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I. INTRODUCTION 

In March 1992 the Kansas Board of Regents received a report 

from a system wide Faculty Evaluation Task Force. A portion of 

this report contains a policy reconunendation, which was approved 

by the Regents during its April 1992 meeting. The policy is 

titled FACULTY PERFORMANCE EVALUATION (Appendix II). Although 

the preamble statement of philosophy includes all kinds of facul

ty evaluations, the specific evaluative policy provisions focus 

on annual merit pay deliberations. By May 1992 Regent's staff 

proposed a policy implementation time schedule and presented this 

to the Council of Chief Academic Officers. This schedule re

quires that universities begin developing department-level eval

uation criteria no later than January 1993 and that such criteria 

should be in place for annual merit pay considerations during the 

fiscal year ending June 30, 1994. Pursuant to this schedule, in 

the spring of 1993 Provost Rex Cottle requested that the academic 

deans provide written reports on college and department evalua

tion policies and procedures (Dean Reports). Prior to completion 

of the Dean Reports Faculty Senate Presiderit Griffith provided 

the membership and charge for the Ad Hoc Faculty Committee 

(Appendix I) in March 1993. The Committee held its first meeting 

April 2, 1993 with professor Elmer Hoyer as guest. In addition 

to the detailed and extensive charge to the Committee, professor 

Hoyer indicated that the Regents had requested a compliance 

report from each campus with respect to the recent evaluation 

policy and that the Conunittee would be expected to write a draft 

report for use by the University central administration in re

sponding to the Regents. 
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By May 1993 the Committee received copies of the Dean Re

ports and discovered that the Cottle request to the academic 

deans only covered policies and procedures with respect to teach

ing and service. The Dean Reports contain no information regard

ing the evaluation of research, scholarly activity, and creative 

or performance achievements of faculty. As such, these reports 

· were neither suitable for determining compliance with Regent's 

evaluation policy nor for meeting the Committee charge. They do 

contain some 1993 benchmark information concerning the evaluation 

of teaching and service, and some portions of the Dean Reports 

are referenced below. Several bound copies of the Reports are 

available in the Faculty Senate office for loan to interested 

persons. 

By the end ~f May 1993 the Council of Chief Academic Offic

ers had approved the Regent's request for compliance reports due 

in late October. However, Regent's staff did not issue report 

guidelines until August 20 (Appendix III). At this point the 

Committee established liaison with and support from Dr. Peter 

Zoller as representing the Academic Vice President's office. 

Numerous joint meetings and information exchanges led to a Com

mittee Survey of department chairs and directors of academic 

units that contain classroom faculty. Survey instructions, 

content questions, and results by college are contained in Appen

dix IV. The Survey was conducted in the last week of September 

and the Committee Draft Compliance Report (Appendix V) was fin

ished and provided to the Academic Vice President's office in 

time for the October University compliance report. Several 
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copies of the original signed and dated chair survey replies are 

provided for use in the Faculty Senate office. 

There are two sources of information in addition to those 

cited above. Committee member Dr. Mel Zandler provided the 

results of a fall 1984 survey of faculty concerning the evalua

tion of teaching. It is remarkable both for its detail and for 

the 198 faculty that completed and returned the survey (Appendix 

VI). Moreover, it contains a coding system that proceeds from 

the general to the specific details of instruction. With some 

departmental modifications the instructional categories serve as 

a guide to written policies concerning a course-by-course evalua

tion of teaching. Second, the December 1994 Kansas Board of 

Regent's policy on teaching evaluation (Appendix II) is included 

in this report. The surprising aspect of this policy is that it 

is fully compatible with the 1984 faculty survey with respect to 

the ordering and content of the most reliable criteria for in

structional evaluation. 

II. METHOD 

Consistent with the scope of the charge (Appendix I) and 

with the need to address Regent's compliance guidelines concern

ing annual merit pay determination, the Committee designed a 

survey questionnaire that reflects both objectives (Appendix IV). 

The first 11 questions deal with merit pay compliance guidelines 

and the remaining 14 questions relate to the characteristics of 

faculty evaluation and merit pay from the perspective of Commit

tee policy interests. Since the target of evaluation concerns 

classroom teachers, persons holding faculty rank whose duties are 
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primarily administrative are excluded. The first 11 survey ques

tions are written exactly as they appear in the Regent's guide

lines. There were no survey instructions that attempted to 

define, explain, or otherwise interpret the intent and meaning of 

the guidelines. Respondents were instructed to circle Yes, No, 

or Don't Know, and to indicate inapplicable (NA) items and 

written conunents on the survey form. The survey was sent to 

chairs-directors and to randomly selected department faculty 

under the auspices of the Academic Vice President (Appendix IV). 

Chairs-directors who failed to respond to the initial request 

received a second request from that office. 

The Committee identified 43 units in the Academic Affairs 

division of the University. Of these, 35 chairs returned the 

completed survey form, with very few omitted responses. The 

eight chairs and departments that did not respond to the survey 

include four departments in the College of Health Profe~~ions, 

three in the Fairmount College of Liberal Arts and Sciences, and 

one School in the College of Fine Arts. The survey also was sent 

to 46 faculty, who were randomly-selected within each academic 

unit. Only 17 faculty returned the completed forms. Survey 

frequencies for both groups are tabulated by college and summed 

for the University in Appendix IV. 

III. EXISTING FACULTY EVALUATION PRACTICES 

General (Regent's Guidelines) 

All 35 chairs agree that "The annual evaluation reflects the 

distribution of teaching, scholarship and service in each faculty 

member's assignment" (Survey question #1). This Regent's guide-

4 
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line derives from the policy statement (Appendix II): "Annual 

evaluation should reflect individual faculty assignments" (empha

sis added). 

Perhaps chairs do indeed take into account differences in 

individual faculty assignments (job description). But there are 

also dean and chair-departmental policies that point toward a 

homogeneous system of weights that are used in job description. 

The College of Education uses weights initiated by the dean to 

define every professor's job in every department, as well as to 

serve as weights in determining annual merit, and therefrom to 

determine salary increases. Similarly, Health Professions devel

oped proportions at the departmental level that apply to job 

description and t6 merit evaluation. In Engineering the depart

ment chairs met for the purpose of establishing weights and, 

thereafter, each chair developed job assignment weights . .. For 

example, the chair of Electrical Engineering selected .50 teach

ing, .25 research, and .25 service. It is unlikely that any of 

these systems were initiated and approved by departmental facul

ty. Departmental faculty did approve the dean's initiative in 

Education. 

Moreover, there exists another set of weights, not necessar

ily related to job description, that may be used in determining 

an individual's salary increase. During fall 1991 Provost Rex 

Cottle asked the academic deans to" ... indicate the portion of a 

typical individual's raise that is based upon ... " teaching, 

research, and service. Some deans provided uniform college wide 

proportions (weights that sum to 1): 

5 
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College 

Business 

Education 

Engineering 

Fine Arts 

Health 

Liberal Arts 

Teaching 

.45 

.40 

Research 

.45 

.40 

Service 

.10 

.20 

Delegated to Departments 

• 40 . 30 . 30 

Delegated to Departments 

Delegated to Departments 

Some of these "typical raise" proportions have gone into 

effect without departmental faculty approval. The mischief they 

invite is clear. Because they are not related to job description 

the teaching done by one professor with a 12-hour load, three 

preparations, and one graduate course is weighted the same for 

pay purposes as another professor teaching 6 hours at lower 

division with one preparation. Likewise, the professor on 6 

hours teaching who publishes a paper is in 1 ine for the .. maximum 

merit increase, while the 12-hour faculty will not likely receive 

even an average increase. Note that this event has embedded in 

it an assumption that reduced teaching responsibility is not 

payment for research. That is, there is no equivalency estab

lished between the one published paper and the three to six hours 

of eliminated instruction (6 to 12 hours eliminated per academic 

year) so that both faculty would be considered to have equivalent 

access to merit raises, with the ultimate pay recommendation 

depending only on the quality of the work. 

The use of weights in job description and in establishing 

relative merit is not widespread. Some chairs openly acknowledge 

that they only have job description weights because a dean or a 
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vice-president requires them to have weights. In such cases 

merit pay is based on judgment (chair or committee consensus), 

the unweigted sum of numerical merit values assigned to 15 to 20 

job activities, or upon an ordering procedure (lexical) that 

cannot make use of job description weights. Education is the 

only college that carries the weights to a logical conclusion, 

namely, a linear equation that yields a weighted average of 

numerical indexes (real numbers between 1 and 5) that have been 

assigned by the chair and faculty committee to each of three 

categories: teaching, scholarship, and service (Dean Reports, 

various College documents). For example, the department of 

Curriculum and Instruction uses a measure of teaching merit that 

is 90 to 100 percent determined by student ratings. Faculty who 

are rated 4.18 in teaching, 3.50 in scholarship and 4.9 in serv

ice are given the following weighted average as measuring merit: 

4.052 = .4(4.18) + .4(3.50) + .2(4.9) 

There are several problems with this approach even if it has 

faculty approval. First, since homogeneity in job description is 

implied, there are likely some pecuniary pressures to make every

one conform to the same weights. The College of Education 

provides for exceptions to their uniform weights: Chairs and 

faculty may negotiate different weights on a short-term basis. 

Second, in order to assure that the three categories of work are 

mutually exclusive (to avoid double counting), the issue must be 

forced by viewing each work area as merely the title of a long 

list of activities and sub-activities that appear in no other 

work area. In Education, the activities for each work area also 

are ranked into classes, some of which are more desirable than 
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others. Third, it is not at all clear that in some sense one can 

reduce disparate qualities-activities to a summum bonus via 

mathematical operations. Fourth, even if a kind of artificial 

mutual exclusivity is achieved it does not follow that the sepa

rate elements of work are independent of each other. That is, 

persons who are highly rated as teachers might also tend to be 

highly rated as scholars, or, high teacher ratings may coincide 

with high levels of service. To the extent of dependence, it may 

not be possible to justify the weighting procedure. An intensive 

examination in one area, with cursory review of the other areas, 

may suffice. Fifth, there are some who view numerical procedures 

as not providing any new information. In this sense, the margin

al cost far outweighs the marginal benefit. Faculty who are 

known to be highly rated without a weighted average remain so 

after computing the average, and faculty who are known by other 

means to have little interest in their work show up with low 

weighted averages. The extremes are already known, and weighted 

averages just duplicate the results of a far less time and cost 

consuming review. 

In order to deal with individual faculty interests, there is 

an alternative numerical system that avoids both ex ante job 

assignments and the attending weights. The point of departure 

lies in recognizing that the traditional summary elements of 

teaching, research, and service have to be broken down into 

component activities anyway. So, why not deal directly with the 

activities? A list of 20 activities is approved by unit faculty, 

and each professor receives a numerical merit value from zero to 

five (0 - 5) for each activity. The sum of the merit values, one 
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for each teacher, provides the basis for a merit ordering of the 

faculty. Individuality is permitted according to the choice of 

activities with a non-zero score, and according to the work 

effort or emphasis on a few activities. The same sum is attained 

whether it involves one point in each of 20 activities or five 

points in each of only four activities (with all of the others 

rated at zero). There is a variant of this procedure that per

mits the inclusion of additional activities in case the initial 

list is not exhaustive with respect to worthwhile undertakings. 

The most important proviso concerning numerical rating 

schemes stems from the fact that the component measures are often 

combined (usually via addition) into a single number. This 

permits highly-rated performance in one area to compensate for 

substandard work in another area. In fact, no one really be

lieves that poor teaching is balanced with (or offset by) · out

standing research, or that outstanding service is a substitute 

for scholarly activity. The problem with adding a teaching 

rating to a research rating is that there is no reality to which 

the operation corresponds. Imagine how one would combine or 

"add" teaching and research in the absence of numerical indexes. 

But such an operation is the reality for separate volumes or 

separate lengths. Hence, their separate numerical measures can 

rightly be added together. At least, the use of some additive 

formula ought to be restricted to faculty who have achieved a 

minimum satisfactory rating in one or more of the component 

areas. 

Some chairs and departments are well aware of the foregoing 

problem, and they will not use any kind of aggregated merit index 

9 
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(a scalar). One formal alternative involves an ordering of the 

various work components, say, teaching first, research second, 

service third (a vector). As an example, teaching would be 

examined first to determine only satisfactory or unsatisfactory 

work (a satisficing criterion as opposed to a linear ordering). 

Among the satisfactory set of faculty, publications are judged in 

the interest of determining relative merit and salary increase. 

Among the unsatisfactory teachers, low merit and low pay raises 

are established without examining research. Other departments 

might first establish a ranking or ordering of faculty on the 

basis of teaching, say, an unacceptable set, an average set, an 

above average set, and an outstanding set. Distinctions among 

faculty in the same set would be made using research as the 

second criterion, say, 2 papers, 1 paper, 0 papers. If ties or 

equivalence still prevails among faculty, e.g., three people 

whose teaching is average and who published one paper, then the 

third criterion of service comes into play. This describes a 

lexical procedure that turns on an ordering of the criteria, and 

then an ordering of the faculty. Weights are not involved, but 

the debate now centers upon which criterion should be first, 

second, or third--or fourth, and whether different criteria 

orderings apply to different faculty. The chief advantages of 

lexical ordering is that there is no balancing or no trade-off 

among different job elements, and it focuses attention on an 

ordering or ranking of faculty in the absence of numerical merit 

values. 

