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CHAPTER I 

INTRooucrroN 

In order to make :i.mproveme ts . n , educational institutions have been 
required to demonstrate accountabil't . i Y while providing a basis for the 
development of understanding the rel t· . 

a ionship between available resources 
and quality in education. Accountab·1·t . 1 i Y provides the institution with 
the ability to verify the perfonnance of faculty and staff, and at the 

same time, to evaluate thee t t x en to which a given program meets its 

objectives and goals. 

Accountability in education seeks the answers to three questions: 

1. What is happening in the program? 

2. How much does the program cost? 

3. Is the program effective? 

Evaluation is a primary component of accountability. The main 

purposes of evaluation according to Tolbert (1978) are (a) to judge the 

effectiveness of a program, (b) to strengthen weak functions, (cl to 

revise weak elements, (d) to obtain financial supfX)rt, (e) to justify 

continuation of a program or approach, and (f) to assemble information 

for public relations. Evaluation also enables the evaluator to canpare 

the costs and results of a program, and can suggest methods or procedures 

to achieve the sane goals in a more cost-effective manner. Evaluations 

completed over an extended :period of time serve to give cumulative 

results which surnnarize existing programs and niake suggestions for 

imprcvernents or revisions of programs being evaluated. 

Although one of the most impOrtant fonns of accountability in an 

t . of that program, evaluation of 
educational program is the evalua ion 

faculty also serves a multitude of purposes. 
Faculty may be reviewed 
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and evaluat ed as a part of the personnel procedures for promotion, 

tenure , sa l ary increases, or as part of planning for program improvement. 

In this paper different fonns of evaluation are explored. Some methods 

of evaluation are extremely accurate and progressive while other fonTlS 

cling to oubnoded methods such as type of clothing worn by the faculty 

member, attitude tc:ward political parties, and even what type and how 

much fc:x:x:1 a faculty member contributed to the faculty parties. 

Objective evaluation can be a useful tool in the up.,.,ard movement of 

education, but if misused it may become a destructive weapon. 

Suggestions will be offered for correct evaluative procedures which 

should be used in both faculty and program evaluations. Suggested 

references for extended research into the evaluative procedure are 

inc luded. 



CHAPTER II 

HISTORY OF THE EVALUATIVE PROCESS 

The use of evaluative procedures t 
o assess educational systems and 

programs has increased rapidly in the last 50 years. 
The Department of 

Supervisors and Directors of Instruction of the National Education 

Association (NEA) devised a self 
-evaluation checklist for supervisors 

which was presented in their fourth yeartook (Wcx::x:1y, 1931). The 

checklist was one of the first attempts to evaluate education. Its main 

purpose was to assess the supervisors of pupils, teachers, the cc:mnunity, 

and other supervisors. The self-evaluation, like so many later ones, 

expected the supervisors to have a gcx::x:1 opinion of themselves as well as 

their work. The scale asked the supervisors (all of whom were men) to 

tell how they felt about their own work, but the scale did not actually 

survey the people being supervised or representatives of the carmunity. 

Rating scales were improved in 1949 when, for the first time, 

teachers' personal and educational backgrounds and concepts were explored 

(Beecher, 1949) and when the Association for Supervision and CUrricullnn 

Developnent of the ~TEA once more present~d guidelines for program 

evaluation. The Association's guidelines stressed "how to use evaluation 

as a positive force tcward better teaching, better learning, and better 

balanced curriculum" (Wilhelms, 1967, P• vii)· 

in.program evaluation occurred with the implementation A major change.,_,, 

da Act of 1965 Title I program, designed by 
of the Elementary and Secon ry ' 

Senator Robert Kennedy. This act was one of the first major efforts 

directed toward social legislation to mandate project reporting. More 

t d to the special education needs of 
than $1 billion annually was alloca e 

disadvantaged children. that a thorough program evaluation 
Kennedy felt 
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would provi de parents with a method . . 
of msuring that the funds in the 

Title I progr am would be spent in th 
e rnost effective interest of 

di sadvantaged children (McLaughlin, 1975). 

William Gorham, who was brought to the 
Department of Health, 

Education and Welfare to install management principles, contended that 

through Title I there could be refonn of Fed 1 era management of education 

programs which could then be shown in cost-benefit tenns. More than $52 

million was spent in refonn and evaluation but the , program was termed a 

failure due to lack of cooperation. Both Kennedy and Gorham assumed that 

the policies would not only be self-executing, but that the reporting 

requirements would generate useful infonnation. The primary cause of the 

program's failure was seen to be the lack of incentives for the school 

districts to collect or report data on their a.vn progress (or lack of 

progress), and the fact that Federal force was not strong enough to 

enforce the guidelines or to encourage cooperation with other Federal 

forms of evaluation. Indications were that the reformers underestimated 

the resistance of the educational camnunity to the evaluation and changes 

that are an inherent part of our educational system. The oore than 

30,000 Title I Federal projects under contract at the time reflected 

multiple goals and treatments, but these were not easily transfonned into 

measurable objectives. McLaughlin (1975) concluded that no matter hew 

good the intentions, conflict and probable failure in any form of 

evaluation and reform \vill result if the evaluat i on starts at the Federal 

rather than at the local level• 
McLaughlin indicated that not only the 

d · for evaluation must begin at 
evaluation but also the interest and esire 

the local level. 

