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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation examines perceptions of faculty and 

administrators in Israeli institutions of higher education 

about their faculty evaluation programs, and compares them 

with perceptions of colleagues in comparable United States 

institutions. A written survey conducted among faculty and 

administrators in Israel was compared to similar data 

previously collected in the United States. Responses 

indicate that faculty roles are valued somewhat differently 

in Israel and the United States, but that faculty and 

administrators in both countries consider faculty evaluation 

to be important for the selection, promotion, tenure, and 

development of faculty. Yet, many are unclear about how the 

process of faculty evaluation operates and question whether 

it is always put to good use. Widely shared perceptions are 

that evaluation policies are often ambiguous and devoid of 

clearly articulated guiding principles; that evaluation 

procedures tend to lack consistency and fairness; and that 

their results do not always justify the effort. There is 

general agreement that the faculty evaluation process needs 

to be improved, but uncertainty about whether administrative 

support or resources could be elicited. Few believe that the 

evaluation is used efficiently to help faculty develop and 

improve their academic skills. The dissertation concludes 

with recommendations that might help remedy this situation. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
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Higher education has developed and changed 

fundamentally since its inception. It has become the 

mainstay of modern society as it prepares an increasing 

number of young people for their roles as citizens in modern 

technological democracies. Whereas in the past, higher 

education was reserved for the few, at present, it is 

accessible to many. Institutions of higher education have 

been developing and expanding rapidly, their original 

missions and functions changing beyond recognition, raising 

questions as to their purpose and responsibility. The roles 

and character of the faculty have been replaced as well, 

from being clergymen to becoming scientists and from tutors 

to expounders of knowledge. 

As they move into the 1990s, universities and colleges 

seem to be reflecting a national crisis in higher education. 

Funding appropriations are becoming harder to obtain and 

criticism by the public and political leaders is increasing. 

The public complains that college students lack basic skills 

on entry and graduation, and State legislators are using 

slogans of educational improvement as the focus of their 

political campaigns. Cost effectiveness and accountability 

of higher education have become political issues. 
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One critical element of educational quality is 

excellent faculty. To obtain and maintain a high level of 

faculty performance, it is important that both incoming and 

continuing faculty be of the highest possible caliber. In 

the past, peer evaluation played a major role in ensuring 

the sustained quality of faculty. However, with the fast 

expansion of higher education, peer evaluation and other 

aspects of the faculty evaluation process have come under 

intensive scrutiny by faculty, administrators, students and 

the public. Questions that need to be answered include: Is 

the evaluation effective? Who should be evaluated, by whom, 

how, and for what purpose? What role should peers, students 

and administrators play in the faculty evaluation process? 

Which aspect of faculty work should receive what level of 

emphasis in the evaluation? How heavily should classroom 

teaching be weighed in comparison to scholarly endeavor and 

scientific research? What roles should entrepreneurship and 

public service play in the process? In essence, what makes a 

good faculty and how can such qualities be assessed? 

There is probably no better way to start answering 

these questions than by letting active faculty speak to the 

issues. What are their perceptions of the need for faculty 

evaluation? What are their thoughts about how this process 

is conducted? How effective, in their view, are current 

evaluation practices? How fair are they? Most importantly, 
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will the present process help guarantee continued sustenance 

and improvement of mass higher education in the 

technological age? If not, what changes are required? 

The present dissertation attempts to answer these 

questions by focusing on faculty perceptions of the 

evaluation process to which they are presently subjected. 

Specifically, of interest are the perceptions of faculty 

from Israel and the United States regarding the faculty 

evaluation system currently used at institutions of higher 

education in these countries. Both countries are western 

democracies with a comparable approach to higher education. 

The structure and organization of their institutions are 

similar, as are the problems that they face. Since the 

Israeli institutions are mostly modeled after American 

institutions, and since many Israeli academicians spend 

several years studying abroad, data gathering procedures for 

faculty evaluations are similar to those in the United 

States. Competition for academic positions in both 

countries is equally intense due to the large number of 

qualified university graduates and the need to select from 

among thousands of new immigrants coming from diverse 

academic backgrounds. 

As is the case with any program or system that grows 

larger and thus becomes more complex, the process of 

evaluating faculty is becoming increasingly complicated and 
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intricate. A plan for data and information-gathering needs 

to be formulated and implemented in order to achieve a fair 

evaluation. The process involves several groups of people: 

the clients, who commission or hire the evaluator to do the 

job; the data collectors, who are charged with gathering and 

assembling the information; the evaluators, who perform the 

evaluation; the person or group that is being evaluated; and 

stakeholders, individuals and groups of people interested in 

the evaluation being performed and have a stake in its 

results. The evaluators relate the results to the clients, 

to those being evaluated, and to the stakeholders. 

Institutions of higher education in the united States 

and Israel are faced with the task of evaluating their 

faculty in order to select, retain, promote and/or offer 

merit increases. Demands for increased faculty 

accountability in both countries seem inevitable due to the 

spiraling cost of higher education, the intensive 

competition among institutions for diminishing resources, 

and competition for the best candidates. In addition to 

providing a rational basis for administrative decisions on 

tenure, promotion, and salary increments, faculty 

evaluations are used to provide feedback to help improve 

performance. Likewise, evaluation outcomes provide students 

with information about the reputation and quality of 

instructors and guidance in the selection of courses. Data 



is also provided to society at-large, and to interested 

individuals and organizations off campus who support the 

educational process (Miller, 1988; Seldin, 1988). The 

objectives of the present dissertation are to: 
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1. Review the historical development of higher education and 

roles of faculty in the united States and Israel. 

2. Describe similarities and differences between Israeli and 

United States institutions of higher education. 

3. Explore perceptions regarding different areas of faculty 

evaluation such as teaching, research, and service. 

4. Differentiate between perceptions of Israeli faculty and 

administrators about their evaluation programs. 

5. Compare faculty perceptions in both countries regarding 

the relative importance of teaching, research, and 

service at their institutions of higher education. 

6. Compare perceptions of how faculty evaluation is used to 

facilitate faculty development and personnel decisions. 

7. Recommend ways to improve and develop a comprehensive 

faculty evaluation program. 

The dissertation starts with a literature review which 

first traces the development of American higher education 

and the changing roles of faculty members during this 

development. It then looks at the historical development of 

higher education in Israel. This is followed by a review of 
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the extensive literature on the various components of 

faculty evaluation: the purpose of faculty evaluation; the 

different areas of evaluation - teaching, research and 

service; roles of the administration; and the development of 

comprehensive faculty evaluation programs. The Method 

chapter, describes the procedures employed by the author to 

interview Israeli faculty and administrators and to 

distribute surveys among them. It describes the surveys and 

how they are used to study perceptions of Israeli faculty 

and administrators regarding the faculty evaluation system 

at their institution. Chapter 4, the Results chapter, 

examines and analyzes statistically the results of the 

survey. It starts with analyses of the data from Israel and 

explores the similarities and differences between the 

responses by faculty and administrators. The chapter then 

goes on to compare the data between Israel and the united 

States. The Discussion chapter discusses these results and 

their implications. The authors's Conclusions and 

Recommendations are listed in Chapter 6. Summaries, 

descriptive statistics and quotes of responses are presented 

in Appendices A, B, C. An extensive Reference list is 

included at the end of document. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
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History of Higher Education in the United States 

American higher education developed and changed 

fundamentally over the past four-hundred years to become a 

strong vibrant force in American society. In the mid 1600s, 

the first three colleges were founded in the British 

colonies of America: Harvard, William and Mary, and Yale. 

They were established as affiliates of their respective 

churches with the goals of training Ministers. The faculty 

consisted of tutors, young men who had recently graduated 

and were studying and preparing for the Ministry. The 

tutors were responsible for the intellectual, moral and 

spiritual development of their students and spent almost 

twenty-four hours with them. The tutors rarely stayed more 

than three years (Finkelstein, 1983). The president was an 

intellectual and religious leader who was there to instruct 

and deliver his ideas to the students. The curriculum was 

homogenous, narrow, classic and sectarian in orientation, 

and inflexible. There was no great need for resources or 

personnel since instruction required that the tutors convey 

knowledge, culture and religion through recitation without 

searching and exposing new ideas. During that time, while 

offering a liberal education, college curriculum resembled 

that of a medieval university (Geiger, 1992; Halfond, 1983). 
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By the turn of the century, students began to seek 

other education than the Ministry. After the College of new 

Jersey was founded in 1746, compromises had to be made 

between the church and the colonies for new modes of 

education. By 1775, there were nine institutions of higher 

learning, and the curriculum became less sectarian. In 

place of the strict previous system, came the elective 

system, in which students had freedom to choose courses from 

a broader curriculum. Board of trustees, which were once 

composed of the clerics of the college's denomination, were 

now made up of lawyers, businessmen, financiers, and 

government officials. It has been called the "age of the 

president," as Harvard's strong president created 

professorships in Divinity in 1721, and in Natural History 

and Mathematics in 1727 (Geiger, 1992; Halfond, 1983). 

After the American Revolution, several states began to 

provide higher public education. The University of Georgia 

became the first state-supported university in 1785. In 

contrast to the former emphasis of American education on a 

classics-oriented curriculum, it modeled itself after the 

emerging German universities and the democratic University 

of London. However, after the United States Supreme court 

ruled that States cannot unilaterally change a charter, new 

colleges with strong denominational ties were also founded 

(Geiger, 1984). In contrast to the previous short-term 
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tutors, the latter half of the eighteenth century saw a 

small number of faculty members beginning to stay for longer 

periods of time. In 1750 there were only ten professors in 

all of American higher education, mostly at Harvard and 

William and Mary, by 1794 their ranks grew tenfold. These 

professorships developed through philanthropic bequests 

based on the German model, each belonging to a specific 

discipline defined by their subject matter. The professors 

differed from their predecessors, the tutors, by being 

permanently employed, usually at their alma mater, by not 

taking total charge of their students' life, and by teaching 

only select subjects. By 1820, the number of institutional 

careers expanded, the ratio of permanent professors to 

tutors reversed itself, and the academic profession became 

formalized, emerging as a distinctive career (Finkelstein, 

1983; Stevenson, 1983). 

Most historians of American higher education view the 

years which followed the Civil War as the start of the 

evolution of American higher education from the traditional 

college to the modern university. On July 2, 1862, Abraham 

Lincoln signed the Land-Grant Act. This bill provided for 

"endowment, support, and maintenance of at least one college 

in each state ... in order to promote the liberal and 

practical education of the industrial classes" (Beale, 1973, 

p.10). Whereas previously, universities catered to the 
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elite and the wealthy, training them for the clergy, now 

their doors opened to the masses and to new professions. The 

bill established an important pre-condition for a 

utilitarian and egalitarian education. An outcrop of 

colleges for women, African-Americans and the working-class 

emerged. The practitioner-teacher was replaced by full-time 

educated faculty. Exploration and use of knowledge began to 

be appreciated, as Medicine, Law and the Natural Sciences 

were taught (Beale, 1973; Geiger, 1992). 

Due to the expansion experienced by the institutions, a 

complex administrative organization was established. The 

intimacy and harmony of the small college was replaced by an 

intricate organization of separate departments with separate 

intellectual outlooks. The president of the university 

became a full-time administrator who rarely taught. A 

distinct dichotomy developed as the administrative hierarchy 

flourished; one group taught and stressed individualism, 

while the other group did not teach but stressed 

institutional robustness. There emerged "parallel trends of 

faculty professionalism and administrative development .. the 

presidents were seen as ... the protectors and spokesmen for 

the university against anti-intellectual forces, and ... the 

feared manipulators of the internal environment of the 

university .... faculty seemed to lose the opportunity and 

ability to exercise authority within their home institution" 
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(Halfond, 1984, p.353). Controversial graduate education, 

was on its way at Harvard and other established colleges. 

The passage of the Hatch Act by Congress, in 1887, moved the 

country toward scientific research by establishing a station 

devoted to agricultural experiments in every state. In 

1914, the Smith Lever Act gave funds to the Land-Grant 

institutions to establish extension programs in every state. 

The three different elements of a university; teaching, 

research and extension to the community were thus 

established and began to be in conflict from that time on 

(Beale, 1973; Geiger, 1992; Vesey, 1965). 

The years between 1890 and World War I set the 

foundations for the modern university. Due to increased 

enrollment, standards were established at all universities. 

Admission criteria were established; students were provided 

with two years of general education followed by two years of 

specialized courses; master and doctoral training was 

offered; universities became compartmentalized with 

different departments sharing little in the way of subject 

matter; academic professional standards were defined; and 

financial support, previously coming totally from 

denominations, now started to come from the business 

community and former alumni who were thus able to influence 

college trustees and support a modern president (Geiger, 

1992; Vesey, 1965). 
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In the past, teaching had been central to the American 

university, especially when compared to the emphasis placed 

on examinations in Britain and France or the research 

encouraged at German institutions. However, the conflict of 

time available for research and teaching became apparent 

during the early part of the twentieth century. By 1920, 

some differentiation was starting to take place among 

research universities. The prestigious universities, 

attracting graduate students and being the largest and 

wealthiest institutions, required six to eight hours of 

faculty teaching per week, while at other institutions, ten 

to twelve hours was the average, and at the well established 

liberal colleges, teaching took fifteen to eighteen hours. 

The foremost problem faced by university presidents was to 

find ways to support and encourage research at teaching 

universities, as the best scientists were lured away by the 

new research institutions. Procedures were developed to 

provide the opportunity and the obligation for more 

research: Gradually decreasing the number of students and 

time spent in the classroom; larger classes employing 

graduate students to teach; and establishing regular 

sabbaticals (Geiger, 1984). 

Higher education became the norm after World War I. 

The Land-Grant universities expanded and broadened to 

include all areas of scientific and liberal education, both 
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graduates and undergraduates were offered courses in various 

fields, research was done to expand knowledge and means were 

developed to carry this new knowledge to the community 

(Beale, 1973). Irregular, part-time commuting students came 

from all walks of life to be prepared for professional and 

semi-professional careers, in addition to full-time 

residents, and elite students seeking high-status 

professions. Junior colleges, Teachers' colleges, and urban 

service-oriented Colleges proliferated. More money was 

invested in hiring and retaining of scientists and in 

promoting scholarly activity as research bestowed prestige 

and distinction on a university, especially outside its own 

walls. Although state institutions could not compete with 

salaries paid to faculty members at private universities, 

they developed their own research, graduate and professional 

education (Geiger, 1992; Vesey, 1965). 

Since World War II, revolutionary changes have taken 

place in American higher education. A network of Community 

colleges, Colleges, and Universities expanded through 

Federal grants, state and local authorities, and the 

availability of federal student-aid. Governmental resources 

available for research accelerated the development of 

research universities, especially in the 1960s. In 1968, 

2,400 varying institutions of higher education existed in 

the United States, 248 of them public institutions. Due to 



this expansion, administrators were eager to find and keep 

faculty and, therefore, accepted informal poorly defined 

evaluation procedures (Centra, 1979). 
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However, the 1970s brought economic changes in American 

higher education, as a retrenchment was taking place. 

Enrollment shrank as the postwar "baby-boom" generation 

passed through colleges and universities. Financial 

resources were less available, faculty wanted to share in 

the governance of their universities, and State governments 

began to demand greater accountability. Thus, money 

management, government regulation and demand for 

accountability were responsible for the development of a 

more systematic evaluation system (Geiger, 1992, Halfond, 

1984; Whitman & Weiss, 1982). While these changes were 

occurring, teaching was being relegated to the back-burners 

of professors' conversations and seeming interest. The 

priorities of the universities shifted from undergraduate 

education to graduate education and research. Senior 

faculty spent much less time than junior faculty in teaching 

undergraduates. Many part-time faculty were hired to save 

money and teach undergraduate courses. This was interpreted 

as being indicative of a symbolic lack of value allotted by 

institutions to that level of instruction (Jackson & 

Simpson, 1993; Seldin, 1984). The conflict between teaching 

and research expectations of American universities became 
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more extreme as did the competition for time and attention 

between the two. Research was seen as more highly rewarded 

than teaching. It was at that time that an extensive 

research-based literature began to appear investigating the 

need for policies and procedures for conducting personnel 

decisions; looking at the developmental needs of university 

faculty; examining the practical issues of teaching and 

learning styles; and analyzing students' evaluations of 

teaching effectiveness (Lacey, 1988; Seldin 1984) . 

In the 1990s, colleges and universities are 

experiencing major changes in two areas: multiculturalism 

the diversity of their students, and the age of their core 

faculty: More students come from increasingly diverse 

ethnic, cultural, economic and academic backgrounds; there 

is an increase of older, non-traditional students, and 

students with various handicapping conditions; and there is 

an increase in public school enrollment over private 

schools. A different approach to education from that taken 

in the past, needs to be taken with this diverse population 

of students (Austin et aI, 1991; Hughes & Clouse, 1994; 

Ikenberry, 1992). Yet, Faculty statistics show that in 

1988, many universities employ mostly white (89%) male (79%) 

professors, more than half over the age of forty-five, two

thirds tenured at the rank of Professor or Associate 

Professor, and most not anticipating to leave their present 
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position soon. These senior faculty members are the people 

that provided the leadership and shaped the character of the 

universities in the second half of the twentieth century. 

Some are in the middle of their academic careers and others 

in later stages. Thus, while the faculty has remained 

stable, due to the wide expansion experienced by the 

universities in the 1960s and early 1970s, the student 

population has and is drastically changing (Lacey, 1988). 

Although senior faculty often say that they enjoy 

teaching, many are increasingly losing their enthusiasm, 

feeling that teaching is an isolated and lonely endeavor, 

that there is no opportunity for interaction with other 

faculty members regarding their teaching and that they are 

marginal to the needs and priorities of their institution's 

shift. Many describe themselves as having reached an 

insurmountable plateau in their careers. They have become 

tired and cynical about endless administrative conflicts, 

and although vigor and stamina are usually part of 

individual differences, they state that the institution's 

climate, administration and organization as a whole affects 

them (Smith & Smith, 1993). Studies and novel intervention 

programs aimed at revitalizing and re-energizing senior 

faculty's teaching performance, at different institutions, 

revealed the following common characteristics: The faculty 

felt that institutions can support teaching by providing 
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time, space, and options for informal interaction; more 

opportunities should be available for collective and/or 

collaborative teaching for collegiate stimulation and 

revitalization; departmental open policies and interactions 

are needed to support teaching; individuals need to be 

validated and encouraged with monetary rewards, awards and 

praise; faculty development programs with voluntary and/or 

honorary participation should be established to attract 

prominent, visible faculty members; senior faculty mentoring 

junior colleagues is important as members find themselves 

competing with younger members for salary and position 

(Austin et al., 1991; Boice, 1993; Farmer, 1993; Jackson & 

Simpson, 1993; LaCelle-Peterson & Finkelstein, 1993). 

As they begin to think of retirement in the next twenty 

years, and as they will be responsible for hiring new 

younger faculty members, more attention is being paid to the 

senior faculty and how they can provide a model, supportive 

policies, and reward systems necessary to socialize the 

future faculty members. When they began their career in 

academia, learning how to teach did not seem as important as 

building large campuses to house the growing population of 

students, but in the 1990s, publishing in order to secure 

the desired tenure and teaching the new diverse body of 

students is becoming a major concern (Austin et al.,1991). 