Most of the chairs (30/35) affirm that "Faculty are involved 

in determining the expectations for their performance and the 

10 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

methods of evaluation" (#2). But two chairs in Business state 

that this is not the case, and two chairs in Engineering either 

denied that faculty are involved or said they did not know. 

Almost all (33/35) respond that "Special talents, capabilities 

and achievements of faculty are recognized" (#7). Further, the 

chairs acknowledge (33/33) that "For the department there is a 

documented record of faculty performance consistent with person

nel actions" (#10). 

Evaluative Criteria (Regent's Guidelines) 

The Regent's pose several specific questions regarding the 

evaluation of teaching. All 35 chairs state that "The assessment 

of teaching generally includes ... Student ratings secured anony

mously under standard conditions" (#3a). The incidence of af

firmative response is very low on the other aspects of teaching 

evaluation. Only 14 chairs report that they employ the "Assess

ment of tests or other measures of student learning" (#3b). Only 

21 indicate that they engage in "Evaluation of syllabi" (#3c). 

Only 19 chairs consider the "Assessment of instructional materi

als" (#3d). A few more chairs (24) take into account "Student 

advising" (#3e). Several chairs added some evaluation methods 

that are not mentioned in the guidelines. The most frequent (but 

fewer than 10 chairs) include a) exit interviews with graduating 

students, b) direction of theses and dissertations, and c) chair 

classroom visitations. 

In contrast to these chair responses, the fall 1984 survey 

of faculty (Appendix VI, last page) is revealing. Response to 

the detailed components of evaluation criteria broken down by 

college shows that only the Engineering faculty placed student 

11 
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ratings of instruction among the top five most credible indica

tors of instructional quality. For all six college faculties, 

including Engineering, the class of activities associated with 

course planning (code 210 in Appendix VI) took precedence over 

student evaluations. For three colleges (Fine Arts, Liberal 

Arts, Business) the five most important criteria include the 

production of course materials (code 220). The use of on- and 

off-campus resources to supplement teaching (code 340) were among 

the five most important criteria for three colleges (Education, 

Fine Arts, Business). Another three colleges (Engineering, 

Liberal Arts, Business) gave priority to the national recognition 

of teaching (code A20) via professional associations, guest 

lectures, visiting and distinguished professorial designations. 

For the 198 classroom faculty without regard to college, .. course 

planning and the production of course materials clearly outrank 

student ratings. 

As to Engineering, the extensive collection of student 

ratings for nearly every course, every professor, every semester 

has come to a close. All but one department stated in the Dean 

Reports that after April 1, 1993 student evaluations are to be 

collected in only one or two courses per year per professor, and 

that individually faculty-designed surveys of students in their 

classes will also be used in merit pay decisions. Perhaps the 

report by chair Dr. Richard Johnson (Mechanical Engineering) is 

illustrative of the underlying rationale for change: 

Use of a standard evaluation instrument for teaching 
effectiveness such as SPTE or IDEA. Because of student 
complaints about the number of evaluations they are 
asked to fill out and evidence that some are intention-

12 
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ally invalidating their responses, only two courses for 
each faculty member would be evaluated each calendar 
year. 

Related conunents and ideas. Suggest to SPTE that by 
discarding the top 5-10% and the bottom 5-10% responses 
for each question might remove some of the problems 
associated with intentional biasing of the results by 
students. 

Along the lines of Dr. Johnson's experience, Dr. Charles 

Burdsal (person responsible for SPTE design, administration, and 

processing) reports that the total number of students in the 

classroom when the survey is taken is not recorded. Hence, his 

office has no empirical evidence bearing on the extent of student 

non response. However, non response is a significant problem in 

the use of student opinions due to response bias, and one recent 

standard recommends that they not be used if the response rate is 

less than 75 per cent of those enrolled in the course. 

Regent's guidelines also request that chairs respond to the 

following open-ended point (#4): "The department has available 

for faculty the following norm referenced student rating scale(s) 

corrected for bias:" It is difficult to know what the chairs 

understand by the technical terms in this instruction. However, 

21 of 26 chairs indicate the availability of SPTE, 5 chairs state 

that SPTE is not available or that they do not know, and 9 of the 

35 chairs responding to the survey do not mention SPTE at all 

(#4a). With respect to IDEA 21 of 24 chairs affirmed availabili

ty, 3 say either no or don't know, and 11 chairs fail to mention 

IDEA (#4b). It should be noted in these frequencies that a 

substantial number of chairs reported availability for both IDEA 

and SPTE. 

13 
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The chairs in Business and Education plus one department in 

Liberal Arts (7 of 11) report the availability and use of col

lege-developed questionnaires, but not to the exclusion of IDEA 

and SPTE (#4c). According to Dr. Burdsal, the different ques

tion sets employed in Education and Business are not norm refer

enced and the results are not corrected for student motivation 

bias. However, both colleges have several years of experience 

behind current form usage. Moreover, the need for norm referenc

ing seems to diminish as the extent of factual questions (as 

opposed to opinions) increases. That is, if 90 per cent of a 

class agrees that more than, say, 3 semi-weekly classes were 

canceled without explanation, there is cause for alarm. There is 

no need to know by way of a norm that other faculty are similarly 

missing class. 

In the Dean Reports the Fine Arts college indicates the need 

for "School/program-generated student rating forms for classroom 

courses and creative, applied, and performance-oriented classes." 

In response, the School of Music developed a student question

naire that was determined jointly by the Music Student Council 

and the Music Faculty. This suggests that questionnaire items 

thought to be important to students in a given class or depart

ment are not necessarily those that appear on some generic and 

precast form. In general, every college has developed question

naires beyond SPTE and IDEA in order to provide student commenta

ry that is closely related to the nature of student interest 

and/or to the nature of instruction. 

Relative to teaching, the evaluation of research/creative 

activity appears to be of less interest to the Regents. Research 

14 
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evaluation may be of less interest in the university as well. 

Recall that it is omitted completely from the Dean Reports and 

the request for those reports from Provost Cottle. Moreover, 

there is no effort to establish an extensive coding system com

mensurate with the one developed for teaching evaluation. The 

Regent's guidelines simply inquire if some four criteria are 

taken into account (#5). The first deals with "Information on 

the quality of research"(#Sa), and 31 of 35 chairs state that it 

is included. Perhaps it would be of some interest to know how 

this is determined as well as why four department chairs answer 

in the negative. Most chairs (33/35) also agree that "The amount 

of research'' (#Sb) is considered, and that (32/35) they take into 

account "The media in which findings were disseminated" (#Sc). 

But on the question of "The reception and importance of the 

research" (#Sd), only 22 chairs of 33 responding said that it is 

counted in research evaluation. Eight chairs report that it is 

not included and three do not know whether it is or is not taken 

into account. Aside from the fact of chairs who gauge research 

quality but deny judging the importance of the research, there 

may be a basic and ingrained asymmetry in the manner of evaluat

ing teaching, service, and research. In all areas, it is the 

reception of faculty work that is a crucial meter of intellectual 

contribution. Exclusive focus on the reception of teaching is 

open to question. On the write-in portion of the survey, a few 

chairs mentioned a} citations of faculty research in the research 

of others, b) research of national and international signifi

cance, and c) externally funded research. 

Service evaluation from the Regent's guidelines shows inter-

15 
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est in only a few criteria (#6). Scope is severely narrow and 

the question of reception is not even broached. Most all of the 

chairs (33 to 35 of 35) agree that service assessment includes: 

a) Committee assignments, b) Faculty senate service, c) Profes

sional speeches, d) Participation on editorial and advisory 

boards, and, where applicable (27/35), e) Grant reviews. Write

in responses include duties with respect to association meetings 

(program chair, program board, discussant) and participation in 

juries and creative exhibits. Very few chairs mentioned service 

or research service (service research) requiring discipline

related work on behalf of governments (city, county, state, 

federal), non-profit organizations, and school boards. None of 

the chairs acknowledge consulting (work for pay) in the chair 

survey, but from the Dean Reports it is a factor for some depart

ments, usually with respect to discipline-oriented service re

search or to discipline-oriented service teaching. 

At the level of college dean it is possible that service is 

ignored in the determination of merit. In the Dean Reports, Dr. 

R. Malcolm Richards, dean of the Business college, reported that 

after reviewing unit evaluation practices: 

On the subject of service effectiveness, I would sug
gest that evaluations are based more on the perceived 
quantity of effort rather than in relationship to 
quality. 

Evaluation Follow Up (Regent's Guidelines) 

Subsequent to faculty evaluation, recent policy requires 

that "There is a plan for discussing each faculty member's annual 

evaluation with an opportunity for the faculty member to respond" 

16 
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(#8). Chair response is that 25 say there is such a plan, 7 say 

there is no plan and 2 chairs claim not to know. Only 20 chairs 

agree that "Strategies for linking evaluation of faculty outcomes 

with assistance and support are evident" (#9). A separate, but 

related, question asks if "Procedures are in place for the link

ing of faculty evaluation outcomes with assistance for renewal 

and development and when necessary reassignment or other person

nel actions" (#llb). Only 16 chairs agree that such procedures 

are in place. 

Chair Training (Regent's Guidelines). 

How well has the University prepared chairs-directors in the 

interest of faculty evaluation? Approximately two-thirds (20/32) 

of them answered no to "Procedures are in place for the training 

of department chairs in the administration of faculty ev~luation" 

(#lla). The Office of Academic Affairs reports that such train

ing has been offered via periodic seminars. But chair responses 

shown above suggest that this training is not effective with 

regard to issues of scope, criteria, variety and how a chair is 

to search for achievement (say, by interview in the professor's 

office). At best, it is not apparent whether the response by 

chairs reflects the lack of awareness of such training or an 

understanding that it is not useful, relevant, or generally 

worthwhile. 

Evaluation Procedures (Committee). 

The Committee asked if "A written from is used to guide 

faculty in the selection of material for the annual merit pay 

evaluation" (#12). Most chairs (29/34) agree that a written form 

is used. But on "The form is designed by departmental faculty'' 
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(#13), only 18 chairs agree that this is so. When asked if "The 

form is designed by persons other than the departmental faculty" 

(#14), 14 chairs say yes. Three of 35 chairs ignored the ques

tion. According to chair responses, instruction forms used in 

Business, Fine Arts, and most of the departments in Liberal Arts 

and Sciences are not designed by departmental faculty. As an 

example of instructions not designed by departmental faculty, the 

Business college used the following instructions for calendar 

1993 merit evaluations. 

TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS 

Instructions. Summarize below evidence of teaching 
effectiveness. (Attach additional evidence.) 

RESEARCH AND PUBLICATIONS 

Instructions. List your most significant publications 
accepted in 1993. (Attach copies.) 

SERVICE 

Instructions. List your most significant service 
assignments in 1993. 

Otherwise, 29 of 34 chairs say that the "Department receives 

faculty annual report data in sufficient time for careful study 

prior to merit pay recommendations" (#15). Almost all of the 

chairs (33/35) claim that "A permanent long-term record of facul

ty annual report data is maintained in the department office" 

(#16). In addition, some chairs (16/34) think that such files 

are maintained in the dean's office and 3 (3/33) chairs think 

they are maintained in the office of the Academic Vice President. 

In contrast, a recent Business School dean (R. Malcolm Richards) 

18 
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offered the following (Dean Reports) with respect to teaching 

evaluation" 

The School does not currently maintain a historical 
data base for purposes of monitoring teaching ef fee
ti veness over time; nor does the department/ school 
retain such data. When such data are provic;led--typi
cal l yin conjunction with promotion and tenure evalua
tions, the data come from the faculty member. 

Merit Pay Determination (Committee). 

In 21 (of 34) departments chairs respond that "Departmental 

merit pay recommendations are determined exclusively by the 

chair" (#17). This includes all the departments in Engineering 

and all the reporting departments in Health Professions. Only 11 

chairs indicate that "Departmental merit pay recommendations are 

determined by the chair and a faculty committee" (#18). On a 

more serious note, about 40 per cent (13/34) of the chairs answer 

no to the proposition that "Faculty are informed of departmental 

merit pay recommendations as soon as these are determined" (#19). 

This includes all the departments in Engineering and Business. 

One chair volunteered that informing faculty of departmental 

merit pay recommendations is: "Not allowed. Vice President's 

office has asked [us] not to inform [faculty] until the final 

decision has been made." 

