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This repcrt is a summative evaluation of the Faculty Evaluation'Ptoject administered‘

by the Scu:hern Regicnal Educeticn Bcerd (SREB) with grant suppor: from the and for

Improvement of Postseccndary Educatian (FIPSE) It has been ptepared by the projeet s

three~member evaluatian team, and is ptesented in three parta~' 1) a description

v of the everall design and data ccllection procedures employed. 2) a summary of

the evaluatlon findings“and 3) conclusions reached abcut the success of faculty

B

o evaluation surategies in genergl and project impacts in particular.

4

; " . PART I: EVALUATION DESIGN | ‘

- .

Early 1n the project (August, 1977), the eValuation team completed a comprehensive

design for formative: and summative evaluation of the project. As_a result of

-

L lenxgthy team deliberations, and extensive dischSion with SREB staff, a‘'list of

ten major criterion areas eventually emezgeg.‘ Taken together, these evaluation
Y . . ™ X

\

guestions provided a focus for the project assessment reported here. The ten

1.

N

‘members viewed on campus?

-

~criterion -areas are couched in terms of the following questioms,

Has progress been made toward4an improved faculty evaluation systew? What .
have been the chief positive and negative influences? , .

o L ‘ “‘;"""“‘\xi.'
To what .extent have.project goals been achieved? How have expecta&ﬁen§'4 :‘ Hﬁg
changed? Uhat have been the major surprises? ) é§ieﬁ ‘ L 1.¢;35§;
Who has been involved in the project? VWhat has been the natueelof their E;ng.‘;"
L] -
inﬁclvement? ’ K ‘ ~ ‘

How useful is the "team approach" in this kind of endeavor? How are team

.

v ) ®
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How has SREB helped or hindered progress? (Where‘woqld'thefinstitution'be'
" « ( ¢

without participation in the project?

6.

Are there any project "spinoffs" én campus (e.g., fagul;y'dévelopmgnt.'

-

‘activities, contacts with other schools, increased campus visibility)?

7.

10.

vari

1.,
¥

3.

4

What is the campus "mood" with regard to faculty evaluation? By what

factions are these feelings held? What accounts for them?

What is the likelihood of, permanent changes in faculty evaluation procedures?

What has to happen to insure such changes? o | o | A

What has been learned aboﬁt faculty evaluation? Its relationship to o ﬁ%ﬁ;;:ggg;f:
faculty de'relopment? To stud;nt léarnipgr : - ' o ”{&?/ﬁgé_f
Have FIPSE's and SREBLg/investm%Pts been worthwhile overall? - g?g

In order to answer tHese questions, evaluative data were needed from a .

“-.

ety of sources. Speéifically, the‘evaluation design called for the following:
Evaluafiqn of each project activity (Eonfereggﬁs, consultation visits, étc.)i
by patticipanés, to detgrmine“how well the activity écccmplished its

objectives;

Development of a "sortfolio' by team members at each institution, containing

[

all relevant documentation relaging to progte;s toward institutional (and

project) goals;

Data collected by evaluation team members themselves: canferencevigaluaticns,

.interviews with project team members, SREB staff wisits to participating

‘Interim and final progress reports from each imstitution in the project.

institutioné, and evaluation site yisit reports; and

T
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During the course of the project, the evaluation team has bee# 1ntricate1y
1nvalved (on a rotatins basis) in the evaluation of each projec: activity, and
has provided routine feedback through reports to SREB staff._ In addition, -
memhers of the evaluation team have maintained an anrsoing, 1nformal cantact

f/\ah SREB s:aff and have met with :he project Task Force (once each year) to

provide fo:macive and summative 1n£otmation on the project.

*

3 e :
. Data Collection Instruments

- Semi~annual wnrkshdpé. ‘0n a rotating basis, tgp members of the evaluaﬁion ;
" team attended each of the project-sponsored workshops. Attendance at'theée
A ﬁeetings allowed the evéluacioﬁ team to observe the level of interest generated
.in.the project, to repor;Fche nature an§uscope"bffev§luation.éciivitieé taup:ajeéc .
participants, and to assess the relevance of wnrkshop materials and activities.
' gplevgluation form was developed by the evaluation team to assess the effectiveness

2

_of these workshops.

Interviews with representatives from par:icipétiqg»institutions. In con-, | -,
‘;junction;with the semi~annual workshops, the evaluaticn team conducted interviews
‘with a representative (''contact person") from each participating institution during

the second year of the project. Aa interview schedule was developed by the

‘evalua;ion team and interview reports were shared with SREB staff.

Evaluation of consultant visits. Following each visit by an SREB-sponsored s

 consultant to one of the 30 project schools, both the consultant and campus team
Vmembers completed an evaluation form. The consultant was asked to indicate and

rate accomplishment of personal objectives, note critical events, and evaluate

'

€r

ot
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" the :eam's progress. Team members were asked to indicate and rate accomplishmen:

-

@

52‘14 J  .of their objectives, note critioal event;, and rate the censultant 5 skills and

helpfulness.’

Samples of evaluation forms used to collect all of che above data are pro-

vided in. the Appendix.

Site visits. Du:ins the final months of the project. the evaluation team

' _  f_cnnducted si:e visics at 15 1nst1:utions. Each evaluator visited five colleges.
| '  s;nce stratified randem.smmpling procedures were employed, the‘institu;§cns
~ “ selected were diverse, not only in size and location, but aiso in the ty§es of e
faculty evaluation procedures undergoing development. The table below shows

. some of this diversity,

Institution | 22§$£E | Private Jotal

- Two-year | 4 | 1 | 5

Baccalaureate 2 1 3

w Masters _ 2 2 d 4
Doctoral - 3 (,”‘ VI ' 3 ‘

if TOTAL S 11 4 . 15

fl
; .
; _ 'g@é'purposes of these site visits were to get a first-hand view of projects on
< ’ < ,’,;, N~ . )

‘campus and to discuss project activities with administrators, project team *

kgt

membéré;*£gcu1£y leaders, and other faculty members., £

The campus visits lasted one day each. In preparation for each visit the

evaluator read the college's portfolio supplied by SREB. These portfolios

contained the following pileces of information: 1) institutional background

informatign, including the natdre of the imstitution's faculty evaluation

G o

. PO »
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| volicies and procedures prior to the Faculty Bvaluation Profect, 2) comsultant
"ﬁr}and workshop evaluations by the campus :eam.mnmbera‘and the cansultants.‘ |
3) progress reports, and 4) information on a:het critical events and activitie;"
T:that had occurred'throushout ‘the projac:. The evaluator's sctual on-site
”activity canaisted of a seriea of interviews, 1nc1udins in most casen conver-

E sations with each of the fqllcwtng,

Come

The SREB campus team ‘ . .

