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ABSTRACT

Tertiary institutions, in striving towards achieving academic
excellence, have realised the need for the professional
development of human resources, Staff development thus now
features in most institutions’ strategic plans. In this study,
which has as its context the M L Sultan Technikon, an attempt was
made to develop and implement an evaluation programme for
academic staff to determine relevant staff needs. Adopting a
‘grass-roots’ approach to staff evaluation, the evaluation
programme was initiated and launched by the Staff Development
Unit. Phase 1 of the programme was experimental and voluntary
and consisted of student-feedback, a self-evaluation form and a
head’s evaluation form. Staff response to the programme and
their input to a revised evaluation programme occurred as a
result of meetings with staff, the administration of feedback
guestionnaires and a survey of all heads of department. One of
the goals of the evaluation programme was to contribute to a
relevant staff development programme based on academic staff
needs, generated as a result of engaging in the self-evaluation,
resulting in needs as indicated in staff’s personal development
plans. Although the evaluation programme was developed with
formative intentions, it has been adapted by the Management for
summative purposes, the outcomes of which are also focused upon

in the study.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Preamble

Tertiary institutions have realised the need for the professional
development of human resources. Arising out of this, staff
development now forms part of the overall strategic plan of most
institutions of higher education. At technikons, in particular,
there 1is a growing emphasis on the achievement of academic
excellence. At least two reasons may be cited for this, viz. the
pressure on the technikon to be seen as a tertiary institution
equal to a university and the current influence that the
Certification Council for Technikon Education (SERTEC) (as
commissioned by the Technikon Education Act 88 of 1986) is having

on them.

The M L Sultan Technikon (MLST) cites academic excellence as one
of its goals. Included in the MLST’s strategic plan was the
provision for staff development. The evaluation of staff thus
became necessary, not only to achieve academic excellence but

also for the identification of relevant needs of staff.

Staff evaluation can be management imposed (‘top-down’ approach)
or developed by the staff themselves (‘grass-roots’ approach).
Employing a ‘top-down’ approach may result in resistance from
staff. A ‘grass-roots’ approach to evaluation and staff
development may be more readily accepted, and thus perhaps be

more successful.
1.2 The research topic

Blumenstyk and Magner (1990), according to "Campus Trends, 1990",
a survey conducted annually by the American Council on Education,
state that about eighty five percent of colleges and universities

are using some form of assessment to evaluate their academic



programmes or curricula. Implicit in programme assessment is
staff evaluation. The central message at a conference on
assessment in higher education, sponsored by the American
Association for Higher Education (AAHE) was that data gathered
as a result of assessments should be used to improve teaching and
learning. A further development is that, whereas in the past the
assessment practitioners had to convince faculty of the pluses
to be gained from assessment, now "there’s a much heavier
focus... on what works and what doesn’t, and how to use assess-~
ment to improve education... In addition, more campuses are
developing their own assessment tools rather than relying solely
on standardized tests" (ibid: 1990).

In a world in which workers efforts are continually monitored in
order to effect greater output, it would seem churlish to assume
that tertiary education institutions could and should remain
cloistered white towers in which academics and students went on
with their 1lives, oblivious of calls for accountability,

evaluation of effort, evaluation of staff and so on.

Tertiary educational institutions have for too long been allowed
to shield themselves from public gaze. Universities and
technikons are accountable to the communities they serve, both
in terms of what they teach and their products. For this reason
evaluation of staff, their effort and delivery have beconme

important issues in the whole staff development debate.

This study will concentrate upon aspects of staff development at
one such institution, in doing so will touch upon aspects of
evaluation considered important to the major thrust of such
effort.

Bitzer (1987: 69), in describing the South African scenario with
regard to evaluation of staff, and their concomitant
accountability writes:

Tertiary education institutions are under pressure to
evalute outcomes and performance. Critical evaluation of

2



academic programmes, students, management and staff is
emphasized. Increasing demands for accountability.put
tertiary education institutions squarely within the field
of academic appraisal.

Hellawell (1990: 14) raises questions about the professional
status of academic staff and concludes that "we live 1in a world
in which the professional is becoming more open to public
scrutiny”. In the discussion of the context of higher education
Clark and Corcoran (1989) cite Bowen and Schuster (1986: 7): "the
financial outlook for higher education is less favourable than
at any time since 1955", and "the conditions and expectations of
faculties are correspondingly bleak". Hoshmand and Hartman
(1989-90) 1list several factors that have contributed to a
decrease in staff morale, viz. cutbacks in support services and
funds, more stringent criteria for tenure and promotion, changes
in enrollment trends of students with differing 1levels of
preparedness, increased workloads, greater accountability and
increased hiring of part-time staff who do not share the same
responsibilities and expectations of full-time staff. These

trends are very evident in South Africa.

Dressel (1976: 75) identifies the following as contributing to

demands for accountability:

(1) student complaints about the irrelevance of their
courses and programs and about indifference to their
rights and concerns

(2) minority concerns regarding the unresponsiveness of
higher education to their particular needs

(3) increasing taxes and inadequate evidence of the need
for them and the resulting benefits

(4) widespread doubt about general and specific educa-
tional practices and their results

(5) concern that professors have undue control over
their loads and working conditions

(6) impatiepce with the apparent antagonism of teachers
and administrators to change or innovation



(7) recognition that administrators have lost author%ty
to such an extent that only external intervention
can correct the existing deficiencies and defects.

One may certainly add to these lists of Hoshmand and Hartman
(1989-90) and that of Dressel (1976). To ensure accountability
a staff training code of practice for academics prepared by the
Committee on the Training of University Teachers set up by the

Committee of Vice Chancellors and Principals, states:

* All universities should establish formal policies on
academic staff training containing explicit statements
on provision for training and other opportunities for
professional development both for newly-appointed and
experienced staff

* the policy should specify the training responsibilities
of departments and of individual staff and should
indicate how training provision 1is to be funded,
evaluated and reviewed

* all universities should set up a working party or
committee on academic staff training, with clear terms
of reference...

* universities should also set up informal groups on such
topics as research supervision, applications for
research grants, marketing media presentation, personal
tutoring and counselling

* all universities should appoint a full-time or part-
time co-ordinator for academic staff training

* all universities should provide a co-ordinated pro-
gramme of courses and events throughout the year and
induction for all new staff irrespective of grade or
experience

* departments should provide systematic on-the-job
training

* t;aining should be given the visible suppbrt of univer-
sity councils, senates, vice-chancellors, principals
and deans or heads of department.

(The Times Higher Education Supplement: 756: 1 My 1 1987)

These too ring bells for South Africans involved at tertiary



institutions.