Of bo
th state and federally funded public 

In their evaluation 
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programs , Who l ey , Scanlon Duffy Fukum 
' ' ato, and Vogt (1970) attempt to 

de lineate the function of evaluatio • bo . 
n in th Public and private programs: 

Evaluation (1) assesses the eff t ' 
ec iveness of an ongoing program in 

achieving its objective, (2) rel. th . . 
ies on e pr.1nciples of research 

design to distinguish a program's ff ts f 
e ec rom those other forces 

working in a situation and (3) · . 
, auns at program 1.ITlprovement through 

modification of current operations. (Wholey, et. al. 1970 , p. 25 ) 

A syrnp:)siurn covering five areas of evaluation was conducted on the 

UCLA campus December 13-15, 1967, and was sponsored by the UCLA Research 

and Development Center for the Study of Evaluation and by the Ford 

Foundation's Fund for the Advancement of Education. Martin Trow, an 

expert in evaluative research, was one of the more prominent speakers at 

the 1967 symp:)siurn. The topics discussed at the symposium were: 

(a) theory of evaluation, (b) instructional variables, (c) contextual 

variables, (d) criteria of instruction, and (e) methcdology of 

evaluation. Trew stated that "a large part of evaluation in education 

is best understood as a form of persuasion directed at powerful people 

who make decisions and control resources." He further contended that 

"the context and function of such studies affect the way we conduct 

studies and how much confidence we can place on the findings , and thus 

d · d · t d · methcdolrvn.r" (cited in Wittrock, 1967, p. 293). are eeply m 1ca e m ~~J 

alleges as well as sane professors see Tro.v believes that sorre c · 
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any type Of evaluation as a threat to the intelligence 
social research or 

These i·nstructors, according to Trow, rely on 
of the instructors. 

than rational procedures and data. Other 
Ccmnittee deliberations rather 

. . whose goals can easily be measured 
more progressive liberal institutions 

social research methcdology and 
spansor and apply all available 
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procedures to ensure objective 

, unbiased decision-making in personnel 
procedures and allocation of resources. 

Trow further indicated that . 
even liberal education programs are not 

inmune to biased or inaccurate resear h. f . 
c 1.n onnat1.on. Trow found the 

reliability of evaluative procedures and th . 
e cooperation of the faculty 

and staff may be affected by inst't ti 1. u onal policies and the attitudes of 
some faculty members. 

No matter which evaluation instrument is being used, according to 

Trow, the farther the research is fran those who make decisions the more 

receptive the decision-makers are to the process of research or 

evaluation; therefore, research on student donn life becanes very popular 

while faculty or administrative evaluations becane very unpopular. 

Program evaluations seem to lie somewhere in between (Wittrock, 1967) . 

Trow suggests that with the steady increase in. the percentage of the 

population attending universities has cane an unforeseen problem. The 

academic quality of the entrants to the more select universities has 

risen, while the less selective universities have a large percentage of 

students attendi.rlg because they have nothing else to do. Large numbers 

of these students, in Tro.v's opinion, are unrrotivated and have no strong 

academic traditions. This places the burden of generating interest in 

the subject on the classrcx::rn teacher. Tro.v believes that now curricula 

must be related to the lives and i nterests of the st~dents rather than to 

the specif ics of academic discipline. He cont ends that this factor has 

d tent of academic instruction at the 
forced a change in the form an con 

introductory and undergraduate levels. 
The curriculum changes, as we ll 

t · process for evaluation of 
as other forces, have begun a fermen 1.Dg 

th tradi tional syllabi. 
existing t echniques, procedures , and e 
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Popham (1973) presented a guide f 

or use by the general public which 
specified to whom t eacher s should be 

accountable and how these t eachers 

were to be evaluated. · Popham believes that leamer growth cannot be 

associated wi
th 

any single teaching behavior or method and contends that 

i dentical results can be achieved by using canpletely different 

techniques. Popham also presented guidelines for developing useful 

evaluations. He concluded that observational techniques and procedures 

can be used for evaluations, but cautioned that these outdated procedures 

focused on instructional progress rather than instructional outcorre. 

Additionally, Popham believes that the judgrrents of most educational 

raters of teacher performance are often wrong because of the outrroded 

rethods being used and the lack of substantial evidence to support the 

opinions of what these raters consider to be a "good teacher." 

Grobman (1968) encouraged discussion between teachers, parents and 

students concerning teaching techniques and curricula at the la.ver 

levels; however, she concluded this is not always possible at the higher 

levels. Still, Grobman contends that no avenue or source should be 

eliminated if a valid evaluation is desired. 

lbe (1979), as well as Groanan, · considers Smock, as quoted in Per rg 

Sources of inforrriation conceming actual students one of the most valuable 

that this evaluative source be performance in the classroan, and urges 

tapped as soon as p)ssible. Smock suggests several questionnaires for 

. . (see Appendix I). assessing student opmion 

t forms of educational One of the newes 

evaluation of both teachers and programs. 

