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Introduction
Promotion is one of the tough and painful problems of person-
nel administration. It’s tough because so far, there is no falr and effec-
tive promotion model which is satisfying both organization and.in-
dividuals. Recently in academic job marketing, decisions on tenure
and promotion are becoming significant within professional educa-
tion. Declining student enrolment, lack of the Federal and state funds
for- program support, and decreasing student financial aids caused
the new economic situation where most colleges and universities have
decreased hiring new faculty and are looking more critically at pro-
motion and tenure of present faculty (Wembach and Jerly, 1984, -

P 81) o ‘ o

“Tenure and promotmn are reasonable expectations” for fac- -

-ulty members who did their jobs effectively. In fact, generally higher-
“lever employees perceive their jobs as the prosess of progression from
one position to a higher one. They see their jobs as the source of sa-

tisfaction rather than a specific work, and tend to be permanent

employees, because previous achicvement in organization is a prere-

quisite for upgrading. That’s the way frequently the promise of pro-

motion"is used as an incentive. to employees (Maier, 1973, p. 517).

On the other hand, the absence of promotion opportunity may cause

~ some problems such as turnover, absenteeism, poor work quality,
- poor worker discipline and skill shortages (Grinker and others, 1970,

p. 17).
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Promotion is also a painful problem because it is directly pert-
aining to financial and emotional welfare of an individual. Not being
able to promote may decrease the- level of individual in the view of
peers, students and others. As McKeachie (1979, p. 17) stressed these
feelings are partlcularly important in the early yerars for one’s career.
These kinds of problems make the promotion process so critical and
© important.

Promotion and Related some Terms

Some of the definitions of promotion were found in the literature
are: Pigors and Myers (1969, p. 420) define promotion as “the ad-
vancement of an employee to a better job” To them “better,job”
“means a specific job it has greater responsibilities, more prestige or
status, increased rate of salary, better hours and better location, bet-
ter working conditions. These authors see “upgrading” as closely
related to promotion. Because upgrading is the movement of an emp-
loyee to 4 more responsible job within the same occupational unit
and with a corresponding increase in pay. Thus, upgrading amo-
unts t0 a small scale promotion. .

thpo (1971, p. 227) defines promotlon as an advancement wit-
hin an organization. To him, promotion involves a-change from one
position to another that is better in terms of status and responsibility.
Generally the change to the higher job is accompanied by increased
salary and some privileges, but not always. He uses “dry” promotion .
means an increase in responsibility and status without an increase in
pay. ’ _ '
To Grinker and others (1970, p. 2-3) “upgrading” has at least
seven definitions, some of them relate only to movement or to more
money. They define it as “the movement of a worker into a job
1equ1r1ng ‘greater skill and experience, and usually paying more
money”’.

French (1970, p. 274) perceives promotion as a type of transfer
involves reassignment an employee to a higher position, having higher
pay, more privileges, and increased benefits. To him, the purpose of
promotion is to fill a vacancy which generally is worth more to the
organization than the employee’s present position.

If these definitions are analyzed, the following conclusions
can be reached: (1) Promotion is a movement generally within an
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orgapization from a lower position to a higher one. (2) Promotion is
accompanied by increasing salary, more responsibilities, more autho-
ritiy and status, and more skills. (3) Promotion is perceived by emplo-
yees as an incentive, then it should be tied to employee competence
or employee performance. (4) If it is considered in the context of hig-
her education, promouon 1ncludes salary increasing, promotion in’
rank, tenure etc,

In a short paper, there is no possibility to discuss the whole pro- -
" motion process. In this paper, only promotion in rank in ‘the context
of hlgher education is going to be discussed. In these limitations prom-
otion in rank can be defined operatlonally-msplred from Stein (1975,
- p. 9) — as faculty moving up in position from the level of insructor to
assistant professor, assistant professor to associate professor or. asso-
ciate professor to full professor ' :

This must be seperated from transfer. Transfer is defined as
shifting an employee from one job to another one, at the same occup- .

" ational level and on about the same level of wages or salary. Transfer

expresses no appreciable increase or decrease in duties and respon-’
sibilities, it may be a change in working conditions (Pigors and
Myers, 1969; Miner, 1970; French, 1970).