Bissland (1990: 25-26) justifies and advocates the use of an

evaluation programme, explaining "evaluation" as:

the systematic assessment of a program and its
results. It is a means for practitioners to offer
accountability to <clients - and to themselves.
Accountability is an important element in achieving
professional status, for it can show that the practice has
efficacy. Accountability also helps provide the counter-
balance society demands, in some form or other, for
granting autonomy, power and prestige to those it recog-
nizes as professionals.

Gray and Diamond (1989: 89) maintain that one needs to have a
broad definition of assessment due to the many issues facing
higher education. The main goal of the current assessment
movement 1is improvement which '"requires an 1institutional
commitment to change, the availability of quality information to
inform decisions, and the willingness to commit the resources
needed to collect this information and to make the identified
changes". This study focuses on the assessment of academic staff
towards the end of improvement. The extent to which the proposed
evaluation programme succeeds will depend largely on the extent
to which the specific needs of the users are addressed.
According to Boland and Sims (1988: 358) an evaluation programme
speaks directly to the need for organizational accountability and
professional responsibility. They maintain that "Although no
evaluation system can be totally objective, this proposed system
can help to demystify and depoliticize the evaluation process,
while allowing the expression of faculty values about the work
they do".

Shuster (1990) discusses the rapidly changing academic market-
place in the 1990s and believes that the effectiveness of higher
education will be linked to staff quality and commitment. With
regard to the age distribution of faculty, Shuster (1990: 38)
envisages a shifting configuration, viz. a large number of

faculty members nearing retirement and "unprecedented members of



young neophytes" entering academic careers. The challenge facing
institutions is the development of programmes to meet the needs
of both young, inexperienced staff and the most senior staff.
Blum (1990: 22) reports that in the light of such a change in the
American professoriate, "campuses should focus on their profess-
ors’ personal as well as professional well-being, (meaning) more

- and better - faculty development programs".

Clark and Corcoran (1989) cite Centra (1978) who mentions staff
development concerns dating back to as early as 1810 with the
introduction of sabbatical leave for scholarship and faculty
renewal. It is however, only as recent as the 1960s and 1970s
that there have been deliberate attempts at actual staff
development programmes. Recent staff development programmes aim
largely to improve instruction and revise courses and curricula.
Some staff development 1initiatives have addressed both the

individual as well as institutional development issues.

West (1989) identifies three reasons for staff development, viz.
for staff who are becoming listless or ineffective, new pro-
grammes and curricula will demand that staff upgrade their skills
and knowledge, and new government policies will require staff to
make themselves familiar with new directions, new programmes and

new issues. According to Seldin (1989: 89):

If students need feedback to correct learning errors,
faculty members also need feedback to correct teaching
mistakes. No matter how good a particular teacher is in
the classroom or laboratory, he or she can improve. No

matter how effective a particular teaching method is, it
can be enhanced.

Bland and Schmitz (1988: 191), in their review of staff develop-
ment literature note that the original impetus was one of

improving instructional skills. cCurrent development questions
include:

how to revita;ize tenured in departments as a whole, how
to create entirely new career options for faculty, how to
reformulate the curriculum to attract new student popula-

6



tions, and how to keep the institution alive and competi-
tive. With these changes, faculty vitality (or institu-
tional renewal) has replaced faculty development as the
new "buzz word".

The research problem, as has become evident from the literature
review above, stresses present shortcomings in staff awareness
of their accountability, particularly in relation to the
experiences of staff at the MLST. An evaluation programme to

initiate staff development is needed.

In order for this to be successfully implemented, such evaluation
programmes need to be developed which will be acceptable to
staff, valid and reliable in terms of data generated, and fulfil

their objectives, be they formative or summative.

Such an evaluation programme was attempted at the MLST, and,
although this is an ongoing programme, the results of the first
efforts to structure such a programme, implement it, and learn
from the results are what forms the bulk of this study. These

are reported more fully below.
1.3 The importance of the research

The purpose of this study was to develop a self-evaluation
programme that will contribute to determining relevant staff
needs to direct an appropriate staff development programme. The
objectives of the study are discussed in greater detail in
Chapter 3.

According to Bitzer (1987) suitable evaluation programmes with
formative intentions are generally lacking in South African
tertiary institutions. The evaluation systems presently in place
are largely in flux, viz. being experimented with, implemented
on an ad hoc basis, or being implemented for summative purposes,

e.g. appointment, promotion, etc. as the need arises.

With regard to staff development in South African higher



edhcation, centres responsible for this function have been in
existence at some institutions since the late 1970s. The extent
of the success of staff development centres has not been fully

researched or documented.

It is hoped that this study will contribute to the South African
experience of evaluation and staff development. Staff develop-
ment as a structural feature in the functioning of tertiary

institutions will be evaluated.
1.4 Scope and limitations of the study

The study was conducted at the M L Sultan Technikon (MLST). The
evaluation programme was developed for and implemented at the
MLST only. With regard to staff development, only the staff
development unit (SDU) at the MLST was evaluated. Although the
study has the MLST as its context, the implications of the study
may be far reaching for technikons and South African higher

education, generally.

A conscious attempt has been made to keep researcher-bias to a
minimum. The fact that the researcher developed the evaluation
programmes, co-ordinated their implementation and revision, may
be construed as subjective input, action and reaction. Even the
evaluation of the SDU and its activities may be considered as not

totally objective.

With reference to the research design, only heads of department
were interviewed. Due to the large number of academic staff,
they were not surveyed using interviews, but their attitudes and
responses to the evaluation programme and the SDU was gauged
through the feedback questionnaires and the heads of department.
It certainly would have been valuable to have had their input
firsthand. Nevertheless, for puposes of the study and the

development endeavour, the feedback questionnaires sufficed.



1.5 The organisation of the study

In this chapter the research problem has been identified. The
significance of the study in its setting and the broader context
is justified. Also the reasons for conducting the study and the
main objectives of the research are presented. In carrying out
the research, the study focused on the MLST situation only. The

scope and limitations of the study are also touched upon.

Chapter 2 is an attempt to contextualise the study in a theoreti-
cal framework. The nature of staff evaluation and development
is examined. Following an in-depth review of the theoretical
underpinnings of evaluation and staff development, international
approaches to these areas is focused on. Trends particularly in,
the United Kingdom, United States and Australia are highlighted.
The state of the art in the South African situation is also
examined. A brief review of some strategies employed in the
evaluation of staff follows. Finally the role of institutional
management in the evaluation and development of staff and that

of evaluation in staff development is considered.

The focus in Chapter 3 is the research design employed in the
study. The context in which the study was conducted, the
objectives and the research methodology, form the kernel of this
chapter. The research design, the survey group, the construction
of the measuring instruments used, the data gathering strategies
employed, viz. the survey questionnaires and interviews, and the
process undertaken to obtain the self-evaluation programme, are
also described. A brief description of the environment in which

the study was carried out concludes this chapter.

