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Center Presents Research
to Legislative Study Commission
on the Status of Education

at the University of North Carolina

by Ran Coble

During the 1993 General Assembly, the Legislative Study Commission on the
Status of Education at the University of North Carolina was set up to study, among
other things, assessment and evaluation of faculty teaching, rewards and incen-
tives for undergraduate teaching, the role evaluations should play in the rewards
system, and the use of teaching assistants. On October 25, 1994, Ran Coble,
executive director of the N.C. Center for Public Policy Research, was invited to
speak before the commission. Coble’s remarks summarize the findings of the
Center’s report How Do Universities in the UNC System Identify and Reward
Excellent Teaching?, published in February 1993. In his remarks, Coble com-
mends the UNC Board of Governors, President C.D. Spangler Jr., and the General
Assembly for their actions taken in the last year and a half, and identifies what
remains to be done in increasing evaluation of teaching performance and rewards
for excellent teaching. Below is Coble’s presentation, edited for space.

am here today to share with you the
findings of the Center’s 429-page study
which addresses the question How Do
Universities in the UNC System Identify
and Reward Excellent Teaching?' We tried to
conduct our study in a spirit of cooperation and
mutual respect with the University. One way of

got a 78 percent response rate. We also personally
visited every campus. In 1990, we asked for input
on what the questions should be, and then sent
progress reports on the answers we were getting.
And, we surveyed all 50 state legislatures and
university governing bodies twice on their policies
on teaching, research, and tenure. In February

doing that is to describe the process we used for
this study. The Center surveyed every department
chair, dean, and vice-chancellor for academic af-
fairs—492 people in all —at every university and
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1992, we sent our draft report for review to ail the
campuses and to UNC-General Administration.
The purpose of the review process is to catch any
factual errors, get suggestions for improvement,




and ensure that we have covered all sides of the
issues. Finally, we briefed UNC System President
C.D. Spangler Ir. and others in June 1992 and gave
them the opportunity to comment on our draft
findings and recommendations. Our final report
was published in February 1993.

In our study, we asked two major questions:
(a) How do the universities evaluate teaching? and
(b) How do they reward excellent teaching?

Evaluating Teaching

In terms of evaluating teaching, we looked at the
three most popular evaluation methods used in
UNC system schools in 1990—(1) student course
evaluations; (2) self-evaluations by faculty; and
(3) peer review, or evaluations by fellow profes-
sors of a faculty member’s knowledge, presenta-
tion, and organization of classes. We also looked
at other evaluation methods used in UNC schools—
reviews of a professor’s syllabi, assignments, and
tests; videotaping of faculty member’s classes;
exit interviews with senior departmental majors
(which are used by UNC-Asheville’s History de-
partment); and comparisons with national peers
(which are used by UNC-Greensboro’s Biology
department).

Our first finding was that North Carolina’s
public universities lagged far behind their na-
tional counterparts in efforts to evaluate the qual-
ity of teaching. Now 99 percent of all departments
in the UNC system already conducted student
course evaluations, which is typical across the

U.S. But only about 30 percent of all departments
in the UNC system used peer review of faculty
teaching, compared with 54 percent of all depart-
ments in four-year universities across the country.
Furthermore, only 45 percent of all UNC system
departments required faculty self-evaluation, as
compared with 60 percent nationwide. Clearly,
there was much room for improvement.

Therefore, we recommended that the Board of
Governors require evaluations of teaching perfor-
mance in all departments and that those evalua-
tions consist of student evaluations of each section
of every course, as well as at least one other
objective method of evaluation, preferably some
form of peer review. Almost everyone in America
gets an annual review of their job performance.
You as legislators probably get two evaluations—
one back home in your regular jobs and then an-
other evaluation from the voters every two years.
This principle also should apply to faculty teach-
ing in public universities.

Tenure and Promotion

et’s move to tenure and promotion because

more than any other element, tenure and pro-
motion guidelines show how universities and their
divisions really view the overall work of faculty
members. For example, when we conducted our
research, the only regular method of evaluating
teaching that was used in more than half the de-
partments—student evaluations—was not sys-
tematically used in tenure and promotion

Almost everyone in
America gets an annual
review of their job
performance. . . . This
principle also should
apply to faculty teaching
in public universities.

—RAN COBLE
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decisions. That is, stu-
dent course evaluations
were used in merit pay
decisions but not usually
in tenure decisions.

At your meeting in
September, Dr. Roy
Carroll [UNC Vice-
President for Planning]
gave the rationale for
using student course
evaluations very elo-

“If you want an opinion
about the quality of the
dinner, it’s better to ask
the diner than the chef.”

— DR. ROy CARROLL,

UNC VICE-PRESIDENT FOR
PLANNING, ON THE RATIONALE FOR
USING STUDENT COURSE EVALUATIONS
IN RATING TEACHING PERFORMANCE

wasn’t usually used in
tenure and promotion de-
cisions. That led to our
second recommendation.
We recommended that
the Board of Governors
require that the results
of teaching evaluations
be linked to the three
most important decisions
inaprofessor’s career—
tenure and promotion

quently. He said, “If you
want an opinion about
the quality of the dinner, it’s better to ask the diner
than the chef.” That too is a very good argument
for student course evaluations being part of evalu-
ating teaching performance.

Overall, you had a situation a few years ago
where the only method of evaluating teaching used
in at least half of UNC departments was student
course evaluations, and even that one method

Sen. David Hoyle, Co-Chair
(D-Gaston)

Sen. Betsy Cochrane
(R-Davie)

Sen. Howard Lee
(D-Orange)

Sen. Beverly Perdue
(D-Craven)

Sen. Marvin Ward
(D-Forsyth)

Sen. Dennis Winner
(D-Buncombe)

Co-Chair.

