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«In many institutions of higherﬁeducation today there .is a
. pressing and immediate need to establish some form of faculty evalua-
\ ‘ tion program or system. In many cases ihe‘Primary impetus for an in-
| stitutiqn entering into the arena of faculty evaluation is a mandate
from the state legislature, the board of regents,. the institutiég‘s ’
- president, or some other like controlling authority. Whateyer’%he‘
source, a directive is issued, a éommittee appointed, and a group of
faculty and/or administrators finds itself in the position of having
~ to design an& implement a faculty evaluation program post haste.
A common error made by such groups or ‘committees charged with
developing a faculty evaluation program is to begin by geéigning a
' student rating form or student evaluation questiohnairé. }his is a |
trap that is easily fallen into mainly because the bulk of the litera-
“ture in thé areapof faculty evaluation focuses on the qualities, char-
acteristics, advamtages, virtues,‘féu]ts, and.shortcomings of student
ratings. A1though student ratings of faculty performance are E&rtainjy‘
ong éssentia] componeng'of a comprehensive faculty evaluatién system,
they\are by no means the only, or eygﬁ necessarily the most important
camponent (Costin, et. al., 1971; qu1e;‘i§75; Mi}1?r, 1974). Addition-
" ally, beginning the development of a faculty evaluat;bngprogram with
the design and implementation of a sfﬁdent rating form calls forth a ‘
host of criticisms based primarily upon the issue of.ihe validity of

student ratings in the evaluation of faculty performance, and thus




B i ) \ ca \ N -
. ; J \ - f' . FACULTY EVALUATION
‘ | fﬂp‘ Page 2

Al

. jeopardizes the successio% the .entire faculty evaluation effort.
" There is a better way to go about designing and developing a faculty

evaluation program. . . :

- Strategy‘for Success

Overcoming faculty resistince to the imp]em;ntatidh of a faculty

-~ evaluation program can be a §ef§ods problem necessitat?ng the utiliza-

. tion of a variety of strategies desgiﬁed to promote acceptance (Grasha,
g) 1977). Facu]ty members generaily not only meet the introdug%?on of

[ 4
facylty evaluation systems with something less than enthusiasm, but, .

in fact, are often ovefi1y hostile to th; idea.? T%is‘is especially
the casé when the most visible first element ofufhe‘faeu1ty evaluation
system is.a student rating ¥5rm. The key to overcoming this resistance
on the part of the faculty, indeed the key to avoj§ing the generation .
of much of the resistance in ihe first place, is to involve the fculty
in the design, of the system (Genova, et. al., 1976). Fortunately, a
w procedure may be employed which nataon1j)invo1ves the faculty in the
‘design éf the system,:but which a1§o produces a system that has the“
greatest probability of Being valid and useful as well. o
The greatest re%istance to faculty evaluation §ystems of any
sort, whether they rely on student rating forﬁs,%ﬁeéf evaluations, or’
simply the judgﬁéﬁt of an administrator, derives from the fact that
the fundafiental values held by those doi%g the evaluating may not match
the yalues of thdse-being,evaluateh. In some cases, the values of those

doing the evaluating are unknown or at léast unstated or Qague. Evalua-

Q ?

-
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tion is an acf‘which‘?equires that the person doing the evaluating
appTy a structure of values to a set of data or informati on, and thus
make a Judgment as to the werth of the thing or action béing evaluated.
Much of the critwcwsms‘of faculty evaluation systems or programs can .
ultimately be traced to a fundamenta1 situation wherein the person
being evaluated ‘either disagrees with, or is unsure of, the value
gtr;cture of the evaluator. In other words, questions concerning the
validity of various componentg\of a faculty evaluation system or pro-
gram are basically reducible to differences or &;ubts\concerning ;hé

assumed value structure of the evaluator.

