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~ Editor’s Noies
Al Smtth
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Chaptcr ] A Conceptual Framework for Staﬁ" Evaluat:on
Al Smith

There is a trend toward more comprcht.nsivc and systcmaticall'y planned fac-

O

ulty and stalf evaludtion programs in_community coliéges. The Southern
Regional Education Board’s conceptual “Framework for Developing the Com-
ponents of a Systematic Evaluation Program” is described and recommended
for colleges planning.to develop new or revised staff evaluation policies and/or
procedures, .

Chapter 2. Evaluation of Full-Time Faculty
Lawrence H. Poole, Donald A. Dellow

The multiple-data based, full-time faculty evaluation system at North Country
Community College is described. The four basic components of this systém
are classréom effectiveness, advisement effectiveness, profcss:ona] dcvelop-
ment, and college/governance acuvmes

Chapter 3. Evaluation of. Part-Time Faculty
Richard L. Be§rendt,-Michael H. Parsons

In the universe ot part-time faculty, parity and accountability have a contrast-
ing' yet complementary relationship. The evaluation of part-time faculty at
Hagerstown Junior Collcgc has been designed to achieve accountability for

. this faculty group and parity with full-time faculty.

Chapter 4.  Evaluation of College Admigzistratbrs
James L. Wattenbarger -

Administrator evaluation is a part of a total plan for the total organization.
Types of approaches include unstructured, structured, rating scale, critical
incident, and goal setting/goal achievement approachcs with the goal oriented
approach bcmg thc most productlvc .

[

s

' Chapter 5. Concerns About Usmg Student Ratmgs

in Commun;t_y Colleges , -- - - : — -

" William E. Cashin

Student ratings of tcachlng are widely used in two-year eolleges and faculty
have expressed a variety of concerns about their use: There is a considerable

‘body of research and experience which can be used to allay those concerns.

%
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.Chapter 6. Staff Selection am’ Certzﬁcatwn Issues . 67
Mpyron R. Blee - ' ‘

‘The Division of Community Colleges of the Florida Department of Education
helped to deve lop a concept undu which each of Florida’s community colleges
could define criteria for the selection, ¢valuation, and reténtion of personnel.

" This chapter contains a discussion of that concept and a discussion qf related
issues.

Chapter 7. Facul{y Development A Necessary Corollary - 75
to Faculty Evaluation '
" James Hammons T -

There are both commonalities and diffeévences between the two concepty of '

faculty development and faculty evaluation. In practice, each is likely to fail L
unless accompanied by the gther. Both are key eleménts ip any attempt ak

or ganlmuona‘ c¢hange.

Chapter 8. .Establishing Succes.gﬁd Facul{y Evaluation 83
and Development Programs i
~ Raoul A. Arreola

Obstacles to and common errors in establishing successtul programs. are
~  reviewed. Fwelve guidelines are then prcsc nted for overcoming these o} tacles
and for ayoiding these errors.

i

I4

Chapter“9:~ Evaluating, Developing, and "Pron'wting f/ 95
Community College Staff , / SN
Frank Adams : ' ' L '

Community colleges and pnvatocnlcrprm facc .many of the sanfe personnel
problems. The answer to these problems in the ‘community college field may ¢
be to borrow from a hiring, dwcloplnq. pro™oting model usediin industry
but applicable to two-year institutions,

/ Chapter 10. Concluding Comments 105

Al Smith . . . '

This chapter provides a review of some legal conside rations and predictiony
for the future: .

* L Chapter 11. Sources and Informatzon Faculty and 109
. Administrator Evaluatwn :
- Jim Palmer ‘ \X
! - |
" 77 Index o S 119
. " ° 'w
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Edlz'torff"',_Notes R

Allqof the chapters in this volume were written with one assumption in

mind: to know movre about staff evaluation —what it is, what, it lnﬂu-

..ences, what worke and what does not work in the evaluatlon process.

* - The volume is directed to helping community college. administrators,

* faculty, and academic and nonacademic support staff. The authors

have not attempted to develop a cookbook; however, they do offer many

*ideas that will be of value to staff members who are interested in im-

proving the quality of their evaluation’ programs.

In the first chapter, a historical perspectlve for staff evaluatlon is

, pr'()vidcd along with descriptions of various conceptual frameworks that

~ have been used in the planning of staff and faculty evaluation programs.

. A conceptual framework for faculty evaluation is recommended- here

that includes four major components: (1) development” of evaluation

purposes; (2) areas for evaluation; (3) essential evaluation criteria, stan-
dards, and evidence; and (4) appropriate procedures.

In the next three chapters, the duthors discuss current theory
and practice, offér suggestions, and provnderlllustratlons related to
evaluation programs for full-time faculty, part-time faculty, and col-
lege administrators. Lawrence Poole and Donald Dellow support the
need for multiple sources of information in evaluating an individual
faculty member's‘effectiveness. Then'Richard Behrendt and ‘Michael
Parsons suggest sorhe positive strategies, using Both formative and
summative objectives in the evaluation of adjunct faculty. In the last of
these three chapters James Wattenbargcr ,prcSents a comprehensive
and objective review of administrator evaluation practices and proce-
. dures. He recommends the goal-oriented approach as the most produc-
tive in- administrative performance ap;i'alsal

‘ Issues and concerns related io various aspects ofstaffevaluatlon
~ are the focus of the next threc chapters. Concerns about the usé of stu-
dent rating systems in faculty evaluation programs are then, to a great
_extent, reviewed and- refuted-in Bill-Gashin’s-chapter. Nem Myroi’
Blee offers a state-level perspective on some of the problems and issues
associated with staff selection and certification. James Hammons closes
this section of the sourcebook, arguing that the combination of faculty
evaluation with faculty development programs is essential for positive
hange in the twozyear colleges. . ' ,
L - The next two chapters, by Raoul Arreola and Frank Adams,

1k

'

‘provide some recommendations for the future Arreola. pr(.senls a set of

o
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guidelines for colleges wishing to establish a successful faculty evalua-
tion and development program. Adams recommends the adoption of a
staff evalyation model developed in the field of business and industry.
Both authbrs offer viewpoints.that should be of value to colleges consid-
ering a change in their staff evaluation programis.

Fjhally, Al Smith reviews some legal considerations associated-
A S - . - . N
f evaluation programs and presents sotne of his predictions for -

lre. .
. . : o © Al Smith’
: .Editor

.

N

Al Smith is a professor of instructional leadership and support

and assistant director of the Institute of Higher Education at

the University of Florida, Gainesville, and is director of the !
National Faculty Evaluation Project for Communily and

Junior Colleges. o/
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With many different approaches to faculty and staff cvaluation -
. in community colleges, how can a conceptual framewgrk: be used
- to~develop. a new or revised staff evaluation program? * .

e . . 4

a . . REE

A Conceptual_Framework -
. for Staff Evaluation . -~

Al Smith S

¢

Conceptual frameworks for faculty and staff evaluation existed in the
world’s earliest colleges and universities. The framewdrks used then
were somewhat different from the ones being considered in €ommunity
o colleges today. In universities around the time of 1000 A°D., students’
’,aofté;nkhired. and dismissed faculty members, while faculty mcmbﬁrs em-
" ployed the college administrative staff. These rather unique ap-
o proaches have changed over the years. Today community college -
o ,
o ' boards of trustees and administrators have assumed much of the respon-
* sibility for developing staff evaluation policy and procedure. This shift
' in the locus of responsibility for evaluation has not lessened the need for
| " effective_programs. Nor has this shift in the conceptualization of the - _
i program lessened the need for the involvement, of faculty or staff int the
development, of new policies and procedures. .
The need for a clearer conception of the staff evaluation p;'oécss
., | has increased for a varjety of reasons in recent years. Some of these rea-
| sons include: (1) stabilizing or declining enrollments, (2) increasingly .
v . tenured-in departments, meaning less mobile and aging college facul-
| ties, (3) declining financial resources, and (4) the realization that all
| staff members, not just the full-time faculty, are important to the suc-
| cessful achievement of a college’s mission’statenients, goals, and pro-

-

|
‘

}
Q . .
E l C A. Smith (Ed.), Evaluating Fa:ullj and Staff. New Directions for Community Colleges, no. 41.
San l-‘fanciscotjuncy,-ﬂau. March 1983, A 3 ,
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gram objectives. In institutions where as much as 60 to 90 percent of
the budget goes toward the payment of employee salaries; the 'need for f,
a strong staff evaluation and development program is evident. For -
« these reascns and in order to achieve their many purposes, community
céllcges need a conceptual framework for staff evaluation that will re-
- sult in the maximum utlluatlon of thelr human Lapltal thelr most vital
resource. .

+ A conceptual framework for any communlty collt_ge program
must begin with a. description of the purposes for that-system.” Few -
community college educational programs or staff evaluation programs
will succeed withoyt clearly defined and accepted purposes. ©onceptu-
ally, then, what have been the major purposes for most faculty or staff
evaluatloh programs? In a regional survey of fa(.ulty evaluation prac-
tices conducted by. the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB),
the investigators found that the various reasons for faculty evaluation
could be rediced to essentially “(1) a concern for faculty development
.and improvement and (2) the need for evaluation of faculty perfor-
mance to provide information for decisions on tenure, promotion, re-
appointment, and salary (Boyd and Schietinger, 1976, p. 1). These
two reasons, development and evaluation, are the same reasons being
given to Justliy most faculty evaluation schemes today. Both of these <
purposes should be incorporated into any new or revised staff evalua-
tion scheme in the 1980s. The relative extent to which one or the other
of these purposes is stressed will in, turn greatly influence the type of
staff evaluation program developed at any given college.

A vzriety of conceptual frameworks for achieving the purposes -
~of ﬁculty’and staff evaluation has been proposed in recent.years. In
_ the remaining sectionsof this- chapter, these conceptual frameworks---
" will be reviewed briefly. In addition, the Southern Regional Education
Board’s “Framework for Dcveloplng the Components of a Systematic .
Rpculty Evaluation Program” and the successful appllcauon of a modi-
fied version of this SREB framework to elght lwo yLar colleges will be
dcscrlbed

*

I3

Proposed Conceptual Schemes * .
Until the early 1970s, most faculty evaluatlon schemes in higher

t education lacked-a systematic or (.omprehcnswc approach to faculty:
evaluation. Most faculty evaluations were conducted by the depart-
ment chairman, with the better systems maklng some use of data gdth-
ered from a formal scudent rating system, while others used no data‘at
all, Staff evaluation systems were of a similar nature, with the em-
ployee’s supervisor conducting the annual review, perhaps with the
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help®{ a self-rating instrument wcompleted durlng an jnterview by ‘the
employer ant the employee for discussion purposes.’
« - In the 1970s, however, there was a dramatic shift to.more com-

prehensive and systematically planned faculty and staff evaluation sys-

tems in Lommunlty Lollcgea Many of these systems were dcveloped
‘from the assumption and guidelines summyirized by Miller in 1972.
Miller believed that any system,of factilty evaluation should seriously
- consider beginning with the formulation of basic assumptions. The fac-
¢ ulty evaluation model he recommended procéeded from the following
six assumptions: (l) the trend toward accountabllltv will continue,
(2) merit evaluation is preferable to a seniority system, (3) overall fac-
ulty evaluation is inevitable, (4) every evaluation system. can be im-
proved, (5) professional development should be available to every fac-
. ulty member who is evaluated, and (6) faculty evaluation should be for
both advancement decisions and faculty developmcﬁt (Mlllc 1972,
Copp.4-12). L
From these aasumptlona and a related set of ‘principles, Miller
devclopcd wmodel for the evaltation of teaching that conta'ncd a broader
view of.the rol¢ of the gollege teacher than we have had in e past. Pre-

‘ /()ualy, the tcachel s role had been Conceptuallzcd in terms of research,

teaching, service, and professional activities. Miller (1972, p. 21)
pointed out that college teachers were engaging in-a much wider range

of activities than jn the past. For this reason, he felt that the following |

categories should be used in describing and cvaluatmg u)llcgc teach-
ing: classroom teaching, ddwsmg, faculty service and relations, man-
agement (admlnlstrdtlon) ‘performing and visual arts, profcsswnal ser-
vices, publications, “public.service, and research.

© — Under this system, the faculty member entcru/lnto an annual

performance contract with his_or her department chairperson: Miller -

(1972, p. 80) argued that such a contracting process would lead to the
establishment of tasks’and the selection of evaluation criteria that
would best refleet the nature of th institution, the needs and direction
~ of the department, and the interests and abilities of the faculty mem-
ber. Miller then described a variety of procedures that could be used to
collect data from a variety of sources,such, as students, Luulty" col-
leagues, and “administrators in cach of his propoacd nine evaluation
categories. Finally, he.showed how these data could be employed to cal-
culate an overall perfofmance rating for a staff member (Smith; 1976).
Since Mlllcrs presentation, a number of other conceptual
schemes‘too numerous to mention here have been proposed for higher
edugation staff evaluation programs (Centra, 1979; North and Scholl,
1978; Seldin, 1980; Smith, 1976; Southern Regional Education Board,
1977). Each of these proposed waluatlon schemes has rccommcndc da

- /,

e
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systematic and comprehensive approach to faculty ‘evaluation. The
_proponerits of these programs have also suggested the need for multiple
data-based evaluation programs. Of these systems, which have focused -

primarily on faculty evaluation, the author has found the Southern Re-

gional Education Board’s conceptual framework to be of most value in -

helping colleges desnsm aew or lwnse.d faculty and staff evaluation pro-
gram’s k - .

Southern Regional Education Board’s
Framework for Faculty Evaluation
As a result of the SREB's survey and case study research (South-
ern Regiona¥Ecucatio Board, 1977 p-.31), four separate components
of systematic fachlty (R/aldatlon programs were identified. The four
components of the SREB “Framework for Developlng the Components

of a Systematic Faculty ivaluation Program” are as follows:

1. Purpose. Objectives and desired outcomes of the program.
2. Areas. ¥valuation areas are those functions or attributes to be
examined — teaching, research, service, and so on.

3. Elements. Esséntial elemsints of evaluation are:. Criteria —spe-
cific attainments ‘subsumed- under each area; Standards-—-attamment
levels expected for each criterion; Evidence — data or information for de-
termining level attained, and how the data are to be compiled.

4. Procedures. Sequence- of activitieés for making personnel deci-

sions, assisting with \_cvelopment or improvement, or carrying out
other purposes. “

This framework was used in the SREB’s 1977-79° Faculty Eval-

uation PrOJect (Southern Regional Education Board, 1979). For two

- years, this project promoted principles of comprehensnve systématic

faculty and staff évaluation. During an eighteen-month period, this

- project worked closely with thirty institutions, including nine two-year

colleges, to assist them in developing such programs.
The step-by-step application of the SREB framework proved to

~ be highly successful in helping two-year and four-year colleges improve -
their faculty evaluation programs. Of the nine two-year colleges in this”

roject, eight were judged by a team of three evaluators to have a high
or medium probablhty of achieving positive and permanent changes in
their faculty evaluation programs (Southern ‘Regional Education

- Board, 1979). One of the nine.colleges in this project that successfully -

applied the SREB model to its faculty evalyation program was Jackson
State Community College {Jackson State Community College, 1979).
Robert Harrell (1980), dean of academic affairs at Jackson

State, has de,scrlbed the concepts which he felt were fundamental to  *




jackson Statt‘s succcssful revision of its fa(,ulty vvaluatlon program.
These concepts were: E

1. Faculty are evaluated in areas for whlch ‘they have a princi-
pal responsibility. .
Multiple evaluators or sources of evaluation are utilized.

3. ‘Evaluators evaluate those areas of faculty responSIblllty for

o

\ which they have appropriate expertise.
4. Faculty. members develop individualized evaluatlon pro-
- .grams.

- 5. Evaluation outcomes or evaluatlon results for ea(,h area of
responsibility are expressed no more definitely than as one of
three possible levels of performance.

6. The level -of performance is determined- by a criterion-

referenced approach to evaluation.

7. Formative and summative evaluation procedures are in-

“:cluded in the evaluation process.
8. Faculty .evaluation is a dynamic and ongoing process.

" Harrell -believes. these concepts may be applied directly or may be
adaptable for effective use in other institutions, but only if such con-

cepts are consistent with institutional mission and goals:
At jackson State Community College (JSCC), formative, or

" ongoing, evaluation provides information for professional growth and

development. Summative evaluations at JSCC provide information for
personnel decisions with respect to promotion, tenure, and salary deci-
sions. Faculty and staff are evaluated in each of their areas of responsi-

“bility with the followmg terms: needs improvement, expected performance,

and exceptional performance. The JSCC program of staff evaluation pro- .

vides an excellent model for two-year college staffs that wish to improve
their personal evaluation systems. It is a_lso a very good example of the
effectiveness of the SREB conceptual framework for faculty evaluation. -

Fni'ndix_)g a Conceptual Framework for Staff Evaluation
To date, most community colleges have focused their evalua-

tion efforts on the development of improved full-time faculty evalua-
tion systems. Such efforts have often neglected other equally important

- personnel groups in two-year colleges, such as administrators, part-
“time faculty, academic support staff, and so on. Because of the equally.

valuable contributions these groups make to the community college

" program, there is likely to be an-increasing emphasis on staff as op-
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‘posed to faculty evaluation in the next five to ten years. This will be an
approprlate shift of emphasis for two reasons. First, in a time of declin--

ing resources, student enrollment, and Tull-time staff, the. contrlbutlons
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of each eraployee become ‘increasingly vital to the success of a college

program. In the 1980s, colleges and college employees will have to
learn to do more with less. This means that each employee’s contribu-

tion to the total educational program will increase in importance over
the'next few years. Second, the shift to staff evaluation should enhance
employee morale, job satisfaction, and staff productivity. Evaluation
should enable employees to see ways to grow without leaving their cur-

;rentJobs This should be a healthy development in a profession where
there is currently little opportunity forJob mobility cither externally or

mternally

One college, Central Piedmont Communlty College (CPCC)
has already developed a system for staff evaluation. The purpose of this
system, which appears to be working very well, is to encourage all per-

sonnel to aspire to higher levels of performance in the service of stu-

" dents, the community, and the institution” (Cheshire and Hagemeyer,

1981-82, p. 34). The objectives of this program are (1) to identify stan-
dards against which each employe¢’s performance can be measured,
(2) to identify individuals who are performlng ata satlsfactory level,

(3) to provide assurance and encouragement to individuals who are

performing at a satisfactory level, and (4) to identify and assist individ-
uals whose performance needs s1gnlﬁcant improvement.

‘One. of the keys to the success of this system appears to be the
high' level of administrative support for the program. A second impor-"

tant factor is the extensive involvement of employees in the develop-
ment and pilot testing of new evaluation instruments. As a result of this
process, the original objective of a campuswnde evaluation plan has
been achieved. However, instéad of-having one-evaluation form for

"everyone, CPCC has many instruments, each measurlng the per foi-

mance of specific tasks or jobs. ‘ .

Thie Central Piedmont system, with its annual reviews and Fat- .
ings, appears to contain all of the components proposed in ‘the: previ-
ously discussed SREB conceptual framework for developing a faculty.

evaluation program. First, the purposes were clearly defined as the first
step in the development of a new system. Second, the areas of evalua-
tion were identified for each major employee group. Third, criteria and
standards were set, with ratings then made by both the employees and
the supervisors.. Finally, procedures were outlined which called for an

annual performance review of self- and supervisory ratings and the

placement ‘of an eyaluation summary in the employees personnel file
(Cheshire and Hagemeyer 1981-82).

i It would appear that the SREB framework can be applied as a
very useful conceptual framework for the broader area of staff evalua-

tion. The strongest support for this position comes from the University -

RIC © . 1y
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of Florida (WF) National Faculty Evaluation Project*for Community
and Junior Colleges. This three-year project began in June of 1980 un-
- der the sponsorship of the university's Institute of Higher Education.
The purpose of this project was to assist.two-year colleges in the im~
provement of their faculty or staff evaluation systems.+A second major
purpose was to test: the usefulness of the SREB conc( ptual framework
and approach to helping colleges. unpro@thelr evaluation programs.
The eight colleges currently participating in this project are Arapahoe
Community College (Littleton, Colo.), Gateway Technical Institute
(Racine, Wis.), Mountain,. Empire Community CoHege (Big Stone
Gap, Va.); Moraine Valley Community College (Palos Hills, TIl.),
Mohawk Valley Community College | (Utlca N.Y.), Patrick Henry - .
- Community College (Martlnsvnlle Na. ), Rockingham Community
College {Wentworth, N.C. ) Unlversny College of the University ol
Cincinnati (Cincinnati, Ohio).

‘ Under this new program, the partlupatlng colleges agreed to send
" a team -of three faculty and one top-level administrator to Gainesville,
* Florida, each summer for a three-day workshop on‘faculty evaluation and
develop ment. In the first workshop, the participants were introduced to
the SR EB conceptual framework for faculty evaluation and were given a
:, variety ‘of otherresource materials on how to plan for a-new-or-revised — —__
faculty evaluation program. In the second workshop, conducted in
1981, the teams received additional instruction on how to implement
~ their new plans. In 1982, the workshop focused on how the colleges
could evaluate the impact of their new ptrograms. This last workshop .
alsu focused on how the colleges could establish viable faculty develop- -
" ment programs to complement their new faculty evaluation efforts.

In addition to the summer workshops, this preject has invo]ved
the extensive use of University of Florida staff members and external
resource consultants As part of the ‘project, each team was required to
have a one-day progress evdluation visit by a University of Florida staff
member. These visits were conducted during the winter months of each
year.and have been very useful. Each team was also encouraged to em-
ploy non-University of Florida consultants for at least one day during
each of the project’s three years. These visits have also been helpful,
with the consultants serving as external change agents to the college.

. This project appears to have met its objectives. Each of the eight
-colleges has developed and implemented a new or revised faculty and/
or staff evaluation plan using the SREB “Framework for Developlng
the Components of"a Systematic Faculty Evaluation Program.” A new
prOJect is planned for 1983 through 1986.
: One of the interesting findings of this prolect is that.the SREB
concleptkr, ~framework can be applied effectively in the development of
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staff evaluation as well as faculty evaluation systems. One of the col-
leges in this project, Arapahoe Community College, has employed the
SREB model;to develop a comprehensive and systematic staff evalua-
tion program for“all of its employees. Another project college, Rocking-

" _ham Community College, has taken a similar approach:

Space will not permit an in-depth description of these eight new
programs. For this reason, only a brief summary of some of the major
features of each college's staff evaluation program will be. mentioned.:

Readers wishing more information on these new programs should con- -

tact the respective college presidents or deans or the University of Flor-
ida's Institute of Higher Education. - . .

Arapahoe Community College. Under the Arapahoe Commu-
nity College (ACGC) plan, all contractual employees are evaluated an-

nually. The purpose of this system is to improve “the quality of instruc-

tion, support, and administration; for encouragement of professional
growth and development; and for retention” (Arapahoe Community
College, 1982, p. I:1). The president is evaluated by the college council
‘and each remaining employée is €valuated by his or her supervisor or
diréctor. Employees, other than administrators and faculty, evaluated
under this plan include the health center coordinator, librarians, sup-
plemental service personnel, and college counselors. Criteria and stan-
* dards are set;in the evaluation process-and-include the following proce-

dures and data sources for faculty evaluations: .
1. Job responsibilities "are reviewed.and performance objec-
tives, including activities th; faculey member elects to be
* evaluated on, are agreed upon by the faculty member and

" his or her director.

. 2. Perforinance objectives are submitted to the director. These
objectives indicate the activities the faculty member elects to
be evaluated on, as well as the weights to be given each ac-
tivity. N - o

3. Evaluations by all faculty members are completed by the di-
« rector, who forwards them to the appropriate dean. The
dean files them with the personnel office. :
4. Evaluations of faculty -consist of these parts:
« Annual self-evaluation |
« Afnual studerit evaluations of teaching faculty
- « Peer evaluation every third year ,
« Annual director evaluation, including summary of faculty
member's strengths and weaknesses .
" o Signatutes of person being evaluated and of director, indi-
cating that both parties have read the evaluation report
« Interpretation of ratings "and subsequent action.

v
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Evaluations of all other staffing groups under this system follow similar
policies and procedures.

Gateway Technical Institute (GTI) At GTI, the project evalua-
tion team, along with the college faculty arid administrative staﬂs has
a multlpuxpose faculty evaluation and development system w1th the
following purposes: (1) to- create a constructive environment within
which the instructional process can be fully explored in the interest of

student success, (2) to create a means by which faculty performance

can be evaluated to determine areas of strength and areas that miay
néed improvement, as a fundamental step in faculty planiiing to im-
prove effectiveness of performance, and (3) to create a means by which

the supportlng relationships between faculty evaluation and faculty de-
velopment can be understood and a working reality achieved (Mills, -

*1981, p. 2). Under this system, all new instructors are formally evalu-
‘ated in thesfirst, second, and third years at GTL. All other instructors
“are formally evaluated on a rotating basis.

Instructors formally evaluated under this new program are re-

" quired to have a minimum of three evaluations, one of which must be

by the instructor’s coordinator. The other two evaluations may be se-

~ lected from student gvaluations, self-evaluation, or a supervisor’s eval-

uation. Each instructor fills out an Instructor Goals Form for the com-
ing academic.year and submits this document prior to or at the begin-

ning of the-evaluation year. At the end-of-the year, a summary.evalua-
‘tion is prepared based on the material that has been submitted by the

faculty membér and his or her students. This evaluatiori is eventually

shared” in abbreviated form with the college’s board of trustees.