Chapter 4 comprises basically of the research findings, an
analysis of the data as a result of the feedback guestionnaires
and interviews, and the procedure engaged in, resulting in the
development of the self-evaluation programme. Staff’s attitude
to the strategies employed in the evaluation programme were

obtained as a result of the feedback guestionnaires administered.



The questionnaires also facilitated input from staff in terms of
general comments, suggestions for amendments, and queries. The
interviews conducted with heads of department provided data
relating to general departmental operation, staff attitude to the
evaluation programme and the extent of its implementation, and
an appraisal of the staff development unit as a structural
feature at the Technikon. Data gathered from the feedback
questionnaires and interviews contributed to the review of the

proposed evaluation programme.

The research findings, tabled in Chapter 4 are discussed in
Chapter 5. An in-depth discussion of the significance of the
findings, supported by a relevant literature study, justifies the
basis of the proposed self-evaluation programme. The implementa-
tion of the proposed evaluation programme, viz. Phase 1 is
discussed. Staff feedback and heads’ input are analysed and
incorporated into the revised evaluation programme. The
strategies employed, viz. student-feedback, self-evaluation and
heads’ evaluation of staff, are discussed. The implementation
and outcomes of the self-evaluation programme conclude this

chapter.

In the final chapter, Chapter 6, the focus is on the self-
evaluation programme, in particular the strategies of student-
feedback and self-evaluation; suggestions for an improved, more
relevant staff development programme are given; the implications
of the study for the MLST, in particular, and higher education,
generally are mooted. It is hoped that the study will contribute
some practical recommendations for staff evaluation and develop-
ment. The chapter concludes with suggestions for future research
that may be undertaken.

1.6 Conclusion
In this chapter an attempt has been made to identify the research
problem, to justify the study in its setting and in terms of the

larger context, to outline the scope and limitations of the

10



study, and to present a synopsis of the research as presented in

the dissertation.

The study has focused upon a research area, in the South African
context, where documented literature is generally lacking. Also
in terms of present pressures facing all tertiary institutions,
research in the subject of the study, viz. evaluation and
development of academic staff is crucial. Staff development is
vital since the competence of staff will determine the quality
of academic programmes and improved outcomes in terms of
increased 1levels of student learning. The demands for
accountability facing tertiary institutions will be met by the
implementation of suitable evaluation tools and the subsequent

provision of relevant staff development programmes.

11



CHAPTER 2

THE NATURE OF STAFF EVALUATION AND DEVELOPMENT

2.1 Introduction

The main focus in this chapter is the contextualisation of the
study in a theoretical framework. An attempt is made to place
evaluation within a particular frame of reference as determined
by its purposes. This entails a brief overview of management
theory, management by objectives, some approaches to staff
evaluation, an examination of relevant models for staff evalu-
ation, recent trends in evaluation, the types of evaluation in
higher education, defining "evaluation" and '"assessment",
principles employed in the development of evaluation programmes,

and staff attitude to evaluation.

In placing staff development in a theoretical framework, several
definitions of, approaches to, and a selection of models on which
staff development may be based, are examined. A synthesis of
these aspects underpins the evaluation and staff development

proposals made in the study.

International trends, in particular, developments in the United
Kingdom, United States and Australia are briefly examined with
reference to approaches to staff evaluation and development.
This is followed by an overview of staff evaluation and develop-
ment in South African higher education, focusing, in particular,
on Technikons.

The role of institutional management in staff development is
considered. Some strategies, e.g. student ratings and peer
evaluation, employed in the evaluation of staff, are briefly
reviewed. The chapter closes with a review of the role of
evaluation in staff development and a description of the

conceptual framework underpinning this study.
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2.2 Towards a theoretical foundation on which evaluation may

be based

According to Sell (1989: 21), there are several theoretical
frameworks to the study of tertiary institutions as organisations
"such as bureaucratic (Blau, 1973), collegial (Millet, 1962,
1978), political (Balidridge, 1971), and organised anarchy (Cohen
and March, 1974)". Each of these approaches focuses differently
on institutional concerns, such as, for example, the resources
of the institution, the vesting of authority and the decision-
making process, effectiveness and efficiency with regard to work,

and productivity in terms of outcomes.
2.2.1 The nature of management theory

Presently it is the eclectic approach, viz. the neo-human
relations approach, the practice of borrowing principles from
different theories as best they suit one’s needs, that appears
to be the state of the art in management theory and practice.
There are three well established schools of management
thought, viz. classical, behavioral and guantitative, each
offering a different perspective for defining management
problems and ways to deal with them. Two recent approaches
are the systems and the contingency approaches to management
both of which offer valuable insights into management. The
systems approach to management views the organisation as a
"unified, directed system of interrelated parts" (Stoner and
Freedman 1989: 56) while the contingency approach, also called
the situational approach, holds the view "that the management
technique that best contributes to the attainment of
organisational goals might vary in different types of

situations or circumstances" (ibid: 58).

The systems approach, based on general systems theory, views
the institution as dynamic subsystems, i.e. departments,
interrelated and working in synergy. Synergy in this context

refers to a state of action in which departments, interacting
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co-operatively can be more productive than if they operated
in isolation. Systems theory provides a framework of short
and long-term planning and allows the management to maintain
a balance between the needs of the various departments and the

needs and goals of the institution as a whole.

The contingency approach applies the concepts of the classi-
cal, behavioral and gquantitative schools to real-life
situations. The focus is on the identification of "which
technique will, in a particular situation, under particular
circumstances, and at a particular time, best contribute to

the attainment of management goals" (ibid: 58).

The neo-human relations approach, an "integrative" approach
to management theory, focuses on the human relations element,
the concept of "quality" in work and on staff relationships
(ibid: 60).

Kells (1988: 4) cites Mackenzie’s (1969) "management wheel",
(Figure 2.1) including in his adaptation, self-study processes
as applied to tertiary institutions. This model may be
applied to any aspect of the organisation. The process is on-
going and with the self-study processes preceding planning,

making them crucial for favourable outcomes.

Since the major focus of this study is the technikon, on
reflection it appears that its structure and functioning
conforms best to the principles underpinning the systems
approach to management. The management process, in particular
the management activities, according to Stoner and Freeman
(1989), are planning, organising, leading and controlling.
This is a model of management developed at the end of the
nineteenth century and is still in use today. Management is
not a set of four separate functions, but these activities

form a group of interactive functions.
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PLANNING

(GOAL SETTING, PROGRAM and
PROCESS DESIGN, PROJECTIONS, stc.)