Chairs (27/34) reported that ''Departmental merit pay recom

mendations are sometimes altered by either the dean or by the 

academic vice president" (#20). Moreover, only 11 chairs agree 

that "In case of changes in departmental pay recommendations made 

by persons outside the department, the affected faculty are in

formed of the change" (#21). In short, merit pay recommendations 
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determined at the site of merit evaluation (departments) are al

tered by administrative authorities that are progressively re

moved from evaluation activities, and there is neither an infor

mation flow back to faculty nor any required accountability for 

these actions. In light of the foregoing responses, it is to be 

expected that only 16 (of 34) chairs claim that "Faculty have 

access to an appeals procedure regarding merit pay increases" 

(#22). Ten chairs deny that such a procedure exists and eight 

chairs do not know. According to chair responses by college, it 

appears that such appeals procedures only exist within Education, 

Fine Arts, and the majority of departments in Liberal Arts. 

Pay Not Related to Annual Merit (Committee). 

The Kansas Legislature appropriates monies for faculty sala

ries and for changes in those salaries based on merit. Not all 

of these monies are allocated to the departments for the purpose 

of final merit salary determination. As a result, and over a 

period of several years, the nexus between appropriations and 

classroom faculty merit may be broken. Three survey questions 

deal with the possibility that the salary of some teaching facul

ty is based primarily on considerations other than merit. 

It is possible for gross inequities to occur between the 

salaries of administrators returning to the teaching faculty in 

departments and those of other departmental peer faculty. Chair 

answers to the survey show eight affirmative responses and seven 

no's on the following statement: "Faculty returning to the de

partment from an administrative position are paid similarly to 

incumbent faculty of the same rank and experience" (#23). While 

17 chairs say they do not know about this, the seven chairs who 
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are now experiencing pay beyond merit for returning administra

tors might be a source for further exploration. 

In order to make the next two survey issues clear, the 

Conunittee prefaced them both with "aside from annual merit." The 

second survey issue shows the extent to which chairs do or do not 

attempt to maintain salary differences by rank. T~o-thirds of 

the chairs (19/32) agree with the following: "Aside from annual 

merit, faculty do not receive pay increases that would place them 

at or above the pay level of persons in the next higher rank" 

(#24). But 9 chairs responded with no, i.e., that there are pay 

increases that do indeed jump across ranks. Four chairs say they 

do not know whether pay increases do or do not cross ranks, and 3 

of the 35 chairs ignored the question. This is a delicate mat

ter, and the reasons for it require further inquiry. 

The third question bears on the use of annual merit monies 

in hiring new faculty. Salary inversion, salary compression, and 

inequities of salaries within ranks exist. The majority of 

chairs (27/35) agree that "Aside from annual merit, newly-hired 

faculty are sometimes paid more than incumbent faculty at the 

same rank" (#25a). But 14 chairs state that newly-hired faculty 

are sometimes also paid more than incumbent faculty at the next 

higher rank (#25b). This fact calls for an explanation. Why not 

promote new hires to the next rank if they are to be paid accord

ing to it? 

IV. DEPARTMENT PRACTICES AND REGENT'S GUIDELINES 

One charge to the Conunittee is that it should identify 

departments whose practices are not consistent with Regent's 
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policy and/or guidelines. Given the large number of diverse 

elements that are required for compliance, it is probable that 

all departments meet some of them, but that no department meets 

all of them. In the Committee's draft compliance report (Appen

dix V), it is noted that departments avoiding the use of measures 

of student learning and teaching materials are not in compliance 

with Regent's Policy. In addition, Engineering and Business have 

avoided departmental faculty in determining merit standards and 

both colleges fail to inform departmental faculty of departmental 

merit pay recommendations. Education is the only college that 

has codified the nearly exclusive use of student ratings in 

establishing teaching merit. 

The University is not in compliance with Regent's policy 

concerning the training of department chairs for the administra

tion of faculty evaluation. It is not in compliance on the count 

of using evaluation as the basis for support, renewal, assistance 

and development. The problem of a weak linkage between merit 

evaluation and the use of merit monies appropriated by the legis

lature is noted. Not all monies so appropriated are bound to 

merit increases for incumbent faculty. There are administrators, 

new administrators, new faculty, unfilled positions, persons who 

teach without faculty status, and shrinkage that must be consid

ered. In addition, deans may hold back a part of merit monies to 

use in adjusting faculty salaries after the departmental evalua

tions and pay recommendations have concluded. Individual faculty 

tend not to be informed of these changes and the administrators 

responsible for the changes need not account for them. 
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V. DE FACTO UNIVERSITY GUIDELINES 

From the sources reviewed above, the University has very few 

guidelines for faculty evaluation that are common across academic 

units. All departments employ a short-hand description of facul

ty work, such as: a) teaching, research, service; b) teaching, 

creative activity, service; c) teaching, scholarship, service; 

or, d) teaching, scholarship, service, administration. Since 

these stern from a period when no thought was given to some 

weighting or to some ranking scheme, it may be that the descrip

tive terms are no longer the most appropriate ones to use. 

Further, all departments break each of their descriptive phrases 

into component activities. These vary widely across departments 

and colleges. In some departments the components are ranked (at 

least into equivalence classes). In others, the elements list is 

far beyond what any single professor could undertake (attempting 

to achieve exhaustion), then particular applicable items are 

selected on an ex post facto basis as both the composition of 

work and the basis for merit evaluation. 

It appears that no department has an explicit list of unde

sirable or prohibited work activities. That is, faculty engaged 

in work that is not on the components list may report it never

theless. It is unknown whether ''off-the-list" activities are 

invited or if they figure in the annual merit evaluation. 

All departments have some method of translating various work 

components (once decided) into merit pay recommendations. But 

the procedures for doing this vary a great deal across depart

ments and colleges, and the method whereby procedures are indi-
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vidualized is unclear. Some colleges preempt departmental facul

ty responsibility in establishing both the request for informa

tion and the evaluation of it . There are no standards for an 

information flow from the evaluating "center" to the professor. 

VI. RECOMMENDED UNIVERSITY EVALUATION GUIDELINES 

The Senate ch\rge to the Committee contains several categories 

of recommendation requests (Appendix I). This section attempts to 
\ 

deal with all of them. Above all, the Committee is operating 

from the perspective that variety in departmental evaluation 

procedures should be preserved, subject to providing a fair 

evaluation for each individual and subject to departmental mis-

sion. 
; 

I 

1. 

2 . 

3. 

4. 

/ 

A. General Policy Considerations. 
( 

I 

Every person with teaching responsibil i ties is to be evaluat
ed, whether or not they hold faculty ; rank and whether or not 
they are in the Academic Affairs division of the University. 

I 

There should be a common calendar b~ which time departmental 
or unit evaluations and pay recommendations are complete and 
ready for transmittal to the Deah . In order to avoid dupli
cation, this calendar should i n'c lude the evaluation of 
untenured faculty. / 

Department evaluation procedu/ es should provide for at least 
two contiguous years in eac,h annual review. This is in the 
interest of both continuity of merit and continuity of merit 
pay. I t mitigates the ef f ects on pay of a high merit year 
coincidi ng with a year o t low appropriations for raises. 

! 

The academic school or ~~partment should be established as 
the primary site of evaluation. The following records should 
be established and ma{ntained at the departmental office: 

a. Departmental /evaluation policy. 
b. Departmen~al instructions to faculty. 
c. Department~ evaluations for each person. 
d. The link b tween evaluation and departmental pay 

recommend 'tion for each person. 
I 
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VI. RECOMMENDED UNIVERSITY EVALUATION GUIDELINES · 

The Senate charge to the Committee contains several 

categories of recommendation requests (Appendix I) . 

section attempts to deal with all of them. Above all, 

This 

the 

Committee is operating from the perspective that variety in 

departmental evaluation procedures should be preserved, 

subject to providing a fair evaluation for each individual and 

subject to departmental mission. 

A. General Policy Considerations. 

1. Every person with teaching responsibilities is to be 

evaluated, at least once a year whether or not tpey hold ... 
faculty rank and whether or not they are in the ,Academic 

- to~ 

Affairs division of the University. 

2. There shall be a common calendar by which time 

departmental or unit evaluations and pay recommendations are 

complete and ready for transmittal to the Dean. 

3. Department evaluation procedures shall provide for at 

least two contiguous years in each annual review. This is 

in the interest of both continuity of merit and continuity 

of merit pay. It mitigates the effects on pay of a high 

merit year coinciding with a year of low appropriations for . 

raises. 

4. The academic school or department shall be established 

as the primary site of evaluation. The following records 

should be established and maintained at the departmental 

office: 

a. Departmental evaluation policy. 

b. Departmental instructions to faculty. 

c. Departmental evaluations for each person. 

d. The link between evaluation and departmental 

pay recommendation for each person. 

e. The rationale for changes in departmental 

evaluations and pay recommendations made by 

persons out-side the department. 



5. There shall be no information requested for annual 

evaluation that is not intended for that purpose, and the 

individual should be informed of any submitted information 

that was not reviewed by the evaluators. 

6. There shall be developed procedures for an open 

information flow between affected parties and ~n opportunity 

for individual appeal at each stage of the process. 

B. Departmental Faculty. 

1. The faculty of each department shall establish a written 

policy for annual faculty evaluation. 

2. Chairs and Deans shall review departmental policy and 

meet with the departmental faculty in the interest of any 

changes that should be made. 

3. The faculty of each department shall cast a secret 

ballot every third year on the following policy: The 

department desires to elect a committee for the purpose of 

faculty evaluation and merit pay recommendations. The 

evaluation committee will have no ex officio or permanent 

members otherwise. The committee or its chair will meet 

with the department chair in establishing departmental 

recommendations to the Dean. 

... . ,, 

c. Department Chairs . 

~ -
1. Chairs shall transmit departmental pay recommendations 

for the entire department (according to faculty-established 

policy as approved by secret ballot of the department)to 

each individual faculty as soon as these are developed and 

ready for _transmittal to the Dean. At that time, faculty 

should be invited to appeal their individual pay 

recommendations to the department chair. 

2. ·chairs shall consider how staff can be employed in 
r ' · ·' ,; ~ : " . • j :: ':': , 

' ·'" helping to minimize the burden on faculty in complying with 
/.,c : t ·ii~· -~rinua1· inf,orrna'tion requests. 

' •.. • ..;,;i 



D. Academic Vice President and Deans. 

1. Since chairs form the crucial link between faculty and 

higher administrative levels, and since that role is likely 

to become more demanding, the Academic Vice President and/or 

the Deans may have to consider uniform 11-month appointments 

for all chairs. 

2. Deans shall transmit their pay recommendations for the 

entire department (according to faculty-established policy 

as approved by secret ballot of the department)to each 

individual faculty in that department as soon as these are 

developed and ready for transmittal to the Academic Vice 

President. At that time, faculty shall be invited to appeal 

their individual pay recommendations to the Dean, .. 
. .. ,,,.. 

3. The Academic Vice President shall transmit that office ' s 
·"~ 

departmental pay recommendations for the entire department 

(according to faculty-established policy as approved by 

seGret ballot of the department) to each individual faculty 

in that department as soon as these are developed. At that 

time, faculty shall be invited to appeal their individual 

pay recommendations to the Academic . Vice President. 

4. Administrators above the department level shall prepare 

a written explanation (attaching any relevant documents) of 

all changes they make in pay recommendations sent to their 

office. The explanation shall be transmitted to the 

affected individual faculty and to the department chair. 

5. Higher administrators are responsible for informing 

chairs on the art of faculty evaluation and on the 

availability of remedial opportunities in case of detected . . ' 
' C 

shortcomings. It is recommended that the central 
.,' ··:· 

administration provide initiative and leadership in 
I ;:: ~- •. 

developing a Handbook for Department Chairs. 

6. In order to solve the problem of administrat~r.s . 
' ·-.. . . . ;_.. 

returning to departmental faculty at inordinate salaries, it 
. , ,· -. , r -. ;-=· .·· 

is recommended that all administrators holdin~ ~acul~y rank 

in an academic department be informed annually at contract 

time of what their pay would be if they would return to the 



' .. r .... 

\ 

department. The latter would be determined annually by the 

affected department. This is not intended to bind a 

returning administrator to a stated department salary. 

Rather, it is intended to provide a record of considerations 

that are related to department salary levels and to involve 

department chairs in the process of determining an 

appropriate salary when the actual transfer occurs. 

7. It is recommended that administrators at all levels 

develop a method of reporting to the general faculty how 

legislative salary appropriations were allocated. 

E. The Evaluation of Teaching 

1. Kansas Board of Regent's policy statements of 

April 1992 and December 1994 effectively mandate that there 
" 

be: a formal evaluation of teaching for each faculty member 
'.~ 

as a .part of the annual merit salary review. Portions of 

these policy statements have direct impli'cations for faculty 

action: 

a. Each unit (departffi;ent) shall develop an 

explicit statement of the appropriate information to be used 

for teaching evaluation in that unit and an explicit 
·t 

statement of the criteria used for the evaluation of that 

i!lformation. · 

b. Multiple sources or kinds of information shall 

be use;:i . . Examples are cited in the two policy statements .. ... ( ~ 

(~ppendix III), in the 1984 faculty survey (Appendix VI), 
. . . 

and in the foregoing text. ·-
·1 - . 

c. Student survey results must be included in the 
. ' -::, · . 
information sought. 