The debate over the mission of institutions of higher 
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learning goes on: Is research happening at the expense of 

undergraduate education? Is graduate school education 

adequately preparing undergraduate teachers? Is the function 

of the faculty to teach or conduct research? This 

controversy may benefit by studying and implementing the 

vast research on faculty development (Ikenberry, 1992; 

Lacey, 1988; Rice & Finkelstein, 1993). There is hope that 

the 1990s will be "remembered as the decade of the 

undergraduate in American higher education" (Boyer, 1990, 

p.xi) and the twenty-first century be dominated by the 

teacher/scholar with students better understanding concepts 

due to more emphasis on teaching (Cochran, 1992). 

Reviewing the history of the American university 

system, it becomes apparent that the function of its faculty 

has changed and expanded. The role of the college teacher 

underwent a tremendous change between 1800 and 1900. "The 

profession changed from a clergyman to a layman, a despot to 

a benevolent parent surrogate, an institutional member to a 

member of a department, a dilettante to a scientific 

scholar, a pedagogue to a subject-matter specialist, a drill 

master to a lecturer, a classicist to a scientist, a user of 

a single text to one who employed a wide assortment of 

resources, an oral examiner to a preparer of written 

examinations" (Blackburn & Conrad, 1986, p.221). Scholarly, 

intellectual development with students learning facts during 
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the nineteenth century, changed to research and scholarship 

development with students expected to develop similar skills 

during the twentieth century (Cochran, 1992). 

The twenty-first century will perhaps focus on the 

crucial responsibility of higher education: (1) To provide 

scholarly ventures stimulating learning by teaching 

(Cochran, 1992). (2) Define the role of higher education 

"develop people intellectually so they become creators of 

knowledge .. solvers of problems .. natural and 

social ... prepare people for vocations that society needs" 

(Blackburn & Conrod, 1986, p.2l2) 

History of Higher Education in Israel 

From the destruction of the Second temple in 70 C.E. 

until the establishment of the State of Israel in 1948, Jews 

had no political autonomy. Dispersed throughout the world, 

they prayed to return to Jerusalem, the land of their 

forefathers. Towards the end of the nineteenth century, an 

organized national revival movement for the re-settlement of 

Jews in Palestine began taking place in Europe. The 

establishment of an independent Jewish state in Palestine 

was envisaged by Theodore Herzl, a Jewish writer and 

journalist, in 1896. He convened the first Zionist Congress 

in 1897 in Switzerland, where the World Zionist Organization 

was established to help implement the plan. During the 
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Congress, a proposal for establishing a Hebrew University 

was made by Hermann Schapira, a rabbi and a mathematician at 

Heidelberg university, Germany. Love and tradition of 

learning and education was always foremost in Jewish life 

and suggestions for a Jewish university had already been 

raised previously in Italy, during the fifteenth and 

sixteenth centuries. In 1901, Chaim Weizmann, Martin Buber 

and Bertold Feiwel published a detailed proposal for the 

structure of a Hebrew University. In 1913, the eleventh 

Zionist Congress appointed a committee to solicit the 

support of Jewish philanthropists for the establishment of a 

Hebrew University in Jerusalem (Bentwich, 1965). 

In 1918, the cornerstone of the Hebrew University was 

laid at Mt. Scopus, Jerusalem, and seven years later, on 

April I, 1925, the university was officially opened. During 

the same period of time, land was acquired in Haifa from the 

German Jewish Philanthropic Society for building a 

Technikum, the Technion in Hebrew. It was planned, that the 

Technion, the Israel Institute of Technology, will be opened 

in 1912, in Haifa. However, it officially opened on 

February 6, 1925, thirteen years later because the German

Jewish Philanthropic Society had insisted that German be the 

official language of the institute. This met strong 

opposition from the Jewish public in Palestine and from 

Zionists abroad. The struggle about which language to use 



became known as "the language war" and ended with Hebrew 

becoming the official language for Jews in Palestine, and 

later Israel (Iram, 1983). 
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From their beginning, both the Technion and the Hebrew 

University were perceived to be the obligation of world 

Jewery. Most of the income for operations and expenditures 

came from contributions from Jewish associations abroad and 

in the country. A Board of Governors, composed of actively 

interested people from various countries and Palestine, 

determined the financial and administrative policies of each 

institution, while the Senate, composed of senior faculty 

members, determined its academic policy. At that time, 

there was no public money available for higher education as 

the country was struggling to absorb masses of immigrants 

and survive the struggles with its neighbors. The 

universities were therefore able to stay independent and 

autonomous from all-pervasive politicization and ideological 

affiliation required of all other institutions at that time 

(Iram, 1983; Kleinberger, 1969). 

The goals and structure of the Hebrew University have 

evolved and changed since its inauguration. These changes 

were influenced by European and American traditions in 

Higher Education, as well as the social, economical, 

cultural and national changes occurring first in Palestine, 

and after 1948, in the State of Israel. The structure of 
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the Hebrew University in 1925 consisted of Research 

Institutes in Chemistry, Microbiology, Jewish Studies, 

Oriental Studies, Palestine Natural History, Mathematics, 

and Hygiene. Chaim Weizmann, Zionist movement leader and 

the first president of the State of Israel, and Ahad Ha'am, 

an influential modern Jewish thinker, were instrumental in 

continuing the German tradition. The declared university's 

function was to encourage research and exclude such 

practical professions as Technology, Engineering, and 

Business Administration. The academic head was the Rector, 

and Professors were independent and autonomous (Iram, 1983). 

This policy of research, met with opposition soon after 

the inception of the University. High school graduates and 

teachers in Palestine no longer wanted to go abroad for 

their academic training, and the need for instructing and 

training new young scientists became apparent. After 1933, 

there was a tremendous immigration from Europe. German 

immigrants, especially, brought with them a tradition of 

high standards of education. The growing population, the 

increased number of children and the demands for higher and 

better education were instrumental in the establishment of 

new disciplines, especially the Social Sciences and the 

Department of Education at the Hebrew University in 1935. 

In the English tradition, the University was reorganized 

into faculties, schools, and a compromise was initiated, 
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wherein instruction was included at the graduate level, for 

Master and Doctorate degrees. The English tradition had 

stressed the university's responsibility for the dispersion 

and expansion of knowledge by teaching, rather than purely 

advancing knowledge through research. A University 

professor was supposed to teach, tutor, and help mold 

students' spiritual and moral characters (Iram, 1983). 

Dissention and controversy among faculty members 

reflected the conflict of the German and English educational 

tradition and opened the door for American educational 

ideas. The debate about undergraduate education and the 

granting of the Bachelor of Arts degree, lasted from the 

1930s until 1950 when the American structure of the three

tiered degree system was adopted by the Hebrew University. 

During the past forty-five years, the American design of 

higher education has become the dominant influence in higher 

education in Israel. The combination of instruction, 

research and service, an elective system, and professional 

schools, are now part of the organizational structure of the 

Hebrew University (Iram, 1983). 

Enrollment began to increase rapidly after the 

establishment of the State of Israel in 1948. Whereas in 

the early years, students were mostly immigrants who 

received their secondary education abroad, most of the new 

students began to be products of the country's secondary 



34 

schools, and more wanted access to higher education. While 

in 1948/9 the two institutions, the Hebrew University and 

the Technion, had a combined enrollment of 1635 students, in 

1966/7 they had more than 25,000 students. As the country 

developed and matured, a growing demand and need for 

qualified manpower became apparent. This need continues to 

be generated by the rapid development and research in 

industry, commerce, technology, social services; by the 

enlarged public administration; and the ever-present need 

for national defense and security (Kleinberger, 1969). 

In answer to these social needs, the Hebrew University 

expanded its facilities in the tradition of American 

Universities, to include departments or schools with a 

professional character such as Social Work, Education, 

Library science, Business Administration, Agriculture, 

Pharmacy, etc. Following the European tradition, technology 

was taught at a separate school, the Technion. However, 

during the past 20 years, the Technion has also expanded to 

include research and instruction in such fields as Nuclear 

Science, Aerospace Engineering, Industrial engineering and 

has added schools of Architecture, Education in Technology 

and Science, General Studies, Continuing Education and 

External Studies, and Medicine (Council of Higher Education, 

1992; Kleinberger, 1969). 
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In 1949, the Weizmann Institute of Science in Rehovot, 

was established as a research institute, as was the Hebrew 

University at its inception. However, unlike the Hebrew 

University, it has added only some instruction, at the 

postgraduate level, remaining mostly a research institute. 

To serve the rapidly growing population of the Tel Aviv 

metropolitan area, the municipality of Tel Aviv founded the 

Tel Aviv University in 1954. Another university, Bar-Ilan 

University, associated with the religious organization, 

Mizrachi, was founded near Tel Aviv in 1954. 

In 1958, the Council for Higher Education Law was 

enacted by the Knesset, the Israeli parliament, creating the 

Council for Higher Education and the legal procedures for 

establishing new institutions of higher learning. The 

Council's functions are to recognize and withdraw the 

recognition of new institutions; grant departments the 

rights to grant certain degrees; and propose the development 

of new institutions. The Council is appointed by the 

President of Israel and is comprised of twenty-five 

professors, prominent in their field, from different 

universities in Israel, with the Chairman being the Minister 

of Education. The Council also advises the government 

regarding the financial distributions to each institution 

(Bentwich, 1965; Council for Higher Education, 1992; 

Kleinberger, 1969). 
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To fulfill the needs of the population of Israel, the 

University of Haifa was established in the north, while in 

the south, the Ben Gurion university of the Negev was built 

in Be'er Sheva. An Open University was founded in Tel Aviv, 

authorized to confer Bachelor of Arts degrees by distance 

learning. Other institutions which are four-year colleges 

granting either a professional degree or a Bachelor of Arts 

degree include: Bezalel School of Arts and Crafts in 

Jerusalem founded, in 1906; Rubin Academy of Music and Dance 

in Jerusalem; Shin-Kar school of textile in Ramat-Gan; High 

School of Technology in Jerusalem; Midreshet Rupin for the 

administration of Kibbutz economy; College for Technology 

and Administration in Tel Aviv; and Ort Technological 

College in Karmiel (Council for higher Education, 1994). 

In the 1992/1993 school year, the Teachers' Education 

Division, the administrative organization responsible for 

teachers' education in Israel, included thirty-one Colleges 

and Teacher-Seminars under its umbrella: Fourteen State 

Education institutions; ten State Religious Education 

institutions; and seven Independent, Ultra-Orthodox, 

education institutions. Although some of these institutions 

have been training and granting Teaching certificates for 

the past seventy years, many of them have been, or are, in 

the process of receiving academic recognition by the Council 

for Higher Education. Presently, eight Teachers' colleges 



are granting Bachelor of Education Degrees: Beit Berl 

College; Jerusalem College; Levinsky College of Education; 

Ort Teachers' College of Technology in Jerusalem; Oranim 

School .of Education; Seminar Hakkibutzim; Yellin Teacher's 

College; Zinemann College of Physical Education, Wingate 

Institute (Council for Higher Education, 1994). 
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In its 47 years of existence, a tremendous development 

and growth has taken place in Israel. The total population 

increased from 872,700 in 1948 to 2,657,000 in 1966 

(Kleinberger, 1969) and to more than five million people in 

1995. During this growth, Israel has become one of the more 

industrialized and advanced countries in the world. This 

surge has caused an increase in people seeking higher 

education which in turn has created a strict and stringent 

selective admission process into the universities. In 

addition, during the past thirty years, the student 

population has become more and more diversified. Many 

students are coming from the lower socio-economic strata of 

society, from homes which lack the tradition of learning, 

and/or from countries wherein they were unable to pursue an 

education. This requires that more attention be paid to the 

quality and techniques of instruction. However, doing 

research has been enjoying higher standards than teaching at 

Israeli institutions of higher learning. This was 

underscored by the 1958 Council for Higher Education Law 
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which requires that for an institution to be recognized, it 

must employ a staff of scientists/researchers who publish 

and do scholarly work. Thus, it is unrealistic to expect 

improved attention to instruction when faculty know that 

their research and publications will be instrumental to 

their academic advancement. Although students are 

increasingly complaining about poor teaching at the 

universities, it is difficult to force faculty to ameliorate 

their teaching abilities and techniques (Kleinberger, 1969). 

Yet, by 1994, the frustration expressed by students, was 

instrumental in the recognition of seven professional 

Colleges and eight Colleges of Education as degree-granting 

institutions, wherein teaching rather than research is 

emphasized. As more of these colleges are being certified 

and recognized, and as their enrollment is increasing, a 

potential decrease in the number of undergraduates at the 

universities is being considered. This may prove to be the 

incentive for changes in attitudes towards students' demands 

for better instruction (personal communication, 1994). 

Similarities and Difference 

Although the history and evolvement of institutions of 

higher education in Israel is different from the history of 

higher education the United States, the institutions of both 

countries have emerged with very similar administrative 
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structure and program designs. Even though German and 

English influence is still visible, it is the reverberations 

of the American tradition of higher education that can be 

seen on the campuses of the young country (Iram, 1983; 

Kleinberger, 1969) with the following differences: 

There are three distinct parallel tracks, or routes, 

one can follow in the academic world in Israel: the Research 

track which consists of Researcher Grade D, C, B, A, and A+ 

rankings; the Instructor track which consists of Associate 

Teacher, Teacher, and Senior Teacher rankings; and the 

Academic track which consists of Lecturer, Senior Lecturer, 

Associate Professor, and Professor ranks. Within the four 

academic promotional levels, Lecturer, Senior Lecturer, 

Associate Professor, and Full-Professor, tenure can only be 

considered at the Senior Lecturer level, usually after five 

to six years of working at the university. In the United 

states there are usually a total of three levels: Assistant 

professor, Associate Professor and Professor. At some 

universities, a "super" level, such as that of a Regents' 

Professor, a Chair, or an Endowed Professorship is granted. 

Tenure is only considered at the Associate Professor level. 

Another major difference is the fact that any full 

Professor in Israel can become an administrator at his/her 

institution. Administrative positions include Vice 

Presidents, Rectors, Deans and Department Chairpersons. The 



40 

positions are rotated among the faculty members. A Rector, 

a position equivalent to the Provost or Vice President for 

Academic Affairs in the unites States, is responsible for 

all the academic affairs of the university and is the 

Chairman of the Faculty Senate. The Rector, has to be a 

Professor serving in the Senate, who is elected by 

colleagues in the Senate for a term of two to four years and 

can be re-elected after a certain amount of time. The 

Rector and the other administrators, retain their office and 

affiliation with their department and usually return to 

their position and office at the end of their administrative 

rotation. In the united States, although the same may be 

true, quite often, administrators are not affiliated with 

any department to which they could return. At the 

termination of their employment, they usually leave the 

institution to seek another position of similar or higher 

administrative capacity (personal communications) . 

A third distinction lies in the determination of salary 

levels. In Israel, these are determined by VATAT, a 

Committee for Planning and Budgeting which is under the 

direction of the Council for Higher Education. Salaries, 

determined by this committee according to professional 

level, are equal at all institutions of higher education in 

Israel. In the united States, salaries are alternately 

determined by State budgets, university budgets, and are 
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often at the discretion of a university committee or the 

administration. The fourth difference, lies in the 

financial support received by the universities. Israeli 

institutions of higher education are differentially 

supported by governmental funding, up to 62% of their 

expenditures, while in the United States, Federal and State 

governments, Boards of Governors, trustees, or private 

resources determine financial support for universities. 

In addition, In 1986, the Council for Higher Education 

in Israel, decided that at the four-year colleges, to be 

promoted to Associate Professor or Full-Professor, an 

individual is to be evaluated on teaching performance and 

"professional achievements" according to the specialty of 

the institutions and the individual's subject matter. The 

professional achievements usually consist of publications, 

receipt of honors or awards, and professional endeavors such 

as musical recitals, concerts, and exhibitions in the 

country and/or abroad. A committee of ten Full-Professors 

from various institutions, appointed by the chairman of the 

Council of Higher Education conducts the evaluation. Three 

reference letters from peers are required in addition to a 

letter of recommendation by the institution's director. An 

internal institutional evaluation is performed for all other 

positions (Council for higher Education, 1992). In the 

united States, the President of the institution, but usually 



the Provost, and very seldom the Governing Board of that 

institution, has the final decision-making authority in 

comparable four-year colleges. 
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In spite of these differences, ever since the 

establishment of the Council for Higher Education in 1958, 

the process and method of faculty evaluation at the 

universities in Israel is quite similar to that existing in 

the United States' comprehensive universities. A 

department, a Department Chairman, or the Dean, begins the 

process by considering and recommending an individual for 

promotion, retention, or tenure. The departmental 

recommendation is passed to a College Committee which 

consists of the Dean and representatives of the various 

departments in the College. This committee then evaluates 

the candidate and chooses a group of professionals asking 

them to write their opinions of the candidate's scholarly 

achievements. The professional committee consists of three 

to five colleagues, prominent in the candidate's field, from 

different institutions in Israel or abroad. The 

recommendations of the College, including the Dean's 

recommendation, are then transferred to the University 

Promotion and Tenure Committee which is composed of Senate 

members representing different Colleges and chaired by the 

Rector. The Rector and/or the President of the institution 

have the final authority to accept or reject the 
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recommendations. Procedures for negative evaluation and/or 

negative recommendations are specified as well (Council of 

Higher Education, Hebrew, 1992). 

The problems of increased immigration, diversity of the 

student body, lack of funds, and the preferential treatment 

of research over teaching, exist in Israel and the u.s. 

Having reviewed the history and evolution of higher 

education and the development of faculty evaluation in both 

countries, and having found that the same literature is 

being read and implemented in the united States and in 

Israel, the rest of this chapter will review the literature 

regarding the purposes and areas of faculty evaluation. 

Purposes of Faculty Evaluation 

Since the early 1900s, faculty at institutions of 

higher education have become responsible for exploring new 

ideas, searching for knowledge, stimulating students' 

interest in the subject matter, publishing, and servicing 

the community. Defining and evaluating these different 

roles and functions has become quite complicated. The 

"performances" and the "products" are varied, intricate, 

hard to define, and difficult to measure and rate. Does 

performance refer to teaching, research, service, or to all 

three? Does the product refer to the students' educational 

experience, increased knowledge level, or does it refer to 



research, publications, or community service (Root, 1987). 

During the late 1980s more than thirty-five states 

required some form of faculty evaluation at their 

institutions of higher learning. Texas may be closely 

followed by other states as it mandated the design and 

implementation of faculty evaluation for performance and 

merit pay increases in its public, tax-supported 

institutions (Hunnicutt et al., 1991). What is an 

evaluation? The verb to evaluate is "to examine and 
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judge ... the worth, quality, significance, amount, degree, or 

condition of; appraise, rate .. " while evaluation is defined 

as "the act or result of evaluating; judgement, appraisal, 

rating, interpretation .. " (Webster, 1976, P. 786). 

Moreover, evaluation is the "process of establishing value 

judgements based on evidence ... the result of design, 

measurement, and analysis" (Smith & Glass, 1987, P. 31). 