STUDY and QUALITY ORGANIZING
CONTROL (IMPLEMENTING PROGRAM
(MONITORING, INSTI- and PROCESS PLANS,
TUTIONAL RESEARCH, SELF- ESTABLISHING ORGAN-
STUDY and ANALYSIS) IZATIONAL ELEMENTS)
DIRECTING STAFFING
(MOTIVATING, DECISION- (SELECTING, TRAINING,
MAKING, LEADERSHIP, and ORIENTING)

REWARDING,MC.)V

Figure 2.1: A simplified adaptation of MacKenzie’s

representation of management (1969)
2.2.2 Management by objectives (MBO)

MBO refers to the "process in which managers set specific and
measurable goals with each individual employee on a regular
basis”, (Arnold and Feldman 1986: 322). Staff are responsible
for achieving goals within a specified time. MBO is a
results-based method of appraisal, staff are evaluated on what
was accomplished, not how it was accomplished. The two steps
in the application of MBO to evaluation are goal setting and
performance review. Goals, deadlines for the attainment of
goals and review dates are mutually agreed upon by the
superior and subordinate. Review meetings facilitate
monitoring or guidance of the staff member. Final appraisal
is based on the extent to which the goals, agreed to in the

initial meeting, have been accomplished.

Arnold and Feldman (1986) outline the advantages and disadvan-
tages of MBO as follows:
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Advantages

* individuals are encouraged to set specific challenging
goals thus increasing motivation and perfqrmapce
* MBO is consistent with the needs and objectives of the

organisation

* staff know precisely what is expected of them and what
they must achieve for a positive evaluation

* ongoing systematic goal setting throughout the
organisation facilitates planning

Disadvantages

* there 1s heavy emphasis on results, and neglect of how
results are accomplished

* it is difficult to compare the level of performance of
different individuals, and

* it is difficult to implement effectively - MBO is depend-
ent on skills of superiors conducting the goal-setting and
performance appraisal meeting

There are no guarantees that the feedback provided at
appraisal interviews is constructive or will have a positive
motivational effect on staff (Arnold and Feldman 1986: 328).
Staff experience a dilemma of whether to present themselves
in the best possible light to obtain a positive evaluation or
be open and candid about problems or weaknesses to facilitate
improvement. Also conflict and misunderstanding may arise as
a result of critical comment by the superior which may result
in defensive reactions from staff. The success of the
appraisal interview is largely dependant upon the skills and
sensitivities of the superior. The superior must be willing
to listen and be skilful in communicating negative information
to subordinates. The focus of discussion in handling specific
problems should be with a view to future performance improve-
ment. The effective performance appraisal interview also
focuses on the staff member’s areas of strength. In this
regard staff should be sure of which areas should continue to

be emphasised in their performance.
2.2.3 Approaches to staff evaluation

Staff evaluations are fraught with difficulties - some
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approaches to the evaluation of staff are highlighted below.

According to Gitlin and Smyth (1990), most evaluation schemes
follow a similar, research-based 1logic which alienates
teachers and limits the possibility of change, and fail to
influence the interpretive frameworks through which teachers
view their classrooms, the ideologies they hold remain
unchanged and with emphasis on behavioural changes, 1i.e.
improvement in classroom efficiency focuses only on narrow
educational means and conceals the political, ethical and
moral implications of schooling resulting in social inequal-
ities. Gitlin and Smyth (1990) offer the alternative
approaches, viz. "horizontal evaluation® and a "critical
version of clinical supervision" to enable teachers to look

critically at the nature of teaching and learning.

Schwandt (1989: 11) is of the opinion that theory and practice
in evaluation is mainly "focused on methological issues and
on instrumental conceptions of knowledge use while relegating
questions about morals and values to the periphery". Farh and
Dobbins (1989: 835-6), in their study of the relationship
between self-esteem and leniency bias in self-reports of
performance, cite Fisher and Russ (1986) who list six
theoretical orientations, viz. social comparison theory,
symbolic interactionism, self-enhancement theories, attribu-
tion theory and schema theory which may be used to interpret
and understand self-ratings. Keiny and Dreyfus (1989: 60),
however use as their frame of reference Clark and Peterson’s
(1986) review on teacher’s thought processes, viz. the two
domains, i.e. teachers’ thought processes and teachers’
actions and observar.e effects. The two domains represent two
different paradigmatic approaches to research on teaching.
There has been a paradigm shift from the process-product
linear approach to a new systems approach which "assumes
cyclic and reciprocal relationships between the various

factors which constitute the complex situation of classroom

teaching",
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Baum and Bassey (1981: 175) are critical of the generally
prescriptive approach to evaluation and demonstrate how
evaluations may be employed "in a far more varied, relevant
and innovative manner". They believe that staff should be
responsible for their own evaluation, thus equipping them with
the necessary "tools" (an ideas booklet) does not appear to

staff to be a "top-down" imposition of evaluation.

In employing the experiential approach to performance
appraisal, Lehman et al (1990: 25) cite current research in
human resource management which could be used to underpin the
evaluation strategies proposed in this study. The objectives

that should be attained by effective appraisal systems are:

* accurately measure current performance levels

reinforce strengths, and

* identify deficiencies needed to improve future
performance

%

To fulfil these objectives Lehman et al (1990: 25-26) list the

following necessary conditions:

* Performance standards acceptable to both raters and
ratees must be communicated clearly to employees.

* Employees must receive informal feedback about their
performance to enable them to assess their perform-
ance and fill needs for accomplishment and success.

* Only performance on factors most representative of
a job’s major duties should be evaluated.

* Employees should complete a self-evaluation prior to
the appraisal interview. (Self-evaluation creates
a common agenda for discussion, and the supervisor
is more confident that the employees will be honest
in evaluating their own performance.)

* Two separate formal appraisals should be used: one
for developmental purposes and one for measurement
purposes.

* The Qevelopmental interview must have a problem-
solving focus which results in a specific plan for
performance improvement.
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*x The use of a non-numeral rating can help establish
a nonjudgemental atmosphere.

* Employees must realise that the appraisal 1is for
developmental purposes or else they would be reluc-
tant to identify their weaknesses if the information
will be used for decisions regarding pay raises or
promotion. Also emphasising weakness alone is
unlikely to produce change, however, emphasis on
strong points is 1likely to result in plans for
improvement.

* Employees must participate in performance feedback
discussions and must help plan future work activ-
ities.

* Follow-up appraisal interviews focuses on how
effectively the employee has acted on the results of
the developmental appraisal.

In the 1light of the above review of approaches to staff
evaluation, it was felt that an eclectic approach to evalu-
ation would best suit the MLST. The programme has attempted
to comply with the conditions as 1listed by Lehman et al
(1990) .

