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12/07/09

Read in Faculty Senate

by President Shelton

The University of Arizona takes very serious any allegation of impropriety,

academic or otherwise. As soon as news accounts surfaced about selected emails that

were illegally obtained from a British university computer server and posted publicly,

the UA reviewed the material with the full cooperation of UA faculty whose names

appeared on some of those messages.

We firmly believe there is no substance to the negative allegations regarding the

content of the emails. To the contrary the work of our professors is contributing

substantially to humanity's growing understanding of the origins and nature of global

climate change.

As a matter of course, our faculty adhere to the highest standards of research

ethics. Their data, once published, are available to other scholars as required by the

journals publishing the work and in most cases are posted online and hence are freely

available for download. **Their research conclusions are cross-examined through

vigorous rounds of peer review. In the case of collaborative research by UA's Malcolm

Hughes, independent studies by other research groups and critical reviews, including by

the US National Academy of Science, have confirmed both the integrity of their research

methods and their basic findings.

The research area in questionglobal climate changeis the subject of vigorous,

worldwide debate. The implications of the findings being produced by the world's

scientific community are profound. Naturally, there will be those who will not fully

understand or be prepared to accept scientific conclusions that may be upsetting. This is

an expected part of our faculty's work. Their response is to inform and explain their

research methods as transparently and dispassionately as possible.

The UA faculty mentioned in these stolen emails have done so admirably. For

that reason, the leadership of the UA has full confidence and pride in both the scientific

methods they have employed, and the conclusions they have reached.
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Graduate Council
CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS

Item 1:

Request from the School of Architecture, College of Architecture & Landscape Architecture to split
the Master of Architecture Program into two degree programs:

Master of Architecture (M.Arch.)
Architecture, MS

Projected Effective Date: Fall 2010

Justification:

The Master of Architecture degree (M Arch) is a professional degree in architecture. Usage of the Master
of Architecture degree title is implicitly prescribed by the National Architecture Accrediting Board
(NAAB), the sole agency authorized to accredit US professional degrees in architecture. Earning the
M.Arch degree is essential for preparing for the professional practice of architecture. Currently, the
School of Architecture offers two tracks in the MArch degree: 1) an accredited, professional track
leading to licensure; and 2) a non-accredited research-based track that does not lead to licensure.

The School is requesting authorization to split the M.Arch program into two separate degree programs to
bring the School's graduate programs into alignment with official NAAB nomenclature and with usage at
design schools nationwide. If approved, the accredited Master of Architecture degree will continue and a
non-accredited, post-professional Master of Science degree with a major in Architecture degree will be
created to enable students the option of pursuing a personalized course of study or research, or of focusing
on a prescribed curriculum in one of three concentration areas related to architecture.

Sources of Funding:

No impact is anticipated as fàculty, courses, equipment and space are already in place to support students
in both programs.

Approvals:

Undergraduate Council: N/A
Graduate Council: 10/23/09
College Academic Administrators Council: 11/13/09
Team Provost: 11/16/09
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Item 2:

Request from the Department of Ecology & Evolutionary Biology and the Science Teacher
Preparation Program, College of Science to change the name of the Master of Science degree with a
major in General Biology to the Master of Science degree with a major in Natural Science for
Teachers, and transfer the program from the Department of Ecology & Evolutionary Biology to the
Science Teacher Preparation Program, College of Science

Projected Effective Date: Fall 2010

Background I Justification:

In 1993, Biochemistry established the General Biology M.S. Program for Secondary Biology
Teachers. The program was developed by a group of faculty members from UA departments of
Biochemistry, Ecology and Evolutionary Biology (EEB), and Molecular and Cell Biology
(MCB), working with teachers from several school districts around Tucson. The objective was to
provide opportunities for secondary biology teachers to increase their content knowledge through
courses and research internships in biological science classes.

Most of the program participants are working professionals who do not quit their jobs to pursue
graduate studies, thus the program has been offered during the summer. Over the years, teachers
have come from many states outside Arizona to take advantage of this program. The program has
had 60 graduates since its inception in 1993. In recent years, the lengthening and de-
synchronization of the University and public school summer vacation calendars have created
problems in scheduling summer classes. These and other forces have resulted in the need to
create online versions of many General Biology Program courses.

If approved, the requested changes will support the goal of extending the program to a wider
audience of science teachers, particularly those in the physical and earth sciences by creating
additional tracks for teachers in the different scientific sub-disciplines. The change will also
allow the University to reach a larger population of in-service teachers that desperately need to
strengthen, expand and enrich their science content knowledge.

Sources of Funding:

No major budgetary impacts are foreseen from the proposed change. Current resources to support the
existing program will be reallocated between entities within the College of Science. Student tuition and
fees from participants in the program are expected to provide the additional resources needed for new
course development and implementation.

Approvals:
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Undergraduate Council: N/A
Graduate Council: 10/23/09
College Academic Administrators Council: 11/13/09
Team Provost: 11/16/09
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Item 3:

Request by the University of Arizona South to implement a graduate certificate in
Educational Technology

Projected effective date: Spring 2010

Justification:

Educational technology is a growing enterprise. Government, corporate and academic
institutions have moved toward increased use of technology to address geographical
distribution and improved access to instruction. This certificate will meet the needs of
educators who like to utilize and integrate educational technology, including emerging
technologies, in schools and classrooms. It will also prepare technology facilitators and
leaders, and will improve participants' knowledge and skills in the use and integration of
technology in various educational settings. The program will satisfy the knowledge and
skills to meet the National Education Technology Standards for Technology Facilitators as
developed by the International Society for Technology in Education and adopted by the
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education.

Sources of Funding:

Funding is based on the distance learning 3 0-70 model with 70 percent of the tuition
dollars flowing back to the college.
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Approvals:

Undergraduate Council: N/A
Graduate Council: 8/24/09
CAAC: N/A
Team Provost: 11/16/09
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Item 4:

Request from the School of Government & Public Policy and the College of Social &
Behavioral Sciences to implement a graduate certificate in International Security
Studies

Projected effective date: Spring 2010

Justification:

The certificate is designed to provide a conceptual foundation for understanding the
sources of needs and interests in regional/international conflict management, defense
policy, military strategy, intelligence analysis and future challenges to American security
needs and interests. The four online courses provide a conceptual foundation for
understanding the sources of conflict in the post-cold war world and the potential
proliferation of non-military security threats (such as conflicts about water, energy,
pandemics) confronting American decision makers.

The certificate is designed to help military and civilian intelligence personnel cope with the
increasingly complex issues that transcend national boundaries by linking theory to real
world situations. It is anticipated that a high percentage of the students will sign up for a
future master's degree, and the certificate will have given them 12 credit hours toward the
graduate degree, and an introduction to statistics and research methods.