The chief academic officer. X S

The president or chancellor ' .

A group of three or four faculty leaders (e.g., Faculty Senate Président,

Chairman of Promotion and Tenure Committee, Union President, etec.) .

A group of four or five faculty members representing “apinion leaders"

~among the faculty but unconnected with the p:nject.

In order to permit attention to significant interinstitutional differences,
no standard form was develcped in advance for use with each inte:view. Questions
telating to each of the ten major criterion areas were asked throughout the
day, however, and site visit reports followed a forma; consistent with these
criteria. Site visit reports were shared with the on~campus team leaders for

~ their reaction and correction of factual errors. In the few cases where a dispute

- over interpretation arose, further discussion éccurred between the ev;iu&tor and

‘the campus team in an attempt to resolve their differences.

LJ

Preparation oI Final Evaluation Report

Prior to the evaluation team's final meeting in April, 1979, each evaluation
team memb;r revieved five additional SREB portfolios on colleges that had not
~+  been selectéd for evaluation site visits., This meant that each evaluator had
a fairly good grasp of the impact of the Projectvon ten different Eolleges when

- the team met to prepare this summative evaluation. (In addition to reviewing’




. .perceptions of the impact of the project at each college with SKEB statf,

~January 1979 vqushnyg.),

- _\re:y familiar with t:he nature and extent of activity on each nf ‘he 30 project

eellege cempus!% In that April uwmtins, the evaluetion team 1) ‘reviewed 1:3

* 1nfxuences for constructive change on each cagpus,5gl reviewed SREB's role in

: ' LT % N

PR LPREN DR 3} .
. \ by *;,“ By .“h";;-', \ te .

llllll

{zlﬁ‘ “ . - \

. By the'time Of the April 1979 meeting, the evaluation team as a whole was

- ‘, 2) developed a two or three sentence statemenc describing progress and goal

achievemen: at each tallege, 3) identified the’ major pnsitive and negative

‘the project, and 5) identified colleges that hadlelready achieved soméppermanence

{implemented new policies and/or procedures in 1978—79), colleges where permanent

changes in facul:y evaluation pelieies and preeedures appgared likely 1n another'

 year or two, and colleges where chenge in the foreseeaﬁle future seemed unlikelyh

The evaluation results and conclusiorfs presented in‘the next two sections are

based on :Bese diecussiens.

g -



. o PART II

Evaluntion findinga are :eport:ad here in five par:s. l) progreas and goal

5achxevamcnt. b)x prospects fo: parmanen: smpact of neW'ar ravised faculty evalu-.

”)".tion Procedures on campus; c) majn: factors responsible for ptogresu (o: lack

"_,tkarenf). d) the role and influence of SREB, and e) lessons 1aarned by thn 0

&

: _¥ﬁg9;leggs as a function of project pat:icipation. These £1ve areas represent

Progress and Goal Achievement

- distillation of tke ten major ::i:etion categpries employed in ths ave:all

“project evaluation plan.'

€ SN

3

~ The 30 participating institutions developed a wide variety of goals, dependent in ~..“‘

large measure upon the status of their faculty evaluation program at the beginuing'
of the project. In general, insti:+tiona1 goals for faculty evaluation fell 1nru‘
three categories. Fifteen insti:utions had the ambitious goal of developing a mew

comprehensive faculty evaluation syﬁ:em from scratch. Nine others, who had alréady

-

1 adopted systematic procedures in some form, planned to modify or "fime tume" their

”
*

current system. Finally, six colleges aimed to review and assess the status quo,
. .

 increase communication about faculty evaluation within the ‘campus community, and

develop more consistent policies and procedures. The larger ins;itutions in -

the p:ﬁjgﬁ& tended t6 be among the scRools in this final category.

a. Of the fifteen 1nst1tutians attempting to develop comprehengive systems, progreSS

has been variable, " Five have accompli-hed their goals in full: 1, e,, & new system has

-

been developed, fieid ceséed approved, arnd readied.for full implementation. Four have

]

developed a new system that is currently being pilot-tested; four hhvg_developed parts

]

------
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' of a sys:em (such as ‘a new student :atins form). and two hawe no: progre§sed far "

T

1heyond preliminaxy data coliection. :uch a8 facul:y surveys and inte:vicus.

. ¥

b. of the nine ina:ituticna aiming to “fine :une“ their current pracedures._ ‘

. ment. of a revised s:udenb ratins ferm. othera have :ancentrated on tyins :hei:.systcm |

1)

;FS ‘mn:e closely to faculty development; still others have. used the time to study and

;Vf;pilo: test their p:ncedu:es and gain sreater faculty accegtance for :ha sys:em. Thg
one schaol in this group demonstrating a nctahle lack of progress has suffered from
'~pqor communica:ion between faculty and the’ adminis:racion. tesulcing in suspicion

-'ahour how the resulcs gre to be used. . - ‘ . o,

1
¢ !
!

a

c. In the s=ix insticucions focusing on review of pnlicy, variable progress has

—— \

been made, As previously noted, these tended o be the larger schoals, only one o

a Lommuni:y college, one is a masters-level i{nstitution, and all the Test are unives-
L

sities. Thus, the developmen: of more cons;s:ent policies and adoption of mcre

stapdardized campus-wide 1nstrumen§s is a more anbigions task tham may at first

'appéar. One of the universities coqddcted an exhdustive sﬁrvey of faculty .. I

adminis:ra:crs resulting in msjar\policy changes; at another, a proposed plan for
a;aluation is currently being considered by the faculty and a new student rating
instrument has been adopted by five of its six schocls; at another, unionized
institution, a mew\promctior and tenure statement has been proposed; and two schools
{including the jﬁnior college) havg developed new student rating forms. At the sixth

institution the project team has played a very low-key role by consu{ting with

individual departments, with little ob@erv§ble impact.

o «\

In summary, then, with a fow exceptions, the institutional teams have made signiffcant

pragress‘toward accomplishing their original égalst This progress has ﬁerhaps been

»

. . -~ . R
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signiiican: progress haa been made 1n all but one, althnush alcng somevbat ﬂif(erent ‘” 2“

_1tnes._ In several of thnse schools the nain facus o£ ettention has been the dewelnp- _;_L
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niaystnm.of facul:y evaluacion in less :han eishteen mon:hs time, aud for all th cnn
-of :he o:he: :.en to have made signiﬁicant m:oads during :his pericd 1s~a sisnifiennt
»1nncomplishment by ggz,atandard Further. there are major suceesses in both of :he f:f~jy€

‘4 ‘°=he=-5“° groups as well, Overall, across 535?30 gggjee: institutions,,obse:vable