Table 1.
Members of the Legislative Study Commission on
the Status of Education at the University of North Carolina*

* At the commission’s final meeting on Feb. 20, 1995, House Speaker Harold Brubaker
(R-Randolph) replaced the five Democratic representatives with four Republicans and one
Democrat: Rep. Frances Cummings (R-Robeson), Rep. Richard Morgan (R-Moore), Rep.
William Owens Jr. (D-Pasquotank), Rep. Jean Preston (R-Carteret), and Rep. Steve Wood
(R-Guilford). Brubaker also promoted Rep. Robert Grady (R-Onslow) to be the new House

decisions, course assign-
ments, and hiring. The
reason for this recommendation was that you can
require performance evaluation, but unless some-
thing is done with these evaluations, they will not
be taken seriously. Our recommendation was de-
signed not only to increase the amount of evalua-
tion of teaching performance at public universi-
ties, but also to link these results of teaching evalu-
ations to consequences—to the three key deci-

Rep.Martin Nesbitt, Co-Chair
(D-Buncombe)

Rep. Anne Barnes
(D-Orange)

Rep. James Black
(D-Mecklenburg)

Rep. Toby Fitch
(D-Wilson)

Rep. Robert Grady
(R-Onslow)

Rep. Pete Oldham
(D-Forsyth)
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sions in a professor’s career: tenure and promo-
tion, course assignments, and hiring.

And while we recognize that UNC system
universities have different missions, we further
recommended that teaching ability and effective-
ness count for at least one-third of the weight in a
Jaculty member’s overall performance evaluation.
A normal performance evaluation in a public uni-
versity includes looking at three areas—teaching,
research, and service. Naturally, the weight given
to teaching will vary based on the individual needs
and missions of universities and their departments.
But the Board of Governors’ policy says, and I
quote: “[TJeaching or instruction is the primary
responsibility of each of

UNC System President C.D. Spangler Jr.

ing is primary among the three missions of teach-
ing, research, and service, then teaching should
count for at least a third of the weight in tenure and
promotion decisions at all universities.

We also recommended that teaching should
count for at least 40 percent of the weight at the
Carnegie classified Comprehensive I universities,
such as UNC-Wilmington, N.C. A&T, and Western
Carolina, and that it should count for as much as
50 percent at the Carnegie classified Comprehen-
sive Il and Liberal Arts universities—such as Eliza-
beth City State, Pembroke State, and UNC-
Asheville. This recommendation thus tried to re-
spect the research emphasis of universities like

Carolina, State, and

the UNC institutions.
Thus while neither
teaching nor service nor
research is the sole mea-
sure of a faculty mem-
ber’s competence and
contribution atany UNC
institution, teaching
should be the first con-
sideration at all of the
UNC institutions.” And
if UNC says that teach-

If UNC says that teaching is
primary among the three
missions of teaching,
research, and service, then
teaching should count for at
least a third of the weight in
tenure and promotion
decisions at all universities.

UNC-G, and it tried to
tier the weight so that it
ascends in importance
from one third at the
Research universities, to
40 percent at Compre-
hensive I universities, to
50 percent at Compre-
hensive II and Liberal
Arts Universities like
Winston-Salem State in
Sen. Marvin Ward’s and
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Our study concluded that the
public universities in North
Carolina did not give enough
emphasis to evaluating
teaching performance.
Because most institutions
didn’t do much to evaluate
teaching, they had no basis
for denying tenure to bad
teachers. And perhaps most
importantly, they did not
systematically reward
excellent teaching.

Rep. Pete Oldham’s district.

At this point, I think it is important to empha-
size that our report contained praise for a variety of
efforts already underway. Specifically, the Center
praised the efforts of UNC-Wilmington Chancel-
lor James Leutze for his efforts to put undergradu-
ate teaching “first in terms of time, commitment,
focus, and value.” The Center also had praise for
three of the centers for teaching enhancement and
faculty development (at Western Carolina Univer-

sity, UNC-Chapel Hill, and Appalachian State Uni-
versity). We were also impressed with specific
departments, such as the English Department at
UNC-Charlotte in Rep. Jim Black’s district.

I think it is also very important to emphasize
that this was not a study designed to attack the
research function of the university. After all, we
are a research organization; we value its role in
public life. But every great university system has
to be great at both research and teaching, and every
public university system has to be great at public
service also. However, our study concluded that
the public universities in North Carolina did not
give enough emphasis to evaluating teaching per-
formance. Because most institutions didn’t do
much to evaluate teaching, they had no basis for
denying tenure to bad teachers. And perhaps most
importantly, they did not systematically reward
excellent teaching.

Training Teaching Assistants

Now to our findings on the controversial issue
of graduate students who are teaching classes.
As you’re probably aware, teaching assistants have
come under a lot of fire for problems they’re
perceived to have—lack of training and prepared-
ness, inability to speak English well enough for
students to understand, and a host of other com-
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for evaluating faculty performance.

amendment. . ..”