Sources of funding:

Funding is based on the distance learning 3 0-70 model with 70 percent of the tuition
dollars flowing back to the school. Of this amount, the instructors will be paid and some
of the funds will be held back by the school to invest in the next phase of the development
of a fully online Web-delivered professional master's degree.

Approvals:

Undergraduate Council: N/A
Graduate Council: 9/11/09
Associate Deans Council: N/A
Team Provost: 11/16/09
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Item 5:

Request from the Department of Systems & Industrial Engineering and the College
of Engineering to implement a graduate certificate in Systems Engineering

Projected Implementation Date: Spring 2010

Justification:

There is high demand and need for a graduate certificate program in Systems engineering
from industry (e.g. Honeywell, General Dynamics, and Boeing, etc., government (DOD,
NASA, FAA, DOT) which will benefit from key Systems Engineering methods and
techniques but cannot afford the time required to obtain a regular Masters degree. Students
completing the certificate program will: 1) have the ability to model and solve problems
using the techniques of mathematics, engineering science, applied probability and statistics,
and computer simulation; 2) know and have the ability to consider the entire system a whole
when solving problems, and not simply look at components and subsystems individually; and
3) be proficient using modem computer tools to solve problems.

Sources of Funding:

There are no cost impacts on the department budget. Income from distance learning will
contribute funds to support TA's and for other departmental expenses.

Approvals:

Undergraduate Council: N/A
Graduate Council: 9/28/2009
Associate Deans Council: N/A
Team Provost: 11/16/09



Crosslisting in PeopleSoft: New Options for Better Service

In SIS, we allow the same course to have more than one prefix (crosslisting), which serves many
communication purposes such as allowing students to search for an appropriate course, to signal
a course's applicability to other majors, or to communicate a course's interdisciplinary content.
The utility of crosslisting in SIS is limited since, for example, it doesn't allow us to differentiate
whether a course will apply to a major or whether it's just a recommended elective. In
PeopleSofi, we have many options to more finely communicate about a course. We can have the
same course with more than one prefix, but we don't need to. Crosslisting in PeopleSoft will
NOT go away (in PeopleSpeak it will be called "multiple offerings of the same course"), but we
will have other, more efficient and effective tools to accomplish some of our goals.

Crosslisting has a number of hidden costs since we have to maintain them in the degree audit
system and accommodate them during scheduling of classes. You've all had the experience of
trying to find common numbers. Approvals of changes and keeping properties of the co-lists in
sync involves a lot of administrative time. Students now frequently petition to change a prefix
which has to be done manually. Maintenance of crosslisted courses involves a lot of manual
processing. One goal, obviously, for PeopleSoft is to minimize such expenses. In the past, the
expenses of cross listing were justified because we lacked other alternatives. Seventeen percent
of our courses are crosslisted and half of those are listed with more than two departments,
resulting in a lot of expensive maintenance. With PeopleSoft, we can better accomplish our
goals and reduce the number of crosslistings which will make things easier and faster, as well as
save considerable amounts of money. We want to utilize the many features of PeopleSofl and
that requires rethinking why we cross list certain courses. Crosslisting was a crude mechanism;
we now have a more finely tuned set of tools.

In PeopleSoft, students will have multiple ways to search for a course. We expect the most
common way will be for the students to search from their own academic plan. They will see
what courses they've taken, click to see what courses are available next semester that will meet
their remaining requirements. Whether a course counts toward a major is determined by the
content of the course, not by the prefix. So they could see courses in other departments that
might count toward their major or minor or are recommended for certain concentrations. In
PeopleSoft, we can use course attributes to signal anything we want to let students know about a
course. Students can also search by course attributes which could include anything we want, such
as writing intensive, appropriate for students considering law school, of interest to students who
speak French, will count towards a methodology requirement for students in a certain major, etc.
Students can also search by key words in course descriptions. PeopleSoft also has a robust
course management system, so an instructor could hold or limit a certain number of seats for
students in certain majors.

So PeopleSoft will allow us to crosslist, but there will be less need. We don't anticipate cross
listing will go away, but we do anticipate that departments will prefer other PeopleSoft tools to
communicate about courses. In PeopleSoft as in SIS, counting of FIEs and whatever 'credit' for
a course simply follows the instructor and having a course cross-listed has no financial benefits
to a department. Crosslisting causes confusion for students and by using alternative tools, we can
improve student experiences.