Or Salary merit raises, us<::d for pr omotion 

evaluation is direct student 

Since this method is often 

an increase in reliance of 

'ed an overall i ncrease i n 
in un1·versities has accanpani . students as raters .... , 



evaluation . These instnnnents, as we ll as a ll i nstruments of evaluation , 

should not be used t o the exclusion of others, but as a part of the 

t otal data triangulation according to most writers. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE EVALUA'IDR 

Of ten the evaluator is as irnPortant as the person or program being 

evaluated . Johnson (1979) thinks that the role of an evaluator is 

defined by the decision that is anticipated as a consequence of the 

evaluation. Additionally, Johnson stated that "since this consequential 

decision makes use of the results of an evaluation, it is not part of the 

evaluation itself. If an evaluator makes the consequential decision, he 

or she does so not as an evaluator but in some other capacity. An 

evaluator may make recc:mnendations regarding action, especially if asked 

to do so, but the action decision itself is the respansibility of someone 

else" (Johnson 1979, p. 122) . 

Johnson describes the role of an evaluator and_ the evaluation 

process as follo.vs: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

a judgment of the inherent or instrumental worth 

of some educational entity or process (evalund) 

for the purpose of enlightening an anticipated decision-making 

process 

·tab 1 te or relative arrived at by establishing explic1 sou 

standards 

criteria or attributes of the evalund pertaining to relevant.=.::....---

;n accordance with their perceived that have been weighed ..... , 

lund's overall worth contribution to lhe eva 

d rds according to appropriate rules and applying the stan a ' 

. tion of the evalund to a full and accurate descr1p 

rt · ent t o the criteria observation pe in based on reliable:::;::;.;;:;.:::...---

(Johnson, 1979, p. 122). 
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In contrast , Ri ppy (1979) ta 
s tes that "the idea of the evaluator 

in the name of objectivity sitting and d . ' 
oing nothing while a project 

goes do.,m the chute does not appeal to me,, . 
(p. 133). Rippy also refers 

to 'INR (The New Rhetoric Perelman 
- ' and Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1969) in which 

he found 102 new tenris with which "w . 
e can all write evaluation reports 

which absolutely no one will understand " . . 
· Rippy hlllts that most 

evaluators try to be inprecise so that th 
ey cannot be held responsible 

for the outcome of the evaluation. In the same article, Rippy praises 

'INR and its authors for "delineation of the differences among 

impartiality, objectivity, partisanship, fanaticism, and skepticism" 

(Rippy, 1979, p. 134). 
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Reichardt and Cook (1980) emphasize the flexibility that evaluators 

must have in choosing methods for evaluation. They argue that not only 

should the quantitative methods of the past be used·, but also many of 

the more modem qualitative methods available should be included. 

Multiple-method use is encouraged whenever resources alla...r in order to 

receive the benefi.ts of the strengths of each method. 

Ostrander, Goldstein, and Hull (1978) emphasize the importance of 

evaluator independence. This includes job security as well as political 

independence. PONer access appears to be the key to evaluator 

independence; the less an evaluator must depend on others, the more 

:p::,wer that the evaluator will have at his/her ccmnand. It appears that 

along with power canes res pectability for project results. 

'~~~1__qtJEl'~~u~c~a~t:.::i;:o:.!:na~l~Ev~a~l:.:::u:::::a:..::t=-io=n~an~d_P_o_li_· cy_ Editors of the J.9uma o u 

d Kean to submit separate "counterpoir1t" 
Analysis (1981) invited Cooley an 

. . d ubjectivity of evaluators respectively. 
articles on the objectivity an s 

important part of evaluation is the 
Cooley contends that the most 



dia l ogue between eva luat or and 1. 
c i ent. Cooley argues that the better a 

c lient understands the kinds of • f . 
in ormation that can be gathered and how 

it may be used, the better the evaluator will 
understand what type of 
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information the client needs. 
Cooley suggests that the evaluator and 

client plan the studies and consider th 
e results together. 

Kean argues that objectivity t · , 
mus remain stringent, but possibly 

through neutrality. 
Kean states "neutrality refers to the state of being 

not aligned with a particular political or idealogical group .... 

Objectivity, on the other hand, refers to the state of independence of 

mind. An objective individual is able to use facts without distorting 

the1n or allowing personal feelings or prejudices to interfere with her or 

his power of reason" (p. 87). Kean believes that although some 

compranises may be necessary, it is the wise evaluator who provides the 

client with an opp)rtunity to save face. Kean suggests that should a 

client ask the evaluator to alter the information gathered, it might be 

explained that if an evaluator will lie for the client, then the client 

cannot be certain that the evaluator is not lying to her or him. 

