their criteria were also identified by all other instructional units. The Allied Health and Vocational-
Technical divisions, as well as departments whose cpurses involve field experience, added criteria unique to
their divisions or departments. Instruments for counselors and lilfrarians were unique to their responsxbiliues

In the fall of 1978, the first “official” collegt-wide evaluation of full-time faculty was uonducteg For.
the most part, it went well. Although the team met with the supervisors beforehand, problems in inter-
pretation -and in interpersonal skills'did arise, and steps are being taken to minimize these problems in the
future. The reagtion in several departments, however, was very positive. QOne director reported, “The
process of self and supervisor rating has been a big boost to our staff development.” Most faculty and
administrative reaction has been informal to date, aithough there are plans to conduct a survey for faculty
reaction and input. - \\
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Shortly after the evaluation of full-time faculty was underway in the full, attention focused on the

design of instzuments and procedure fur the evaluation of part-time faculty, and their evaluation was imple-
menied in the spring of 1979, ' '

Early in April. 1979, an SRER consuitant conducted a workshop for the purpuse of: 1) clarifying the

relativnship of faculty evaluation and develupment and 2) focusing on the creation and implementation of
a development program. Twenty instructors and administrators attendegd. Again, the workshop was highly
productive. An impressive list of ideas and projects was compiled of which five were identified as

- nediately possible. Task Force conumittees were formed to begin work on 1) planning Yor training
sessions for supcrvisors, ) ingorporating a faculty portfolio in the evaluation process, 3) compiling a list .
(und later 2 manual) of faculy development resources — particularly as they relate to evaluation, 4) clari-
fyitig the summative and formative aspects of evaluation. and §) establishing an instructional philosophy.
Nuiabers 2, 3, und 4 are initial steps in wotking (oward faculty growth coatracts.

\ In szrua:y. 1979, 4 new position of Coordinator of Program Developmient and Evaluation was filled.
Sull to be defined is the relat:onship between faculty evaluation and program evaluation ~ both of which
»should have a direct impact on student learning. '

The fuct thut we accomplished as niuch as we did in the first 1S months is due, in part, to our participa-
tion in the SREB project. The three workshops helped to define goals, to plan-tusks over euch six-month
period, and to report on progress. In addition, there were many resource people available at these meetings,
and the exchange with participants from other institutions was also beneficial. The two workshops
conducted on campus by SREB consultants were invaluable. Participation in the project and the develop-

. ‘nent of an evaluation program extended our perceptions of what is necessary 1o maximize the effectiveness
of the system.

/

s

Jackson State Commuunity College
Jackson, Tennessee -

. Jackson State Community College, an institution of the State University and Comnunity College
Svstem of Tennessee, is a state-supported, comprehensive community college. The college has 75 full-time
Jaculty and 50 par:-time faculty serving 2,500 students. . . . '

System Development

Commitment of administration and faculty to such g major effort as developing a comprehensive faculty
‘ evaluation system resulted from. a combination of negative faculty experiences with the “in-house™
developed method of evaluation that was in use, introduction of an alternative, and motivation on the part
of the administration and faculty to change to this altemnative approach. Lending urgency to the change was
the standing policy of the State Board of Regents (the governing board of the coliege) that merit must be
a component in decisions regarding promotion, tenure, and salary. '

\ The events that led to the iptroduction of a new concept of faculty evaluation wese not preplanned.

‘ However, these events led to formal planning and, in retrospect, were essential to system development. The
sequence of major events that occurred over the two-year period of devéiopment and implementation of
the new system are outlined below. ~

Change in scademic ieadership. One of the first responsibilities faced by the new Dean of Acsdemic
Affairs upon his amival in January, 1977, was the application of the recently completed faculty evalua-
tions. Comments by individual and small groups of faculty relative to faculty efaluation were repeatedly
negative. Eriticism frequently focused on the irrelevance of majly of. the criteria then used and on the
lack of information by students, faculty, and supervisors to respond to many of the criteria, It was the
Vo general conclusion of faculty and the dean that the existing method of evaluation should be improved.

. L} .
\ Team members from Jickson State Community College were a sub-group of the callege’s Faculty Evaluation Committes.
They were Jimmy E. Chumney, Assoclate Professor of Physics; Robert A. Harrell, Dess of Academic Affairs; Beans Kime,
Assistant Professor of English; and Orville illiams, Associate Professor of History. :

f
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Introduction of altemative cpproach to student evalustions. A consultant was invited to addrosy the
faculty on the usetulness of student evaluations in improving college teaching. The consultant was one
of the developers of the Course/Instructor Edaluation ¢ estionnaise (CIEQ) and introduced that instru-
ment as one ineans of gathering evaluation informativi. There was a general consensus of the faculty
that such a nationally proven instrument had the advantage of providing intespretive data for instruc-
tional improvement and was far superior to the instrument which had been developed by the college.

Introduction of draft of comprehensive faculty evaluation system, In sununer 1977, the dean wrote the
first draft of a comprehensive fuculty evaluation system. This draft was developed under the presump-
tion thut the concepts and procedural steps involved were an extension of previvus discussions and
would be generally agreed upon by the faculty. This draft was presented as the key agenda item at the
in-service tacuity meeting for fall quarter, 1977, The drait incorporated the CIEQ method of student
evalustion of course/instructor and introduced, for the first time, a comprehensive system of faculty
evaluation. Only minor modifications, primarily in the area of peer evaluation, were suggested by the
faculty. An important role was piayed by the consultant in his support of the draft, as well as in his.
discussion of the merit of a comprehensive approach to evaluation, : ‘

Commitment of faculty to a comprehensive faculty evaluation system. In addition to te in-service
meeting involving the faculty as a total body, the dean met with the faculty in each instructional division -
to discuss the model. Each division agreed to supporst-the development of a comprehensive faculty
evaluation system,

Implementation of fagulty committees. To cstablish effective communication within and across instruc-
tional divisions, four-person committees were selected from within cach division, and a college-wide
committee was established composed of chairmen of the division comnittees, a representative of the
Faculty Council, and & division chairperson. Committees were charged with the following responsibilities:

Division Faculty Evaluation Committee

1. To serve as committee for peer evaluation of division faculty svllabi;

2. To serve a Jiaison role to division faculty and the college faculty evaluation committee

in matters concerning evaluation;
3. To assist college fuculty committee gs requested.

College-Faculny Evaluation Committee

’ . o
I. To coordinate procedures for the annual implementation of the comprehensive faculty
evaluation system;

t4

. Toevaluate the effectiveness of the system;
3. To recommend modifications of policy and procedures to the dean. B

Participation in Sopthem Regibna! Education Board Faculty Evaluation Project. In November, 1977,
SREB called for pipposals from colleges agd universities within its 14-state region to participate in an
SREB-sponsored fadulty evaluation projcc\lackson State’s proposal was acceptcg and participation
began in January, 1978. .

The SREB publication, Faculty Evaluation for Improved LeGring, served as the refetence for the scope
ol the SREB project. Coincidentally, this report provided an excellent overall statement of Jackson
State's intent in November 1977, and remains today an important companion document to the compre-
hensive faculty evaluation system developed by the college. ‘

Participation at the three SREB workshops assisted the four-person team representing the college in
maintaining a persgective on the college’s progress. Workshop. participation invariably produced a feeling
of confidence, as the accomplishments by Jackson State appeared to be further along relative to other
colleges developing a comprehensive systein. -
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, Writing of comprehensive faculty evaluation system document. The writing of policies and procedures
' that are incorporated as a system document followed almost without exception the following sequence
ol steps: .
1. Reaction of the fuculty to different sections of first draft of model:
2. Discussion of response and related input by committee members and dean;  °
-t 3. Writing of section of document under discussion by dean; ' o
« - 4. Reaction by college faculty evaluation committes; T
5. Review of the total document by the college faculty evaluation committee and the divi-
sion chainnen in conjunction with the dean;
, 6. Explanation of completed document as part of an in-srvice meeting in September 1978;
. 7. Implementation. ' ‘ _
e ¥
. . S
- : ‘ FIGURE A ‘
Comprehensive Faculty Evaluation System .
J Jackson State Community College f
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Characteristics of the System .
The model for a comprehensive faculty evaluation system at Jackson State Community College is
prescnted in Figure A. This diagram shows nine areas to be evaluated (course/instructor, syllabus, materials
development, etc.). kight of the nine may apply to instructors who do not have administrative duties. The
-sources of evaluation information zre shown above each evaluation area, for example, student ratings will
be applied to course evaluations, but not to other areas. A final component of the figure specifies the
- weight that may be ed $o the respective areas. Four areas — course/instructor, syliabus, college service,
’ and faculty development - have minimum weights required of an instructor. Their minimum cumulative
weighting is $5 percent, leaving up to 45 percent of the individual assignment and evaluation to be negoti-

ated. The model further consists of selected principles of evaluation and managemqhtﬂﬁﬁticular. it is

comprehensivé, in use of-self, students, peers, and supervisor as sources of évaluation;

perfnhrmnrebased. in that local normative data are_integrated with a prm}cn nationally-
s used instrument for student evaluation of coursefinstructor while maintaining instrument
-reliability and validity; ) L
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individually oriented, rather than group-wriented, in that individual and supervisor, by
agreement. determine the degree of emphusis the individual will give to each area of
evaluation; T ‘

mwmmzcm-b_vobfwtives‘iu concept, with dbjectives, time frame for accomplishiment of
vbjectives, and the process for evaluation clearly defined; '