L Y

Therefore, the first step, and indeed the first critical element,

»

in designing a comprehensive faculty evaluation system, is to arrive at,
a mutually agreeh upon value structure for the inggiution, college, or °
department. Ihat is, the following basic question§amu§t\be ansvared
for and by the faculty as a whole:

1. What aspects of faculty performance should be evaluated?

2. What source or sources should provide the information or

data upon*which the‘eva1uation will be based? )
3. How much weight or value should be placed on the information
“ provided by each source? ‘
4, wWhat kind of information should be gathered from each source?
5. How should the fnformation be‘gathered {i.e., what fofﬁg* pro-

ceduées, or protocols need to be developed)?

5
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Detenﬁining~the F#cu1ty Role Model and Faculty Value Structure

A critical truth often over1ddkeq_or not récogniied by measure-
ment and evaluation speéiglists in designfng quesfionnaires. forms, or
proced&res for facy1ﬁy evaluation systems is thef%act that the design
and 1mp1ementatwon of a successfu1 facu]ty evaluation program 15 as ‘_,f
much a p011t1ra1 process as it is a technica] or psychometric one.
Much time and effort is spent agnn1zing over the validity of student
ratings, the val1dity of peer eva\uatwons aLd the va]wdwty of the en-
tire-evaluation process. The lwterature abounds with research attempts '
to va]idate one orm or another. Although these are serious and im-
portant questmons, the most important form of va]wdwty‘;s what might be

called "functwonal va11d1ty“‘ That is, regardless of the statwstwcal

and psychometrwc characteristics that a form or procedure might. possess,

Shi it is not accepted and used by the facu1ty or institution, it has no

“functwonal validity" or practical ut111ty

Of primary issue here is how to go 'about establishing thé func-
tional validity of the forms and procedures of a comprehensive faculty
eva]uatibb system. It ;s assumed that once the functional validity of
a system has been established and the system is operating, the issue
of the psychometric vaIidity of the varfous components of the system can‘\
be tackled with accepted measurement and validation techniques. To take
these steps in reverse order, as is often the case; one stands a very
good chance of becoming bogged{dnwn in the psycﬂﬁmetric equivalent of‘

such questions as "How'manj angels can dance on the head of a pin?",

while the pressures which originally mandated a faculty evaluation
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program build to the point where someone else finally design;_and im-
plements a system disl}iked by “everyone. .
In ordér to anéwer th; questions noted earli?r. it~is‘necessary .
to obtain certain information frém the facu]ty as a whole. fhat i$,,
i% is necessary to determine the facu]ty role mode1‘wh1ch the majority .
of the faculty believes to be an appropr\ﬂte one for the institution.
. ‘ Qggl}1ona11y, the“value structure of the fa;ulty regarding the entire
set of issues pertaining fo what-is important enough‘to be evaluated,
and by whom, needs to be détermined. Garious f;culty role models
differ from institution to instmtut1on, with the most common models
\employing the traditional basic Teachwng-Research-Service roles. A
more comprehensive traatment of possible roles can be found in the work
of Miller (1972). \
Brief1¥. the roles which have emerged and some of the activities
which define these roles are as follows: ’ *
A. Adesmg\/ ‘
1. Advising students on programs of study
2. Sponsor or advise student groups
3. Chair Master's or Doctora1 superyisory committees
4. Serve on Master's or Doctoral supervisory committees
®B. Teaching s
1. Teaching Fegular course offerjngs ‘
A 2. Deveéloping course materials .

3. Developing replicable systems of instruction
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1. Serving 6h~departmenta1. college, or university committees

2. Serving on ihe‘faculty senate
, -

@+

Administration and Management

=y

s

1. Directing or managing an administrative unit

2.

Program ‘or project management

¥

1.

" 2.

3.

Presenting recitals

Staging, directing or acting in musical, theatrical,

and dance productions

Exhibiting paintings, sculptures, and other creative arts

Phb]ications

1‘
2.
3.

Books
Journal and magazine articles

Monoegraphs, etc.

-~

Public Service (within the faculty member’s’area’of expertise)

1. Serving on local, state, or national compittees

u

2. Holding pubdic office

Research

1.

é. Investigatioqs\of educationally relevant problems

-

Basic scientific investigations, both theoretical and

applied

Professional Status-

2.