The staff at GTI has developed three types of student evalua-
tion forms: a lab form, a lecture form, and-a clinic form. Each instruc-
tor is able to select the form that most closely represents the type of'in-
struction being given. Under this system, instructors also try to predict
how students will rate their teaching on the form they have selected.
They do this by completing ene of the forms at the first of each term,
prior to the time when student evaluations are given. These two ap-
proaches, the use of varied student rating forms and a comparison of
how faculty think students will rate their teaching with actual ratings,
offer a rather unique approach to faculty -development at GTI.

\)..-
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“Mokawk Valley Community "College—The -Mohawk Valley

o

(MVCC) faculty evaluation project team and evaluation committee

“have followed the Southern Regional Education Board’s conceptual

framework for faculty evaluation in a number of ways. After identify-
ing a set of purposes for their syster% the evaluation committee devised
a plan that provided for the assessment of faculty performance in four
major areas: These four areas are weighted each year by the faculty
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member in consultation with the department head. The four areas of
! - evaluation and the range of weights that may be selected for each area
A are as follows (Mohawk Valley Community College, 1982 p-1):

-~ 1. Teaching Effectiveness (60- 80%)

2. Collegiality (10-30%) , o
3. ‘Professional Growth (10-30%) -
~4. Community Service (0-20%)
Data under this system are collected from a variety of sources
~and each source is weighted for évaluation and development purposes.
The weights for each source of evaluation information are: o N
Student * Peer . Department
' ) ~ Response Commattee Head T
1. Teaching Effectiveness - 50% 25% 25%
2. Collegiality ~ 0% - -50% 50%
3. Professional Growth - 0% " 50% 50%
4. Community Service - 0% 30% 50%

Under this evolving system, an instructor may- also provide his or her
own iteins for evaluation, but without any weight applied.

An evaluation point system has been developed at MVCC. At .
the end of the evaluation period, each evaluated faculty member. re-
ceives a summary evaluation score. .This score is. based on a 10-30
point scale that ‘enables peers ‘and department heads to rate faculty
work as needing improvement (10 points), as expected performance
(20 points), or as exceptional’ performance (30 points). " .

1 Moraine Valley Community College. A number of the colleges in

" the University of Florida’s project have faculty unions. One of these
colleges is Moraine Valley Unionization has not appeared to hinder
the development of new or revised staff evaluation; programs in these
institutions. If anything, the presence of a faculty union has promoted
( changh by providing a clearer definition of faculty roles and responsi-
% bilities. Moraine Valley provides an excellent example df a college
where the administrator and faculty team prOJect members have worked

. in harmony and with a great deal of trust in one another.

In following the SREB conceptual framework, the Moraine
Malley_e_a_luatlon team outlined the purposes, areas for evaluation, cri-
teria for evaluation, and sources of data for assessment. This college
has done a particularly effective job of providing role definitions for
each of the faculty areas of. évaluation. These role deﬁnltlons -with

‘ their suggested weights, follow.
oo 1. Teaching and Instruction (60-80%). Teaching and instruction
* ~  are defined as those actlvmes associated with the design and delivery,of

A

‘o ' ' . : . ' R ' |
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_course material to ‘studenl’s For purposes of evaluation, the instruc-
tional role includes classroom performance, preparation and relevance

7 of materials, and. record keeping and instructional management. _
2. College Service (10-20%). College service is defined as service
rendered by a faculty member in support «{ his or her course group,
subdivision, division, or total college. For ; rposes of evaluation, ser-
-vice to the college does not include any functions defined,and included

- under professional growth or community service.

3. Professional Growth (10-30%). Professional growth is defined

! . . . .
as improvement in the competence of a faculty member in order to bet-
. ter fulfill the role and respon51bllltles of his or her position at the col-

lege; plofesslonal achievement; or contribution to the teaching and
learnlng process or educational professnon in the faculty member’s area
of expertise. ‘ r
4. Community Servzce (0-10%). Communlty service is deﬁned as
the application ofa faculty member’s récognized area of expertise in the
community without pay (Moraine Valley Communlty College, 1982).
All of the University of Florida project colleges have incorpor=
ated a point systern into their faculty/staff evaluation_packages. The
~evaluation scheme at Moram,t; Valley is no exception. Each year one-
third of the tenured faculty is‘evaluated using a point system. A grand
total, or summary evaluation score, is calculated for those faculty
members using the areas and welghts mentioned above, along with a
variety of data sources for each- evaluatlon category. A unique and ef-
fectivé part of this system is'the use of-peer evaluation teams. These
teams receive portfolios of work from each faculty_member up for-re-
view. These portfollos are reviewed by the faculty membeﬁspeers who

PR

lndependently assign evaluation scores that are later a'eraged and fed -

into the faculty member’s composnte evaluation ratlng

. Mountain Empire Commumty College. This college is in the pro:
cess of developing a faculty/staff evaluation system that will haye as one
of its purposes the determination of faculty merit pay increases. Infor-
‘mation and data will be collected in a systematic manner. A faculty

~evaluation agreement (FEA) will be completed by each faculty mem-

ber. This agreement'will include a professional development plan and

. aself-evaluation report. For teachlng faculty, a student-opinion instru-

ment will provide data concerning student perceptlons of classroom
teaching performance. Nonteaching faculty and supervisors will be en-°
couraged to investigate how their work is percelved by those they serve.
Each year the faculty member will prepare for his or her super-
visor a self-evaluation report, documentmg activities and accomplish--
ments, including the achievement of goals established in the previous
year. Using this information, the superyisor will.then prepare an as-

. . ! . l<i
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sessment and rating to be discussed during a conference. The com-
pleted FEA will then provide a quantitative measure of job effective-
_ness to serve for personnel recommendations.

for maklng personnel decisions. An index-of-success rating (ISR),
which is calculated as part of this system, will be used to determine
merit raises for those eligible. The number of faculty in each college di-
vision eligible to receive merit raises will be announced prior to merit
deliberations and decisions. Numerical ratings and a merit unit of
*“ money will then be used in a formula to calculate each ‘individual fac-
ulty member’s merit raise. This approach should be of interest to- staff
members who are interested in tying faculty/staff evaluations to merit
"-pay (Mountain Empire Community College, 1982). )

tem at Patrick Henry (PHCC) does not differ greatly from those previ-
sously described. Here again, the college project evaluation team has
followed the SREB’s ‘conceptual framework for developihg a compre-
hensive, systematically planned faculty evaluation program. A sum-
mary of the evaluation components of this system is outlined below,
with the minipjpum (MIN) welght that can-be assigned to any given

component.
MIN Component Studen_t Self  Supervisor
70% . Teaching Performance, or 65%- 35% 0%
l Teaching, mdludlng classroom - 40% 30% . 30%
observation R
5% 2. Faculty Service 10% 50% 40%
5% 3. Community Service 0% 50% . 50%
5% 4. Maintaining Competence 0% * 50%. 50%

“The weights for-each individual Lomponent are determined-during the -

fac ulty meinber's annual faculty development coriference with the sup-
« ervisor (Patrick Henry Community College, 1982).

.. The data gathered from this system aré then used primarily for
iaculty development purposes. Because all persqnnel holding faculty
rank are presumed to possess the necessary professional qualifications
(«J\chiorm satlsfdctorlly in théir positions, a rating of “satisfactory” un-

¢ der this system is expected in each of the above-mentioned areas. The

Lollege ‘has, however, worked out a set of procedures that will be fol-

one of the four Lgdluatlon areas,,,

It should be- noted that the faculiy member under this system -

does have the option of - intluding classroom observation data from the
supervnsor in the evaluacloh\w Most of the colleges'in the Umvcrsnty

.
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- The completed FEA will provide several pieces of information

Patrick Henry Community College. The faculty evaluation sys- -

lowedif a faculty member should receive an “unsatisfactory” ratmg in
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- of Florida project, however, have placed less emphasis on classroom

observations as a form of faculty evaluation. This trend away from the
use of classroom visitations may be due to current research by Centra
(1979), which shows this form ofteachlng evaluation to be highly unre-
liable. :
Rockmgham Commumty "College. The president and faculty

- evaluation project team at Rockingham (RCC) are attempting to de-

velop a staff ‘evaluation plan for all of their employees. They have de-
veloped evaluation forms for instructors, ‘department chairpersons,
clerical staff, switchboard operators, paraprofessional staff members,
and other nonteaching professionals. Each aspect of an individual’s job
at RCC-will be rated according to three performance levels: needs im-
provement, expected performance and exceptlonal performance (bet-
ter than expected).

At the present time, the evaluatlon team at RCC is (1) defining

" job responsibilities and establlshlng criteria. for' the three rating ranges

for each aspect of an individual’s job, (2) establishing the weight distri-
bution, to total 100%, for all aspects of an individual’s job, (3) deter-

" mining from what sources evaluation data will be collected for each as-

pect of an individual’s job, and (4) developing evaluation instruments
for vartous sources of evaluation (Rockingham Community College,
1982). The college team appears to be breaking new ground in the area
of staff evaluation by developing a systematic approach to staff evalua-
tion as opposed to faculty evaluation. This approach should be valu-
able to colleges seeking ways to evaluate all of their employees.
University College of the University of Cincinnati. Because of the
nature of this two-year college, the University College (UC). project
team has focused its efforts on developing a faculty evaluation system
that will reward teaching'in a university environment. Up until this

- time, facplty had reported some d‘lfﬁculty in achieving promotion and

tenure. For this reason,.the purpose of the UC evaluation plan is to
supplement promotion, tenure, and reappointment guidelines and pro- |
mote faculty development (Burks and others, 1982)."Any faculty mem- "
ber may 4sk to be reviewed under this new system to identify individual
areas of strength and weakness. The results of this second type of re- .
.view, as opposed to one for promotion and/or tenure purposes, are

“-made available anly to the person revrewed who’may or may- nomhen

- ERIC

_choose to share them with the depa-:tm\ at head. .,

Evaluation criteria used in this system are.those n;e’cessaryaor :

desrrable for effective teachlng They define what must or s'flould occur
in a college-level course if learning is foing to happen in a systematig;
organized, loglcal and completc mapner. This’ syst¢ém assumeg-that/’

good teaching is not mystemous or rhagical. g
' ; 1 ' :
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The criteria in this system are divided into two parts, core and
_optional. ‘The core criteria are those skills neeessary for effective teach-
ing, as follows. e a , ol
- 1. -Command of -the knowledge and skills necessary and appro-
priate to the course.” & :
"2. Statement of understy
~ jectives for the coursg?
3. Appropriate course syllabus, which shows organization anc
logical presentation/of material, . .. |
4. Communicatiori of a body of knowledge that demonstrates
- skills c|e;;1,r|y’ and understandably to students,
5. Appropriate standards, for student learning and perfor-
mance. . ’ -
6. Consistent and appropriate methods of evaluating student )
achievement. L ‘ C
The optional criteria take into account the various teaching styles an}:l/’/
modes, which may be effective depending on the nature of the material
to be covered and: the abilities of the instructor. ‘ "
The extent to which faculty members are expected to meet core
‘and optional or supplementary criteria under this approach depends on
the faculty member’s years of teaching experience. A new faculty mem-
ber at UC, with zero to two years of teaching experience at the Univer-
sity of Cincinnati, needs only to meet expectations on the first core cri-
teria and four other core criteria of his or her choosing to achievea sat-
“isfactory rating. A faculty member of seven or more years of experience
needs to'meet expectations-on all of the core criteria and on two supple- ‘
.- mentary criteria to gain a satisfactory rating, Faculty members with
even highier standards of performance can. achieve ratings of “excel-
- lent” and “exceptional” under this system. "
The criteria are evaluated on the basis Hhevidence gathered
from multiple data sources: peers, students, department heads, and the
., person being reviewed. After alr'l;of the data have been collected, the de-
partmental promotion, tenure, and review (PTR) committee receives
‘the peer review panel’s written evaluation, the student ratings, the de-
partment head’s evaluation, and the self-evaluation. The committee re-
views this material and writes a summary evaluation report concluding
P that the instructor béing evaluated is unsatisfactory; satisfactory, excel-
‘ lent, or exceptiona), based on the system’s standards. Evidence used by
the committee and the final réport are forwarded to the department .-
head, who sends the report to the PTR committee with an agreement
or disagreément with the report. - . 7
" This new system should be of particular interest to colleges,
seekingnew and improved ways to evaluate the teaching process and to, -

able and appropriate goals and ob-

-
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. improve peex‘ evaluatlon The peer review panels in this program con-

_* duct very careful reviews of each faculty member’s courses and teach-
" ing materlals ' ; '

S e

' * . This chapter, after a review of the historical and conceptual
developments of faculty evaluation programs, recommends the adop- . .
tion of the Southern Regional Education Board’s (SREB’) ‘conceptual
“Framework for Developlng the Components_;gll a Systematic Faculty
,Evaluam?n Program” in the design of staff evaluation systems. This
conceptual scheme is described and its usein the University of Florida’s
1980-83 Natiorial Faculty Evaluation Project-for Community and -
‘Junior Colleges.is discussed. The fourbasic components of the SREB
model are: (1) the purpose of the evaluation system; €2) the areas of
evaluation; (3 the essential elemients of the system — standards, criteria,
and sources of data; and (4) the procedure to be followed. Subsequent ‘
chapters contain additional illustrations of how these components have
been incorporated into stalT evaluatnon programs.

«
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With more demand for accountability, a workable system
0" evaluate full-time/faculty has become a najor need: '
Jfor many anst:tuu/{s

‘
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Evaluation of - Full- Time Faculty

Lai’vr;'nce H Poole _
Donald A. Dellow v .

The evaluation of full time faculty is at best a dqfﬁcult ‘task; s?ac'vmuld
' say impossible. HSth those doing the evaluating and thoese b€ing evalu-
ated care little for the process. Many of the forms of resistance to fac-
ulty evaluation are found in’ Arreola’s discussion of establishing suc-
cessful fa;:u]ty evaluation.and dcvelopment programs, in a later chapter. .
One of the few things that writers agree on in evaluation litera-
ture is the,need to have multiple sources of information on an individ- -
ual faculty member’s effectiveness (Brown and Thornton, 1971,
McKeachie, 1978; Miller, 1972) Teaching is a complex and difficult
process that cannot be evaluater on the basis of any one source of infor-

. mation, such as results from + lassroom observation, results from stu-

“dent evaluation, comments from peer evaluation, and so on. If the dif-
ficult process of evaluation is to be undertgken, most professionals fe€l
they are better able to document thejr effectiveness when a combina-’
tion of self-evaluation ‘and outside evaluation sources are combined. -
At the authors’ institution, a number of efforts were made to
establish an evaluation system. At first evaluations were accomplished
in a cursory manner, except'on those occasions when a faculty member
was being considered for tenure or promotion. Even in these situations,
the evaluator seldom had much objective data on which to makc a
judgment. :
# : s

A. Smth (Ed ). Ewlualuu Faculty and Staff New Directions for € ‘ommunity (‘nllrgrs no. 41, i '
San Francisco Jossey-Bass, March 1983, . 19
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'1hzs resultcd in not huilding a basé of 1n£prmat|on through
"annual evaluation and not giving irfdividuals guidance on the areas in
which they could improve. Faculty became disgruntled and lost confi-
dence in the admininstration’s ablllty to make-accurate and fair person-
nel décisions. In having talked with“many colleagues at other commu-
flity colleges the authors are convinced that this situation is not atypical.

An annual evaluation system was eventually lmplemented pro-
.. viding the maximum amount of information for individual improve-
“ment of professronal skills. The system was based on the concept of for-
mative evaluationwrather ‘than that of summative evaluation. As a
result four basic components were incorporated into the overall evalu-
ation system: classroom effectiveness, advisemefit effectiveness, profes-
_sional development, and college and governance activities. In discus- #
|, .. .siors with the faculty, it was determined that a weighting of the compo-
~nents would emphasize classroom effectiveness as sixty-five percent of
the total evaluation. The other thirty-five percent would be comprised
of 4 flexible combination of thie other three components. Faculty mem-
‘bers could emphasize any one of the componentsover the other two,
with the exception of teaching effectlveness, “for any given year. The
welghtlng of one component over the other two is subject to approval
by the faculty member’s division chalrperson A discussion of each of
.the four components folIows : S e

C]assroom Effectwcness T
‘In the pollcy manual ¥ the college, the following indices-are
Ilsted as being indicative of teaching effectiveness. o
1. Motivating students toward superlor achlevement wrthln his
- or her courses. L
2. Generating an enthusiasm in and establlshlng rapport with
. students. . :
- IR Presenting material in an orderly and preplanned method
‘compatibile with the stated objectives of the course. The level
‘and intensity of the instruction“also should be compatlble
with course”and curriculum objectives:
4. Making maximum effective use of library resources'-, audio-
visual aids, laboratory-equipmens, and so on. :
_ 5. Usinga variety of teaching, technlques td achleve the desired” a
. objectives. MR
6. Evaluating’ student performance adequat and equrtably
within the framework of the defingd grad&g policy of the
. college. T
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7. l\ecplng courbe materlals including textbook selectlon and
. reference reading lists, up to date.
8. Providing sufficient time to assist students on an individual -
~ basis and encouraging ‘students to take, advantagc of such
" assistance. :
.9. Providing instruction in such a way that it ls effectlve to the.
greatest possible numbér of students.
Given the above indices, three major sources of information are
used for the evaluation ofteachmg The first is the yearly student eval-
uation of instruction, the Instructional Development and Effectiveness
* Assessinent system (IDEA) from Kansas State University. This system
_is administered on a yearly basis for tenured faculty and on a semester
basis for nontenured faculty. The division” chairperson selects the
course in which thé IDEA evaluation will be completed; the faculty .
member has the' option to select a second course or. class section if de-
"sired. To standardize the procedure, division chairpersons administer
\ all of the IDEA materials for their respective faculty.

_ One of the key features that attracted faculty and staff to the
IDEA system was the fact that the instructor could prioritize specific
V- objectives for instruction’in a particular course. The results of the stu-
dent response, in terms’ of norms, are then based on the instructor’s
ranking of eourse ob_]ectlves Faculty are given the results-with specific
comments on areas in which their approach to instruction is favorable
and areas in which their instruction could use improvement. When
- . indicating, improvement, the report includes ‘the identification of
- specific methods recommended. The system has been validated and
‘ tested extensively over several years (AuBrecht 1979; Hoyt and C.ashln
1977).

-
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The second major source . of data on teaching effectlveness is the
classroom observation completed by the faculty ‘member’s division,
-cllalrperson The division chairperson completes one observation per -
-year for tenured faculty and one. each semester for nontenured faculty.

i “The observation form in Figure 1 has been developed to provide infor-
mation on several ‘of the criteria listed above as being indicative of
effective teaching. The faculty member and” the chalrperson sit down
and discuss the observation after it js completed. The faculty member

* may respond to the observatlon and make a rebuttal.

The third and last source of informati6n on classroom effective-
ness is provided in the faculty member’s Professional Performance and
Growth Plan in Figure 2. This is initiated by the faculty member in the -
late spring or early summer of the preceding year and outlines a plan
of activities for the comingacademic year. One section of the plan

Les o . o . ‘_‘. .
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Figure 1. Instructor Evaluation for Classroom Visitation

20 . -
Name of Instructor . Class size "
Subject . - Method of Presentation
Date o.Eval-uat.ion : ) . Evaluated 8y

pate of Follow-up Interview L

T

A. A checklist for evaluatiﬁg some key point:s, E : : . ,
— ™ Directions: Check each of the items Llst:ed below on the scale provided. The scale may
\‘-\;\, be interpreted as follows: 1. Unsatisfactory 2. Minimal 3. Satisfactory 4. Highly
Samsfactory S Exceptional. Space/is provided in Sect:zon D for commengs. If you feel
that you have no. basis for judgement on an item, you may omit it. If an item is rated
- 1, 2 or 5 please justify rating of t:he item in your corments. (See definitions of
t:erms at: t:he end of this form) . .
. s Highly 5
. . . Unsatis- - Satis~ . Satis- -Excep-
. . factory Minimal factory factory tional NA
1. Enthusiasm for the subject .. .
‘ . 4y ) .
2, Imagxnat:xon ' - . .
- ,3.  English Usage (vocabulary, grammar) - .
Coa o A
. 4. Presence, Voice (modulation, dictdand] v
o 4 =
halS
Teacnina Characteristics -~ ~ ,' - N
. 4
1. Mastery of subject matter ’\
2. Organization of class {including -
use of objectives, etc.) - .
3. Effective use of class time o
EN
4. Utilization of teaching aids o ~ | ’ ) . S .
available il :
=
— N .
5. Respongivenmess—te—needs—and inter-
estsg, of students -
6. -Handling student c)‘gllenges {poise) R ,
7. Rapport with studrnts * . )
~ 8. 'Holding studerc interest )
9. .Guiding discussion - . o
10. Obtaining student cooperation .
; o
11. Using questions effectively ! b
: g -
12. Helating learning to students' ' '
experience
13. Responsiveness to individual dif- I
ferences in how students learn . .
) 14, Responsiveness to individual dif- » v -
i ferences in learning rate I's : - L
B. Answer the following questions as they apply to your evaluation..
1. 1In what ways does the instructor need to improve? : -
2. what strong points characterize this instructor's teaching? -
. 3. Is the method of insﬁructxon the best for this learning situatioh?
* €. Ewvaluation of General 'Pr@chxng Effectiveness (check one)
N > 1. Unsatisfactory .
2. Minimal ' . . P .
3. Satisfactory RN .
4~ Highly Satisfactory
. 5. Exceptional i+
p. " Additional Comments (Division Chairperson should xnclude specific recommendations to assist:
. instructor’in improving teaching effectiveness. If ‘possible, this section should be coopera-
\‘1 tively developed by the Chairperson and individual faculty member}.
EMC Signature of E‘acult:y Member : Date
: ¢ :
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Figurei2. North Country Commumty College -~ - -
Profes umal Pcrformance and Growth Plan

Q
. NORTH COUNTRY COMMUNITY COLLEGE . .
. - PROFESSTONAL PERFORMANCE AND GROWTH PLAN , | )
for the period to..
IS R i
FACULTY MEMBER'S NAME DATE,
R B ‘.
> 7 T :
DI?}SL()\N _ . N

Statement of - Con
Stated.goals and objecri
anlude overall p;.rsonll goa

1 lncent (L\e, a stated balancé of professional academic performance and development.) .
:s while enhancing one's own professional -\tindinq and competence. This should ‘
‘or the coming academic year.

1z J

—

IIT., Teaching N \
. _A. Plan: Describe any major chiynge in your tegchlng\xts{%bilities or approach that you anticipate
. during the academic year,, . . . -
. PN '\\ .
_ el Repérr: . Describe any major changes in your teachiny responsibilities or.approach during the last year. .
= . N : . - . o *
B. P]an:_ what do you anticipate !may be other major teaching activities during the y\e:ﬁ\ -,

. ; . - T |
r o ', meport: What were your other hajor teaching activities during the year? T |
- ) - : ' P M A . \J
M IV. Academic Advisement . R v ™
E o o . ‘ , . |
A. “Plan: Describe briefly your intended dpproach to academic advising including preparation and objectives.
Also, ~list how many students you anticipate being assigned to adviseg ‘
. . ‘

A', Report: Describe briefly your approach to academic advising this past year including preparation and

objectives. . List how many advisdes you work with during this pase year. 5

|
|

A. Plan: Describe the College lnvolvement or service activities you anticipate or desire for this year.

v, College ‘Gavernance Activities:

. - .

. T At R'epor‘:x Describe yo;-\; collage invalvement ;r service activities for t;ie year. 1
. - w ‘
s VI. Professional Dcvetopﬁgt : \ f
. A. Plan; List all Brofessionilly—rehled courses, credit and non-credit. to be taken during the year,
- Also, list any degree or cerhfiute program Completxons anticipated during the year, A
A', Reporr.. Lxst Alloprofessxonlllj-rel ted courses, credit and non-credit, to be ‘taken during thu ycar,

Also, list any degree or certificate rogrims Z:om’pleted this past year. . i

B. Plan: List all professional seminars, conferences, membership | in professional orqanizi:&onsp workshops

and tramxng-related ucr.ivxties anticipated Ear the year, - -, .

. Reporc. List all professional“seminars, conferences, membership in professional orq«’mxzatio'v\, workshops

[ * and i c:ain)/nq-reh:ed activities for the year. < ~
o €. Plan: Describe any anticipated profesﬂi nal ictivltms “or \ccompushmnts during the coming yt\ar which
" are not adequately covered in the pr vlo is sections, -
- -
' C'. Report: DeﬂCtxbt. any professional aftivities or iccomplishments du'xng the ['asr. year whlch are not

adequately covered in the "previous sdctions. Y
¥ . Pt

D.. Plan: Describe your anticipated invdlvement in uctxvu:y falling, outside :he Colleg:- but still con-
sidered a professionally-related serviice ackivity durihg the yeir. . - o

D' neport' Describe your hwalvqment inlactivity falling outside the Collt.qe but still considered a
professionally-related activity this past yek!r.

o, T ldate, T T . Tsignature of Divislon Chairperson) .
T Tldater . (Bb1gnature| of faculty member acknowledging
h L v ivision ¢hairperson's comments)- ,
,

St . . -
Division shafrperson's comments régardinq ‘aculty mefber's” accomilishment of plan for the past year.
- . - . o
K . . . B

. ) Tdatel * ’ . <\ {signature of Division Chairperson) . i .
. . N ‘ . ‘
- . : ‘
{date) (signatyure ol\ faculty member acknowledging .