Comments on the Center’s Testimony

Roy Carroll

Vice-President for Planning,
UNC General Administration

€€ ... The Board of Governors undertook its
study of Tenure and Teaching within the Univer-
sity to ensure that the quality of teaching contin-
ues to be a prime consideration in tenure deci-
sions. The recommendations of that study have
become policy. They are not options, they are
requirements. Thus, now at every UNC campus:
100 percent of the departments conduct student
evaluations of teaching of all faculty; 100 per-
cent of the departments have adopted formal
methods of peer review of faculty performance
of all faculty; and 100-percent of the departments
include, as one method of peer review, the direct observation of classroom teaching for
all new faculty, non-tenured faculty, and graduate teaching assistants. Moreover,
mission statements, tenure policies, and criteria for faculty personnel decisions give
explicit recognition of the primary importance of teaching as mission and as a criteria

“What this means is that the UNC system and its constituent institutions are ahead
of their national counterparts. And if there is a need for clarification of these policies,
the President and the Board of Governors of the University can do so without a statutory

—Comments continue on pages 108-109

plaints. Although not all departments in the UNC
system use teaching assistants to teach under-
graduate students, there are 2,918 teaching assis-
tants in the 15 public universities that are part of
the UNC system.> UNC-Chapel Hill alone has
1,277 graduate teaching assistants, and 56 percent
of the lower division classes are taught by gradu-
ate teaching assistants.* The Commission on Col-
leges of the Southern Association of Colleges and
Universities” Criteria for Accreditation contain
standards for graduate teaching assistants. The
Accreditation Commission’s standard 4.4.4 states
“An institution must avoid heavy dependence on
graduate teaching assistants to conduct classroom
instruction.” You might want to ask whether 56
percent qualifies as heavy dependence on teach-
ing assistants.

We found that of the 147 departments in the
UNC system that have teaching assistants, only
about half— 48 percent—reported having any form
of training program. Therefore, we recommended
that the Board of Governors and the individual
universities ensure that no graduate student teaches
an undergraduate course without extensive train-
ing, monitoring, and evaluation.

Let’s turn to our findings on how frequently
teaching excellence was rewarded.

Teaching Awards

Ithough tenure and promotion are perhaps the
greatest (and the most lucrative) “awards”
bestowed by universities, we also looked in our
research at awards given specifically for outstand-
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Endowed teaching chairs could
help universities in the UNC
system attract and build a
national reputation for
outisitanding teaching, just as
endowed chairs for research
enable universities to attract
and keep faculty members with
excellent reputations as
researchers.

ing teaching. We found that only 9 percent of all
departments gave awards for excellent teaching.
Only about half—55 percent—

do show that a university or department believes
that teaching is important and worthy of reward,
and they help establish a culture that’s supportive
of teaching.

We also recommended that universities seri-
ously consider establishing endowed chairs for
teaching. These would be lifetime positions recog-
nizing outstanding achievement in teaching, simi-
lar to those recognizing research accomplishments.
Currently, there are real differences in endowed
chairs in the UNC system, with research chairs
held for a much longer duration and with consider-
ably more money attached. Endowed teaching
chairs could help universities in the UNC system
attract and build a national reputation for outstand-
ing teaching, just as endowed chairs for research
enable universities to attract and keep faculty mem-

of all schools or colleges within
universities gave teaching
awards. And, where it really
counted—at the departmental
level—awards were usually
only some sort of recognition—
not tenure or job security, and
not increased pay. Instead, the
recipient’s name was usually
added to a plaque of depart-
mental award winners. At the
school or college level—which
is several departments to-
gether—recognition for good
teaching was more likely to be
a monetary award. At the uni-
versity-wide level, teaching
awards were almost all mon-
etary, but they were small
amounts of money—ranging
from about $500 to an infre-
quent $5,000. But let me re-
peat the major finding here—
only 9 percent of more than
400 departments in 15 univer-
sities gave any kind of award
for excellent teaching.
Therefore, we recom-
mended that all departments,
schools, and universities in the
system consider establishing
some method for recognizing
excellent teaching. Although
teaching awards, in and of
themselves, may not cause fac-
ulty members to teach well, they
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Table 2.
State Policies in Evaluation of Teaching Performance

Does your state have a policy of evaluating teaching
performance in public colleges and universities?

yes

no

Alabama

Alaska did not respond to this survey.

Arizona

Arkansas

California did not respond to this survey.

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii did not respond to this survey.

Idaho

Ilinois did not respond to this question.

Indiang

Towa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland did not respond to this survey.

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi did not respond to this question.

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota did not respond to this survey.

Tennessee did not respond to this survey.

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

‘Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

13

2im

TOTAL

Source: N.C. Center for Public Policy Research survey. .
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Table 3. Which Faculty Members Are Required to Have
Their Teaching Performance Evaluated?

all new nontenured tenured
State faculty faculty faculty faculty TA’s

Alabama

Arizona

Arkansas
Florida
Georgia
Idaho
Jowa

Kansas

Mississippi
New York )
North Carolina ] n = |
North Dakota ) L] n

Oregon |

West Virginia L

Wisconsin [ ] 7
TOTAL 13 1 2 ) 2 3

* See the Center’s testimony, p. 111, on this point.
Source: N.C. Center for Public Policy Research survey.

L
Table 4. Uses of Faculty Evaluations, by State

Are the results of evaluations used as a factor in determining . . .

tenure promotion salary  merit pay teaching
State decisions? decisions? decisions? decisions? awards?
hAri‘zona ] L
Arkansas
Florida
Idaho

Towa

Kansas

Mississippi

New York

North Carolina*
North Dakota
Oregon

L RE B BE BT L BE B Bt |
L BEEE BRI BT BRI BE BE Y |

West Virginia

HE N @~ ENENIN
L RL BE BRI BEEI BY BE B BE B B

] ] )
11 10 10

Wisconsin
TOTAL

—
—
—
N

* See the Center’s testimony, pp. 111 and 113, on this point.
Source: N.C. Center for Public Policy Research survey.
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bers with excellent reputations as researchers. Both
are needed for a great university system.