Fathy (1980), an Assistant Professor of Extension Education at the 

University of Alexandria, F,gypt, offers criteria that evaluators should 

consider in making their evaluations. Fathy states that "adults 

to thel·r own criteria, which depend on their desires, evaluate according 

. Besides being skillful in collecting interests and surroundings. • • 
' 

to be effective in human relations -­information, the evaluator needs 

)?::)ssess insight into self. 
Some of the skills related to this area of 

recognizing one 's own motivations, 
competency are those pertaining to 

, biases· avoiding wishful 
i nt e rest s and needs; realizing ones own ' 

, own i nterpret ations. • • · 
t hinking ; and being critica l of ones 
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r1a,.;ever . . . if the evaluator does pennit his values and experience to 

affect conclusions , he should ro.ake it clear t o all pot ential users of 

the evaluation that this has occurred" (pp. 16-17) . 



CHAPTER IV 

FACULTY EVALUATIONS 

The primary purpose off 
aculty evaluation usually is for the 

assessment of a faculty merriber's 
performance, improvement, and/or 

ccmpletion of instructional goals. 
However, Dressel (1960), as quoted 

in Perlberg (1979), argues that 11 • 

· · all too frequently the attempt 
t o evaluate teaching in connection with t· 

prc:mo ion and financial 

increments ends up being nothing more than an attempt to find out 

whether an individual's teaching is so bad that prc:motion must be 

refused" (p. 143) • 

The most pressing question seems to be "who is qualified to 

evaluate faculty?" Menges (1973) is quoted by Perlberg (1979) as 

arguing that students should be considered as reporters rather than 

evaluators. Perlberg considers them interested observers rather than 

judges. Further, he states that "even though students and teachers 

seem to be the only direct source of information on what occurs in the 

college classroom, teachers seem to be less accurate reporters than 

their students" (Perlberg, 1979, p. 145). 

Perlberg (1979) argues that "many professors believe that intrusion 

into their classroom by others, except when invited, violates their 

ft the concept of academic freedom academic freedom. However, very o en, 

beccmes a license which permits the professor to teach as badly as he 

ltants and video taping are two of 
wishes" (p. 146) . Educational consu 

as means of instructional 
the alternatives suggested by Perlberg 

critique and i.rrprovement. 

Perlberg thinks that 
f l·nstruction by students ... 

"evaluation o 
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should be vol untary and geared mainly 
to the purpose of training, 
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deve lop-rent , and improvement. 1 t should be the professor's prerogative 
to submit the r esults of this 

evaluation to the administration for the 

purpJse of r eward, promotion, tenure and accountability" 
(p. 147). 

Perlberg also contends that if tea h' . 
c ing is honored on our campuses, 

it will be cultivated there and will finally be done well there. If it 

does not find honor, expressed in the r t d . 
espec an prestige granted the 

t eacher by his/her colleagues and by the dollar 'd him 
s pai or her by the 

canptroller, it is not likely to be cultivated nor, he argues, to 

improve. He describes the role that student-organized evaluation teams, 

which have appeared on some campuses, have served in the evaluation 

process. Not only did these organizations publish a "customer report" 

concerning faculty and their quality of instruction, but according to 

Perlberg the reports were considered by the administrations for salary 

increases, tenure, and promotions. This so infuriated the faculties that 

sane of the members "demanded" formal institutional evaluation. 

The problems that arise with negative feedback from student reports 

are a dilemna to the faculty member. Poor teaching methods may be 

criticized, but innovative or creative instructors do not always receive 

good student ratings (Perlberg, 1979) . Perlberg quotes Smock and 

Crooks (1973 ) who state that "any evaluation plan which does not include 

. h'ch can effectively assist faculty members in the an adjunct service w i 

. . ethically questionable" (Perlberg, iniprovement of their performance is 

1979, p. 151) . 
luation is only the first step 

According to Perlberg, faculty eva 
. He argues that in the 

toward development and change in education. 

trap of being happy with the large 
Process "we might fall into the 



nlilllber s of facu l ty member s that . 
are being evaluated by students 

without rea l izing that t his is only the first step in a faculty 

deve lo?ffi€nt program of a long and tedious 
process towards improvement" 

(Perlberg, 1979 , p. 154). 

In their contention that tenure and prc:rnotion methods seem to be 

in trouble and in need of an overhaul, Hoyle and Klewer (1980) have 

devised the HEAR Model which assumes that different responsibilities and 

e:,q:;ectations are required of faculty in all disciplines. Hoyle and 

Klewer agree that "faculty within each professional or liberal arts 

discipline should be charged with the role of determining the process 

and criteria for faculty evaluations" (Hoyle and Kl ewer, 1980, p. 67) . 

The acronym HEAR stands for four different evaluation components 

used to detennine the difference between the expected performance and 

the actual r:erfonnance of the faculty. The H stands for "how" and upon 

what criteria are faculty evaluated at this time. Problems must be 

identified and information gathered to establish priorities and satisfy 

the unmet needs of the present program. Sources of inforrration include 

faculty, evaluators, senior faculty, administrators, current literature 

and experts . 

The E of HEAR stands for "essential ingredients for effective 

faculty evaluation." This is determined by groups of administrators and 

faculty. "Each resr:ecti ve rank • instructors, assistant and 

the task to carefully list and associate professors, must accept 

items and administrative 
prioritize, according to imp:)rtance, the 

evaluation will be made" (p. 67). processes upon which the 
Hoyle and 

Klewer contend that the E step is 
a critical component to the plan . 