2.2.4 Models on which staff evaluation may be based

To ensure that as few false starts as possible were made with
regard to staff evaluation at the MLST, a model which would
find accord with staff and their needs had to be found. To
accomplish this, models of programmes implemented at other
institutions were studied. The following findings were
considered of sufficient relevance to warrant attention.
Pollitt (1988) describes three models of appraisal in his
discussion of the "political philosophy" of staff appraisal,
viz. the managerial model, the professional development model

and the consumer model.
2.2.4.1 The managerial model

The managerial model assists in the personnel management

function in taking decisions about grading, posting,
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promoting, retraining, remunerating and dismissing staff.

The features of appraisal schemes developed on the basis

of this model may exhibit most or all of the following:

* Strong links with the organisational reward and
punishment systemn

* Highly standardised appraisal procedures (e.q.
rating scales) to facilitate comparison of staff

* Appraisal centred on a superior/subordinate
interaction

* Appraisal not applicable to senior management

* A regular process undertaken at convenient inter-
vals

* Criteria for performance stress efficiency and
economy rather than effectiveness or quality

* Appraisal data is confidential but freely access-
ible to the personnel department.

2.2.4.2 The professional development model

Pollitt (1988: 9) regards the main purpose of appraisal
according to this model as the raising of professional
standards, the dissemination of knowledge of good prac-

tices and improved communication between colleagques.

Appraisal schemes developed on the basis of this model

will have most or all of the following features:

* Peer review is a central process

Self-evaluation is also an important component

* All staff (including senior members) are subject
to more-or-less similar evaluation procedure

* The review process is not linked to the system of
extrinsic rewards/punishment

* Participation in the system is voluntary

* Information generated is confidential, and is not
available to ‘consumers’ (e.g. students) or to
employers

* each group of professionals designs and controls
their own system.

* For each appraisal system, there may be a ‘core’
of standardised information, but each individual
will also receive particular, detailed and idio-
syncratic feedback.

*
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2.2.4.3 The consumer model

In comparison to the previous two models discussed, this
model is less common in the evaluation literature. Its
purpose, according to Pollitt (1988: 10) is to "increase
the responsiveness of service-providers to the consumers

of those services".

The following are features inherent in the consumer model

appraisal schemes:

* The collection of consumer satisfaction data is
regular and systematic, not ad hoc

* Consumers have a direct say in the design and
operation of the data collection system

* It is mandatory that service providers and/or
managers at least take account of this data in
planning and management decisions

* Should there be a more than usual negative appr-
aisal, recognised mechanisms of a non-adversarial
character should exist to enable the provider to
discuss the relevant issues with the consumers or
their representatives

Appraisal systems, according to Pollitt (1988: 12) tend
towards either the managerial or the professional development
model. On appraisal in higher education, Pollitt cautions
against the exclusive use of the professional development
model or the consumer model. An appraisal scheme that
combines the models will certainly provide evidence that will
enhance the development process (formative aspects) or justify
the appraisal (summative techniques). Another danger that may
result in the failure of an appraisal scheme could be the
implementation of a managerialist scheme under the guise that

it is developmental.

On the actual evaluation programme, Pollitt (1988: 15) makes
the following points:

* There should be control over the appraisal docu-
men§a§1on— }t must not become freely available for
administrative purposes, e.g. promotion or disci-
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plining

* M"Appraisal for development" must be created and kept
separately from "appraisal for judgement"

* The staff member should, wherever possible have some

choice of the appraiser _ '
* Multiple sources of data should be built into the

appraisal scheme _

* The appraisal procedure must allow for interactive
and reflexive debate, in which the criteria (and
appraisal instruments) for appraisal are discussed
and modified

Hellweg and Churchman (1981: 17) offer a useful critique of
the present tenure system and present a model designed to
provide for academic accountability and be responsive to the
needs of higher education. The model includes the drawing up

of personal development action plans.

From the above, it was decided that a combination of aspects
of the consumer model (Pollitt 1988) and the model proposed
by Hellweg and Churchman (1981) would best suit the MLST

context.
2.2.5 Trends in evaluation

In order to structure a suitable staff evaluation programme
for the MLST, it became increasingly apparent that trends in
evaluation systems already instituted and run, should be
studied.

House (1990: 24) reviews the structural and conceptual changes

in evaluation as:

Structurally, evaluation has become more integrated into
organisational operations, and conceptually, evaluation
has moved from monolithic to pluralist notions, to mul-
tiple methods, criteria, and interests.

With regard to structural changes, evaluation before 1965
meant testing or curriculum evaluation and later saw the
emergence of several major schools of evaluation, viz.

Illinois, (measurement and curriculum development), North-
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western (experimental design), Western Michigan (decision-
making), UCLA (federal research and development centre) and
Stanford (cross-disciplinary). The methodology, philosophy,
and politics of evaluation changed substantially between 1965
and 1990 (conceptual changes). There was a change in emphasis
from purely quantitative methods to accepting qualitative
research methods. With regard to philosophy, evaluators
accepted that evaluation was not "value~-free" and was affected
by politics, viz. changing social context in the United
States.

Easterby-Smith (1987: 39) discusses change and innovation in
higher education as arising out of political, economic and

internal pressures, originating from within the system, e.q.

Traditionally, undergraduate students have had little
influence in this area. But the student voice is
becoming stronger as larger numbers of "mature" stu-
dents enter the system, and as student unions take a
greater interest in collating feedback on staff teach-
ing performance. Also a growing number of staff are
starting to examine teaching and learning processes
more seriously.

Stroup (1983: 47-48) offers several reasons for the develop-
ment and review of evaluation policy, one of which is for the
support of professional development and/or self-renewal
programmes in order to maintain viability in the academic
programmes. Other reasons include increased pressure for
accountability, reduced resources, the legalistic environment
and/or implications, and decision making based on multiple
sources of data. Easterby-Smith (1987: 50) in their review
of change and innovation in higher education comment on the
failure of appraisal systems in industry: "In that area the
current trend 1is towards self and peer assessment - which

could conceivably be appropriate in higher education too™".

The trends reviewed above are all evident in the South African
context, and, as such, deserve consideration when staff

evaluation programmes are being considered for implementation
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at South African tertiary institutions.
2.2.6 Types of evaluation in higher education

A study of the literature reveals that there are various types
of evaluation used at tertiary institutions. These, then are
listed below, in order that ‘best fit’ types may be found for
use at the MLST, in particular, and perhaps for other South

African tertiary institutions, in general.

Sell (1989) groups evaluation into four broad categories, viz.
student, faculty, programme and institutional assessment.
Student assessment occurs at course and department level for
the awarding of grades and credits, for the selection and
placement of students or to assess general performance.
Faculty or staff assessment/ evaluation is conducted for
tenure and promotion decisions, merit salary increases
(Centra: 1979), post tenure evaluation (Licata: 1986) or for
distinguished teaching, research, and/or service awards
(Beidler: 1986). Programme assessment takes place for
accreditation purposes, internal self-studies or for state
reviews. Institutional assessment occurs as self-studies for
state or institutional strategic planning or budgeting
purposes.