-how likelg 18 it that the project teams activity will :egult ia petmaneg& changes in
| facnl:y evaluation procegures? The correspondence between short~ and long~tet :bwwv?'
is not per[ect, parcicularly in an area as highly-politicized as fanulty evaluptian, *;‘

. risk 1s high that, for ane reason or another, success may be short-lived. Tha <V, ,s-kihnﬁj
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‘-fmnst impress&va in ;hqae ‘colleges in the first group who s:arted fram ground zern"'i'ff

. ~

o for five of £i£:een s:hoolsrto xmve developed and tmplemented a hrand new comprehemim

. .
1. :
TN e

ua,uzg:ogress toward gpal accamglish nt is viq@ble and observable 1n all but four. -
j“Proégects‘fnr‘Permanent Impact N e - L3§
. o ; . e 8 . V' . ., &. ‘ ’ # o 2

‘_. . - . A . . . - . . ‘A"

| Despite this impressive record of progress. a tcughe: question must be raised: viz..

t AN

-

team therefore analyzed eauh uf the 30 ine .cutions searched for evidence of pex*
and sorted thenm into three cate&ories according to their prospects for permanent ir}a.:,‘f

The categories were defined as fallows. Hish g:obabili;y institu:ions were those in

g which new policies and prcceduref had been developed. pilot- tested..and imglement@

~

with the full {(or nearly full) support of both faculty and key ®ministrators. Hedxgm- N

B

probability institutions displayed significant progress . to the pilot-test stage, an!

(‘x: \

were able to provide evidence of administrative followthrough and cnntinued work by :

the team. Low proﬁabiligx institutions efther: a) were “Qf able to put specific

Ced significant administrative or .

&

pgaposals together by the Spring of 1979, or b) f

‘political barriers decreasing the likeiihood of s ccescful implementation., According

to these criteria, 10 institutions €ell into thy "N ' group, 15 into the “mediuy”’

group, and § into the "low" group. The table on fc _iowing page indicates the statis-

tical :elationship betgeen probability of permanent impact and orginal team goals:

-
&
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~ ‘ 10
- - b : . .
¥ ’ r»&‘ . .
. : Prospects for Permanence
| Team Goals o High ‘Medfum lLow " Total
nevclep new system : .ﬂ‘ R -7 5 3 15
. “ﬂne tune” current system 3 o 5 1 9
< SO ¥ 4 . . ;
e ® ‘ne$elop consistent policies 0 . 5 1 8
Geo - . Total .t 10 1B s 30
. _‘ - ! E g . a&l: ¢ . L. '
| cm square(xz) - 5.505 p<.25
¥

"Ihe:e appears to be ver:y little relationship hetween the nature ef teams criginal

;f;j F;“J5expectetions (goals) and their long—term,p:ospects. ene dces nnt predict the e:het TP
:-'5 T?to a aignificant degtee. s:hools 1ntend1ng to develop*a completelv new systém werc.
, just as likely to achieve a pamanen: 1mpact" s:atu.s as - -schools with Iess-—compre-«
Y hensive goals. | Another telationship worth examimng is t.hat between assessed rf’tmé-
nence and Sﬂf‘: of institution: | = . C
-~
) Prospects for Permagence
Institution Type c High  Medium = Low = Total
Two-year - 5 3 1 9
‘ »Baccal_aureaté ' f | .2 . 4 0 .6
" Masters | .f 03 3 4 10 “
' Doctoral o éﬂ: 5 o 5
| Total TR 15 s 30

Chi square (Xz) = 10,04; p&.15




'uﬁere the relationship appears somewhat stronger, althcugh 5:111 not stséistically

ffor long-temm change than ether types of institutinns, and for more of the “maste:s“'

.\,&! o N A

. ;s&gnificant.;.There is snme tendeacy for the 2-year colleges to have beeter prospects

'institutions to be 1n the “low" thup then might he expected All the same, the
"\

~..’_

type of institu:ion and the nature of gcals selected at that instituticn appear
~

;to be only Qeak eXplanatory factnrs. at best. . Other eﬁaracteristics pxaged'a much

more significaut role as ptedictcrs of success, as explained in the next sectian of

this report. .

¢

Major Factors Responsible for Progress

While sifting through the evidenée of progress from the 30 institutions, including

reports from team members, consultants, and SREB staff, and data collected from the

ﬂISNevaluacicn site vieits, the evaluation team looked for common themes that secuc .

" to discriminate the most«suecessful from the least-successful prejects. When finding

a characteristic common to the "High prcbability" 1nstitutions, for example, "mediim'

r "low" institutions were examined for the lack of that. characteristic. Seven such

‘factors emerged from the analysis, Together they go a long way towards defining the

elements necessary to insure successful development and implementation of faculty
4 .

° .
evaluation procedures, at least in these 30 colleges. The seven characteristics are

- -

iisted and defined below, in roughly descending orderxr of importance.

.
N o

.(1.' Active support and involvement of top-level administrators. The influence of,

this factor is remarkab;y pervasive, and in -fact far outdistanees all obhers in

.

qzlkimgartance. Project institutions at which the president or academic vice-presi-
‘dent early voiced their Support, strongly communicated a sense of need for
. change, and actively participated in the development of -the new system were,

 without exception, the institutions in the "high probability" group. Likewisa,

institutions characterized by a seemingly apathetic administration fell, again

‘&

\ e




L.

3 “"""“.withoﬁt excapticn. into the "1low Prcbabiiity" group. So promounced waéc

L] -

- the. apparent influence of this factor that even the smount of a&ministrative

support correlated almctt perfectly with the degree of prciﬂ&t success. Such | ;_jlf;

support took many £crms. ranging frcm strong preaidential ditect&vcs backed - *%;

_ up by Bcard or T:ustee resoluticns, to the presence cf “1inc" administrators

fas active and unrking mcmbcts cf the team. At one collcsc, fcr example. the

president tcak every opportunity at college—wide faculty mcetinss to 1ndicate

“his full cuppctt of a new faculty #valuation system. At ancthet institution

the.academic dean woyked behind the scemes obtaining three years of gtcgt .
support so that his administrative staff and fcculty”could'fullyﬂexpiorccnew
procedures; The devagtating consequences produced by the -lack of top adminis-—
trative intolvement is exempliéiea‘by\cxamining one of the "low probability"”
schools., Here, team mcmberc cdhscientiously carried"out‘thcir'plan with 5 1 »dwf_ff
4remar§?b1e chthusiasm: they drew upon SREB resources, enlisted the %id of
consu;tants,.andtkept the collegc faccltytwell icformcd of, and involved in, ,
thcit“activities. Their project has suffered, however, frdm only half- /g? |
heartcd administrativc support, and thcs she team hss face&ran almost insurcount—

able bcrticr. The importance af both strong and visible administrative snpport

cannot be overstressed.

faculty involveﬁent throughodit the project. This was another characteristic

of all the "high probability" insti etions; at each, the team was expanded,
at least temporarily, to includc wider :eprescntation of the faculty, open

meetings or workshops were held peri ically to- keep faculty inforued, and

)

team members themselves undertook a major responsibility to keep their own
é

constituente up to date. Finally, in all the "high probability" schocls, p
feedback from faculty members was solicited and responded to, both on a formal
and informal basis. While, as noted above (point 1), faculty involvement .