Horgrn 12/5/09
dhorgan@grad.arizona.edu



Promotion and Tenure Decisions
5-Year Summary

2004-2005 Through 2008-2009

All Colleges approve % deny % total
Totals 373 90 42 10 415

minorities 30 91 3 9 33

nonminorities 275 90 32 10 307

other 68 91 7 9 75

males 232 88 32 12 264

females 141 93 10 7 151

Agriculture approve % deny % total

Totals 27 84 5 16 32

minorities 1 100 0 0 1

nonminorities 23 82 5 18 28

other 3 100 0 0 3

males 21 84 4 16 25

females 6 86 1 14 7

Architecture approve % deny % total
Totals 5 83 1 17 6

minorities O O O O O

nonminorities 4 100 0 0 4

other 1 50 1 50 2

males 3 75 1 25 4

females 2 100 0 0 2

Education approve % deny % total
Totals 10 77 3 23 13

minorities 2 100 0 0 2

nonminorities 4 67 2 33 6

other 4 80 1 20 5

males 5 83 1 17 6

females 5 71 2 29 7

EHer approve % deny total

Totals 22 92 2 8 24

minorities 3 100 0 0 3

nonminorities 15 88 2 12 17

other 4 100 0 0 4

males 15 94 1 6 16

females 7 87.5 1 12.5 8

Engineering approve % deny % total

Totals 34 94 2 6 36

minorities 3 100 0 0 3



nonminorities 20 91 2 9 22

other 11 100 0 0 11

males 30 94 2 6 32

females 4 100 0 0 4

Fine Arts approve % deny % total
Totals 33 97 1 3 34

minorities i loo 0 0 1

nonminorities 31 97 1 3 32

other 1 100 0 0 1

males 13 93 1 7 14

females 20 100 0 0 20

Humanities approve % deny % total
Totals 28 85 5 15 33

minorities 5 100 0 0 5

nonrninorities 19 83 4 17 23

other 4 80 1 20 5

males 13 76 4 24 17

females 15 94 1 6 16

Law approve % deny % total
Totals 6 100 0 0 6

minorities O O O O O

nonminorities 6 100 0 0 6

other O O O O O

males 4 100 0 0 4

females 2 100 0 0 2

Medicine approve % deny % total
Totals 42 95 2 5 44

minorities 3 60 2 40 5

nonminorities 30 100 0 0 30

other 9 100 0 0 9

males 27 93 2 7 29

females 15 100 0 0 15

Nursing approve % deny % total
Totals 7 100 0 0 7

minorities O O O O O

nonminorities 6 100 0 0 6

other 1 100 0 0 1

males O O O O O

females 7 100 0 0 7

Optical Sciences approve % deny % total
Totals 12 92 1 8 13



minorities O O O O O

nonminorities 8 89 1 11 9

other 4 100 0 0 4

males 11 92 1 8 12

females 1 loo O 0 1

Pharmacy approve % deny % total
Totals 9 82 2 18 11

minorities O O O O O

nonminorities 8 80 2 20 10

other 1 100 0 0 1

males 7 78 2 22 9

females 2 100 0 0 2

Public Health approve % deny % total
Totals 12 100 0 0 12

minorities 1 100 0 0 1

nonminorities 8 100 0 0 8

other 3 100 0 0 3

males 5 100 0 0 5

females 7 100 0 0 7

SBS approve % deny total
Totals 50 86 8 14 58

minorities 7 87.5 1 12.5 8

nonminorities 36 86 6 14 42

other 7 87.5 1 12.5 8

males 19 76 6 24 25

females 31 94 2 6 33

Science approve % deny % total
Totals 68 91 7 9 75

minorities 4 100 0 0 4

nonminorities 51 91 5 9 56

other 13 87 2 13 15

males 53 91 5 9 58

females 15 88 2 12 17

UA South approve % deny % total

Totals 3 75 1 25 4

minorities O O O O O

nonminorities 1 50 1 50 2

other 2 100 0 0 2

males 3 100 0 0 3

females O O 1 100 1

VP Research approve % deny % total



Totals 6 86 1 14 7

minorities O O O O O

nonminorities 6 100 0 0 6

other O 0 1 loo i
males 4 80 1 20 5

females 2 100 0 0 2

VP Undergrad Education approve % deny % total

Totals O O O O O

minorities O O O O O

nonminorities O O O O O

other O O O O O

males O O O O O

females O O O O O



The University of Arizona
5-year FTE Trend of Faculty Groupings

The faculty grouping is based upon historical factbook groups for faculty and academic department heads only.

Faculty on leave-without-pay and non-salaried faculty are not included in these counts.

Continuing track faculty includes continuing and continuing eligible assistant, associate, full professor, and
department heads. Continuing Professionals are not included in the counts.

As the faculty groupings are not mutually exclusive they were prioritized in the order listed above. For example, if
professor holds a research title and is also tenure track, the tenure track would take priority when grouped.

further Professor of Practice contains both multi-year and year-to-year faculty.
Year-to-Year includes emeritus and extra help faculty.

Office of nsUtutiona Research arid Planning Support - 5_yr_trend_aggregated_groups_updated_11_17_09 - November 2009.

Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007 Fall 2008 Fall 2009
5-year %
Change

Total Faculty FTE 2,316 2,372 2,396 2,436 2,384 3%

Total Tenure Track 1,550 1,581 1,568 1,578 1,540 -1%

Tenure Track 1,544 1,574 1,561 1,571 1,535 -1%

Continuing Track 6 7 7 7 5 -17%

Research & Clinical 394 401 412 440 460 17%

Research Track 130 134 132 129 126 -3%

Clinical Track 264 267 281 311 334 27%

Other Instructional 372 390 416 418 385 3%

Professor of Practice 2 11 16 21 22 976%

Multi-Year 55 59 76 72 66 19%

Adjunct 197 203 200 192 174 -12%

Year-to-Year 118 118 123 132 124 5%

FTE as % of Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Total Tenure Track 67% 67% 65% 65% 65%

Tenure Track 67% 66% 65% 64% 64%

Continuing Track 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Research & Clinical 17% 17% 17% 18% 19%

Research Track 6% 6% 6% 5% 5%

CilnicalTrack 11% 11% 12% 13% 14%

Other Instructional 16% 16% 17% 17% 16%

Professor of Practice 0% 0% 1% 1% 1%

Multi-Year 2% 2% 3% 3% 3%

Adjunct 9% 9% 8% 8% 7%

Year-to-Year 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%

Data Source: 11W Census Files

Notes:



DRAFT
The University of Arizona

5-year Hiring Trend of Faculty Groupings

Data Source:
11W Census Files

Notes:
Fiscal Year as noted above represents the following date range: 10/01/_ - 9/30/_. For example

new hires for FY 2009 were hired between 10/01/08 - 09/30/09.

The above faculty grouping is based upon historical factbook groups for faculty and academic
department heads only.

Faculty on leave-without-pay and non-salaried faculty are not included in these counts.
Continuing track faculty includes continuing and continuing eligible assistant, associate and full

professors. Continuing track department heads are also included in this group. Continuing
Professionals are not included in the counts.

As the faculty groupings are not mutually exclusive they were prioritized in the order listed above.
For example, if a professor holds a research title and is also tenure track, the tenure track would take
priority when grouped. Further Professor of Practice contains both multi-year and year-to-year faculty.

Office of Institutional Research and Planning Support - 5_yrNew_Hire_Faculty_groups_updated_1 1_1 7_09 - November 2009.

Hired During Fiscal Year FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009

Total Faculty Head Count 287 334 334 336 216

Tenure Track 80 101 85 93 45

Continuing Track -

Research Track 15 14 18 16 15

Clinical Track 60 41 59 70 57

Professor of Practice 4 3 3 2

Multi-Year 3 8 5 5

Adjunct 98 119 108 93 56

Year-to-Year 31 47 56 56 41

Total Faculty FTE 203 236 211 240 155

Tenure Track 79 99 85 90 44

Continuing Track -

Research Track 13 11 14 13 10

Clinical Track 54 37 53 66 52

Professor of Practice 4 3 3 1

Multi-Year 2 8 4 5

Adjunct 39 51 20 40 27

Year-to-Year 17 27 32 23 22



Tenure-Eligible Assistant Professors

Fail Fail Fail Fail
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..... ............
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Developing a Comprehensive
Faculty Evaluation System

Lawrence M. Aleamoni, Ph.D.

Introducflon

The development of a comprehensive faculty evaluation system is a challenging
and lime-consuming process. There is no shortcut that will lead to a valid, fair, and
useful system although some procedures have been successful in accelerating the
process somewhat. However, the process of developing a fair and valid faculty
evaluation system requires that the administration be committed to the project and be
willing to provide the necessary support for the work that needs to be done. Experience
has shown that following the steps described below for developing a faculty evaluation
system greatly facilitates the process. The faculty evaluation system, developed using
the steps herein, will have the greatest probability of acceptance and successful use by
the faculty and administrators, because both constituencies will have had early and
ample input to its design and construction.