,• ... ·~ .... \ ~ .J~ 

d. The information presented must be evaluated by 

peers or knowledgeable colleagues. 
\ ! : ~:~. ""~. ::--.,,~: I '• ~ .;_;,, .i. •• • 

./ . . · 

~ C.: .. i ... 

T~ protect the broad faculty prerogatives explicit 

in Regent'~ -p~licy, department faculty shall act immediately 

to implement those policies. Accordingly, these faculty 
t . ' . .::i: ·.; ~: • ,.. .' .: - ·· • •• ... • 

should: · 



e. Determine the kinds of information appropriate 

for their discipline or for the various sub-disciplines 

representep in their unit. 

f. Describe the peer evaluation process with 

respect to the requisite information. 

g. Determine the appropriate criteria which is 

used to judge the information. 

h. Write a unit or departmental policy statement 

incorporating items e,f, and g above. 

i. Via oversight, ensure that the unit operates in 

accord with its own policy. 

~./'" . 
2. Since teaching faculty must be rated by students at 

. r 
least once a year the department facul~y shall d~termine the 

form or forms appropriate to its discipline. The .forms used 
t~ .:· 

must conform to the criteria stated in the Regent's 

pollcies. In choosing the appropriate student rating forms, 
. : .... ~ 

the following questions are germane. 

a. Do the results include mere conjecture about 

the caliber of instruction. 

b. What informative content is p~ovi~ed? That 
. 1 

is, can the user detect what faculty did to 

achieve good ratings and what the faculty did 
, 

to receive low ratings? 

c. Given the evaluative purpose, what ''"fssues are 

suitable for soliciting student response? 

d. For any given issue, how is the resp;n~e to be 

recorded? Non-numerical or numerical? If 

e. 

' numerical, what ordered set of numerals is to 

be used? ...., 
Examples: binary (Yes, No), linear discrete, 

linear continuous (point on the real segment 

0 to 1), nonlinear scale (discrete or 

continuous). 
··1 - . - ,., r; :' - . ,1 ; 

If numerical responses are to be aggregated or 
• 1.'/ ' . --

tallied otherwise, how does one guard against 



chance or contrived numerical differences 

being interpreted as bonafide differences in 

teaching accomplishment_?. 

f. Is _t~ere potential for, vif?: lations of academic 

freedom? 

g. Are there any due process issues associated 

with use of surv,ey results in faculty 

evaluation? 

h. Should students be given a sample copy of the 

questionnaire at the beginning of the 

semester? 

i. Which students should be entitled to complete 

the survey form? Current practice involves 

only those who attend class on the day the 

survey is distributed. 

j. Are there any new or suggested constraints on 

faculty behavior with respect to parties or 

dinners for students, field trips for 

students, of-campus class meetings with the 

professor, and any other activity that could 

be viewed as ingratiating? 

k. Under what circumstances would survey results 

be declared inapplicable for the intended 

evaluative purpose? 

3. , It is recommended that surveys intended for faculty .... 
evaluition conform to certain administrative practices: 

a. Faculty do not have access to blank survey 

forms and they have no responsibilities to 

administer the survey nor to tally survey 

results. It must be strictly a "hands off 11 

or a disinterested procedure. 

b. Personnel who distribute and collect the 

surveys will acknowledge by their signature 

that they indeed conducted the survey for a 

particular class and they will record the 

number (n) of students present at the time 



c. 

iY .::)J · 

·· the '-survey is taken. 

Survey results and procedures shall enable 

department faculty to apply standards 

concerning: the number of students enrolled 

" · whe'ir ···the ~survey was taken, the number of 

students ');,resent when the survey was taken, 

and the number of students responding . 

.! 

,.l 

.. . 1 

-' ' ) .. 

. :; . . . 
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AO HOC FACULTY COMMITTEE ON FACULTY EVALUATION PROCEDURES 

In order to conform to a mandate of the Board of Regents, the Senate est ab 1 i shes 
an ad hoc committee with representation from each college, . LAS division, and the 
academic services faculties to review existing WSU policies and practices, and 
to recommend changes as needed. Specifically, the committee is charged to: 

a. Collect information about, report on, and review existing faculty 
evaluation practices in all university departments. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f 

Identify any departments whose practices are not consistent with 
Board of Regents guidelines. 

On the basis of existing practices, determine what de facto 
university guidelines are in force (if any). 

Recommend a statement of university guidelines for faculty 
evaluation to the Senate for its consideration, incorporating as 
much as is possible existing de facto guide 1 i nes that have been 
identified. 

Recommend to the Senate appropriate administrative practices to 
assure general conformity of department practice to university 
expectations. 

Recommend procedures by which department policies may be developed 
or amended so that they become or remain consistent with university 
guidelines. 

g. Report to the Senate by October 15, 1993 so that the final report 
can be transmitted to the Provost by November 15, 1993. 

The following have agreed to serve: 

Edward Flentje, Academic Services, Box 61 
Kenneth Pitetti, Health Professions, Box 43 
Ronaid Christ, Fine Arts, Box 67 
Walter Horn, Engineering, Box 44 
Jeri Carroll, Education, Box 28 
William Terrell, Business, Box 78 
Melvin Zandler, Natural Sciences, Box 51 
Rob Zettle, Social Sciences, Box 34 
Ben Rogers, Humanities, Box 74 

March 22, 1993. 

. 

3737 
3060 
3555 
3410 
3322 
3220 
3120 
3081 
3125 
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APPENDIX II 

FACULTY PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 
{April 1992) 

POLICY ON TEACHING EVALUATION 
(December 1994) 
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FACULTY PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 
Kansas Board of Regents 

(April 1992) 

Statement of Philosophy 

The Kansas Board of Regents recognizes the need for performance evaluation systems that 
review, assess and enhance faculty performance. It is essential that evaluation processes 
incorporate guidelines relevant to the achievement of the academic goals and objectives of 
teaching, research and professional service, while recognizing the unique nature and diversity 
of the universitie~. To this end, it is necessary that guidelines be established and evaluations 
conducted in a Jnanner that is flexible enough to serve the particular mission, objectives and 
needs of the Regents universities, their colleges and departments. 

The Board further recognizes that faculty evaluation should be a participatory, cooperative 
and continuing process. Given varied faculty responsibilities and specializations among and 
within disciplines, the evaluation process should provide for faculty participation in the 
preparation of evaluation guidelines. Therefore, the process should be as localized as 
possible in order to adapt criteria and procedures to individual or departmental 
circumstances. 

The faculty evaluation performance procedures should fulfill the following objectives: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

To recognize that the education of students is the highest priority of the Regents 
system. The education of students occurs in a variety of ways and venues, including 
the classroom, research laboratories and libraries. Consequently, individual faculty 
or units may vary in their emphasis on instruction, research and service. Annual 
evaluation should reflect individual faculty assignments. 

To involve faculty in the design and evaluation of expectations central to their 
performance and professional growth. 

To provide a documented record of faculty performance to support sHch personnel 
decisions. 

To recognize special talents, capabilities and achievements of faculty members. 

To develop strategies to link evaluation and its outcomes to assistance and support 
for growth and development. 

In order to implement this Statement of Philosophy on Faculty Evaluation, the Task Force 
makes three recommendations to the Kansas Board of Regents: 
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Recommendation One 

The Task Force recommends that the Board of Regents adopt the following policy 
statement on faculty evaluation: 

Policy Statement 

It is the policy of the Kansas Board of Regents that merit increases for faculty shall be 
based on the annual evaluation of their performance as it relates to the mission of the 
institution, college/school and department. The Board of Regents holds the presidents and 
Chancellor accountable for the development and implementation of evaluation systems in 
accordance with the following guidelines: 

1. Faculty ev~uation criteria, procedures and instruments shall be developed through 
faculty p~rticipation in each department, college or division and recorded to express 
the performance expectations of faculty therein. Criteria, procedures and instruments 
shall be: 

2. 

a sufficiently flexible to meet the objectives of the unit. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

sensitive to multi-year faculty activities and outcomes. 

approved by. the chief academic officer of each university. 

compatible with contemporary research and scholarly literature on faculty 
evaluation. For example, assessment of research, where research is part of 
the job assignment, should ordinarily include but not be limited to information 
on the quality of the research, the amount of research, the media in which 
findings were disseminated, and the reception and importance of the research. 
Similarly, the assessment of te~ching, where teaching is part of the job 
assignment, should ordinarily i.nclude but not be limited to student ratings 
secured anonymously under - standard conditions on norm-referenced 
instruments that adjust for initial student motivation, assessment of tests or 
other means of measuring student learning, evaluation of syllabi, assessment 
of instructional materials and student advising. The assessment of service, 
where service is part of the job assignment, should ordinarily include but not 
be limited to committee assignments, faculty senate service, professional 
speeches, participation on editorial and advisory boards, and grant reviews. 

Each Regents university shall make available to faculty a ratings instrument for 
securing student ratings of instruction in all appropriate courses. The instrument 
must be norm-referenced and corrected for major sources of bias as demonstrated 
by research. 
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3. The evaluation of faculty performance and expectations for the future shall be 
discussed with them. Documentation recording the sense of the discussion shall be 
provided to the faculty member. 

a. The faculty member shall be given the opportunity to add comments to the 
documentation as part of the official record before it is considered at the next 
higher administrative level. 

b. Each Regents university shall establish a procedure by which faculty who 
disagree with their evaluation may request a review. 

Recommendation Two 

The Task Force .recommends that each Regents university develop and implement a plan · 
to supplement its. annual faculty evaluation system. Each plan should include procedures 
and strategies for the: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

training of departmental chairpersons in the administration of faculty evaluation. 

linkage of the outcomes of faculty evaluation with assistance for renewal and 
development and, when necessary, reassignment and other personnel actions. 

training and supervision of graduate teaching assistants. 

Recommendation Three 

The Task Force recommends that the Board of Regents appoint a systernwide Technical 
Advisory Committee on Faculty Evaluation which will respond to requests from Regents 
universities for assistance concerning student ratings instruments suitable for each 
institution. 

~, -. 
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POLICY ON TEACHING EVALUATION 
Kansas Board of Regents 

(December 1994) 

1. Teaching faculty should be rated by students at least 
once a year, on a form that is controlled for student motivation 
and other possible bias. The form should contain directions 
which indicate bow the information is used, and t,b.e forms should 
be administered and collected under controlled conditions that 
assure students' anonymity. Each academic unit should determine 
the student rating form to be used by its faculty that conform to 
the above guidelines. 

1b. Multiple sources of information should be gathered to 
evaluate teaching. Sources of information .might include the 
content of the course, its design, and presentation. For 
example, (a} syllabi, examinations and samples of graded exams, 

textbooks, etc. might be evaluated by peers for their 
suitability and coherence, (b) videos of class presentations 
might be viewed by peers or the department chair to evaluate 
presentation of material, etc. Units should be encouraged to 
develop a comprehensive, flexible approach to teaching evaluation 
that includes several types of evidence that can be collected, 
presented and evaluated as a portfolio. Student ratings of 
teaching should be an important part of this portfolio; they are 
nevertheless only one part. Peer evaluation, defined as a 
comprehensive, critical review by .knowledgeable colleagues of 
each . faculty member's entire range of teaching activities, should 
be the foundation of the university's teaching evaluation 
program. No single source of information, including ratings by 
students, should be ta.ken at £ace value, but rather should be 
interpreted by those peers who are in the best position to 
understand this evidence and to place it in the appropriate 
academic context. Departments should be encouraged to use 
additional tools such as exit interviews and graduate interviews 
and surveys to obtain information about teaching effectiveness. 

2a. Al.l department chairs should participate in the 
evaluation of £acul.ty and meet with faculty individually as 
needed to discuss the evaluation. Institutions should enhance 
opportunities £or the preparation of department chairs for work 
in departmental administration, particularly as that relates to 
the evaluation of faculty and the allocation of faculty effort as 
in item 4. 

2b. At the beginning of each academic year, representatives 
£ram Student Governance on each campus sboul.d have the 
opportunity to meet with campus representatives from Academic 
Affairs or their designees to discuss the operation of student 
ratings of teaching. Ratings of individual faculty are not an 
appropriate subject in such discussions. 

3. T.here should be no standardized student rating scale. 
Printed directions on the rating scale should indicate how the 
information is used, the forms should be administered and 
collected under controlled conditions to assure students' 
anonymity. . 
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4. Based upon institutional and departmental goals, tenured 
and tenure track faculty should meet with their department chair 
individual.1.y to al.1.ocate the a.mount of effort the facul.ty member 
wi11 devote to teaching, research and service. A reduction of 
effort in one area should be made up by augmentation in another. 
Merit eval.uation of facul.ty should fol.low this agreement. These 
agreements shoul.d reflect varying emphases at different times 
within a facul.ty member's career. Teaching shoul.d be eval.uated 
as rigorousl.y as research. 

5. Al.1. campuses should insure that each school/coll.ege 
deve1op a pl.an to financiall.y recognize faculty who are promoted. 