Activity in professional organizations

Awards, honors, or invited presentations

14
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, Obvious?y, the brief listings of ‘activities under each role head-

1
ing shown are onTy meant to be»representatwve and suggestwve, and shoqu

not be considered as complete definitions of each role. It is best that
each institution set up‘ faculty committees or faculty workshops in

‘the initial stages of the development of a facunty evaluation system to _
determine whwch activities the faculty conswder ,appropnatve for
defining each ro'le. 2

Severa'l‘efforts have been made at combining ‘the definition of -

N

facu]ty roles with a uniform value structure for an institution.

W. R. Harper Conege in Pa‘latme, I‘l‘lmows has deve]oped a source-by-
N

role weighting matrix in an attempt to begin reflecting va‘lues of the

0

P
. faculty in its evaluation system (Genova, et. al., 1976). Jackson

State Community College in Jackson, Tennessee, and Piedmont Technical 2

College in Greenwood, South Carolina, haye also undertaken extensive
. efforts to ascertain and develop evaluation procedures which reflect
the values of the facu'lty (Jackson State €ommunity €ollege, 1978;
P1edmont Technical Collede, 1979) The form shown in Figure 1b, with
its suggested cover memo. in Figure 1a, are samplés of composwte forms
£ " which may be employed in obtaining role definitional and faculty va]ue

X information on which the faculty evaluation system may be based.

*
>

Insert Figures la and 1b about here

-

Designing Data Gathering Stiategies ‘ .

" Once the elements w};’fch constitute the roles in the faculiy role T

-
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model appropriate to the institution have been defined, and the appro-
\

»

priate data sources and Qaidéi associated with each data source have
been determined, 1t is posswble to begin designing the required data
gathering strategles. In order to have an integrated faculty evalua-:“
tion*&ystem which will provide informé&ion\ﬁhit can be utilized for

promotion, tenure, and merit-pay decisions, it is useful to develop
‘:“Q ‘ » ~. A

a procedure which produces a singular index which is readily inter-

pretable. To broduce such an in&ex, it is only necessary to design ‘
k. TN " . N *

all data gathering strategies such that the data they'produce can ul-
timately be expressed on the same numericaI scale. Thus, if'one of

A

the 'data gdathering strategies requires a rating form‘ another,‘an
interview; and another, a checklist; the infbrmation from each of these

. devices or strategxes must fwna11y\be expressed on the same sca1eé
The fo]]owing example will demonstrate the principles involved
in apolyin: ‘he procedures discussed to this point in the deveIOpnent

of a’ comprehensive faculty eva1uat10n system‘ .

.- EXAMPLE: - | : ~ Vs
h o » - N ».‘ * Ty 3 -
" Assume that ve wish to evaluate the Teaching role of the faculty.

X
\a
-
W
N \
":"'h

}
N

q‘n

The first task ia to determine what specific activities should

N
-

oa be evaluated. This was accomplished by asking raculty to describe

the aetivitiea whieh constitute Teaching in their view. The fol-:

lowing def‘inition emer‘ged. *

»

) 'l‘eachinﬁ . B i ,
~ CT - a. Clasgroom performance (enthusiasm, clarity of expositior,
organization, ete.) RO
. “
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b. Material pnéparation (syllabus construction, tests con—’

-

~

atruﬂted appPOpriately. effective handouts, ete.)

c. Record’keeping (turns 1n grades on l&me, orders text, « . .
filea droﬁ$;;d and withdrawal hlips, etc ): 2 : - .

Using a form sueh as the one shown in Figure lb, the faeulty were
also _asked to tndicate how much weight ahould be placed on the data

or information provided by eaeh data source listed. The faculty

?r\

Wwere, algo asked ‘to 1ndicate how much weight or Value should be <

~ 3

placed on the input by-the various’ sources relytive to the specific

' activities within the Teanhing role.” The general ovevall figures
. :

?

for the faculty as a uhgle derived by this procedure were-as follows:

%

>
~

Teaching - "\ . . s

. . Dt L

a. Classroom Performance 50% ¢ .- 2 oo

b.. Materlals Preparation 25% ~ 15% - 2% .

