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Abstract N

The problem of developing a combrehensive system of evaluation to improve
and reward inétructiona] effectiveness that would be acceptable to both the
scademic and administrative arms of an institution of higher educatjan has
long bedeviled both. This paper reviews current practices and then outlines
one possible approach with suggestions as to: (a) mefhods of assessing
instructional effectiveness; (b) methods of providing results to the instrugtori
(c) options the instructor snould consider based on the cvaluations; {d) how
the instructional improvément proposal should be initiated and then concluded
i a final report; and (e) an admiﬁ%strative procedure for incorporating

instructional effectiveness assessments in the institutional reward system.
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DEVELOPING A COMPREHENSIVL SYSTEM TO IMPROVE AHD REWARD

i INSTRUCTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
Lawrence M. Aleamoni
<! '

More than anything else, an institution of higher education needs‘visibie
ways of convincing its“facu1ty that: (a) good instructors are desired, (b) good
instruction is respected, (c) the improvement of instruction is a major concern,

~(d) therg are specif%c ways of recognizing and rewarding good instruction. Every
institution is already committing a major portion of its bddget to maintair its
instructional prégram: faculty salaries, classrooms, libraries, 1aborator{es,
instructional serQices, sabbatical leaves, and the Iiké. Enteresting]y enough,
however, wheh .2 new graduate prepares to embark.on a professional career.at any
one of the institutions of higher education in the United States or abroad, he
or she is told by the department head or'dean that the institution embraces the
three general robjectives of excellence in~teaching, research, and service and
that rewards are based upon satisfactory to excellent performaﬁée in any one or
a combination of those objectives. The sad fact is that after a short period of
time at the institution, the new faculty member realizes that a]though“the .
three objectives 6f teaching, research, and service are appropriate for any
institution of higher educafibn, most of the institutions reward faculty primarily
for their performante in tHe research functibn (Astin & Lee, 1966; Thorne, Scott,
& Deaird, 1976): |

This is -a disturbing sta%e of affairs because it indicates, basically,
that most institutions are only interested in supporting and encouragiég

excellence in research. Its consequences are obvious-in that faculty, regardless




01 theiv interednt, nhy neglect their teaching and service activitinu in order to
attain the profecqiongl recoanition required to remain and succeed at their
institution, wﬁ[udentélure perhaps the most unfortunate pavnes in sucﬁ‘a game
since they are forced to take courses from faculty who are not able or willing
.to take.the time to prepare and organize. their courses or to do such things as
spend Fiome outside of class discussing problems and concerns that would help
most students learn material better.

Some take the position that therc is no incbnsfstency in this typg of
skewed reward system since it is suggested that excellent reseafchers are,
in fact, the best teachers (Borgatta, 1970; Deming, 1972). The research evidence
(Guthrie. 1949, 1954; Voeks, 1962; Hayes, 1971; A]eamoni,ﬂ1972b; Mleamoni &
Yimef, 1973; Linsky & étraus, 1975), Howevér, does not support fh?s point and
show§ that, in gé%era], there is no correlation bétween scholarly productivity
and effective teaching.

It is further suggested that the eva]uatioﬁ of scholarly productivity
js- much easier, more valid, and more reliable than is the eva]uatibn of instruc-
tional effectiveness. This attitude has generally resulted in a poiicy (dictated.
by practice) indicating that, regardless of the quality of the evaluative
teaching evidence; pub]i;hed researgh wi]T'sti]] take precgdence in the reward
considerations. Under this policy the relationship between teéching and : -
scholarly prqﬁuctivity is believed to be high and positive even though, as waé
stated above, the rasearch.evidence to date does not support this belief.