. Slexible, in its applicability for evaluation of both instructors and administrators: \

criterionreferenced. in its use of predetermined criteriu to establish levels of perfg?um:e;
o

impravement-oriented, in that faculty development is incorporated us an integral component
of the system; '

systemaric, in method for integrating area evaluations to bring about a composite evaluation
result; und

Nevelopmental, through use of 3 faculty evaluation committee to annually evaluate the
system and recommend changes to improve the system's effectiveness,

*
Fucully Development as an Integral Component -

Because of debate regarding the relationship of faculty evaluation and faculty devolopment and the
strong position taken by Jackson State in addressing thisy question, this topic is introduced as part of this
case summary . Jackson State supports the position that faculty Jevelopment should be a part of faculty
evaluation for both formative and summative purposes. Basically, the relationship of faculty development
to summative and formative evaluations may be explained as follows: .

Faculty Developmet and Summative Evaluation. Individual faculty development activities |
and other areas are evaluated for merit factor in personnel decisions reguding promotion,
tenure, and salary, .

Faculty Development and Formarive Eveluation. Individual faculty development activities
are undertaken for professional growth and improvement of performance.

Problems in Development and Implementation

Problems encountered during the period of system development and the first six months of implementa-
tion ¢an be categorized us'political, developmental, and cafimunicational,

Political, Political, as defined here, refers to the self-interest and concerns of individuals and special groups
engaged in the process of changing to an almost totally new evaluation system. In this context, political
problems were minimal. Tiie expected concerns of individuals and small groups relative to the impact of
a system did manifest themselves, however, concerns were expressions primarily of need for understanding
rather than expressions of upposition.

Five factors minimized faculty oppuosition to the development of this comparatively complex approach to
fdculty evaluation: , .

1. The faculty, '.dn}osx th a person, desired to move away from existing evaluation policies and proceduies
that were considesed inadequate and inappropriate. o

. The faculty were involved in discussions of the content and meaning of a comprehensive fefculty evalua-
tion system. :

- Faculty support was gained in the early stages of development. .
. The college was committed ta vigorous support of faculty dgvelopmgnt activities.
. ‘State Board policy required the use of merit promotion, tenure, and salary decisions.

The statement that concemns of a political nuture were minimal should be qualified by the fact that some
faculty expressed in varying degrees their opposition to any type of evaluation, These concerns, however,

a4
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were not taken to he point of non-participation or disruption.
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Developmental. The college was unable to locate, either through resesrch or by knowledge of evaluation
programs at other colleges, s model of a functional, comprehensive system or an individual who had
develuped such a system. The literatute includes numerous recommendations for a comprehensive approach
but few usable reterences beyond the scope of student ratings. For example, criteria for evaluation of
syllabi Were scarce and criteriu for evaluation of such areas as community service and faculty development
were nonexistent. Nor wete examiples of forms for paper flow availuble.

With the exception of evaluation of course/instructor, the college developed from its own leadership
resourves the criteria, performance levels, and forms necessary to complete its evaluation system. As
mentioned eariier, the SREB project consultants were instrumental (n providing the system of student
evaluation, integrating student ratings into an approach for summative and formutive evaluation purposes,
and helping: us develop a systematic enethod for achieving a final composite evalustion result. One other
wdividual trom outside the college produced an excellent documeat on purposes and development of a
syliubus. This document wys 4 direct reaction to the paucity of material availuble in this basic area and the
colleye’s need for resuurce material on this topic.

Communicational. The newrness of a comprehensive approach to faculty evaluation with its attendant sub-
parts autvinatically tnderscored the need to communicate often and effectively with faculty. This was com-

~ pounded by the time required for necessary administrative and teaching duties of the dean of scademic -

aftuirs, the college faculty evaluation committee, and, indeed, the total faculty; and by the fact that so
much of the system development involved exploration in new aseds. -

Communication, in general, has been effective. However, us one can recognize, the process of imple-
nmentation brought forth new concerns and questions of procedure that required response, even to the point
of frequent repetition. -

%M gsh,i{flgton College

Mm:v Washington College is a state-supporied, four- ):ear. liberal arts institution, enrolling 2,300 studénts
and emploving a foculty of 135 member;. . .

When the SREB Fuculty Evaluation Project began in January, 1978, Mary Washington College was
already in the throes of developing an annual performance evaluation plan for implementation in the spring
of 1978, 1n fact, the Instruction und Academic Affuirs Committee (IAA) of the college, in response to a
mandate from the college's Board of Visitors, had presented a plan to the college's faculty which had met
with considerable resistance and had been retumed to the committee for further consideration. It was at
this nadir that we entered into the SREB project. ~

During the next eight months, the IAA Committee (three of whose members along with the Dean of the
College comprised the SREB tcg’m} put into practice the lessons learned at the first SREB wotkshop in
Atlunta. Faculty members werg given an opportunity to express their Tpinions and cuncems at open
meetings dealing with the subject of evaluation and were asked to help establish the criteria for evaluation
through 4 questionnuire. An SREB consultunt visited the campus and provided immeasurable assistance by
helping us develop the questipnnaire, by giving advice on what was to becom~ our student rating form, and
by alleviating faculty apprch;ﬁsion through his presentation at one of the open fuculty meetings.

., The document which emerged after this period of activity was accepted by the vollege’s faculty, its
president, and its Board of Visitors in the fall of 1978 without resistance or revision.

The Fuculty Annual Performance Evaluation system consists of two parts: (1) a set of criteria upon
which a faculty member’s performance is judged; and (2) s mechanism for gathering necessary information
and doing the evaluation. In part (1), a faculty member's activities are listed under three categories: instruc-
tion, service, and professional activity. Each category is subdivided into several factors that serve to define

the category. Finally, the specific perfonmance criteria are listed under each factor. In part (2), there are -

Participants from h?a:y Washington College indluded team munbers Jumes Croushore, Dean of the College; Roy Gratz,
Agsistant Professor of Chemistry; Bruce MacEwen, Associate Professor of Psychology; and Barbara Meyer, Associate
Professar of Art, ’
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two printary sources of intomistion tor the evaludtion. Each individual completes an infonaation sheet and
slt<valugtion in which he provides counse syllabi, lists of service und professional activities, etc. The
secontd source ol duta, the student questionnaire, is designed 10 measure che students’ perceptions of class-
toom activity and taculty/student relations. The sctual evaluation is done by department chairmen using a
standard forny on witich briet statements are written qbout the fuculty member's performance under each
of the major critesia.

The rationale tor this approach to evalation tukes into cousideration the fact that Mury Washington
College is o anall, liberal arts school where teuching is emphasized and the Fact that its faculty is somewhat
suspicious of completely numerical systems of evaluation. For example, it wus with some reluctance that
the quantitative student rating form was decepted; aceeptance was facilitated by the inclusion of space for
written conunents by the students. The student yuestionnaires and the self-cvajuation were made the major
sources af evidence in our system because we telt that these could provide the most useful information.
'Peer evaluation wus deemphusized because we did not wish 1o recommend the necessarily elaborate
mechanisin for observation which would be required for peers to make valid judgments on teaching effec-
tiveness. The final evaluations by department chairmen are given in narrative form because we felt that the
faculty would not have supported numerical ratings.

The process of develuping a faculty evaluation procedure at Mury Washington College can be divided
into three phases: the pre-SREB project period in the full of 1977, during which the IAA Committce
produced its first proposal: the initiyl cight months of the project, during which the activities mentioned
carhier were catried out and the revised procedure was prepared and dccepted; and the post-acceptance
peniod, dunng which we have becoine more interested in faculty development. The criticd event in the fisst
phase wus a faculty mecting_at which strong resistance to evaluation was qifountered. There were many
citicdl events in the second phase: the Atunta workshop and the initial consultant’s visit were probably the
most important. No one or two events in the third phase have Been as critical as those of the first two
phases; the waotkshops and u visit 1o the campus by another consultant were quite helpful, but _much less
decisive than the catlier events, . ~ :

In the TAA Committee’s first report, it was stated that “ansual performance evaluations . . , should have
3 dual purpose: (1) to improve the quality of instruction by assisting in the sclfdevelopment‘uf each
faculty member. and (2) to sid the udministration in making {personnel decisions].” Thus, from the
beginming, pertformance evaluation has been lipked with fuculty development. However, concems over how
to define pesformance griteris, where and how to collect data, and how to weigh and interpret the data
after it has been collected took precedence over development in the preparation of the revised procedure
tor evaluation’. In more recent months, our attention has returned to development spurred on by the second
consultant and the linal SREB workshop,

En summary, Mary Washington College's participation in the SREB project has enabled. us to produce a
much better procedure for unpual performance evaluations than we would heve been likely to do on vur
owi, and it has encouraged fusther thought about fuculty development. We are grateful for SREB’s
encoursgerient and support and for the opportunity to individually and coliectively participate in this
project, . : .