R - R ; . : ‘-




¢
rcquests faculty to outlmt dny ehaﬁges they expect in their teaching
activities. It is assumed that faculty members will update -their instruc-
tional approaches periodically. This section of the growth plan helps to
document these changes. At the end of the year, the division chair:
person goes over the growth plan with the faculty member to determme
the extent that goals and objectives were reached:
The combination of the student evaluation data; the¢division
* chairperson’s classroom observation data, and lnformatlon on teaching
from thve Professional Performance and Growth Plan give both the fac-
ulty and-administration considerable information on the tlassroom
effectiveness of individual instrudtors. It is the composite of this infor-
mation that-the division chairperson utilizes to provide an overall eval- A £
uation of the teaching of each faculty member on the Summary Evalua-
: tion Form in- Figure 3 -

Y

7

-

Advisement Eﬂectlvéness

¢

“Unless otherwise contractually arranged, it is assumed at the
college that every full-time faculty member will advise students. Fac-
ulty are required to demonstrate that they are available to students for
academic advising throughaut the year. Several functions related to the
advnsmg process are assisting with each semester’s evaluation, deter-
mining degree requirements, and referring students to personal coun-
qellng and tutoring when needed. e —

¢ The evaluation of this activity is based on informatiori the fac-
ulty member provides in the growth plan (see Figure 2) and information
that the division chairperson derives over the course of the year in dis-
cussions %ith students, colleagues, and administrators. If students’
complam about the avallablllty of a faculty member, the faculty mem-
ber missing office hours, or if numerous waivers are processed because
an advisor has fot worked closély with students on degree require- :
ments; it becomes a topic for discussion betweep the faculty member
and the.division chairperson. ‘At the end of the ‘academic year, the’
chairperson assignsea rating of the faculty member’s student advising
‘effectiveness on the Summary Evaluation Form (see Figure 3). The:col-

'lege is currently exploring a number of instruments that have been

* . developed to poll student opinien on the quality of academic advise-
ment they receive: The instrument selected will emphasize faculty
development as a primary goal. . -

‘

-

Professional Development .

Continued development is one of the major requirements for
keeping an institution alive and viable. The Professional Performance

'

-
v
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and Growth Plan (Figure 2) is the instrument around whth faculty plan
.their continued growth. By plannlng for growth at the beginning of each
academic year and then evaluating progress at the end of the year, faculty
are encouraged to keep professional growth at a high level of awareness.

‘The Professional Performance and Growth Plan is completed
before the beginning of the academic year and is then reviewed by the
division chairperson in a meeting with the faculty member. Before the
faculty member completu) the anticipated activities portlon of the -

. . form, however, there is usually an informal planmng session between
S faculty and the division chairperson. At this session, there is a discus-
- sion about how the individual’s personal and professional goals are seen

as ﬁttlng the goals and- objectives of the department, division, apd
college-wide community. If this meéeting does,not take place prior to
the completion of the growth plan form, the chalrperson evaluates the
" plan with the faculty member and changes are informally negotlated '
-between the two parties. The college administration recogriizes that
 professional growth must reflect the willingness of faculty and college to
invest time and monetary resource’! to ensure that plans become a
working process for change. L, ‘
At the end of the academic year, the faculty member completes
the second portlon of the Professional Performance and Growth Plan to
indicate progress in achlevmg the goals set forth in the beginning of the
year. The completed plan is reviewed by the division chairperson and
’ the faculty member and an overall evaluation of the faculty member’s -
& professional development is determlned This evaluatlon is then trans-
ferred to the Saummary Evaluatlon Form. :

College.and Governance Activities

It is recognized in the individual faculty contracts that college - /
and gévernance activities are a _part of ofie's professional role. Faculty
-participation on college-wide ‘and divisional committees and i in student
clubs and, student governance activities is seen’ as a prerequisite’ for
satlsiactory activity in this area. ' ‘

The evaluation of activities in this area is done primarily through
the report filed by each faculty member in the Professional Performance
and Growth Plan at the end of the year. The division chairperson eval-
uates perfotmance this evaluation becomes a part of the Summary
Evaluation Form for that individual. :

* Summary Evaluation

When all of the information described above has been reviewed
and summarIZPd in the Surnmary Evaluation Form, the faculty member‘

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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: Figufc 3.
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: ‘ ' ’ . NORTH COUNTRY COMMUNITY COLLEGE

. ] o : SUMMARY EVALUATION OF FACULTY MEMBER r . ‘ :

AN : - . T FOR ACADEMIC YEAR .
To be completed by Division Chalrpersons annually and supported by the results of student

Po— \

- evaluatlon, Jdirect observation, and’ self-evaluation. . g

Faculty Member!s Name - . - . '
. ' - C 5 # . ' )
I. ‘Classroom Effectiveness: II. Advisement Effectiveness:
1.  Unsatisfactory : ‘ 1. Unsatisfactory '

2. Minimal
3, satisfactory
4~ Highly satisfactory

2. Minimal
3. ‘satisfactory
4. Highly Satlsfactory

'Hll

|Ut

5. Exceptlonal_ ' 5. Exceptional
& - . Comments: (If the above is rated -- : Comments: (If the‘above is rated 1, ,
| . N . . 1, 2, or 5 please justify ratinpg 1n ' ) 2, or 5 please ]ustlfy rating in
comments) - . comments) .
~ ¥ . £ . »
. . ) . ,}_¢ ? g M -
IIT. ‘Professional Dévelopment: '1V: College/Governance Activities:
! . . .
' 1. Unsatisfactory . 1. Unsatisfactory o .
. 2. Minimal P « . ,2. Minimal — R
3. Satisfactory ‘ - 3, - Satlsfactofy [

4. Highly saélsfactory

. . 4. Highly satisfactory
' ’ 5. Exceptional

! 5. Exceptional

'lfl il

~

o . . - . Comments: (If the above is rated : Comments: (If the above is rated 1, .
o . ' ’ , 1, 2, or 5 please Justlfy ratlng 2, or 5 please Justify rating in °

' / © . in comments) - °  comments) - -

. . Pl . , X . .

, . 'i;‘ . :" N ‘. 1 N $ ) ) '
- \ : I A T N -

. . f

! Q R . . ) o ; . ‘ :
v I~ € N f !
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v. Overall Evaluation’

1. Unsatisfactory . -7
2. Minimal

3. 'satisfactory

4. Exceptional

i ’ 5. Highly Exceptional

i

Comments: (If the above is rated B
» 1, 2;.0r 5 please justifyrrating
~ in comments) . S / )
. N 4 s f
s - ; . o . 1 v
Summary comments, including suggestions for fgtu:e action by faculty member:
4 - . ! ;
. R 1 " N i Y ‘
“ 4
oo
.k . M ’
i = N ‘)./ . , N o
Signature of Division Chairperson Date ,
~ . . . L] . ' ’ - - ]
) , A - . o
4 ’ » Accept Division Chairperson's Evaluation _~ - ¢ i . .
! i' ) Do Nat Accapt Division Chairperson's Evaluation
. B f o
. )
s ., . . N ! 4 I
. Signature of Faculty Member b Date - T ' \
B . b 4
L " ‘ ) ‘ . .o R
- *If faculty member does not atcept the evaluation, a rebuttal must be submitted to the ) : .

Dean of Instruction's Office within seven (7) days of the date of the signing of the

evaluation, -
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and-division,chairpc)‘fs(on meet to go over the final evaluation. At that ~
, time, differences ¢f interpretation may be discussed and rebuttals by
faculty may be accepted on the various components of the evaluation.”
The review of the Summary Evaluation Form pfo'vidcs an opportunity
for faculty and*administration; to examine the year's success and begin

_ preliminary planning for the coming year. Any objections to the divi- -
" sion chairpetson’s evaluation may be noted by the faculty member and
this may:be indicated on the'Summary Evaluation Form when signed
by the faculty mé’mlper/; ﬁ, after discussion, the faculty member does
-not accept the chairperson’s evaluation, a rebuttal must be submitted to

the dean of academic affairs’ office within seven days. .

" During the final week of the spring semester, the division chair-
person forwards faculty evaluation matérials to the dean of academic
affairs. At that time, the dean reviews each faculty member’s materials

*» and the resulting evaluation by the appropriate division chairperson. A
letter is then written to each faculty member either concurring with the
division chairperson’s evaluation or describing any points on which the
dean disagrees with the chairperson’s evaliation. In most cases, the let-

‘ter is a good opportunity for the dean to acknowledge outstanding con-
tributions of a faculty member and provide the necessary recognition
for a job well done. The letter from the, dean may also be the special
incentive soine faculty needs to improve. '

A

‘Consistency of Evaluation
:

One item that is basic to any evaluation system is a set of rating
terms ‘that are defined so.that different evaluators will be able tq use the
system in a consistent manner. Even after terms have been defined, it
is possible that subjectivity edfPers the rating process. In order to over-

__.come this, the dean of academie affairs meets with the division chair-
"persons'ea'ch year just before evaluations are completed, to discuss and’
share rating practices. In this way, each faculty member receives a fair
rating. "

.The following terms are used in the evaluation process:

Exceptional. The exceptional rating is reserved for an individual
whose performance consistently” exceeds the performance as described
under the rating category “highly satisfactory.” . ’

Highly Satisfactory. The highly satisfactory rating is given to
faculty members’ whose performance and responsibilities exceed the
satisfactory level in a particular character or overall performance for
the time-frame or situation being rated. ,

Satisfactory. The satisfactory rating is a standard rating. This
rating indicates adequate performance and is what is expected of pro-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




fessionals in a particular charac ter o/pvérall performance for the time
frame or situation being rated. e , { o
Minimal. The mml;gaf rating is glven in sigdations/where the
\ faculty member needs jmprovement in certaip-§ituati s, but whose
performance and Mth potential is suelrthat this/rat! g should be
iven rather th/arfan unsatisfactory.. Thq;e;('aluator ;ho assigns a mini-
tval ratin sy Justlfy this rating lnfwrmng and give specifics for
ll’ proyefnent. / " ‘
Unsatisfactory. The unsatlsfact,bry rating indicates the igdividual .
fails to meet the mmlmal standard of pérformance e pected o

rating but/is :

Iso encouraged to make written comme ts for the satis
factory an

4gh|y satisfactory ratlngs whenever such coxpments coul

_person to whom the evaluator reports understand the rating given
L Linking Evaluation to Reappomtmcnt ' ) {
Teriure, and Promotion '
As mentioned earlier, evaluation system at NCCG has been

developed scl> that the underlying basis and primary reason far its exis-
tenceis the lmprovement of instrudtion. While it is recognized that at
some point a person’s eva ation materials will be used in makipg per-
sonnel decisions, the system has bee designed to provide a number of
sources of information and frequent iteraction with the division dhair-
person. It is the primary responsnblll}y of the division chairpersop to
help a faculty member become a successful member of the college’s/pro-
fessional staff. When a recommendation' for a second year of em;{loy-
ment is being made in February of the lnlelduaI’s first academic yeé
‘the administration has already received a gtowth plan, at least one
. " IDEA evaluation, and at least one classroom'yisitation by the division’
chairperson. This allows for a reasonable judgment for such a short
time of employment. Except in the most unusual circumstance, where
the evidence unequivocally indicates the faculty m mber is not an effec-
tive teacher, a second year ofemployment is offered \If there are signifi-
cant deﬁcrenaes constructive comments can be mate at the'time of
reappointment that will guide the individual in making the nee\essary
adjustments. By the time a continuing appointment or téqure decision
has to bé made,’ there are four complete evaluations andégl addition
IDEA and classrdom visit on which to make-a judgment. This pro-
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vides ample time for an individual to grow and for the admlnlstratlon
to make a decision based on as much- objective data as possnble ‘
" The evaluation system aﬁ the college has been designed to dove-
tail with the promotional system. In the promotional systt‘.m guidelines,
an individual is eligible for promotion from assistant to associate pro-
fessor when s/he has five years of highly satisfactory evaluations. Thus
the individual-has a qﬂant’ita{‘tive ‘and qualitative standard against
_.which to measure performance. With reappointment and tenure deci-
sions, the-evaluation system keeps a faculty member well-informed as
to how performance will affect.chances for promotion. If there is a defi- .

K

“\ient area, the individual is mformed through the evaluation system.®

aculty are given the opporhinlty to plan strategies with the division
chyifperson to overcome tl')ese weaknesses. ’

i

culties with ,‘the‘Prcécnk System _
!

decnsnb\ms ‘aboit. faculty effectiveness. As might be expected however,.
it is’ foen difficult-for all the parties involved to take the time neces-
<Z/to compléte each step in as careful a manner as possible. Faculty
pom etimes’ take too Iong to get their Professional Performance and
Growth Plans completed. Division chairpersons- get busy and endup
- having to complete facultv observations too late. in the sgmester for-
comfort. Faculty summary, evaluations sometimes get crammed into’
the last hectic week of the semester. The demands this evaluation sys-
tem places .on the dIVISlon'chalrpersons are onerous. The division
chairpersons are in the best position to initiate and complete the many
activities required of the system, but the competiiion for their time by
other instructional and admmlstratlve demands often places a squeeze
on the system.

In spite of the acknowledged problems in coordlnatmg all phases
of the evaluation system at the collgge, the process has been validated
by the solid support of faculty and administrators. In the several years
the evaluation pr0cess has been used, the parties involved have found it
to be professionally’ sound. Faculty have a clear sense of how they are
going ta be evaluate@and administrators have a relatively objective
system with which ake judgments about faculty effectiveness over
a Eg@sonable perm{d of time. There is agreement that parts of the system

ould use ggme fine tuning from time to timeé, but overall there'is a
professnonal pride in having a solid evaluation system that prov1des

diregtien for a dlfﬁcult professional activity. . ,
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With the rapid expansion of the use of part-time faculty in -, N L
community colleges, how can evaluation be used to assure
‘accountability and parity with full-time faculty? . o

.
4
’

Evaluation of Part-Time Faculty

Richard L | Behrendt

: Michael H. Parsons

The Yin ¢f Parity, the Yang of Accountability
Ev. \:ﬁatio is perhaps the most discussed and least understood co:{cept
in the litdrature describing community colleges today. In their recent

analysis of the American community college, Cohen and Brawer

: (1982) syggest that the intent of evaluation has been to make faculty

aware of their strengths and weaknesses thereby producing change
instructional improvement. Practically, they feel that evalu- '
ation hag had little effect, If the Cohen and Brawer allegation is true,
then more than a decade of effort has been wasted. Before it is possible
ss the accuracy of their analysis, a historical and conceptual
rk for investigation is needed. 1 ’

' In January 1971, a monograph published by the American
Association of Community and Juaier Colleges prcsmt{%x{he then ,
novel idea of accountability. The authors suggested that the college-

‘community accept responsibility for their students. Their proposal was /

for faculty evaluation focusing upon how well students were being
taught. Assessment was to be based on relevant criteria (Roueche,

- Baker, and BroWr_lell, ‘1971). The mopograph had an immediate effect

A Smith (Ed.). Evalusting Faculty and Staff New Directions for Community Collegcg, no, 41, . .
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, March 1983, ' : 33
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upon a number of community colleges. Evaluation designs were pre-
pared, committees argued over what assessment criteria were relevant,
and pilot applications of a variety-of systems were described at confer-
ences and in journal articles. Faculty evaluation became an issue of the

1970s. , » - ,
_ While faculty evaluation was gaining institutional acceptance, a
- second phenomenon of the decade was being i‘e(’gnizedl Community
' colleges were employing increasing numbers of part-time faculty.
Terms like forgotten, neglected, and stepchildren began to appear in the lit- " a
erature. Deans and presidents were questioning the competence of
part-time faculty to personify the institution to students. Designs were
being sought to ensure that part- tlme faculty would-achieve parity ‘with
full-time teachers.’

Evaluation seemed to be a process for reallzmg both accounta-

: bility and parity. If students were learning, did it matter whether they
) were taught by full- or part-time personnel? In the instructional milieu,

‘ - the same expertations could be held for full- and part-time teachers.
Therefore, the same evaluation procedures could’'be used. Colleges
convened comfmtteps to dlscuss design, and lmplement evaluatlon for
part-time faculty. .

Or did they? A'number of articles publlshed in 1980 and 1981 ™
indicated that evaluation of part-time faculty was not yet comprehen- e
sively accepted. Hammons (1981, pp. 51-52) summarizes the issue by ’
saying, “the whole area of appraisal or evaluation of part-time faculty
requires careful consideration, beginning with determining the pur-
poses of the evaluation process and contlnumg through delineation of
areas of appraisal, criteria to be used, standards to be applied, and the
procedure.” °° '

In Chinese phllosophy the universe is considered to be a
dynamic duality. The yin and yang are constantly in contrast yet com- ,
plementary. In the universe of part-time faculty, parity and accounta- .
bility have a similar relationship. The conceptual framework of this
presentation is that community colleges must be.accountable to their
clients and that faculty evaluation, for full- and part-time teachers, is
an integral part of that accountability. The most effective evaluation
procedures should be those that benefit all' constituencies of the com-
munity college —students, faculty, and administrators. This method
has been termed mutual benefit evaluation. The evaluation process will
indicate whether parity of instruction exists between full- and part- time
faculty. The process of recruiting, orienting, and evaluating part-time
faculty suggests areas in which staff development will be required to
ensure that pafity exists between full- and part-time faculty.

”’
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Objcctives for Part-Time Faculty Evaluation o . .

To further dt:velop a conceptual framework, these are the objec-
tlves suggested for any evaluation proces& for part-time faculty. .

“Formative Objectives I : ' L e
1. To arrive at a mutual understandmg of the general lnstltu-
- ™ -tional goals as well as specific instructional goals. - -‘

2. To, foster an understanding of how: the part’-tlme faculty
.. member fits into the achievement of these goals:
: . 3. To help mdlv1dual adJunct faculty members.improve their -
-teachmg*perlormance # :
4. To promote fommunication among admﬁnlstrators super-'
" visors, and adjunct faculty members. . .
" 3. To increase the effectiveness and efficiericy of all adJunct fa-
ulty as a team, as well as achlevmg parlty between full and
o part-time. tcachlng staff. S

.c‘

Summative Objectives :

1. To gather information to make personnel decisions on reten-

.~ ‘tion, salary, promotion, and so on.

. 2. To maintain an inveiitory *of* adJunct faculty resources for
subsequent use by the lnstltutlon or,possible reassngnment or
retraining. : :

3. To gather data to conduct research on the factors related to
~ the effectiveness of part-time faculty members. .

4 To gather informatior: to inform4nternal and external audi-
“ences on the effectiveness and worth of adjunct faculty.
-5, To use this inférmation to help determine the needs for staff””

development activities. ‘

The experience of a communlty ‘college wnth a decade of part-
time laeulty evaluatlon will be used to highlight the process of devel-
_oping accountablllty and parlty

¢]

o T

'Hagerstown’ Junior College—A Fraime '6f Referen_ce ‘

- Hagerstown Junior College (HJC) is a public, comprehenswe
community college located in Appalachian Maryland. The college was
founded in 1946 and its evolution mirrors the trends observable across
the nation. In its first two decades, HJC was primarily a prebaccalau-

‘ . reate, liberal arts, transfex“lnstltutlon Its faculty were full-time and its
o ‘students fresh from high school. Beglnnmgm the mid-1960s, the college -

-
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. - ¢, changed. Occypational programs were added, and off-campus courses
' / , offered. Community services emerged as a major new responsibility.
" Finally, part-time teachers entered the picture; by 1973 HJC was em-

- ploying twenty-three such’individuals. ' ' ’

o

A college committee was fofmed in 1972 to develop a compre-

hensive evaluation pregram. Subcominittees designed the process arid

developed instruments to 'use with administrators, full-time faculty,

.and"classified staff. Initial applications took plage in 1973 and by the

- - end of that year all three segments of the: college community were

implementing accountability through evaluation. R

+ . Initially, part-time faculty were not included in the evaluation

. process. By 1974, however, the size of the part-time faculty had grown

to thirty-and it became obvious that improvements were needed. The

. .administrativestaff designéd a. comprehensive system for recruiting,.

- orienting, and preparing part-time facultyfor the classroom. Simulta-

. néously, the-process of evaluation for pqart-ft“im(_z faculty wasstarted using

the instruments already validated with full-time fdculty. The system

T ewvas implefﬂentea in'"‘stége’s over a three-year period. The basic compo-

* jients are worthy ofgnention here only as’they affgct evaluation; ‘more
. {omprehensive freatment may be found elsewhere (Parsons, 1980).

- After part-time: personnel are recruited, they are interviewed by.

" the dean of instruction and the division.¢hairperson. During this inter-

Vicw,..expectation's'of»the college are discussed with the candidate and

strategies for realizing theseéexpeétations are explored, The evaluation

~system is described and the relationship between instryctional design

‘and ‘evaluation is explained. Finally, the candidate is urged to use the

division chairperson for support as:.a source of information and to

answer all questions, including those regarding evaluation. Because

the initial classroom evaluation of a p;yirt-firric teacher will be conducted

s by the division chairperson, it is important that the new part-time

teacher accepts the division chairperson as a source of information and

support so that the evaluation experjence will be viewed as positive and
growth-oriented. R ) '

During the interview, the new part-tinie-teacher is given a copy

of the college’s part-time faculty handbook, which includes evaluation

" instruments. The part-’ti-m'e teacher is encouraged to become familiar

“with these instruments to assist in organizing and-facusing instruction.

Finally, the new part-time ' teacher is told that the evaluation will be

scheduled at a mutually convenient time, as a reassurance that the

evaluation process is integral tq and reinforcing of instruction. Because -

the date for the evaluation is selected cooperatively, new faculty retain

a share of control over the course sequence. All of these aspects reinforce

the positive, growth-orientéd, nature of evaluation.
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The issue_of evaluation is discussed with part-time teachers at

the beginning of each semester during the ‘orientation workshop. The.
|

dean of instruction rerninds thefn that evaluations will take place. Dur-
ing the part of the workshop conducted by the division chairpersens,
the focus i also on evaluation: Those scheduled for evaluation are noti-

. fied that the procedure will take plaLe The division chairpersons en-
-courage those who have participated in the evaluation process to share
_their reactions with those who have not. The results of ‘this strategy

have been favorable.” Evaluation is generally perceived as a positive
experience by participants and their’support predisposes new part-time.
personnel to expect the same. Specrﬁc questions can be raised with the
assurance that.concrete, practical answers are available. The orienta-
tion workshop has evolved into an important introduction to évaluation.’
The HJC model has developed over eight years as a system that
makes evaluation an integral, expected part of instructional practice.

- As a result, both full- and part- -time faculty do not perceive it asdrrele-

vant or a threat. In the next secuon the procedures of the evaluation
process “will be examined.”

Part-Time Faculty Evaluation — Procedures e

]
. L

Part-time faculty are evaluated in their first course and in alter
nate courses thereafter. Since there are currently 100 faculty working
part-time at HJC,. the procedures for evaluatlon require planning and
coordination. »

' At the start of cach scmester ‘the part time roster is reviewed fo
determine who is due for evaluation. The dean of instruction prepares
the list, then meets' with the division chairpersons. Evaluations are
assngned with the dean assisting those chairpersons with the largest
numbers. The ddta gatherlng phase of the evaluation is a two part
process. °

A form is sent to the part-time ins‘ructor who is to be evaluated
suggesting a date for the supervisor's visit. The instructor can accept

" the suggdsted date or propose an alternate.. When the date is estab-

lished, th{ evaluator prepares a packet which includes both stud(.nt and
superviso evaluation questlonnalres : :

THe student evaluation questlonnalre contains fifteen items—
thirteen concerning classroom practices and two covering advising.
Instructions explaining the process make an explicit request that the
students make anecdotal comments in the space provided on the re-

sponse sheet.

The\ supervisor evaluation questionnaire contains eleven items
!()(uslng on classroom practices. Questions related to testing and advrs-

1

. ’ S . A -




38

!

ing have been deleted because they are not directly observable. The -
supervisor is expected to-comment on the classroom behaviors observed
in the space provided, on the response sheet. . :
These evaluation instruments were developed by a college com-
mittee that reviewed a variety of instruments. Included were the Flan-
ders’ Interaction Process scale (University of Michigan), the Justin
Morrill Honors College instrument (Michigan State University), the
Instructional Dt.velopment and EHectlvencss Asscssment form- (IEE’A"»’_”,~

(SIR, Educational Festlng Servlce) Content a alysxs of these systems

indicated a common core of data gathered by dach instrument. These

“core items we included in the HJC questionnaires. The HJC instru-

ments were validated by a process of comparison with the results ofan -,

institution-wide IDEA system application. which will be dlscussed in
- detail later, ‘
o Thc\lsxtlngsupervlsorobservesthemstructorforappxoxlmdtely '

' l()lty five minytes. The instructor is then asked to leave. The super-
visor éxplains the evaluation process and the instruments to the stu-
dents. The students are requested to complete the questionnaire and
‘the supervisor is available toanswer questions. The evaluation is anon-
ymous. When the studems have completed the evaluation, the super-
nsor collects the questionnaires and either dlsnusses the students or
‘returns the class to the instructor. If time permits, the supervisor dis-
cusses the process with the instructor to answer questnons assuage con-
cern, and describe the mechanics of the system. .