.- Record Keeping Tt 1% . 5%

. Fel
: - B . : . ~ - -
"\ Totals 5% 15% -1 58 ..
\‘ ) N ’
-
= LY 1
. . .
N . N o - \
h ] Ea - - F
a - ‘ ‘011 -

LY - Y

-

"How much weight should be placed on the input of the various .
v L ~ \ .

. sources relative to‘the total evaluation of the Teachiﬁg:rolé?"

»
»

Teaching . \ Students Peers  Self Dept. Chair

-

“Total Weights . 7sg 15% 5% 5%

1 Al
» . . N
. bl

-y X

”9} the weights listed above, how should-the weights he distributed
N~ v . g
across specific Yeaching activities?"

.,

o

ot
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;" . From the pb?%e total yeiéhts‘we can see that the Taculty have ex-~
f*a ) . pyg;sed the Qa;ub that 75% or‘tgg weight of ihe évéluatibn of
| their teaehingishoula.be"plaeed on the information provided by
. students, and that. the 75$ should be distributed as 50% on in- '’
\ rormation concerning classroom performance, with the remaining 25%

on material preparation. Thus, in designing our data gathering

?

o R - strategy for the‘Teaching role, it will be necessary to develop
' {

W ’
. some sort of questionnaire or other fbrm to' determine the student'

. reactions- to not only classroom performance, but to the materials
N ; ~

prepared-and used by the ‘instructor in the course, as well. Other

‘data gathering 3trateg;es, such ae Jntervlewing all or‘perhaps a
select representatiWe few students from the class, are also possi~
1

bilities. o
‘ ~( .

Y, PR 'As can be 'seen in the rlgures ébove, the faculty in our hypothetlaal

x

»

instltution have determined that. the 1nput from peers edncerning

' ’ the Teaching role should be focused mainly on the quality of the
. g
- materialsipregared and used in the cburse.. Accordingly, Some

- k4

‘protocol or forma must be develgped ihat ﬁould permit peers to
evaluate or~3udge approbriate aépects of syllabi, -’ tests, handouis,‘
etc; This information-gathering snrategy may be as detailed as
. . spev¢ry1ng form, style, technique, or any ofea number 0r bther

¥ S
characteristics of the material, or it may be as gegeral as - aimply

. being an overall set of guidelines for determiniug the' vaiue of
‘. the natxﬁfala produced. . -
\ h B
. ' N L R
' . ' o

7

L .
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-The sirategy for obtaining information from-the individual faculty'.

menber on the various elements of teaching may range from highly
specific questions concerning intent and instructional design -
strategies to somethinglas general as fglobal self-ratings.

T

1
A)

Finally, in our example the department éhair is required to pro-
vide input as to the record-keeping component of the faculty mem-
ber's overal; teaching performance. The information é;thering
strategy here could be as detailed as a comprzhensive cﬁecklist
that the chair completes, or as simple as a form requiring only
a handful of simple responses to‘Pasic procedural quéstions that

the departmental secretary would complete.

In any case, all of the above data gathering forms, procedures,
or protocols would ultimately be recofded on a common scale.
Assuming a 1 to 5 scale with "1" being the lowest rating and "s"
being the highest, all information from the various sources would
be trangliated inho‘thé common 1 to 5 scale. Note that the criti-
cal point in this example is not how a specific form, question=-
naire, or procedure is designed, but rather the utilization of
the varlous data gathering or‘QZQSurement strategies in an inte-
grated system which reflects the value structure ﬁf the faculty in
_the overall evaluation process. Thus, even though individual in-
struments or forms may be designed and implemented before their
psychometri& valigity has been completely }esearched, the system

v

as a whole will have "functional validity" since the results of

- 13

-

« ,
«
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the evaluations carried out should be more readily accepted by
the faculty owing to the fact that the system reflects their
) F

values corcerning what should be evaluated and by whom and to

what degree.