6. In FY 1995, data should be provided on the number and 
percentage of facul.ty who received 0% and 1% raise in each of the 
three previous years. This infonna.tion must be viewed in the 
context of the total. dol.l.ars availabl.e for merit raises; 
therefore, the amount of General Fund increase for merit raises 
shoul.d al.so be give for each of past three years. 

7a. Each campus shoul.d provide assistance for facul.ty renewal. 
and development, -b) define chronic low performance, and c) 
examine dismissal policies to include chronic low performance, 
despite all assistance, as an indicator of incompetence. 

7b. Each institution should provide information to the Board 
on efforts to improve teaching. 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

APPENDIX III 
GUIDELINES FOR FACULTY EVALUATION REPORT 

(Kax1sas Board of Regerits) 
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August 20, 1993 
[Revised] 

Guidelines for Faculty Evaluation Report 
(due October 22, 1993) 

0 

Each institution's report should address the following criteria, indicating that the chief 
executive and the chief academic officer verify compliance by each academic unit: 

1. The annual evaluation reflects the distribution of teaching, scholarship and service in 
each faculty member's assignment. 

2. Faculty are involved in determining the expectations for their performance and the 
methods of evaluation. 

3. The assessment of teaching generally includes, but is not limited to, (a) student ratings 
secured anonymously under standard conditions, (b) assessment of tests or other means of 
measuring student learning, (c) evaluation of syllabi, (d) assessment of instructional 
materials and ( e) student advising. 

4. The institution has available for faculty the following norm referenced student rating 
scale(s) corrected for bias: ______________________ _ 

5. Evaluation of faculty research generally includes, but is not limited to, (a) information 
on the quality of the research, (b) the amount of research, (c) the media in which findings 
were disseminated and ( d) the reception and importance of the research. 

6. The assessment of service generally includes, but is not limited · to, (a) committee 
assignments, (b) faculty senate service, (c) professional speeches, (d) participation on 
editorial and advisory boards and (e) grant reviews. 

7. Special talents, capabilities and achievements of faculty are recognized. 

8. There is a plan for discussing each faculty member's annual evaluation with an 
opportunity for the faculty member to respond. 

9. Strategies for linking evaluation of faculty outcomes with assistance and support are 
evident. 

10. For each unit there is a documented record of faculty performance consistent with 
personnel decisions. 
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Faculty Evaluation, cont'd 

11. Procedures are in place for (a) the training of department chairpersons in the 
administration of faculty evaluation, (b) the linking of faculty evaluation outcomes with 
assistance for renewal and development and when necessary reassignment or other 
personnel actions, and ( c) the training and supervision of graduate teaching assistants. 

12. Please provide an example of one units plan for the Board to see how the above criteria 
are implemented. 
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APPENDIX IV 
AD HOC COMMITTEE SURVEY OF 

CHAIRS AND FACULTY 
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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

ACADEMIC AFFAIRS 

September 23, 1993 

TO: Faculty Colleagues 

FROM: Peter Zoller 

SUBJECT: Survey of Methods of Faculty Evaluation 

With this memo is a copy of a survey designed by the Faculty senate ad hoc 
committee on Faculty Evaluation. we have to report to the Kansas Board of 
Regents the methods by which we evaluate faculty for merit increases and 
to do so we need your help. 

Would you complete the survey and return it to me at Box 13 by Friday, 
October 1, 1993. 

THANKS 
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DATE: September 22, 1993. 

TO: Deparment or School Chairs and Selected Faculty. 

SUBJECT: Survey on Faculty Evaluation for Merit Pay Increases. 

FROM: Vice President for Academic Affairs and 
the Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Committee on Faculty Evaluation. 

INTRODUCTION 

In 1992 the Kansas Board of Regents established a policy 
entitled FACULTY PERFORMANCE EVALUATION. This document states in 
part that" merit increases for faculty shall be based on the 
annual evaluation of their performance as it relates to the 
mission of the institution, college/school and department." A 
separate Regents' implementation schedule requires 1) that each 
department develop criteria for faculty evaluation according to a 
set of guidelines adopted by the Regents, 2) that these criteria 
be ready for implementation in the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1994, and 3) that institutions begin developing evaluation cri
teria no later than January 1993. 

The Faculty Senate appointed an ad hoc faculty committee in 
March 1993 to review existing evaluation policies and practices, 
and to recommend changes as needed. In August 1993 the Regents 
issued a set of guidelines for reporting institutional compliance 
with the 1992 faculty evaluation policy. The university's report 
is due in mid-October. 

The attached survey is based on both the Regents' guidelines 
(survey statements 1 through 11) and the Faculty Senate's de
tailed charge to the committee (survey statements 12 through 25). 
Guidelines from the Regents are reproduced in statements 1 
through 11. Survey results for these statements will comprise a 
portion of WSU's mid-October compliance report to the Regents. 
The committee has made no effort to interpret, expand, or reword 
said guidelines. The committee has provided several blank lines 
for "Other" responses. 

Survey results for statements 12 through 25 will be used in 
developing the ad hoc committee's report to the Faculty Senate. 

PLEASE REMOVE THIS PAGE BEFORE RETURNING THE COMPLETED SURVEY 
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SURVEY ON FACULTY EVALUATION FOR ANNUAL MERIT PAY INCREASES 
(September 1993) 

Write in Academic Unit Chair Signature 

Check if non-chair faculty. 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Complete the identification lines above. Chairs of schools 
and departments are requested to indicate the department or 
school name and add their signature. Non-chair faculty are 
requested to indicate the department or school name and to check 
the status line. 

Provide survey responses only about existing circumstances 
in your own department or school. 

Circle your response: Yes for an implemented condition or 
a statement that is accurate; No for a condition that has not 
been implemented or a statement that is not accurate; and, Don't 
Know if you are unable to circle Yes or No. Please indicate Not 
Applicable (NA) conditions or statements on the same line as your 
circled response, and write any conunents/explanations in the 
column provided or on a separate attachment. 

Send this cover sheet and completed survey to Academic 
Affairs, Campus Box #13 by Wednesday, September 29. 

DO NOT DETACH THIS COVER SHEET FROM THE SURVEY 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

SURVEY ON FACULTY EVALUATION FOR ANNUAL MERIT PAY INCREASES 
September 1993 

Yes No Don't Comments/Explanations/ 
Know Not Applicable (NA) 

The annual evaluation reflects the dis-
tribution of teaching, scholarship and ser- y N DK 
vice in each faculty •ember's assign1ent . 

Faculty are involved in determining the 
expectations for their performance and the y N DK 
aethods of evaluation. 

The assess1ent of teaching generally 
includes, but is not limited to: 

a. Student ratings secured anonymously y N DK 
under standard conditions. 

b. Assessment of tests or other means of y N OK 
measuring student learnings. 

c. · Evaluation of syllabi. y N OK 

d. Assessment of instructional materials. y N OK 

e. Student advising. y N OK 

f. Other y N OK 

g. Other y N DK 

The dep1rt1ent has available for faculty 
the following norm referenced student 
rating scale(s) corrected for bias: 

a. S PTE y N OK 

b. JD EA y N DK 

c. OTHER y N OK 

5. Evaluation of faculty research generally 
includes, but is not limited to: 

a. Information on the quality of research. y N OK 

b. The amount of research. y N OK 

c. The 1edia in which findings were dis- y N OK 
se1inated. 

d. The reception and importance of the y N DK 
research . 

e. Other y N DK 

f. Other y N OK 

g. Other y N OK 

I 
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6. The assessaent of service generally 
includes, but is not limited to: 

a. Co11111ittee assi9n1ents. 

b. Faculty senate service . 

c. Professional speeches. 

d. Participation on editorial and 
advisory boards. 

e. Grant reviews . 

f. Other 

g. Other 

1. Special talents, capabilities and 
achieve1ents of faculty are recognized. 

B. There is a plan for discussing each 
faculty ,ember's annual evaluation with 
an opportunity for the faculty 1e1ber to 
respond. 

9. Strategies lor linking evaluation of 
faculty outco1es with assistance and 
support are evident. 

10. For the departaent there is a docu1ented 
record of faculty perfor1ance consistent 
with personnel decisions. 

11. Procedures are in place for: 

a. The training of departaent chairs in 
the administration of faculty evalu-
at ion. 

b. The linking of faculty evaluation out-
comes with assistance for renewal and 
develop1ent and when necessary re-
assignment or other personnel act ions. 

c. The training and supervision of 
graduate teaching assistants. 

12. A written fora is used to guide faculty 
in the selection of 1aterial for the 
annual 1erit pay evaluation . 

13. The for• is designed by depart1ental 
faculty. 

14 , The fro• is designed by persons other 
than the depart1ental faculty. 

Yes No Don't Co111ents/Explanations/ 
Know Not Applicable (NA) 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N OK 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N DK 
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15. Department receives faculty annual 
report data in sufficient time for careful 
study prior to Merit pay recommendations. 

16. A permanent long-term record of faculty 
annual report data is 11intained: 

a. In the department office. 

b. In the dean's office. 

c. In the academic vice-presidents office. 

17. Departmental 1erit pay reco11end1tions 
are deter1ined exclusively by the chair . 

18 . Oepart1ental 1erit pay reco11endations 
are deter1ined by the chair and a faculty 
co111ittee. 

19. Faculty are infor1ed of departmental 
1erit pay reco111end1tions as soon as these 
are deter1ined . 

20. Oepart1ental 1erit pay reco1111end1tions 
are soaetimes altered by either the dean 
or by the academic vice president. 

21. In case of changes in depart1ental pay 
reco11end1tions made by persons outside 
the depart1ent, · the affected faculty are 
infor1ed of the change. 

22. Faculty have access to an appeals pro-
cedure regarding merit pay increases. 

23. Faculty returning to the depart1ent fro1 
an administrative postition are paid si1i-
larly to incumbent faculty of the sa1e 
rank and experience. 

24. No 1atter annual 1erit, faculty do not 
receive pay increases that would .place 
the1 at or above the pay level of persons 
in the next higher rank . 

25 . No 1atter annual 1erit, newly-hired 
faculty are so1etimes paid more than in-
cu1bent faculty : 

a. At the s11e rank. 

b. At the next higher rank . 

Yes No Don't Comments/Explanations/ 
Know Not Applicable (NA) 

y N DK 

' 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N OK 
I 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N OK 

y N DK 

y N DK 

y N OK 

y N DK 

y N OK 
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1. YS 

NO 

DK 

2. YS 

NO 

OK 

la YS 

NO 

DK 

lb YS 

NO 

DK 

Jc YS 

NO 

OK 

3d YS 

NO 

OK 

3e YS 

NO 

DK 

4a YS 

NO 

DK 

NA 

4b YS 

NO 

DK 

NA 

4c YS 

NO 

OK 

NA 

SURVEY FREQUENCIES BY COLLEGE 

BUS i EDU ENG FNA i HLT 1 us UNIVERSITY 

FN I CF 
I 

FN I CF CN FF CN FF FN CF CN FF FN CF CN FF FN j CF CN FF CF CN FF FN CF CN FF FN I 

5 5 1 2 4 4 2 2 I 4 4 I 
I 

2 2 2 2 I 3 3 3 3 I 17 17 6 8 35 35 14 17 

I i . I 1 1 

1 I I I 1 2 i 
3 s 1 2 4 4 2 2 2 4 I 2 2 2 2 I 3 3 1 3 16 17 7 9 30 35 13 18 

2 1 1 I I 2 3 3 

1 2 1 2 2 

5 5 2 2 4 4 1 2 4 4 I 2 2 2 2 I 3 3 3 3 17 17 7 8 35 35 15 17 

I I I 1 1 

1 I 1 

2 5 0 2 2 4 0 2 2 4 0 1 1 2 2 3 0 3 I 6 16 1 7 · 14 33 2 16 

3 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 3 I 9 5 18 11 

1 1 I 1 1 1 3 

3 5 1 2 4 4 0 2 0 4 I 2 2 0 2 2 3 1 3 10 17 3 7 I 21 35 5 16 

2 · 1 1 4 2 1 2 7 2 14 8 

1 I 2 3 

3 5 1 2 2 4 0 2 1 4 1 2 0 2 3 3 1 3 9 16 3 8 19 34 5 17 

2 1 2 1 3 1 2 2 7 3 15 9 

1 I 2 3 

2 5 0 2 3 4 0 2 2 4 1 1 2 2 1 3 0 . 3 I 1s 16 1 6 24 33 3 15 

2 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 6 6 

1 1 1 2 1 3 3 6 

0 1 2 2 0 1 4 4 0 2 0 1 2 2 1 2 13 16 3 6 21 26 4 11 

1 1 1 1 2 2 

1 1 1 1 2 2 3 s 
1 1 1 1 1 4 9 

1 1 1 2 3 3 0 1 4 4 0 2 0 1 3 3 1 2 10 11 3 7 21 24 5 13 

1 1 2 1 3 

1 1 1 1 1 2 2 5 

1 1 1 1 3 7 

3 3 0 1 3 4 0 1 0 2 1 2 0 0 1 2 1 2 0 4 7 11 2. 10 

1 1 2 I 1 3 

1 1 1 1 1 1 2 3 s 
1 1 1 1 6 10 

CF : Chair Frequency. CN: Nmber of chairs with a circled response. Nlliler (N} is s111 of YS, NO, Dk. 
FF : Faculty Frequency. FN : Nlllber of faculty with a circled response. NA tally 1s oaitted for university frequencies ! 5. 
Survey lines labeled other are omitted. Exception is 4a: SPTE, 4b=IDEA, 4c : other. 
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Sa YS 