Gathering data and reporting results in a just way to 

influence social thought and improve performance are factors 

of utmost importance in the evaluation process. 

However, The definition of faculty evaluation has also 

changed over the years. In the 1950s it was slated to be a 

process used to determine whether educational objectives 

have been met. In the 1960s and early 1970s it was used to 

provide information for institutional decision-making. 

Recently, the evaluation process is being used to determine 
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the worth or merit of a program, person or activity (Davis, 

1989). Yet evaluations "are problematic because of the 

conflicting objectives of the process" (Root, 1987, P. 71). 

The objective of an evaluation may be formative or 

summative. A formative evaluation is "designed to provide 

feedback for the purpose of facilitating professional growth 

and development" (Arreola & Aleamoni, 1990, p. 37), while a 

summative evaluation is concerned with the judgement and 

appraisal of the total or finished program, the extent to 

which the work meets a particular standard of performance. 

These two objectives may conflict, resulting in the 

possibility of the summative aspect of the evaluation 

undermining the developmental objective, especially when the 

evaluator has to face the dilemma of giving feedback without 

generating despair and estrangement by those being evaluated 

(French-Lazovik, 1981). Thus the distinction needs to be 

made between using the evaluation for personnel decisions or 

for developmental decisions. Is the purpose of conducting an 

evaluation so it can be used as a "diagnostic tool" for 

development of faculty or is it to be used for promotion, 

retention and tenure? Is development and improvement 

actually addressed or is it only paid lip service? 

(McKeachie, 1987, p.4). It has been proposed that one 

evaluation process can be used for both purposes; that the 

results provide valuable information to students in choosing 



their curriculum; and that the evaluation has a definite 

impact on financial allocations (Whitman & Weiss, 1982). 
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Although there is a vast literature on the topic, the 

language of the evaluation process is still vague and 

ambiguous. Such images as judging, criticizing, appraising, 

assessing and rating often come to mind when evaluation is 

mentioned. Riegler (1986, p. 122) suggests the following 

reasons for this imprecision: (1) There are six different 

purposes for an evaluation: appointment, tenure, promotion, 

salary, termination, and improvement. (2) There are three 

different functions which can be evaluated: research, 

teaching, and service. (3) There are six kinds of 

evaluators: administrators, students, other faculty, outside 

consultants or peers, lay persons in the community, and 

self. By mixing these, purposes x function x evaluators 

(6x3x6), 108 different conditions are created, these leading 

to five different metaphors of faculty evaluation: judging

the evaluator becomes a judge who examines the evidence, 

listens to witnesses and delivers a verdict; criticizing -

the critic observes the performance and suggests 

improvements; appraising - the evaluator delivers an 

appraisal as to the value and worth of the work; assessing -

the evaluator becomes like an assessor of an undeveloped 

piece of land for future investment; rating - the evaluator 

predicts the future by taking account of past performances 



and present competition. In summary, the purposes and 

definition of faculty evaluation need to be further 

specified and delineated. 

Areas of Faculty Evaluation 
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The three traditionally recognized areas of faculty 

performance are teaching, research, and service. In 

searching through the vast literature that has addressed the 

issue of faculty evaluation during the past sixty years, it 

quickly becomes apparent that these three areas have not, 

and are not, being treated equally. While hundreds of 

studies have looked at the evaluation of teaching, much 

fewer have studied the evaluation of faculty research and 

service. It appears that little weight is given to service, 

while teaching and research are competing, with research 

receiving greater credibility (Whitman & Weiss, 1982). 

Evaluation of Teaching 

Over 1300 studies were conducted by 1985, concerning 

the evaluation of teachers and teaching, yet, the 

conflicting findings and multiple interpretations are the 

cause of much confusion, distrust and even a threat to 

academic freedom (Donald, 1984). Teaching is comprised of 

three broad areas: content expertise of the instructor, 

instructional design and delivery skills, and 

characteristics that promote learning (Arreola, 1984). 
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Debating whether teaching should be treated as a science or 

art, Centra & Bonesteel (1990) suggest that the creative and 

flexible nature of teaching does not lend itself to precise 

evaluation. However, they do state that an evaluation, 

though necessarily subjective, "can yield broader 

classifications of effectiveness and aid in the improvement 

of college teaching" (P.14). The use and methodology of 

evaluating the area of teaching has remained controversial, 

inconclusive and heatedly debated on campuses (Aleamoni, 

1987a; 1987b; 1987c,; 1987d; Centra, 1979; 1987; Ciscelli, 

1987; Eble, 1988; Gil, 1987: McKeachie, 1987; Theall & 

Franklin, 1990). Some salient controversial components are 

herewith gleaned from the extensive literature. 

Student evaluation of teaching 

Students are able to differentiate among different 

teaching abilities and are not fooled by the joking, easy

grading professor (Aleamoni 1987b; 1987c). However, in 

order for student ratings to have any value, students need 

to be certain that their input will not cause them any harm, 

that they will not be penalized for negative ratings, and 

that they will have some effect on their instructor and 

possibly on the curriculum (Arreola, 1987b). 

The characteristics attributed to a good teacher, by 

students and faculty, are: sensitivity and concern for 

students; preparation and organization of subject matter; 
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knowledge, interest and enthusiasm; stimulation of interest: 

availability for consultation; and fairness and impartiality 

in examinations and grading (Centra and Bonesteel, 1990; 

Centra et aI, 1987; Feldman, 1988; Snell et al., 1992). 

Most studies confirm that student ratings are reliable 

and valid when correlated with other observers, usually 

colleagues, but could be affected by such variables as class 

size, whether the course is optional or compulsory, and 

whether it is an undergraduate or graduate course (Aleamoni 

1987c; 1987d). Other studies indicate no relationship 

between students' evaluation and class size, gender of 

student and instructor, major or non-major status of 

stUdent, or semester in which course is being offered 

(Aleamoni & Hexner, 1980). Validity of student ratings may 

be determined by the correlation between student ratings and 

their acquisition of knowledge, their learning (Abrami & 

Apollonia, 1990; Arubayi, 1987; Cohen 1990). 

To examine and represent the numerous aspects of 

teaching, Marsh (1984, 1987) advocates using multi

dimensional scores. Cashin and Downey (1992), after 

evaluating 17,183 classes from 105 institutions, suggest 

using one global score for teachers' performance. Hativa 

and Raviv (1993), in Israel, justify "the use of a single 

global score of ratings of 'overall performance' as a sound 

representation of the primary dimensions of teaching" 



(p.643). Such a global score has been compared to the 

single score used to represent a person's IQ or a grade 

representing a person's learning. 
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Rater errors that may distort the objectivity of the 

appraisal include: The halo effect - evaluator's attitude 

influencing the evaluation; leniency - evaluator unwilling 

to face unpleasantness created by a negative evaluation; 

error of central tendency - ratings tend to fall near the 

middle of the scale; bias - preconceived feelings; recency 

error - most recent remembered time, rather than the whole 

picture is used for the evaluation (Blackburn & Pitney, 

1988; Holloway, 1988). Since there is intense pressure to 

perform, many institutions have implemented procedures for 

the administration, collection, analysis and reporting of 

the results of student-ratings. The administration needs to 

be alert to possible unprofessional and unlawful temptations 

of students, faculty and administrators to compromise their 

own ethical values and those of the institution (Ory, 1990). 

Inconsistent research results have been obtained as to 

whether student ratings can be used to improve instruction. 

According to some studies, feedback given to instructors 

about their present and expected teaching performance rather 

than the end product (Gil, 1987), does not necessarily lead 

to improvement in instruction (Stevens, 1987), while other 

studies wherein teachers were provided with confidential 
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feedback, have shown significant improved student ratings of 

teaching (Aleamoni, 1978; Arubayi,1987; Cohen, 1990; Stevens 

& Aleamoni, 1985). However, in addition to feedback, the 

individual's motivation, attitude and knowledge needs to be 

taken into account as well as institutional support, 

training and rewards (Aleamoni, 1987b; Stevens, 1987). 

An evaluation should also take the faculty's workload 

into account - the number and size of the classes being 

taught; the number of student advisee; participation in 

students' Master and Ph.D. committees; the course outline; 

and collaboration and tutorials (Root, 1987). 

Typically, student evaluations are forwarded to 

committees composed of faculty members, department chairs, 

deans, provosts, and presidents. These are the ultimate 

decision makers, the true evaluators (Arreola, 1987b) who 

rely heavily on student ratings (Seldin, 1984). Thus, the 

valid and reliable use of the student ratings by faculty and 

administrators and using step-by-step guidance and 

consultation furnished by experts in the field, could aid in 

the systematic incorporation and proper use of the ratings 

by administrators (Franklin & Theall, 1990). 

Although students are rating the quality of teaching at 

universities in Australia, Belgium, Canada, Jordan, New 

Zealand, Switzerland, Thailand (Miller, 1988), United States 

and Israel, the debate continues about the usefulness, 
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reliability and validity of student ratings. Still, Marsh 

(1987) summarizes student ratings, as "multidimensional; 

reliable and stablei ... a function of the instructor who 

teaches a course rather than the course that is taught; 

relatively valid against a variety of indicators of 

effective teaching; relatively unaffected by a variety of 

variables hypothesized as potential biases; seen to be 

useful by faculty .. students .. and .. administrators" (p. 255). 

Peer evaluation of teaching 

It seems logical that students are in the best position 

to judge whether their knowledge has increased. Yet, it has 

been suggested that only colleagues, knowledgeable in the 

subject area, can evaluate their peers' teaching and 

determine whether new material was effectively presented and 

learned by students (Miller, 1988). However, several 

comparative studies have shown student ratings correlating 

highly with peer ratings of the same teaching, suggesting 

that students rate their teachers similar to the way their 

colleagues do (Aleamoni, 1987b; Marsh, 1984). 

Some, or all of the following measures could be used to 

evaluate instruction by peers: Direct observation - pre

arranged classroom observation by colleagues; indirect 

observation - results of class tests; objective performance 

- verified by others such as aides; subjective measures -

evaluators personal opinion (Holloway, 1988) and reviewing 
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the instructional material - the books, course syllabus, and 

exams (Centra, 1979). These measures need to be pursued 

with "mutual trust and respect, fairness, and a genuine 

interest in improving college teaching" (Seldin, 1988, p. 

51). Although lacking in reliability, opportunity is 

provided for receiving feedback on a tangible observable 

product from colleagues which could encourage open and more 

frequent discussions among colleagues (Centa et al., 1987; 

Mckeachie, 1987). However, from several recorded attempts, 

it appears that colleague evaluations are intensely disliked 

by faculties, as they are seen as fostering negative 

feelings, use too much time, are not beneficial, and result 

in biased ratings as almost all faculty members were rated 

as excellent or good (Centra, 1987). This could be 

corrected by including peer evaluators from outside the 

faculty's department (Centra et al., 1987) and by developing 

disciplinary guidelines to specify what behavior performance 

is to be observed and rated (Arreola & Aleamoni, 1995). 

Self-evaluation of teaching 

Self-evaluation, where teachers give their own written 

evaluation of their teaching effectiveness, has been used by 

some institutions for assessing teaching performance. For a 

good self-evaluation it has been suggested that faculty 

members keep a teaching portfolio for the duration of one's 

teaching career, in order to document the full range and 
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extent of teaching. This portfolio should include the 

courses being taught, the manner in which they are being 

taught, student ratings and peer impressions of one's 

teaching (Urbach, 1992). Moses (1986) found a very small 

correlation between self-evaluation and other measures that 

look at teaching effectiveness. However, if there is a 

discrepancy between a faculty member's self-perception and 

the students' perception of that faculty member's teaching, 

then an opportunity presents itself for self-reflection and, 

hopefully, improvement of teaching (Centra, 1979). 

Evaluation of Research 

During the past thirty years, there has been a growing 

emphasis on research, publications, and the receipt of 

honors and awards for research at the expense of teaching 

(Donald, 1984; Seldin, 1984). There is an overwhelming 

emphasis, preoccupation, and surge towards research 

(Schuster & Bowen, 1985). At the large universities, there 

seems to be an unacknowledged dichotomy between research and 

teaching faculties: research being most valued by the 

science and engineering faculties, and teaching being most 

valued by the liberal arts faculties. There appears to be 

an obsessive nature to research and a glut of publications, 

as young people coming into academia are under constant 

pressure to start their careers and do more research. This 

creates a strain and conflict between scholarship and 
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teaching (Eble, 1988). It also creates the temptation for 

padding one's list of publications by exaggerating and 

distorting it. Moreover, a prolific researcher can be 

tempted to pay a teacher to teach his/her course, especially 

at a university where research grants are highly regarded 

and represent part of the school's budget (Shao, 1991). 

Research and teaching are two different unique 

activities, research often being an isolated, cognitive 

undertaking, and teaching a socially inspiring activity 

(Arreola, 1984). Yet, research and teaching depend on one 

another, becoming almost symbiotic, as those who are 

primarily concerned with teaching, depend on the researchers 

to provide them with the most recent findings in the subject 

they are teaching, while the researchers depend on teachers 

for the dissemination of their findings (O'Neill, 1990). 

Although achievement in both areas is desirable and 

possible, it has often been suggested, but not supported by 

research, that excellent researchers are also the best 

teachers (Aleamoni, 1984; 1987c; Arreola, 1984). 

The personal characteristics of a prestigious 

researcher include talent, genius, vision, creativity, 

personal stamina, the ability to stay in close contact with 

colleagues and study the latest literature in the field, and 

spending more time on research than on teaching and service. 

In addition to these personal qualifications, appropriate 



56 

facilities and an environment that offers peer interaction, 

encouragement, reinforcement, and freedom to work are 

factors needed for great research (Schuster & Bowen, 1985). 

Several studies on the evaluation of research and 

publications have been conducted during the past twenty 

years. Since evaluating performance is an inexact science, 

the studies agree on very little except for saying that more 

than one criterion and several data resources are needed for 

a proper evaluation of research. Different aspects of 

evaluating research, publications and scholarly work have 

been identified: (1) Quantitative measures - the number of 

publications in books, sole or senior authorship, journal 

publications, and the number of presentations at 

professional meetings. (2) Qualitative measures - the 

originality of the work; publications in refereed or 

reputable journals; continuity in research over the years; 

citations to published materials. (3) The development of new 

forms of research such as computer software. (4) Eminence 

measures - grant proposals for funds approved or in 

progress; meritorious reviews; honors, awards, invited 

papers, and scholarships. (5) Peer judgments - peers from 

one's institution and from other institutions, Department 

Chairs and Deans reviewing the originality and contribution 

of the work (Braxton & Bayer, 1986; Centra, 1979, 1987; 

Miller, 1987; Root, 1987; Seldin, 1980, 1984; Rentz, 1984). 



57 

Concerns have been raised about the consistency of 

assessments, and possible bias in the review process by 

peers (Ceci and Peters, 1982). For example, liberal arts 

colleges give high priority to books written by a professor 

as sole or senior author while in the natural sciences 

departments, journal articles and grants are much more 

critical (Centra, 1979; Seldin, 1984). How can these two be 

compared? How does a short one or two-page article in the 

physical sciences which reports the outcome of an 

experiment, compare with a lengthy interpretation-type 

article often written in the Humanities field? How does one 

compare a book-chapter with articles published in 

prestigious journals? (Miller and Serzan, 1984). 

In a unique study of the reliability of peer review, 

Ceci & Peter (1982) examined the psycho-social variables 

that are involved. They concluded that the prestige of 

one's institution has an influence on the review given by 

peers for scholarly work. Although the reviewers, peers 

assigned by the editor to evaluate a script, are not known 

to the author, the reverse is not true, as the author's name 

and institutional affiliation are often known to the 

reviewers. The presence of institutional bias, in favor of 

prestigious institutions, was supported by the study. In 

addition to institutional bias, the higher the status of a 

scientist, the more favorable were the peer reviews. 



The following steps for systematically reviewing the 

multidimensional measures of research have been suggested: 
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Identify the information to be used for the evaluation; 

assign a numerical order of importance after deciding on the 

criteria on which the ordering will be based; distinguish 

ranges of performance for each type of data; develop ways of 

encouraging and improving faculty research (Braxton & Bayer, 

1986; Creswell, 1986). Although reliability is not proof 

that assessments are valid, a higher degree of reliability 

was found among colleagues who were reviewing research, than 

among those reviewing teaching or service. Publications 

were deemed most important to the process of promotion and 

salary increment (Kasten, 1984; Miller, 1987; Root 1988). 

Evaluation of Service 

Service is vague and often undefined. It may include 

developing, assisting, or supervising programs or research 

projects in the community; working with outside agencies, 

presenting public workshops and seminars and assisting 

community groups. Public and community work is frequently 

not recognized or rewarded. It usually plays a minor role 

in the evaluation process, while it is nevertheless a major 

professional responsibility (Centra, 1979). However, a 

professor's off-campus and professional societies activities 

are often recognized more than participation in institution

wide committees, departmental committees, advising student 
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organizations, or willingness to teach undesirable courses 

(Seldin, 1984). Evaluating faculty service is usually quite 

inconsistent as it relies on evidence of the outcome of the 

service such as committee reports, proposals, outside group 

recognition awards for service and self-reports of time 

spent on various professional and community activities 

(Andrews & Licata, 1991). 

Administrative Roles 

Faculty and administrators consistently differ in their 

perceptions of academic goals, mission, institutional 

climate, and faculty motivation. The administration may 

reflect a more idealized view of the educational process 

than the faculty, placing more value on the purpose of 

education and a warm supportive organizational climate 

(Peterson & White, 1992). In a recent study, administrators 

perceived their institutions' evaluation program as being 

much more satisfactory than did the faculty members of the 

same institutions of higher learning (Laham, 1993). 

Although much is written about students' evaluation, 

self-evaluation and peer-evaluation, it is ultimately the 

administrators who collect the data from various sources, 

evaluate it, and make a positive or negative decision 

(Whitman & Weiss, 1982). A brief review of the unique 

administrators' roles follows: (1) Chief Executive Officer 
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is the president of the institution. He supports high 

quality of academia, initiates studies and planning 

committees, makes recommendation to the Governing Board, and 

serves as the last recourse in personnel decisions. (2) 

Chief Academic Officer, the provost, protects the 

institution's procedures and policies; initiates, supports, 

monitors and implements faculty development, professional 

growth and evaluation process; and helps solve difficult 

personnel problems. (3) College and School Dean assures that 

policies are being followed and that the evaluation and its 

recommendations are fair. The Dean makes a recommendation 

after carefully studying the individual's evaluation file. 

(4) Department Chairperson monitors and follows the time

table for the evaluation procedure. Although this part of 

the evaluation is most important since the chairperson's 

recommendations are accepted 90% of the time, many 

chairpersons have no administrative training, being elected 

by colleagues or appointed by their Deans (Miller, 1987). 