The reason for this is that the design of any successful faculty evaluation system
must be predicated upon and reflect the values, priorities, traditions, culture, and
mission of the institution. Unless the faculty evaluation system adequately reflects and
includes these issues in its design, it is unlikely to be accepted by the faculty or function
appropriately from an administrative perspective. Simply adapting or adopting the forms
and procedures developed by one institution does not guarantee those forms and
procedures will work at another institution.

The process for developing a faculty evaluation system described herein
assumes that there is no one best faculty evaluation system that could be successfully
applied to any and all colleges and universities. To that extent, then, the steps for
developing a comprehensive faculty evaluation system described herein may be
considered a proven process for developing a customized faculty evaluation system
rather than a best practice.

Experience has shown that a necessary part of the process of developing a
successful faculty evaluation system is the planned and systematic inclusion of faculty
input. In this regard the best approach to developing a faculty evaluation system is to
appoint a committee composed primarily of faculty, a few key administrators, and
perhaps even a student or two (depending on the institution's culture and traditions),
which is responsible for gathering the information and following the steps outlined
herein. Thus, the various steps in the process described herein refer to the Committee
as the operational entity carrying out the process. If the process is carried out primarily,
or exclusively, by a single administrator or by an administrative group, the probability of
a successful outcome is greatly reduced.

The process of developing a faculty evaluation system involves attending to the
technical requirements of good measurement and the pDlitical process of gaining the



confidenòe of the faculty. Thus, a well-designed comprehensive faculty evaluation
system may be defined as one which involves the

systematic observation (measurement) of relevant faculty
performance to determine the degree to which that performance
¡s consonant with the values of the academic unit.

By design, any facuRy evaluation system developed using the model described
herein interprets all measurement data by means of a predetermined, consensus-based
value system to produce consistent evaluative outcomes.

lt should be noted that faculty evaluation and professional enrichment are really
two sides of the same coin. Ideally, faculty evaluation programs and professional
enrichment programs should work hand-in-hand. If some aspect of faculty performance
is to be evaluáted, then there should exist resources or opportunities that enable faculty
to gain or enhance their skills necessary for that performance. For maximal self-
improvement effect, faculty evaluation systems must be linked to professional
enrichment programs.

A successful faculty evaluation system must provide 1) meaningful feedback
information to guide professional growth and enrichment and 2) evaluative information
on which to base personnel decisions. These two purposes can be well served by one
system. The key to constructing a system that serves these differing purposes is in the
policies determining the distribution of the information gathered. The general principle to
be followed is that detailed information from questionnaires or other forms should be
given exclusively to the faculty member for use in professional enrichment and growth
efforts. However, aggregate data that summarize and reflect the overall pattern of
performance over time of an individual can and should be used for such personnel
decisions as promotion, tenure, continuation, and merit raise determination.

Steps to Foflow

Step 1: Determining the Faculty Role Model
The objective of Step i is to have each department identify and define the roles

faculty play in the department. This is determined by taking an inventory of the actual
activities in which the faculty engage in pursuing their professional responsibilities. In
this step faculty can generally easily identify the activities that, for them, define the
traditional roles of teaching, scholarly and creative activities, service, and administration
or management. Experience has shown that faculty may also identify other important
roles that must be included in the design of the faculty evaluation system. (Figures 1, 2,
and 3 contain some examples).

In carrying out Step i department faculty meetings, coordinated by the
Committee, should be held so that faculty can complete FORM lA and FORM lB.
These forms ask the faculty to 1) list all the activities ¡n which they engage in carrying
out their daily professional responsibilities, and 2) group these activities so that the
activities associated with specific roles (e.g., teaching) are clearly identified. This
procedure is critical for two reasons. First, it serves to fully engage the faculty in the



development of the faculty evaluation system from the outset, which begins the process
of building confidence in and faculty acceptance of the final product. Second, it provides
an organized method for reflecting disciplinary differences in the design of the faculty
evaluation system. For example, faculty in a physics department may define teaching as
including such activities as "demonstrating the proper calibration procedure for a mass
spectrometer" or "giving a lecture," while faculty in an agriculture outreach department
may define teaching as including such activities as "consulting with the farmer on proper
irrigation techniques during breaks in planting." Thus, although the faculty within an
institution may all be responsible for carrying out the roles of teaching, scholarly and
creative activities, and service, the specific activities that constitute the performance of
those roles will vary significantly according to the faculty member's discipline. In order to
ensure that the final faculty evaluation system is seen as fair, it must be recognized at
the outset that the specific faculty performances that will be measured and evaluated
may differ significantly from department to department, discipline to discipline. Step I
provides us with the fundamental information that will later be required in the design of
the various forms or other measurement tools and procedures that will be used in the
evaluation system. Since the development of these forms will be based on activity
descriptions the faculty themselves provide, they will have a more immediately
recognizable validity.

By starting with the listing of activities in which faculty actually engage in pursuit
of their professional assignments, the institution's true operational faculty role model
may be determined. The operational institutional faculty role model becomes the
foundation upon which the entire faculty evaluation system will be built. That is, instead
of simply defaulting to the traditional teaching, research, and service faculty role model,
beginning with the actual faculty performances provides us with a more accurate and
complete definition of the roles faculty play as they pursue their various professional
responsibilities within the institution. In addition, faculty are able to see their input being
considered in the development of the evaluation system from the very beginning.
Constructing this foundation with the detailed input of the faculty begins the political
process of gaining faculty acceptance of the final design of faculty evaluation system
and the technical process of designing the measurement tools to be used.



Figure 1: Partial List of Possible Faculty Roles With Esarnpks of Dcfìning Activities

TEACHiNG
1nirucmi Dt.rígn

L Developing course maten als (e.g., handouts, slide
presentatiOns)
Developing computer simulations or e.ercises
Designing srrategks for ctpeniential learning events

Znytcrina! Deth''
L Delivering lecrure.c

Operating char room for online course
Facilitating uallgro up epeniemial karning events

/urructiimalAssç.c:mrn:
1. Des'dopitg written eraminations
2. Grading examinations
.3. Judging music recitala

SCHOlARLY & CREATIVE ACTIVITLES

Proficiency
1. Attending advanced workshops in your discipline
2. Acquiring advanced certification in your discipline
3. Pursuing postdoctoral work
4. Continuing Education credits in your fIeld

Discovery/creative A cri viries

Conducritg hai.c research in your fleid
Writing a play. opera, or novci (if your field is the-

tnusic, or English Literature, respectively)

Dissemination (ìfinJIrmatirm in you.r discipli si e)
i. Books, monographs, etc.
2. Journal and matazine articles

Preenning recitals and exhibitions
4 Staging, directing or acting in. musical, theatrical,

and dance poductìons
5. listhihiring paintings, sculptures, and other

creative arts
rl. Writing Revkw. critiques

Popular press/media presen rations (television,
audio broadcasts, etc.)
Profcssionai/kc.ynoce addresses, delivery of papers.
poster sessions

:rras!ation
L Conducting applied research to produce a practical,

useabk, product. procedure, or service
Inventing and patenting a new product based on
previous researds (cuber your own or others')
Developing a clinic protocol for treatment oía spe-
cific disease based on the use of newly developed

drugs or medical technology

t'RoFEssLo NAL RECOGNITION

I. Awards, honors
2. Invited presentations/keynote addresses
3. Consulting activities

SERVICE.