Demotion is another closely related term to promotion. Demo-
tion is run entirely opposite direction with promotion. Demotion
shifting an employee down to a lower level of position, which invol- -
ves decrease in sglary, status and pr1v1lege (French 1970, p. 274;
Miner, 1970, p. 431).

{

Promotion Criteria

Promotion requires. decision-making. It is obvious that. makmg
decision for promotion requires faculty evaluation. Espemally in
those condltlons, such as severe financial retrenchment, faculty
unionization and collective bargaining and demands for accounta-
bility and cost effectiveness faculty evaluation is indespensable (Geno-
va and Others, 1976, p. 89). Promotion decisions should be tied to
faculty performance and faculties should be made aware of the link
between job performance and promotion. It requires the administration
- to develop proecdures to ensure promotion opportunities for those who
hava demonsrated on the JOb that they are capablc of achlevmg higher
level tasks (Rebore, 1982, p. 75).
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' Promotlon decisions must be based on objective and standard
“evaluation. What should be evaluated? What kinds of criteria should be
- used in faculty evaluation, which is preresquisite for promotion decis-
ion-makings ?

-

To Tuckman, promotion and tenure commitees rarely announce
their criteria for promotion with specifity, “ the weights given to the
individual critcria change from one year to the next, and the folders
of both considered and réjected are usually not open to public scru-
tiny.” He mentions an intensive research findings (never menti-
ons the methodology used). He emphasizes a rultivariate technique
is used to estimate the probability of promotion to the associate and
full professor ranks with the faculty member’s publications, teaching
experience, public service, dergree level, experience as the independent
variables. He mentions the findings suggest a strong incentive for fa-
culty to publish. Article publication contributes significantly to the
probality of promotion. The contribution is stronger at the associate .
professor level than at the full professor level. On the other hand,
publication of articles gives rise to a higher probality of promotion -
than: publication of books, especially several articles can be written in
the time required to write one book. The findings also indicate that
neither teaching nor public service can contribute to promotion as
much as publishing. Tuckman, besides teaching, publication'and pub-
lic service mentions the other determinants of promotion as field of
specialization, faculty age, other faculty activities (consult for business,
goverment etc.) (Tuckman, 1979, p. 174-179).

Luthans (1967) investigated the promotion policies and practices
in 46 large state universities in the USA. The results of this survey as
following: (1) Half of the central administrators reported the utilisation

" of a bibliography of promotion candidates, provided by inspection
of actual publications.. One-third reported the use of objective teac-
hing reports where decisions were made' by deans and chairpersons
(non-central administrators) rather central administrators similar
practices were employed.(2) Both cent1a1 and non-central adminis-
trators ranked promotion criteria as follows: Research, teachmg,'
service and personal atributes, seniority 'and competitive bidsi.(3)
The weighted scale of promotion decision-making revealed that the
central and non-central administrators perceive the non-administra-
tive level as being the most powerful and influential. Luthans conclu-
ded that although research is a basic purpose of the university and most
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widely recognized standart for promot1on over half of the central ad-
ministrators reported that they sometimes approved for full professors
who have no significant publication record.

To Tucker, teaching, research and service are the performance
areas of the university members, and should be used as criteria for
- promotion . decision-makings. Evaluation of teaching should include
consideration of (1) correlation of imparted knowledge and skillgs to

course objectives.(2) Stimulation of students’ critical thinking and
creative ability in light of the course objectives. (3) Adherence to
accepted standarts of professional behavior in meeting his responsibi-
lities to students. In research and other creative activities, contribution
to and discorvery of new knowledge,new educational techniques and
other creative activities should be paid attention for evaluation. Evi-
dence of research and other creative activities should include published
books, articles and papers in professional journals. On the other hand,
service. activities should include participating in department, college
and university commitees, councils and senates; service in appropriate
professional organizations, involvement in organizing and expediting
meetings, conferences, and workshops; participating in local, state
and national govermental boards, commissions. Service evaluation
should include: (1) Contributing to effective functioning of the aca-
" demic administrative unit and the the whole institution. (2) Contri-
bution to the university community. (3) Contribution to local, state
and national communities. Tucker expresses after these criterions,
also other university duties such as academic advising, career coun-
seling, supervision of interns should also be paid attention for promo-
tion decisions (Tucker, 1981, p. 108-110).