It should be stressed that in the example above the issue of
‘the specific validity of the particular instruments, forms, or
questicnnaires is not being ignored. Rather, concern for those questions
is placed in the proper perspective and dealt with in an appropriate
sequence so as to maximize the succesgful design and implementation of
the entire faculty evaluation system.  In a like manner as described
in the example, information gathering or measurement strategies could
be designed for each role and for each data source concerning that role.
It is unlikely, in a realistic setting, that any institution implement-
ing a faculty evaluation system will have sufficient lead time to devel-
op each instrument or stfategy to such a degree that all questions con-
cerning its psychometric characteristics (validity, reliabilﬁt&, etc.)
will have been satisfactorily answered before being implemented. ihe
determination of these characteristics takes a good deal of time and
research. However, it is recognized that jnstitutions must often im-
ﬁﬂgment a faculty evaluation system with whatever they have been able
\p dev?lop jn an extremely short’length of time.. The above described
sy§}em will permit such an impIEmentagion with even the most basic and

elemental forms of measurement instruments or strategies, since the .

)
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critical components are not forms or gquestionnaires, but the value
placed on the information provided. These véTues will reflect the
faculty's collective vdalues and thus the results of the system are

mcre likely to be accepted and used. é

3

Individualizing the Systen

Assumiqg that we have determined the value structure of the~
faculty in regards to the various roles to be evaluated, and by whom,
and further assuming that all forms, protocols, and information
gathering strategies have been designed so as to result in ratings on
a common scale, we arrive at the préb]em\of how to take into account
different faculty assignmentg. Given the diversity of possible activ-
ities in which faculty may legitimately engage (as described earlier),
the problem of evaluation revolves around the determination of the
answers to the following questions:

A. Which criteria (activities) is a faculty member to be held
accountable for?

B. How can a faculty member be evaluated in a manner that
assesses performance only on those criteria, yet permits
comparison with other facuiiy whose chosen or.assigned
activities (criteria) may differ?

The following steps suggest a method for answering these aues-

o

A

tions:
A. Dete%mining Criteria

1.. Each faculty member would, in conjunction with the

15
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appropriate contracting agent (i.e., Dean, Dept. Chair, etc.),
come to an agreement as to which combination of roles or

activities would comprise the contractual responsibilities
for the coming academic year.

LY

As part of the agreement, there would be an additional deter-
mination and agggement as to the percentage of total weight

e
which would be assigned to each role in the overall evalua-

tion of the individual. Possible minimum and maximum wetghts

for each role would havegalready been detevmined by the

faculty and administration as a matter of policy, and edch:
individual assignment would have to fit within those.guide-
lines. For example, if the institution determined that at
least 50% of a facu]ty menber's overall performance evalua-
tion must derive from the teaching role, no faculty member
could choose to weigﬁt this rqu less than 50%.

In the event that the contractual féSponsibilities or the
relative degree of emphasis or commitment to those respon-
sibilities should change substantially during the year;
either at the request of the approprié%e contrécting agent,
or the faculty member concerned, an evaluation of the per-
formance to that point should be carried out within a reason-
able amount of time. Any subsequent evaluation made on the

idjusted contractual agreements should date from the time of

the change.

lg
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Eva\pation of Selected Roles ip Critéria

With the determination of the criteria for wﬁwch a faculty
member is to be held accountable, the evaluation of his or
her performance would bgﬂtdéally individualized to the ex-
tent that the‘faculty member would be evaluated only on
those activities\agreéd to-and contracted for. In adéition.f
the evaIuptlon of a specific activ1ty or role would be
weighted 1n direct proportion to the agreed upon emphasis
placed on that activity. An individual's evaluatjpn would

_thus reflect the extent to which the assigned ‘responsibilities

and duties had been carried-out regardless of what they might
be. In this manner, comparisons among faculty would be made
on a singular.index of success in their endeavors, rather

than tnying to force thewr evaIuations into a common ro]e model.