Th rhe insriturini
1. Serving on department, college, or university

cornmi trees
_. Serving on the faculty senate

3. Chairing any committee student, cult; etc.)
4. .Servirig as a sponsor for student activities/groups
5. Advising students on programs of study
6. Sponsoring or advising studetsr groups
7. Chairing master's. or doctoral supervisory

cOmmittees
8. Serving ou master's or doctoral supervisory

committees

10 ¡bu Pro fersion

I. Holding office in professional organition
(president, sccretars treasurer, etc.)
Serving tsjr,urnal reviewer, editor
Coordinating nacion;d confetences or meetings
of the orgsthii'.ar:ion

To ¡he Genera.! Community
Applying academic expertise iii the local, state,
or national comsnurtiry without pay or profit

Arrcala, R. A. (2007). L)evekei..iç coinprehenin.'e/.ice/ty evaluaijon p,vem (3rd cr1.1. Roiron, MA Anker.



Figure 2: Copies of this form (FORM lA) are used to gather preliminary information from individual
faculty to begin the process of defining specific roles in terms ofthe actua' activities in

which faculty engate.

FORiM lA: ln&vidual Activities List

Use this form to list the activities in which you engage in our various roles as a f.scuhy member. Do nor wring

narrativcs hut, rather. write wo- three-, or four-word short dcscripticns olyoux actiVities. For example:

i. Grad ams
.2. Serve on admissions côminitree

DeseLp PowrPoinrpresenrrJons
Adzisr student chess club

Arrcoh, R. A. '2007 . Z)cvc2:pin a co?np,-c/ì1 pjÇwu/y e/rrJc, ,ççscnî (3rd cd.). Bolmu, MA: Ank:r.
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8. 35.

9. 34,

10. 35,

il. .36.

12. 37,

38.

14.

40.

16. 41,

17._ 42.

18. 43.

19. 44.

20. 45.

21. 46.

22. 47,

23. 48.

24. 49,

25. 50.



Figure 3: Copies of this form (FORM IB) arc used to consolidate the listings of the activities (pro-
vided by faculty on FORM IA) into discrete sets of activities that define the performances
within the variotas professioiaJ faculty roles (e.g. teaching scholarly and creative activities,
service, etc.) For the department.

Bìft1efiniti

FORM i B: Role Names With Brief Definitions and Defining Activities

Department:

Directions: In the spaccbekiw indicate the name(s) of the rok(s) che department has identified based ozi the lists pro-
'íded 1w individual faculty on FORÌvI IA. Provide a short dìtn/description of the rok in the space provided

bdow the. role name. BCIOW each rok name list che activities and/or pwfessona] performances that further define and
spec.ifr the. rok. Rach department muss. suhmìt a final FORM i B that represents the fìicu1rys consensus.

Role Name Rol.c Naine

Brifdefiniticra

An-roh, R. A. (2007). btwIrpin5 a cm4pI-4.hsh'e4u-uty 'lalliaC .9iia (3rd cd.). [muon M.&..Ankc.

lcrìvirics i)eflning this Role /1ctivíti".r Ddi.ring rhL ROic'

3.

4. 4.

5. 5,

6. 6.

8.

9, 9.

10. 10.

il. 11.

12. 12.

13. 13.

14.

15. 15.

1. 16.
7 17.

18. lb'.

19. 19.

20. 20.



Step 2: Determining Faculty Role Model Parameter Values
At the completion of Step 1, each department will have recommended which

faculty roles they believe ought to be evaluated. In addition, by completing FORM I B
(Figure 3), each department will have also provided a brief definition of each role and an
indication of the specific activities that operationally define it. The objective of Step 2 is
to begin the process of defining the value structure on which the evaluation system will
ultimately be based. In this step the department begins to establish and specify the
relative importance of each role to the department/institution. Here faculty are asked to
determine how much value or weight they believe should be placed on each role in the
faculty role model that resulted from their work in Step I. For example, assume that
teaching, scholarly and creative activities, and service are the three roles of the faculty
role model for a given institution. Which of these roles is valued the most? Which the
least? What is the priority order of this set of roles for the institution? Generally,
teaching is said to be the most valued role. However, in reality, when it comes time for
promotion, tenure, and other personnel decisions, we often find that research (just one
expression of scholarly and creative activities) is valued more than teaching - or at least
more than was originally thought or intended. Therefore, it is important to establish, in
some more rigorous and specific fashion, the relative values of these different roles.

Faculty role models can take one of two forms relative to their use in a faculty
evaluation system - static or dynamic. Figure 4 is an example of a traditional static
faculty role model.

In a traditional static faculty role model not only is the scholarly and creative
activities role expressed as only one specific activity (research), performance in each
role carries the same specified proportion of weight or impact on the total evaluation for
every faculty member. That is, in the example above, 40% of every faculty member's
overall evaluation will be based on their teaching performance, 40% on their research,
and 20% on their service performance.

Colleges and universities have tended to use traditional static faculty role models
such as the one in Figure 4. However, static faculty role models are inherently unfair
when used in defining a faculty evaluation system. Static faculty role models have as
their underlying premise that all faculty will be held accountable in the same degree for
performance in all three major faculty roles. This assumption would be appropriate if all
faculty had precisely the same set of professional responsibilities, duties, and
resources. Realistically, however, we know that some faculty have professional
responsibilities that concentrate heavily on teaching, while others may have substantial
assignments and commitments to various service activities. Still others may have

Figure 4: Sample Static Faculty Role Model

Teaching 40%

Research 40%

Service 20%



substantial amounts of their time, energy, and resources tied up in various schoIary and
creative activities, including research. In addition, within any institution, a wide variety of
opìnions concerning the relative value of the roles which faculty play exists among the
faculty and administration. Some hold teaching to be of primary importance, some hold
research to be of greatest importance, and others (especially faculty with large advising
or committee responsibilities) maintain that service is the most important faculty role.