Seldin -investigated the current policies and practices used in
liberal art colleges and found the followmg results: (1) The big ma-
jority of liberal ‘arts coileges place major importance on quality of
teaching performance in the evaluation of an individual faculty’s
overall performance. (2) In addition to teaching, the criteria of “stu-
‘dent advising”, “length of service in’ rank”, “personal attributes”,
and “committee work” are used by the majority of liberal arts colleges‘
in the evaluation of overall faculty performance.(3) The primary
sources from with information is obtained for use in evaluation te-
aching performance are “chairman evaluation” and “dean evaluation”,
other sources of information included “colleagues opinions”, “infor-
mal student opinions”, “committee evaluation”, “scholarly research
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and publication”, and “systematic student ratings”. (4) Academic
deans are using some of the newer sources such as“student evaluation™
and “self -evaluation” of teaching performance. (5) Increasingly
“student advising’’ and “campus committee work” are being used, on
the other hand, the criteria that have decreased — in a ten years peri-
od* — in use include “research”; “publication”, “activitiés in profes-
sional societies” and “personal characteristics”  (Seldin, 1975, p.
67-69). ' '

At that point, it is considered that The Assomatlon of American .
University Professors (AAUP) published the “Statement on teaching,
" research” and publications’ evaluation” will add light to the dis-

cussion. This statement expresses that institutions shoul .declare their
values and communicate them to theirs colleges, and depé.rtments,
to set forth spesific expectations as to teaching, research and service
and the other faculty responsibilities. In this statement adequate eva-~
luation data are mentioned as (1) an accurate factual description of
what an individual teacher does, (2) various measures of the "effecti-
veness of these efforts, and (3) fair consideration of the relation, bet-
ween these efforts and the institutions and department’s expectations.
After that, those kinds of information should be gathered: (1) An ac-
curate description of a professor’s teaching and the other task areas.
(2) Other useful information related to the ability of a teacher to sha-
pe new courses, to reach different levels and kinds of students to
“develop effective teaching strategies etc. (3) These data should pro-
mote a careful consideration of both the institutions’s- and depart-
ment’s values. (4) Another kind of data should be systematically
gathered and examined by the teacher’s’ colleagues includes course
~ outlines, test materials and .methods used in instruction. (5) Then,
evidence of teaching competence demonstrated in pubhcatlons, atten-
dance at meetings, delivery of lectures and ‘consulting also should
be included among the data to be evaluated (AAUP, 1975, p. 200-201).

)

Faculty Performance Data Base [

"Under this headlng, the question of who should evaluate the
faculty performance is going to be answered. :

Student ratings. — There" are” opinions in favor of and against
-the student ratings. According to Raskl,n and Plante the student rating

* Seldin compares the findings’ of his investigation with the resulis of the survey by
Astin and Lee (1966) in the same context.
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process. should be perceived as demeanmg, arbitrary and demorah-
zing (Raskin and Plante, 1979, p. 381). However, McKeachie says
that student rating in useful in those points : (1) Improving teac-
hing. (2) Providing data to.judgement about teaching effectiveness.

(3) Aiding student choice of course andinstructor. (4) ‘Stimulating
students to think about their education. He recommends that student
"ratings not be used as the single measure of teachmg performance'
(Mc Keachie, 1979, p. 396)

/

Lin and Others (1984) hypothesmed that direct quotatlons from
student comments would be more persuasive, because thay are more
~ vivid than statistic alone and found that their hypothesis was verified
by the investigation which they made. Rayder (1969) investigated if
student ratings ate related to such student characteristics, and found
that generally mean student ratings of instructors were more related
to instructors’ characteristics than to such student characteristics as
age, grade level, grade point average or course grades To Slobin
and ,Nichols (1969) there are various objections to using students’
 ratings to assess teaching effectiveness. These are: (1) Student ratings
are influenced by variables irrelevant to teaching. (2) It reflects only
the instructor’s perconality. (3) Students can not evaluate the goals
of teaching. These authors argued against these objections and conc-
luded by commenting that “student evaluation is already conti-
nuous and inescapable, the only quastion is whether or not we care
to know what it is.”” Miller expresses taht there are two reasons that
student ratings are accepted by universities: (1) Student rating scales
prov1de quantltatlvc data, and (2) attract of representing the student
consumers’ judgements. He says that research studies of correlations
of student ratings of teachers with student achievement range from
—. 75 to + .87, however, increased number of universities use the stu-
dent ratings are one piece of data among others for promotion deci-
sions (Miller, 1984, p. 87-88).