Progress and Praise: What’s Been
Accomplished by the UNC Board of
Governors and the Legislature

ince the Center’s report on teaching was re-

leased in February 1993, much progress has
been made on re-emphasizing the role of teaching
in public universities. I want to give credit and
praise to UNC President C.D. Spangler JIr., Vice-
President for Planning Roy Carroll, the UNC Board
of Governors, and you as legislators.

Over the last year and a half, President Spangler
and Board of Governors have adopted new poli-
cies on teaching and tenure which accomplished
these six things:

1) The Chancellors were ordered to review mis-
sion statements, tenure policies, and the criteria
for making faculty personnel] decisions and re-
vise them to explicitly recognize “the primary
importance of teaching.”

2) The Chancellors also were asked to review
procedures for the evaluation of faculty perfor-
mance to ensure (a) that student evaluations and
formal methods of peer review are included in
teaching evaluation procedures; (b) that student
evaluations are conducted at least one semester

each year; and (c) that peer review of faculty
includes direct observation of the classroom
teaching of new and non-tenured faculty and
graduate teaching assistants.

3) The Chancellors of institutions without teach-
ing awards were asked to establish awards at the
institution-wide or college/school level.

4) With the legislature’s help, the Board of Gov-
ernors created annual systemwide teaching
awards.

5) The Board of Governors said it expected all
institutions without special teaching centers to
create such centers as soon as possible.

6) And,in September this year, President Spangler
sent out an excellent set of guidelines for train-
ing, monitoring, and evaluation of graduate
teaching assistants who are assigned to teach
undergraduate classes. Awards are also to be
given for outstanding teaching by graduate stu-
dents, and their proficiency in English is to be
verified.®

Most of these new policies went into effect for
this 1994-95 academic year. I want to publicly
praise and recognize the University for the progress
it has made at increasing evaluation of teaching
performance, increasing teaching awards, increas-
ing the number of teaching centers, and instituting




better training, monitoring, and evaluation of gradu-
ate teaching assistants who are teaching under-
graduates. So in large part today, I have come to
praise Caesar, not to bury him.

The other progress that has been made has
come from you, the members of the N.C. General
Assembly, and you deserve equal praise for your
efforts. As you know, during the 1993 session,
this legislative commission was set up in the bud-
get bill to study, among other things, the assess-

ment and evaluation of faculty teaching, rewards
and incentives for undergraduate teaching, the role
evaluations should play in the rewards system, and
the use of teaching assistants.” (Table 1 on p. 100
lists the members of the Legislative Study Com-
mission on the Status of Education at the Univer-
sity of North Carolina:)

In that same budget bill, the legislature re-
quired the Board of Governors to allocate funds
from the Reserve for University Operations to the

Comments on the Center’s Testimony
(continued from page 103)

Joseph E. Johnson
Professor at the University of North
Carolina at Greensboro

€€ Tapplaud the Center’s interest in the quality
of the student’s experience at the univer-
sities.

“While I support the intent, I have major
concerns with your proposals for legislation. Ido
not believe that it is desirable to enact statutory
provisions with regard to the evaluation of teach-
ing. Encouraging such specificity of legislative
action invites meddling in all areas of academic
life and in my opinion will result in efforts to
control the content of the classroom and campus
activities in teaching and in research. . . .

“Therefore, while I support the renewed
focus on the quality of teaching and the primacy
of teaching in our institutions, I believe that it is
the wiser course to direct the Board of Governors
to assure that teaching is the primary function at each of our institutions, and that the
Board of Governors shall assure that student and peer evaluations for each faculty
member are conducted annually and that such evaluations are used in conjunction with
other appropriate information as the basis for personnel decisions.

“Consistent with the objective of emphasizing teaching as primary, I believe that
it is desirable to direct the Board of Governors to establish policies requiring that peer
review findings regarding teaching be given determinative weight in personnel deci-
sions at each institution while allowing for exceptions for unique cases. . . .

“During my professional life, research has been the basis for the reward systein
and it continues to be. While I hear comments about the renewal of teaching focus, they
are largely along the lines of what we have to do politically. In these times of tight
budgets and enrollment pressures, administrators in particular see the issue as one of
teaching loads—number of classes and hours—rather than the quality of teaching. . . .

“These thoughts may be provocative, perhaps incendiary and even helpful. On
the other hand, I might have better spent my time working on my teaching.”
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Comments on the Center’s Testimony
(continued from page 108)

Judith M. Stillion
Interim Vice-Chancellor of Academic
Affairs at Western Carolina University

€€ [Tlhere are a few misperceptions in
this testimony. ... The first seems to be a
confusion concerning peer review of teach-
ing and an annual review of job performance.
... Atevery college I have been associated
with (six in all), faculty are evaluated annu-
ally as part of an Annual Faculty Evaluation
(AFE) process. This involves a review of
their teaching, research and service commit-
ments for the year. Student evaluations are
almost always a part of such reviews and
most departments involve peer committees
in the process, although some delegate the
evaluation process solely to department heads,
who are also peers. The results of the Annual
Faculty Evaluation process are used for making merit pay and reappointment recom-
mendations, form the foundation for developmental plans for the ensuing year, and lend
their cumulative weight to decisions involving tenure and promotion. . . .

“The point made ... regarding weighting teaching differently for different
campuses is interesting. However, it assumes that all professors on any given campus
have exactly the same assignments and skills. Professors are not cookie cutters. ... To
lay any kind of formula on constituent institutions would be to interfere with the most
basic of necessary conditions for excellence: the ability of individual department
heads to assign professional loads and hold faculty accountable for fulfilling them with
distinction.