NO 

DK 

Sb YS 

NO 

DK 

Sc YS 

NO 

DK 

5d YS 

NO 

DK 

NA 

61 YS 

NO 

DK 

6b YS 

NO 

DK 

6c YS 

NO 

DK 

6d YS 

NO 

DK 

6e YS 

NO 

DK 

7 YS 

NO 

DK 

8 YS 

NO 

DK 

SURVEY FREQUENCIES BY COLLEGE 

BUS EDU ENG FNA I HLT i LAS I UNIVERSITY 

I CF FN l CF CF CN FF FN CN FF FN CF CN FF FN CF CN FF CN FF FN ! CF CN FF FN CF CN FF FN 

5 5 1 2 4 4 0 2 4 4 2 2 2 2 1 2 3 2 3 I 14 17 6 8 31 35 11 17 

1 1 I 1 3 1 4 3 

1 1 1 3 

s 5 2 2 4 4 2 2 4 4 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 3 15 17 8 9 33 35 16 18 

1 1 1 1 

1 1 1 1 

5 5 2 2 4 4 2 2 3 4 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 16 17 8 8 32 35 16 17 

1 1 1 3 0 

1 1 

5 5 1 2 3 4 0 2 3 4 2 2 1 1 2 3 0 2 7 15 4 6 22 33 6 13 

1 1 1 1 2 6 8 4 

1 1 2 2 3 3 

1 1 1 4 7 

5 s 2 2 4 4 2 2 4 4 2 2 2 2 I 3 3 3 3 17 17 8 9 35 35 17 18 

1 1 

5 5 1 2 4 4 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 3 16 17 8 9 33 3' 15 18 

1 1 1 1 

1 1 2 

5 5 1 2 4 4 1 2 4 4 2 2 3 3 1 3 16 17 8 9 3' 35 13 18 

1 1 2 

1 1 1 1 1 3 

5 s 1 2 4 4 2 2 4 4 2 2 2 2 3 3 1 3 17 17 8 9 35 35 14 18 

1 1 2 

1 1 2 

1 3 1 2 3 4 1 2 4 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 3 15 17 s 9 27 32 10 18 

2 1 1 2 3 5 4 

1 1 1 1 4 

s 5 1 2 4 4 2 2 4 4 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 15 11 7 8 33 35 15 17 

1 1 I 1 

1 1 1 1 

3 5 1 2 4 4 2 2 1 4 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 3 12 16 6 10 25 3' 13 19 

2 2 3 3 7 3 

1 1 1 1 1 2 3 

Cf : Chair Frequency. CN : Nllllber of chairs with a circled response. 
FF : Faculty Frequency. FN : Nllllber of faculty with a circled response. 
Survey 1 ines labeled other are anitted. 

lllllber (N) is sun of YS, NO, DK. 
NA tally 1s anitted for university frequencies i 5. 
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9 YS 

NO 

DK 

10 YS 

NO 

DK 

11a YS 

NO 

DK 

11b YS 

IIO 

DK 

lie YS 

NO 

DK 

NA 

12 YS 

NO 

DK 

13 YS 

NO 

DK 

14 YS 

NO 

DK 

1S YS 

NO 

DK 

16a YS 

IIO 

DK 

16b YS 

NO 

DK 

SURVEY FREQUENCIES BY COLLEGE 

BUS EDU 

FN I 
ENG I FNA ' HLT I LAS UNIVERSITY 

CF CN FF FN CF CN FF CF CN FF FN I CF CN FF FN : CF CN FF FN I Cf CN FF FN CF CN FF FN 
I 

2 3 0 2 4 4 1 2 I 2 4 I 2 2 0 2 i 2 3 1 3 8 17 5 8 20 33 1 17 

2 1 2 I 1 1 I 4 1 6 6 

1 1 1 1 5 2 l 1 4 

5 5 1 2 4 4 1 2 4 4 2 2 3 3 1 2 15 15 8 9 I 33 33 11 15 

1 1 1 1 4 

3 5 0 2 0 2 0 2 I 0 4 1 2 1 3 0 3 3 16 1 10 8 32 1 17 

1 1 1 4 1 2 1 11 3 20 s 
1 1 1 2 2 2 6 4 11 

2 4 0 2 3 4 0 2 2 4 1 2 2 3 0 3 6 16 3 9 16 33 3 16 

2 1 1 1 5 3 9 4 

2 2 1 2 2 s 3 8 9 

3 3 1 1 4 4 I 1 2 4 2 2 I I 1 3 11 16 6 1 23 30 9 12 

1 2 3 1 4 3 

1 2 3 

1 I 1 1 2 2 2 3 s 8 

3 4 1 2 4 4 0 2 3 4 1 1 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 3 14 17 10 10 29 34 16 20 

1 1 3 4 1 

2 I 1 1 3 

0 4 0 2 2 3 0 2 3 4 0 1 0 2 1 2 2 3 1 3 11 16 8 10 18 32 10 20 

3 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 4 2 12 s 
1 1 2 2 ' 1 2 5 

2 4 1 1 1 3 0 2 3 4 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 0 3 4 16 2 10 14 31 s 19 

1 2 1 1 1 11 1 15 9 

1 2 2 1 I 2 s 
4 5 0 2 4 4 I 2 4 4 1 1 1 2 0 2 2 3 2 3 14 16 9 10 29 34 13 20 

1 1 2 4 

2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 

4 5 1 2 4 4 1 2 4 4 1 1 1 2 0 2 3 3 2 3 17 17 s 10 33 35 10 20 

1 1 1 2 1 

1 1 2 1 4 9 

3 5 1 2 1 4 0 2 3 4 0 1 1 2 3 3 2 3 6 17 2 10 16 34 6 19 

2 1 2 1 

2 1 3 2 1 1 1 1 9 1 16 12 

CF : Chair Frequency. CN : Ninber of chairs with a circled response . 
FF : Faculty Frequency. FN : Nlllber of faculty with a circled response. 
Survey 1 ines labeled other are omitted. 

Nllllber (N) is Sllll of YS, NO, DK . 
NA tally 1s anitted for university frequencies i S. 
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16c YS 

NO 

DK 

17 YS 

NO 

DK 

18 YS 

NO 

DK 

19 YS 

NO 

DK 

20 YS 

NO 

DK 

21 YS 

NO 

DK 

22 YS 

NO 

DK 

23 YS 

NO 

DK 

24 YS 

NO 

DK 

25a YS 

NO 

DK 

25b YS 

NO 

DK' 

SURVEY FREQUENCIES BY COLLEGE 
I I ' BUS EDU ENG 1 FHA I HLT LAS UNIVERSITY 

FN I CF 
' 

CF CN FF FN · CF CN FF FN CF CN FF CN FF FN : CF CN FF FN CF CN FF FN : CF CN FF FN 

0 4 0 2 0 4 0 2 0 4 
I 

0 1 0 2 : 1 3 0 3 2 17 1 10 1 3 33 1 19 
! I ! 

; I ' 1 2 1 I 
2 2 I i i 

4 2 i 4 2 4 1 2 i 2 2 13 8 i 28 16 I I 
' 

2 ! 5 a I 3 5 0 2 I 2 4 1 2 4 4 1 1 0 2 1 2 2 2 3 10 17 21 34 10 18 ! 

2 1 I 
2 2 

I 

1 1 3 13 5 ! I 
1 ' 1 I 1 I I 3 I 

·, 

2 5 0 2 i 2 4 0 2 0 4 0 1 1 2 0 2 f 0 3 1 3 6 17 3 9 11 35 4 19 I 
3 2 I 2 1 4 1 I 1 2 3 2 11 5 24 13 

I 1 1 3 

0 5 1 2 I 4 4 2 2 0 4 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 3 2 3 12 16 6 9 21 34 13 19 
I 

5 4 4 2 13 2 

1 1 1 1 4 

5 5 2 2 3 4 0 2 4 4 l l 1 2 2 2 I 2 3 l 3 12 16 5 9 27 34 11 19 

1 1 2 4 

2 1 2 2 4 3 8 

1 4 0 2 I 0 2 0 2 1 4 0 1 0 2 0 2 1 2 0 3 8 16 4 9 11 30 4 19 

2 2 1 3 1 2 2 1 5 13 6 

1 1 2 1 2 3 5 6 9 

1 5 0 2 4 4 0 2 0 4 0 1 2 2 1 2 0 3 1 3 9 16 3 9 16 34 5 19 

2 1 3 1 1 4 1 10 3 

2 2 1 1 1 2 2 3 5 8 11 

0 4 0 2 1 4 0 2 3 4 0 1 1 2 0 2 0 3 0 3 3 15 l 9 8 32 1 19 

2 2 1 \ 5 1 3 

2 3 2 1 1 1 1 3 3 1 8 17 15 

1 4 2 2 2 3 0 2 3 4 0 1 2 2 0 2 0 3 0 3 11 16 2 10 19 32 4 20 

3 1 2 1 3 2 9 3 

2 1 1 2 1 2 2 6 4 13 

4 5 2 2 4 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 12 17 8 10 27 35 16 19 

.. 1 1 1 4 1 1 1 

1 1 1 1 2 

4 5 2 2 2 4· 0 2 1 4 1 1 l 2 1 2 1 3 1 3 5 16 5 10 14 34 10 20 

1 1 3 1 2 9 3 17 3 

1 2 1 2 2 2 3 7 

Cf : Chair Frequency. CN : Nllllber of chairs with a circled response. 
FF : Faculty Frequency . FN : Nllllber of faculty with a circled response. 
Survey 1 ines labeled ~ are auitted. 

Nllllber (N} is SIIII of YS, NO, DK. 
NA tally 1s omitted for university frequencies i 5. 
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COMPLIANCE REPORT 
REGENTS POLICY ON FACULTY EVALUATION 

Executive Summary 

WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 
October 1993 

The University has examined the evaluative practices of 
each teaching unit. It is found that the University is in com
plete compliance with Regents policy on all but three points. 
The use of teaching materials and various measures of student 
learning as evaluation criteria are widely used, but some addi
tional effort is necessary in achieving unanimous compliance. 
Two other areas of noncompliance concern the training of depart
ment chairs in the evaluation of faculty and the practice of 
following deficient faculty evaluations with assistance for 
renewal, support, development and/or personnel action. Training 
programs have been offered to chairs, but it is apparent that a 
greater effort is required, perhaps involving alternative train
ing methods. 

Policy Compliance 

Compliance with respect to faculty evaluation is gauged 
according to Faculty Performance Evaluation (Appendix A) and the 
Guidelines for Faculty Evaluation Report (Appendix B). Reference 
to these two documents and specific points therein are indicated 
in this section by numerals in parentheses. Analytical content 
of this section rests on correspondence with every chair or 
director of an academic unit containing teaching faculty. 

University procedures are consistent with those general 
characteristics indicated in the policy guidelines (App. B, Nos. 
1, 2, 7, 10). Annual evaluations reflect the distribution of 
teaching, research, and service in individual faculty assign
ments, and the faculty are involved in determining expectations, 
criteria and methods of evaluation. Departmental merit determi
nation does recognize certain special or unusual talents and 
achievements on the part of faculty. All departments maintain 
written records as the basis for personnel decisions. 

The University is in complete compliance on the most funda
mental and broadest statements of evaluation criteria in Regents 
policy (App. B, Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6). Some of the more narrow and 
specific aspects of these criteria are not in unanimous employ
ment due to inapplicability or to the use of priority methods 
that are not mentioned in the Regents guidelines. The evaluation 
of research complies with Board policy concerning quality, 
amount, and media of dissemination. The importance and recep
tion of research is in widespread use as an evaluation criterion. 
Some departments that claimed not to use it also indicated that 
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they are using surrogate criteria such as externally funded 
research, research of national and international significance and 
citations of University faculty in the research of others. The 
evaluation of service is conducted according to every one of the 
specific points in the guidelines. Service with respect to 
committees, the Faculty Senate, professional associations, 
speeches, and grant reviews is taken into account by almost every 
academic department. In addition, service to city, county and 
state governments is recognized in the annual evaluation. 

Teaching evaluation occupies a special place in determining 
faculty annual merit. Every academic department is aware of and 
makes use of various questionnaires that solicit student commen
tary regarding instruction. Two of these are norm referenced and 
corrected for bias: Student Perception of Teaching Effectiveness 
(SPTE) and the form know as IDEA. The administration and pro
cessing of the results from both surveys is sponsored by the 
University central administration. Some departments use SPTE, 
other departments use IDEA, and some even use both surveys. 
There are two colleges that provide faculty with questionnaires 
developed internally, both of which are supported by at least a 
five-year data base. By and large, the particular survey em
ployed depends upon departmental and college teaching objectives, 
the use that is to made of survey results (and the abuse of 
survey results that is to be avoided), the cost of administra
tion, and the extent to which factual information is sought as 
opposed .to student opinion. 