. Mississippi College

Clinton, Mississippi
A fouryear liberal arts college which aiso offers advanced programs in selected fields, including law,
Mississippi College is operated by the Mississippi Baptist Convention, The total faculty numbers 160-
members, and the college enrolls approximately 3,000 students. ..
* When the president -of Mississippi College appointed @ four-member team to participate as a steering
committec with the SREB project, the evaluation procedures for fuculty at Mississippi College were not
well understood by many fuculty members not did they lend themselves to active faculty padsicipation in.

Team members from Mississippi College were Bettye Coward, Assistant Professor of Home Economics; Wendcll‘Deu.
Chaisman, Depastment of Mathematics; Charles Davis, Assistant Professor of Religion; and W. B. Thompson, Dean, School
ol Educafion. :
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the evatuation process. The purpose of the steering committee was to develop a framework for facuMy
evaluation which would be cceptable to a majority of the faculty.

After the steering committee {project team) attended the first SREB workshop and had established some
browl godls fur a system of evaluation, un advisory committee was elected to serve with the steering com-
mittee to.mgximize faculty input in the actual development of 4 comprehensive, broad system of evalua-
tion. Through review of likeratute; information obtained from SRER workshops, the use of consultants, and
the interaction of coinnjittee members af committee meetings, the direction for s formalized system of
evaluation centered u improving student learning, with initial attempts being directed toward faculty
development. As the system is used for development of faculty, plans will be made for utilizing appropriate
dats for evalugtion purposes. This upproach is less threatening to fuculty and provides a positive busu for
initiating a new system. . ,

Both the steering and advi;oiy & ittees have continued to function throughout the period of.the
SREB project, working consistently upon the development of a proposed system of devélopment and
evaluation to present fo the Mississippi College faculty. In the fall of 1978, a campus-wide faculty
workshop was planned to provide an overview of the components of 4 comprehensive system of faculty
development and evaluation’. A keynote address by the workshop consultant provided a receptive atmos-

~ phere for discussing the development of a comprehensive system at Mississippi College. A faculty-produced

videotape highlighted” the components of a system of development and evaluation and had the added
benefit of involving many faculty in a cooperative ventuse in which the various components were analyzed
and presented. Sessions were planned for faculty “Fesponses to faculty evaluation, and conunents were,
recorded for use by comunittees in further development of & system. )

A series of newsletters containing pertinent development und evaluation information was prepared and
sent to faculty following the workshop. A faculty forum on development and evaluation was conducted
by the steering committee later in the semester. o

During the break between fall and spring semesters, the committees finalized g formal document which
housed the propused system of development and evaluatiop -t the college. It was studied further in com-
mittee und submitted to administrative officials for their critique. After some revisions were made, the
proposal was submitted to fuculty .members by their representative on the advisory committee and way |
discussed by the individual schools. It was then brought before the entire faculty for discuassion and clarifi-
cation. Following a week ot thought, the Faculty met again to formally adopt or reject the proposed plan.
A purtion of the new plan, which received strong faculty endorsement, follows. In this program, the term
development is used when referring to evaluation for improving and developing faculty potential; the term
evaluation is used when referring to evaluation for personnel decisions. '

Goals of the System ' ' ' [ 4

The goals of 4 comprehensive system of faculty-development and evaluation at Mississippi
College have been established and are identified below:

I. To identify fagulty role responsibilities in accordance ‘with each faculty '
member's particular- strengths, weaknesses, and interests in relation to )
defined institutional roles.

To providé incentive for raising faculty performance levels. . .

. To provide an equitdble method of assessing individual faculty perfor-
mance within the various schools for making personnel decisions.

4. To develop a program which can be analyzed and changed 35 needs arise. -

5. To provide g faculty evaluation system which will function as a 'p:irt ofa
comprehensive evaluation program involving administration :and support _
services of the institution.

Criteria and Data Sources ,r

A comprehensive system of development and evaluation will include specific, identifiable
criteria, attainment of which cun be evidenced in some way. The steering and advisory
comuittees have established a brief summary statement to clarify each criterion, slong with
f suggested deia sources for each.

>
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In urder to establish the relative importance of each criterion as a part of faculty fune-
tioning ut Mississippi College, the fuculty at large ‘was asked to establish minimum points
which faculty should assign to each criterion. Based on a possible 100 points, 30 points were
designated us floating ones to be assigned to any one or more of the criteria which a faculty
member and his immediate supervisor negotiated ss being an important part of that faculty
member’s Tesponsibilities. This aspect of the development and evaluation system will make it
possible to individualize the plan for each faculty member, thereby recognizing unique roles ~ *
fulfilled by each. - . .

Summarized on Table 2 are fhe criteria, a brief description of the activities within each,
mininum number of points fuculty have designated for each, and suggested data sources.

- Procedures A ' lod

. 1. The faculty member and his immcdiate supeivisor (department chairman

‘ or dean) will confer to establish the faculty member’s responsibilities for

the year. This procedure will involve establishing points to criteria as may

- be appropriate for each individual faculty member. Data sources for each
' criterion should be agreed upon at this point. In the event of unresolved -
conflict segarding faculty responsibilities, the next immediate supervisor -

will be brought into the negotiation process. '

+e

. Data will be collected from appropriate data sources for each criterion via
instruments designed for each source.

- 3. Results from the instruments will be returned to the individual faculty °
: member for study and summarizing. .

4. The faculty member will use the inforination he receives from the data
scurces about his performance to: ' .

A)Consult again with his immediate supervisor (department chairman or
dean) to make plans for improvement and development. This dimension
of the system will constitute the purpose of the system initially: to
use data for development of faculty. .

B) Present a written summary or critique of his performance to be passed

along to appropriate administrative officials for making personnel deci-

S~ sions about the faculty member. This dimension of the system consti-

. tutes the evaluative purpose, details of which will be worked out after
the system has functioned for the development purpose.

Eventually, the comprehensive system should operate to fulfill the two
basic purposes of development and evaluation.

Trial implementation of the proposed plan will begin in the 1979-80 academic year. A new committee
has been elected by the faculty, representing each school or area of the college. Two members of the
steering committee will serve on the new committee as long as neoded to provide continuity, as work
toward implementation of the plan is begun.

~
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» TABLE 2,
Criteria and Su;

at Mississippi College

ted Data Sources for a
Comprehensive System of Faculty Develo

.

pment and Evaluation

“ Kief Descsiption of Mintmum Y
Criwesia o ption Number of  Sugswsted Date Sourves

Tesching :) Activities  directed tuwaid student learning 55 Student rsting; super-
which include assroons  and  experiential visor fating; seif rating;
instruction, pees rating.

Committee Wurk Wuik on general and special committees at ) Supervisor rating; com-
M(/or school or division to which fsculty mem. mittee chaltman mting;
bey is assigned; work inciudes sttendance at slf listing of commit-
meetingy, contributions to commmitiee work, tee  activities; other
and efforts to expedite work of committee. commitiee  memben’

© raling.

Protessional Those activities directly refated to the contri. - Membership card; facul-

Activities bution a faculty member makes to his profes ty member's name on
-sion. Activities would include membership in program; salfdisting . of
professioial  association{s); . leadership/partici- activities;  supervisor
pativh in ssockation(s). preseniation of papers rating.

(other than research) at meetings; recitals: art
exhibits; and coordinator/consultant sctivities ¥
in carrying out professional associstion goals.

Public Service Service performed without charge. promoting ' Self 1eport of activities;
program, uctivities of foderal, state. or loval supervisor rating.
governments, or program activities or serviges
gf nog-profit organizations or designed to serve

e general public, .‘

Rocruitung Activities related to attracting and maintaining Self repont activitizs/
students at MC including personal attention and time spent. supervisor
interaction with students enrolled on campus; rating; Director of Ad-
personal attention to visiting students; tollow- missions rating.
up contact with prospective students; attending
dlumni meetings; and helping to sponsor work.
shops, tournaments, etc. designed. 1o bring
patential atudente to the campus.