Specifically, the ‘evaluation system would employ varjous forms
of\pating devices, peer evaluations, student ratings, self-
evaluations and supervisory evaluations, or combinations thereof,
deemed appropriate to assess each activity. Commercial rating
scales and evaluative devices could be used if desired in eval-
uating many facets of faculty performance. However, as‘;ug~

gested e&rlier;?the faculty and adiinisi?ation (and perhaps

" students, too) should be involved in the fonm‘lation of speg-

ifﬂc evaluation strategies. A1l evaluation or data-gathering

dewicas. however, result in a single numerical index expressed |

=0 .
‘d“’"«’/ﬂ; .
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faculty'%et the criteria aéreed upon. The indices of per-
formance would then be weighted accoiding to the pre-assigned
weights and a composite weighted index of Qgrformancé wou1d
result. This composite index would then be comparable across
all facuity, regardiess of the specific-criteria again;t which‘
they were all being evaluated. T _ :
EXAMPLE: Computing’the Composite Role Rating

As;umiég\aa in our earlier example that the faculty for an
institution h;d determined that for the Teaching role,'75$

of the weight of the total evaluation w0u1d bé placed on the

input from students, 15% from peers,’ 51 trom self and 5%

from the department chalir, the composite rating ror the Teach-

ing role “rould be computed as follows: \ .

Suppose, ®n a scale of 1 to5, with 5 being«giéh, we obtain
the following ratings\for an instructor on the Teaching role.
S£udent3.,.:.‘..»... 4y /
Peers.eeviieiceeceiese 5
Selfeieiennnnreraces 3
Pept. Chaix:....nnv 3
To obtain the Composifé Role Rating, we multiply each indivi-
dual rating by the specifiedl;eighi for each data source. Iq

actual practice, some form of standard score would be used

iﬁstead of the raw rating so as to7min1mize the accumulation

Tud s
A% X7 e
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of error in the over-all ratings. The raw ratings are used

~

here only for the purposes of élarity.

=

‘3‘ OO 3

Stuf\ients-.‘. R R R R LR ‘l X 75’ =
Peers...n;..nnn-,s x 15% = .15
SEIT»..;u.w\\»t.s“.. 33( ‘51 = ‘15 ;
Dept. Chair......... 3x 5% = .15 )

= 1L05

Composite Role Rating

For the remainder of the example,- assume that all Composite

Ratings for each role have been computed in like fashion.
\
Assume that Professor Jones has selected the following

activities or roles and the‘porréspanding‘weights for his
contractual responsibilitiés: ‘ ¢

feaching............ 50%

Research.;....,,“‘. 10%

Faculty Seprvice..... 251

Administration...... 15% C
‘Further, assume that all evaluation devices or datg:éathebing
;trategies used to rate his performance in each role share
the common scale of 1 t§ 5 where "1" represents a minimal rat-
ing and "S" represents a maximal one, and that ai; Composite
Role Ratings are computed in'the fashion shown above. Upon

being rated in each role, Professor Jones receives the fol-

lowing total evaluation:

19
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“ - \ : COMPOSITE WEICHTED
_ ROLE . VEIGHT RATING _ RAUING
- - _ Teaching 508 X hos = 2.025
\ Research - 10% X‘ 3.7% = <375
g Faculty Services 258 X 3.50 = - 875 -
. ) ¢ “3.00 = 450

Administration *15%

AY

OVERALL COMPOSITE ‘RATING 3.725

. : Similarly, Professor Smith has roles, weights, and ratings of:’

-

. ‘ S COMPOSITE . WEIGHTED
: ROLE WEIGHT RATING RATING
Teaching | 503 X 3.75 = 1.875

. Research 4ot X . §.25 = 1.700’

Publications 208 X W15 = W5

\’ \ OVERALL COMPOSITE RATING = - 4.050

kY

)

Thus, even thoﬁgh both faculty have somewhat différgnt assign-
ments, with differenfial weights being given their various
roles, the OVERALL COMPOSITE RATING of 3.725 for Professor
Jones coﬁpared against the OVERALL COMBROSITE RATING of 4.05
for PrSfessor Smith indicates that Professor Smith has been

perceived and adjudged as achieving greater success in her

endeavors than Professor Jones.