. - /
is no guarantee of sucéess, it clearly appears to be a necessary copdition,




4
-

&,

3.

.by the evaluators even with solidvlookins plans, primarily becaune the 1evel . ;;;L

‘of faculty involvement had been insufficient to generate canfidence that ’],A,.jﬂiz

L Y.RE _CX W R LR F .- LI SW. R _ ¥ _Tmm tE- = EEET. T ARE o I5i -yt @ Iurm grite .l

Indeed, sevaral institutinns wa:e incluﬁed 19 tha ?ﬂldiuazprobahiligy“ grnup '2ﬁ;?1

-

-
- . i LN

such plans would ‘last,

N

Faculty trust in administration. This factor is, of céﬁrse; suggesipé by'

- a combination of faétors one and twe. Changes in faculty evalua:icn pro-

cedures were much mnre.likely to be pusitively received by . facul:y when the

et

administration was viewed as responsive to their interests. Such an actitude
i

O
-

was enhanced when. a) administrators took an active listening role, and

-

b) faculty input was incorporated into evolving plans. L ﬁfq

Faculty dissatisfaction with status quo. This factor, and the»bneffollqwing, md?;,‘;

- .
S

‘not be critical to Project success on campus; but they certainiy give inStitﬁﬁiénéii
having such chiggcteristics a useful push forward. %aculty dissatis%action;ggtgxfi
previous evaluation procedures - due primarily to perceived invalidity or .”‘;ﬁ;.

‘unfairness — helped ward off apathy and the usual organizational resistance to.

change, This factor proved most 1mportant in :hase institutions acteapting to
"fine-tune" an intact system; in contrast, the lack of this characteristic was

often a barrier in those colleges atteﬁptiug to develop something new.

—

Histcricél acceptance of faculty evaluation. One reaso;, perhaps, why the

R

community colleges generally had an easier time establishing comprehensive

evalué?ionvprocedufe&lwas thét théé;g;&ally did not have to deal wlth the | [ .Q!Q
"why evaluate?" question. Such expectations are clearly unders;oqﬁ at the

: \ : . ) z
fime of a faculty memherfs appointment, In a similar vein, commu?ity colleges
also tend to be the‘newest institutions, and thus have not buiitiup academic
énd faculty traditicns to the extent of Q&he§ institutions‘apAn;atmnsphere of
openness and trust in organizational change 1s easier to cultivate..

1(; ‘ ‘ t
- E

ErEm R LML BT S b td LW N ETENIE 1 F . TR - AT C M 35 B e we k.t e

P



ot

‘ 4f‘sxeégesggE, Nhny of the Projects having serious p:nblems uu:n nnt operating | oL
At other plcceu. L

S (under a clea: sense of pu:pcse for an evaluation ayatem.
" the formulation of such a policy statement appeared ta he an event ctittcal
'to significant erogress. At ‘one institution, for example, clenr progress

vas passible only when procedureu for evaluation fo: improvement purposea

PPN -

(“fbtmative") were sharply aeparated from procedures covering promoticn and

.

:~- . o .
to- et L
Povein o T utenure (“summative") At another. the isplementation ef a proposed nsu“fo:mative"

AR system was delayed by pressures to use the system.far "summative" purpoaes.

Tew

YA o .

7. u _Degree of centralized ins&ituticmal decision making. This point is fairly

self-explqpatory. Consistent polieies and pracedures were considerably |

\

Jharder to ‘develop in colleges characterized by decentralized decision makzng

authority (i.e., a contentration of power at the dean and department chair—"

-

man level). . | ot | S B

| “fFor the purpose of this project, the above may be considered to be a list of

“ readiness factcrs." Colleges fortunate enough to have most or all of. these factors

¥

E "'stood to gain the. most from SREB project involvenment, and were able to use project

,:aseurces to their best advantage. SREB's role in facilitating developaent of )

. "
systematic faculty evaluation procedures is assessed in the following secton.,

e

ey 7 Role of SREB - | : . . e

'There is little doubt4that SREp«piiyed a pivotal role in facilitating gccqméltshment

'.“ofﬁiﬁstitutional objectives. Thefvast majority of individual project teams pointed ??;:

-

SREB‘as a helpful and critical agent; the most often-mentioned comment was, ‘'We

‘ cou{:‘g have come as far as we have without SREB involvement." There were scattered

- - disselfiting voices, one for exampla from a college with an already\developeé system,

where the team leader complained about the inappropriateness of conference topics; o

0"

) -
g2z ,/ ’
' o~

- bgsuch comments were few and far between. 1‘-7 o, _ o : o




o smesLan
e

"ﬁ;;In:‘ sense, the eost impottent SREB role: 'was also the least substantive. That is. .lw

 and milestones.. Resultant deadlines helped keep project teams om track. Perhaps

the mere faet ‘of participa:ien in e multi—inetitutien project of this sort seemed

to “spotlight" the importance of facnltyuevaluation on campus, publicize it es an  _

issue, and elevafe it to a top-priority status. The existence of a two-year project
; . . o

- punctuated by periodic conferences helped provide a structure, with goals, eegivities,'3

| most important, project participation allowed institutions to take the time to

..Beards,gi\zrus;ees or system administrations, .

“ﬁ_;fdevelop a rational structure for development ang'implementation;-in severeleceses,_

'*1‘§n fact, participation forestalled hasty responses to extemal pressure from

»

-

SREB impect was not entirely symbolic, however. Two impertant components of the

i;project -\conferences and campus consultants - each had subs:antial effects. The

/

*primaty value of the three project workshops was the opportunity they affarded campus

. 9'teems to\§pxk.intensively together with a minimum of distraction, drawing upon SRED

\'Q" *
\ .
\ e Y

:esohrces aA needed;' Interestingly, the actual content ef the workshops as provided

_in the formal sessions seewed most valuable to the teams as a means of identifying

possible consultants for later use. One other important effect of the woskshops.