“In addition, different types of teaching require different types of evaluation. . . .
Attempting to force a formula of any kind onto an institution that had very different
styles of teaching would not be useful. ... While I applaud the goal of your
presentation, I believe that setting arbitrary percentages for teaching by type of school
seriously underestimates the complexity of the multiple types of teaching and the
variable professional loads necessary in every university. .. .

“One other area of concern that I have with your comments relates to the call for
action represented in the proposed legislation. ... This form of redundant micro-
management would not seem to serve the interests of the taxpayers.

“Finally, let me commend you and your organization for the work you are doing.
Certainly, your report has been influential in helping to increase the visibility of
teaching within the University of North Carolina, a position that we loudly applaud.
Your suggestion of endowed chairs for excellence in teaching is a positive step and
your understanding that teaching should explicitly count toward tenure and promotion
helps to highlight its importance. While we may differ on some of the points you make,
we certainly don’t differ on the overall goal: to increase the quality of education for all
North Carolinians attending our state’s universities.”
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Overwhelmingly, if a state
requires evaluation of
teaching performance, it is
required of all faculty
members—including those
with tenure.

Distinguished Professors Endowment Trust Fund—
set up under Sen. Dennis Winner’s leadership—
for the establishment of endowed chairs that rec-
ognize excellence in undergraduate teaching.® You
might want to ask the university for a progress
report on how they’re coming on creating en-
dowed teaching chairs. And, in a third provision
in the budget bill, the legislature required the Board
of Governors to allocate $250,000 from overhead
receipts each year to establish faculty awards for
excellent teaching.®

As a result, the Board of Governors will di-
vide that $250,000 into two equal pots—one for
their new systemwide teaching awards, and one
for teaching awards at each institution. The
systemwide award winners will receive $7,500,
and there will be one recipient from each of the 16
institutions. The institutional award winners will
receive from $250 to $2,500. The seven institu-
tions that did not already have teaching awards or
had more limited resources got a total of $9,500
each (Elizabeth City State, Fayetteville State, N.C.
Central, Pembroke State, UNC-Asheville, Win-
ston-Salem State, and the School of the Arts).
The other nine institutions got a total of $6,500
each to allocate. Both of these new award pro-
grams go into effect for the first time this aca-
demic year,'® and your actions in the budget bill
made this possible.

New Research on Actions
by Other States

Let’s turn now to what is happening in other
states. Recently, we went back to all 50 states
and sent a follow-up survey to state higher education
governing boards or coordinating offices for higher
education to determine state policies on evaluating
and rewarding teaching performance in public col-
leges and universities. Forty-three states responded
to the survey (88 percent). Thirteen states indicated
that they now have policies for evaluating teaching
performance, compared to only two states a few
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years ago. (See Table 2 on p. 105.) It was usually
the system governing boards or the institutions
themselves that initiated this requirement that teach-
ing performance be evaluated. By contrast, in Ar-
kansas, the governor and state legislature required
the evaluation of teaching performance through a
state statute that requires annual faculty evaluations.
And, Florida’s state legislature also crafted a state
law that requires faculty evaluation.!! Overwhelm-
ingly, if a state requires evaluation of teaching
performance, it is required of all faculry members—
including those with tenure (13 states)—and most
evaluations are required at least once a year. (See
Table 3 on p. 106.) In two states, poor reviews can
be used to challenge a professor’s tenured status.
The results of faculty evaluation are used for a
variety of purposes, including tenure, promotion,
salary, and merit pay decisions, as well as for deter-
mining recipients of teaching awards. (See Table 4
on p. 106.)

Only seven states indicated that their state
has a system of rewards for teaching performance.
Florida is the clear leader in terms of the amount of
money available for teaching awards annually,
with $5,300,000 in state appropriations alone.
Three hundred thousand dollars ($300,000) is ap-
propriated annually for one-time awards of $2,000
that recognize excellent undergraduate teaching
and advising. Five million dollars ($5,000,000) is
also appropriated annually for a Teaching Incen-
tive Program. The Florida program provides $5,000
salary awards to faculty in recognition of excel-
lent, productive teaching at the undergraduate level,
and about 800 awards are given each year.

‘What Remains To Be Done

What remains to be done to ensure that teach-
ing performance is properly evaluated and
that excellent teaching is recognized and rewarded?
Iwould suggest that this study commission recom-
mend four needed actions to the 1995 General
Assembly:

Make the Appropriation for Teaching Awards
and Endowed Chairs a More Permanent
Commitinent in the State Budget

The first action needed is to make the appro-
priation for teaching awards and endowed chairs
a more permanent commitment in the budget.
Because the provisions for $250,000 for teaching
awards and the use of the reserve for endowed
chairs were in last year’s budget bill, they will
expire in June 1995 unless renewed in some way,




either in the 1995 budget bill or in separate legis-
lation.

University officials told us that they have sub-
mitted a request to renew the $250,000 for teach-
ing awards and an expansion request of $2 million
for the Distinguished Professors Endowment Trust
Fund. On the Trust Fund request, however, there
is no mention of earmarking money for teaching
chairs, and we think that should be added. The
University’s requests are included as part of Pri-
orities #3 and #9 in the Board of Governors’ bud-
get.’? We strongly endorse the parts of these
requests that would go toward teaching awards
and endowed chairs for teaching.

