Academic Faculty Evaluation Process


General Comments on the Evaluation Process

Faculty roles vary substantially across the university, and expectations for excellence vary with roles and with academic discipline.  Departments, or, in some cases, colleges, should agree on and clearly articulate the relative importance of various activities for merit.  For example, one department might set the highest priorities for awarding merit on receiving competitive extramural grants and on teaching formal undergraduate courses.  Another department might place the highest priorities on publishing books and mentoring graduate students.  Just as different departments may have different priorities for awarding merit; priorities may also vary within departments across faculty ranks.  For example, some departments may expect senior faculty to play a leadership role in service, in curriculum development, or in graduate mentoring.  Priorities are expected to vary across disciplines.  Good evaluations require that the departmental or unit priorities are clearly communicated so that all faculty have a good understanding of what is expected of them and of how their accomplishments will be evaluated. 
The activities that have the greatest effect on evaluations (i.e., merit rankings) should be closely aligned with the unit’s mission and role within the university.  By aligning evaluation priorities with the unit’s mission, the annual evaluation process will help promote the activities that are important.  Evaluations are most likely to achieve this goal when standards are fairly applied, expectations are clear, and the metrics used to evaluate performance are well validated and appropriate.  Depending on a department’s goals, it may be particularly important to consider how to fairly evaluate contributions to interdisciplinary research or to long-term projects.  Ultimately, effective evaluation requires sound professional judgment. 

An evaluation is the primary mechanism by which faculty receive feedback on their professional activities and accomplishments.  Consequently, it is critical that evaluations be honest and constructive. The integrity and effectiveness of the evaluation process also requires that evaluations are honest and clearly address significant weaknesses.  Evaluators should allow sufficient time to draft and edit evaluations so that they are tactful, well reasoned, accurate, and fair.  Most people respond better to praise than criticism, so if suggestions for improvement are needed, it may be effective to place them in the broader context of the faculty member’s accomplishments.  The data considered in the evaluation and the criteria or priorities used to evaluate them should be clearly communicated.  Faculty also should have ample opportunity to discuss the evaluation in person with the evaluator. 

Units should identify and discuss the appropriate categorization of certain activities whose categorization sometimes differs from discipline to discipline or across institutions (e.g., is journal editing to be counted under scholarship or professional service, do textbooks count under teaching or research, is direction of dissertation research to be counted under teaching or research?). It may be appropriate in certain disciplines to count certain kinds of creative or research-related work with students under both teaching and research (obviously, with appropriate weightings to avoid the effect of “double-dipping”). 
Each evaluation should be summarized with respect to the unit’s publicly-specified expectations and priorities (III.1), in consideration of the documented quality (III.2-3) and quantity (III.4) of the faculty member’s contribution to the unit’s mission.    A consistent ranking system is one that assigns a rating to the faculty member(s) who were highly effective at making higher-priority contributions.
For example, if large enrollment introductory courses are a higher priority to the department/unit than new upper-division courses, the weight on “teach large introductory course” should be higher than the weight on “develop new upper-division course” across all personnel evaluated in that department/unit.  The process should result in the most effective teachers in the highest priority activities earning the highest merit rankings with respect to teaching.

Avoid common Pitfalls:


a) Avoid the “permanent halo or doghouse” effects by focusing on the current evaluation year rather than recalling past performances

b) Single aspects of a faculty member’s performance should not determine their entire rating


c) All judgments must be supported by evidence

d) Evaluation requires more than description:  An analysis of the relevant data and recommendations is critical
e) Remain focused on the performance of the faculty member and not be generous to faculty members based on the fact that they are new faculty or beginners  

Who Should Have Input into the Evaluation?

The faculty member’s department chair should complete the evaluation; however, input for the evaluation should also include comments from a P.I. when a faculty member is extramurally funded since the faculty member’s performance is directly related to the P.I.
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