In conclusion, although‘ there are objections to student ratings
it is used inevitably because of the first hand, quantitative data. It
is among the other information used for promotion decisions.

Peer evaluation.- Methods used generally in peer evaluation are
- (1) Subjective: Impressions only. (2) Review of syllabi. Test and re-
lated class materials. (3) Review personal files. Vita, letters etc. (4)
Reviqw of tapes, or films of subject’s teaching. (5) Class observation.
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(Weinbach and Jerry, 1984, p. 86). Weinbach and Jerry -conducted
a research in the USA and Canada about peer evaluation and found
that (1) peer evaluation is currently reality used in the assessment
‘of teaching performance. (2) 60 %, respondents stated that peer ratings
are very lmportant' in ‘decision - making for teaching. effectiveness.
(3) Faculty are not usually subject to review by all faculty members
with most programs employmg a selecting committee. (4) There is a
tendency to prefer review of more objective criteria such as syllabl
vitae etc. They recommended that informal feedback from univer-
sity and school committees, review the vitae by authorities who
are out of faculty, review of materials by a specifically constructed
national panel of other universities, evaluation of a candidate’s rese-
~arch and publications, community services and overall value to the
educational unit be used as pcer evaluation methods (p. 79-85).
'To Genova and others (1976, p. 19) departmental peers can give eno-
ugh information about faculty members’ contributions to the depart-

ment. They may also be good judges of a teacher’s advisory, consulting,
~ and supervising out side the classroom, if they are a position to ob-
serve these activities, and they can be a reliable source of information
about these given areas. Seldin (1975, p. 21-23) informs based ‘on
research literature relevant to peer evaluation that resistance to class-
_room visitation comes from, (1) suspecious towards the visitor’s in-
‘tention, (2) uncertanity over the results, and (3) a sense of violation
of professional standing. When teacher knows he/ she is being watched
by someone whose opinion will determine his promotion his/ her per-
formance may depend more on her [ his nerve than his [ her teaching
skills. On the other hand, he metions this approach is strongly sugges-
ted in the literature. This method can be effectively used when the
visit involves frlendhness and mterest as well as a cr1t1ca1 and instruc-
tional purpose.

As it is seen that classroom visitation and other peer evaluation
methods are suggested by some educators as important source of infor-
mation on quality of teaching performance. However, equally strong
arguments against such techmques are made

Self evaluation.— In this techmque it is expected that faculty
members as individuals' can assist colleagues in evaluation of their
performance (AAUP, 1975, p. 202). By self evaluation one develops
greater self - awareness, he is able to respond more effectively to the
areas and interests of others. It may assist the instructor in improving
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the course for the rest of the term. On the other hand, generally it
is claimed that its accuracy and reliability is weak, because of the sub-
jective character (Seldin, 1975, p. 18-19). It may be said that although
self evaluation is so subjective; it might be objective and useful under
the conditions if teachers are trained at that theme and this kind of
evaluation is used in improving teaching performance. -

Administrative ratings.— Administrators have two kinds of
roles: (1) Considering the ratings of others (student ratings, peer ratings
etc.), and (2) contributing evaluative imput to making final decisions,
in other words, observing directly teaching performance. But sometimes
these two kinds of roles may be conflicted, that is why in some univer-
versities administrators (chairperson,. dean, president etc.) may act
only a source of information. On the other hand, it can be said that,
differentiating stage of data collection and carefully defining these
two roles may not be confused. In the AAUP Bulletin (1979, p. 168)
- it is stated the administrators and colleagues are responsible for gat-
hering data about the faculty member and insuring the comprehensive
evidence is considered (Genova and others, 1976, p. 20-21).