Specific aspects of teaching evaluation as posed in the 
Regents guidelines are also included in departmental teaching 
criteria. In almost all departments where faculty are expected 
to develop a course syllabus, that syllabus forms part of the 
evaluation record. Similarly, student advising is considered, 
although there is some confusion as to whether this means service 
to students during enrollment periods or office counseling with 
respect to career path and course content. The evaluation of 
tests and other means of measuring student learning together with 
the review of teaching materials comprise a portion of what is 
called the portfolio approach to teaching evaluation. More than 
one-half of the departments incorporates measures of student 
learning and teaching materials in the annual evaluation. Howev
er, at least one department reports use of the teaching portfo
lio. The portfolio approach is costly, especially if annually 
applied to every professor, and it occupies faculty committee 
time that is almost equivalent to that associated with a review 
for tenure. Criteria other than those stated in the guidelines 
are also in use, such as exit interviews with graduating stud
ents, the direction of theses and dissertations, and chair visi
tations to classrooms for the purpose of first-hand observation. 

Regents policy raises questions about the consequences 
following the completion of annual evaluations. Almost all 
department chairs discuss the evaluation with individual faculty 
and provide an opportunity for faculty response (App. B, No. 8). 

2 
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On this score the University is in compliance with Board policy. 
Use of evaluations as a springboard for assistance, support, 
renewal, development and personnel decisions (App. B, Nos. 9, 
ll(b)] shows a mixed status, with about two-thirds of the depart
ments definitely in guideline compliance. There may be some 
confusion among the chairs offering a negative response, namely, 
that they have never had reason to propose a remedial regimen for 
faculty, or that they are not aware of their authoiity and budget 
sources available for corrective action. 

Department chairs do not acknowledge training in the admin
istration of faculty evaluation (App. B, No. ll(a)]. The Uni
versity is not yet in compliance with Regents policy. Although 
seminars for chairs have been offered on evaluation, it is clear 
that only a few chairs have been reached by this mode of informa
tion exchange. A more focused and alternative effort will be 
made in the near future. The university is in compliance with 
respect to the training and supervision of graduate teaching 
assistants [App. B, ll(c)]. All chairs in departments that 
employ graduate teaching assistants affirm their training and 
supervisory role. 

One policy aim that is not stated in the guidelines is that 
"merit increases for faculty shall be based on the annual evalua
tion of . their performance .. " (App. A, Policy Statement). Without 
question, annual evaluations are executed at the department level 
and these constitute the basis of departmental recommendations 
for merit increases in salary. However, departmental pay recom
mendations are altered by deans and sometimes by the chief acade
mic officer. That is, pay increases are eventually determined 
by administrators that are progressively further removed from the 
root of evaluation activity. The rationale for changes in de
partmental merit recommendations by higher administrators is not 
often clear, and it has given rise to serious equity problems 
concerning (a) the uniformity or nonuniformity across departments 
of faculty rank constraints on merit increases, (b) the use of 
annual merit funds in establishing salaries for newly-hired 
faculty, and (c) the payment of faculty returning from adminis
trative assignments in excess of salaries paid to continuing 
faculty of similar rank and tenure. In sum, the general extent 
of a tie between annual evaluations and merit increases requires 
further investigation. 

Finally, the guidelines call for an example of one academic 
units evaluation procedures (App. B, No. 12). That document is 
appended to this report (Appendix C). 

Perspective on Regents Policy 

Faculty evaluation at Wichita State University is as old as 
the university,. although it became more formal and more reliant 
on faculty participation shortly after entering the state system 
in 1965. One of the chief concerns at that time, as well as 
continuing into the future, is how to achieve evaluative commen-
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tary that would emanate naturally from a supervisory system in a 
university where faculty are not supervised in their work. Aside 
from faculty resistance, the cost of a supervisory system would 
be prohibitive. Alternatives associated with the teaching port
folio, such as chair interviews of faculty or a chair reading 
examinations and teaching materials authored by faculty (with the 
chair maintaining written records) are also only possible at 
great expense. A second aim is to allow a great deal of variety 
among academic units in establishing both the criteria for and 
the methods of faculty evaluation. A third objective is that any 
personnel actions involving faculty must identify the responsible 
administrator, who is expected to justify his/her judgment with 
some rationale upon inquiry by affected faculty. This is in
tended to obviate the role of hearsay, anecdotes, anonymous 
opinion and similar conunent that is of doubtful reliability. 

The review for annual merit pay is only one (probably the 
least crucial) of several evaluations in the career of faculty. 
Each evaluation provides a safeguard that protects the university 
fiom undesirable persons in the classroom. It is not possible to 
acquire a faculty position at Wichita State University without 
the candidate offering an oral presentation to incumbent depart
ment faculty. Some are screened out at this stage. Those who 
enter into an appointment are extensively reviewed in each year 
of the six-year probationary period. This review determines 
whether they continue at the university. This review is separate 
from, and in addition to, the annual merit evaluation. At the 
end of the probationary period faculty must undergo a mandatory 
review for tenure. This is the most thorough and crucial review 
of faculty performance, and significant numbers of faculty have 
been dismissed at this point. Thereafter come further reviews 
for promotion as well as the annual review for merit pay . 
Beyond these formal procedures, faculty are more exposed to the 
public on a daily and continuing basis than almost any other 
state employee on campus. As a result, and especially so at 
Wichita State University where there is a relatively high propor
tion of older adult students, there is a continuous stream of 
commentary to department chairs and deans regarding faculty 
classroom performance. This is outside the scope of any formal 
review, but problems first exposed via this source have ultimate
ly resulted in the termination of tenured faculty. 

While not every academic unit may meet the letter of each 
guideline and its specific subparts, the Board is assured that no 
classroom professor escapes the evaluation process. Via the many 
safeguards indicated above, the university has attracted and 
retained faculty that are exceptional in the classroom activities 
of teaching, administration, ethics, and judging student learn
ing. 
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APPENDIX VI 
FALL 1984 FACULTY SURVEY ON CRITERIA 

FOR QUALITY TEACHING 
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Time 

1:00 - 1:55 

CENTER FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
AND 

THE BLUE SKY COMMITTEE 

FACULTY WORKSHOP: DOCUMENTING TEACHING QUALITY 
Friday, October 5, 1984 

PROGRAM 

Place Activity 

CAC Ballroom Orientation to the Workshop 
Overview of data 
Panel presentation 

2:00 - 2:55 

3:00 - 3:55 

CAC Meeting Rooms Small group discussions 

CAC Ballroom Facilitator reports 

******************** 

Vice President Breazeale's comments 
President Armstrong's comments 
Summary to the Workshop 
Refreshments 

Workshop Convener: Michael A. James Ed.D. 
Panel Members: 

Twyla Sherman - Education 
Richard St. John - Fine Arts 
Jim Matney - Health Professions 
Glendon Miller - Liberal Arts & Sciences 
Philip May - Business Administration 

Small Group Facilitators: 
Bert Smith - Engineering 
Martha Shawver - Health Professions 
Myrliss Hershey - Education 
Denise Carmody - Liberal Arts & Sciences 
Mel Zandler - Liberal Arts & Sciences 

Workshop Committee Members: 
(1) Mary Sue Foster 
(4) Glendon Miller 
(2) Martha Lewis 
(5) Keith Williamson 
( 7) Mel Zandler 
(6) Bill Wood 
(3) Shirley Mccollum 

Special thanks to: 
Fred Hurst and MRC Staff 
Alan Aagaard 
Lucille Brodie 
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BLUE SKY QUESTIONNAIRE 

Directions: Please complete i tem~ 1-5 belcw as accurat~ly as possible. 

1. Your college or unit is: 4. Your primary responsibility 
(check all that apply): Academic Services 

Business Aorninistration 
Education ====:: Engineering 
Fine Arts 

----. Health Professions 
---- Liberal Arts and Sciences ====:: other (specify) : _____ _ 

Administrator 
Department Chairperson 

---- Teaching Faculty 
-- Unclassified Professional 
-- Staff 

Have served on a Tenure/ 
Promotion Cormiittee 
(Dept./College/Univer~ity) 

2. Your rank is : 5. Number of years of university 
service: Full Professor 

Associate Professor 
Assistant Prcfessor 
Instructor 
other (specify):. ____ ___ 

0-5 years 
-- 6-10 years 
---- 11 or more years 

3. Your status is: 
Tenured 
Non-tenured (probationary) 
Part-time ( .5 FTE+) 

POSSIBILITIES FOR THE DOCUMENTATION OF QUALITY TEACHING 

Please evaluate t~e follvwing major heading and sub-heading possibilities as to 
which you think should be credible indicators for the documentation of quality 
teaching. 

The rating scale: 

l - indicates a very low level of confidence and credibility about this 
item. It is not closely related to teaching quality . It would be 
considered by many as "padding" and might detract if included in a 
faculty member's credentials (tenure/promotion/salary justification/ 
etc.) . 

2 -

3 - indicates a neutral feeling of confidence. 

4 -

5 - indicates a ~i~h level of confidence about this item. It is a 
credible indicator of teaching quality. It would be a va l uable 
addition to a faculty member's credentials (tenure/ promotion/salary 
justification/etc.). 

MAJOR HEADINGS 

(Circle One) 

1 2 3 4 5 100 . Instructional Evaluation 
1 2 3 4 5 200. Course Design 
1 2 3 4 5 300. Alternate Teaching Strategies 
1 2 3 4 5 400. Curri~ulum Development and Improvement 
1 2 3 4 5 500. Advising - Directing - Supervising 
l 2 3 4 5 600. Instructional Research and Program Development 
1 2 3 4 5 700. Cormiunication of Educational Developments 
1 2 3 4 5 800. Professional Development Related to Instruction 
1 2 3 4 5 900 . Activities in Support of Teaching on Campus 
1 2 3 4 5 AOC. Recognition 
1 2 3 4 5 BOO. Absence of Negative Indica~ors 
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RATING SCALE 

l - indicates a very low level of confidence and credibility about this 
item. It is not closely related to teaching quality . It would be 
considered by many as "padding" and might detract if included in a 
faculty memb~r's credentials (tenure/promotion/salary justification/ 
etc.). 

2 -
3 - indicates a neutral feeling of confidence. 
4 -
5 - indicates a high level of confidence about this item. It is a 

credible indicator of teaching quality. It would be a valuable 
addition to a faculty member's credentials (tenure/promotion/salary 
justification/etc.). 

(Circle one) 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
l 2 3 4 5 

l 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

· 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

l 2 3 4 5 
l 2 3 4 5 

l 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

l 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

MAJOR SUB-HEADINGS 

100. Instructional Evaluation 
110. Student Evaluation of Instruction 
120. Student Performance as Indicator of Instruction 
130. Peer Evaluation 
140. Supervisor Evaluation 
150. Self Evaluation 

200. Course Design 
210. Cour~e P1anning 
220. Production of Course Materials 
230. Evaluation Measures 

300. Alternate Teaching Strategies 
310. Adapting Styles to Acconmodate Learner DifTiculties 
320. Increasing Cost Effectiveness 
330. Appropriate Use of Relevant Technology 
340. Use of On- and Off- Campus Resources to Supplement 

Teaching 

400. Curriculum Development and Improvement 
410. Design and Implementation of New Programs and Courses 
420. Evaluation of Curriculum 

500. Advising - Directing - Supervising 
510. Student Advising 
520. Student Direction 
530 . Student Supervision 

600. Instructional Research and Program Development 
610. Obtaining Internal and External Grants 
620. Instructional Research Publication 
630 . Participation in Instructional Grants 

700. Conmunication of Educational Developments 
710. Publication of Educational Work 
720. Presentations of Educational Work 
730. Pedagogical Consultation 

800. Professional Development Related to Instruction 
810. Attendance at Meetings 
820. Participation (growth contracts, annual reviews, 

mentorships) 

900. Activities in Support of Teaching on Campus 
910 . Direct Instructional Aid 
920. Indirect Support 

AOO. Recognition 
AlO. Local 
A20. National 

BOO. Absence of rlegative Indicators 
810. Student Related (compl-aints, grading, low enrollment, 

rapport) 
820. Personal (disorganization, absence from class) 
830. Institutional (court cases, poor grade distribution, 

~tc.) 
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Possibilities for Documentat_ion of Quality Teaching 

MINOR SUBHEADINGS 

100. Instructional Evaluation 

110. Student Evaluation of Instruction 
111. Instructional effectiveness questionnaires (LASTIC, IDEA) 
112. Graduates - survey of alums 
113. Graduating seniors - questionnaire rating all instructors at Wichita State 