»

Therefore, as 11lustrated above, each faculty member may select

different and individualized criteria against which to be évaluated

%]

while still enabling comparisons with other faculty members when such

L)
k4

Y. 3
> > *
+
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comparisons are necessary for promotion and tenure decisions.

‘Evaluations and Merit Pay -

It may be argued that the‘system described above results in
Hbting“figures that imply a precision of measurement which is not
\ practically possible. It shpuld be noted; nowever, that the OVERALL'
‘COMPOSITE RATING figures reflect not only the ratings given by in-
: divwduals on various roles, but also the va]ue structure of the fac-
: ulty. It is this value structure which is being ref]ected with pre-
cision in compos1te ratings carried out to two or three decimal places.
It should be remembered that each Compesitn Ro1e Rating is comprised
of several different measures from several different sources, and thus
~accuracy in theJOVERALL COMPOSITE RATING is, I believe, both wartanted
and‘necessaty‘ In eddition. such accuracy becomes eserI when we wish
to utilize the OVERALL COMPOSITE RATING for the determination of merit

pay increases.

-
e ; The following equat1on can be used to compute merit pay based
| upon a faculty member's” OVERALL COMPOSITE RATING:
. q

RAISE = MERIT UNIT X OVERALL COMPOSITE RATING
* Where: MERIT UNIT = TOTAL MERIT MONEY AVAILABLE IN RAISE POOL

GRAND TOTAL OF ALL ELTGIBLE OVERALL COMPOSITE RAJINGS

-

To use this equation, certain assumptions must be made. Assuming,.
first, that we are using a common rating‘:faIé (in our example. altobh

scale), and further assuming that it has been determined as a matter of

*

A




Sl iy AR b e e e e

N C | FACULTY EVALUATION
. - . Page 20
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policy that any faculty members\obtaining an OVERALL COMPOSITE RATING
of between 1.000 and 1.999 are not eIigib1e for merit raises (swnce
‘ such ratings would be reflect1ve of below sattsfactory performance),
b . the equation would be used as follows: ’
o i 1. The £o£a1~mop{es available for the raise pool would be deter-
\ - mihed by thg customary, présent budgetary procedures. For {he
~_ bpurposes of notation, this total merit money is desitgnated TMM.
\‘ b 2. %he1$VEMLL COMPOSITE RATINGS of all eligible faculty (i.e.,
- faculty with OVERALL COMPOSITE RATINGS of 2.000-or higher),
wou1d be summed to produce the Grand Total of all OVERALL COM-
POSITE RATINGS and "is desxgn&ted as GTR. \
3. The total merit money (TMM) would be divided by the grand total
of the é1igib1e ratings (GTR) to pro&uce‘the Merit Unit (MU).
4, To determine an individual“s @erwt raise, his OVERALL COMPOSITE
RATING (OCR) would be mu1t1p11ed by the Merit Unit (MU). This

leads to the equatwon
I A - \‘ R \ GTR

The fo116ﬁing is‘an example of an\app]ication of the formula:

Suppose that a given department with 10 faculty members is given
a raise pool of $1?,000.00.‘ Further, suppose that Bnly T of the
10 faculty have OVERALL COMPOSITE RATINGS of 2.000 op greater, ‘and

that the sum of all these seven OCR's is 26.92.