- should be noted‘ Many times tedm members expressed a feeliug of relief and greater

4self-confidence as a result of interacting with people from other institutionms, finding

that others shared their preblems. An implicit goal of the workshops was to allow

. project 1nstitutions to share ideas and strategies with one another, and this did ﬁo;‘

AR
N

happen to a great ex;ent;,gest teams preferred to work individually, with occasional

interact{oh with workshop staff and commiseration with colleagues in other institutions.

-
§ . . ¢
-

The effect of consultant visits to project campeses was much more tangible. In a

-

remarkable number of cases, consultant visits proved to ge critical, even watershed}

_evénts, and were almost universally praised by campus teams. Consultants played a

PRI




| variety of *oles, all significant. Sometints they eddteesed the faculty

LNy

!g17as disinterested outsidets, softeniog opposition and resistance to chenge, sometimes

&

» they'wotked with department heads end other administratore, training them to use p'
‘,fnew p:ocedures, but most often they concentrated their efforts on work seasions with

the team 1tse1f helping to define Options aod foous attention on fundamentel 1ssues.

‘such as, distincrions betweeq "formative" and “sunmative" eValuatiou and the 1mportance

[N

of system flexibility, - In many cases consultante elso helped "the teams anticipete

' problems they were likelyvto enoounter - such.es logtetieel arrengenenta for a

- ‘standardized studeut,ratiog form - before such problems created delays‘end frustration.

In looking at the overall impact of SREB across the 30 institutions, the eveluation

team concluded that at least some of the teo,“high probability" schools would
g;probably have made sigaificant progress anyway, without SREB involvement.\ their

\

Estrengths.in the seven major 'readiness” factors alone would likely have certged
them through. (Even_ in these institutions, ctitiea] events orcheetteted by SREB
consultants helped make their work more efficient, and produétivé,.however?. SREB
probably had the greatest‘impact in those schools building new cgoprehensive systems.
As suggested earlier, these.inotitutions'tended\to'oeke the most progress, and the

| evideoee'inéioates that the most successful of these uti¥ized SREB resources to the

3~

fullest.

Lessons Learned

. .“3; o k?ﬁ
X
S |

Statements made by campus team membere in various self reports during the project and

]

during intervisws with evaluators revealed that p}oject participants have learned a )
great deal in the past two years of work, not only\ about tge mechanics of facylty
evaluation systems but also about the process of insfitutional change. Their comments.

N rJ LR
have been clustered into six general tlem areas.

.




‘d.?~“8y fer the mest freQuent comment ' sade bY t33m'ﬂemhers wag h°"'=i“ﬂ eoneuming the

*fwhole process turned out to be.- The 1mplication is thet participants discovered

| hew major projeets duch as theee require not enly a great deel of effort, but

- faleo considerable patience. Other teleted commente were learnings about the

" importance of timing (i.e., fitting the strategy to_the'institutienal climate),

3.

and the value of "cautien." These statements ell reinfarce the emphesis SREB has

_'given to rational planning. altheugh perhaps more ettention cenld hame been peid

i::in the workeheps to the value of small but steedy incremental pregrgss.

_Anether class ef team comments revolved.eround whet team membere had learned about

: theit own faculties. In many cases these dealt with certain myths about faculty

attitudes that were later proven false. All of the following implieit hypotheses,

about faculty attitudes were later disproved on at least two campuses: a) faculty

‘memters prefer to evaluate one another (vereua:hevingvthe chairman evaluate them); =

SR )
ot

b) faculty members are basically antagonietic'te any form of evaluation; and c)

-

faculty members are generally well aware of the system currently used at their
institution. At the same time, other impeicit hypothesea were later eupported, such
as the need for perceived personal impact as a prereeuieite for feculty support,

e ;

and a genereily high faculty interest in (1£inet,suppertfo£) student ratings of

instruction. o _ _ o | /

-~

-~

"Another whole class. of learnings'deelt with the politics of organizational change.

Taken eske‘group:’these etetements hegp reinforce the need. for working within“the”

institution's political systemw a) "Orie to one" eqmmunicetien with influentiel

‘faculty members is critical to generating widespread support. b) Faculty evaluation

i

is easier with a genuine administrative commitment. c) Faeult; membets must share

g\sense of need for change. d) Seemingly simple alterations in instruments or
e

deeuments may meke a significant psycholegical difference to the individuel being

' evaluated. e) While faculty tend to, be more interested andfacceptant of faculty

eveluatiou after some experience with it, they are often reluctant to consider
< l :

- s .

T U U




. Lol . . . . .
- ' o : -

ethet viewpointa once they ve invested theit time f) The etatee (heth formel {?"i\ o

- aud infermal) ©of team members is just as 1mpnttent as their repteeentetivee of 731*gf$
~ﬂ the ea&gus cemnunity. g) Feeulty eveluation won't wo:k 1f it is :inply impeaed .

£rom the “top down"; £aeu1ty involvement ie criticel ‘ I 3

‘1§. Sevetglzﬁ::zghents referred to eonneetion between feculty eveluetion and develep-_-uee?
- ment, and connections to student leerning ‘Most common was a comment recegnizing{f'.‘“
the importance of tying these coneepte together, but expreesins ffuntretion'thet:i
e) faculty development programs are difficult to implement without outside funds,

‘and b) relationships to student learning are extremely diffieult to deeument ‘

: ¢ o
and measure. : . _ - o

. . -

5. A fifthh:;ester of comments contained observations relsting to problems of instru-

N

- mentation; primarily that team members realized the limitatibnﬁ‘bf_quantitatiVe

meagurement in some areas, and the difficulty of achieving a consensus on:

¥

fe

preper weights assigned to evaluative criteria.

. 6. The final cluster of statements - sedond in frequeney only to those dealing with“‘.

. time demands - dealt with iearninss ehouttimnlementetien and management of:

% ' "evaluation:eyetems. Several teams noted some surﬁrise that implementation of L
- p:eeedu:es proved to be a more difficult task than the ﬂesigg of such procedures.

Otherxs noted the importance of the chairmen s mle in eveluetien and the need
 for eheitman training in this etea, the need for continued attention to the
distinction between "formative" and "summetive" purposes for eellecting eveluation

data, and the need for frequent reassessment and evaluetion of the new procedures.

A




- "spo:ligh:ins" faculty evalua:ion on campus’ &nd creating a structure foxr team oo

, m vast mdqrity of project. schools . (26 out of 30) have ?ude nisnifiunt Progress
"ﬁtoward aceomplishmnnt of their erisinal goals, In generdl institu:inn: with the

. -fma; a_mhi_!::loug 'obje_etivea ‘{such as huut}_ing an entirely new evaluation sys_:cu) .