Research Investigation or experimentation which results X Self  ovaluation ade-
in cither the discovery of new facty and their quately  documented;
correct  inferpretation, or the revision of testimony of outside
accepted conclusions in fight of newly discov. readers; citation of re-
ered facts, or the practical application of such search in other works;
new or revised conclusions. Specific activitics peer review; supervisor
tneJude publications, presentation of research rating,
a1 professional mecu&gs. grants, speaking or
consulting invitations, br unpublished research. _

Student Counscling  Activities include ussiting the students in L} Student report; self re-

and Advising career choices and selecting courses that will be poit of tme spent and
most beneficial (o them in their vocation s activities  performed,;
well us their avocation, analyzing their needs supervisor rating: rating
and determining that they are following the of Coordinator’ of
prescribed course of study, advising with stu- Freshman Advising,
dents on their personad problems and helping when approprizte.
them derive the greatest benefit from thels
vollege careers. . N

Teaching Activities dirscted toward impioving one's skills 5 Personal - records” of

Improvement a3 teacher including invressed knowledge in faculty members; schoot

Adtivities one’s own teaching responsibility, general or depariment records;
understanding of the process of higher educu- student and peer rating;
tion, and methods appropriate to teaching * supervisor rating,
respunsibilities, Such activities tncdide sabbati. N

/ cal studies. seminars, spectal counses. work-
shops, preparation of syllabi, work on curricu.
funs,  evaluative sctivities, specidd  projects,
surveys, elc.

Flouting To be assigned to any one or more of the ubove 30

Pounls categories as determined by & facuity member
and his immediate supervisor. —_—

TOTALPOINTS 100
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University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff

One of five campises of the University System, the University of Arkansas at Pine BJuff "{Uzﬁ‘sptsuz\

ports a full-time faculty of 166 and enrolls some 3,200 students.

-

For a number of yeurs prior to UAPB's involvement in the SREB Faculty Evaluation Project, faculty
‘evalugtion was often inconsistently implemented. The instruments and the utilization of their results
ditfered among the academic units within the university, In response {o a need for improving faculty
evalustion st UAPB, an ad hoc committes on evaluation was appointed by the chancellor of the university
in November 1976. Specifically, the committee's task was to study and make recommendations that would
lead to the development of 4 more adequate and defensible evaluation program ut UAPB.

During the time the ad hoc committee operated, it reviewed the evaluation program at UAPB and pro-
grams at similar institutions, developed a philosophical position relative to evaluation at UAPB, designed
evaluation tools, made preliminary presentations to the faculty, and solicited campus wide input into the
development of the evaluation instruments. Although much progress was made during this stage of develop-
ment. our etforts were directed primarily toward the development of objective instruments for evaluation.

As UAPB became a part of the SREB evaluation project early in 1978, the need for a structured system-
atic approach to faculty evaluation became apparent. Through our participation in the SREB project “A
Model of a Program for Faculty/Chairperson Evaluation at UAPB™ has been developed. This model repre-
sents a systematic program for faculty/chairperson evaluation based upon the mission of the university as
well as the varied responsibilities of faculty and chairgersons at UAPB. Currently the evaluation committee
is secking faculty and chairperson input into theModel in preparation for the implementation of a pilot
program during the 1979-80 gcademic year. ~ '

Pursuant to systemwide policy stating that all pay increases for the University of Arkansas System would
be based on the merit principle and a philosophical position that professional growth and development
should be the mujor thrust of faculty/chairperson evaluation, the program for evaluation at UAPB was

* structured around a task analysis model which characterizes faculty and chairperson activity in eight major
ar¢ds.

The ecight defined arcas of faculty activity are instruction, research, professional growth and develop-

ment, university service, stude.'t advising, adininistration and management, department service, and publica-
tions. The eight defined areas of chairperson activity are instruction, scholarly activity, professional growth
and development, university service, student advising, departmental management, sdministrative methods

and procedures, and departmental image. The defined aseas of faculty/chairperson activity are consistent

with the mission of UAPB and expected components of professional performance at UAPB.

A weighting scheme for the defined areas of activity was developed to sllow for variances in job responsi-
bilities as well as individual tulents and potentials. Aithough the system is flexible in allowing individual
sclection of areas of activity, certain areas of evaluation are required for all faculty and all chairpersons.
The required areas for faculty are professional growth and development, instruction, university service, and
department service; the required areas for chairpersons are professional growth and development, university
service, departmental management, administrative methods and procedures, and departmental image.

Associated with each activity are suggested sources of information, a weighting scheme, and criteria for
evaluation. This model assumes that before faculty performance can be intelligently discussed and improve-
ments made, agreement must be reached conceming the activities upon which a performance is to be
evaluated, the relative importance of the activities, the criteria under which performance in an activity is
to be evaluated, and the individuals'who can give relevant information regarding the skills and involvement
of the person being evaluated. Basic to the model developed at UAPB is 3 summary evaluation sheet
designed to aliow faculty and chairpersons, along with their supervisors, input into the areas in which
faculty will be evaluated. A '

The University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff team was made up of members from & larger od Aoc commitfee. Membensincluded
Leon Hardy, Associate Professor of Mathomatics and Physics; Bobbio irvins, Director, Human Development and Educa-
tional Services; Jacquelyn McCray, Assistant Profqssor of Home Economics; and S. J. Parkes, Dean of Agriculture and
Technology. ‘
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The individuals being evaluated and their supervisors agree upon responsibilities and/or work ansignments
and the associated criteria for evaluation, Evaluation then should be consistent with these mutual agree-
ments. Such a procedure directs attention to performance in the sctusl areas of faculty/chairperson
activity, with particular sumunary information used to identify areas peeding improvement. At this point
© supervisors and the person being evaluated decide upon appropriate activities which can strengthen areas
of iientified weakness, : -

When complete information is forthcoming relative to this model, and the weighting and rating sheets
are properly used, each faculty member and chairperson will have associated with him/her a “measure of
effectiveness” score. This score will reflect some subjective input, but it should suggest the overall effective-
ness of the faculty member or chairperson being evaluated. While the modal does not entirely elisainate |

- subjectivity and specifically leaves the responsibility for evaluation with the supervisor of the person being |
evaluated, these-limitations could not be avoided under the administrative structure of our institution. |
However, these problems were somewhat neutralized by one aspect of the model: The program provides for -
discussion and review bet\}recn evaluator and the person being evalusted. /

Although the committee expects to implement the model on & pilot basis during the next scademic year,
this is considerably later than was originally anticipated. The committee encountered several problems that
made its task more challenging. First, the commitiee decided to include chairpesson evaluation in the evalu.
ation model. Second, no release time was granted to team members for work on facuity evaluation, Third,
the team functioned a5 an ad hoc committee without administrative authority. Finally, the team encoun-
tered strong preconceived biss and misconceptions regarding the model. :

The responsibility for implementing the faculty/chairperson evaluation program at UAPB will reside x’n
the office of the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs. During the implementation of the pilot program it
' is anticipated that two persons from the evaluation committee will be given the respounsibility for imple-

menting and monitoring the pilot program and for handling general program review. \ ;

gmvCommonwealth Ulfifrersity \

Virginia Commonwealth University is a state-supported, comprehensive university, with an academic
campus and a medical campus (Medical College of Virginig). The acgdemic campus, which participated in
the praject, enrolls over 15,000 students and involves 665 faculty in its instructional programs, j
: |
The pasticipation of Virginia Commonweaith Unjversity (VCU) in the SREB project on evaluam?‘n has
beén unique. In the summer of 1976, the vice president for academid<ffairs appointed a task force to study
the problems of evaluation at VCU. A cheirman was appointed and a grant from the Lilly Foundatién was
secured to support the work, With the grant money, a staff person was hired; the rest of the task force was
made up of adniinistrators and faculty representing alkof the schools on the academic campus. In the fall of
1977, three members of the task force — the stafi person, the dean of the schoo] of education, and an
associate professor of English — formed a team and submitted 2 proposal for participation in thq[ SREB
project. The idea was that these three members of the VCU task force would use the SREB expc:}cnce as
an opportunity to investigate areas the task force would not have time to take up, to listen to the concerns
of other colleges to determine what they had that would help VCU, and finally to share with others the
results of VCU’s work. Once accepted into the SREB project, the three persons worked as both g team in
the segional project and as members of the VCU task force. '

No sttempt was made to separate those roles, except when attending SREB meetings. In f | t, team’
members rarely identified themselves outside of the task force as members of a special unit, of the
three took on special jobs that fit within their combined roles as members of both team and task force. The
staff representative became the point man for the technology of evaluation at the university. It was his job
to research proposals for change, design the new student instrument, and conduct experimenut?on on the