Now Tet ug\1ook more closely at the criteria used to judge scholarly

R X
~

.achievement. They rest basically on the belief that judgments by colleagues

(synonomous with "the academic community at large") provide the final evidence.
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These judgments typically include: (a) obtaining rescarch grants, (b) publication
in journals where einert evaluation is required for acceptance, (c¢) favorable
reviews of books, (d) appointments or aﬁards that require evaluation of profes-
sional competence, (e) election to office in Tearned sdéieties, and.(f) receipt
of fe]]oWships. If one Tooks closely at the above Jqddments, it is obvious
that cach of these is very subjective; in fact it would be very difficult

to find a set of objective qrﬁteria on which many colleagues could agree when
judying journal publications, books, etc. Those who have read several advisory
editors' reviews of their articles or experienced the acceptance of a once
rejected article by another equally repptab]e journabgcou1d attest to this
subiectivity. _

Where then is the rationale for maintaining that“the evaluation of
teaching based on: (a) the téstimony of department heads and deans, (b)
comiients of colleagues who are well acquainted with the teaching performance
of the instructor, (c) achievement of studentﬁ, (d) quality of teaching materials
prepared by the instructor, and (e) the jddgments of students exposed to the
instructor, is more subjective, less re]iab]e, and Tess accurate than the
Jjudgments of scholarly achievement? Apparently, the answer lies in the ract
that the methods and techniques used in evaluating scholarly achieQément have
remained unchanged for so Tong that they have become accepted as standard
without question or evaluation. In contrast, ‘the evaluation of teaching has
been subject to a wide’Variéty of approaches with no commonly accepted methods
or‘techniques excepfgfor student judgménts gathered via rating forms, soﬁe of

which have not, admittedly, been profeséiona]]y designed.



A recent study by Ladd aned Lipﬁut (197%) further cemphasizes tﬁu noed for
institntions furmAl]v recoqnizing and yewarding instructional efforts.  They
conducted a survey of .5, faculty mgmhers and found that as a ygroup they are
more interested in teaching: than research and Géhularship. In fact, for every
one professor strongly devoted to research, thpy found that there are nine
cqually devoted to teaching.

If institutidns of higher education (and their departments) are serious

s

about encouraging exéé11ence in teachfng, thén they must be prepa?ad to reQard
such excellence in a manner siﬁi]ar to that for excellence in scholariy achieve-
ment. One approach toward achieving this goal Qou]d Le to have departments
define vhat < nstitutes effeitive instruction and tihen establigsh a system of
evaluation which wou'd have as fts two major outcomes: (a) guidance vor improve-
ment -end (b) reward for success. An intégra] element would be an agréement

(or contract) betwenn Che decarunent head and the faculty member outlining the
parcenrage of fime ¢ xruituent to teaching, research, and service. The rest of
this papér will be devoted to outlining ona possible system of evaluation for
encouraging instructional and fach]ty d velopient (Aleamoni, 197éa).

Methods of Assessing Instructional Effectiveness

Evaluation of student attitudes about instructoré and instruction is
perhaps t%e most commonly used method of assessing instructional effective-
ness. The rationale for this is that students are assumed:tovbe the only
ones who are constantly exposed to the e]ehents of the course (e.g., instructor,
textbook, homework,”course content, method of instruction, etc.) énd therefore,

are the most logical eva]uatBrs.of the quality and effectiveness of those



olementy . In addition, student attitudes can indicate arcas of rapport, degrees
of communication or the existence of problems and thereby halp instructors as
wed T as instractional development pevsonnel describe and define the Tearning

:
unvironMunt more concretely and objectively than they could through othoy
types of measurements (Aleamoni & Spencer, 19733 Ateamoni, 1978).

Self-evaluation on the part QF the faculty membef is necessary in order to
determine the rationale for the“varinus 010quts of the course(s) taught. Such
s1fi-evaluation could deal with: (a) course content, (b) method of 1n§trucfion,
(¢) ability to keep student interest and -attention high, (d) ability Eo promotE
student learning, (e) course and instructional objectives, and (f) course and
instructional organizaé%on.