Developing a Comprehensive Faculty Evaluation 

The past decade has seen some positive and negative 

changes in faculty evaluation process: There is definite 

increase in the use of systematic structured faculty 

evaluation programs with written policies, procedures, and 

results (Aleamoni, 1980; Arreola, 1994; Arreola & Aleamoni, 
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1988, 1995; Smith & Beno, 1993); the purposes of evaluations 

have been determined to be summative and formative, with 

formative programs being used less than summative evaluation 

programs; increased number of data resources are used for 

evaluation process; the quality of student rating forms has 

improved; increased consideration is given to the quantity 

and quality of research; there is greater use of computers; 

more flexibility and individualization is apparent; the 

presentation of cases before the courts has increased 

(Miller, 1986, 1987; Seldin, 1984) as has accountability to 

the public and the legislature (Becker & Kogan, 1991). The 

following are salient, prevalent guidelines that have been 

culled from literature on developing faculty evaluations: 

1. Governing Boards need to establish a warm climate 

of support for administrators and for the outcome of 

evaluations, be they positive or negative (Andrews, 1985). 

Administration and faculty must be actively committed and 

supportive of their individual institution's needs, and both 

should have maximum input towards the methods and purposes 

of the program (Arreola, 1994; Rudman, 1990; Smith & Beno, 

1993; Young & Gwalamubisi, 1986). Student governments 

should also participate in the development of instruction 

and evaluation (Arreola, 1987b). The multiple components 

and specific guidelines for conducting the evaluation need 

to be defined at the departmental level with faculty input. 
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Higher-level committees and administrators can then use this 

model when called upon to make an evaluation (A1eamoni, 

1987b). If the faculty members do not actively participate 

in developing and implementing their evaluation procedures, 

the process will be developed by the administration for the 

faculty and the faculty may eventually lose their rights and 

risk the loss of academic freedom (Hughes & Clouse, (1994). 

2. Roles must be delineated with observable and 

measurable components. Teaching, research and community 

service need to defined. For example, teaching includes 

instruction, knowledge of the subject, and concern for 

students (Seldin, 1984). The same definition process should 

be followed for each role that is going to be evaluated. It 

is important to determine who should provide the information 

on which the evaluation is going to be based; who are the 

sources of information- students, peers, self, department 

chairs, deans? And finally, determination needs to be made 

as to how much value, or weight, should be set on the 

information given by the different sources designated for 

each role. Administrative decisions such as promotions, 

tenure and merit increases should be based on the 

achievement of a pre-specified overall composite rating, 

over several years (Arreola, 1987a, p.67). 

3. It is important to move slowly and realistically 

when developing a comprehensive faculty evaluation system. 



63 

It is important to allow sufficient time for choosing and 

improving the instruments, and developing follow-up studies 

to assess the effectiveness of the program for further 

improvement (Seldin, 1984). As most full-time tenured 

faculty serve on a promotion and tenure committee at least 

one time during their career, it is important to remember to 

be as fair in the evaluation as one would want one's 

colleagues to be with oneself (Centra et al., 1987). 

4. Although not openly acknowledged, the politics of 

evaluation should be considered. Will a person who is 

aggressive or vindictive get more or less consideration than 

someone who is passive but equally qualified? If a position 

is to be frozen or lost, would a candidate be rushed through 

the evaluation process in order for the department to keep 

the position? Centra (1987, p. 54) named four groups to be 

considered when developing an evaluation: 

The first group consists of purists. The purist group 

insists that faculty performance must be quantified and 

measured with microscopic precision .... Another group is 

called the utopians. This group finds fault in every 

instrument or system devised. They want the perfect 

instrument, and, if they find one even partly 

defective, which they invariably do, they conclude that 

the system is worthless. The third group is called the 

saboteurs. They pretend to support efforts to develop 
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evaluation systems, but they find fault in every 

approach and call for endless refinements. The fourth 

group is referred to as the naive. They are ready to 

adopt any instrument or any system without thinking 

through its implications or whether it will work 

.. The fifth group is called the realists. The realists 

know that whatever is put together one year may have to 

be modified the next. They know that people are going 

to be evaluated whether you set up a system or not, and 

that not setting up a system is worse than working on a 

year-to-year basis until something worthwhile evolves. 

5. Faculty members typically go through a period of 

resistance and hostile feelings towards the concept of a 

faculty evaluation program. Arreola (1983, p. 88) named 

five successive stages of faculty resistance, which could 

last from twelve to eighteen months: The disdainful denial 

stage; the hostile resistance stage; the apparent 

acquiescence stage; the attempt to scuttle stage; and the 

grudging acceptance. This resistance, is due in part to 

teaching observation, as faculty members view the classroom 

as their personal world and any attempt to see what happens 

behind the door is viewed as an invasion of their private 

world (Centra, 1979; Cochran, 1992). 

Four factors characterized faculty members most 

dissatisfied with the faculty evaluation process at the 
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University of Colorado: long term employment at the 

university; whether the evaluation was negative or 

positive, with negatively evaluated faculty more resistant; 

whether salary was at stake; and inconsistencies among 

evaluators, department chairs, deans and/or vice-presidents 

(Ormrod, 1986). To overcome resistance, the evaluation 

program needs to be connected to a reward system which 

encourages growth and development (A1eamoni, 1987b). 

6. Rudmann (1990) suggests making use of the vast 

amount of literature written about, and the actual attempts 

made at developing faculty evaluation systems during the 

past 60 years. For example, many faculty and administrators 

still hold misconceptions about student ratings, having 

sustained myths over the years which still affect the use 

and understanding of the ratings (A1eamoni, 1987c; Cohen, 

1990). Also, whereas research is frequently rewarded more 

than teaching, teaching is often rated to be the most 

important component of an evaluation and of the faculty 

roles (Boyer, 1990; Hunnicutt et a1., 1991; Laham, 1993). 

Teaching is often regarded more important than research 

which is more important than service (Miller, 1992). 

Although faculty are hired and paid to do one thing -

to teach, and although classroom teaching has often been 

named as the first or major factor in judging overall 

performance at most comprehensive universities, faculty 
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members, nationwide, feel that they are mostly rewarded and 

promoted for doing research, having many publications, and 

receiving grants (Aleamoni, 1984; Bieber et al., 1992). Shao 

(1991) suggested that because research is much more 

important than teaching in personnel decisions, an excellent 

teacher who is a mediocre researcher is unlikely to get 

tenure. This was remedied in King's College, Pennsylvania, 

where merit increases were given only when a merit award for 

effective teaching, in addition to scholarship and service, 

was earned (Farmer, 1993). 

7. The evaluation should include the use of multiple 

sources of information to increase the reliability and 

validity of the process (Andrews, 1985; Seldin, 1980). This 

checks and balances process will "protect faculty members 

from caprice, protect administration from accusation of 

bias, and enhance prospects of gathering meaningful useful 

information" (Rudmann, 1990, p. 23). 

8. Due process must be built into the evaluation 

process (Holloway, 1988; Seldin, 1984). The evaluation and 

decision-making system has to be legal and defensible 

(Miller, 1987). This means that clear and precise criteria 

need to be included. Administrators need to know the goals 

and responsibilities of the institution in order to set 

unbiased and fair criteria for evaluation. Employees should 

receive written standards and objectives used by the 
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evaluators. They should know and agree with all the steps 

needed for effective performance (McKeachie, 1987). The 

criteria should be relevant to that which is being 

appraised, be unbiased, and based on the job being done 

(Holloway, 1988). Several sources should be pursued 

independently for the evaluation. Administrators and 

evaluators need to be trained in methodology of evaluation. 

They need to learn how to properly recognize, document, and 

convey in written and oral form results of the evaluation. 

A faculty member should be given valid reasons for a 

negative evaluation with suggestions for remediation with 

specific required changes over a reasonable period of time. 

A formal appeal system should be part of the process with 

legal council available for consultation (Andrews, 1985). 

9. Flexibility in the process of faculty evaluation is 

necessary in order to make adjustments to the differences 

among the disciplines in higher education (Rudmann, 1990). 

Furthermore, a faculty member may need help and reassurance 

in performing one of the assigned roles. Performance may be 

affected by lack of skills in a certain area, ie. s/he has 

not had any pedagogic or curricular development training or 

has never learned to conduct independent research. Temporary 

personal or family difficulties could affect performance as 

could insufficient job-orientation or inappropriate work 

facilities. In all these cases, counseling, specifically, 
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performance counseling with the evaluator may help achieve 

personal and departmental goals. This would add a human 

touch to the evaluation process. It requires that the 

evaluator, usually the Department Chair or the Dean, be 

knowledgeable, have good communication and human relations 

skills, and be able and willing to explore different ways of 

overcoming these obstacles (Trotter & Risdon, 1990). 

10. Development and growth of an individual ought to 

be an integral part of the evaluation (Aleamoni, 1987b; 

Centra, 1979). Feedback that distinguishes between the 

different levels of performance should be provided. Most 

likely, a small number of the faculty will be identified at 

both ends of the curve, some outstanding and some performing 

poorly. The majority will be judged to perform in the 

middle, satisfactorily. Those at the upper end should be 

rewarded and reinforcement provided for their excellent 

performance while simultaneously providing incentives for 

the average-majority. Those at the lower end, judged to 

perform poorly, should be provided with concrete suggestions 

for improvement. Since everyone was evaluated with the same 

process and suggestions for improvement were given, if no 

change occurs after a set time limit, dismissal or refusal 

of tenure could then be applied by the administration 

(Andrews & Marzano, 1993). Experience has shown, that a 

faculty evaluation system implemented without reference or 
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connection to a faculty development program generates a 

greater amount of anxiety and resistance among faculty than 

if it is part of a larger faculty development/instructional 

improvement effort. Likewise, experience has shown that 

faculty development programs, operated in isolation or 

without reference to a faculty evaluation program, tend to 

attract mainly faculty who need the services least (Arreola 

& Aleamoni, 1988, p. 27). 

11. The use of qualified, tested, reliable and valid 

commercial instruments is of utmost importance (Young & 

Gwalamubisi, 1986). These must be continuously reviewed for 

biased and inappropriate items. Working with a 

knowledgeable outside consultant has also proven valuable 

(Aleamoni, 1987d; Arreola, 1994; Mckeachie, 1987). 

12. An evaluation and development office should be 

housed separately from the administration building (Arreola 

& Aleamoni, 1988; Arreola, 1983; Seldin, 1984). 

13. Faculty evaluation is an ongoing process that must 

be time and cost effective, while being administratively 

manageable. It is a way to "determine goals .. appraise the 

processes for reaching them, and .. assess the extent to which 

they have been met" (Seldin, 1984, p. 155). Detailed 

information should be continually collected and reviewed, 

rather than gathered at a single time just to make a 

personnel decision (Arreola & Aleamoni, 1990; Centra, 1979). 
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14. A comprehensive faculty development system should 

be able to include, and at the same time distinguish, 

between the formative purpose of the evaluation, that of 

improving performance by encouraging academic development, 

and the summative purpose of the evaluation, making 

personnel decisions according to institutional goals and 

directives. While recognizing and rewarding excellence it 

needs to delineate measures for possible dismissal of those 

unwilling or unable to fulfill recommended improvements. 

(A1eamoni, 1987b). Although, some researchers have argued 

that faculty growth should be separated from evaluation for 

promotion and tenure (Young & Gwa1amubisi, 1986), it could 

be argued that resulting information of an evaluation is 

used both as feed-forward and feed-backward information. 

Information is fed forward to persons who are required to 

make personnel judgements, and are higher in the 

organization. Information is fed backward to those who are 

being evaluated for appraisal of their own performance. It 

sets the stage for either self-initiated or supervisory

initiated performance changes. Feedback is also used for 

the post-evaluation conference to define the strengths, 

weakness, and performance changes that need to be made 

(Goodwin & Smith, 1985) and the resources available for 

those necessary changes (Aleamoni, 1987b). 

15. At the end of the 1980s, approximately 80% of the 



faculty were tenured and between the age of 55 and 65 

(Licata, 1986). Some means must be found to "prune the 

deadwood from their ranks" (centra, 1979, p. 1) even if 

resistance is strong. Tenured faculty should be evaluated 

for continued performance, and given merit recognition in 

order to reinforce and encourage high-level performance 

(Andrews, 1985; O'Neill, 1990). Not everyone should be 

rewarded equally, since a system that rewards everyone, is 

no longer a reward system and may thus sanction mediocracy 

(Hunnicutt, 1991). In contrast, Miller (1992) found that 
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faculty preferred across the board cost of living 

adjustments, feeling that a merit pay system could not be 

fair, caused friction between the faculty, and failed to 

build self-esteem. However, in a climate wherein rewards or 

recognition are not received, even motivated individuals 

eventually become weakened, demoralized, and/or leave the 

institution (Andrew & Marzano, 1984). 

16. Arreola (1983) summarizes faculty concerns about 

evaluation and development process. "Only when faculty 

realizes that obtaining rewards ... is a function of their 

performance and thus under their control, and that the 

faculty evaluation and development program is a valuable 

tool in helping them both identify and overcome the 

obstacles standing between them and these rewards, will the 

program have a chance for success" (p. 92) . 
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17. Who are the major beneficiaries of a faculty 

evaluation? The students see the faculty as benefitting 

the most, the faculty see the administrators as benefiting 

most, and the administrators see the faculty as benefitting 

the most. However, for an evaluation program to be useful, 

there needs to be an open collaboration between the three 

groups. Much has been written about collecting the data, 

not about its use. The information gathered must be 

advantageous to all three constituents on campus, all those 

who have a stake in the evaluation. Failure can be 

predicted, if the evaluation procedure is performed as a 

ritual, only for symbolic reasons, rather than functional 

(Genova et al. 1976). The principles of a conscientious 

evaluation should be: Multipurpose - variety of purposes for 

the different stake holders; multifaceted - the evaluation 

should look at different activities and responsibilities 

performed by faculty; multi source - different evaluators 

participating; multi method - different assessment methods 

should be used; instructional context-related - evaluation 

should be associated to the policies and needs of the 

institution (Genova et al., pp.4,5) 

In this chapter, the author outlined the development of 

higher education in the United States and in Israel. Tracing 

the evolution of the institutions of higher education 

provided the framework for looking at their changing 
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functions and the changes in the roles of their faculty 

members. These changes require unique and different 

evaluation procedures. Therefore, in order to understand 

the climate surrounding faculty evaluation in 1990s and to 

be able to properly analyze and appreciate the results of 

the present study, the following components of the vast 

literature on evaluating faculty of institutions of higher 

education were examined: (1) The purposes of the evaluation 

process; (2) The areas that are being evaluated - Teaching, 

Research and Service; (3) The administrative roles concerned 

with the evaluation process; (4) Guidelines for developing a 

comprehensive faculty evaluation. 

The problems explored in the present dissertation are: 

(1) Are the perceptions of faculty in Israel similar or 

different from the perceptions of their administrators about 

the present faculty evaluation? (2) Are these perceptions 

similar or different from the perceptions existing in the 

united States about the faculty evaluation process? (3) Can 

a comprehensive evaluation program be developed and used in 

both countries. 
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METHOD 

Procedure 
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In the United States, 488 surveys were sent to faculty 

members and administrators of institutions of higher 

education who had attended a workshop entitled "Developing a 

Comprehensive Faculty Evaluation System". Laham (1993) 

described and analyzed the 239 responses received from this 

sample. In Israel, the present author personally 

interviewed one or more administrators and faculty members 

at all seven universities and four colleges. During the 

interview, the history, the rational, and the objectives of 

the present study were explained. All administrators 

expressed an interest in the study and a commitment to 

implement it at their respective institutions. A number of 

surveys were then given to the administrators, who agreed to 

distribute them to faculty and administrators involved in 

evaluation programs. Respondents' anonymity was promised. 

Two letters were sent, three weeks apart, to remind the 

administrators of their agreement and commitment. 

The Sample 

In the United States, the 239 respondents are faculty 

and administrators of institutions of higher education who 

had attended a workshop entitled "Developing a Comprehensive 
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Faculty Evaluation System". The present study concentrates 

on data from U.S. institutions, who have over 500 faculty 

members, since these are comparable to institutions of 

higher learning in Israel. This reduced data accounts for 

27% of the total data reported by Laham, 1993. 

Under the present study, 80 responses, 28% from 

administrators and 72% from faculty members, were received 

from Israel. It is impossible to know how many surveys were 

actually disseminated as administrators were asked to 

distribute them at their own discretion. Administrators of 

institutions from which no responses were received, wrote 

that there is no faculty evaluation at their institution 

(four-year colleges), or that they are unable to motivate 

their faculty to respond (Haifa University). As responses 

were received from six out of seven universities and from 

two colleges in diverse parts of the country, the author 

feels that they accurately represent Israeli academia. 

The Survey 

The survey was developed to explore the perceptions of 

individuals who are familiar with faculty evaluation 

programs and/or are involved in developing such programs. 

It was developed by The Center for Educational Development 

and Assessment (Aleamoni & Arreola, 1992) consisting of 37 

items divided into six different focus-areas (See Table 1) . 



Table 1 

Areas of Focus in Survey 

Name 

Respondent 

Information 

Institution 

Demographics 

Institution 

Climate 

Program 

Status 

Evaluation 

Criteria 

Developing 

Program 

Description 

Identifying responsibility and involvement 

in faculty evaluation programs (6 items). 

Type of institution, number/percentage of 

full-time and tenured faculty (5 items). 

Institution's climate regarding changes 

in faculty evaluation (6 items). 

Policies concerning faculty evaluation 

and development procedures (12 items). 

Percentage of evaluation based on Teaching 

Research, Service, other (5 items). 

Perceptions of steps taken to develop 

a faculty evaluation program (9 items). 
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Each respondent was asked to either select a response 

from a group of choices (As = Agree Strongly, A = Agree, D = 
Disagree, DS = Disagree Strongly) or indicate agreement 

(yes) versus disagreement (no). In addition to the 37 

questions, respondents were asked to indicate their 

perceptions of the maximum and minimum weight (percentage) 

given to faculty roles and their sources and source weights. 

The roles included: Teaching, Research, Faculty service, 

Community advising, Administration/management, Publications, 

Artistic performance, Professional status, and Professional 

development. For the Israeli respondents, six open-ended 

questions were included in the survey, asking the 

respondent's views regarding the process of evaluating 

faculty performance (See Appendix A) . 

Analysis 

The data from Israel was examined for response 

characteristics. Descriptive statistics and frequency 

distributions are summarized in Appendix A. To analyze 

differences between responses of administrators and faculty, 

t-tests were used. Data from large educational institutions 

in the united States (Appendix B), was compared with Israeli 

data using z-tests of proportional differences and/or t

tests to see whether responses were similar or significantly 

different (See Appendix C - Means and Standard Deviations) . 
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RESULTS 

Respondents' Information 
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Summary of the responses to the surveys completed in 

Israel are provided under each question in Appendix A. Of 

the respondents, 28% are administrators, and 72% are faculty 

members. A respondent marking his or her responsibility as 

both Administrator and Faculty, was counted as an 

administrator, since in Israel, all administrators are 

faculty members, often considering themselves to be faculty 

members first. Of the administrators, 5% are Presidents, 9% 

are Vice Presidents, 9% are Rectors, 45% are Deans, and 32% 

are Department or Division Heads. Of the administrators and 

the faculty, 25% had attended one or more workshops on 

faculty evaluation and development, while the rest, 75%, 

indicate that they had not attended any such workshop or 

seminar. In contrast, all the data gathered in the united 

States was completed by former workshop participants; every 

respondent had attended at least one workshop on faculty 

evaluation. In Israel, 14% of the administrators, and 12% 

of the faculty, currently serve on a committee charged with 

developing a faculty evaluation, while 23% of the 

administrators and 5% of faculty serve as directors. Table 

2 summarizes information from Israel and the United States 

(Laham, 1993). 
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Table 2 

Respondents' Information (in Percentages) 

Question Israel u.s. 