Project team members from Virginis Commonwealth University were Robert Armousr, Associate Professor /of English;
- James Potter, Center for Impravement of Teaching Effectiveness; and Charles Ruch, Dean of Education. j
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proposals. The dean of the School of Education took on as his tasks two essential jobs: first, he became the
person responaible for discussing with the other deans the ideas that filtered out of the fask force, and
second, he tried to bring his own school to the point of accepting some of the new ideas. The associate
professor of English became the chief spokesman for the new ideas in the School of Arts and Sciences —
perhaps the most difficult of all the schools to deal with because it is the largest and because many of its
fuculty have little understanding and considerable distrust of evaluative matters. The members of the SREB
tedim rarely met as a team while on campus, but did talk rather often with each other and supported each
other’s etforts to get ideas discussed and adopted. For example, when the dean scheduled a major discus-
sion of the new student rating instrument with the faculty of the School of Education, he asked the other
two members of -the team to address the meeting briefly and field questions (and cannon figg) from the
faculty. :

When the task force began its work, its general goals were to create a better climate for evaluation at
VCU, to develop an overall plan for cvgluating faculty, and, if necessary, to develop s new student rating
instrument. Within this construct, the SREB team had thiee specific goals it believed would reinforce the
task force's efforts: o ‘

I. To determine whether there is & connection between evaluation and the development of teaching.
Working on the assumption that faculty go along with evaluation in part because they believe that it may
help them become better teachers, an effort was made to determine the extent to which this was true at
VCU. It was discovered that the major connection betwecn evaluation and development is reflected in the
work of the Center for Improvement of Teaching Effectiveness (CITE), where faculty can, if they choose,
take their prinfouts for interpretation and prescription. There are some chairmen who are especially adept

{ at helping fuculty read the printouts. Aside from these efforts, however, the connection between evaluation
and development seemis not 1o have been fully explored. In the final analysis, the new student rating form
does not pretend to do anything but provide summative data. While this is honest, there is still a reason to
feel that seme concerted efforts on the part of the university might be productive. '

2. To determine whether it is possible to measure student learning ss a measure of teaching effective-
ness. Teachers for years have said that the trite measure of good teaching is the extent of student leaming,
but in studying the literature and through discussions and research, no sensible means of accomplishing
this measurement were discovered. One local experiment, however, is still in progress. e

3. To determine whether there are specific areas of teaching that cannot be evaluated in the same way
as most courses. In other words, to determine if the campus-wide instruments fit all courses. It has been
determined that some courses and some teaching styles do need different forms. Freshman composition, of
the sort taught in all introductory English progrums, for example, calls for different measures. It might be
noted here that research has established that the cvaluation of the teaching of art calls for a set of assump-
tions entirely different from those basic to the evaluation of most academic subjects. The attitude of the
Team now is that once the campus-wide form is in place, specific areas should be encouraged to develop
variations of it'or new instruments that will raore accurately measure special teaching situations. Continuing
education, workshops, studio, practicum, and composition courses might be affected.

At this point, the work of the task force is beginning to have results: thete has been general agreement
“across the campus on the goals of evaliation, each school has a committee to deal with evaluation, four of
six schools have adopted the new student instrument, and a comprehensive plan for evaluation is néw being
discussed in the schools. K :

The comprehensive plan that has been developed sets out.the rationale behind the thinking of the task
force, but it is possibly profitable to list some of the assumptions that underlie the work of the task force
up to this point:

1. That evaluation of teaching is a complex chore, too__diffic{xlt and too important to be left
to any one person or any one method. Therefore, evaluation at VCU must not rely only
on the student rating of faculty or only on the subjective perspectives of the chairmen.
A combination of methods must be used.

ta

. That a campus-wide form would be most useful for decision makers.

3. That the autonomy of the schools to decide on the methods and forms that best suit
them must b} preserved. To accommodate both 2 and 3, the task force decided to create
2 method and an instrument that could be used campus-wide and then to ask each dean
and each school to decide what will be used in each school. :
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4. That students are not able to discriminate well when evaluating teaching and, therefore,
. should not be asked to make fine distinctions among faculty. A simple form with a few
sood questions would be better than s complicated form.

S. That both teachers and students like open-ended questions. )

6. That whatever the student instrument used, it should be tested for reliability and validity;
the {orm should evolve from research.

7. That no form should become « permanent form; whatever is idoptéd should undergo
continual review, - '

8. That siudent ratiig of teaching is not easily reduced to statistics, therefore, the data on
the printous should not suggest a simplistic reading. .

It probably should be pointed vut thdt the process of creating an evaluative system for VCU has been
evolutionary. Few of these assumptions were articulated early in the process; most of them evolved as the
members of the task foree fearned more about evaluaiion and about the processes for bringing change to
an institution of higher education.

The critical steps in arriving at the point at which VCU finds itself'in mid-March, 1979, can be listed:

L. In carly meetings of the task force, it was quickly learned that putting together a new - -
system would be difficult. Let it be recorded that, at that time, several members of the
task force thought that the entire process would consist of simply creating a better

© student “evaluation™ tool and going home. They quickly came to believe in the more
complex structure that was beginning to evolve.

-2 A survey of the faculty, students, and administration revealed that the most serivus
problems were with the old student rating instrument.

3. Research by a task force staff personwas necessary in varous aspécts of the process. This
material was often distributed in a white paper or during lengthy mectings. :

4. The formation of the SREB team ta operate as part of the task force probably did nore
for the three members of the team than for the group 4s a whole since it gave them a
chance to hone their uw:;ﬁcil!s.

5. The visit to the campus of a consultant, under the auspices of SREB, stimulate« much

discussion and added tohe conviction that the VCU program was well planned. The con-

sultant was most useful in helping the English department identify some ptoblems with
the evaluation of frer" man composition. mi

[ ¥ ]

6. Experimentation, during the spring of 1978, with questions that might become part of
& new student instrument was valuable. Many differen: questions and formats were tried,
and countless student and faculty were interviewed to try to determine their reactions to
the innovations. By the fall of 1978, a new form had been settled on and was used in
two schools - Social Work and Arts and Sciences, By the spring of 1979, additional

" schools had adopted the new instrument. The promise has been made by the task force
that experimentation with this form will continue and that suggestions for change will be
tested. If they test out to be better than what is being used, they will be adopted. Perhaps
this would be a good time to point out that presently there is no indicstion that there °
will be a successor to the task force which would carry out this promise. '

7. The comprehensive plan was created. This plan is an attempt to put the student instru-
ment in the perspective of the total evaluation system. No one component of the plan is
dominant, and all parts of it come together to present a composite picture of the teacher,
the researcher, and the member of the community. This plan is intended to De a guide to
discussion and, at this time, it has the general endorsement of the vice president and
deans and is being discussed by the faculty in the various schools. . ‘L

-Finally. the SREB team offers to the task force and to the vice president several questions for mo
general discussion. These are concerns that have beer: of interest in discussions at the SREB meetings and
# o

k
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which remain 1o be resvlved by the university. It is hoped that some mechéh will be established so that

these issues will be discussed on canpus, The questions:

1. How does the university institutionaiize top-down strategy?

2. How much time should faculty and administrators devote to evaluation?
3. How does vne overcome the negative impacts of evaluation on teaching?

4. Wouid it be valuable, efficient, or essential to try to develop student instruments for
spevial areas of teaching? The team suggests that it would be, and that those areus be
encouraged tatry. .

§. Can the relationship betweeiPevaluation and development be improved?

0. Can training be offered to those who must use and make evaluations? The team suggests
 that this cun and should be done. »

7. Has the task beenfinished? Is there a need for an ongoing committee or group? If the
answer to asty of the questions 1-6 is not clear, then it seems that the answer to 7 is that
there is a need to continue. .

L

in retrospect, the niodel of the SREB team working as a component of the task force seems to be a

- successful one. This project-within-a-project hes given the three members opportunities for personal
- development and thought that would not have been possible under the ordinary committee atmosphere und
~conditions. -

At has been the task force that has been the agent of chunge in evaluation on this campus, but the SREB
project made it possible for the team members to becoine more useful participants in the work of the task
force. The results of the task force’s work, as outlined in this report, would have been uchieved without the
connection with SREB, but it is clear that the team members made a more thoughtful contribution to those
results becdlise of the opportunities for reflection and study outside the highly pressurized situation on
campus. It is also clear that the team members’ individual work in their special areas has been enhanced by
the SREB experience. The project-within-a-project has helped to energize the task force, even though its
presence was not always highly visible. The School of Education has already adopted this as a model for
instituting change, and the team recommends that both SREB and the university recognize the.usefulness
of the model in other contexts.




B T A TS A - hat) o o B = T Lot Y ;:‘\ AR I AN Tl : Lo ";‘A R G - \v :;’f’_‘;vv:;. v f.'i‘;~"“'s\~"‘ ‘\};.‘;-2’.3~:~,,«¢;,~»‘““v ‘,;*‘.l\w}"{ﬁ
* v B Il ' * X ‘ ‘ ., L TR T SV . e - sy e
- . ~ ‘ Y - - -

A%
4

437
#e

LI
|

T e . " ¥l ’ -~ ‘

PartIl | .
-~ Report of the Project
Evaluation. ‘ |

By Jon F. Wergin, Albert B. Smith, and George E. Rolle

-

This section is a summative evaluation of the SREB Faculty Evaluation Project, as prepared by the pro-
ject’s three-member evaluation team. It is presented in three parts: 1) a brief description of the overall
design and data collection progedures; 2) a summary of the svaluation findings; and 3) conclusions rezched
about the success of faculty evaluation strategiss in general, and project impacts in particular.