- Idisp"layed the greatest pm‘s:;ess. Ten of the 30 "indivixdual projects were judged':tc

| ha\re e "high probability" of long range 1mpact.. fifteen others fell into a

mderate probability" ca:esory, and ficre were Judged to have enly a "low p:obability“
of long tern .success. . P:;nspccts for mpact: appeared‘fonly slightly tela.ted to the

I type of institucion and the nature of team goals; seven other characteristics,

'headed by the level of support and involvement hy top—level administrators, displayed
much stronget relationshipg. ~ The role of SREB as a facilitator of inst..itntional
team soalé- was highly é:lgnificant. While much of SREB'a impact was symbolic (i.e..

menbers), spe‘cif:lc project activities - especially campus visits by SREBsponsored , o

_conisultants - provided needed input. Finally, project participants appeared to
l.éam a greai deal, not only about faculty evaluation, but also about the politics

of change in_higher education, L S

*

vl

-
et
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“.. { Five auch conclusions have emerged from the analysis.
"?ditions must be 9xesent. These conditions were fnund in all ten of the

o vere generally lacking in the less-successful 1nstituticns-

“'where,:op-level administrative support exists, faculty evaluation eqjgyg,gf?v_

" hidden motives.” This is probably the single most important,factor in the if .

Vprésident or chief academic officer is absolutely necessary if a college -

high priority, time is freed up to deal with it, and there appears: to befk‘ o 3?€LQQ,
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© PART.III - GENERAL CONCLUSIONS &
Data gathered by the evaluation team have sugsestedzi number of
eoncluéiona. related not only to the‘success'of‘the SREB Faculty Evalustion
P:oject. but also to the prnbahle success of similar effnr:a ia o:her ae::insn. R

T, In orde: for any faculcy evaluation seheme to wnrk. four majnr con=

e

b

AR eT-finstitutions having ‘the highest probability of permanenc projecc impact. and

-t : . RS
. . :

a. Strong administrative auppor: either from the institution's D
l ' ’ . ' _— B

faculty, administrative staff, or board hopes to make changes in thisiarea,'

IR

greater congruence between actual and perceived faculty'reward-strﬁctures[“ In T
contrast. lack of administrative support is redated to camplalncs'abeuc “1aeksa£ f C

time" and faculty grumblings about "academic bureaucnacies" and "adminis:rators

-

entire development and implementation process. - L e f
. b, Full and extensive faculty involvemant is essential. Faculty jx\ e
’ . . .. . . .

members must feel that the system s thefrs and that they.hav§'had some part in

. .h“f ot -‘
its-design. Such involvement may be achieved in a variety of ways: expansion

te

of on-campus teams, freqﬁaﬁt discussion in division or department meetings, open

+

forums, and pilot tests of new systems with the total faCUlty pgrticigating.'

¥
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BT . N - Ihm [uss ha & base nf uan:iu thn: tha t:zul:y -and mn-

}t:ation can draw upon in devaleptns or reviamg their syste? This expar::l-e

.7 can come from a vartety of sources, both internal and external to the |

’
&

.

- imti:ution. E::emal resources 1n :he form of consultanu play a key role,
the most successful .tns:itu:iuns were :hoae at which team mnbern were ‘sble tn
| specify how a eonnultant: could best complement :hetr own nt:rengtha. ,

d. Finsny. a generally recogriized need for change in ;he faculty

waluacion nys:a nust exist on campus. In general, this meant the pregence
B f an unpopular sys:em at t.he besina*ng of the project. Faculty nenbers must .
e ""'?\feel they hme some:hing ca gain hy change* at institutions where facul:y

K \_&embers seemed apathetic or complacent. project teans gene:slly had :muble

getting” started |
: 2. The l;ind of regional, interinstitutional apprgaeh‘usefl by SRE_B in this
project warrants _fnnsideration as & model for dealing with other major issuas
in higheir education. Twenty-six of 30 projec; Steams demondt_fa}ted'.sisniﬂcan:

. -
progreds in eighteen wonth's time, and 25 of these showed at least a moderate

é prégnosig for permanent impact. " A régionally-coordinated effért., with its
conferences, de}sdliaen, l:snd reports, provides invaluable outside s:fnnli. to
the institution, and helps to élevate the status of ptojéct activﬁti;s on
campus. This appeared to be true even of the participating institutions who
would likely have made significant progress without .SREB's help, |
SREB staff. membars made impnrtantr conﬂ:}ﬁut{ons, and were cricical-'m Fhe |
‘suceess'o’f the project as a whole. They cqazmuriicated frequent:ly with partict-~

¢ Ppating colleges and their campiss team leaders. They planned and i:nplenenteﬁ

wrkshops for team nmembers froer all 30 schoals, and gave them an opportunity to




o " N ‘ . “ : 9 {;. Lo e

«t

wark tagacher and get to knoa one another., They he;ped callesea selact

consultnnts, wh&le servins as informal.ccnsulgants and ca:alyats thenaelves. i

iy

- 5 7& .I 1In short, they kept thinss moving. ‘{" 5 "; ‘ !}4 _ ‘(

3. Anothe: 1mpo:tnnt conclusion inferred from the evslua:icn dats is that g

no one faculty evaluation system 1s necessarily bétter than any other. There

W

B wss a triemendous diversity of cnlture, tradition, and norms among the 30 project

« BN < e .‘l.

schoala, and elearly, vhan worked at one institutian (£acu1ty grew:h cont:ueta, :

o far exasple), gauld not have worked a: another., Campus team members seemed |
R <
' sensi:ive to :his fact, and there were few, if - any, nt:emp:s to borrow uhole

* .

systems from otber institutions. Rather, the sharing which took place during'ﬁ
the regional cd@{erences tended to be u sharing cf.gpmm;n_prqblemS'and :

chésiéhall}; specific instruments. Successful systems were dé%eloped from

.

within, not imported from soméwhere else.

s

" ‘ 4. Mosé of the par;icipé:ing colleges: appear to-have made a direct and

- . . . .

e

visible tie between faculty evaluatian and faculty development. The ties took

- N ‘ » .
many forms: career development plahs, néw grant prepogals for. Eaculty develop-

e *

; ment funds, plans for new or upgtaded faculey development offices, and so forth.
. Many professionals in the ficld cf faculty develapment and evsluation have taken
the~posit£on thas davelopment and evaluation pregrams aught fo0 ha kept separate.
\-Observaticqf derived from the projec; schools, however, suggest that such a i
separation may not be nece;sary and may even hinder the successful revis{on of

‘an institution's faculty evaluation propram. Often the su:ecssfui accep*ance

“;gf '.‘ ‘of a~n§w or revised faculty evaluation systcé’appeared'fé be enhanced by an -

G adhinis:ra:ive comhitment to do more in.faculty devckénmént. | , “

TS, Most praject participants voiced an appreciation of the logicel

connection between faculty evalusticn aml student learning But in only one

Dy ) |
A..-t) ) o




 has a graat deal to offer..f'i
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. £nstitution uss an“atcempt made (even o, a small scale} to ssudy':he rela:&on-
. €’;sh1p empiricaily. The 30 partictpa:ﬁns celleges recievaé very lgttle asaia:ance

'*fﬁif:nm SREB in attempting :o mmke this conneceion. No: many eolleges had teached

i

ithe point of even. cansidering studen: learning aeriously as a means of neasuzins

:-teaching effec:iveness. Those few that had were nnable :o~noue furthet.