Reinforce the University’s Policy on Teaching
Evaluation by Putting It in State Statutes

The second action you should take is to put the
policies enacted by the Board of Governors into
the state statutes in order to affirm and reinforce
the seriousness of this matter with both the public
and the faculty within the institutions. Several
states have done this. For example, the Arkansas
legislature enacted a statute that says:

“Each state-supported college and university
shall conduct a rigorous, consistently applied,
annual review of the performance of all full-
time faculty members. This review shall include
assessments by peers, students, and administra-
tors and shall be utilized to insure a consistently
high level of performance and serve in conjunc-
tion with other appropriate information as a
basis for decisions on promotion, salary in-

A recent national study of
more than 4,000 faculty
members across the counitry
by James Fairweather, a
researcher at Penn State,
concluded that teaching
simply is not valued in most
universities. He found that
1) the greater the time spent
on research, the higher the
compensation; 2) the more
time spent on teaching, the
lower the compensation; and
3) the more hours in class
per week, the lower the pay.

creases, and job retention. This review shall
not be used to demote a tenured faculty member
to a nontenured status.”'?

We recommend that the Board of Governors’ cur-
rent administrative policy be enacted into law.
Such a statute would: first, restate the Board of
Governors’ position that teaching is the primary
mission of the university system; second, restate
the requirement that both student evalnations and
peer reviews of teaching would be conducted at
least once a year; third, make it clear that these
evaluations would apply to all faculty—new, non-
tenured and tenured faculty; and fourth, stipulate
that direct observation of classroom teaching would
be part of the peer review for new and non-tenured
faculty and graduate teaching assistants.

Clarify State Policy That Evaluation of
Teaching Performance Includes Evaluating
Tenured Faculty

The third action we recommend relates to
clarifying state policy in one respect. The area that
needs clarification is whether the current Board of
Governors’ policy requiring student and peer evalu-
ation of teaching performance applies to tenured
faculty, as well as new faculty, non-tenured fac-
ulty, and graduate teaching assistants. The reason
this is important is that more than 50 percent of the
faculty in the UNC system already have tenure.
Dr. Carroll has assured us that the Board’s intent
was to require evaluation of teaching performance
of all faculty, including those with tenure, and we
applaud him for that. Because we misunderstand
the policy language passed by the Board, we won-
dered if others might too. So in the last few days,
we called the offices of the Vice Chancellors for
Academic Affairs on 12 campuses to see what
their understanding was. We found that six cam-
puses understood the evaluation policy correctly
to apply to tenured faculty; five, however, said it
did not apply to tenured faculty, and one said it
didn’t apply to tenured faculty but they were going
to implement it that way anyway.! With that in
mind, I think the Board could use your help in
reinforcing in the statutes that evaluation of teach-
ing performance applies to all faculty. That would
clear up this misunderstanding.

Plug Two Loopholes: Ensure That Teaching
Is Given Adequate Weight, and Link Evaluation
To Tenure, Course Assignments, and Hiring
Decisions

When the Fiscal Research Division was sef up
in 1971, I was one of the first researchers to work
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Table 5.
Proposed Changes in the Statutes on Higher Education

Most statutes on higher education are located in Chapter 116 of the North Carolina
General Statutes. Article 1, Part 1 contains general provisions. The only statute regarding the
purpose of the University of North Carolina system is the following:

§116-1. Purpose

In order to foster the development of a well-planned and coordinated system of higher
education, to improve the quality of education, to extend its benefits and to encourage an
economical use of the State’s resources, the University of North Carolina is hereby redefined
in accordance with the provisions of this Article.

The N.C. Center for Public Policy Research proposes that the following statute be
enacted to supplement § 116-1 above.

Section 1. Chapter 116 of the N.C. General Statutes would be amended by adding new
sections to read as follows:

THIS SECTION WOULD ENACT CURRENT BOARD OF GOVERNORS’ POLICY:

§116-11.3  Missions of the University System

(a) The primary missions of the University of North Carolina are teaching, research, and
public service. Of these, teaching should be the first consideration at all of the UNC
constituent -institutions. Each institution must give explicit recognition to the primary
importance of teaching in its mission statements, tenure policies, and criteria for making
faculty personnel decisions.

(b) Each institution shall conduct a rigorous, consistently applied, annual evaluation of
all full-time faculty members, including new, nontenured, and tenured faculty and graduate
students who are teaching classes. This evaluation shall include evaluations by students at —
least one semester each year and evaluation by peer members of the faculty each year. Direct
observation of classroom teaching shall be part of peer evaluation of teaching performance for
new and nontenured faculty and for graduate students teaching classes.

THIS SECTION WOULD GO BEYOND CURRENT BOARD OF GOVERNORS’ POLICY
(MODELED AFTER ARKANSAS LAW):

§116-11.4  Evaluations of Teaching Mission: Uses of Teaching Evaluations and Weight To
Be Given in Overall Performance

(a) All evaluations of teaching performance shall be utilized to ensure a consistently
high level of performance and serve in conjunction with other appropriate information as a
basis for decisions on tenure and promotion, salary increases, course assignments, hiring, and
job retention.

(b) Each faculty member’s performance should be evaluated in terms of furthering the
University’s missions of teaching, research, and public service. In such reviews, the eval-
uations of a faculty member’s teaching performance shall count at least 33 percent of the
weight in overall performance. The Board of Governors is authorized to adopt administrative
regulations that require teaching to carry greater weight at various constituent institutions.
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for you in those early years. One of the best
lessons I ever got about public policy was from a
representative from Asheville who told me to al-
ways write the best law you could for 90 percent of
the situations and then try to anticipate the loop-
holes that the other 10 percent would use to try to
get around the law.