Evaluation Design

Early in the project (August, 1977), the evaluation team completed a comprehensive design for forma-
tive and summative evaluation of the project. As a result of lengthy team deliberations and extensive
discussion with SREB staff, a list of ten major criterion areas emerged, Taken together, these evaluation
questions provided a focus for the project assessment seported here. The criterion areas are couched in
terms of the following questions. : )

1. Has progress been made towasd an improved faculty evaluation system? What have been
the chief pasitive and negative influences?

. To what extent have project goals been achieved? How hive expectations changed?
What have been the major surprises?

3. Who has been involved in the project? What has been the nature of their involvement?

4. How useful is the “teamn approach™ in this kind of endeavor? How are team members
viewed on campus? . ’

5. How has SREB helped or hindered progress? Where would the institution be without
participation in the project?

6. Are there any project "spinoffs” on campus (e.g., fﬁxlty development activities, con-

T

-

(&4

tacts with other schools, increased campus visibility)?

7. What is the campus “mood” with regard to faculty valuation? By what factions are
these feelings held? What accounts for them? :

8. What is the likelihood of permanent changes in faculty evaluation procedures? What has
to happen to insure such changes? ;

9. What has been learned about faculty evaluation? Its refationship to faculty develop-
ment? To student leaming?

10. Have FIPSE’s and SREB's investments been worthwhile overall?

To answer these questions, the evaluators monitored and assessed every activity — including conferences,
workshops, and consultations - ejther through direct .observation or structured pasticipant feedback, or
both. Furthers, the evaluators kept abresst of the progress of every instifution through review of portfolios

- -maintained-on each-school, interviews with tewn-Jesders; SREB-staff reporis, snd-setual sitevisits to 15 of
the 30 institutions,

-




Findings | - "

Evaluation findings are reported here in five areas: a) progress and goal achievement; b) prospects for
permanent impact of new or revised faculty evaluation procedures on campus; ¢) major factors responsible
for progress €or lack thereof); d) the role and influence of SREB; and ¢) lessons learned by the 30 colleges
as 4 function of project participation. These five areas represent a distillation of the ten major criterion
vategories.

Progress and Goal Achievement .
The 30 participating institutions developed a wide va¥iety of goals, dependent in large measuse upon the

status of their own faculty evaluation program at the beginning of the project. In general, institutional
goals for faculty evaluation fell into three categories. Fifteen institutions had the ambitious goal of develop-

ing 4 new comprehensive faculty evaluation system from scratch. Nine others, who had alrasdy adopted-

systematic pfocedures in some form, planned to modify or “fine tune" their current system. Finally, six
coileges aimed to review and assess the status quo, increase com.nunication about faculty evaluation within
the cumpus community, and develop more consistent policies and procedures. Of the 15 institutions
attempting to develop comprehensive systems, progress has been vartiable. Five have accomplished their
godlsin full, i.e., a new system has been developed, field-tested, approved, and readied for full implementa-
tion. Four have developed a new system that is currently being pilot-tested; four have developed parts of
a system (such as s new student rating form); and two have not progressed far beyond preliminary data
collection, such as fuculty surveys and interviews. .

Of the nine institutions aiming to “fine tune™ their current procedures, significant progress has been
made in all but one, although along somewhat different lines. In several of these schools the main focus of
attention has been the development of a revised student rating form; others have concentrated on tying

their system more closely to faculty development; still others have used the time to study and pilot-test

their procedures and gain greater faculty acceptance*for the system. The one school in this group demon-
strating a notable lack of progress has suffered from poor communication between faculty and the adminis-
tration, resulting in suspicion about how the results are to be used. '

In the six institutions focusing on review of policy, variable progress has been made. These tended to be
the farger schools; only one is a community college, one is a master's-level institution, and all the rest are
universities. Thus, the development of more consistent policies and adoption of more standardized campus-
wide instruments is a more ambitious task than may appear at first. One of the universities conducted an
exhaustive survey of faculty and administrators resulting in major policy changes; at another, a proposed
plan for evaluation is currently being considered by the faculty and a new student rating instrument has
been adopted by five of its six schools; at another institution, @ new promotion and tenure statement has
been proposed; and two schools (including the junior college) have developed new student rating forms.
At the sixth institution, the project team has played a very low-key role by consulting with individual
departments, with little ohservable impart, :

In summary, then, with a few exceptions, the institutional teams have made significant progress toward
accomplishing their original goals. : '

Prospects for Permanent Impact

Despite this impressive record of progress, 4 tougher question must be d — How likely is it that the
project teams’ activities will result in permanent changes 4in faculty evaluation procedures? The evaluation
team andlyzed each of the 30 institutions, scarched for evidence of permanence, and sorted them into three
categories according to their prospects for permagent impact. The categories were defined as follows. High
probability institutions were those in which new policies and procedures had been developed, pilot-tested,
and implemented with the full (or nearly full) support of both faculty and key administratars. Mediwn
probability institutions displayed significant progress to the pilot-test stage, and were able to provide evi-
dence of administrative follow-through and contin ork by the team. Low probability institutions
either: a) were not able to put specific proposals togefhier by the spring of 1979, or b) faced significant
administrative or political barriers decreasing the like of successful implementation.

/
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'Ac;o:duig to these criteria, 10 institutions fell into the “high" group, 15 into the “medium” group, and
five into the “low™ group. Tables 3 and 4 show the relationship between probability of penmaneat impact
. - and original team goals, as well as with type of institution,

/ - ~ TABLE3. . '

Prospects for Permanence by Category of Team Goals

3

Prospects for Permanance
Tearn Goals High » Medium Low Total
Develop pew system 7 ) 3 15 .
“Fine tune™ current systom. 3 % 5 1 9
Develop consistont policies ‘ 0 5 L 6
. Totul L 10 J/’. 15 5 30
TABLE 4
Prospects for Permanence by Institutional Type
. - i
' . : Proq{:ects for Permanence ‘
& Institution Type High ‘ Maodium Low - Total -
- Two-Yeur 5 3 1 9 i
) Baccalauteate 2 4 0 6
! Mastor's 3 3 4 10
© Doctoral 0 S 0 ‘§7
. Total \ 10 / 15 5 30 . -
Major Factors Respousil?le for Progress
While sifting through the evidence of pragress from the 30 institutions, the cvaluation team looked for
common themes that seemed to discriminate the most successful from the least successful projects. When
finding a characteristic common to the “high probability” institutions, for example, “medium” or “low™
institutions were examined for the lack of that characteristic. Seven such factors emesged from the unalysis.
Together they go a long way toward defining the elements necessary to insure successful development and .

implementation of faculty evaluation procedures, at least in these 30 colleges. The seven characteristics :
are listed and defined below, in roughly descending order of importance.

1. Active support and involvement of topdevel administrators. The influence of this factor is re-
markably pervasive and, in fact, far outdistances all others in importance. Project institutions at = ™ N
which the president or academic vice president early voiced their support, strongly comngunicated
4 sense of need for change. and actively participated in the development of the new system were,
Jthout exception, the institutions in the “high probability™ group. Likewise, institutions chasac-
teied by a seemingly apathetic administration fell into the “jow probability™ group, again without
< " “excepgn. So pronounced wus the apparent influence of this factor that cven the @nount of
administrative support correlated almost perfectly with the degree of project success. Such support
took many forms, ranging from strong presidential directives backed up by Board of Trustee. resolu-
tions, to the presence of “line” administrators as active and working members of the team. At one
college, for example, the president took every opportunity at college-wide faculty meetings to
indicate his full support of a new faculty evajustion system. At another institution, the academic
. dean worked behind the scenes obtaining three years of grant support so that his administrative
staff and faculty could fully explore new procedures. The devastating consequences produced by
the lack of top administrative involvement are exemplified by examining one of the “low proba-
bility” sihools. Here, team members conscientiously carried out their plan with remarkable enthlsi- -
asm; they drew upon SREB resources, enlisted the aid of consultants, and kept the college faculty
well informed of, and involved in, their activities. Their project has suffered, however, from only
half-hearted administrative support, and thus the team has faced an almost insurmountable barrier.
The importance of both strong and visible administrative support cannot be overstressed.
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2. Faculty involvement throughout the project. This was another characteristic of ali the “high
probabiity™ institutions; at cach, the team was expanded, at least temporarily, to include wider
representation of the faculty; upen meetings or workshops were hield periodically to keep fuculty
informed. und team memibers themselves undertook a major responsibility to keep their own ton-
stituents up to ﬁatc. Finally, in all the *high probability™ schools, feedback from faculty members
wis solivited anit responded to, both on 4 formal and informal busis. While faculty involvement is
o guaruntee of success, it clearly appears to by u necessary condition. Indeed, several institutions,
event somie with selid-looking plans, were included in the “medium probability.” group by the evalu-
ators primaidly beciuse the level of faculty involvement had been insutticient to generate confidence
that such pluns would last.