The step designated as A 
ssment which detennines "stands for asse ' 
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the status of the progress being made 
t oward the predetermined criteria 

establ ished in component E Th ' 
· · · 1.s quality control "check" is vital 

in order to he l p the rofessor and th 
e evaluator anal ze and overcome 

differences while time remains to alter or ~~rove ;M 
"':'.'.:t:'. .... u a deficient area. 

These precautions will help prevent the professor frcm creating too wide 

a discrepancy between predetermined tand 
s ards or criteria and his actual 

performance" ( p. 6 9) • 

The R component stands for review. During this phase, the evaluator 

determines how closely the mutually determined criteria parallel the 

accomplishments perfonned by the professor. "Using the canparison made 

between expectations and actual results of faculty performance, the 

evaluator can decide whether to suggest alternative criteria, alter 

existing criteria and evaluation methods, or recorrmend the professor for 

pranotion or termination" (p. 69) . 

16 

Hoyle and Klewer state that the "plan requires a ccmnitment from 

those in charge of the faculty evaluation program in order to accept the 

collective effort of faculty for self-determination .... The HF.AR plan 

is designed to help faculty and administrators 'improve' their performance 

rather than to , prove , their performance" (Hoyle and Kl ewer, 1980, 

p. 70). 

Sane of the processes used in present day Eckard (1980) describes 

. ource of evidence about teaching evaluations of faculty . The maJor s 

This can become a problem performance is still student opinionnaires. 

to choose the most innocuous of if faculty me.mbers are allowed 

questionnaires in hopes tha t d data will be unusable . t the collec e 

1 or in a manner so as to 
be constructed poor Y Since opinionnaires may 

Yield biased results, there are 
oblems with the validity and frequently pr 



reliability of these i ns t ruments. 

The second most frequently used method 
'according to Eckard, is an 

infonnal corrrnentary by the dep tme 
ar nt head concerning overall teacher-

student contributions. This method c . 
arries varying amounts of weight 

in the f inal decision-making process d . 
, an can include personal dress, 

lifestyle, collegial relationships and ml ' t • 1 . 
I:"-' i ica vieW[X)ints. Eckard 

contends that the faculty should be instrumental in deciding the topics 

and types of infonna.tion used for review as well as the amount of weight 

each topic should carry. Eckard states: 

The review of material collected haphazardly is an unfortunate 

practice which often occurs in faculty evaluation. Personnel files 

of faculty members used for the pur[X)se of administrative decision­

making, constitute descriptively a collection of miscellaneous 

materials semi- relevant to established criteria and unorganized to 
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support adequate pranotion, tenure, or merit . Information collected 

in department files can be both nonrepresentative of on-going 

behavior and, by fragmentary evidence prorrot e prejudicial 

comnunication . Follo.ving a designated presentation format, the 

faculty member should organize his file utilizing a data base for 

decisions regarding tenure, promotion and merit. · · · Second1Y, 

administration and faculty should agree upon consideration for the 

1 rriat erials prior to the deci s ion­
weighing of general personne 

· ·ghing should making process, and this wei 
rerriain constant from one 

II (p 98) faculty member to anoth~r • · 
ed in the decision-making 

Since many individuals may be involv 
faculty who are not thewselves to be 

Process, and some are tenured 
assigned to one ultimate source . 

evaluat ed , accountability must be 



Eckard argues : 

I rresponsible recomnendation . . 
s intentionally forwarded and 

substantiated only by subject· 
ive and noncriteria related corrments, 

which result in a barrier to d . 
aca enuc rewards actually deserved, 

should be identified as the cont ib t· 
· r u ion of specific individuals 

who are in turn held accountable f th· 
or eir unprofessional actions. 

Conversely, the executive administration should be held to 

maximum accountability where occurs (a) intent· 1 kn 
iona unac owledge-

ment concerning viciousness that consistently detennines academic 

rewards, or (b) unwillingness to structure faculty evaiuation 

sufficiently to prohibit irrational outcomes." (pp. 98-99) 

Emphasis is placed by Eckard on the need for knONledgeable faculty 

members and administrators who corrmunicate their wishes for clear, 

concise evaluation methods. He urges that more weight should be placed 

on the ability of the instructor rather than on rumors and the personal 

bias of those attempting to evaluate. 

Berk (1979) addresses the confusing issue of rating scales which 

are used in faculty evaluation. A standard instnnnent which applies to 

all faculty members must be developed. He believes that faculty should 

be evaluated on "(l) presentations, (2) knowledge of the subject, 

(3) responsiveness to student needs and interests , (4) tolerance of 

th • in the subject" (p. 652). opposing viewpoints, and (5) en usiasrn 

, i'nstrument which has proved the most popular According to Berk, the 

ooth qualitative and quantitative is t he Likert scale, which has 

d Can be Scored on separate ans responses an 
wer sheets and computerized 

for additional data gathering. 
Berk emphasizes that no rrore than five 

· d that inappropriate or 
J:X)ints should be used on the scale, an 
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inapplicab le s tatements should not be included. 
Berk suggest s, also , 

that at l east two or three statements be 
included about each element, 

and that one instrument include no more than 
fifty statements. 