There are two loopholes in the current Board
of Governors’ policy on evaluating teaching
performance. The main loophole is that the Board
of Governors’ policy doesn’t give guidance on the
weight to be given to teaching in relation to the
other two university missions—research and
public service. And, the current policy also does
not clearly require that these new evaluations of
teaching performance are to be used in those three
key decisions on tenure, course assignments, and
hiring.

If you’ll think about what’s likely to happen
in tenure and other decisions for the next few
years, the university committees are going to be
looking at file folders or portfolios full of informa-
tion about a faculty member up for tenure or pro-
motion or merit pay. In that folder are going to be
aresume, all of their course syllabi, student evalu-
ations, all of their research publications, and cop-
ies of any peer evaluations available. But for the
next several years, there may be only one or two
peer evaluations available, but there will be years
worth of research publications. How is teaching
performance going to fare in that scenario? This is
one reason that we’ve recommended that teaching

count for at least a third in all tenure decisions.
Unless a weight is specified, there is a way for
department chairs to beat this new process, and the
Board of Governors has come too far to let that
happen.

The second loophole you need to plug is to
make it clear that evaluations of teaching perfor-
mance are to be used in tenure and promotion
decisions, course assignments, and hiring. The
Board policy is very clear on requiring that stadent
course evaluations and peer review are to be con-
ducted as part of an overall program of evaluating
faculty performance. And, though I think the
Board is also clear in its intent to bring the student
and peer evaluations into tenure decisions, we’re
not sure the policy language sent out to the con-
stituent institutions actually says that. And, it is
definitely silent on the need for teaching evalua-
tions to be used in decisions on course .assign-
ments and hiring.

I have been a student in a system that encour-
aged evaluation of faculty performance but only as
new information given to faculty—not as the pri-
mary tool for making policy decisions. Youdo not
just want to create more paper that’s not used. As
a result of the Board of Governors’ action, new
evaluations of teaching performance will be on
paper. What you want to ensure is that those
evaluations of teaching performance are both used
in key decisions and given adequate weight to
fulfill the university’s primary mission. And then
you want the outstanding teachers to benefit from

THIS SECTION WOULD MAKE MORE PERMANENT THE PROGRAMS FOR TEACHING
AWARDS AND ENDOWED CHAIRS FOR TEACHING:

§116-11.5 Teaching Awards and Endowed Chairs for Teaching

(a) Inorderto affirm that teaching is the primary mission at all constituent institutions of
the University of North Carolina, each institution is to establish and administer awards to
recognize and reward excellence in teaching performance. In addition, the Board of Gover-
nors is to establish and administer a systemwide program of teaching awards.

(b) In order to recognize and reward excellence in teaching and to foster a culture where
teaching is the primary mission of the University of North Carolina, there is hereby estab-
lished a program of Endowed Chairs for Excellence in Teaching.

Section 2.  There is hereby appropriated from the General Fund to the University of North
Carolina the sum of one million, two hundred fifty thousand dollars ($1,250,000) for each
year of the 1995-97 biennium for making teaching awards and for establishing Endowed

Chairs for Excellence in Teaching.
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your appropriations for teaching awards and en-
dowed chairs.

The draft bill we propose would statutorily
enact current Board policy on evaluation of teach-
ing performance, clear up the murky area of whether
tenured faculty are to be evaluated, plug those two
loopholes I described, and make permanent the
legislature’s commitment to programs for teach-
ing awards and endowed chairs for teaching. (See
Table 5 on p. 112-113.) The draft statute is mod-
eled after the Arkansas law I mentioned earlier,
but adapted to fit the Board of Governors’ current
policy in North Carolina.

At your last meeting, one of your co-chairs,
Rep. Martin Nesbitt, made a very astute observa-
tion. He said the only two ways the General
Assembly affects policy are with money and the
statutes, and that the legislature already had given
the university system flexible budgeting, as well
as all salary money in a block grant. If I remember
correctly, he concluded, “We ate our carrot.”

At the same meeting, one of your consultants,
Peter Ewell, talked about the wisdom of setting
aside some money for achieving legislative priori-
ties. Your staff reinforced this by suggesting that
you focus on what they called “change money” to
help move forward on the legislature’s priorities.
Taking all this together, I think you and the Uni-
versity are now in agreement that teaching is the
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primary mission of all 16 institutions, but there is
nothing in the statutes that says that. In fact, if
you’ll look at Chapter 116 of the North Carolina
General Statutes [the chapter dealing with the Uni-
versity of North Carolinal, there is little in the
statutes at all on the University’s missions.

The Board of Governors has put a good new
evaluation system into place. As with all state

Notwithstanding the
improvements that may have
taken place in the quality of
undergraduate teaching in
this country, the public has
finally come to believe quite
strongly that our
institutions—particularly our
leading universities—are not
making the education of
students a top priority.

— DEREK BOK
FORMER PRESIDENT,
HARVARD UNIVERSITY

Karen Tam




Karen Tam

agencies and employees, you want to ensure that
performance in relation to the primary mission is
evaluated. And, you’ve begun a pot of “change
money”’—the money for teaching awards and en-
dowed chairs for teaching. The Center recom-
mends that you reinforce the Board of Governors’
policy on evaluating teaching performance by put-
ting it into the statutes, plug the two loopholes we
mentioned, and then link the policy of evaluating
teaching with the carrot of increased appropria-
tions for teaching awards and endowed chairs for
teaching excellence. That would be a fine legacy
for this study commission to leave.