I.Faculty 72 27 

Adminis. 28 65 

Staff 0 2 

Other 0 6 

II. President 5 0 

VIP/Rector 18 7 

Dean 45 32 

Dept/Div.Hd 32 27 

Other 0 9 

Missing 0 25 

III.Attended wrkshp 25 100 

None 75 0 

IV. Served on Corom. 27 63 

No 73 31 

Missing 0 6 

V.Serving on Corom. 13 45 

No 87 55 

VI.Present Director 10 25 

No 90 72 

Missing 0 3 
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Institutional Demographics 

The institutional demographic information of the 

Israeli data shows a diversity of perceptions. The number of 

faculty members is perceived to vary from less than 150 to 

more than 500 at a given institution, while the institutions 

are perceived to receive anywhere from 10-74% of support 

from private resources, even though all higher-education 

institutions in Israel are public. In the u.s. 89% of 

respondents work at public institutions, and 11% work at 

private institutions. Table 3 presents the perceived 

demographic information from Israel and the u.s. The 

numbers represent percentage of respondents who answered. 

For example, 11% Israeli and 7% U.S. respondents perceive 

that 31-60% of their faculty is employed Full-Time. 

Table 3 

Perceptions of Demographics in U S. and Israel (Percentages) 

Full-Time (Israel) 

Full-Time(U.S) 

Tenure (Israel) 

Tenure (U.S.) 

<10% 10-30% 31-60% 61-90% >90% DK 

2 

2 

o 

7 

4 

10 

9 

7 

11 

7 

36 

30 

54 

60 

46 

53 

25 

21 

1 

2 

4 

o 

8 

1 



81 

Institutional Climate 

The next six questions appraise the respondents' 

perceptions of the climate existing at their institution 

regarding its faculty evaluation process: Do the faculty, 

administration, students, and senior administration believe 

there is need to improve faculty evaluation and is the 

institutional environment receptive to such improvement? 

Strongly Agree is scored as 1, Agree = 2, Disagree = 3, and 

Disagree Strongly = 4. Disagreement with the need to 

improve, indicates the evaluation program to be satisfactory 

and needing very little improvement. The correlations 

between these perceptions are summarized in Table 4. 

Table 4 

Institutional Climate-Correlation Matrix in Israel 

Administrators 

Question Fac Adm Stu Env SeAd 

6. Fac 1 

7. Adm .56 1 

8. Stdnt .02 .00 1 

9. Env .08 .20 .46 1 

10.SenAdm .22 .00 -.14 .47 1 

Faculty 

Fac Adm Stu Env SeAd 

1 

.46 1 

.33 .57 1 

.15 .17 .20 1 

.01 .12 -.04 .48 1 
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Table 4 shows weak to moderately strong, mostly 

positive, correlations. Administrators perceive no 

relationship between Administration and Students beliefs or 

between Administration and the Senior Administration 

beliefs, and a lack of relationship between Faculty and 

Student beliefs, and between Faculty beliefs and 

Institutional Environment receptivity to improvement. 

A moderately strong positive relationship is perceived by 

both faculty and administrators between Administration and 

Faculty beliefs in the need to improve the evaluation 

process, r=.56 and r=.46. The faculty feel there is no 

relationship between Faculty and the Senior Administration 

beliefs, but think there is a moderate relationship between 

Administration and Student beliefs, r=.57, and between 

Institutional Environment receptivity to improving the 

evaluation process and Senior Administration belief, r=.48. 

The total United States data (Laham, 1993) show similar 

results, there being a moderate relationship between 

Administration and Faculty beliefs, r=.54; between Student 

and Administration beliefs, r=.48; and between Institutional 

Environment receptivity and Senior administration beliefs, 

r=.44. Nonetheless, there are significant statistical 

differences between U.S. and Israeli respondents' 

perceptions regarding their institutional climate. Table 5 

presents the Means of the Israeli and U.S. responses and 



indicates whether the difference between the means is 

significant, using t-tests, with alpha = 0.05. 

Table 5 

Institutional Climate-Differences between U S and Israel 

Question Is-Mean US-Mean Sig.Diff 

6. Faculty Belief 2.13 1. 76 Yes 

7. Adm. Belief 2.30 1. 98 Yes 

8. Stdts. Belief 2.06 2.23 No 

9. Env. Receptive 2.57 2.28 Yes 

10.Sen. Adm. Supp. 2.53 1.96 Yes 
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The last question in this section asks for respondents' 

perception as to whether the evaluation data is used by 

their administration to make unbiased personnel decisions. 

Of the Israeli respondents, 48% perceive the faculty 

evaluation as being used routinely to make unbiased 

personnel decision while 41% disagree. In the U.S., 76% 

agree that the process is used to make unbiased personnel 

decisions, while 24% disagree. There is a significant 

statistical difference in the proportions of individuals 

from Israel and U.S. who agree, and also between those who 

disagree, using the z-test of proportional differences. 
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Faculty Evaluation Information 

This segment of the survey asks for the respondents' 

perceptions regarding the status of faculty evaluation and 

faculty development programs at their institutions. 

Questions focus on whether there is a written, formal, 

specific policy for evaluating faculty and for faculty 

development programs and whether specific resources have 

been made available by the institution for such programs. 

The respondent is instructed to answer 'Yes' or 'No' to each 

question, with a 'Yes' being scored as (I) and 'No' being 

scored as (2). A Mean of 1.5 indicates an equal number of 

'Yes' and 'No' responses. The lower the number, closer to 

(1), the more the respondents agree with the statement. For 

response Means and Percentages from Israel and the u.s. 

please refer to Appendix C and Appendix D, respectively. 

Question 23 asks whether the respondent believes 

faculty evaluation is mandatory. Of the Israeli 

respondents, 33% feel it is mandatory for all, 25% feel it 

is mandatory for some, and 19% feel it is optional for all. 

Among the American respondents, 61% feel the evaluation to 

be mandatory for all, 29% feel it to be mandatory for some, 

and 8% feel it is optional for all. Respondents' perception 

as to whether an evaluation is mandatory at their 

institution is correlated with their perceptions as to 

whether their institution has a formal, written faculty 



evaluation policy, with the faculty roles specified and 

delineated. Pearson Product Moment Correlations of these 

variables are presented in Table 6. 

Table 6 

Information Status Correlation Matrix for Israel 

Administrators Faculty 

Question ME FP WP PD SP WD ME FP WP PD SP WD 

#23.ME 1 1 

#12.FP .05 1 -.06 1 

#13.WP .61 .76 1 -.04 .80 1 

#19.PD .31 .74 .83 1 .00 .30 .40 1 

#28.SP .30 .14 .24 .20 1 -.03 .11 .07-.11 1 

#32.WD .10 .32 .40 .30-.20 1 .30 .13 .30 .44-.07 

ME - mandatory evaluation 

FP - formal evaluation policy in existence 

WP - written campus-wide policy on faculty evaluation 

PD - personnel decision made on basis of evaluation 

SP - specific percentages of faculty roles written 

WD - written description of faculty roles 

1 
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Israeli faculty and administrators perceive a strong 

positive relationship between having an established formal 

policy regarding faculty evaluation and the existence of a 

campus-wide written policy, r=.76 and r=.80, respectively. 

Having a written policy is perceived by administrators to be 

strongly related to the evaluation being used in making 

personnel decisions, r=.83, as is having a formal policy, 

r=.74, whereas the faculty perceive these variables to be 

only moderately related, r=.44 and r=.30. In both groups, 

45% feel that student ratings usually developed within the 

institution, not commercially published ones, are used for 

faculty evaluation, while 59% of administrators and 50% of 

faculty perceive peer ratings to be used routinely. 

Comparing the means (Appendix C) of the data from the 

United States and Israel with t-tests, and noting that a 

score of 1 = yes and 2 = no, differences that are greater 

than would be expected by chance (statistically significant 

differences) are found in the respondents' perceptions of 

the faculty evaluation being mandatory (Israel, M=1.82; 

U.S., M=1.2l); in their perceptions of their institution 

having a formal policy (Israel, M=1.5l; U.S., M=1.27); there 

being a written campus-wide policy on the evaluation of 

faculty performance (Israel M=1.65, U.S. M=1.33); the use of 

a written policy in using evaluation data for making 

personnel decisions (Israel M=1.60, U.S, M=1.3l); the 
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specification of percentages of the different academic 

performance on which the evaluation is based (Israel M=1.97, 

U.S. M=1.85); use of student ratings (Israel M=1.60, U.S. 

M=l.ll); use of peer ratings (Israel M=1.46, U.S. M=1.64); 

and the f0rmal adoption of a written description of faculty 

roles by the respondent's unit (Israel M=1.80, U.S. M=1.57). 

In spite of the lack of a written formal policy, most 

respondents feel that no revision of the process is taking 

place in Israel, while in the U.S. responses are divided. 

Measurement and evaluation experts in designing forms for 

faculty evaluation are not consulted in either country. 

Several questions ask about the existence and 

evolvement of faculty development programs or teaching 

improvement programs, where l=yes, and 2=no. The Israeli 

respondents feel that their institutions have made 

practically no resources available to support such faculty 

development programs (M=1.82) while most American 

respondents feel that some resources have been made 

available for such efforts (M=1.27); Israelis think there is 

no formal faculty development program at their institution 

(M=1.94), while in the U.S. feelings are divided (M=1.51); 

In Israel, the perception is that there is no written policy 

on how to use faculty evaluation data in a faculty 

development program (M=1.99), while in the U.S., 23% of the 

respondents feel that there may be such a policy (M=1.77). 
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Academic Roles 

The next four questions ask for the respondents' 

perceptions regarding the percentage of evaluation allotted 

to their different academic roles; Teaching, Research, 

Service and Other performance. The answer is recorded on a 

5-point scale asking for a percentage approximation (A=<10%, 

score(l); B=10-30%, (2); C=31-60%, (3); D=61-90%, (4); 

E=>90%, (5). Comparing the faculty and administrators data 

in Israel, there is a significant difference in respondents' 

perception regarding the percentage of a faculty member's 

evaluation based on Teaching performance. Most Of the 

faculty, 71%, feel that close to 10% of an individual's 

evaluation is based on his/her Teaching performance (M=1.3), 

while 41% of administrators perceive 10% of the evaluation 

is based on Teaching and 36% perceive 10-30% of the 

evaluation to be based on Teaching (M=1.7). Research 

performance is perceived to be of major importance in 

Israeli academia. Among the faculty, 55% perceive an 

individual's evaluation to be based more than 90% on 

Research, and 31% feel that 60-90% of faculty evaluation is 

based on Research (M=4.4), while 64% of the administrators 

perceive 60-90% of the evaluation to be based on Research 

(M=4.0). Service performance (M=1.2) and Other performance 

(M=l.l) are perceived to account for approximately 10% of 

the evaluation. 
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In their responses to these questions, the respondents 

from Israel differed significantly, based on t-tests, from 

their counterparts in the United States in their perceptions 

regarding the percentage of a faculty member's evaluation 

that is based on Teaching {Israel M=1.37, u.s. M=2.81)i on 

Research {Israel M=4.32, u.s. M=2.65)i on Service {Israel 

M=1.20, u.s. M=1.83i and on Other performance (Israel 

M=1.06, u.s. M=1.29). Table 7 and Figure 1 present a 

summary of these five response categories. Looking at Table 

7, 63% of Israeli respondents indicate that they perceive 

Teaching to weigh less than 10% in their faculty evaluation 

while 5% of the American respondents perceive teaching to 

weigh less than 10% in their faculty evaluation. 

Table 7 

Percentage of Faculty Evaluation based on Role Performance· 

Respondents' Perceptions 

Role 

Teaching 

Research 

Service 

Other 

<10% 

Is US 

63 5 

1 19 

78 27 

81 59 

10-30% 31-60% 61-90% >90% 

Is US 

29 27 

3 15 

14 56 

6 15 

Is US 

1 42 

6 40 

2 8 

o 4 

Is US 

1 15 

40 16 

o 2 

o 0 

Is US 

o 3 

45 3 

o 0 

o 1 
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Figure 1 

Perceptions of Faculty Evaluation 

7 
80---f~ ---+---~~---+----~--

1 

40 

20 

o 8 

<10% 10-30% 31-60% 61-90% >90% 

I 1-ls Teaching • 2-US Teaching 

• 3-ls Research • 4-US Research 

• 5-ls Service • 6-US Service 

• 7-ls Other • 8-US Other 
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Developing a Faculty Evaluation Program 

Responding to the question whether percentage values of 

academic roles are specified by a written policy on the 

respondent's campus, only 3% of the Israeli respondents and 

14% of the American respondents said yes, while 15% of the 

Israeli respondents and 40% of the American respondents 

replied that their own specific academic unit has a written 

detailed description of their faculty roles. In Israel, 

there is a significant statistical difference between 

administrators and faculty in their perceptions about their 

faculty's understanding of data aggregation during the 

evaluation process (administrators M=1.9, faculty M=2.4); in 

their perceptions about the ease of administering the 

evaluation (administrators M=2.2, faculty M=2.7); and 

whether the benefits of the process are seen to be worth the 

effort (administrators M=2.0, faculty M=2.5). 

Comparing the data from both countries, 60% of all 

Israeli respondents and 70% of American respondents feel 

that the faculty understands the procedure for aggregating 

data in the evaluation process; In Israel, 62% feel that 

administrators understand the procedure, and in the U.S. 71% 

agree; In Israel, 41% feel that the evaluation process is 

easy to administer, while in the U.S. 50% of the respondents 

feel the same; The benefits of the evaluation system is 

generally seen as worth the effort by 51% of the Israeli and 
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American respondents. utilizing the t-test to examine the 

difference between mean values of the two groups on these 

questions, which relate to their feelings regarding the 

faculty evaluation process at their institution, no 

statistically significant difference is found between them, 

on all four questions. Thus, any difference is due to 

random sampling variability. 

Israeli Views about Faculty Evaluation 

In this part of the survey respondents are asked to 

indicate their institution's weights given to the following 

faculty roles: Teaching, Research, Faculty service, 

Community service, Advising, Administration/management, 

Publications, Artistic performance, Professional status, and 

Professional Development. The surveys were returned with 

many missing answers, with respondents indicating that they 

had a difficult time understanding and answering this part 

of the survey. For a complete count of the responses from 

Israel, see Appendix A. As in previous questions, most 

prominent responses regard Research and Publications. 

Research is perceived to weigh from 61% to 90% of the 

institution's faculty roles by 58% of the respondents, and 

Publications are perceived to weigh as heavily by 55% of 

those who answered this part of the survey. Teaching is 

being seen by 48% of the respondents to weigh 10-30% of 
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faculty roles. Faculty service, Community service, 

Advising, Administration, Artistic performance, Professional 

status and Professional development were all rated to weigh 

less than 10% by the respondents. 

Israeli academics responded to the following six 

open-ended questions at the end of the questionnaire: (1) Is 

a faculty evaluation system necessary at institutions of 

higher learning? (2) should the system be used to penalize, 

reward or help individuals? (3) List the roles you playas a 

faculty in the order of importance to you. (4) On which 

roles would you want to be evaluated? (5) What can you do to 

reach your personal and professional goals? (6) What kind of 

faculty development program would be most valuable to you to 

reach your goals? Summarizing the salient answers, all 

respondents, except one, feel that an evaluation process is 

necessary to define, improve and ensure high academic 

standards. Although, most feel that an evaluation should be 

used to reward, punish and help individuals improve and 

develop, some feel that it should only be used for 

promotion, tenure and education and not for dismissal or 

demotion. Most faculty and administrators see themselves 

predominantly as researchers desiring to publish and advance 

their research, while teaching is seen to be less important, 

but necessary. Service to the university and community are 

perceived to be last in importance to them. Only 10% of the 



respondents feel teaching and advising students is more 

important than research. 
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Most respondents prefer to be evaluated on their 

research and publications rather than on teaching or any 

other roles. Their goals are said be: work harder, perform 

better and more research, and improve one's teaching, in 

that order. The faculty development program seen as most 

valuable is one that is flexible, objective, and less 

dependent on administration. Most important, many 

respondents state that a faculty evaluation should be based 

on a written program that identifies, defines, and 

publicizes the institution's goals and expectations of its 

faculty and administration. Some respondents see no need for 

evaluation or development programs for tenured, prominent, 

or near retirement faculty. A need for a new updated 

definition of higher education was expressed, specifically 

questioning the emphasis of the academic world - should it 

be research, teaching or a combination of both. The need 

for specific academic goals and institutional goals was 

predominantly expressed in the answers as well as during 

face-to-face interviews (See Appendix A) . 
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This study looks at respondents' perceptions regarding 

their faculty evaluation programs. According to Webster 

(1976), perception is \Ian awareness of the elements of 

environment through physical sensation; direct or intuitive 

recognition; intelligent discernment; appreciation, insight; 

a capacity for comprehension" (p.1675). It is not precise 

knowledge, but a reaction, an insight, an intuition. This 

explains the wide range of responses from members of the 

same or similar institutions in both Israel and the U.S. 

Except for questions related to Institutional demographics 

which are specific and concern factual knowledge, the 

majority of the questions ask for the individual's 

perceptions, insight, and intuition. Such are the questions 

about institutional climate regarding its faculty evaluation 

process. Climate reflects the respondent's own assessment 

as well as his/her perception of how other members of the 

institution may view things. This study asks for subjects' 

responses through a written survey. To minimize the 

influences of personal bias and subjectivity, the responses 

are anonymous and the number of respondents is large enough 

to constitute a statistically meaningful sample. A 

discussion of Israeli responses is followed with a 

comparison between u.S. and Israeli results. 
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Israeli Data 

The Israeli survey (Questions 6-10) shows that both 

faculty and administrators perceive others, faculty, 

administrators and students as believing that the present 

faculty evaluation system needs improvement. However, there 

is a perception that neither the senior administration nor 

others within the institutional environment are overly 

enthusiastic about, or receptive toward, improving this 

system. In other words, faculty evaluation is not seen as 

commanding a high priority. Although there seems to be 

agreement that improvement is needed, there also is a 

general feeling that senior administrators are not keen on, 

and the institutional environment is not receptive to, the 

implementation of such an improvement. Some respondents 

express frustration and disappointment with this state of 

affairs, suggesting that one should "fight the system; limit 

contact with the system; avoid concentration of power in the 

hands of a few individuals; increase institutional budget" 

(Appendix A). Faculty and administrators further agree that 

no resources have been made available by their institutions 

towards the development of either faculty evaluation 

programs or faculty improvement and development programs. 