The other important rating instri.,,,.,ent Be k f . 
·~" r re ers to is a 

computerized bank devised by Doyle and Watta . 
wain 1977. This is a 

computer program with 350 items from which instructors can select a 

custcmized evaluation scale to fit their own needs. It 
ems are selected, 

the instrument administered, and the raw data then fed into a second 

program which scores the responses and gives an output of the results. 

The only drawback to this procedure is that much of the required data 

must be generalized in order to cover all instructors and courses. Berk 

also includes a set of guidelines for instrunent construction, item 

selection, and key factors important in analyzing the data received frcm 

the questionnaire. 

White and Means (1978) reviewed 308 student attitude questionnaires 

with regard to instructors, and conversely, instructors' attitudes 

toward the students who rated them. They found that students rate 

instructors by how they, the students, are performing in class, and that 

11 
• • instructors assigned higher grades to classes in which students 

(a) reported that they had learned more rather than less and 

stated that they had been more highly motivated" (p. 1083). 

conclusion, White and Means state: 

(b) had 

In 

instruction (and their instructor) 
In short, students do not rate 

in an isolated, 
d t their performances. As aloof manner, unrelate o 

a college instructor by students, one 
one interprets the ratings of 

should be aware of the possible 
influence that could be impinging 

on the ratings -- namely, 
at which the student is the level 
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perfonning in the c lassrocm." (p. 1083 ) 

Ames and Lau (1979) found that . 
instructors ma . . Y give higher grades 

in order to make themselves more attractive 
to students, but that the 

to internally attribute the students who are able 
cause of their 

perfonnance may still rate the instructo · • 
r positively whether or not the 

student perfonns well in class. Therefore " , • • . students may rate 
courses on the basis of rational 

cognitive information process rather 
than on the basis of P::,sitive or negat· 

ive assessment with a good or poor 

perfonnance and grade. . . . Thus instru t h 
, c ors w o want better ratings 

may need to be more concerned with how students are attributing the 

causes of their :r=erfonnance rather than the grade they give for the 

performance" (p. 27) • limes and Lau conclude that if a student believes 

that luck or ease may play a part in grades or performance, he/she will 

have little UJ:X)n which to base a positive rating. 
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Kaplan, Orr, and Bartell (1978), in their experiment with 111 

medical students using a Likert-type scale, found that faculty attitudes 

and comprehensive notes were considered by the students to be comr:ensation 

for difficult courses. Emphasis and clarity were considered the rrost 

important aspects of examinations, while lecture emphasis and handouts 

seemed to be the most important part of instruction. They concluded 

that the difficulty of the course has less to do with the course 

evaluation than the instructional method used. 

Kaplan et. al. recorrmend the rnultiple-rreasurernent approach of 

.. restrictions on the acceptability 
evaluation which "places no a pnon 

The nature of the problem is the basis for the 
of various kinds of data. 

155) Kaplan et. al. also 
Selection of methods, not vice versa" (p. · 

. ponses to sorre of the rating 
found that some of the extremely negative res 



i tems were due t o the presence of 
an item on the questionnaire and not a 

genuine concern of the students. 
The argument is presented that while 

the collection and subsequent anaiy . 
sis of student-rated data are 

.important first steps in any multiple 
approach to surveying student 

opinion, selection of appropriate 
survey questions may be the most 

important step of all. 

Scht.rrnacher (1978) sugge t th t 
s s a faculty evaluation has no longer 

become a question of why, but how. Schumacher cites Miller (1974) as 
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pointing out five critical issues that are linked with faculty evaluation. 

These five issues include finance, governance, accountability, 

flexibility, and goals. Since academic units vary widely with regard to 

their goals, Schumacher states that "recent trends tend to indicate an 

emphasis on the quality of teaching as equal or more important than the 

mere examination of a faculty member's publications or other scholarly 

pursuits" ( p. 2 9) • Scht.rrnacher argues that the establishment of a clear 

purpose of the system is the most critical point of developing a total 

system, and therefore, "data needed for promotion/tenure decisions are 

quite different from data needed for the improvement of instruction 

alone" (p. 132) . 

In the October, 1979, issue of Independent School, Kemerer compares 

the costs of an evaluation to its benefits. Kemerer states, "In sane 

th t faculty members' salaries, Places, evaluation has come to mean a 

tare directly related to student promotion, and even continued employmen 

. t and aptitude tests. The underlying scores on national achievemen 

assumption is that teachers have the 
power to defuse genetic factors, 

family background, television, :peer groups, 
and a host of other 

influences on student behavior" (p. 25 ) · 
Efficiency can only be achieved, 



0 -ding to Kemerer , by analyzing gathered data on the ef fect i veness of 
3CC-'-

personnel ; and as r esources shift, this will be the primary sour ce of 

decis i on making . Kemer e r also believes t hat "the evaluation program 

t not be viewed as an end in itself but rather as an integral part 
mus 
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of an effort t o link institutional and departmental goals with individual 

f€rformance " (p. 27) . 