The results of the objective portion of the evaluation are scored
with frequencies and percentages computed for each question. Student
comments are typed on a summary sheét. Both components are re-

- viewed by the division chairperson and, if the results of the evaluation

fall within acceptable limits, the results are simply held until the, end of
the semester. A copy is sent’ to the instructor with a lekter from the dean
of instruction explaining the meanlng of the evaluation. If the instructor
has questions, the individual is encouraged to meet with the appro-
‘priate division chairperson. The results are filed so that the summary .+ » |
and typed copy of student responses can be shared with students, staff,
or concerned citizens _if questions arise. This process protects the lnt(.- ‘

" grity of the college and the instructor. ~ T “ 1
|

The Utility of Part-Time Evaluation
“In one of the more cogent assessments of teacher evaluation, - |

O’Hanlon and M(')rten_seﬁ (1980, pp. 664-671) advance an important
~ principle: “No evaluation procedure can yield good data if the testing

'
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+ - conditions are not sound.” The HjC staff who developed the evaluation

/ system were concerned about two methodological issues and one pro-

ceduralsissue. The first methodological issue is the parity between full-

. ~ and part-time teaching. To determine whether part-time faculty are as’ ,

effective as full- time facultv, the results of the evaluations have been

surhmarized for both groups. A comparison of the frequencies and per--
centages summary. for both groups reveals no significant différence. On *~
pervisory and student assessment of instruction, parity -
€n reached.

The second methodolognca) issue is the valldlty of in-house

instrumentation. To establish valldlty, the college sought to compare

its results with those obtained using an outside design. Two years after

initiating full- and part-time faculty evaluatlon the college received an
exemplary research grant from the Maryland State Board for Commu- .
nity Golleges to examine faculty evaluation and validate the in-house

system. HJC contracted with the IDEA Center at Kansas State Uni-

versity. Durlng the next year, all full- and part-time faculty were eval-

uated using the IDEA system. The IDEA institutional summary was

Lompaxed with the college’s frequencies and percentagés summary. No

significant, differences emerged. At the time of the research- project,

- IDEA had normative data from eight million applications. Given the
lack of dwergeneo the cp’llege staff accepted that their instruments .
were valid, -~ - .7

An lnterestmg ancillary benefit of the IDEA experiment was the
reinforcement of pasity of instruction between full- and part- time fac-

[

ulty. As a result of the design used with the IDEA experiment, it was™

P possible to distinguish between full- and part-time faculty on the IDEA
- summarics. Again, no significant differénces emerged between the two
groups. The outcome, replicating the findings of the college’s sum-

maries, reinforced the assessment that parity had been reached.

The procedural issue that was of concern to the college staff
emerged from the literature on faculty evaluation. The twin concepts-of
timing and confidentiality are presented as determining factors in the
reliability of student evaluation of teaching (Centra, 1975; Frey, 1976).
HJC staff decided to control these variables to reinforce the reliability
of the in-house process. As indicated above, instructors never see the
actual student rating sheets. They are given summaries and a typed
copy of the student comments. Results are transmitted after the semes-

» teris (.omplcted Students are made aware of this procedure so that
they may respond honestly without fear of reprisal. : :

The concept of timing includes when the evaluation occurs. Ifit
is scheduled too early, the students do not know the instructor well
enough to respond accurately. If the evaluation is scheduled too late,

* ERIC &
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such extrancous variables as final examinations and grade threat enter
in. Therefore, evaluations at HJC occur between the sixth week and
the thlrteemh wegk of a sixteen-week semester. This time limit has
proven to be efficient in letting students get to know their instructor =~
while controlling for test threat and final exam-itis. Procedural controls /
to reinforce reliability are an important part of any evaluatlon sybtem N
for full- and part-time faculty. :

¢. An outcome of part-time faculty evaluation has been character-
ized as “the integration of part-timers into the. institutional fabric of
instructional effectiveness” (Cottingham, Newman,:and Sims, 1981,
p. 14). If part-time ‘personnel aré to become effectlvc instructors and' :
grow in their commitrment to teachingand to the college, staffdevelop-
ment opportunities must be made available. HJC jnitiated staff devel--
opment for part-time faculty five years ago. Continuing review of the
results of part-time faculty evaluations indicated that these teachers are
steeped in subject matter but not trained in instructional techniques. In
1978 the college received a grant from the Maryland Division of Voca:
tional Technical Education to implement a teaching workshop for part-
time faculty to involve them in decision-making regarding evaluation,
staff develppment, and other issues of concern. Since then, HJC has
conducted the workshop annually, each time focusing on a dlfferent e
teachlng technique. .

In 1980 the dean of instruction appointed a part-time faculty
adviséry committee. The workshop, advisory Lommlttee and involve-
ment in other divisional and college activities are desngn(.d to make
part-time faculty an integral part of the college community. As a result, .
. faculty are evaluated and provided with growth opportunities.

3

The Benefits of Evaluation ‘ .
f

In his recent research into. the issues surrounding part-time .

faculty, Tuckman (1981, p. 10) concludes that “the major concern is - _,

" that institutions will use the part-time labor pool as a source of chéap |

labor rather than as a means to upgrade their instructional program. It i

would be a great tragedy if we fail to recognlze one of the few tools we 1
have left to stave off the effects of the coming decline.” ‘ ,

Benefits to the part-time faculty include the following: ‘ "

1.. Integration into the college’s intellectual community and the |

l

|

4

|

|

|

|

establishment of psychologlcal ownershlp of the college’s
mission; .

!

- 2. Improvement of individual teaching effectiveness;

3. Increased enjoyment and satisfaction in teaching;
4. ﬁevelopment of potential as a teacher;

‘EMC N
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. 5. Since faculty normally teach subjects closely related to their -
" full-time occupation, improvement in understanding of the
subject area leads to an improvement of their full-time job
~ ¢ performance. :
There is.a final benefit whlch, is somewhat controversial. since
the amount paid per credit hour, for part-time teachers is relatively
" small when compared with full-time faculty salaries. However, part-
time. faculty who are employed full-time elsewhere have stated that the
pay, albeit low, makes legitimate and attractive the expendlture oftime * ¢
that they probably would make anyway because of their love for teach-
G ing. In addition, for those seeklng full-timeteaching posxtlons the lim-
ited pay allows them to stay in teaching and buiild a’base for possibly -
entering teachmg on a fyll-time basis. Perhaps these -reasons help -
account for the increasing number of’; applicants’for part-time positions.
Benefits to the institution include:
1. Better teaching performance, leading 4o more satisfied cus- . -
tomers through effective learning; ¢ ' . ,
2. A more stable pool of part-time teaching faculty;
Tl 3. The information necessary to make personnel decisions;
4. An integrated teaching faculty that Understands the ObJCC-
tives of the institution;
' - 5. Increased cooperation with Io_cal.businesses and industries,
‘ who generate support and act as a recruitment source for the
community college; - .
6. As-adjunct faculty are integrated into the institution, they
Pprovide ass1stan<_e in helping to evaluate program effective-
ness. oo '

A

Rccommcndations

'
v

In summary, paxt time faculty evaluation is a nccessity as com-
inunity colleges engage the uncertainties of the 1980s. But therc are
positive strategies that must be used if evaluation is to work..

1. Adjunct faculty members should be assigned to an instruc-

tional division rather thanm having them responsible as a
group to a certain office’or individual. ‘

2. Staff development and evaluation must be linked.
3. Any effective evaluation model must contain suggested areas
of improvement for the staff member. ‘
4. Self-evaluation should be included in the process.
5. The evaluation procedure must include students; super- |

visors, and, in selected instances, peers.
— 6. The evaluatlon system should be validated regularly.

Q ‘ . ;
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7. The timing of the evaluation should be carefully planned.
8. Evaluation must be presented to the part-time faculty as a
positive, growth-orierited activity. / .
‘ Similarly, some caveats must be advanced. ) ‘
1. There must be a general institutional commitment to overalt
staff evaluation for adjunct faculty evaluations to be effective.’
2. The institution must possess a base of expertise to conduct
s the evaluation system propérly. - , L
3. Since the literature has concluded that faculty are basically
antagonistic to evaluation, any evaluatiory system must have
faculty involverent in its development and implementation.
4. Adequate support services similar to those available to’full-
.~ time faculty members must be provided to adjunct faculty.

‘5. While trying to integrate adjunct faculty into the college-

community through such techniques as evaruatibn, we must
remember that the needs of these people are different from
‘those of the full-time faculty members..

A,
4

Future Directions

Cohen and Brawer (1982, p. 365) conclude their study of the

American community college by saying that “the true supporters of the
community college, those who believe in its ideals, would consider the _ .
institution’s role on both educational and philosophical grounds.

Democracy’s college deserves no less.” :
Part-time faculty have the potential to become a significant

community colleége. Faculty evaluation should be used as a tool to $eek
more overlap among credit/noncredit and full-time/part-time teaching
. staff members so that these artificial barriers are removed. Community
colleges must invest in developing the resources of part-time faculty.

Additional incentives should be considered. Special training in the. '
peculiar needs of adult learners should be provided to part-time faculty.

The challenge resides with the colleges.
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Evaluation of -~ |
College Admunistrators .

James L. Wattenbarger \\
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.

The accountability which has become the anticipated norm in the opery
ation of community_colleges ‘is in keeping with the responsible ap-
proach that is expected irom all public institutions in the 1980s. Much
_of higher education has been slow to recognize this accountability re-

” quirement. In fact, universities seem tQ be even more reluctant to ac-
cept. responsibility for accountability than are comihunity colléges.
Current literature relating to accountability is more often written by
‘community college observers than by those who study universities.,

: Accountability has ’included_étudies of institutional missions,

goals, and purposes; reports of needs assessment surveys; cOst analysis
studies; self-studies; evaluations of administrators; and accreditation
reports. Annual reports of the president or the boards of trustees have
provided descriptions, both verbal and statistical, that demonstrate the
effectiveness of a particular college in a particular year.

' -~
Evaluation of Administrators

Most of these reports, however, give very little attention to ad-
ministrator evaluation. The accomplishments of the president and the
executive staff are measured by the relative success or lack of it in rela-

o : d4 -

-
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tion to the college as an entity. Very little analysis beyond ‘thatﬂgeneral-
ization has been provided. The real;need for i improvement in manage-
meént.is seldom identified.

While the idealized collegial approach to administration is rec-
ommended and described as the goal of the college executive, few presi-
dents and administrative staffs demonstrate their faith and their accep-
tance ofcollegldllty in their decision-making on a day-to-day basis. As a

result, a number of collcgcs .and universities are poorly managed ' .
\\wasteful, ineffective, and expensive.. As with hospitals, the tcndency to

F

rmeasure superiorigy in terms 6f increased expenditures for service is
nore often the accepted standard for quality than other’ evidence.
\ It appears illogical, however, for a college to develop procedures
" to evaluate programs, to-measure student progress, to evaluate faculty
-~ and (\mecl service staff;: whllé ignoring.the need to establish plou:durcs .
: for ('v‘tludtmg the executive and management staffs. Administrator
* (‘\'dllld“()l] should be a part of a total plan for |nst|tutlon¢l| evaluation
and qu‘llu assurance, . : :
h()\\dn organizational point of view, the admlnlslralol must
be the focys of\scvcrdl basic questions: :

1. H()w does this position implement the o:qlnmmondl goals? ,

2. Wlmt tdsks does one need to carry out.in order to implement | v

the (()Ile ¢ goals?

3. How are thcsc tasks assigned to individuals?

4. How does the college hold individuals responsible? . : -

5. How can the board assure quality performance?

6. How can the bdard measure the extent of sucgess?

7. Who is responsible for measuring success?

8. What are thc f()rmal procedures established for measuring
Lo success? N
9. How will performance. \be rewarded?

: These qucst:&s must be pnswercd in- any plan f()l organiza-
tional development, In'viewing himself within the organizational struc-,
ture, an individual conducts a self-evaluation which is usually continu? S
ous, whether it is formalized or not. He asks himself: What is my re-
sponsibility? What do Lneed to do in order to implement college goals?
What are indicators of success in accomyflishing the position’s responsi-  *
bilities? Who measures my success? How is my success measured?-
How will I be rewarded for my efforts and my succésses?

The well-designed plan will answer these questions from the
points of view of the organization and the individual. Administrator
evaluation is a part of a total plan for the total organization. It does not
happen by accident; it is not effective in an lnformdl unpldnncd man-
ner. It is a part of a complete concept.

.
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. Purpose of Administrator Evaluation

©

An effective evaluation plan is necéssary because it provides a
formal framework for the individual in an organization to discuss per-
formance, achieverhents, and hindrances from a personal and individ-
ual point of view and from an organizational point of view. The casual,

‘informal approach is not enough. A discussion of achievements wnhout

examinirig weaknesses provides little ground for improvement. The
collection of data on which to base discussion becomes part of the plan.

. Performance standards must be ‘established. These become the
criteria to which activity may be referenced. The relative achievement,

related to the established standard, provides a basis for measuring suc-

cess. Generalizations can then be replaced by specifics. :
Improvement in efficiency for both theindividual and the orga-
nization is a direct result. Corrections and adjustments to the standards
provide a basis to develop a more efficient organization as well as more
effective individuals. These observations, measurements, corrections,

and ]u(lqmcnls make it possible to identify serious deficiencies that can
: bc changed or eliminated. All too often these deficiencies pass by unno-

ticed and uncorrected in ‘many college management stafting w\'lcws

When there are no defined perforimance standards and formal ‘evalua-

tion procedurt.s correction of these deficiencies is difficult.

One area of benefit is a clear focus vn training needs. Measur-
ing performance standards is a process of.identifying what needs to be
done. By ldcntlfylngr the desired standard of performance, an individ-
ual’s training nceds art identified, and from this lnformatlon group
trainiig needs are also clatified. .

Of u‘pursc, the improvement of management performance is a
primary organizational development goal, but-even more important is
the ability to provide in a fair and defensible manner the basis for re-
warding outstanding performance, or for dismissal when made neces-

sar'y by inadequate or substandard performance. The determination of -

pay increases, the basis for promotion, the rationale fb’l"ff;ihsfbl', and
the rational basis for dismissals are direct results-of evaluation. '

When applicd to individuals, the cvaluation process provides
feedback which is a basis for sclf-examination as well as sup(,roxdlnatc
evaluation. Individuals are thus motivated to perform at a hlghcr level
or even to recognize when gesponsibilities have exceeded their ‘personal
potential. Achlcvcmcnt is recognized and rewarded. A lack of achieve-
ment is also noted and opportunity for improvement, transfer, or other
change provided. o

A final bencfit of evaluation is the organizational improvemient
that results from attention to management efficiency and effectivencss.
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. Individual evaluations provide a basis to examine the pattern of the to~
tal organizatior A more effective college is a potential result.

Administrator Evaluation and College Mission

' -

All the.advantages, benefits, and improvements resulting from

the mission of the community college, as described in the literature and
encouraged in institutions around the nation. The commitments of an
' open-door institution providing a diversity. of 'educational opportunities
to target populations within a specific geographical area require contin-
uous attention to planning, to comprehensive curriculum develop-
ment, to cost efficiency, and to managerial competence. Colleges that

what they are doing and how well they are doing it. The development
of an administrator evaluation plan requires that all personnel under-
stand the mission of the community college and how their own posi-
tions relate to that mission. Performance criteria may also be evaluated
in terms of the college mission. Identifying training needs and improv-
ing morale and individual efficiency extend educational services and
implement even further the college mission: Administrator evaluation
is an essential part of total organizational devclopment, _

Lahti (1975, p. 9) points out, in summary, that “an effective
management performance appraisal‘Sy‘s't'em will provide an institution
with (1) awareness of the individual manager’s performance, a means
of obtaining useful feedback, and an opportunity to coach further im-

provement; (2) advancement of organizational development through

an assessment of promotional potential as well as development need,;
and (3) back-up data for better decision making related to compensa-
tion, promotions, and dismissals, and a reference base for personnel
decisions.” '

- * . ’

“General Guidelines
’ I.
‘The questions raised by performance appraisals are not new or
- unique to colleges and universities —in fact, educators will benefit from
a review of the literature on performance appraisal in personnel publi-
cations forusing on public employees, business and industry, hospitals
and health-related institutions, in-addition to those dealing specifically
with colleges. .
. These generally call for policies and procedures that are com-

plete, clear, consistent, and documented. Lupton (1979, p. 45) sum-

" marizes theése in his “Ten Commandments” article:

s
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a well-developed administrator evaluation plan are closely. related to.

are effective in serving the areas to which they are assigned must know -
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1.* Performance appraisal policies and procedures must be
complete, clear, consistent, and. documented. : o

2. Records —usually completed appraisal formg--must be re-
tained to provide evidence of appraisal judgments and the specnhc rea-
sons for the judgments if they are challenged. - <A

3. The work behaviors or outputs evalua(ed must be explicit,
as objective as. possible, and demonstrably job-related.

4. The work behaviors or outputs evaluated must be reviewed
periodically to ensure that they have not become irrelevant or obsolete.

+ 5. The me(hods used to gather performance data must pro-
vide sufficient detail to ensure adequate evaluation of performance.

6. The techniques used to develop performance meas\ure-
ments must be reliable and valid.

7. Provision musebe made for initial and ongomg tralnlng of
appraisers.
8. Appraisers must be given feedback on dnd held accoun(able.

for the quality of their appraisals.

9. The quality assurance and appeal procedures must prevent
the undue influence of a single individual on appraisal_]udgmen(s and "
the personn dt.clsnons that may flow from them ,

- 10. The program must provide an oppor(unlty for the em-
ployee to “discuss the appraisal and inffoduce comments or-new ‘data

‘into the, leLord and a channel of recourse for those who feel a particu- -

lar appralsal is unfair. ,
Andcrson (1977,.p. 13) has also emphasized (hc same points:’

. An appraisal sys(Em fust never fail of dignity and conﬁ-
2. The nature of the human. condition — that all of us are
ﬂdwed—should be imderstood by all. Perfection as an ideal may he'en-
tertained; but it is best for those involved.in evaluation, particularly
those who evaluate the cvaluauon and deal dlrt.clly with the evaluated
administrator, to undegdtand human limitation < that all of us err, that
understanding of potential human response is essential, and that aII
evaluation lnheren(ly involves criticism. /

3. A person evaluated has a right to kn w_how he or she was
cvaluau.d the criteria involved, and how he o she rated.

"4. Evaluation involves so many variables and so many that
are qualitative, subtle, and complex that an evaluation does not pro-
duce a simple document; a checklist of modest length; or a score, ra-
tio, quotient, or other quantified, simplistic measure.

A final word of wafning regarding performance appraisals 3
sounded by several authors when they stress that the criteria used in
making judgments must rela(e to the purpose of the appraisal. If a col-

-
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lege wants to l‘thld individuals with increased pay and status through
the appraisal program, then the data collected and used must be JOb-
and result-otiented. If, however, the college wants to develop people in
order to enable them to perform their jobs with skill ,and competence,
then the (’ata collected must relate to- personal improvgment and
means- orlented activities. A college must consider long-range results as..
well as 'short- range lmprovements in m‘\kmg such an lmportant déci-
sion. o : |

[ PO .

Type 6F Apprdhch‘es ’
An- examinatlon of current practlee in administrator perfor-

mance appraisal | indicates several types of appraisal systems: Lahti

(1981) describes these .as ‘unstructured narration, unstructyred docu-

" mentation, suuctured narration, structured documentatlon rating
scales, critical incidents; and goal - setting and goal achlevement
Sprunger and Bergquist (1978) list similar categories} pmitting the crit-
ical incident type and labeling the last type as management by objec-
tives (MBO). In discussing evaluation in more general terms, Guba

* and Lincoln (1981) advocate a naturalistic approa(.h combined with a
.responsive approach. They point up three main procedures for collec-

ting data: intérviewing, observation, and nonverbal commumcatlon S

‘They suggest use of documents, records, and unobtrusive measures a

additional sources of data. In thelr ﬁnal chapter, Guba and Lincolr

(1981, p. 369). ;suggest that the form of the report may drffer in a variety

of dimensions. In a formative-summative report, the purpose may be .

to lmprove or refine an entity or to render an overall judgment of its

input. Formal-informal reports may be formal, orthodox, conven-
tional, rigorous, and. technical or informal, unusual, unconventlonal
“soft,” and nontechnical. Written-nonwritten reports may take the form
of exterfsive writter documents, or they may be made orally through
films, tapes, skits, or in a variety of other nonwritten forms.
Unstructured These commonly used formats provide ‘Examples
of several acceptable” formats for the evaluation of administrators; AS/
prevxously noted, there arg two types of unstructured performance ap-
praisal systems: narration ¢ X:d documentation. Although these are not’
'.necessarlly mutually exclusive, in many situations the unstructuréd
narration is most cfmmonly \Jsed In this format, the evaluator writes
description of the administrator’s activities and accompllshments over a :

‘specific period of‘timé. The description is not focused on any specific

questlon or taxonomy. One form this type of evaluation often takes is a

series of letters that constitute an individual’s personal file. As Guba

and Lincoln (1981) suggest, the evaluator decides which criteria will be

N
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appraised. If that persottiis the supervnsor or superordinate, there may be
a high comudenee bétween the évaluauve and the job performance goals.
Unstructured documentatlon is most often used to provlde a
-sampling of the many actlvmes an administrator carrigs out/t/may in-
clude letters, daily logs, ratings of subordinates, and reports’of various
types. The portfolio contains these without any predetermlned criteria
A and is often assembled by the administrator himself or herself. This
system is primarily the result of selfcdirected &valuation., . ¥
Structured Structured perforlfnance appralsal systems are also
lound in two fqrmats: structured narratives and structured documenta-
~.tion. An essennal dlffexenee between the’ structured and unstructured
systems is the establlshment of criteria to guide the appraisal. In the
stiurtured/instances, questions related to administrative performance ’
uwasked such as “What are the strengths of this ministrator which -
typify his work?” Since these questions provide a/framework for the
narration, it becomes structured even when more than-one evaluator is
|~ used or more’ than one admlnlstrator is evaluated. Structural documen-
' {ation follows a predetermined outline of categories for the types of in-
formation expected. prleal categories are thosg. relating to job func-
tlons skill areas, quantitative rneasurements, and other indications of
! success oF fmlure . These represent criteria or goals and may be selected
by colleagues subordmates or superordinates., /The individual may be
a5s1gned the responsibility for .producing documentatlon selection of
ev1dence then becomes the admlnlstrators own respons1bll|ty
Ratmg Scales. Rating scales are in corhmon use in evaluatlng
classr00m teaching. There are a number of forms that have been devel--
oped, valldated and standardlzed, ,but some:- colleges develop their own
ds well. When focuslng upon admj nistrative skills, however, there are
few examples of predeveloped rating scales that have been valld:ggd, or
ta dardized. The varlety of criteria used in appraising administrative
herformance is a major reason for this. Each position carries different
J\ssmnments of esponsxblllty, each\college develops a different struc-
t

re. The tendency in using rating scales s to develop a specific situa-
on-oriented scale. There are, however, commonalities in topics: re-,

inre(l skills, desirable personal qualities 'j nd characteristics, expected "

) cammitment, human relationships, llecflveness and so\on. These
N scales are completed by subordinates, peers, and superordlrates in the
bureaucratic structure. In some instandes, there l.s a provision for stu-
del‘lts and mernbers of the community\ tb contr/lbute thelr_.ratlngs as
well. Rating scales represent the attempt to establish predetermined
crite\ria to an administrative situation. .
, 1\ Critical Incident. The critical incident/appraisal-systém repre-
sents‘\‘a modification of the narrative approach. A supervisor keeps/a

Q ' A
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written record of incidents that illustrate an:administrator’s positive or
negative behavior. The incidents constitute a continuing record of be-

~ havior to be evaluated in periodic conferences. The incidents represent

a pattern of behavior and are used as a basis for evaluation. The diffi- ~
culties are obvious. Documentatign js time-consuming and the feed-
back is most often delayed untjl ifis too late to discuss the incidents..

. __Here again, crlterla are establish d by those who write up ‘the inci-

dents:

Goal Settmg/Goal Achtevement ~The final type of performance

_ appraisal identified in this taxonomy is ‘called management by objec-

tives (MBO) or godl setting/goal achievement. A great deal of litera-
turg’on MBO has been ‘written during the past few years, and some
mijsunderstandings, misconceptions, and misuse have occurred.
herefore, some authors have avoided. the use of the term MBO and
have used goal setting/goal.achievement instead.

This system of appralsal meets many of the personal “develop-
ment goals that are expected in a well- managed situation. In this pro-
cedure, the administrator participates in establishing the goals that
contrlbute to the criteria by which act|v1ty is appraised. Periodic evalu-
ation takes.place in. order to establi:!: ~ogress. Types of supportive
documentation are agreed tpon prior < coilection. Analysis of the doc-
umeritation is an individual activity and a supervisory one; ways of im-
_proving are developed through mutual agreements.. Opportunltles for
training are provided. The administrator is evaluated as a part of the
total organization. Organizational goals are therefore lmportant to in-
dnldual goals A well- developed appraisal system using this orlenta-
tlon is a part of a total system. - - NE ,

. Because individual administrators®are involved in developing
> their own goals and objectives, a systematic approach is the result. The
l superordlnate has an opportunity to react to these goals and to partici-
| -pate in refining them. In this way, organlzatlonal goals become a part

of the\standards by which pérformance may be measured.