Hawkridge (1983) summarises ten principal types of evaluation,
out of many, in higher education, viz. access evaluation,
needs evaluation, course evaluation, student evaluation, tutor
and counsellor evaluation, media evaluation, computer-assisted
learning evaluation, new technology evaluation and academic
staff evaluation. He acknowledges that there are many
problems in executing evaluation but "Evaluators must adopt
a flexible approach, drawing on methods and analyses that

appear to suit each situation” (Hawkridge 1983: 43).

Selmes (1989) reviews the four main types of evaluation for

teaching other than self-evaluation, viz. evaluation by
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superiors, students, peers and outsiders, e.g. The Council for
National Academic Awards (CNAA) in the UK or SERTEC in South
Africa. Selmes (1989: 176) emphasises that teaching in higher

education needs to be characterised by:

(a) consultative and open procedures, with agreed
criteria and standards;

(b) tangible and psychological rewards; and

(c) emphasis on the responsibility of staff to evalu-
ate themselves.

From the above, it is evident that there are various types of
evaluation. Ideally, it would certainly benefit tertiary
institutions to employ as many as is possible. In the MLST
context, though, implementing too many types of evaluation
would certainly result in chaos. From the literature it is
apparent that one has to tread carefully and slowly, especial-
ly with regard to staff evaluation. Careful thought had to
be given to the actual content of the evaluation programme,
viz. the types of evaluation included. A complete description

of the evaluation programme will be included in Chapter 3.
2.2.7 Defining "evaluation'" and "assessment"

From a study of the 1literature, it 1is apparent that
researchers sometimes differentiate between "evaluation" and
"assessment", e.g. Miller (1986), Sell (1989), Davis (1989)
and Elton (1984) all provide different explanations. The

following are attempts to explain these concepts in the light
of the study:

Elton (1984: 97-98) attempts to differentiate between

‘evaluation’ and ‘assessment’ as follows:

Both evaluation and assessment are concerned with the
ggthering of information for subsequent use. The
difference between them lies therefore primarily in the
use to which this information is put, rather than in
the methods by which it is gathered, although the use
can affect the methods - sometimes quite subtly. In
both, the information relates to an educational process
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and the persons engaged in it; but while the aim of
evaluation is the improvement of both the process and
the persons, the aim of assessment is to provide
evidence for judgement of the one or the other, some-
times both.

Sell (1989: 22) broadly defines the term, "assessment" as "a
process for informing decisions and judgements" and adds that
in the literature the term, "assessment 1is often used
interchangeably with the terms, "testing", "evaluation",
"monitoring", "review" and "appraisal”. Schalock and Sell
(1971) offer a detailed discussion of these concepts. For
purposes of this study the terms, "evaluation", "appraisal"
and "assessment" will be used interchangeably, since the
programme’s intentions are formative, it makes no difference

how the process 1is referred to.
2.2.8 Staff attitude to evaluation

In this section, an attempt is made to determine staff
attitude to evaluation as described in the literature. The
following researchers highlight general staff attitudes to
evaluation which may also be characteristic of staff views at
the MLST.

Centra (1987: 54) differentiates between four factions at an
institution when developing a system of faculty evaluation,
viz. ‘purists’, the group that insists that faculty perform-
ance is quantified and measured precisely; ‘utopians’, the
group that finds fault in every instrument or system devised;
‘saboteurs’, the group that pretends support but finds fault
in every approach and calls for continuous refinement;
‘naive’, the group that will adopt any system without thinking
through its implications or whether it will work. A fifth
group, viz. the ‘realists’ know that systems implemented will
be modified, that evaluation takes place regardless of whether

a system is in place and that it is advantageous to have a
system in place.
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Blake and Jacques (1990: 38) on staff appraisal write:

Where these intentions are openly stated, we do not
believe that colleagues are resistant to the process of
appraisal. Indeed, where all participants in appraisal
show consideration and humanity towards each other the
outcomes can be positive and rewarding.

According to Clark and Corcoran (1989: 28), staff are
apprehensive since collegial relationships and academic
freedom may be threatened. Williams and Mullen (1990: 5) in
their study of teacher attitudes and awareness regarding
appraisal found that teachers were not opposed to evaluation
provided that the purposes were made clear, that it was not
used to the detriment of staff interests, and should serve to
improve teaching. These are considered important consider-

ations and merit special attention.

With regard to the strategies employed in evaluation pro-
grammes, Stark and Lowther (1984) in their study of teacher
support or opposition to various methods of teacher evaluation
found that eighty-nine percent of teachers viewed self-
assessment as the most appropriate method of evaluation.
Generally, teachers were positive about approaches internal
to the profession, viz. peer, self and administrator evalu-
ations, but negative about external feedback, viz. students,
parents or test scores. Hiller (1986: 144-145), in the light
of the findings of Stark and Lowther (1984), advocate the need
for "multidimensional evaluation procedures in which adminis-
trator judgements, peer review, self-appraisal, and negotiated

objectives are all utilised to encourage effective teaching”.

For any evaluation programme to succeed, it is important to
be mindful of staff attitudes to the different types of
programmes. The above review highlights certain staff
attitudes that should be borne in mind that would result in

successful evaluation endeavours.
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2.3 Theories on which staff development may be based

An attempt is made, in this section, to determine a conceptual
framework for staff development. From the literature, a few
relevant researchers are cited with regard to a definition of,
approaches to, and models on which staff development may be

based.

Sherman et al (1987) attribute the five characteristics, viz.
enthusiasm, clarity, preparation/organisation, stimulation, and
love of knowledge, to excellence in.college instruction. They
include experience as an important component of excellence and
propose a developmental conception of teaching that assumes

ongoing professional growth.

West (1989: 12) identifies three reasons for needing staff
development, viz. staff who have become ineffective need staff
development, new programmes or curricula require that staff
upgrade their skills and knowledge in new or unfamiliar fields,
and new government policies will necessitate that staff are
familiar with new directions, programmes and issues. West (1989)
offers useful principles as a basis for a good staff development

programne.

Before a staff development programme is considered, one needs to

have a clear idea of what staff development is.
2.3.1 Defining staff development

Considering the following definitions of staff development,
as cited from the literature, would place in perspective the

stance taken by the study in this regard.

Young (1987: 72) in his review of staff development programmes
in terms of new developments in the last twenty years notes
that, it is fortunate that "faculty development has become

synonymous with the improvement of college teaching"” with a
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variety of approaches being adopted at tertiary institutions.
Menges et al (1988: 291) propose Halliburton’s (1979)
definition of staff development that goes beyond Jjust
emphasising teaching: "faculty development is the theory and
practice of facilitating improved faculty performance in a
variety of domains, including the intellectual, the institu-

tional, the personal, the social, and the pedagogical".