.In sunmery. the Facul:y Evaluation Praject has demonst:ated :ha: significsnt.

””45fmfresults are achievable with a regicnal, multi-ins:iiutional apptaach at s

| reasonably luw cost. 1f fcur chara;tetistics {admin&sttative support, faculty

'wiinvolvemenz, base Of expertine, aud recngnized need for chanse) are present 1n

\‘

4 ?f_the individual 1nstttutions._ Witheu: these. characteristics, prespeets for

Ve

'\f;success are lou, no mat:er what SREB doeq, huc if thesa characteristicq are

’ dfﬁ 5“ff1c1ent1y sttong, garti;ipation in a multi—ins:itutiohal project like thi“ one”

o6
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qf“" 1. Nema af'yuur College

o bart II - Your Objectivaa

. Snu:!mnx Ruicui xémticn !md R
| rscuity Evnluauon !:cject S '
m‘s xm.mnan or cwsm:rms vxsn' T

\ : Thc yurpo‘e of thilafotn is to give your team an oppot:unity tc convay co |
- . the SREB staff and your consultant your reactions to and constructive criticiem
of the cnns‘l:lnc': vork with you. It is intended -thsat the completed form :ep:e-'

ki-}5~. sent the concensus of the team. Please complete and mail this form in to Willisn -

~ 0'Connell, Director, Faculty Evaluation Project, Southern Regional Education Board,
130 Sixth Street, N.W., Atlanta. GA 30313. no later than two weeks after your con-

'.‘ . . . .

§'~.V4r,

Part I - Generql Backg;ound Information

'_~”§'2.‘ Name of yaur‘ggﬂsultsns. « - :

ra

'3.  Dates of :hgqunsultanﬁfs Visit

Directiona: Please list the objectives you had for inviting a consultant to yoyr
campus and then 1ndicate the extent to which these objectivea were met. °

Response Key: (Circle apptapria:e response fo: each theetive ) .
}j%~ ”l;ﬁiﬂot Mg:x 2 = Partially Met 3 -ﬂLa;gely Het vé = Fully lfet
Statement of Your Cbjectiveis) . -
I
' o4 . .
. . : i 2 3 4
\ - .
2. - %
3
. 1 2 3. 4
3.,

Comments or Additional Objectives:

27

(Continued on Back)
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Part 111 - Cirical Events durt nsult:ant'a Vet - 1T
ot " Directions: ‘Please describe any critical event:s :hac occurred durins the con- e
« ¢ sultant's visit and indicate whether. t:hey helped or hindered the accmlishment
oy of the above ebjectim
o _»;_‘,1 \ ) -
A g ) . . ) ,
—— . ’ . ;
_;" .
. .. .
Part IV ~ Anticipated Outcomes
. Directions: List below the outcomes yeu think can be expected as a result of
: ~ this consul:atian visit, .
- . - .
o oy

3
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Parc V Ovenu Bvalua:ian of Cenaultm: - ? e

o Direction:.l Phue aval.wst.e the followins cbﬂ!—'““ﬁ“““ °£ yeur °°““1“m’

"l'Resgonsc Key: x = Unable to. Judge 2 = Poor b 4 = Yery Cood :_
- 1= veey 200: o 3 - Awefgge or Fair S = Excellent ‘;;
1. Effec‘t.ivs‘,ig:a;gegsona; ski_ns ‘ x. 1 E" _‘.3 & 5‘\_
2. 'mwlsdse of tl;e ',field'.of ?gc_:tflty ijaluati‘ad x 1 e‘ 4 35 \
3. Knowledge of the field of Faculty Development ~  x 1 2 3 4 s
o ‘_:..r"‘ Knowledge of the field of Higher Education | x 1 2 3.% 5
5. \:thlem solving skills o .' Tx o1 23 & 5
'fé; Kelpﬁulness‘tolgu:!t;am o - T R x 1 2 3 & 5
7. Koowledge of dur fastitution o x1 o2 3 4 5

*

Comments:

"

Part VI - General Comments

-

Directions: Please use this section to give us any additfonal comments, suggestions,

or observations about your consultant's visit or how this Facult:y Evaluation Project

could be more successful, ;
*
SIGNATURES OF TEAM MEMBERS: -
Thank you for your assistance in completing this evaluatipn form. Your assistance A

is deeply appreciated. Please make a copy of_ this completed form for your files
(evaluation portfolio) and then return the form within two weeks after your con-
sultant's visit to: William O'Connell, Director, Faculty Evaluation Project,
Southern Re'gianal Educatien Board, 130 Sixth Street, N.W., Atlanta, GA 30313..

> ~ , f‘

g £ F L



. .' | - s
Southern Regional Education Board
rmﬂty !uluation ?rojcct ; -
. - Ct _““‘ L

e )
| 3 csmsux.mr's EVALUATIOK OF GONSULTAIION AND TEAM PRDGBZSS
' "*Jj‘ The purposs of .this form is to siv!‘you sﬁ oppo::unity to convey to the SREB
staff and to the project teal-your reactions to and constructive criticism of the
team's work with you, Please complete and mail this form to William 0'Connell, .
Director, Faculty Evaluation Project, Southern Regional Education Board, 130 Sixth:

Street, N.W., Atlanta, Georgie, 30313, no later than two weeks after your connulting

| “l;ivisit. A .
"

) TPaft 1 -‘General Bagkgrougﬂ Infqugtion - |
1. Your Nama __ - ‘ s
Name of College Visited
Dates of Consul tation Visit '

2,
. 3.

?att LI - Your Ob jectives
Please list the objectives you had for your consul:ation visit and

nirec:iona.
then 1ndicate the extent to uhich these objec:ivel were met.