3. Faculty trust in administration, This fuctor js suggested by a combination of fuctorsone and two.
Changes to fuculty evaluation procedures were much more likely to be positively received by
faculty when the administration was viewed as responsive to their interests. Such an attitude was ,
enhanced when adininistrators took an active listening sole, und fuculty input was incorporated into
evolving plans. . - :

4. Faculty dissatisfaction with starus qua, This factor, and the one tollowing, may not be critical
-0 project success on canpus: but they certainly give institutions having such characteristics a useful
push forward. Faculty dissatisfaction with previous evaluation procedures - due primurily to per-
seived invalidity or unfaimess - helped ward off apathy and the usual organizational tesistunce to
change. Thig factor proved most important in those institutions attempting to ““fine-tune’” an intact
system, in contrast, the lack of this characteristic wus often a barrier in those colleges attempting
to develop something new, :

5. Historical acceptamwe of faculty evaluation. One reason. perhaps, that the community colleges
generalls had an easier time-establishing comprehensive evaluation procedures was that they usually
did not have to deal with the “Why evaluate”" question. Expectations of future evaluation are
clearly understood at the time of g faculty member's appomtment. In a similar vein, community
colleges, tending to be new institutions, have not built up rigid ucademic and faculty traditions to
the extent of other istitutions, An atmosphere of openness and trust in organizational change is
thus easier to cultivate. "

6. Piesence of an institutional statement covering the philosophy and uses of evaluation. Many of
the projects having serious problems were not operating under a cleur sense of purpose for an
evaluation system. At other places, the formulation of such 3 policy statement appeared to be gn
event critical W' significant progress. Al one instiution, for example, clear progress was possible
only when procedures for evaluation for improvement purposes (formative) wege sharply separated
trom procedures covering promotion und tenurd (summative). At anather, the implementation of «
proposed new formative system was delayed by pressures to use the system for summative purposes.

4. Degree of centralized institutional decision making. This point is selfoxplanatory. Consistent
policies and prdcedures were considerably harder to develop in colleges characterized by decentral-
ired decision-making authority (i.c.. a concentration of power st the dean and department chairman
levels), :

For the purpuse of this project, the above may be considered to be a list of “readiness factors.” Gblleges
fortunate enough to have most or all of these factors stond to gain the mostgrom SREB project involve.
ment, and were able 1o use project resources to their best gdvantuge. .

Rolc of SREB

There is little doubt that SREB played a pivotal role in tucilitating accomplishment of institutional ob.

jectives. The vast mujority of individual project teams pointed to SREB s g helpful und critical agent.

In a sense. the most important SREB role was also the least substantive. That is, the mere fuct of partici-

patioh 1n 4 multiinstitution project of this sort seemed to “spotlight” the importance of faculty evaluation
- -

Lo

: X W
3 . :



-

3

on campus, publicize it @s an issue, gnd elevate it to a top-privrity status. The existenice of 4 iwoyeur
project punciuated by periodic conferences helped provide a structure, with goals, wctivities, wtd nuie-
stusies. Resulnt dewdlines helped keep project teams on track. Perhaps most snportant, project pasticipu-
tivn allowed institutions to tuke the tane to develop ¢ rationad structure tor development and implementy-
tion; in several cases, in Yuct, participation forestalled hasty responses to external pressure from Boards of
Trustees ur system administrations. ‘ ] '

SREB impact was not entirely syibolic, however. Two important components of the project - confur
ences and cumpus consultants - each had substantinl eftects. The privhary value ot the three project
workshops was the opportunity they aftorded Caintpus teams 1o work intensively together with 4 mininum
of distraction, drawing upon SREB resources iveded. The effect of consultunt visits to project campuscs
wis very positive. In g remarkable number of cases, comultant visits proved to be critical, even watershed,
evknts and were amost universally praised by campus teams.

\

Lessons Learned

Statements made by campus team members in various reports during the project and during interviews - ,
with cvaluators revealed that project participants have leamned a great deal in the past two yeurs of work,
nGt only gbout the iechanics of faculty evaluation systems but also about the process of institutiony)
change. Their comments have been clustered into six general theme areds.

L. By far the most frequent comment mude by team members was how time-consuming the whole
provess turmed out to be. The implication is that participants discovered how major projects such as
these require not only a great deal of effort, but also considerable patience. Other comments were
related to the importunce of timing (i.e., fitting the strategy to the institutional climate), and the
value of “caution.” These statements all reinforce the emphusis SREB has given to rationdl planning,
althrough perhaps the workshops could have directed more attention to the value of small but steady
incremental pragress

2. Another class of team comments revolved around what team members leamed sbo their own
faculties. In muny cases these' dealt with certain myths about faculty attitudes ihiat were later
“proven false. All of the following implicit hypotheses about fuculty attitudes were later disproved
on at least two campuses: a) faculty members prefer to evaluate one another (versus having the
chairman evaluate them); b) fucuity members are basically antygonistic to any form of evaluation;
and ¢} fuculty members are generally well sware of the system currently used at their institution. At
the sume time, other implicit hypotheses were later supparted, such as the noed for perceived per-
sonal impact as a prerequisite for faculty support, and a generally high faculty interest in (if not
. support of} student ratings of instruction. ‘ t o

3. Another set of lessons deait with the politics of erganizational change. Taken as 4 group, these
statements help reinforce the need for working within the institution's political system: a) “‘otie-to-
one” communication with influential faculty members is critical to generating widespread support;
b) faculty cvaluation is casier with s genuine administrative commitment; ¢) faculty members imuss
share a sense of need for chunge: d) seemingly simple alterations in instruments or documenis may
make a significant psychological difference to the individual being cvaluated; ¢) while faculty tend

1o be more interested in and aceept faculty evaluation after some experience with it, they are often
reluctant to consider other viewpoints once they have invested their time; 1) the status (both formal
and infonnal) of team members is just as impdrtant as their representation of the campus commu.
nity; g) faculty evaluation won't work if it is simply imposed from the top down — faculty involve..
ment is critical. ' :

4. Several statements referred to connections between faculty evaluation and development, and
connections to student leaming. Most common was a comment recognizing the importance of tying
these concepts together, but expressing frustration that: a) faculty development programs are diffi-
cult so~implement without outside funds; and b) relationships (o student learning are extremely
difficult to document and measure. - :
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5. A fifth Juster of comments contained. observations relating to problems of instrumentation,
prissurily that teum members realized the limitations of quantitative measurenient in some areas,
and the difficulty of schieving a consensus on propes weights assigied to evaluative criteria,

6. The final clusier of statements ~ second in frequency only t6 those dealing with time demands ~

dealt with implementation snd management of evaluation systems. Several teams noted with some

surprise that implementation of"procedures proved to be a more ditficult task than the design of

such procedures. Others noted the importance. of the chairnfan's role in evaluation und the need for

chairman traiping in this arex, the need for continued attention to the distisiction between “torma-

tive” and “summative’ purposes for collecting evaluation data, and the need for frequent redssess-
+  ment and evaluation of the new procedures. ‘

Conclusions

Data gathered by the evaluation texm have su.ggésted 4 number of conclusions, relating not only to the-

success of the SREB Fuculty Evaluation Project, but also to th® probable sltccess of similur efforts in othe:
settings. Five such conclusions have emerged from the analysis.

1. In order for any facult); evaluation scheme to work, four major co;txélitxons must be presear.
These conditions were found in all 10 of the institutions Baving the highést probability of perma-
nent project imipact, and were generally Lacking in the less successful institutions:

e Strong administrative support cither from the institution’s president or chief acu-
demic officer is absolutely necessary if  faculty, administration, or board hopes to
make changes in this area. Where toplevel administrative support -exists, faculty
evaluation enjoys a high priority, time is freed to deal with it, and* these aopears
to be a greater congruence between actual and pe. ceived faculty reward structures,
In contrust, lack of udministrative support is related to complaints about “lack oy
tine™ and faculty grumblings about “academic bureaucracies” and “sdininistraiors’
hidden motives.” This is probably the single most important factor in the qntire
development und implementation process. ’ :

e Full and extensive faculty involvement is essential. Faculty members must fee] thai
the system is theirs and that they have had some part in its design. Such involvement
may be achieved in a variety of ways ~ expansion of on<campus teams, frequent
discussion in division or department meetings, open forums, and pilot tests of new .
systems with the total faculty participating. \

e There must be a base of expertise that the faculty and administration can draw upon
in developing or revising their system. This expertise can come from a variety of \
sources, both internal and external to the institution. Extemnal resources in the form \
of consultants play a key role; the most successful institutions were those at which

*

team members were able to specify how-a consultan, could bast complement theis \

own strengths.