— :

- +
R » A -
R \ - «
LRSS N N B N
. ) X ‘i\\ti”‘ I S . B - ’»;; . & . ; vb
N N I J Tt e T W - LATEESICREN )
R o AN 3 S . - R R .. RS - KN R 2

HI\(, i« 4,
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' 4

Firat, the Merit Unit kMU) for the department is computed:

- *

e I MU = $10,000 MO = $371.4
" eTR 2692 337147

-

Thus, for Prorésaor;Junes, with his OVERALL COMPOSITE RATING
N

of 3.725, we ‘would compute a raise of:

-

LY

RAISE = - MU X OCR RAISE = $371 47 x 3.725
RAISE = $1.,383.73

While Professor Smith, with her OCR of #.05, would receive a

raise of:

RAISE = MU X OCR RAISE = $371.47 x 4.05

" RAISE = $1,504.45

Utilizing the aboveéij\;gt;ln and\ equaf:ions, merit raises can be
tied directly to evalwations in a manner that should b; viewed as.fa*ir
‘and equitab‘!e. Note that under this sys‘tem, no single administrator
is so‘le‘ly responsible fOr determining who gets how much of a raise.
Input has been received from a variety of sources concern‘ing the per-.

‘ formance of faculty in a number of different roles, and the resultant
ratings directly inflpence ‘the‘raise;s awarded. This system in no way
h.j nders thé responﬁiblé administrator from reinforcing or rewarding
departments as a whole, since this can be accomplished by providing

: larger raise pools to the department.

s

- . R .
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Conclusion

What have been outlined in this discussion are merely the high»
l\ghtsng a procedure which. in various forms, can ‘and has been success»
fully developed by the author in several colleges and universitwes*
around thevcountry. Needless to say, not all aspects of the system '
have been dealt with in great deta?] owiné to a lack of space‘in the
pré§ént format.i Obvwously missing is a detai]ed outline of the develop-
‘ment of the polvcxes and operating procedures which must be built along
with the system, as we]] as a discussion of .cost and the organizational
Structures necessary to run it. Hgyever, the system permits such\a @ ‘
degree of flexibility, and, in fact, enéoﬁrages‘and promotes individuali- -
zation in its application, that it.shou1d be possible to %mp1ement in

- any of a large number of institutional and organizational settings.
A
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MEMORANDUM . ., o
. .~ TO: Al Faculty ‘ B

N In"brder to assist.us in designing a faculty evaluation system that is
. valid, fair, and equitable to all faculty being evaluated, it is .neces-
sary that we determine the answers to the following questions:.

1. What should be the relative weight placed on each of the roles
' faculty p1a¥r in the evaluation of overall performance?

2. What sgeciﬁ: activities define each ~ro‘l‘e““?. |
—

".3. From whom should the information be gathered.concerning your
performance in each role? R .o
4. How much value or weight should be placed on the~infonnat“wr3
provided by each source jn the determination of your overall
evaluation? : .

To determine the answeys_ to these queStions‘,‘we ask that you fil1l out
the matrix on.the fdllowing page with the information requested below:

1. In the parentheses next to each faculty rple Jisted indicate
the MINIMUM weight that should be placed on that role in the
evaluation process. For example, under the TEACHING role, if
you believe that every faculty member's total eva)uation should °
be weighted at least 50% on his or her teaching performance,
place “50" in the parentheses. \

2. In the space underneath each role heading‘, list some of the
acj‘:ivities which you believe should define or determine that
ro E‘ ’ t ' '

3. In the cells under the columns headed STUDENTS, PEERS, SELF,
DEPT. CHAIR, ard ‘OTHER, indicate the percentage of weight which.
should be placed on the input or information prdvided by each
source relative to each role or activity for the purposes.of

. L evaluation. For example, under the TEACHING role, if you s

: believe what students report about your teaching performance-

e should weigh the heaviest in the evaluation of your teaching,

. you may choose to plate 75% under STUDENTS, 10% under PEERS, .
5% under SELF, and 10% under DEPT. CHAIR. If, on the other
hand, you believe that what .your PEERS and ALUMNI report con-
cerning your teaching should be weiglited most heavily, you may.
wish to distribute the wefghts in some manner such as 10% under

* STUDENTS, 60% under PEERS, 5% under SELF, 5% under DEPT. CHAIR,
and 20% un%ér‘OIHER (ALUMNT). T

- " Thank you for your :éﬁdperatiqn '!n.ass‘isting in the desi‘gn of -our faculty
evaluation system. ‘ L

-
bl
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