Yet most state: "A faculty evaluation process is necessary 

for determining tenure and promotion, ensuring high 

standards and upholding academic excellence " (Appendix A) . 
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The faculty seems to be somewhat more in concert with 

students than are administrators on several issues. Whereas 

faculty members perceive students as wanting an improvement 

in the evaluation process as do many faculty members, 

administrators are less convinced that students recognize 

such a need. Since students were not surveyed, their actual 

attitudes toward the issue of faculty evaluation remain 

unknown. Questions that remain unanswered include: How much 

do students know about this process, and to what extent are 

they concerned with it? What are their opinions about their 

faculty performance measures, their faculty teaching 

ability, scholarly reputation and their promotion? 

Faculty and administrators differ in their ratings of 

how the two groups understand the methods by which 

evaluation data are collected, processed and administered 

(questions 34,35). The faculty feels less confident than 

administrators that methods of data collection and 

processing are well understood by the two groups. They 

perceive the administration of the evaluation process to be 

more difficult than do administrators. However, all but one 

respondent, state that the evaluation process is necessary 

because: "Processes that are not evaluated tend to 

deteriorate or stagnate; evaluation helps to assess, define 

and ensure high standards, improve quality, ensure academic 

excellence; Evaluation is a means of raising motivation; 



Evaluation tends to develop balanced faculty members; 

prevents in-breeding; promotes objectivity not favoritism; 

Helps improve performance" (Appendix A) . 
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Faculty and administrators differ in their perceptions 

of how the results of the faculty evaluation process are 

used by their institutions (question 11). Among 

administrators, 64% believe that such results are used to 

make unbiased personnel decisions by the administration 

while 22% disagree. Among the faculty, only 41% believe 

that evaluation results are used by the administration to 

make unbiased personnel decisions, while 49% disagree. 

Moreover, there is a statistically significant difference 

between the ways in which the two groups respond to the 

item: "The benefits of the faculty evaluation system are 

generally seen to be worth the efforts" (Question 37) . 

Among Israeli administrators, 78% rate the benefits of 

faculty evaluation as worth the effort while 4% do not think 

so. Among the faculty, only 41% consider the benefits worth 

the effort while 36% disagree. This ambivalence is 

reflected in the comments: "Faculty evaluation should be 

used to reward, penalize, and help individuals develop; Only 

be employed to reward and educate; Reward is dangerous and 

so is punishment as both could be misused; Evaluation is 

unnecessary, other parameters should be considered-one's 

importance and contribution to the university" (Appendix A) . 
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The difference between responses by faculty and 

administrators may reflect a natural tendency among the 

latter to perceive their administrative procedures as 

efficient, and their faculty personnel decisions as fair, 

unbiased and benefitting the faculty and institution. It 

may also reflect a natural tendency among faculty to be 

suspicious of decisions made by other people which concern 

themselves and their own careers. This is especially 

noteworthy, considering that most university administrators 

in Israel are bona fide faculty members, regularly rotating 

in and out of administrative positions to which they are 

often elected by their colleagues for periods of three to 

four years, and after which they resume their faculty roles. 

One is left to wonder whether their responses reflect a 

temporary identification with their current administrative 

role and whether their perceptions change once they abandon 

their administrative duties. 

Faculty evaluation in Israel is seen as being 

mandatory for all faculty by 33% of all respondents. 

Interestingly, 25% believe it to be mandatory for some, and 

19% consider it to be optional (question 23). Since some of 

the respondents perceive faculty evaluation to be mandatory, 

it would appear logical that they would also perceive their 

institutions as having written policies in which faculty 

roles are clearly delineated. Israeli administrators see 
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strong associations between the existence of a written 

policy and a formal policy, r=.76; the existence of a 

written campus-wide policy and personnel decisions made on 

the pasis of corresponding faculty evaluations, r=.83 ; and 

between the existence of a written evaluation policy and the 

evaluation process being mandatory, r=.61. Faculty members 

likewise see a strong association between a formal and a 

written faculty evaluation policy, r=.80 (Table 6). 

However, both groups agree that there is not much 

formal (Question 21) or written (Questions 13, 28) 

information available at their institutions about faculty 

evaluation programs. The responses of both groups are close 

to M=2.0, where 1 means 'Yes' and 2 means 'No'. Yet, they 

are divided in their perceptions as to whether the governing 

boards of their institutions have established policies 

concerning faculty evaluation. In personal interviews and 

anecdotal statements, Israeli respondents state that the 

process often varies between departments within an 

institution, therefore: "Institutions' goals and 

expectations should be clearly identified, defined, 

crystallized, and publicly recognized; One needs to know the 

'rules of the game;' There is a need to establish well

defined guidelines for an evaluation" (Appendix A). During 

the personal interviews, it also became apparent that in 

Israel student ratings do not contribute much to the faculty 
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evaluation process, while peer reviews are of the utmost 

importance. However, results of the survey show that the 

respondents are divided on the extent to which peer ratings 

are used in faculty evaluations (M=1.46) and on the extent 

to which student ratings are used routinely (M=1.60). When 

student rating questionnaires are used, they are generally 

not commercially published ones, but those solicited and 

developed within the institution itself. 

In Israel, 86% of the faculty and 82% of the 

administrators perceive Research to be the factor most 

valued and heavily influencing their faculty evaluation, 

commanding between 60% and over 90% of the total weight of 

the evaluation. Among all respondents, 63% perceive 

Teaching as weighing less than 10% of the faculty 

evaluation, 78% consider Service to weigh less than 10%, and 

81% regard Other Performance as counting less than 10% of 

the total weight (Table 7). Not only does the faculty 

evaluation process seem to place very heavy emphasis on 

Research, but more than half of the respondents list 

publishing and conducting Research as their primary academic 

goal, on the success of which they would most like to be 

evaluated and to which they would like to devote most of 

their time and energy. Thus, if Research is so much more 

important than other academic activities in determining 

faculty standing, in their own eyes and in the eyes of 
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administrators, then the question arises, what, if anything, 

motivates Israeli faculty to do quality teaching, service 

and other activities? To what extent, and how, do students 

benefit from heavy emphasis on research? Is such emphasis 

consistent with the stated or perceived mission and 

objectives of Israeli institutions of higher education? 

Teaching is named by 13% of all respondents as the most 

important faculty role, but is ranked second to Research in 

most open-ended comments. However, several respondents 

declare that they would like to improve their teaching 

performance as "research determines promotion, while 

teaching pays the salary. It is essential to pass one's 

knowledge to others, to help others grow and develop their 

abilities. Although I am a scientist first, I try to 

perform well as a teacher" (Appendix A). There appear to be 

mixed feelings about Teaching, a required activity which, 

however, is not perceived to be an important part of one's 

evaluation. This may change in the near future, as Israeli 

students continue to clamor for improved teaching 

(K1einberger, 1969) and as more four-year colleges, 

emphasizing improved Teaching performance and low student

to-faculty ratios, are developing and opening to accommodate 

growing enrollment needs. 
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Comparison of U.S. and Israeli Data 

The second part of this chapter concerns comparisons 

between responses to the same questionnaire by Israeli and 

American faculty and administrators from comparable 

institutions of higher education. While attempting such a 

comparison, it is important to recall the similarities and 

differences between these two countries as described earlier 

in this dissertation. It is important to keep in mind the 

huge disparity in populations between the two countries, 

there being about 50 Americans for each Israeli, and the 

fact that, whereas the history of higher education in the 

united States dates back to 1644, that of Israel dates back 

only to 1924. The other side of the coin is that whereas 

u.S. higher education derives from a Christian tradition, 

that is 2000 years old, Israeli education is nurtured by an 

older Jewish tradition which has always placed a heavy 

premium on learning. Moreover, Israeli institutions of 

higher education first followed the European model and only 

later adopted the American pattern (Iram, 1983). Yet, both 

countries are democracies with an immigrant population 

facing many similar economic and social problems. The 

higher education model has become so similar, that many 

Israelis receive part of their higher education in the 

united States, after which they easily fit into the Israeli 

academia. 
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Respondents to the Israeli survey work at six out of 

the seven existing universities in the country and at two 

colleges, spread geographically throughout Israel; they 

represent the general body of faculty and administrators in 

the country. None of the Israeli respondents work at Junior 

or Community Colleges, yet many of the American respondents 

do. In order to render the American sample more compatible 

with the Israeli sample, only those data from the United 

States which represent respondents from Universities and 

Graduate schools with 500 or more faculty members are 

considered here. Thus, for the purpose of this comparative 

study, the author excludes all U.S. data that derives from 

smaller institutions (Laham,1993). 

In the United States, questionnaires were completed by 

participants of workshops entitled Developing a 

Comprehensive Faculty Evaluation System. Of the 

respondents, 63% had served on committees charged with 

developing a faculty evaluation system in the past, and 45% 

are currently serving on such committees. The U.S. 

respondents thus have either a special interest in the topic 

and/or a close familiarity with the subject of faculty 

evaluation. Of these respondents 65% are administrators, 

who by the nature of their positions, are more involved with 

faculty evaluation development and application than are 

typical faculty members. In contrast, 75% of the Israeli 
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respondents have not attended a workshop on faculty 

evaluation, though 27% of them had previously served on 

committees charged with developing a faculty evaluation. 

Although only 13% of respondents state that they are 

currently serving on such a committee, in personal 

interviews it was indicated that almost everyone in Israeli 

acamedics is involved in faculty evaluation at some point of 

their academic career. However, they are not usually 

involved in the development of such programs. Thus, related 

workshops seem to be either of little interest to them or 

are not widely available in Israel. 

The results show a significant difference between 

responses registered by the two samples. American 

respondents believe more strongly than do Israeli 

respondents that their respective faculty and administrators 

recognize the need to improve the evaluation process. They 

perceive both the senior administration and the environment 

of the institution to be receptive to such an improvement 

and to enthusiastically support faculty evaluation as a 

priority. In the u.s. where respondents believe that both 

faculty and administrators, including those in senior 

positions, support the improvement of faculty evaluation, 

76% perceive related personnel decisions to be unbiased. 

Their responses reflect a trust in their institution and its 

administrators as far as this issue is concerned. These 
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attitudes of U.S. respondents may be influenced by their 

participation in workshops and their interest in the subject 

of faculty evaluation. Moreover, as U.S. administrators 

are often directly involved in the development and use of 

the faculty evaluation process, they may be more aware than 

others of its utility and shortcomings which require 

improvement. On the other hand, we recall that the Israeli 

perception is quite different. Most Israeli respondents are 

faculty who are affected by the evaluation process, but have 

not contributed to its development nor have any influence 

over it. Their attitudes belie skepticism that their senior 

administrators would support improving this process or that 

the institutional environment would be receptive to such an 

improvement. Many respondents state that they are 

individualistic and do not concern themselves with the 

evaluation process after having received tenure and 

promotion to the rank of full professor. Nearly half of the 

Israeli respondents, 48%, are skeptical that faculty 

evaluation data are used routinely by their administrators 

to make unbiased personnel decisions; an equal proportion 

believes otherwise (See Appendix D) . 

Since faculty evaluation appears to be mandatory for 

some faculty in both countries, logic dictates that there 

ought to be a formally written policy which clearly 

delineates those faculty roles that are subject to 
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evaluation, and their relative weight in their evaluation. 

Responses show significant differences between the two 

countries on these matters. American perceptions are 

somewhat more positive than Israeli ones, respondents 

feeling that such a written, formal campus-wide policy may 

exist at their institutions. Also, student ratings are 

utilized to a much greater extent in the u.s. than in Israel 

for faculty evaluation. The dominant perception in Israel 

is that there is neither a formal nor a written policy 

concerning faculty evaluation; that there are no campus-wide 

or individual-unit programs for improvement or development 

of faculty evaluation; and that there is no written policy 

regarding the use of faculty evaluation data in making 

personnel decisions. Yet, while no revision of the present 

process seems to be taking place in Israel, the issue of 

revising the process is perceived by respondents as being 

addressed in the United States (Appendix D) . 

Teaching is rated by 42% of the U.S. respondents as 

carrying a weight of 31-60% in an individual's evaluation; 

Research, a close second, is rated by 40% as carrying a 

similar weight. In stark contrast, Research was rated by 

85% of Israeli respondents as weighing 61% to more than 90%, 

while Teaching was rated by 92% to weigh less than 30% in 

faculty evaluation. There is clearly a fundamental 

difference between U.S. and Israeli perceptions as to the 
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importance of Research and Teaching in higher education. 

This difference may be in part due to the fact that among 

U.S. respondents, 72% list their institution as a 

university, 5% as a 4-year College, and the rest as Junior 

College, Community College, or other type of institution. 

Of the Israeli respondents, 88% are from universities, 5% 

from 4-year colleges and 7% from other institutions. This 

may partially account for the difference in emphasis of the 

importance placed on Teaching rather than Research in the 

present American sample. In the U.S., Teaching is the 

primary role in Junior and Community Colleges and other 

institutions, which make up 23% of the U.S. responses, 

whereas in Israel, there are no government-accredited Junior 

or Community 2-year Colleges so that all the responses 

represent universities and 4-year colleges where Research is 

considered to be most important. 

In the United States, some institutions provide support 

and resources for faculty development and improvement 

programs. Although a few such programs exist in Israel, 

there are no resources available for their development or 

maintenance. Respondents perceive that there is no written 

policy in Israel regarding faculty development programs and 

improvement. However, some younger faculty are starting to 

clamor for such programs. The need and desire for teaching 

improvement and faculty development programs is expressed in 
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several open-ended comments: "Establish a center for faculty 

development to improve teaching; change administrators' 

attitudes about goals of higher education; provide seminars 

to improve Teaching and Research; provide more feedback from 

professionals; promote openness and innovative experiments 

(Appendix A) . /I 

All in all, despite many similarities between u.s. and 

Israeli institutions of higher education, there also seem to 

be fundamental differences between them. There are, 

however, indications that these differences will narrow in 

the coming years. 



CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
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This dissertation surveyed faculty and administrators 

at Israeli institutions of higher education to learn about 

their perceptions concerning the faculty evaluation process 

at their institutions. The study analyzed their responses 

and compared them with responses of faculty and 

administrators from comparable American institutions. The 

study results lead to the following conclusions about 

Israeli perceptions: 

1. In Israel, very few faculty and administrators attend 

workshops or seminars concerning faculty evaluation or 

faculty development programs. 

2. In Israel, administrators voice much greater confidence 

in their understanding of aggregating data and 

administering the faculty evaluation process than do 

faculty. They also feel more confident than faculty 

that the benefits of the evaluation process are worth 

the effort. 

3. Respondents from Israel, although at times cynical about 

the faculty evaluation process, feel that it is 

necessary for promotion and tenure. 

4. Most Israeli faculty and administrators believe that the 

faculty evaluation process needs to be improved, but 
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that their institutional environment is not receptive 

to such an improvement. The respondents are split in 

their opinions about whether their senior 

administration enthusiastically supports evaluation of 

faculty performance as a priority. 

5. Most Israeli respondents see themselves predominantly as 

researchers, believing Research to be the most 

important and valued role of an academic, the role they 

most enjoy and would like to carry the most weight in 

their faculty evaluation. 

6. Israeli respondents want the goals and expectations of 

the institution to be clearly identified, defined, and 

publicly recognized. Many expressed a wish for 

training on how to lecture, teach, organize resources. 

The comparison of results from Israeli and American 

respondents lead to the following conclusions: 

1. Israeli and American respondents are not well acquainted 

with their institutions' demographics: Number of 

faculty, number of full-time faculty, number of tenured 

faculty, amount of public and private funding. 

2. Most Israeli and American respondents feel that the 

faculty evaluation process needs improvement. Israelis 

perceive their institutional environment as not being 
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receptive to such an improvement, whereas Americans 

feel their environment to be receptive. Half of the 

Israeli respondents believe their senior administrators 

do not support the faculty evaluation process, while 

most American respondents perceive their senior 

administrators as enthusiastically supportive. 

3. Whereas only half of Israeli respondents believe that 

faculty evaluation data are used to make unbiased 

personnel decisions, the majority of American 

respondents believe that they are so used by their 

administrators. 

4. In Israel, the evaluation of faculty is not perceived to 

be mandatory for most faculty, while in the U.S. it is 

perceived to be mandatory for most faculty. 

5. Israelis indicate that there is no formal, written, 

detailed institutional or unit-wide policy on faculty 

evaluation, and that there are no plans to change this 

situation. American respondents are uncertain, feeling 

that there might be such a policy on faculty 

evaluation. They are divided in their perceptions as 

to whether a revision of such a policy is taking place 

at their institutions. 

6. Israeli respondents feel that their faculty evaluation 

relies more on peer ratings than on student ratings, 

while the opposite is true in the United States. In 
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the two samples, 53% of the Israeli respondents and 36% 

of the American respondents perceive their institution 

to be using peer ratings for their faculty evaluation, 

whereas student ratings are believed to be used by 45% 

of the Israeli respondents and by 87% of the u.s. 

respondents for their faculty evaluations. 

7. Israeli respondents rate Research as the most important 

contributor to faculty evaluation, while in the U.S., 

faculty evaluation is perceived to be based equally on 

Research and on Teaching. 

8. Service and Other Performance, not including Research 

and Teaching seem to weigh less than 10% in faculty 

evaluations in both countries. 

9. Both groups of respondents, Israeli and American, feel 

strongly that their institutions have neither 

designated nor specified the relative weights given to 

Teaching, Research, Service and Other activities in 

faculty evaluation. 

10. In both countries, the faculty and administrators are 

perceived to understand how data are aggregated and how 

the evaluation process is administered. 

11. In Israel, respondents are split as to whether the 

evaluation is easy to administer, and only half feel 

that the benefits are worth the effort. Half of the 

American respondents perceive the evaluation not easy 
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to administer and the benefits not worth the effort. 

12. Almost no formal faculty development programs, and 

barely any resources to support such programs, are 

perceived to be available in Israel. Some of the 

American respondents believe that such a program, and 

the resources to support it, are available at their 

institution. 

All in all, although Israel and the United States are 

very different in many respects, the author's 

recommendations concerning their faculty evaluations at 

institutions of higher learning are similar. 

The results of the study show that there is much confusion 

surrounding the faculty evaluation process. Although there 

may sometimes exist an institutional or unit-wide formal 

policy for the administration and implementation of faculty 

evaluation, most faculty and administrators seem unaware of 

its existence and its nature, and lack trust in the process 

and its administrators. They are often unclear about 

whether the process is mandatory or optional, and perceive 

it to be obscure, ambiguous, somewhat biased, inconsistent 

within a given institution and even within a given 

department, and of dubious usefulness. The result seems to 

be frustration and cynicism on the part of many faculty. 
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To help avoid such negative feelings and their 

potentially adverse consequences, the author recommends that 

a concerted effort be made to educate faculty and 

administrators in both Israel and the United States about 

the need for, and potential benefits of a well organized, 

publicized, fair and efficient faculty evaluation policy and 

implementation process. Additional research is needed to 

identify those evaluation methodologies that work best and 

ways to implement them most effectively. The present study 

suggests that it might be very beneficial for many 

institutions to review their faculty evaluation process and 

to develop a structured, formal faculty evaluation policy 

that is clearly written and easily understood by all 

concerned. The policy should be detailed but flexible and 

adaptable to different academic disciplines. To be readily 

understood and accepted, it must be developed cooperatively 

by the senior administration, administrators, and faculty. 

