Fact Sheet No 19: Faculty Evaluation

Part 1: Defining Faculty Work in the Academic Setting

1. Establishing an Academic Community: Academic Environment and Institutions of Higher Learning

Among the top challenges involved in setting up a new College of Medicine is that of establishing the academic community itself – referring to the multifaceted venue and infrastructure initially, but especially all its stakeholder participant members: administrators; clinical, science, and educational faculty at all levels; students and graduates/residents; and the many service personnel involved in health care delivery at the variety of teaching sites a College must use in its total program.  This is not an easy task as individual interests and pressures may pull against the cohesive sense of the academic whole which quality higher education requires. This totality must provide the community support for the many faculty functions operating in mega-system institutions of higher learning. As Braskamp and Ory, authors of Assessing Faculty Work: Enhancing Individual and Institutional Performance, state, “Institutions of Higher Learning are communities of learning and teaching, discovery, discourse and development, and creative expression.”

2. The Role of Faculty

At the nexus of the academic community stands the faculty.  At one level of linkage, it selects content to fit community and social need; at a second it shapes this content into instructional process; and at a third level of linkage this activity is delivered to students among a cluster of faculty colleagues within administrative/organizational structures under institutional procedures.  And at the center, in higher education the faculty is almost universally recognized, usually through a Faculty Senate, as the owner, arbiter, and guardian of the curriculum.  Therefore in order to have a good curriculum, in all its phases, from planning through delivery to evaluation, the faculty plays significant roles.

3. Defining Faculty Work and Evaluating Performance 

Given this centrality, it only seems logical that in the last couple decades progressive institutions have increasingly invested in effective faculty evaluation systems.  This is especially true in Medical Education, where so much is at stake, where the outcomes of education are so complex, serious, and vital to the health and welfare of the larger social community.   And faculty effort to this larger end is not just a matter of giving a lecture or publishing a paper: it is multifaceted. Faculty performance is often depicted as a three-legged stool involving 1) Teaching 2) Service and 3) Research/Scholarship. To this trio, Braskamp and Ory add a fourth leg: Citizenship.

Teaching includes all manner of planning, delivery, and assessment of curricular content.  Service includes coordination and oversight of the teaching, administrative and committee service within the academic service infrastructure, health care delivery within the clinical teaching context, etc.  Research /Scholarship includes publications, presentations, creative educational design, and production of new educational materials. Citizenship includes all areas not covered by the above which contribute to atmosphere, collegiality, mutual assistance and cooperation – activities based on sense of duty and loyalty to the academic community in ways not always specifically delineated.   Review of colleague’s papers, extra time advising students, sharing in intellectual forums within larger academe – all constitute ways in which a faculty member may contribute to the larger academic community beyond simple teaching, service or research activity.  

4. Institutional Expectations and Faculty Accountability 

When considering the totality of faculty work, different kinds of institutions will have generally different priorities. In Figure 1 likely differences between research universities, 4 year colleges, and professional schools or institutes are shown.  
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The first, the research university, puts much emphasis on research, while professional programs, such as dentistry or medicine, may expect comparatively more work in service areas, especially from their clinical faculty.  One of the big problems facing all institutions of higher education, especially those with tenure track systems, is how to accommodate the different priority schemes of different faculty to centrally sanctioned systems for promotion and tenure decisions. 

5. Documenting Teaching Contribution

Each of these areas of contribution requires different methods of evaluation, and our focus, now, will be on the teaching/instruction component.  Table A below, drawn from Feldman and Seefeldt (1996), 

Table A
Documentation of Teaching Contribution
	
	- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Type of Teaching Contribution - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

	
	Instruction
(Classroom, Lab, Clinic, Studio, etc.)
	Advising, Consultation, and Individual Supervision
	Development of New Materials, Courses, or Teaching Methods
	Course or Program Coordination/ Administration

	Data Source
	
	
	
	

	Students
(Current)
	-Questionnaires
-Focus Group
-Interviews
-Work Samples/  

    Products
	-Questionnaires
-Evaluative Statement
-Advisee Products
-Work Samples/       Products
	-Questionnaires
	 

	Students
(Former)
	-Surveys
-Work Samples/ Products
	-Questionnaires
-Evaluative Statement
-Work Samples/

     Products
	-Questionnaires
-Letters of Appraisal
	-Questionnaires

	Peers (Internal)
	-Peer Observation
-Review of Course Materials, Products
	-Review of Advisee Work Products
	Peer Review of Products, Courses, Materials
	-Letters of Appraisal

	Peers (External)
	-Peer Observation
-Review of Course Materials, Outcomes
	-Review of Advisee Work/ Products
	-Peer Review of Products, Courses, Materials
	 

	Administration (Unit Head, Chair, or Supervisor)
	-Summary of Course Evaluations
-Descriptive Review
-Dossier Review
	-Summary of Course Evaluations
-Dossier Reviews
	-Administrative Documentation
-Evaluation of Effort
-Dossier Review
	-Administrative Documentation
-Evaluation of Effort
-Dossier Review

	Self
	-Description of Effort
-Self Statement
-Recognition, Awards
	-Description of Effort
	-Description of Effort
	-Description of Effort


illustrates various types of teaching contribution in the columns, data sources for evaluating each across the rows, and sample procedures within the respective cells. Teaching contribution is classified into four types: 1) instruction, 2) advising and counseling, 3) materials development, and 4) coordination.  Data sources include 1) current and former students, 2) internal and external peers, 3) supervisors, and 4) the faculty member him/herself.  The purpose of Table A is both to allow faculty a full domain of activities to record, and to suggest possible methods and data sources for documenting these contributions  

Of course the upper left cell, students’ evaluation of instruction is the most common, and arguably most important, of all cells. Extensive use of this is implemented at KSAU-HS. Every Block, and every tutor, lecturer, and skills demonstrator is evaluated by students, with data collected and handled confidentially by the independent Evaluation Unit. Summarized data and reports for courses are then issued to enable systematic, rational data-based (ie, evidence-based) decision making about both faculty and future program revision. 

In future Fact Sheets we will look more closely at various methods of evaluating faculty and their educational programs, including exploration of the possibilities of peer evaluation in Fact Sheet 20. 
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