Static faculty role models derive from a desire by every academic institution to
achieve excellence in their primary missions of teaching, scholarship, and service. This
desire has generally been translated into faculty evaluation systems that require every
faculty member to achieve excellence in all (or at least two of the three) roles. As noted
earlier, however, this expectation is unreasonable at best and grossly unfair at worst.
This expectation is analogous to expecting that every class admitted to the institution
will be made up of students who were valedictorians, captains of their (basketball,
swimming, soccer;etc.) team, and achieved prominence in their community as model
charitable citizens. Although we might be able to make up a couple of classes like that,
we couldn't hold that expectation for every class admitted.

Obviously, a static faculty rolemodel cannot adequately represent thereality of
the diversity of responsibilities and values of the faculty in a faculty evaluation system.
In order to develop a fair faculty evaluation system a better approach is to define a
dynamic faculty role model that establishes parameter values for each role. That is,
determine the minimum and maximum weights that could be assigned to a role within
the institution's faculty evaluation system to adequately represent the full scope of
configurations of professional responsibilities and assignments. Thus, in developing a
comprehensive faculty evaluation system that furthers the institutional goal of achieving
excellence in teaching, scholarship, etc., the evaluation system must be designed to
permit a differentiated staffing model for faculty: lt must enable faculty to play to their
strengths and be recognized and rewarded appropriately. A differentiated staffing model
permits faculty who are excellent teachers to engage primarily in teaching, permits
faculty who are excellent in scholarly and creative activities to engage primarily in
pursuing various expressions of scholarship or creation, and so on. A faculty evaluation
system based on a dynamic faculty role model enables faculty to play to their strengths
and be appropriately recognized. In reality, then, a differentiated staffing model can
facilitate an institution's goal of achieving excellence in its major missions of teaching,
scholarship, and service by focusing the talents of faculty.

Figure 5 shows a dynamic faculty role model developed by one institution using
the process described here. Note that values or weights for the teaching role range from
a minimum of 50% to a maximum of 85%. This is interpreted to mean that teaching
performance can count no less than 50% and no more than 85% of the final evaluation
of a faculty member's overall performance. This does not necessarily mean that a
faculty member may have a 50% to 85% teaching load or that they spend 50% to 85%
of their time teaching. Rather, these numbers are an expression of how much impact or
weight performance in the role of teaching can have on the faculty member's overall
evaluation. Although there should be some correspondence between the configuration
of professional duties a faculty member may have and the value selected for each role
in the final evaluation, it is generally not recommended that such values be directly
associated with the number of hours spent by the faculty member engaged in any one



role or activity within a role. To define the faculty evaluation system in that way would
tend to reduce faculty to hourly employees rather than professionals. As professionals
faculty should be recognized on the basis of the importance or value of the professional
service they provide, not on the basis of how long it took them to provide that service.
Thus, in the example of a dynamic faculty role model shown in Figure 5, an individual
faculty member may or may not have a full-time teaching load, but the value associated
with teaching performance in this evaluation system could range from 50% to 85%.

In this step in building a comprehensive faculty evaluation system, each
department should do the initial work of developing a dynamic faculty role model that
reflects the activities and values of the faculty and administration of that department. lt
is possible for different departments to develop somewhat different preliminary faculty
role models. Later, it will be the task of the Committee to analyze and reconcile the
various faculty role models from different departments in completing the design of the
institution's overall faculty role model.

Similar to Step 1, before initiating Step 2 the Committee must determine whether
any administrative mandates exist that may proscribe the process. For example, an
institution's board may have issued a policy or administrative mandate specifying that at
least 50% of a faculty member's evaluation will be based on teaching. Or, the
institution's president may have established the principle that all faculty must engage in
some form of service to the community - which would mandate not only the inclusion of
a "service to the general community" but also some minimum value other than 0%.
Such administrative mandates must be made clear to al! concerned prior to starting
Step 2.

Step 3: Defining Roles in the Faculty Role Model
The definition of the specific roles in which faculty engage is the last step in the

process of building the faculty role model upon which the evaluation system will be
based. As noted earlier, it is assumed that a specially appointed Committee will
coordinate the detail work associated with this project. Step 3 involves reaching a
consensus on how each of the roles identified and briefly defined in the previous steps
are to be completely defined. For example, the role of teaching will readily be agreed
upon. However, faculty from different disciplines or with different styles may mean
different things when they use the word "teaching." Teaching a basic psychology course
in a large lecture hall is different from teaching a lab course in biology is different from

Figure 5: Example of a Dynamic Faculty Role Model

Minimum Maxi mum
Weight (%) Faculty Role Weight (%)

50% Teaching 85%
0% Scholarly/Creative Activities 35%
10% Service to the College 25%
5% Service to the General Community 10%



teaching a vocatbnal course in air conditioner manufacturing on the floor of a factory.
Teaching a graduate course is different from teaching an undergraduate course. Some
faculty define meeting and counseling with students as part of teaching. Librarians
consider the orientation seminars they give to students and new faculty as teaching.
Thus, to say we are going to evaluate teaching doesn't necessarily mean the same
thing to everyone - even though we may all agree that it is important to evaluate it.

If we are going to evaluate faculty performances in carrying out these aspects of
teaching it is necessary to consider not only the precise performances to be carried out,
but also the specific skills required to do so. For example, although it is obvious that
faculty must know the subject matter being taught we find that content expertise,
although necessary, ¡s insufficient for good teaching. Faculty must be able to design
instructional experiences so that there is some assurance that learning will occur when
students engage the experience. They must also be able to present that subject matter
so that it piques student interest and encourages them to learn, and they must be able
to provide meaningful feedback on student learning. Of course, teachers must also
successfully deal with the myriad of bureaucratic tasks involved in managing a course,
including: ordering laboratory supplies and maintaining inventories, making
arrangements for guest lecturers, reserving library materials, arranging and coordinating
field trips, turning in drop/add slips and final grades on time and posting and maintaining
office hours.

Thus the total teaching act involves being able to interact with students to 1)
provide them an opportunity to learn; 2) create conditions that support and facilitate
learning; and, 3) utilize techniques and methods that, although not causing learning, at
least create a high probability that learning will occur. Also, it is obvious that the teacher
must have expertise in the content being taught.

From this examination at least five broad skill dimensions required for teaching
emerge:

Content expertise

Instructional design skills

Instructional delivery skills

Instructional assessment skills

Course management skills

Before specific performance-oriented definitions of each of these dimensions of
teaching can be developed, we must first develop an overarching general definition of
the term teaching and then develop more specific definitions of learning and instruction.
See Figure 6 for an example.



Figure 6: FORM 3B on which departments may summarize the definitions of each role and the
definitions of each identified component of each raIe
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Step 4: Determining Role Component Weights
At this point, you will have developed definitions for the various roles in your

faculty role model (Step 3). You will also have determined the relative impact or
parameter values that the different roles can take in the overall evaluation of a faculty
member (Step 2). Depending upon the definitions developed for each role in Step 3, you
may have also identified specific subsets of performances or components of various
roles. For such roles it now becomes important to consider how much weight or relative
importance the various components of each role should have in the overall evaluation of
that specific role. That is, we must express the proportion or weight that will be given to
the performance of each component in the evaluation of the total role.