\The process is'continuous. Periodic but regular conferénces are
held in‘order to review, evaluate, and correct directions. Annual re-
| ports be\iome a part of the record. Job responsibilities may be ‘classi-
Tfikd, em hasized, and even modified through these conferences Job
‘descrlptlo\ns are thereby kept up to date.

'] \
Specnal Prol\)lems

‘

v
\

There \ are, however, several special problems which must be
' considered. Interviews may not be as valuable if certain-warnings are
.~ not heedcd I'he superordlnate must be willing to assign adequate time .

LT ' .
. . . \
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to the appraisal and must demonstrate sincere interest in the process of
evaluation and in the development of the individuals involved. A cer-
tain amount of empathy, understandihg, flexibility, and objectivity
. must beé present. The discussion must not be adversarial or judgmen-
*  tal. The art of listening becomes more important than the art of telling.
' Second, the data that are collected must be anticipated and pre-
. determined. Secret reports and surprises must be avoided. Data should
‘ “ be definitive rather than vague, based upon collectible factual informa-
tion rather than emotion or opinion. The predetermined. objectives
must be related: to institutional goals. Adequate time must be allotted
to attain these goals. ‘ : ‘ o
. Misuse of results must be viewed as nonproductive. Clear un-
derstandings developed when the goals are establishetl will avoid many -
problems. If administrators have participated in establishing their own
goals, in'describing the data to be used in measuring attainment, and
in analyzing the results affer an adequate period of time, they cannot
. feel that unfair decisions-have been made.
- Time should be spent in developing basic statements. Appraisal
, conferences should review the basic work and become an extension of |
those early interviews. The essential consideration in evaluating ad-
ministrators is to provide adequate time, to be consistent in approach,
and to avoid niisuse of results. A summary set of standard questions '
may be posed to the administrator by the evaluator near the end of the
interview to emphasize the purpose of the entire activity. '
The final caveat for the evaluator is to make certain that the
mutually understood conclusions are honest, specific, and productive.
Questions that lead to the next conference should include definition of
duties and responsibilities, challenge of the work itself, feelings of ade-"
quacy for the position, awareness of the level of support,jand under-
_standing of the college mission and the individual’s personal relation-

y

T

4 ship to it.
7

‘

_Future Directions

There is no question, however, that this goal-oriented approach
is the most productive in administrator performance appraisal. When
, accompanied by a well-developed professional development program,
personal and organizational improvemnient result. The current liera-
ture stresses specific exarnples of management improvement programs. -
Administrator performance appraisal, while often implied rather than
named, must be an essential element in all of these (Poulton, 1981).
There is a continued need to develop better data collecting in-
strumentation. This need can be met when there are rore examples of

i
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goal-oriented performance appralsals that are shared with professional
colleagues. The challenge is-to develop these. The result will be better
managed and administered colleges.

T~
Trends

The trends identified in performance appraisals of communlty
= college administrators are not difficult to describe: ‘The pressure for
‘ more effective management combined with limited resou'rces requires

organizational development arid institutional planning in all colleges.
The alternatives selected by individual college administrators are sub-
ject to review, appraisal;, and evaluation by peer administrators, fac-
ulty, students, boards of trustees, and the public in general. These

"\ evaluations may be unstructured, informal, and even ineffective in the
short run, but the administrator must expect his behavior #o be ap-
praised, The objective is to make this appraisal productive for the orga- _
nization and for the individuals.

Good procedures require that an institution develop a total sys-~
tem for accountability including a clear understanding of the purpose
of administrator appralsal the relationships between individual perfor-
mance and college mission, the locus of responsrblllty for evaluation
procedures, the relationships between appraisal and professional
_growth, the data to be collected in performance appraisals, the instru-

-mentation to be used, thé ultimate use of collected data and the effect
these activities have on institutional  long-range strategic planning.
Such ‘accountability is the basis for an effective educational institution
that serves the community in accord with its assrgned mission in the
‘most effective. way.
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The questions two-year colleges have about student ratings

are Uery similar to those four-year colleges have; so are .
the answers.
A _
. ,
’ ‘
< -]

Community Colleges,

William E Cdshin A

It should come as no surprise to anyone that college faculty do not en-
joy being evaluated. Since student ratings are probably the most widely
used source of information for evaluating faculty, it should also come
as no surprise that faculty have expressed a great deal of concern about
the.use of student ratings. This chapter will attempt to outline some of
the more common concerns and to suggest some possible answers.

This chapter is based on two sources: the research on’ student
ratings and the experience of the Center for Faculty Evaluation and
Development at Kansas State University. The research on student rat-
ings is extensive; in,volume, it probably equals all of the research on
the other sources of informiation used to evaluate faculty performance.
An ERIC computer search indicated 798 citations on “student evalua-
tion of teacher performance,” the ERIC description for student ratings.
Fifty-nine of these citations were related to community colleges or two-
year colleges or technical iristitutes. Many of the studies cited only inci-
dentally dealt with student ratings, using them as measures to research
some other issue, so this chapter will draw upon the general student
rating research as well as that conducted at two-year colleges.

A Siuth (Ed.). Evaluating Faculty and Staff New Directions tor Cormunity Colleges, no. 4.
San Franc:scu._[osuy~lhns. March 1983, : 5 7
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Since it was begun in 1975, the center at Kansas State has pro-
vided student rating services to over 60 two-year colleges and has con-
sulted with about 30 two- year colleges. In addition, the center has pro-
vided ‘student rating services to approximately 200 four-year colleges
and universities and consultation to another 100 or more institutions.
This experience also provides background for this chapter.

Considering the differences between two- and four-year institu-
tions, feople are sometimes amazed that they share many of the same
evaluation concerns, but the issues these institutions have in common
far outweigh their. differcnces. At many institutions, the problem is not
so much with student ratings as with the institutiorf’s evaluation system
in general, In our experiences, 'none of the concerns that two-year col-

" leges have about student ratings‘are unique to them, although some are
more common to two-year institutions. Therefore, this chapter is di-

. vided into four sections: general problems with faculty evaluation sys-
tems, problems with faculty evaluation systems more common to com-
munity colleges, genela] problems with student ratings, and problems
with student ratings more cOmmon to community collcges The first
two sections will be bricf, since they are treated by other writers in this’
volume.

General Problems with Evaluation Systems - .

A major source of difficulty with any evaluation system is the
confusion between evaluation and development. Both involve the gath-
ering of accurate, meaningful, and interpretable data. However, the
intent of evaluation — or summative evaluation, to use the distinction
made in the second chapter—is to make pcrsonnel decisions. The in-
tent .of development— formative evaluation—is to gathcx diagnostic
data to help the individual teacher improve. Evaluation must be coin-
prehensive. Tt must cover all of a faculty member’s responsibilities and
the data used must be representative of the faculty member’s overall
performance. For development, it is sufficient 'if data are obtained in
those areas the faculty member has sclected for improvement.

Much of the faculty evaluation rhetoric states that the primary
purposc of gathering data is for faculty development. Howéver, almost
every institution also wishes to use the data to make personnel deci-
sions. This bcmq the case, in the faculty member’s perception the pri-
mary purpose is evaluation. A secondary purpose may also be develop-
ment, if the institution offers formal, systematic help to faculty who
wish to improve. Such help is generally limited, although there are not-
able exceptions. States like California, Florida, and Tennessec have
statewide policies designed to fund faculty development. Since most -
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evaluation systems have multiple purposes, making all of the purposes
—explicit-at-the-beginning will-save.a lot of time and emotional energy.
. Often an evaluation system is revised quickly to meet an emer-
gencysuch as a particular personnel problem or an impending lawsuit.
These revisions often solve one problem by creating another. If an in-
stitution is going to take the trouble to revise its evaluation procedures,
it should also take the time to consider the entire range of evaluation
purposes and to involve everyone in the discussion of the changes In
-the long run, this is the most efficient approach
A ﬁnal general problem with evaluation systems is that, in a
desire to be falr they try to treat everyone uniformly. The only way an
evaluation system can be fair is to recognize the real and legitimate dif-
. ferences-in various academic programs. Requiring the same kind of
’ _ academic credential for every instructor may be inappropriate. If pne is
teaching building-trades, being a master plumber is more important .
- than being a master of arts.

Problems with Evaluation Systems
More-Common to Community Colleges
’ Two-year college faculty typically have heavier workloads than
those at four-year institutions, teaching twelve to fifteen credits a semes- |
ter instead of six to twelve. When committee work, advising, and other a
duties are added to their teaching loads, faculty have relatively little flex-
, ibility to focus on teaching one semester, a service project another semes-
ter, and so on. Usually their time available for devc_lopment is quite lim- ‘
‘ited. Therefore, they question the use of time-consuming, complicated
evaluation systerhs that yield a great deal of differential information }
about faculty performance. Two-year college faculty are more likely to ‘
\
|
|
|
|
\
|
|
|

want an evaluation system that focuses on their major duties.
Many two-year institutions do not have merit pay systems, aca-
demic rank, or even tenure. At these institutions, retention or termina-
- tion is the only real personnel decision. If this is the case, it is not un-
reasonable for faculty to oppose an evaluation system that collects a
* great deal of data about everyone, every year. Such evaluation systems
tend to gather more information than anyone is gomg to use; these sys-
terns evaluate for evaluation’s sake.
Many two-year colleges began in the public school system. |
They often have a history of stronger administrative control than do - |
_four-year colleges. Administrators tend, therefore, to initiate changes -
in the evaluation system without enough consultation with the faculty |
for them to really accept the system. Without faculty acceptance, little |
faculty development is likely to result.
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General Problems with Student Ratings ’ ) ,
" A great many questions about student ratings have been an-

swered by the research. The interested reader is referred to the follow-

ing reviews of the literature: Aleamoni (1981), Aubrecht (1979, 1981),

Feldman (1976a, 1976b, 1977, 1978, 1979), and McKeachie (1979). A

few problems, however, warrant special mention in the context of this

chapter. : ‘ P U

Ouerinterpretation., There is a tendency on{some campuses to
overinterpret student ratings and to attach more precision to the num-
ber than is merited. Student. rating data for individual instructors
should not be reported beyond the first decimal place. -

A more general caution is in order. Student rating data are used
to evaluate an instructor’s téaching effectiveness. Evaluators often lose
sight of the fact that these data reflect only one ‘aspect of teaching.
There is no more reliable source of information about classroom activi-
ties—such as whether the instructor speaks clearly, uses discussion,
.and so op—than student ratings. Students also are an appropriate
source of information regarding questions about whether they have
been intellectually stimulated or how much they have learned.

There are a number of important aspects of teaching which the
students are not equipped to judge, however. Students are not curricu-
lum experts and are not in a position to judge whether the instructor is
knowledgeable in the field or whether the course is as comprehensive as
it should be. Faculty or administrative subject matter experts reviewing
the range of course materials, from syllabus to graded exams, can bet-
ter make this kind of judgment. Some form of descriptive self-report
. should also be included when evaluating. When all three sources of

data — the results of student ratings, subject matter experts’ judgments
" based on course materials,.and the instructor’s self-report —support the
same conclusion, then evaluators may feel reasonably confident that
they have an accurate and fair impression of the instructor’s teaching of
that course. If there are any discrepancies\among these three sources of
daua, then it is wiser, and fairer, to obtain additional data from other
sources. The kind of additional data sought would depend on the na-
ture of the discrepancy. ‘
Reliability and Validity. Two-year college faculty and adminis-
trators, like their counterparts’in four-year colleges, ask whether stu-
dent ratings are reliable and valid. If there is agreement about any-
thing in the student rating research, it is that ratings are reliable. Relia-
bility is used here in the statistical sense, meaning that the ratings are
accurate and consistent. Reliability, howeyer, is very much tied to the
number of raters: The more raters, the higher the reliability. Prefer-
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ably, mtmq s should be obtained from ten or more students, (For fur-
ther discussion and additional references, see Aubrecht, 1979, 1981
Feldman, 1977.)

The question about the validity of student raungs s much
harder to answer, Essentmlly, the question can be reduced to: Are in-
structors who receive higher student ratings also more effective teach-
ers? The problem is that there is no generally agreed-upon measure of
effective teaching, so the quesuon cannot be tested directly. It can be

“tested indirectly, however, by using various measures of effectiveness.

‘One measure of effective teaching is student learning. A sum-

mary of the research by Cohen (1981, p. 295) concluded that, on-the

average, stydent ratings of their own learning correlated .47 wnth extér-

nal measures of student achievement. Overall, ratings of the teacher

correlated .43. In other words, students who say they learned a lot and

that the («l(h(‘l was effective also tend to score higher on an external
exam, .

I one is willing to accept ratings: bynollcagues or administrators
as a wav of validating student ratings, studies have found correlations
between student ratings and colleague or_administrator ratings to
range from .43 to .69 (Aubrecht, 1979, p: 3) A cautionris in order be-
cause colleague and administrator ratings often reflect informal student

“feedback. Evidence on theyagreement between students’ ratings and the

instructor’s self-rating tended to be low until a well-aesigned study by
Marsh, Overall, and Kesler (1979, p. 156). They found a correlation of
.77 between average faculty self-evaluation and average student ratings

on the same items.,

Student ratings of teaching are subject to extrancous influence;
that is, they reflect factors in addition to the instructor’s teaching or thc
student’s learmng (It should be pointed out that every other source of
information used to evaluate teaching is open to the same criticism.)
Only a few of the influences are significant, however, and most of these
can be controlled. The following factors should be considered when in-
terpreting student rating data: the student’s level of motivation in tak-
ing the course (for example, whether the course 1s elective); the size of
the class; and the subject matter. When these influences-are controlled,
other factors, like time of day, exert little influence (Aubrecht, 1979;
Feldman, 1978). When administering the ratings, it is suggested that
the students remain anonymous, that they be told if the data will be
used for personnel decisions, and that the instructor leave the room
while the ratings are actually being completed (Feldman, 1979).

Flexibiligy Most collegcs offer a wide spectrum of courses
taught in a variety of ways. Most student rating forms are not designed
to accommodate such variety. Whatever student rating system an insti- .
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tution adopts, it should incorporate eriough flexibility so that the vari-
ous teaching approaches used on_campus can be evaluated fairly.

' The solution to the . concern about flexibility has been ap-
proached in various ways. "The Instructional Development and Effec-
tiveness Assessment (IDEA) system available from Kansas State has
the instructor weight the importance of ten course. ObJCLthCS (Cashin
and Perrin) 1978; Hoyt and Cashin, 1977). In thisw~y, some courses
can emphasjze the student’s mastery of subject matter other courses,
the personal® development of the stucent; and so on. The result is that
different critéria are used for different courses. “Calfetegia” systems let
the instructor select the items to be rated, so the same teaching behav-
jor 1§ not required of every teacher. Comparability for evaluation pur- ..
poses is achieved by always including a few summary iterns, like how
_eftective the teacher was. The original CAFETERIA system was devel-

oped at Purdue University (Derry and others, 1974); a more recent

variation is available from the University of Illinois (Office of Instruc-
tional Resources, 1977) The University of Washington’s solution to
the flexibility question is to offer five separate forms for different types
of classes: small lecture- dweussnon large lecture, seminar discussion,
problem solving or heuristic, and “hands-on” (Glllmore 1974). At the
very least, a student rating system should permit the instructor to

“include addltlunal questions, items specifically designed to rate spec1a|

aspects of the individual course.

Interpretation. Faculty frequently voice their concern about
whether administrators or faculty evaluation committees possess the
necessary knowledge and skill to interpret student rating data cor-
rectly. Anecdotal horror stories about the misinterpretation of student

- ratings and other data abound, but there has been little systematic

study of the question. One survey (McKnlght and Cashin, 1981) re-
vealed concern about the following: reviewer’s lack of&nowledge of stu-
dent evaluation data, lack ‘of interpretive manuals and lnterpretatlon
by people without expertise. At the very minimum, a student rdtmg

.system should have an interpretive manual which lncludes comparatlve
data. It is also desirable that consultants be available'to help with inter-

pretation and that those who glve feedback to the instructor for. either
evaluation or developmept receive some training in how to do this ef-
fectively. o ‘ '.

|

Problems with Student Ratings
More Common to Community Colleges

There are three questions about student ratings that are of par-

ticular concern in two-year colleges. First, what klnds of comparative .-
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data are most appropriate to use for two-year college teachers? Second,
what is the reading level of the student rating formn used? Third, is the
student rating form appropriate for skill courses, espec1a|ly in voca-
tional-technical courses? / i
Comparative Data. Since most student rating systéms ere de-
veloped at four-year colleges or universities, two-year faculty 6ften ask:
Is it appropriate to compare our ratings wnlh those of four-year college
teachers? Would it not be fairer to make ‘comparisons only with two-

“year college teachers? On the average, two-year college teachers re-

ceive higher ratings than four-year college teachers. The Student In-

“structional Report (SIR) developed by Centra at the Educational Test-

ing Service and the IDEA system developed at Kansas State Unlversny
are the two most widely used student rating forms in thé United States.
If one compares SIR data for two-year colleges (ETS, 1977) with SIR
data for four-year colleges (ETS, 1979) for the twenty-nine itéms on

‘which overall means (averages) are given, six items have the same’

" mean; in seventeen items, the two-year college is .1 of a point higher;

1

and in six items, the two-year college is .2 of a point higher. ‘On none of
the items were lht. four-year college ratings above the two-year college
ratings. Similar results hold for the thirty-nine IDEA iteins (Cashin
and Perrin, 1978). In comparing average ratings for colleges, where
the associate’s degree is the highest degree offered, with-the total data -
pool, there was no difference on eight items, a .1 difference in favor of
two-year schools on twenty-one items, and a .2 difference on ten‘items.

Why two-year college teachérs receive higher ratings is open.to
speculation. Two-year college students may be more generous raters,
or two-vear college faculty may be more effective teachers. Teachérs at

‘baccalaureate-level institutions also obtain higher than average ratings

on IDEA, although. not quite so high as associate-level faculty. Since
these two types of institutions clearly emphasize teaching over research,

it is quite possible that the general quality of instruction is higher than at
institutions offering graduale-level instruction. In any event, if only
two-year college comparative data are used, they will have the effect of
lowering percentile scores for individual instructors, since the norms

w1|| be higher.

Readzng Level. Faculty at two- and four-year collegcs often
wonder whether their students will be able to read the student rating
form that is adopted. This is not an unrealistic concern, with some stu-

dents reading at lhe/eighlh or ninth-grade level, or lower. Reading-

level does not seem tg'be the right question, howevet. Most readability

\ indéxes are concérnéd with length of sentences and number of syllables

g

\in 2 word, assuming that the material will be read paragraph fashion,

page after page. Since student rating forms are read one item at a time,
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. to cvaluate faculty has been found.
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the real concern should be about vacabulary level. One solution would

_ be to have the students legrn the words thely do not know} North Coun-

try Community, College published he IDEA Survey Form in their stu-
dent paper so students could famil irize t emselves with it before they
actually had to c:v;,luatc a teacher. An institution could, provide a list of
definitions of difficult words along with the sfudent rating form.

~ Skill Courses. The vast mpjority of ‘oyrses taught in Arnerican
colleges and universities are fairly traditional academjc courses. This
g forms.ar¢ de-
signed to assess such courses, rather than the skill-oritnted courses of-
ten found in vocational-technical areas. In these lattey courses, much of
the instruction consists of the student demoflstrating a skill — program-
ming, welding, counseling a patient —'andh/ the instructor critiquing —,
tutoring, ‘coaching—the student to help him or her improve perfor-.

f

mance. This kind of teaching often occurs/in two-year vocational-te¢h- .

nical courses, but can also be found in four-year and graduate-level !

programs in health sciences, studio arts, and so on. The present state of
our knowledge about which teaching bchzwiors lead to student learning
in such courses is very limited; and so little concrete i?l(\lvice'can be of-
fered. ' ' / *
’ Coo \
Conclusion /j / ‘ \‘.

N \

d !

X . . o i / e g ,\ . :
Student rating data, like every other gource of inforrmation used

to evaluate faculty, have limitations. There/dre ways to compensate for

most of theseelimitations. Using studgnt rating data in conjungtion with

other sources of information is ccrtgiinly/the first. This writdr is con-
vinced that we shoyld use the data we Have, even wit,ﬁ the problems.
Evaluations are macle anyway; people are rehjred andigiven l;alary;in-
creases. We can either take a close look at the dataused nd try to
make adjustments for the limitations, or we ta ignoré the p:;/()blcrns as
we have in the past and make judgments based upon far m?")rc incom-
plete and flawed data. : o o »

‘ There is, of course, a third solution: Higher education can stop
hiring, promoting, granting tenure, or paying aises until 9/[)crfk"ct way

o
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Stqbr evaluatwn is in vain unless it contributes to the
" attainment of the \mzsswn of the college. /
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Staff Selection and
Certification’ Issues

Mpyron R. Blee

/ . ) , , ; ~\

\ Recognlzmg that all stafﬁng decisions |nclud|ng those mvolv din staff
\ evaluanon, are m vain unless they contribute’ to the attamm nt of \the

v Colleges of the Florida Department o Educatlon in 1974 established
A statemde task force to develop a conc pt under Wthh each of the com-

" evaluation, and retention of personnel. -
. The handbook developed by hat task fforce (State of Florida,
.} 1976) has been used by other systemwide work groups in Florida as a
| | guide for the definition of competencies required, for posmon such as
’ " student affairs officers (State of Florida, 1981b), community\ college -
- counselors (State of Florida, 1979), student financial aid officer (State
i of Florida, 1981c), and registrars ard admissions officers (State fFlor- -
“ida, 11981a). While individual community. colleges have been slow to;
\utlllze the handbgok, they have been u |l|z|ng the other publlcatlo 1S for
staff developm nt and staff evaluation

Personnel Ev uatxon

- ris\—one component of an intricate process| by which decisions concerni

\ The evaluation of personnel em loyed by a community college -

vmlh (Ed ). Evaluating Fn:uly and Staff. New Directions for Commu ity Collc.cs no. 41. . .
]: KC San Francisco: Josscy-Bass, Manh 1983, , ) i ) 67
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o b[dﬁ are made.” That processegins with the initial %electlon\of persons
for appointment to the staff, 1ndudlng the in-house devel()pment of

staff members and all aspects of staff evaluation, and culminates with
decisions Lomernlng the retention or dismissal of personnel.|Evalua-

tlon plays a strategic role in each of the three decision areas. It deter-.

, —ww—fmnes—(he—wahdﬁy of selection criteria being used, identifies develop-
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mental needs of staff members, and develops information required

for” decisions Loncumng the retention or dlsmlssal of college staft

members.
The purpose of staff evaluation, along with the other (.ompot
. nents of the process by which staffing decisions are made, is to ensure

~ that staff has the capabilities required to attain the college’s rission.
Staff members are selected on the basis of an assessment of their poten-.

tial contribution to that mission. The purpose of staff development is to

upgrade and increase staff contributions to the college. . Decisions - .
_involved in the retention and dismissal of staff members requrre evi-

dr ce on which to base judgments.

Evaluation of personnel is pne camponent of the personnel pro-
cess. Thes Lonccpt of personnel evaluation has been written into the
Florida Administrative Code (FAC) (State Board of Education, 1981).
Those standards lequnc. that each college demonstrate an estabhshed

procedure cnablmg it “to select and retain employees who can be suc- -

cessful in helping the collegc attain its mission ” (State Board of Educa-
tion, 1981, p, 216 A). The code stipulates that the process embrace “the
selection, dew.lopment evaluation, and retention procedures which
are rclated to. successtul: performance of the responsibilities' for which

the pcrsonncl are t.mployed” (State Board of Education, 1981, p. 216 :

A). A section of the code provides gurdellnes for staff and program
de»elopmenb Staff development is defined as “the improvement of staff
performance’ through activities which update or L%grdde competencies
lequucd for present or planned poemons” (State oard of Education,
1981, p. 216 A J

In the system rem thu's prescrlbed for use in Florida community col-
leges, evaluation'is the assessment of staff performance in terms of the

.

fulfillment of mission: the mission established for the respective posi- "

tions in which tHe staff members are employed and the mission used to

_justify the operation of the community college. Staff evaluation is-

linked to the other components of the decision maklng process that
(fnsurc the college will be staffed to accomplish its mission. -
|7 The next section will consider some of the issues and relation-
ships involved in the development of the system described i Jin the Flor-
|da Administrative Code

t
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Position Mission Statements

- e
.

Before determining the fu nc\t\iom‘; to be pcri'orxixed by a staff
member, and long before defining the skills that a staff member should
have, it is necessary to describe staffing goals. Once these staffing goals
have been determined, it is possible to determine what functions need
to be performed by staff members, what skills are necessary for the suc-

cessful performance of those functions, and what criteria can be used to .

assess and to certify those skills. .

A mission statement for any given position, like the mission
stgtement for the college as a whole, should identify what results are to
be achieved, Mission statements do not describe what the holder of a
position is expected to do, rather, thgy/sfipulatc what the holder of the
position is expected to accomplish. e .