¢ Finally, a generally recognized need for change in the faculty evaluation svstem must
exist on campus. In general, this meant the presence of an unpopular system at the
beginning of the project. Faculty members.must fecl they have something to gain by
change; at institutions where faculty members seemed apathetic or complacent,
project teams generally had trouble getting started.

2. The kind of tegional, Interinstitutional approsch used by SREB ir. this praject warrants consider-
ation as & model for dealing with other major issues in higher education. Twenty-six of 30 project
teams demonstrated significant progress in 18 months’ time, and 25 of thess showed at least 2
nioderate prognosis for permanent impact. A regionally coordinated effort, with its conferences,
deadlines, und reports, provides invaluable outside stimul to the institution, and helps to elevate the
status of project sctivities on campus. This appeared to be true even of the participating institutions
who would likely have made significant progress withour SREB's help. :
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3. Ancdher important conclusion inferred from the evaluation daty is that no one faculty evaluation
systam & necessarily better tun any other. There was 1 tremendous diversity of culture, tradition,
«ad gorms among the 30 prject schools and, Jearly, what worked at one institution would not
necessarily have worked ut another, Canipus team members seemed sensitive to this fact, and there
were tew, il any, uttempis to borrow vhole systems from other institutions, Rathes, the shsring
which took place during the regional cast revces rended 1o be a sharing of common problems and,
occasionally, speeific instruments, Succesidiel syste ns were developed from within, not imiported
fromsomewhere ely., - ° . " . . o

" 4. Most of the participiting selcges supear to have made a direct und visible tie between faculty
evaluation and faculty dovidopment. The ties toof, muany forms — career development plans, new
grant proposals fur fagulty devolopment fuads, pliis for new or upgraded faculty development
offices, and so forth. Many professionals in the field of faculty development and evaluation have
taken the postion that developruent and evaluation programs oughi #o ve kept separate. Obsarva-
tions derived trom the project schoals, hoveder,'suggest that such a sepiration may not be necessary
and may even hinder the successtul revision of an instiusion’s feculty evaluation program. Often the
sucvessiul acceptance of a new or revised faculty evaluation system appeared to be enhanced by an

* administrative comimitment to do more ir fuculty development. i

3. Muost project perticipants voiced an appreciation of the logical 'wonnection between fuculty
evaluation and student learning. Bnt in only one institution was an attempt made (even on a small,
scale) to stugy ‘he relationship empiricaily. The 30 participating collisges receiv od very little assis-
tance rom SREB in attempting to muke this coanvction. Not muny colleges had reached the point
of even considering student leasning sericusly as 4 moans of megsuring teaching effer*iveness. Those

few that had were unable to move further. . . .

" In summary, the SREB Faculty Evaluation Preject has demonstrated that significani results are.achiev.

able with 2 reglonal, multt-institutionad approach at a ressunably low cust, if four characteristics (adminis-
trative support, fuculty involvement, buse of expertise. and recognized nesd dor change) are present in the
individual institutians, Without these characteristics, prospects for success aie low, no matter what &
courdshating agent does; but if these characteristics are sqtﬁﬁer.ﬂy strong, p:utx‘cigmon in 3 multi-
institutional project fike this one has a grear deal ‘o offer, //;’
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Institutions Participating

Aﬁpmdix A
in the SREB

Faculty Evaluation Project, 1977-79

The name of an individual w.

Anderson College, Anderson, South Carolina
Brena B. Walker, Department of English

Aubujpn Ugiversity, Auburn, Alubama
Gerald Johnson, Associate Dean of Arts and
Sciences

Augusta College, Augusta. Georgia
Harold Moon, Associate Dean of Arts and
Sciences

Austin College, Sherman., Texas
Pan Bedsule, Pean of the College
Austin Conununity College, Austin, Texas
Grace Olfs, Coordinator of Curriculum and
Instruction

Barry Coll: ge. M:.smt&hores Florida

Sy, Marie Siena Chmara, Professor of Education’

Birmingham Southern College. Birminghtum,
Alabama
Diane Brown, Assoctate Professor of French
DeKalb Community College, Clarkston, Georgia
William Cheek, Assistant Dean for Agadgmu
Aftairs

Delgado Coullege. New Orleans, Lo aisiana
Alice Rusbar, Assistant to the President
Florida Internationa) University, Miami

Paul D. Gallagher, Azcistant Vice President wr
Academic Aftairs

Henderson State University, Arkudclphis L
Arkansas
Louis DawkinsBean, bghonl of Business

Hinds Junior College. R.syumnd, Mississippi
John Perritt, Instructional Development Ofticer

Jackson State Community College, Jackson,
"Tennessee
Robert A. Harréll, Dean of Academic Aftairs
Kentucky State University, Frankfort
Thomus J. Vest, Assistant Vice President for
Academu Aftairs
Mury Washington (ollege. Fredericksburg, Virginia
Roy F. Gratz, Assistan’ Professor of Chemistry

may: be contacted for further information appears after cach listing.

.

Mississippi College, Clinton .
*Wendel Deer, Chairman, Department of
Mathematics

Mississippi State University, Starkville
George Verrall, Assistant Vu.e Piesident for
Academic Affairs ‘ ®

North Carolina A&T State University, Greensboro
G. F. Rankin, Vice Chancellor for Acadeinjc
Affairs _

North Lake College, Irving, Texas
Glen Bounds, Vice President of Instruction

North Texas State University, Denton
Howard Smith, Associate Vice President for
Academic Affairs -

Piedmont Technical College, Greenwood, South Curolina
_ Margaret Martin, Department of Psychology

St. Mary's Dominican CO“ES’L New Orleans,
Louisiana
Pamela Menke, Academic Dean

St. Pctersﬁurg Junior College, St. Petersburg,
Florida
Cari Fraze, Director of Personnel

Shepherd College, Shepherdstown, West Virginia
Charles W. Carter, Assistant Professor of English

Spelman College. Atlunta, Georgia
Kathryn Brisbane, Academic Dean

Tuskegee Institute, Tuskegee, Alabama
William' Lester, Assistant Provost

University of Arkansas at Little Rock
Harri Baker, Associate Vice Chancellor for
Academic Affairs

University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff .
Sellars Parker, Dean of Agriculture and
Technology -

University of Texas Heahh Science Center. San
Antonio
Armand Guarino, Dean of the Graduate Schod}

- Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmond

Robert Armour, Associate Professor of English
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PEEI A

Appehdix B

'Project Consultants and
Resource Persons

An asterisk (%} indicates members of the SREB Task Force on Faculty Evalugtion, the advisory body to the

praject.

Lawrence Alcumnn!: University of Arizona
Jh{lr:rrcula. Florida State University

John Bevan. College of Charleston

Laura Burnholdt, Lilly Endowment ’

Robert Bivan, Umiversity of Florida

Lance Bubl, Projects for Educational Development
*Muartha Church, Hood College

Bruce Francis. State University of New York at
Albuny
Grace Friench-Lazovik, University of Pittsburgh
Anthony Grashy, University of Cincinnati
Ray Hawkins, Tarrant County Comminity College
*Joseph Hammock : University of Georgia
James Hammons, University of Arkansas
Harold Hodgkmnson, American Management
Association
Gordon Kipsley, William Jewell College
*Robert Knott, Gardner-Webb College
Bruce Larson, City University of New York
*Jan LeCroy. Dallas County Community College
Svstem
tna Leonard. University of Alaubamuy in

Birmingham
P~

Jack Lindguist, Memphis State.University
Barbary Mever, Mary Washington College

W. Fdmund Moomaw, Birmingham-Southern
College

John D. Moseley, Austin College

James Potter, Virginia Commonwealth University
Gresham Riley, University of Richmond
Lawrence Siegel, l.ouisianj State Um’vcr?ity‘ g

*Herman Spivey, University of Tennessee -

{emeritus)
Frank Stritter, University of North Carolina,
Chapel Hill
*Andrew Torrence, Tuskegee Institute
“Jeaninne Webb, University of Florida
*Loren Williams, Medical College of Virginia f
Carol Zion, Miami-Dade Community College

Project Staff
William R. O'Conncll, Ir., Project Director,
Undergraduate Education Reform and Faculty

Evaluation
Steven H. Smartt, Associate Project Director,
Faculty Evaluation 4
Project Evaluators s -

George E. Rolle, Director of Evatuation, Educu-
tion Improvement Program, Southern Associa-
ton of Colleges ad Sc,huof‘s

Albert B. Smith, Associate Professor of Higher
Education, University of Florida

Jon F. Wergin, Associate Prufessor," Educ:ptif)na)
Planning and Development; Medical College of
Virginia, Virginia Commonwealth University
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