The purpose of a faculty evaluation should be to make 

personnel decisions, such as academic appointment, 

promotion, tenure, termination and to help faculty develop 

and improve their academic functioning. 

It is recommended that workshops be conducted to help 

all faculty members, especially junior members and those new 

to the institution, become acquainted with the institution's 

mission, goals, faculty roles, institutional expectations of 



the faculty, the criteria by which these are judged, and 

their implications concerning advancement through the 

faculty ranks. It is further recommended that the faculty 

evaluation process be implemented in conjunction with a 

faculty development and improvement program in order to 

facilitate improvement and development of academic 

performance. 

116 
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APPENDIX A 

Israeli Responses to Survey 

All data reported in Appendix A, except where specifically 
noted, is in percentages. 

Dear Colleague, 

We are conducting a binational study of faculty evaluation 
programs in Israel and the United States. It is the intent 
of this study to produce information on the current state of 
collegiate practices and procedures in faculty evaluation in 
institutions, such as yours, which have demonstrated an 
interest in, and a commitment to, the systematic assessment 
of faculty performance. This information will be used to 
suggest a model and guide for the many collegiate 
institutions which are just beginning to embark on this 
process. We ask your assistance with this research by 
completing the following questionnaire which may take about 
thirty minutes. We realize this is a large commitment of 
time to ask of a busy professional, but we feel certain 
that, by virtue of the interest you have demonstrated and 
the work you have already done in this area, you appreciate 
the importance of gathering as much accurate information as 
possible. Some of the questions may not be applicable to 
your institution, but please answer as many of the questions 
as you can. Thank you for your help. 

Respondent Information: 

I. Please indicate your primary responsibility at your 
institution at this time. 

Faculty 
Administrators 

Total 

Total 
58 
22 
80 

Percentage 
72 
28 

100 

II. If you are an administrator, please indicate the 
approximate level of your position. 

Pres 
5 
~ 

9 
Rector 

9 
~ 

45 
Dept/Div 

32 



III.How many workshops or seminars on developing a 
faculty evaluation have you attended? 

Faculty 
Administrators 

Total 

Total 
58 
22 
80 

~ 
72 
82 
75 

One or more 
28 
18 
25 

IV.lf you participated in such a workshop have you served 
on any committees charged with developing a faculty 
evaluation system? 

Faculty 
Administrators 

Total 

Total .QIIlll 
58 52 
22 41 
80 49 

~ 
14 
14 
14 

NQ 
34 
45 
37 

V. Are you currently serving on a committee charged with 
developing a faculty evaluation program? 

Faculty 
Administrators 

Total 

Total 
58 
22 
80 

Qmi.t. 
o 
o 
o 

~ 
12 
14 
13 

NQ 
88 
86 
87 

VI.Are you currently serving as a director or coordinator 
of a faculty evaluation program? 

Faculty 
Administrators 

Total 

Total 
58 
22 
80 

Qmi.t 
o 
o 
o 

~ 
5 

23 
10 

N.Q 
95 
77 
90 

Institutional Demographic Information: 
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1. In your estimation, how much support is your institution 
receiving from private funds or donations? 

T.Q.t Qm ~ <50% <75% ~ 12K 
Faculty 58 0 57 24 2 0 17 

Administrators 22 0 73 23 4 0 0 
Total 80 0 61 24 2 0 13 

2. Indicate the type of your institution. 

T.Q.t Qm 2.Lll ~ :un Q.t.b 
Faculty 58 0 0 3 88 9 

Administrators 22 0 0 9 86 5 
Total 80 0 0 5 88 7 



3. Indicate the approximate number of faculty at your 
institution. 

Faculty 
Administrators 

Total 

T.Q.t 
58 
22 
80 

Qm s..5..Q ~ ~ ~ >1000 
1 0 12 31 28 28 
5 0 4 27 23 41 

13 0 10 30 26 31 

4. Indicate the approximate percentage of faculty who 
are full-time. 

T.Q.t MIl SD.om~~ ~ ~ >90% 
Faculty 58 4.1 .85 0 4 0 10 55 26 

Administrators 22 3.8 .96 0 0 13 14 50 22 
Total 80 4.0 .88 0 2 4 11 54 25 
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Illi 
5 
9 
4 

5. Indicate the approximate percentage of tenured faculty. 

:r.Q.t MIl SD.om~~ <60% ~ ~ Illi 
Faculty 58 3.5 .67 8 0 7 35 48 2 0 

Administrators 22 3.3 .72 4 0 14 41 41 0 0 
Total 80 3.4 .68 8 0 9 36 46 1 0 

Institutional Climate Regarding its Faculty 
Evaluation Process: 

6. The faculty believes the present faculty evaluation 
process needs improvement. 

:r.Q.t MIl SD .om AS bg l2g D.S Illi 
Faculty 58 2.1 .71 3 21 48 28 0 0 

Administrators 22 2.3 .72 0 14 55 27 4 0 
Total 80 2.1 .71 2 19 50 28 1 0 

7. The administration believes the present faculty 
evaluation process needs improvement. 

:r.Q.t MIl SD .om AS bg l2g D.S Illi 
Faculty 58 2.2 .65 15 10 47 28 0 0 

Administrators 22 2.6 .60 9 0 46 41 4 0 
Total 80 2.3 .65 14 8 46 31 1 0 

8. The students believe the present faculty evaluation 
process needs improvement. 

:r.Q.t MIl SD Qm AS h,g l2g US Illi 
Faculty 58 1.9 .89 19 29 36 12 2 2 

Administrators 22 2.5 .77 14 4 46 27 9 0 
Total 80 2.1 .89 18 22 39 16 4 1 



9. Our institutional environment is very receptive to 
improving the present faculty evaluation process. 

.'r.Q.t Mn SD Qm AS Ag .Dg .D.S DB: 
Faculty 58 2.6 .68 9 3 33 48 7 0 

Administrators 22 2.4 .83 14 14 32 36 4 0 
Total 80 2.6 .73 10 6 33 45 6 0 

10. Our campus' senior administration enthusiastically 
supports evaluation of faculty performance as 
a priority. 

.'r.Q.t Mn SD QM AS. Ag .Dg .D.S DB: 
Faculty 58 2.6 .73 10 4 41 36 9 0 

Administrators 22 2.4 .92 18 14 27 32 9 0 
Total 80 2.5 .78 12 6 38 35 9 0 

11. Faculty evaluation data is routinely used by our 
administrators to make unbiased personnel decisions 
(promotion, tenure, continuation, merit pay, etc.) . 

.TQ..t Mn SD .oM AS Ag .Dg .D.S DB: 
Faculty 58 2.5 .90 10 12 29 36 13 0 

Administrators 22 2.1 .81 14 18 46 18 4 0 
Total 80 2.4 .89 11 14 34 31 10 0 
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Institutional Facul.ty Evaluation Program Information Status: 

12. Has your institution's governing board formally 
established a policy regarding the evaluation of 
faculty performance? 

~ Mn SD Qm Ye..s. NQ DB: 
Faculty 58 1.6 .72 9 47 41 3 

Administrators 22 1.4 .75 9 68 18 5 
Total 80 1.5 .73 10 52 35 3 

13. Has your institution developed a written campus-wide 
policy on the evaluation of faculty performance? 

~ MIl SD Qm Ye..s. NQ Illi 
Faculty 58 1.7 .67 10 33 55 2 

Administrators 22 1.6 .76 9 50 36 5 
Total 80 1.7 .70 10 38 50 2 
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14. Does your faculty evaluation process routinely 
make use of student ratings? 

TQ..t MIl .sD Qm~ NQ DK 
Faculty 58 1.6 .69 5 45 48 2 

Administrators 22 1.7 .81 9 46 46 9 
Total 80 1.6 .72 6 45 45 4 

15. Does your faculty evaluation process use commercially 
published student rating forms? 

.TQ.t MIl .sD Qm~ NQ DK 
Faculty 58 2.0 .48 9 5 84 2 

Administrators 22 2.2 .50 14 0 77 9 
Total 80 2.0 .49 10 4 83 3 

16. Does your faculty evaluation process routinely make 
use of peer ratings? 

TOT MIl .sD QM XES NO DK 
Faculty 58 1.5 .50 7 50 43 0 

Administrators 22 1.4 .76 9 59 27 5 
Total 80 1.5 .58 7 53 39 1 

17. Has an institution-wide committee been appointed to 
address the issue of revising your present faculty 
evaluation process? 

.TQ.t MIl .sD Qm~ NQ DK 
Faculty 58 1.8 .43 10 21 69 0 

Administrators 22 1.9 .60 9 14 73 4 
Total 80 1.8 .48 10 19 70 1 

18. Has your institution made available specific resources 
(money, equipment, space and/or people) to support the 
development of a faculty evaluation program? 

.TQ.t MIl .sD Qm~ NQ DK 
Faculty 58 1.9 .36 17 12 71 0 

Administrators 22 1.9 .75 23 18 50 9 
Total 80 1.9 .48 18 14 65 3 

19. Does your institution have a written policy for using 
faculty evaluation data in making personnel decisions? 

.TQ.t Mn .so Qm~ NQ 12K 
Faculty 58 1.7 .48 17 28 55 0 

Administrators 22 1.5 .76 9 59 27 5 
Total 80 1.6 .58 15 36 48 1 



20. Does your institution have a written policy for using 
faculty evaluation data in a faculty development or 
teaching improvement program? 

.TQ.t MIl SJ2 Qm~ NQ DK 
Faculty 58 2.0 .46 17 2 79 2 

Administrators 22 1.9 .67 9 23 64 4 
Total 80 1.9 .53 15 8 75 2 

21. Does your institution have a formal faculty 
development program? 

.TQ.t Mil SJ2 Qm~ NQ DK 
Faculty 58 1.9 .56 12 12 74 2 

Administrators 22 2.0 .58 14 9 73 4 
Total 80 1.9 .56 13 11 74 2 

22. Has your institution made available specific 
resources (money, equipment, space, and/or people) 
to support a faculty development effort? 

.TQ.t MIl .sD Qm~ NQ DK 
Faculty 58 1.8 .64 19 19 60 2 

Administrators 22 1.8 .79 14 32 45 9 
Total 80 1.8 .68 17 23 56 4 
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23. Is the evaluation of faculty performance mandatory for 
all, mandatory or optional, or optional for all? 

.TQ.t MIl .sD Qm Mrul MLQ .Ql2t 
Faculty 58 1.9 .85 21 33 22 14 

Administrators 22 1.6 .63 32 32 32 4 
Total 80 1.8 .81 23 33 25 19 

24. Approximately what percentage of a faculty member's 
evaluation is based on Teaching performance? 

.TQ.t Mn .sD Qm~ ~ ~ ~ >90% 
Faculty 58 1.3 .45 3 71 26 0 0 0 

Administrators 22 1.7 .82 14 41 36 5 4 0 
Total 80 1.4 .59 6 63 29 1 1 0 



25. Approximately what percentage of a faculty member's 
evaluation is based of Research performance? 

.'r.Q..t Mil .s.D Qm~ ~ ~ <90% 
Faculty 58 4.4 .78 4 0 3 7 31 

Administrators 22 4.0 .86 9 5 0 4 64 
Total 80 4.3 .82 5 1 3 6 40 

26. Approximately what percentage of a faculty member's 
evaluation is based on Service performance? 

.'r.Q..t MIl SD Qm~ ~ <60% <90% 
Faculty 58 1.3 .55 5 72 19 4 0 

Administrators 22 1.1 .22 9 91 0 0 0 
Total 80 1.2 .49 6 78 14 2 0 
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~ 
55 
18 
45 

>90% 
0 
0 
0 

27. Approximately what percentage of a faculty member's 
evaluation is based on Other performance (consultation, 
presentations, etc.)? 

.'r.Q..t MIl SD Qm <10% ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Faculty 58 1.1 .33 8 83 9 0 0 

Administrators 22 1.0 .0 23 77 0 0 0 
Total 80 1.1 .29 13 81 6 0 0 

28. Are these percentage values specified by a written 
policy on your campus? 

.'r.Q..t MIl SD Qm~ NQ 
Faculty 58 2.0 .14 10 2 88 

Administrators 22 1.9 .24 18 5 77 
Total 80 2.0 .17 12 3 85 

Steps taken in Developing Your Faculty Evaluation System: 

29. Indicate the level of academic unit to which you will 
Be referring in responding to the rest of this 
questionnaire (Institutional, College or School within 
the institution, Department, Other). 

Faculty 
Administrators 

Total 

.'r.Q..t MIl SD 
58 2.2 .89 
22 1.9 .97 
80 2.1 .92 

Qm .Ins. s:.L.S ~ Q.th 
10 26 21 41 2 
14 36 23 23 4 
11 29 21 36 3 

0 
0 
0 



30. Has this academic unit established a committee 
specifically to address the issue of developing a 
faculty evaluation system or program? 

TQ.t Mn SD Qm ~ N.Q 
Faculty 58 1.8 .41 5 19 76 

Administrators 22 1.5 .51 14 41 45 
Total 80 1.7 .45 7 25 68 

31. Do the faculty on this committee constitute the 
majority of voting members? 

~ MIl SD Qm ~ N.Q 
Faculty 58 1.3 .47 76 17 7 

Administrators 22 1.4 .53 59 23 18 
Total 80 1.4 .49 71 19 10 

32. Has a written, detailed description of the faculty 
role model (Teaching, Research, Service, etc.) been 
formally adopted by the unit? 

~ Mn SD Qm ~ N.Q 
Faculty 58 1.9 .36 21 12 67 

Administrators 22 1.7 .49 22 23 55 
Total 80 1.8 .41 21 15 64 

33. Were experts in measurement and evaluation consulted 
in the design of the forms used in your faculty 
evaluation system? 

~ MIl SD Qm ~ N.Q 
Faculty 58 1.9 .30 29 7 64 

Administrators 22 1.7 .49 18 27 55 
Total 80 1.8 .38 26 13 61 

34. The procedure for aggregating the data gathered in 
the evaluation process is generally understood by 
the faculty. 

~ MIl .s.D Qm AS bsJ. Dg 11S .Illi 
Faculty 58 2.4 .79 17 7 45 22 9 0 

Administrators 22 1.9 1.0 9 36 45 0 5 5 
Total 80 2.2 .90 15 15 45 1 8 1 
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35. The procedure for aggregating the data is understood 
by administrators involved in implementing the process. 

~ MIl ED Qm AS Ag Dg US Illi 
Faculty 58 2.4 .92 19 9 47 17 5 3 

Administrators 22 1.9 1.0 13 32 50 0 5 0 
Total 80 2.2 .97 18 15 47 12 5 3 

36. In general, the evaluation system is easy to administer. 

~ MIl SO Qm AS Ag Dg IlS. 
Faculty 58 2.7 .74 19 2 31 36 12 

Administrators 22 2.2 .92 13 14 50 18 0 
Total 80 2.6 .82 18 5 36 31 9 

37. The benefits of the faculty evaluation system are 
generally seen to be worth the efforts . 

.TQ..t MIl .s.D Qm AS Ag Dg US 
Faculty 58 2.5 .82 23 5 36 26 10 

Administrators 22 2.0 .91 13 23 55 4 0 
Total 80 2.4 .88 20 10 41 20 8 

Illi 
0 
5 
1 

Illi 
0 
5 
1 

Faculty Roles: In your opinion, indicate your institution's 
weights (%), given to the following Faculty Roles: 
Responses are in Percentages. 
Fa = Faculty, Ad = Administrators 

<10% lQ-3Q~ 3l-QQ~ Q1-~Q~ >9Q% 
FgL8.Q EiaL8.Q EgL8.Q Fg L8.Q EgLAQ 

Teaching: 32/25 48/75 20/0 0/0 0/0 
Research: 4/0 4/25 17/50 58/25 17/0 

Faculty service: 63/100 32/0 5/0 0/0 0/0 
Community service: 91/10 9/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Advising: 83/50 17/50 0/0 0/0 0/0 
Admnstrn/management: 73/67 27/33 0/0 1/0 0/0 

Publications: 0/0 20/29 15/57 55/14 10/0 
Artistic performnce: 100/100 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 
Professional status: 40/25 33/75 13/0 13/0 0/0 
Professional dvlpmt: 50/0 50/100 0/0 0/0 0/0 



Sources and Source Percentages: Indicate your faculty 
evaluation system's assigned SOURCE PERCENTAGES for any 
of the above listed roles: Students; Peers; Department 
Chair; Dean; Other. 

Very few respondents answered this part of the 
questionnaire. Several respondents, both faculty members 
and administrators, indicated that they were unable to 
answer this part as it was unclear, both in language and 
format. The limited number of responses is therefor not 
reported. 
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Open-ended Questions: In this part of the survey you are 
being asked to provide more detailed information concerning 
your views on the process of evaluating faculty performance. 
(The numbers in parentheses refer to the number of 
individual gave the same response) 

1. Do you think a faculty evaluation is necessary at 
institutions of higher education? Please explain. 

All respondents, except one answered 'Yes.' Following are 
quotes of actual responses: Faculty evaluation is necessary 
because like in any organization, processes that are not 
evaluated, tend to deteriorate or stagnate; Evaluation helps 
assess, define standards, improve quality, ensure high 
standards and academic excellence; Evaluation should be used 
to help individuals and higher organizational units improve 
their functioning; Evaluation increases motivation and 
differentiates between poor and excellent standards; 
Evaluation tends to develop balanced faculty members. 

Since salaries are pre-set in Israel, evaluation is only 
necessary for promotion, prizes, Chair-appointments and 
tenure (5); Evaluation affects the moral of the university, 
prevents in-breeding and self-satisfaction especially in a 
small country like Israel; Evaluation helps promote 
objectivity, prevents favoritism; Helps teachers improve 
performance; Helps in the allocation of funds; Evaluation is 
important as public funds are being used by faculty members 
who operate as individuals without any supervision; 
Evaluation is the strongest driving force, until one becomes 
a full-professor; Administrative track and teaching are less 
valued and rewarded with disproportionate emphasis being 
placed on research and publications; Evaluation is 
unnecessary, as faculty should be trusted once employed by 
the institution of higher learning. 
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2. In your opinion, should faculty evaluation data be 
used to reward, penalize or help individuals develop in 
their role as a faculty member? If you feel that a 
faculty evaluation process is unnecessary, on the basis 
of what data would you penalize, reward or help 
individuals develop? 

Faculty evaluation should be used to reward, penalize and 
help individuals develop (23); Evaluation should be used for 
rewarding only (5), for tenure and promotion as salary is 
pre-determined; Reward should be commensurate with ability; 
Criteria for rewards should be number of grants, 
publications, teaching, community work, implementation of 
research results; Rational evaluation is impossible; 
Reward(5) is dangerous and so is punishment(8), as both 
could be miss-used; Evaluation should be used mostly to 
reward, educate and help (17); New Israeli quarterly 
evaluation procedure is a reasonable tool; In our 
institution no faculty evaluation program exist, except for 
promotion or tenure purposes; Evaluation should be used for 
help and feedback only, such as letters from dean to help 
improve performance(5); High administration should be given 
power/supervision(2); Punish by not promoting or giving 
tenure; An evaluation is not necessary, as other parameters 
should be considered such as one's importance and 
contribution to the university. 