THE quality of student learning is another 1mportént variable to consider
and could be uééq totdetermine if the course objectives are being mét. It
would be possible to gét a measure of student achievement in a course by

i employing éourse or departmentally agreed upon examinations that were des%gned'
to fit the instructional objectives: Nationally standardized examinations
could also be ussd if they were judged to accurately measure the satisfaction
of course and/or'departménta1 objectives. Each of these could then be used either
as final examinations or as:-a part of the final examination. Other measures
could be obtained by followup measurements of student performance in succeeding
courses or by foliowing the students after they have left the institution and
recorq1ng their performance at other institutions of hfgher’education or in
their jobs or professions. | ‘

Faculty (colleague) and department head attitudes and judgments represent

the most comprehensive method of assessment. For example, these judgments could

)




By hasued nmnn o evaluation ofs o (n) Lhoe pmnuuduvnl adequacy of the unuvﬁm(u).
() the nmprnpridLvnvwn af the comrse content, (¢) the d;prdhrintunﬁnn of* the
comrae objectives, () the adeguacy and quality of the course examinations, (o)
the stability of an instructor's teaching of feativeness over the years, (1) the
student attitudinal report, (4g) the instructor's ﬁo]F-rnpnrt, (h) tho duamity
of student learning, and (i) other course materials oy comments wh{ch the
instructor wishes to submit. Such cvaluations ideally should be made by threm~'
person dopartmenta]_review committees using wéf]-étructured guidelines and criteria
of excellence as well as using instructional development personnel ekportise
where needed. B , b
ngngL to the Lnﬁir_éc,tpi

- A11 assessment rotu]ts should be provided to the faculty member in a form
which would allow easy and accurate identification of 1nvtruct1ona1 problems
as well as suggestions for solving such prob]ems. After such resu]ts have
been carefully analyzed and possibly used by the facu]ty member to. des1gn and
implement solutions to 1nstruct1ona1 problems, then they cou]d be submitted to
the department head and weighted appropriately in a "teaching + research +
service" equa@ion for usé in rank, pay, and tenure considerations.

Thé studemt attitude or rating data should be presented to the instructor

§n an easily readable and interpretab]e format. Student responses to the

questionnaire items should be reported 1n summary form for each course and

o

o

appropriate compar1sons should be made between the mean scores in: the 1nstructor S
course (by each 1tem and groups of items) and means for-similar instructors
teaching similar courses in the same department, co]iege, and university. For
examples of'appropriafe normative 55mparisons see Costin,'éreenough, and Menges

(1971) and Aleamoni (1972a, 1976b, 1979). ' .
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IHN‘iHHLVHULUP ghnuld b peav ided with additional intarpretive matoriin
an wo b b with the possibility o(‘unnnultatlnn with the instructional development
personne b orespons ihle Tar providing Lhn,utudunt atyltudina]JInrnrmutinn. My
uﬂd\(lu”dl vvuluutin information and vesowrces necdet Tn Lhis area fhnuld‘mlrx
¢ dineeed with the instructional dnv51npmunl povnnnn|1 Al lnlU\DVOlva
mtarial Tand consultation should concentyrate on fdentifyiny instructlonal
sLrengths and weaknesses and LHen ayrecing on what should be done to remaedy
Lhe weaknenses., B
Ihe quality of student 1earning‘ddta gathgred should also be presented
to the instructor in an eas%]y readable and interpretable veport, This report,
“however, should conccnﬁrafe on the achievement of cuourse, departmuni, colleye
and-univuréity instrucEiona]'objectives.
| Faculty (colleaque) and dep;rtment hqad attitudes and judgments should
be presented to the faculty member in an easily readable and interpretable
report The report should outline the committee and individual judqments. .
made on each e]ement of the instructional setting cons1dnred and identify
the strengths and -weaknesses observed. Constructjve criticisms that would
"allow the instructor to plan a strategy for improvement of the areas of weak-
‘ness should appear in the repo}t. Personal conqutaﬁiOn should take p]aée
between the departmeht head and facb]ty member concerning all aspects of this
feport. The department head should explain thenoptions or, resources available
to instructors to help them in their atteﬁpts té improve their insf;uctiona1
weaknesses. |
‘The department head should hold individual conferences with instructors

concerning all the evaluations that ha&e-been conducted and what they mean

to the instructor. (This, of course, assumes that the department head under-

‘" 10



wbands the evatuations mado, ) ihn depavtment. rewd shonhl cnphas oo what Ehe
fnstractor neads Lo do 1h ordor Lo pectify the woaknesses ar prrob ens ancoverad