[n order to be useful, mission statements shoulc} express results
in terms that lend themselves to verification. Results should be ex-
pressed in identifiable and measurable termjg Thus staff members and
those ‘authofitics to whom they are responsible know what results are
expected, With such a formulation in hand, the foundation for the eval-
uation of-the incumbent’s performance is established.

. ‘The Florida committee that established skills for cornmunity
college counselors. (State. of Florida, 1979, p. 19) gives the following
example of a position mission statement: “Academically or vocationally
undecided students who seek assistance from a counselor will develop

~ specific academic or vocational plans in line with their interests, abili-

| ERIC
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ties, and academic ‘potential.” In Suggested Performance Competencies Sor

Student Financial Aid Officers in Florida the following mission statements

are found: “Financially needy students who seek assistance from_a

financial aid administrator will receive accurate consumer information
while being helped to obtain appropriate aid. Students will understand
the conditions under which the award is granted and will be able to
make the best use of the financial resources that are available. Students
will receive equitable financial aid based on demonstrated financial
need, except where funds are specified for the recognition of special
talent, through adequate control of such . funds by the financial aid

“@lministrator” (State of Florida, 1981c, p. 7).

Once the position mission is adequately formulated, the frame-

- woik for evaluation of the staff member’s performance is completed

with the identification and development of measures that will be used
to assess the extent that expected outcomes are achieved. Product mea-
sures, such as the extent to which the counselor’s clients have developed
specific academic or vocational plans or-the extent to which financial
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aid funds have been allocated on the basis of need, would be su fficient
were it possible to separate staff evaluation from the other personnel
decisions. As it is, however, product measures must be used along with
other indirect measures. .

Functions and Skills

It is necessary to go beyond the product measures. Such mea-

sures ar¢ seldom adequate for use in decisions relating to selection and"

development. Which applicants for a position have the potential for
-achieving the mission of that position? What needs to be done to
strengthen the performance of an incumbent who is not achlevmg the ex-
pected results? What hope is there that an individual for whoni retention
or dismissal considerations are underway can be brought up to an
acceptable level of achievement? :

I order to deal with these questions, it is necessary, first of all,

3

to identify the major functions involved in the fulfillment of the mission

of. the position under consideration. Unlike a mission statement, a

function statement identifies what the incumbent needs to do. Function -

statements identify roles or categories of activities that are commonly
set forth in job descriptions. Functicns can be identified through the
analysis-of the performance of people in comparable positions who are
attaining the expected results or they can be inferred from the mission
statement. In either case, the relationship between the functions to be
performed in a position and the attainment of the mission for that posi-
tion should be clearly established. : ,
The Florida committee that worked. with competencnes for
counselors cited “academic advisement” and “personal and social coun-
seling” as examples of functions in which community college counselors
engage. “Helping students make a choice of a career or career change”
was given as an example of a task involved in carrying out a function

(State of Florida, 1979).

The identification of the functlons expected of staff members .

provides convenient units to assess an appllCdnt S preVIous experlence
Successful performance of a given function in one setting affords evi-
dence on which to base anticipated performance in the new position.
“Similarly, function is a convenient unit for the evaluation of per-
formance, as distinct from product. Evaluations made to diagnose
problems of staff members who are not achieving results can pinpoint
functions for which mdre detailed analysis is requiked.

Additional analysis requires an identification of the skills in-
volved in the functions in question-and the establishment of measures
for assessing those skills. The abilities to be integrated with knowledge

O
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and amtudc s hecessary to carry out each function must be determined.
The Florida commiittec on community college counseling (State of
Florida, 1979, pp. 32-35) listed some sixty skills that Florida colleges
agreed were necessary for counselors. Among those listed were the fol-
lowing: *Coinmunicates information accyrately,” “uses and responds to
body language,” “acts in a suppontlve and cooperative manner with col-
leagues,” “uses informed judgment in selecting intervening strategies.”

The definition of skills needed by staff members completes the -

structure begun by defining mission and identifying function. This

structure serves all components involved in personnel decision making:
selection, development, evaluation, and retention. Staff evaluation can
then aid in making informed dcusnons about selection and development
of personnel, Only then is it possible to determine whether staff mem-
bers who have not vet met expectations established for their D‘osmons
have potential for domg 50. . o

1

Implementation of the Concept

Any institution concerned with the extent to which itis fulfilling
the expectations of constituents—or any institution that wants to assess
the adequacy of its personnel process — can implement the accountabil-
ity standards set by Florida communlty colleges. The steps that need to
be laken follow.

. A necessary first step in the lmplementatlon of the concept of
an lnlegrated rational system for personnel decisions must be the deter-
mination by the college community as a whole that such decisions must’
be made on the basis of their lmpact on the capablllty of the college to
achieve its mission.

2. Once that determmatlon has been made statements are
developed and agreed to about the college mission and the accountabil-
ity of all units and each pOblllOﬂ in those units to that mission. The
attainment of the mission by each unit of the college should add up to
the attainment of the mission of the college as a whole. .

3. Once the mission statements have been developed and agreed
to by employees and the board of trustees, the functions to be performed
by staff members in each position need to be identified and described.

4. When these functions have been described, the skills required

to perform those functions must be defined.

5 Emc
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. 5. Once the mission statements have been completed and func-
tions And requited skills have been identified, direct and indirect mea-
sures need to be developed. Direct measures, or product measures, will
measure the extent to which a position, a unit of the college, or lhe col-
lege as a whole is achieving what is expected of it. Indirect measures will
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be applied to process variables; as such they will be used to detegmnine
how well functions are being performed and the competence of staff
members. -

6. A procedural design must be developed to minimize the time

required to implement the concept and to make use of-thé results.

An institution that follows these steps can expect to have a clear
view of what it expects to achieve, an understanding of the way in
which each unit contributes to the college as a wholc, and a staff that
shares in that vision. c

Not every institution wnll be in a position to do all of that—nor
does every institution need- to_begin with step onc and to proceed
straight through step six. Like any other cyclical system, this concept
invites entry at any point, depending on which parts of the system
serve purposes of the user. . .

[nstitutions needing td make a comprehensive reassessment

- would do well to start at the beginning of the cycle. Institutions con-

cerned about updating and upgrading position, descriptions do not
need to initiate the full-blown process; rather, the work ought to begin
with the time-and way in which other related activities are brought into
play. , ' ,
One institution, reluctant to m‘llate a project of the magnitude

“involved in full implementation, did exactly that. In that institution,

there was a general dissatisfaction with position descriptions and the
uscs beirig made of them. The authoritiessresponsible for the redesign
of position descriptions accepted the concept. Under-their gundancc
position description formats were modified to include a mission state-
ment for cach position, a listing of the major. functions to be performed
by the incumbent, and a description of the skills needed to perform
those functions. As position descriptions were developed by staff
members and their supervisors, departments and divisions realized
.that mission statements were needed, although such statements were
not among the initial pl()ducls in that institution.

Readers interested in staff evaluation will see ways of entering
the system, whether their orientation is toward process or product eval-
_uation. The likelihood of using all components of the concept will be
increased as they consider the role of evaluation of staff in staff selec-
tion, staff dcvclopm(.nt and staff'retention,

A group reviewing the relative weight given in an evaluation-
systemn to performance of the several functions expected to be carried
out by history teachers, for example, can inquire into the relationship
between each of the functions and the attainment of expected results.

Functions that contribute to student achievement can be distinguished

from those that comtribute to institutional operation but that do not

-
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affect student achievement. Should staff development, following unsat-
isfactory performance ratiag, be.the concern, the skills found lacking
should be examined.

“To review the design and uses of an evaluation system the
extent to which the evaluation contributes to criteria used for staff
selection should be considered. Do selection criteria result in . the
appointment of individuals whose job performance is satisfactory?
Which criteria contribute most? Which criteria could be loosened up to
broaden the”pool of applicants without Jcopmdmnq performance of
critical functions?

An evaluation system that does not validate selection criteria is
one that needs further work. The same thing can be said of a system
that does not pinpoint staft’ development needs or one that does not
create a defensible basis for dismissal and retention decisions.

What parts of the concept prove to be useful, how the concept
can be used, and how concept implementation should be structured
depend upon the way in which any given institution perceives its needs
and what it wants to.do about them.

Summary

Decisions involved in the evaluation of community college per-
sonnel are inextricably interwoven with other decisions involved in the
selection, development, and retention of staff. While staff evaluation
should be firmly grounded on ¢learly defined mission statements, both
for positions and the college as a whole, only product evaluation can be

accomplished on the basis of mission alone. With the identification of

functions involved in the fulfillment of mission and the definition of the
skills required for successful performance of those functions, there is an
adequate basis for evaluation to play its proper role in selection, devel-
opment, and retention of personnel. ‘ ‘
When all three components—mission statements, function
identification, and the definition of skills required for the successful
performance of functions—of product and process evaluation are
undertaken, decisions relating to staff selection, developme nt, evalua-
tion, and rctention can then function as an mtcgmted whole.. .
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Both facully development and facully evaluation are
essential elements in institutional improvement.

a

Faculty Developmen-t: : '
A Necessary Corollary |
to Faculty Evaluation

James Hammons

The purposes of this chapter are to (1) discuss the commonalities between
faculty development and faculty evaluation; (2) point out the differences
between the two concepts; (3) illustrate why, in practice, each is likely
to fail unless accompanied by the other; and (4) show how the two are
key elements in any attempt at.organizational change. While the pri-
‘mary basis for this chapter is practical experience gained in working
with over one hundred and thirty community colleges in forty states
and Canadian provinces and from having assisted dozens of teams
from other colleges in developing plans for faculty development or fac-
ulty evaluation, the major theme of the chapter also rests on a firm
theory base to be discussed later.

Areas of Commonality

Faculty development and evaluation have the same goals—
improved individual performance leading to'improved organizational
performance. As Arreola points out in the next chapter, both are alike

A Siuth (Ed ). Evaluating Facully and Staff New Directions for Community Colleges, no. 41, 75
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- in that they are viewed by faculty with a certain amount of-apprehien-

sion, suspicion, fear, and hostility..Both occur to some degree without
tormal institutional action; informal evaluation occurs constantly and
staff are always involved in acquiring new knowledge and skills:

#hile the ends sought by each are common, as shown in Figure 1,
thc) differ sigriificantly in focus, objectives, and the role of the super-
visor and subordinate. Impllcn in faculty de\{elopment programs is the
assumption that cach faculty member will be around in the future; the -
primary objective is to assess strengths and w%:akncsbcs in order to help
growth. With this goal in mind, supervisors assume the role of counselor-
friend. Faculty are free toinvolve themsé’rves\in’ learning without wor-
rying that participating in staff development is a de fd(.l() admission of
incompetence and Ilkcly to lead to criticism.

In conurast, the ‘primary focus of faculty evaluation is part per-
tornrance. Procedures are designed to facilitate the making of assess-
ments for purposes of personnel decisions. As a consequence, super-
visors are required to act aSJudges while Iaculty react defensively.

Faculty development aims to |mprove performance by improv-
ing the ability level of faculty. This is done by training managers in
techniques of selecting qualified faculty, by taking care to see that new

_*fdc_ulr_)-*m' propmly oriented, and by making sure that training and

Fxgure 1 A Comparison of Faculty Development
and Faculty Evaluation

Faculty: Development Facully Evaluation
Facuy . ! Future Performance Past Perforrance
:
Objectizes Assess: Strengths and Rate Performance
L Weaknesses - Tenure, Merit Pay,
i Improve Perforniance Promotion
——
-
Role of Supereour To Counsel, Help To Judge or to Evaluate«
- or Guide
Rule of Facudty Active Involvement Passive or Reactive
in Learning Frequenty to .
Defend Themselves

5

Source: Adapted from Cuminings and Schwab, 1973, p. 5.
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other dé\\velopmtnt opportunities exist. to keep faculty ab'rcasL,Bf. new \
demandsi In contrast, faculty evaluation seeks to improve performance |
_by establishing goals or criteria and to measure performance against
.those goals_in the hope that this will motivate individualsto perform
better. \\ . L v

Y : . AN . h
Evaludtion and development represent a substantial influence
for positive change. Alone, as will-be shown shortly, each is insufficient.
- Most institutions have neithier, orone, but rarely both. Surprisingly,
when both faculty development and faculty evaluation are absent, the
results are often\better than when one ‘of the two is present —a sort of
____ignorance is bliss\phenomenon. However, when one is present without
the_other, short-térm gains are usually followed by the disappointing
7 finding that the institution has not changed. Two examples follow.
College A i} an illustration of what carf happen whef a faculty
development prognam ex}sts without a faculty evaluation program.
Atfter careful considgration, the president decided to implemcnt a com--
prehensive faculty \development program. He did all the right -
things—informed th¢ board, brought in a well-known consultant to;
orient the faculty to the benefits to-be gained, and, following the recoms; .
mendatinns of the copsultant, appointed a hand-picked, concerned,
and Wcll-thou)gh-(‘-‘bf-fa(\:\ulty development committee. A faculty member
on the cominittee was given time to coordinate the program and a gen-
erous budgetary allocation was made after a survey of faculty develop'-‘ '
ment needs was compléted. During the first year, a number of well-
planned programs, whick\l a substantial number of faculty attended and
- rated highly, were condycted. By the end of the year, several faculty
L received summer fellowships to revise their courses to incorporate
newly learned skills. As the prcsident.jéitated in his annual report that
-~ -year, the college had a fully functioning faculty development plan.
Equally positive results were noted the following year. Then/a - -
strange phenomenon was observed. The number of faculty completing
the annual faculty, needs SL\rvey dropped significantly. Attendance at
. committee-sponsored faculty development programs began a stcddy
decline, culminating when a well-known and competent outside Te-
source person arrived for a highly publicized séminar—and only ten
faculty showed up. \ ‘ P

i

Of even more concern were faculty who had been experiment-
ing with sgveral new ideas learned in earlier development programs.
They discpntinued their efforts and reverted back to teaching as they
had been pefore the faculty development program began. The institu-

’ ; :
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_1ion was the same it had l)wn before the program. The presndent asked
the staff’ developmeént comnmittee to cn1pl0°y an outside person to look
into the matter, find out what had happened, and to make recommen-
dations.” A month later the consultants report was recelved Excerpts
from it lollow : : ‘/ o

, .

Faculty are still gencrally positive to the idea of laculty
development. Théy readily admit the need to lmprm and sev-
eral report encouraging results from changes implemented as a
result of their using ideas learned in the program. In short, the
faculty development program seems to have done what it was
established to do. :

: The basic problem, in the words of one faculty partici-
pant, is that - “there are no institutional rewards for maklng

\ instrugtior~! changes I spent nights and weekends improving

.+ my courses, neglected my husband and kids, let my tennis game

go to pot, gained weight, and for whatl' The same salary increase * .

as the tuxkey next door to me who didn’t participate in the pro-

, gram and who hasn% changed -his teaching in five years! My
kids ar¢ getting older while I'm not. gcttlng any younger. Why
should 1 sacrifice part of these years for notlung?

] " The re(:ommendation was to implement a faculty e!'aluz;tion
system. I : .
“In College B, where the emphasm was placed on developlng a
faculty ev aluatlbn system, the same scenario was followed, ‘with differ-
ent people and 'a different focus. The president, with the board’s full--
support, decided that the college, after fifteen year’ without one, needed
a faculty tlvaluanon system that recognized merit and rewarded per-
sons conmbutlng to the achievement of institijtional goals and obJec-
tives. Due to the history of the institution and the sensitive nature of
the task, developing the system took much longer. However, after two
years, the faculty committee’s final report, developed with the assistance
of an outside coniultant recommended an evaluation plan which the
faculty senate endorsed by a 67 percent vote and which the consultant

described as “one of the best faculty evaluation systems in the countr
After orienting the faculty to the system and training the chair-\
persons ire their roles the system was implemented. Two years later,
the president was alarmcd by a disturbing finding — the institution was
basicilly the same as it had been before the faculty evaluation system
'was implemented. lnstructlonal innovation was not appreciably differ-

ent, no noticeable gains were made in the percentage of those involved

in community servit:e, and the attrition rate had not changed.
. l( N .
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A consultant was’ hired to look into “why',xl]e systern wasn't

working.” Six weeks later, when the consultant’s réport was received,
the essence of the problé‘m was revealed in one p,aragraph.

- " You have an. excelleny faculty evaluatloh plan in fact it

could easily be used As-a model plan for other colleges. Although

- not unanimously so, the faculty are generally supportive of it.

Un.fortunately, the implementation of the plan has not resulted .

in significant changes in faculty performance. Faculty, like the

rest of us, don’t do things they feel uncomfortablé doing. Conse-

v quently, Whll" rewards are attached to usmg innovative instruc-

tional strategies and becoming involved in community Serwce
activities, most faculty are not engaglng in these activities. be-,
cause they don't feel confident in their abilities in those:areas.

An analogy can be drawn with a.young single man who
< attends a dance where several attractive, young single ladics are
' present. He wants to dance with them and he is fuily aware of
the possible benefits if he were to do so. But he hesitates because
he is not a good dancer and does not want to embarrass hlmself
Your faculty are much the same. Some want to experiment with
new teachlng strategles and others would like to get involved in
community service projects. Unfortunately, bécause they lack
the knowledge and skills they believe to be prerequnsnte, they
“hold back.

The recommendation was to start a good faculty development

program.

~ In'the two examples above, both colleges had the same goal-—
improved faculty pcrformance leading to improved institutional perfor-
mance. Both were successful in implementing either a faculty develop-
ment plan or a faculty evaluation system. Both experienced short-term
gains—and_ both failed to achieve any significant long-term gains in
performance. .

An indication of why elther faculty development or faculty eval-
uation alone is inadequate, why each is a necessary adjunct to the
other, and why both are needed is found in the writings of Cummings
and Schwab (1973). They suggest that there are three basic factors
influencing performance in organizations - ahility, motivation, and cli-
mate. Change efforts dlrected at any-one or two of these are predes-
tined to fail

Ability, or what a person can do, is influenced by a faculty
development program and by selecting good people and placing them
in the right job. Motivation, or the desire to use ability, is influenced

-
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by an evaluation system that plowdes desirable rewards and.by the
knowledge that one is able to perform as expected. Both ablhty and
motivation are éssential.&lements in any attempt at improying perfor-“
mance. However, alone.or together they are insufficient,
Any successful attempt at improving performance must also
consider a third element, climate. Climate is a more difficult concept to
tomprehend. Climate refers to “a set of char acteristics that des(.rlbe an
~ organization, distinguish it frém other organiza:ions, afe’ relatlvely,
- enduring over time, and-influence the_behavior of the people it it”

. .+ (Campbell and others, 1970, p. 389). "The many.dimensiogis of climate
include such things as interaction with colleagues, ‘adefjuacy of ‘the
[~ - .compensatiorsystem, pressures for conformity, falrnesb of thé reward
"’"'O system,_existence and adherence to standards, equity of/workload, use U
- of unnecessary status symbols,”and the behavior of leaders. A model /i\\

>that shows the interrelatedrmess of ablllty, motivation] and chmate is %
" shown i Figure 2. - / " '
! .+ Even a curspry examination of the model lndl(]ZitCS that any suc-
=cessful attempt at improving. performance must affe¢t all three factors ‘
notJust one ‘or two of them
A Comprehfnswe Approach ’ o .
~ . “Any successful attempt at lmprovmg pefrformance must, affect
4 all three determmants of perfonnance A pracmcal way of combining
! ,' ! ‘ I ;
- Figure 2. Factors Inﬂuencrﬁ“g‘?erformance .
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" all three ihto a general pe: {lormance impravement program is to start
with an asyessment of the: chmate of the college. There are a'nurnber of
instruments available, for thls purpose ( atts, 1982). Once ‘those
dimensiony of climaté belie ved to be\significant distractors to perfor-'
. mance have been ldentlﬁled the institution chn begin to improve them.
P Sim ltdneously, a/ faculty developrhent programi should . be
'started folldwing well- establlshed guidelines (Harnmons, Wallace and
w tts 1977). Since resurrection is always more difficult than birth and
‘ bécause of the financial /costs involved, ‘an immediate focus of these
\ 'programs sh uld be to ensure that those persons responsible for select-
ing new facv.llty are trat?ed in selecting the right faculty forithe right
posltlon and that a car¢ ully planned orientatign program for new lac-
‘ ulty is in place (Hammons 1973). ll | | !
oo Meanwhile, nother task force should be\hard at'work- dwelep—~

. ing a faculty ¢val atlo/n system complete with-alclearly defined faculty
. position description, stated purposes of the system, clear and ObJC(,[lVC

' criteria, appnt riate standards, and feaslble procedures.

Once the cllmate dlanSlonS with low ratings have been ldentl-

. fied and actlorl lnltldted to improve them, and faculty developrqent and
| . appraisal plans havé been developed and implemented, ‘the esstntlal
elements will be in place for a fully functlonlng performance lmpt‘ove- .
ment program, ,l ~/ \

' Any fadulty evaluation system implemented w1thqut an accom-
panymg faculty development program or without attention to climate
factors influen |ngﬂ|notxvat|on is doomed to eventual failure, Just as is
any other effoft llmlted to only one or two of the determlnants ‘of per-
4 ‘formance. / L i
b s aplpro riate to remlnd the reader that is is posSIble though
' 1ot probable that an effort’ which neglects any one, or two, of the three .
determinants 'of erform/ance may show short-term results. However
given a sufﬁc]en time, Lt is highly improbable that meanlngful change
' will occur. /
i ' The message m thls is a soberlng one. For institutional pevfor—
‘ mawce to nmpr ve, individual and institutional changes are necessary. |
" An impossible task° Only for those institutions administered by leaders |
whojare u1lwi:} ng to change, who are willing to settle for less than can |
'be, and who Havé ceased to dream of what could be. /

' ‘ l\‘ . i . 1 ) : ) . t i

i . Vo
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Hdentifying and coping with the basic elements of faculty
resistance and administrator apathy are at the heart of the
problem in establishing any faculty evaluation or faculty
development program.

Establishing Suecessful
Faculty Evaluation and =
Development Progmms

Raoul A. Arreola

2
4

If we wish to establish a successful faculty evaluation or development
program, the question a- to: what constitutes success needs to be an-
swered. Seldin (1980) Las defined in some derail those ‘elements that

. constitute a successful faculty evaluation program. Numerous authors

(Centra, 1979; Genova and others, 1976; Grasha, 1977; Miller, 1972)
have describéd various models, strategies, and issues that must ‘be
, attended to in establishing any faculty evaluation program. Others,
notably Gaff (1975) and Bergquist and Phillips (1975, 1977) have
" described in detail the elements that constitute a good faculty dev-.lop-
.ment program Additional handbooks and publications on the topic
abound so it is not necessary to tackle the individual components. of
those programs.at this point. The issue addressed here is how to estab- '
lish programs tliat have a chance of succeeding. ’

Defmmg Success

“A successful faculty evaluation program can be defined as one
iliat provrdes mformatlon which faculty, admmlstrators and, where

-

San Francuco Jussey-Bass, March 1983.

A Smuh (Ed.). Evaluating Faculty and Staff. New Directions for Community Colleges, no. 41. 83
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appropriate, students, consider important and useful. Note that by this
definition no particular set of dlements, forms, questionnaires, work-
shops, or procedures is being suggested. There.is purposely no refer-
ence to the word “valid.” The issu€ of the validity of faculty evaluation
systeras and programs will be discussed later. However, one thing is
clear. If the faculty evaluation system or program that is devised is con-
sidered by the.faculty to be fair and useful, it is functionally valid
regardless of its validity in some statistical or psychometric sense.

. Taking.this same orientation to faculty development programs,
a successful faculty development program isone perceived by the faculty
as being a valuable resource or tool in assisting them to solve problems
or achieve goals that both they and the administration consider to be
important. From this perspective, the problem of establishing success-
ful faculty evaluation and deyelopment prograns does not lie so'much
in not knowmg what procedures to follow in evaluating faculty, not

knowmg how to develop new skills or enhance old ones. The problem
lies in getting faculty and administrators to change their behavior in

important and fundamental ways.

a

‘Obstacles to Establishing Successful Programs

If we examine the problem of how to establish faculty evaluation
and development programs as not so much a technical one of develop-

_ing theright questionnaires or procedures and look at i¢ for what it really

is, a problem in getting large numbers of intelligent, highly educated,
and indépendent people to change their behavior, then we have a much
greater chance of establishing a successful program. There are two
major reasons why faculty evaluanon and development programs fail:
(1) the administration, is not interested in whether or not they succeed,
ard (2) the faculty are against it. Theslirst reason will be referred to as

. administrator apathy and ‘the second’ ‘as faculty resistance. A close look
at these two obstacles to cstabllshmg’successful faculty evaluation and

development programs can determine ways to overcome them,
Administrator Apath_y Of the above two threats to success,

admlnmrator apathy is the more deadly. If the administration is apa-

thetic toward or actively against the whole program, it will not succeed.

"Anvone who has encountered a successful faculty evaluation and
development program can point to one top administrator with a strong i

commitment to the establishment and maintenance of the program.
Having a top administrator strongly committed to the program is a

necessary but not sufficient condition for success. The reasons for this-

will become obvious as we examine the issue.

‘
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One of the more common situations found in colleges and uni-
versities is one where a secondary-level administrator, say a vice presi-
dent or academic dean, is strongly committed to the establishment of a
faculty evaluation and development program. The top-level adminis-
trator of thé institution may be in favor of the program, apathetic
toward it, or resistant to it. In the case of apathy, it is necessary to
demonstrate to the top administrator the potential benefits of the pro-
gram in terms of improved instruction, improved learning, better fac-
ulty production, and better personnel decisions and management.