CHAPTER V 

PRCGRAM EVALUATION: 
CRITICISMS AND SUGGESTED t-ODELS 

The primary purpose of program evaluation is to accumulate 

information about a program in O d 
r er that a decision may be reached as 

to whether or not a change in procedure is eded . 
ne • However, evaluation 

methods continue to be plagued with problems concerning the validity 

and reliability of methods used, and consequently, the value of the 

results obtained. In addition, Ostrander, Goldstein, and Hull (1978) 

found that power and politics have the rrost effect on evaluation success 

or failure. Negative results were found to be suppressed by agencies if 

it was to their own imrediate interest, no natter what the potential 

v.Urth was to research teams or long range goals. Both professional bias 

and :p=rsonal opinions were found to affect funding; as well as 

administrations who tried to canplete the evaluations themselves in order 

to put the available money back into the project. 

These continuing problems have stimulated sare attempts by 

researchers to develop better rrethods for evaluation. For example, the 

Cincinnati Public Schools have devised a successful program based on 

Stufflebeai~'s CIPP (Context, Input, Process, and Product) Model 

(Stufflebeam and Webster, 1971) • In his 1979 article Felix presented 

.;n the Cincinnati Public Schcols. The 
three med.els used for evaluation•'-"' 

f previous working relationships in 
high-trust model takes advantage 0 

., tween faculty and administration. 
which a high trust has been buiit be 

The m:xlerate trust model is an 
. lt of voluntary integration indirect resu 

. ed . th a m:xlerate amount of 
h been achiev wi of public schools, and as 

1imi.ted financial resources. The 
cc:operation among staff due to · 
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low-trust mod.el involves the use of fund f d' 
· s or isadvantaged students, 

and 1ocal autonany demands as we11 f d' 
as un J.ng cutbacks seem to reduce 

the level of tru
st 

between local schools and central administration. 

the low-trust rocxiel external evaluation teams bee,...,.,,.., a . t 
, .. ,.uo;;:; necessi y. 

Smith (1981) suggests that in order to increase our store of 
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In 

knowledge concerning evaluation methods, we need to know rrore about 

(a) the contexts within which evaluation is practiced, (b) the nature of 

evaluation utility, and {c) the effectiyeness of specific evaluation 

methcxls. Also reviewed in Smith's article are the criteria for deciding 

on an evaluation methcd: 

Need: Is there a need for this method of evaluation? Does it 

pro.ride a unique approach or are there stronger critical canpetitors? 

Utility: Does the method v,i0rk, providing knowledge and impact 

it was designed to produce? 

Quality: Are the results of the use of this rrethod of high quality? 

Is the quality of information and hLJIPan interaction of the highest 

caliber? 

Acceptability: 

to evaluation? 

Do evaluation practitioners seek out this approach 

1 the prc<lucts resulting Do evaluation clients va ue 

frcm the use of this method? 

adapted to fit the context in Canpatibility: Can the rrethcd be 

Is the method flexible with which it was designed to be used? 

. ts? respect to situational constrain . 

and tbne required to use this 
expertise, C t Are the resources, 

os : Is the methc<l marginally 
llY available? methcd reasonable and genera 

cost efficient? 



Side Effects : Are th 
e side effects of th 

e use of this rrethod 
generally 'We ll kncwn and ace tab 

ep le t o rrost audiences? 
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Smith suggests that it would be best 
to compare methods and look to 

conceptual as well as empirical test 
results as a guideline for method 

selection. 

In discussing career education evaluation, Ryan, Sutton, and 

orumrond (1979) argue that "if conceptual ~~ 1 f . . utu..J.e s or career education m 

higher education are to be developed and evaluated, attention must be 

given to P=rfonnance objectives, pre-post-test designs, instructional 

activities and irrplerrentation strategies" (p. 21). The argument is also 

presented that "although it is difficult for rrany university administrators 

to accept, unrestricted growth in program develoµrent and enrollment is no 

longer receiving enthusiastic public support" (p. 21). Many universities 

are nOM i.rnplerrenting career education training for both faculty and 

students; therefore, new evaluation methods must be designed to 

acccmnodate career training as well as academic classes. 

Stufflebeam and Webster (1980) have identified and assessed 13 

disti.~ct types of educational evaluations and have defined educational 

evaluation as one that is designed and conducted to assiSt some audience 

to judge and improve the worth of sane educational concept or object. 

and weaknesses of any design should be They conclude that both strengths 
. d d eloprent in the evaluation field 

considered, and that rrore test1.I1g an ev 

is needed. 
t· ·s n0-t1 the rrost desirable job 

Page (19·;9) argues that evalua ion i 
d that evaluation satisfies a human 

rrarket for an aspiring researcher, an · 
Page also contends that 

desire to serve and yet play a social role. 