U. (or 5' best - 5 worst) 
114. Specially prepared students - special training for in-class assessment of 

teaching 
115. Student ombudsman - student chosen from class to act as liason between 

instructor and class 

120. Student Performance as Indicator of Instruction 
121. External indicators - Student awards 
122. External indicators - Acceptance into graduate or medical school 
123. Performance on standardized exams and pre-post measures 
124. Performance on courses for which instructor's course is prerequisite 
125. Reports from other departments using course as prerequisite 
126. Longitudinal studies of student preformance plus follow-up of learning, 

retention and application 

130; Peer Evaluation 
131. Internal peers - Classroom visitation 
132. External peers - Visiting experts in ,field of general area 
133. External peers - High school teach~rs in field 
134. External peers - Instructional development personnel 

140. Supervisor Evaluation . 
141. Special incident reports from students 
142. Instructional range - Disciplines (areas), class size, General Studies, 

Honors, Outreach, level (graduate/undergraduate) 
143. Accurate and up-to-date course content 
144. Grading level distribution and course completion 

150. Self Evaluation 
151. Narrative recognition of talents, strengths, and limitations 
152. Historical documentation of change 
153. Self-evaluation questionnaires 

200. Course Design 

210. Course Planning 
211. New course design 
212. Preparation of course syllabi 
213. Preparation of performance objectives 
214. Preparation of programmed instructional materials 
215. Development of laboratory experiments 
216. Selection of text and supplementary materials 

220. Production of Course Materials 
221. Writing of textbooks, lab manuals, study guides, etc. 
222. Preparation of class notes, seminotes, readings, etc. 
223. Preparation of videotapes, audiotapes, overhead viewgraphs, etc. 
224. Preparation of computer programs - tutorial and simulation 
225. Preparation and delivery of lecture demonstations 
226. Preparation of assignments and projects . 
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230. Evaluation Measures 
231. Evaluation of Student coursework - quality and/or variety of examinations 
232. Pre/post measures of student progress 
232. illuminative examination (general observation) of student progress 
234. Contract/negotiated grading 

300. Alternate Teaching Strategies 

310. Adapting Styles to Accommodate Learner Difficulties 
311. Self-pac~d instruction 
312. Small group interaction 
313. Ability to accommodate non-traditional students: a) Handicapped students 

b) Senior citizens, c) Foreign. students, and d) Women, men and minorities 

320. Increasing Cost Effectiveness 
321. Improving or retaining quality while reducing or. maintaining cost 
322. Ability to increase class enrollments 
323. Ability to teach large classes (e.g. over 100) 

330. Appropriate Use of Relevant Technology 
331. Media use in class - films, slides, viewgraph, TV, microcomputers, etc. 
332. Tutorial use of filmstrips, TV, audio tapes, computers, etc. 
333. Newspaper, TV, or telephone courses - Telenet 

340. Use of On- and Off- Campus Resources to Supplement Teaching 
341. Visiting speakers and colleagues 
342. Field trips 
343. Library resources - journals and media 
344. Movies, news items, current events 
345. Local citizens with special interests or skills 

400. Curriculum Development and Improvement 

410. Design and Implementation of New Programs and Courses 
411. Curriculum development 

, 412. Serving on curriculum committees 

420. Evaluation of Curriculum 
421. Contribution to evaluation curriculum and outcomess 
422. External reviewer or consultant 

500. Advising - Directing - Supervising 

510. Student Advising 
511. Course schedules and registration 
512. Programs of study 
513. Professional concerns of students 
514. Professional clubs and student groups 
515. Availability for student contact and outside class relationship with students 

520. Student Direction 
521. Independent study and student research projects 
522. Graduate research and thesis direction 

530. Student Supervision 
531. Supervision and training of Teaching Assistants 
532. Monoriting and coordinating student iaboratories 
533. Graduate degree supervisory committees 
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600. Instructional Research and Program Development 

610. Obtaining Internal and External Grants 
611. Course development 
612. Program development 
613. Media and technological implementation 

620. Instructional Research Publication 
621. Publication in education-oriented journals 

630. Participation in Instructional Grants 
631. Acting as a consultant 
632. Materials development 
633. Teaching special courses, workshops, summer institutes 

700. Commmlication of :Educational Developments 

710. Publication of Educational Work 
711. Publication in education journals 
712. Publication of student work 
713. Textbooks or lab manuals 
714. Instructional research results 
715. Novel ways of presenting course content 
716. Course notes or semi-notes 
717. Tutorial programs 

. 
720. Presentations of Educational Work 

721. Presentation of .education worksho~ 
722. Presentations of seminars .= . 
723. Presentation at professional conferences of course related material 

730. Pedagogical Consultation • 
731. Instructional consultation at other institutions 

800. Professional Development Related to Instruction 

810. Attendance at Meetings 
811. Workshops, seminars, and professional conferences 
812. Regulary scheduled small group discussions 
813. Chautauqua-type short courses 
814. Classes at Wichita State U. 

820. Participation (growth contracts, annual reviews, mentorships) 
821. Faculty growth contracts and annual reviews 
822. Mentorships with others 

900. Activities in Support of Teaching on Campus 

910. Direct Instructional Aid 
911. Taping of classes and use of observational room 
912. Assisting colleagues with instruction 
913. Attending a colleague's class for critique purposes 
914. Giving campus workshops 

920. Indirect Support 
921. Voluntary committee work on teaching 
922. Professional · role modeling 
923. General support of projects involving instructional improvement 
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Rank order and mean value for major headings of documenters. Refer to 
questionnaire for specific heading label. 

All Faculty (198) Tenured Faculty (107) 

100 (4.12) 
200 (3.96) 
400 ( 3. 71) 
AOO (3.71) 
500 (3.58) 
800 (3.50) 
300 (3.39) 
600 (3.35) 
700 (3.34) 
BOO (3.26) 
900 ( 3. 14) 

100 ( 4. 14) 
200 (3.90) 
AOO (3.80) 
400 (3.58) 
500 (3.43) 
600 {3.39) 
700 {3.39) 
800 (3.38) 
300 ( 3. 31) 
BOO (3.26) 
900 (3.08) 

Non-tenured (86) Tenure ColTITiittee (44) 

100 ( 4. 12) 
200 ( 4. 01) 
500 (3.73) 
AOO (3.63) 
800 (3.61) 
300 (3.45) 
400 (3.34) 
600 (3.28) 
700 (3.27) 
BOO (3.27) 
900 (3.18) 

l 00 ( 4. 19) 
AOO ( 4. 19) 
200 {4.09) 
400 3(,(. 72) 
500a(,4'. 72) 
600 (3.58) 
700 (3.58) 
300 (3.40) 
800 (3.33) 
900 (3.30) 
BOO (3.31) 

Rank order and mean value for major sub-headings of documenters. Refer to 
questionnaire for specific sub-heading label. 

All Faculty (198) Tenured Faculty (107) Non-tenured (86) Tenure ColTITiittee (44) 

210 (4.05) 
820 (3.86) 
220 (3.85) 
AlO (3.75) 
A20 (3.75) 
310 (3.73) 
110 (3.70) 
230 (3.67) 
130 ( 3. 66) 
310 (3.65) 
120 ( 3. 60) 

210 (3.99) 
A20 (3.84) 
110 ( 3. 80) 
220 (3.79) 
B20 (3.78) 
AlO (3.77) 
130 (3.71) 
120 (3.65) 
310 (3.62) 
520 (3.60) 
710 (3.57) 
720 (3.57) 
230 (3.53} 
410 (3.51) 

J 

210 (4.08) 
820 (3.98) 
220 (3.88) 
310 (3.86) 
230 (3.79) 
520 (3.78) 
AlO (3.74) 
A20 (3.65) 
110 (3.61) 
420 (3.60) 
510 (3.60) 
340 (3.59) 
530 (3.57) 
130 ( 3. 54) 

A20 (4.09) 
AlO (4.07) 
220-(3.91) 
520 (3.86) 
310 (3.77) 
110 (3.75) 
120 (3.70) 
720 ( 3. 70) 
710 (3.70) 
730 (3.61) 
230 (3.60) 
410 (3.57) 
130 {3.52) 
330 (3.50) 
420 (3.50) 



I 
I 

(see questionnaire). Rank order and mean value by College of major headings 

I 
Educ. Eng. Fine Arts Health LAS Business 

I 100 ( 4 .. 00) · 100 (4.21) 400 (4.44) 100 (4.23) 100 (4.09) AOO {4.:39) 
200 (3.89) 500 (4.05) 100 ( 4. 31) 800 (4.09) 200 (3.91) 100 ( 4. 17) 
300 (3.79) 200 {3.95) 200 ( 4. 19) 200 (4.05) AOO (3.68) 200 (4.04) 

I 400 (3.61) AOO (3.89) 300 (3.94) 400 (3.86) . 400 (3.51) 400 (3.74) 
800 (3.57) 400 (3.84) AOO {3.94) 600 (3. 77) 500 ( 3. 47) 800 {3.68) 
500 (3.48) 600 (3.47) 800 (3.88) 700 (3.77) 600 (3.38) 300 (3.61) 

I 900 {3.44) 800 (3.26) 500 (3.75) 900 (3.68) BOO (3.34) 500 (3.48) 
900 (3 .31) 

BOO (3.48) 700 ( 3.43) 700 (3.16) 700 (3.31) 300 (3.64) 700 (3.32) 

I 
AOO {3.32) BOO (3. 16) 600 ( 3. 13) AOO (3.59) 800 (3.31) 600 ( 3 .27) 
600 (3.25) 900 (2.89) BOO (2.85) 500 (3.55) 300 (3.19) 700 ( 3. 17) 
BOO (3.04) 300 (2.84) BOO (3.38) 900 { 3. 01) 900 (2. 91) 

I 
Rank order and mean value by College of major sub-headings {see questionnaire). 

I Educ. Eng. Fine Arts Health LAS Business 

I 310 ( 4. 00) 210 {4.22) 210 (4.50) 230 (4.23) 210 (3.96) AlO (4.22) 
210 {3.85) 110 (4.11) 220 (4.19) 120 (4.14) 820 (3.89) 210 (4.09) 

340 ( 4. 13) 

I 
330 (3.81) AlO (4.00) 310 (4.13) 310 ( 4. 09) 220 {5.81) A20 (4.04) 
130 (3.70) A20 (3.95) 330 (4.06) 130 (4.05) 520 (3.73) 220 (4.00) 

110 ( 4. 00) 

I 
340 { 3.67) 820 (3.95) 230 (4.00) 210 (4.05) A20 (3. 72) 340 (3.91; 

AlO (4.00) 
A20 (4.00) 

220 (3.63) 220 (3.89) 120 {3.94) 220 (4.00) AlO {3.65) 230 (3.8J: 

I 820 (3.63) 410 {3.89) 720 {3.94) 820 (3.95) 110 (3.61) 110 ( 3. 82 '. 
120 ( 3. 56) 140 ( 3. 79) 520 (3.88) 140 (3.86) 530 (3.·61) 410 (3.78 '. 
230 (3.56) 520 (3.74) 130 (3. 81) 720 ( 3. 86) 310 {3.59) 310 {3.65: 

I 
150 {3.56) 530 (3.68) 420 (3.81) 420 (3.82) 130 (3.56) 330 (3.6,: 
820 (3.56~ 130 {3.63) 510 (3.81) 150 (3. 77) 410 (3.54) 520 (3.57'. 
AlO (3.54 310 (3.63) 820 {3.75) 520 (3. 77) 120 (3.50) 110 (3.50: 

.1 
A20 (3.54) 710 (3.63) 530 (3.63) 110 (3.73) 230 (3.50) 
530 (3.50) 330 (3.58) 820 (3.50) 910 (3.73) 

150 (3.53) 810 (3.50) 330 (3.68) 

420 (3.53) 
710 (3.68) 

I 1330 (3.68) 

I } ). 

I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

AOO. Recognition 

AlO. Local 
All. Outstanding teacher awards, nominations 
A12. Unsolicited letters from students, peers, supervisors, etc. 
A13. A wards for contribution to the instructional process 

A20. National 
A21. Professional association recognition 
A22. Guest lectureships, sabbatical leaves involving instruction 
A23. Distinguished professorships 

BOO. Absence of Negative lndicators 

BlO. Student Related 
Bll. Student complaints 
B12 • . Unfair grading 
B13. Poor student rapport 
B14. Low enrollment 

B20. Personal 
B21. Absense from class 
B22. Disorganization 

B30. Institutional 
B3 2. Court cases and appeals 
B32. Poor grade distribution 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Analysis of demographics: Questionnaire 

on the Documentation of Teaching Quality 

Fall, 1984 

Return rates (approximate): 

Number of 

Overall • 
Business= 
Education= 
Engineering= 
Fine Arts= 
Health Professions= 
Liberal Arts & Sciences= 

Full Professors= 
Associate Professors= 
Assistant Professors= 
Instructors• 

Tenured Faculty= 
Non-tenured Faculty• 
Others • 

years of University service: 
0 - 5 = 
6 - 10 = 

11 or more = 
Other -

36% 
37% 
37% 
48% 
27% 
38% 
32% 

35 
48 
90 
27 

109 
87 

4 

79 
28 
91 

2 
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