In carrying out the procedure for establishing the weights for the components of
each role we must consider three different cases:

Case 1. Performance in every component is required with weights of each
component fixed.

Case 2. Performance in some components is required and performance in others
is optional (with weights for the components either fixed or variable).

Case 3. The role is compromised of a menu of optional components (with either
fixed or variable weights) from which the faculty member must select as the
defining role.

To aid in the process of determining the role component weights we begin using
a tool that will play an important part in the final design of our system * the Source
Impact Matrix. This tool enables us to control the effect of the subjective data gathered
as part of the overall evaluative process. The full Source Impact Matrix will be
completed in Step 6; however, at this point it is used to begin indicating the values you
wish to associate with the various components of each role. Figure 7 shows a
worksheet variation of a Source Impact Matrix that includes examples of selected
component weights for the teaching role in which performance in each component is
required (since it fully defines the role), and the values or weights associated with each
component have been determined and are fixed.

Note that in Figure 7 content expertise has not been listed although it was earlier
defined as one of the five components of teaching. The reâson for this is that the
content expertise of the instructor is not going to be evaluated separately here but as
part of the fabric the entire teaching role as expressed in the design, delivery, and
assessment components. The currency, level, and appropriateness of the content
presented in the course will be reflected in the design of the instruction (instructional
design), the strategies used to deliver the instruction (instructional delivery), and the
design and development of the tests and other assessment devices and strategies
(instructional assessment).



Figure 7: Ex&mpIe. of a Case i work&heet version of the Source Impact Matrix in which the
components of Teaching and their fbed weights are shown

.rrcoIa, R. .\. 2OO7). Dcz..epiiit si 1JPT Cii Jçiçu/ty ahítaiw s» 3d ed). Bohon. MA: Anker.

Step 5: Determining Appropriate Sources of Information
In Steps 1-4, we focused on determining and defining the roles that should be

evaluated, how much weight or value should be placed on the performance of each role
in the overall evaluation, and how much weight the individual components of each role
contribute in the evaluation of that role. The next step. is to decide who should provide
the information on which the evaluations will be based. Too frequently students are
automatically selected as the sole or primary source of information used in a faculty
evaluation system. Students are certainly appropriate sources of information for certain
kinds of activities, but they are by no means always the best source of information for all
the activities in which the faculty engage and on which they may be evaluated. The
most important principle in identifying and selecting sources of information is to make
certain that the source identified has first-hand knowledge of the performance being
evaluated. Too often peers or administrators are included in the evaluation of a faculty
member's classroom performance when they have never, or rarely, seen that
performance. However, peers and various administrators often believe they have a
good idea of the quality of such performance. The question is where did they get the
information on which their belief or opinion is based? The answer is almost always "from
students." If you are ultimately going to depend upon students for information, go
directly to the source - don't rely on second-hand information. Using second-hand
information may give the random, or non-systematically obtained, input of a few
students an inordinate effect on a faculty member's evaluation.

Here we will use another worksheet variation of the Source Impact Matrix
developed in Step 4, for each of our roles. That is, we need to begin determining who
are the most appropriate sources of information concerning each of those activities by

Source Impact Matrix Worksheet for Teaching

Rule Components

Sources
j copnr
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means of an analysis of the specific componeñt activities that define each role. This is
an activity that should be undertaken by the Committee only. Figure 8 shows a
simplified example of a completed Source Impact Matrix worksheet appropriate for the
teaching role as defined earlier (see Figure 7).

Figure 8: Simplified Source Impact Matrix worksheet for identifying the sources ofnformation for

each component of the Teaching Rok

Step 6: Determining the Source Impact Weights
In any well-designed faculty evaluation system, the evaluative judgments

concerning faculty performances in the various expressions or components of the roles
should be based on information derived from multiple sources. The issue of the
appropriateness of those sources is addressed in Step 5. Having determined where this
information is to come from, now the issue of the credibility of those sources needs to
be addressed. Thus, specify the weight or impact the information from each source will
have in the overall evaluation. In completing Step 6 two separate tasks must be
accomplished: 1) determining the individual source weights based on the values of the
faculty, and then 2) computing the final source impact weights for the system. The
objective of Step 6 is to specify how much impact information from each source will
ultimately have on the overall evaluation system.

Remember that the essence of a workable faculty evaluation system is that the
value structure implicit in the system be clearly evident and agreed upon by the majority
of the faculty being evaluated. If this is not the case, the system, no matter how
technically correct its structure, has little chance of long-term success. Thus, in
determining the impact of weights for the various sources that are to provide information
concerning faculty performances in each of the components of each role, it is best to
follow the same general procedure of gathering data from the faculty as described in
earlier steps.

. DETERMINING THE SOURCE WEIGHTS

lt is a normal human characteristic to consider information from some sources as
more important or valuable than information from other sources. It is this issue that is
addressed in Step 6. In previous steps we determined the values we wished to
associate with the roles in the faculty role model as well as the values we wished to
assign to the components of those roles. In this step we will establish the values we

Source Impact Matrix for: TEACHING
.Simpi]fìrd rth1Mfr Srep 5
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wish to associate with the identified sources of information from each component of
each role. That is, we must now build into our value system a reflection of the fact that
people assign different value to information depending upon its source.

In deciding what values are to be associated with each source for each
component it is recommended that the Committee make worksheet versions of each
matrix developed in Step 5. These worksheets may then be distributed to the
departments to once more gather value information from the faculty. These worksheets
should include the previously determined role components and identifiable sources but
leave a blank space for faculty to enter a value or weight figure. Figure 9 shows an
example of such a worksheet for use in gathering faculty input concerning the weights
to be placed on the previously identified sources of information for each component of
the teaching role.

Figure 9: Example of a Source Impact Matdx worksheet for Step 6 showing Source Wèìghts for
teacking role components

,\rrenla. R. A. (2007). D/pi,g il .yytem (3n ed.). Bolwr,. MA: Anker.

DETERMINING THE SOURCE IMPACT
To this point we have reflected the credibility of various sources of information by

gathering from the faculty the individual source weights for each role. Also, previously in
Step 4, we reflected the relative importance of each of the defining components for
every role by determining the role component weights. The purpose of these exercises
was to lead us to the point of determining (and thus permitting us to specify and control)
the total impact information from each source would have on the overall evaluation of a
faculty member. Now we must determine our final source impact weights by using the
full Source Impact Matrix that is designated as FORM 6B in Figure 10.