"subjectivism makes evaluation 
' as a discipline at t· 

' unes unable to 
di scr iminate between the effective 

and the trashy betw th 
' een e facts of 

the educationa l world and th 
e self-interest of the 

evaluator" (p. 45 ). 
Four main weaknesses in the f 

ield of evaluation are listed by Page. 
These include the ethical dilemna 

confronting th ose evaluators who work 
for administrators who desire certa · 

in outccmes. For, if t.~e evaluator 
tells the truth, he/she may be the one to be h . 

urt first. By telling the 

truth, the evaluator may find that he/she is being replaced by someone 

more "flexible." 

The second weakness, according to Page, is measurement. The 

measuring instnunent, argues Page, is not at fault, but the fault lies in 

the attempt to hide measurement results in the appendix of the textbook 

where it will not disturb the verbal rapp:>rt between the author and the 

students. Page also feels that some areas of evaluation are even hostile 

to measurement • 

26 

The lack of cornnon training and lack of understanding of decision 

sciences is Page's third listed evaluation weakness. Page contends that 

the tools that have been developed over the last 30 years are outstanding. 

The fault lies in the lack of training of evaluators in their use. 

The fourth weakness addresses the question of which direction 

evaluation will take in the next few years. Page tells us: 

On one hand it may slide onto an increasingly pJliticized, 

anti-rneasure.rnent, canpliant set of practices, with increasing 

. g reputation or rel i ance on objective 
authoritarianism and decreasin 

h d evaluation may increasingly 
evidence .•.. On the other an, 

and greater concensus on methods. 
bolster itself with good theory, 

. for establishing values, ·ad techniques It may deve lop computer-ale 



calculating probab le out comes d ... 
'an optlffiJ.zing decisions within 

well-designed trees of alternatives. (p. 46 ) 

In their search for nore complete refer . 
ence materials to assist 

evaluat ors , Backer , Attkisson, Barry, Brock, Davis, Kiresuk, Kirkhart, 

Per loff' and Windle ( 1980) have canpiled an excellent listing of books' 

journals, newsletters, and professional societies which is the rrost 

complete resource reference to date available to evaluators and 

"evaluators-to-be•" They emphasize that professionals in the field 

should demand more resource materials that are relevant to their needs 

and to the needs of the real world. They also emphasize that consl.lIT'ers 

of evaluations must become nore active as consultants and advisors. 
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These two types of involvement will proliferate the improvement and value 

of evaluation materials as well as evaluations themselves. 



CHAPTER VI 

C'ONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

Evaluation in education has progressed at a 

t he f i rst se lf-evaluations of superv· isors to the 

remarkable rate from 

new computerized 
evaluation sources and canputerized f 

aculty evaluation scorecards. The 
only area where progress seems to be lagg· 

ing appears to be in the 
attitudes of both those who are t be 

o evaluated and the general public 

who recei ve evaluation results. 

P..s evaluators become more important and fW1ds become rrore scarce 
I 

educational institutions will want to use the best resources available 

within the range of fund availability. In the past, it appears that much 

time and effort have been wasted by those who try make-shift evaluations 

rather than hire an expert at the beginning of the project. With the 

research materials and evaluation training programs that are no.v available 

it is unlikely that anyone will be forced to start from scratch to do a 

large scale evaluation of a program. 

Cooperation between the evaluators and those being evaluated is as 

imp:irtant as the results given to the final decision-makers. Sanetimes 

a neutral, non-interested evaluator may be necessary to start the 

d t orrmend the method or evaluation which should evaluation process an o rec 

be used. 

much more 

These neutra l advisors are trained in their field and can be 

livelihood may depend on the objective than sorreone whose 

outcone of the evaluation results. 

Evaluation of 
be a valuable tool ta,vard 

programs and faculty can 

Progress i n education if b t ·t can be a destructive 
used properly , u 1 

' th prejudice or bias 
weapon if handl ed improperly or wi 

at hand . If 

valuable about a program or a 
evaluat or s l earn t o accept what is 
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jTI€!llber , and rate these values accordin t 
g o the needs of t he cornnunity, 

then the credibi lity that evaluators have 1 d . 
ong esired will be theirs, 

and the needs of the public will have been met. 

The most important part of an evaluation in th • . . 
, is writer's view, 

is a wi llingness to accept the results as they are, and a Ccmnibnent 

before the evaluation starts to act upon the results of the evaluative 

process. Unless action is taken following an evaluation, all effort and 

funds have been wasted, and evaluation once again loses its credibility 

in the eyes of the public as well as those who funded the study. 

Although advances in methods of evaluation have been made during 

the past 50 years, it is apparent that the area continues to be in need 

of further research. Materials, methods, and procedures must be refined 

and validated in order to lend credibility to the evaluative process and 

to yield better results for decision-making. Attitudes must change to 

accept the evaluative process as a sign of the future. 
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APPENDIX I 

tionnaires Suggested by Smock for Assessing St d .. 
oues U ent Op1n1on 

1, College student Questionnaire (CSQ) Published by the Educational 

Testing Service 

Leami ng Climate Questionnaire developed by Bo.van and Kilmann 2. 

3. College Experience Inventory developed by Field and Schoenfeld 

4. College and University Environment Scales developed by Educational 

Testing Service 

An 80-item i nstrument used to measure some of the characteristics 5. 

of doctoral programs developed by Educational T~sting Programs 
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