In the definitions of staff development advocated by Weaver-
Meyers (1990), Francis (1975), Badley, (1988) and Muller
(1988), the fulfilling of both personal and institutional

goals are emphasised.

Duke (1990: 71), in adopting a professional development system
draws a useful distinction between professional development

and staff development (Fig. 2.2).

Professional Development Staff Development
* is designed for individ- * 1is designed for groups
uals

* Tfosters the cultivation of | * encourages collective
unigqueness and virtuosity growth in a common direc-

: tion

* focuses on differences

* focuses on similarities

* is guided by the individ-
uals judgement * 1s guided by school and

district goals

* leads to increased per-
sonal understanding and * leads to enhanced reper-
awareness toire of skills / concepts

Figure 2.2: Differences in Professional Development and Staff
Development (Duke 1990: 71)

This professional development system may be applied to
academic staff. Whereas the focus in staff development is for
institutional benefit, professional development 1is aimed
primarily at the individual whose development would enhance

the institution. According to Duke (1990: 75) staff have "a
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strong desire to continue growing as professionals" and "...
are willing and even eager to examine their practices,

benefits and needs for growth".

In this study, staff development refers to a process that
concurs with the definitions advocated that emphasize the
fulfilling of both personal and institutional goals. 1In the
next section, some approaches to how this can be accomplished

are considered.
2.3.2 Approaches to staff development

Several approaches to staff development may be cited in the
literature, e.g. Hart and Estes (1990) advocate constructivism
and Du Shane et al (1989), bottom-up planning and decision-

making.

Shears (1982) offers a critical appraisal of a range of
possible approaches to the organisation and implementation of
staff development. Some of the models discussed are the ‘up
or down’ approach (‘up’, being staff needs channelled through
to management or ‘down’, where staff development is the ‘tool
of management’ imposed on staff), the partnership model (a
reconciliation of staff needs with that of the department and
the institution), a centralist approach (a staff development
unit is set up on neutral ground, separate from departments,
reporting directly to management and directly accessible to
staff), the qualifications approach (e.g. secondment to course
or research experience), the ‘new boys’ approach (in effect,
‘Last in, most useful’), the systems approach (mechanistic
objective setting, performance monitoring, corrective measures
or rewards, and appraisal), the curriculum development
approach (analyses present and future demands on institution
in terms of the curriculum), and the organisation development
approach (on-the-job training, institutional aims and
attempting to achieve them).
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Shears (1982: 14) concludes with what an effective model of
staff development should entail, viz. one which combines
several approaches. The SDU at the MLST has been set up
adopting mainly a ‘centralist’ approach as described by Shears
(1982). Its functioning is, however, also to a certain extent
influenced by the ‘systems’ and ‘organisation development’
approaches to staff development. It is necessary at this
stage to consider some of the models on which staff develop-
ment may be based in order that the approach to staff
development at the MLST is an informed one, not an impulsive

effort doomed to failure.

2.3.3 Models on which staff development may be based

In this section some of the major models advocated in the
staff development literature are reviewed with a view to a

basis for the staff development initiative of the MLST.

The model proposed by West (1989: 16) offers useful principles
as a basis for a good staff development programme. Lovell-
Badge (1990: 36) reviews the success of "the ‘Partnership
Model’ and the need to ‘bring staff along with you’, rather
than attempting to impose a top-down ‘Management Model’. The
staff development programme was as a result of the needs
expressed by staff". Lovell-Badge (1990) is of the opinion
that "It would be advantageous if this model were supported

by an appropriate appraisal system based on the ‘partnership

model’ ",

Kember and Mezger (1990: 54-55) use a Concerns-Based Adoption
Model (CBAM) approach to staff development, drawing upon
contingency theory and they thus take a flexible eclectic
approach to staff development. Weaver-Meyers (1990) advocates
the use of RPTIM -the Readiness, Planning, Training, Implemen-
tation and Maintenance model devised for use with staff

development programmes for education professionals.
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The model advocated by Parker and Damico (1989) may easily be
implemented by departments in higher education institutions.
The model incorporates the staff development unit as an active
partner in the ongoing improvement process. Davidson (1981)
suggests a model for continuous staff development which
includes setting objectives, faculty evaluation, a reward
system and communications and administrative process. For
this model to work the aspects of objectives, evaluation and
rewards are dependant on the communications and administrative

process.

Fordham and Ainley (1980) discuss the "institutional manage-
ment" (with an ‘organisational’ bias) and the "staff autonomy"
(has a ‘personal change’ bias) models of staff development.
The institutional management model entails a top-down
approach. A group of senior staff comprise a staff develop-
ment board or committee responsible for the management of
staff development. This board depending on the needs of the
institution would specify an appropriate programme. Also
within the scope of management is the determination of staff
evaluation procedures, in particular staff appraisal and
career profiles. Criticisms levelled against this model are
that since the model is '"need-oriented" it represents a
"defect" point of view, focusing upon weaknesses rather than
developing strengths; and the model does not acknowledge
staff’s own contribution to their continuing professional
development. Academic staff are treated as employees and

insist that the responsibility for further training lies with
the management.

In the staff autonomy model of staff development, the staff
member is responsible for his or her own assessment of needs
after an evaluation of the present situation or for the
future. According to Fordham and Ainley (1980: 36), the
"emphasis is upon a personal assessment of both one’s current
weaknesses in performance and potential development in skills,

understandings and values in areas not directly related to
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existing performance". This model may be considered more
appropriate or professional. Since the staff development
activities would be self-initiated, they are more likely to
be of benefit. This model is concerned with both the personal
and professional growth of staff. A weakness of this model,
as pointed out by Fordham and Ainley (1980) is that staff may
not be able to successfully plan their professional develop-
ment without the assistance of support agencies, e.g. a staff
development unit. Also staff needs may not be in keeping with

the needs of the institution.

Since both models, viz.the institutional management and the
staff autonomy models have limitations, Fordham and Ainsley
construct managerial strategies sensitive to both the needs
and interests of staff and the overall needs of the institu-
tion. This results in the collaborative model for the
management of staff development. 1In this model, both staff
and senior management have the opportunity to influence the

staff development activities.

If one were to contextualise the MLST staff development
initiative it would to a certain extent fit in with Fordham
and Ainley’s (1980) "staff autonomy" model. It is hoped that
in the future with increasing management support of the SDU’s
efforts that there would be a shift to the "collaborative"

model for the management of staff development.

In the next section, international trends regarding approaches
to staff evaluation and development are considered in order
that the South African context, in particular, that of the
MLST may be seen in terms of the leaders in the field, viz.

Britain, United States and Australia, in particular.