Performance Evaluation Techniques

, “Tucker mentions two kinds of performance evaluation techniques:
(1) A simple type bases on performance rating of faculty without
concern with percentage of full-time workload assigned to each per-
formance area. (2) A more complex type with regard for percentage
of full- tlme workload and offers seperate performance ratings for eac
area. '

Simple-subjective type.— In this type evaluation, the (_;hairper-‘
son bases on his /her evaluation of the faculty performance without
listing the activities and without prescribing what percentage of time
or effort of full-time workload is to be sent on each activity.: The chair-
person receives each faculty member’s performance over the previous

.year and decides how valuable this faculty member to department.
The chairperson evaluates the all faculty members in the same way
and ranks them according to their contribution to the deprtment.
For -each subjective evaluation, a number is assigned by the chair- -
person in order to give a quantitative measure (Tucker, 1981, p. 115).

Complex type.— It depends on performance rating and can range
from simple to complex. A chairperson may use a simple two-point
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~ scale as “OK” or “not OK”*; “merit” or “not merit”. He [ she may‘
also evaluate the faculty members’ performance on a three-pomt
scale such as “high merit” ', “low merit” and “no merit”. Tucker
improved a four-point scale as “outstanding (4)”, “very good (3)”,
“satisfactory (2)”, “weak (1)”” and “unsatisfacory (0)”. In this sytem..
the faculty member’s performance in each major area (teaching,
research and service) is rated seperately on a four-point scale, and then
- this rating is averaged. As it can be seen eacilty, in this kind of evalu-
ation, the percentage of full-time workload is not taken into account.

It can be solved by the chart like that (figure 1).

Assigned 9% of

Area of performance Performance Rating

: Rating Full-time ' Workload | . Points

(I) (II) (I x IT)y
Teaching 4.0 60 - 240
Research 3.0 30 . 90
Service 3.0 5 .15
Other: . 3.0 5 . 15
Total - - 13.0 100 ’ 360

FIGURE 1. Rating of Faculty Member A’s Performance, by area of Performance\ and by
.Percentage of Full-time Workload Assigned to Each Area. (Tucker, 1981, p. 119).

t

Total of Rating Points

Total of Assigned Percentage
= 3.6

Rating Point Average =

= 360/ 100

If it is desired to make the system more sensitive, it requires extra
variables' as indicated in chart below (figure 2).

)

Performance

Area of Assigned %, | Area Prior- Adjusted Adjusted
Performance| ~ Rating ‘of Full-time | ity Factor | Assigned % | - Rating
Work Load Full~time Points
. : Workload .
(M (1 (I1D). @) . [(V), @x1v)
Teaching 2.0 40 1.0 40 80
Research 4.0 40 1.5 60 240
Service 3.0 10 1.0 10 30
Other ~ 2.0 10 1.0 10 20
Total 11.0 100 N/A 120 370

FIGURE 2. Rating of Faculty Member A’s Performance, by Area of Performance and by
Percentage of Full-time workload Assigned to Each lArea Taking Into Account
The Area Priority Factor (Tucker, 1981. p. 122).
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’

Adjusted Rating Point e ) )
Averaga: (RPA) _ Total Adjusted Rating Points

Total Adjusted Assigned 9,

=370/120= 3.08

Another system of point allocation used by some departments
rates faculty member’s performance on a ten-point scale. Ratings
are changed between a full-time point and no points at all. The
average score is at five point. A deartment with ten faculty members
will have a total.of 50 points to be devided among all faculty members
for, for instance teaching performance. If a rater gives threre faculty
members ten points each for teachmg performance, three would be ’
_.only 20 points left to be devided among the other seven members.

This system sometlmes called “constantsum” (Tuck_er 1981, p. 127).

Promotion In Rank In the English Languagé Center (ELC)

Under this heading the interview which author performed
with Dr. Munsell, the previous chairperson of ELC, about the pro-
motion in the ELC- Michigan State University, will be given. The
results of the intecview can be summarized mto followmg pomts '

1. ELC notifies all present employees of promotlonal opportu-
nities through bulletin board, personal contact and house organ. The
other medium such as local newspapers, ermployec council minutes,
service personnel policy manual are not used.

2. In the ELC decisions for promotlon base on “rules of thumb”
-and performance appraisal. Dr. Munsell especially emphasized that
“the rules are not totally specxflc ‘

3. In the ELG, in performance appraisal, those kmds of criteria
are principally considered in overall evaluation of an ELC member
for promotion in rank and their 1mportance ara like: Supervision of
graduate study is “very important” criterion in performance evalu-
_ ation of ELC members. Classroom teaching, research, publication,
public service, activities in professional societies, student advising,
campus committee work, length of service in rank, personal attri-
butes are “important® criteria. Consultation for instance business,

government is “not a criterion”. On the other hand, supervsion of . -

honors program is” not applicable” in the ELC - .