Resistance by. the top-level administrator creates a. difficult
problem. Resistance to faculty evaluation and development prograrms
revolve around two issues: cost of the program and fearoftoss of con-

trol in the personnel decision-making process. Faculty evaluation and

development programs can vary widely in their cost; institutions need
not spend great amounts of money to have moderately successful and
effective programs. . ' L
The fear of loss of control or threat to authority is a much more
difficult problem to address. Several approaches have been helpful in
this situation. Establishment of the program on purely an experimental
basis for a period of two years, enables the administrator to utilize the

_results of the program as he or she sees fit. A consultant brought in

from another institution where a-successful faculty evaluation and
development program already-in place can present an objective view to

the administration as to how such a program can be made to benefit the

institution as‘a whole. Another good strategy is to entice the resistant

top administrator to attend one of the several national conferences on

faculty evaluation and development that are held around the country.

In any case, it is helpful for the administrator to see that his or her fears’
and concerns do not have to be realized. ?

A less common situation is one where a faculty evaluation and
development program is initiated by the faculty. This generally means
that they are unhappy with the present formal or informal program
being operated by the administration. This situation can easily lead to
administrative apathy toward a revised program and perhaps to out-
right resistance for the reasons noted above. The key is to gain the sup-,
port of at least a secondary-level admiinistrator, so that some resource:
can be allocated foran experimental trial of some part of the proposed

-program. Administrator apathy diminishes the chances of implement-

ing a successful faculty evaluation and development program. In the

" situation of administrator resistance, the chances of implementing a-

successful program drop practically to zero.

Faculty Resistance.- Administrative commitment is-a necessary
3 ‘ : .
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but not sufficient condition for e»tabllshlng a successful faculty evalua-
tion and development program. It is also necessary to have faculty
acceptance.-Faculty resistance to the establishment of evaluation and
development programs’ stefns from numerous sources. Most of the

- resistance, however, reflects two or three major concerns. In examining

these concerns let’s begin, once again, by stating the obvious: No one
enjoys being evaluated. Few people enjoy being told that they need to
lmprove or worse, need to. be developed, especially people who have
spent six to%eight years in college being evaluated and developed to the,
point where they were awarded advanced degrees. The overall
phenomenon of faculty resistance is composed of two reactions: resis-
tance to being evaluated and apathy toward being developed. Resis-
tance to being evaluated appears to grow out of three basic concerns:

resentment of the lmplled assumptlon that faculty may be incompetent
in their subject area, suspicion that they will be evaluated by unqualified
people, and an anxiety that they will be held accountable for perfor-
mance in an area in which they may have little or no training or inter-
est. This last anxiety is not unusual or unexpected, even though most
faculty may attribute most of their concern to the second factor. Milton
and Shoben (1968, p. xvii) point out the basis for this anxiety when
they state that “college teaching is probably the only profession in the
world for which no specific training is required. The profession of scho-

~ larship is rich in prerequisites for entry, but not that of instruction.”

This statement holds the key. to faculty resistance to the estab-
lishment of faculty evaluation and development programs. Faculty are
understandably resentful of being tacitly questioned on their compe-
tence in an area “rich in" prerequisites” for which they have been well- "
trained. They are, not su rprisingly, apathetic toward the idea of receiv-
ing further training. They also view with some concern and trepidation
the prospect of being evaluated in an area in which they may have little
or no'training or interest — namely the desngn development, and deliv-
ery of instruction,

Several publlcatlons have addressed the issue of overcoming
faculty resistance to evaluation programs. Grasha (1977) devotes a sec-
tion to faculty resistance, O’Connell and Smartt (1979) repeatedly
mention it as a concern, and Seldin (1980) suggests six steps to over-

" come such resistance. Arreola (1979) deals with the issue of precludlng
much faculty resistance by systematically involving them in critical
steps in the development of the program. Each of these sources provides
gundellnes procedures, and strategles that may be employed to assist in_

: ovcrcomlng faculty resistance. It is useful, however, to examine some

of the major dimensions of the problem that may not be immediately

apparent
/i
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Common Errors

Several common errors are made when establishing faculty
evaluation and development programs that reduce their chances of suc-
cess. The first and most common error is committed when a faculty
evaluation program is implemented without reference or clear relation
to a faculty development program. When this is done, the message the
faculty are likely to receive is “We're going to find out what you're doing
wrong and get you for it.” If an integrated faculty evaluation and devel-
opment program is implemented, the message sent is “We're going to
help you determine your strengths and weaknesses and provide you

_ with the resources you need-to-both enhance your strengths and over-

come your weaknesses.”

Unfortunately, most often only a faculty evaluation program is
implemented. Even then the form of its implementation almost guar- -
antees faculty_ resistance. Generally, a faculty evaluation program
begins by constructing or adopting a questionnaire that is &dministered
to students. These questionnaires usually contain questions that the
faculty perceive as boiling down to “Does this instructor know his or her
stutf?”, and “How would you rate this person compared to other teachers
you kave had?” The questionnaires are usually analyzed by computer
and the results sent to the department chairman, college dean, or, in
some instances, directly to the president. This action triggers all the
concerns- and anxieties that result in full-blown faculty resistance.
Couple this, as occasionally happens, with a student publication that
lists the best and worst teachers— perceived as job-threatening by the
untenured —and hostile and negative reactions from the faculty are
guaranteed.

On- the other side of the coin, when faculty development pro-
grams are installed without reference to'an evaluation system, apathy
tends to run rampant among the faculty. This is not to say that the pro-
grams may not be innovative, creative, and effective for those who do
participate. But what commonly occurs in the absence of a tie to an
evaluation system is that only those faculty who are already committed
to the concept of self-improvement, who are already wedded to the idea
of becoming as effective and efficient as possible both as teachers and
researchers, will be the ones who seek the program out. Thus, the fac-
ulty who need developing the least will be the ones who tend to use the
program the most. Those faculty who don’t have that commitment and
who genuinely need developing tend to avoid it. If a faculty develop-
ment program is mandatory, based on the referral of the dean or de-
partment chairman, it is very easy for the program to take on the aura-
of being for losers only —a place where faculty are sentenced to several

u




w

E

88

weeks of development whien they are caught with a poor syllabus, a bad
grade distribution, or declining enrollments.

How do we overcome these not inconsiderable obstacles? There
is no casy answer to this question. However, the following suggestions,
cautions, and strategics gleaned from the experiences of those trying to
establish faculty evaluation and developnient programs may prove
useful.

a
Guidclines for Overcoming Obstacles
and Avoiding Errors

1, Identify and enlist the aid of a higher level administrator
commiitted to the establishinent of an integrated faculty evaluation and
development programHeorshemust be prepared to-overcome a year
to eighteen months Yof faculty resistance, some of which can become
quite vocal. ‘

2. Expect faculty to resist. Experience has shown that faculty
resistance unde rqoc:}lvc predictable stages.

: Stage 1: Disdainful denial stage. During this stage, faculty gen- A
cuf”v take .the atiitude: that “It'll never work” or, in the case of old:

_ timers, “We tried that ten years ago. It didn’t work .theh and it's not

O

golng to work this time either.”
-Stage 2: Hostile resistance stage. During this stage, faculty begin

to realize that the administration is going aliead with the development

and implementation of the program in the face of all logic, reason, and
sanity. Faculty senate meetings are hot and heavy. Special subcommit-
tees are appointed. Complaints flow into the various levels of adminis-
tration. : :

Stage 3: Apparent acquiescence stage Faculty seen¥ to reSIgn
themselves to the fact that an arbitrary and overly complex program is
going to be implemented despite objections. Most faculty hope that if
they ignore the program it will go away. A few voices of support are
heard at this stage, however.

Stage 4: Attempt to scuttle stage. At this stage, certain elements
of the faculty and perhaps some department chairmen or deans greatly
exaggerate the impact of the problems the system is causing. Some iso-
lated incidents of outright misuse of the system may be perpetrated in
an effort to<get the program to collapse. Pressure on thé sponsoring
administrator to resign is intensified. '

Stage 5: Grudging acceptance stage. After eighteen months to
two years of operation, faculty find that the program can actually be of
some value once in a while. When all faculty are nearly equally but
minimally unhappy with the program, the faculty resistance barrier
will have been successfully overcome.

MC . | ,t"(.'.
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Lt should be apparent at this point why administrator commit- , .
ment is so critical to the success of any fagulty evaluation and develop-.
ment program. Only that commitmegdn\gu the institution through
the first few stages of facuity resistance. If the administrator* responsible .

" for the intplementation of the program is a second-level admlnlstratqr .
and has to fight apathy or resistance in the top-level administrator, the: «f
probability of success is smaller and the probability of that administra-
tor looking for another job is greater. :
3.. Be prepared to respond to common. faculty concerns. Some
. of these concerns, and the responses that have been found helpful
include:

Students aren’t competent to evaluate me!” It needs to be made clear
that most evaluation systems do not ask students to actually evaluate
faculty in the sense that students make decisions about the faculty in
any definitive way. Students are solicited for their opinions; percep-
tions, and reactions. This information is considered along with other
information from other sources when the évaluauon is carried out by ]
the appropriate person or committee. " ° .

‘ “Teaching is too complex an activity to be evaluated validly!” The best
lesp()nse to the concern is to point out that faculty are being evaluated
in their teaching all the time by their colleagues and administrators. An
evaluation program makes that evaluation fairer and more systematic.

“You can’t reduce somethi.g as complex as an evaluation of my perfor-

mance to a number — some thmgsjust can’t be measured”” Remémber, in re- - .

. sponding to this and similar concerns, that an infallible, absolutely
valid and accurate method of evaluating the totality of faculty perfor-
mance has not been developed. The best response to this concern is to
point-out that faculty are evaluated and their evaluation translated into
a number ¢very time-a decision is made about merit raises, assuming
merit raises are given at the institution. Evaluation programs attempt
to improve existing informal and perhaps unstructured systems by
developing an objective, systematic, and fair sct of criteria based on
numerical values. Faculty ¢onsistently reduce”the evaluation of com-
plex student learning achievement to numbers; and based on those
numbers, colleges award credit and degrees. As a profession we are not
inexperienced in the process of summarizing evaluations of complex
behaviors as numerical values. . :

4. Establish a faculty evaluation and development center or
office, preferably not located in the office of the vice president or dean.

One efficient and cost-effective way to do this is to combine the media
center, test scoring office, and any other instructional support or devel-
opment office into one organizationally integrated unit. This unit
should be under the direction of someone trained in evaluation and ~
lnstructlonal development or educauonal psvchology, and most lmpor-

[mc :
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tant, someone who has an affably nonthreatening manner that inspires
confidence. Remember, the objective is to change the behavior of fac-
ulty and administrators. The person in charge of the faculty evaluation
and development facility should be able to grasp and deal with this con--
cept in a positive manner. ‘

5. Establish a faculty advrsory board. Although the faculty
evaluation and development unit will ultimately report to the dean or
vice president, it helps to have a faculty advisory board. The board can
be elected by the faculty, tl e faculty senate, ‘or appointed by an appro-
priate administrator. In any case, there should be some mechanism for
faculty to-have input into the policy development affecndg the opera-
tion of the center and the program even if that input ison y ddvxsory in'
nature.

6. Consider using a consultant. An outside consultant can play
an important role in the process of overcoming faculty and administra-
tive resistance. The consultant serves as a valuable conduit between
faculty and the administration by communicating concerns, suspi-
cions, and fears expressed by the faculty to the administration. The

_consultant can also assure administrators that other institutions have

been able to implement successful programs. The function of serving as
early stages of laculty resistance. The consultant can act as a lightning
rod for dll complaints, criticisms, and confessions that might not ordi-
narily be expressed to a local colleague. -

One of the most effective means of utilizing a consultant for this
purpose is to hold an open faculty meeting where, with the appropriate
administrators preserit, the consultant presents an outline of the pro-
posed faculty evaluation and development program and then responds
to questions and comments. Often in this forum, the faculty criticize
the ideas presented by the consultant, or criticize the planned program
as if the consultant were solely responsrble for the entire effort. What is
really being communicated in this setting is a concern or an expression .
of opposition to the administration’s proposals or practices without-a=—=™" ~ 'l
direct confrontation with the administration. Breakthroughs in faculty

.resistance often occur in these forums. Thls .approach also gives the

|
administration the opportunity to present proposals which can then l
receive. a more honest appraisal by the faculty than they ordinarily g ‘
might, with little tisk being taken by either the faculty or the adminis-
tration. ' — ' l
7. Integrate faculty evaluation and development programs. |
Make certain that for every element of the faculty evaluation program |
there is a corresandlng and conicomitant element in the faculty devel- ,“‘
opment program For example if an lnstructor’s syllabus is going to be ‘
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evaluated as part of the overall evaluation of teaching] be sure that-
in the development program there are workshops, seminars, or mate-
rials available showing an instructor how to construct a- good syllabus.
This appx‘oach -¢énsures that faculty have lnstltutlonally supported
recours¢ when the evaluation system detects a weakness in their per-
formance.

8. Use a variety of sources lr;c}the evaluation system. Make cer-
tain that the faculty evaluation program includes and utilizes lnput
from such sources as peers, self, and Pdmlnlstrators as well as students.
It is important to specify the impact €ach of these various sources of
infor.c~tion has on the total evaluation. !

Make every effortto ensure that the faéuhy evaluation pro- -
gramu s functionally valid. The aspects of faculty periormance being -
evaluated should be ones that both the faculty and the administration
believe ought to be evaluated. In establishing the program’s functional

~validity, 1t i1s important to remember that the process of evaluation’

requires that a sét of data be weighed against a set of values. If the data -

- show that the performance of an individual corresponds to the values

being utilized or assumed by the evaluator, that individual is evaluated
favorably. If the faculty member’s performance is at'odds with the eval-~
uator’s values, an unfavorable evaluation restlts. v

To the extent that faculty are either unsure of, or disagree with,
the assumed value structure. of the faculty evaluation program, they
will consider the program to not be valid ar d will thus resist if. Func-
tional validity, or the extent to which the faculty believe in the fairness
and utility of the faculty evaluation program is,. in large measure, a
function of the degree to which they are aware of and agree with, the
assumed values in the evaluaticn program. ‘There are a number of spe-

cific and- effective steps that can be taken to establish the functional

validity of a faculty evaluation program. These steps are descrlbed
more fully in Arreola (1979) . -

10. Make certain that detailed faculty evaluatlon information is
provided primarily and exclusively to the instructor. Policies may be

* established that call for mandatory periodic review of the evaluation in-~

formation by an administrator, but the issue of the initial control of the

" information must be resolved early so that the faculty evaluation and

development unit does. not come to be seen as a watchdog agency for-

~ the administration. If this occurs, the development or seif-lmprovement

functlon of the program is severely diminished.
ESLabllSh a facilitative reward structure. That is, establlsh

-policies that treat documented fagulty development efforts in a fashion

similar to that of publication and research efforts. Successful faculty -
developmentvand instructional improvement_efforts should contribute
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meamugfullv W pmm(m(m tenure, and, where pq,smblc ‘merit- pay
decisions.. . ;
12. Tie promotion, “ténure, and merit- pay decision-making
pr()ccdures as directly to the facultv evaluation and development pro-
7 gram as. possible. This last'suggestion is critical if the program js to
.+ achieve true success. Once we dispense with those few faculty who havé™
a passionate drive for discGvering truth through research regardless of,
cost, those who teach for the sheer love ofteaching and would dosoeven
if they were not paid, and-those who'are bent on a never- endlng quest
- —for self-actualization, self-development, and self-rmprovement, we are
left with the great majority of faculty who are profoundly influenced i
their professional performance by those aspects of job security, pres-
tige, and monetary reward that their institution controls. If faculry per-
-€eive that dec15|ons concerning their careers are still going to be carrled
- out by an administrator who may or may pot utilize faculty evaiuation
. - and.development data ina systeatic, fair, and predictable manner,
e ~the program will ultimately,fail. "This is true no matter how benevolent, -
the administration,may bc Only wher faculty realize that obtaining
, ‘the rewards their profession and mstltu'Ilon has to offer is a function of
) their performance and thus u ir control, and that_the faculty *
' evaluation and developmgnt program ig a valuable tool in helping them
both identify and oVercome the obstacles standing bétween them and ~
.+ .these rewards, will the program have a.chance of success. Only when:
. the administration realizes that well-constructed faculty evaluation and
deve’:opment programs do not diminish their ability to direct the course
\‘ and quality of their instigutions, but rélther enhancé and strengthen it,
= will. a truly successfu
. have been establlshed
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Evaluation of community college personnel is not an
impossible task if administrators take into account hiring,
staff development, and retention models used by business
and industry. :

Evéluatiizg, Developihgf '
and Promoting -
Community. College Staff o

Frank A%ms

Staff evaluation should be the end result of a college-wide endeavof to -
enhance jpersonnel performance. Yet the effort often seems convoluted
and irrational. Activities inyolved in evaluation more‘frequently create’
‘an atmosphere of defensiveness or paranoia as- various’ evaluation
instruments are circulated, or supervi'sor-employee', conferences are
held. What is needed is a rational model. through which all personnel
are. hired, developed, evaluated, - retained, and termipated or’ pro-
moted. Few modecls ‘appear in community college literature. Instead,
mini-models or portions of models exist through which employces are
evaluated, retained, or developed, but rarely terminated or advanced.
\ The model offered in this chapter synthesizes many of the con-
cepts used by business and industry in their human resource develop-
ment pr_\-)grams. It hinges on the proposition that no employec, janitor -
or presid\s\nt, has reached completeness in growth or capability.
Business and industry, -especially major corporations, spend
~ hundreds of, millions,of dollars on staff development and evaluation.
Indeed, many maintain their own campuses. Some award in-house
diplomas for new skills. Business and.industry place a high priority on

I t

A. Smith (Ed.} Evaluating Foaculty and Staff. New Directions for Gommunity Golleges, po. 4.
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staff development and ¢valuation, a priority not often found in commu-
nity colleges. Business and industry beliecve no person is completely
trained or educated when they are hnred and that no person has reached

his or her potential. : :
’ Community colleges adhere to the conu:pt of the Gomplete'

employee. Interviewers and selection committees screen prospective
new employees, trained or educated to perform -a specific task, without
looking for growth potential. They search for the most qualified person

_to it the institution at a particular level. Unlike industry, it is virtually

impossible for a professional sccretary to become college president.
The idea of the complete employee’ locks staff into a slot from which
neither peers nor supervisors- encourage upward movement.

- Upward mobility does occur, but it is-usually the result of indi-

ndual staff members setting up personal training goals outside the

institution _and attaining these goals through independent training.

Then, if an opcmng occurs and if a variety of other positive conditions

occux employees may move upward within the institution. Most often,
the employee secures additional training arnd 1s then employed away
from the irfstitiition.

Community collcgcs do provide staff devclopment and .evalua- -

tion programs. However, these programs provide evaluation, training,

and education within the narrow confines of the employee’s present job

functions. Evaluation and staff development programs are usually
designed to lmPTOVCJOb performance rather than to enhance thé growth
or flexibility’of the employee. For example, community college instruc-

tors are-given-additional-experiences in- the~dis(_iplines‘ -or-in-teaching-———— |
learning theory. _]amtors are taught how to maintain a building. Secre-

taries arc given experlenccs that increase their effectiveness as office
workers. Although these experiences may be bendJual in the short
run, they do little to prepare for future jobs within the institution or to

‘tap the potentidl skills'the employce may have to offer. They also do

not provide flexibility for institutjonal chang(_ or dcvdopm(_nl of new

A community college'mstxuctor who wanled to become an
administrator would probably have to move to two new institutions

before ‘beconiing a dean. In most cases, two subsequent moves would

be required to attain the presidency. Directors of the various service

" departments in a community college definitely have a difficult time

moving withinan institution. In some directorates, a peaking out dccurs

“early in the person’s.carcer, leaving little hope of upward mobility.

There are, however, some examples of community colleges promoting

from wnthnn the ranks. These examples are by no means typical The™

assertion that community ¢oll gn,s_tend»t‘o'se”ek falents outside the insti-
mtrcm'mfhert an develop them from within remains essentially correct.
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An institution that only promotes from within may also have

a great detriment to overcome. The inward spiral ofideas; new ways
of doing things, or a fresh approach to old problems mlght well be
thwarted. A healthy balance between seeking new talent from outside
,and a sohd internal evaluation and development program is the best
answer to staft morale problems, continuity and predictability within ¢
'thc msututlon ‘and more appropriate usc of tax dollars .

-y

The Components of an Employee Evaluation :
and Development Model - : .

‘ Seeking advice from industry for curr 1culum development and
special instructionalmethods has proved beneficial and appropriate for
community colleges. ’l;o draw upon business and industrial models for

. evaluation and developi..ent of personnel might well be the most
important consideration community colleges could give to cooperation
between business and community colleges in this decade.

" Community colleges and private enterprise face many of the
same personnel problems. Unionization of employees, affirmative
action requirements, search for new talents, staff development, unem-
ployment projections (RIFs), and staff moral(. are just a few of the
problems faced by both. Industry has, however, developed overall
plans for enhancing the professional life of employees while community
colleges have struggled to respond to charges of poor cormmunication,
low morale. and mistrust. Not only have administrators and boards of
trustees struggled to respond, their responses have often been meager
philosophical approaches that fail to attack the real issue: How do _

“employees meet their professional-goals-within-the-context- of institu=——— |
tional evaluation, development, or change? (DeHart, 1982)

't “The answer may be to borrow from a hiring, developing, and
. promoting concept used in industry that is applicable to two-year insti-
tutions. Most community colléges already use components of this
model. The components tend to be buried in personnel office practlces
division and department procedures, and informal administrative -
practices. The threg major components of the mode] can be 1dcnuhcd'
with particular office functioris. oo :
Hiring. Hiring of staff is a personnel office function closely
*  ¢oordinated with instructional or service offices charged with supervis--
ing the staff hiréd. Personnel offices must coordinate affirmative action
goals, write JOb descriptions, establish general salary ranges, recruit,
———sereen-applicants;and-setup the mrerviewing process. Once the candl—
dateis identified, the employment mechanism is activated. Employ-
ment consists of establlshlng where the employee will work, who super-
vises, compensation levels, starting dates, spcmal benehts and com-
~ pleting internal records. i}
Q ; , ' . /
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Although several offices may collaborate in the hiring process,

the main leadership role will generally rest with the personnel office.
Staff Development. Developing staff is a nebulous role, scattered

throughout the institution, -with no one in particular accountaple if

devclopinent does not occur. This is the primary reason development
'becofnes a private action on the part of many employees. To be effec-
- tive, de\elopment should take on a three; dlmenslonal aspect in the
Lommumty college. f

First, there is development that is more an orientation to the
posmon ‘and the institution. Supervisors should explain office proce-
dures, college policies, and other information to new employees De-
pendmg on the level of responslblllty and authority, it could take a full
academic year before a new employee is able to function without close
supervision. Job success depeqds on successful orientation of the new
staff member to the objectives fo the position and its relationship to
. other offices. . . ' ‘

“Poor performance by the employee or supervisor during this
orientation period may set up the dynamics for poor performance and
poor evaluations, thus making future staff development or growth
impossible. The supervisor should give a great deal of thought to em-
ployee orientation. Because supervisors thinkK/in terms of the complete

-+ .employee, little attention is paid to this aspect of development.

Second, understanding emerging institutional directions and
goals is a part of staff development that affects evaluation. Preparation
for these goals and directions is vital. Should new instructional pro-
grams or new facets of established programs emergé, or a major new
institutional thrust take place without staff development, staff affected

A

- by these changes will be defensive and negative. If the institution has a-

professional staff that is a part of the’ governance program, union, or
association, the defensiverfess fnay-be played out through these chan-
nels. Lack of communication, mistrust, and staff-acl;nlnmtratlon splits
¢an ‘often be trated to new goals, objectives, or changes in direction
being established without adequate preparation or training of staff. .

Promoting., The promoting function as a deliberate endeavor is
lacking in most community collegcs‘ To prepare staff for future growth
within the institution, an analysis of the staffs personal goals must be
made This is rarely done after the first professional appointment.

' Reviewing or helplng staff to reach career goals through institu-
tional support for those goals and matching them with long- and short-
range staff development programs is an absolute must.

Job efficiency and effectiveness is greater when staff can incor-
porate:institutional goals and objectives with personal goals. Although
employee advancement will cause the institution to lose some employees

FRIC ,'. .l;j; T o
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. to other colleges, it is more likely that thc plofcssnonally talcntcd and
energetic people will remain. .
One of the better programs training staff for plomotnon is found
in the Dallas Ceunty Community Cbdllege System. The use of intern-
ships, both internal and external, is a major strength of the program.
At the City-Wide Colleges in Chic¢ago, there has been a concerted effort
to create, through temporary assignments or dual titles, a means to

prepare’employees for future growth.

Staff Development and Promotion
[N o
_ Training staff for new endeavors should be part of the collcge,v
promotion plan. For-example, the college wishing to use technology to

' assist instruction should be willing to pay the costs of additional classes,
conferences, staff publications, and in-house workshops on this topxc
It may be dpplopnatc to reward staff for participation in these programs.