2.4 Approaches to staff evaluation and development: Interna-
tional trends

Staff evaluation and development have been issues of tertiary
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education concern for some time now. Mortimer (1988: 92) reviews
the development of staff development from the 1970s which was
characterised by a "voluntary, professional effectiveness ethos"
and the 1980s by "the required, governmental, managerial
efficiency ethos". Speculating about the 1990s, Mortimer
envisaged, and rightly so, "that the sector as a whole will
experience at least as many changes in curriculum, in student
population, in teaching and learning methods, in modes and

locations of delivery as in the last decade, and probably more".

A brief review of approaches to staff evaluation and development
in Britain, the United States and Australia is thus undertaken,
in order to try to place present and future South African

endeavours in this regard, in context.
2.4.1 Britain

The following researchers cited from the literature highlight
current trends in British education with regard to staff

evaluation and development.

Bollington et al (1990) identify three factors that have led
to the introduction of appraisal in the UK, viz. dgreater
accountability and more efficiency, the professional develop-
ment, in particular, in-service training of teachers, and the

development of management techniques in education.

Turner (1989) reviews the origins of the notion of value for
money and accountability in the British higher education
system. Hewton (1988: 29) states that appraisal was intro-
duced in 1983 by the Department of Education and Science as
part of a general move towards greater accountability. Its
reception was initially positive until disputes over pay and
conditions arose. 1In 1986, a National Steering Group was set
up to conduct a pilot study (School Teacher Appraisal Pilot
Study-1987-1989) to investigate procedures and documents.

Teachers’ associations are of the opinion that pilot schemes
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should continue with no participation until negotiations and
settlements are reached on issues which include pay and
conditions. According to Hackett (1990), few local education
authorities intend to introduce appraisal for all teachers now
that the Government has decided not to go ahead with a
statutory national scheme. Few would go ahead with the

appraisal without additional resources.

As reported by Jobbins (1987), lecturers at British univer-
sities erected a new barrier as resistance against evaluation,
to agreement with Vice-Chancellors on performance appraisal -
a moratorium of at least 2 years while pilot studies are
carried out and evaluated. Rutherford (1990: 195) reviews
recent changes that are taking place in British universities
in terms of '"regular and systematic appraisal of both

individual academics and departments':

In the polytechnic and colleges sector, Barnett (1987)
has discussed the role of the Council for National Aca-
demic Awards in course review and institutional appraisal.
The Government’s determination to improve quality and
efficiency has been further emphasised in the recent HMSO
White Paper (1987) entitled Higher Education: Meeting the
Challenge.

Elton (1984: 100) in his review of assessment procedures in
British institutions, mentions the existence of review
committees which entails the completion of reports on staff
or at the same institution the inclusion of a self-assessment
report (not mandatory) by the staff member. With regard to
institutional evaluation, departmental reviews have been
taking place for many years, for example when a head of
department leaves, if there is a '"problem" department and/or
accreditation of courses by relevant professional bodies and

subject sub-committees of the University Grants Committee.
The above, sometimes, contentious issues characterise the
British experience with regard to staff evaluation and

developnment. Are there lessons to be learned from their

35



experiences? Obviously, there are, and an awareness of
practices and problems in British higher education are
important to the implementation of staff evaluation and

development in South Africa.
2.4.2 United States

In this section, a review of trends in the United States staff
evaluation and development experience is undertaken. The
findings of the following researchers are relevant to current

developments in the US experience.

Aleamoni (1987: 80) sums up the recent history of evaluation

and faculty development in the following:

As student ratings have become widely accepted, faculty
development efforts have also been strengthened in a
majority of colleges and universities. Formal research
on evaluating teaching plans spans at least sixty
years, though the great increase in such research is a
phenomenon of the last twenty years, and, during the
most recent period, faculty development has been taken
up in practical ways in hundreds of colleges and
universities. It, too, has generated a literature,
though formal, controlled research, perhaps because of
the difficulty of conducting it, is not as much in
evidence as are studies of evaluating teaching
Though there is not as clearly defined a supporting
theory underlying faculty development [as there are for
evaluating teaching], there is an abundance of descrip-
tive data on how individual colleges and universities
have engaged in effective and varied faculty develop-
ment programs.

A telephone survey carried out by Ory and Parker (1989: 384)
with a sample of 1large, research universities on their
assessment activities indicates that much of the reported
assessment activities are the "traditional™ or routine
administrative testing and evaluation activities of placement
testing and student evaluation of instruction. Many univer-
sities were under '"pressure to conduct additional assessment
activities because of existing or anticipated mandates for

assessment information" relating to evaluation, accreditation
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and assessment as demanded by the institutions themselves,
accrediting bodies and state departments of education. Van
Vught (1991: 2) refers to two processes of quality - assess-
ment characteristic of American higher education. They are
accreditation, which consists of a procedure of self-assess-
ment by the organisation seeking accreditation, followed by
a visit of a team of external assessors and a final discussion
by a peer-board and intra-institutional process of systematic

review of study programmes.

Miller (1986: 162) reviews the use of staff evaluation in the
USA over the 10 year period from 1974-84 noting the following
positive changes, viz. there was significant increase in the
use of faculty evaluation and staff development programmes,
a broader data base for making evaluation decisions was
evident, functional "systems" for evaluation had developed
improved survey instruments, there was an increase in the use
of research/scholarship in evaluating total staff performance,
and court cases had improved the quality and equity of
evaluation. Miller accurately predicted the directions that
faculty evaluation had taken and still is taking since, viz.
that better and more equitable faculty evaluation systems will
be developed; faculty evaluation will become more rigorous;
more sophisticated, computerised systems will evolve; more
flexibility and individualization in faculty evaluations will
be made; and more faculty evaluation decisions will be made
in the context of institutional, college and department
priorities. The findings of Miller (1986) concur with that
of Davis (1989: 5) who sums up developments in assessment
during the period 1985 - 1989, These findings are of great
importance to South African endeavours in this regard.

While Kogan (1986) and Murray (1987) review actual evaluation
practices engaged in, Norris (1990) describes staff attitude
to evaluation. According to Norris (1990), in some places
where there were performance linked rises, the performance

linked rises were initially seen as a great step forward for
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the profession, but enthusiasm has since faded. Not only have
the big rewards been reaped by very few, but in practice they
have done little to improve morale. The inevitable creation
of first-class and second-class citizens in the staff room has
created resentment and bitter complaints about the fairness

of the assessments.

From the above it is evident that although staff are account-
able and are subject to both institutional and external
pressures in this regard, the outcomes certainly indicate
difficulties that occur generally in the United States
experience. Great efforts will have to be expended in the
South African context to avoid pitfalls made apparent in US

research into staff evaluation and development.
2.4.3 Australia

In this section, a selection of the findings of researchers

illustrate trends in Australian higher education.

The Australian education system too, has been pressured by
mainly statutory requirements with regard to staff 