4. In the ELC i in evaluation of a teacher’s teachmg performance
‘those kinds of criteria are used and their frequency are like: There is
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no criterion “always used” in teaching evaluation. “Usually used”
criteria are systematic student rating, informal student opinions,
classroom visitations, colleagues’ opinions, chairman evaluation, cour-
se syllabi and examinations. The criteria “seldom used” are scholarly
research’ and publication, student examination, dean evaluation,
long-term follow -up students, enrollment in elective courses, alumni
opinions, committee evaluation, grade dlstrlbutlon and self evalua-
tion. ‘

5. “Do you employ any specific ratings form or other instrument
in collecting data on teaching competence or overall performance?”
was answered “yes” and presented and. given two forms. One of them
is a five-point scale used in.teaching evaluation of a teacher by stu-
dents. The other one is a classroom observation form used by observers.

- This form is not a “point scale”, however, offers the observer’s expla-
nations on the specific headings such as “plan of lesson”, “methods
ftechniques”, “cause and effect analysis” etc. It is 2 more subjective
eValuation instrument. '

6 In the ELC, the validity of usefulness of these 1nstruments was
investigated.

7. In Dr. Munsell’s personal opinion, in the evaluation of a te-
acher’s teaching effectiveness-the following criteria should be ranked
according to their importance, faculty peer evaluation of teaching
performance, chairman evaluation of teaching performance and self
~evaluation of teaching performance.

8. Dr. Munsell informs that in the ELC the evaluations for pro- -
motion are seperated the evaluation for such as improving teaching
performance. He said that they vere a small class group and saw
“evaluation” as a means for improvement, not to criticize. ’

9. The level of importance that the ELC/vplaces on teaching
behaviors for the purpose of evaluation teaching performance are like
that. Be able to motivate students to topic, treating students with
respect, being dynamic and energetic, enjoying teaching, be able
to communicate and grading student achievement are “most impor-
tant” behdviors. Well prepared for class, demonstrate comprehensive
subject knowledge, encourage independent thought, discuss points

_of view other than his [ her own, create a democratlc atmosphere are
the “important” teaching behaviors. :
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Conclusions

In this paper there i is the poss1b111ty tq reach the following conc-.
lusions:

’

1. Recently in academic job marketing decisions on promotion
and tenure are becoming important becaurse of the declining student
enrollment, lack of the Federal and state funds for program support,
and the decreasing student financial aids.

2. Promotion is an expectation of faculty members. The absence
of promotion oppurtunity may cause some . problems as turnover,
absenteeism, poor work quality, poor worker descipline and skill
shortages '

3. Promotion is an advancement within an orgamzatlon from
one position to another one, which is generally accompanied by
increased salary, more authority and responsibilities. Transfer is also |
a movement within organization from one job to another one, but.
at the same occupational level and the same level of wages. Demotion
is opposite of promotion. Demotion is shifting’ an employee to a lower
level of position, wh1ch is accompamed by decreased salary, status and
pr1v1lege

4. Promotion requires decision-making. These kinds of decisions
~ should be based on reliable data base and objective criteria. Universi-
" ties and colleges generally accept teaching, research, public service
and others (advising, cunsulting etc), as the performace areas of the
faculty members, and use -as criteria for promotion decision-makings
In addition to these criteria, degree level, experience and seniority, ‘
faculty age, specialization, personal attributes, competitive bidsi,
supervision of graduate study and honor program are used as crite-
rions among the others. Although institutional goals play important
role in determining the priority of the criterions; teaching effectiveness
is generally much more importance attached. On the other hand,
. some studies indicated that neither teaching nor public service can
contribute to promotion as much as publishing, especially article

publishing. :

5. The data base of the faculty members on promotion decisions
include student ratings, peer evaluation, self-evaluation, administra-
tors evaluation etc. Although there are objections to student ratings,
it’s-used widely because of the first hand quantitative data. Peer eva-
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luation includes these kinds of techniques as impressions only, review

the syllabi, review of the personal files, review of the tapes or films
of the candidate’s teaching, classroom visitations. These techniques

are suggested strongly and used as important source of data on espe-
“cially the quality of teaching, however, equally strong .objections to -
such techniques-are made. Self evaluation is a subjective technique,

but it might be objective and useful, if the teachers are trained at that

point and this evaluation is used for improving teaching performance.
- Administrators (chairperson, dean, president etc.) have a dual res-

ponsibility in-evaluating: (1) Considering the ratings of student,
" peer etc., and (2) observing directly and evaluating the faculty mem-

ber’s performa.nce. These two roles may not be confused by differen-
tiating stage of data c¢ollection and carefully defining them.