3. Please list the roles you playas a faculty member in 
order of importance to you (most important first). 
Indicate why you have placed them in that order. 

1-Research/publications, 2-Teaching/supervision, 3-
Serving on committees/being department chairman(37); 
1-Teaching, 2-research, 3-administration(11); 
1-community 2-service, 3-advisor, 4-consultant(2); 
Administrator, research, teaching (2); 
Interaction, interdisciplinary research with colleagues, 
graduate, post-graduate students(2); 
Research only (3); 
Research, patient care, teaching, administration (2). 
Committee member/medical education, teacher, research(2); 
Committee chairman, research, teaching, administration(3). 
Colleague, Thesis supervisor, teacher, administrator. 

Research determines promotion, teaching pays salary, 
administration-someone has to do it; It is essential to pass 
one's knowledge to others, and help others grow and develop 
their abilities; I am a scientist first, but I try to 
perform well as a teacher; Teaching-greatest personal 
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reward, research -personal satisfaction, service-facilitate 
first two and keep power out of the hands of administrators, 
and incompetent faculty. 

4. If you were FREE to decide, on which aspect of your work 
would you like to be evaluated? 

Research and publications(20); Scientific contribution. 
Research, teaching(14); Service, faculty contributions(3); 
Status among peers; Every aspect of activity/job, a 
comprehensive evaluation(3); Faculty service, teaching, 
human relationships within the department; Personal 
development; Teaching(2); Teaching, research, advise(7); 
Research 80%, teaching 20%; Teaching 50%, research 50%; 
research 70%, teaching 20%, Service 10%; What is the role of 
higher education-producing thinking graduates, or more 
professors?; Irrelevant, as I am a full professor, 
evaluation is only for my self-esteem. 

5. What can YOU do as an individual to reach your personal 
and professional goals at your institution? 

Improve teaching and research(6); Do more research and raise 
more grants(7); Perform well, Think(2); Initiate, work hard 
(10); Learn from mistakes; Lessen teaching load/more time 
for research;/faculty development; Organize my time, 
organize and improve supporting infrastructure; Be involved 
with senior students, develop new labs(2); plan programs for 
improvement of teaching, sharpen teaching skills, continue 
writing(3); Teach, do research, advise (2); Identify my 
strengths and weaknesses; Be critical, regard positively 
criticism, seek advice and try to improve(3); Participate in 
committees, raise weak points in faculty meetings(3); Fight 
within the university. Limit contact with the system 2). I 
am a full-professor, I already achieved my goals(3); 
Everyone can develop, but there is shortage of means. 

6. What kind of faculty development program would 
be most valuable in helping you reach YOUR GOALS? 

Current evaluation system is used to reward a few, but 
penalize most of us; Program should be objective and 
professional; Those few who deserve rewards, are known 
anyway through the existing procedures; A flexible program, 
which allows for judging a variety of situations; Program 
should foster capabilities/ motivation to overcome 
difficulties involved in joint research; Avoid concentration 
of power in the hands of a few individuals, unless there is 
an efficient system to supervise their activities and 
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correct obvious mistakes; More peer review, foreign experts, 
student eva1uation(2); Present system is good(2), but too 
much emphasis on letters of reference in decision-making; 
Program should provide training on how to lecture, teach, 
organize, and provide more resources and support for 
teaching aids and materials(10); More institutional, 
administrative, monetary support for research(5); Program 
should promote research and teaching in proper proportions; 

Establish a Center for Faculty development to improve 
teaching and hopefully change administrators' attitudes 
about goals of higher education; Teaching and research 
seminars, workshops, for securing grants, writing papers, 
organizing research team, public relations, improve 
teaching. {3}. Micro-teaching{one-on-one), feedback from 
professional {2}. Greater independence from bureaucracy in 
administrative role; Promote openness for innovative 
experimentation; Increase number of undergraduates, budget. 

Establish well-defined guidelines for an evaluation. 
Institution's goals and expectations should be clearly 
identified, defined, crystallized, and publicly 
recognized(12); Evaluation should be uniform throughout the 
system; One needs to know the "rules of the game."(3); 
Performance criteria need to be set and comprehensive 
training needs to be provided; There is a need to define 
role of higher education, is it education or research?; 
There should be a written contract(4). Goals should be set 
together with faculty, to encourage setting one's own goals 
and meet institutional goals; 

There is no need for a faculty development program as the 
present system gives me a lot of freedom; No need for 
excessive bureaucracy(3); No need for program after 
tenure(5); Do not need anything, I am 62 years old; I am an 
individualist; Have no views(2). 



APPENDIX B 

American Responses to Survey 

G - Large Institutions (501-999) 37-Tota1 
H - Very Large Institutions (1000 or more) 27-Total 

All reported data is in percentages. 

AS = Agree Stongly, Ag = Agree 
Dg = Disagree, DS = Disagree Strongly 

I. Indicate your primary responsibility at your 
institution at this time. 

G 
H 

Eac. 
24 
30 

Adm 
68 
63 

Staff 
o 
4 

Other 
8 
4 

II. If you are an administrator please indicate the 
approximate level of your position. 

Qmit ~ V.Pres ~ Dep/Div Other 
G 24 0 14 30 24 8 
H 26 0 0 33 30 11 

III.Have you attended more than one workshop on 
faculty evaluation as part of you work? 

Qmit ~ NQ 
G 3 54 43 
H 0 44 56 
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IV. Have you served on committee charged with developing a 
faculty evaluation system since you participated in the 
CEDA Faculty Evaluation Workshop? 

~~ NQ 
G 8 59 32 
H 4 67 30 

V. Are you currently serving on a committee charged with 
developing a faculty evaluation program? 

G 
H 

~ 
o 
o 
~ 

46 
44 

N.Q 
54 
56 
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VI.Are you currently serving as director or coordinator of 
a faculty evaluation program? 

G 
H 

Qmi.t 
3 
4 

~ 
24 
26 

N.Q 
73 
70 

1. Indicate whether your institution is public or private. 

2. 

3. 

Public Private 

G 
H 

89 
89 

Indicate the 

~ 
G 0 
H 7 

Indicate the 
institution. 

G 
H 

Qmi.t 
o 
o 

11 
11 

type of your institution. 

CQm C ~ llniY Other 
19 5 59 16 

4 4 85 0 

approximate number of faculty 

~~~~>1000 
o 0 0 100 0 
o 0 0 0 100 

at your 

4. Indicate the percentage of faculty who are full-time. 

5. 

6. 

G 
H 

Qmi.t 
o 
o 

Indicate the 

Qmi.t 
G 3 
H 0 

.$.lll~~~~ 
o 16 11 57 16 
4 4 4 63 26 

approximately percentage 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
11 8 30 49 0 

4 7 30 56 4 

of 

The faculty believes the present faculty 
needs 

G 
H 

improvement. 

Qmi.t 
o 
o 

AS 
49 
30 

Ag 
41 
56 

Dg 
11 
15 

11S 
o 
o 

tenured faculty. 

program 



7. The administration believes the present faculty 
program needs improvement. 

G 
H 

Qmi..t 
o 
4 

AS. 
27 
19 

Aft 
51 
63 

.J2g 
19 
15 

I1S 
3 
o 

8. The students believe the present faculty program 
needs improvement. 

G 
H 

Qmit 
14 
15 

AS. 
16 

7 

Ag 
38 
52 

.J2g 
32 
22 

I1S 
a 
4 

9. Our institutional environment is very receptive to 
Improving Th present faculty evaluation system. 

G 
H 

Qmll 
a 
a 

AS. 
11 
19 

A 
41 
48 

12 
43 
33 

I1S 
5 
a 

1a.Our campus' senior administration enthusiastically 
supports the evaluation of faculty as a priority. 

Qmll AS. A 12 I1S 
G a 22 57 19 3 
H a 37 44 15 4 

11.Faculty evaluation data is routinely used by our 
administrators to make unbiased personnel decisions. 

Qmll AS. A 12 I1S 
G a 11 59 16 14 
H a 22 59 11 7 

12. Has your institution's governing board formally 
established a policy regarding the evaluation 
of faculty performance? 

G 
H 

Qmi.t 
a 
o 
~ 

76 
59 

NQ 
24 
41 

13. Has your institution developed a written campus-wide 
policy on the evaluation of faculty performance? 

G 
H 

Qmi.t 
a 
a 

~ 
76 
59 

NQ 
24 
41 
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14. Does your faculty evaluation program routinely make 
use of student ratings? 

G 
H 

Qmi.t 
3 
o 

~ 
86 
89 

NQ 
11 
11 

15. Does your faculty evaluation program use commercially 
published student rating forms? 

G 
H 

Qm.it 
3 
4 

~ 
24 
15 

IN 
73 
81 

16. Does your faculty evaluation program routinely make 
use of peer rating? 

G 
H 

Qm.it 
o 
o 

~ 
35 
37 

IN 
65 
63 

17. Has an institution-wide committee been appointed 
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to address the issue of revising your present evaluation 
faculty system? 

G 
H 

.Qmi.t 
o 
o 

x..e.s. 
46 
41 

IN 
54 
59 

18. Has your institution made available specific 
resources to support the development of a faculty 
evaluation program? 

G 
H 

Qmi.t 
o 
o 

~ 
35 
37 

IN 
65 
63 

19. Does your institution have a written policy for using 
faculty evaluation data in making personnel decisions? 

G 
H 

Qm.it 
o 
o 

x..e.s. 
57 
81 

IN 
43 
19 



20. Does your institution have a written policy for using 
faculty evaluation data in a faculty development or 
teaching improvement program? 

G 
H 

.Qmit 
o 
o 

~ 
24 
22 

NQ 
76 
78 

21. Does your institution have a formal faculty 
development program? 

G 
H 

.Qmit 
3 
4 

~ 
35 
59 

NQ 
62 
37 

22. Has your institution made available specific 
resources to support a faculty development effort? 

.Qmit 
G 3 
H 0 

~ 
70 
74 

NQ 
27 
26 
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23. Is the evaluation 
all, mandatory or 

of faculty performance mandatory for 
optional for some, optional for all? 

.Qmit Mrul ML..Q ~ 
G 3 59 32 5 
H 0 63 26 11 

24. Approximately what percentage of a faculty evaluation 
is based on Teaching performance? 

G 
H 

.Qmit 
11 

7 

~~~~>9Q% 
5 16 43 19 5 
4 37 41 11 0 

25. Approximately what percentage of a faculty evaluation 
is based on Research performance? 

G 
H 

.Qmit 
11 

7 

~~~~~ 
27 14 38 5 5 
11 15 41 26 0 



26. Approximately what percentage of a faculty evaluation 
is based on Service performance? 

27. 

G 
H 

Qmll 
10 

7 

~~~~~ 
35 41 11 3 0 
19 70 4 0 0 

Approximately what percentage of a faculty 
is based on Other performance? 

Qmll ~ ~ ~ <90% ~ 
G 24 59 8 8 0 0 
H 19 59 22 0 0 0 

evaluation 

28. Are these percentage values specified by written 
policy on your campus? 

G 
H 

Qm.i.t 
14 

4 

~ 
16 
11 

N.Q 
70 
85 

29. Indicate the level of the academic unit to which 
You will be referring in responding to the remainder 
of this questionnaire. , 

G 
H 

Qm.i.t 
3 
o 

.Ins. 
38 
33 

s:..L.S. 
27 
37 

~ 
22 
26 

Q.th 
11 

4 

30. Has this academic unit established a committee 
specifically to address the issue of developing 
a faculty evaluation system or program? 

G 
H 

Qmll 
3 
o 

~ 
35 
67 

N.Q 
62 
33 

31. Do the faculty on this committee constitute the 
majority of the voting members? 

G 
H 

Qmll 
54 
30 

~ 
14 
48 

N.Q 
32 
22 
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32. Has a written, detailed description of the faculty 
role model been formally adopted by this unit? 

G 
H 

Qmi.t 
o 
4 

~ 
41 
44 

N.Q 
59 
52 

33. Were appropriate measurement experts consulted 
in the design of the forms used in your faculty 
evaluation system? 

G 
H 

Qmit 
3 
7 

~ 
35 
22 

N.Q 
62 
70 

34. The procedure for aggregating the data gathered 
in the evaluation process is generally understood 
By the faculty. 

G 
H 

Qmi.t 
5 
4 

AS 
8 

11 

Ag 
62 
59 

Dg 
19 
26 

.os 
5 
o 

35. The procedure for aggregating the data gathered in 
the evaluation process is generally understood by 
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the administrators involved in implementing the process. 

Qmi.t AS Ag Dg .os 
G 5 14 57 19 5 
H 4 19 52 26 0 

36. In general, the evaluation system is easy to administer. 

Qmll AS Ag Dg .os 
G 8 5 54 30 3 
H 4 11 30 44 11 

37. The benefits of the faculty evaluation system are 
generally seen as worth the effort. 

Qmi.t AS. Ag Dg .os 
G 5 3 43 38 11 
H 4 11 44 26 15 
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APPENDIX C 

U.S. and Israel Responses-Means and SD 

Israel United-States 

Response Total-Mean Stan/Devtn Total-Mean Stan/Devtn 

I. ** Responsibility 1.28 .45 1.72 .57 

II. ** Adm/level 3.91 1.11 3.58 .84 

m. * No/workshops 1.24 .46 1.00 0 

IV.* PastlConunittee 1.73 .45 1.33 .47 

V. * Serve/conunittee 1.87 .34 1.55 .50 

VI. * Dir/conunittee 1.88 .33 1.74 .44 

2. ** Type/institution 3.06 .37 2.72 .80 

3.** No/faculty 3.78 1.10 4.50 .50 

4. **Full/time/fac 3.99 .88 3.90 .92 

5. **Tenure/faculty 3.43 .68 3.38 .94 

6.**Fac/imp/evl 2.13 .71 1.76 .68 

7. ** Adm/imp/eval 2.30 .65 1.98 .69 

8.** Std/imp/eval 2.06 .89 2.23 .70 

9. ** Env/recptlimp 2.57. .73 2.28 .75 

10.** Sen/Adm/suprt 2.53 .78 1.96 .77 

11. ** Unbiased 2.42 .89 2.17 .59 

12.* Form/plcy 1.51 .73 1.27 .44 

13. * Written/plcy 1.65 .70 1.33 .47 

14.* Stdntlrtng 1.60 .72 1.11 .32 

15. * Pub/stntlrtg 2.00 .49 1.80 .40 

16.* Peer/rtng 1.46 .58 1.64 .26 

17.* Rvsng/plcy 1.82 .48 1.57 .59 

18.* Rscs/pgm 1.88 .48 1.64 .48 
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Israel United-States 

19. * Personlldec 1.60 .58 1.31 .46 

20.* Plcy/devpmt 1.99 .53 1.77 .42 

21.* FrmlIdev/pgm 1.94 .51 1.51 .50 

22. * Rescs/dev 1.82 .68 1.27 .44 

23.* EvaIlmand 1.82 .81 1.21 .46 

24. **Tcnglperfom 1.37 .59 2.81 .86 

25. **Research/perf 4.32 .82 2.65 1.08 

26. **Service/perf 1.20 .49 1.83 .64 

27. **Other/pcrf 1.06 .29 1.29 .56 

28. * Specific/% 1.97 .17 1.85 .36 

30. * Devlp/evlan 1.72 .45 1.48 .50 

31. * Majrty/vote 1.35 .49 1.47 .50 

32. * Wrtnlroles 1.80 .41 1.57 .50 

33.* Experts 1.83 .38 1.69 .46 

34. **Faclty/undrsd 2.24 .90 2.18 .64 

35.**Admlundestnd 2.22 .97 2.13 .71 

36. **Evltn/easy 2.58 .82 2.46 .75 

37. **Worthlcffort 2.36 .88 2.53 .82 

U.S.Data - Laham, 1993 

*Yes=l, No=2 
**Agree Strongly=l, Agree=2, Disagree=3, Disagree Strongly=4 
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APPENDIX D 

U.S. and Israel Responses - Percentages 

Question Israel-% United States-% 

1. Faculty 72 27 
Administrators 28 65 

II.Pres/V.P/Rect 23 7 
Dean/Dept.Chair 77 68 

III.Attend/Wrkshp 25 100 
Not attended 75 0 

IV.Served on Comm. 14 63 
Not served 37 31 

V.Serving on comm. 13 45 
Not serving now 87 55 

VI.Present/direct. 10 25 
Not a director 90 75 

4.No/F-T/fac <10% 2 2 
<30% 4 10 
<60% 11 7 
<90% 54 60 
>90% 25 21 

5.No/Ten/fac <10 0 7 
<30% 9 7 
<60% 36 30 
<90% 46 53 
>90% 1 2 

6.Fc/imp/evl As/Ag 69 87 
Dg/Ds 29 13 

7.Ad/imp/evl As/Ag 54 81 
Dg/Ds 32 17 

8.St/imp/evl As/Ag 61 57 
Dg/Ds 20 29 

9.Env/lmp As/Ag 39 60 
Dg/Ds 51 40 

10.Sn/ad/imp As/Ag 44 80 
Dg/Ds 44 20 
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Question Israel-% united States-% 

11.Unbiased As/Ag 48 76 
Dg/Ds 41 14 

12.Formal/polc Yes 52 76 
No 35 33 

13.Wrttn/polcy Yes 38 67 
No 50 33 

14.Use/std/rtg Yes 45 88 
No 45 11 

15.Use/co/form Yes 4 19 
No 83 77 

16.Peer/rtngs Yes 53 36 
No 39 64 

17.Rev/pgm Yes 19 43 
No 70 57 

18.Rscs/Pgm Yes 14 36 
No 65 64 

19.Pol/Prs/Dec Yes 36 69 
No 48 31 

20.Polc/devpmt Yes 8 23 
No 75 77 

21.Frm/dev/pgm Yes 11 47 
No 74 50 

22.Rsc/dev/pgm Yes 23 72 
No 56 27 

23.Eval/mandatory 33 62 
Man/Opt 25 29 
Optional 19 8 

24.%Tchg/perf <10% 63 5 
<30% 29 27 
<60% 1 42 
<90% 1 15 
>90% 0 3 
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Question Israel-% united States-% 

25.%Res/perf <10% 1 19 
<30% 3 15 
<60% 6 40 
<90% 40 16 
>90% 45 3 

26.%Ser/perf <10% 78 27 
<30% 14 56 
<60% 2 8 
<90% 0 2 
>90% 0 0 

27.%Othr/perf <10% 81 59 
<30% 6 15 
<60% 0 4 
<90% 0 0 
>90% 0 1 

28.Specif/% yes 3 14 
No 85 77 

30.Dev/eval yes 25 51 
No 68 48 

31.Majrt/vote Yes 19 31 
No 10 27 

32.Wrt/roles Yes 15 42 
No 64 56 

33.Exprt/cnslt Yes 13 29 
No 61 66 

34.Fac/Undst As/Ag 60 70 
Dg/Ds 9 25 

35.Adm/undst As/Ag 62 71 
Dg/Ds 17 25 

36.Eval/easy As/Ag 41 71 
Dg/Ds 31 25 

37.Wrth/efrt As/Ag 51 50 
Dg/Ds 28 45 
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