It is probably unwise for the institution to encourage teaching -

‘ staff charged with conducting freshmen and sophomore courses to con-
tinue getting more advanced education in the discipline. Instead of a
better-prepared instructor, the’ collcge may end up with someone who
_teachies advancedconcepts in lower-division courses; but complams that

/ students at the freshman/sophomore level are ill-prepared. A program
- that develops skills in the delivery of freshman/sophomore couise con-
Ccpts would be more appropriate. These types of staff development pro-
grams are typical in both industrial models and in community colleges.
teo . Organizational deyelopment is a term normally applied by
lndustr) to what is described here as employce promoting. The defini-
tion is nearly the same. Private enterprise views orgar}lzatxonal devel-
opment as a dynamic function and responsibility of management. If
the organizatiop is dynamxc——that is, changing to meet-new"markets
. and new technological advances < then management must constantly .
develop staff to meet those challenges. Nadler (1970, p. 89) states that
“employee developmébt activities in the business orld are designed to -
o produce a viable and flexible work force for the organization ass it
moves toward its future.” ok

The Industrial Model

Any program, hiring, developing, and promoting employees,
must be grounded in sound selection practices such as affirmative action
and solid orientation and employee development. New to many com-
munity colleges is a third componcnt——varymg an employee’s on-the-
Jjob experiences to facilitate movement to othcr positions within an

~= ingstitution. '
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- The model shown below illustrates how hiring, staff develop-
ment, evaluation, and promotion form an integral part of a personnel
development strategy There are twenty-three segments of this model.
A checklist is provnded betow for easy reference. In most‘community
colleges, current employees would be located at the personnel develop-
ment category. Most colleges would find employees strung out along
various levels of the model. :

. Compohent A: Hiring~

Position Open -

External Recruiting

Internal Recruiting

Minority Recruitment
" Affirmative Action Process .

For Parallel or Lower Positions -

Interviewing Process
- Employment

+ Component B: Developing

1. Supervisor Evaluation of Goals ‘
, Relating to Position ~ L
" . e g Personnel Development Program

‘

. Performance Evaluation

o a. Deficient Performance

" b. Average Performance

s ) c. Above-Average Performance ‘
Personnel Reevaluation ¢
Position Retention ’

Termination '

Position Change

a. To Component C (Advancement)

b. To Component A (New Position) -

L~

.\’.O’.U‘."“

P Componmt C: Promoting . 7 L
Gdal Setting (Personal) ' '
Career Planning Review
In-Service Training ‘
Internal Internship ‘

" External Internship
Additional Education
Other Training :
Internal Promotion of Candidate C

O NG BN

: Most community colleges will already have many of thee elements
of components A and B and use some of the elements ir component c’ |
for staff development. The industrial model calls for component C to be

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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an integral part of the overall m()del or the ()rgammtlonal development
strategy breaks down. -
Each of the segments is used as an integral part of a whole. Each
element is redefined-in-the-context of the institution’s local setting. For -~ —-—
c\mmple the Personnel Development Program clement (Component B)
is very informal at the College of Lake County. It is a mix of staff devel-
opment and personal goal attainment activities condlucted for large
groups of thé staff and immediate supervisors. At the same collége, the
- Career Planning element'is largely informal knowledge of those work-
‘ng closely with individual staff. Some offices have formal task analysis
and job preparedness, but no overall college “endeavor exists. Yet, the
hiring process ‘works very well at the College of Lake County.
[t may take as many as thrde years to completely put.the model
in place. Vigorous’ discussions and staff meetlngs are necessary’ before
launching it. The model should be examined by 'the institution and
accepted by everyone from the president to the stock clerk.

s

4pplying the Model

’

'

o The model may at first raise serious concerns because it indi-

' cates a stronger effort at affirmative active. The model assumes a defin- _
itiveaffirmative action plan has already been developed. The minority 7
recruitment and affirmiative action elements will require a deliberate,
extensive search for qualified minority candidates. Again, the mdustrla(l
. model is adaptable. @

There are at least four ways the model can’be used by commu-

" nity colleges to reach affirmative action goals.

1. Establish acceptable requirements for entry into a position.
‘Seek potential employees who meet the requirements but who are not
overly qualified. If a master’s degree is required, the overly qualified
Ph.D. “applicant should not be considered.

2. Recruit actively through personal contacts. Colleg’e adminis-
trators should visit campuses ;with minority graduates. Booths and
other strategies will be needed at approprlate professional mectings.

~ 7 3. Plan the position openlng well in advance so.that a strong
recruitment effort may be made in-house and off campus.

4. Establish a strong role for college affirmative action pro-
cesses, such as designating affirmative action oversight review mecha-
nisms.

The first elements of the model to be implemented $hould be the

, affirmative action components. Internal staff development and promo-
tional mechanisms may be built on that base. Without first addressing -
affirmative action goals, many institutions will not secure minority
employees, no matter how qualified.

ERIC . 1
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Consternation may also occur when poor performance is noted.

' Wheén an employee does not function as desired, a great deal of time

and energy can be spent by the supervisor. Quite often the situation

. becomes p‘crsonaliééd, and negative emotions are experienced by both
" “the employee and supervisor.” When this occurs, little opportunity is
left for a mare positive approach to the problem. There is no mechanism

in most colleges to deal with malfunctions in the typical model. This

~~ ‘model, however, provides avenues for staff development, reassign-

ment, or termination. o '

- No employee comes to the institution with only one set of $kills

.f " or capabilities.  Institutions desire to help qach employee to grow

3 professionally, to assess career goals, to sharpen other skills, and to
develop as manV-possible avenues to other positions within the institu-
tion as abilities and capabilities will allow. It is still unlikely that the
president’s secretary will acquire the necessary skills to become presi-

- dent. But the model can be used to encourage professional staff to fill a
. variety of faculty arid administrative roles, and to allow clerical staff to
reach to professional staff expertise level. . o
The model is applicable to all employees: deans and custodians,
faculty and clerks, mail clerks and division directors. Funding the
_entire model at one time could be more costly than an institution can
.. bear Each institution will need to target groups to make the most of
limited funds. In the targeting process, some consideration can be
given to recredentialing staff to handle new curricula and programs,
thereby avoiding RIFs and permitting offices to acquire badly needed
& short-term professional help through internal internships. '

' . The inodel also promotes understanding between offices about
how the college works and provides job satisfaction to employees.
Administrators will have to decide who has potential and who should

" continue to be employed in the same positions. Timid implementation
of the model could create more problems than not having a model
(Drucke ‘:?7'47\ ' ¥ -

‘ In most colleges, the model can be implemented by reallocating
funds rather than finding new money. Much of the money needed to
implement the model can be found in funds set aside for fecruitment,
staff development, staff orientation, grants and contracts with govern-
ment agencies, and professional travel. Currently; these funds are so
dissipated throughout college budgets that they do little to help institu-
’ tions grow. '

‘*. ¢ Summary
» *
. ‘

Many college presidents openly declare the greatest resource.
* they have at their disposal are human resources. Few, however, set
\)4 4 . '
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about to nurture this resource thr()uqh an organizational development
plan. The conceptual model for maintaining and developing commu-
nity college staff provides such a plan.
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7711s chapter promdes a review qf somé legal considerations -, " « 4
and | predictions for the future e
* .
s S
- r

*

| Concluding Comments

w Al Smith ’ : S '

<
-

Even with the very comprehenswe list of recommendations made in
this volurqe there is one major area of staff evaluation that has not been
covered. Khat area is the legal aspects of staff evaluation programs.
While space does not permit a full exploratiori, in closing it should be
. helpful to mention some of the legal considerations associated with staff
evaluation. Thomas (1981) has complled an extensive list of legal con-
* siderations which are‘bffered here for the reader’s review. This list
should help colleges avoid any legal entanglements that might arise as a
result of new or revised staff evaluation plans.
1. The criteria should be developed from a job analys:s (Job-
related) through content validation procedures.
2. Administration, faculty, and students should be involved in.
the developmcnt of the system.
‘3. Individuals evaluating job performance should observe cm-/ :
. ployees frequently. .
s 4. Where possible, evaluations should be based on observable
job behaviors. . !
5. Evaluation forms must be written in'clear and concise lan-
guage, including directions and purpose. “
6. Evaluations should be conducted and scored under stan-
dardized conditions. :
7. Evaluators must be tralned in use of the lnstrument

4
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i ' ' 8. Several evaluation sources ape tequired and their evalua-
, +tions should be independent. Y o
9. Performance evaluation must be conducted before any per-" .
. sonnel decisions cdfi be made. . ' LT ’
10. Evaluations should be supported by objective evidence of
~ performance results. . ' - B
11. Student evaluations with comments about the faculty mem- '
* ber.must not be summarized. Either all or none of the com-
. ments should be made public. v o . . _
12. Classroom observations by colleaguies must follow a list of
o teaching behaviors known to the faculty membe¢r being
observdd. ‘ d I Y '
13. Self-appraisals must not be used for tenure, promotion,
and retenticn decisions. '
14. Criteria, standards, and procedures should be communi-
. _cated to the persons being evaluated. : _
15. Faculty should be informed of the results of their perfor-
mance. evaluation. o :
16. The evaluation system must not be discriminatory in in-
: tent, application, and results. ’ ’
™ This list of legal considerations was developed using the refere
ences of Holley (1977), Kaplin (1979), and Seldin (1980. Thomas™
(1981) was careful to note that this proposed det of guideline¥ provided
no guarantee that an institution following these suggestions would not =«
“be found liable in a court suit. However, she felt that the probability of -
such an outcome would be considerably reduced if these -guidelings ‘
‘ were followed. S
It is always dangerous to make, predictions about the future, _
particularly in uncertain times. However, when predictions are based .
on.-past experience there is oftent less chance for error. In closing, the’
Jellowing predictions are offered regarding staff evaluation in two-year
‘®olléges. These predictions are based on the content of-this publication .
¢« "and the authors experiences with two major projects on faculty and

staff evaluation in the community colleges. These ‘predictions will be of
value to colleges considering changes in staff evaluation programs.® .
1. Successful changes in staff evaluation programs will only
‘occur in those colleges where the institution’s president or chief. aca- . ;
demic officer shows strong administrative support for a new or revised
evaluation plan. . o : -

2. Effective and long lasting changes in staff evaluation pro-
grams will only be found in those two-year colleges where theréuhas -
~+  been full and extensive staff involvement in the proposed change.

!

o
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R ‘I'he most successful staff evaluation ologrdms will be found
in thoae colleges that develop a base of expgertise, both lnternal and ,
"external to the institution, for revising their staff evaluation programs.
) 4. Change in present staff evatuation programs will only.occur
at those institutions where there is a generally recogrized nced for a
new or revised evalqallon program. 4
v 5. Interest in staff evaluation programs wnll inercase in the - —
. 1980s, with' colleges developing staff evaluation plans that cover all’
¢ - employees, not just the faculty.
' 6. Collective bargaining agreements will not hmdu dnd may
- even foster, the developmentof new or revised faculty and staff evalua-
tion and developnent programs in future years. Such programs will.be
found in equal numbers in both unionized and nonunionized collegres
. 7 Rescarch and evaluation studjes in this arca will focus-more, ¥
. . on'the impact of these programs than they have in the past. Little is
really known about the impact of staff evaluation procedures on fac-
ulty, administrators, part-tirne iaculty, academic support staff, and
nonacadernicrsupport staff. '
Overall, staff evaluation promises to continue Yo attract consid-*
erable attention in thie 1980s. This attention will be most appropriate
given the-central value of this administrative function*. The colleges
that can most effe¢tively manage, develop, and rew vard their most  * 7
important and valuable resource, their staff membets, are likely to be
the most successful colleges in meeting their (.dU(dll()ndl goals for the
remainder of this decade. :

]
-
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As Behrendt and Parsons note'in an earlier chapter, faculty evaluatioh -
became an issue of ‘the .1970s. Reasons for this include, among ‘other
factors, pressutes on administrators to justify the retention of personnel
in times' of fiscal constraint (Mark, 1977), state legislative mandates
requiring faculty evaluation (Cohen and Brawer, 1972b),” demaxds for
an appropriate mean’ of identifying and recognizing meritorious per-
formance (Walker, 1979), and the growing consensus that some aspects
of collegé administration, including faculty evaluation, be shared with’
students (Menard, 1975). . o S .

. ‘ This final chapter reviews a selection of, the staff evaluation

. literature that appeared during the 1970s. Included in this review are
journal articles and ERIC documents that were processed by the ERIC
Clearinghouse for Junior Colleges from: 1972 through 1982. A bibliog-
raphy of these works is provided at the end of this chapter. ’

, :

‘

Problems in Faculty Evaluation C oW
. S

1

Despite the development of sophisticated evaluation programs,

- the literature reveals that commaunity college practitioners have yet to '
- - L o (-
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reach consensus as to thc purposes and method of faculty- -evaluation!
The many criticisms of faculty evaluation progldms indicate the need
for continued, research in the development of evaluation systems that
enhance faculty development and student learning.
N One of the major problems cited in the literature is the fact that
‘faculty evaluation systems often have two comradncto:y purposes: to

weaknesses of individual instructors, and to' determine whether the

. employment ‘of a faculty member should be continued or tCImlndtLd
Cohen (1974, p. 21) argues that such dual-purpose evaluation systems
-dre counterproductive and damaging to morale: “One faculty evalua-
tion scheme cannot both judge and assist. The procedure that gathers
evidence for dismissal is different from that which reflects a climate of
,support, of communication, and of growth inducement.” Mark (1977,
p. 9) fotes that most writers on the subject concur with Cohen and that
the literature “demands the separation of the evaluation process into

- the goals of development and of promotion, salary, and retention.” Yet
Mark’s review of the literature and of predominant practices leads her

evaluation can be separated. “The outcome,” she reports, “is more
Judgment dnd less assistance” (p. 5). Faculty fears and dlsllusl of lhc
evaluation process are often the result.
Another issue of concern to writers is the ICSpCLllVC rolcs played
. by administrators, students, and faculty peers in the evaluation
process. Mark (19/7) briefly reviews the literature concerning self-
evaluation, peer evaluation, student cvaluauon, and administrative
“evaluation. “Research evidence on the various evaluative components,”
© she concludes, “reveals a mixed picture of effectiveness” (p. 33). Cohen
.and Brawer (1972b) argue that efforts to determine the relative impor-
tance of different partics in the evafuation’ process may be pointless.
Regardless of the pmt;es involved, the authors ‘maintain, cvaluation
efforts should focus on the personal growth of the instructor. Other
works examining the role of one or more of these parties include Cohen
and Brawer (1972a), Schreidet®(1975), and’Walker (1979). Papers
examining the role of students in the faculty evaluation process are
reviewed in a separate section below., ‘
The feasibility of basing faculty eyaluation on measured ad-

literatute. Cohen and Brawér (1972a) argue that measurable indices of
student lcarning should be used to determine thé effectiveness with
which instructors z{t‘ctually cause lcmmng Despite methodological limi:
- tations in assessing the impact of teaching on students’ long-tcrm affec-
tive development, Cohen and Brawer ndte that:“measurjng student

[l

enhance faculty development. efforts by assessing the strengths and"

to conclude that there has been little research i lnto how the two goals of

vances in student learning 1s a bone of contention in the evaluation -
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. qai'ns toward specific objectives is more closely akin to measuring stu-
dent change in general than is assessing an instructor on the basis of his
“methods or his efforts” (p. 203). Other writers are less enthusiastic. -
-Swofford (1978, p. 51) acknowledges the advances made in educational
measurement, but cautions that the efforts of some “propagandists of
edugation” to utilize pretests, post-tests, and other measures of learning
“are about as credible as’the statistics thc military used. to prove success
in Vietnam fron 1966-1970.” Wilson (1980, p. 26) argues flatly that- .
« faculty evaluation is by nature a subjective process: “There is no valid
or reliable instrument for measuring teacher effectiveness. Nor will
there ever be.” The final vote on the relationship of student learning to
faculty evaluation is not yet in. - _ ’

The Student Rolé in Evaluation

‘T'he_role of students in the- hculty evaluation plou.ss has gen-
erated a lalqc proportion of the evaluation literature. Of central inter-
st to writers is the credibility and impagt of student evaluations.

Kiernan (1975), drawing upon a study of student evaluations of -
faculty at ten two-year colleges in the New York Cxty area, outlines
eleven objections to such evaluations. Among other points; she notes
“that’students are in no position-to judge the instructor’s knowledge of
his or her field; that student evaluations can vary depending on the
suchu matter taught by the instructor; that personality matters some-
times interfere with objective evaluation; and that evaluation instru-.
ments themselves are not validated. In a rebuttal, Eagle (1975) cites
rescarch studies pointing to the reliability of student evaluations and to
the ability of students to judge instructors falrly and objectively. Also
supporting the value of student evaluations is the finding by Deegan
and others (1974) that the faculty and deans at a random sample of 200
California community colleges v1cwcd student evaluations as.an cffec-
tive ¢valuation tool.

. .+ Two studies examine the impact of student evaluations ‘on fac-
ulty change and 1mpxovement their findings are mixed. Fitzgérald and
*  Grafton (1981) found in a study at one California commumty college
that faculty had a highér degree of confidence in student evaluations
than in peer evaluations. These faculty also indicated that changes ‘in
their teaching methodology ¢ were more the result of student evalua-
tions than of peer evaluations” (p 331) Eagle (1980) found in a study

at the Bronx Community College that instructors’ knowledge -of their
ratings by students and’ of their relative standing among their col-
leagues in termsof student xatnngs did not produce a sngmﬁcant change

in these ratings over time. :

~
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Severakdocuments discuss the development andcomposition of

... -rating instruments used by students ‘to evaluate facujty. Rasor and
others (1981) detail a study conducted at American River College (Ca.)
to develop an instrument that restricts students’ gvaluations to observ-
able teacher behavior. Yess (1981) discusses the problems inherent i in
rating instruments that are developed through the collective bargaining
process without scientific pilot testing. Ni®ens (1981) details a study
conducted to identify criteria that studénts would like to use as a basis
for faculty evaluation and to determine whether students felt compe- "
tent to rate faculty on the basis of these criteria. Rating-instruments
based on the criteria that are important to studt;nts Nickens argues,
would “provide a more reliable and valuable measurement” (p.. 59).
Information on rating instruments developed and used at other institu-
“tions include Bers (1977), “Bichara ‘and Hazard (1978), Haywood
(1979), and Nelson (1976). °

_ Some research has been conducted to identify personality or
instructional factors that might affect student evaluiations of commu-~
‘nity college faculty. Handleman (1974) describes a study in which stu-
dent evaluations of an instructor who used objective tests exclusively

" were compared with evaluations of the same instructor using classroom
tests that combined objective and subjective formats. Findings inaicate
that the instructor was evaluated significantly higher by students who-
took gbjective exams than by those who took combination objective/
subje(,tlve examinations. South and Morrison (1975) describe a study
testing the hypothesis that stadent-centered teachers—those who are
more sensitive to the perspnal needs of students—will be perceived by
their students to be more effective than teachers who are more conr

- cerned with course subject matter; this hypothesis did not hold true in

all cases. Finally, Hunter (1979) examines a study conducted to deter- .

mine if the interaction of preferred learning styles with preferred teach- -

ing styles can affect student-grades and student ratings of instruction.

No statistically significant relationship was discovered.

3

Developing Evaluation Criteria (. -
) . Qs

 In his review of the literature concermng the evaluation of com-
munlty collegeofdculty, Tolle (1970, p. 6) notes that objectlve measures
of teacher effectiveness have yet to be developed: “every study still.
seems to end with a recommendation-that even more work be carried
out to identify the criteria that should be used in the evaluation of
lnstrpctlonal effectiveness.” - i ‘ |
|

|

' Since 1970, a number of res&archers have concerned themselves
with the ldentlﬁcatlon of evaluation criteria. Most of these documents

O | / ' . .
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describe efforts 16 identify evaluation criteria through a survey of stu-

. dents and faculty. Rhode Island Junior College developed a fifty-time

evaluation instrument on the basis of a faculty-student survey that soli-
cited opinions concerning the characteristics of effective faculty perfor-

- mance (Menard, 1975). In a similar effort, St. Louis Junior Gollege
surveyed its faculty members to determine what should be included in

faculty evaluation, how much weight should be given to each item, and
whether teaching effectiveness is best measured by performance or out-
come (St. Louis Junior College District, 1974). Other efforts to identify
evaluation criteria through surveys are described by Dickens (1980),

Mlnuk (1981), and Wiesenfeld (1975).
' * Another approach -to -Griteria' identification is described by

Morsch and others (1955). They report the methodology and findings

"of a research project undertaken by the United States Air Force to

determine evaluation criteria that correlate with and are predictive:of
student achievement. Using an eight-day hydraulics maintenance
course ‘taught by 121 instructors on a regular basis to classes of about

researchers correfated student gains criteria (as measured by pre- and
post-tests) with instructor variables. These instructor variables included
peer and supervisor evaluations and measures of instructor ‘subject
knowledge and gencral intelligence. Major findings include the fact
that peer and supervisor ratlngs did not slgnlﬁcantly correlate with stu-
dent gams criteria. t

o

~Evaluation Iir’o_grams.and Systems

Several documents-describe the faculty evaluation programs

conducted at individual colleges. Among these documents are thsee

evaluation® manuals from St. Louis Community College: Faculty

Evaluation System: Instructional Resources Faculty (1981b); Faculty Evaluation
System: Teaching Faculty (1981c); and Faculty Evaluation System: Counseling
Faculty (1981a). Besides detailing evaluation procedures, each manual
outlines performance criteria, indicators of professional development,

and levels of satisfactory and unsatisfactory achievement. Evaluation

forms and instruments are also included.
Other papers review programs that emphasize the invoivément

_of all members of the community college in the evaluation process.

Kinnebrew and Day (1973) describe.the procedures and forms used by
Sacramento City College in a facujty evaluation program that includes
self-evaluation, as well as lnput from students, peers, and administra-

tors. In another document, Lewis (n.d. )descrlbcs a point-based faculty .

evaluation system under which instructors accumulate credits on the

11,

“fourteen students using the same classrooms-and materials, Air Force .

e
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basis of student evaluations, supervisor.evaluations, course work, cur-
riculum development activities, speakin’g engagements, publications
and participation- in professional meetings, commencement ceremo-
nies, faculty meetings, and other activities. The accumulation of thirty
points out of a possible sixty- seven lS required for the instructor'to be
recommended for promotion. s
“Another approach to evaluation requires faculty to document -
professional competency. Saunders (1981) details the evaluation
system at Shelby State Commuhity College (Tenn.), in which the
instructor maintains a portfolio of materials that report, for each evalu- ,
ation cycle, activities in the areas of instruction, service to the college, 7
professional growth, and community service. Prior to the beglnnlng of
-the evaluation period, the faculty member and his or her supervisor
determine the emphasis that will be placed on éach-of these areas in the
_instructor’s final evaluation. Brawer and Purdy (1972) present, among
other iterns, a description of the Assessment of Student Learning
system (ASL) that is used to evaluate faculty at Golden West College
- (Ca.). This system requires faculty and division chaus to discuss class_ -
plans,and lnstruetlonal objectives. Follow-up meetings are held each
year, at which instructors present evidence of student learning to sub-
stantiate instructional effectiveness. A similar system adopted at Lee
College (Tex.) is discussed by Cloud (1977). In this system, “Each
instructor defines his own instructional priorities in terms of perfor-.
manee objectives and collects information necessary to- document the
fact that the objeetlves have been met” (p. 42). .
14

Admlmstrator Evaluatxon ; .

W.hlle most of the ERIC literature focuses on faeulty and staff
evaluations, a smaller number of ERIC documents address themselves C
to problems in and guidelines for administrator evaluation. Losak - - 4

. (1975) exarnines the barriers to rational administrator évaluation that
are posed by power relationships, the influence of rumor, and other

- psychological factors often at the heart of administrator dismissal.
Guidelines and suggestions for administrator and presidential evalua-

 tion are presented by Henderson (1976), Lahti (1980), Lorne (1978),
and Williams (1977a)

) Other papers detail specific evaluation practices. Thomas
:(1980) reports the ‘methodology and ,ﬁndlngs of a national survey of
community college chairpersons that was conducted to determine the
purposes’ procedures, and criteria used to evaluate their administrative
performance; to solicit opinions about present and desirable compo-
nents of chairperson evaluatlon systems; and to examine how chalrper-

Q
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sons from various academic disciplines in their views about eval-
‘uation. Administration evaluation systems at Tri-County Technical
“College (S.C.), Alvin Commupnity College (Tex.), Northern Virginia
Community College and Los Angeles Community College District are
described, respectively, in McCombs (1980), Lewis (n.d.), Williams
(1977b), and Los Angeles Community College District (1977).

Obt’aining Copies of ERIC Refevrences A

The ERIC dbcuments (ED numbers) listed arc available on
microfiche (MF) or in paper copy (PC) from the ERIC Document
Reproduction” Service (EDRS), Computer Microfilm International . -
Corporatlon P. O. Box 190, Arlington, Vlrglnla 22210. The micro-
fiche price for docmnents under 480 pages is $0.97. Prices for paper
copies are: 1-25 pages $2.15; 26-50 pages, $3.90; 51- 75  pages, $5. 65;
76~100 pages, $7.40. For materials having more than 100 pages, add
$1.75 for each 25-page increment (or fraction thereof). Postage must be
added to all orders. Abstracts of these and other documents in the
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