. 6. In faculty member’s performance evaluation, generally two
kinds of evaluation techniques are used: (1) Simple-subjective type
and (2) complex one. In simple type, the chairperson bases on his
evaluation on the performance without listing activities and without
~giving any weight on each activity. The chairperson evaluates the
faculty member according to his percenption of how this faculty is
valuable to department. In complex type evaluation, the chairperson
cah use the two-point, three-point or four point scales and rates the
faculty performance seperately on these scales. This system can be
made more sensitive by. using such variables “rating point average”
and “adjusted rating point average’”. In some’ universities, another
type of point allocation, called “constant sum” is used in performance
evaluation. ' - '

7. According to the interview with Dr. Munsell, in the English
Language Center (ELC)-MSU in teaching performance evaluation
two kinds of factor play role: (1) “Rules of thumb” and (2) performance
evaluation. In overall teacher pecformance the “very important”
criterion is “supervision of rgradua'te study” -“Classroom teaching”,
“research”, - “publication”, “public service”, “student adVising ,
Sseniority’” are “important” criterions. In the ELG, in evaluation
" of a teacher’s teaching performance, usually these criteria are used:
“Systematlc student ratings”, “informal student ratings”, “classroom
visits”, “peer evaluation” and“ chairman evaluation”. On the ot-
her hand, in the ELC the “most important” teaching behaviors on
which the ELC places are “being able to motivate students to the to-

3’ «

~ pic”, “treating students w1th respect™, “bemg dynamlc and energetic”,
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enjoylng the teaching”, “being able to commumcate and “fair and
reasonable grading student achievement”,

T (OZET)
YUKSEKOGRETIMDE YUKSELTILME

Bu yazida 6nce personel ybnetiminin en agrih sorunlarindan biri -
olan “yiikseltilme (promotlon” konusu yiiksekdgretim gergevesinde,
ilgili inceleme ve aragtirmalara’ dayanarak tartigilmig, sonra da Mic-
higan State Universitesi Ingiliz Dili Merkezi (ELC)’ nde yiikseltilme
konulu gdriigme (miilakat) sonuglarl dzetlenmistir.

Yuksekogretlmde yiikseltilme, 6gretim elemamnm en dogal bek-

lentisidir. Béylesi bir olanagin yokIugu, igten - ayrilma, iste devamsiz-
" Ik etme, iy kalitesinde diigme, is disiplininde kotule§me ve beceri
~ kisirhi@r gibi sonuglara yolagabllmektedlr

“Yiikseltilme, bir orgiitte bir gorevden, daha fazla ticret, yetki
- ve sorumlulugu bulunan daha iist diizeydeki bir géreve yiikselme,
olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Transfer de orgiitte bir yer degigtirmedir.
Ancak ayni mesleksel diizeyde olan‘ve aym diizeyde iicreti bulunan
bir goreve gegmedir. Diisiirme (demotion) ise isgéreni, simdiki igin- -
den daha az iicret, statii ve haklar bulunan bir goreve indirmedir.

Dogaldir ki yiikseltilme, bazi kararlart gerektirecektir. Bu tiir
kararlar nesnel élciitlere ve giivenilir verilere dayanmaldur. Litera-
. tiir taramaSI gostermigtir ki {iniversiteler genelde,' “ogretim”,” “arag-
tirma” ve “halk hizmeti”ni, bu arada da “&grenci damsmanhg”
gibi alanlari, 6gretim elemanlarinin performans alanlar1 olarak kabul

etmekte ve yiikseltilme kararlan igin 6lgiitler olarak kullanmaktadir-
lar. Bunlarin yaninda akademik {invan diizeyi, deneylm ve kldem, yas,
uzmanhk, kigisel o6zellikler, lisans-listl gahgmalarm gozden gegiril-
mesi de Slgiitler arasinda yeralmaktadir. Cahgmalar, kurum amagla-
rinin, olgutlerm oncelik siralamasini tayin ettigini- gostermekteyse de,
genelde ogretime digerleri arasinda daha fazla 6nem verildigi goriil-
mektedir. Bazi aragtirmalar ise yiikseltilmede yayinin, 6zellikle de ma-
kale yayinlamanin, hem 6gretim, hem de halk hizmetinden daha etkili
oldugunu ortaya koymustur. / ' '