A final word about the environment for higher
education right now and the importance of what
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this study commission produces, because I think
the public is very concerned about higher educa-
tion. Both the public and the faculty seem to feel
that the pendulum has swung too far toward incen-
tives and rewards for research. If you talk to
university students and their parents, you’ll find
concern about these issues runs very deep. Louis
Harris, the national pollster, released a poll in
1993 that found that the percentage of the public
that had great confidence in the people running
institutions of higher education had dropped to an
all-time low of 23 percent—a 59 percent decrease
from the level in 1966. You see evidence of that in
North Carolina in the 1993 vote on the bond pack-
age for the University system that passed by only
52 percent and which failed
in 57 counties—including the
home counties of Senators
David Hoyle, Betsy Cochrane,
and Beverly Perdue, and Rep-
resentatives Toby Fitch and
Robert Grady.

You also might have
read what the Chronicle of
Higher Education found, as
part of its Survey of Faculty
Attitudes, when it asked fac-
ulty, “Do your interests lie pri-
marily in teaching or re-
search?” Among faculty in
the United States, 37 percent
indicated that their primary
interest was in research, but
63 percent indicated that their
primary interest was in teach-
ing. So, almost two-thirds of
the faculty want the priorities
to lie with teaching.
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Yet a recent national
study of more than 4,000 fac-
ulty members across the coun-
try by James Fairweather, a
researcher at Penn State, con-
cluded that teaching simply is
not valued in most universi-
ties. He found that 1) the
greater the time spent on re-
search, the higher the com-
pensation; 2) the more time
spent on teaching, the lower
the compensation; and 3) the
more hours in class per week,
the lower the pay.

Former President of
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Legislative Panel Endorses Center’s
Proposals on Evaluating and Rewarding
Teaching in the UNC System

The Legislative Study Commission on the Status of Education at the University of North
Carolina approved its findings and recommendations to the 1995 N.C. General Assembly in a
final report adopted on Feb. 20, 1995. That report included five recommendations on Teaching
and Learning that would carry out proposals in the North Carolina Center for Public Policy
Research’s report, How Do Universities in the UNC System Identify and Reward Excellent
Teaching? Those recommendations are:

The General Assembly should enact AN ACT TO IMPLEMENT THE RECOMMEN-
DATION OF THE LEGISLATIVE STUDY COMMISSION ON THE STATUS OF
EDUCATION AT THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA TO CODIFY THE
UNIVERSITY’S MISSION, WHICH EMPHASIZES THE PRIMARY IMPORTANCE
OF TEACHING AND LEARNING.

The General Assembly should enact legislation that would appropriate sufficient funds
annually to establish a system of teaching awards to encourage good teaching thronghout
the University system.

The General Assembly should enact legislation in support of the Board of Governors’
policy that directs that teaching be given primary consideration in making faculty
personnel decisions regarding tenure, hiring, and promotional decisions for those posi-
tions with teaching as the primary responsibility, and to assure that the personnel
policies reflect the Board’s directions.

The Board of Governors should review its policies on peer evaluations of teaching
performance to ensure that they apply to all teaching faculty, including those who are
tenured.

The Board of Governors is encouraged to review the procedures used to screen and

employ teaching assistants to ensure their ability to communicate effectively in the

classroom. As part of this review, the Board may wish to consider the following issues:

a. Whether all proposed teaching assistants and all new faculty should be required to
attend teaching workshops before they teach their first classes.

b. Whether there is a need to strengthen the role of faculty who supervise teaching
assistants.

c. Whether all faculty should attend periodic teacher training sessions.

d. Whether teaching faculty should be required to have their teaching skills reviewed by
established Centers for Teaching and Learning.

€. Whether the English proficiency of all persons offering classroom instruction should
be assessed prior to classroom contact with students.

f. Whether undergraduate majors should take comprehensive exams to assess the
degree of learning in the teaching/learning equation.

g. If the use of contextual course evaluations would capture the unique aspects of
differing disciplines and courses.
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Harvard University Derek Bok summed this up by
saying:

“[R]ather than just react [to attacks on universi-
ties], we need to understand more deeply what
is bothering the public. ... Notwithstanding
the improvements that may have taken place in
the quality of undergraduate teaching in this
country, the public has finally come to believe
quite strongly that our institutions—particu-
larly our leading universities—are not making
the education of students a top priority. This is
especially true for our undergraduates within
the arts and sciences. ... There are many
everyday signs that betray these priorities. When
we go to recruit a star professor, the bargaining
chip is always a reduced teaching load—never
a reduced research load. . .. They [the public]
are often wrong about the facts—but they are
right about our priorities, and they do not like
what they see.”!’

The point that Bok makes about language is
reinforced when you hear people on campuses in
North Carolina speak of teaching loads and re-
search opportunities. When we published our
study, we dedicated it to some of our favorite
teachers. Thanks to one of those teachers, I devel-
oped a lifelong love of history and literature.
Therefore, I want to close with a quotation from
one of this nation’s most enduring autobiogra-
phies—The Education of Henry Adams. Adams
was the grandson of President John Quincy Adams
and great-grandson of President John Adams. He
was also a history professor and the following
passage underscores the importance of teaching
and its long-lasting impact. Adams wrote:

“A parent gives life, but as parent gives no
more.

A murderer takes life, but his deed stops there.
A teacher affects eternity; he can never tell
where his influence stops.”!®

We at the Center for Public Policy Research
commend the members of this commission for
what you have already done and what you are
doing, we commend the University for what it has
done, and we challenge you both to keep the mo-
mentum going. You will never know where your
influence stops. B @
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“A teacher affects eternity;
he can never tell where his
influence stops.”

— HENRY ADAMS
FROM THE EDUCATION OF HENRY ADAMS
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