Source impart Mattht Worksheet for Step 6

.Snirc 1.r*ight cif.ca.*m Form

Sourcc Total oFRol
Rok Coinpnnent Students Peers Dept. Chair Component

Souire? i/ir .So,irce( W;gI'i &nire? 0gin Weights

structì Design YES. 25% TS
-L

75% NO 0%

1ntrucdonil Deivrry YES 100% NO 0% NO 0% 100%
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Figure 10: Full. Soutce Impact Matrix for the Tttchirig Rok with computed source impact weights

Step 7: Determining How Information Should Be Gathered
Once the sources of the information for the evaluation system and their impact

weights have been determined, we begin moving into the less political and more
technical area of measurement. lt is best at this point to enlist the aid of those people on
your faculty whose area of expertise is tests and measurement. They will certainly be
required in the next step, and it is generally a good idea to have this expertise
represented on the Committee in the first place if possible.

In this step, we set about determining how the information we have specified in
our role definitions is to be gathered from the sources we have identified and agreed are
appropriate. This is a relatively simple process. However, it does not require a careful
review of the roles and development of an operational plan for the final faculty
evaluation system. In completing this step, we will make use of a new matrix worksheet,
the Data-Gathering Tool Specification Matrix designated as Form 7. Figure 11 shows an
example of a completed Data-Gathering Tool Specification Matrix (FORM 7) for the
teaching role.
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Figure 11: Example of a Completed Data..Cathering Thai Specification Matriz for the Teadiing Role
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Step 8: Completing the System: Selecting or Designing Forms, Protocols, and
Rating Scale

We now arrive at the last step in developing a comprehensive faculty evaluation
system - designing the questionnaires and other forms. Constructing valid and reliable
rating forms, questionnaires, or other tools needed to implement the data-gathering
strategies specified in Step 7 is a complex technical task requiring expertise in
psychometrics. lt must be remembered that what is being developed are tools to
measure, in a valid and reliable way, complex psychological phenomena (e.g., opinions,
reactions, observations, rankings, etc.). Even selecting published forms or other
commercially available tools requires fairly sophisticated psychometric skills in order to
adequately assess their appropriateness and utility for the faculty evaluation system one
has designed.

Overall Composite Role Ratinq

At this point one is ready to begin using the system. The task now is to combine
all the data resulting from the system into a usable form. Previously it was determined
that all information gathered from each source would be reported on a common scale.
in our examples we have used a common i to 4 scale where 4 is the highest rating and
i is the lowest. That is, regardless of whether a questionnaire, an interview schedule, or
some other technique has been used in gathering evaluative information from the
various sources identified, that data will be reported on the same i to 4 scale. Thus,
student ratings, peer ratings, department head ratings, et cetera will all be reported on a
scale from i to 4. this is not to suggest that a 5-point or other point scales may not be
used in a comprehensive system, merely that whatever scale is used must be
consistent throughout the system.
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. COMPUTING THE COMPOSITE ROLE RATING
Having determined and specified the weights to be assigned to various activities

and sources in the overall faculty evaluation system, it is now possible to compute an
overall rating for each role that reflects the collective values of the faculty. this rating will
be referred to as the composite role rating (CRR) because it will be derived from
information from a variety of sources. Each source will provide information concerning
various components of each role. The information from each source concerning each
component of each role will be weighted in ways that reflect the consensus value
structure of the institution. That is, the overall rating will be determined using the
principle of controlled subjectivity discussed in the introduction. The following is an
example of how the composite role rating for teaching would be computed.

In Figure 10 we determined that the information students provided concerning
the faculty member's instructional delivery would impact the overall rating of the
teaching role by 30%. Likewise, student information concerning the instructional design
component would count 10%,. and peer information would count 30%. We also
determined that student input on instructional assessment would count 5%, peer input
wouid count 15%, and department head input would count 5%. Finally, it was
determined that department head input concerning course management would count
5% of the overall rating on teaching.

Figure 12 shows these weights along with the rating each source has given each
role component. Note that all ratings, shown in brackets, use the common scale of i to
4. Here the students rated the instructor 4 on instructional delivery. Because it was
determined in Figure 10 that whatever data the students provided concerning the
instructional delivery component would count as 30% of the overall evaluation of the
teaching role, we simply multiply the rating of 4 by 30% to arrive at a weighted rating of
1 .2. In a similar fashion, the ratings provided by the various sources on the different
components of the teaching role are multiplied by their impact weights. Finally all
weighted ratings are added together to form a CRR of 3.45. For ease of computation,
the ratings in Figure 12 are shown as whole numbers. In actual practice, the ratings
may be averages and may thus include decimal values.



Figure 12: Computathn oíth.eComposke Rok Ttatíig For Teaching

Cmputatiori of CRR for.: TEACHING

Axreo. R. It.. 2O.ì7). L)i''LfI a orapirfvnswJithy '1u.zin sgítm (3rd ed.). ßoltn, MA Anker.

Note that the CRR of 3.45 was not determined or assigned by any one student,
peer, or administrator. Rather, this value represents a composite of the information
concerning activities the faculty agreed should be evaluated, collected from sources that
were agreed to be appropriate, and weighted to reflect the credibility of the sources and
the relative importnce of each component of the entire role. Although the CRR does
not represent an objective measure, the subjectivity involved in computing it has been
carefully controlled and prescribed by the values assigned to the sources and role
components. Thus, any two faculty members with the exact same component ratings
would obtain the exact same composite role rating. This demonstrates the essence of
controlled subjectivity in that we are able to obtain consistency of evaluative conclusions
based on the same data. A similar procedure would be followed in determining the
composite role ratings for the other roles (e.g., scholarly and creative activities, service
to the institution, etc.)

RESPONDING TO CONCERNS IN USING A SINGLE NUMERICAL INDEX
(OCR)
The development of the OCR as a single numerical index representing a

summary of a faculty member's professional performance provides the academic
decision-maker with the kind of numerical index that student rating averages are often
used as, but never really are. That is, a singular value has been computed which
represents a valid and reliable measure of a complex set of behaviors and
performances and which takes into account the interaction between the values of the
institution and the person being evaluated. Although the assignment of a singular
numerical index to represent complex human performance may be criticized, it is a
practice used throughout society and in education especially. Colleges and universities
routinely make critical decisions and award scholarships, certificates and degrees on
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the basis of summary singular numerical indices of complex human behavior (i.e.,
student GPAs). As a profession, we are not unfamiliar or unskilled in this practice.

With the computation of an individualized OCR) which can be correctly
characterized as an index of perceived success, we now posses an aggregate measure
that may appropriately be used in decisions concerning promotion, tenure, continuation,
and merit pay. The OCR also provides important information for post-tenure review
considerations.
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