Ote yandan 6gretim elemammnin yiikseltilmesi kararlarina temel
olacak veriler, su kaynaklardan saglanmaktadr: “Ogrenci degerlcndlr-



198 S :  ALI BALCI

meleri”, “aymi’ dizeydeki meslektaglarin degerlendirmeleri”, “6z-
degerlendirme”, “yéneticilerin degerlendirmeleri” vs. Ogrenci deger-
lendirmelerine itirazlar bulunmasina ragmen, .birinci elden nicel
bilgiler sagladifindan yaygin olarak kullamilmaktadirlar. Ayni diizey-
-dekilerin degerlendirmesinde, yalmzca izlenimler, kurs planlarinin
incelenmesi, 6zliik dosyasinmm incelenmesi, adaymn teyp ya da filme
alinmig dersinin incelenmesi ve simf ziyaretleri gibi teknikler kullanil-
maktadir. Oz degerlendirme, eger aday bu konuda egitilmigse yararh
olabilmektedir. Yoneticilerin (bdliim bagkani, dekan, rektér - vs.)
ikil bir degerlendirme sorumluluklar: bulunmaktadir: (1) Diger de-
gerlendiricilerin degerlendirmelerini degerlendirmek ve (2) aday: dog-
rudan goézlemek ve onun performansini dégexlendirmek Bu iki rol,
eger veri toplama asamalan farklilagtirilir ve ozenle tammlamrlar-
sa, birbirine kar1§t1r11mayacakt1r

~ Ogretim elemanlnm performans degerlendirilmesinde, genelde
iki tiir degerlendirme teknigi kullanilmaktadir: (1) Basit 6znel tip ve
(2) karmagik tip. Basit 6znel degerlendirmede, 6rnegin boliim bagkani
performans degerlendihmesini, eylemleri siralamadan ve onlarin her-
birine bir agirhk vermeden yapar. Onun degerlendirmesine, &gre-
tim elemanmin béliime ne denli yararli olabilecegine iliskin algisi
temel olur. Oysa karmagik degerlendirmede. boliim bagkam ikili, iic-
lit ya da dortlii olgekler kullanabilir ve adaym performansimi bu 6l-
gekler iizerinde oranlar. Bu sistem bazi degiskenlerin ilavesiyle daha
da duyarlr hale- getirilebilmektedir.

Dr. Munsell ile yapilan gériigme sonuglarma gére ELC’de 6gretim
performansinin  degerlendirilmesinde iki etken rol oynamaktadlr :
- (1) Deneyime dayali degerlendirme ve (2) performans degerlendlr-
mesi. OFretmenin toplam performans degerlendirmesinde “en dnem-
i” lgiit, lisans-iistii galiymalarin  denetlenmesidir.  Simif ogretlml,"
ara§t1rma yayin, halk hizmeti, 6§renci danmigmanlig1 ve kidem, “6nem-

i élgiitlerdir. ELC’de bir 6gretmenin getim performasinin deger-
lendmlmesmde genelde su olgiitler kullamlmaktadir: Sistematik
ogrenci degerlendirmeleri, informal ogrenci degerlendirmeleri, simf
. ziyaretleri, ayni diizeydekilerin degerlendirmeleri ve boliim bagkaninin-
degerlendirmesi. Oten yandan ELC’de kabul edilen en énemli gret-
men davranglart sutilardir :Ogrencileri konuya giidiileyebilme, 63--
rencilere sayglh davranma, dinamik ve enerjik olma, ' 6gretmekten:
zevkalma, iyi iletigim, kurabilme ve ogren01 ba§ar1s1n1n adil ve akilcr.
bir degerlendirmesi. : '
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