in the varions evaltuations made the department head shonld also clavity how

wich evadbuation s and e torts can beowsed ine the vanl, pay, and femee cons fdera tions

of Lhe dndividuah faoul by mombeys, ‘

Oplions for the Tnstructor

When all the assossments of insbrue !i;nh\l eftectivenass are highly positive
thon the instractor could vequest Lthey be placed in hjn/hor departmental file
Lo be quod for rank, ﬁuy{ and tenure consideration, ”LF, on the other hand, all
the assessnents of 1n§thuctjona] effectivoness Qéﬁ not’hiqh1y positive, then
the instructor should identify (with Lhc'possib]g aid of instructional development

personnel as well as the department head) what needs to be done to improve the

instructional weaknesses. The instructor could then take the nccessary steps \

to rectify those instructional weaknesses. However, if additional resources

are needed to plan and implement an instructional improvement strategy, then

" a broposa] cou]d be generated along the following -Tines:

‘much it will cost, and how it will be evaluated.

1. The instructor would draft a proposal outlining whét needs to be

done, what instructional resources will be ﬁeeded, how long it will take, how

"
Y

A

2. The instructor would d19cuss the proposal with the debartment head and

obta1n any necessary anprova] and/or additional rescurces.

X 3. The lnstructor would also discuss the proposal w1th the appropr1ate )
¢« instructional development personnel to determine what services are available. '
i : e

in trying to implement the proposal.
4. Finally, the 1nstructor wou]d mod1fy the proposa] according to the
sugqest1ons made in discussions with the ‘department head and 1nstruct1ona1

development personnel.

¢ S 4 1‘1 ’ g



Sl eneptatjon ol thae iy Crve ol dmpeaveiien b Prapee ol and - tho Projoctty

Pinad Bepovt

One e o Einal deat o or the proposal iy Deperabed amd a b approva uhiba ined
Al pvogreen ident i fied, the B trae tor shonbd indtin e the Limee badid e e
Lo mploment. tie pedposia !

Aoy the tnstractional Tuprdvenent prodect e heen completed and b the
ovai Taat ing has been done, the Instruetor should prupdro A comprehensive fina
\wpuri.‘ L i tionald duVulupmvntlpwruonnwl cottbd b vsed at thin point if
needed.  the llnd] report, (tontnininq the yosults of the instructional 1mprovon
men . ot!orl) and the plopouu1'should Lhen he submiLted ta the department | \bad
and placed in the ins brud tor's dopartmental file foruse fnovank, pay, antl

tonulo <onn1doratngw

Administrative Procedure For Gonsldoring Instraction lj the Institutional Reward

’

System

A1 of thy instructional effectivencss assessments should be evaluated
and COn°1dored ro]ati@o to the toacning Toad required of the faculty member.

(f an lnstruct1ona1 1mprovampnt propo al and final veport arc in the instruc-

-

tor's depdrtmerital “file, thon they should be'analyzed carefully and eva]udted

. by a departmental review committee utilizing methods and techniques developed

by the department This ev1dence shou]d be con§1dered p\oport1onate to:

(a) the teaching load requ1red of the facu]ty member agd (b) the time neodéd/
to genetate the proposa], comp]et\\tge project, and write up the final report.
That: ev1dence shou]d be weighted accordingly in the “teaching + research +
sérvite" equation in arriving'at rank, pay, and tenure recommendations.

In cohc]usfon, the higher level administration of the institution (including

deans and department heads) should encburage the development and use of such a

By

’ ¢ .
D 1 I'nd
: w . # '
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system as an integral part of thq institutional rewafd scheme. When such
"systems" have been developed, the satisfaction on the part of the participant
faculty and administrators appears to be very‘high (Harrell, 1979; 0'Connell &
Smartt, 1979). It, therefore, seems logical £0 encourage the deve]opmenf of
comprehensive sy;tems of instructional-evaluation that have guidance for improve-

ment and reward for success as their two major outcomes. Not to do so may

sugjest a lack of interest in and a lack of concern with instruction and

instrfuctional improvement.

(S
e
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