Response Key.
2 = Partially Met - 3 = Largely Met

= 1 = Not Met

Statement of Your Objective(s) .
1. . ‘ B
| o a1 2 3 a4
1 2 3 4
3. 1
‘ ﬂ N R 1 2 < 3
Comments or Additional Objectives: |

(Continued on Baq&%‘
S

L

(Circle appropriate response for each objective )
4 = Pully Met

vkl
M o



s
s

Patt‘. III - Critical Events

(Directiona. Please list below any critical events that occurred ei:her prior to }Q:xﬁﬁgﬁﬁf

e

- _ment of ‘the above ohjectives

t -
o
i
1 ~
i
.
i ©
1
i
i
i
t
*
-«
.
4

" or during youf visit and indicate whether they helped or hindered t&e accomplish-

&
,
N
:
-
]
-
e
:
- iRl
A
.
.
¥
.
.
‘
. A
ran

,
EpiNE



jﬁii, . Part IV - Antd ipated Qutcomes 88 & Result of Your Visit R,-" .

: fi‘.["»lniractionl: fdst belavvthe7anticipatad,outéohaa-you thinkézfn be axpacted as a
e -teaulc of your work with this college and its project tc} . .

Coad

R L
~ Part V -~ Perceived Resources and Strengths/Barriers and Weaknesses c
Direétions: Please describe briefly any resources or strengths you perceive to
~be helpful in this team's progress to date, Alsc, similarly describe any
.. perceived barriers or weaknesses that may be hindering progress.
4 | ”
i ¢
v
Ver _ ' =
- {qd ' v

» —

 (Continued on Back)




é. . ) . . R

Dtrectictu: Phau cvnluatc thc tm ycu workad with on the followlns M:m '

Rengonu Key: *5 Execlhnt | 3= Avenge or Pair 1 = Very Poor s
: L 4, -‘Vety Good '2.= Poor x = Unable to Judge
':1_. Tean}'c pmgr_u_l_ to ‘date | ‘ o o x 1, -2 3 4 5
2. Cohesiveness of the team s 12 3 6 s

3. Level of commication among team memhors  x 1 2 3 4 s

4, Quality of inte:pnnonal relationships on ' . :
- the team - x 1 2 3 4 5

5. Team's skill in knowing how to use a o | e
. congsultant _ _ , x - 1 "2 3 & 5
*. . 6. Quality of planning for consultant's vistt x 1 2 3 4 5
7. Use of consultant's time while on campus x 1 2 3 4 5
8. Team's’ahili:y'to set objectives ) x .1 2 3 4 5
) ~ ) )
9, Chances that this team will effect signifi-
cant changes in the faculty evaluation system A .
at their college X 1 2 3 4 S
10, . Team's ability to gsséss its own progress x 1 2 3 4 5
. Comenvts:
-
- A
Part VII - General Comments
. ; | .
Directions: Please use this section to give us any other additional comments,
suggestions or observations about your consulting visit or about How we conld
make this Faculty Evaluation Project more successful.
. : Date
&onsulnan:'s signature ' -

- THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE IN COMPLETING THIS EVALUATION FORM. YOUR -ASSISTANCE _.

1S DEEPLY APPRECIATED. Please return this completed form within two weeks after

H_Regional Education anrd, 130 S:Lx;.h St.. Nw. Atlant.a. GA 30313.

cel e .
SR e e e

your visit to: William O'Connell, Director, Faculty Evalustion Project, Sauthem _

e,

- - [N ~ : Py
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(lampla foon f:om one of thre. uorklhops) )
' WDRKSHDP FDRM‘A
" o :-.-*.-.,i B CaT T “p*_'o L Name of Iostitu:ion '_ :.; ”jo;@

SREB FACULTY EVALUATION PROJECT WORKSHOP --~ JANUARY 22-24, 1979
‘EV@LUAT:nu_sonx °

The purpose of this form is to give each participant an opportunity to convey i (
‘to the workshop staff and project evaluators his or her reactions to the final pro- .

~ Ject workshop., Please leave your\comple:ad formnwi:h -an SREB s:aff member hefore
‘leaving the meeting. T e . _

4

‘ Part I - Your Objectives
(To be Partially Completed During the First Workshop Session)

. Directions- We ate 1nterested in knowing of ‘your sﬁbcific objectives fo: this
"workshop. Please list your '‘objectives at the beginning of the workshop, and
then at the end of the workshop rate how well these objectives were met.

- Response Key: (Circle sppropriate response for each objective)

.+ 1= Not Met 2 » Partially Met 3 = Largely Met 4 = Fully Met

Statement of vour Objective(s)

1. _
. 1 2 3 4
2.
1 2 3 4 *
3. ‘ &
. ,‘ -
1 2 -_3 4
Comments or Additional Objoccives: o RS i : .
&
) - (continued on back)




flil Team apsessed its progress to date

4., Team made effective use of resource

al

L)

2. Team identified problems/barriers and | -

‘solutions to same

o

h'.:3. ‘Team refined its plans- for impfoving |

faculty evaluation

--consulz:an:(s) at the workshop

Team defined procedutes for gaining final
.acceptance of new or revised evaluation systemn, '
" and for 1mplemencin& new/revised system

6. Team gave attention to maintainina monentum and

continuing progress beyond June 30, 1979

7% Team/individuals had helpful interaction with

‘workshop participants from other institutions -

1f so, from which institutions? .

. Part II - Workshop Objectives ~ ' ,

1

2

N

3

LI

Comments:

Part III - Evaluation ef Resources

- 1

Response Kay: 1 = Of No Help 3= Heipful

© - Comments:

2 = 0f Little Help 4 = Very Helpful
1. Resource consultants

2. Workshop resource center (display materials,
message center, contact point)

3. SREB staff (as conference facilitators)

39

.. Directions: Please indicate how well you think the follcwing workshop ebjectives
,;were met, usins the same reaponse categeriea as. ahove (l-Not met' 4-Fu11y met).‘

4

&

: Directions: Please indicate your cverall rating ef each of the following items:




1, meh ua:kuhea neni.oa(-) or activi:y(ie-) did ynu £4nd the mtt unful? !ﬂxy? ._

I

2. Hhich session(s) or activity(ies) did you find to be least useful? Why?

Comments;:

a4

Directions:

:a

o

-

. 1’:1:: IY Gcnfcme.a Suninu

i»

- -~

‘..

e I‘A N

e

iy
tyt.

- Part V - Evaluation‘of Workshop Format and Arrangements

In order to help us in the Planning of future workshops like this
pne, please indicate your evaluation of the following aspects of the workshop.

. -Response Kez.

X = Unable to judge

1. Workshop location

2. Faod services

3. Workshop phyaical facilities
4, Hbrkshop schedule/aggnda

Comments

P

1l = Poor

ar

-

2 = Fair

1 .

3 = .Very Good

X
g "X 1
x 1

X

f = Exngilen:
2 3
2 . 3
L2 3
2 3

*

S T SN

F

Pleage use the back of this page for additional comments on any aspect of the

« 4;wqushop snd/or projnct format and apprnaeh. i?ank you,

-

. .
gl e

s




